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        Introduction

        Tourism Geopolitics

        Matilde Córdoba Azcárate, Mary Mostafanezhad, and Roger Norum

      
      In May 2019, a fire ravaged the cathedral of Notre-Dame in Paris, one of Western civilization’s most iconic cultural symbols and most visited tourist sites. Within a matter of hours, the blaze turned parts of the historic monument into ﻿smoking cinders. Exposing cracks in the French capital’s global image as the “City of Lights,” the ﻿fire also threatened to shake the monument’s signification of modernity. ﻿Reactions across the globe were immediate and vocal. International headlines accentuated grief and shock over the potential loss of this quintessential Western cultural asset. Commenters described how the fire left “a hole in the heart of Paris” and how “watching Notre Dame burn, the entire world was in pain.”1 Within a few days, private individuals—primarily French citizens and international celebrities—had donated more than $1 billion to the building’s reconstruction.2 Many of these donations were made in the name of the “spiritual, cultural, and historical treasure from Paris to the world,” in the words of Salma Hayek.3

      One year prior to the Notre-Dame fire, the National Museum of Brazil in Rio de Janeiro, the largest natural history museum in Latin America, ﻿also was caught in a blaze. ﻿International reactions to the losses incurred in the conflagration and investments in reconstruction were fewer and markedly less enthusiastic than those that accompanied the Notre-Dame case. The fire was described as “an announced tragedy.”4 Although the loss for cultural heritage has been estimated to be more extensive than at Notre-Dame, the Brazilian building has yet to be restored and the search for remnants of historical objects lost to the blaze continues amid governmental cuts to science and education, ﻿not to ﻿mention broad national and international neglect. Comparing the aftermath of the two fires, Samuel Breslow notes that “the loss of Latin American cultural heritage simply does not capture the world’s attention the way the loss of Western European cultural heritage does.”5 The disparate reactions of the international community to these two fires reveal the contested geographies and political nature of what counts as heritage, for whom, and how. It also speaks to how tourism ﻿mobilizes or precludes the formation of collective and state responses to disaster.

      Narratives and institutional actions like those surrounding the burning of emblematic religious, national, and global tourism infrastructures such as the Notre-Dame cathedral are mediated by historically and geographically informed power relations. An investigation into tourism infrastructures and the discourses, representations, and affects that constitute them reveals the geographically uneven socioeconomic terrain upon which cities, buildings, symbols, and affects are made meaningful and circulate; it also underscores how global tourism reifies differences between the Global North and Global South, rich and poor, and culture and nature. A quick glance at the geography of UNESCO-designated world heritage sites reveals just such distinctions. The formation of tourism’s narratives is contingent on myriad power relations that are historically and geographically mediated. Tourism narratives intersect with tourism infrastructures in ways that are subject to symbolic and affective transformation and contestation. In exceptional circumstances, tourism sites such as island archipelagos (see Mimi Sheller, this volume) might become geopolitical experiments of alternative political action. Yet, more often than not, in the aftermath of destruction and crisis, when the window opens for the expression of alternative narratives, hegemonic discourses are reconsolidated in ways that stabilize existing structures of power and geopolitical orders.

      
        Geopolitical Tourism Assemblages

        The chapters in this volume demonstrate a tripartite understanding of tourism geopolitics, a concept that accounts for the increasingly central role that tourism plays in formal, practical, and popular geopolitics (Dodds﻿ 2007). Tourism geopolitics addresses not only how we talk, do, and exercise geopolitics through tourism practices but also how we ﻿wield, bend, or suffer power in and across geographical scales. As such, the chapters contribute to ongoing efforts to highlight the benefits of an interdisciplinary and multiscalar understanding of geopolitics and tourism.

        We begin the development of tourism geopolitics with an understanding of tourism both as an industry and as a sociopolitical and spatial practice. Tourism is an economic sector that capitalizes on places, peoples, objects, and experiences, turning them into attractions to be gazed upon and consumed. It does so through a range of means such as marketing, branding and image making, infrastructure network provision, spatial zoning, labor organization, and political decision. Yet, tourism is also a ﻿practice that unfolds and organizes material, symbolic, and lived spaces. Tourism orders spatial relations, social and cultural values, imaginations, and narratives about the past, the present, and the future. In the twenty-first century, these tourism orderings happen across international, national, regional, local, and urban scales at a speed and with an intensity that has no historical or geographical predecent (Córdoba Azcárate 2020; Franklin 2004, 2008). Everywhere we look, tourism and traveling have become political and politicized vehicles, vessels for conversations not only about cultural heritage but also about health, housing, transportation, education, race, and gender, among other topics.

        The term geopolitics has referred traditionally to the impact of geography on political practice and discourse, mostly in the international arena. Today, the term’s connotations are broader and include material and affective practices, everyday experiences, and situated encounters (Basham 2016; Dittmer and Bos 2019; Gillen and Mostafanezhad 2019; Pain and Stahaeli 2014). Since the 1990s the critical turn in geopolitics has facilitated the development of new theoretical lenses through which scholars examine how cultural discourse and texts coproduce geopolitical imaginations and their manifest material implications (O’Tuathail and Dalby 1998). Scholarship on critical geopolitics acknowledges both how meaning is discursively produced and the practical and material implications of its production. Still, the emphasis remains largely situated within the realm of semiotics, discourse analysis, and geopolitical reasonings. For O’Tuathail and Agnew, geopolitics “is about actions taken against other powers, about invasions, battles, and the deployment of military force.” Yet, discourse, they contend, is central to geopolitical analysis: “It is only through discourse . . . that the building up of a navy or the decision to invade a foreign country is made meaningful and justified. It is through discourse that leaders act, through the mobilization of certain simple geographical understandings that foreign-policy actions are explained and through ready-made geographically infused reasoning that wars are rendered meaningful. How we understand and constitute our social world is through the socially structured use of language” (O’Tuathail and Agnew 1992, 191). However, neither discourse nor practice alone is enough to account for tourism geopolitics in the way we are proposing here.

        Everyday and mundane tourism experiences, their affective nature, and the materiality and positionality they unfold in are integral to geopolitical thought and practice (Dittmer and Gray 2010, 1667). Jason Dittmer’s posthuman analytic of geopolitical assemblages as the combination of situated human and nonhuman, material, and semiotic components of political thought and practice is a useful framework for thinking through tourism geopolitics. It accounts for how geopolitics is situated, material, partial, and coassembled through a range of relations between human and nonhuman component parts as well as through state and nonstate practices (Dittmer 2010, 43). Tourism as geopolitical assemblage involves material infrastructures and immaterial elements, such as affects and anticipation and visual and discursive representations. It involves institutional and extrainstitutional actors, from state leaders to common citizens, from international institutional agreements to household dynamics. Assemblages of infrastructures, imaginaries, and affects in tourism geopolitics are also place-making projects. Photographs, selfie sticks, social media posts, host-guest encounters, official branding and marketing, historical narratives, state territorial ambitions, viral anxieties, affective situated responses, among other elements, all coproduce tourism (Mostafanezhad and Norum 2016; Mostafanezhad 2018). Attention to the assemblages of infrastructures, representations, and affects of tourism geopolitics accounts for how both mundane and extraordinary institutional and extrainstitutional actors coproduce tourism destinations.

        Approaching tourism geopolitics as an assemblage requires a recentering of geopolitical scholarship toward the specific, local, and mundane spaces in which life unfolds. It also demands serious consideration of the performative, political, and spatial nature of tourism. From this perspective, tourism becomes a primary lens through which people make geopolitical sense of the world. For instance, both the tourism industry and tourists’ own practices secure Paris as “the City of Lights” through, on the one hand, channeling funds for marketing, restoration, or care of iconic monuments, and on the other, the repetitive ritualized practices of visiting, photographing, and distributing images and narratives about those monuments in social media. For instance, the romantic tourist gaze is itself a geopolitical practice that has kept Paris from becoming just another European city strangled by deteriorating housing, unfair labor conditions, ﻿terrorism, and international migratory crises.

        Globally, states invest in tourism infrastructure such as resorts, bridges, roads, boulevards, museums, memorials, and monuments in the name of a range of goals, such as economic development, cultural preservation, natural conservation, indigenous empowerment, and nationalism. These infrastructures become spaces of imagination and provoke responses at the global, local, urban, and embodied scales. While sun, sea, and sand tourism gravitates around bodily pleasures associated with joy or relaxation, dark tourism centers around sadness, fear, and forgiveness. If ethnic tourism mobilizes indigenous bodies as repositories of the past, novel forms of culinary tourism activate them as makers of a modern cosmopolitan self. Some of these bodily responses are anticipated, conforming to the planners’ and officials’ original design. Yet, often, societal and bodily reactions to these infrastructures are unforeseen. As biopolitical approaches to tourism have long demonstrated, the habitus of tourism encounters is historically and socially situated and as such is subject to change and contestation (Minca 2009). Tourism demands different modes of labor and body dispositions in different spaces. Depending on how they are articulated, they might contest tourism practices or create synergies with them. Tourism imaginaries, affects, and infrastructures are not only informed by learned dispositions and hegemonic political ideologies (of how to be a tourist or of how to become a service worker). They are also pivotal in the survival or contestation of political ideologies. Hence, there is a need to understand their inner workings as multilayered, as they are geographically and historically informed.

        Tourism geopolitics, as a tripartite conceptual tool, integrates the imaginaries, affects, and infrastructures of tourism and politics as they occur in place and across geographical scales. It builds on academic literature in the anthropology and geographies of tourism and in critical tourism studies that highlight the relationships between tourism, space, and power. However, rather than looking at these relations from an isolated theoretical standpoint—dependency theory, world system theory, or postcolonial approaches—or from a single discipline, this volume embraces an interdisciplinary approach to tackle the approximation and interpretation of how tourism’s imaginaries, affects, and infrastructures are mutually implicated in questions of geopolitical significance. The chapters in this volume unpack tourism geopolitics by following the material, symbolic, and emotional threads that weave together their assemblage components. By homing in on existing intersections between museum exhibits, state marketing strategies, tourist practices, and migratory and security crises, as the chapters in this volume do, new understandings of the centrality of tourism in geopolitics emerge. To follow Marilyn Strathern (2005), these kinds of theoretical and methodological wonderings are fruitful because they help account for how people with and from very different geographical and sociocultural backgrounds entertain similar ideas about the world; additionally, they help the researcher account for the formation of shared understandings and processes of world making, or “worldings.”6

        With this volume, we aim to highlight the fundamental role that tourism plays in the production of contemporary worldings. Through curated case studies from around the world, the chapters demonstrate tourism’s centrality in the organization of the geographies and politics of late capitalism. By geopolitizing tourism in this way, the collection contributes to conversations around the central role of tourism in a range of geopolitical practices, including statecraft, securitization, territorialization, transborder migration, ethnic cleansing, offshore extraction, and the production and circulation of gendered cultural texts. The chapters engage with multiple scales of analysis (e.g., the body, the home, the local, regional, national, and multinational) not as given platforms but as contexts secured materially in and through powerfully constructed geopolitical imaginaries that elicit emotional, physical, and affective responses. These responses become the matter of geopolitical practice, whether through the planning and construction of a road, the strategic use of natural and cultural resources in state-led tourist branding, or the everyday maneuvering of representations of the migrant-tourist continuum to gain access to health care or state subventions for historical preservation (Norum 2013).

      
      
        The Scalar Dynamics of Tourism Geopolitics

        A tourism geopolitics approach incorporates processual and scalar understandings that situate the relationship between the global, regional, local, urban, and body scales as central to geopolitical and tourism analyses. The aftermath of the Notre-Dame fire highlights these scalar dynamics at play. Globalized affective reactions to the blaze occurred in the shadow of three intense and related regional crises affecting many tourism cities in Europe at the end of the decade, Paris being just one of them. First, as of 2016 the so-called European refugee crisis had resulted in 5.2 million refugees and migrants reaching the continent’s shores to escape countries torn apart by war and persecution, including but not limited to Syria, Iraq, and Afghanistan (UNHCR 2019).7 Second, austerity policies, which expanded amid increasingly harsh housing and labor struggles, spiraled out of control in 2018, threatening another European debt crisis. Finally, targeted violent attacks against established cultural sites of leisure, a trend in global terrorism since 9/11, echoed in markets, streets, monuments, and tourist attractions in cities across Europe. Within the regional context of horror, despair, and deficit precipitated by these international events, Paris witnessed a parallel expansion of the tourism industry and tourists in its streets. The expansion of leisure in times of crisis is not unique to Paris. Contributions to this volume show how similar dynamics have materialized in China, Mexico, Guatemala, Tanzania, the Arctic, and on islands in the Caribbean and the Pacific. These interventions are targeted and selectively constructed by international agencies, states, and governments in the name of national economic development, cultural preservation, public security, and tourists’ safety. They are differentially received according to individuals’ and collectives’ positioning in already existing structures of meaning and practice.

        The reconstruction of tourism in Paris in 2019 was viewed as a nationalistic endeavor. For many residents, the immediate attention given to Notre-Dame’s reconstruction was evidence of a long-standing overreliance on tourism as a means ﻿of uneven economic growth. At the time, contestations surrounding overtourism proliferated in European cities, including Paris, Barcelona, and Venice. Furthermore, Notre-Dame’s fire and the subsequent donations took place among the gilets jaunes (yellow vests) grassroots movement for economic justice, which had sparked months of civic unrest in Parisian streets. The scale and speed of donations for the cathedral’s reconstruction led many citizens to criticize French president Emmanuel Macron’s decision to prioritize rebuilding a façade for tourism rather than attending to ongoing demands for fair working conditions, affordable housing, and living wages. In official explanations and media accounts, reconstruction was legitimized as the way forward not only for the building as a quintessence of French cultural heritage but also for Paris and by extension France’s economic well-being. References to universally meaningful heritage preservation and tourism as a national and economic development engine were central to legitimizing the reconstruction narrative. If Notre-Dame were restored, so this argument went, French culture and economy would also be safeguarded. This discourse has been heard time and again across the globe after major disasters, such as hurricanes, earthquakes, or tsunamis. This is the case because of the widespread assumption that tourism brings cultural appreciation and that, because it creates jobs and generates profit, it is good for the economy. Yet, in the streets of Paris, this discourse fell apart at the seams, as inequalities emanating from the ﻿abovementioned crises became palpable. After the fire, the surge of international attention, and the massive financial contributions for reconstruction, sentiments of horror, pain, and grief were soon accompanied by intense anger.8

        The discomfort expressed over the channeling of funds for reconstruction in the name of touristic national history and heritage added to other already contested interventions made in the name of tourism. Angry reactions to the Notre-Dame case had direct antecedents in the response of the French government to the 2015 Paris terrorist attack. In this violent act, a series of targeted assaults on well-known sports stadiums, concert halls, restaurants, and boulevards left over 130 people dead. In their aftermath, the French state proceeded to militarize the Eiffel Tower in the name of public security. Yet, it soon became obvious that it also did so to secure tourist flows and tourism assets for the national economy. Armed soldiers were deployed not only to the Eiffel Tower but also to a wide range of other tourist attractions in the city, including Notre-Dame. Four years after the attacks, soldiers still patrol the grounds of the tower and a ten-foot, bulletproof glass wall encircles its northern and southern edges, together with metal fences on the eastern and western sides. The wall interrupts residents’ use of the Champs de Mars gardens, making clear how spaces for everyday socialization can be limited swiftly in the name of tourism.9

        The uneven benefits of tourism again became controversial in 2016 and 2018, when makeshift camps set up by thousands of stranded refugees fleeing inhospitable conditions elsewhere in Europe were forcibly removed from Paris’s central boulevards and canals. State-led relocations were completed once again in the name of securing the city for tourism. Narratives highlighting such appellatives as “cleaning,” “beautifying,” and “sanitizing” made it obscenely evident that Paris would not accommodate bodies with the potential of disrupting the city’s global tourist allure as the world’s capital of culture and romance.10 Forced removal of refugee camps was done in the name of tourism, and the welfare of tourists, it seemed to many, was privileged over that of the city’s residents. In other words, interventions made for the sake of tourism—masquerading as economic development and urban revitalization—obscured the broader crumbling of geopolitical relations.

        For many residents, Notre-Dame stood for a past that no longer served them; a façade meant only for tourist jouissance. As with Gaudí’s Park Güell in Barcelona or Venice’s canals, both overrun by masses of tourists, the cathedral’s fire sparked outrage over unbridled tourism development that, in many residents’ views, had made Paris inhospitable. Yet, the fire, as any crisis does, cracked open, slightly and hesitantly, the possibility of reimagining and telling alternative stories about the past. At the very least, the need for reconstructing the cathedral signaled an opportunity to make corrections to hegemonic narratives about history; however, the rapid rate of donations for reconstruction and the international, mediatized sanction of Paris as the tourist city of culture par excellence short-circuited this possibility. When reconstruction aimed at bouncing back to “normal,” many in Paris and beyond felt that the state was silencing them through the legitimation of the global market in order to preserve the status quo. Anger was best expressed in the violence surrounding the gilets jaunes’ use of Parisian streets and boulevards. How could an old, weathered building, a building that had long been managed for the tourism industry, garner more financial support and sympathy than citizens after months of civic protests? Why, if Parisians’ living conditions were so dramatically deteriorated, would restoration be done under conditions that oppressed and excluded so many? Hadn’t history demonstrated the dire consequences associated with the phrase “tout pour le peuple, rien par le peuple” (everything for the people, without the people’s consent), the unofficial motto of enlightened absolutism? As Philippe Martinez, the leader of the country’s General Confederation of Labor trade union argued, “If they can give tens of millions to rebuild Notre Dame, then they should stop telling us there is no money to help with the social emergency.”11

        The critics’ dissensus was heard well beyond Paris, as it became clear that the reconstruction of Notre-Dame was a monumental political choice in alliance with global markets. It was a decision built upon nostalgic affects and globalized optimistic tourist representations of the French capital as the city of culture, of lights, of romance. It was an internationally sanctioned decision that secured the status quo of the privileged classes, their narratives about the past, and their rights to place and leisure consumption.

      
      
        Travel as the Geopolitical Center of the World

        A reckoning with tourism’s world-making capacities and its widespread influence in how politics is done is something we can see not only in Paris. Contemporary tourism has touched nearly every corner of the globe. In 2016, Rafat Ali, a commentator from Skift, published a report titled “Travel Is Now the Geopolitical Center of the World. Deal with It.” As he put it, “Every major flashpoint in the world has geopolitical implications, and every geopolitical issue has travel (or the lack of it) at the heart of it: Zika, Brexit, Turkey, Bangladesh, Orlando, Syria, the Brazil Olympics, Cuba, Iran ( . . . ), oil prices, global warming, immigration, and ISIS.”12 And while this might be read as an exaggeration by some, what is indisputable is that traveling for pleasure is a defining constituent of the twenty-first century. Indeed, the notable absence of tourism in geopolitical scholarship is surprising if one considers that since 2012 more than one billion tourists have traveled internationally each year, making the tourism industry the most ubiquitous geopolitical encounter to date. Leaving an unprecedented physical, moral, and ecological footprint on the globe, tourism has reshaped places around the world in often irremediable ways.

        The earliest forms of organized travel—the journeys of Herodotus and Marco Polo, the European Grand Tour, Thomas Cook’s trips down the Nile—highlighted articulations of tourism and imperialism. Practices of imperial dominion, colonial sway, and political interest and positioning have long been entangled in place-making practices across the globe. Museums, memorials, and monuments like Notre-Dame stand as stark signifiers of empire. Narratives of place, history, identity, and/or nature compete for hegemony through tourists’ and residents’ consumption of the geopolitical imaginary. As physical, virtual, and imagined mobility intensifies, some places and people (and not others) are made either desirable or unfit “no-go zones” kept clear of tourist dollars (Hazbun 2008; Mostafanezhad and Promburom 2016; Ojeda 2013; Rowen 2014, 2016; Skwiot 2011).

        The chapters in this volume show that tourist representations are historically situated and nurtured through place-based practices that are shaped by and inform the development of international, national, regional, and local relations. In the Pacific and the Caribbean, for example, tourism cannot be dissociated from geopolitical militarized relations with the United States. And China’s growing global presence cannot be explained without attention to regional large-scale developments and international diplomatic efforts (Lim, Ferguson, and Bishop 2020). In both cases, the tourism industry’s mobilization of bodies, labor, capital, and imaginaries at a global scale and toward particular locations has made the tourism encounter inescapable for locals and their everyday environments. At these places, local ways of life are often forced to reconcile with global tourism imaginaries. This is also evident in the ﻿Arctic, where it is entrenched by climate change pressures. The structural processes, everyday practices, and ubiquitous imaginaries of contemporary tourists on their way to paradisical islands, wild reserves, indigenous pueblos, ethnic minority villages, or luxury hotels in former prisons increasingly perform geopolitical encounters on the ground, in the everyday. Tourism, as an industry and as an assemblage of sociopolitical and spatial practices, drives geopolitical imaginaries while mediating locals’ and tourists’ affective experiences of and in place.

        The geopolitical role of tourism is often most strikingly revealed in the cracks exposed by conflict, destruction, and crisis. The fires at Notre-Dame and the Brazilian National Museum for example, demonstrate how only selective national infrastructures (e.g., those that matter for ﻿international tourism) and particular geographical locations (e.g., those that matter for global markets) are deemed worthy of various levels of state and global attention. Yet, travel is geopolitical in both spectacular and mundane ways. The viral image of mountaineers queuing as they ascended Mt. Everest in 2019 reveals the geopolitical nature of the notorious yet ubiquitous tourist selfie. It is at the iconic peak, and not a few miles away, that trekkers seek out experiences﻿ to upload and post on social media. It is physically there that they want to test their limits against nature, to find their ultimate spiritual goals, to broadcast their selves. These mountaineers, unlike most residents of Paris, are acutely aware of the deadly consequence of a trek gone wrong. But well before news of mountaineers dying for their dreams erupted in global media, Sherpas had been doing so, regularly and in silence, for decades, by preparing for camps and testing mountaineers’ grounds in advance. Silencing their stories and their deaths not only elevated the heroic nature of mountaineers in the global arena but also undermined the foundational historical role of local Sherpas in these leisured endeavors.

        In a related way, the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic has also laid bare the uneven geopolitical maps upon which viruses give rise to racialized geopolitical anxieties. We come back to this health crisis in the conclusion to this volume in some more detail, but here it is worth noting that the circulation of geopolitical discourses of containment, states of emergency, and national interest are focused on the immobilization of travel and bodies on the move—a prerequisite for tourism. A Diamond Princess cruise ship that was quarantined off the coast of Japan for two weeks in February ﻿2020 brought to light how travelers themselves become biopolitical subjects. With nearly seven hundred infections and six people who had died from the virus by then, tourists’ leisured mobility was met with fear and anxiety in ways that underscore the central role of travel and tourism in contemporary geopolitical relations. The reaction to COVID-19 is unprecedented both in the political and the everyday realms. Quarantines, lockdowns, saturated hospitals, school closures, and widespread fear and xenophobia have pervaded everyday spaces of encounter everywhere. With the hardening of borders around the world, geopolitical relations mediated by tourist desire drive (im)mobilities that threaten to bring the global economy to a halt and to trigger a global recession in record time. The global reaction to COVID-19, the compulsion to take selfies atop Everest, and the donations (or lack of them) to the patrimoines of Notre-Dame and Brazil’s National Museum all shape and are shaped by geopolitical imaginaries of place and are, to a greater or lesser extent, mediated by tourism.

      
      
        Rethinking Tourism Through Geopolitics

        Tourism ﻿Geopolitics adds to existing literature and research on both tourism and geopolitics and contributes to current efforts to bridge these two often divorced fields of study. In what follows, we outline five areas of research where these efforts offer promising frameworks from which to rethink tourism through geopolitics. By no means exhaustive, these areas serve to contextualize tourism geopolitics within the existing geopolitics and tourism literature. Rather than provide a comprehensive account of this literature, we seek to make visible potential paths forward in accounting for geopolitical schools of thought through research on tourism—and vice versa.

        
          Feminist and Everyday Geopolitics

          Everyday geopolitics is a subfield of scholarship in the sphere of geopolitical thought and practice that considers quotidian actors such as tourists, teachers, and homemakers as political subjects. This understanding of geopolitics, far from the domain of grand institutional actors, facilitates the inclusion of the study of tourism and its microgeographies of encounter. It is in this vein that Hyndman (2012, 253) calls for a “geopolitics from below” that accounts for the new grounds from which people are “doing geopolitics.”

          Following up the classical feminist mantra “the personal is political,” feminist geopolitics question the historically masculinist reasoning that surrounds geopolitical thought (Dowler and Sharp 2001). Scholarship in this vein is an interesting area for tourism geopolitics. It challenges binaries such as public/private and public/political from below and shows that the private and everyday are geopolitically meaningful too (Grosz 1994; Massaro and Williams 2013). As part of this body of research, there is an emergent interest in the geopolitics of the everyday sphere of human experience that connects a range of scales of power, including the body, local, regional, national, transnational, and global. Beginning with the body, cultural categories such as race, class, gender, and ethnicity mediate the everyday experience of the individual while also reshaping geopolitical discourse and practice. In this way, “rather than conceiving of these as scales, with the sense of analytical division that comes with that concept, scholars in feminist geopolitics tend to conceive of politics as ‘grounded but translocal’” in ways that bring the everyday and embodied aspects of tourism into the geopolitical realm (Miller and Del Casino 2018).

          Of ﻿particular interest to the way in which this volume engages with the body and affects is Juliet J. Fall’s (2006) analysis of the popular comic book series La Frontière Invisible. In this essay, Fall invites us to question the naturalization of women’s bodies as closer to nature that occurs in cartographic knowledge and practice, hand in hand with the equally problematic and extended naturalization of geopolitical space as a woman’s body. Geographies, Fall reveals, are embodied through and by the creation of maps, mapmaking, and the delineation of cartographic political boundaries. In multiple forms of mapping, preconceptions of what women’s bodies are and where they belong to are pervasive. Almost invariably, women’s bodies appear as recipients, as accessible lands open to scrutiny when not under control. Popular tourism discourse perpetuates this hegemonic vision and reproduces the geopolitical gaze of control over land and bodies. The tourist gaze often projects onto the female body as a metonymic signifier of a destination, culture, or ethnic group. Yet, as Fall suggests, women’s bodies can also be “sites of resistance to (political) imposition.” In a deeply geographical and social practice such as tourism, built around the imagination and encounter with spaces and bodies that are preconceived in overtly Western fashion, stressing the body not only as a recipient of imaginations but as a site for counterpolitics matters deeply.

          Bananas, Beaches, and Bases by Cynthia Enloe (2000) and Staging Tourism by Jane Desmond (1999) work in and through tourism research and feminist international relations to account for how women’s bodies in—and affected by—the tourism and the military industries translate what is said about them into political action. Tracing the gendered history of the banana industry and tourism’s reliance on representations of women as closer to nature, the work of Enloe and Desmond challenges top-down approaches to international politics and geopolitics to show how actual embodied practices on the ground matter for making and contesting international and national political decisions. Relying on the visual and discursive analysis of a myriad of cultural and political forms, such as postcards, films, advertisements, archival documents, official policies, oral histories, and participant observation of tourism practices, their research demystifies the realm of international politics as disembodied. They vindicate the need to pay close attention to how geopolitics is enacted from below by investigating embodied discourses and representations of power in tourism and beyond. As will be demonstrated in the chapters that follow, several contributors’ thinking has been deeply informed by this area of research.

        
        
          Popular Geopolitics

          Popular geopolitics focuses on the role of popular culture in geopolitical discourse and practice. Scholars in this field interrogate how popular culture discourses mediate geopolitical assemblages of place, landscape, and imaginaries and link everyday and state-level discourses and practices to make sense of the co-construction of hegemonic power relations across time (Dittmer 2010; Dodds 2008; Mostafanezhad and Promburom 2016; Sharp 1996). As a subfield of study, popular geopolitics is useful to tourism research not only because it helps to better grasp the systematically organized nature of tourism as a social practice through cultural texts and representations but also because it calls on us to historicize such creations in the first place (Harby 2008).

          Perhaps one of the most visible examples of the geopolitical significance of popular culture in tourism was the birth of reality tourism following Michael Jackson’s release of the music video clip for “They Don’t Care About Us” in the mid-1990s. The video virtually institutionalized favela tourism in Rio de Janeiro (Freire Medeiros 2009). One could just as easily take Angelina Jolie’s visit to refugee camps as the leitmotif for voluntourism across large parts of the world (Mostafanezhad 2017). More recently, Justin Bieber’s 2015 music video, I’ll Show You, filmed at the southeastern Fjaðrárgljúfur canyon in Iceland, put the country on the map for millions of people around the world—at least for those who missed the eruption of Eyjafjallajökull, which disrupted airspace traffic and the tourism industry for weeks. Triggering an unprecedented spike in tourists between 2016 and 2018, with an estimated 50 to 80 percent increase each year hence, Bieber’s music video brought crowds to a place that long hid under the radar. In a similar vein, the Hollywood blockbuster hit The Beach, released in 2000 and starring Leonardo ﻿DiCaprio, drew exponential numbers of newcomers to the Thai island of Koh Phi Phi. In 2018, in a desperate attempt to stop the widespread ecological degradation of the marine ecosystem that came from nearly two decades of tourist overcrowding, the government decided to close it off to tourists and residents alike.13

          More recently, social media platforms such as Instagram have come to allow tourists to geotag their images and in doing so, to potentially transform mundane locations into beneficiaries and/or victims of overtourism (Dodds 2019). This is just what happened in Lake Elsinore, California, in spring 2019, when numerous social media influencers geotagged the site on Instagram, generating an onslaught of tourists to this small community, which saw daily visitor numbers triple over the course of several weeks.14 It also happened in Laos, where a media headline from Luang Prabang, long heralded as the best-preserved city in Southeast Asia,15 described how the “Magical Laotian Town Preserved by UNESCO Loses Its Soul” due to too much tourism.16 In this case, corollary claims of “UNESCOcide” and Luang’s transformation into “Muang Falang” (city of Westerners) reflect growing concerns over the impacts of UNESCO world-heritage designations on socioenvironmental change in Southeast Asia. Here, land that sold for $8,000 in 2012 now goes for upwards of $120,000, which has forced residents to relocate to the surrounding suburbs while the town is redeveloped by Laotian elites and international tourism entrepreneurs.17 As these examples demonstrate, geopolitical imaginaries are driven and susceptible to change through popular media, the circulation of which has reached unprecedented heights and whose implications have been decidedly mixed.

        
        
          Mobility Geopolitics

          Mobility geopolitics describes the geopolitical drivers and consequences of travel and movement. Hyndman (2012, 243) notes that while the relationship between geopolitics and mobility is an underdeveloped area of scholarship, it is “a rich field of embodied politics, processes, and patterns to be critically analyzed.” The geopolitics of mobility is perhaps most explicitly reflected at borders and through the practices of border crossing (Fluri 2009; Gelbman and Timothy 2010; Jansen 2009). Within contemporary Europe, migration is at the center of domestic and regional geopolitics, making migration itself a fulcrum for geopolitical discourse. Spaces apportioned for tourism and leisure, such as beaches, are now increasingly inhabited by bodies that seek to escape poverty, violence, and lack of opportunities in makeshift boats that often do not make it safely ashore. Henry and Mostafanezhad (2019) describe volunteer tourism as a geopolitical encounter between “hosts” and “guests” that is mediated by geopolitical discourses of development, inequality, and place. In a similar vein, Lisle in this volume examines how tourists’, volunteers’, and refugees’ lives intersect on the beaches and hotels of Greece, where former tourist spaces have become impromptu shelters and where volunteers and refugees interact under strikingly similar logics of hosts and guests that once informed the tourist encounter.

          Thus, while tourism is one mode of physical movement, mobile actors—whether refugees or lifestyle migrants—are also caught up in the ebbs and flows of mobility that challenge hegemonic separations between who can and cannot be deemed as a tourist. Refugees, like tourists, also imagine their destinations (e.g., Paris, Berlin, Kuala Lumpur) as sites of hope, sites of escape. Their imaginations are entangled in widespread tourism discourses and popular visual representations of place as well as infrastructures devised to secure tourism flows while keeping workers moored in place (Hannam, Sheller, and Urry 2006).

          The Caribbean, a region constituted by slavery and forced migration, exemplifies the politics of this uneven geographical mobility, one that is largely reproduced through and by tourism today (Sheller 2013). Also, in China, for example, the geopolitics of uneven mobility are reflected in the politics of movement between China, Taiwan, and Hong Kong, through which the tourist and nation-state are mutually constituted (Rowen 2014﻿, 2016). If tourism is increasingly enrolled in new forms of protest and resistance (Rowen 2014), it is also increasingly used by states as a geopolitical and political economic weapon of choice that often fuels discriminatory social imaginaries of domestic and international destinations. For instance, the U.S. “Muslim travel ban” has fueled ongoing domestic racism, while the United States is increasingly imagined as an inhospitable destination for nearly one quarter of the global population (Corbin 2017; Gökarıksel 2017). Similarly, China has instituted a series of “unofficial travel bans,” in which the state strongly discourages its citizens from traveling to countries with which it has diplomatic tensions by framing travel itself as antinationalist and banning tour agencies from selling packages to those destinations. For instance, travel bans were instituted for Palau in 2018 following the island’s efforts to strengthen ties with Taiwan, for South Korea following its deployment of a U.S. missile defense system, and for Japan as a result of tensions over the Senkaku Islands in the South China Sea.18 This practice has been successful to the extent that some countries now consider the impact that such diplomatic efforts may have on their tourism industry. As the world’s largest outbound tourism market, with 145 million tourists traveling abroad annually (a market that outspends U.S. tourists by more than $300bn per year), China wields tourism as a preeminent powerful geopolitical bargaining chip.19

        
        
          Environmental Geopolitics

          Environmental geopolitics is a growing subfield of political geography, amalgamating political ecology with geopolitical thought. Here, topics such as risk, security, and land enclosure are theorized in ways that demonstrate how they shape and are shaped by the natural world. In O’Lear’s (2018, 2) words, environmental geopolitics “examines how environmental themes are used to support geopolitical arguments and realities. It asks how the environment is brought into narratives, practices, and physical realities of power and place.” Scholars of environmental geopolitics argue against taking “arguments about food shortages, resources conflicts, or climate security at face value.” Rather, they contend that we should “investigate how food, resources, and climate are identified, made distinct, measured, and portrayed as something, somewhere, to be secured or that pose a particular threat requiring a response” (O’Lear 2018, 2). Climate change, air and water pollution, or deforestation are some of the themes that have forced themselves into geopolitical discourse and practice by showing that they do not kowtow to transborder policies (Mostafanezhad and Evrard, 2018).

          Nature tourism and ecotourism play a leading role in the regularly recurring drama of environmental geopolitics. Ecotourism is frequently promoted as a “win-win” strategy. Through ecotourism, conservation and development agendas are brought together with the financial benefits of tourism in ways that promote what James Igoe (2017) describes as “spectacular nature.” Yet, like other forms of tourism, ecotourism is also intimately linked with power relations, and local communities may have competing agendas that are played out in ecotourism policy. In this way, the discursive and material production of global natures is both political and economically shaped (Bigger and Neimark 2017). Work that has linked ecotourism with extraction demonstrates how these two spheres are mutually implicated in neoliberal conceptions of nature as resources in ways that coproduce uneven access to land, rights, and environmental resources and are entangled with mobilizations of multinational corporations, NGOs, and state agencies (Büscher and Davidov 2013; Davidov 2012). Through such a lens, practices of ecotourism or nature tourism, while often framed as sustainable (in various guises), are in fact wielded to increase the market value of a tourist destination in what some describe as “greenwashing.” In the ﻿Yucatán Peninsula in southern Mexico, state-run tourism development models—from mass tourism to nature and cultural tourisms—have entrapped local residents, their land, resources, and futures to tourism’s predatory ways (Córdoba Azcárate 2020). In this post-agroindustrial landscape, participation in tourism’s extraction of natural and cultural resources and indigenous labor becomes a recognized necessity for making a living without migrating internationally.

          In many other instances, as has recently been seen in the deaths of travelers within Mt. Everest’s “death zone,” particular representations of nature can easily become too successful and lead to overtourism, in which residents and tourists experience a deterioration in their quality of life or their experience, respectively (Dodds 2019). There are many phenomena resultant from tourism that have led to wide-ranging environmental impacts. For instance, in the Riviera Maya in ﻿southern Mexico, a space dependent on tourism but one that is far from overtouristed, the elevation of ocean-water temperature and unfettered tourism urbanization have caused red algae (sargassum) to unpredictably appear on shore, making the once paradisiacal beaches untenable for bathing. These sites demonstrate some of the contradictions of a largely uneven world, in which particular representations of what counts as nature, foregrounded in historical and economic inequalities, rise to the fore in a marked way due to tourism, or more often, because of potential threats to the tourism industry.

        
        
          Security Geopolitics

          Security geopolitics is an approach that addresses how geopolitically ingrained discourses and practices mediate the international security apparatus. It considers how practices of militarization, territorialization, international migration, and securitization, for instance, are used to support the accumulation of diplomatic and geopolitical power of certain countries over others. Post 9/11, the interface of tourism and security geopolitics has become increasingly visible across global, national, and local scales—as the initial vignette in Paris demonstrated. In tourism, security geopolitics occurs at both the everyday and state levels, and practices are often bolstered by events that threaten the hegemony of destinations. As has been seen in other global cities—from Brussels to Barcelona, Bangkok to Beijing—the militarization of the Eiffel Tower is a process that is couched in blurry language that seeks to balance tourism’s economic benefits and symbolic appeal with civic safety. Selfies in front of the tower may now be inadvertently photobombed by soldiers brandishing assault rifles. The military-like presence deeply mediates tourist experience of place in manifold ways, such as via surveillance technologies that scan the bags, gestures, and bodily attitudes of those queuing to ascend in the elevators.

          More broadly, security geopolitics draws attention to connections that animate the production and experience of tourism with or amid war and conflict. Dark tourism, for example, as a form of tourism focused on death, disaster, and atrocity, is accounted for here. As Debbie Lisle demonstrates, “dark tourists tell us a great deal about the relationship between tourism and conflict. They illustrate that places of conflict are not excised by the tourist gaze, but are instead integral to it” (Lisle 2007, 342). In Lisle’s research, rather than being seen as reflecting binary opposites (e.g., denoting pleasure and pain), the contingent nature of the relationship between tourism and war is revealed through a range of historical examples such as R and R resorts for soldiers during wartime; shared tourism and military infrastructures; and sanctioned prostitution near bases throughout East and Southeast Asia (e.g., Thailand, Korea, and Japan). This framing is echoed in Myanmar, in which former battlefields are turned into ethnic and cultural tourism destinations and tourists can be seen to be “taking selfies with armed guerillas,”20 and in which coastal tourism development is viewed by some to be an antidote to the Rohingya crisis (Mostafanezhad 2020). In a similar vein, Mimi Sheller and Vernadette Vicuña Gonzalez demonstrate in this volume how the tourist and military gazes are mutually implicated in territorial and sovereignty claims over land and indigenous peoples in the Caribbean and the Pacific. Former U.S. military bases, places such as Hawai‘i and Vieques, become desirable paradisiacal spaces for tourism consumption.

          These arenas of geopolitical research are reflected in the contributions to this volume in synergetic ways. Collectively, they help to better address the importance of thinking through imaginaries, affects, and representations in tourism geopolitics, no matter what theoretical standpoint one takes.

        
      
      
        The Structure of the Book

        This collection is organized into three sections: imaginaries, affects, and infrastructures. Each section includes an introduction in which we elaborate its key concepts and themes, as well as how they sit within existing literature in tourism and geopolitics research, and where we discuss at length the particular chapters that constitute the section.

        The chapters in this volume reveal how the imaginaries created by the tourism industry are powerful organizing mechanisms through which contemporary world making is enacted. With more than a billion people traveling abroad annually, tourism is integral to geopolitical imaginaries of place and identity. The collection thus commences with a focus on “Geopolitical Imaginaries of Tourism” and contributes to the subfield of popular geopolitics, which focuses on the role of popular culture in geopolitical phenomena. Addressing popular culture as a driver of geopolitics presents numerous opportunities as well as challenges, perhaps most notably because tourism continues to appear to be largely depoliticized, which is to say that it is commonly seen to be an industry and set of cultural practices that is outside the realm of politics. Yet, what each of the chapters in this section unequivocally demonstrates is that tourism is in fact a deeply political tool that strongly shapes contemporary geopolitical understanding by engaging with cultural texts, images, stories, and physical practices created by both the state and ordinary people. These debates are particularly evident in the subfield of environmental geopolitics, which calls attention to the ways in which nature and the environment are differently imagined and represented by various stakeholders in the areas of nature tourism, conservation, environmentalism, and climate activism. The section is composed of James Igoe’s reflection on Tanazania’s Massai Steppe tourist representations as drivers of geopolitical action; Ian Rowen’s research on popular imaginary and state territoriality in China and Taiwan; Roger Norum’s and Dieter Müller’s respective contribution on ﻿Arctic imaginaries, nature extraction, and climate change; and Robert Saunders and Simon Halink’s research on Iceland’s tourism reconfiguration in the wake of the popular Game of Thrones series.

        As a political practice, tourism revolves not only around reason but also around affective experience. The second section of the book addresses “Geopolitical Affects of Tourism.” It contributes to existing literature in the subfields of everyday geopolitics, feminist geopolitics, and popular geopolitics, which urge us to consider the body and the microgeographies of encounter and policy making. Chapters highlight the role of tourism in the reproduction of space and territoriality by examining how the state regulates embodiment and affect through tourism. While tourism itself may not itself trigger war and/or be a prescription for peace, it might be able to cultivate popular support and sentiment for and against both. Referencing the role (or lack thereof) of tourism in the Rwandan genocide, Lisle (2016) observes for example that “tourists never went to Rwanda.” If Rwanda had figured into people’s geopolitical imaginaries, guiding their affective responses in the same way that, say Paris, Kathmandu, or Cape Town have done, the blind eye the world turned to that country’s genocide in 1994 might never have taken place. The chapters in this section explore tourist securitization strategies from a gendered perspective (Becklake’s contribution); the flattening of indigenous spaces and the role of indigenous peoples in state tourism representations of womens’ bodies and rural-urban landscapes (Castellanos and Córdoba Azcárate’s contribution); the afterlives of prisons and battleships, and tourists’ affective engagements with the relics (Gillen’s and Dittmer and Waterston’s contributions); and the affective responses that inform migrants’ and tourists’ reconfiguration of geopolitically informed stereotypes (Sebro and Hallbauer’s contributon).

        The burning of the Notre-Dame cathedral and Brazil’s National Museum, the death of hikers on Mt. Everest, the COVID-19 pandemic—such events all reveal the geopoliticized social and material infrastructures through which states and individuals tell stories about the past and position themselves toward the future. The third section of the book engages in-depth with the “Geopolitical Infrastructures of Tourism,” contributing to the subfields of mobility geopolitics and security geopolitics. Investigating tourist infrastructures such as scenic roads, megaprojects, or offshore architectures as generative political tools helps to repoliticize the tourism industry. Just as a building is not merely a building, a museum or memorial, a scenic drive, or an offshore platform built for tourism have many lives beyond what is officially told about them. The chapters in this section explore the relationship between tourism and some of the most pressing issues of our time, including the European migration crisis (Lisle’s contribution); forced ethnic assimilation and the weaponizing of China’s Belt Road initiative (Rippa and Norum’s and Szadziewski and Mostafanezhad’s contributions); Caribbean tourism, offshore extraction, and island futures (Sheller’s contribution); and new infrastructural developments in Antarctica (Dodds and Salazar’s contribution). Looking at these geopolitically meaningful events and addressing the ways in which they are utterly informed by tourism infrastructure development brings to light the contemporary centrality of the travel and tourism industries.

        Considered together, the chapters in this volume show how tourism landscapes and sites are becoming increasingly politically charged spaces in which people maneuver with, produce, and/or challenge modes of geopolitical thought and action from below. Long sidelined in geography, anthropology, and political science, scholarly research on tourism is garnering increased attention, as scholars from across disciplines make concerted efforts to explore how tourism planning, territorial projections, and everyday practices inform local, regional, national and global politics. The book, with an emphasis on empirically driven research, calls attention to the centrality of everyday practices, the in-between spaces and interstices between institutional and extrainstitutional actors in the study of tourism geopolitics. It concludes with an afterword by Vernadatte Vicuña González, meant as an invitation to take the affects and effects generated by uneven and politicized contemporary tourism representations and infrastructural interventions as a generative motor for more tolerant and inclusive futures.
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            5. Bresow (2019).

          

          
            6. Worlding is a term used by post-representational theories to highlight the mixture between semiotic and material dimensions of social life.

          

          
            7. According to the UNHCR, during 2018, “138,000 people risked their lives trying to reach Europe by sea; more than 2,000 of them drowned.” In 2019, “there have already been 27,301 sea arraivals in Italy, Greece, Spain, Cyprus and Malta.” See https://www.unrefugees.org/emergencies/refugee-crisis-in-europe/.
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        Part I

        Geopolitical Imaginaries of Tourism

        Introduction by Roger Norum, Matilde Córdoba Azcárate, and Mary Mostafanezhad

      
      Following the release of Chernobyl, HBO’s miniseries depicting one of history’s greatest ecological disasters, tourism to the epicenter of radioactive fallout from the 1986 nuclear meltdown spiked. While tours of Chernobyl (﻿about one hundred dollars for an all-day guided visit) had been held since the early 2000s, the success of the miniseries swiftly brought dark memories of the Ukrainian past back into the global public consciousness. Social media was soon awash with images of smiling and pouting tourists posing—in one notable instance, disrobing—alongside various dilapidated structures (e.g., hospitals, kindergartens) in the exclusion zones of the ﻿Vladimir Ilyich Lenin Nuclear Power Plant, where radiation had leaked at unprecedented rates during the catastrophe. Shortly after the images began to appear, the show’s director, Craig Mazin, tweeted to his 170,000 followers, “If you visit, please remember that a terrible tragedy occurred there. Comport yourselves with respect for all who suffered and sacrificed.”

      The chapters in this section consider the relationship between individual and collective imaginaries in how both tourism and its representations perform the geopolitical. A range of social imaginaries produce and govern geopolitics and tourism. The social imaginary enables consideration of distinct yet overlapping spheres of human action, accounting for “a sense of the normal expectations that we have of one another, the kind of common understanding which enables us to carry out the collective practices that make up our social life” (Taylor 2004, 106–7). The imaginary accommodates the range of social and cultural practices that exists across the multiple, embodied worlds of touristic practice and geopolitical processes. In other words, imaginaries do geopolitical work in specific ways. The chapters in this section broach the politics of cultural imagination and action, hegemonic imaginaries of place and spaces, and materialized and mediated forms of imaginaries, all of which wield power through symbolic representation and performance.

      Geographical imaginaries is a concept developed most notably by Hugh Prince (1962), David Harvey (1973), and Derek Gregory (1994) to account for “ways of thinking about space and place, whether conscious or unconscious, that evoke power as it shapes practices, behaviors, and social structures” (Gieseking 2016, 1). Often, competing geographical imaginaries of place reflect the political and cultural dimensions of the projects to which they are attached. In this way, places are integrated into regions or spheres of interest in line with the various discursive interests of imperial powers—geopolitical imperatives that can have notable impact on the spatial conceptions of place and encounter. Recent centuries have seen multiple “scrambles” for various parts of the world, from Africa to East Asia to the High Arctic, led by a variety of institutions, individuals, and groups who have in different ways been captivated by long-standing and vivid imaginaries of place (﻿Dodds and Nuttall 2015; Huggan and Norum 2015; Carmody 2017). The chapters in this section ask what imaginaries exist in the tourism-geopolitical nexus of specific contexts, and how critical, empirical research on tourism enables the investigation of geopolitical imaginaries.

      Geopolitical imaginaries of mobility reflect geopolitical and geographical disconnections. Take the tourism industry’s run of annual ﻿travel industry shows, held in large (most often Western) cities across the globe. Once you sift through the trite adjectival descriptions of disparate destinations as “amazing,” “incredible,” and “unforgettable” often brandished on various tourist boards’ marketing literature, nuances of places can and in fact do come to the fore. And yet, the travel industries themselves typically trade in clichéd perspectives and descriptions; indeed, this is how places are sold. For example, the annual New York Times Travel Show offers an “Africa” aisle, eliding many of the continent’s fifty-four distinct nations and presenting its “offerings” in one consumable experience. Such phenomena loudly reflect the often essentializing ways in which the circulation of images, discourses, and narratives of popular culture drive geopolitical imaginaries. As Rafat Ali has put it, “And then the industry pretends to be surprised when Ebola in three countries in one small part of West Africa scares people from traveling in the other 51 countries on the African ﻿continent” (Ali 2016). The tourism industry itself is complicit.

      This section opens with a chapter by James Igoe, “Tourism and the Nature of Geopolitics in Tanzania’s Maasai Steppe,” in which the author explores the construction of the Maasai Steppe as an elaborate representational space of neoliberal conservation between 1997 and ﻿2017. This imagined space is sold to tourists through reproduced narratives and visual tropes that bring together a complex assemblage of conservation resources, income from tourism development, investment opportunities, and community well-being. Igoe shows how attractions arranged according to tourists’ expectations are part of more complex projects of world making that have characterized global geopolitical relationships since colonial times. Such narratives, he finds, are often told by Euro-American actors—often U.S. government officials, NGO and aid representatives, and philanthropists. Igoe asks us to consider what assemblages of tourism policy might tell us about current geopolitical situations, and how these frequently lead to the creation, alteration, or destruction of landscapes.

      Ian Rowen’s chapter, “Tourism and the Production of State Territory: The Case of Taiwan and China,” traces the emergence of the Chinese state as an imagined collective actor to show how tourism is geopolitically enacted. Through the prevalence of touristic performance on the part of Taiwanese tour guides and tourists, Rowen demonstrates the ways in which the Taiwanese travel industry produces experiences of Taiwan as a part of China and, concomitantly, the rise of new imaginative geographies of the (disputed) territories claimed by each of these states. Unpacking stateness, state territory, and national identity within Taiwan, this case is especially poignant given that China is both the world’s fastest growing tourism market and a geopolitical eminence.

      Roger Norum takes the contested European High North as a point of departure in “Polar Expressed: Resources of Extraction, Mobility, and Science in the High Arctic,” considering the region’s recent geoeconomic changes within the context of shifting relationships between multiple global powers with a range of Arctic interests. He explores the imagined geographies of petrochemical histories and the ships that carry tourists past and to these lands. Intensifying geopolitical competition in these remote parts of the Arctic has meant that largely empty spaces end up needing to be filled with evidence of buzz, activity, and influence, thereby morphing into theaters for an imagined action of dominion.

      With a different Arctic focus, Dieter Müller, in “Tourism in National Artic Strategies,” reveals how imaginaries, both geopolitical and tourism-related, can deeply influence local places in remote, peripheral regions of the world. Over the past several hundred years, numerous states and individuals have set their sights on the Arctic, guided by vivid, captivating imaginations of this evocative region. While tourism to certain Arctic areas is significant, it is often appropriated as a (thinly veiled) argument for justifying activities aimed at maintaining a population presence in the North.

      Finally, in “Geysers, Game of Thrones, and Geopolitics: Iceland as a Zone of Strategic Tourism,” Robert Saunders and Simon Halink address the geopolitics of international tourism in relation to Iceland. Specifically, they investigate how tourism actors in Iceland contribute to the coproduction of mythologies of the Europe’s extreme north, from those of the ancient Vikings to more contemporary renderings, such as HBO’s Game of Thrones (2011–19). Through their exploration of the coproduction of geographical imaginaries in Iceland, Saunders and Halink develop the concept of “geostrategic tourism” to account for the relationship between security geopolitics and tourism development. Geostrategic tourism in Iceland is, they argue, increasingly shaped by new geopolitical threats from a resurgent Russia and an Arctic-obsessed China. Together, the chapters in this section address how tourism imaginaries mediate multiscalar geopolitical relations and their broader implications.﻿
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        Tourism and the Nature of Geopolitics in Tanzania’s Maasai Steppe, 1997–2017

        Jim Igoe

      
      
        Introduction

        In 1997 Hillary and Chelsea Clinton visited Tanzania’s world-famous northern tourist circuit as first lady and first daughter of the United States. During their short stay in the East African country, the mother-daughter duo found themselves in the midst of traditional Maasai dancers and discovered their shared passion for elephants (Hance 2016).1 Appearing on the Ellen DeGeneres Show during her 2016 presidential bid, Hillary Clinton revealed that the elephant was her spirit animal, even though it is the official symbol of the Republican Party. Among the many reversals ushered in by the subsequent election of Donald Trump to the U.S. presidency has been the reinstatement of elephant trophy imports that had been banned under the Obama administration, an action Chelsea Clinton (2017) described as “Fast-Tracking the Elephants’ Extinction.”2

        U.S. support for overseas nature nevertheless remains a distinctive, though little-known, area of bipartisan cooperation (Clinton and Kasich 2019) and has been since the first Clinton visit to Tanzania. Catherine Corson (2010) has documented the rising influence of large conservation NGOs during Bill Clinton’s second term (1996–2000), a trend that was consolidated during George W. Bush’s first term (2000–2004). This included the establishment of the International Conservation Caucus (ICC) in the U.S. Congress and the creation of the International Conservation Congress Foundation (ICCF) (Sachedina 2010). The new organizations presented lawmakers with opportunities to gain environmental credentials while avoiding politically fraught domestic environmental problems (Caldwell 2013). At the same time, African conservation was becoming increasingly entangled with U.S. security concerns, particularly the rise of militias and terrorist groups and China’s growing influence (Duffy 2014; Ferguson 2006).

        In the midst of these developments, the African Wildlife Foundation (AWF) launched its African Heartlands ﻿program. The U.S.-based conservation NGO described African Heartlands as “vast landscapes that function ecologically and economically” due to their exceptional conservation value.3 The initiative’s flagship would be the Maasai Steppe Heartland, with a cartographic territory encompassing most of the northern circuit. This was part of a ten-year capital campaign that lasted from 1999 to 2009 (Igoe 2017, 66–67), during which time the AWF and its supporters produced and reproduced a Maasai Steppe imaginary. Its neoliberal vision of landscapes that “function ecologically and economically” appeared eminently compatible with an older colonial vision of “the vast plains of Tanzania, where Maasai and Wildlife live side-by-side.”4

        Details of how these productions were achieved are beyond the scope of this essay (but see Igoe 2017, chs. 2 and 3). However, two interrelated points bear mentioning here. First, the Maasai Steppe vision was conjured from a relatively small selection of spaces that were consistently used to represent the whole of the Steppe’s much larger ethnographic territory (cf. Stone 2018, 665). These spaces included Tarangire National Park, where Chelsea Clinton visited in 2013; a Maasai cultural village, featuring beadwork and traditional dances; a newly built Maasai school, where visitors meet Maasai students and are invited to support their education; and a multiuse conservation area, which includes luxury safari camps and a permit-regulated cattle ranch. Each of these spaces contains important elements of the Maasai Steppe vision, such as Maasai warriors, elephants, conservation, commerce, education, and leisure. The second point is that visitors encounter these spaces as part of a carefully orchestrated touristic experience (Igoe 2017, 63–69; Sachedina 2008, 19–23). Their visits are documented via photographs, videos, and textual narratives (often written by the visitors themselves) that are remarkably consistent in the perspectives and tropes that they invoke. These combine with maps, satellite imagery, and other photography and video to produce and reproduce a distinctive Maasai Steppe vision.

      
      
        Topical and Theoretical Contributions of This Chapter

        My book, The Spectacle of Nature (Igoe 2017), documents and analyzes connections between the Maasai Steppe vision and broader spectacles of neoliberal conservation, in which capitalist expansion and environmental sustainability appear to require one another. This chapter will extend some insights from that book to offer a small contribution to an emerging literature on conservation geopolitics. In their 2018 synthesis of that literature, Hodgetts et al. (252) operationalize geopolitics as the behavior of countries with respect to “territorial control (e.g., national expansion, colonization, and managing borders and movements, all of which are often concerned with resources of some kind)” and “national security” (e.g., military, economic, and environmental security, all viewed from a nation-state perspective).

        To be sure, the creation of national parks, from the United States (e.g., Yosemite and Yellowstone) to Tanzania (e.g., Serengeti and Tarangire) is rooted in colonialism and state-centric modes of territorial control (Bonner 1994; Igoe 2004; Neumann 1998; and Spence 1999). While such control continues to matter, this chapter is mostly concerned with the aforementioned selection of smaller and intensely curated spaces, from which seemingly gigantic territorial imaginaries are derived. Specifically, it focuses on ways in which U.S.-centric geopolitical narratives have been woven through these imaginaries, particularly with respect to nationalist conservation traditions, protection of charismatic endangered species (especially elephants), U.S. business interests in relation to African economic development, threats from militia groups and terrorist organizations, and China’s expanding influence on the African continent.

        The imaginaries described in this analysis are derived, in large part, from the photographic practices of tourists visiting the northern circuit. Most of the spaces addressed in this chapter are regularly visited by average tourists. They are also visited occasionally by high-profile individuals and groups who, in turn, appear as protagonists in photographically enhanced vignettes of touristic encounters and experiences that support (among other things) U.S. geopolitical interests. A few of these figures are well-known state actors, like Hillary and Chelsea Clinton. It is important to note, however, that conservation geopolitics are fundamentally shaped by interpenetrating networks of state, NGO, and private sector actors (Bigger and Neimark 2017; Corson et al. 2019; Corson 2010 and 2016; and MacDonald 2010). As we shall see, distinctions between state and nonstate actors are frequently blurred in these contexts.

        My analysis of the Maasai Steppe Heartland (Igoe 2017, intro.) is informed by Henri Lefebvre’s (1991, 38–41) oft-cited formulations of representational spaces and representations of space (also see Smith 1990, 123–31; West 2006, 27–29). For Lefebvre (1991, 38–39), representational space is experienced directly through “associated images and signs”; it is material space inscribed with “coherent images and signs.” Representations of space in this formulation are related modes of abstraction—generally produced by experts—that include canonical texts, maps, charts, diagrams, satellite imagery, and more occasionally art and photography. In relation to conservation and tourism, however, art and photography are crucially important—if not the most important—representations of space (Neumann 1998, chap. 1). By similar logics, touristic spaces, which are also representational spaces, are often inscribed with detailed and elaborate stories, continuously repeated and performed by tour guides and visitors invoking and producing representations of space (Igoe 2017, chs. 1 and 2). At the same time, tourist infrastructure can support a variety of projects—including conservation and development, marketing, and fundraising—while at the same time promoting geopolitical agendas.

        Relative to these points, this chapter presents the Maasai Steppe as an “interpretive assemblage.” I derive the first part of this concept from David Mosse’s (2004, 647) argument that development (and I would add conservation) depends on enrolling “interpretive communities” to produce and promote “the conceptual and material order of a successful project.” That order must be maintained and adapted, moreover, in relation to prevailing policy paradigms and ideologies, defined in large part by powerful states and international bodies. In the Maasai Steppe case, interpretive actors include high-profile spokespeople who produce and promote projects’ success in terms of neoliberal policy paradigms and U.S.-centric geopolitical concerns.

        Considering the separation of many of these actors in space and time, however, it makes sense to think of the Maasai Steppe as an interpretive assemblage, rather than as an interpretive community. Li (2007, 63) defines assemblages as “the ongoing labor of bringing disparate elements together and forging connections between them.” Working from this definition, Corson et al. (2019, 2) further emphasize the power of assemblages to attract a diversity of actors who subsequently “align around particular ideas and approaches.” In the Maasai Steppe case, much of the aforementioned labor has been undertaken in relation to conservation and tourism. As is often the case with tourism, resulting spaces tend to be symbolically overdetermined when compared to other assemblages. They are also uniquely attractive to a variety of actors, who experience and reiterate their material and symbolic order through the photographic narratives they produce. This relates finally, to Anna Tsing’s (2015, 23) point that “assemblages are sites for watching how political economy works.”

        The remainder of this chapter focuses on the Maasai Steppe as a specialized site for observing the workings of a political economy of neoliberal conservation in relation to U.S. geopolitical agendas in East Africa. The following section begins with an overview of the landscape’s history and its visual flourishing across the turn of the millennium. I then present four postcards from geopolitical figures who have visited the Maasai Steppe: ﻿(1) Henry Paulson, who served as CEO of Goldman Sachs Investment Bank from 1999 to 2006 and as treasury secretary under George W. Bush from 2006 to 2009; ﻿(2) Pamela White, who was mission director of USAID Tanzania at the time of her visit; ﻿(3) volunteers from IBM’s Corporate Service Corps; and ﻿(4) Chelsea Clinton, vice-chair of the Clinton Foundation and daughter of President Bill Clinton and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton. The apparently independent performances and productions of these four figures turn on surprisingly integrated narratives that reveal a great deal about U.S.-centric geopolitical alignments and concerns at the turn of the new millennium.

      
      
        (Re)encountering the Maasai Steppe at the Millennium

        The Maasai Steppe story turns on imaginaries of landscapes, animals, and people that are somehow timeless (cf. Fabian 2002, ﻿chap. 1) and outside of history (cf. Wolf 2010, ﻿chap. 1). AWF’s representation of the Maasai Steppe as “vast plains” where “Maasai and wildlife live side by side” invokes a pervasive Western imaginary of Africa full of statuesque people and thundering herds, frequently portrayed as holdovers from a long-vanished African world (Adams and McShane 1991; Neumann 1998; and Spear and Waller 1993). At the same time, the AWF’s mission “to ensure that the wildlife and wild lands of Africa endure forever” extends this idea of timelessness from the past into any possible future (cf. McDermott Hughes 2008).5 Indeed, the AWF encapsulated the spatial and temporal expansiveness of these imaginaries in its African Heartlands slogan: “A Vision Big Enough for Africa.”6

        In relation to this vision’s expansiveness, it is remarkable that a medium-sized conservation NGO could plausibly aspire to define and defend unprecedentedly large conservation landscapes (Chapin 2004; Sachedina 2010).7 When it comes to its timelessness, it is also notable that the Maasai Steppe’s recent cartographic and visual flourishing correlates with the duration of its “first ever comprehensive capital campaign,” which lasted from 1999 to 2009.8

        The aforementioned interpretive assemblage was brought forth from the infrastructure and attractions of Tanzania’s northern tourist circuit. As Lefebvre argues, “pre-existing space underpins . . . representational spaces and their attendant imagery and mythic narrative” (1991, 231). Tourism refines and intensifies these relationships through “intrinsic narratives of place,” spatial arrangements in which preferred elements exist but “need to be imprinted on the consciousness of the visitor and in many cases exaggerated to make the message clearer and unambiguous” (Bryman 2004, 46). Accordingly, the Maasai Steppe Heartland imaginary has incorporated images and narratives of African nature from existing national parks, and of ethnically traditional people from the spatial legacies of colonial native reserves. Smaller and more specialized spaces—like the cultural village, school, and ranch headquarters—have facilitated more controlled and detailed narratives (for ﻿details, see Igoe 2017, ﻿chap. 3). Tourism and tourist attractions ﻿have been thereby put in the service of conservation governance and the production of imagery and narratives that reproduce and support prevailing modes of neoliberal conservation (Büscher et al. 2012; Igoe and Brockington 2007) along with related U.S.-centric geopolitical priorities.

        The arrangements and relationships articulated through this interpretive assemblage are similarly rooted in historical “cooperation and network building between specific groups and interests that became strengthened and institutionalized over time” (Brockington, Duffy, and Igoe 2009, 9). The creation of national parks in the United States, and later East Africa, involved enclosed and promoted nature destinations, driven by conservation imperatives (protecting the world’s last wild places), security concerns (controlling indigenous peoples and promoting U.S. interests abroad), and a globalizing tourist industry (for ﻿details, see Bonner 1994, ﻿chap. 2; Igoe 2004, ﻿chap. 3; Neumann 1998, ﻿chap. 4; and Spence 1999, ﻿chap. 4). The AWF itself was founded by Kermit Roosevelt Jr. (grandson of President Teddy Roosevelt and a career intelligence officer) and Russell Train, director of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and subsequent founder of the World Wildlife Fund (WWF). The AWF and WWF were launched in 1961 at a high-profile event in Tanganyika (later Tanzania). In their efforts to ensure that colonial modes of nature conservation would continue after independence, the conveners convinced future African heads of state to support their cause with the (now-realized) promise of booming national tourist economies (for ﻿details, see Igoe 2017, ﻿chap. 3; and Lekan 2011).

        These connections and commitments underpinned the creation and subsequent growth of the AWF, which supported the creation of Tarangire National Park in the 1960s and 1970s (Igoe 2004, ﻿chap. 3) and subsequently became a leader in the global movement to ban ivory, in the 1980s and 1990s (Bonner 1994, ﻿chap. 2). However, the power of conservation NGOs, like the AWF, to create and brand conservation landscapes, like the Maasai Steppe Heartland, emerged and intensified over the course of the 1990s. Catherine Corson (2010) describes how the rise of neoliberalism in U.S. politics in the 1980s was subsequently institutionalized through American foreign policy in the 1990s. Her analysis revolves around the formation of a “dynamic alliance among members of the U.S. Congress, USAID, an evolving group of environmental NGOs, and the corporate sector around biodiversity conservation funding.”9 This alliance, she explains, refocused environmental concerns on “foreign biodiversity” that could be protected—at least notionally—away from competing political and business interests and without having to confront the massive resource consumption and degradation caused by U.S. corporations and consumers (2010, 576). It also fostered the significant growth of some conservation NGOs, including the AWF, as they became de facto subcontractors for U.S. foreign policy on the environment.

        A second, and equally important, transformation during this moment was the ongoing revolution in media technology. Whereas conservation NGOs previously relied on television and print media to reach their potential supporters, they could now draw from a “proliferating smorgasbord of images and media” (Igoe 2010, 375), which became increasingly interactive with the development of web 2.0 technology (Büscher and Igoe 2013). NGO-branded conservation landscapes were, accordingly, web-based phenomena. The AWF branded the Maasai Steppe Heartland online, revitalizing a place-name coined by German explorers in the late nineteenth century (Perras 2004, 186). Pilot heartlands, including the Maasai Steppe, received ten years of support from USAID (2009) “for threats-based conservation at a landscape and seascape scale.”10 Early renderings of the Maasai Steppe Heartland consisted mostly of maps, photographs, and texts limited to a dedicated section of the AWF website. As the landscape attracted more and more supporters, however, its “representations of space” proliferated and diversified to include an array of online videos, photographs, social media posts, blogs, testimonials, marketing campaigns, and independent films (Igoe 2010, 385–89). We now turn to the details of specific examples of these Maasai Steppe productions, in relation to a particularly spectacular moment in U.S.-centric geopolitics of African nature at the turn of the millennium.

      
      
        A National Geographic Imaginary and Geopolitical Postcards from the Maasai Steppe

        Appearances and performances by geopolitical figures in the Maasai Steppe reflected and refined emerging practices and techniques in U.S.-centric geopolitics in Africa, which accompanied the institutional transformations I have briefly outlined. In September 1999, American conservationist Michael Fay began his famed “megatransect” across the Congo Basin. The walk spanned two millennia, ending at Gabon’s Atlantic in December 2000.11 It also spanned two U.S. presidential administrations, beginning with Bill Clinton and ending with George W. Bush. Fay’s experiences and achievements were documented by National Geographic photographer Michael Nichols and narrated by the same magazine’s writer David Quammen.

        In her analysis of the megatransect, Elizabeth Garland (2008) documents its place in the early Bush administration and its foreign-policy agenda in Africa and beyond. In the aftermath of his celebrated walk, Michael Fay met with members of the U.S. Congress and with Gabonese president Omar Bongo. According to Quammen’s (2003) coverage of the meeting, Bongo was so inspired by Fay’s presentation that he resolved to create an extensive network of national parks to protect the Gabonese rainforest and other valuable ecosystems (Garland 2008, 56–58). President Bongo announced his plan at Earth Summit 2002 in Johannesburg, South Africa. At the same summit, U.S. secretary of state Colin Powell engaged in “conservation diplomacy,” announcing a $53 million contribution from the Bush administration to the Congo Basin Partnership. Powell then flew to Gabon, to congratulate President Bongo and to take a walk in one of the new parks with Michael Fay. The outing was enshrined in National Geographic as a “signal moment in conservation history” (Quammen 2003, 70).

        Similar visits by U.S. officials to African conservation areas were subsequently promoted to the level of institutionalized practice. In addition to his meetings with President Bongo of Gabon, Michael Fay was also invited to Washington in 2001, where he met with State Department officials and was feted by members of Congress at a Capitol Hill Club dinner (Garland 2008, 56). According to Washington insider David Barron, who claims to have facilitated all the aforementioned meetings (Hiar 2013a and 2013b; Quammen 2003), the dinner catalyzed the creation of the ICC, the congressional caucus dedicated to promoting U.S.-style conservation abroad, beginning with Secretary Powell’s Congo Basin initiative.12 The ICC was formed in association with the International Conservation Partnership (ICP), a consortium of large conservation NGOs dedicated to building congressional support for conservation, including through overseas congressional trips to conservation areas (Corson 2010, 592). This became a major activity of the ICCF, a foundation founded by David Barron and endowed with an advisory council comprising member organizations of the ICP (Hiar 2013a and 2013b).13

        The creation of the Maasai Steppe Heartland was supported by these transformations, while providing sites in which they could be seen and performed. In 2004 members of the ICC visited northern Tanzania. A photograph of the U.S. lawmakers interacting with Maasai women at a cultural village is the earliest visual representation of geopolitical figures in the Maasai Steppe of which I am aware.14 It marks the chronological beginning of multimedia productions that appeared over the course of the ensuing decade. These productions do not exist in some centralized archive. Rather, they have accumulated in a wide variety of seemingly unrelated virtual contexts—from press releases of the U.S. embassy in Dar es Salaam to advertisements for gourmet chocolate and luxury watches (see Büscher and Igoe 2013; Igoe 2013). When collected and considered together, however, they reveal a genre-like consistency, revolving around high-profile visits of distinguished guests. Even as their details change over time, the main narratives remain conspicuously consistent. When considered in terms of their geopolitical elements, moreover, they reflect a great deal about U.S. interests in Africa and beyond.

        My previous analysis of touristic productions of the Maasai Steppe lumped together all the protagonists of these productions, including state officials, celebrities, corporate volunteers, scientists, philanthropists, filmmakers, and contest winners. What these diverse protagonists share in common was that they deliver consistent performances of particular neoliberal imaginaries of capitalism as virtuous forces of nature (Igoe ﻿2017). This chapter revisits this analysis with an emphasis on geopolitical figures. These are people who, in addition to performing this neoliberal vision, perform and support related U.S.-centric geopolitical concerns as outlined in the introduction of this chapter. Colin Powell is an obvious example of this kind of figure, as is Henry Paulson, who visited the Maasai Steppe in 2004 as treasury secretary of the Bush administration. USAID Tanzania Mission Director Pamela White also appears in the Maasai Steppe archive. She went on to become U.S. ambassador to Haiti during the Obama administration. Chelsea Clinton is not a U.S. official but has obvious familial ties to the executive branch. Her appearance in Tarangire National Park occurred just after President Obama’s Tanzanian visit to announce a new partnership between Africa and the United States, along with a new U.S. initiative to combat wildlife trafficking.15

        I did not select these geopolitical figures from a large group. They are all the geopolitical figures I encountered in the Maasai Steppe archive. I describe their appearances in this archive as geopolitical postcards, in order to emphasize their connections to tourist experiences. Traditional postcards, purchased in a tourist shop, usually come with an image of an iconic place, upon which the sender can write a personalized message about their experience to an intended receiver. Like those postcards, the geopolitical missives feature the same kinds of images over and over. They are still “posted,” though in a virtual way and with a much larger and less-immediately known audience in mind. Like old fashioned postcards left in a shoebox, their archive can tell us a lot about the conditions, concerns, and commerce that influenced their production and posting.

        Secretary Paulson traveled to Africa in November ﻿2007 to promote economic growth, and particularly the role of wildlife conservation in that growth. Paulson began in Tanzania, where he visited the Maasai Steppe, before traveling to South Africa to address a U.S.-Africa Business Summit and to Ghana to attend a meeting of G-20 finance ministers and central bank governors.16 In a photograph from the visit to Tanzania, Secretary Paulson stands with his wife, Wendy, and a large group of Maasai children outside of the newly constructed Manyara Ranch School.17 Speaking at the South African business summit, Secretary Paulson had this to say about his visit:

        
          Yesterday I visited Manyara Ranch and saw an innovative example of how Africa can both preserve its natural heritage and create economic opportunities for its people. The ranch is a critical migratory corridor for a broad range of species from nearby parks, and it is also important for the cattle-raising activities of the local Maasai tribes. The AWF, with support from USAID has set up a land trust that seeks to make ranching commercially viable through tourism and beef sales, with a plan to use the proceeds to protect these valuable tribal lands.18

        

        The Manyara Ranch was a state enterprise during Tanzania’s socialist period (mid-1960s to the early 1980s) that was converted at the turn of the millennium, with American support, into a conservation landscape with permitted livestock grazing. Accordingly, the ranch looms larger in the stories featured here than in Maasai Steppe stories in general (cf. Igoe 2017).

        The central importance of the Manyara Ranch to the Maasai Steppe imaginary is revealed again in a U.S. State Department press release describing Mission Director White’s visit to the Heartland the following year. Its headline reads, “More Animals, More Money at Manyara Ranch.” The press release highlights the achievements of USAID’s “Livestock for Livelihoods” program and explains that this is part of a suite of projects in the landscape, “supported by the American people, in partnership with the AWF, to eradicate poverty among the Maasai and other pastoralist communities, while simultaneously protecting landscapes, wildlife, and livestock.”19

        In the photograph accompanying the press release, Pamela White poses with Maasai spiritual leader Meshuko Mapi. She is dressed in a dark suit jacket and matching visor. He is dressed in a blue-and-red shukas (traditional Maasai toga), tire sandals, and an olive safari hat. The remaining text celebrates USAID’s accomplishments in the landscape since 2000, with emphasis on infrastructure, income generation and capacity building, and wildlife conservation—promoting peace and prosperity and encouraging local people to value and care for nature.

        The postcard is an online video, posted by IBM Corporate Service volunteer Amber King. King, who narrates the video, describes the visit and her team’s mission as follows:

        
          On August 28, 2008 an IBM team visited the (Manyara) Ranch as part of IBM Corporate Service Corps’ African Wildlife Foundation Project. Their mission: to develop a business plan that balances the needs of conservation with those of the local Maasai communities. The IBM team will provide ideas for capitalizing on the vibrant tourism industry already present around Arusha. The extensive animal population and interesting local Maasai culture will certainly be two wonderful reasons to include the ranch in your next safari.

        

        In addition to being highly consistent with the narratives of the previous postcards, King’s narrative highlights important details of the Maasai Steppe vision. Early in the video, she explains that the ranch serves as a corridor for wildlife movement between Tarangire and Lake Manyara National Parks and that the AWF is overseeing a community-based land trust that would manage the ranch as a multiuse conservation area with, and on behalf of, local people. In the video, members of her team are seen on a game drive, visiting the school and the abattoir, and enjoying a Maasai cultural performance by women in the Manyara Tree Planting Committee.20

        This postcard also concords with the IBM Corporate Service Corps’ self-image as “the Corporate Peace Corps.”21 According to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce Foundation, the IBM Corporate Service Corps combines “the vision behind President Kennedy’s Peace Corps with the philosophy of corporate social responsibility”; it is officially described as the corporate Peace Corps (though notably with an international volunteer base).22 Accordingly, this arrangement turns on a promised triple benefit: “communities have their problems solved, IBMers receive leadership training and development, and IBM develops new markets and global leaders.”23

        Chelsea Clinton’s postcard is the only one postmarked after the official end of the Maasai Heartlands’ Capital Campaign. It is also the only featured visit that was not explicitly connected to the AWF. Ms. Clinton’s Tarangire safari was hosted by Douglas Foley of the Wildlife Conservation Society, though she visited a different AWF-sponsored landscape in Zambia in the course of this same tour of African conservation landscapes.24 The tour was supported by the Clinton Foundation’s Partnership to Save African Elephants and carried forward her mother’s work as secretary of state to combat global wildlife trafficking.25 Chelsea Clinton’s blog from Tarangire features a shot of her watching a group of elephants from inside a safari vehicle. Toward the end she writes,

        
          I think it would be impossible to not be overwhelmed by the majesty, the humility and the personalities of the individual elephants and families of elephants roaming across Tarangire National Park. As I observed a three-month-old baby elephant playing mischievously and a thirtyish-year-old mother protecting her children, it became starkly clear how innocent these creatures are, and how necessary it is for us to protect them. The mother cannot protect the young on her own.26

        

        Chelsea Clinton’s narrative preceding this passage highlights the successes of the U.S. government in promoting African development and conservation, and particularly the protection of charismatic pachyderms. She also emphasizes the achievements of U.S.-based conservation NGOs in promoting African conservation and the crucial importance of wildlife and nature to economic development and African prosperity. More so than previous visitors, she describes wildlife trafficking as a security issue, due to its links to organized crime, rebel militias, and terrorist groups.27

      
      
        Tracking Geopolitics in the Maasai Steppe

        The first three visits described in the previous section occurred during the second term of President George W. Bush, who was publicly committed to international development. In the wake of the 9/11 attacks, this commitment reflected the idea that development was essential to economic growth, political stability, and winning the hearts and minds of potential terrorists. It also related to Bush’s brand of “compassionate conservatism” and the image of United States as an international good guy. Africa in general, and Tanzania in particular, figured significantly in this vision, reflected in Bush’s state visit to Tanzania in 2008.28 African economic development during this period evinced a bipartisan appeal similar to that of African conservation. The 2009 ICCF Conservation Gala, which celebrated the inauguration of Barack Obama, was co-chaired by George H. W. Bush and ﻿Bill Clinton.29 In 2013 George W. Bush and Obama met in Tanzania to commemorate the 1998 embassy bombing. The Christian Science Monitor’s coverage of the meeting noted that “Africa is the one subject on which Obama and his predecessors often agree.”30

        This bipartisan celebration of African conservation and development can be seen and heard in all four postcards. Henry Paulson traveled to Africa in 2007 to promote economic development and U.S.-supported conservation initiatives. While speaking in Cape Town, he invoked the Manyara Ranch as an exemplar of innovative green growth with an African twist. During their visit to the ranch, Henry and Wendy Paulson posed with Maasai schoolchildren, enacting the face of “compassionate conservatism.” Just prior to their journey, they had hosted the 2007 ICCF Conservation Gala, where they presented the ICCF Teddy Roosevelt © International Conservation Award to British prime minister Tony Blair, a crucial ally of the Bush administration in the second Iraq War.31

        The image of Pamela White and Meshuko Mapi in the State Department press release plays up complementary elements of the Maasai Steppe story. The first is a special relationship between the U.S. government and the Maasai people. That relationship is not textually explicit, since the tractor is officially a gift from the United States to all Tanzanian citizens, but the accompanying photograph suggests otherwise. I would further argue that it hearkens back to the USAID-sponsored Maasai Rangeland Development Project, undertaken in this part of Tanzania in the 1970s. One of its unstated goals, according to project anthropologists, was to protect the Maasai from contemporary socialist development policies, which would have required them to live in collective villages.32 Official project goals included technology transfer and improved cattle stock. These goals are reproduced in USAID support for Manyara Ranch, while the Massey Ferguson tractor enshrines America’s image as a leader in business, technology, and agricultural development.

        The IBM Corporate Service Corps also extols American business acumen, as well as its leadership in technology development. And like the ICC and ICCF, it reflects fundamental realignments of U.S. foreign aid across the turn of the millennium. The Corporate Service Corps triple benefit is, in fact, at least a quintuple benefit. In addition to the three benefits mentioned above, U.S. government foreign policy initiatives, along with related NGO-sponsored initiatives, enjoy corporate support and implementation. Increasingly, on the ground, IBM corporate volunteers have joined forces with state-sponsored volunteers, thoroughly blurring distinctions between public and private, aid and investment.33 One of the notable differences, however, is that IBM volunteers come from cities around the world, promoting team building across a progressively international work force.

        Accounts of Chelsea Clinton’s visit, by contrast, revolved around the Clinton Foundation’s role in U.S. foreign policy, the idea of a special relationship between the United States and Africa, and the dual threat of terrorism and Chinese influence. Her time in Tarangire followed on the heels of Barack Obama’s state visit to Tanzania, during which he launched a cabinet-level taskforce to curb illegal wildlife trade and met with George W. Bush in a gesture of bipartisan support for African economic development. A month after Ms. Clinton’s visit, the 2013 ICCF Gala honored Tanzanian president Jakaya Kikwete and invoked “the multi-national scramble for access to (African) natural resource wealth . . . at times at the expense of the best interest of local peoples as well as America’s economic and strategic goals for the continent.”34

        Three days after the 2013 gala, four gunmen killed sixty-three civilians in Nairobi’s Westgate Mall. The militant Islamic group al Shabaab claimed credit for the attacks. In her analysis of the attacks, Rosaleen Duffy (2014) describes how they became a catalyst for additional claims that ivory poaching was funding international terrorism. Duffy traces those claims to a single report, which was not well supported and contradicted by subsequent research; the claims were nevertheless amplified by politicians, NGOs, and international media, to the point that they gained the status of a self-evident truth.35 Duffy (2014, 6) suggests that this far-reaching uptake reflects the power of these claims to “deepen and extend dynamics of the War on Terror precisely because they align so well with the pre-existing agendas of major power in the Global System.” Accordingly, they also support increasingly militarized conservation, in which saving species from extinction accords with global security.

        More recent productions from this part of Tanzania feature armed game guards, antipoaching dogs, and drone technology. Since 2014, however, these productions have become fewer, briefer, and lacking in high-profile protagonists. This decline reflects the end of Maasai Steppe as a branded conservation landscape, the return of the Manyara Ranch title from a land trust overseen by the African Wildlife Fund to the Tanzanian government, and apparently seismic shifts in the arrangements and networks at the heart of neoliberal conservation across the 1990s and 2000s. Some of these changes appeared already in Chelsea Clinton’s postcard, and much more profound changes were soon to come: the Clinton Foundation would come under scrutiny in relation to Russian cyberattacks during the 2016 U.S. presidential elections, and new administrations in the United States, Tanzania, and beyond turned to populist nationalism.

        In contrast to previous U.S. support for Africa, President Trump mispronounced the name of Tanzania, referred to the nonexistent nation of Nambia, and spoke of Africa in terms of “shithole countries.” His “America First” policy has sought to rescind money already budgeted for U.S. foreign aid. He also lifted Obama-era bans on the importation of elephant trophies from Africa. It seems very unlikely that he will follow in the footsteps of his presidential predecessors, in terms of doing charitable work in Tanzania. Tanzanian president John Magufuli rarely travels outside Tanzania and is unlikely to attend conservation galas in Washington, D.C. Like Trump, he enjoys high-profile media coverage of himself interacting with his adoring base and is interested in opening state-sponsored protected areas to extractive enterprise and human settlement.

        There is much more that could be said about the stark contrasts between progressive neoliberalism, as performed in the Maasai Steppe, and spectacular performances of populist nationalism in the United States, Tanzania, and beyond. What might become, for instance, of the IBM’s Corporate Service Corps’ charismatically diverse teams of volunteers from countries around the world? Or its celebration of the transnational character of a proudly American corporation? Will Western philanthropists and conservation NGOs continue to play a major role in managing African parks and protecting African wildlife?36 If so, how will they articulate and promote what they are doing in relation to antiglobalist forces that are openly disdainful of caring for the environment and the idea of helping less-fortunate people? It remains to be seen how future conservation interventions may morph in relation to resulting formations and how tourism and tourist spaces may continue (or not) to be part of those processes.

      
      
        Concluding Thoughts and Questions

        Tourism has been a foundational element of modern nature conservation since at least the seventeenth century. In Tanzania, these links have been rendered explicit and portrayed as virtuous since the transition from colonialism to independence. There can be no doubt that tourism in Tanzania has generated significant wealth that has been crucial to the country’s economic development. It is also clear that tourism in Tanzania, as elsewhere, organizes spaces to deliver standardized experiences, over and over again, for a diversity of consumers, inviting them to participate in the performances of largely predetermined stories, regardless of events. The story here is of a conservation landscape that is successful according to prevailing policy models.

        Such arrangements can gather interpretive networks and facilitate their performances of particular conservation and development visions. An important downside of these arrangements is that they tend to eschew their own history and especially related disruptions and displacements of local people and their lifeways and livelihoods. As this chapter suggests, however, these same arrangements also provide perhaps unprecedented opportunities for documenting and analyzing connections between tourism, development, and larger geopolitical processes. This is what made the Maasai Steppe such a productive object of inquiry. In fact, the Maasai Steppe is a source for the current chapter, one with citations that could be traced out to other sources and thus to related events and analyses. Much of the material discussed here I found in connection with the Maasai Steppe.

        I am certain that there are, or at least have been, many other landscapes like the Maasai Steppe. While conditions underpinning these arrangements are changing rapidly, many of these landscapes and their archives are doubtless available for investigation and could still teach us a great deal about conservation geopolitics. It will be especially important to document how these landscapes end or change, as reflected in their spectacular productions and in relation to larger geopolitical transformations with which they are interconnected. What kinds of new tourist-policy assemblages, if any, seem to be forming, and what might they help us understand about current geopolitical situations? What possibilities may exist for more equitable and inclusive modes of conservation?

      
      
        Notes

        
          
            1. Public Domain Footage (1997).

          

          
            2. Clinton (2017).

          

          
            3. African Wildlife Foundation (“Campaign,” n.d.).

          

          
            4. African Wildlife Foundation (“Supporting,” n.d.).

          

          
            5. See African Wildlife Foundation (“About,” n.d.).

          

          
            6. African Wildlife Foundation (“Campaign,” n.d.)

          

          
            7. Hassan Sachedina (2008), who worked for the AWF in Tanzania during this period, documents the role of the Heartlands Initiative as a successful capital campaign and the organization’s growth relative to an elite group of large conservation NGOs, including the World Wildlife Fund, the Nature Conservancy, ﻿and Wildlife Conservation Society International. Mac Chapin (2004), a ﻿longtime insider to international conservation, documents the ascendancy of these conservation BINGO﻿s (Big International NGOs).

          

          
            8. See the AWF’s historic timeline on its ﻿website (African Wildlife Foundation, “Our History,” n.d.).

          

          
            9. These realignments were described earlier by anthropologist Mac Chapin (2004). Chapin outlines and elaborates on two fundamental concerns. The first is that a small group of “conservation giants,” which came to be known as conservation ﻿BINGOs, were commanding the bulk of global conservation funding, at the expense of smaller and more diverse organizations. Second, conservation initiatives supported by concentrated funds were happening at the expense of local communities.

          

          
            10. Hassan Sachedina (2010) documents and explains the central place of the Heartlands Initiative in the extraordinary institutional growth—with concomitant growth in its assets and programs—during this period.

          

          
            11. Matson (2009).

          

          
            12. The ICC invokes conservation as an American value that is essential to America’s role as a global leader. It celebrates biodiversity and cultural diversity in relation to rule of law, democracy, and the economy. See ICC (“Articles,” n.d.).

          

          
            13. David Barron was a controversial figure who began his career as chairman of the Young Republican National Federation and a surrogate speaker for President Ronald Reagan. After serving in an official capacity on U.S. policies toward Central America and South Africa, he became an independent consultant, working with several African heads of state. See Conservation Council of Nations, “Leadership.” Both Barron and the ICCF subsequently became subjects of a Mother Jones exposé (Hiar ﻿2013a, 2013b).

          

          
            14. The photo was taken by then–AWF employee, Hassan Sachedina (2008, 23), who accompanied members of the congressional delegation on their educational safari. It is presented as part of an opening vignette to his dissertation, in which he relates his impressions of the safari, which was supported by the AWF and underwritten by futures billionaire Paul Tudor Jones. In that vignette, Sachedina draws connections between U.S. political interests, private wealth, and large conservation NGOs, and how these have played out in relation to African resource struggles.

          

          
            15. See Kulish and Shear (2013); and White House (2013).

          

          
            16. According to a Department of the Treasury press release (U.S. Department of the Treasury 2017a).

          

          
            17. The new school replaced an old dilapidated one located dangerously in the middle of a wildlife migration corridor.

          

          
            18. For the full transcript of Secretary Paulson’s ﻿remarks, see the relevant press release (U.S. Department of the Treasury 2007b).

          

          
            19. See U.S. Embassy in Tanzania (2008).

          

          
            20. See IBM Corporate Service Corps video (King, n.d.).

          

          
            21. Including in materials published by IBM, the Peace Corps, and USAID, among others.

          

          
            22. This press release also features an uncaptioned image of a white volunteer with Maasai dancers, presumably in either Kenya or Tanzania (U.S. Chamber of Commerce Foundation 2013).

          

          
            23. See about the IBM Service Corps at IBM (n.d.).

          

          
            24. American Wildlife Foundation (2013).

          

          
            25. See Goldenberg (2013); and Hance (2013).

          

          
            26. Clinton Foundation (2013).

          

          
            27. Clinton Foundation (2013).

          

          
            28. See Norris (2016).

          

          
            29. International Conservation Congress Foundation (2009).

          

          
            30. See Grier (2013).

          

          
            31. International Conservation Congress Foundation (2007).

          

          
            32. The project anthropologists were Alan Jacobs, Alan Hoben, and Colby Hatfield, all of whom described this aspect of the project to me in the course of numerous, though unrelated, conversations.

          

          
            33. See Tesla (n.d.)

          

          
            34. International Conservation Congress Foundation (2013).

          

          
            35. See McConnell (2015).

          

          
            36. For example, a 2019 opinion piece in the New York Times bears the headline, “A Comeback for African National Parks” (Adams 2019). This headline would have been more accurate if it had included a question mark at the end, since the article focuses on a single park in Mozambique, supported by a wealthy philanthropist, which it admits is an anomalous example.
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        Tourism and the Production of State Territory

        The Case of Taiwan and China

        Ian Rowen

      
      
        Introduction

        The rapid development of tourism from China to Taiwan provides a fascinating opportunity to examine and theorize the geopolitical stakes and effects of tourism in general. A widely read 2012 post by Han Han (China’s then–most popular blogger), titled “Winds of the Pacific,” provides a colorful passage into the peculiarity and complexity of this case, in which tourism accelerated in 2008 following decades of travel bans and in the midst of an ongoing geopolitical dispute.1

        Han tells a tale of the kindness of strangers, of generous gestures that he could not imagine happening in mainland China but which he sees as expressions of Chinese culture and civilization that Taiwan has preserved:

        
          I don’t want to delve into the politics. As a writer from the mainland, I just feel lost. A pervasive feeling of loss. The society I grew up in spent a few decades teaching us to be violent and vengeful, and then a few more decades teaching us to be selfish and greedy. Our parents destroyed our culture, our ethics, our ability to trust, our faith and consensus, but failed to build the utopia that was promised. We may have no choice but to keep doing the same things. As a writer, I have to constantly worry about whether my words will step on some line somewhere. I assume people have ulterior motives when they treat me with warmth. Other than self-survival and competition, we have lost interest in everything else. This is how we have come to define ourselves.

          Yes, I have to thank Hong Kong and Taiwan, for protecting Chinese civilization. Even when we have the Ritz Carlton and the Peninsula, Gucci and Louis Vuitton, wives of local officials with more money than their leaders, movie budgets 20 or 30 times theirs, the World’s Fair and the Olympics, but, on the streets of Taipei, I didn’t feel any bit of pride. Whatever we have, they already had; whatever we are proud of, their taxpayers will never approve; whatever we should be proud of, we’ve already lost. (Han 2012, translated in Yeh 2012)

        

        Han Han’s post is profoundly political, all the more so for its pretense to the contrary. While skirting the question of Taiwan’s independence, he uses the island as a tinted mirror for what the People’s Republic of China (PRC) could be but is not, or was but is no longer. By reflecting on a series of anecdotes—of a taxi driver who returned a phone that Han had dropped in the back seat, an eyewear store owner who guilelessly gave Han’s friend a free pair of contact lenses—Han’s post glosses Taiwan not as a renegade province under the thumb of the United States or as an exotic tourist destination, but as a rhetorical device for an indirect critique of the Chinese Communist Party’s (CCP) role in the corruption of “Chinese values.” In Han’s telling, the taxi driver was not just a driver—indeed, he represented the supposed generous spirit of all Taiwanese people. Except, in Han’s reading, the driver’s generosity was not so much Taiwanese as it was Chinese, free of the corrupting influence of the CCP. Han implies that he was not helped so much by Taiwanese as by more authentic Chinese subjects. Taiwan’s history as a Japanese colony and U.S. protectorate, as well as its many other specificities and contingencies, are elided in such a treatment.

        Han’s characterization matches that of many Chinese tourists who come to Taiwan and casts light on the brittle webs of identity, mobility, and state territorial imaginaries that have been formed and transformed via the practice of tourism. In this chapter, based on fieldwork conducted in Taiwan between 2012 and 2017 and informed by an analysis of media reports and influential posts by people such as Han, I argue that leisure tourism from the PRC to Taiwan has produced multiple, overlapping, and contradictory sensations of stateness, state territory, and national identity within Taiwan, with profound implications for a broader theorization of tourism.

        While cross-Strait tourism may seem an extraordinary case, it is precisely its extraordinariness that makes it valuable for a theoretical discussion of the geopolitical and territorial politics of tourism. So much of the modern interstate system is taken for granted in the literature on tourism that the study of an extraordinary situation may uncover that which, through repetition, has come to seem ordinary—a world split into nation-states with mutually exclusive territories, a global mobility regime of visas and passports modulated by international agreements such as Schengen, and so on—but is in fact a quite peculiar and contingent configuration of space, material flows, and human bodies. This configuration is performed and transformed by the practice of tourism. This chapter, therefore, uses the cross-Strait case to make the broader theoretical argument that tourism should be viewed as a technology of state territorialization. Like any technology of power, tourism may both reinforce and destabilize the subjects and objects it constitutes within its field. I take as my starting point that these subjects and objects—tourists, states, nations, borders, and territory—have no essential existence. They emerge discursively and are recognized, reconfigured, and reproduced through spatial practice (Lefebvre 1991). Here, the state is not treated as an autonomous or unitary entity﻿, and territory is not seen as a place. Rather, they are both conceived of as processes, in which tourism and its many devices may play a constitutive role.

        This argument is informed by a Foucauldian “analytics of government” (Foucault 2009; Lemke 2007; Rose and Miller 2010), which does not treat the state as a unitary subject with autonomous powers or necessary or timeless functions. Nor does this approach assume the a priori existence of the state’s subjects as atomized, autonomous individuals. Rather, such an analytical lens looks to ensembles of relations and practices of government that conjure and produce the state and its citizens not just as agents but as effects of power. Such technologies never produce truly finished subjects and objects—each is always in a state of flux, of becoming, of change, of contradiction, of rupture, and of reformation.

        Such a conceptualization demands a more historical approach to the study of the state and its subjects, and indeed to the specificities of the global interstate system, than is found in most contemporary tourism research. Such a detailed approach is necessary for understanding the mutual constitution of the state and its subjects in the case of cross-Strait tourism, in which everyday assumptions about the exclusive territory of the nation-state and its citizen-subjects break down. Methodologically, this theory suggests the value of ethnographic research in examining the ways that everyday “micropowers” and interactions between citizens and tourists are shaped by “﻿macropowers,” like those attributed to the state, and vice versa.

        Past work suggests that China’s foreign-policy apparatus includes the strategic deployment of tourism (Arlt 2006; Kim, Prideaux, and Timothy 2016; Richter 1983; Tse 2013). Nyíri (2006) has argued that PRC state agents use tourism and tourist sites to articulate hegemonic claims about cultural identity and state authority, even beyond China’s borders. Yet tourism is unevenly serving the PRC’s claims to sovereignty over Taiwan, while producing effects—and affects—of alienation. Though mediated by state and market forces, the narratives of tourists and toured are taking on political meanings and trajectories of their own, potentially reconfiguring the modes in which Taiwanese and PRC subjects recognize and engage with each other. Han Han is one of several million PRC citizens who have toured Taiwan in the last decade. While more typical tourists do not have the opportunity to shake hands with Taiwanese president Ma Ying-jeou, as did Han, or have their reflections read by millions, they are (re)forming political opinions about the relationship between the PRC and Taiwan. What would otherwise be (extra)ordinary encounters between tourist and toured thus become animated by, and may themselves animate and affectively charge, incompatible nationalisms. With this come new imaginative geographies of the cultural character and extent of the territories claimed by Taiwan and the PRC.

        These effects have been produced in part by the highly regimented structure of group tourism to the island, as managed by industry actors from Taiwan, the PRC, and Hong Kong, which reproduces a tourist experience similar to that which they would encounter within the PRC itself. Subtle and inconsistent linguistic performances of national identity take place throughout these tours, both reproducing and undermining the territory’s complex performativities. These effects are achieved—and likewise troubled—in no small part through the production of affects and affective atmospheres that produce or dispel senses of home, hospitality, and ethnonational belonging.

        Like Han, the thousands of tourists whom I have observed or interviewed make it clear that tourism from China to Taiwan is not merely an occasion for recreation; indeed, stories about seemingly simple encounters are affectively charged by the territorial dispute between state actors and subjects on both sides of the Taiwan Strait. Moreover, the trajectory and meanings of such narratives are not determined solely by the regulatory arrangements between state officials or travel industry executives in Taiwan and the PRC. The emergence of such discursive dissonance suggests that tourism is an unpredictable weapon in the arsenal of state power. On its first day of publication, Han Han’s post was read by over 400,000 people and forwarded to at least another 170,000 (Taipei Economic and Cultural Office in San Francisco 2012). Yet, one need not be a superstar blogger to provoke widespread discussion about differences in the cultural values or behaviors of people in Taiwan and the PRC. In another typical case, a report about Chinese tourists who carved their names into plants in an east Taiwan park provoked online protest in Taiwan, including stereotypical depictions of Chinese people as poorly behaved bumpkins overrunning the countryside (Fauna 2012). Importantly, tourism has been not only the subject of such raucous social debates but also the driver behind the establishment of the first-ever bilateral quasi-state offices between the two sides, with Beijing opening a tourism office in Taipei and Taipei opening a tourism office in Beijing in April 2010 (China Times 2010).

        The growing flow of tourists and diplomatic exchanges between the PRC and Taiwan has taken place against the backdrop of a sovereignty dispute whose roots go back over a century, to the Qing court’s cession of Taiwan to Japan in 1895, through the Kuomintang (Chinese Nationalist Party)’s occupation of Taiwan in the 1940s, and all the way up to 2008–2015, a period of increased cross-Strait political cooperation. Since the 1980s, following political reforms on both sides, flows of people, goods, and capital across the Taiwan Strait have increased. This has taken the form of investments, family visitation, and tourism, first solely or predominantly flowing from Taiwan to China, and, more recently, going in the opposite direction. Initially, the former British and Portuguese colonies of Hong Kong and Macau typically served as transit points for visitors, but 2008 marked the beginning of regularly scheduled direct flights between the PRC and Taiwan. Since then, Chinese tourists have rapidly overtaken their Japanese peers to become the largest tourist segment in Taiwan (Republic of China Ministry of Transportation and Communications Tourism Bureau 2009). That this has taken place in the context of a continuing major sovereignty dispute, involving massive military force on each side, is nothing short of remarkable. As a result, tourism has emerged as both a mode and bellwether of geopolitical struggle between the two sides.

        Although Taiwan democratized in the 1990s and its leadership gradually dropped serious claims to sovereignty over China, the PRC continues to claim Taiwan as part of its territory. Despite the PRC’s denial of Taiwan’s sovereignty, PRC tourists, whatever their opinions or education about Taiwan’s sovereign status, nonetheless comply with Taiwan’s visa regime and follow its border-crossing procedures when they arrive at the international airport terminals in Taipei. Even if they may feel they are in a territory that rightly belongs to the PRC, upon arrival in Taiwan they are confronted with the specter of the Republic of China (ROC), the name still used in official documents of Taiwan’s state administration, as well as the flag, national anthem, public holidays, and other symbols of a state the PRC leadership describes as illegitimate.

        To examine this case, this study employs multisited, mobile ethnography (Buscher and Urry 2009; Marcus 1995), including participant observation and semistructured interviews conducted over numerous trips and residencies in Taiwan between 2012 and 2017. This has included extensive observation at key tourist sites and participation in several round-the-island and citywide group tours. I also conducted formal interviews with over sixty tourists, ten Taiwanese tour guides, six PRC tour directors, and ten Taiwanese vendors and site staff, as well as informal interviews with hundreds of interlocutors in all categories.

      
      
        Tourism, Borders, Peace, and Taiwan and China

        Much of the earlier scholarship on PRC-Taiwan tourism assumes a normative trajectory of reconciliation. This is symptomatic of general assumptions about the nature of borders made by tourism scholars, industry organizations, and even NGOs and international institutions such as the United Nations. State territorial assumptions permeate both academic and industrial discourses, giving us the fundamental divisions of domestic tourism versus international tourism and inbound versus outbound tourism, produced and reproduced in scholarship and state and industry practice. While perhaps useful for state and industry planners, such discourse also reifies states and borders and often obscures the sociospatial processes that produce and disrupt them.

        The general relationship between tourism and borders has been explored most extensively by the geographer Dallen J. Timothy (2004). Building on the work of Matznetter (1979), Timothy offers the following three categories for understanding the relation between tourism and borders: the border as a barrier, the border as a destination, and the border as a modifier of the tourism landscape. Beyond this typology, he does not offer any conceptualization of tourism’s role in the production of borders.

        Timothy co-authored a journal article that treats Taiwan and mainland China as partitioned states and offers suggestions for promoting cross-Strait tourism flows to promote “reconciliation” and unification (Guo et al. 2006). Such a position is shared in one of the few other English-language pieces that have discussed the politics of cross-Strait tourism (Yu 1997), and recent work continues to treat the cross-Strait case as “rapprochement tourism” (Zhang 2013) that will lead to greater mutual understanding. As for Chinese-language scholarship, most accounts from both sides of the Strait assume a normative trajectory of reconciliation and focus mostly on economic impacts or destination marketing (Ho, Chuang, and Huang 2012; Liu 2009; Wang 2011; Yi 2008). What is missing here is an appreciation of the fact that tourism does not necessarily promote “reconciliation” but has instrumentalities that serve particular, even competing, interests or programs of government and sovereign claims.

        Policy prescriptions that promote international tourism as a palliative for conflict reflect past work on tourism’s potential instrumentality for peacemaking and reconciliation (D’Amore 1988; Jafari 1989). While it would be nice if tourism indeed functioned as a peacemaker, there is little evidence to warrant this conclusion. Litvin has observed that “the health of tourism is always the result of peace, never the cause of peace” (Litvin 1998, 64). Litvin also points out that tourism has often been used contra peacemaking efforts, as in the case of threats against, or even the kidnapping of, tourists.

        A corrective case study to such peacemaking fantasies is Park’s ethnography of tourism from South Korea to North Korea (2005). Park instructively pays attention to the mundane details of border stamps and identity cards, with their coded phrases and differently named state entities, suggesting that North Korean authorities use these instruments to articulate state sovereignty. While tourism can produce feelings of internationalization and deterritorialization, it may also produce “retrenchment of identities in a territory” (116). The practical outcome is that despite hopes for peace, tourism is also “an arena of contestation and cooperation where different states compete, negotiate, manipulate, and maneuver cultural meanings and representations to find their places in the complex and changing international political order” (116). In a similar vein, Stein’s (2008) work on peace-themed tourism in Israel/Palestine has shown that “even the most reassuring itineraries, even those Arab places offering the conjoined décor of Orientalism and Israeli nationalism, could generate profoundly unsettling encounters between guests and hosts, bringing Jewish travelers into contact with a set of Palestinian histories that the state had long endeavored to suppress” (4).

        The status of these particular states in the international order remains unsettled. But unlike the Korean case, in which both Koreas characterize travel between themselves as intranational tourism (with each side pointing to the other as a false state) and which Park suggests is “interstate tourism where two states, however hostile, belong to one nation” (125), authorities in Taiwan ceased to claim sovereignty over the PRC long before permitting inbound tourism. Moreover, a clear majority of the people in Taiwan do not identify as Chinese in opinion polls (National Chengchi University Election Study Center 2019).

        Given this complexity, rather than assume a normative trajectory of reconciliation or greater mutual understanding, scholars should attend to the ways in which state actors use tourism for possibly contradictory ends. The key point is that tourism is a politically loaded enterprise with unpredictable outcomes.

      
      
        Tourism as a Technology of State Territorialization

        Millions of tourists cross borders every year. Passports in hand, they act as the citizen-subjects of the various nation-states of the world. They travel for any number of reasons. When they cross borders from their own country into another and then return home, they, I contend, are not only carrying memories and souvenirs; they are—along with border agents and airlines, travel agents and tour operators—enacting the borders that they are crossing and the state territories that they are traversing. Reciprocally, tourists and their interlocutors simultaneously constitute or exclude themselves (depending on their claims or obligations of citizenship) as subjects of such nation-states.

        In this vein, how might we characterize the state in a way that is useful for tourism research? Painter has usefully borrowed from Abrams (1988) and Mitchell (1991) to define the state as an “imagined collective actor.” To illustrate this, he uses the passport in a travel-appropriate analogy: “When I apply for a passport identifying me as a citizen of a state, the passport, the office and the officials that issue it, and the border post through which it allows me to pass all exist. However, the state in whose name they function is neither an aggregation of these elements, nor a separate reality behind them, but a symbolic resource on which they draw to produce their effects” (Painter 2006, 758). This definition implies that studies of the practices and products of the foreign policy elite, the border guard, and the passport holder are all essential for understanding state technologies for the regulation of mobility in general and tourism in particular.

        The state is of course not imagined in a world without space. Elden’s (2007) general gloss serves as a useful starting point for the treatment of territory as a concept and set of practices: “Territory is more than merely land, but a rendering of the emergent concept of ‘space’ as a political category: owned, distributed, mapped, calculated, bordered, and controlled” (579). Following this, I will use state territorialization to refer specifically to those practices and processes by which space is rendered or configured as belonging to, bounded by, and subject to the sovereignty of the collective actor imagined as a particular state.

        This effect requires borders, which “comprise the basic element in the construction of territories and the practice of territoriality” (Paasi 2003, 112). But borders are not simply lines on the map, state institutions, or practices that are manifested or enacted in specific sites; they are also “processes that exist in socio-cultural action and discourses” (Paasi 1998, 72). These processes saturate sites designated for border crossing, such as land border stations and airports. While such sites are crucial for observing the material and affective geopolitics of the everyday (Burrell 2008; Jansen 2009), borders are also discursively produced elsewhere through routine performance of the nation-state and its territory in national iconography, media, and education systems (Balibar 2002; Paasi 1998, 2000) and should therefore be examined in broader domains.

        Assuming that borders are the constitutive elements of state territorialization, tourists and the apparatuses that facilitate and restrict their flows play a fundamental role in this process. A study of this requires an examination of the particular sites, nodes, tools, devices, practices, and embodied performances that produce the effect of borders and state territory. Therefore, an inquiry into tourism as a technology of state territorialization must also include the processes of bordering and territorial socialization (Newman 1999) immanent in tourism.

      
      
        Tourist Production and Disruption of State Territory in Taiwan

        In this section I focus on two interweaving issues: one, how cross-Strait tourism has produced multiple, ambiguous, overlapping, and contradictory sensations of stateness within Taiwan, and two, how tourism is both ameliorating and exacerbating contradictions between and within the territorialization programs of the PRC and Taiwan. The first point illustrates the argument that the state can be usefully viewed as an effect and not as a unitary actor. This is demonstrated by the remarks of many PRC group tourists who feel as if they are still within China, not just because of the PRC’s territorial claims but because state and industry actors shape their touristic experience of Taiwan in ways that are very similar to those found within the PRC.

        On the other hand, ordinary Taiwanese suggest that they don’t want to go to sites popular with PRC tourists, because they don’t want to feel like they are “in China.” This leads to the second point: the more PRC group tourists engage with Taiwanese, the more they express a sense of cultural affinity, admiration, and, crucially, identification with them as fellow Chinese nationals. Yet the more Taiwanese engage with PRC group tourists, the more culturally, socially, and politically alienated they feel from China and PRC nationals. Such a contradiction between the delight of guests and the distaste of hosts is certainly not unique to cross-Strait tourism. What makes this case remarkable is that PRC group tourists, almost invariably believing that Taiwan is part of China, identify with Taiwanese hosts as fellow (ethno)national subjects who should rightfully be under the sovereign jurisdiction of the PRC, even if these tourists acknowledge the existence of Taiwan’s different state administration. Therefore, the push and pull of this encounter is of consequence for the territorial socialization of both tourists and the toured, as well as for the trajectory of cross-Strait diplomatic engagement, especially given Taiwan’s democratic political system.

        The touristic production of PRC stateness in parts of Taiwan—that is, the apparent territorialization of tourist areas as parts of the PRC—coincides with the deterritorialization of these same areas as Taiwanese. The more PRC tourists go to tourist sites, the more Taiwanese tourists avoid them. A middle-aged Taiwanese man, a research colleague’s relative, once told me, “I don’t go to the beach at Kenting anymore. There are too many mainlanders there now. It’s like going to China.” Even experienced Taiwanese tour guides who are enjoying economic benefits from increased work opportunities complain about the “mess” (zao) that rapid tourist development has brought to such destinations. Meanwhile, PRC tourists, even if they sometimes say they feel like they’re in China, often comment on their pleasant interactions with Taiwanese people. The sentiments of the writer Han Han, who praised Taiwan and Taiwanese people in his blog, were widely shared by my informants from the PRC.

        Nearly every PRC tourist I spoke with said that they found people in Taiwan more “civilized” (wenming) than people in China. Even group tourists who had little interaction with Taiwanese who weren’t guides or vendors uniformly praised the superior customer service, personal warmth (reqing), and kindness (tiexin) of the local people, as well as positively noting the clean streets. Like Han Han, many of them attributed these qualities to Taiwan’s supposedly better-preserved Chinese culture and never mentioned the Japanese colonial period as a possible factor in Taiwan’s social differences. “People here didn’t go through the Cultural Revolution, so they treat each other with more trust than we do,” said one typical female tourist. On the other hand, Taiwanese locals, including vendors, complained to me about the poor behavior of Chinese group tourists. Common complaints include tourists speaking loudly, smoking in inappropriate places, exhibiting poor hygiene, publicly urinating, spitting, and refusing to wait in line. “They send us all the worst, lowest quality [suzhi] people in China,” said a woman working the door at the Sun Yat-sen Memorial Hall; she also compared PRC tourists unfavorably to their Japanese counterparts.

        This points to a fundamental contradiction: The more that PRC tourists engage with Taiwanese, the closer the affinity they express for Taiwan and Taiwanese people, in effect supporting a unificationist territorial program. Yet the more my Taiwanese informants engaged with PRC tourists, the more alienated they felt from China’s people and culture, undermining the unificationist program. Such an uneasy outcome suggests that tourism, as a technology of state territorialization, is a fundamentally problematic and potentially self-sabotaging tool in the arsenal of foreign-policy elites.

      
      
        Multiple, Contradictory Sensations of Stateness in Tourist Sites in Taiwan

        Sun Moon Lake, in Nantou County, is one of Taiwan’s most popular tourist sites. Traditionally popular with Taiwanese families and honeymooners, Sun Moon Lake is now a near-mandatory stop for all PRC group tours. Reliable statistics on tourist identity remain sparse, but according to every vendor I interviewed, by the eve of the COVID-19 pandemic the PRC tourists vastly outnumbered the Taiwanese. Sun Moon Lake is, together with Alishan, one of the two tourist sites in Taiwan that all interviewed PRC tourists reported learning about in their high-school textbooks. As one Shanghainese tour director told me, “If we don’t go to both places, it’s like we’ve never been to Taiwan.” These sites combine several themes that are familiar for PRC tourists: the “scenic spot,” with mountains and water, that has been inscribed with meaning and relevance by state-sponsored literati (Nyíri 2006)﻿, and the cultural attractions of indigenous peoples and practices. Sun Moon Lake’s major draws are its alpine lake views and indigenous Thao culture. Indeed, one tourist from Anhui remarked, “This is just like back home in China proper [neidi]. We also have minorities too, and song and dance shows.”

        The influx of PRC tourists has dampened the desire of the Taiwanese to visit Sun Moon Lake. “It’s pretty, but I don’t go there anymore. If I wanted to feel like I’m in China, I’d just go to China,” said a Taipei colleague. His friends nodded in agreement. But it is not just the Taiwanese who view Sun Moon Lake as a “Chinese” space—PRC tourists also reported feeling as if they were still in China. Although this effect is not limited to Sun Moon Lake, I will first focus on this particular site before extending the observation to the entire island. I argue that this perception is not simply due to the large number of PRC tourists in the area but is produced by the structure of the tourism industry itself. Essentially, the Taiwanese tourism industry, in concert with PRC-based sales agents and tour directors, has begun producing an experience so similar to that of PRC domestic tourism that PRC tourists are able to ignore other markers of national-territorial difference. This effect is primed and multiplied by the PRC’s territorial claims to Taiwan, together with the vast system of ideological control that pervades the PRC’s education system, mediascape, and even its devices of mobility. PRC tourists don’t just learn about Sun Moon Lake from their high-school textbooks and TV shows about tourist destinations—they see it printed in the new PRC passport as the representative image of “Taiwan Province” (Chung 2012).

        Sun Moon Lake’s leisure tourism itinerary is straightforward. Most PRC tourists arrive in large buses driven from Taipei or Taoyuan. The vast majority stays at hotels in Shuishe, a lakefront tourist town, and eats the preordered group meals of so-called local specialty dishes (like “President Fish,” so named because it was supposedly a favorite of the late ROC president Chiang Kai-shek). Either on the same or the following day, they charter a boat from the Shuishe port and circle the lake. The boats all stop at Itashao, the home of the several-hundred-member-strong Thao tribe, on the opposite side of the lake from Shuishe.

        Itashao is also home to the Formosan Aboriginal Culture Village, an ethnic theme park with replica villages of nine different groups indigenous to Taiwan. The theme park is connected to the boat pier via a cable car. Fairly popular with Taiwanese tourists, if rather anachronistic in its ethnic representations, it is rarely visited by PRC group tourists. A thirty-four-year-old male tour director from Hangzhou explained, “Mainlanders aren’t really interested in Taiwanese aborigines. We have our own minorities. Our tourists are more interested in seeing scenery and maybe some Kuomintang history.” However, according to three area vendors, Chinese tourists’ shopping-focused itineraries and the park’s high entrance fee (over twenty U.S. dollars, even with a group discount) are more likely explanations for its dearth of PRC tourists. Indigenous heritage is certainly for sale throughout Itashao and serves as the theme for large restaurants and souvenir shops that quickly began catering almost exclusively to PRC group tours in the years after 2008.

        The structure of tourism in the area is so commercially regimented and sociospatially segregated that I found it difficult to even enter the shops as an individual visitor. After encounters with staff at five shops who explained that they only host prearranged tour groups, I finally found two shops where I was able to browse products while observing groups as they entered and exited. The basic sequence proceeded as follows: A large group of tourists entered the store and sat on chairs in front of a counter filled with various products for sale, including bee jelly, mushrooms, and other “health supplements.” After the tourists took their seats, a female store employee—dressed in aboriginal regalia, including feathers, animal skins, and a headdress—welcomed the group with a Mandarin Chinese-language song about local aboriginal culture. Several male tourists lit their cigarettes in direct view of the store’s antismoking signs and were not admonished by store staff. After finishing her song, the store hostess shared a few words about the local Thao people and then explained that their products were “National Treasures of Taiwan [Taiwan guobao],” an unremarkable phrase for a Taiwanese tourist but possibly provocative for a PRC visitor. Finally, staff behind the counters began pouring copious amounts of tea and aggressively selling their products to the tourists, who seemed mostly disinterested.

        The above description of ethnic-themed shopping tourism should be familiar to anyone who has personally observed or read reports about such tourism in the PRC, or even about Chinese tourism abroad. Both the structure of the sale process and the indigenous aesthetic theme were almost identical to what I have observed in the PRC’s Hainan Island, among other places. What is remarkable here is how commission-based group tour shopping (previously uncommon in Taiwan) has become the dominant model, and how this, along with the territorial ideology of “One China,” is producing an effect of PRC stateness for PRC tourists.

        One tourist from Anhui stated it clearly: “I feel like this is more or less the same as touring in China proper [neidi]. We get on the bus, get off the bus, take some photos, eat, shop, jump back on the bus, and go back to the hotel. It’s all the same. We all know that Taiwan is a part of China, anyway.” I heard similar remarks from nearly every other PRC group tourist I spoke with in Taiwan, both in formal interviews and in passing remarks. Sometimes these sentiments were bookended with phrases from a nationalizing strain of discourse. The most common was “Same race, same culture [tongzhong, tongwen],” a phrase first used in the late nineteenth century among proto-Pan-Asianists to posit commonalities between Chinese and other Asians in opposition to European and American imperialists (Karl 1998). This phrase has a complicated and ironic heritage. A similar formulation was used in Japan (dobun dotsu) in the 1930s to justify Japanese colonialism in China. Several Taiwanese businessmen have told me that while doing business in the PRC in the 1980s, they also used the phrase ﻿tongzhong, tongwen﻿ to advertise their relative cultural advantage and knowledge when competing for business with other non-PRC investors. Later in the 1990s, Jiang Zemin used the phrase to argue that Taiwan is a part of China (Sautman 1997). Therefore, it comes as no surprise that PRC tourists in Taiwan speak from this same nationalizing script.

        The effect of PRC stateness is perceived not only by the first-time tourists at Sun Moon Lake but also by PRC tour directors who have been to Taiwan many times. In an interview at the Sun Yat-sen Memorial Hall, Cai Cai, a young tour director from Hubei Province, said, while taking photos with her iPhone, that she felt like she “hadn’t really left China proper.” She explained that this is because the people and language look and sound similar. Moreover, after directing several tour groups, she was very familiar with Taiwan. More importantly, the commercially mediated experience of space and time was nearly identical to the Chinese experience: “I might as well be touring in the mainland. The tour sequence is almost the same . . . except to get a permit and pass the immigration lines.” As a comparison, I asked her to contrast this with her experiences leading tours in Europe: “Yes, itineraries are also rushed there, and we do lots of shopping, but mostly for international brand name products. Everything there looks and feels so different from China. The language is totally different, and the people don’t look like us. We don’t have a common history, or common race or culture.” Again, the “same race, same culture” phrase emerged, showing how effective the territorial imagination engendered by the PRC educational system has been for producing effects of PRC stateness in Taiwan.

        The Taiwanese travel industry has collaborated in the touristic performance of Taiwan as part of China. Much of the performance is linguistic. On numerous occasions, I observed Taiwanese tour guides and souvenir salespeople conversing with PRC tourists and using expressions like “China proper” (neidi) and “we Chinese” (zanmen Huaren), which are otherwise almost never heard in Taiwan. A saleslady at an Apple electronics reseller at Taipei 101, once the world’s tallest skyscraper and now a mandatory stop on the PRC tourist circuit, observed, “Yes, we adjust our speech to make them more comfortable. We’re not really trained to do it, but we just learn what makes them comfortable. Look, we even list the renminbi [Chinese currency] price on all the items.” Another Taiwanese tour guide at the same location explained that he consciously modifies his speech to avoid language that suggests that Taiwan is politically independent, even when tourists ask about political differences. He does this, he said, in order to keep his workday smooth and enhance guest satisfaction.

        Other tourism professionals confirmed that they alter their language, largely in order to reduce the possibility of tension. One tour guide, Howard, told me how he and his colleagues will often use PRC euphemisms to refer to Taiwanese political institutions. For example, he sometimes refers to the ROC Presidential Office (zongtongfu) as the “Taiwanese Leader’s Office” (Taiwan lingdaoren bangongshi), which is the expression used in PRC media. However, while accompanying Howard and a small group from Shanghai on a two-day tour of Taipei, I observed inconsistent usage of such euphemisms. Sometimes, Howard would compare Taiwan with “China proper” (neidi), which is a politically acceptable term for comparison. Sometimes, however, he would compare Taiwan with “China” (Zhongguo), which is not uncommon for a Taiwanese to say but is likely to get one into trouble with a PRC citizen who believes that Taiwan is part of China. In the recreational context of the tour and the rapport that Howard had already developed with his guests, this slip was not mentioned out loud by the tourists. Howard’s comparisons were not the only cases of inconsistent language usage observed in this study. Taiwanese speakers frequently used expressions that predate the arrival of PRC tourists and may be politically provocative for them. For example, the indigenous-attired store hostess from Sun Moon Lake referred to her nutritional fungal products as “National Treasures of Taiwan.” Her language, which implied that Taiwan was a nation or country, could have provoked a heated dispute in less regimented circumstances.

        To me, PRC tourists often referred to Taiwan by adding geographical signifiers commonly used in PRC discourse—such as “Taiwan region” (diqu), “Taiwan Island,” or “Taiwan Province”—to emphasize their feeling that Taiwan is part of China. Taking this further, during an interview at a Tainan museum, a respondent from Anhui (who had used the expression “Taiwan region”) said that there was “no difference . . . same race, same culture” and then waved her finger while announcing to me in front of her companions, “Anyway, this is our national territory [guotu]!” When I asked for elaboration, she said, “We are just commoners [laobaixing] and don’t want to talk politics,” despite being the first to raise the issue.

      
      
        Political Conflict and Contradictions of Cross-Strait Tourism

        Even in the early boom days of inbound tourism from China, countercurrents threatened the semblance of cross-Strait state, business, and cultural harmony. Outbound PRC tourist destinations became magnets for religious and other activists who are repressed or banned outright within the PRC. In particular, Taiwan’s visual landscape was transformed by Falun Gong, a quasi-Buddhist spiritual group that is persecuted in the PRC. Falun Gong billboards proliferate throughout the island and are particularly prevalent near hotels that receive PRC tour groups.

        Falun Gong activists maintain graphic displays and distribute flyers and booklets not only at major tourist sites but also at duty-free shops. Having received permits from the Taipei City administration, they maintain a permanent presence at, among other places, the Sun Yat-sen Memorial Hall. Adjacent to the tour-bus parking lot, they display anti-PRC billboards with graphic, sometimes bloody imagery of PRC state repression, play audio recordings exhorting Chinese Communist Party members to abandon the party, meditate in public areas, and attempt to distribute flyers and booklets to PRC tourists, who mostly ignore them. Likewise, Christian missionaries target the same site and others, distributing Bibles in simplified Chinese, the written language of the PRC and not Taiwan. In an interview, a Falun Gong activist and retired professor mentioned that a PRC tourist, perhaps confused about which country he was in, attempted to call the local police to report illegal, antigovernment activity after an encounter with activists. However, the police took no action.

        The Taiwanese travel industry has been compelled by its PRC partners to keep tourists away from anti-PRC activists, particularly members of the Falun Gong. Several Taiwanese guides told me that their agencies instructed them to warn tourists against taking Falun Gong handouts, and to inform them that they would be in trouble if they brought any materials home. The guides said their employers instituted this policy in response to requests from PRC-based agents. This is an instance of not only the perception of PRC stateness within Taiwan but also the actual realization of PRC social and material prohibitions beyond its effective territory. This is not dissimilar to what the PRC attempts to do with countries that have earned its “Approved Destination Status” (Arlt 2006) for tourism, but the terms are different, as the ROC and PRC don’t officially recognize each other as countries.

        A popular claim, also expressed in an interview with a staffer from Taiwan’s opposition and vaguely pro-independence Democratic Progressive Party, is that the PRC is using the spending power of its tourists to increase Taiwan’s economic dependence on China and foreclose space for anti-PRC action. This has caused significant debate and confusion within the Democratic Progressive Party. Southern Taiwan, traditionally a pro-independence stronghold and now a major fruit exporter to the PRC, has been a particularly contentious site. About 60 percent of international tourists in Kaohsiung now come from the PRC, twice as high a percentage as the national average (Lin 2012). In 2009, following a visit by the Dalai Lama and the Kaohsiung Film Festival’s screening of a documentary about exiled Uyghur Muslim leader Rebiya Kadeer, whom the PRC considers a terrorist, PRC tourist numbers collapsed. Occupancy rates at Kaohsiung hotels dropped from 60 percent to 30 percent, and department store and restaurant revenues plummeted. A goodwill tour of Taiwanese legislators and PRC leaders was launched to patch up relations, and Kuomintang politicians ended public funding for the Kaohsiung Film Festival. Said a Democratic Progressive Party legislator, Chao Tien-lin, “The economic benefit that the mainland gave to Taiwan evidently came with thorns” (Lin 2012).

        The PRC’s apparent political benefits are thorny as well. If PRC tourism is indeed producing greater social and cultural alienation among Taiwanese, as my research suggests, then tourism may be undermining the unificationist territorial program. My results, therefore, point to the problems and pitfalls inherent in the PRC’s deployment of tourism as a technology of state territorialization. Even if tourism may be used as an economic lever to encourage political unification, if PRC group tourists continue to perceive Taiwan as part of China, the effects on Taiwanese popular sentiment may diminish the apparent success of the PRC’s territorial program.

        Taiwan is not alone in navigating Asia’s dense battlegrounds of tourism, mobility regulation, and territoriality. The PRC’s performance of state territory via the material devices of mobility entered a new phase in May 2012, when it released a new passport that includes images of not only Sun Moon Lake in Taiwan, as seen earlier in this chapter, but also of disputed territories in the Himalayas, the South China Sea, and the East China Sea, including parts of Kashmir (controlled by India), the Spratly Islands (claimed by Vietnam and the Philippines, among others), and the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands (claimed by Japan), engulfing the broader region in what Time magazine termed a “Passport War” (Tharoor 2012).

        The legal import of these representations of internationally disputed territories—“stray maps,” as a U.S. State Department spokesperson dismissed them—is dubious. Nevertheless, in November 2012, the passport drew strong objections from India, Vietnam, and the Philippines, whose foreign ministries refused to stamp the new travel documents for fear of legitimizing the PRC’s territorial claims. They instead provided entry stamps on specially issued separate forms. India’s foreign ministry went one step further in reciprocation by issuing visas to PRC nationals that featured a map of the disputed territories, including India’s counterclaims. Even if the territorial claims implicit in PRC passports have no international legal relevance, such tactics of bureaucratic-procedural resistance demonstrate that state foreign policy elites take them quite seriously. For its part, Taiwan’s Mainland Affairs Council issued a sharply worded statement in mid-November 2012: “This [PRC passports’ claim of Taiwan territory] is total ignorance of reality and only provokes disputes.” This research suggests that such disputes can be expected to continue and that the territorial stakes of tourism deserve more attention.

      
      
        Conclusion

        In this chapter, based on interviews and participant observation at a variety of tourist sites, I have demonstrated that cross-Strait tourism produced multiple, overlapping, and contradictory sensations of stateness and state territory within Taiwan. These effects are produced in part by the highly regimented structure of group tourism managed by cross-Strait industry actors, which produces a tourist experience very similar to that encountered within the PRC.

        I have also argued that tourism has produced a contradiction between PRC tourists’ admiration and identification with their Taiwanese hosts and Taiwanese hosts’ alienation from their guests. PRC tourists praise the Taiwanese for their manners and kindness, attributing such charms to an idealized Chinese essence projected onto the people of Taiwan. Meanwhile, Taiwanese people avoid PRC tourists and decreasingly identify themselves as Chinese (National Chengchi University Election Study Center 2019). The PRC’s strategy of using the economic incentives of tourism to project political power over Taiwan has stimulated public debate and protest in Taiwan, as have tourism’s uneven economic benefits (Rowen 2017). Even if PRC group tourists continue to believe that Taiwan is a part of China, outbound tourism to Taiwan should be seen as a potentially double-edged sword for the PRC’s territorialization program.

        More generally, I have argued that tourism reproduces the state and interstate system and projects state authority over mobility, identity, and territory. Performances of tourism—executed at tourist sites, performed on the streets, and inscribed in passports—articulate state power through space and form the ontological cradle of the tourist and the toured as national subjects. As tourists travel through and between territorial spaces of states, they, along with the agents of the state, enact state territory and borders. In so doing, they may become instruments of a state’s foreign-policy apparatus. As a political, economic, or social subject, their behavior both fixes and destabilizes borders, and both deterritorializes and reterritorializes the state. Such a theorization suggests that researchers should attend to the spatial dynamics and political complexities of tourism without assuming a normative trajectory of peace or reconciliation.

        The ambiguity of Taiwan’s sovereign status may indeed be exceptional in the modern interstate system, but this merely serves to highlight the exceptionality of the modern interstate system itself. Global space did not used to be configured in this way—there is nothing inevitable about its current division into discrete, exclusive units. Future mobilities and borders research, whether in this region or beyond, would be well-served by closer attention to such unpredictable political instrumentalities and the chaotic effects of tourist practice.

        The practices of individual mobile subjects, or of aggregated tourist flows, are only partially determined by state policy and programs. State projects themselves may be impacted by the unexpected outcomes of tourist practice. This is due to tourism’s imbrication with wider issues of national identity, territory, and geopolitical order—which are particularly at play in unsettled and contested spaces, including the Arctic (Zelenskaya 2018) and the South China Sea (Mostafanezhad 2020; Rowen 2018)—as well as with shifting regional formations that harbor tensions between subnational, national, and supranational jurisdictions, such as the European Union and ASEAN. Indeed, a treatment of tourism as a technology of state territorialization reveals sites and practices worthy of research not only in the region of this case study but also beyond.

      
      
        Note

        
          
            1.	Much of this material also appears in Rowen (2014).
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        Polar Expressed

        Resources of Extraction, ﻿Mobility, and Science in the High Arctic

        Roger Norum

      
      
        Introduction

        In Greek mythology, the Hyperboreans were imagined as a mythical people who lived high up in the North in a fantastical landscape of sunlight, warmth, and perpetual enlightenment, filled with possibility. Several millennia later, through the pens of nineteenth-century writers such as Arthur Conan Doyle and Jules Verne, the Arctic again captured the imagination of the Western world, though this time it was in terms of a masculine competitive ethos and an ethnocentric rhetoric of Western Enlightenment﻿ and progress. Face to face with what they felt to be an empty, ﻿quiet, and interminable landscape, ﻿many writers confronted with the challenge of describing the Arctic ended up filling it with their own voice. Although the region’s mythology has been perpetuated variously as either pristine and ripe for the plucking or desolate, inaccessible, and forbidden, the narratives told of this diverse and contested space gloss heavily over the complex geopolitical, national, and cultural distinctions that define it. As a place whose history is intertwined with various cultural and ideological representations, the Arctic is as much a disputed idea as a broad topographical description we use to orient ourselves and our own personal or geopolitical fantasies. Moreover, the Arctic’s multiple landscapes—and its aesthetic, social, and ﻿epistemic interests—are all persistently intermeshed with one another.

        Ever since Europeans first successfully made their way to Arctic shores, ﻿thousands of explorers, merchants, and scientists have furthered the interests of multiple countries and concerns in “mapping, exploiting, administering and controlling Northern spaces” (Dodds and Nuttall 2016, xi). The Arctic’s mythologization and othering as a remote and wild frontier long made it the object of various and sundry colonialist “scrambles” (Craciun 2009; Huggan 2016). Within this context, ﻿Svalbard, moored high up in the Arctic Ocean, has become a particularly important space for national and transnational relations, embedded within the logics of the global geopolitical ﻿system and a tourism industry that increasingly seeks to create, and then to trample over, new frontiers.

        Following Willem ﻿Barentsz’s “discovery” of the archipelago in 1596, Svalbard became a popular destination for scientific expeditions during ﻿the Age of Exploration through the early seventeenth century. In the eighteenth century, Russian fox and bear trappers en route from the White Sea stopped there to stock up on valuable pelts; English walrus hunters and Basque whalers soon followed. Claims were staked, maps were ﻿drawn and redrawn. In the early nineteenth century, it became a site of industrial coal mining for Norway, Russia, and the ﻿United States, among other nations. Today, Svalbard, with a population that vacillates seasonally between twenty-five hundred and three thousand inhabitants, has become a hotspot of Arctic climate research, boasting a modern university, high-tech research stations, and the Global Seed Vault, an end-of-the-world storage facility of several hundred thousand global crop varieties. Amid all this industrial buzz, the islands have also become popular among adventure tourists hoping to catch sight of the melting Arctic before it disappears.

        As suggested above, the region has ﻿often been represented and discursively created by persons from elsewhere, not just ﻿writers and artists but scientists, politicians, and resource extractors (Anderson 2009). In this sense, the Arctic has become a land both of and for geopolitics; in other words, it is as much a space for geopolitical sovereignty maneuvers as one for scholars of geopolitics to critically deconstruct them (Dittmer et al. 2011). In some ﻿senses, the jostling and scrambling for today’s Arctic are little different from those of a few centuries ago. Yet one reason we engage in the process of rhetorically ﻿﻿unscrambling regions such as the Arctic is to assess geopolitical developments across scales in terms of broader international relations and the national politics of the various nation-states involved (Pedersen 2009). In this ﻿chapter, I reflect upon the connections which the Svalbard archipelago has maintained between various forms of resource extraction, scientific research, and tourism to ﻿demonstrate the ways in which these entities and connections must be ﻿understood together through geopolitical lenses.

      
      
        Early Exposure

        Situated at 78 degrees north, some 640 kilometers north of the Norwegian mainland and ﻿1,300 kilometers from the North Pole, Svalbard is one of the Earth’s most northerly and remote inhabited settlements. Its land is two-thirds covered by glaciers, with ﻿ice-packed ground frozen to a depth of up to half a meter. The skies here are enveloped in utter darkness for roughly two and half months every year. Once winter has ended, temperatures rise into the late teens and the islands’ tussocky valleys are blanketed in saxifrage and other wildflowers, taking advantage of the polar opposite of polar darkness: twenty-four-hour daylight. Svalbard’s wildlife comprises a hundred species of migratory birds, in addition to seals, walruses, whales, reindeer, and polar bears. Its western shoreline is warmed by the Gulf Stream, leaving the fjords free from sea ice and open to maritime traffic for several months each year, while also making feasible human settlements.

        Until the beginning of the twentieth century, Svalbard’s geoeconomic importance was based almost entirely around hunting, which produced a ﻿heavy trade in seal skins, fox pelts, and ivory. ﻿Even then, resource extraction loomed large. During the heyday of hunting, rich coal deposits—the geological survivals of a tropical forest from prehistoric periods—were used to power steamships and icebreakers (Catford 2002). It was not uncommon at this time to spot whalers digging around the landscape for coal, which they would then carry back to their ships to power their furnaces.

        Early prospectors hunted after other minerals, too, such as iron, gypsum, and marble, but none of these commodities became as coveted as coal. The industrialization sweeping across Europe during this period created unprecedented demand for mineral resources; the production of steam engines and development of ﻿steel-hull vessels greatly improved maritime navigation through the Arctic’s icy passages. These novel and efficient technologies ﻿were born of the interest ﻿from state-financed adventurers as well as private companies ﻿(from nations such as Great Britain, Norway, Russia, and the United ﻿States) in opening up the relatively unexplored archipelago to further surveying for mineral troves.

        Commercial extraction began on Svalbard in the 1890s, when Norwegian sealer Søren Zachariassen transported the first shipload of coal from a pit on the north shore of the Isfjord to mainland Norway (Catford 2002). In 1901 American industrialist John Munro Longyear visited the archipelago as a cruise ship tourist with his wife, returning two years later flanked by two mining engineers. During their stay of just a day and a half, they dug up enough gravel and sand around the coast to justify a decision to stake out territory in Adventfjorden and establish the Arctic Coal Company. The small, eponymous village ﻿that Longyear initially set up blossomed over the next ten years into a buzzing settlement with three hundred workers, twenty-five buildings, railways, and even a radio station.

        Despite the fact that most of the companies involved in early mining endeavors on Svalbard had financial support from their home governments, few got further than preliminary attempts at surveying. Even the entities that did survive did so alongside financial struggles, natural hazards, a difficult climate, poor living conditions, and issues of human and labor relations. ﻿Prospectors and engineers began to settle where whalers and trappers had already set up shop, territorial mineral claims were first demarcated with rudimentary sign poles. Although company wars ﻿erupted from time to time over contested entitlements due to the lack of a central “claims” register, territory disputes between (for example) competing whaling companies (or countries) and individual hunters were mostly resolved amicably. ﻿No one country expressed any burning interest in governing the islands, due in large part to the anticipated long-term costs of effectively administering such a remote part of the world. When the 1920 Spitsbergen Treaty established the Svalbard Archipelago as a demilitarized zone characterized by low taxation and nondiscrimination, the eight nations that signed it granted Norway official sovereignty with the provision that other countries operating mines could continue to do so. ﻿Today it has forty-three signatory nations, including China, Saudi Arabia, and Venezuela, but Russia is the only country other than Norway to exercise the right to establish a settlement, ﻿a ﻿right legally guaranteed by the treaty. The treaty has thus far ﻿endured, granting a unique legal status to the archipelago.

      
      
        Last Chances: A Fluid Arctic Melts

        Although passenger ships carried tourists to Svalbard as early as the 1820s (Reilly 2009), a tourism industry ﻿per se was only really established at the end of the century, when Norwegian steamship ﻿captain Richard With brought a prefabricated hotel to the Adventfjord in 1896. Though the hotel only ended up housing one hundred guests in total and was closed and demolished after two seasons, another ﻿one was established at Ny Ålesund some forty years ﻿later; it still exists and is today used to accommodate visiting researchers (Catford 2002). While Svalbard’s tourism industry stagnated over the next decades, the rise in visitors to the Arctic more generally at end of the twentieth century—due, in part, to melting ice making the waters more navigable—has contributed to a revitalization of archipelago tourism (Abram and Lund 2016; Müller 2013).

        Tourism has since led to new infrastructure ﻿and has generated new livelihoods, and it now makes up a major pillar of Svalbard’s economy. Tourist arrivals have increased dramatically over the past two decades, with 150,000 tourists visiting in 2019 (up from 13,000 in 1998), most of whom stay for a period of five to seven days (Møst 2020). While most tourist-related establishments are Norwegian owned and operated, ﻿Russia has only recently entered the game. In 2014 the Russian state-owned mining company Arktikugol licensed itself as a tour operator under the brand name Grumant, under which it now runs a hotel, hostel, restaurant, and the world’s northernmost microbrewery, ﻿Red Bear, in the settlement of Barentsburg, while also reviving a twenty-four-room hotel ﻿at nearby Pyramiden. Since 2017 revenues from tourism have exceeded what the company earns from coal mining, an industrious operation which is still subsidized by the Russian state (Monaghan 2020).

        ﻿The tourist appeal of Svalbard today is easy to understand; it has acquired the reputation of a destination ﻿home to more polar bears than people. The material remains of mining is a draw, as are other historical artifacts, including what is left of previous centuries’ scrambles, such as blubber-drying furnaces and whalers’ cabins, sites that are part of the archipelago’s heritage (Hagen et al. 2012; Dahle, Bjerck, and Prestvold 2000). When mining operations were eventually shut down, there was little incentive (or regulation) for companies to dismantle or discard the physical infrastructures they had set up. ﻿Today, shaft entrances, ropeways on timber trestles, small railway lines, and dilapidated machinery, all of which deteriorate only very ﻿slowly, are visible everywhere in and around Longyearbyen. Indeed, such historical remains now comprise nearly ﻿1,600 sites that are officially protected as Svalbard’s cultural heritage (Statistics Norway 2014).

        ﻿Pressure on the environmentally conscious (and increasingly financially circumspect) Norwegian state has led to repeated threats over the past decade to permanently end mining on Svalbard; tourism futures are increasingly sold as a salve. In 2017, state-owned Store Norske announced that it would permanently close all mining sites in the archipelago apart from Gruve 7 mine, which employs around forty people to produce power for Longyearbyen and export what remains to the metallurgy and chemical industries in mainland Europe (Store Norske 2020). But it is likely only a matter of time before its seams cease to function and it becomes another material legacy in the landscape that is co-opted for tourist value creation. The area’s own history ﻿continues to be a draw for tourists: some of the world’s most important Arctic explorations took place here, including Roald Amundsen and Umberto Nobile’s departure from Ny Ålesund in their 120-meter-long airship, Norge. Reigning as the world’s most northerly settled point, Svalbard also offers visitors plenty of superlative street cred (world’s northernmost burger, world’s northernmost overpriced pint of beer, etc.), in addition to tales of husky driving, permafrost hikes, and the fact that the looming polar bear threat requires carrying a rifle anywhere outside of Longyearbyen—all of which provide fodder for war stories on Instagram and at ﻿cocktail parties (once they are allowed to ﻿resume).

      
      
        From Tourist Arts to Political Science

        While ﻿global tourism has been threatened due to COVID-19 and the age of heroic polar exploration is long past, Svalbard nevertheless ﻿continues to be one of the most important places for scholarly research on the polar regions. Its remoteness, relatively unexplored nature, and lack of indigenous population enhanced its scientific appeal in the eighteenth century; the land and surrounding waters were cleaner than elsewhere and could provide research results which were relatively uncontaminated. The archipelago was thus long favored by geophysicists, glaciologists, geomorphologists, and climate and atmosphere scientists. Today, over half of the archipelago is a protected environmental area, comprising three nature reserves, six national parks, and fifteen bird sanctuaries (Emmerson 2010). There are now four permanently manned research bases on Svalbard (at Ny-Ålesund, Longyearbyen, Hornsund, and Barentsburg) established and run by Svalbard Treaty signatories, including Norway, Russia, and Poland, as well as more minor operations set up by others, including China, France, and the United States. Field research takes place across the entirety of the archipelago in studies of, for example, atmospheric physics, solid earth, snow, terrestrial and marine biology, hydrology, and permafrost. Since the 1990s, numerous large-scale, technologically elaborate research facilities have been installed on Svalbard, including radio telescopes﻿ and atmospheric monitoring installations﻿. Eight hundred miles of undersea fiber-optic cables that run along the icy Arctic Ocean floor at depths reaching nearly ten thousand ﻿feet link Svalbard to the Norwegian mainland and enabl﻿e high-speed transmission of satellite data across the world.

        While scientific exploration and research has indeed contributed to new knowledge about the polar regions and the Earth more broadly, ﻿such interests in science can not be segregated from geoeconomic or geopolitical pursuits. While there is ﻿much public discussion today about the ﻿dangers of politicizing science, the economic and political aims of states have long been embedded within how scientific activity is funded, carried out, and disseminated (Ludecke and Summerhayes 2012; Roberts 2011). Early practices of Arctic mapping, for example, were key to the formation of the geopolitical and cultural imaginaries of Northern spaces. Whalers and maritime adventurers, most funded by ﻿their own governments, drew some of the region’s first ﻿modern cartographic representations. Industrial surveyors later built on and refined such documents as they examined coastal areas while the hunting for exploitable mineral resources. This, in turn, came to improve local and global geological knowledge. State-funded scientific expeditions that would lead to the establishment of mining activity could then enhance the influence in the North of their particular sponsoring country.

        Similarly, much ﻿of Arctic science today, while necessarily striving toward its ideals of objectivity, is economically and politically motivated. Through national and transnational funding calls, countries sponsor Arctic research at ﻿no small cost in part to entrench their presence and elevate their influence in the polar regions. The search for extractable resources continues today—primarily for oil and gas, the deep drilling for which has produced in-depth knowledge of subterranean geological structures. As was the case with Klondike-like scrambles for mineral resources during the previous century, research itself ﻿has now become embedded within a mild geography of global scramble on Svalbard. ﻿Concomitant with the increase in research activity is the growing conflict between scientific production, tourism, mining, and geopolitical practice. ﻿

      
      
        Conclusion

        Svalbard’s complex histories show exploration, ﻿extraction, tourism, and ﻿science to be integral aspects of archipelago life since Europeans began drawing it on their maps. These facets are connected to ﻿multiple current pressures that include environmental change, biodiversity loss, and indeed geopolitical security (Dodds and Nuttall 2016; Sale and Potapov 2010). ﻿While economic success from industries such as scientific research and tourism have led to a reduction in the archipelago’s dependence on coal mining (and a dwindling of interest in resource extraction), the melting Arctic implies increased geopolitical interest from multiple actors, including China (Bjørnsen and Johansen 2014; Müller 2013).

        The Arctic’s status as a space of ﻿exception—spatially liminal and ﻿yet exceedingly threatened by the destructive effects of environmental change—has turned it into a space that is both emblematic of masculinist fantasy and deeply embedded within the performative patronage of international relations—characterizations mirrored in contemporary accounts of Arctic geopolitics more widely. Because Svalbard has never ﻿been “settled”—and indeed most residents only remain on Svalbard for between six months and a few years anyway—this now-inhabited Arctic space ﻿sets itself ﻿apart from numerous other ﻿northern regions with longer histories of human habitation, casting into relief local ﻿concerns such as sovereignty and rights.

        Through geopolitical action and debate, the Arctic comes to be seen as both an open (yet-to-be-claimed, geopolitically undefined) and an opening (melting, increasingly visible, and accessible) space. This has ﻿led to much scholarly rumination over multiple “Arctic futures,” speculation which encourages a geography of promise, which can then give to new scrambles (Anderson 2009). The result is that what is largely a space of space—of void—ends up requiring filling with a specter of industriousness, becoming a theater for imaginary action. In this way, paradigmatic places such as Svalbard become connected﻿—both physically and symbolically—with the rest of the planet. Once isolated, Svalbard is now irrevocably linked to the rest of the world, not just through by the modern technologies of transport and telecommunications but through the connective tissues of global geopolitics. ﻿Despite being located at one pole of the Earth, ﻿Svalbard still exemplifies the contemporary, connected community﻿. Its central-but-peripheral nature ﻿also of course contributes to its appeal, both for curious individuals and for interested states. As a shifting and shiftable space (Bravo and Rees 2006), Svalbard is a landscape that beckons to be disciplined, economically, politically, and culturally. ﻿Through this paradox, Svalbard would not be a center of attention were it not already remote, and yet the more ﻿it develops as an exceptional space, the less exceptional it becomes. Through the alchemy of politicoeconomic and sociotechnological plays, periphery is drawn into the center, recasting the very lines between center and periphery and forging new points of orientation.

        The images and imaginative representations that have besieged the Arctic tend to ﻿continue to define it for the rest of the world, as ﻿with other “global” places. Arctic imaginaries are fuelled by paradigmatic, larger-than-life beings such as the polar bear (O’Neill 2008) and the whale (Huggan 2018; Kristoffersen et al. 2015), entities that disseminate missives of the wicked problems (Mason et al. 2018) of environmental crisis and biodiversity loss. While environmental discourse was once marked by a distinction between science and politics (Bravo 2009), global political developments over the past several years have very much led to a politicization of science, in particular within ﻿debates of ﻿the environmental (and medical) sciences. Yet it is these very ﻿distinctions that should make us wary of the ﻿power of our own cultural imaginaries and representations of the Arctic ﻿to structure and marshal spaces in indomitable guises. If ﻿crows and meerkats have become variously emblematic of the Earth and our relationships to it (Candea ﻿2010; van Dooren 2019), resources such as oil, coal, and academic research itself become both valuable symbols and symbols of value that construct the symbolic capital that governs our practices and how we ﻿interpret them.

        Despite spanning distinct hemispheres and continents, the ﻿Arctic as a whole continues to seduce us with a unifying singularity. This ability of such a global space to at once embody multiple, variegated geographies while also serving as a poster child for the entire planet itself (or for planetary change) may also be what has long encouraged various forms of inspiration and exploration, whether for creative or ﻿culturally dominating purposes. While the Arctic has afforded multiple ideological projections, it has also been a space to provoke thought, experimentation, artistry, and adventure—for scholars, painters, philosophers, and travelers. Travels to the Arctic are typically framed and marketed as odysseys, formerly toward self-discovery and latterly toward reckoning with the painful truths of environmental catastrophe. The trajectories that have been mobilized by the poetic potential of Arctic exploration have been as much to the ends of the planet as they have been to the depths of one’s soul. Yet, the Arctic’s defamilarizing, disorienting landscapes, whether fictional or factual, whether they invite giddy adventure or austere isolation, also still hold a power to inspire thought and challenge normative frameworks and conceptions both about remote spaces and about the humans and more-than-humans who inhabit them.

        For many, though, today’s Arctic is anything but extreme: it is domesticated—at once wild while being ﻿continuously manicured—and easily within reach. ﻿The recent ﻿climatic, commercial, and communicative shifts in the region ﻿have ﻿brought this contested space﻿ from imagination toward reality, promising ﻿new access to new people. Such shifts ﻿beset ﻿us with the paradox that the more we feel empowered to engage in experiences and encounter landscapes that defamiliarize us from the quotidian, the more we are ﻿compelled to envision, explore, and settle new unknowns.
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        Tourism in National Arctic Strategies

        A Perspective on the Tourism-Geopolitics Nexus

        Dieter K. Müller

      
      
        Introduction

        Although the Arctic has been a prominent arena of geopolitical struggle since the time of regional exploration in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (Tamnes and Holtsmark 2014), tourism has only recently become an integrated part of this contestation. Today, the warming climate and shrinking sea ice in the Arctic oceans create greater accessibility and opportunities for commercial transportation and tourism. At the same time, national borders that had been protected previously by the Arctic sea ice increasingly lack this barrier and have become vulnerable to military threats. These developments have led to the greater presence of both marine search and rescue teams and military forces in the area. Unsurprisingly, therefore, the geopolitics of the Arctic have become a prominent field of inquiry within political geography (e.g., Blunden 2012; Bruun and Medby 2014; Dodds and Nuttall 2016; Ebinger and Zambetakis 2009; Knecht and Keil 2013; Zellen 2009). In this context, research usually claims that the race for oil and other resources has been the major driver behind the growing political and economic interest in the region (e.g., Hong 2012; Hough 2012; Johnston 2012; Nuttall 2010; Peimani 2013; Şeker and Dalaklis 2017).

        In contrast, tourism has rarely been examined as a major factor in the context of geopolitics, although there is a growing interest in the issue (Mostafanezhad 2018). At the same time, research on tourism in polar regions, and the Arctic in particular, has grown dramatically, resulting in numerous books and articles (Grenier and Müller 2010; Hall and Johnston 1995; Hall and Saarinen 2010b; Lück, Maher, and Stewart 2010; Maher, Stewart, and Lück 2011; Müller, Lundmark, and Lemelin 2013). The establishment of the International Polar Tourism Research Network (IPTRN) improved the field and led to a consolidation of research strands and topics (Stewart, Liggett, and Dawson 2017). However, this body of research has seldom recognized tourism in the context of politics, and of geopolitics in particular. An exception is Timothy (2010), who has discussed the role of tourism in sustaining territorial sovereignty in the Arctic. Geopolitical issues are also examined in various settings, but often within the realm of the nation-state and related to core-periphery relations. In this vein, Lundmark and Stjernström (2009) and Müller (2013) have addressed geopolitics and the question of who should govern the northern space in relation to environmental protection and tourism development.

        Against this background, the purpose of this chapter is to investigate how political strategies regarding the Arctic region address and understand tourism. To achieve this, it is necessary to revisit some of the positions of geopolitical discourse presented in the scholarly literature, in order to position tourism within that field. After the requisite literature review, the chapter continues with a critical examination of the national Arctic strategies of all member countries of the Arctic Council.

        Of course, a focus only on national strategies neglects other potentially relevant documents containing complementary policies, various political positions, or background information. However, moving beyond the national strategies would imply an exposure to documents authored in the languages of the Arctic states, too. Inevitably, my limited knowledge of languages would have caused an asymmetrical selection of documents and hence a biased comparison. And, after all, the national strategies represent what the Arctic states have chosen to communicate as their official positions regarding the Arctic region, and the selection of topics made is thus in itself of interest. Still, the decision is a limitation, as is the focus on the strategies of the Arctic states only, which is addressed later in this chapter.

      
      
        Geopolitics and Tourism in the Arctic

        Recent scholarship demonstrates how the Arctic is an area for geopolitical space making (Dittmer et al. 2011). In this context, Dittmer et al. argue that two intertwined discursive orderings can be discerned. One relates to the Arctic as open and indeterminate space that triggers masculine fantasies of adventure (and hence also tourism); the other refers to state building and international relations (Dodds and Ingimundarson 2012; Medby 2018). In the latter setting, exercises such as the planting of flags on the bottom of the Arctic Sea are particularly symbolic (Dodds 2010). Even China and its Polar Silk Road initiative illustrate this discourse of international relations.

        However, there exist orderings besides the ones proposed by Dittmer et al. (2011). In this chapter, I argue that geopolitical dimensions can be seen in five interrelated and partly overlapping discourses. In each of them, related processes have the potential to influence states’ relative positions in the Arctic context (table 4.1).

        
          The Arctic as Pristine Wilderness

          Although there is a growing awareness of the geopolitical importance of the Arctic (Raspotnik 2018), even today it is not only tourists who see the region as a pristine wilderness. The pervasiveness of this view relates to the idea of an almost empty space inviting adventure and exploration (Dittmer et al. 2011), a concept previously suggested by Pedersen and Viken (1996), who argued that urbanites from southern states understand and perform the North as an untamed and unregulated wilderness and playground. Such a notion may also be seen in relation to ideas concerning the wilderness-tourism nexus, wherein tourists see remote places as wilderness while local populations may interpret them as cultural landscapes (Saarinen 2016, 2019; Sæþórsdóttir and Saarinen 2016). Still, states establishing large-scale nature-protection areas and national parks fuel the perception of the Arctic North as pristine wilderness (Müller 2013; Timothy 2010). These designations not only protect places as undisturbed wilderness but also mark them as places to visit (Wall-Reinius and Fredman 2007). The development of various ecotourism and extreme adventure trips to the Arctic underlines this point.

          
            Table 4.1. Arctic ﻿discourses in ﻿relation to ﻿tourism

            
            
              
                	            
                  Discourse

                          
                	
                
                	            
                  Components

                          
                	
                
                	            
                  Touristic manifestations

                          
              

            
            
              
                	
                  Arctic as pristine wilderness

                
                	
                
                	
                  ﻿Indeterminate space

                  ﻿Masculine fantasies of adventure

                
                	
                
                	
                  ﻿National parks

                  ﻿Adventure tourism

                
              

              
                	
                  Arctic tourism as part of nation building

                
                	
                
                	
                  ﻿Resource extraction

                  ﻿National identity

                
                	
                
                	
                  ﻿National parks

                  ﻿Regional development policies targeting tourism

                
              

              
                	
                  Arctic as space for economic development

                
                	
                
                	
                  ﻿International markets

                  ﻿Climate change

                  ﻿Global economic development in other industries

                
                	
                
                	
                  ﻿Cruise ships

                  ﻿Mass tourism

                  ﻿Rebranding of northern destinations

                
              

              
                	
                  Arctic as a threatened space

                
                	
                
                	
                  ﻿Environmental NGOs

                  Arctic mammals as iconic symbols

                  ﻿Media coverage

                
                	
                
                	
                  ﻿National parks

                  ﻿Last-chance tourism

                
              

              
                	
                  Arctic as an indigenous space

                
                	
                
                	
                  ﻿Indigenous state building

                  ﻿Economic change

                
                	
                
                	
                  ﻿Indigenous/aboriginal tourism

                
              

            
          

          
        
        
          Arctic Tourism as Part of Nation Building

          Tourism is not only a business activity: it has also been used to strengthen national identities. For example, in the late nineteenth century, the Swedish Tourist Association encouraged members to “get to know their country” by traveling to the North (Bohlin, Brandt, and Elbe 2014). Today, governments support tourism development in remote areas to stabilize socioeconomic development; the European Union in particular invests significant financial means into tourism under the umbrella of the bloc’s cohesion policy. This is done in order to sustain northern communities and, by doing so, include them into the creation of a cohesive European identity (Almstedt, Lundmark, and Pettersson 2016; Vanhove 2018). Hence, tourism development in the North is not only about making business; it is an expression of nation-states’ geopolitical ambitions regarding northern development. In this context, tourism development accompanies other forms of resource extraction in the construction of national identity (Keskitalo 2019; Müller et al. 2019; Williams 2011).

          This applies even in other parts of the Arctic. Stewart and Draper (2006) and Timothy (2010), for example, claim that government fosters tourism development in the Canadian Arctic in order to demonstrate presence. From this point of view, the establishment of national parks in the high North justifies the presence of various state actors, such as the military, park administration, and search and rescue teams. Yet, historically, this is in line with a long tradition of utilizing northern regions as an integral element of Canadian identity, which may no longer be tied in exclusively to resource extraction, but are taking on a new form via tourism﻿ (Williams 2011). Even in Russia, where international interest in the region is a primary driver of recent and rather sudden moves in the direction of tourism development (Zelenskaya 2018), Arctic tourism is promoted as a premier product. For example, the Russian president’s trips to the region are used to highlight the importance of the territory, though logistics, military concerns, and administrative requirements remain as obstacles for further development (Pashkevich 2013). Even here, however, the establishment of national parks labeled the “Russian Arctic” is used to demonstrate presence and create tourist attractions (Pashkevich and Stjernström 2014).

          Hence, it becomes clear that geopolitical discourses of the Arctic both as an open and indeterminate space triggering tourism and as an element of state building are interrelated (Dodds and Ingimundarson 2012; Medby 2018). A clear node in such a context is the function of national parks, both as markers of pristine wilderness and as tourist attractions contributing to national pride.

        
        
          The Arctic as Space for Economic Development

          In the previous section, the focus was on the role of state agency in developing tourism in the Arctic. However, liberal states in Europe and North America rely on the market economy to solve regional challenges. That is why a global tourism industry is needed in order to transform the Arctic into a tourism destination, to be consumed in various ways by an increasing market.

          Today, global tourism companies are involved in offering trips to the Arctic; notably, the cruise industry enables many tourists to experience both Arctic wildlife and the region’s culture and heritage (Lück, Maher, and Stewart 2010). Of course, this is mainly because there is demand for such products and an available fleet of ice-going vessels not needed in the Antarctic during southern winters. Moreover, climate change and shrinking sea ice facilitate this trend, with growth mainly taking place in the European Arctic and Alaska (Lasserre and Tétu 2015; Stewart et al. 2007). However, relations between climate change and tourism may be more complicated, since a shrinking sea ice is expected to influence the geographical occurrence of marine wildlife, the main tourism attraction in the Arctic (Stewart et al. 2010). The major areas for cruise tourism in the Arctic are the southern coast of Alaska, the coast of northern Norway, and the sea around Svalbard (fig. 4.1). The total number of tourists depends on the definition of “the Arctic” applied and ﻿hence varies greatly. For example, the Association for Arctic Expedition Cruise Operators (AECO) estimates the number of cruise passengers in 2014 to be approximately seventy thousand but excludes the mass tourism destinations along the southern coast of Alaska and the northern coast of Norway, which together report passenger volumes of more than a million annually (Lasserre and Tétu 2015).

          
            [image: ]

            Figure 4.1. Tourist excursion in Isfjord, Svalbard, April 2018. Photo by D. K. Müller.

          
          Elsewhere in the Arctic tourism figures are also increasing (Hall and Saarinen 2010a). Müller (2015) estimates a total of twenty-five to thirty million overnight stays in the Arctic on an annual basis. Success in the marketplace has also encouraged regions at the southern edge of the Arctic to rebrand themselves as Arctic, a process that Müller and Viken (2017) label the “Arctification” of northern tourism. This trend is indicated by the recent EU-funded project “Visit Arctic Europe,” which is aimed at contributing to product development and the reimaging of the region as Arctic.

          Müller (2016) argues that tourism should be seen in the context of broader economic development agendas. The tourism industry, in his view, is a secondary user of infrastructure that has been put in place for other purposes. This is in line with other scholars, who have shown that the penetration of the Arctic space by infrastructure has been mainly due to the extraction of natural resources and military interests (Lundgren 1995, 2001; Müller 2015; Norum 2016). For example, British and U.S. forces constructed airports on Iceland during the two world wars in order to control the strategic North Atlantic Gap. Today the former U.S. base in Keflavik has turned into Iceland’s international airport hub, facilitating tourism growth in that country. Accordingly, tourism is a secondary user of infrastructure; from a geopolitical point of view, it has taken on the role previously played by extractive industries when it comes to issues of sustained presence in remote areas (Müller et al. 2019). The infrastructure alone is not a sufficient precondition for tourism development, however. For example, the occurrence of military harbor and airport facilities in the Russian Arctic has not facilitated tourism development. On the contrary, the military importance of the area has hindered tourism, not least by perpetuating the strictly military use of the available infrastructure (Pashkevich and Stjernström 2014).

          China’s Polar Silk Road initiative is in part an infrastructure project aimed at accommodating Chinese tourists (Huijbens and Alessio 2015). Of course, even for non-Arctic states, access to northern resources is desirable, and as such, presence through tourism may seem a suitable strategy to achieve this goal. Hence, tourism is mentioned explicitly in the Chinese Arctic strategy as a field in which China plans to get involved. Indeed, there are questions as to what extent this Chinese interest in Arctic tourism may be a Trojan horse disguising other interests (Huijbens and Alessio 2015).

        
        
          The Arctic as Threatened Space

          For many ﻿states, climate change and its global environmental consequences are among the primary reasons to engage in Arctic affairs (Raspotnik 2018). Even environmental nongovernmental organizations (﻿ENGOs) are increasingly involved as stakeholders in Arctic geopolitics and Arctic tourism. The participation of ENGOs in environmental protection and geopolitics has been acknowledged previously (Duyck 2012; Koivurova 2005); however, the connection to tourism is rarely examined.

          For many years, Arctic mammals, such as polar bears, have been used as symbols of the deteriorating global environment (Manzo 2010). Similarly, the experiences of circumpolar indigenous peoples boldly illustrate the impacts of climate change, and representatives of these groups have become trustworthy advocates featured in media all over the globe (Martello 2008). It can be argued that this attention to climate change has triggered an awareness of the region and its interests as well. It also entails increasing tourism to areas, landscapes, and ecosystems that are vulnerable to extinction, such as the polar areas (Eijgelaar, Thaper, and Peeters, 2010; Lemelin, Dawson, and Stewart 2013; Lemelin et al. 2010﻿). This “last-chance tourism” has been understood as part of a wider dark tourism and is connected to both challenges and opportunities (Lemelin et al. 2010). For example, plans to encourage tourists to visit the polar areas and return home as ambassadors for a greener and more environmentally aware lifestyle benefiting the regions have turned out to be paradoxical because of the distances traveled, and also overoptimistic in relation to the expected outcomes (Dawson et al. 2011; Eijgelaar, Thaper, and Peeters 2010; Maher 2011). Still, “last-chance tourism” can become an integrated part of the ongoing Arctification, wherein touristic concern for the Arctic environment triggers destinations to brand themselves as Arctic. Paradoxically, this leads to a situation where an interest in the Arctic environment is turned into a business opportunity, eventually harming the environment (Rantala et al. 2019).

          Yet, the influence of ENGOs is not limited to triggering last-chance tourism; these organizations also create an awareness of the Arctic as a potential tourist destination and indeed influence the way tourism can be performed. For instance, both the EU ban on seal hunting and seal products and other nations’ negative reactions to commercial whaling (Raspotnik 2018) have the potential to influence tourism demand (Johnston 2006; Lovelock 2008). In the context of whaling, scholars argue that a continuation of the practice may have negative impacts on the whale-watching tourism market and and on tourism in destination countries in general (Higham and Lusseau 2008; Parsons and Rawles 2003). However, recent trends in Icelandic tourism indicate that these relationships should not be overrated.

        
        
          The Arctic as Indigenous Space

          The Arctic is home to many indigenous peoples, whose organizations are equal members of the Arctic Council, at least on paper. Against this background, Dodds’s (2010) argument that current development in the Arctic has to be seen in the context of state building has not remained unchallenged (Heininen 2004). It has been argued that indigenous peoples claim sovereignty and act increasingly as stakeholders in the Arctic region (Nicol 2010). Indeed, they are involved in their own state-building activities, manifested for example in indigenous self-governance in the Canadian Arctic. Shadian (2010) sees this recent development of indigenous governance not in contrast to state building but rather as an integrated part of it, not least because the idea of indigenous autonomy itself mirrors the liberal ideas of Western states.

          This does, of course, also influence indigenous tourism, which is expected to be under indigenous control and focus on indigenous themes (Hinch and Butler 1996). Increasingly, indigenous peoples attempt to organize tourism in their own way rather than allying with major industry players (Notzke 1999), which, however, is tricky because of the dominant position of other providers within the tourism industry. However, tourism is used both as a tool for communicating indigenous needs and ambitions and for simply making a livelihood in the far North (Leu, Eriksson, and Müller 2018; Viken and Müller 2017). Hence, although there is an expectation that southern governments should create employment opportunities and sustainable livelihoods through indigenous tourism (Müller and Hoppstadius 2017; Stewart et al. 2005), indigenous peoples may indeed use tourism to empower themselves and connect to a global scale. Tourism becomes a tool for creating positive opinion toward indigenous self-governance, or at least increased influence on decision making regarding northern issues. Thus, tourism also adds to indigenous peoples’ positions as geopolitical stakeholders within and beyond the Arctic Council.

        
        
          Tourism in Arctic Strategy and Policy Documents

          Considering the multifaceted role of tourism demonstrated above, it is reasonable that tourism is an integrated part of many national strategies in respect to the development of the Arctic region (table 4.2). Hence, for this chapter, a straightforward content analysis of national Arctic strategies was conducted. Data were organized and analyzed in relation to the categories identified in the previous sections (Sarantakos 1998).

          The strategies under review were collected from the member states of the Arctic Council, since other states have only limited abilities to influence how tourism is performed in the Arctic region. While it is true that China, for example, seeks a more prominent role regarding Arctic tourism (People’s Republic of China 2018), the Chinese seek to achieve this aim in cooperation with other states, at least on the rhetorical level.

          The Arctic strategies of the Arctic Council states discuss the region predominantly as a space for economic opportunities and, with the exception of the United States and Russia, all point to tourism as a tool for regional development. Thus, tourism is mainly understood as an instrument for sustaining northern communities, with the region’s Arctic characteristics employed to comparative advantage in the marketplace (Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2006; Prime Minister’s Office 2013, 2016). Greenland considers the cruise industry as important for creating business opportunities in remote villages but acknowledges that land-based tourism is preferable because of its greater economic impact (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Department of Foreign Affairs Government of Greenland, and Ministry of Foreign Affairs Government of the Faroes 2011). When not addressing tourism explicitly, the focus is on transport infrastructure and accessibility (Government of Canada 2009; Ministry for Foreign Affairs 2011; Prime Minister’s Office 2013).

          
            Table 4.2. Current Arctic ﻿development ﻿strategies

            
            
              
                	            
                  Country

                          
                	
                
                	            
                  Title

                          
                	
                
                	            
                  Year

                          
              

            
            
              
                	
                  Canada

                
                	
                
                	
                  Canada’s Northern Strategy: Our North, Our Heritage, Our Future

                
                	
                
                	
                  2009

                
              

              
                	
                  Denmark

                
                	
                
                	
                  Denmark, Greenland, and the Faroe Islands: Kingdom of Denmark Strategy for the Arctic 2011–2020

                
                	
                
                	
                  2011

                
              

              
                	
                  Finland

                
                	
                
                	
                  Finland’s Strategy for the Arctic Region, 2013. Government Resolution on 23 August 2013.

                
                	
                
                	
                  2013

                
              

              
                	
                  Finland

                
                	
                
                	
                  Government Policy Regarding the Priorities in the Updated Arctic Strategy

                
                	
                
                	
                  2016

                
              

              
                	
                  Iceland

                
                	
                
                	
                  A Parliamentary Resolution on Iceland’s Arctic Policy

                
                	
                
                	
                  2011

                
              

              
                	
                  Norway

                
                	
                
                	
                  The Norwegian Government’s High-North Strategy

                
                	
                
                	
                  2006

                
              

              
                	
                  Norway

                
                	
                
                	
                  Norway’s Arctic Strategy—Between Geopolitics and Social Development

                
                	
                
                	
                  2017

                
              

              
                	
                  Russia

                
                	
                
                	
                  Basics of the State Policy of the Russian Federation in the Arctic for the Period till 2020 and for a Further Perspective

                
                	
                
                	
                  2008

                
              

              
                	
                  Sweden

                
                	
                
                	
                  Sweden’s Strategy for the Arctic Region

                
                	
                
                	
                  2011

                
              

              
                	
                  USA

                
                	
                
                	
                  National Strategy for the Arctic Region

                
                	
                
                	
                  2013

                
              

            
          

          
          Norway’s strategy sees the growing tourism industry as an asset in relation to tourism research and education but also acknowledges the need to invest into tourism research in order to cope with the industry’s growth (Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2006). Similarly, the Finnish strategy points at its academic resources when discussing tourism in an Arctic context (Prime Minister’s Office 2013).

          The connection of tourism to environmental quality is mentioned in several strategies under consideration. For example, the Finnish Arctic strategy sees the unspoiled environment as a precondition for successful tourism development: “To succeed in developing and increasing tourism, it is necessary to cherish the natural scenery, environment and the uniqueness of the local culture” (Prime Minster’s Office 2013, 11).

          Tourism is also seen in the context of the Arctic as a threatened space. Here Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland, and Russia point in their Arctic strategies to the vulnerable environment and, indeed, vulnerable indigenous cultures. Still, environmental considerations are mentioned as an integrated part of a development strategy rather than as an end in themselves. For example, the Swedish Arctic strategy notes that “the tourism sector should be developed, albeit with consideration for the environment and the traditional lifestyles of indigenous peoples. Communications between tourist destinations should be improved in a sustainable manner” (Ministry for Foreign Affairs 2011, 6).

          Norway acknowledges the same concerns but underlines in the case of Svalbard that the islands should be developed into “the world’s best managed wilderness area” (Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2006, 63), clearly indicating ideas of the Arctic as touristic wilderness (Saarinen 2016, 2019)—that is, a quasi-wilderness adapted to tourists’ needs and expectations. Even the Finnish strategy explicitly mentions national parks and other protected areas as assets for a desired tourism development (Prime Minster’s Office 2013). However, Finland demonstrates an awareness that alternative land use conflicts with this goal: “To a certain extent, the interests of the various activities—mining, forestry, and investments in tourism—are contradictory. A balanced evolution of regional livelihoods calls for sustainable cooperation between the individual fields and a close control of the environmental and social repercussions” (Prime Minster’s Office 2013, 34).

          The Danish strategy mentions in relation to Greenland that climate change indeed creates a potential for tourism development (Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Department of Foreign Affairs Government of Greenland, and Ministry of Foreign Affairs Government of the Faroes 2011). Marine tourism is, however, seen as a risk to the Arctic environment because of potential accidents (Ministry for Foreign Affairs 2011; Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Department of Foreign Affairs Government of Greenland, and Ministry of Foreign Affairs Government of the Faroes 2011), though land-based tourism and winter tourism are also seen as increasingly risky endeavors (Prime Minister’s Office 2013).

          Sweden’s and Norway’s concerns for the Arctic environment seem to be motivated by economic interests. The Norwegian Arctic strategy from 2017 notes

          
            Key industries in North Norway such as fisheries, aquaculture, tourism, and reindeer husbandry depend on the natural environment and its resources. Ensuring sustainable use is vital for securing future livelihoods. Temperatures in the Arctic are rising approximately twice as fast as the global average, and this is having a negative impact on the ecosystems in the north. At the same time, increasing activity in new areas is creating a need for integrated management and effective measures to maintain good environmental status. (Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2017, 10)

          

          Moreover, the Swedish strategy sees tourism as a potential threat to indigenous cultures, adding to other challenges: “If we then add socioeconomic development, in terms of intensified forestry activities, expanded infrastructure and more tourism to the equation, the risk of conflicts of interest between reindeer herding and other land use becomes even greater” (Ministry for Foreign Affairs 2011, 45).

          This is also acknowledged in the Finnish strategy for the Arctic (Prime Minister’s Office 2016). In contrast, the Canadian Arctic strategy mentions indigenous tourism development as a particular approach aimed at providing support to local heritage and culture (Government of Canada 2009). The Russian strategy, for its part, mentions tourism only in relation to indigenous populations and, in that context, seemingly as an opportunity for business development (Russian Federation 2008).

          As demonstrated in this review of Arctic strategies, direct geopolitical references to tourism development are largely absent (table 4.3). Still, most strategy ﻿documents mention tourism as a field for international cooperation. Only Norway is outspoken about the strategic importance of tourism as a manifestation of state presence in the Arctic: “Norwegian interests in the High North will be safeguarded primarily by strengthening our presence and increasing the level of activity in a number of policy areas at both national and international level. These include education and research, environmental and resource management, safety and emergency response systems, energy, fisheries, tourism and other economic activities, health, culture and gender equality” (Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2006, 7). At the same time, even Iceland claims that the country’s dependence on northern resources for tourism requires a strong presence in Arctic contexts (Althingi 2011). Such a presence is also interpreted as a stabilizing factor for the geopolitical situation in the North.

          The United States lacks a distinct Arctic strategy or policy document that mentions tourism. U.S. policies focus predominantly on defense and security, moderated in part by the environmental concerns that characterized the Obama administration (US Government 2013). Of course, the federal structure of the United States implies that Arctic tourism may be considered an issue for the Alaska government only. This underlines, however, the weak position of tourism in geopolitical reasoning within the United States.

          Table 4.3 summarizes how the Arctic strategies resemble the previously mentioned five discourses on the Arctic and their nexus with tourism. Here, environmental concerns capture the discourse of the Arctic as pristine wilderness, while societal concern treats tourism as a part of nation building. The three other concerns expressed in the strategies relate to the Arctic as an indigenous space, as a threatened space, and as a space for economic development, respectively.

          
            Table 4.3. Tourism ﻿aspects ﻿covered in the Arctic ﻿policy ﻿documents of the Arctic ﻿states

            
            
              
                	
                
                	
                
                	            
                  Environmental concern

                          
                	
                
                	            
                  Societal concern

                          
                	
                
                	            
                  Indigenous concern

                          
                	
                
                	            
                  Safety concern

                          
                	
                
                	            
                  Tourism strategy

                          
              

            
            
              
                	
                  Canada

                
                	
                
                	
                  Environment as resource

                
                	
                
                	
                  n/a

                
                	
                
                	
                  Tourism as resource

                
                	
                
                	
                  n/a

                
                	
                
                	
                  Tourism promotion

                
              

              
                	
                  Denmark

                
                	
                
                	
                  Climate change as opportunity

                
                	
                
                	
                  n/a

                
                	
                
                	
                  n/a

                
                	
                
                	
                  Tourism—risk for environment

                
                	
                
                	
                  Branding

                  International cooperation for boosting tourism

                
              

              
                	
                  Finland

                
                	
                
                	
                  Climate change as opportunity

                  Environment as restriction

                
                	
                
                	
                  Society as resource

                
                	
                
                	
                  Tourism as threat

                
                	
                
                	
                  Safety, a risk for tourism provision

                
                	
                
                	
                  Infrastructure development

                  Research and education

                  International cooperation for boosting tourism

                  Labor provision

                  Planning

                
              

              
                	
                  Iceland

                
                	
                
                	
                  Environment as resource

                
                	
                
                	
                  Society as resource

                
                	
                
                	
                  n/a

                
                	
                
                	
                  n/a

                
                	
                
                	
                  International cooperation for boosting tourism

                
              

              
                	
                  Norway

                
                	
                
                	
                  Environment as restriction

                
                	
                
                	
                  Heritage as restriction

                
                	
                
                	
                  n/a

                
                	
                
                	
                  n/a

                
                	
                
                	
                  Strengthening presence

                  Culture- and winter-based tourism

                
              

              
                	
                  Russia

                
                	
                
                	
                  Environment as restriction

                
                	
                
                	
                  n/a

                
                	
                
                	
                  Tourism as resource

                
                	
                
                	
                  n/a

                
                	
                
                	
                  n/a

                
              

              
                	
                  Sweden

                
                	
                
                	
                  Environment as restriction

                
                	
                
                	
                  n/a

                
                	
                
                	
                  Tourism as threat

                
                	
                
                	
                  Tourism—risk for environment

                
                	
                
                	
                  International cooperation for boosting tourism

                
              

              
                	
                  USA

                
                	
                
                	
                  n/a

                
                	
                
                	
                  n/a

                
                	
                
                	
                  n/a

                
                	
                
                	
                  n/a

                
                	
                
                	
                  n/a

                
              

            
          

          
        
      
      
        Discussion and Conclusion

        Tourism is not a major concern within the strategy documents of the Arctic states. However, as the review indicates, the visions promoted by the strategies are in line with what Mostafanezhad and Norum (2016) call geopolitical imaginaries. In this context, tourism contributes to domestic development, strengthening the socioeconomic conditions in the Arctic areas. Environmental concerns are voiced, but environmental conditions are either primarily promoted as a unique asset and competitive advantage or are mentioned as restrictions to development. The dominant geopolitical imagination of the Arctic expressed in the strategies is neoliberal, embracing the Arctic as a domestic reserve curating unexploited natural resources and tourist experiences. At the end of the day, the prevailing discourse represented in the national strategies relates to the idea of the Arctic as a space for economic development.

        So what about climate change? Some national strategies turn even climate change into an opportunity for increased visitation. The environmental conditions of the region are part of geopolitical narratives in which the Arctic is presented as a pristine area to be discovered and consumed by tourists. However, some countries see a need for developing tourism in a responsible way, catering to maintained environmental quality and respected indigenous livelihoods. The inclusion of environmental threats and concern for the Arctic and its indigenous peoples—interestingly usually mentioned together—into the national Arctic strategies is in line with what Mostafanezhad (2018) identifies as geopolitical ecologies, that is, the analysis of the environment as an integrated part of political space.

        The prominence of the indigenous dimension, even in strategies of the European states, may come as a surprise considering the small share of indigenous populations within their territories. While this prominence makes sense given their strong representation in the Arctic Council and other Arctic organizations, it also contributes to stigmatizing the Arctic as a wilderness occupied mainly by indigenous peoples.

        Only the Norwegian strategy mentions tourism overtly in the context of state building, even though other states underline the necessity of physical presence for effective resource extraction. This mirrors what Kearns (2003) typifies as imperial geopolitics, in this case aiming at the sustenance of territorial control in the far North. However, it may be speculated that even other nations follow a similar agenda when supporting tourism development, as previously suggested by Timothy (2010) and Huijbens and Alessio (2015). Still, the evidence from a reading of national Arctic strategies alone does not support such a conclusion clearly.

        Overall, the inclusion of tourism in the national Arctic strategies seems, in most cases, to be somewhat random, and, indeed, the U.S. strategy does not mention it at all. With this exception, tourism is referenced in recognition of its growing importance as an economic activity. Complicating facts and conflicting targets, such as tourism growth and declining emissions, are more or less ignored. Hence, to what extent the treatment of tourism in the reviewed documents is the result of a thought-through strategy, of an ambition to please many different stakeholders, or of random processes aiming at providing some kind of coherent thought on regional governance in the Arctic remains unclear. It does seem clear, however, that although tourism is largely acknowledged as a force of change in the Arctic, it is so far not a primary concern of Arctic states. At the moment, tourism seems to be an unintended dimension of geopolitics in the Arctic rather than the result of a strategy.
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        Geysers, Game of Thrones, and Geopolitics

        Iceland as a Zone of Strategic Tourism

        Robert A. Saunders and Simon Halink

      
      
        Introduction

        During the planning process for dropping the first (and only) atomic bombs used as weapons of war, the shrine capital of Japan, Kyoto, was at the top of the list of seven proposed sites. Based on its infrastructure, population size, and the fact that the American scientists on the Target Committee preferred the city because it was “home to many universities and they thought the people there would be able to understand that an atomic bomb was not just another weapon—that it was almost a turning point in human history” (Oi 2015), the people of Kyoto seemed doomed to experience nuclear annihilation. However, Secretary of War Henry Stimson ultimately persuaded President Harry S. Truman to delete it from the list of potential targets, in deference to the city’s “cultural and historical importance.” However, according to a number of historians, Stimson’s reluctance to obliterate the religious center of the Japanese empire was actually a personal one: he and his wife had honeymooned in the city (Marton 2006, 166). In essence, one couple’s choice to spend the first days of their marriage as tourists in one place over another resulted in a million people being spared the fate of immediate incineration at worst or a lifetime of shame as hibakusha at best, while condemning others to that very fate. While the above vignette focuses on mid-twentieth-century Japan and not on the subject of this chapter, contemporary Iceland, we contend that tourism can provide economic and even geopolitical security, just as it can create conditions that jeopardize the coherence of a polity and the environment upon which the nation depends. Given Iceland’s current situation as a major tourism destination for Americans (and Britons), the country’s security is, we argue, being buttressed through visits by citizens of the two leading members of the NATO alliance, both also former occupying powers of the island nation. Moreover, the increasing visibility of Iceland as a space of fantastical imagination, the epitome of the mystical “North,” further strengthens the bonds that exist between the United States, the United Kingdom, and Iceland. However, with such attention comes a threat to Iceland’s fragile ecosystem, as well as a host of challenges for its small population.

        Settled by Scandinavians and a mixture of thralls and free peoples from the British Isles during the Middle Ages, the North Atlantic island nation of Iceland now commands more incoming tourists per capita than any other country except Croatia.1 Visitors from the United States more than double those of the next largest country of origin (the United Kingdom). Iceland’s current tourism boom is driven by a number of geopolitical factors and an increasing interest on the part of “screen tourists” (see Lundberg, Ziakas, and Morgan 2018) seeking to emplace themselves within fantasy novelist George R. R. Martin’s world of “ice and fire.”2

        Preeminent among the geopolitical factors is the country’s status as a northern bulwark of NATO, whereby it serves as a strategic, albeit unarmed, outpost that guarantees the security of the three countries that occupied it in the context of World War II (the United States, the United Kingdom, and Canada). However, other factors are at work as well. Given its near-Arctic status (the Icelandic island of Grímsey straddles the Arctic Circle, with the rest of the country being just a few degrees below N 66° 33′),3 Iceland—a country with a significant number of unique and extremely sensitive habitats—is on the frontline of anthropogenic climate change. Moreover, this small nation at the “top of the world” increasingly functions as a western bridgehead for the Northern Sea Route, making it a key player in the geoeconomics of the twenty-first century and attracting the attention not only of its old occupiers but also of other powers like the Russian Federation and the People’s Republic of China. It is within this context that this chapter examines the ways in which Iceland’s liminal-yet-strategic location, history as a space of occupation by “friendly” powers, and current geographical imaginary as the “Ultimate North” collectively inform its touristic regimes.

        Our intervention excavates the implicit and explicit ways in which geopolitics shape how and why foreign visitors choose Iceland over other touristic destinations, and what they expect to see and do when they arrive in this remote, liminal, and strategic space. In the age of neoliberal geopolitics (Roberts, Secor, and Sparke 2003), this development is not a trivial one, especially for smaller nations that lack the hard power necessary to maintain effectively their territorial sovereignty. We are also interested in how these experiences contribute to evolving mythologies of the extreme European north (Ultima Thule) via associations with a host of cultural categories, from the ancient Vikings to contemporary popular cultural renderings like those manifested in HBO’s Game of Thrones (2011–19). In doing so, we reflect on the international political economy of sight/site-seeing (Riley, Baker, and Van Doren 1998) in the transatlantic realm, from the founding of Iceland and its history of rule from Scandinavia, up through the proposed Nazi takeover of the island, to its occupation and post–World War II military co-optation by the Western allies. We draw upon the work of Mostafanezhad and Norum (2016) and Gillen and Mostafanezhad (2019) to introduce the notion of geostrategic tourism, which we define as a touristic regime that feeds off and reinforces the security of both the receiving (Iceland) and sending country/countries (the United States, United Kingdom, Canada, etc.). This phenomenon accounts for the ways in which close alliances, when combined with active promotion of tourism, can lead to flows of tourists and an embedding of (popular) cultural interests within the field of international relations (IR) and world politics. Our starting point for linking tourism and geostrategic goals is the 2006 U.S. departure from Keflavík, which was followed by subsequent waves of targeted investment and tourism development (including imaginary-based screen tourism) that ensured a continued growth in annual visitors to Iceland. Our original contribution thus hinges on how touristic flows reinforce Iceland’s embeddedness within the U.S. security umbrella, as the country grapples with new threats to its sovereignty from a resurgent Russia and an Arctic-obsessed China.

        This chapter begins with an overview of Iceland as geographic imaginary vis-à-vis “civilized” Europe, followed by a historical assessment of the country as a place to see, examining not only the quiddity of its natural geography but also its perceived “purity,” remoteness, and in-betweenness. Drawing on the history of foreign travel to Iceland, from nineteenth-century ﻿Edda tourism to contemporary ecotourism, we interrogate the ways in which geopolitics have colored visitors’ expectations and established the modalities of widescale tourism in the current century. After tethering the current situation to the U.S. government’s commitment to promote inbound tourism following the decision to vacate its airbase at Keflavík in the mid-2000s, we shift to a critical analysis of “screened Iceland” qua an otherworldly place, focusing primarily on the island as the ideal “North” in Game of Thrones but also as a “primordial” and/or “extraterrestrial” landscape in big-budget films such as Journey to the Center of the Earth (2008), Prometheus (2012), Oblivion (2013), Noah (2014), Interstellar (2014), Star Wars: The Force Awakens (2015), and Justice League (2017). In the concluding section, we assess the ways in which Iceland mitigates its geopolitical exposure via positive (screened) representations of its global importance, a strategic situatedness that is bound to its status as a top tourist destination for its former occupiers/current allies. Focusing on the paradoxical relationship that Icelanders have with violence (performing a Fremdbild of Vikingness for foreigners while embracing a Selbstbild of Europe’s peacemongers), we tether the frame of shelter theory (Thorhallsson and Steinsson 2018) to our notion of geostrategic tourism to demonstrate how a small state with attractive attributes can enhance its sovereignty, security, and national economy.

      
      
        Where the World Ends: A Précis of Iceland’s Geographical, Historical, and Touristic Attributes

        Birthed from volcanic activity that began during the Miocene Era some twenty million years ago, Iceland represents one of the newer landmasses on the planet. The island neatly straddles the European and North American tectonic plates, a geographical factor that reinforces the country’s situatedness in between two realms, namely, Europe and North America. Early visitors or “proto-tourists” (see Demay 2015) often commented that Genesis-like creation was still in progress on the island (see, for example, Ferrari 2012). As a result of these reactions to the island, the mythopoetics of Iceland became ensconced in the primordial and the sacral (see fig. 5.1). This is evidenced by the travelogues of nineteenth-century visitors, such as the American Pliny Miles, who “sought sublimity and found it in Iceland” (Ísleifsson 2019, 41). The Romantic notion of the sublime thus combined mystical sentiments with aesthetic rapture, fear, and even “terrible” or “awful” scenes, all of which Iceland’s primordial but terrifying landscapes had to offer (Halink 2014). In terms of habitation, it is likewise a rather “new” space, being grouped with Madagascar and the New Zealand/Aotearoa archipelago as the last large islands to be populated by a permanent community of human beings. According to the twelfth-century Landnámabók (﻿Book of Settlements), Irish monks frequented the island before the Norse conquest but abandoned their visits with the coming of the Norsemen. However, this human connection to the British Isles—prior to Iceland’s geopolitical linking to Scandinavia—represents a key element in its continuing spatial and social evolution, tying Iceland to Britannia.4 Iceland’s formal colonization is dated to the arrival of the couple Ingólfr Arnarson and Hallveig Fróðadóttir in 874; however, other accounts suggest permanent settlement began somewhat earlier (Karlsson 2016). Over time Iceland emerged as the gateway to a new world of exploration, conquest, and trade for Viking-era Scandinavians, thus emplacing it in an expanding network of human movement, commerce, and cultural exchange that stretched from Vinland to Kyiv to Constantinople. Hence, Iceland can be viewed as a geopoliticized zone from its very beginnings, but also as a place to visit on the way to somewhere else, a fact that has made and broken a number of low-cost airlines over the past decades, most recently with WOW’s demise in 2019 (Tsang 2019).

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 5.1. Hveravellir Hot Springs. Courtesy of Spectacular Iceland | GJ Travel. Used with permission.

        
        While the Norse saw Iceland as a waystation, a new home, and/or a place to commune with the gods, continental Europeans who visited the island after its settlement saw things quite differently. Given its peripheral location at the perceived “end of the world” (Mead 1984) and its protean geography—defined by volcanoes, geysers, glaciers, waterfalls, fjords, and black beaches—Iceland soon emerged as the geophysical embodiment of Ultima Thule, a tourist destination sui generis. Indeed, as the further, perhaps even final North, Iceland was constructed as a world of icy dangers beyond comprehension, yet full of life and possibilities. As the island spoke to mythical visions that ranged from the Greco-Roman concepts of a mythical Hyperborea warmed by temperate breezes and teeming with milk and honey to an Abrahamic paradise where ﻿biblical creation was still an ongoing project, those intrepid souls who made their way to the last outpost of Europe were able to tour all sorts of wonders that—when written down and shared around the continent—began to construct ﻿a septentrional imaginary of the first order. Indeed, later forms of mass media (including today’s screened representations of Iceland) would continue to build up the visual mythology of the island.

        In Norse mythology, recorded in Snorri Sturluson’s Prose Edda (ca. 1220) and the Poetic Edda (an anonymous collection of mythological poetry, compiled in the thirteenth century), northern European intellectuals perceived traces of the forgotten “Teutonic” religion of their own ancestors, fueling enthusiasm to gaze upon Iceland’s epic panoramas and blending landscapes with mythscapes (Halink 2014). This mythological element lingers on in contemporary receptions (and representations) of the island. The scenery seems to be expressing, or reenacting, Norse/Teutonic mythological narrative, from the creation of the world to its demise and rebirth after Ragnarök; the gods and their divine qualities appear to be embodied in the island’s glaciers, rocks, volcanoes, and geothermal pools. This presumption is reflected in the mythical descriptions of Iceland in travelogues and expedition accounts, such as “Odin’s Reich” (Lechthaler and Linkel 1995) or the “Land of Thor” (Browne 1867).5 This idea of Iceland as a mythical, liminal, or ethereal space is clearly expressed in Walter Hansen’s travel book Asgard: Entdeckungsfahrt in die germanische Götterwelt (1985). Engaging in a form of spiritual tourism, Hansen traveled to Iceland to determine the geographical locations of Asgard (which he thought was Mount Herðubreið), the origins of the World Tree Yggdrasil (Mount Katla), and other ﻿Eddic places and spaces, using the descriptions provided by the Eddas as his (mental) map. Although Hansen’s inherently spatial approach to the myths is far from universally accepted, the relationship between ﻿Eddic poetry and Icelandic landscapes, shaped by “fire and ice,” has become commonplace in popular culture associated with the island. Such associations serve as raw material for its continued employment as a zone of fantasy, including most recently the use of computer-generated Icelandic “vistas” in Disney’s Frozen II (2019). Indeed, at the time of this writing the tour company Extreme Iceland was marketing the southern coast via a package known as “Into the Unknown: Frozen 2 Tour,” which allowed visitors to “follow Elsa and Anna’s magical adventure,” “smell the sulfur” of a volcano, trek along a “vast glacial tongue,” and perhaps even “spot a Nykur, a fabled sea horse, in the ocean waves.”6 As this example shows, Iceland seems to be imbued with a mythological aura, and, consequently, Icelanders have proved adept at creating almost instantaneous tourist attractions that feed off the powerful and increasingly attractive imaginary of the European “Far North.”

      
      
        Iceland as the Ultimate (Northern) Destination

        Prior to the disruption wrought by COVID-19, Iceland was clearly experiencing a tourism boom.7 While a majority of Icelanders tended to have a positive attitude toward the spike in foreign visitors, which created an increase in employment opportunities and stimulated greater domestic interest in nature and the national culture, there was concern about the environmental impact of tourism and locals’ abilities to access services (even as they acknowledged an overall rise in the availability of services across the island). According to Iceland’s tourism board (the Ferðamálastofa), the sector’s share of foreign exchange earnings grew from 26.4 percent to 42 percent in the period between 2013 and 2017. In 2017 the total number of foreign visitors exceeded 2.2 million, a more than 24 percent increase from the previous year. The Akureyri and Keflavík areas, both important sites of the Allied occupation during World War II, were major destinations, alongside the capital region and Þingvellir. When asked what it was that attracted tourists to Iceland in the first place, 92.4 percent of respondents answered something along the lines of “the country’s nature or particular natural feature.” Of these, 44 percent mentioned the “unspoiled” or “untouched” character of Icelandic nature, while 45 percent mentioned the northern lights specifically (Ferðamálastofa 2018, 18). ﻿Northern lights–based tourism has been on the rise in recent years, allowing Icelandic guides to expand their work from a summer season to year-round. This development has led to a different kind type of touristic experience, in which it is not the “visible” landscapes and spectacular views that are the main focal point but rather the dark sky, which draws attention to the unseen, even invisible aspects of the terrain, including its ghosts, elves, and trolls.8 In this context, the physical environment functions as a secondary frame for the night sky that may or may not reveal its elusive polar lights.

        While most Americans who cross the Atlantic for tourism are focused on reaching a city (Amsterdam, London, Paris, or Rome), travelers to Iceland do so in order to get out of the city and see the island’s pristine natural beauty. As the May 2019 issue of Hemispheres, the promotional magazine of United ﻿Airlines,9 states:

        
          Not long ago, Iceland was a spectacularly beautiful but seldom visited wonderland of waterfalls, volcanoes, and geysers in the lonely North Atlantic, still finding its national feet after centuries of Norwegian and Danish rule. Then, an unlikely confluence of events: The economic crisis of 2008–09 turned the country upside down—and paradoxically made the once prohibitively expensive destination affordable for visitors. A year later, the air-traffic halting eruptions of the Eyjafjallajökull volcano landed Iceland, in all its geothermal splendor, on news broadcasts around the world. Now, the word is truly out, and the supremely photogenic country welcomes so many tourists—2.3 million in 2018—that visitors outnumber residents by a ratio of seven to one. (Vadino 2019, 47)

        

        This description of the geographic essence of the island echoes widespread discourses that circulate in the United States about Iceland, a country that was little-known before the global financial crisis of 2008–9 and the Eyjafjallajökull eruption of 2010 (Gil-Alana and Huijbens 2018). This small spot on the map soon loomed large, as reports of a potential Russian “takeover” of the Icelandic economy (Yasmann 2008) gave way to news reports of stranded Americans in Europe, reminiscent of the days after 9/11 (Lehrer 2010). Ironically, these two events sent Americans flocking in their thousands to the island, thus setting the stage for bringing Iceland under the gaze of the American public.

        Iceland’s proximity to the United States and its in-betweenness as “nearer” Europe both matter here. Flight times from Europe and North America range greatly but are relatively comparable: for example, London (three hours), Moscow (four hours), Montreal (five hours), New York (six hours), Chicago (six hours), and Istanbul (eight hours, forty-five minutes). However, there is another geopolitical factor at work in relation to the United States, namely federal regulations on foreign travel imposed in the wake of the September 11 attacks. Until the mid-2000s, Americans were entitled to visit Mexico, Canada, Bermuda, and much of the Caribbean without a passport. However, in 2007, this changed as part of the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act, which resulted in visitors to those countries being required to obtain a passport. At that time, only 27 percent of Americans held one, but by 2017 that figure had risen to 42 percent (McCarthy 2018).10 While the aforementioned destinations are still the most popular among American tourists traveling abroad, the new regulations resulted in a significant portion of the American populace being in a position to travel to Iceland, as well as other visa-free destinations in Europe. As a waystation to the continent, Iceland’s Keflavík Airport (KEF) allows for airlines to benefit from “on-the-way” stops to or from the continent; however, many Americans opt simply to visit Iceland in isolation, heading to see the aurora borealis in the winter or to visit the natural baths in summer (see Lund, Loftsdóttir, and Leonard 2017). More importantly, in doing so, these American visitors to the Ultimate North become enmeshed in the “spatialization of international politics” via the exploration of different, but instantly recognizable “social landscapes comprised of heterogeneous constellations of people and places” (Mostafanezhad and Norum 2016, 213).

      
      
        Geopolitics and Tourism in the Northern Reaches

        Controlled by Copenhagen at the dawn of the twentieth century, Iceland remained neutral during World War I despite the population’s generally pro-Allied attitude. At the end of the war, Iceland became a sovereign state in union with the Kingdom of Denmark, which was charged with militarily defending the country and managing its foreign affairs. However, with the outbreak of World War II, the North Atlantic state quickly became enmeshed in world politics. In the century leading up to the conflict, Old Norse-Icelandic literature and mythology had become a numinous wellspring for German intellectuals and völkisch nationalists, who revered Nordic culture as a Teutonic (and hence “German”) alternative to the hegemonic ﻿classical cultures of the south (Halink 2010, 2018). This Germano-centric, appropriative stance vis-à-vis Scandinavian culture would become a key (albeit disputed) characteristic of the National Socialist worldview. With the awakening of the “Nordic racial consciousness” in a new pan-Germanic world order, Hans S. Jacobsen (a prominent member of the Norwegian Nazi Party) noted, “Iceland became more and more the holy island of the north” (Blunck 1937, 616). It is therefore not surprising that (before the preemptive occupation of the island by the Allied Forces) Iceland became a geopolitically attractive destination for ideological tourism on the part of German travelers, which even included pseudoscientific expeditions focused on the supposedly undiluted “Aryan” characteristics of the Icelanders. However, the actual lived experience of this sub-Arctic preserve of purportedly “pure” Germanic culture did not always live up to expectations. To many of the saga enthusiasts, the contrast between the unalloyed Viking idyll and the everyday reality of contemporary Iceland was jarring, even repellent. Some of these disappointed German visitors claimed that the Icelandic settlers had dissipated their heroic character through overuse of the country’s rich geothermal water sources, which rendered them weak and sickly (Dremel and Wiktorin 1994, 31–32). Even the harsh landscape, nowadays praised for its vast and untainted emptiness, was experienced by some—like Obersturmführer Otto Rahn, who in 1936 visited the island as a member of an expedition organized by Heinrich Himmler’s Schutzstaffel (SS)—as uncanny and even un-Germanic due to its lack of its quintessentially “Teutonic” forests (Rahn [1937] 2006, 224; see also Halink 2010, 397). Unlike the Iceland-enthusiast Himmler, Adolf Hitler showed little interest in the country’s ancient heritage, even if he may have been interested in its strategic significance.

        The father of Geopolitik, Karl Haushofer, infamously noted that “whoever controlled Iceland held a revolver constantly pointed at Great Britain, Canada, and the United States” (NATO 2019), a refrain regularly repeated by British prime minister Winston Churchill (see ﻿fig. 5.2). Fearing this to be true, British, Canadian, and American forces occupied the country during World War II to preempt a German invasion. Following its independence from Denmark on June 17, 1994, the pacifist nation joined NATO, but never established a standing army;11 instead, Reykjavík leveraged its “strategic position as the guardian of vital waterways,” continuing a long tradition of being a space that connected North America and (﻿Western) Europe (NATO 2019). However, Iceland’s membership in the transatlantic security organization—shepherded in by Foreign Minister Bjarni Benediktsson (1947–53)—began on shaky footing, with a riot breaking out in the capital when the decision was announced. Reflecting such opposition to NATO, throughout the Cold War half of the country reliably supported leaving the alliance. Such antipathy resulted in Iceland receiving more economic support per capita in the U.S. Marshall Plan than any European country (Thorhallsson 2018b). By 1951 the United States had emerged as the unquestioned guarantor of Iceland’s peace and security, through Washington’s first bilateral defense treaty. The pact placed the small nation in “the shadow of the Superfortress” (Loftsdóttir 2015, 115) while allowing the United States to solidify its power base in the North Atlantic, a decision that would later result in Washington’s decision to invest in Iceland as a tourism destination for its citizens.

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 5.2. Winston Churchill “touring the troops” during World War II in Iceland. Courtesy of Wikicommons/Imperial War Museum/War Office official photographer, Horton (Cpt).

        
        Yet, Iceland continued to be a marginal space, linking ﻿Western Europe to North America but not being properly with or in either. Reykjavík’s rejection of membership in the European project and series of “Cod Wars” (Þorskastríðin) with the United Kingdom, alongside a healthy communist movement in the country and preference for unilateral or bilateral foreign relations, exemplify just how different Iceland was in the context of the Cold War. In a dramatic reflection of Iceland’s geopolitical in-betweenness, Reykjavík served as the site of one of the most famous summits between American and Soviet leadership on October 11, 1986, when the leaders of the world’s two superpowers met “halfway between Moscow and Washington, D.C. . . . at the stark and picturesque Hofdi House” outside the capital (Reagan Vision 2019). That pivotal summit became a hallowed element of the narrative of the end of the Cold War, permanently ensconcing Iceland as a space of peace in a world obsessed with conflict, and remains a contemporary attribute of Iceland’s touristic allure. Indeed, the statistics back this up. Using more than two dozen qualitative and quantitative indicators that focus on social safety/security, ongoing domestic and international conflicts, and the level of militarization, the Global Peace Index has ranked Iceland as the world’s most peaceful country for ten years running (Iceland Magazine 2018). This framing is perhaps most visible via the Imagine Peace Tower: musician and activist Yoko Ono’s light-based installation in Reykjavík that venerates the memory of her late husband John Lennon through a message of peace rooted in the lyrics of their iconic single “Imagine” (1971). As Ono states on the 2018 reinitiation of the project: “Power works in mysterious ways. We don’t have to do much. Visualize the domino effect and just start thinking PEACE.” Interestingly, this pacifist messaging deliberately inverts the geopolitical thinking of the Cold War, which was built on producing ontological insecurity in the West around the fear of states falling like “dominoes” to communism.12

        Iceland—as a small nation under the thrall of larger ones—has also found ways to make its voice heard, being the first to recognize the independence of the Baltic states of Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia from the USSR in 1991, in many ways continuing a refrain that even the ﻿Far Left in the country had long espoused in relation to the subjection of the Czechs and Poles to foreign domination by the Kremlin in the 1940s (NATO 2019). In their exploration of the concept of “shelter theory” within IR, Thorhallsson, Steinsson, and Thorsteinn (2018) demonstrate the modalities of securitization that are required of states like Iceland vis-à-vis more powerful players in world politics: “Shelter theory holds that small states are uniquely vulnerable relative to large states, and that they alleviate their political, economic and societal vulnerability by allying with large states, seeking membership in international organizations, and promoting and relying on international norms and rules which are beneficial to small states” (Thorhallsson, Steinsson, and Thorsteinn 2018, 539).

        Building on Thorhallsson’s (2018 and 2016) earlier scholarship focusing on three aspects of shelter (i.e., political, economic, and social), this treatment of Iceland’s situatedness in world affairs reveals that the small country must make constant sacrifices that challenge its self-image (Selbstbild) but allow it to maintain a positive external image (Fremdbild) among its powerful neighbors, especially the ﻿United States. Consequently, Iceland has joined a number of other small states, like New Zealand, Estonia, and Ireland, in becoming adept at gaming the system in their favor, even if these countries might not be vital to political, economic, or social foundations within the geopolitical superstructure. While not explicitly explored in this analysis, we argue that maintaining a strong national brand—with tourism being fundamental to this strategy—is integral to such efforts. Indeed, Iceland’s openness to visitors from its former occupiers—Americans, Britons, and Canadians, as well as (Scandinavian) conquerors from the more distant past—presents a powerful example of Gillen and Mostafanezhad’s claim that the “tourism encounter is geopolitical” (2019, 70). This is particularly true in postcolonial settings, even when these encounters do not involve the problematic hierarchies of race.

        Perhaps without realizing it, Washington—and its vital adjunct in geopolitical “reality-making,” Hollywood (cf. Daniels 2011; Der Derian 1992; Sharp 1998)—has bent over backward to assist Reykjavík in this regard. Reflecting new goals in the post–Cold War world, the United States ended its decades-long military presence on the island in 2006. As the State Department website (2017) attests, Washington committed to working with “local officials to mitigate the impact of job losses” and “encouraging U.S. investment in industry and tourism development in the Keflavík area.” It should also be noted that the Icelandic authorities have not been passive in the relationship. Rather than just waiting for American tourists to arrive, the government formed a public corporation to oversee the redevelopment of the former base site, including opening a new academic unit known as the Keilir Atlantic Centre of Excellence and retooling former military housing for more than one thousand university students (Export.gov 2019). While the United States remained committed to its preestablished policy of “visible defense” in terms of Iceland’s military security (Jóhannesson 2004, 131), the Obama administration felt resources could be better used elsewhere (as part of the now-defunct “Asian Pivot”). Thus, the actual presence of U.S. troops gave way to a new stage of symbolic or, one might say, performative “shelter” (Thorhallsson 2018a), which—while less dependable—portended to be more profitable. However, it would take the strange confluence of an economic meltdown and an erupting volcano to push Iceland over the threshold as a primary tourism destination. Since these events, incoming American visitors have grown dramatically, first drawn to the Blue Lagoon Geothermal Spa (near the vacated American air station), but more recently flocking to take Game of Thrones, Frozen II, and other screen-based tours highlighting the country’s unique septentrional and otherworldly geography.

      
      
        Screening Iceland as the Northern Bulwark of the West

        Screen tourism increasingly functions as a driving force in American and British outbound tourism. According to Tourism Ireland, which promotes incoming tourism in Northern Ireland and the Republic to foreign markets, over one-third of vacationers choose their destination based on “how it is portrayed in a TV program or film” (McMahon 2018). For example, Lord of the Rings–based tourism functioned as the paragon of this industry, resulting in a 50 percent increase in visitors to New Zealand. Additionally, the site of the trilogy and the prequel series The Hobbit emerged as the main source of foreign cash to that country by 2015. However, the current force in screen tourism is undoubtedly the HBO series Game of Thrones (GoT). Based on George R. R. Martin’s A Song of Ice and Fire novels, the epic medieval fantasy centers on feuding royal houses seeking to take the Iron Throne and thus lay claim to the fictional ﻿land of Westeros. The series finale, which saw House Stark emerge victorious, was the most watched HBO episode of all time, with 13.6 million live viewers and another 3.3 million viewers streaming the series within hours of its premiere (Gartenberg 2019). Due to its rabid fan base and the increasing tendency of Americans and Britons to choose their holiday destinations based on film or television series set and/or filmed in those specific locales (Invest Northern Ireland 2016), the primary filming locations of Northern Ireland, Croatia, and Spain have all benefited from tourists seeking to emplace themselves within the screened spaces where the Starks, Lannisters, Targaryens, and Martells lived, loved, fought, and died. As Joyce has demonstrated in his analysis of GoT tourism to Northern Ireland, wherein he focuses on the similarities between the bloody battles and constant killing that defines the series and the “violent clashes between Loyalists, Republicans, and security forces” in the streets of Belfast, foreign tourists (whether knowingly or not) become inextricably enmeshed in the geopolitics of the country they visit when embarking on such jaunts (2019, 96). Ascending the steps of Fort Lovrijenac above the walled city of Dubrovnik, GoT tourists are lectured on the skilled diplomacy of the maritime Republic of Ragusa that kept Spaniards, Venetians, and Ottomans at bay (often literally); they are also encouraged to take selfies backgrounded by the terracotta roof tiles of the Old Town, some 70 percent of which was destroyed by Serbian and Montenegrin shelling during the 1990s. Likewise, as one walks through the gardens and porticos of the eleven-hundred-year-old Reales Alcázares de Sevilla, the foreign visitor in search of the lair of the Sand Snakes enters into a space defined by Moorish rule over Iberia and the violent dispossession and forced dispersion of the region’s Muslims and Jews conducted under the Reconquista. As a popular (and global) text frequently read through the prism of geopolitics and IR (cf. Clapton and Shepherd 2017; Drezner 2011; Dyson 2015), Game of Thrones has proven to be a key artifact in shaping its viewers’ understanding of how the world works and, more specifically, international power structures and their own place—as agents, victims, citizens, or subjects—within complex matrices of fact and fiction (see Saunders 2019).

        As the spatial repository of millennia of mythmaking about the Ultimate North, Iceland’s screened image in the world, and especially in the Anglophone realm, is both variegated and profound. As Chung argues, Icelandic vistas function as heterotopic spaces while also affecting the idea of an “earlier” Earth, thus establishing a paradoxical situation where “symbolic meaning and tangible materiality intersect” (2015, 93). Hence, visualizations of the North Atlantic island, with all its geographic quiddity, instantly conjure a mythological gestalt of extremis, a fact that in recent years has not been lost on car manufacturers who have increasingly used the beautiful yet brutal Icelandic landscape as the perfect backdrop for marketing their wares (Ashton 2018). However, it is film and television that have really made Iceland into a meaningful space/place for many Americans and Britons in the current century, therein serving as a form of geopolitical intervention that reproduces “discursively framed codes and scripts of the other” by amplifying and anchoring particular “affects through specific tactics and techniques” (Carter and McCormack 2006, 228). While this visual-textual-acoustic coding is typical of American popular culture’s negative “othering” of foreign peoples and places (e.g., Somalis, Russians, North Koreans), in the case of Iceland, the small NATO partner at the edge of Atlantic benefits from positive othering. Using Iceland as an explicit setting (i.e., Iceland as Iceland)—such as was done in The Secret Life of Walter Mitty (2013) and Eurovision Song Contest: The Story of Fire Saga (2020)—tends to be rather rare, with the country’s vistas instead serving as a known unknown landscape that works to advance the dramaturgy and narrative of some screened intervention (cf. Dodds 2008; Lukinbeal 2005; Lukinbeal and Zimmerman 2008). This is a space where Game of Thrones plays. However, given that the long-running series works on two levels, in that its tells a “double story” rooted in the corrupting nature of politics and power (Waade and Jensen 2013), the employment of Icelandic landscapes in GoT goes beyond how they are treated in Frozen II or the Alien and Star Wars franchises.

        A number of critics—backed up by George R. R. Martin’s own admission—have argued that the metanarrative of the series, “Winter Is Coming,” ironically alludes to global warming and the threat posed by the effects of the Anthropocene epoch (see Miller 2018). Likewise, the machinations of the various royal houses, overwhelmed by the might of two forces—Daenerys Targaryen with her fire-breathing dragons and the Night King with his undead White Walkers—may be seen as key markers of the existential threats of the last seventy-five years, nuclear warfare and climate ﻿change, respectively. Moreover, the visual rhetoric of the series—established in the opening credits that “map” the world and reinforced by constant refrains of the idea of the “North” (see Ryall, Schimanski, and Wærp 2010)—engages in an implicit and explicit identity politics that replicates more than a century of Anglophone geopolitical thinking, while also coyly playing to the northern/European identarian shift of the past decade (see Saunders 2014). With these factors in mind, Iceland—as a site to visit and a sight to be seen—becomes a screened zone of importance in the minds of its Anglophone (i.e., American and British) viewers, producing a form of “voyeuristic desire” that derives from the blending of scopophilia and topophilia (Lukinbeal 2005, 11).

        As the northern bulwark of NATO, Iceland serves a number of geostrategic roles in keeping the peace in the North Atlantic, thus reaffirming the Icelandic Selbstbild forged in the country’s longtime resistance to possessing a standing army or navy. Paradoxically, Iceland revels in its Viking identity as a profitable form of Fremdbild, resulting in the annual spending by tourists of millions of króna (ISK) on bric-a-brac, from horned helmets to plastic battle-axes to vegvísir pendants. As a land of both peace and war, screened Iceland is a polysemous entity, a liquid that takes the shape of whatever vessel it is poured into. Enter Game of Thrones. Building on and/or complementing the big-budget filmic screenings mentioned in the introduction, the now-completed eight seasons of the “world’s most popular show” (D’Addario 2017) reify the “North” in all its contradictions and complications: a fragile-yet-unforgiving environment that defies the will of the individual but suffers at the hand of ﻿man; a testament to the Nordic values of peace building and nonviolence peopled by the descendants of Europe’s greatest scourge, the Vikings; and a tiny nation that is both perched on the edge of Arctic oblivion and a vital waystation of an ever-expanding neoliberal world connected by commerce and cultural exchange. And when the tourists arrive, these paradoxes—while not necessarily being obvious—nonetheless materialize as “intertextual geopolitical knowledge” (Crampton and Power 2005, 198), therein producing a heady farrago of meaning that lingers long after visitors return to London, New York, or Los Angeles.

        Such geostrategic tourism, however, is not a one-way street. Iceland’s people must also “play their part” to effect a feedback loop of sociocultural “understanding,” a process that requires simultaneous performance of geographic primordialism, Vikingesque medievalism, postmodern peace building, and Nordic “perfection.” In the perpetual process of self-exoticization, fuelled by the tourist industry, Icelanders do not merely recycle the traditional themes of Romantic nationalism; they also engage the modern tourist who lands on their island with a set of preconceived, vague notions of “northernness,” motivated by J. R. R. Tolkien’s fantastic Middle﻿-earth series or popular TV series like Vikings (History Channel, 2013–19) and Ragnarok (Netflix, 2020–present). This development adds yet another layer of fictional lieux de mémoire to the already existing ones of Romantic poetry and the Icelandic sagas and offers contemporary readers an alternative mode of experiencing the palimpsest of Iceland’s mythical landscape (Halink 2014). External conceptions of Icelandic history and culture are often influenced by Hollywood and popular culture, and the Icelandic tourist industry anticipates and amplifies this state of affairs by importing and internalizing the gaze of the outsider. The end result is a realm of imagination that—as we have argued—provides a thin, if persistent veil of security for this tiny nation perched at the edge of world. And as the knot between screened representations and foreign visits tightens in Iceland, the small country will continue to exemplify the notion that the touristic encounter is “invariably constituted through geopolitical discourse and practice” (Gillen and Mostafanezhad 2019, 70).

      
      
        Securing the Future by Screening the Space, or Tourism as Geopolitics

        While the last American troops may have departed the country some fifteen years ago, Iceland still lives in the shelter of the United States’s long security shadow. Being a tiny nation on a small island at the periphery of both North America and Europe, Iceland is now embedded in the global popular-culture consciousness as the epitome of George R. R. Martin’s world of ice and fire, and more specifically, as the real-world analogue to the GoT “North.” In an age where reality and fiction blend more seamlessly than at probably any other time in human history (Saler 2012), the importance of Iceland’s representation among the citizenries of its past occupiers and current security partners should not be underestimated. The Icelandic nation came into being through a fusion of Scandinavians, Irish, and Britons, who settled on an inhospitable—some even claimed demonic—island at the edge of the known world. Enthralled by a series of distant masters from Danes to Americans, these plucky people found a way forward, making a name for themselves and building a reputation for hardiness, resilience, and forthrightness (sometimes manifesting in an outsized view of their own importance in the world). The Romantic period saw Iceland transformed into a “Hellas of the North” (Ísleifsson 2007, 178), a Hyperborean repository of all that was pure among the Teutonic race, only later to be discursively transformed into a geopolitical weapon to be pointed at London and Washington. Following the country’s occupation by the anglophone Allies, Iceland gained its independence, but with strings attached. Despite its seemingly weak position, Iceland deftly maneuvered throughout the Cold War, maintaining a distinct identity and nudging the superpowers in small, but measurable ways. Since 1991 the country has experienced a series of highs and lows but was, just prior to the outbreak of COVID-19, (ironically) buoyed by a weak currency that guaranteed a steady flow of tourists, whose presence now more than adequately compensated for any loss of revenue from the closure the American base at Keflavík. As one commentator notes of twenty-first-century Iceland: “It’s the smallest of nations, an island stuck off in the ocean by itself, yet somehow its profile in the world is much larger than its 320,000 population. It’s as if Liechtenstein had muscled itself onto the world stage” (Redekop 2012). Part of this power stems from the ways in which Iceland and particularly its extreme landscapes present on big and small screens in the United States and the United Kingdom. As we have argued in this chapter, this touristic wave—and particularly its ﻿screen-tourism adjunct—has emerged as a plank in Reykjavík’s security strategy, gifting the country with an intangible but nonetheless invaluable form of shelter from those actors in the world that might wish to do it harm.

      
      
        Notes

        
          
            1. In 2016﻿ the Australian travel company Intrepid developed a tourism density index, which identified those countries suffering from “overtourism” (see McLaughlin 2018); however, it should be noted that this statistic does not include microstates such as Macau, Andorra, or Monaco. By way of comparison, Croatia (pop. 4.1 million) had 18.4 million tourists in 2018, while Iceland (pop. 338,349) welcomed 2.3 million foreign visitors.

          

          
            2. Here we refer to the original source material ﻿of the HBO series Game of Thrones, the multivolume epic fantasy A Song of Ice and Fire that began in 1991. As will be explored in this chapter, both Iceland and Croatia (along with Northern Ireland) have become major screen tourism destinations due to the global success of the GoT.

          

          
            3. One of Iceland’s most recognizable exports is the clothing brand 66° North.

          

          
            4. There is an interesting conflation of history, time, and space with regards to Star Wars, which filmed in Iceland (showcasing Eyjafjallajökull) and Ireland. In the film, Luke Skywalker’s place of self-exile is on Skellig Michael in County Kerry, where he lives in a clochán, a primitive stone dwelling built by ascetic monks during the Middle Ages.

          

          
            5. It is fitting then that Marvel Studios chose to film Thor: The Dark World (2013) on the island, using it as a setting for the homeland of the ﻿Døkkálfar, or “Dark Elves,” as well as screened space for Asgard (Old Norse: Ásgarðr), the home of the Norse gods (Æsir).

          

          
            6. See https://www.extremeiceland.is/en/destinations/south-iceland/frozen-sensational-iceland.

          

          
            7. However, it is important to note year-over-year growth of incoming tourists slowed somewhat in the two years preceding this writing, suggesting that Iceland is approaching “peak tourism”—a trend that the effects of the 2020 interruptions in foreign travel associated with the COVID-19 pandemic will likely accelerate.

          

          
            8. According to a 1998 survey, a majority of Icelanders believe in the existence of huldufolk (﻿hidden people), with road-building and other infrastructure projects taking into account the presence of such supernatural creatures, who may retaliate against unwanted trespass on their territory (see Jacobs 2013).

          

          
            9. Unlike many other states that have a single national airline, the ﻿United States has a several official “flag carrier” airlines, including United Airlines. A designation established by code 401 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C. App. 1371), this status provides the airline with certain benefits, as federal funds spent on foreign travel must be paid to such designated companies.

          

          
            10. In 2017 the ﻿U.S. government issued 21.4 million passports, the highest number ever recorded. By comparison, only 6.3 million were issued in 1997.

          

          
            11. In this, Iceland is unique among the members of NATO.

          

          
            12. Ironically, the vibrant communist, even Maoist predilection of many leftist Icelanders resulted in spasms of revulsion among the attendant ﻿U.S. troops, who complained about their remit during the Cold War (see Loftsdóttir 2015).

          

        

      
      
        References

        
          
            Ashton, M. 2018. “Westfjords, an Icelandic Paradise for Car Shoots.” Location Guide, September 21, 2018. https://www.thelocationguide.com/2018/09/westfjords-an-icelandic-paradise-for-car-shoots/#.

          

          
            Blunck, H. F., ed. 1937. Die nordische Welt: Geschichte, Wesen und Bedeutung der nordischen Völker. Berlin: Propyläen.

          

          
            Browne, J. R. 1867. The Land of Thor. New York: Harper and Brothers.

          

          
            Carter, S., and D. P. McCormack. 2006. “Film, Geopolitics and the Affective Logics of Intervention.” Political Geography 25:228–45.

          

          
            Chung, H. J. 2015. “Media Heterotopias and Science Fiction: Transnational Workflows and Transgalactic Spaces in Digitally Composited Ecosystems.” In Simultaneous Worlds: Global Science Fiction Cinema, edited by J. L. Feeley and S. A. Wells, 85–102. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

          

          
            Clapton, W., and L. J. Shepherd. 2017. “Lessons from Westeros: Gender and Power in Game of Thrones.” Politics 37 (1): 5–18.

          

          
            Crampton, A., and M. Power. 2005. “Reel Geopolitics: Cinemato-Graphing Political Space.” Geopolitics 10 (2): 193–203.

          

          
            D’Addario, D. 2017. “Game of Thrones: How They Make the World’s Most Popular Show.” Time. http://time.com/game-of-thrones-2017/.

          

          
            Daniels, S. 2011. “Geographical Imagination.” Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers 36 (2): 182–87.

          

          
            Demay, A. 2015. Tourism and Colonization in Indochina (1898–1939). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Scholars.

          

          
            Der Derian, J. 1992. Antidiplomacy: Spies, Terror, Speed, and War. Oxford: Blackwell.

          

          
            Dodds, K. 2008. “‘Have You Seen Any Good Films Lately?’ Geopolitics, International Relations and Film.” Geography Compass 2 (2): 476–94.

          

          
            Dremel, M. J., and K. Wiktorin, eds. 1994. Islandreisen aus alten Reiseberichten. Vol. 1, 1918–1939. Eichstätt, Germany: Lundi Press.

          

          
            Drezner, D. W. 2011. “What Can Game of Thrones Tell Us About Our World’s Politics?” Foreign Policy, June 23, 2011. http://www.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2011/06/23/what_can_game_of_thrones_tell_us_about_our_worlds_politics.

          

          
            Dyson, S. B. 2015. Otherworldly Politics: The International Relations of Star Trek, Game of Thrones, and Battlestar Galactica. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

          

          
            Export.gov. 2019. “Iceland News: Profile.” https://2016.export.gov/iceland/icelandicnews/index.asp.

          

          
            Ferðamálastofa. 2018. “Tourism in Iceland in Figures.” https://www.ferdamalastofa.is/en/recearch-and-statistics/tourism-in-iceland-in-figures.

          

          
            Ferrari, D. 2012. “Primordial Iceland.” Video. https://invidiou.sh/watch?v=QkR85jh0Tik.

          

          
            Gartenberg, C. 2019. “The Game of Thrones Finale Was the Most Watched HBO Show of All Time.” Verge, May 20, 2019.https://www.theverge.com/2019/5/20/18633136/game-of-thrones-got-season-8-finale-hbo-most-watched-show-all-time-viewership-numbers-live.

          

          
            Gil-Alana, L. A., and E. H. Huijbens. 2018. “Tourism in Iceland: Persistence and Seasonality.” Annals of Tourism Research 68:20–29.

          

          
            Gillen, J., and M. Mostafanezhad. 2019. “Geopolitical Encounters of Tourism: A Conceptual Approach.” Annals of Tourism Research 75:70–78.

          

          
            Halink, S. 2010. “Rustkamer van de Germaanse geest. Duitse voorstellingen van IJsland tussen fin de siècle en Tweede Wereldoorlog.” Tijdschrift voor Geschiedenis 123 (3): 384–400.

          

          
            Halink, S. 2014. “The Icelandic Mythscape: Sagas, Landscapes, and National Identity.” National Identities 16 (3): 209–23.

          

          
            Halink, S. 2018. “Nordic, Germanic, German: Jacob Grimm and the German Appropriation of Old Norse Religion and Myth.” In Pre-Christian Religions in the North: Research and Reception, vol. 2, From c. 1830 to the Present, edited by M. C. Ross, 101–30. Turnhout, Belgium: Brepols.

          

          
            Hansen, W. 1985. Asgard: Entdeckungsfahrt in die germanische Götterwelt [Asgard: An exploration of the world of the Germanic gods]. Bergisch Gladbach, Germany: Gustav Lübbe Verlag.

          

          
            Iceland Magazine. 2018. “Iceland Still World’s Most Peaceful Country, According to Global Peace Index.” Iceland Magazine, June 7, 2018. https://icelandmag.is/article/iceland-still-worlds-most-peaceful-country-according-global-peace-index.

          

          
            Invest Northern Ireland. 2016. “Niche Tourism Opportunities: Screen Tourism.” Nibusinessinfo. https://www.nibusinessinfo.co.uk/content/screen-tourism.

          

          
            Ísleifsson, S. 2007. “Iceland.” In Imagology: The Cultural Construction of National Characters—A Critical Survey, edited by J. Leerssen and M. Beller, 177–79. Amsterdam: Rodopi.

          

          
            Ísleifsson, S. 2019. “Within or Outside Europe? Modernists and Anti-Modernists Visiting Iceland in the Mid-Nineteenth Century.” In Northern Myths, Modern Identities: The Nationalisation of Northern Mythologies Since 1800, edited by S. Halink, 33–48. Boston: Brill.

          

          
            Jacobs, R. 2013. “Why So Many Icelanders Still Believe in Invisible Elves.” Atlantic, October 29, 2013. https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2013/10/why-so-many-icelanders-still-believe-in-invisible-elves/280783/.

          

          
            Jóhannesson, G. T. 2004. “To the Edge of Nowhere? U.S.-Icelandic Defense Relations During and After the Cold War.” Naval War College Review 57 (nos. 3/4): 115–37.

          

          
            Joyce, S. 2019. “Experiencing Northern Ireland as Game of Thrones Destination.” In Ireland and the North, edited by F. Barber, H. Hansson, and S. D. McQuaid, 95–117. Oxford: Peter Lang.

          

          
            Karlsson, G. 2016. Landnám Íslands. Reykjavík: Háskólaútgáfan.

          

          
            Lechthaler, K., and T. Linkel. 1995. Island: Geschichten und Bilder aus Odins Reich. Eichstätt, Germany: Lundipress.

          

          
            Lehrer, J. 2010. “Icelandic Volcano Eruption Strands Air Passengers Across Europe.” PBS Newshour, April 15, 2010. https://www.pbs.org/newshour/show/icelandic-volcano-eruption-strands-air-passengers-across-europe.

          

          
            Loftsdóttir, K. 2015. “The Exotic North: Gender, Nation Branding and Post-Colonialism in Iceland.” Nordic Journal of Feminist and Gender Research 23 (4): 115–37.

          

          
            Lukinbeal, C. 2005. “Cinematic Landscapes.” Journal of Cultural Geography 23 (1): 3–22.

          

          
            Lukinbeal, C., and S. Zimmerman. 2008. “A Cinematic World.” In The Geography of Cinema—A Cinematic World, edited by Chris Lukinbeal and Stefan Zimmerman, 15–24. Mainz, Germany: Steiner.

          

          
            Lund, K. A., K. Loftsdóttir, and M. Leonard. 2017. “More Than a Stopover: Analysing the Postcolonial Image of Iceland as a Gateway Destination.” Tourist Studies 7 (2): 144–63.

          

          
            Lundberg, C., V. Ziakas, and N. Morgan. 2018. “Conceptualising On-Screen Tourism Destination Development.” Tourist Studies 18 (1): 83–104.

          

          
            Marton, K. 2006. The Great Escape: Nine Jews Who Fled Hitler and Changed the World. New York: Simon ﻿& Schuster.

          

          
            McCarthy, T. A. 2018. “The Share of Americans Holding a Passport Has Increased Dramatically in Recent Years.” Forbes, January 11, 2018. https://www.forbes.com/sites/niallmccarthy/2018/01/11/the-share-of-americans-holding-a-passport-has-increased-dramatically-in-recent-years-infographic/.

          

          
            McLaughlin, K. 2018. “Countries with the Most Tourists Per Head of Population: Destinations Suffering ‘Overtourism.’” Traveller, May 25, 2018. http://www.traveller.com.au/countries-with-the-most-tourists-per-head-of-population-destinations-suffering-overtourism-h10huf#ixzz5pDghXgDj.

          

          
            McMahon, C. 2018. “TV Juggernaut HBO Is Turning Its Irish Game of Thrones Sets Into Tourist Attractions.” Fora, September 25, 2018. https://fora.ie/game-of-thrones-ireland-set-tours-4252608-Sep2018/.

          

          
            Mead, W. R. 1984. “Norden: Destiny and Fortune.” Daedalus 113 (1): 1–27.

          

          
            Miller, M. 2018. “George R. R. Martin Explains the Real Political Message of Game of Thrones.” Esquire, October 17, 2018. https://www.esquire.com/entertainment/tv/a23863674/george-rr-martin-game-of-thrones-politics-trump-climate-change/.

          

          
            Mostafanezhad, M., and R. Norum. 2016. “Towards a Geopolitics of Tourism.” Annals of Tourism Research 61:226–28.

          

          
            NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organization). 2019. “Origins: My Country and NATO.” https://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-21A87C2D-BE06D3F1/natolive/declassified_162083.htm?selectedLocale=en.

          

          
            Oi, M. 2015. “The Man Who Saved Kyoto from the Atomic Bomb.” BBC News, August 18, 2015. https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-asia-33755182.

          

          
            Ono, Y. 2018. “Imagine Peace Tower.” http://imaginepeacetower.com/.

          

          
            Rahn, Otto. (1937) 2006. Luzifers Hofgesind: Eine Reise zu den guten Geistern Europas. Dresden: Verlag Zeitenwende.

          

          
            Reagan Vision﻿. 2019. “The Reykjavik Summit.” https://www.thereaganvision.org/the-reykjavik-summit-the-story/.

          

          
            Redekop, B. 2012. “Our Own Icelandic Saga.” Winnipeg Free Press, November 20, 2012. http://www.winnipegfreepress.com/special/ourcityourworld/iceland/our-own-icelandic-saga-180565841.html.

          

          
            Riley, R., D. Baker, and C. S. Van Doren. 1998. “Movie Induced Tourism.” Annals of Tourism Research 25 (4): 919–35.

          

          
            Roberts, S., A. Secor, and M. Sparke. 2003. “Neoliberal Geopolitics.” Antipode 35 (5): 886–97.

          

          
            Ryall, A., J. Schimanski, and H. Howlid Wærp, eds. 2010. Arctic Discourses. Newcastle upon Tyne, UK: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

          

          
            Saler, M. 2012. As If: Modern Enchantment and the Literary Prehistory of Virtual Reality. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

          

          
            Saunders, R. A. 2014. “Primetime Paganism: Popular Cultural Representations of Europhilic Polytheism in Game of Thrones and Vikings.” Correspondences: Online Journal for the Study of Western Esotericism 2 (2): 121–57.

          

          
            Saunders, R. A. 2019. “Small Screen IR: A Tentative Typology of Geopolitical Television.” Geopolitics 24 (3): 691–727.

          

          
            Sharp, J. P. 1998. “Reel Geographies of the New World Order: Patriotism, Masculinity, and Geopolitics in ﻿Post–Cold War American Movies.” In Rethinking Geopolitics, edited by G. Ó. Tuathail and S. Dalby, 152–69. London: Routledge.

          

          
            Thorhallsson, B. 2018a. “A Small State in World Politics: Iceland’s Search for Shelter.” Icelandic Review of Politics and Administration 14 (1): 61–82.

          

          
            Thorhallsson, B., ed. 2018b. Small States and Shelter Theory: Iceland’s External Affairs. London: Routledge.

          

          
            Thorhallsson, B., and S. Steinsson. 2018. “The Theory of Shelter.” Paper presented at Small States and the New Security Environment (SSANSE). Reykjavík: University of Iceland.

          

          
            Thorhallsson, B., S. Steinsson, and K. Thorsteinn. 2018. “A Theory of Shelter: Iceland’s American Period (1941–2006).” Scandinavian Journal of History 43 (4): 539–63.

          

          
            Tsang, A. 2019. “Wow Air, an Icelandic Budget Airline, Suspends Service.” New York Times, March 28, 2019. https://www.nytimes.com/2019/03/28/business/wow-airlines-icelandic-air.html.

          

          
            ﻿U.S. Department of State. 2017. “Iceland—U.S. Department of State.” https://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/3396.htm.

          

        

      
    
  
    
      
        Part II

        Geopolitical Affects of Tourism

        Introduction by Matilde Córdoba Azcárate, Mary Mostafanezhad, and Roger Norum

      
      Affect, as Dittmer and Waterton note in this volume, “describes the difference that being in relation makes.” As a relational social and cultural practice, every aspect of tourism, from its individual practices to its structural processes, entails affect in one form or another. Furthermore, tourism is an affective sociospatial milieu. It is through the production of pleasure, joy, anticipation, fear, sadness, pain, or humor (Van Ramshorst 2019) that the tourism industry organizes and reproduces space and social practice in culturally meaningful and politically consequential ways. ﻿It is through affects that tourism destinations such as Paris appeal to tourists. It was through the mobilization of positive and normative affects at a global scale that the Notre-Dame fire and not the French union strikes received so much international attention and monetary aid. It is by recourse to nonrepresentational social practices, then, that tourism places continue to be performed as places to play and places in play in the global arena (D’Hautasserre 2015; Sheller and Urry 2004).

      In this section, we explore affect in order to bring to the fore the agency and power of ﻿situated and embodied (e.g., corporeal, emotional, representational) tourism practices to shape geopolitical phenomena. We ask: How do bodies become enrolled into state claims to sovereignty? How does the feminization of everyday tourist places occur? And how does it scale up to international policies pertaining to securitization, migration, and labor? What are some of the ways in which tourism heritage and its embodied experience disrupt nationalistic narratives of armed conflict and identity formation?

      There have been important efforts to emphasize affects in tourism studies and, more recently, in geopolitical research. Jason Dittmer’s 2017 book, Diplomatic Material: Affect, Assemblage, and Foreign Policy, is particularly meaningful to this volume’s agentive conceptualization of affects in tourism geopolitics. In this empirical study on the affective atmospheres of geopolitical assemblages in international diplomacy and the ways in which they create political subjects at different scales, Dittmer shows that paying attention to affects in the study of geopolitics demands that we make three considerations up front: first, how bodies are arranged in space and how they interact with each other; second, how perceptions of the self and definitions of loyalties play out on the ground; and third, the impossibility of predicting outcomes if we are just looking at the disposition of bodies in space. Dittmer’s threefold analysis is useful for scholars interested in the conceptualization of affects in tourism geopolitics. It invites readers to look beyond face-to-face or host-guest encounters—the domain of much tourism-focused scholarship—to locate the latter as part and parcel of larger structures of power and uneven geographies that are not treated as a given but as relations in the making, operating simultaneously across geographical scales.

      Also, as discussed in this volume’s introduction, scholarship in the area of feminist and security geopolitics offers valuable insights and useful empirical examples on how to consider affects in the study of tourism geopolitics. This stream of research highlights the dependence of the tourism industry upon the mobilization of affects at different scales, from the macro and international to the local and intimate, and from official marketing to informal practice. Tourism, from this perspective, is ultimately a geopolitical practice, curating bananas, beaches, and military bases as tourism sites; setting poverty and privilege, tourism and forced migration against each other; or mobilizing anger and sadness as epicenters of dark tourism’s commodification of place. Such research informs our own understanding of affects in tourism geopolitics by pointing out the centrality and agentive capabilities of embodiment in designing and planning tourist experiences across geographical scales; it also shows the geographically and nonpolitically neutral nature of emotions in tourism. As they show, the tourism industry does not merely mobilize tourism flows toward particular locations in the name of joy, surprise, fear, or sadness. Tourism invites visitors to “sense place” through atmospheres amply curated by national, private, or corporate stakeholders; moreover, if smoothly unfolding, this sensing of place helps to secure localities as tourist places in the global arena (Edensor 2006﻿, 2010). Tourist-curated performance of place also helps to maintain in place mainstream geopolitical narratives about center and peripheries. Yet, tourist emotions sometimes serve to challenge the positions of such narratives and representations in the global arena. When this happens, affects force tourists to question their political identities back home; they also invite labor migrants to become tourists and indigenous peoples to maneuver with state-led assimilation aspirations. In these instances, the emotional labor that goes into securing tourism is at stake, calling for ethnographers’ attention. In an era of economic austerity, increased global competitiveness, and climate crisis, affects become new commodities for an industry hungry to capitalize no longer just on geographical place or culture but on affective experiences themselves.

      In their chapter, “Naval-Gazing: The Popular Geopolitics of Affect and Maritime Heritage,” Jason Dittmer and Emma Waterton explore what it means to introduce affect into heritage and museum studies. Through a comparative study of the embodied experiences of tourists and visitors at the Pearl Harbor memorial complex (Hawai‘i) and the HMS Belfast (London), the authors explore the affective reach of maritime military heritage sites as a means of tackling the politics of war. They build on assemblage theory and a focus on the materiality of ships and other objects of naval heritage to show how visitors at these sites are invited to make conscious choices about the physical spaces in which they stand and the kind of knowledge they take in about the horrors of war. Motivated by narratives and “affects of innocence,” tourist practices in these naval museums “facilitate the perpetuation of militarism within their respective societies” by detaching sites and objects from the violent purposes they once served. Dittmer and Waterton’s work suggests that it is through the process of naturalizing particular positive affects in relation to place (whether spaces of war, conflict, disaster, or otherwise) and materiality, which memorial complexes such as these help to create, that the geopolitical nature of tourism is best foregrounded.

      Also focusing on heritage and the space of the museum as a site of ethnographic research, ﻿Jamie Gillen’s chapter, “Troubling Self and Other at the Hanoi Hilton: Recasting Geopolitical Identity in Tourism,” examines affective tourist reactions at the Hoa Lo Prison Museum in Hanoi, Vietnam, to demonstrate how the museum has become a geopolitical space mediated by troubled constructions of what it means to be American. Through a combination of autoethnography, ethnographic observation, and media text analysis, Gillen demonstrates how touristic subjectivity becomes rearticulated through situated attachments to history, memory, and the ways in which war is reimagined in museum spaces in postwar states. Starting with the realization of political uncertainty, Gillen explores how holidays to highly political geographical locations such as Vietnam and, in particular, visits to sites such as former prisons in those countries, serve to make citizens aware of existing limits in the exercise of their political identities. The journeys of American tourists to Vietnam (Gillen himself included) become a swift awakening into global politics, their visits to museums a forced interrogation into their political identities back home. At tourist sites such as the Hanoi Hilton, it is the “everydayness” of identity building that become a decisive articulating factor for political consciousness and practice. It is through this everydayness, as Gillen calls it, that tourism becomes geopoliticized.

      Focused on the uneven mobilities of bodies across borders and geographical space, Tani Sebro and Jordan Hallbauer’s chapter, “Tourism Otherwise? The Touristic Mobilities of South-South Travel” offers a comparative analysis of the performative role of tourism’s affects as a political tool in the militarized transborder regions of Thailand-Myanmar in Asia and Costa Rica-Nicaragua in Central America. The chapter offers a rich comparative analysis of South-to-South tourist and labor mobilities, contributing to a field of knowledge production usually exclusively focused on South-to-North or North-to-North migrations. ﻿Sebro and Hallbauer discuss what happens when service workers become tourists for medical, familial, or spiritual reasons, collapsing stereotypical categories of work and leisure in a way that reorganizes geopolitical tensions between the countries involved. Through vivid ethnographic accounts, they show how the affect-oriented practices of Tai (Shan) migrants from the Shan State in Myanmar and Nicaraguans traveling to Costa Rica both help to refine ideas of what an exile nation is and to counter ingrained racial stereotypes. The authors unpack how migrant bodies, normally excluded from tourism state campaigns, might be actually engaging in “tourism otherwise, or forms of travel that galvanize bonds toward safer and more livable geopolitical futures.” They demonstrate this by privileging in their analysis the experiences of laboring bodies as tourist subjects and by emphasizing the shortcomings of mainstream stereotypical representations of ethnic groups as violent bodies.

      Attention to affect is fundamental to questioning hegemonic representations of colonial landscapes and female bodies resulting from the naturalization of imperialist geopolitical gazing, particularly in geographies of the Global South. The naturalization of a given order of things by recourse to normative positive affects is salient beyond museums, mausoleums, heritage, and migratory debates. It is evident, for example, in the cultural tourist promotion of marginalized, rural, poor, and/or indigenous communities around the world, who are commonly imagined and represented as “fearful threatening others” (Radcliffe 2007). In many places, these emotionally charged representations of “otherness” have translated into uneven development policies of land distribution, land enclosure, and planning and still inform everyday corporeal tourist (dis)encounters on the ground.

      In her chapter, “Gendered Touristic Securitisation: The View from Guatemala,” Sarah Becklake shows how internationalized gendered tourist representations and narratives about the Global South as a threatening “other” are strategically mobilized by international agencies, states, citizens, and tourists themselves so as to create situated safe spaces (or “bubbles”) for international tourists in urban spaces across Latin America. Building on evidence from Guatemala, Becklake reflects on how the production of safe spaces for international tourists serves to secure tourism flows of capital accumulation at a global scale while rendering quotidian poverty, violence, and gender discrimination fully invisible. These practices are part of larger “webs” of international relations that should be considered in the understanding of tourism dynamics in Guatemala and beyond. Paying attention to how fear and touristic securitization are enacted, spatialized, embodied, and/or differentially experienced by Guatemalans and Western tourists in Guatemala City, her chapter shows how “disciplined” everyday tourist encounters produce new gendered performances and geopolitical(ly) gendered subjectivities that become, once again, generative of differential modes of governance at the global, national, regional, and urban scales.

      Reclaiming the role of the regional as a meaningful geographical and political scale in the understanding of tourism geopolitics, ﻿M. Bianet Castellanos and Matilde Córdoba Azcárate’s chapter, “Guardians of Tradition: The Popular Geopolitics of Maya Women on Tour,” questions the ways in which state-led popular tourism representations of Maya women in the media contribute to “flatten[ing] geographical space”—that is, to forging uniform regional and local landscapes as well as reifying cultural difference for the benefit of global consumption. Through a historical analysis of official tourist representations of ﻿Indigenous bodies in the ﻿Yucatán Peninsula, Mexico, the authors show the state’s overreliance on stereotypical and emotionally charged representations of women’s bodies as archaeological ruins, the space of the rural village, and/or as brown bodies put back to work in once-productive spaces now repurposed for tourism. These tourism representations depict ﻿Indigenous women along nostalgic and emotional interpretations of women as nature (irrational, passive, and open for extraction). The representations also politicize their bodies in line with well-known Western-centric dichotomies (North/South, rich/poor, reason/emotion) for the global market. Often, this is done in concert with ﻿Indigenous women themselves who, confronted with a lack of other viable economic prospects, see state-led tourism as the only path forward. The authors make clear how, in the public and gated spaces of urban tourist destinations such as ﻿Cancún, the flattening of space happens through the folklorization of dress and manners of ﻿Indigenous service workers; in more rural areas, meanwhile, it takes place through recourse to global discourses and imaginaries of ﻿Indigenous women as entrepreneurs and businesswomen.

      Although not part of this section, the afterword to this volume, “On the Rage of Women from Small Places,” strongly gravitates around affects. Its author, Vernadette Vicuña Gonzalez, situates political agency in affects themselves. Gonzalez shows us how geopolitical imperialist policy and practice, such as the depiction of islands in the Pacific as small places in the global geopolitical tableau, result in embodied and heated realities for those who are forced to inhabit these places as if they were only incarnations of imperialist representation. Discussing seminal texts of feminist postcolonial writers Jamaica Kinkaid and Haunani Kai-Trask together with her own interest in tourism as a political project of empire building in the Pacific, Gonzalez first outlines the centrality of tourism policy, planning, and practice in reproducing an imperialist logic. She then discusses the power of cultural forces on the ground to counteract such representations, and hence, to reveal the power they can gather to alter geopolitical imagination from below. This power, as she describes it, emanates from the anger and rage against the recognition of old forms of oppression exemplified in contemporary mainstream tourism practices as well as in academic discourses about tourism encounters. Calling for an end to such positive affects and narratives about tourism is a first step toward the reimagination of tourist theory and practice. Gonzalez invites readers to mobilize affects toward more inclusive tourism planning, an affective and effective opening that should matter to all.
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        Naval-Gazing

        The Popular Geopolitics of Affect and Maritime Heritage

        Jason Dittmer and Emma Waterton

      
      
        Introduction

        The light cruiser HMS Belfast was launched in 1938 as part of a ﻿great power struggle between the British, Japanese, and Americans for naval supremacy in the Pacific Ocean. The ship did not make it to the Pacific until much later, however, as the outbreak of war in Europe meant it became embroiled in battles with the German fleet and in Arctic convoy duty. In 1950 HMS Belfast finally engaged in conflict in the Pacific, only by then the war concerned was not imperial conflict with the Japanese but instead an anticommunist campaign in Korea, part of the global ideological struggle known as the Cold War. After a subsequent period in the Royal Naval Reserve, the ship was docked on the south bank of the Thames, with Tower Bridge as a scenic backdrop, and turned into a floating piece of naval heritage under the ownership of the HMS Belfast Trust. After financial difficulties, it was turned over to the administration of the Imperial War Museums in 1978.

        As one of the authors (Dittmer) toured the heart of HMS Belfast, he happened upon a traditional museum exhibition, titled HMS Belfast—A Happy Ship, 1938–1962. The exhibit was located just past the mechanism that drew shells from the bowels of the ship to be loaded into the main turrets, but before the torpedo on display toward the stern. The exhibition emphasized the everyday life of sailors on board (and the reputation of HMS Belfast’s sailors as a particularly good-natured crew) rather than the politics of either World War II or the Korean War. This shift from a narrative of conflict (and politics) to the affect of experience (of past sailors, or of today’s tourists) is something we have documented elsewhere, noting that museums of military heritage attempt to redirect attention from the colonial or imperial impetus that often stands behind their heritage objects by emphasizing the camaraderie and experience of the sailors and soldiers involved (Dittmer and Waterton 2016). In this chapter, we focus on naval heritage and the affordances that are produced through the materiality of ships and other naval objects. In other words, we argue that ships are heritage objects in which visitors’ bodies can be fully encompassed, providing a unique affective opportunity. Therefore, the circulation of tourists’ and other visitors’ bodies through these heritage sites is part of a larger geopolitical assemblage that shapes subjectivities—linking practices of tourism and geopolitics in a close, embodied relation (Lisle 2016).

        We argue that narratives and affects of innocence are produced in naval museums that attempt to create attachments between visitors with ships while detaching those ships from their original, violent purposes, facilitating the perpetuation of militarism within their respective societies. We begin by outlining our theoretical framework, assemblage theory, and looking at the ways in which visitors are enrolled in the naval heritage assemblage. We then explore two different sites of naval heritage: the aforementioned HMS Belfast and the Battleship Missouri Memorial at Pearl Harbor. We believe both case studies speak to our concern with innocence and empire, but in very different ways. HMS Belfast emphasizes daily life on board ship, largely (but not completely) abstracted from the wars its sailors fought. The Battleship Missouri Memorial, by contrast, emphasizes American victimhood and the country’s righteous use of technology to avenge the surprise attack on Pearl Harbor.

      
      
        Geopolitics, Assemblage, and Affect

        Popular geopolitics has recently attempted to theorize a geopolitics of the everyday (Dittmer and Gray 2010), in which everyday microscaled practices produce a field of force relations from which macroscaled geopolitical relations emerge. This foregrounding of everyday people and things is derived from recent work in geography that highlights space—and consequently power—as emergent, relational, and contextual (Dittmer 2014; Jones 2009). We use the language of affect and assemblage to highlight how the social and the material are not opposed to each other but instead are constantly recomposed through intra-actions (Anderson et al. 2012; Squire 2015).

        This mode of thought conceives of social reality as composed—at least in part—of assemblages of heterogeneous elements that are not related functionally to the assemblages they compose. Rather, elements can be important (or tangential) to a wide range of assemblages simultaneously and indeed can serve as points of connection between otherwise distinct assemblages. Assemblages are therefore open systems, always in relation to a wider context that shapes their current state. Because those contexts are in flux, and assemblages are open systems, they are constantly becoming-otherwise, at a range of spatiotemporal scales.1 This may take the form of a gradual change, or it may take the form of transformation or even the dissolution of the assemblage. Assemblage is a useful framework for thinking about the geopolitics of tourism because it allows for a trans-scalar analysis that links together individual tourist bodies with the politics of “larger” assemblages: the exhibition, the museum, the state.

        Assemblage theory also foregrounds affect to help link together geopolitics and tourism. “Affect” describes the difference that being in relation makes. Elements of an assemblage may have material or other properties, but it is in their coming together that capacities emerge—first and foremost, the capacity to affect and be affected. With regard to naval heritage, we can think about this in terms of the museum assemblage: a temporary coming together of the ship, its exhibitions, the technologies that mediate information about the ship and its past, and, of course, the visitors themselves (Waterton and Dittmer 2014). The ship may be decades or even centuries old; for their part, the exhibits may rotate or be refreshed over a period of years. Visitors are likely to be on board for only a few hours, but they bring with them their own histories and sensibilities, producing unique—yet socially informed—encounters. The museum assemblage is constantly becoming-otherwise, as visitors come and go, as the tides rise and fall, as the weather turns, and as curatorial strategies change. While every component of the assemblage is affected by the others in some way—such as shin bruises on a new volunteer, or rust on the ship from the salty sea—the focus of attention for those interested in popular geopolitics is likely to be subject formation among those visiting the museum (Dittmer and Waterton 2019). In other words, how do they feel about the things they encounter, and how do they become-otherwise as a result of that experience?

        Of interest to us is how assemblage approaches emphasize the political subject as always embodied. That is, the political subject is not a preexisting Cartesian subject (“I think, therefore I am”) but rather a Deleuzean subject: a multiplicity, including both the actualized subject and the virtual possibilities that might be brought out in different contexts (Protevi 2009). The body is not an immutable materiality either, as bodies can be cultivated in various ways—through the micropolitics of the self or by institutions engaging in biopolitics. Part and parcel of the pliability of the body is the wide range of potential human sensibilities—that is, the various thresholds of perception that are within the range of biological possibility but require cultivation. As an example, people might not perceive the homeless as anything but background noise when they move through the city; this is, for most, not a question of biological potential but of sociocultural cultivation. The question of how or if the homeless are perceived is obviously a political one, which is likely to impact on an individual’s political subjectivity. ﻿Apropos of our chapter, the same could be said for war and its human costs (Bacevich 2013; Bernazzoli and Flint 2009). The naval museums discussed in this chapter can thus be seen as institutions that attempt to produce certain political subjectivities among those who visit, but there is always an excess of potentialities within an assemblage that is impossible to govern definitively.

      
      
        Assemblages of Heritage and Haunting

        The relations of assemblage have thus far been discussed in very local, tangible ways: a specific visitor boards a ship and encounters the museum infrastructure. However, the relations that compose an assemblage can stretch far in time and space (Callon and Law 2004). Force relations (that is, the material dimension of power relations) can manifest themselves despite their materialities being far-flung or seemingly absent. These absent presences can loom large in terms of their agency: “Social relations are performed not only around what is there but sometimes also around the presence of what is not” (﻿Heatherington 2004, 159﻿; emphasis in original). We can think about various elements of an assemblage that are present but not material: ghostly presences that haunt events. In terms of geopolitical assemblages, like the heritage sites under consideration here, the past itself is one of these absent presences. Scholars of assemblage approaches see space and power as emergent from relations, foregrounding the ambiguous in-betweenness of haunting, with absence referred to as an “ambiguous materiality” or an “immaterial thing” (Bille 2010, 179; see also Miller and Del Casino 2018).

        The “present” therefore becomes a multivalent word: as a noun it refers to the “now” of human experience, but as a verb it refers to the process through which something is rendered spatially and temporally proximate (as in a present-ation). That is, work must be done to render the absent present. Heritage studies can thus be understood as a field concerned with precisely these processes. Among those who study heritage, it has long been known that the past is political, with certain pasts conjured up and made present while others are occluded (see Hall 1999). It is possible, then, to think about the present-present and the absent-present not as actualized in proximity, but as in relation, nevertheless.

        Thinking in this way, we can see the temporal present as itself an absence, partially filled with a range of actual entities (bodies, objects, materials) and with pasts and futures that have been performed into relation with the rest, such that force relations are emergent (Meehan, Shaw, and Marston 2013). Geography has a sustained engagement with the past, in part because of how it has been assumed to be present in material ways (e.g., the concept of the palimpsest—Darby 1953) by people working in historical and cultural geography, and even fields like climate science (in, for instance, ice cores). Hill (2015, 420) argues that geographers ought to think about the past in ways pioneered by symmetrical archaeology, where time “both passes and does not pass.” By avoiding a binary divide between both past/present and absent/present, researchers in this tradition seek “to uncover pleats and folds in the fabric of time” (﻿420).

        Archaeology has, of course, long been concerned with human remains in a way that historical geography has generally not (but see McGeachan 2014). The heritage sites at the center of this chapter are haunted by bodies—of sailors who died on duty, of those they killed, and of those who lived through conflicts but have since receded from public consciousness. Museum curators rely on a range of techniques and technologies to warp, fold, and pleat time to present these past sailors in the space of the ship, manifesting a complex geopolitics of presence and absence. It is to these techniques and technologies of “present-ing” some naval heritage, while occluding others, that we now turn—after a brief discussion of our methodology.

      
      
        A Methodological Note

        Our fieldwork was undertaken at HMS Belfast by one author (Dittmer) with a research assistant across a ten-month period (October 2016 to July 2017), and at the Battleship Missouri Memorial by the second author (Waterton) over a two-week period in July 2012. Methodologically, the research drew from four distinct approaches: ethnography, discourse analysis, semistructured interviews, and social surveys. This mixing of methods allowed us to grapple with the concept of affect and a body’s capacity to be affected and affect others in a way that might get us around what Waterton and Watson (2015, 101) have called the “empirical problem of affect,” which is to say that it is a concept that is very difficult to get at, pin down, or capture methodologically. As the previous section makes clear, we are concerned with the way people experience the world in everyday contexts, as embodied subjects that operate with a full range of senses and experiences that register personally but also as projected feelings in social and interpersonal space. As such, our ethnographies were perhaps the most critical mode of research, generating research material in situ that is useful for identifying direct evidence of affective and emotional registers. We employed this approach at both sites, taking note of visitor movements and expressions as well as of our own encounters. These ethnographies allowed us to develop an understanding of how the physicality of ships works to shape visitors’ encounters and reactions and to imbue them with meaning.

        Some of what we were interested in, however, lay beyond our reach, and so we adopted approaches that might provide proxy indicators of affect as well. Here we undertook a discourse analysis of interpretative material associated with each case-study area, including that produced by tourism operators. Material intended for both domestic and international visitor consumption was included, such as tourism brochures, advertising material, visual imagery, postcards, websites, and marketing paraphernalia. This provided us with a sense of the statements and prompts provided to visitors before and during their visit. Second, in-depth interviews were conducted with staff working at each site, including the exhibitions manager for HMS Belfast, Lucy Tindle, and a senior tour guide on the Battleship Missouri Memorial. Our intention was to unearth details regarding the ambitions and motivations of each interpretive strategy. These interviews were recorded on MP3 digital devices and later transcribed, coded, and analyzed (key themes were identified and linked to our field notes). Our final approach, undertaken at the Missouri Memorial only, was to undertake a series of in-depth semistructured surveys with thirty-three visitors. These participants have been anonymized to preserve confidentiality.

      
      
        HMS Belfast

        
          ﻿Audiovisual Technologies

          On HMS Belfast, visitors’ senses are engaged through a variety of techniques aimed at affectively linking them to the sailors of the past. Virtually every visitor walks with an ﻿Acoustiguide hanging around his or her neck. Free with the price of admission, this audio guide is a key technology for mediating the ship to visitors and is shaped like a full-size cordless telephone, with a small video screen beneath the speaker. The Acoustiguide contains over an hour’s worth of content in nine different languages (the length of the content depends on the language), doled out to visitors in whatever order they wish. In this way it functions as a kind of protocol, bridging the linguistic gap between a range of foreign visitors and HMS Belfast, enabling meaningful relations of assemblage to form (Dittmer 2017). There is also a different set of content for children, which adapts the ship and its narrative for an audience that is less attuned to war. Thirty-two numbered symbols on interpretation panels are located throughout the ship, providing the link between the space occupied by the visitor and the augmented reality offered by the Acoustiguide technology.

          The augmentation of reality is done by overlaying the present with traces of the past, rendered sensible through the Acoustiguide. Once a number is punched into the device, images from the Imperial War ﻿Museums’ archives are conjured up on the screen, showing the ship’s compartments as they were during its extended period of service. These images are supplemented by a spoken description of the compartment and sailors’ activities within that space. The everyday onboard experience is thus presented in the physical space occupied by the visitor. This is pushed further by the inclusion of oral histories by veterans of HMS Belfast, who can be heard recounting their memories of life on board, or of specific incidents linked to specific spaces, allowing the past to haunt the present. As exhibitions manager Lucy Tindle describes them, these stories are “someone’s first day working on board, what their responsibilities were, funny stories, things that happened, and sometimes there might be a couple of people kind of talking about the same topic.” In foregrounding the everyday, the politics of war recedes.

          While the men of HMS Belfast are rendered present through the aural haunting of the spaces, a more material present-ing is also at work. This comes in the form of approximately sixty mannequins distributed at key sites throughout the ship, posed in positions that are meant to enliven the spaces and show how they were used by the crew. The mannequins were inherited by the Imperial War Museums with the ship itself, with some of them evidently dating back to the ship’s original conversion into a museum in 1971. They are made of fiberglass resin and generally look lifelike, albeit not as lifelike as more modern mannequins. Indeed, because some of them are quite deteriorated, the Imperial War Museums staff have begun cycling them out and focusing the remaining ones in spaces where “their role is to make the ship feel like there’s a crew on board” (Tindle, interview), such as the mess decks (which are strung with hammocks in which sailors would have slept—see fig. 6.1).

          
            [image: ]

            Figure 6.1. The mess decks on board HMS Belfast. Photo by Jason Dittmer.

          
          At times, the aural and the visual fold into one another, as sounds are piped into specific compartments. For instance, in the galley, the mannequins are frozen in the act of preparing meals for the crew, while sounds of cooking are in the air. In a similar vein—if somewhat more creepily—the mess decks (curated to resemble HMS Belfast’s period of Arctic convoy duty) have a taxidermized cat in a hammock, representing Frankenstein, the ship’s cat (the cat on display is not, apparently, the original cat). The sound of male conviviality is piped into this room, animating the otherwise dead space. The combination can prove uncanny, despite the decrepitude of some of the mannequins/taxidermy, as can be seen in this excerpt from Dittmer’s field diary:

          
            As I stepped into the cabin, I had to look down at the floor to avoid tripping over the lip of the doorway. A shrill sound pierced the low murmur of the Belfast’s visitors in the gangway, startling me and almost making me trip. I look up to see a mannequin in a reclined dentist’s chair, with another mannequin leaning over his mouth holding a drill. The piercing sound is indeed the drill at work (or a simulation thereof), and now I notice that behind it is the sound of a man groaning—presumably the patient. My immediate association is with other places where I have seen mannequins engaged in dentistry—most of which are medieval or similarly rustic in nature.

          

          Together, the mannequins and audio manage to create a doubling, in which the past and the present are made to coincide. While the technologies are certainly lo-fi, they nevertheless generate an affective haunting.

        
        
          The Smell of Home

          One particularly potent affective technique of rendering the light cruiser and the men aboard her as “innocent” and beyond politics is to invoke the idea of the ship as home. This depoliticizing maneuver has already been seen in the above references to the so-called Happy Ship, cooking meals, and Frankenstein, the ship’s cat. However, another important way to make this sensible—and therefore affective—to visitors lies in the deployment of oil burners in key sites to produce smells tailored to that space. As Lucy Tindle describes the strategy, “We’ve got about two dozen smells. They change a lot. Some of them are much more subtle than others. We have things like apple pie in the galley, tobacco in the mess decks, the smell of oil in the engine room, things like that. Smells trigger memories.”

          Later in the interview, Tindle specifically links the use of evocative smells to the conjuring forth of “home” for visitors:

          
            Dittmer: At one point you said that smells trigger memories. But presumably most of the people who visit have no memories [of being on board] . . .

            Tindle: But then imagine the smell of bacon reminds you of being home, or in a nice warm kitchen, but those smells can also be associated with it in a place that is alien to you, but which was the home of somebody else. So it’s creating those links, those things that are really familiar to you in a location that isn’t, to try to convey that this was a home for people.

          

          As is clear from this exchange, the production of artificial smells is part of a larger strategy of manipulating affect to produce affinities between contemporary visitors and the sailors of HMS Belfast (Dann and Jacobsen 2003). Whereas the audiovisual techniques directly conjure the past into the present, producing collisions that are political in nature, here we can see a more indirect technique, in which the visitors’ own pasts are evoked as somatic markers (Connolly 2002) by the smell of bread and other “domestic” olfactory reflexes.

          The smells, sounds, and mannequins come together to produce an acute affective atmosphere that shapes visitors’ behavior (see Tucker and Shelton 2018). This is demonstrated in the following excerpt from the research assistant’s field diary:

          
            I’ve been in the sick bay for twenty minutes. The smell of chemicals is in the air; There are four beds, some with mannequins, and one operating table, on which a bloody patient is being operated on by a doctor-mannequin (with the assistance of an anesthetist-mannequin). The sound of mechanical breathing—the anesthesia being administered—fills the air. Visitors say things like “too scary in here,” “how is he breathing?,” and “it’s probably just paint I hope.” Many people take photos of this scene and, unlike in many of the other rooms, nobody laughs at the mannequins.

          

          The surgery in the sick bay is indeed one of the more sober sites on board, as it reminds visitors of the bodily vulnerability of the men on board. The martial purpose of the ship is never entirely hidden.

        
        
          Peopling War

          Of course, it would be a mistake to imagine that HMS Belfast is curated solely as a living space and not as a weapon of war. There are plenty of displays devoted to the military technologies deployed on board, and also to the specific engagements in which the ship was involved. For instance, the “Gun Turret Experience”—located in the Y-turret (the large cannons at the stern of the ship, facing east)—simulates what it would have been like to be in the vicinity of the ship’s ﻿six-inch guns during the Battle of the North Cape. Inside the turret, video is projected onto the walls and ceiling of the otherwise dark and red-lit space, telling the story of the battle﻿ in which the German battle cruiser Scharnhorst was sunk by HMS Belfast and other Royal Navy ships. At key moments, the gun lowers and then elevates again—with a heavy heartbeat effect signaling the adrenaline-laced experience of the actual sailors during battle—before “firing” twice. The firing effect is produced by a rumble plate, which produces the explosion, and by artificial smoke and the fake smell of cordite. The first-person narrator is a nameless fictional nineteen-year-old who receives orders from a voice piped into the back of the turret. The simulation ends with the sailors of HMS Belfast picking up the survivors of the Scharnhorst and toasting their dead opponents.

          While the “Gun Turret Experience” might be interpreted as a simple reenactment of military history, it too attempts to people that history. The narrator informs us that during battle, there would be twenty-seven men in the turret, working to maintain a steady rain of shells on the enemy. In the twenty viewings of the simulation conducted by Dittmer and his research assistant, the closest to that number the space ever got was twenty-four. Each time the announcement was made, visitors counted the people in the turret and assessed what it would be like for twenty-seven to be there; it was impossible not to map the embodied experience of the room onto the historical experience of the sailors in the battle. Similarly, even with a nearly empty turret, the affective power of the simulation was apparent, with children putting fingers in their ears and jumping when the guns “fired.” Visitors speaking to one another afterward indicated some uncertainty as to whether the actual guns had really moved or fired (they had not).

          The simulation shows how even in the historical/technological displays on board, the crew is pushed to the front and the visitor is encouraged to identify with the experience of war rather than the politics of war. This perpetuates the link between innocence and empire described earlier. This peopling of war is encouraged but occasionally happens in ways that foreground the victims of militarism. For instance, another way in which the senses are engaged is through suggested viewpoints for photos, with encouragement to post these photos on the ﻿internet (fig. 6.2). Here visitors’ sensibilities are aligned with the “official” narratives of HMS Belfast and projected into the wider assemblages of social media. One favorite “viewpoint” of visitors is the gun sight on the flag deck, which was used to train the main guns on enemies like Scharnhorst. However, the current location of HMS Belfast on the south bank of the Thames means that, from almost any angle, the sight is a magnified view through office windows: people standing at the copier, working at their desk, chatting over coffee. The initial humor at this illicit view gives way, quickly, to horror as the implications become clear. The hard-earned innocence of the Happy Ship dissolves as the point of all the guns—and the human cost—is foregrounded. An assemblage approach to HMS Belfast requires us to be attentive to the way the ship enters into relations with the surrounding city, providing unexpected affective potentials for those who visit.
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            Figure 6.2. Viewpoints on board HMS Belfast. Photo by Jason Dittmer.

          
        
      
      
        USS Missouri

        Pearl Harbor is associated with the surprise attack on the U.S. Pacific fleet at its moorings in 1941, which brought America into World War II. On Sunday, December 7, just before ﻿8:00 a.m., 183 Japanese fighters and torpedo bombers descended on 185 vessels of the U.S. Navy, including eight battleships clustered together in an area of the harbor that has since become known as “Battleship Row.” Two of those battleships never returned to service: the Oklahoma capsized and the Arizona exploded, sinking in under nine minutes. The complex began operating as a memorial site just over twenty years later, when the Arizona Memorial was first opened to the public in 1962. Initially operated by the U.S. Navy, this early iteration of the site as a place of tourism revolved around water transportation that ferried visitors between the shoreline and the memorial. A visitor center was formally opened in 1980 (and redeveloped in 2010), at which time the navy handed over management of the site to the National Park Service (NPS), though it retains control over the water transportation. Shortly thereafter, in ﻿1980, USS Bowfin arrived, a Balao-class fleet submarine nicknamed the “Pearl Harbor Avenger” (Yaguchi 2005); today, it forms part of the Bowfin Submarine Museum and Park, which opened to the public in 1987. In 1999﻿ the battleship USS Missouri—launched just six years after HMS Belfast, in 1944, and then decommissioned in 1992 and struck from the Naval Vessel Register in 1995—was donated to the museum complex and opened as the Battleship Missouri Memorial. It is this memorial that is our focus.

        
          Machinic Bodies

          Visitors to the Battleship Missouri Memorial (henceforth the Missouri) are invited to partake in a number of interpretive strategies. These include two guided tours: a thirty-five-minute free tour (included with every ticket) and an optional ninety-minute tour that takes visitors to the “heart of the Missouri.” There is also the option of undertaking a self-guided tour equipped with a map and onboard information panels, or the Pearl Harbor Virtual Reality (VR) tour with VR viewers that allow﻿ visitors to immerse themselves on the decks of USS Missouri, USS Arizona, and the Arizona Memorial.2 At the time of our fieldwork, as with HMS Belfast, there was also an Acoustiguide detailing over a hundred “stops” delivered in five languages: English, Spanish, Japanese, Chinese, and Korean. The Acoustiguide was discontinued in 2019.

          Most visitors to the Missouri spend their time roaming the limited areas of the battleship that are open to the public, above and below deck. Whether they are guided or choose to self-guide, visitors are immediately invited to engage with the materiality of the ship via its technical characteristics. The politics of war are therefore masked by an overwhelming focus on the ship itself: its size, weight, speed, power, armament, armor, range, decks, turrets, displacement, and so forth. Unlike HMS Belfast, there are no mannequins or audio recordings on board; nor are there many deliberate attempts to engineer affective responses via the use of sounds or smells, with the exception of a recent immersive audio installation providing the voices of active sailors that has been integrated into the ship’s newly restored Navigation Bridge.3 Some of the rooms on board contain personal items (uniforms, military paraphernalia, and so forth), and there is the occasional original photograph embedded in an infrequently encountered interpretation board. Visitors might also stumble across a painting created by one of the Missouri’s sailors. But, aside from these minimal intrusions, visitors for the most part wander around a vessel that is significantly less interpreted in comparison to HMS Belfast.

          The ship is overwhelmingly gray. This is at odds with the color and flair that first greets visitors upon arriving at the memorial, where, when disembarking the free shuttle bus that runs between the Visitor Center, the Missouri, and the Pacific Aviation Museum, they are greeted with a corridor of fluttering American flags and the feeling of fanfare. Without any accompanying context or explanation once on board, the horrors of war become abstracted for visitors by the extraordinary and abiding presence of the ship itself. This sense of abstraction has a palpable impact on the reactions and performances of visitors, at least in certain areas of the ship, such as in front of the ﻿sixteen-inch naval guns housed in ﻿three-gun turrets on the ship’s foredeck (see fig. 6.3). This area of the ship is a hub of visitor activity. It is the first place to which tourists are directed upon coming on board and is thus a popular place for groups to gather, hoping to capture a photograph of the ship’s now iconic armory. Visitors cross from port to starboard and back again, peering into the distance, over the sides, and up toward the bridge of the ship. The vessel feels alive and powerful, with polished teak decking, gleaming surfaces, and the buzz of visitor excitement. During Waterton’s time on board, visitors seemed very responsive to this technical foregrounding, particularly to the ship’s firepower, and could be heard using phrases such as “Wow, impressive guns!,” “This is really neat,” “Awesome!,” and “It’s so cool.”
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            Figure 6.3 The ﻿main deck on board USS Missouri. Photo by Emma Waterton.

          
          Attempts to “inspire” visitors occur through repeated visual references to the battleship’s power and a strict adherence to military nomenclature. The available interpretation carefully documents the technical capabilities of the ship in terms that can only impress: its guns can be compared in weight to that of a space shuttle or a 747 aircraft, and its armor-piercing shells are the size of a Volkswagen Beetle, but with frightening firing precision. As one visitor put it: “I am in wonderment and awe at how large and powerful the ship is” (ME11), and another: “You just think about, yes, what it must have been like to be underway on a ship like this” (ME16). The senior tour guide we interviewed went further, stating, “I particularly liked watching the reactions of small children when they . . . see the guns and are just overwhelmed by the physical size of the ship.”

          Once ﻿belowdecks, these military capabilities are immediately juxtaposed with tidy but small bunks, medical quarters, empty mess halls, strings of offices, a post office, a dentist’s office, a bakery, and other compartments of the ship that speak to the ordinary and mundane. In between are bleak interior passageways, bookended by steep ladders and adorned with machinery, hatches, steam ducts, and piping. Collectively, these references do not easily give way to reflections on the inevitably destructive powers of the battleship and the concomitant devastation of American imperialism. Rather, the sheer materiality of the ship, devoid of more complex interpretations, seems to prompt visitors to ask rather less political questions, such as the following: what does it take to move something so huge, and how does it fire with such accuracy? The function and meaning of the ship’s weapons, dependent as they are in these moments of encounter on their abstraction and repurposing as part of a naval museum, are changed from something designed and developed to propel high-capacity, lethal projectiles into something rather more harmless—“neat” and “awesome” museum displays. The bodies of those who pass through are likewise transformed. The somber quiet that takes hold at the Arizona Memorial is replaced by less potent feelings of interest and fascination, aspects of tourism that link the cognitive with the affective and emotional registers of enjoyment and recreation. While in other parts of the memorial visitors pay deference to those that lost their lives, here that deference is aimed at the battleship itself and the touristic pleasures it affords.

        
      
      
        A Moral Time: Foregrounding Valour on Board

        In the case of the Missouri Memorial, processes of abstraction occur not only in terms of the textures of life on board (or lack thereof), which are more or less reduced to technical characteristics, but also in the historical framing of the ship itself. Everything is reduced to the battleship (as a technical wonder) and World War II, despite the Missouri’s involvement in the Korean War and its reactivation during the Gulf War in 1991. This is unlike HMS Belfast, which allows visitors to contemplate more than one campaign. Indeed, the wider memorial complex at Pearl Harbor “begins” its interpretative narrative with America’s entry into the war, primarily told through USS Arizona and USS Bowfin, and “ends” with the signing of the Japanese Instrument of Surrender on the deck of the Missouri. On board, this period is truncated further, culminating in a two-year period that extends from 1943 to 1945, with the ship, not unlike HMS Belfast’s “Happy Ship” narrative, tasked with representing “the good war” (Polenberg 1992; White 2016). The resultant memories thus work to propagate particular perceptions not only of America’s involvement and conduct in World War II but also of its broader geopolitical relations in the region. The country’s conduct both before and after the war is overshadowed by the conflict itself, and thus there is little to no space allowed for reflections on the consequences of those relations. For example, the onboard interpretation gives little substance to the idea that America was and is an “imperial formation” (Stoler 2006), a fact that ought to be far more palpable given the Missouri’s location in Hawai‘i, which was annexed in 1898 following the U.S.-backed overthrow of the Hawaiian monarchy in 1893 (Vicuña Gonzalez 2017). Likewise, no reference is made to the heavily polluted waters of the harbor, which can be directly attributed to leaking fuel and chemical waste from nearby military vessels (Teaiwa 2016). Instead, visitors are encouraged to hook into tropes that have become far more familiar when referencing Pearl Harbor and its related collective memories, and which emerged from our thematic analysis of the representational landscape that surrounds the naval base: those of “innocence,” “betrayal,” “sacrifice,” and “triumph.” Here America is constructed not so much as a victim (though Japan is clearly earmarked as “the aggressor”) but as a nation that, through sacrifice, ultimately triumphed, as the senior tour guide made clear when asked about the overall meaning of the Missouri: “Well, number one, I guess the collective might of the United States and our allies, so that people understand we don’t look to start the wars.”

        Nowhere in this story is there any mention of America’s aggression pre- or post-Pearl Harbor, or of Hawai‘i as an ongoing contested territory (Vicuña Gonzalez 2013; White 2016). America’s military power is, instead, couched in terms that render it “good” and “necessary,” with the period immediately following the attack on Pearl Harbor (and the focus of the Missouri) rendered reactive or defensive (Rosenberg 2005). There are two places where the ship’s memorializing strategies connect most directly with these American national myths of innocence, glory, and valor on board. The first “place” is more accurately a reference to any number of networked places on board the Missouri that situate the visitor on deck in a bow-facing direction, where in front of them they will see the Arizona Memorial, the symbol of American innocence (see fig. 6.4).
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          Figure 6.4. The Arizona Memorial, as seen from USS Missouri. Photo by Emma Waterton.

        
        This positioning of the Missouri behind but in line with the Arizona, with its bow facing toward the memorial, is a purposeful gesture. First and foremost, it is positioned this way so as not to overshadow the memorial itself; second, when taken together, the two sites act as a visual reminder of America’s entry into World War II and the country’s decisive role in its ending; and third, the positioning of the Missouri gives the impression of a powerful vessel “watching over” the remains of the Arizona and those who are entombed within it. These intentions are not lost on visitors to the site: “People can stand here and see the beginning of the war and see the end of the war, and that emotional connection is so unique. You don’t find that anywhere else in the country. So, it’s making that emotional—it’s not just a ship and a bunch of steel. It’s what happened on this ship, and our connection to a larger story.” (ME12)

        In addition to its proximity to the Arizona Memorial, the ship’s focus on military machinery and its muscularity is also punctured by the ghostly presence of the human cost of war at the site of a kamikaze attack in 1945, captured in a black-and-white photograph by the ship’s baker, Seaman Len Schmidt. Though the story ostensibly revolves around the lost life of the nineteen-year-old Japanese pilot who purposefully flew a “Zeke” aircraft into the Missouri’s side, it is quickly overshadowed by a return to American heroics, innocence, and valor. The interpretive paneling, positioned above the impact site, provides more detail about the respect and honor granted to an enemy combatant by the American sailors on board, who, wrapping the pilot’s body in a Japanese flag, performed a burial at sea. An opportunity to grapple with the politics of war unspools into an inspirational encounter: “Ron [a Missouri tour guide] gave us an example of the kamikaze plane and where it came in from and where it hit, and how they made a flag and draped it over the body—you know, so that made it more personal, to hear stories like that, that you would never have read in your history books in school.” (ME5)

        As a battleship, the Missouri and the armament on board were, of course, responsible for bombardments on various parts of the Japanese mainland in the days both immediately before and after the kamikaze crash. However, the focus on the specifics of actions taken in response to the kamikaze crash serves to minimize a broader consideration of injuries inflicted by the Missouri itself, prompting visitors to deal with and remember a very particular encounter, one that has been morally cleansed and thus does not risk transgressing the boundary between “aggressor” and “defender.”

      
      
        Conclusions

        This chapter contributes to a growing literature in heritage and museum studies aimed at understanding the specific contribution of ships to tourist experience, characterized by the emergence of an interest in slave, Viking, and convict ships specifically (see Peters and Turner 2017). Less frequently explored are naval museums that attempt to create attachments between tourists and ships in an effort to tackle the politics of war. Taking up such a focus, this chapter forms part of a broader project that uses assemblage theory to connect heritage tourism with the field of geopolitics. The common link between these two fields is the body, which affects and is affected by the materials of military heritage (Dittmer and Waterton 2016, 2017, 2019; Waterton and Dittmer 2014). In this chapter, we highlighted the liveliness not only of visitors’ bodies but also of those that are being commemorated: the dead. It may seem paradoxical to discuss the dead as lively in this way, but this is precisely the value of our comparative approach. HMS Belfast and USS Missouri are very different ships (albeit contemporaries if we consider when they were launched), with very different histories and curatorial strategies. Whereas HMS Belfast is certainly commemorated in terms of its success in battle—especially the battle with the Scharnhorst—the greatest curatorial efforts have gone toward conjuring up the bodies of the sailors in order to narrate the Happy Ship as a domestic space, full of male conviviality. This domesticity is largely abstracted from any politics, or even particular wars. This has entailed literally putting bodies on board—whether as mannequins or in Acoustiguides or in the narration of the ﻿“Gun Turret Experience”—to present the past in a way that can render political subjects more compliant with state-led militarism.

        On board the Missouri, however, a different strategy is at work, albeit one that relies equally on bodies. There a fetishization of the ship and its military might is foregrounded, while the sailors linger in the background (not absolutely, but certainly in comparison to HMS Belfast). But this does not mean that the Missouri is not in assemblage with bodies; indeed, there are pockets on board that are thickened by a sense of haunting that is granted an additional edge given its proximity to the Arizona Memorial. The neighboring ship remains a collective gravesite, entombing the bodies of sailors who were not recoverable—an absent/present as Blair (2001) notes—with the memorial functioning “not quite as a gravestone, but not quite as a wall of the missing either” (279). Here our assemblage approach allows us to consider the affective force of these nonliving bodies in the production of political subjects amenable to state-led militarism. The unclaimed bodies of sailors killed during the surprise attack provide an innocent righteousness to the Missouri and animate its steel hull. Both ships are understandable only in relation to those—living and dead—who have clambered aboard them, either in the past or in the present.

      
      
        Notes

        
          
            1. The phrase “becoming-otherwise” is a reference to notions such as generative force and excess, and the concomitant idea that we are all equipped with differing capacities to be drawn into other possible worlds. In other words, to borrow from Colin McFarlane (2011, 653), it is an acknowledgement that there is always the potential to be “otherwise” as we move “between the actual and the possible.”

          

          
            2. The virtual tours were not available when our research took place.

          

          
            3. It should be noted that this installation was not complete at the time of our research.

          

        

      
      
        References

        
          
            Anderson, B., M. Kearnes, C. McFarlane, and D. Swanton. 2012. “On Assemblages and Geography.” Dialogues in Human Geography 2 (2): 171–89.

          

          
            Bacevich, A. 2013. The New American Militarism: How Americans Are Seduced by War. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

          

          
            Bernazzoli, R., and C. Flint. 2009. “Power, Place, and Militarism: Toward a Comparative Geographic Analysis of Militarization.” Geography Compass 3 (1): 393–411.

          

          
            Bille, M. 2010. “Seeking Providence Through Things: The Word of God Versus Black Cumin.” In An Anthropology of Absence: Materializations of Transcendence and Loss, edited by M. Bille, 167–84. Berlin: Springer.

          

          
            Blair, C. 2001. “Reflections on Criticism and Bodies: Parables from Public Places.” Western Journal of Communication 65 (3): 271–94.

          

          
            Callon, M., and J. Law. 2004. “Introduction: Absence—Presence, Circulation, and Encountering in Complex Space.” Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 22 (1): 3–11.

          

          
            Connolly, W. 2002. Neuropolitics: Thinking/Culture/Speed. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

          

          
            Dann, G., and J. K. S. Jacobsen. 2003. “Tourism Smellscapes.” Tourism Geographies 5 (1): 3–25.

          

          
            Darby, H. C. 1953. “On the Relations of Geography and History.” Transactions and Papers (Institute of British Geographers﻿) 19:1–11.

          

          
            Dittmer, J. 2014. “Geopolitical Assemblages and Complexity.” Progress in Human Geography 38 (3): 385–401.

          

          
            Dittmer, J. 2017. Diplomatic Material: Affect, Assemblage, and Foreign Policy. Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press.

          

          
            Dittmer, J., and N. Gray. 2010. “Popular Geopolitics 2.0: Towards New Methodologies of the Everyday.” Geography Compass 4 (11): 1664–77.

          

          
            Dittmer, J., and E. Waterton. 2016. “Embodied Memory at the Australian War Memorial.” In Memory, Place and Identity: Commemoration and Remembrance of War and Conflict, edited by D. Drozdzewski, S. De Nardi, and E. Waterton, 169–87. London: Routledge.

          

          
            Dittmer, J., and E. Waterton. 2017. “Affecting the Body: Cultures of Militarism at the Australian War Memorial.” In Heritage, Affect and Emotion: Politics, Practices and Infrastructures, edited by D. Tolia-Kelly, E. Waterton, and S. Watson, 47–74. London: Routledge.

          

          
            Dittmer, J., and E. Waterton. 2019. “You’ll Go ‘Home with Bruises’: Affect, Embodiment and Heritage on Board HMS Belfast.” Area 51 (4): 706–18.

          

          
            Hetherington, K. 2004. “Secondhandedness: Consumption, Disposal, and Absent Presence.” Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 22 (1): 157–73.

          

          
            Hill, L. 2015. “Human Geography and Archaeology: Strange Bedfellows?” Progress in Human Geography 39 (4): 412–31.

          

          
            Jones, M. 2009. “Phase Space: Geography, Relational Thinking, and Beyond.” Progress in Human Geography 33 (4): 487–506.

          

          
            Lisle, D. 2016. Holidays in the Danger Zone: Entanglements of War and Tourism. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

          

          
            McFarlane, C. 2011. “The City as Assemblage: Dwelling and Urban Space.” Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 29 (4): 649–71.

          

          
            McGeachan, C. 2014. “Historical Geography 1: What Remains?” Progress in Human Geography 38 (6): 824–37.

          

          
            Meehan, K., I. Shaw, and S. Marston. 2013. “Political Geographies of the Object.” Political Geography 33 (1): 1–10.

          

          
            Miller, J. C., and V. J. Del Casino Jr. 2018. “Negative Simulation, Spectacle and the Embodied Geopolitics of Tourism.” Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers 43 (4): 661–73.

          

          
            Peters, K., and J. Turner. 2017. “Journeying Towards New Methods in Prison Tourism Research: Mobilizing Penal Histories at the Convict Ship Exhibition.” In The Palgrave Handbook of Prison Tourism. Palgrave Studies in Prisons and Penology, edited by J. Wilson, S. Hodgkinson, J. Piché, and K. Walby, 631–49. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

          

          
            Polenberg, R. 1992. “The Good War? A Reappraisal of How World War II Affected American Society.” Virginia Magazine of History and Biography 100 (3): 295–322.

          

          
            Protevi, J. 2009. Political Affect: Connecting the Social and the Somatic. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

          

          
            Squire, V. 2015. “Reshaping Critical Geopolitics? The Materialist Challenge.” Review of International Studies 41 (1): 139–59.

          

          
            Stoler, A. L. 2006. “On Degrees of Imperial Sovereignty.” Public Culture 18 (1): 125–46.

          

          
            Teaiwa, T. 2016. “Reflections on Militarism, US Imperialism and American Studies.” American Quarterly 68 (3): 847–53.

          

          
            Tucker, H., and E. J. Shelton. 2018. “Tourism, Mood and Affect: Narratives of Loss and Hope.” Annals of Tourism Research 70:66–75.

          

          
            Vicuña Gonzalez, V. 2013. Securing Paradise: Tourism and Militarism in Hawai‘i and the Philippines. Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press.

          

          
            Vicuña Gonzalez, V. 2017. “Wars of Memory at Pu’uloa/Pearl Harbor.” Radical History Review 129:177–85.

          

          
            Waterton, E., and J. Dittmer. 2014. “The Museum as Assemblage: Bringing Forth Affect at the Australian War Memorial.” Museum Management and Curatorship 29 (2): 122–39.

          

          
            Waterton, E., and S. Watson. 2015. “A War Long Forgotten: Feeling the Past in an English Country Village.” Angelaki 20 (3): 89–103.

          

          
            White, G. M. 2016. Memorializing Pearl Harbor: Unfinished Histories and the Word of Remembrance. Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press.

          

          
            Yaguchi, Y. 2005. “War Memorials Across the Pacific: Japanese Visitors at the Arizona Memorial.” Comparative American Studies: An International Journal 3 (3): 345–60.

          

        

      
    
  
    
      
        7

        Troubling Self and Other at the Hanoi Hilton

        Recasting Geopolitical Identity in Tourism

        Jamie Gillen

      
      
        Introduction

        This chapter is about the theoretical intersection of tourism and geopolitics as it emerges out of a tourist’s realization that there is an unfamiliar, alien side to their geopolitical identity. Relatedly, by coming face-to-face with unknown aspects of their geopolitical identity on holiday, tourists also recognize that they are not in sole possession of the ways in which their citizenship is shaped through “otherness”—an unsettling set of moments important for clarifying the geopolitical significance of tourism. The chapter is triggered by a question asked by many American tourists upon visiting Vietnam for the first time: who am I, and why does it matter in Vietnam? This is a question that has circled around American geopolitical identity since 1963—the year the U.S. government sent their army to defend a politically democratic and sovereign South Vietnam against a Communist North Vietnam—but endures today in narratives about contemporary U.S.-Vietnam relations, including those driving the Vietnamese tourism industry.

        I take the presentation and narratives of the Hỏa Lò Prison site (or the Hanoi Hilton) as an invitation to critically address the self-other relationship as a set of complementary identities shaping the American tourist. The prison is now a popular tourist attraction that narrates a unified Vietnamese nation defending itself against the foreign incursions of an immoral and dastardly U.S. military. This overarching position and the multimedia and material evidence used to defend it makes the site a strong case study for raising questions about geopolitical identities as they unfold in tourism. Another motivation for this chapter is to show how a recalibrated self-other relationship forces guests to a locality to make uncomfortable decisions about their geopolitical identities. This point is elaborated on in the conclusion.

        In this chapter I critique conceptualizations of identity as two sides of a “coin” (which would reinforce the oppositional characteristics of an identity’s tensions) in favor of relationality among familiar and unfamiliar elements of geopolitical identity. I draw heavily on Mitch Rose’s accounting of how subjectivities are generated outside of tourists on a preconscious, external level, where the purported assurance of a known tourist self (what he calls a “pre-established interiority”) (2010, 508) betrays a side of identity that is not ours to possess (Rose 2010; see also Rose 2019). At the Hanoi Hilton, some of the significant aspects of American geopolitical identity are inchoate, as the voice registering “Americanness” there is confusing, uncomfortable, sometimes faint, yet also unquestionably a part of the American polity. This is the voice of the “other,” and it is the discovery of and responsiveness to this dimension of American geopolitical identity that the chapter wishes to consider.

        Indeed, although it is external to the tourist, Rose argues that identity’s exteriorities can be heard and that the responsiveness of the tourist to this emergent voice is as important to identity making as that which already lies “within” or is seemingly known as one’s identity. The geopolitical implications of how one’s identity is constructed out of a disquieting conversation between a pre-given self and an unfamiliar external call are at the center of this chapter’s political remit.

        Following the next section, which briefly reviews the Hanoi Hilton and the positions of American geopolitical identity within the site, the chapter turns to a discussion reconceptualizing the self-other binary in tourism studies and geopolitics. An ethnographically inspired tour of the complex follows, in which I “make audible those forces that call us into identity, i.e., that welcome us to take up identity” (Rose 2010, 508). Illustrative moments during the visit are extracted and analyzed to conjure a tourist identity at once comfortable and discomfiting. For reasons of space and the author’s American identity, the focus in what follows is on the parts of the memorial that describe how members of the American military were treated as prisoners of war (POWs) during the American-Vietnam conflict. From a geopolitics of tourism perspective, this chapter contributes to the recognition that the formation of tourist identities includes discordant voices from sources outside the comforts of home citizenship. The capacity to hear the “other’s” (Said 1978) call is in itself a political act, as there are myriad types of responses that can potentially follow. The conclusion reflects on the opportunities and limitations of thinking through the geopolitical identities of tourism.

      
      
        Touring the Hanoi Hilton

        The Hanoi Hilton, officially called the Hỏa Lò Prison, is located in downtown Hanoi, an easy walk from the neighboring tourism district of Hoàn Kiếm and a longer journey from the expatriate-dominated area of West Lake. The original prison was purportedly much larger but was reduced in the early 2000s to accommodate new, mixed-use high-rises in the neighborhood (Schwenkel 2009). It can take up to two hours to go through the entire site, although it can be done in one hour. The complex includes a large gift shop with Vietnamese art and photography books, traditional handicrafts, some clothes, and other knickknacks. There is also a commemorative space at the back of Hỏa Lò that is used for official government gatherings and can also be rented out for private use.

        Originally built by the French to house rebel Vietnamese during the colonial period, the Hỏa Lò Prison became a launchpad for revolutionary ideals and communications that helped cement an independent Vietnamese identity (Zinoman 2001). The prison complex was taken over by North Vietnam after independence from France in 1954 and then turned into a prison to serve that state’s own needs; by the late 1960s these focused on holding American prisoners of war. The most famous occupant of the war era was undoubtedly former U.S. senator John McCain, a figure whose presence there is described later in the chapter. Thus, the site depicts two aspects of its past usage: the period under French colonial rule when Vietnamese were unjustly and viciously imprisoned and during the Vietnam War, when American prisoners were subjected to a sustained period of incarceration as POWs. The victimization of the Vietnamese prisoners during the colonial era takes precedence at the museum, occupying around two-thirds of the complex. The American sections are depicted at the end of the tour.

      
      
        Geopolitical Identities of Tourism: Recasting Tourism’s Oppositions

        In tourism, geopolitical identity construction involves taking two sets of oppositions critical to tourism—home/away and self/other—and entangling them in structural forms of global power, authority, and violence. With respect to the home/away binary, there is a sense in classic versions of the tourism canon that the central motivation of the tourist is to leave their comfort zone and discover a faraway external space for leisure purposes. This depoliticized assumption leaves issues of inequality, difference, (im)mobility, and hegemony outside the realm of tourism identities, a point I seek to correct in what follows. The judgment underpinning the home/away opposition is, instead, that tourists are motivated to travel somewhere that is not “usual” (read “unusual” or “exotic”) for a limited period because they are in a financially and politically mobile position to do so. They also deem a destination to be unthreatening enough to seem “welcoming” to a foreign tourist like them, a sentiment that defangs tourism of its more geopolitically relevant underpinnings. What is lacking in this kind of thinking is an ability to understand how guests carry geopolitical assumptions about places and peoples with them on trips, and how these are deployed during visits. Moreover, we know even less about the ways in which hosts inject tourism with geopolitical narratives and practices of their own that challenge the geopolitical threads shaping the international tourist.

        In critically approaching the self-other opposition, it is important to ask tourists the following questions: Is the other (whether on a holiday or at home) something or someone external to themselves? If so, how do they arrive at this set of understandings? Under what conditions does the other appear draped in familiar clothing? In what ways is the other malleable, whether it be through national or subnational borders, through communities, or through the process of constructing difference itself? What I intend to show in offering these sets of questions is that the other exists on multiple planes and takes on varied and complicated political forms, including contradictory ones, in tourism’s host-guest relationship. Most importantly, I wish to show how “othering” is a process unfolding as much “at home”—among recognizable places, peoples, and experiences, and within oneself—as on a holiday. By looking at the familiar aspects of everyday life as politically enigmatic, I argue, we may be able to better familiarize things that may seem strange and exotic in a tourist’s imagination. This is a common and effective trick that cultural anthropologists play in their work (e.g., making the familiar strange and the strange familiar) but is often seemingly forgotten in tourism studies, perhaps due to all of the resources and emotional energies dedicated to keeping that which is foreign “different and unique” for tourists.

        In thinking about the possibility that the self and the other are two parts of geopolitical identities in tourism, I emphasize how theories driving tourism studies provide a helpful toolkit for evaluating how we create and unsettle the human aspects of a geopoliticized tourism encounter (Gillen and Mostafenezhad 2019). No longer an ephemeral joyride lying far outside the consequential things in life, I plug holidays directly into questions about what it means to be political. In making this conceptual move, I consider who has the authority to speak to and influence our own identities outside of the “normal” groups they may include in their identity making, like friends, family, state, race, gender, or age. Reflecting on what it means to generate a geopolitical identity in tourism also means facing the question of how to construct oneself as a tourist-citizen in light of the “othering” that happens to tourists by institutions, people, and experiences. My intent here is to ask tourists to put themselves in others’ shoes and, at the same time, to push them to think about what their geopolitical identities look like to people who put on their shoes. What is important about tourism’s contribution to geopolitical identity making is that it illustrates in unequivocal terms how, despite tourists’ best efforts, geopolitical identities are produced in part by forces beyond their control. Thus, I find common ground with Rose’s treatment of an identity both well-known and ghostly to tourists, where they learn during a holiday how to cope with an identity that robs them of the means to belong in their own skin (Rose 2010, 511). Part of “othering the self” involves recognizing the self in new ways (2010, 515); visiting a fraught geopolitical location like the Hanoi Hilton encourages the tourist to ask how and by what means the other (in this case, a unified Vietnam state) flips the script and “others” them, the tourist.

        The relationship between the self and the other, and the way this relationship shapes tourist identities, is charged with geopolitical values. The self-other relationality is inhabited by territorialities mirroring, but also by challenging political boundaries, sovereignties, and inequalities. Mostafanezhad and I sketch out the everyday geopolitical dimensions of tourism encounters more fully elsewhere (Gillen and Mostafanezhad 2019), but the point here is that the interaction between assumed tourist identities and those circulating outside of tourists’ control has particular geopolitical meanings deserving scrutiny. Rowen’s (2014) work, in which he considers how tourists from the People’s Republic of China influence how Taiwanese citizens think about the categories of “self” and “other” in light of a recent uptick in mainland tourist to the territory, resonates closely with what I aim to contribute to the intersection of tourism and geopolitical thought. What Rowen outlines here is a twofold recalibration of Taiwanese identity: on the one hand, with each new Chinese mainland visitor to Taiwan, Taiwanese people describe themselves as feeling less Chinese and more Taiwanese; on the other, they recognize that a significant component of their “Chineseness” has been subsumed under the stereotypical umbrella of Chinese overseas tourist behaviors and therefore lost to their control, yet irrevocably linked to their contemporary identity. A comparable set of contradictions exists surrounding American identity at a Vietnam-American war site, which I explore below.

        There is “everydayness” to these moments of identity building. I define everyday geopolitics as the ordinary tourist expressions, practices, and imaginations that establish and unsettle difference (Dittmer 2010; King 2015; Smith 2012; Williams and Boyce 2013). These encounters are “bottom-up” applications of identity and placemaking, influencing and striking back at other scales of geopolitical contact. What is often missing in tourism studies is an evaluation of how the passing, ephemeral moments between host and guest speak to the geopolitical concerns of the present. We may hear about tourists “gone wild” in the news and think about them (as we often think about tourism as a whole) as an interesting diversion from the “seriousness” of the current news cycle, but what if we look at it the other way around? What if we consider everyday encounters in tourism as generators of, rather than being peripheral to, geopolitical activities? Under these conditions, the everyday tourism encounter can be a nascent kernel into future geopolitical engagements, with host-guest encounters having the potential to be predictive of future tensions or complementarities. While my discussion of the Hanoi Hilton is rooted in past global geopolitical actions of the most violent sort, I also show in the conclusion how the site serves as a mediator for more complicated tourist geopolitical identity futures.

      
      
        The American War in Contemporary Vietnamese Perspective

        The Vietnam War is frequently characterized as an “American war,” a U.S.-centered understanding of the conflict that conceals the multifaceted experiences of the Vietnamese side (Laderman and Martini 2013; Nguyen 2017; but see Asselin 2018; Kwon 2008; and Nguyen 2012, among numerous others). It is commonly felt that the U.S. government and its people self-absorbedly linger on their own losses during the conflict, which ended in 1975, without taking into consideration the millions of casualties visited on both North and South Vietnam, to say nothing of Lao, Cambodian, Hmong, and other ethnic minorities obliterated by U.S. forces. The perpetuation of violence inflicted on Vietnamese and other Southeast Asian refugee lives after the war ended is ignored in most corners of the American psyche (see Nguyen 2017). If the dominant narrative coming out of the United States in the 1960s and 1970s was about helping the “Vietnamese” achieve “democracy” by fighting “communism,” today the question often revolves around what white, male American hegemony has lost since the Vietnam War ended.

        While I am certainly not disputing these important points, because I think they are crucial in unpacking the multilayered aspects of post-Vietnam U.S. society, critiques of American identity from “inside” America often mean that the stories created by the current ruling Vietnamese Communist Party (VCP) leadership about the war-mongering United States are lost in the shuffle. We need to evaluate how the VCP plays on and adds to American geopolitical identity, because this forces the United States to confront and implement a set of unknown identities in debates about the meanings and consequences of the incursion and its aftermath. For the purposes of this chapter, the fact that these identities are constructed through popular tourist destinations foregrounds tourism in the geopolitical imaginings of postwar societies and recalibrates the relationship between countries formerly at war. The War Remnants Museum in Ho Chi Minh City, for example, reiterates a dominant, if liberal, antiwar mode of thought circulating in the United States about the Vietnam War when it showcases the bloodthirsty immoralities of American troops resorting to barbaric means to bend Vietnamese people to its will (Gillen 2014b). Likewise, the Cu Chi Tunnels site outside of Ho Chi Minh City misrepresents the civil war that occurred in Vietnam during the latter half of the twentieth century by claiming a singular and unified Vietnam that was forcibly attacked by an American ﻿military-industrial complex hell-bent on violently fighting the spread of communism in Southeast Asia (Gillen 2018).

        From the perspective of historical accuracy, these are misleading or factually incorrect narratives; indeed, the prevailing logic in critical Vietnamese studies today is to reflect on how a civil war between two Vietnams after independence from France drew the United States into its orbit (see Fear 2016; Goscha 2016). However, the ﻿party’s accounts of the United States as a hegemon, imperialist, or colonialist intruding on “one” Vietnam should not be summarily dismissed as “fake news.” While I am not at all absolving the United States of blame for extraordinary and sustained forms of violence wrought on the Vietnamese people during the war, it is important to remember that the hard work the VCP takes up in mythologizing the Vietnamese nation is accomplished through ﻿an instrumentalist caricature of American identity that opens it up to all sorts of interesting dilemmas born out of the seeds of war but certainly not controlled by the U.S. government or its people.

        American subjectivities become puzzling when they are in the hands of the Communist Party, and while tourist responses to these puzzles may toggle between anger and denial, this chapter follows Rose in taking the ﻿party’s narratives as a set of statements and questions posed to a heretofore bewildered American tourist. For Rose, “Subjectivity (is) not . . . something we have but something we take, indeed, something we are given (gifted) in the form of a question, arriving from outside, asking ‘who are you’? Such a framework goes against the prevailing, but unrecognized, presumption that our identity is, at some level of analysis, still predicated on a mode of knowing, an inner voice practically familiar with what it can sense and perform” (2010, 522). The Hanoi Hilton is a place where the familiarities of American geopolitical identity are cast off in favor of an unusual, conflicting, and grave series of questions about what it means to be an American citizen. In turn, these invocations force American tourists to reckon with the collapse of the formerly comfortable opposition separating a known (American) self from an unknown (Vietnamese) other.

        With respect to the ideas surrounding the case study of the Hanoi Hilton, one part of American identity is constructed over time and through the experience of living and being associated with the nation of the United States; this is what I call the “self.” This geopolitical identity is a relaxed one because it is well-known, if not wholeheartedly accepted, by tourists; it is a self that weaves the geopolitical traits of territorial exceptionalism, hegemonic interests, and the conviction of global intervention into the character of American subjectivities.

        A second part of an American tourist’s identity, the “other,” is no less crucial to geopolitical identity formation. It is one given out to American tourists at the Hanoi Hilton in an unclear fashion, like a shadow or a whisper, and constitutes the other part of an American tourist’s geopolitical identity. The “other,” in this case, refers not to a distinct and separate person, group of people, society, or institution; instead, it is the part of the tourist’s subjectivity that remains unacknowledged until a visit to a site such as the Hanoi Hilton. The complex asks an American visitor to respond to his or her own otherness. How does one respond to the call of otherness in the self? This question is contemplated in the conclusion to this chapter.

        The discussion here follows from my earlier work, in which I attempt to unpack American identities in, of, and through Vietnam and the “American” war. I am writing this piece as I continue to navigate what it means to be a tourist, a geographer, and an American, a swirl of identities I have previously written about (e.g., 2014a﻿, 2014b﻿, 2018).

      
      
        Making the Familiar Foreign in Vietnam

        The Hanoi Hilton is a set of drab, off-color yellow buildings surrounded by a wall banded by barbed wire at the top. The entrance is titled “Maison Centrale” (or Central Prison). As noted above, this chapter concentrates on the exhibits related to the American involvement in Vietnam, with titles like “Why Did They Come Here?,” “The Special Guests,” and “Life of Pilots—American Prisoners—Who Were Remanded in Custody Hỏa Lò Prison [sic].” In the exhibit called “Why Did They Come Here?” (“Tại sao họ đến nơi này?”), the prison showcases the different rooms occupied by American prisoners (fig. 7.1). These include the “Interrogation Room of Newly Captured Pilots,” “Accommodation and Working Place of the Officers Guarding American Pilots,” “Sector for Confining American Pilots,” “Volleyball Yard,” and “Gift Receiving Places and Medical Places [sic].”

        What I would like to concentrate on in this part of the prison site are the ways in which it depicts how American soldiers were cared for while in the custody of the (North) Vietnamese government. There are five photos that show captured American pilots, all of whom were caught in different parts of North Vietnam, and all of whom were escorted by Vietnamese guerillas, service personnel, and militiawomen to Hỏa Lò. The specifics of their capture are not described, but every American pilot is named, along with his rank, though not all of the pictured Vietnamese are.

        Americans, with heads cast downward, bearing forlorn expressions of concern, march in front of strident and confident Vietnamese captors. There seems nothing honorable or powerful about the American pilots in these photos; there’s only fear. It is glaringly obvious that this is not a memorial site playing on American military prowess and service to the “greater global good.” I identify with common American names like “William Robinson,” “William Gideon,” and “Anthony Marshall,” but they are not heroes of the American cause; they are losers in a war that, as the exhibit explains “the Vietnamese do not understand.” It asks me, “Why did they come here?” Because the “they” in this question is “me” and not a “me” I clearly identify with, I find I have no easy answer to this question. Indeed, the exhibit forces me to ask many questions about what it means to be a part of an American polity that has confused and stricken the people of North Vietnam but has not brought them down.

        At these moments of the tour, I am introduced to an aspect of American geopolitical identity lost to me. I could become angry, or hurt, or defensive, or storm out, but instead I am ﻿mystified. It prompts a desire to know more. I want to listen more clearly, because these voices do not capture American geopolitical understandings of the war. “A voice comes. You hear it,” Rose says, adding some resonance to the difficult exteriorities facing tourist geopolitical identity formation (2010, 519).

        At the Hanoi Hilton, this voice calling me to listen is the current Vietnamese government reflecting on over a decade of American hostilities the hosts also struggle to comprehend. I am baffled by their confusion, and the Vietnamese seem similarly confused about why Americans decided to come to Vietnam with force in the first place. In light of these representations of American geopolitical identity, what should I now make of the American military’s desire to rid Vietnam of communism and provide it with a democratic, representative government? The question “Why did they come here?” seems honest and open-minded but robs me of the ability to provide an adequate answer. I realize I have turned into a different person than the one I was before I entered the prison, because in the eyes of the venue, I am not “me”; I am “them.” The Hanoi Hilton “shook me from being myself—or at least from being a self-standing, self-knowing self, fully accountable for my being” (Rose 2010, 519).

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 7.1. A map of the prison during the Vietnam War. Courtesy of Jamie Gillen.

        
        I continue my visit, although I am flustered and my heart is racing. Who am I if I am now not the self I thought I was at the beginning of the holiday in Vietnam? Another set of photographs shows the kindness the Vietnamese displayed toward their American prisoners (fig. 7.2). One militiawoman is seen bandaging an American pilot’s wounds while a group of Vietnamese children looks on. The photo states that the Air Force ﻿captain was shot down in central Vietnam in 1967. Another nurse, named “Ms. Sam,” helps treat an American pilot’s wounds in central Vietnam in 1972; this man (named Aubrey Allen Nichols) looks to be in severe pain, and the accompanying narrative says that he “had very serious wounds on his forehead and cheek.” It continues, “(The nurse) took off her gun and quickly prepared to bind the wounds up . . . at the time, I [Ms. Sam] simply thought that he was wounded, so I helped him.”

        This depiction shifts the honor and integrity of the American cause to the Vietnamese people embodied in Ms. Sam. She mentions in her comments in the exhibit that “he (Aubrey Allen Nichols) was guilty, and he should be punished, but, at the time, he was a patient, and I was a nurse,” reversing the roles of American savior and Vietnamese antagonist I am used to absorbing in the United States. In an adjacent narrative and photograph, another nurse communicates her benevolence in this way: “Nurse Nguyen Thi Luan was sent to save this pilot with emergency treatment. She quickly used alcohol to clean the pilot’s wounds. He grimaced due to the pain. The gentle hand of a Vietnamese woman gently rubbed oil onto the injuries [sic].”

        These portrayals dismantle the established “self-other” oppositional categorization so comfortable to me and mutate it so that both sides become inherent aspects of my tourist geopolitical identity. The unique features of the Hanoi Hilton dispel easy notions of a “foreign tourist” visiting a “new country” for the first time; the complex, instead, depicts a narrative in which violent invasion by the U.S. military during the “American” war was met with compassion and humanity by a victimized Vietnamese citizenry. The Hanoi Hilton offers a window into how Americans are “othered” by highlighting how a government uses a country like the United States to claim victory through a distinct kind of principled superiority during wartime. After all, these are traits I commonly associate with my U.S. geopolitical identity; I thought my country and I were the (morally) exceptional ones!

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 7.2. Vietnamese militia treating the wounds of captured American pilots. Courtesy of Jamie Gillen.

        
        The tour proceeds past the question “Why are they here?” and further explores the treatment of the American servicemen before they arrived at Hỏa Lò. This display is titled “The Special Guests” and includes personal-history narratives of a number of captured American pilots. One involves the case of a man named Douglas Brian (Pete) Peterson. The plight of Peterson, who would gain fame in Vietnam as the United States’ first ambassador to Vietnam in 1997 after the normalization of relations between the two countries, is depicted in particularly difficult terms. In describing Peterson’s detention, a “local guerilla” named Nguyen Viet Chop recalls the possible harm Peterson would have incurred after his crash had it not been for the humanity of those who detained him. “We were lucky to lock him immediately in the rice stock; otherwise, we could not protect him from the anger of those who had their relatives killed by U.S. bombs,” the exhibit states.

        In quick succession, this passage does at least four things. In the first place, by introducing the initiation of the bombing campaign by the Americans, it assigns blame for the war’s violence to the United States. This facet of the narrative is one I recognize; it is “mine” to own as a fundamental part of my American geopolitical identity and thus is a “comfortable,” if also grim, reminder of the destructive force of the American military.

        In the second place, the sentence depicts Vietnamese violence as a response to widespread and extraordinary loss. This is another recognizable facet of my American geopolitical identity, because in most cases, though the Vietnamese side is not clearly understood in U.S. society, it is arguable that most Americans have been taught that the Vietnamese “fought back” against a violent American military during the war.

        Thirdly, guerillas like Nguyen Viet Chop are given hero status for “saving” Americans like Peterson from certain death. The designation of a guerilla as “noble” is not one often introduced in the United States’ version of the war, and the necessity of American soldiers to rely on the care of Vietnamese guerillas to save them from the hostility of their compatriots even less so. I am stunned and forced to reconsider who I am to Vietnam’s citizens and how, in light of this story, the term “guerilla” may be a poor representation of their geopolitical identity. It also transforms how my American geopolitical identity is created through the “guerilla as enemy” trope, because now my own people may be the “guerillas” represented in Vietnam. These ideas mirror what Rose says about the exteriorities of an identity placed on an unsuspecting tourist when he writes, “It (the voice of an exterior identity) is present but also infinitely distant, perpetually beyond the subject’s control or mastery” (Rose 2010, 514).

        Lastly, there is a confusion of the conventional morality story at play in these words: in this part of the exhibition, the Vietnamese “enemy” takes a high moral ground. The narratives of hero American soldiers saving lives while also destroying the country reverberate differently now. The Vietnamese know how they want to handle the victimization of the Americans, not the other way around. These narratives transform American geopolitical identity through the tourism experience. Vietnamese stories now turn conventional American geopolitical identities on their heads by reversing the categories of winner and loser (and of perpetrator and victim), and in so doing remind American visitors like me of how incomplete our geopolitical identities would be if we never ventured outside the United States.

        The American portion of the visit ends with a display related to John McCain’s time spent incarcerated as a POW at the Hanoi Hilton between 1967 and 1973. Many Americans identify with McCain as a war hero, veteran U.S. senator, presidential nominee, and recently deceased icon of U.S. diplomacy. He is, one could argue, a core part of American geopolitical identities in Vietnam, because he was the most recognizable American to engage with Vietnam during the twentieth century.

        The visitor is treated to photos of McCain in uniform, being apprehended after he was shot down over a Hanoi lake, receiving medical treatment, and living easily at Hỏa Lò. A tone similar to the one set in the Peterson display is staked out here: McCain is detained, his mercenary background toward the Vietnamese is detailed (“twenty-three bombing missions conducted over Vietnam”), and his wounds are treated with care. Interspersed in these tales are images of American military servicemen playing volleyball, basketball, chess, and billiards, glowingly receiving supplies and letters from their families, casually chatting with foreign and Vietnamese journalists, and even raising chickens “to improve their meals” in prison. These photographs imply favorable condition at the prison when it was holding American POWs and that the prisoners led healthy lives during their time under detention. These depictions directly contradict comments from McCain himself about the deplorable conditions he was subjected to and the horrid, if uneven, actions levied against him during his five-and-half years of imprisonment (Schwenkel 2009).

        In presenting the McCain feature, I do not presume that the self-ascribed identity of the American tourist (self) or the one constituting Americanness at the Hanoi Hilton (other) reign superior at the site. I do, however, believe that together they comprise a geopolitical identity not entirely of one’s own making. The response by the tourist to a foreign call of subjectivity is inherently geopolitical, because it forces a powerful, if flawed, American identity to listen to a voice speaking politically in a register and in tones that, while difficult to ascertain, are authoritative and convincing. Lastly, a reconceptualization of the self-other binary as a series of voices speaking to and for the tourist casts the encounter in a geopolitical framing that captures some of the more recent work I and other authors in this volume have embarked on (Gillen 2014a; Mostafanezhad and Norum 2016; Rowen 2016). But most importantly, if I traveled to the Hanoi Hilton to reaffirm a geopolitical identity I had carefully constructed as a forty-three-year-old American, I came to the wrong place (Rose 2010, 518). The site showcases a geopolitical identity outside of me, applied with such power on my being that I am forced into a decision, a point I will explain next.

      
      
        Conclusions

        As I described in this chapter, a visit to the Hanoi Hilton is a study into the exteriorities of identity brought on by the geopolitical aspects of tourism. Inspired by Rose’s work on the unknowingness of identity and the external forces working beyond the subject’s control to transform identity (2010), a visit to the Hanoi Hilton outlines a few of the exteriorities of American geopolitical identity by encouraging new identities presented to the tourist during a visit to the site.

        As often as I have entered the Hanoi Hilton over the years, I am now comfortable in accepting the discomfort that the site invokes. I will never belong to the site. More consequentially, I will also never belong to an American geopolitical identity described in the narrative evoked by the museum, or to a Vietnamese polity that believes that this is the kind of United States I represent. The voice at Hỏa Lò Prison is strong and speaks for my identity; it demands, and I respond, but my voice is caught silent by the kinds of stories presented at the prison.

        A visit to the Hanoi Hilton prompts a consideration of a trip inside a house of mirrors. You look in the mirrors covering the walls; they present a new “you,” in different shapes and sizes. You recognize yourself in these mirrors, but you are not “you.” There are surprising and uncomfortable distortions, and they morph and shift depending on what kind of mirror you look at yourself through. The site produces a new type of geopolitical self that encourages a passing question about alternative versions of who you could be. Much like tourism in general, there is a clear exit door, signaling that the visit is only a temporary, if unsettling, diversion. Upon exiting the house of mirrors, the guest awakens to a new normal, in which “real life” takes on different dimensions than it had before the visit. The point of walking through a house of mirrors is not the moments where the visitor sees him- or herself transformed; the point is what new versions of oneself emerge in everyday life after a visit to such a place.

        The comparison between a tourist trip to the prison site and a visit to a house of mirrors forces a geopolitical decision. Following Rose once again, “We are forced to make decisions in the face of events. The events themselves demand that we make decisions” (2010, 521). The decision we are compelled to make in the face of such geopoliticized tourism sites is as follows: do we want to listen? Listening is surprisingly unacknowledged in tourism studies, but if this essay is to inspire any connection between geopolitics and tourism, it is to think of the intersection as one that sets up questions that require listening. This is a close and difficult type of listening, one that is not easy to undertake in light of tourism’s focus on fun and relaxation. Tourism sites like the Hanoi prison personalize geopolitical engagement, pushing the tourist to ponder what it is like to embody a set of identities unlikely to be negotiated from the comforts of home. Tourist listening plays a crucial role in reflecting on how simple, mundane encounters in tourism are generators of, rather than peripheral to, geopolitical engagements and futurities.

        The chapter’s significance lies in a rethinking of the self-other binary in tourism through a geopolitical lens. It is meant as a theoretical contribution to tourism studies, one that asks that tourists negotiate between who they think they are as citizen-tourists (the self) and who they think they are not (the other). It is a contribution to tourism studies’ developing research agenda with geopolitics, because it illustrates how tourism identities are produced through the strange collision of a home-based sense of self and one that is foreign-owned and operated. Speaking broadly, what I attempt to do here is to inject a geopolitical register into the intimacies of tourist identity making. The geopolitical dimension of tourism folds the other into the self and forces tourists to face a political selfhood pushed forward by forces beyond their control. This move reinforces a conceptualization of a tourist that is suffused with political power (Urry 2002) but qualifies the singularities lying behind it by showcasing how power also comes through the unknowing exteriorities of identity construction. Put differently (and perhaps more simply), this chapter shows how the tourist becomes aware of the influence and limits to his or her geopolitical identity through a recognition of the external powers that feed into it.
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        Tourism Otherwise?

        The Touristic Mobilities of South-South Travel

        Tani Sebro and Jordan Hallbauer

      
      In this chapter we engage tourism mobilities research as a fulcrum to discuss the affective and geopolitical dimensions of cross-border travel from lower-middle income countries to upper-middle income countries, or what we will refer to as South-South travel (Coles 2015; Mostafanezhad and Hannam 2014; Sheller 2016; Sheller and Urry 2004). Through a comparative analysis of local media, policies, and ethnographic research among travelers crossing the Myanmar-Thai and Nicaragua-Costa Rican borders, we find that people who are framed by government officials as “migrants” or “refugees” often engage in a wide variety of transborder activities, such as medical, familial, and spiritual tourism; yet, these activities are frequently not read as tourism or temporary travel. We seek to unsettle, ﻿challenge, and disrupt the categorical juxtaposition of “migrant” and “tourist” through the lens of tourism mobilities research (Sheller and Urry 2004). We draw from scholarship on migration that moves beyond the historical binaries of categories such as home and host, urban and rural, developed and underdeveloped and, instead, seek to understand some forms of migration as tourism otherwise, that is, as forms of highly complex and affectively motivated travel (Silvey and Lawson 1999).

      There is a proliferating scholarship addressing global cross-border migration that utilizes generalized models such as “push-pull theory,” whereby “pull” factors draw migrants from one region to another while “push” factors repel migrants away from their homes (Dorigo and Tobler 1983; Zimmermann 1996). This model indicates that migration increases dramatically when there is a large wage discrepancy between two nations (Jones 2016). However, if migrants are able to travel more frequently and encounter fewer obstacles to doing so, their migration duration tends to decrease (Dustmann 2003). Migration is often viewed from the standpoint of the nation-state and by researchers and policy makers who take the state as their primary unit of analysis (Rother and Piper 2015). However, there are lacunae in existing research addressing how “migrants” who travel for touristic purposes can foster robust immigration regimes and facilitate mutually beneficial policies for travel. In order to continue to cultivate goodwill and a strong security partnership between lower-middle income countries (GNI per capita between $1,036 and $4,045), such as Myanmar and Nicaragua, that share borders with upper-middle income countries (GNI per capita between $4,046 and $12,535), like Thailand and Costa Rica, it is imperative that the wealthier host nations institute transparent and humane immigration policies (Haacke 2015; World Bank 2020). Thailand and Costa Rica share many similar features, such as booming tourism economies and a reliance on cheap labor from their less-wealthy and less politically stable neighboring nations and may therefore serve as an instructive comparative case study to highlight the geopolitical and affective complexities of contemporary cross-border travel.

      Through engagements with the everyday lives of migrants traveling across borders, this chapter contributes three important observations to the discussion on tourism geopolitics: 1) States often enforce racialized and class-based categories to regulate travel between lower-middle income countries and upper-middle income countries; 2) Despite increasingly militarized borders, people in the Global South continue to frequently cross historically porous geopolitical boundaries, albeit at higher risk; and 3) denizens of lower-middle income countries often engage in three main forms of cross-border travel that can be considered tourism—namely, for medical, familial, or spiritual purposes. In the face of the dramatic underdevelopment of Myanmar and Nicaragua and in the midst of the world’s most protracted civil wars, migrants in the border zone are undertaking measures to make life more livable, including temporary travel for the motives listed above. Common framings of tourism and migration are heavily mediated by globally accepted categories of race and class, causing a discriminatory distinction in global mobilities categories; consequently, a more just framework for the treatment of travelers is needed, one that expands the potential for leisurely travel beyond privileged geopolitical positionalities, considers how discourses of travel are racialized and restricted by states and institutions, disrupts limited imaginaries of South-South migration, and allows for myriad intersecting mobilities and motivations.

      Our transdisciplinary and transregional research project adopts an ethnographic approach to data collection that makes use of media analysis, policy critique, and collaborative research. Our argument is informed by an analysis of interregional policy initiatives in the ASEAN and Central American regions, media analyses of local news outlets, long-term ethnographic fieldwork along the Myanmar-Thai border, phone interviews, and in-country observations along the Nicaragua-Costa Rica border spanning the period from 2012 to 2018. Our data comprise 105 semistructured interviews with local officials, travelers, migrants, and stakeholders. A major component of this study involved participant observation and collaboration in the research process and final write-up stage (Lassiter 2005). We note that more research needs to be done in the case of the Nicaragua-Costa Rica transmigratory case and hope that our methodological framework can be expanded to include more case studies in the future.

      Host or receiving governments, such as Costa Rica and Thailand, are responding to the cross-border movement of their neighbors with reticent acceptance, despite significant racism and discrimination directed toward both Burmese and Nicaraguan immigrants by their citizens. We argue that when host nations make policy provisions that allow for touristic mobilities—forms of mobility that place migrants within a legal category of temporary visitor—they secure lives during times of humanitarian crisis, generate mutually beneficial economic ties across borders, and increase the likelihood of short-term temporary stays, rather than protracted displacement situations (Norum, Mostafanezhad, and Sebro 2016). In other words, less stringent immigration regimes will increase the likelihood of return. Flexible immigration schemes that include options for visa extensions and return travel are already available for tourists hailing from high-income rconomies (GNI $12,536 or more) and can easily be extended to travelers hailing from lower-middle income countries who are regularly barred from travel, even for tourism purposes (World Bank 2020).

      
        Privileged Mobilities

        The field of tourism mobilities informs our analyses of the myriad mobilities that impact tourism as a global industry and movement. As the largest industry in the world, “travel and tourism” can be a source of prodigious revenue for nations while at the same time placing them at the mercy of fluctuating tourist flows. As pointed out by Mimi Sheller and John Urry (2004), the mobilities involved in the global tourist industry are multiple and deeply intersecting. They emphasize the swirling and ephemeral nature of sites as tourist destinations, which reflects moving markets, trends and interests, and the ability of different places to effectively perform and market these trends to global tourists. Consequently, tourism involves a constant performance on the part of host bodies, tourist bodies, and those who fall somewhere in-between the “host” and “other” dichotomy.

        We come closer to apprehending the “host-other” dichotomy by attending to an expanding category of transversally mobile persons whom Sheila Croucher refers to as “privileged migrants” (2012). These migrants originate in the Global North and travel and settle in less wealthy nations in order to maximize their spending potential and increase their quality of life. Others, such as Boller and Halbert (2015), problematize the grammars of “global citizenship,” noting the inequalities that arise when the title of “expatriate” is assigned nearly exclusively to white Euro-Americans who settle abroad for extended periods of time, while people originating in the Global South are often referred to in quite different terms related to citizenship and belonging, such as “alien,” “refugee,” or “migrant,” whenever they travel. This points to a glaring incongruity: citizens who travel, often for similar purposes, are treated with vast inequity by the state based upon their ethnicity, socioeconomic status, or country of origin.

        Unequal and discriminatory practices enacted upon “othered” traveling bodies have become a geopolitically informed phenomenon. Carmen White (2007) identifies how native Fijians are racially and culturally coded as “laborers” in the South-Pacific tourism industry, while Europeans or North American laborers in the same industry are coded as “elite overseas tourists.” White’s deconstruction of the “white outsider as tourist” and “native person as laborer or intruder” binary supplements our proposition that the tourism industry fails to read nonwhite bodies as tourists or travelers, even as they participate in the same tourist markets and activities as stereotypically Euro-American bodies, exposing both race and class privilege as presumed tourist traits. In the following sections, we discuss this racialization of tourism categories in light of how travelers from Nicaragua and Myanmar experience cross-border travel and highlight three main forms of touristic mobilities they engage in—namely, medical tourism, familial tourism, and spiritual tourism. Finally, we discuss the racialized politics of granting permits and visas and conclude with a discussion of the humanitarian imperative of temporary travel provisions for migrants.

      
      
        Situating the Border: South-South Travel

        
          “Now they draw a line and we cannot visit our phinong [brothers and sisters].”

          —Interview, Leng Pang (pseudonym), Chiang Mai, Thailand, July 2017.

        

        Thailand and Costa Rica are famed tourist destinations, known for their beaches, lush jungles, historical sites, and, more recently, their myriad retreat centers and unique vacation experiences. “Girl’s Spa Getaway,” “Surf and Yoga Getaway,” and “Detox Retreat” are a mere fraction of the choices advertised to tourists looking to spend disposable incomes on a vacation that promises both spiritual and physical transformation. Westerners travel great distances for a chance to experience “Pura Vida” or “Amazing Thailand,” enticed by slogans devised by the two nations’ tourism authorities. When Western tourists arrive at the airport, they receive a visa on arrival and are greeted with a wall of currency-exchange services and dozens of tour guides ready to usher them to beaches, jungles, and retreat centers.

        In contrast, when people from Myanmar and Nicaragua cross the same borders, they are met with a host of dangerous and unsettling obstacles. When Waan,1 a twenty-two-year-old research collaborator from the Shan State in Myanmar, traveled across the Thai-Myanmar border for the first time, her parents paid a smuggler to hide her family in a truck bed filled with agricultural products: “We hid in the truck under the vegetables. I remember I was so scared at that time. My little brother was still drinking milk and when we got to the checkpoint he began to cry. My mom nursed him and he was quiet, but I was scared because the border guards have big guns and I was scared they will shoot us if they heard him cry.”2

        Waan and her family were able to make it across the Thai-Myanmar border after months of internal displacement caused by a civil war between the Union of Myanmar’s Tatmadaw Army and the Shan State rebel armies. They did not wish to settle in Thailand, but due to the high cost and dangers involved with recrossing the border, they remained semipermanently in that country, working in the agricultural fields. Her father, Leng Pang, points out, “In the old days, this land belonged to the Tai people, and we could travel between Burma and Thailand because this was all Merng Tai [Tai Land]. Now they draw a line, and we cannot visit our phinong [brothers and sisters].”3

        Most migrants and refugees from Myanmar head to Thailand, where they significantly contribute to the Thai economy as well as to Thai religious and cultural life. It is estimated that approximately 2.5–3 million Myanmar nationals live in Thailand, where they represent roughly 4.7 percent of the employed population and contribute up to 6.6 percent of Thailand’s gross domestic product (OECD/ILO 2017). Ethnic minority groups such as the Tai and Karen peoples are also a substantial source of income to the Thai tourism economy, which advertises diverse cultural experiences and handicrafts from Thailand’s many “hill tribes,” with which these groups are often conflated or incorporated in a pantheon of cultural and traditional performances, homestay experiences, and “authentic” village life (Sebro 2016a).

        Before the colonial era, Merng Tai functioned as the imagined communal homeland of the Tai peoples, comprising different ethnic groupings and sublanguages but with common ancestral, linguistic, and Theravada Buddhist bonds (Anderson 2006; Scott 2009). When the British invaded Upper Burma in 1885, they redrew political boundaries to incorporate this region into the British Raj (British India) and ultimately ended up fracturing Merng Tai as a political community. In the postcolonial era, many Tai peoples are organizing to reclaim Merng Tai as an imagined community that consists of a vast and highly contested territory in Upland Southeast Asia, encompassing Northern Myanmar, Northern Thailand, Southern China, and parts of Assam in India.4 They envision themselves as being a part of a network of diverse peoples, bound together by a common ancestral root language, Tai. Therefore, for a Tai person, the act of crossing the border from Myanmar to Thailand is considered to be an act of crossing boundaries that someone else imposed upon them.

        Just as the British imposed an artificial border on the Tai peoples, Nicaraguans contend with an arduous history of colonialism, violence, and civil unrest, from the arrival of Spanish conquistadores in 1520 to the infamous exploits of filibuster William Walker and beyond. As we write, Nicaragua is the only country in Central America whose primary emigration destination is not the United States (O’Connor, Batalova, and Bolter 2019). Approximately 11 percent of all Nicaraguan households have at least one member living abroad, and Nicaraguans travel to Costa Rica more than anywhere else (Vargas 2005). Although we presently lack sufficient data to present precise numbers, it can be assumed that the percentage of Nicaraguans abroad has increased, given the rise in migration from Nicaragua to Costa Rica following the development of anti-orteguismo sentiment and the Nicaraguan mass protests of 2018. Yet, the realities of the permeable Nicaraguan-Costa Rica border have been ignored in tourism and mobilities discourse, which frames Nicaraguan, and generally all Central American migration trends as being South-North, focusing overwhelmingly on mobilities as they relate to the United States.

        Movement between Costa Rica and Nicaragua has been historically and politically variable. The distribution of state territory and the establishment of a decisive border between the two nations in the early nineteenth century was mutually ambiguous and remains contested in some areas. Perhaps best known is the uncertainty around ownership of the Guanacaste province, a major tourist destination in Costa Rica that many Nicaraguans (including President Daniel Ortega) claim as Nicaraguan territory, citing pre-independence settlement patterns. At the same time, many Nicaraguans and Costa Ricans have challenged Ortega’s position on the matter, particularly as the Nicaraguan side of the dispute seems legally the weaker of the two and its perpetuation appears motivated by domestic politics. For example, in speaking of the Nicaraguan claim to Guanacaste, Costa Rican political analyst Constantino Urcuyo has pointed out that “every time Ortega needs to earn national support, he resorts to his traditional enemy” (Evans 2013). In 2017 Costa Rica appealed to the U.N. International Court of Justice with a request to decisively affirm the maritime boundaries between Costa Rica and Nicaragua, with the aim of ending a series of border disputes. The extension of territorial disagreement into the twenty-first century serves to contextualize and historicize the Costa Rica-Nicaraguan border as a site of legal, political, and local ambiguity.

        In 2018 approximately two hundred Nicaraguans were seeking asylum in Costa Rica per day, according to UNHCR. Yet, an examination of mobility between Nicaragua and Costa Rica uncovers that although many are applying for political asylum, there is a growing number of Nicaraguans who are simply residing in Costa Rica temporarily and do not wish to take the path of permanent residency. Angela is a self-described feminist student organizer who fled from Nicaragua to Costa Rica in 2018 after organizing a protest against the increasing authoritarianism of President Daniel Ortega’s regime. In an interview, she notes that “our country’s recent history has been full of conflict, interventions, and tons of violence and most of all male chauvinism. If we can’t overcome our traumas, overcome the conflicts that have led to the current situation, we’ll be doomed to repeat our history and Nicaragua is exhausted from so much violence and pain.”5

        Like their Myanmar counterparts traveling to Thailand, when Nicaraguans arrive in Costa Rica, they have often walked for days, using clandestine border crossings. Many stay with friends or relatives, but there are numerous makeshift shelters in Costa Rica—found in homes, charitable centers, and religious communities. Daniel, a student activist who fled from persecution by the Ortega regime, now lives in a squalid migrant sanctuary camp in San Jose, Costa Rica. He acknowledges that many refugees are seeking asylum but maintains that the vast majority are just waiting to return to Nicaragua: “We are not applying for political asylum because our objective is to return to Nicaragua and continue our work. We hope to shore up international support for our cause.”6 He included a warning for the Ortega regime: “We haven’t lost the war; we are just recharging to regain our strength.”7

        Such vows to return in order to protest corruption and authoritarianism, to reclaim land, or to gain a life of peace are common. They highlight the need for an international category of temporary sanctuary status for people temporarily fleeing violence and civil unrest. Migrants like Daniel and Waan, who do not wish to stay permanently, or are prevented from seeking asylum, live a very high-risk life in the border zone, as they must exist underground to avoid detection by immigration officials. They also face a racialized and class-stratified landscape, as they navigate life on the other side of the border. In the following sections, we detail the impact of racialized and class-based stereotypes and legal migration categories on people traversing the Nicaraguan-Costa Rican and the Myanmar-Thai borders.

      
      
        “There Are Too Many Nicaraguans!”

        The lucrativeness of Costa Rica’s tourism industry is due in part to tourism-marketing narratives that align Costa Rica with whiteness, democracy, peace, and environmental uniqueness, and which frame other Latin American nations as dangerous, different, and not aligned with the characteristics that make Costa Rica an “exceptional” tourist destination (Christian 2013). Michelle Christian’s (2013) work on racial exceptionalism in Costa Rica demonstrates that Afro-Costa Ricans (and, we will argue, Nicaraguans) who facilitate and participate in the tourism industry are rendered “invisible” to maintain the industry-created and state-driven perception of whiteness.

        In September 2018 the New York Times reported on a surge of xenophobic attitudes toward Nicaraguan people in Costa Rica, a result of the enormous influx of Nicaraguan migrants into that country following a spring and summer of political turmoil and conflict (Semple 2018). For example, Nicaraguans selling their goods around a cathedral in La Merced, Costa Rica, were met with a mob of four hundred angry protesters demanding that the government throw them out, some reportedly screaming, “Let’s fly the flag for our country and kill these Nicaraguans” (Mojica 2018). In our interview with Elena, a research collaborator from Costa Rica, she reports on prominent rhetorical trends among Costa Ricans: “A lot of Costa Rican people, particularly older people, will complain: ‘Oh, these Nicaraguans are taking our jobs; they have ten people living in their houses; they’re dirty people, they have too many kids; they fight a lot; they have too much domestic violence; there are too many Nicaraguans!’”8

        Nicaraguans traveling to Costa Rica are further alienated from claiming a “tourist” identity because, in the collective imagination, they represent an immigrant population that stands in direct opposition to the image of whiteness and national exceptionalism that the Costa Rican government and tourism industry have perpetuated globally. Furthermore, the Costa Rican government and its citizens increasingly blame Nicaraguan migrants for declining domestic economic conditions, subjecting them to an intense structural campaign of racialization.

        The formal process of immigration into Costa Rica helps produce these hierarchies of desirable and undesirable migrants, which are created by the state and tourism industry and reproduced by Costa Rican citizens. As of 2018 documented citizens of either the United States or Canada do not need a visa to enter Costa Rica. Tellingly, citizens of Central and South American countries do not need to apply for a visa to enter Costa Rica if they have a tourist, transit, business, or student visa in the United States or Canada, paving the way for those with North American associations to experience easier entry. Nicaraguans with no documented association with North America are often preemptively denied consideration as anything but “migrant” or “illegal alien.” In July 2018, however, this discriminatory migration policy began to change when Director of Migration in Costa Rica Raquel Vargas announced an extension for tourist visas issued to Nicaraguans that will allow them to remain in Costa Rica for six months instead of three, to be applied “for as long as the conflict in Nicaragua continues” (Alvarado 2018). This implies that the Costa Rican government recognizes that the provision of temporary tourist visas to Nicaraguans is a humanitarian imperative. While conditions of legality for Nicaraguans in Costa Rica are fluctuating and precarious, they also represent an attempt on the part of immigration services in Costa Rica to expand the definitions of “traveler” to accommodate the large populations of Nicaraguans fleeing political instability at home.

      
      
        “The Tai Yai Are Lazy. They Don’t Want Do Hard Work.”

        In Chiang Mai, Thailand, Noi Naa, a Thai woman in her early fifties, works as a mae baan (a housemaid) alongside Nong Sai, a Tai migrant worker from Myanmar. Noi Naa’s salary is about twice as much as that of her undocumented coworker. Nevertheless, Noi Naa has taken on the role of auntie and helps Nong Sai (who is unable to read or write) with her immigration documents, translating things for her and teaching her basic arithmetic. Auntie Noi Naa explains, “It is terrible how the Tai Yai are treated in Myanmar. Nong Sai can’t even read!” It is clear that Noi Naa feels empathy and compassion for her phinong, or “sibling,” from Myanmar. Yet, in her interview with us, Noi Naa also echoes popular stereotypes about Tai migrants in Thailand: “The Tai Yai are lazy. They don’t want to do hard work.” When asked to elaborate, she explains, “The Tai Yai don’t work as hard as Thai people, and they steal. My friend’s house was robbed by a group of Tai Yai thugs. They had guns and are bad people. Nong Sai is also lazy. She says she doesn’t get enough money, but she doesn’t try to learn how to read and I saw her with a new phone. She probably stole it.”9

        The affective trope of the “lazy,” “untrustworthy,” or “criminal” migrant worker frequently appears in Thai media and public discourse. Noi Naa is ethnic Thai, and although she feels compassion for the young undocumented coworker who is struggling to make ends meet, she also echoes an ongoing discourse in Thai society that repeatedly scapegoats migrants from Myanmar as criminals and drug dealers. This duplicitousness, in which genuine attempts at hospitality coexist with a simmering set of prejudices against immigrants, has in recent years come to a head in high-profile court cases in Thailand. The best known of these are the 2014 Kho Tao murders, in which a couple of young British holidaymakers were brutally murdered on the island and two Burmese migrant workers were quickly apprehended and accused of the crime. The families of the accused have decried the Thai government’s treatment of the suspects and called it an act of scapegoating by the Thai police (BBC News 2014).

        Migrant workers in Thailand live in constant fear of harassment by authorities and sometimes even Thai citizens. Nevertheless, migrants from Myanmar are seen as sources of inexpensive labor and may register for a temporary work permit to stay in the Kingdom of Thailand. In 2018 there were more than two million registered foreign work permits in Thailand; however, as these are often expensive to obtain, it is believed that thousands more Myanmar citizens reside in Thailand without documentation (Morch 2018). In 2012 Human Rights Watch published a report detailing the widespread use of harassment and extortion by the Thai police against undocumented workers. In one account, a thirty-three-year-old man living in the Mae La refugee camp recalls being stopped by the police: “They asked for money. . . . I said, ‘I don’t have money.’ Then one started to beat me here and then back here [on the back and shoulders] two times and then kicked me once . . . They asked for 2,000 baht [about US$60] and we didn’t have that money. Then he looked in my bag and he saw my UNHCR ID card and he took it away” (Human Rights Watch 2012).

        Despite abuses and corruption targeting documented and undocumented workers, many Myanmar citizens come to Thailand in order to seek medical care, especially when they are pregnant. Thailand requires that the mother of a child be a Thai native to obtain Thai citizenship; therefore, when a child is born in Thailand to an undocumented ethnic minority mother from Myanmar, the child becomes stateless (Yang 2007). There are few figures pointing to exactly how many stateless children live in Thailand; however, during our research, we came across numerous parents ineligible for Thai or Burmese citizenship, making their children stateless even though they have been born and raised in Thailand. Daw, a young mother of three stateless children, says, “With children it is difficult. We want to go back, but living here is better. We want them to have a future. Back there we don’t have a place to live. If we go back to Burma, we don’t have a place to live. We don’t have rights like Thai people, and we don’t have the money to get proper documents.”10

        Temporary travel—be it for the purpose of medical, spiritual, or familial reasons—becomes a fundamental vehicle to escape the precarity created by political conflict and geopolitical inequities. In the following section, we elucidate these common forms of travel by attending to the individual stories of those who have experienced transborder travel in the Global South.

      
      
        Migration Otherwise: Medical, Familial, and Spiritual Travel

        While people from the Global South engage in myriad forms of travel, our research collaborators report participating in three main forms of tourism mobility: spiritual travel, medical travel, and family travel. They reject the automatic framing of these forms of mobility as placing them in the category of “illegal immigrant.” So far, we have looked at how traversing borders is a racialized and classed activity, wherein certain bodies, nationalities, and ethnicities are often deemed undesirable and labeled alien. Yet, people living in the Global South travel for many reasons that are not limited to humanitarian crises. Although many do traverse borders in order to seek asylum or reprieve from political violence, this is not the primary reason for South-South transborder migration, and certainly not all forms of cross-border travel between low- and middle-income countries are intended to be permanent. In this section, we look at how travel is undertaken to receive medical care, as a spiritual pilgrimage, or (the most common reason) to visit family.

        
          Medical Travel

          
            “Many Tai people come to Thailand to see a doctor. There are many people who are not well in Shan State [Myanmar]. When they go to the hospital in Taunggyi, they are not treated well.”

            —Interview, Pung (pseudonym), Chiang Mai, Thailand, July 2017.

          

          Patients Beyond Borders places Thailand and Costa Rica as two of the world’s top medical tourism destinations (2017). Yearly, thousands of patients fly to these tropical locations in order to receive treatments ranging from lifesaving procedures such as organ transplants and cancer surgery to ancillary treatments such as physical therapy, dental procedures, and plastic surgery. The term “medical tourism” most commonly refers to “cross-border health care motivated by lower cost, avoidance of long wait times, or services not available in one’s own country” (Hopkins et al. 2010). As health-care costs in the Global North are mounting, the savings from receiving the same services in the Global South can be great. It is estimated that the global market for medical tourism grosses between $45.5 and $72 billion per year, with 14 to 16 million “cross-border patients” receiving a range of medical services abroad (Patients Beyond Borders 2017).

          Much of the literature on medical tourism centers on the movement of people of the Global North to the Global South in order to obtain inexpensive medical care. Little attention has been paid to the ways in which people from impoverished or embattled nations in the Global South cross neighboring borders for similar purposes. Yet, our research shows that migrants from Myanmar and Nicaragua frequently seek medical care from neighboring countries, often at great expense if they are uninsured and if they do not qualify for governmental health care. Thus, most collaborators we spoke with reported having to pay significant out-of-pocket sums for cross-border health care. These findings are congruent with research by Kathryn Goldade, who, in a 2009 study of Nicaraguan migrants to Costa Rica, found that migrants “are regularly denied medical services from the state health system historically renowned for universal access” (Goldade 2009, 483). Despite Costa Ricans accepting the presence of Nicaraguans, social services that are free of charge, such as universal health care, remain reserved for Costa Rican nationals and permanent residents.

          Despite high costs, a major motivator for peoples from both Myanmar and Nicaragua to move across borders hinges on the search for safe and high-quality medical care. Pung, a research collaborator from Shan State in Myanmar, is one such “unpriviledged” medical tourist. Pung was born during one of the most violent and deadly episodes of the decades-long civil war in her home state. After their village was destroyed and their land confiscated by the Tatmadaw (Myanmar Military), her family was first internally displaced and later made the dangerous and expensive journey across the Thai-Myanmar border. Pung, like most Tai migrants, did not complete her schooling beyond the age of thirteen; instead of attending middle school, she was sent to Bangkok, where she toiled in the garment industry. Pung reports that she came to Thailand initially due to the unsafe conditions in Myanmar but remained to work, study, and receive medical care. She says, “In Thailand we are not really free, but it is better than Burma.”11 Despite harrowing conditions in Myanmar, Pung eventually returned to her hometown in Shan State after getting married. Once in Myanmar, she found herself pregnant and realized that staying in Shan State would no longer be a viable option: “I had to come back to Thailand to give birth because the technology is not very good in Burma. The doctors are also better in Thailand—not much better, but better than they are in Burma.”12

          Pung did not want to risk giving birth in one of the local hospitals in Shan State. Rumors abound about the dismal conditions in these institutions and the doctors’ poor training. When Pung’s grandfather died of a preventable infection he contracted during a routine surgery at the hospital in Taunggyi, Pung and her husband decided they would sell everything they owned and make the journey to Thailand, where she would give birth to their daughter. Eventually, the couple paid the hospital in Chiang Mai 25,000 THB ($750), or approximately three month’s average salary in Thailand. The cost was a heavy burden on the family but, ultimately, seen as worth the price in order to secure their daughter’s future, despite her being considered stateless due to her birth to undocumented parents. However, Pung believes that a birth certificate from a Thai hospital may someday secure the path to legal residence in Thailand for her daughter.

          During our research in Thailand, we came across eight young mothers from Shan State who had made the decision to give birth in Thai hospitals—each of them paying out of pocket, anywhere between one and three months of their salary. This can be seen as a form of forced medical mobility. These families are paying into the Thai economy and the medical tourism industry; and ironically, many have been paying taxes in Thailand for years, yet receive no protections or social services from the Thai government in return. Pung’s story shows that while this form of transborder medical travel provides net economic benefits for host nations, many migrants are being exploited by a system that requires them to pay significant sums for medical services with few protections in return.

        
        
          Familial Travel

          
            “Ticos and Nicas are brothers and sisters.” Slogan of the “Bienestar y Migraciones” (Well-Being and Migrations) movement while marching against racism and xenophobia in San Jose, Costa Rica.

            —Ramirez (2018)

          

          Nicaragua is a relatively small nation, comprising six million citizens, about 69 percent of whom self-designate as Mestizos, or of combined European and Indigenous ancestry. Approximately one-third of Nicaraguans have relatives living abroad (Gustafsson 2018). Migration from Nicaragua into Costa Rica has substantial roots as far back as the nineteenth century, when many Nicaraguans left home to work in Panama on the canal but ended up settling in Costa Rica, working in agriculture or helping to build railroads (Dyer 2014). In the twentieth century, many left Nicaragua following the conflict between the Sandinista movement and U.S.-sponsored Contras in the seventies and eighties, when civil war, corruption, and poverty made life untenable for many Nicaraguans. While a large number fled to the United States, many fled to Costa Rica. Even today, Nicaraguans seeking reprieve from government persecution often travel to stay with family members in neighboring Costa Rica, continuing a pattern whereby Nicaraguans have historically sought shelter in Costa Rica during times of political unrest.

          As the familial relationships between Nicaraguans have also taken on a transnational character, it isn’t surprising that many Nicaraguans seeking refuge in Costa Rica have found support in their families already established there; according to the UN Refugee Agency, approximately one hundred thousand Nicaraguan families were already living in Costa Rica before the protest and state violence in 2018 prompted new waves of refugees into the country (UN News 2018). An article published in Envío, a prominent Nicaraguan journal, describes the growing interdependence between Costa Rica and Nicaragua as stemming from, and further contributing to, various forms of “transnational or binational families divided by the border,” as well as social and cultural mestizaje, or mixing, of families (Ramos 2018). A report on Nicaraguan youth migration, also published in Envío, places special emphasis on understanding the internal factors that lead Nicaraguans to travel to Costa Rica, in contrast to assumptions of Nicaraguan mobility as a passive, “victim” response to structural conditions (Rocha 2010). In the case of the Nicaraguan children and young adults, many have described deciding to travel to Costa Rica because they received invitations from family members, relatives, and close friends who had already established homes there.

          Families fleeing due to political unrest and economic uncertainty in Nicaragua and Myanmar are unsurprisingly escaping to the closest territory that promises cultural familiarity, family support systems, and (importantly) the possibility of returning to their homeland once their countries stabilize. Yet, travel to a neighboring nation may also be motivated by the myriad religious sites and ceremonies that have historically beckoned people across what were previously more permeable borders. In the final section, we look at the role of spiritual tourism and how contemporary border politics complicate centuries-long traditions of cross-border travel.

        
        
          Spiritual Travel

          Travelers often engage in what may be termed as “spiritual tourism,” which encompasses a wide variety of travel motivated by religious, ritual, or spiritual practices and purposes. Spiritual tourism research often focuses how Western tourists travel to spiritual centers in the Global South and uncovers the ﻿harmful effects of this type of mobility on local conceptions of heritage, knowledge, commodification, and preservation (Norman 2011). Spiritual tourism, however, also encompasses some of the largest South-South migratory movements, including pilgrimages that bring millions to sacred sites, such as Muslims gathering in Mecca, Saudi Arabia, for the annual Hajj; or Hindus coming together every twelve years for the Kumbh Mela at the confluence of the fabled Ganga, Yamuna, and Saraswathi Rivers. The concept of pilgrimage holds central significance to the spiritual person’s life cycle, and a wide variety of religious practitioners engage in some form of spiritual tourism. Pilgrimages to neighboring nations are an understudied phenomenon and have, in any case, been greatly hampered in the age of militarized borders and inhibited travel. In the case of Tai people living in the Shan State of Myanmar, they have for millennia traveled across the mountains and plains of Upland Southeast Asia to receive spiritual education in monasteries, attend funerals of important monks, and visit significant Theravada Buddhist temples. Today, Tai peoples continue to traverse national borders for spiritual purposes, although they face significant obstacles in doing so.

          In 2015 a major funerary event took place on the Thai side of the border that was attended by over four thousand participants, most of them from the Shan State. The travelers had journeyed for days to reach the remote township, where an esteemed monk, Luang Pho Tai Sreng, would be interred. The funeral was demarcated through a series of rituals and ceremonies lasting for three days. The deceased monk, most commonly referred to as Luang Pho Taa Sreng (The Venerable Bright-Eyed Father), is revered throughout the Tai nation for his ability to see “more than ordinary people,” despite being completely blind since the age of three. The event drew a diverse assemblage of Tai worshipers. Based on estimations given later by participating monks and laypersons, most pilgrims came from the Shan State, joining Tai laypeople living in Thailand as migrant workers and Tai Yai peoples who have been living in Thailand since before the colonial boundaries were drawn across the Tai nation.13 Such funerals occasion opportunities for intense networks of commerce and travel, whereby local merchants can sell their goods and services to visitors from Shan State and Tai people living in Thailand and in Myanmar can gather in a common spiritual and ethnonationalist spectacle. The ability to participate in the funeral proceedings galvanizes the larger mission of the Tai people, which is to carve out a space for Merng Tai within a geopolitical space that has divided the Tai people across the Thai-Myanmar border, which they resist, in part, through continued physical movements across the border zone (Sebro 2016b).

          Nicaraguans too traverse boundaries in pursuit of spiritual sustenance and protection. In Costa Rica, few places are more synonymous with the Nicaraguan presence in the country than La Merced, a Catholic church in San Jose. Nicaraguans have traveled to La Merced since the 1980s, following an edict by the Catholic Church that allowed La Merced to be a site for Nicaraguans to celebrate La Purísima, a religious festival in early December that honors the Virgin Mary’s immaculate conception. Although marianismo and devotion to the Virgin Mary are widespread throughout many Latin American countries, La Purísima has been recognized as a popular festival that is almost entirely unique to Nicaragua (Linkogle 1998). Following the Church’s edict, La Merced Park has become “a small Nicaragua in the heart of San Jose” (Mojica 2018). Many Nicaraguans have traveled to the church and the surrounding park for over twenty years, seeking to engage with the large Nicaraguan community, to share information about migration, to discuss job opportunities, to leave remittances, and to sell Nicaraguan food and other products. Since the beginning of the 2018 crisis in Nicaragua, La Merced has also provided housing and support for refugees, although widespread recognition of the park as a spiritual and social destination for Nicaraguans has resulted in several xenophobic demonstrations and marches by Costa Rican groups. Regardless, La Merced and its association with La Purísima continue to attract Nicaraguans as a place of protection and a destination for spiritual travel. While Euro-American tourists flock to religious institutions, temples, and resorts abroad, current immigration policies in Thailand and Costa Rica do not accommodate for spiritual travelers from Myanmar and Nicaragua who also cross borders to seek improved conditions—both in this life and in the afterlife—yet, at considerably higher risk.

        
        
          Conclusion: Tourism Otherwise as Humanitarian Imperative

          As citizens of Nicaragua and Myanmar increasingly mobilize across borders for a variety of purposes, it is necessary for neighboring states to provide opportunities for these visitors to engage in tourism and to cease racial and class-based practices of excluding certain bodies in favor of others. Travel, be it for the purpose of recreation, spiritual practice, visiting family, or seeking specialized medical care, has potentially vast benefits for both the individual traveler and the state, as long as such travel is not understood to be solely a source of labor exploitation for the host nation. As globalization makes travel safer and more expeditious, states ought to resist the urge to, as Reece Jones (2016) puts it, “militarize [their] borders as a performance of the nation;” instead, they should mobilize borders, making them sites of safe passage, exchange, and creative collaboration. When a person traverses the border, they frequently bring expertise, a desire to succeed and contribute to the host country, and an aspiration to invest in a new socioeconomic assemblage in ways that have for centuries, long before the colonial boundaries between the nations were drawn, been beneficial to both the guest and the host. In many ways, what is now termed as “illicit migration” is simply the continuation of a centuries-old practice—that of physical mobility in search of human security and a flourishing life.

          Denizens in the Global South travel for many of the same reasons all people travel—to seek or to escape—yet they are often met with walls, machine guns, and hostility. Travelers in the Nicaragua-Costa Rica and Thai-Myanmar borderlands desire to travel to safely deliver a child, to visit a loved one, or simply to worship. Often, the race- and class-based dimensions of global travel, coupled with the uneven bestowments of documentations, have dramatic consequences for forcibly displaced migrants. Despite a global hierarchy and grammar of mobility that connotes class and racial difference, migrants contribute to tourism economies by greatly enriching their host nation with their economic and cultural value, yet are given little in return. By allowing temporary stays for migrants, Thailand and Costa Rica hold the potential to foster regional cooperation and integration, while countering many of the anti-immigrant undercurrents that can give way to nationalism and xenophobia. Forms of travel in the Global South must be seen as a complex whole, not only as forced migration but also as an opportunity to foster bonds between Ticas, Nicas, and phinong (siblings) who have recently been divided by geopolitical boundaries. These forms of cross-border travel, undertaken by precariously situated people, must be regarded as engaging in tourism otherwise, or forms of travel that galvanize bonds toward more secure and livable geopolitical futures.

        
      
      
        Notes

        
          
            1. All names are pseudonyms, to protect the research collaborators’ identities.

          

          
            2. Interview, Waan (pseudonym), Chiang Mai, Thailand, April 2015.

          

          
            3. Interview, Leng Pang (pseudonym), Chiang Mai, Thailand, July 2017.

          

          
            4. Traditionally, Tai people, also known as the Shan (an exonym given by the Burmans and a corruption of the word Siam), have settled the plains, valleys, and mountains of Assam in India, where we still find the Tai Khamti. The Tai Long, Tai Khün, and many other Tai groups live in vast plains of Shan State in Myanmar. Tai groups are also found in Sipsongpanna in Southern China (where the Dai live), Northern Thailand, and even parts of Laos and Vietnam.

          

          
            5. As quoted in Ramos (2018).

          

          
            6. Ramos.

          

          
            7. Ramos.

          

          
            8. Phone interview, Elena (pseudonym), September 2018.

          

          
            9. Interview, Noi Naa (pseudonym), Chiang Mai, Thailand, January 2015.

          

          
            10. Interview, Noi Naa.

          

          
            11. Interview, Pung.

          

          
            12. Interview, Pung.

          

          
            13. For an in-depth analysis of the Tai monk’s funerary event see Sebro (2016).
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        Introduction

        Touristic security—the practice of securing tourists to sustain tourism—is deeply informed by and informing of both the geopolitical relationship between the Global North and the Global South and of the embodied inequalities between different groups of people. This chapter investigates how touristic security is being enacted in one particular place in the Global South: Guatemala. Despite high levels of poverty, crime, and violence, tourism has become crucially important to the Guatemalan economy. In order to sustain the country’s tourism industry, many Guatemalan tourism stakeholders engage in touristic security. The chapter asks the following questions: Which tourists are these stakeholders most concerned with? How do they imagine these tourists’ fears and determine their vulnerabilities? What touristic security strategies do they employ? And what are the consequences of these strategies for the places and people being made “touristically safe”? Along with published material (academic, news media, and tourism), the data for the chapter comes from four trips to Guatemala made between 2010 and 2017, amounting to a total of one year living and/or researching in the country.1 The ethnographic research took place primarily in and around the small city of La Antigua Guatemala (Antigua, for short), Guatemala’s main tourism destination. While international (often Western) tourists are considered especially economically and symbolically valuable for the Guatemalan tourism industry, they are also widely deemed to be vulnerable to coming to harm in the country, most notably from “delinquents.” This understanding of the “touristically threatened” and “touristically threatening” is also gendered—with Western female tourists argued to be particularly vulnerable, especially to Guatemalan men. The chapter demonstrates that, in efforts to make (especially Western female) international tourists feel safe and keep them from bodily harm, gendered knowledge, relations, bodies, and practices are mobilized in touristic security strategies and that these strategies are (re)producing inequalities and creating new insecurities, especially for poor Guatemalan women and men.

        The chapter proceeds as follows: first, it briefly introduces the global geopolitics of touristic security; second, it moves to the case of Guatemala and demonstrates how North/South relations join with gendered knowledge, relations, bodies, and practices to shape how touristic security is enacted and with what sociospatial consequences; and third, it concludes by arguing that, more than securing tourists/tourism, touristic security is (re)shaping neocolonial gendered worlds of (in)security.

      
      
        The Global Geopolitics of Touristic Security

        Geopolitics is the complex process through which places and the relationships between them are continuously (re)made through discourses, imaginaries, affects, flows, performances, practices, policies, and so on (Dodds 2019; Dowler and Sharp 2001; Hyndman 2001; McDowell 1999; Pain 2009). Places are spaces that, although always in the process of becoming, have taken on a degree of institutionalization and, thus, permanence (McDowell 1999). There is a mutually constitutive and coevolving relationship between place and people (Dodds 2019; McDowell 1999). Many places (re)produce an inside/us and an outside/them dichotomy, followed by place-based communities/identities and experiences of belonging/not belonging (Dodds 2019). As people move within and between places, engaging in everyday practices and embodied performances, they also (re)produce and transform both places and the relationship between them (Hyndman 2001; McDowell 1999; Sheller and Urry 2004). Accordingly, human spatial (im)mobilities and their governance is highly geopolitical. Here focus is placed on the geopolitical relationship between the Global North and the Global South. This global geography of inequality is rooted in past/present discourses and practices of colonialism, development, and imperialism (Escobar 1995; Kiely 2007) and is continually governed and (re)produced through unequal processes of inclusion/exclusion (Boatcă 2016; Dodds 2019). Many scholars have focused on the geopolitics of migration and border security, highlighting how the Global North is progressively being fortified against “threatening Others” from the Global South and, consequently, how this (re)produces global inequality and creates new threats/risks for the already vulnerable (Bigo 2014; Boatcă 2016; Duffield 2010; Huysmans 2000; Vaughan-Williams 2008, 2010, 2015). By focusing on tourism and touristic security, this chapter flips the perspective and demonstrates how the “threatening Global South” is increasingly being made safe for international (often Western) tourists, with widespread consequences for the places and people being made “touristically safe.” While here I focus on the global geopolitics of touristic security, in the following section I show how this practice is situated, localized, and embodied in Guatemala.

        The term “touristic” refers to something that shares the logics/characteristics of tourism. Tourism is a form of nondaily travel away from home, primarily characterized by choice, circularity, formalization, and consumption (Becklake 2020). While this definition of tourism includes holidaymaking, it far exceeds it, including other travel practices such as business travel, volunteering, studying abroad, field research, conferences, and so on. As tourism is commodified and commodifying travel (Böröcz 1996), the global tourism industry has become highly economically valuable (World Bank 2017). While the economic value of tourism is often stated, it is also widely argued to be at risk of coming to harm, chiefly from violence and crime; health, environmental and/or financial crises; and social unrest (Hall, Timothy, and Duval 2003; Mansfeld and Pizam 2006; Tarlow 2014). Indeed, there is a rising consensus among many organizations, governments, businesses, and tourism scholars that a state of touristic insecurity has emerged and, thus, that tourism must be protected. In other words, tourism has gone through a process of securitization (Lisle 2013). This has led to the emergence of touristic security projects, defined as loose networks of tourism stakeholders who share the aim of securing the tourism industry and, thus, engage in the practice of touristic security. All security practices entail “identifying security objects (that seen at risk of coming to harm from a threat), threats (that seen as capable of harming a security object), and risks (the probability that a threat will cause harm to a security object), as well as the enactment of security strategies (ways to reduce a security object’s risk of harm from a threat)” (Becklake 2020, 35). There is no tourism without tourists; likewise, touristic security takes tourists as proxy security objects for tourism (Becklake 2020). As tourists tend to be “risk ﻿averse” (Bianchi 2007), touristic threats are identified as anything or anyone capable of causing tourists fear or harm. Likewise, tourism stakeholders employ diverse strategies aimed at keeping tourists touring; this entails making tourists feel safe enough to travel and keeping them from bodily harm while they do so.

        As I argue elsewhere (Becklake 2019﻿, 2020﻿, forthcoming-a), while one can identify a global touristic security project through which diverse stakeholders cooperate to make “the world” safe for tourism, destination touristic security projects are enacted as part of global tourism competition, with localities in part competing via their ability to offer tourists a higher level of personal security. Unlike global competition for disembodied capital, global tourism competition aims to create the “right” conditions to attract/satisfy fleshy-feeling mobile consumers of place and people (tourists). This entails “tourism reflexivity” (Urry and Larsen 2011)﻿, or seeing place and people through the tourist gaze and, thus, coming to know them as tourism destinations and “touristic figures” (Becklake 2016). Tourism stakeholders engage in tourism reflexivity to discover “their” touristic competitive (dis)advantages and, subsequently, enact strategies that aim to attract/satisfy tourists. While touristic security aims to secure all tourists, not all tourists are deemed equally valuable or vulnerable. International tourism is akin to international trade and thus deemed highly valuable to the circulation of capital, wealth production, and the ability to signal to investors that a place is safe for tourism and foreign investment (Becklake 2019﻿, 2020﻿, forthcoming-a). While international tourists are often deemed highly economically valuable, they are also widely assumed to be the most fearful and vulnerable to coming to harm. Many people fear traveling abroad, and international tourists’ travel decisions are highly informed by the level of personal safety offered in different places (Association of British Travel Agents 2016). Beyond fear, tourism scholars regularly argue that moving between known and unknown places can make someone more vulnerable to personal-security threats, due to a lack of contextual knowledge, social visibility, and disembeddedness; being off guard; engaging in risky practices; and being seen as a soft target (Brunt, Mawby, and Hambly 2000; Lepp and Gibson 2003; Pizam and Mansfeld 2006). While the hypervulnerability of international tourists is debatable (see next section), as victims they are highly symbolically powerful—for when bad things happen to them, it becomes global news with ramifications for a country’s touristic image and, thus, its ability to attract further international tourists and foreign investment.

        Among other things, access to international tourism requires economic capital, passport power, and, increasingly, security clearance (Bianchi and Stephenson 2014; Urry and Larsen 2011). While the participation of Chinese citizens in this phenomenon has been rising, international tourists continue to disproportionally originate from the Global North (Enloe 2014; United Nations World Tourism Organization [UNWTO] 2019). Consequently, how ﻿northern publics (or “Westerners”) imagine and experience the world is highly important to tourism stakeholders. There is a global geography of touristic (in)security in the Western tourist imagination, with the Global South seen as particularly risky for travel (Carter 1998). While this puts the Global South at a touristic competitive disadvantage, following the neoliberalization of development, many countries in the Global South are also economically dependent on international tourism (UNWTO 2018). All of this suggests that while the issue of touristic security is relevant to all places seeking to be globally competitive tourism destinations, it emerges as particularly pertinent and transformative in the Global South. Indeed, Western tourists’ desires and fears powerfully inform how places and people within the Global South are being touristically represented, governed, restructured, and disciplined. Like border security, then, touristic security emphasizes the global geopolitics of Western fears. Fear “justifies” security practices that spatially exclude anyone deemed threatening, and thus, works to extend or shrink the spaces in which different people can move (Pain 2010). In addition to being branded as “threats” to citizens of the Global North when they leave their countries as migrants or refugees, poor citizens of the Global South are also branded as “threats” to Western tourists in the Global South. Consequently, while border security aims to keep “threatening Others” out of the Global North, touristic security aims to extend Western spaces of security into the Global South and, in so doing, often alienates and/or expels local people from their own communities (see, e.g., Becker and Müller 2013; Becklake 2020; Córdoba Azcáre 2020; Cornelissen 2011). As such, border security and touristic security work together to (re)shape neocolonial worlds of (in)security.

        Touristic security and its consequences are also gendered. Gender refers to the socially constructed characteristics associated with being a woman (femininity) and being a man (masculinity), as well as to the material-symbolic relationship of inequality between women and men (McDowell 1999). Gender never acts alone; it intersects with other axes of power/inequality, including nationality, class, race, ethnicity, sexuality, and so on (McDowell 1999). Like the imperial soldier, the tourist has long been figured as a white masculine subject adventurously seeking out and consuming “exotic” feminized landscapes and “Others” (Enloe 2014; Morgan and Pritchard 1998). Yet, from a touristic security perspective, the international tourist is deemed vulnerable and dependent on others and, thus, feminized and infantilized in his/her “need” for protection while in “foreign lands.” Likewise, the tourism industry and many governments aim to make place/people safe for tourists of both genders. Yet, as Cynthia Enloe states, “A government that decides to rely on money from tourism to reach its development goals is a government that has decided to be internationally compliant enough that even a woman traveling on her own will be made to feel at home there” (Enloe 2014, 56; my emphasis).

        As a consequence of gendered vulnerabilities to sexual violence, gendered geographies of (in)security (whereby women are taught to fear the public realm), and gendered-racialized myths of sexually dangerous “Other” men (De Welde 2003), female tourists are often imagined to be (and may feel) especially vulnerable to coming to harm, especially from “Othered” men. While this gendered conceptualization of touristically threatened/threatening subjects is used to justify providing greater touristic security for women, it is also problematic. Indeed, women face the greatest risk of violence within their homes from known men, while those who are “Othered,” demonized, and feared face the greatest risks of coming to harm, not least because they come to sit at the “sharp ends” of white fear and security projects (Pain 2000, 2009, 2010; Pain and Smith 2008). Attention, then, should be given to gendered touristic security’s sociospatial consequences and how they are differently and unevenly experienced by diverse people.

      
      
        Gendered Touristic Security in Guatemala

        Socioeconomic accounts of Guatemala present a country at the breaking point. Guatemala suffered through a thirty-six-year civil war (1960–96), which led to genocide against the indigenous majority population (McAllister and Nelson 2013). Since the end of the war, everyday violence and crime has risen—a situation often explained through neoliberal restructuring and the continuing intersection of high levels of poverty and inequality; street gangs, narcotrafficking, and general criminality; the availability of firearms; endemic corruption and human rights abuses; and an inadequate criminal justice system leading to high rates of impunity (McAllister and Nelson 2013; Thomas, O’Neill, and Offit 2011). Guatemala is regularly reported to be one of the most violent countries in the world (OSAC 2016), and many Guatemalans live with daily fear and distrust (McAllister and Nelson 2013). Despite widespread insecurity, the Guatemalan government is increasingly turning to tourism as a tool of export-oriented national economic development, perhaps best indicated by its 2012 ten-year National Policy for the Development of Sustainable Tourism, which aims to make the country one of the most visited in the world (Government of Guatemala 2012). While far from reaching this goal, many international tourists do visit Guatemala every year, and tourism has indeed become important to the national economy. In 2017, 2,113,270 international tourists visited Guatemala. While the majority came from Mexico and other Central American countries (1,286,301), the second largest group came from the United States, Canada, and Europe (558,272) (INGUAT 2017). According to the World Travel and Tourism Council (WTTC), in 2017 the total direct and indirect economic contribution of travel and tourism in Guatemala was: 8 percent of gross domestic product, 7.2 percent of employment, 8.3 percent of investment, and 9.5 percent of exports (WTTC 2018).

        There are different opinions regarding the relationship between insecurity and tourism in Guatemala: while some argue that insecurity is a threat to tourism, others deny this to be the case. Guatemalans in the touristic city of Antigua often complain that the country’s high rates of violence and crime deter international tourists from visiting. This is supported by the WTTC, which links Guatemala’s worsening peace index between 2008 and 2015 with its worsening tourism index and a 12.8 percent reduction in international tourists (WTTC 2016, 11). Conversely, some Guatemalan politicians and tourism experts argue that because violence is everywhere (and, thus, “normal”), it is not a hindrance to tourism, often pointing to Mexico in support of their claim (Becklake 2020; Castañeda and Burtner 2010). Yet these actors also advocate for touristic security, because violence apparently is a problem for tourism, at least if it affects tourists. But Guatemala’s insecurity has also, in part, been touristified; it makes it an “edgy” exciting destination for those who want adventure and to gain cultural capital (Becklake 2020) and has helped to turn the country into a popular destination for volunteer tourism (Vodopivec and Jaffe 2011; Vrasti 2013). Nevertheless, even tourists who consume insecurity worry about coming to actual harm. With so much riding on tourism and so many potential touristic threats lurking, a Guatemalan touristic security project has emerged composed of a diversity of tourism stakeholders, including Guatemalan governmental agencies, the tourism and security sectors, foreign NGOs, and people whose livelihoods have come to depend on tourism. These stakeholders use a plethora of touristic security strategies to make tourists feel safe enough to visit and keep them from actual harm while staying in the country.

        
          Gendering the Touristically Threatened and Threatening

          Touristic security requires identifying who is the touristically “threatened” and who is the touristically “threatening.” As argued above, in the Global South, international tourists are often deemed the most valuable and vulnerable and, thus, given special security attention. In Guatemala, the prioritization of international tourists’ security is denied by some and complained of by others. The government’s National Program for Touristic Security emphasizes that it provides equal protection for both national and international tourists (Government of Guatemala 2012), and in Antigua some of my Guatemalan interlocutors stressed that everyone receives the same level of (often poor) security. Yet my research suggests otherwise. While the government professes equal treatment for all tourists, its Tourist Assistance Program—PROATUR—emphasizes international tourists by stating, “The most important is that those who visit us, visit us peacefully and knowing that they only have to worry about enjoying your [sic] stay in this beautiful country.”2 The term “tourist” is also regularly used as a synonym for “foreigner.” As a Guatemalan tourism worker explained to me, “The [security] priority is tourists; so, a local person is not going to generate an international impact, but the tourist will.” Beyond the discursive, a Guatemalan Tourism Institute (INGUAT) employee explained that at least in Antigua, “people give more [security] attention to foreigners. At specific times, the very same neighbors ask for more attention to be given to foreigners than to their own neighbors” (Becklake 2016, 206). But not all international tourists are considered equal. While the majority come from other Latin American countries (INGUAT 2017), in Antigua the term “tourist” regularly acts as a synonym for “Westerner.” The focus on Westerners—or “gring@s,” a term used primarily to refer to white people from wealthy countries—could be explained via their relative wealth and ability to signal to the Global North that Guatemala is safe not only for tourists but also for foreign investment, development assistance, and retirees. Yet rather than focusing on Western tourists’ economic and/or symbolic capitals, my Guatemalan interviewees offered two other rationales: high levels of fear and hypervulnerability.

          Westerners tend to fear visiting Guatemala. A Swiss tour manager in Antigua stated, “Some people literally have the idea of a 50/50 percent chance of getting mugged, robbed, and raped” (Becklake 2020, 37); similarly, a Guatemalan hotel front-desk manager explained, “People don’t come because they are afraid” (Becklake 2016, 138). While Westerners’ fear of visiting Guatemala may stem from high levels of violence and crime, Mexico is similar in this regard and is one of the most visited countries in the world. In contrast to Mexico, Guatemala may evoke higher levels of fear because it is less touristic and, by extension, less Westernized. While Western tourists are particularly fearful and, thus, deemed to need extra reassurance, many of my Guatemalan interlocutors also argued that Western tourists are especially vulnerable to coming to harm in the country because (unlike national or Latin American international tourists) they lack the relevant threat/risk knowledge and are obviously gringo, “walking dollar signs,” and “easy targets” for criminals (Becklake 2016, 192). Thus, according to many of the Guatemalans I spoke with, Westerners’ fears are valid. Of all Western tourists, I was regularly informed by interviewees that gringas—like me—are the most likely to come to harm. Considering high rates of violence against women in Guatemala (Torres 2008), concern for women’s safety is not misplaced. Nevertheless, Guatemalan interviewees suggested that Western women are particularly vulnerable to sexual violence, due to being exoticized and sexualized, considered open to casual sexual encounters, and engaging in practices deemed risky for women in the country (e.g., consorting with unknown men, drinking and taking drugs, and walking alone at night) (Becklake 2016). Here one finds that it is not only Western tourists’ fears that inform touristic security but also local threat/risk knowledge about who is the most likely to come to harm; moreover, this knowledge is gendered. As many Guatemalans assume Western (especially female) tourists to be the most fearful and vulnerable to coming to harm, anything/anyone with the ability to create fear in and/or harm these tourists is deemed a touristic threat, with the ability to damage tourism-driven economic development and tourism-dependent livelihoods.

          Many of my interviewees argued that the main touristic threat is “delinquents,” a term widely used to refer to thieves, drug dealers, and gang members, who are often figured as young, poor, and urban men (Camus 2011). Delinquents are widely blamed for Guatemala’s high rates of violence and crime and, thus, for its risky image and for threatening tourists (Becklake 2020). In Antigua, delinquents are also understood to be outsiders. A Guatemalan hotel owner explained, “They enter [the city] and see that Antigua has tourism . . . There are tourists, there is money, there are cameras, and they try to take advantage of this” (Becklake 2020, 39). Delinquents, as this interviewee suggests, do not live in relatively rich, touristy Antigua, and as they do not formally benefit from tourism, they do not share the goal of Antigua’s residents of securing tourists. While all Western tourists are thought to be lucrative easy targets for thieves, Western female tourists’ gendered vulnerability is argued to amplify their level of risk. Western female tourists, many Guatemalan interviewees contended, are vulnerable not only to thieves but also to being “taken advantage of” by Guatemalan men. As one young indigenous Guatemalan man explained, “Many men are always looking for foreign girls. . . . Here in Guatemala they have the idea that a foreigner with white skin—gringo or gringa—is easy . . . A large percentage of the men want to take advantage of the girls.” Indeed, Guatemalan women continually told me to be wary of all sorts of Guatemalan men, especially ﻿capitalinos (residents of Guatemala City) who come to Antigua on the weekends, and dance and Spanish teachers (Becklake 2016). Yet it is not only Guatemalan men who are figured as potential touristic threats in Antigua. Business owners in Antigua often complain that street vendors—the majority of whom are indigenous women—take up the sidewalks, disrupt business, “taint the colonial image,” and harass tourists to buy things (Little 2003, 530). In their ability to cause tourists’ irritation or discomfort, local business owners claim these women to be touristically threatening (Little 2005).

          This conceptualization of the threatened/threatening places Western (primarily female) tourists at the soft center of the Guatemalan touristic security project (e.g., those to be protected), whereas especially poor Guatemalan men (and some women) become the targets of touristic security strategies (e.g., those to be pacified). The knowledge underpinning this conceptualization is contestable. First, it assumes Western tourists to be hypervulnerable when there is no robust data to prove it and when the U.S. Overseas Security Advisory Council notes that “tourists seem to be largely shielded from the worst of the violence [in Guatemala], instead succumbing principally to pickpockets and purse snatchers” (OSAC 2018, 1). Indeed, my own research suggests that not being local can actually make one less vulnerable to various forms of violence/crime, such as kidnapping and extortion. Second, it overlooks robust data that shows that poor Guatemalans face high risks of coming to harm in their own country (McAllister and Nelson 2013; O’Neill and Thomas 2011). In other words, while Western tourists’ presumed hypervulnerability provides a moral justification for providing them with extra security attention, if actual vulnerability really were the main criterion, then the focus would not be on them. Third, in centering international tourists’ fears/vulnerabilities as opposed to focusing on the full range of touristic relations of (in)security, the role Western tourists can play in creating fear/harm is silenced. Yet there is a long history of Western violence, exploitation, dispossession, and disregard for people in Guatemala (McAllister and Nelson 2013), and the country has become a well-trodden destination for dubious and/or violent touristic practices, including volunteer tourism with children3 (Becklake 2014; Vodopivec and Jaffe 2011; Vrasti 2013) and the sexual exploitation of women/children (Giron 2005; International Commission Against Impunity in Guatemala and United Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund 2016). What this conceptualization of the threatened/threatening gets right is that, compared to their male counterparts, female tourists may be particularly fearful about traveling, and they do face additional risks, especially to sexual violence (Enloe 2014; Jordan and Aitchison 2008). Even so, the level of security attention given to privileged gringas must be contrasted with the lack of such attention given to marginalized Guatemalan women, who share this gendered vulnerability but face even greater risks of harm.

          While some Guatemalans contest and complain about the prioritization given to international tourists’ security (Little 2014), many tourism stakeholders support it; for them, providing international tourists with personal security supports their own economic security. Likewise, Guatemalan tourism stakeholders engage in a plethora of touristic security strategies to make international tourists feel safe and to keep them from bodily harm. Through field and desktop research, I have identified the following four key touristic security metastrategies employed in the Global South: touristic assuring, touristic webbing, touristic bubbling, and touristic disciplining. As I thoroughly theorize these strategies elsewhere (Becklake forthcoming-b), here I stick to brief definitions. While touristic assuring refers to tactics that aim to give tourists the confidence that they have nothing to fear, touristic webbing describes how diverse spaces/places are linked together through touristic security assemblages, whether at a global, regional, or national scale. The concept of touristic bubbling describes the process of making public spaces/places, such as popular routes, nature reserves, and especially city centers, both pleasing and safe for tourists (Becklake 2020). Finally, the concept of touristic disciplining speaks to the process of creating touristically supportive relations and embodiments of place, whether this is disciplining local people to be hospitable to tourists or disciplining tourists to adopt embodied performances appropriate to the contexts they visit. In other words, touristic disciplining aims to make both locals and tourists safe for tourism. These strategies are geopolitical in that they inform how tourists and citizens imagine and experience a place as safe or risky, and include processes of inclusion and exclusion. Here I focus on how gendered knowledge, relations, bodies, and practices are mobilized within these four strategies and on some of their sociospatial consequences in the context of Guatemala.

        
        
          Gendered Touristic Assuring and Webbing: Making Guatemala Safe for Tourists

          Before tourism stakeholders can secure international tourists in Guatemala, they have to get them to Guatemala. This requires challenging the country’s risky image and reassuring tourists that, even with high levels of violence and crime, they will not personally be at high risk in the country. The government consults nation-branding experts, spends millions on marketing the country as a desirable/safe destination, lobbies foreign governments to change their travel advisories, and asks Guatemalans to avoid speaking poorly of the country so as not to damage its touristic image (Becklake 2016; Burrell 2013; Burtner 2004; Castañeda and Burtner 2010; Oliva 2018). Gender is also mobilized to help represent Guatemala as “safe” for international tourism. The government markets the country as the Heart of the Mayan World, with emphasis placed on Mayan culture and people; this marketing focuses heavily on indigenous women and their children (Little 2008). While gendered tourism marketing has been critiqued for its role in exotifying and sexualizing local people (Hall and Tucker 2004), gendered discourses and vulnerabilities also render women and children the nonthreatening face of Otherness. Likewise, images of colorfully dressed, smiling, indigenous, nonthreatening women and children help to (re)produce Guatemala as “exotic” and “safe” (also see Castellanos and Córdoba this volume). In turn, these women and children become the key objects of the tourist gaze, and (benevolent and malevolent) intimate encounters with them are sought out by international tourists (Becklake 2014, 2020). But it is not just images of Guatemalan women that get strategically used in tourism marketing; so too do images of white Western women. The presence of white Western women in the Global South is symbolically powerful for the tourism industry; indeed, their presumed hypervulnerability allows all Westerners to activate the following logic: “If they can safely travel there, then so can I.” In other words, they are living proof that any Westerner can go to Guatemala and survive. Likewise, images of gringas on and off the beaten track are used in Guatemalan tourism brochures to discursively produce “safe spaces” for international tourists (Burtner 2004, 408). NGOs especially use images of gringa voluntourists “helping” children. These images—which show young white women in contexts of high levels of human insecurity—signal that, at least for Westerners, Guatemala’s problems are not threats to their personal security; rather, they provide the conditions for much valued “authentic” experiences of the “Third World” (Becklake 2014, 2020; Vodopivec and Jaffe 2011; Vrasti 2013).

          When international tourists arrive in Guatemala, they are plugged into a national touristic security assemblage that aims to provide them with an elite level of protection as they move between and within different touristified spaces/places. The government and private security companies are the key actors in constructing this loose assemblage, employing ﻿hard-security strategies such as military patrol, roadside checkpoints, and convoys; the development of a special tourism police force; the widespread use of heavily armed private security guards; the development of a program to help tourists in need; and the creation of a special prosecution office to expedite justice for international tourists (Becklake 2016; Devine 2014; Government of Guatemala 2012; Little 2014). Likewise, as seen in other countries (Hyndman 2015; Ojeda 2013; Wynne-Hughes 2012), tourism-driven development is “justifying” increased securitization/militarization, which is, in turn, creating new insecurities for many Guatemalans. For example, Jennifer Devine has found that remilitarization in the name of ecotourism development in the state of Petén has been accompanied by the resurrection of counterinsurgency discourses and tactics used in the civil war, including constructing poor indigenous Guatemalans as threats, increasing community surveillance, expelling people from their homes/land, burning down entire villages, and erecting military checkpoints (Devine 2014). Militarization also holds particular consequences for women, who often face sexual exploitation and violence at the hands of soldiers (Enloe 2014), as was the case in Guatemala during the civil war (McAllister and Nelson 2013). Conversely, with international tourists deemed “the geese who lay the golden eggs,” they are provided not only with high levels of public/private protection but also with “touristic immunity” from state violence (Burrell 2013, 48). Somewhat ironically, the security institutions and companies tasked with protecting tourists are largely staffed by the very type of men claimed to be touristically threatening. In Guatemala, private security guards far outnumber police officers; these guards are primarily young, poor, landless, and indigenous men from rural communities with few economic opportunities (Dickins de Girón 2011). Offered little training and expected to work long hours for low pay, they guard places frequented by the wealthy (and tourists), such as hotels, restaurants, shopping centers, and nightclubs. These men are seen as “replaceable bodies” (Dickins de Girón 2011, 114); their lives are put on the line to protect the privileged.

        
        
          Gendered Touristic Bubbling: Making Antigua Safe for Tourists

          In Guatemala, touristic bubbling is especially evident in Antigua, which is often spoken of as a touristy-safe place within an otherwise risky country (Becklake 2014, 2020; Little 2014). Along with a concentration of the ﻿hard-security strategies mentioned above, in Antigua one also finds the use of plainclothes detectives﻿, tourism security groups﻿, fortified architectures﻿, the installation of CCTV and street lighting﻿, the implementation of bylaws aimed at limiting informal vending﻿, the ubiquitous use of private security companies﻿, the establishment of neighborhood watch systems﻿, and the constant giving of security advice (Becklake 2016; Little 2014). The touristic bubbling of Antigua has helped turn it into the most popular place in Guatemala for Westerners (both as tourists and residents). The large number of Westerners in Antigua works to normalize white bodies, the English language, and various Western cultural standards and practices, helping make the city appear and feel safe for all gring@s (Becklake 2020). The touristic bubbling and Westernization of the city also make it an attractive and safe place for some Guatemalans (Becklake 2016; Little 2005). Many Guatemalans cannot afford to travel internationally, but they can come to Antigua, and, as one Guatemalan dance instructor explained, “the world comes to Antigua” (Becklake 2016, 96). Within Antigua, Guatemalans can have a cosmopolitan experience. Another Guatemalan dance instructor explained, “Antigua has the reputation of being very cool; of having the tourists” (﻿96). Many Western tourists in Antigua participate in a hedonistic “vacation culture” (Ferguson 2011), including drinking, taking drugs, and finding new sexual partners. This has helped turn Antigua into an exciting and sexually liberal place for Guatemalans. Indeed, I was often told about the sexualized draw of the city for young Guatemalans wishing to meet and engage with sexually liberal gring@s. However, not all Guatemalans revel in the party scene. Many Guatemalans from Antigua complain of rising housing prices, endless noise, and lewd and immoral behaviors. For these Guatemalans, their city is becoming unaffordable and inhospitable; many have left Antigua for cheaper, quieter, but often less secure peripheral communities (Becklake 2016, 2020).

          While Westerners and some Guatemalans feel relatively safe in Antigua, this is not true for everyone. Indeed, making the city safe for tourism entails making it inhospitable to anyone deemed touristically threatening. The focus is often on Guatemalan men. Guatemalan interviewees especially pointed to young, male capitalinos, who are alleged to come to Antigua to participate in the party scene, take advantage of gringas, and/or sell drugs. Likewise, while some capitalinos visit Antigua to escape the violence of the capital city, Guatemalans in Antigua often blame them for bringing violence to the touristic city. Those held to be suspect may find they are not welcomed in certain spaces/places, such as bars and clubs. Poor Guatemalan men from surrounding areas may also be seen and treated as touristic threats in Antigua. A young indigenous man from a neighboring town recounted how he was once stopped by the police in Antigua. They aggressively interrogated him and threatened to take him to the police station; the incident left him shaken, as he was scared that they would frame him in order to bribe him. While some Guatemalans come to Antigua to participate in the vacation culture, others come on a daily basis to participate in the tourism economy. While gendered tourism marketing has opened a space for indigenous women to strategically engage in and profit from the tourism economy, especially through performing the “Maya Woman” for tourists as vendors of artisan products in Antigua (Little 2004), the implementation of bylaws against street vending has criminalized their economic strategies, opening them up to state forms of mistreatment and violence, including fines, abuse, jail, and dispossession of their merchandise. One indigenous street vendor explained with emotion, “They treat me like a criminal, but all I am doing is trying to provide for my family.” While the touristic city presents a place of economic opportunity for indigenous women, like indigenous men, they enter that place as potential targets of hard security and are thus constantly developing strategies to evade the attentions of the police (Little 2005, 2014).

        
        
          Gendered Touristic Disciplining: Making Tourists Safe for Tourism

          Western tourists arrive in the Global South with a habitus formed in the relative security of their home countries; likewise, they do not necessarily have adequate knowledge about how to safely navigate a place with higher levels of violence and crime. Guatemalan interviewees explained to me that their local threat/risk knowledge gives them a security advantage over international tourists; they know what/who to fear and how to protect themselves. Whether or not to share this knowledge with international tourists is widely debated. One Guatemalan tour guide explained that a lot of guides do not tell tourists about threats/risks “in order not to scare the people off or not to give the wrong impression and just pretend like everything is fine, but I think that’s a mistake” (Becklake 2016, 194). It is a real dilemma. On the one hand, Guatemalans do not want to create more fear and, thus, damage the tourism industry on which they economically depend; and, on the other hand, they want to be honest and impart threat/risk knowledge to tourists, thus giving them the information they need to keep themselves safe. In fact, while fear can damage the tourism industry, my Guatemalan interlocutors also implied that a certain level of fear is good; or, more precisely, they suggested that tourists who have no fear put themselves, and by extension the tourism industry, at risk. Guatemalans want tourists to feel enough fear that they will act in the “right” way while in Guatemala. How then do they share threat/risk knowledge with tourists without damaging the tourism industry? A Guatemalan Spanish teacher recounted the predicament and how he deals with it: “Saying that Antigua is safe would not be entirely true, but saying it is unsafe would be shooting myself in the foot . . . I say that Antigua is like any other city, where bad things can and do happen” (Becklake 2016, 194–95). The discourse of “bad things can happen anywhere” is strategic; it allows Guatemalans to tell tourists about the risk of violence and crime without damaging Guatemalan’s touristic reputation. It does so by deterritorializing “bad things” and, thus, normalizing those that can and do happen in Guatemala. In other words, if bad things can happen anywhere, then the fact that bad things can/do happen in Guatemala should not be a reason to fear Guatemala. After emphasizing that “bad things can happen anywhere,” Guatemalans advise tourists on how to make sure that they do not happen to them while in the country.

          While giving security advice is often institutionalized within businesses and organizations that deal directly with tourists, such advice is also given on an ad hoc basis. Tourists are told to put their “survival mode on” and to walk with confidence, because “they are like dogs and can smell fear” and “it is more likely that they will attack you if you look helpless” (Becklake 2016, 199). This advice is especially given to gringas, who are also told to fear certain Guatemalan men and to dress modestly so as not to attract unwanted sexual attention. There are spatial and temporal dimensions to this advice. In Antigua, international tourists are asked to stay in the colonial core and to avoid walking after nightfall. As a result, Western tourists tend to assemble in the city center and Antigua’s nighttime streets are relatively quiet (Becklake 2020). This advice is especially given to female tourists. A British NGO worker explained, “If you’re a female, you definitely shouldn’t be walking around on your own in the middle of the night” (Becklake 2016, 197). Yet some tourists remain impervious to security advice and act in Antigua as they do in their homeplaces; they refuse to be touristically disciplined. As my research suggests, this can frustrate and anger Guatemalans in Antigua, for when tourists become victims and spread insecurity stories, it is a direct affront to their tourism-dependent livelihoods. When tourists become victims, Guatemalans do all they can to ﻿soothe and smooth the situation, but if the victims were doing something that goes against security advice, they also blame tourists for their own misfortune. Blaming tourists is strategic; it allows for the claim that Guatemala is safe for tourists/tourism to be upheld. In other words, it is safe if you follow advice; if you do not, well, then, “you were asking for it.” The “you were asking for it” discourse—akin to that used to blame rape victims for their own victimization—is often directed at gringas, especially if they were engaging in practices deemed risky for women in Guatemala. A Guatemalan tour guide put it this way: “Young lady, beautiful lady, three o’clock in the morning, pretty drunk, walking on the streets of Antigua alone, that’s asking for it” (Becklake 2016, 201). The soft center of touristic security can rather quickly become hard.

        
      
      
        Conclusions

        The dual geopolitical practices of border security and touristic security are working together to (re)shape neocolonial worlds of (in)security. These practices need to be brought into greater conversation. At the time of this writing, many media outlets were reporting on a caravan of Central American migrants—including Guatemalans—making the long and perilous trip to the United States in an effort to escape poverty and violence. Compelled by dreams of a better life in “destination America,” and with few alternatives, they slowly move northward with well-founded fears of violence, rape, and death, but also with hope. Considered “threats” to the wealth and security of the United States, a plethora of ﻿border-security strategies aim to keep them from reaching their destination. Those who do make it into the United States may find themselves separated from their children; detained in inhumane, sometimes deadly, conditions; and the targets of discrimination, exploitation, and hostility. While these migrants may have left their countries, they have not left their worlds of insecurity. For many, deportation or worse will be the “reward” of taking on so much risk. As the United States aims to repel/eject these migrants, many of the countries from which they are fleeing are engaging in global tourism competition in the name of tourism-led economic development. This includes touristic security, which works to extend the Western world of security beyond the Global North. Likewise, while Guatemalans find that they are increasingly locked out of the United States, they also find their country/selves increasingly represented and governed as touristically desirable and safe for Western tourists, many of whom come from the United States.

        As tourism has become highly important to the national economy and for many livelihoods, a Guatemalan touristic security project has emerged, composed of a diversity of tourism stakeholders. In their aim to secure tourists to sustain tourism, these stakeholders engage in a plethora of touristic security strategies to make tourists feel safe enough to visit and keep them from bodily harm while visiting. This chapter has not focused on whether or not these strategies are successful but rather on the knowledge that informs them, how they are being enacted, and what their wider sociospatial consequences are. As I have demonstrated, touristic security deems anyone capable of causing international (primarily Western) tourists fear and/or harm, irritation and/or discomfort a “touristic threat,” and, thus, positions (primarily poor, indigenous) Guatemalans at the sharp end of touristic security strategies. Touristic security strategies are linked to the securitization/remilitarization of the country, as well as the construction of highly securitized spaces/places for international tourists, from which many Guatemalans are alienated, excluded, and/or expelled. While certainly some Guatemalans benefit from the tourism economy and support touristic security, for others touristic security is creating greater marginalization, giving rise to new threats/risks (e.g., mistreatment, dispossession, criminalization, surveillance, and state violence) and producing new spaces/places of fear, hostility, and/or risk within their own country. As such, expanding Western worlds of security into Guatemala is (re)shaping Guatemalans’ worlds of (in)security, often in less than desirable ways.

        Gender also informs how touristic security is enacted and experienced. Deemed hypervulnerable and symbolically powerful, gringas are both positioned at the center of the Guatemalan touristic security project and touristically disciplined into “appropriate” behavior for women in the country. Consequently, despite high levels of security, they remain less spatially/temporally mobile than their male counterparts and, should they become victims while engaging in “inappropriate” behavior/activities, may be blamed for their own misfortune. While poor Guatemalan men are deemed threatening to gringas, and thus may be targeted by touristic security strategies, they also put their lives on the line for the protection of international tourists and touristic spaces/places. While the securitization/remilitarization of the country aims to protect international tourists, it also creates new threats/risks for Guatemalans, especially women. Marketed as the “exotic” but nonthreatening face of “Otherness,” indigenous Guatemalan women and children are the objects of the tourist gaze. While this allows some women to economically benefit from tourism, it also makes women and children more vulnerable to dubious (e.g., voluntourism) and violent (e.g., sexual exploitation) touristic practices. In reference to the latter, while gringos benefit from touristic security in Guatemala, those who commit violence against Guatemalan women/children often do so with impunity. Consequently, while touristic security centers (primarily) Western female tourists, it ignores the everyday touristic threats/risks faced by Guatemalan women. The touristic (re)shaping of neocolonial worlds of (in)security is, thus, highly gendered.

      
      
        Notes

        
          
            1. This includes six months working in a nonprofit, nongovernmental, development organization (NGO) in 2010; five months of ethnographic field research for my PhD in 2013 (including forty-six interviews with Guatemalans or foreigners, field notes of informal conversations, participant observation, and personal experiences of being “the secured”); and one month of follow-up post-doctoral research in 2017 (including eight further interviews with Guatemalans and a half-day tourism-security forum and debate with Guatemalan experts working in the tourism and/or security sectors).

          

          
            2. See PROATUR website: http://proatur.visitguatemala.com/en/about-proatur.php?lang=EN (accessed June 28, 2019).

          

          
            3. Volunteer tourism often entails tourists from the Global North traveling to the Global South to “help” poor children. While intentions may be good, many studies have shown that this practice can have unintended detrimental consequences for individuals and communities in the Global South (for an example from Guatemala, see Becklake 2014).
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        Guardians of Tradition

        The Affective and Popular Geopoltics of Yucatec Maya Women on Tour

        M. Bianet Castellanos and Matilde Córdoba Azcárate

      
      
        Introduction

        Feminist scholars suggest that, on a global scale, Maya women are considered to be the “guardians of tradition,” leading to a serious investment in keeping daughters and wives in rural villages. ﻿﻿Insofar as this conceptualization is both politically and geographically informed, it is geopolitically meaningful. The tourism industry largely contributes to this popular representation through the production and circulation of images in which traditionally dressed Maya women stand in front of rural vernacular houses working on the production of artisanal souvenirs. In the Yucatán Peninsula in ﻿southern Mexico, however, Yucatec Maya women are the leading ﻿workforce in the service-oriented economy of coastal cities like Cancún, as well as inland towns and villages like Izamal or Temozon Sur, that have turned to cultural tourism as their main livelihood strategy. These women are not only increasingly participating in regional and international migration circuits but also participating in flexible, waged labor while both staying at home in rural areas and embracing cosmopolitan urban lifestyles.

        We explore the role of the tourism industry in feeding globalized popular representations of this social collective as guardians of tradition and ask what it means to be guardians of tradition in a rapidly urbanizing region. What are the everyday implications of this geopolitical representation for Indigenous women working in the service industry both in rural and urban settings? Are these popular representations informative of particular spatial practices—such as land enclosures—and if so, how? This chapter builds on feminist scholarship as well as anthropological and political geography approaches to tourism, development, globalization, and migration studies. We trace official tourism marketing representations of Yucatec Maya women as folk objects and laborers (as maids, vendors, healers, and artisans, and more recently, professionals, entrepreneurs, and businesswomen). We discuss the implications of the prevalence of stereotypical, racialized, and rural-bound representations of Maya women for Yucatán’s destination branding, and we build on ethnographic evidence that illuminates both the burden that these representations have on women’s everyday life and the creative ways in which they strategically use them to advance personal interests. Through a focus on this traffic in Maya women’s representations—their production and circulation—we show tourism’s agency in the larger dialectic of differentiation and equalization that sustains uneven geographical development (Pattullo 2005; Smith 2008). We argue that by fixing Indigenous women through labor-oriented representations in the social space of the vernacular, tourism flattens geographical space and cultural difference. By flattening, we refer here to the uniformization of land and social and embodied spaces through the elimination of the possibility for eventualities or rebellion, and the instigation of a temporality of just-in-time production that enables the enclosure of land as well as the uneven movement of capital and the privileged classes across geographical space.

        Our chapter contributes to larger debates on the agency of tourism, media, and popular culture in shaping geopolitics (Dalby 1991, 1994; Dittmer and Dodds 2008; ﻿Gonzalez 2013; Ó’Tuathail and Agnew 1992). It builds on critical feminist geopolitics and work by Grosz (1994), Marston (1990), Enloe (﻿2014), and Peterson (1992) among others, who suggest that cultural representations are not just mediators of particular political realities but also affective engagements. As such, they co-constitute political reality in and through the body. Our perspective on tourism geopolitics calls not only for a better integration of popular media representations in understanding tourism as a political practice but also for careful attention to the different ways in which popular representations are spatialized, materialized, and either challenged or supported through embodied daily practice. As embodied, material, and spatial representations, tourism imaginaries—just as imaginaries about war, terrorism, ecological crisis, or international dialogue—actively contribute to the reshaping of global geopolitics through lively experience. If “geopolitics saturate the everyday life of states and nations,” as O’Tuathail and Dalby (1998) posit, then its sites of production “are multiple and pervasive,” from a national security memorandum, to a newspaper headline, to a compelling image that calls for action, to a speech that justifies military intervention, to a religious affair, or a tweet (c.f. O’Tuathail and Dalby 1998, 5). We focus here mostly on state-led tourism’s popular representations of Indigenous women and their bodies, located in specific built environments and doing particular sets of things in those sites of geopolitical production. These placements matter, as Enloe (2014, 41) suggests, not only because “tourism as a concept is gendered” but also because “it involves the workings of power” across bodies and scales (Enloe 2014, 39). In southeastern Mexico, where tourism has become the major economic activity, this recognition is crucial, because Maya communities have been largely excluded from the interpretations and management of, and the benefits from, tourism venture projects (Ardren 2004, 103). Put on tour across scales, these representations feed the imagination and performance of the region for tourism and, in so doing, short-circuit the emergence and circulation of other potentially competing representations.

      
      
        The Traffic in Maya Women: Flattening Space and Indigeneity

        Gayle Rubin ([1975] 1997, 58) reminds us that “economic and political analyses are incomplete if they do not consider women, marriage, and sexuality.” Following Rubin’s assertion that traffic in women is about the reproduction and division of labor, we consider how this division manifests itself not only in tourist economies but also in its imaginaries. Tourism, as both an industry and cultural form that relies on, promotes, and universalizes a gendered division of labor, contributes to an equalization of global space. Tourism studies scholars have called attention to the tourism industry as an imperialist system that has shunted women into sex work, making tourism synonymous with sex (Brennan 2004; Frohlick 2010).1 Certainly, sex work is a major tourist attraction in numerous countries globally; examples include Thailand, Cuba, Brazil, and the Dominican Republic (Cabezas 2009; Daigle 2015; Ehrenreich and Hoschild 2002; Williams 2013). In other destinations, women are largely associated with the more mundane aspects of tourist work—from chambermaids to hula dancers to street venders (Desmond 1999; Sinclair 1997; Wilson 2012). Perhaps, predictably, although women constitute a significant portion of the tourism workforce, they are concentrated in low-status positions (World Tourism Organization 2011). Tourism economies evoke images of women at work as a way to market affordable, consumable, and tourable ethnic spaces. This happens mostly but not only in the Global South, a geography imagined and managed through imperialist and nostalgic lenses that conceive land, resources, and people as being more authentic because they are closer to nature.2

        Indigenous women are a prime example of the ways in which the tourism industry conflates labor, indigeneity, and cultural authenticity with power (Castellanos 2010; Negrín da Silva 2019; Wilson 2012). Just as tourism feeds off stereotypes about nature, ﻿Indigenous cultures, and revolutionary struggles, we can see a similar process taking place when we look at how Indigenous women are portrayed in tourism’s visual representations. Worldwide, native women are seen as closer to nature and thus rendered consumable and desirable objects. Even when they are imagined as revolutionary actors, they continue to be associated with nature, cultural authenticity, and the sphere of social reproduction. They are perceived to be docile subjects and reproductive vessels, sites of affect, nurturing, and care. Their bodies are represented as part of entrenched Western binaries that are continually reanimated through tourism consumption. Drawn from hegemonic tourism representations, these internationalized stereotypes have afterlives; they have been mined for use in nation-building and civilizing projects (Desmond 1999; Enloe ﻿2014) and also to advance patriarchal understandings of the world (Babb 2018; Escobar 2018). These are stereotypical tourism representations that intentionally flatten living spaces and land struggles in order to put them to work for the market, that is, to render them tourable and consumable as uniform objects across different geographical scales. But as Enloe (﻿2014) reminds us, representations of women and nature are always geopolitical projects grounded in uneven historical processes. Moreover, women’s bodies are not just containers but “the material sites in which value, geopolitics, and meaning is produced and contested” (Meehan and Strauss 2015, 13).

        A critical analysis of this flattening requires an examination of how tourism representations make use of stereotypical assumptions about place and womanhood. They also compel us to consider how women themselves deploy these stereotypes to construct their own counternarratives of tourist work. In many instances, as the introduction to this volume asserts, women become the embodied spatialization of larger geopolitical projects. A critical investigation into the representation of women in tourism can reveal these gendered (geo)politics. In Thailand, for example, one of the largest ﻿sex-tourism destinations in the world, while tourism is inseparable from consuming bodies, exchanging sex for visas has become a culturally legitimate tool for many families to get ahead (Ehrenreich and Hochschild 2002). In the Yucatán, tourism pivots around a global division of labor wherein Maya women are portrayed in domestic spheres (as maids) and in rural spaces (as primitive or precapitalist and closer to an exoticized and eroticized nature) while Maya men are set in public-facing positions as waiters and bartenders or in urban settings (spaces of modernity and globalization). Yet these tourist images are not static but change over time. They too are generative of new modes of habitation (Simone 201﻿9). As part of the tourist gaze, they are also reliant on creating value, on being unique, on staying on the market, and they do so through performative processes of ongoing differentiation. While all places are potentially tourist spots, not all are tourable in the same ways (Castellanos 2019; Edensor 2001). As tourist imaginaries have shifted to accommodate the changing vicissitudes of tourist tastes, depictions of passive, servile indigenous subjects seem no longer adequate. Emergent trends in alternative tourisms—such as cultural and natural tourisms, ecotourism, solidarity tourism, and so forth—have led to a demand for encounters with agentive and independent ﻿Indigenous subjects. In the Yucatán Peninsula, contemporary marketing campaigns, for example, showcase Maya women entrepreneurs who are not just providing a service but are also empowered and making a living thanks to tourism.

        In the next section, we explore the trafficking of women through tourism representations of Maya women in official tourism media campaigns led both by the state and through hybrid partnerships between the state and private capital. The state-supported circulation of stereotypical depictions of Maya women as being closer to nature and rurality have informed the physical movement of women in the region and beyond, while also enabling emergent forms of state-led civic organization and governance, such as community cooperatives. Through a series of empirical examples, we discuss how these stereotypes are deployed, the burdens they come to represent, and the ways in which the tourism industry has used them to systematically appropriate the interpretations and management of land and cultural practices. By tracing and tracking these stereotypes across space and time, we construct a timeline that showcases state reliance on Indigenous women’s representations in the use of tourism as a state development tool, beginning in the 1970s through the present. We consider this reflection to be a starting point for future research on the strategic ways in which Maya women embrace and challenge these depictions on a daily basis.

        This discussion builds on the authors’ experiences conducting ethnographic research on tourism, development, migration, and space production in this region for the past two decades. Over this period, we have witnessed the shifting tides of touristic practices, state-led development, tourism aesthetics, and indigenous maneuvers to keep pace with the global whims, desires, and economies of the tourism industry. These returns to the peninsula have forced us to continually reassess tourism’s significance to local communities, regional economies, and global imaginaries.3 This chapter reflects our shared preoccupation with the ways in which the tourism industry has overwhelmingly overtaken the imagination of space and praxis of everyday politics in the Yucatán Peninsula, and in particular, with the ways in which popular Western understandings of nature, culture, and indigeneity are articulated to that effect.

      
      
        (Un)Fixing Indigenous Women in Place

        The depiction of Indigenous women as objects to be toured and consumed has become commonplace and highlights the nostalgic, imperialist thrust of states and marketing campaigns in countries that have turned to tourism as an economic driver. The so-called ﻿Long Neck or Giraffe women belonging to Padaung tribes in the Kayah State of Burma and Mursi women with lip plates in Ethiopia might be among the most salient examples of the objectification of Indigenous women (Cohen 2008; LaTosky 2013). These tourism-driven images build on the myth of the contact zone, wherein mostly Western tourists expect a Third World experience filled with ﻿Indigenous bodies and cultural difference. These representations are ultimately geopolitical representations because they use their tourism appeal to renegotiate political boundaries, identity politics, and questions of belonging and, in some cases, human rights. The Mexican Tourism Board and airlines like Mexicana and Pan American have historically deployed this tactic to sell tourism to Yucatán. We examine campaigns initiated in the 1930s and running through the 1960s. Maya ruins and Indigenous people wearing traditional clothing became synonymous with Yucatán and with Mexico and America itself, as is evident in earlier tourism posters. The famed “archaeological center of America” (and the center of Mexico) could only be found by traipsing through sanctioned ruins and consuming an aestheticized Maya culture that was made equivalent to an internationalized nostalgic idea of heritage. Yucatán’s history of indigenous insurrections, land expropriations, and experiments in socialist utopia were not deemed worthy of representation.4

        In the poster “﻿Yucatan, Mexico” (fig. 10.﻿2), a “rural Maya village” becomes an iconic, shadowy presence that is representative of Yucatecan life. In other posters, like “﻿Chichen-Itza” (fig. 10.﻿1), this symbol is absent or is supplanted altogether by the image of a Maya woman. Geographical space and indigeneity is flattened to a singular Maya woman, who becomes fixed in a landscape of ruins by recourse to a perceived closeness with monumental culture, read as heritage and tradition. This state fixation renders her part of a primordial past. Not only are Maya women objectified, but they are also erotized, seducing us through their penetrating gaze and swaying, dancing bodies, as we can see in the Mexicana airlines’ poster, “Yucatan, Mexico” (fig. 10.3), circa 1930–60.
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          Figure 10.1. “﻿Chichen-Itza.” Dirección General de Turismo, Mexico, circa ﻿1930–60.
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          Figure 10.2. “Yucatan, ﻿Mexico,” Mexicana Airlines.
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          Figure 10.3. “Cancún Woman in the Beach Promotion,” circa 1970.
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          Figure 10.4. “Vacation Destination: Cancún.” Trans World Airlines, circa 1972.

        
        By the 1970s, however, indigeneity was no longer necessary in the tourist imaginary of Yucatán as a tourist destination. It becomes displaced by a global imaginary of the Caribbean, where space is associated with nature as in the Western imaginary of Eden, and more specifically, with the space of the beach. The construction of Cancún in the early 1970s as a planned center for tourism development ﻿led the shift away from popular representations of the Yucatán Peninsula as ﻿Indigenous land studied through the lenses of local material heritage and Maya women’s bodies to imaginations of the space as an internationalized, modern, and mostly white global leisure space.

        The representation of Cancún as an international tourist resort was the brainchild of the Mexican state. Modeled after state-led ﻿mass-tourism projects located in the Caribbean, the Mediterranean, Hawai‘i, Spain, and Morocco and conceived as a way to attract foreign investment (Martí 1991), Cancún was intended to be the antithesis of previous state development projects, like Acapulco, Manzanillo, and Puerto Vallarta, which were considered too “provincial”—read, local and regional—to become international hot spots. This turn to the global was accomplished in part by erasing Indigenous people, mostly women and their labor, from public marketing campaigns and destination branding. Posters of Cancún in the 1970s and onward do not include Indigenous people. Instead, pristine beaches, white ﻿Anglo women in bikinis, and cruise ships abound (Martí 1991). The result is a feminized, decontextualized, and geographical region, open to tourism circuits and processes of capital accumulation precisely because it can be reduced to be just that, a global beach.

        In tourism marketing campaigns from the 1970s, Cancún is portrayed as a tropical and feminized island paradise and is performed as such through tourists’ imaginations, practices, and experiences of a Western lifestyle of service, leisure, and excess. A significant difference with other tourism representations should be noted here. In Cancún’s state-led tourism imaginary, we do not find the mythical discourse of contact zone, or encounter, that is typically associated with paradisiac discourses and visual representations of other destinations in the Global South. In Cancún, escaping from everyday workspaces, uninterruptedly and sleekly, to an island paradise requires the active veiling of paradise as an intensely urban lived and work space. It requires, too, the veiling of indigeneity—as tradition—and hence any trace of potentially different understandings and ways of being in place.

        Through tourism marketing imaginaries of Cancún as a global beach paradise, Mexico attained preeminence as an international beach tourism destination. Circulating as synecdoche for the Yucatán Peninsula and Mexico in the tourist global market, the Caribbean beach in Cancún and the Riviera Maya underwent a radical process of land enclosure that, aided by posthurricane reconstruction efforts, has managed to secure the beach for tourists at the expense of locals (Córdoba Azcárate, Baptista, and ﻿Domínguez Rubio 2014). In fact, tourism marketing images of Yucatán as Cancún, and of Cancún as the beach, are part and parcel of a series of governance practices used to produce particular geographical spaces onto tourist stages, that is, place-based scenarios for global leisure and consumption.

        While the Yucatán Peninsula continues to be strongly associated with Cancún in the global imaginary, the shift toward alternative forms of tourism that began in the 1990s reincorporates an essentialized vision of “the Maya” into official tourism representations, this time through a direct connection with international and national cultural heritage and nature conservation policies. Emerging as a reaction to Cancún’s unfettered tourism urbanization, unplanned labor migration, and ecological distress, alternative tourism in the region is promoted as an opportunity to venture inland to encounter the “real Maya.” If in earlier decades, “the Maya” was restricted to archaeological sites such as Chichén Itzá and tourism mobilities within the region were tightly circumscribed to the geographical location of the ruins, since the early 2000s what counts as “Maya” for tourism purposes has expanded dramatically to incorporate encounters with living contemporaneous others. These encounters are staged away from urban “modern” centers and the familiarity of resort architectures and global brands. They must occur in rural “traditional” spaces, in spaces naturalized as places in which one can have authentic and meaningful cultural encounters in direct opposition to the “artificial” and too “Westernized” ways of encountering indigeneity, typically as precarious labor and servitude, in urban spaces such as Cancún. While the tourist gaze of escape involves beaches and modern built environments and services, the tourist gaze of encounter mobilized by alternative tourisms in Yucatán means rurality and material evidence from non-Western traditions. This has been accomplished by recourse to the corporeal senses, and in particular, through healing and cooking, as well as handicraft production.

        This shift from globalized beaches to bringing back “the other” has been fueled by both the use of tourism as a reconciliation tool (Higgins-Desbiolles 2003) and the tourist industry’s capitalization on experiential authenticity. This desire for lived experience has veered the focus away from encounters with particular material objects or specific social exchanges (Wang 1999). In the Yucatán Peninsula, the tourism industry’s turn toward experiential authenticity and the desires of tourists to use tourism as a way “to give back” has increased tourism flows to inland areas that are now reconceived and fixed as a space of and for indigeneity as tradition. While this indigeneity is no longer equivalent to a ruin but read through culinary, healing, or spiritual experiences in popular tourism representations of the region as a tourist space, this shift has meant bringing back the indigenous, and in particular, Maya women’s bodies as guardians of tradition, because of their internationalized and entrenched association with being closer to nature and rurality.

        In what follows, we further investigate how these tourism representations have incorporated Indigenous women’s bodies and driven shifts in the use of public space, land tenure, and the meaning of indigeneity itself.

      
      
        Maids and Vendors

        Even as Indigenous women were removed from Cancún’s spatial imaginary in the mid-1970s onward, their labor remained a central component of the burgeoning service industry. Due to its unprecedented growth, Cancún attracts Indigenous women from beyond the Yucatán Peninsula, from the Mexican states of Chiapas and Oaxaca to neighboring countries like Belize and Guatemala. Within the hotel industry, Indigenous women enter a segmented labor market of visible and invisible posts (Castellanos 2010). Positions that entail extensive interaction with tourists are filled by mestiza women, while Indigenous women are consigned to positions with the least interaction with tourists, as chamber maids and in the kitchen and laundry. In urban centers, however, Indigenous women fill reproductive roles as nannies and domestic servants. They also work as street vendors and small business owners, making them ubiquitous and ever-present in public spaces. Street vendors are often criminalized and considered a threat to tourism (Muñoz 2018). To be a street vendor and ﻿Indigenous places these women at great risk of bodily harm, state-perpetrated violence, and legal sanctions. These laboring bodies are rarely, if ever, captured in public and touristic representations of Cancún. Yet through their labor and spatial visibility in the city, Indigenous women counter narratives of erasure to become a vernacular presence in urban centers.

        In Cancún, Indigenous women are most visible as street and beach vendors. Given the social roles and expectations that curtail Maya women’s mobility and inform their job prospects (Castellanos 2007, 2010), these vending positions are filled by Indigenous women from Chiapas and Guatemala who, due to economic exigencies and geographic displacements, are not bound by such restrictive social expectations.

        In figure 10.5, a Tzotzil street vendor wears traje (traditional clothing) to sell her artisan-produced goods along the Avenida Kukulcan, the principal thoroughfare of Cancún’s hotel zone. For these women, indigeneity becomes a daily strategy and performance that plays into a global tourist imaginary (Rogal 2012). The traje worn in this photograph is representative of a highland Maya community, in this case the highland Tzotzil community of San Juan Chamula. In spite of the disconnect between landscapes (tropical jungle versus the highlands) and cultures (Yucatec Maya versus Tzotzil), this vendor’s presence does not disrupt the idea of Yucatán as an indigenous space. Because most tourists cannot tell the difference between Maya cultures and communities, this traje comes to stand for a pan-indigenous identity and cultural authenticity that is consumed globally. The detailed coral silk blouse and black wool skirt worn despite the tropical heat marks this woman as indigenous, perhaps even more so than her dark skin and straight black hair. As street and beach vendors, Indigenous women’s visible presence affirms how indigeneity is imagined at a global level, at the same time disrupting state efforts to localize indigeneity. For Yucatec Maya woman in urban spaces, wearing a huipil or traje has become a luxury, because handmade ﻿artisan-quality clothing is expensive to produce and does not always conform to employers’ dress codes. Only elderly women continue to wear it daily; younger generations wear huipiles only when they return to their villages to celebrate fiestas and other family rituals. Given the global assumption that conflates indigeneity with traditional clothing, tourists’ conception of who is indigenous in Yucatán is becoming increasingly usurped by the ubiquitous visibility of displaced Indigenous peoples.
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          Figure 10.5. Tzotzil street vendor with daughter. Photograph by M. Bianet Castellanos.

        
        Indigenous women participate in niche labor markets—as maids and vendors—and are thus fixed by their association with stereotypical and material notions of cultural authenticity. It is no longer archeological ruins but clothing that makes Indigenous women readable in urban tourist spaces like Cancún. Until a decade ago, when Maya women’s physical mobility was contained within specific geographic areas and private spaces—the rural, the streets, and the house—they found it difficult to move beyond these spaces. However, global shifts toward alternative tourism have collapsed the public/private distinction that organizes the presence and accountability of Indigenous women in urban tourist spaces. This is evident, for example, in the transformation of rural Maya communities into ecotourist sites or “villages with charm.” This collapse has made it possible for Maya women to reimagine new positions and visions of what it means to be indigenous in rural Yucatán.

      
      
        Healers, Artisans, and Entrepreneurs

        By the 2000s “the Maya” represented in alternative tourism narratives were relegated to a temporal past, while living in the present. By positioning themselves as professionalized political and economic actors in the tourism milieu, they manifested an embodied agency. For example, in promotional images of boutique cenotes, Maya women are represented through service, as vessels or repositories of other ways of knowing and doing that are more reflective of the inner changes in the mind and bodies of tourists than of Maya women themselves. In some cases, as in figure 10.6, women are physically absent, yet their presence and labor are alluded to through flower arrangements and lighted candles. In the instances where Maya women are represented as entrepreneurs and business professionals, they are made legible as the subaltern, yet a subaltern who complies through labor as service and does not pose any threats to the state’s reliance on tourism as a regional and national economic tool (see Aitchison 2001). Hence, in contemporary tourism narratives and visual representations, Indigenous people are represented as having voice and agency in the tourism ventures of their towns and villages, but not a controversial one. Official tourist media in Yucatán propagates images of Maya women and their bodies as repositories of tradition and as brokers that mediate existential encounters with ourselves through the other. This rhetorical shift from passive bodies to active ones is also evident in most recent tourism promotions of Yucatán where, in black and white, Indigenous women are brought back to nature, their bodies serving as mediators between the land and other ways of knowing. Through these representations, Maya women are transformed into commodities, like the pink salt or sisal objects that can be commercialized as tourist souvenirs or mementos that, at least in theory, give back to the community. Maya women in these tourism representations come to embody lo indígena (indigeneity). Their bodies stand in for tradition, while the space of the rural Maya village stands in for the vernacular.
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          Figure 10.6. Sacred cenote turned into a healing spa inside a luxury restored hacienda hotel in inland Yucatán. Photo by Matilde Córdoba Azcárate.

        
        The political and geographical implications of these representations come to the fore in the context of recent tourism development alternatives in the region: luxury hacienda tourism or boutique haciendas. This is a hybrid strategy led by the state and private capital that involves the restoration of former henequen haciendas as boutique hotels (Córdoba Azcárate, García de Fuentes, and Córdoba ﻿Ordóñez, 2013). In official marketing representations of luxury hacienda tourism, Maya women are depicted as confined to the space of the hacienda as maids, healers, and artisans. The logic of these representations is to show indigenous local others welcoming guests in their “habitat,” hence embodying real connections with the history of the place (Smith 1996). However, the racialized power relations that underpin these images are a prolongation of prior discourses that rely on material cultural and international heritage to render Indigenous people as authentic because they are closer to a nostalgic idea of the past. In contemporary imaginary, though, Indigenous people are granted agency through their labor, and their bodies are naturalized in connection with traditional wisdom and know-how. These representations rely on portrayals of close-ups of women’s faces and, most notably, their busy hands working on handicrafts—be it salt, candles, sisal products, jewelry, hammocks, or textile embroidery—that are sold as souvenirs.

        While these images, and the initiatives they are born from, aim to empower Maya women by making their labor visible, they reify the Yucatán Peninsula as an uneven regional geography divided into modern, urban coasts and beaches for relaxation and escape and traditional, rural inland areas of aestheticized, gendered, and racialized labor “just as before.” These representations matter because they prep, fix, and flatten the Yucatán Peninsula for global tourism consumption, transforming the peninsula into a diversified theme park, with sand, sea, and sun on the coasts and heritage, handicrafts, habitat, and history inland. In Yucatán’s post-agroindustrial landscape, these representations are powered by economic and political engines that erase and flatten a past of ﻿Indigenous labor revolutions, nonbinary ﻿Indigenous cosmologies, and relational ontologies.

        Coinciding with a global wave in ﻿Indigenous empowerment and the Mexican state’s efforts to create community cooperatives, Indigenous women in luxury hacienda tourism ventures are now being portrayed as entrepreneurs. Depicted as small business owners, always smiling at the camera, always dressed up in ternos, Maya women working for the tourism industry are presented as empowered women who occupy leading positions in their towns and villages. Yet a closer look at how labor is organized in these tourism spaces reveals that these are in most cases empty images that serve once more to advance tourism interests in lieu of truly effective strategies of empowerment. At some luxury hacienda hotels, women working in crafts and as masseuses in spas are organized in cooperatives, but they lack any real power to decide what crafts they are going to work on, where they collect their materials from, or where they are going to sell and for how much. And because they always need to be on stage, they are usually left out of important decisions about how to manage their time or where to physically work from (Fierro Reyes 2015). Through these images, indigenous female bodies are continually put to work for tourism, this time not through association with a romanticized material heritage but by means of a romanticized imagination of tradition as crafts and of inhabiting a past that has put them back into productive spaces, ironically, in similar uneven ways (Breglia 2009).

        Hence tourism representations not only contribute to the flattening of indigeneity but also actively reconfine land and Indigenous women and their bodies in antiquated and unequal spaces of production. Depicted as closer to nature and fixed in rural spaces through their association with craft labor, Indigenous women are relegated, once more, to a geographical statism that works for the tourism industry. Their stillness in rural space sharply contrasts with Indigenous women’s labor in urban tourist sites like Cancún. On a regional level, this reimagination of Indigenous women for alternative tourisms, or their refolklorization, also showcases novel hierarchies of domesticity and forms of kinship contradictions that are reflected in the reorganization of family units involved in domestic textile production for the hospitality industry or living inside hotels during their work seasons (Córdoba Azcárate 2020). In addition, if the representation of Yucatán as a Caribbean beach in the mid-1970s continues to legitimize processes of land and beach enclosures, recent representations of the region as “the land of the Maya” are also rapidly showing signs of questionable land appropriation inland. An example of the latter is evident in the rise of the privately owned boutique hacienda. In 2000 there were almost no boutique haciendas in the region. Now there are hundreds, with the locals saying that the entire historical center of Izamal, one of the leading cultural destinations in Yucatán, has already been sold to a private developer for tourism development.

      
      
        Conclusion

        The (in)visibility of Indigenous peoples forms part of a tourism apparatus aimed at engineering new landscapes that are not bound by geography but are rooted in affective imaginaries catering to Western sensibilities. By erasing Indigenous peoples from their native landscapes, state tourism practitioners invent a new future that is not constrained by the past. This effacement can be counterproductive when it leads to a loss of “vernacular” traditions and practices. Recent concerns over the loss of vernacular housing in Mexico, for example, speak to these worries and advocate a return to traditional housing with a modern twist.5 Alternative tourism infrastructures in Mexico rely on a similar approach of resuscitation and modernization, of showcasing ﻿Indigenous traditions that have been modified to cater to a Western imaginary based on essentialized notions of what is authentic and ﻿Indigenous. Not surprisingly, the push to buttress, even resurrect, vernacular traditions tends to be divorced from local and ﻿Indigenous perceptions of why these practices matter and how best to sustain them. Instead, indigeneity is conflated with rurality, flattening the sociopolitical meanings of traditional housing and practices for Indigenous peoples and the ways economic and cultural globalization has made it difficult to sustain these traditions. A similar flattening process takes place with Maya women when they are associated with the rural and domestic spaces in tourist imaginaries, as if associating them with the urban negates their indigeneity and marks them as inauthentic, as being “out of place.” The conflation with rurality transforms Maya women into monuments, just as fixed in time, place, and space as the ruins of Chichén Itzá. This flattening of sociopolitical meaning makes the region tourable. It erases contradictions in meaning and practice. It enables its geographical transformation into just one more readable ﻿Indigenous destination in the global market. But this ﻿flattening also evacuates the revolutionary potential of state efforts that push tourism as a privileged development tool for the region. As landscapes become uniform and uniformized for tourism consumption and the aesthetics that govern the everyday are reduced to fostering tourism, the senses become anesthetized. Perhaps as a result of these trends, recent proposals, such as the Maya Train (Tren Maya), have been largely welcomed in Yucatán. This is a vast infrastructural public project intended to connect the southeastern Mexican states in order to foster even greater tourism. Yet in Chiapas and Guatemala, this venture is criticized as just one more environmentally unfriendly and socially unjust development project. While Maya women from Yucatán may see the Maya Train as yet another possibility to put their culture to work through tourism, and hence, enable them to sell their crafts, Indigenous women in Chiapas see this project as another way through which the state and corporations will advantageously position themselves to gain control over native lands, resources, and indigenous ways of being (López Bárcenas 2018).

        Although an organized, collective confrontation against tourist projects has not yet happened in Yucatán, it is worth noting that Maya women have always mobilized their status as static tourism fixtures of nature, culture, and sexuality to construct alternative afterlives to reap economic rewards and assert ﻿Indigenous relationalities with nature and geographical space (see Taylor 2018). Maya women from inland Yucatán, for example, deploy seasonal strategies of labor migration to Cancún to keep the milpa and traditions alive; they rely on the color of their skin to navigate the labor market within tourist resorts; and they adopt touristic practices of gazing and the tropes of authenticity and idealized indigeneity to resurrect traditions and invent new cultural practices that resonate with transnational lives (Castellanos 2009, 2010, 2012). In inland Yucatán, Maya women living in the localities where luxury haciendas are located are knowledgeable of tourists’ desires for authentic stories rooted in place and they use their origins as natives both as leverage to get employment at the haciendas and to demand fair labor conditions (Córdoba Azcárate 2020). If they feel these conditions do not match their expectations, these women, working as healers and artisans, as well as elderly men working as gardeners, use resistance tactics learned from the hacienda’s history as a productive, contested space to slow down work, which for luxury tourism is a real market drawback.

        Since the late 2000s, the state-led push toward alternative tourisms and the seemingly uncritical embrace of tourism as development has raised concern among Yucatecans scholars, in particular those studying tourism in Mérida, the region’s capital. These researchers and students, many of whom are indigenous themselves, came together in 2015 to form Co’ox Mayab, “a union of social enterprises committed to the promotion of sustainable, responsible, solidary, fair, and conscious tourism” (see Jouault 2018). We conclude our discussion on tourism geopolitics with this example in order to highlight a novel approach to tourism development that may not involve a radical displacement from the way ﻿Indigenous bodies have been represented but shows a change in the uses these representations could have.

        At present, Co’ox Mayab remains a nonstate-driven organization led by students and Maya leaders from selected communities located near well-consolidated tourist towns such as Mérida, Izamal, and Valladolid. Participants have received support and training from the Autonomous University of Yucatán (UADY), the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), and most recently, from Fomento Social Banamex, A.C., one of the associations in charge of remodeling haciendas into luxury hotels. Their slogan is to “discover Yucatán from a local perspective” and so far, they offer tours in thirteen villages involved in locally sourced productive activities that could be potentially threatened by large-scale tourism ventures. Through these small-scale tours, Co’ox Mayab hosts tourists in local houses, invites them to participate in seasonal agricultural events, and contextualizes these activities within the changing sociopolitical dynamics facing these communities and their livelihoods since tourism became the dominant economic activity in the region. Although a relatively new organization, Co’ox Mayab is an interesting example, because their presentation of “the Maya” is locally mediated and reflects a collective vision of resource management, decision making, profit sharing, and work that aims to “promote control and domain of the means of production and mainly, the control of land, the generation of self-employment, and self-management ( . . . ) in order to improve the quality of life of the members and the community where it is established.”6

        There are three interesting aspects in regards to Co’ox Mayab’s use of visual representations: first, their explicit effort to identify the localities they work with as an alternative to the state-sanctioned spatial network of tourist Maya towns and villages; second, their promotion of other ways of traveling, moving around, and experiencing the region that are not officially associated with traveling to inland areas; and third, their integration of tourism as one among other productive activities for the community members involved, and one that is fundamentally attached to land and power, and is therefore controversial. These new cartographic and visual representations of inland areas, even when made for tourism, can potentially challenge the flattening of space and ﻿Indigenous bodies that we discuss here.

        In ﻿Co’ox Mayab’s promotional images, tourists are generally the protagonists. They become so by engaging with natural resources and cultural artifacts different from the ones they are used to at home. When Maya people are engaged, they are always in conversation with travelers, with others in local villages, with particular animal species such as bees or flamingos, or with plants and fruits such as mangroves or coconuts. These images do not portray Maya women side by side with ruins, or selling handmade crafts while smiling at the camera, or preaching ﻿Indigenous wisdom with any kind of romantic ﻿flair. They show members of existing cooperatives working the land and its resources to make a living. As Sarah Taylor (2018) has put it, they portray Maya women just “getting by.” In these images, other ways of understanding and caring (for the land, for one another) emerge, and the state lens that imposes meaning and interpretation onto the landscape and into women’s bodies as guardians of tradition comes to the fore as just one more interpretation among others. Indeed, this approach showcases Maya women, men, and children ultimately bound in and by tourism development; but for them, tourism might not always be the solution to environmental justice and cultural revitalization.7 Historicizing and acknowledging these other forms of understanding and relating to tourism might be the first step toward shattering hegemonic and geopolitically powerful tourism representations of the region that continue to place Indigenous women and their bodies on tour as the ultimate guardians of largely commodified traditions. This regrounding offers new opportunities to work in concert with Indigenous peoples to construct more inclusive tourist imaginaries and geopolitical alliances.

      
      
        Notes

        
          
            1. Men can also be involved in sex work: see Stout (2014) and Padilla (2007).

          

          
            2. For a classic discussion on gender and nature see MacCormack and Strathern (1998). Also see Greenough and Tsing (2003) and De la Cadena (2010) for a discussion on indigeneity and nature’s representations in the Global South.

          

          
            3. For a discussion of the “politics of returns” and the ethics of representation in Latin American and the Caribbean, see Castellanos (2019).

          

          
            4. In Cartographic Mexico, Craib (2004) describes these spaces as fugitive landscapes that never made it into historical cartographic representations of the country in opposition to pervading representations of Mexico as the terrain of tradition. He conceptualizes this politics of representation as a project of state fixation. The tourism industry’s use of Indigenous women in the Yucatan is part and parcel of this historical process.

          

          
            5. See https://archleague.org/article/mexicos-traditional-housing-disappearing-way-life/?printpage=true. Accessed March 8, 2019.

          

          
            6. See http://cooxmayab.com/en/about-us/.

          

          
            7. For a discussion of Maya personhood, see Castellanos (2010).
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        Part III

        Geopolitical Infrastructures of Tourism

        Introduction by Mary Mostafanezhad, Matilde Córdoba Azcárate, and Roger Norum

      
      The final section of this volume, “Geopolitical Infrastructures of Tourism,” examines how tourism infrastructures facilitate and become embedded in the flow of things as aesthetic and semiotic geopolitical formations. To shed light on the need to account for the sociality of infrastructures in tourism research, we ask: How do infrastructures shape geopolitical identities? How do they materialize past histories of domination and future ambitions of territorial control? How are tourism infrastructures used in contexts of humanitarian crisis? What is the role of tourism infrastructures in the co-construction of enviornmental sensibilities? And finally, how are the promises of tourism development associated with large-scale infrastructure made meaningful? Without attention to such questions, we fail to address the critical links between infrastructure development, tourism, and world making.

      In tourism destinations, infrastructures are represented in ways that become synecdoche of place. The Eiffel Tower, for example, was originally built in 1889 to commemorate the centennial of the French Revolution and functioned as the entrance to the World’s Fair; today, it is experienced as a symbol of the “real” Paris and its connotations of love, romance, and modernity. The Great Wall of China was originally constructed as a bulwark against nomadic invaders and to consolidate the Chinese states; today, the network of fortifications is a UNESCO ﻿World Heritage site symbolizing China’s transition from a nomadic to agricultural society. The Golden Gate Bridge, first built to provide a more convenient vehicle route from San Francisco to the ﻿North Bay, now symbolizes the United States and draws more than ten million visitors annually as one of the wonders of the modern world.

      Infrastructures not only co-construct tourism destinations but become meaningful and affective relational sites themselves. While infrastructures are “conceptually unruly” (Larkin 2013, 329), they are also conceptually bold and theoretically permeable. They facilitate the circulation of imaginaries, bodies (human and otherwise), and affects and may therefore be thought of as material and semiotic formations that “emerge out of and store within them forms of desire and fantasy and can take on fetish-like aspects that can be wholly autonomous from their technical function” (﻿329).

      Largely incorporated into a “system of substrates” (Star and Ruhleder 1996) that is often part of the sight/site itself, infrastructures such as hotels, museums, airports, or scenic roads become fetishized with new value via the production of leisure narratives about place and otherness. This fetishization is political and often entangled with larger processes of militarization, territorialization, securitization, and surveillance. Border crossings, techno-surveillance systems, and militarized heritage sites are loci of geopolitical discursive formation in tourism. They inform (both local and global) politics while also shaping politics across geographical scales. Tourism infrastructures are leisure sites that are often simultaneously sites of political contestation and struggle. Fregonese and Ramadan (2015), for instance, have argued that the various spaces of hotels, such as bars, rooms, corridors, and banquet halls, are linked to architectures that communicate, invoke, and produce security and insecurity (or war and peace). This framing provides a new context from which to address how the Hilton Hotel in Havana, for example, was turned into a military command post toward the end of the Cuban ﻿Revolution in 1959. We may here for a moment (re)consider the geopolitical significance of celebrity social media influencer Paris Hilton and her visit to the hotel, which included a widely publicized selfie with Fidel Castro’s son. This was, in the end, a crucial geopolitical moment (if a forgettable social media one) in the repositioning of the island in the global economy.

      Significantly, Larkin highlights the poetics of infrastructure that push forward new understandings of the constitution of the political through “the sense of desire and possibility, or what Walter Benjamin would term the collective fantasy of society” (Larkin 2013, 329). To this end, Madeleine Reeves has examined the “affective force of infrastructural intervention” and developed the category of “infrastructural hope” to describe the material politics of territorial desires in Kyrgyzstan (Reeves 2017, 711). Anticipation of infrastructural projects, Reeves demonstrates, is often an object of both hope and anxiety that reconfigures social relations as well as natural environments and landscapes (see also Jensen and Morita 2017).

      The focus on tourism infrastructure goes beyond buildings for accommodations, as the chapters in this volume demonstrate. The shared infrastructure of tourism and war described by Debbie Lisle (2016), for example, includes airport security, heritage sites, and museums, as well as failed infrastructures; indeed, “decayed objects, abandoned buildings, and derelict spaces” (Lisle 2016) can also serve geopolitical purposes, such as that of memorializing conflict or peacemaking. In her contribution to this volume, “‘Sticky’ Infrastructures: Security, Humanitarianism, and Migration in Kos,” Lisle addresses the cotemporalities of tourists and migrants and the ways in which geopolitical discourses serve as reassembling mechanisms through their relation to forces of security, migration, and humanitarianism. Drawing on Lauren Berlant’s (2016) account of infrastructure as defined by use and movement, Lisle asks how assemblages of human and more-than-human entities co-constitute the tourism industry on Kos. She sheds analytical light onto how security, humanitarianism, and tourism on the island are not ordered practices per se, but are rather highly contingent on infrastructures susceptible to breakdown and contamination.

      Mimi Sheller’s “The Geopolitics of Offshore Infrastructure-Space” is a compelling enquiry into how island archipelagoes such as Vieques off the coast of Puerto Rico not only “enable extra-state infrastructure space to persist, expand, and mutate” but can “also become pivotal points of politicization, geopolitical remediation, and fractal resistance.” By this, Sheller means a form of political action through which alternative island futures are crafted. Once a carceral archipelago, then a tourist ﻿haven, and most recently decimated by Hurricane Maria in 2017—and all along largely controlled by the U.S. military—the island is employing social movements to build coalitions with other Caribbean islands and Pacific economies to fight for more environmentally and socially just models of development and patronage. By integrating ethnographic research on the affective experiences of the militarization and securitization of Caribbean space, Sheller demonstrates how military and tourism infrastructures provide a sense of aerial perception that facilitates military target visibility as well as tourism consumption of the region. These insights ask us to consider what role infrastructures play in the rearticulation of historical U.S.-Caribbean geopolitical relations.

      Focused on China’s Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), in “Weaponizing Tourism: Infrastructure and Homestays at the Crossroads of China’s Belt and Road Initiative in Xinjiang,” Szadziewski and Mostafanezhad demonstrate how BRI is leveraged to justify the encampment and forced as similation of the ethnic Uyghur population. It also reveals how tourism development is enacted within broader efforts to securitize the Xinjiang region. As the largest infrastructure project ever conceived, BRI proposes to realign global trade routes and financial institutions to serve as a geopolitical platform for China’s rise to power. The Xinjiang region is China’s physical and symbolic gateway to Eurasia, South Asia, and the Middle East and is poised to resume its ancient Silk Road role as the “Pivot of Asia.” Throughout the region, tourism is appropriated as a geopolitical strategy to consolidate state power through a range of securitization, surveillance, and state-building practices.

      China’s role as a twenty-first-century geopolitical powerhouse is further elaborated on in Rippa and Norum’s “Environing the Tourism Frontier: Infrastructure, Nature and the State in China’s Dulong Valley,” which demonstrates how the concomitant processes of infrastructural development and the production of a “natural” environment in rural China have been coopted to foster domestic and international tourism at the expense of local indigenous livelihoods. It also highlights the role of tourism frontiers as contested geopolitical spaces (Mostafanezhad 2019). Enacted under the auspices of both socioeconomic modernization and environmental preservation, restrictive conservation policies intended to secure a flourishing nature reserve have resulted in further marginalization and disenfranchisement of local ethnic minorities. Excluded from agricultural activities and forbidden from practicing their cultural traditions, locals relocated into new state-operated villages have become increasingly dependent on the state’s relief programs—all the more so given that the valley’s anticipated tourism boom has yet to take place. And yet, the region continues to be marketed and branded to international tourists in ways that show off its cultural diversity as much as its biodiversity—the latter in large part under the guise of last-chance tourism.

      Finally, in “Gateway Geopolitics: Assembling Infrastructure, Policies, and Tourism in Hobart and Australian Antarctic Territory/East Antarctica,” Dodds and Salazar examine the assembling mechanisms of infrastructure and its affective attachments by residents and tourists alike. Their analysis reveals the centrality of affects in generating the foundations for iconic Antarctic urban heritage sites in Hobart, Ushuaia, and Punta Arenas as “lands of explorers and heroic Antarctic expeditions.” They describe “festive infrastructure,” or the cultural infrastructures of festivals, and what they reveal about broader sociomaterial relations in Hobart. This analysis contributes to emerging infrastructure scholarship through its attention to the formation of infrastructural assemblages that include not only objects but also discursively produced imaginaries. It is by recourse to narratives of polar exploration that positive affects produce and secure the Antarctic as a series of gateway ports. Collectively, the chapters in this section reveal the social and material nature of geopolitical tourism infrastructures.
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        Sticky Infrastructures

        Security, Humanitarianism, Tourism, and Migration on Kos

        Debbie Lisle

      
      
        Introduction

        In August 2015 German freelance photographer Jörg Brüggemann traveled to the small Greek island of Kos to document the strange collision taking place on its tourist beaches. While European security forces, international humanitarian agencies, and global media outlets were focused on the thousands of migrants arriving on Kos that summer, Brüggemann turned his camera to the holidaymakers who had traveled to the island for a sun-filled vacation. As he explained, “Kos became a bottleneck of this global refugee stream. The tourists and migrants were directly confronting each other, and coexisting, on the island’s beaches and capital” (Brüggemann 2016; Kingsley 2015b; Lisle 2018). Kos stood out from the other Greek islands managing the dramatic increase in migrant arrivals (i.e., Lesvos, Chios, Samos, and Leros) because its geographical position meant that migrant boats leaving from the Turkish coast landed directly on the town’s main tourist beaches. Brüggemann’s photography project, Tourists vs. Refugees, revealed unexpected and surprising aspects of this collision: tourists taking photographs of camping migrants; migrants relaxing at an abandoned tourist hotel; tourists helping to feed arriving migrants; and migrants bathing in the warm waters of the Aegean. The central juxtaposition driving Brüggemann’s project is captured nicely in figure 11.1﻿.

        I find Brüggemann’s photographs of Kos compelling because they show us more than the overly dramatic images of desperate migrants alighting from overcrowded rubber dinghies—images that dominated the media landscape during the summer of 2015. They show us what else was happening on Kos at that time: the holiday practices of hundreds of tourists, mostly from Northern Europe, enjoying sunshine, beaches, and Greek hospitality.1 As Brüggemann explains, his photographs were an effort to reengage European viewers﻿ whose attention was being diverted away from the migrants: “Getting the idea of the tourist into that series, was for me, in that sense important because it makes it possible to relate to that whole story again. It drags you in because you could be that tourist. You could be these middle-class people that go to Greece to have their holiday. I could be that. And all of a sudden you feel related to that story and you see how they react to what they see on that island. And I feel that gets a lot more personal.” (Davy 2016)

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 11.1. “Tourists taking a morning walk at the beach pass by abandoned lifejackets from refugees that arrived on the previous night.” August 2015, Kos, Greece, Europe © Jörg Brüggemann / OSTKREUZ.

        
        While I recognize the limitations of photography with respect to politically mobilizing audiences (Lisle 2018), I appreciate Brüggemann’s Tourism vs. Refugee photographs because they lift tourism out of its rather “protected” sphere of leisure and culture and ﻿reveal its deep complicity in prevailing geopolitical imaginaries. This particular exposure in 2015–16 was especially powerful because it staged a dramatic collision between bodies, affects, and expectations that are usually kept at a distance. Suddenly, privileged bodies engaged in “innocent” tourist practices on the beaches of Europe were confronted with bodies of the dispossessed that are usually contained elsewhere, out of sight.

        Working outwards from Brüggemann’s images, this chapter retells the story of how Kos’s tourist spaces were caught up in wider efforts to govern the dramatic increase in migrant arrivals on the island in 2015–16. This retelling is not a neutral or sequential narrative, but rather an amplification of the geopolitics of tourist practices. I am not interested in measuring the extent to which ﻿tourists did, or did not, reproduce prevailing discourses of geopolitics. What interests me about the circumstances on Kos at that time is the manner in which geopolitical discourses fractured and reassembled, not only through the discourses, spaces, and practices of tourism but also through the connected forces of security, humanitarianism, and migration. This retelling draws on my ongoing research into migration, tourism, and violence, as well as on fieldwork and interviews conducted on Kos in August and September 2016.2

        While these multiple forces intersected in many spaces across the southeastern Mediterranean in 2015–16, the situation on Kos was particularly intense. The island became a crucial entry point for migrants into Europe because it is only four kilometers (﻿two and a half miles) across the Aegean Sea from Turkey, making it appear to be the “easiest” sea crossing. According to unofficial data from the International Organization of Migration (IOM), a total of 853,650 migrants arrived by sea in Greece in 2015—an increase of 750 percent from the previous year (IOM, 2018; Spindler 2015). Migrant arrivals in Greece peaked in October at more than two hundred thousand, over half of whom were from Syria and a majority of the rest from Afghanistan and Iraq (UNHCR 2015). During August 2015, when Brüggemann was taking his photographs, aid workers estimated there were over seven thousand migrants living in and around Kos Town, constituting more than 20 percent of the island’s summer population (Hartocollis 2015b).

        While the dramatic situation on Kos has been used to exemplify the so-called ﻿migration crisis of 2015–16, I join a number of critical scholars contesting the short-term parameters of crisis and emergency that underscore that framing (Jeandesboz and Pallister-Wilkins 2016; Lindley 2014; Mountz and Loyd 2014; Pallister-Wilkins 2016). These scholars show how the dominant “crisis” framing works through media, government, academic, and practitioner circles to position “the migration crisis” as part of Europe’s long-standing struggle between security (i.e., keeping migrants out of “Fortress Europe”) and humanitarianism (i.e., helping those who are suffering). Within this familiar geopolitical imaginary, both security and humanitarianism are figured as monolithic institutions of governance locked in a mode of antagonism—a framing that does not see, let alone acknowledge, how tourist mobilities not only intersect with but also shape both security and humanitarian efforts to manage migrant arrivals. To foreground the complex and uneven ways that tourism figured in the migration “crisis,” I develop some of the central concepts being interrogated in this collection. First, Dittmer’s (2014) account of geopolitical assemblages helps us address the more-than-human registers of materiality when analyzing the discursive and ideational structures of prevailing geopolitical imaginaries. In this sense, I understand tourism on Kos in 2015–16 as being assembled not just through a global political economy or an asymmetrical relation between hosts and guests but also through its situated materialities such as hotel buildings, sun loungers, swimming pools, tour buses, souvenirs, and tourist offices. My question, then, is how the congregation of human and more-than-human entities that constituted the tourism industry on Kos became entangled with the prevailing security-humanitarianism nexus seeking to manage migrant arrivals. To further theorize this entanglement, I bring in a second concept from Berlant’s (2016, 393–94) account of infrastructure as “defined by use and movement.” This helps us reimagine security, humanitarianism, and tourism on Kos not as monolithic or even ordered regimes of practice but rather as highly contingent infrastructures susceptible to rupture, breakdown, contamination, and disorder. Certainly, these infrastructures exerted force, but security practices of incarceration and surveillance, humanitarian practices of intervention and care, and tourist practices of voyeurism and recreation never worked in strict alignment with, or opposition to, each other. While I draw from recent accounts of humanitarianism’s assimilation into security’s dominant mode of control (Aas and Gundhus 2015; Pallister-Wilkins 2018, 2015), I prefer Berlant’s reformulation because it allows us to see how these alignments also fell apart, slipped by one another, and frayed at the edges as security actors, humanitarian personnel, and tourists confronted the dramatic increase of migrant arrivals on Kos. To examine how that uneven topology of clashing infrastructures made itself felt in the established tourist spaces on the island, I mobilize a third concept: Cresswell’s (2010, 26; 2013, 108) account of friction as “the way in which people, things, and ideas are slowed down or stopped.” Sometimes tourist spaces facilitated dominant modes of security and surveillance, sometimes they enabled humanitarian actors to push back against these forms of control, and sometimes the affective echoes of leisure and recreation created unexpected openings for migrant lifeworlds to articulate themselves outside of the reductive framings of either threat or abjection. Attuning to the work of friction is important because it puts the concepts of geopolitical assemblages and infrastructures in motion; in other words, it allows us to examine modes of accumulation, coagulation, and dispersal; forms of blockage, redirection, and escape; textures of viscosity, density, and porosity; and experiences of intensification, disaggregation, and disappearance.

        Using a combination of assemblage-infrastructure-friction, this chapter critically examines the enrollment of tourist spaces in the governing of migrant arrivals on Kos between April 2015 and October 2016. It develops a nonspectacular approach by taking a much closer look at the resultant slippages, reroutings, mix-ups, back and forths, contradictions, surprises, complexities, and solidarities, while focusing on the multiplicities of agency and relationality that developed between tourists, migrants, security agents, humanitarian actors, and volunteers. I focus on how the frictions—the stickiness and ﻿slippages—between the infrastructures of security, humanitarianism, and tourism facilitated the slowing down, stopping, speeding up, redirection, and bunching together of migrant bodies; I also examine how these frictions were most apparent in Kos’s established tourist spaces such as hotels, guesthouses, marinas, parks, squares, restaurants, souvenir shops, antiquities, and stadia. To actively contest the dominant crisis-framing of migrant arrivals on Kos, I recast the events through three different phases of intensity: ﻿(1) the initial surge of migrant arrivals in April 2015–June 2015, when they were dispersed into existing tourist spaces; ﻿(2) the “bottleneck” phase in July 2015–August 2015, when migrant numbers overwhelmed the island’s tourist spaces; and ﻿(3) the aftermath of “the migration crisis” from September 2015 to September 2016, when remaining migrants were relocated either into an official hot spot or into existing tourist accommodations.

      
      
        Hospitality and Dispersal (April–June 2015): Occupying Tourist Spaces

        In 2015 Greece took over Italy’s role as the first country of entry for a majority of irregular migrants arriving in Europe, which meant that, under the Dublin regulation (the EU legislation that determines who is responsible for asylum claims), Greece was now responsible for registering all migrants claiming asylum. This represented a significant decision point for arriving migrants: should they remain and become officially registered in Greece, or should they try and avoid Greek authorities in order to move further into Europe to claim asylum? As the migrant numbers increased substantially in April, these decisions to stay or go were severely constrained by the lack of available shelter, food, and water, as well as by the growing presence of security and humanitarian actors on the island. The Aegean waters were patrolled by Frontex’s Operation Poseidon (European Commission 2016), but migrant arrivals on Kos were being managed by the Greek coast guard and Greek police. These security actors were soon joined by international humanitarians: Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF) brought a small medical and logistics team in April 2015, and UNHCR staff arrived two months later (Interview, MSF 2016). As this was early in the tourism cycle, it was unclear what effect the arriving migrants would have on tourist numbers, other than reports that, compared to previous years, fewer people were searching online for hotels and accommodation on Kos for their summer vacation (Dawar 2015; Smith 2015; Stanislav and Stavrinoudis 2018).

        In my previous work on war and tourism (Lisle 2016, 104–8), I framed the beach as a liminal space: on the one hand, a landscape of leisure, sunbathing, and holidaymaking; and on the other hand, a terrain of military strategy and landings. On Kos in 2015–16, the beach was not only a place of landing but also a place of refuge and sanctuary. The migrant arrivals on the main tourist beaches surrounding Kos Town (i.e., Marmari, Tigaki, Lambi, and Psalidi) were directly shaped by the complex politics of reception enacted by local and international volunteers, humanitarian groups, security agents, and a handful of tourists. The nocturnal/diurnal rhythm of these arrivals was particularly important, as a majority of the migrant boats left the Turkish coast under the cover of darkness, and depending on sea conditions, landed on the Kos beaches at night or in the very early morning. At night, an assortment of humanitarian “hosts” assembled to greet the boats and assist the migrants. The largest presence was a local volunteer group, Kos Solidarity﻿, and while a majority ﻿of their volunteers were local residents, there were also many tourists who either stayed on after their vacations or came to the island specifically to help. In many cases, volunteers would stay up for most of the night helping the arriving migrants, and while tourist-volunteers could rest the next day, most of the local volunteers had to go straight into work in the morning (Interview, Kos Solidarity 2016). As Brüggemann’s photograph (fig. 10.1) demonstrates, what remained on the beaches for regular tourists to witness during the day was mostly the detritus of the previous night’s landings—discarded life jackets, deflated dinghies, broken oars, empty water bottles, and unwanted clothing.

        I am particularly interested in the tourist-volunteers who deliberately traveled to Kos with the intention of helping the migrants. Drawing on Mostafanezhad’s (2014) study of volunteer tourism, Knott (2018) provides an excellent account of interactions between international tourist-volunteers and the migrants arriving on Lesvos and Chios. She shows how the complex circulations between host and guest are framed by a wider discourse of humanitarianism, further demonstrating how this both reinforces a colonial hierarchy between “helpers” and “receivers” and reproduces prevailing security logics. Unsurprisingly, similar dynamics were present on the beaches of Kos; here, however, they were expressed in various antagonisms between different volunteer groups over how best to help the arriving migrants. The founding members of Kos Solidarity have a very clear account of the humanitarian values that drove them to organize in response to the migrant arrivals: “We are not activists, we are humanitarians: we’re doing humanitarian work. Activists are actively protesting, but we do work everyday behind the scenes—we do support work” (Interview, Kos Solidarity 2016). Certainly, Kos Solidarity built productive alliances with many tourist-volunteers who were “genuinely helping” behind the scenes at the group’s warehouse, on the beaches, in the town, and at the port. But they also spoke freely of the “other” kinds of tourist-volunteers﻿ who were more interested in taking selfies with migrants instead of helping, or who refused to coordinate their individual efforts with local groups. A particularly revealing example of this kind of “disingenuous” helper was an Arabic-speaking tourist-volunteer in “bling earrings” who pushed past local volunteers as she ran to greet the arriving migrants, shouting “these are my ﻿people!” (Interview, Kos Solidarity 2016).

        After the nocturnal spectacle of the beach landings, the migrants dispersed to sleep wherever they could: on the grounds of the police station, in the adjacent port, in the town’s parks and streets, and, of course, on the tourist beaches. In the morning, they regrouped around the police station to officially register with the Greek police, and it was these gatherings that produced a new type of friction that would continue to impede the mobility of migrants for the next ten months. Local officials on Kos, led by the outspoken mayor, business leaders, and the Tourist Board, actively refused to provide hospitality to the migrants for fear that an official reception center would become permanent and act as a “pull factor” to attract even more migrants. For these officials, any “formal” hospitality for migrants would lead to bad publicity that would fatally damage Kos’s tourism economy; indeed, the mayor was overheard to say, “No refugee should be given even a bottle of water” (Kingsley 2015a). Unsurprisingly, all humanitarian groups opposed this official position, with the head of MSF (2015a, 2015b) denouncing the mayor’s indifference as a form of abuse. In the midst of this stalemate over what to do about all the arriving migrants, a curious adaptation of a tourist site took place. Half a mile inland from Kos Town’s Tigaki beach lies the Hotel Captain Elias, which was built as a tourist hotel in 2006—with a large pool, palm trees, and wide-open patio spaces—but was abandoned after the financial crash of 2008. I have written elsewhere about the memories that continue to linger in this abandoned hotel (Lisle and Johnson 2019), but what interests me here is how this tourist space operated as a de facto reception center between April and September 2015.

        Officials on Kos struck a deal with a local bank and the Orthodox Church so that the Hotel Captain Elias would be made available for arriving migrants. Despite his refusal to provide an official reception center, the mayor made a general appeal to help prepare the hotel for the migrants, and volunteers (including tourist-volunteers) set up camping tents and shelter, collected donated mattresses, and restored water access to the site (Interview, MSF 2016; McVeigh 2015). MSF set up their own medical tents on the hotel grounds to provide basic public health and sanitation, but as their project coordinator on Kos explained in a publicity video, MSF refused to participate in any security actions that would legitimate the space as an official reception center (Galli 2015). In other words, MSF would provide basic humanitarian care, but would not engage in ﻿(1) the identification, registration, and interrogation work that was the responsibility of security actors; or ﻿(2) the distribution of food and clothing that was the responsibility of UNHCR. MSF’s decision is important here because it shows how wider geopolitical tensions played themselves out not only on the bodies of migrants but also in the buildings, pool, and surrounding grounds of a three-star tourist hotel. Amid these geopolitical machinations, of course, the migrants quickly adapted themselves to life within the abandoned hotel. While there were certainly skirmishes over space and access, there were also important moments of coordination and solidarity as migrants helped fix the building, improvised shelter from the sun, organized sleeping rotations on the scarce mattresses, coordinated access to water pipes and showers, liaised with volunteer groups about food, logistics, and legal advice, and generally treated each other with “common sense and dignity” (Lines 2015). What interests me here is how a space initially dedicated to the leisure activities of tourism and holidaymaking began to shape the everyday life of these migrant-guests. Media documents from the time, as well as traces from fieldwork in September 2016, reveal how the migrants did much more than simply occupy this space: they built communal campfires, organized card games, played tennis and football matches, regularly visited local swimming beaches, and planned fishing expeditions. In other words, they didn’t just exist as “bare life”: they adopted the tourist sensibilities appropriate to a hotel like the Captain Elias as they recovered from their arrival and formulated future plans in their quest for asylum.

        As hundreds of migrants were funnelling into the Hotel Captain Elias in the late spring of 2015, the tourist hotels at the other end of Kos Town were also filling up—with security agents, medical staff, bureaucrats, military personnel, administrators, logistics experts, police officers, organizers, journalists, and managers. Some, especially journalists and tourist-volunteers, stayed for a very short period to gather information or help where they could; most security actors were contracted until the end of the summer to help manage the dramatic increase in migrant arrivals; and still others arrived with no departure date in mind. As employees of the vast global security and humanitarian infrastructures settled into Kos, their everyday working lives became irrevocably embedded in the island’s tourist economy, as their off-duty moments were spent at tourist beaches, hotel swimming pools, and local restaurants. What strikes me here is the dramatic contrast between these two occupations of tourist space: on the one hand, migrants were forced to find any space they could at the overcrowded Hotel Captain Elias or had to find shelter in public parks, archaeological sites, or tourist beaches; on the other, EU personnel enjoyed individualized service and beneficial rates at four-star tourist hotels with swimming pools, sun loungers, and patio bars. Far from being innocent spaces of escape and leisure, Kos’s hotels and tourist attractions quickly became central to the wider geopolitical struggles over the migration “crisis.”

      
      
        Bottleneck and Break Down (July–August 2015): Exceeding Tourist Spaces

        As local businesses prepared for the summer tourist season on Kos, it became clear that the Greek police at the port were overwhelmed by the number of migrants waiting to be registered, and even the mayor recognized that there was a “risk of bloodshed if the situation deteriorates” (AFP 2015). By the end of July, there was no more room inside the Hotel Captain Elias or on its spacious grounds; the main squares and parks in Kos Town were full; and the police station, harbor, and all the town beaches were overcrowded with migrants waiting to be registered. As the situation deteriorated, the mayor and Greek officials made a panicked decision: on August 11 and 12, 2015, town leaders authorized local police and security agents to round up twenty-five hundred migrants living in makeshift camps in the town squares, parks, and at the ﻿port, and funnel them into the soccer stadium. They claimed it was a security decision that would speed up migrant registration, but they only provided three security agents inside the gymnasium to process ﻿over one thousand migrants penned within the stadium with no protection from the ﻿sun, and the fifteen hundred migrants who were able to find some shade around its edges. No water, food, or toilets were provided, and when MSF arrived to attend to basic medical care, they were soon overwhelmed with the number of people fainting from the ninety-two-degree heat (Dearden 2015; Hartocollis 2015a; Kingsley and Henley 2015b). Through this rash decision, the stadium was immediately transformed from an open community space in which both locals and tourists enjoyed games, concerts, and movies into a closed detention facility with a single entry/exit point guarded by police.3 Unsurprisingly, this twenty-four-hour period of incarceration received a great deal of media coverage because it exemplified the “crisis” narrative of European migration: there were too many people wanting to get in, which put increasing pressure on countries like Greece and Italy already weakened by the 2008 financial crash. Mainstream media reports of the stadium events exposed a growing antagonism between security and humanitarianism. On the one hand, too many migrants gathered in one place constituted a volatile security threat, as evidenced by “skirmishes” between incarcerated migrants and the Greek riot police who responded with shields, truncheons, fire extinguishers, and sonic explosions (Kingsley 2015a). Here, birds-eye crowd shots demonstrated the sheer numbers of migrants in the stadium fighting against outnumbered policemen. On the other hand, these migrants were also vulnerable and suffering, as evidenced by the number of people fainting and the need for groups like MSF to provide basic medical attention. The humanitarian angle was represented by MSF’s public denunciation of the stadium decision: “What we see now is a completely disproportionate focus on security management of these people without the relative humanitarian assistance that they need” (Dearden 2015).

        Unlike the liminal hotel spaces where tourist sensibilities infiltrated the everyday rhythms of migrants, security actors, and humanitarians, the modes of play and entertainment endemic to the soccer stadium were completely extinguished during this twenty-four-hour period. As the material space was transformed into an enclosed detention center, migrant bodies were physically incarcerated and rendered immobile. And just as the migrants at the Hotel Captain Elias quickly adapted to life inside an abandoned tourist space, the migrants incarcerated within the stadium found ways to survive and cooperate despite the security forces seeking to control them. There is always a strange power in the obstinate nature of crowds that need to eat, drink, piss, shit, and sleep. These same practices that caused Greek officials in Kos so much concern—they are shitting in our parks!—drove migrants to coordinate and mobilize within the stadium. Some of the migrants got angry, shouting, “We want papers, we want to eat﻿!” and collectively made demands for water, food, shelter, and toilets (Dearden 2015). Some of the migrants helped pregnant women, the elderly, and children into the shade, while others coordinated to lift out those who had fainted and those who needed medical attention. Some migrants rigged up a makeshift ladder from an old bicycle frame so they could escape over the perimeter fence to get food and water for their comrades (Kingsley 2015a). Some locals, mostly workers in tourist hotels adjacent to stadium, tried to sneak water over the fences to thirsty migrants (Interview, Hotel Employee 2016). My point here is that the practices of conviviality usually mobilized in stadium space—whether for games or entertainment—were not extinguished even during this dramatic exertion of security and control. Humanitarian actors, tourist workers, and migrants themselves worked together to breach the security perimeter and bring comfort, care, and sustenance to those inside the fence.

        The intersections between security, humanitarian, and tourist infrastructures that were consolidated during the events at the Kos soccer stadium quickly intensified in two other tourist spaces. As soon as migrants were evacuated from the stadium, the UNHCR coordinated with local volunteer groups to distribute camping tents so they could spread themselves out over the southern Kos Town beaches between the port and marina. These were the camping migrants that Brüggemann encountered when he arrived on Kos in August 2015. To the horror of some tourists and the delight of others, migrants began to enjoy these beaches in familiar ways: they circulated freely between the brightly colored camping tents, relaxed, played games, went swimming and fishing, and cooked communal meals. This brief moment of beach camping produced an unexpected equivalence between the tourists and migrants: both had a right to the beach and a right to enjoy all of its attending activities of leisure, relaxation, and fun. Unfortunately, this strange and playful interregnum was extremely short-lived, as Greek officials in Athens sent extra riot police and immigration officers to help local police round up and register migrants with the intention of removing them from the island (Kingsley and Henley 2015b). Just three days after the events in the soccer stadium, officials sent ﻿the twenty-five-hundred-berth cruise ship Eleftherios Venizelos, which was used regularly to ferry tourists around the Greek islands. The cruise ship, managed by the Greek coast guard and 110 staff, was to act as a “floating accommodation and registration center” scheduled to travel for fifteen days while the migrants were officially registered and given necessary medical treatment on their way to Thessaloniki (Kingsley and Henley 2015a; Reuters 2015). In the transformation of the Eleftherios Venizelos from a tourist ship into a mobile security unit, the brief equivalence between tourists and migrants on the Kos Town beaches came to an end. Unsurprisingly, the arrival of the cruise ship was framed in the technical language of efficiency and logistics (i.e., using existing tourist resources to solve the problem of migrants), but this masks what was effectively a triumphant resurgence of the security infrastructure. Indeed, the entire purpose of the Eleftherios Venizelos was to reinforce an existing division within the migrant population between “legitimate refugees” (i.e., mostly Syrians with a few Iraqis and Afghanis understood to be fleeing war) who were allowed onto the ship for processing, and “illegitimate migrants” (i.e., non-Syrians understood to be economic migrants) who were prevented from boarding it. This distinction is crucial because it reveals how the very materiality of the tourist industry—in this case a cruise ship—was enrolled into the foundational logics of inclusion/exclusion, protection/expulsion, and worthy/unworthy that constitute the EU’s security-driven approach to migration. In the process, humanitarian claims of nondiscrimination (i.e., we are helping all migrants, no matter where they are from) were silenced in favor of the security infrastructure’s preferred sequence of disaggregation and hierarchy (i.e., we are only helping some migrants—the ones ﻿who are fleeing war and are worthy of protection).

      
      
        Slowing, Stopping, and Waiting: (September 2015–September 2016): Traversing Tourist Spaces

        As migrant arrivals to Greece continued to increase from September 2015 to November 2015 (Interview, UNHCR 2015), Kos became associated with the death of three-year-old Alan Kurdi. Like so many families before them, the Kurdis had purchased an inflatable dinghy in Bodrum, Turkey—the kind used by tourists exploring Turkish beaches—and tried to make the short sea journey to the northeast coast of Kos. The overloaded boat capsized not far from the Turkish coast: most of the Kurdi family drowned, and Alan’s body washed up on a beach near Bodrum. The photograph of the boy’s body lying prone on the beach, taken by a Turkish journalist, spread quickly through media outlets and prompted immediate reactions from governments, publics, and artists from around the world (Gigi Durham 2018; Ibrahim 2018). Occluded in the ﻿widespread reporting of Alan Kurdi’s death were the deteriorating conditions on Kos itself—the very destination the Kurdi family was trying to reach. Rather than officially turn the Hotel Captain Elias into a properly resourced reception center for migrants, the island’s growing security forces (emboldened by additional riot police from Athens) cleared out the remaining migrants at the end of September 2015, constructed a metal fence around the hotel grounds, and padlocked the gates. This decision meant that volunteers and humanitarian actors (both local and international) were left to hastily ﻿transform multiple tourist spaces around Kos Town (e.g., clubs, restaurants, hotels, and visitor attractions) ﻿so they could provide minimal accommodation and at least one meal a day for remaining migrants (“Kos Refugees Need Your Help” 2016).

        Throughout this uneven and ad hoc appropriation of tourist spaces, work was underway to build an official “Hot Spot” on the island to contain and register migrants. Kos was to join the new “Hot Spot Archipelago” already being constructed on the Greek islands of Lesvos, Chios, Samos, and Leros. Because the mayor and the tourist board were keen to physically remove ﻿migrants from Kos Town and its surrounding beaches, an old military camp fifteen kilometers away near the village of Pili was chosen as the Hot Spot. For many humanitarian workers, this was the reception center they had long been calling for: a “positive step” toward an official, managed, and orderly site where migrants could be properly processed (AFP 2016; Interview, UNHCR official 2016). For many locals in Kos, however, the Hot Spot was not welcome: residents in the village of Pili did not want the facility next to their homes, and many locals were concerned that any official reception center would fatally damage the island’s tourist industry (Squires 2016). While the other four Greek Hot Spots opened in time for an EU summit on migration in February 2016, the Kos Hot Spot opening was delayed as local protesters lit fires and blockaded the entrance to the location near Pili, prompting the arrival of even more Greek riot police and the use of tear gas (Eleftheriou-Smith 2016; Interview, MSF 2016).

        The Hot Spot at Pili finally opened in March 2016. It officially housed eight hundred migrants but consistently operated at over 110 percent capacity, with sometimes up to two hundred unregistered migrants camping outside the fence in the parking lot (Interview, Kos Hot Spot Director, 2016). In my interviews with migrants housed in the Hot Spot, it became abundantly clear that they understood the consequences of official classification: avoid being declared an economic migrant (because you would be denied asylum and sent back to Turkey) and aim for some kind of vulnerable status (which would increase your chances of being transferred out of the Hot Spot and into tourist accommodation in Kos Town) (Interview, Kurdish migrants 2019). Between March and August 2016, approximately 150 migrants were classified as “vulnerable.” Families, pregnant women, unaccompanied minors, and those with medical needs were transferred to the Aspa Holiday Apartments in Kos Town, and the rest were housed across the street in the overcrowded Hotel Zika. Both hotels are next to the Boomerang Café, which had been contracted to provide two meals a day for these “in-town” migrants, any new arrivals, and any migrants who traveled from the Hot Spot at Pili into Kos Town (Interview, Boomerang Café 2016).4 The “in-town” migrants were not incarcerated in their tourist hotels but instead occupied a rather liminal position, as long-term but temporary occupants in a seasonal economy. As they were not officially allowed to work (although some were able to find work in the island’s informal economy), many of these migrants became directly involved with the humanitarian groups coordinating to help them. For example, migrant-volunteers helped to prepare and serve food at the Boomerang Café, organize clothing and medicine for delivery to the Hot Spot, and provide childcare at the Aspa Holiday Apartments. Given the geographical location of the Hotel Zika, Aspa Holiday Apartments, and Boomerang Café within Kos’s well-established tourist infrastructure around Mamari, Tigaki, and Lambi beaches, it is unsurprising that these migrants routinely moved through spaces designed for tourists. Like their predecessors who stayed in the Hotel Captain Elias and camped on the beaches around Kos Town, these migrants also swam in the sea, relaxed on the beach, went fishing off the pier, and played organized games (Interview, Boomerang Café 2016). Although I only observed the end of the summer tourist season in 2016, it was clear that there were unspoken spatiotemporal demarcations between the mostly Northern European tourists and the “in-town” migrants staying in and circulating through the Hotel Zika and Aspa Apartments. Spatially, the tourists largely kept to limited pathways between the town’s beaches, hotels, and restaurants, whereas the migrants were more adventurous, traversing multiple spaces across Kos Town and its surrounding seashores. Certainly, these populations occasionally intersected in the town’s main squares and streets, but I was struck by the tacit agreement of avoidance; for example, migrants usually visited the beach in the evening when the tourists had gone back to their hotels. I often wondered about the conditions of possibility that would lead to more direct tourist-migrant encounters, and what the outcome of those encounters might be.

      
      
        Echoes in the Aftermath

        My intention in this chapter has been to show how Kos’s well-established tourist infrastructure was enrolled into the dominant security-humanitarian nexus governing migration; in other words, I wanted to illustrate how tourism was—and continues to be—a meaningful geopolitical actor in the EU’s migration regime. What the events on Kos in 2015–16 tell us is that, despite its connotations of escape, adventure, and fun, tourism is never isolated from the direct practices of violence enacted in the name of security, or the less obvious complicities of humanitarian aid. Indeed, the intense collision of security, humanitarianism, tourism, and migration on Kos in 2015–16 was not just a neutral entanglement of forces: it clearly showed how the supposedly “innocent” lifeworld of tourism was deeply complicit in many logics of occlusion, exclusion, and violence. Not only did tourism facilitate security’s prefiguration of migrants as dangerous threats requiring, for example, incarceration in the Kos soccer stadium; it also facilitated humanitarianism’s production of migrants as abject figures of pity, which prompted tourists to become “saviors” (e.g., performing beach rescues, delivering food, arranging shelter, and donating money). Indeed, tourism’s role in the governing of migrant arrivals in 2015–16 should be understood as part of a wider logic in which “our” responses and feelings toward migrants—whether driven by security concerns (e.g., fear, anger, disgust, panic, anxiety) or benevolence (e.g., pity, sentiment, compassion, concern, empathy)—are privileged over the voices of migrants themselves (Lisle and Johnson 2019). However, while it is important to expose tourism’s complicity in the asymmetrical dynamics governing migration on Kos in 2015–16, that is not where the story ends. There were also important moments of contestation, in which the affective power of tourist infrastructures disrupted and reordered the efforts to govern migrant arrivals: for example, when migrants behaved like tourists in the Hotel Captain Elias and Hotel Zika, when they occupied holiday apartments and restaurants, when they went camping on predominantly tourist beaches, and when their everyday movements circulated in and through predominantly tourist spaces like swimming beaches, fishing piers, and public squares. These are really important moments﻿ in which the assimilation of tourism infrastructure actually fractures the security-humanitarian nexus and gives migrants the opportunity to articulate their own agency, cooperation, and solidarity against dominant modes of threat and abjection. An added consequence of these migrant mobilities—and something that Brüggemann explicitly visualizes in his Tourists vs. Refugees photographs—is that tourists are forced to confront their own privilege when faced with migrant Others occupying “their” landscapes of leisure. As an alternative starting place for critical research on the geopolitics of tourism, I encourage all of us to pay more attention to these moments of contestation, when smooth enactments of power go wrong, fall apart, and fracture. In that process of disordering, we begin to see spaces and moments of freedom (however small) in which previously silenced voices articulate themselves and new solidarities emerge.

      
      
        Notes

        
          
            1. Kos has a well-established tourist industry, which caters mostly to visitors from Northern Europe (e.g., Germany, Scandinavia, the UK, France). Offerings include prearranged package tours for specific age groups (e.g., clubbing holidays for eighteen- to twenty-four-year-olds); independent tourism to historical and cultural sites and nature reserves; and provision for sailing, water sports, and hiking (Interview, Tourism Official, 2016).

          

          
            2. I conducted field work and interviews on Kos in August and September 2016 in collaboration with my colleague Heather Johnson. See Lisle and Johnson (2019) for an account of our methodological collaboration and wider reflections on the aftermath of the 2015–16 migrant arrivals on Kos.

          

          
            3. The dramatic nature of the Kos stadium decision contrasted with the relatively ordered manner in which the Athens Olympic Hockey field and a Tae Kwon Do stadium were subsequently transformed into temporary reception centres (see Cupolo 2015).

          

          
            4. Just after ﻿our fieldwork on Kos in September 2016, we learned that the Boomerang Café had acquired the contract to provide meals for the Hot Spot at Pili as well as for all the “in town” migrants.
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        The Geopolitics of Offshore Infrastructure-Space

        Remediating Military Bases, Tourist Resorts, and Alternative Island Futures

        Mimi Sheller

      
      
        Introduction

        Archipelagoes are assemblages of seascapes and islands that are not only physical or geopolitical spaces but are also imagined, symbolic, social, and communicative. Archipelagoes, as Philip Vannini et al. suggest, “are inventions whose validity and usefulness is contingent on the dynamics of their formations and the particulars of their contexts. Archipelagoes, in other words, are not essential properties of space but instead are fluid cultural processes dependent on changing conditions of articulation or connection” (2009, 124). Island archipelagoes have long served as pivotal spaces in the overlapping geographies of military bases and tourism developments, becoming places where both the romance of landscape and the violence of war can be waged “offshore” (Enloe 2014; Sheller 2009).

        The same Caribbean and Pacific archipelagoes often “host” military bases, weapons testing ranges, or migrant detention facilities, which may coincide with planned or actual gated hotels and residential developments, tourist resorts, privatized beaches, and nature preserves or marine protected areas with limited access. They operate as what Keller Easterling calls “realms of exemption,” with transient populations, temporary status, and impermanent installations, often predicated on geopolitical assemblages that enable land grabs, sea grabs, and eviction or expulsion of inhabitants (Easterling 2015; Sassen 2014).

        Yet in serving as offshore extensions of geopolitical infrastructures of military occupation, such nonsovereign small island territories also have the potential to generate socioecological frictions and political resistance. Brian Roberts and Michelle Stephens have drawn attention to the ways in which anti-imperialist and postcolonial transnational American studies have “increasingly tended to highlight a view of the United States as imbricated with insular and archipelagic spaces” (Roberts and Stephens 2017, 3). This chapter interrogates the conception of U.S. offshore archipelagoes, in which they are imagined and articulated as liquid spaces of mutating imperialism where sovereignty, citizenship, and rights are repeatedly suspended. This is not the only imaginary of archipelagic formations; for they might equally be imagined as spaces for counterimperial alternatives, subaltern trajectories of belonging, and subversive itineraries—spaces for indigeneity, locality, communality, piracy, marronage, freebooting, hacking, or the creation of mobile commons.

        How do struggles over such contested archipelagic mediations lead to changing articulations of their connections and meanings, offering opportunities to challenge the very codes, practices, and materialities of imperialism, coloniality, violence, and occupation by reimagining scale, connection, assemblages, and alternative socionatural alliances? How can resistance to the militarization of “offshore” archipelagic spaces—sometimes just by making the violence of such secretive military occupations visible—rearticulate their geopolitical meanings? How can local challengers create new “terraqueous” formations, as Stephens calls them, with the potential to open up “the possibility for new spatial configurations of Caribbean [or Pacific] contemporaneity” through their own trajectories of “criss-crossing, decentralized motion”? (2013, 25).

        During the transformation of military occupations into tourism occupations, the logistical management of (im)mobilities for military purposes leads directly to the managed (im)mobilities of colonization for tourism. My analysis will focus on the example of Vieques Island in Puerto Rico and touch upon Tinian and Pågan islands in the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. These archipelagic sites of both military installations and tourist imaginaries have been intensely contested within competing local and global assemblages of territory, belonging, sovereignty, and dependency. I argue that such contested island spaces offer “lines of flight” toward alternative assemblages of the geopolitical imaginary through its extensive offshore “infrastructure spaces,” to draw on Keller Easterling’s term (2015).1 I interrogate how island archipelagoes can both enable extra-state infrastructure spaces to persist, expand, and mutate and also become pivotal points of politicization, geopolitical remediation, and fractal resistance.2

        From these relatively remote locations, people have raised their voices against colonial or military occupation and nature preservation myths, contrasting the temporary states of military usage and fleeting economies of tourism, offshoring, and extraction to more equitable, holistic, communal, and locally grounded living. I first began researching island tourism infrastructures in the mid-2000s, in a series of articles applying the new mobilities paradigm within Caribbean studies.3 The current chapter is mainly theoretical in nature but will draw on that earlier research, using historical secondary sources and media discourse analysis. I also resituate my earlier arguments concerning tourisim infrastructure in the context of growing threats to the region from climate change as well as shifting geopolitical realignments of U.S. military power. I suggest that, especially in the aftermath of Hurricane Maria, which hit Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands in September 2017, the future of offshore U.S. territories may depend not simply on rebuilding “resilient” infrastructure and hopes for tourism development but on more radical transformations of the geopolitics of militarism, tourism, and their shared offshore forms.4

      
      
        Offshore Infrastructures of (Im)mobilities

        In the making of the American empire, there are distinctive “unincorporated territories” that share certain characteristics as “geopolitical gray zones”: Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guantánamo, in the Caribbean; and the Mariana Islands in the Pacific, including Guam, Tinian, and Pågan. With sliding scales of citizenship, inside or outside status, they share belonging yet externality to the United States, a duality that colonial historian Ann Laura Stoler argues is a “shared feature of imperial forms.” Stoler reveals the historical formations of such “geopolitical gray zones” and how common this kind of assemblage is on islands around the world that have served as sites of colonization, incarceration, and deportation. Building on Stoler’s understanding of the “carceral archipelago,” we can think through the genealogy of contemporary tourism in relation to offshore islands and unincorporated territories linked to the United States and its military projects. Stoler elaborates upon Foucault’s concept of the “carceral archipelago” to examine the ongoing colonial present and the relation between the colony and the camp. She traces the origins of such carceral spaces to colonial penal colonies, such as those in New Caledonia, French Indochina, and French Guiana, arguing that these were not marginal spaces on the edge of empire but were central technologies for producing it (Stoler 2016, 88).5 From the Spanish internment camps in Cuba in 1898 to the U.S. prison camp at Guantanamo Bay, these spaces “are not outside imperial networks of security, surveillance, and intelligence or the visionary bounds of governing bodies. In many ways, camps and colonies are precisely where regimes of security have taken their modern forms” (Stoler 2016, 116).6

        More generally, Stoler argues that a colony should be imagined as “a place of livid, hopeful, desperate, and violent circulation. It is marked by unsettledness, and forced migration.” In contrast to the territorial imagery of settler colonialism or the territorializing projects of frontier societies, we can also think of a colony “as a political concept”—and indeed a geopolitical concept—that in this case “is not a place but a principle of managed mobilities [emphasis in original], mobilizing and immobilizing populations according to a set of changing rules and hierarchies that order social kinds: those eligible for recruitment, for resettlement, for disposal, for aid, or for coerced labor, and those who are forcibly confined” (Stoler 2016, ﻿117). Archipelagoes have, thus, served as geopolitical experiments in empire building, with their “gray” in-between status and their mobile regimes of security and unsettling. The citizens of U.S. unincorporated territories live in an ambiguous state of uncertain mobilities, between belonging and exclusion, yet with their land made available for U.S. military use, tourism development, or infrastructural disposition.

        This more mobile perspective permits important insights into archipelagic space as a violent colonial assemblage for managing (im)mobilities and exclusions. Crucially, Stoler argues that “ambiguous zones, partial sovereignty, temporary suspensions of what Arendt called ‘the right to have rights,’ provisional impositions of states of emergency, promissory notes for elections, deferred or contingent independence, and ‘temporary’ occupations—these are conditions at the heart of imperial projects and present in nearly all of them” (2016, 195). The offshore archipelago here serves as a specific kind of plastic space for the temporary suspension of territorial sovereignty and rights, including the suspension of rights to circulation across the sea, enforced incarceration on islands, and eviction and deportation from island homes. As I shall argue below, this geopolitical gray zone creates the conditions for contemporary tourism infrastructure spaces and, crucially, for the frictions they generate.

        In addition to Stoler, I draw on Alison Mountz, Jenna Loyd, and their collaborators, who have argued in an important series of articles and books that the militarization and carceralization of immigration enforcement—whether through militarized border enforcement, noncitizen detention and deportation, or migrant incarceration—increasingly erodes human rights and specifically does so using “offshore” liminal spaces, many of which were former military bases.7 They argue that there is a “long-standing connection between US military operations abroad and US immigration at home,” with military bases such as Guantanamo long being used “to police the mobility of migrants and asylum-seekers” (Loyd, Mitchel-Eaton, and Mountz, 2015). As such, we can begin to envision an extended carceral archipelago of former zones of military occupation, which on the one hand can become free-trade zones repurposed as “paradise islands” (when overlaid with tourism, shopping, and entertainment) and on the other may just as easily become “zones of exception” (when overlaid with detention camps for migrant interception). The use of Nauru and Manus Island as detention centers by the Australian government, for example, relies on the location of the ﻿Regional Processing Centre in Manus on the Papua New Guinea Navy Base Lombrum (previously a Royal Australian Navy base). The transfer of “unlawful maritime arrivals” to these facilities is based on the “excision” of Australian “external territories” (Christmas Island, Ashmore and Cartier Islands, and Cocos Island) from the “Australian migration zone,” a decision that has elicited legal challenges, extensive protests, and charges of inhumane conditions for detainees.8

        Once we center these carceral archipelagoes in our account of empire, we can also begin to see how this liminal positioning makes use of the staging of proximity and distance, accessibility and inaccessibility, to control the movement of both residents and visitors, ﻿detainees and security forces, and colonial occupiers and those dispossessed of their land. In all these cases, archipelagoes are a growing complex of what Easterling calls “extra-state spaces,” special zones crafted to enable the escape from state regulation and rule of law. Such a zone “has transformed itself from a penal colony and strategic military position,” argues Easterling, eventually turning “into a ‘free economic city,’” often on an island retreat, where it merges the offshore resort with the offshore financial center (Easterling 2015, 59–60). Such offshore zones are also prime sites for tourism.

        Such unincorporated extra-state territories serve multiple, fluid purposes. They are open to reconfiguration and temporary deployments. Islands are “multipliers” that distribute functions of offshoring. These offshore islands are at the disposal of the colonial state to serve as flexible infrastructure spaces for military logistical flows and the traveling circulation of tourists; they also serve as special geopolitical assemblages of “﻿no-man’s-land”—used for everything from weapons testing to migrant detention. What is the relationship between the carceral archipelago, the isolated base or camp, the island imaginary, and the contemporary im/mobilities of tourism and militarism? How are the geopolitical forms of the island camp and colony that were conscripted for these imperial projects precisely those that lend themselves to tourism mobilities today? How has the offshoring of the carceral archipelago mutated into the offshoring of tourism, property development, and island tax havens that sell off residency rights? And what forms of archipelagic resistance can interrupt such extra-state multipliers?

        Vernadette Vicuña Gonzalez’s fascinating book Securing Paradise: Tourism and Militarism in Hawai‘i and the Philippines (2013) demonstrates the links between militarism and tourism that are crucial not only to many Pacific Islands but also to the American relationship with the Caribbean. She shows how particular forms of aeromobility (such as helicopter tours) and road building (such as the H-3 Interstate in Hawai‘i) connect histories of military occupation and the tropical island tourist gaze through embodied mobilities and spatial practices. Indigenous lands are seized, local mobilities are severely restricted, and access is controlled for the benefit of a few; today, those who resist such processes “remind the tourist that his or her ability to get around, to have access to a sublime vista, to penetrate a hidden interior, or save on precious time—each benefit is contingent on another’s historical or immediate unfreedom” (80). This reminds us of the imperial formations that remain central to tourism practices, the ways in which tourist mobilities are enabled by the restrictions of other forms of circulation and the silencing of native claims to the land and sea as other kinds of archipelagic spaces. Tourist mobilities are secured by imperial formations and indigenous immobilities, often built on historical plantation systems and their violent forms of labor control. Military bases remain at the heart of such processes, in the Caribbean as much as in the Pacific.

        In the following section, I look more closely at how tourism rearticulates the historical geopolitical relation of the United States and its military projects to offshore islands and unincorporated territories, through a single case, Vieques Island. How do infrastructuring and islanding processes position nonindependent (or semidependent) Caribbean archipelagic territories in terms of geopolitical relations to wartime mobilities, to temporary security regimes, and to tourism developments and zones of temporary status? In the final section, I turn to Tinian and Pågan, asking whether it is possible to mobilize these small, marginal, fractal spaces into powerful cogs that can stop the global machine of military occupation, colonialism, imperialism, and their managed (im)mobilities.

      
      
        Vieques Island: A Geopolitical Assemblage

        Vieques Island, Puerto Rico, is an island that was used as a U.S. Navy bombing range for over sixty years and then reinvented as an “untouched” natural paradise ripe for tourism development. It is an acute example of the spatial restructuring of land, infrastructure, and media representations to produce a new performance of place—one that draws on uneven mobilities to support tourism rather than militarization, yet implicitly still facilitates U.S. military power by normalizing destructive processes of island occupation, targeting, and weapons testing. The ways this island is put “in play” as a “place to play” is not unique but is representative of other processes affecting island communities throughout the world.9 Behind this transformation is the geopolitical history of the assemblage of “offshore” space and the military infrastructures it upholds.

        Puerto Rico was occupied by the United States in 1898 after Spain’s defeat in the Spanish American War, along with other Spanish “possessions” in the Pacific, such as Guam. Congress established Puerto Rico’s civil government in 1917, but only with the 1952 constitution did it became a ﻿commonwealth or “free associated ﻿state” and no longer a colony. The concept of “extended statehood systems” may be used as a framework for describing the diverse Caribbean arrangements governing the relation between the United States and Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands; the Netherlands and the Netherlands Antilles and Aruba; France and its Départements d’outre-mer (DOM); and the United Kingdom and its Caribbean Overseas Territories (COT) (De Jong and Kruijt 2006). Residents of Puerto Rico are U.S. ﻿citizens, but they have only a resident commissioner, no voting representatives in Congress, and no Electoral College vote in presidential elections.10 In 2016 the debt crisis fueled by Puerto Rico’s “triple-tax-exempt bonds” led to a $74 billion debt and the imposition through the PROMESA Act of an unelected Financial Oversight and Management Board to run the island’s finances. This brought massive cuts to pensions, education, and other public services and a sense of crisis around Puerto Rico’s governance structure.

        After World War II, Puerto Rico “became the hub of the US military presence in the Caribbean . . . [and] US security became identified with military hegemony in the Caribbean” (Garcia Muñoz and Beruff 1994, 116). In 1941, the U.S. Navy arrived in Vieques, a twenty-one-mile-long island just off the east coast of Puerto Rico, and purchased “by demand” twenty-six thousand acres, or 72 percent of the territory, to use for ﻿maneuvers, bombing practice, and storage of military explosives. In 1947 the U.S. Department of the Interior ﻿unsuccessfully attempted to forcibly relocate the entire population of Vieques to St. Croix; ﻿a population of about nine thousand residents remained squeezed between a live firing range and a weapon storage area, both belonging to the Atlantic Fleet Weapons Training Facility (AFWTF). Reflecting the island’s position as part of the Roosevelt Roads Naval Base (which itself was the heart of LANTCOM, the navy’s unified command for the entire Western hemisphere),11 the navy used the island “for training in Marine amphibious landings, naval surface fire support from offshore, and air-to-ground bombing from Navy and Marine Corps aircrafts launched from carriers” (Marcella 2003, 315). Vieques was a staging ground for U.S. interventions in the region, including Guatemala in 1954 and the Dominican Republic in 1965, and the site of preparations for action in Vietnam, Korea, the Persian Gulf, Somalia, the Balkans, Haiti, Iraq, and Afghanistan, among other conflict zones (McCaffrey 2002). The land was also marketed to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and other U.S. allies, who were charged up to $80 million at a time for its use in training aircraft carrier battle groups. In 1998 up to twenty-three thousand bombs were dropped in the nine-hundred-acre ﻿live-impact zone (Allora and Calzadilla 2003).12 The navy effectively “controlled the fate of the entire island,” and its plight “dramatically exposed Puerto Rico’s lack of sovereignty and subordinate status within the U.S. orbit of power” (McCaffrey 2006, 88; see also Barreto 2002).

        Over the years, a protest movement developed, especially when concern over environmental destruction and restrictions on use of fishing areas led local fishermen and their supporters to physically block NATO naval maneuvers in 1978 and 1979. As Katherine McCaffrey notes, these protests mobilized thousands of islanders and their supporters in the United States, but ﻿military entrenchment and tensions over Puerto Rican independence undermined its success. Post–Cold War restructuring of U.S. military strategies and base closures kept the issue alive, as did secretive government plans to build a major radar station to be used in the war on drugs. Then, in April 1999, two F-18 airplanes dropped two five-hundred-pound bombs outside their target area, killing civilian security guard David Sanes and injuring four others. That event provoked the resistance movement to establish civil disobedience camps inside the bombing range, and, in February 2000, the largest mass demonstration in Puerto Rican history ﻿(until recently) was organized in San Juan, the Marcha para la Paz de Vieques (Baver 2006).13 Drawing on a widely accessible peace discourse and nonviolent tactics, that protest became “a public relations disaster for the service, rippling back into cities with large Puerto Rican populations like New York” (Adams 2003, 36). Through “new and old media technologies, from Internet sites to film festivals, newspapers to television, the civil disobedience campaigns of the late 1990s and early 2000s made the Vieques Libre struggle for peace internationally known” (Allora and Calzadilla 2003).

        In January 2000 U.S. president Bill Clinton finally issued an order for the return of the entire naval ammunition facility to civilian use and an expected devolution of the land to the municipality of Vieques or to the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. The process of withdrawal began in May 2001 and was finally completed in May 2003; however, the land remained in federal hands. After sixty years of U.S. naval presence in Vieques—which allegedly included testing live ammunition, depleted uranium shells, napalm, and germ and chemical warfare—the resistance movement had driven out the navy (Baver 2006). In any case, the Cold War was over, and the prevailing military practice had turned toward discourses of “precision bombing” supported by global positioning satellite (GPS) technologies (Kaplan 2006). By the 1990s, moreover, bombing targets could be simulated as imaginary islands and weapons training could use Virtual At-Sea Training (VAST), a program that was accelerated in 2002, after the decision to pull out of Vieques. As Caren Kaplan (2006) argues, the rise of GPS and global information systems (GIS) has supported changing cultural practices of targeting within the military-industrial-media-entertainment complex. Now, seascapes, landscapes, and aerial scapes were ready for reappropriation into another infrastructure space: the managed mobilities of tourism.

      
      
        “It’s a Paradise, and It’s a War Zone”

        When the U.S. Navy finally closed its long-existing bombing range and weapons facilities in 2003, Vieques was suddenly promoted for its potential tourism development, a promise predicated on its now federally protected nature reserve, bioluminescent bay, and lack of population. Craig Santos Perez argues that “U.S. Marine National Monuments protect environmentally harmful U.S. military bases throughout the Pacific and the world” because they use a unilateral federal land grab to effectively “further colonize, militarize, and privatize the Pacific.”14 The same can be said for Vieques Island, which offers a remarkable example of extreme place remaking by the U.S. federal government. Through processes of eviction and expropriation, the island was unpeopled, “developed,” abandoned, and then represented as “natural,” “pristine,” and “untouched.” The more recent decimation of Vieques by Hurricane Maria, which knocked out its undersea cable connection to the electric grid, portends further depopulation and has left the island vulnerable to expropriation of land for future tourism development and second-home ownership. Throughout the hurricane-affected Caribbean, much like New Orleans after Hurricane Katrina, there are concerns that “building back better” fosters neoliberal “land grabs” for more gentrified land use that displaces former residents and fosters tourist simulacra of places to play (Moyers 2017).15

        Most of the U.S. Navy land was returned not to the government of Puerto Rico or to the municipality of Vieques but to the U.S. federal government. Large portions were designated as a nature reserve and wildlife refuge under the direction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Baver 2006). While the gesture of natural “conservation” was presumably supposed to promote the military’s beneficent image, it also served to conceal the damage the navy had inflicted on the island under the cover of “nature” and benefits to “wildlife.” Such “bluewashing,” as Santos Perez argues in the case of the Pacific, “keeps the land under federal control as opposed to public (and indigenous) trust.” So if the military ever wants to use the land in the future, it can simply be converted from the Department of the Interior or Commerce to the Department of Defense. This is the ﻿“logic of military conservation” (Santos Perez 2014). Although designated as a “﻿superfund site” in February 2005 due to high levels of heavy metal concentrations in the soil, along with other forms of contamination, Vieques is represented by the U.S. Department of Interior and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services as the largest wildlife refuge in the Caribbean.16 Ironically, the designation as a “wildlife refuge” shields it from the environmental clean-up that would be necessary were it to revert to local control and human residential use (Baver 2006, 108, 112). It is, in other words, in another state of suspension, of waiting, of temporary inconclusive occupation.

        As Sherrie Baver (2006, 109) notes, Viequenses began considering contending futures for the island in terms of three related questions: Who will control Vieques’s development: outsiders or the local community? Will tourism be the large-scale enterprise common throughout the region or will it unfold on a smaller scale, as an ecologically and culturally more sensitive version that will provide more benefits to long-time residents? How “green” will Vieques be in the future? In their series Land Mark (Foot Prints) (2001–2002), the artist duo Jennifer Allora and Guillermo Calzadilla mobilized civil disobedience via trespass, leaving symbolic footprints on the U.S. federal lands to call attention to the barrage of major media articles that were promoting the island. Tourism promoters disingenuously suggested that “the Navy’s ‘priceless gift’ of ‘untouched land’[ . . . ]protected from crude development by an accident of history shouldn’t be squandered” (Allora and Calzadilla 2003). The American tourism press began describing Vieques as “a prime vacation destination,” a “low-profile” and “undiscovered frontier,” and engaged in “thanking” the navy for keeping it “off-limits” to tourists and developers (Laughinghouse 2005). Others described it as “unspoiled” and “a pristine world,” despite the reality of toxic contamination (Stephens 2004). According to the New York Times, “bombs have paradoxically preserved much of the island’s natural beauty and delicate tropical ecosystems by preventing the unchecked land speculation and slowing the pace of modernization” (Johnson 2006). Here, bombing and the trampling of local rights ironically become a mode of wilderness conservation, supporting “natural beauty” and “delicate tropical ecosystems.”

        As in Hawai‘i, “the tourist was cast as the innocent subject of leisure whose right to move freely and safely exemplified the ideologies of neoliberal ﻿governance”; yet these encounters “because of their radically unequal natures—are always contestable in violent, creative, or other means. That is, they are themselves generative of critique and alternative ways of seeing” (Vicuña Gonzalez, 2013, 218, 222). Some foreign journalists have claimed that “the island’s preservation could be attributed to its gringo oppressors, who controlled most of the island’s beaches, as well as two-thirds of its land.” “Vieques would be a huge slum if it were not for the Navy,” says Carlos Latimer, a lawyer from San Juan who has had a second home there since the 1980s. “The Navy kept it pristine” (Healy 2006, 136). The assumptions here are ﻿(1) that the island is pristine simply because it is relatively unpeopled or undeveloped, ignoring the existence of environmental contamination and extensive damage; ﻿(2) that the navy should be thanked for this, rather than recognizing the expropriation that took place and the continuing expropriation of local people from the land; and ﻿(3) that local people would have created a “slum” if left to their own devices. In contrast to this narrative, the Committee for the Rescue and Development of Vieques, which claimed one thousand local members in 2003, was calling for four things: “devolution of lands to Viequenses, demilitarization, decontamination, and ecologically just and sustainable development” (Allora and Calzadilla 2003).

        The costs of tourism have long been known in the Caribbean (Patullo 1996). Baver argued in 2009 that “Puerto Ricans and other Caribbean citizens are not rejecting tourism development through their struggles but are saying yes to tourism that respects their environment and culture and understands that scale matters on small islands. Caribbean citizens must have meaningful participation in tourism planning or future projects will not go forward” (Baver 2009). The destructive impact of Hurricane Maria on Puerto Rico has further exacerbated these already existing tensions by again throwing into question the entire shape of future development. Years of disinvestment contributed to the fragility of the Puerto Rican power grid in the face of Hurricane Maria, exemplified in the incapacity of the island’s electric power company, PREPA, to recover from the biggest blackout in U.S. history. Whereas some see a bonanza for the fossil fuel industry (Aranoff 2017), others, like Elizabeth Yeampierre and Naomi Klein, call for strengthening local projects, such as Resilient Power Puerto Rico, which distributes solar-power generators to remote areas, or Boricua Organization for Ecological Agriculture, which has “agroecology brigades” distributing seeds and soil to support community-led development alternatives (Yeampierre and Klein).

      
      
        Tinian and Pågan: Pacifying the Pacific

        Meanwhile, halfway around the world, another battle over a U.S. weapons-testing range has been unfolding in Pågan in the U.S. Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, an archipelago of fourteen islands. After fleeing a volcanic eruption in 1981, the three hundred residents of this small island were relocated to Saipan, but they have long wanted to return to their home island (and a few in fact have). However, during the Obama administration, there were negotiations with Japan to close the major U.S. military base at Okinawa and relocate eight thousand Marines to Guam and ﻿Hawai‘i. As part of this transfer, the U.S. Department of Defense outlined plans to use Pågan and the nearby inhabited island of Tinian to conduct war games. Alarmed by this announcement, “dozens of former residents have joined forces with environmental campaigners to launch a lawsuit they hope will expose the folly of the Pentagon’s plans to transform Pågan and Tinian, an inhabited island 200 miles to the south, into simulated theatres of war” (McCurry and Lin 2016). Local opposition and protests have been building since the plan became public in 2013, and a lawsuit to stop it was filed in July 2016 by Earthjustice, a nonprofit environmental law organization representing the Tinian Women’s Association, Guardians of Gani, PåganWatch, and the Center for Biological Diversity.

        The suit argues that the navy failed to consider all the impacts associated with the plan and did not carry out a sufficient environmental impact statement, violating the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). As an attorney for Earthjustice put it, “People feel deep connections to Pågan, and to deprive them of the opportunity to return to this beautiful place is wrong. The thought that this tropical paradise will be destroyed by two-thousand-pound bombs and ship-to-shore bombardments is unconscionable.” In October 2017 the case was brought before U.S. District Judge Ramona Manglona; the plaintiffs charged that

        
          the training proposed for Tinian and Pågan would be intense and destructive. War games would include artillery, mortars, rockets, amphibious assaults, attack helicopters and warplanes and, on Pågan, ship-to-shore naval bombardment. The training would destroy native forests and coral reefs, kill native wildlife—including endangered species—and destroy prime farmland. . . . Families evacuated from Pågan in 1981 would never be able to return, their former home turned into a militarized wasteland (Earthjustice 2017).

        

        In their capacity as defendants, the Department of Defense and the U.S. Navy asked the court to dismiss the lawsuit, arguing that “the court lacks jurisdiction, and that the lawsuit presents a political question because the U.S. executive branch decided to relocate the Marines as part of a treaty negotiated with Japan” (Manabat 2017). ﻿In September 2020, “The Ninth Circuit affirmed the district court’s grant of summary judgment in favor of the Navy and rejected TWA’s procedural challenges under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), holding that the Marine relocation and the placing of training facilities on Tinian are not connected for the purposes of an environmental impact statement (EIS).”17 The logistics of extending U.S. military presence across the Pacific dictate that the Northern Marianas will remain an important military outpost whatever the outcome. In the wake of the suit, the Marine Times continued to report that “two-thirds of Tinian, the uninhabited island of Farallon de Medinilla, and parts of Tanapag are now used for live-fire training and bombing. Meanwhile, the military wants to expand live-fire training and take over the entire island of Pågan for a variety of navy and marine combat training. About twenty-five hundred Marines are expected to move to a proposed Marine Corps base in Guam in 2021, with the rest arriving by 2026” (Miller 2017). This case echoes the situation in Vieques, although here the opposition is occurring before the weapons-testing range and war games are fully operational, rather than after the fact. But it raises similar issues of citizenship, environmental protection, military power, and the rights of the populations of small islands, alongside competing discourses of tourism and “paradise.”

        In exchange for U.S. citizenship and federal funding, the Northern Marianas Islanders had voted in 1975 to lease land to the U.S. military for training exercises and bombing practice (including fifty-five-year leases on the entire island of Farallon de Medinilla and the northern two-thirds of Tinian Island) (Hofschneider 2016). Yet, like Puerto Rican citizens, the islanders do not vote in federal elections or pay federal taxes. They too exist in a kind of suspended temporary status with certain promises attached to it, which may or may not be fulfilled. They share, in other words, what Stoler called the ambiguous state of partial sovereignty, “provisional impositions of states of emergency, promissory notes for elections, deferred or contingent independence, and ‘temporary’ occupations,” which she argued is central to all imperial projects. But rather than seeing these conditions as leftovers or outliers of old colonial histories, the work of Stoler, Easterling, and Vicuña Gonzalez underlines that these managed (im)mobilities are the workings of imperial extra-statecraft, models for contemporary regimes of security, and premises for the multiplication of landgrabs across expanding offshore zones.

        Tourism is one of the key appropriations of offshore territories, which folds islands into a generalized imagery of sun, sea, and sand, in which beaches replace bases. The expansion of air travel, especially in Asia, brings the Pacific islands ever more closely into tourist itineraries and tourism’s imagined geographies. The official travel site of the United States, VisitTheUSA.com, promotes the Northern Mariana Islands for their “endless ocean views and endless island fun”: “The Northern Mariana Islands are an easy warm-weather escape northeast of Guam. Once you’re on the islands, the only difficult decision you’ll have to make is whether to sunbathe on a beautiful beach, try your luck at a casino, play golf with dazzling views of the Philippine Sea or go scuba diving in a World War II shipwreck. Then again, there is no reason why you can’t do them all.”﻿18 The tourism site notes not only the islands’ natural beauty and World War II historical heritage but also “the indigenous Chamorro culture” that it says is “alive everywhere you look,” noting the “Ancient Chamorro latte stones” that dot the landscape and once supported buildings and palaces. The site also hosts a ten-minute video called “Saipan Aerial Tour,” which features various kinds of mobile video shots, many taken from the air, with a drone rotor and shadow showing in some shots. The drone view has become a new way of experiencing the kinds of aerial gaze described by Vicuña Gonzalez and brings another kind of military technology to remote island locations. The craggy cliffs, rocky shorelines, and rugged edges of the Northern Marianas, once only seen by navy pilots on practice bombing runs, are now accessible to the tourist gaze.

        Behind these territorial possessions are processes of occupation, invisibilization, and erasure, with the Mariana Islands often literally missing from maps. As the poet Craig Santos Perez, a native Chamoru from the Pacific island of Guahan (Guam), writes, “When the body of Guam does become visible, it is mapped as a tourist destination, a migratory stopover, and a military possession. In these ways, global imperialism has mapped and remapped Guam in violently visible ways” (Santos Perez 2011). The U.S. military occupies about one-third of the island of Guam, which is variously described as “Where America’s Western Frontier Begins!” or “Where America’s Day Begins!,” as Santos Perez writes in his poem “(The Birth of Guam).” Seemingly on the edge of American time and space, Guam and outer islands like Tinian and Pågan must be recentered as meaningful places through conscious acts of local appropriation and meaning making.

        The VisitTheUSA website describes Tinian as “a tiny haven of diving and World War II history” and “probably not somewhere you’d want to spend more than a night or two.” Most remarkably, it describes an unusual feature of “this lovely little island” as “the Manhattan Connection”:

        
          In World War II, when much of the island was used as an air base by the US Navy, the local streets were laid out and named after those in New York City. You can still drive on Broadway, 42nd Street, Lenox Avenue, Riverside Drive and Eighth Avenue, even though you’re 13,000 kilometers away. The abandoned runways can be seen in North Field, where plaques mark the pits where the Enola Gay and Bockscar planes were loaded with atomic bombs before heading off to Hiroshima and Nagasaki.﻿19

        

        And so, from this “tiny” place, we come full circle, from the “Big Apple” of Manhattan to its miniature streets in Tinian, from the Manhattan Project to the launch of the Enola Gay carrying its nuclear payload, from a remote U.S. military base in the Pacific to the devastation of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.﻿20 Little places, big consequences. As the prospective tourist dwells on this thought, a link at the bottom of the page will take you to another experience: “Puerto Rico: Discover a Caribbean Paradise in the U.S.”

      
      
        Conclusion: Small Island Resistance

        Against hundreds of years of colonialism and militarism, as Angelique Nixon’s work demonstrates, Caribbean writers and artists have been doing “the work of challenging dominant narratives of history, critiquing exploitation, asserting subjectivity, and creating alternative narratives [that] are central for resistance, liberation, and decolonization” (Nixon 2015, 32). In her book Resisting Paradise, Nixon engages with artists and writers who critique the overdependence of the Caribbean on tourism and shows how those critiques are “grounded in a resistance to paradise: defined as exposing the lie and burden of creating and sustaining notions of paradise for tourism and the extent to which this drastically affects people” (2015, 4). Her analysis shows the ways in which tourism economies are an extension of colonialism and in many ways, therefore, also an extension of military occupation. Resisting tourism is resisting occupation, and resisting occupation may call for envisioning alternative modes of development, alternative forms of economy, circulation, agriculture, and energizing.

        Archipelagoes of resistance that begin small, in remote places, can have a much larger significance when they connect topologically across dispersed island geographies, from the Caribbean to the Pacific and beyond. To resist locally is to call into question the logics of militarization and offshore land grabs of all kinds. The archipelagoes of island resistance represent a fractal politics that might extend around the world, from the micropolitics of one tiny island to the macropolitics of the global military-industrial-logistical economy. The question of alternative futures is fought out at a local level, yet connected across the corrugated fractal politics of “islanding” around the world, as Teresia Teaiwa has described the islander’s acts of imagination and solidarity. These actions connect the Vieques Libre movement to wider Caribbean and Pacific resistance movements, cultural interventions, and cultures of resistance, including protests against destructive forms of tourism development.

        Resistance movements against military occupations, against colonialism, and against the kinds of tourism development that Matilde Córdoba Azcárate theorizes as “extractive” and “predatory” can serve as reminders of the importance of small places in an archipelagic fractal geopolitics (2020). Amid the shape-shifting liquid regimes of military power and geopolitical control, of offshore finance and flighty tourism investment, naming local claims to place, marking the land as belonging to one’s own community, and making marginalized peoples visible can be a powerful political act. Crucial to such fractal political movements are not only the archipelagoes of land that they name and claim as their own but also the archipelagoes of solidarities that they mobilize. Indigenous people’s movements have been crucial to building such solidarities around the world, linking from place to place to assert local sovereignty and communal rights to land, water, and life. And equally important are the political movements of the poor, of the marginal, of the former plantation workers, and of their descendants scattered across the global plantation archipelago and its carceral echoes.

        Viequenses have continued to advocate for local ways of life, such as agroecology and small farming, to take precedence over military occupation and tourism occupation, despite efforts at greenwashing military “nature” preservation. The people of Tinian/Pågan have continued to call for rights of return to their land and protection from weapons testing, despite military “bluewashing” of oceanic national monuments. Building bridges of connectivity not only across islands but also between the Caribbean and the Pacific is a crucial way for imagining and enacting new archipelagic geographies beyond coloniality, militarism, and tourist occupation. Communities throughout the Caribbean and Pacific are reclaiming their own lands and protecting their environments through local cultural heritage and revaluation of “small places” in their own terms, to borrow Jamaica Kincaid’s title, A Small Place (1988).

        Island survival in the future will rest on the remaking not only of ecological and technological systems but, as Sylvia Wynter teaches us, of the human within them, the “Human after Man,” as she puts it. Caribbean theory has provided some important insights here, as Aaron Kamugisha notes, offering “us a compelling critique of coloniality, a hope of a different future to come, and a charting of the space that future would have to occupy to create a new Caribbean, and world” (Kamugisha 2013). The critique of coloniality and its ongoing violence is just as urgent in the Pacific and is being advanced by indigenous ﻿academics and activists like Santos ﻿Perez ﻿as well as Katerina Teaiwa (2015). It is these kinds of transits through past and present, between islands, and across generations of radical archipelagic social thought that give hope for livable Caribbean and Pacific futures. These fractal archipelagoes of radical thought, connected across time, carry across terraqueous borders to imagine a common world beyond the occupied zones of militarism, tourism, and offshoring. In conclusion, I hope to have shown how these small places form crucial and widely distributed fringes, moving beyond the geopolitical strictures of militarism and structures of coloniality in ways that corrugate and conjugate Caribbean and Pacific archipelagoes as spatiotemporal memory-spaces of shared political action and fractal future alliance.
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        Notes

        
          
            1. I draw on Jason Dittmer’s (2014) rethinking of Deleuze and Guattari’s concepts of assemblages and lines of flight, alongside M. DeLanda’s contributions to assemblage theory and complexity theory; and see M. DeLanda (2006).

          

          
            2. The concept of “remediation” developed by Bolter and Grusin (2000) is extended here to infrastructure as a form of geopolitical mediation, in which tourism refashions earlier military infrastructure space.

          

          
            3. Sheller (﻿2007a, 2007b, 2009a, 2009b).

          

          
            4. The terribly destructive Caribbean hurricanes of 2016 and 2017 (Matthew, Harvey, Irma, Maria, etc.) revealed how tenuous is the U.S. responsibility for “its” territories, with an utter failure to bring full assistance to the people of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, who were abandoned to power outage, logistical disruption, and lack of access to water, food, shelter, education and healthcare for months on end. For an analysis of the geopolitical fault-lines this opened, see Bonilla and LeBron (2019) and Bonilla (﻿2020).

          

          
            5. On French ﻿Guiana, see Redfield (2000)﻿, and Spieler (2011).

          

          
            6. On ﻿Guantánamo, see Aradau (2007).

          

          
            7. See Mountz (2020); Mountz and Loyd (2014); Loyd and Mountz (2014); Loyd, Michael-Eaton, and Mountz (2015); Mountz, Coddington, Catania, and Loyd (2012).

          

          
            8. In a stunning political act by incarcerated refugees, when Australia handed over management of the centre to the government of Papua New Guinea in November 2017, a group of detainees refused to leave, even when power, food and water supplies were cut off. They cited threats to their safety from local military forces, offers of asylum in New Zealand that Australia had rejected, and the illegitimacy of the entire process under international law. These protests also led to Manus Island refugee Behrouz Boochani winning the Victorian Prize for Literature for a book he wrote via WhatsApp messages (2019).

          

          
            9. Sheller and Urry (2004). This section draws on Sheller (2007a).

          

          
            10. For discussion of Puerto Rican citizenship and national identity specifically in relation to Vieques, see McCaffrey (2002) and McCaffrey (2006).

          

          
            11. Garcia Muñoz and Beruff (2006, 116).

          

          
            12. Exhibition viewed by the author at the Tate Modern, ﻿London, in 2003, including a large graphic and text pamphlet.

          

          
            13. Also see full account in McCaffrey (2002).

          

          
            14. Santos Perez (2014): “The first and largest Marine National Monument was established in 2006: The Papahānaumokuākea Marine National Monument (140,000 square miles). Three more marine monuments were established in 2009: the Marianas Trench Marine National Monument (95,000 square miles); the Pacific Remote Islands Marine National Monument (87,000 square miles); and the Rose Atoll Marine National Monument (13,000 square miles).”

          

          
            15. See also Bonilla and LeBron (2019)﻿, Bonilla (﻿2020)﻿, and Johnson (2011).

          

          
            16. A study by epidemiologist Carmen Ortiz-Roque of the College of Physicians and Surgeons of Puerto Rico found that inhabitants had elevated levels of explosive residues including mercury, aluminum, cadmium, and lead in their bodies. The Vieques cancer mortality rate is also ﻿30 percent higher than in the rest of Puerto Rico. The navy refused to acknowledge any causation of these health problems. See DuBow (2004, 82).

          

          
            ﻿17. Tinian Women Ass’n v. United States Department of the Navy, No. 18-16723 (9th Cr. 2020), Justia Opinion Summary, https://law.justia.com/cases/federal/appellate-courts/ca9/18-16723-2020-09-18.html.

          

          
            18. “Northern Mariana Islands,” VisitTheUSA.com, https://www.visittheusa.com/state/northern-mariana-islands.

          

          
            ﻿19. “Tinian and San Jose,” VisitTheUSA.com, https://www.visittheusa.com/destination/tinian-and-san-jose.

          

          
            ﻿20. Only after having completed this article did I learn of the documentary film Nuclear Savage (Horowitz 2011) about the devastating nuclear bomb tests and intentional radiation experimentation carried out by the U.S. government on the people of the Marshall Islands over three decades.
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        Weaponizing Tourism

        Infrastructure and Homestays at the Crossroads of China’s Belt and Road Initiative in Kashgar

        Henryk Szadziewski and Mary Mostafanezhad

      
      
        Introduction

        
          Often, the big brothers and sisters arrived dressed in hiking gear. They appeared in the villages in groups, their backpacks bulging, their luggage crammed with electric water kettles, rice cookers, and other useful gifts for their hosts. They were far from home and plainly a bit uncomfortable, reluctant to rough it such a long way from the comforts of the city. But these “relatives,” as they had been told to call themselves, were on a mission, so they held their heads up high when they entered the Uighur houses and announced they had come to stay. The village children spotted the outsiders quickly. They heard their attempted greetings in the local language, saw the gleaming Chinese flags and round face of Mao Zedong pinned to their chests, and knew just how to respond. “I love China,” the children shouted urgently. “I love Xi Jinping.”

          —(Byler 2018a)﻿

        

        Since 2018, state-run homestay programs among Uyghur “hosts” have become a regular feature of life in the Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region of China. Uyghurs are a Muslim minority group in China, one of the most ethnically homogenous countries in the world, in which 90 percent of the population is Han Chinese. Over the last several years homestay programs have been increasingly incorporated into state efforts to forcibly assimilate Uyghurs and securitize the region. Unlike traditional homestay tourism, where tourists stay in residents’ homes to learn about their culture and way of life, the programs involve Han residents who are paid by the state for their time spent documenting Uyghur lives.

        Four times the size of Germany, Xinjiang shares its borders with eight countries, including Pakistan, Afghanistan, Tajikistan, and Kazakhstan (Zand 2018). In 2017 alone, the region experienced a record-breaking surge in tourists, welcoming 107 million visitors, a 32 percent increase from 2016 (Xinhua 2018). Since Xinjiang was incorporated into the People’s Republic of China in 1949, the state has pursued an aggressive campaign to increase the region’s Han Chinese population. Whereas Uyghurs comprised 80 percent of the population in 1982, today they make up just over 45 percent. The region is China’s largest and one of its most diverse, with both desert and mountainous landscapes. Historically, Xinjiang has been an important crossroads of the Silk Road connecting China, Central Asia, and Europe. Travelers are drawn to the region for its historical significance and ethnic diversity. Recently, the region was incorporated as a major hub into Beijing’s infrastructure-driven Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), which aims to reconfigure global trade and financing with China at its center.

        In this chapter, we argue that through its incorporation into a series of surveillance, security, and state-building strategies, tourism is weaponized in ways that seek to achieve China’s full control of the region. Furthermore, territorial consolidation in Xinjiang offers a foundation from which to project BRI’s transcontinental aspirations. As a securitization mechanism, we contend that tourism contributes to state protection and control of critical BRI trade routes. Tourism and infrastructure projects become vehicles through which three infrastructural practices, including built, technological, and human infrastructures, are realized. The chapter is organized into three sections that address each of these practices. We begin with built infrastructures in the context of the more than two-thousand-year-old Kashgar Old City and the rapid expansion of a regional road and rail network linking Xinjiang to China and Eurasia. The demolition of Kashgar Old City began in earnest in 2009, with the locality rebuilt primarily for the tourist gaze. Similarly, the expansion of road networks has opened opportunities for the movement of tourists, settlers, and security personnel. We then consider technological infrastructures such as checkpoints, DNA facial recognition, and military surveillance and how they are enacted upon Uyghur bodies. Finally, we consider human infrastructure in the form of demographic engineering through homestays to demonstrate how the control of Uyghur spaces has become part of the state’s security infrastructure aimed at redefining Uyghur identity in the region.

      
      
        Tourism in Xinjiang

        Over the past five years, the state has promoted Xinjiang as a tourist destination with a unique history, culture, and identity. The region attracts mostly Han tourists from other parts of the country, who seek to experience ethnic distinctiveness. In 2014 the state began a subsidization scheme for Han Chinese tourists to visit the region, offering them five hundred yuan (eighty dollars) toward their travel expenses (Ramzy 2014). The growth of tourism is widely touted as evidence that the region, which was once seen by Han Chinese as dangerous due to several incidents of Uyghur unrest, is now “safe” for visitors. For example, the chairman of the Xinjiang regional government, Shohrat Zakir, explained: “As tourism is seen as a barometer of stability and harmony . . . Xinjiang’s tourism performance shows again that Xinjiang is a good place’” (Xinhua 2018). Meanwhile, as an added benefit to the Chinese government, tourist schemes are now integrated into the regime’s securitization arsenal: the rebuilding of Kashgar Old City, technological surveillance, and the commodification of Uyghur identity. The state claims that these practices promote ethnic unity through tourism (Economist 2017).

        A range of technical and biopolitical surveillance strategies have been deployed under the guise of tourism. Long a niche market in ethnic and cultural tourism, over the last several years homestays have developed in Xinjiang as a new, more intimate, weapon of assimilation. Darren Byler, a longtime resident of the region and Uyghur studies scholar, describes “the mobilization of more than a million Chinese civilians (most members of the Han ethnic majority) to aid the military and police in their campaign by occupying the homes of the region’s Uyghurs and other Muslim minorities, and undertaking programs of indoctrination and surveillance, while presenting themselves as older siblings of the men and women” (Byler 2018a). Homestays openly link Han civilians with state efforts to consolidate border regions in other areas of China such as Yunnan, where hosts have replaced traditional living arrangements in favor of accommodating paying Han Chinese visitors. Yet, in the Uyghur case, unlike in Yunnan, the coercive presence of the Chinese state is omnipresent, as host families do not control the length of these homestays.

        The state has also made use of tour guides to monitor tourists’ behavior and report on those who discuss banned topics or travel to prohibited areas. As one tourism enterprise manager explained:

        
          We are obliged to report back to the police, not on everything they say, but if somebody won’t take no for an answer and insists on asking questions on banned topics or statements that are critical of Beijing, then this will cause a lot of problems [for them] . . . There are also clear rules for the tour guides, who aren’t allowed to say anything that is unfavorable about China . . . This has all been a part of their training. They’re not allowed to reveal any state secrets . . . They’re not allowed to say anything that is damaging to national unity, or . . . talk about taboo topics. (﻿Xin, Sulaiman, and Mudie 2017).

        

        
        Uyghur tour guides are especially scrutinized, being required to confirm there have not been any separatist actions in their family for the past three generations.1 Uyghurs seeking to travel abroad must attend courses on “China’s constitution, anti-extremism legislation and stability maintenance, and bilingual education.”2

        
          [image: ]

          Figure 13.1. “Uyghur family in Kashgar Old City,” https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Kashgar_everyday_life_Kashgar_old_city_IGP3834.jpg.

        
        The Chinese state has a long history of making a spectacle of non-Han ethnic identities through the development of ethnic theme parks and ethnic tourism. These strategies are deployed to subdue resentment and/or separatist movements. Tibet and Yunnan are at the forefront of these efforts, where ethnic tourism has become a mainstay of Chinese securitization of minority groups. The Lulang Folk Village in Tibet, for instance, offers a sanitized version of Tibetan culture, with Mandarin-speaking guides and Chinese food (Denyer 2016). In Yunnan, at the Dai Minority Park, Han Chinese visitors can now experience the once-annual water splashing festival any day of the year (Wong 2010). The growing tourism industry and its corollary “reeducation” effort is seen by some residents as a positive move toward making Xinjiang more like Yunnan. As one Han Chinese expatriate in the United States noted: “Xinjiang could be another Yunnan, where people from outside the province are attracted to the province and those from the province are assimilated” (Byler 2018a). Illustrating the relationship between the increased presence of Han and securitization of the region, a Han Chinese resident in Xinjiang told Bloomberg reporter Peter Martin, “When we first came here, the Uighurs would tell us, ‘This is our place, we don’t want you Han here’ . . . There are a lot more Han now and it’s very safe.”3

        In 2019 the authors spoke to Adil, a former tour guide in Xinjiang of Uyghur ethnicity. Recently exiled to the United States, Adil spent fourteen years working with prominent tour companies operating in Xinjiang. Adil’s job was to escort Han and overseas tourists to sites across the region, including Urumqi, Kuqa, Kashgar, Hotan, and other popular destinations. To qualify as a guide, candidates undergo compulsory political training and absorb instructions on how to “accurately” portray Xinjiang’s history, economic development, and culture. For example, guides should tell tourists that Xinjiang is an inalienable part of China and that the Chinese Communist Party has delivered economic prosperity to Uyghurs. Tour guide licenses require annual renewal, with further mandatory political education sessions. Significantly, all trainings are in the Chinese language. Adil explained that to keep his job, he depicted Uyghur culture and history in a way that was aligned with state narratives. The Uyghur culture presented to tour groups in “singing and dancing” extravaganzas was carefully vetted for content by the state.

        This chapter is based on a discourse analysis of media texts and an extensive in-person interview with a former tour guide in Xinjiang now living in exile in North America. The media has been one of the few available sources of information on Xinjiang, given the strict state censorship and extensive controls placed on residents and researchers. Popular media texts were located and collected using keyword searches for articles that address tourism in Xinjiang. Relevant texts and the interview were coded for recurrent themes. These themes were further developed through grounded-theory methods (Charmaz 2014). The interviewee, Adil, was located through one of the author’s connections to the Uyghur diaspora in the United States. Adil was selected based on his prior employment in the tourism industry and willingness to speak to the authors, despite the risk of punitive measures enacted on his relatives in Xinjiang by the Chinese authorities if his identity was to become known. As such, all name and place locations are pseudonyms to protect the privacy of our research participant.

      
      
        Geopolitics of Tourism and Terrorism

        In Xinjiang, the rapid onset of what Byler refers to as “terror capitalism” has swept the streets of the formerly bustling Kashgar Old City, resulting in an ongoing elimination of the Uyghur culture before our eyes (Byler﻿ 2018b). In tourism, terror capitalism often materializes as a form of dark tourism, undertaken especially to postconflict sites such as Ground Zero, Auschwitz, or the Killing Fields. As Debbie Lisle argues, dark tourism is often focused on sites of death and disaster, such as former “war zones, battlefields and other man-made conflicts” (Lisle 2007, 334). Drawing on classic themes in tourism studies, she demonstrates how contemporary tourists have long been motivated by the so-called search for authenticity in other times and places (MacCannell 1973, 1989). Yet, this myth, she argues, is becoming increasingly difficult to realize in a world in which it is perhaps more difficult than ever to encounter the “real,” perceived to be well beyond the beaten track. Consequently, as “tourism became a truly global industry in the 1990s, that myth of authenticity became more difficult to maintain. As every part of the globe became quickly commodified and redesigned for the enjoyment of global tourists, the ‘real’ soon disappeared into a staged, mediated and ‘fake’ version of itself. Indeed, as Bauman has argued, we now live in a global theme park” (Lisle 2007, 335). Indeed, the concept of the global theme park has perhaps been taken to an extreme point of realization in China, where, for instance, the real Kashgar was demolished in favor of tourist-friendly urban spaces, and ethnic theme parks have become territorial expressions of securitization logics aimed at the simultaneous othering, assimilation of ethnic minorities, and control of land. In Xinjiang, the transition from dark to safe tourism reflects a broader racialized pattern in China. Steven Harrell (2001) demonstrates how cultural preservation is used to subdue cultural difference even as it displays it for tourists. Popular Han perceptions of Uyghur people are made safe for Han through the touristification of their culture, and in this way, difference in Xinjiang is controlled and managed by the state (Bachman 2004).

        While a modernization imperative has historically been at the forefront of domestic policy across China, especially since the late 1970s, in ethnic minority regions these initiatives are linked to “civilizing schemes.” Harrell argues that the communist approach to modernization is not defined by the conversion of peripheral peoples into those of the center but rather by efforts to raise them to a universal standard of modernity. He adds that in China, Han culture is promoted as a measure both of centrality and modernity: “As long as such an innate, almost visceral Han sense of superiority remains, the actual program of the Communist project will be based on the unconscious assumption that Han ways are better, more modern ways. Peripheral peoples who act like Han—who are educated, Hanophone, cultured—will be treated equally with their Han compatriots” (Harrell 1995, 26). Harrell’s argument underlines how Chinese Communist approaches to achieving material development among ethnic minorities have been focused on the displacement of peripheral identities for those of the center—in this case Han culture. As the redefinition of ethnic minority identity is set out in terms of the “civilizer,” minorities are only granted voice if they speak in favor of the civilizing projects.

      
      
        The Belt and Road Initiative: Development and Projecting State Power in Xinjiang

        In an October 2012 Global Times article, Wang Jisi, a professor at Beijing University, proposed a shift in China’s foreign policy toward Central Asia, South Asia, and the Middle East ﻿(J. Wang 2012). According to Wang, a “March West” would offer China political and economic advantages in these regions, as the United States scaled back its presence and embarked on an Asia-Pacific pivot in 2011 (Clinton 2011). A March West would present not only favorable circumstances for the economic integration of Xinjiang but would also allow the region to serve as China’s conduit into Eurasia and an outlet from confinement in East Asia (Kuo 2014; ﻿Yun 2013). Wang’s proposition builds on earlier work linking state-led development campaigns in Xinjiang with external trade opportunities throughout subregions of Asia and Europe (﻿J. Wang 2011). As Michael Clarke notes: “In essence, Xinjiang’s importance for China-based states throughout history has been of a strategic nature” (Clarke 2011, 8). Control of Xinjiang is seen as essential for not only securing the Chinese heartland but also for projecting political and economic influence into Eurasia.
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          Figure 13.2. “Nine Dragon Spring Wetland Park in the rebuilt Kashgar Old City,” https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Nine_Dragon_Spring_Wetland_Park_(26657760737).jpg.

        
        Clarke separates China’s immediate post-Soviet Eurasian policy into three phases: formulation and gradual consolidation of priorities toward political, economic, and strategic interests (1991–95); alignment of those interests with Xinjiang policy coupled with increasing influence in Central Asia (1996–2001); and an “intensification of the major facets of Beijing’s integrationist project in Xinjiang—Han in-migration, economic and infrastructure development and rigorous suppression of ethnic minority discontent or opposition” (2002–9) (Clarke 2011, 12–13). The March West not only a signaled a new phase to this framework through the transcontinental BRI but also represented a consolidation of successive domestic development campaigns, external trade agreements, and strategic associations that have been in operation since the fall of the Soviet Union to “open the west” to the Chinese center and to Central Asia. The Chinese government conceived the development of Xinjiang as a process to be delivered in incremental phases (Bequelin 2004), including initiatives such as Open up the Northwest (1992), Western Development (2000), two Xinjiang Work Forums (2010 and 2014), the establishment of the Shanghai Five (1996), and the launching of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (2001).

        At Nazarbayev University in Kazakhstan in September 2013, Chinese President Xi Jinping proposed the “One Belt, One Road” plan (一带一路), officially renamed as the BRI in 2016 (Xinhua 2013). Xi mapped an ambitious initiative of trade and infrastructure corridors that would reconfigure global trade and the governance of international finance through China while elevating Xinjiang as China’s primary gateway to the vast Eurasian landmass (China Daily 2015). Comprising the land-based Silk Road Economic Belt (丝绸之路经济带) (SREB) and the ocean-based Twenty-First-Century Maritime Silk Road (21世纪海上丝绸之路), Chinese state media linked the SREB and Western Development as complementary initiatives in the economic development of Xinjiang (McGregor 2015). As one local businessperson noted, “The Belt and Road Initiative has transformed Xinjiang into a gate that opens to the west.” The enmeshing of physical infrastructures with geopolitical imaginary through the BRI linked the territorial consolidation of Xinjiang and cross-border economic expansion.

        The location of Xinjiang as a geographically strategic site for the outward projection of political and economic influence onto the Eurasian continent through the BRI put the Uyghur people at the center of Beijing’s interest in the region. Under the BRI, familiar policies of economic development, repression, and demographic engineering to quell resentment and separatist sentiments have been reinvigorated through tourism. Xinjiang officials began to speak of the region as a tourist hub and how a vibrant tourism industry was an indicator of stability, itself an important selling point to potential investors in opportunities under the Silk Road Economic Belt. While building physical infrastructures of mobility and connectivity became a BRI policy mantra, less well known was how these infrastructures would serve the enhanced surveillance and eventual assimilation of the Uyghurs, an outcome that has accelerated with tourism.

      
      
        Built Infrastructures and Securitization in Kashgar Old City

        Once considered as one of the best-preserved Islamic cities in the world, in February 2009, Chinese authorities announced the project to demolish five square kilometers of the eight-square kilometer Kashgar Old City, which when concluded would affect approximately 65,000 households, an estimated 220,000 people representing about 42 percent of Kashgar’s total population. By 2011, two-thirds of Kashgar’s Old City had been demolished and in “its place will rise a new Old City, a mix of midrise apartments, plazas, alleys widened into avenues” (Wines 2009). In 2015 Kashgar was described by overseas journalists as “a city of construction sites” (Xinhua 2015). By 2019 visiting reporters from the New York Times wrote, “Tourists wander the refurbished alleys, often unaware of the ancient lanes they replaced” (Buckley, Mozur, and Ramzy 2019). As the spiritual heart of Uyghur culture and a cradle of their civilization that is fundamental to their identity, the demolition of Kashgar represents the loss of not only material achievement in architecture but also core elements of Uyghur identity, such as religious belief. As Liu and Yuan argue, “The authorities’ fear of further instability arising in the old town has resulted in the actions of redevelopment, while the redevelopment has in turn led to the increasing fear among Uyghurs in regard to the loss of their culture and identity” (Liu and Yuan 2019, 40). However, the demolitions were not just restricted to Kashgar, as several Uyghur communities were targeted across the region, including the Heijiashan district of Urumqi, Turpan, Hotan, Ghulja, Kumul, Aksu, Korla, and Uyghur neighborhoods in Karamay and Bortala.

        The redevelopment of Uyghur neighborhoods is a manifestation of the in situ displacement felt in Uyghur society and cultural life. As the physical appearance of urban Xinjiang becomes less distinguishable from eastern China, some Uyghur residents will continue to occupy these “sanitized” spaces. The uniform aesthetics of what was once an organically developed historically rich site reflects the violent assimilation process and illustrates the geography of uneven development in Xinjiang. Accounts in the media and from Kashgar Old City residents relate the reordering of the social fabric toward the impersonal through the loss of institutions such as the kichik masjid. Agnieszka Joniak-Liithi writes on how redeveloped spaces have become Sinified:

        
          The sheer numbers of incoming Han result in an ever-expanding transfer of Han spaces to Xinjiang. Because the number of temporary, seasonal, and permanently settled Han in the region is greater than ever before, incoming Han are followed by yet other Han migrants and middlemen who offer their services to make the immigrants feel “at home” . . . Owing to their increasing numbers, and also to missing mechanisms that might otherwise control this phenomenon, the Han migrants of the past two decades have been able to recreate in Xinjiang their ‘spaces of familiarity’ to an unprecedented extent (Joniak-Liithi 2013, 170–71).

        

        A private real estate and tour company based in Beijing, Zhongkun Investment Group Co., has established a near-monopoly over tourism in Kashgar and oversees group tours throughout the “preserved” areas of Kashgar’s Old City. Zhongkun runs Yar Beshi, an area that has been a tourist site since the early 2000s, together with another section in the northeast part of the Old City. The entrances to the two sections are operated by employees of Zhongkun Travel. The Uyghur tour guide, Adil, claimed that Zhongkun had lobbied the Kashgar City authorities to preserve areas of the Old City for tourism purposes. According to an overseas visitor, small plaques hang above the doors of households deemed free of “separatist activity.” A second visitor observed the close relationship between redevelopment and tourism: “the streets wide, clean, well-lit, lined by tourist-friendly storefront shops, with all manner of home-made . . . wares on display to be appreciated by passersby; the entire place is on display” (Flake 2016). Adil added that new five-star hotels were being built across the region for Han tourists as more visitors came to Xinjiang from other parts of China; however, the high prices kept most Uyghurs away.

        The tourist spaces of the Old City moved from public to private, as Uyghurs “rejuvenated their old houses and turned them into tourist attractions.” The development of tourism had a literal sanitizing impact, as one Old City resident explained to Chinese state media: “Forty years ago, the old town was nothing like today. Garbage could be seen everywhere. The smell was just disgusting, and the mosquitoes and flies were appalling” (﻿K. Wang 2019). Furthermore, the growth of tourism in the Old City not only offers Han Chinese tourists an experience in buying and making traditional handicrafts; it has also encouraged them to open small businesses in areas of the city once considered off limits. One popular magazine called these entrepreneurs “makers”; one of this group of “makers” told reporters “there has been an obvious increase of people coming to the old town to start their own businesses . . . It is the tourist boom in the old town that has attracted new ‘makers’ to start businesses here” (﻿Gu and Ma 2018). In a symbolic marker of the tourist-oriented transformation underway in the Old City, a bar called ﻿The Dream of Kashgar opened in a former mosque (Smith Finley 2018).

        As ﻿Cooley (2016) writes,

        
          Part of the problem with Chinese assumptions about the purportedly stabilizing effects of transportation infrastructure is that not all Uyghur residents of Xinjiang consider themselves the primary beneficiaries of Beijing’s investments. Large-scale construction projects or state-led investment is sometimes criticized for disproportionately benefiting ethnic Han in positions of access or connected state-owned enterprises (SOEs) such as the Xinjiang Construction and Production Corps and encouraging additional Han settlement.

        

        In a March 2015 document entitled Vision and Actions on Jointly Building Silk Road Economic Belt and 21st Century Maritime Silk Road, China’s National Development and Reform Commission, along with other state agencies, outlined a framework for the BRI that stated, “We should make good use of Xinjiang’s geographic advantages and its role as a window of westward opening up to deepen communication and cooperation with Central, South and West Asian countries, make it a key transportation, trade, logistics, culture, science and education center, and a core area on the Silk Road Economic Belt” (National Development and Reform Commission 2015).

        The above statement is illustrative of the state’s vision for Xinjiang’s role in the BRI; that is, its physical, rather than human geography is an exploitable asset. The reference to transportation at the head of the list of targeted investments is no surprise. Xinjiang’s network of roads and railroads would serve a key role in setting the stage for a Chinese turn to the Eurasian landmass. Jia (2007) has outlined how the seeds of Chinese continentalism are evident in the determination to build transportation routes between China and Central Asia. To facilitate the transportation infrastructure required in developing external trade to the west and east, China overhauled rail and road networks.

        In 2015 the government pledged to increase investment in roads to the extent that 99 percent of towns and 98 percent of villages across the region would be included in the infrastructure upgrade. A Xinhua article published on January 18, 2017, remarked how the region would “spend more than 200 billion yuan (29.2 billion U.S. dollars) in the calendar year on road improvement and promised a further 1 trillion yuan up to 2020” (Uyghur Human Rights Project 2017). The rapid construction of roads in the region further evidenced the Chinese government’s modernization imperative and the privileging of infrastructure development as part of the civilization project. Ironically, while an overhaul of the rural road network connected regional residents more effectively, internal travel restrictions limited mobility and permitted the further intrusion of the state into village life.

        Throughout the post-Soviet era, China has both vocalized and realized the potential of continental railroads west through Xinjiang. As early as 1990, Chinese officials proposed the New Eurasian Continental Bridge—a railroad intended to link eastern Chinese ports with Rotterdam in the Netherlands. Completion of the initiative hinged on the building of the Northern Xinjiang Railway from Urumqi to the Kazakh border, which was accomplished in 1992. Commenting on the link, a Chinese official said, “Xinjiang is opening a door to the west” (Holley 1990). During a visit to Kazakhstan in 1994, Premier Li Peng expressed Chinese aspirations toward continental trade routes with a call for a “new Silk Road” joining Central Asia to China.

        The state media frequently links the development of roads and railways with the growth of tourism in Xinjiang. Improvements in infrastructure have shortened the vast distances involved when traveling in Xinjiang, rendering once hard-to-get-to tourist sites easily accessible. These narratives promote a region that is connected and ready to receive tourists with less time required and less hassle. For example, a China Daily report details how “long road trips between scenic spots in the vast Xinjiang Uygur autonomous region may have put many people off in the past, but the region has been attracting a record number of visitors who don’t mind the drive now that roads have been significantly improved, local tourism officials said” (﻿Cui and Mao 2018). A second China Daily report notes, “Improved transportation and accommodation in the area have attracted growing numbers of tourists to Altay prefecture in winter to see snow-covered scenery and diverse cultural attractions” (﻿K. Wang 2018).

        Transportation projects have accelerated since Xi’s announcement of the SREB. Cheng Jianjun, the vice-director of the Chinese administration’s development and reform commission in Xinjiang, told reporters, “We last counted a list of 320 infrastructural projects in railway, highway and civil aviation construction, with an investment value of nearly 2 trillion yuan under this [SREB] initiative” (Ping 2016). In 2019 Chinese state media announced that work would begin on nine new airports, raising the total to thirty across the region (China Daily 2019). Citing Raffaello Pantucci and Alexandros Petersen, Clarke references how “the web of connections that China is forging across the region . . . is the realization of the ‘New Silk Road’ vision . . . but with the connections oriented largely toward Xinjiang” (Clarke 2015). The development of transportation infrastructures under the auspices of the BRI has created opportunities to increase the presence of both tourists and security personnel (Zenz and Leibold 2017). This process has been accompanied by a rapid development in technological infrastructures, which has also enhanced the relationship between connectivity, control, and tourism.

      
      
        Technology and Surveillance Infrastructures

        As a place where “growing a beard,” having too many wedding guests, or “naming your child Muhammad or Medina” can get you in trouble, Kashgar (and Xinjiang more broadly) has become one of the most surveilled regions in the world (Rajagopalan 2017). Widespread surveillance throughout the region is aided by a range of state-of-the-art infrastructures. In 2018 security spending rose 45 percent in the first six months. Investment in security infrastructures means that millions of residents in western China are living in a dystopian future, where “the world’s most sophisticated Internet censorship system is building a surveillance state in Xinjiang, a four-hour flight from Beijing, that uses both the newest technology and human policing to keep tabs on every aspect of citizens’ daily lives.”4 Armed with top of the line technologies that range “from facial recognition cameras at petrol stations to surveillance drones that patrol the border,”5 the surveillance system in Xinjiang is perhaps unmatched globally. Contemporary “accounts paint a picture of a regime that at once recalls the paranoia of the Mao era and is also thoroughly modern, marrying heavy-handed human policing of any behavior outside the norm with high-tech tools like iris recognition and apps that eavesdrop on cell phones.”6 In addition to these technologies, the top domestic security official, Meng Jianzhu, has proposed using a DNA database and big data in security operations (Rajagopalan 2017). These surveillance systems echo comparable militarization tactics in key BRI sites. Indeed, some have argued that the securitization of Xinjiang is a broader securitization strategy for incorporating it into a major BRI transit hub.

        In 2017 the state enhanced this arsenal of security measures with an unlikely security strategy—the growth of the tourism industry. As noted above, the state offers tourists five hundred yuan to help subsidize their trips to the Xinjiang region in a structured effort to put the region back on the tourist map and occupy it with Han Chinese visitors. Yet, these strategies exist alongside state messaging presenting its Uyghur residents as in need of state control and surveillance because of what the state describes as their separatist and/or terrorist propensities.

        Omer Kanat, the director of the Washington, D.C.-based Uyghur Human Rights Project, an advocacy group that conducts research on conditions for Uyghurs in Xinjiang, has described the region as an “open prison” and argued that “the Cultural Revolution has returned [to the region], and the government doesn’t try to hide anything. It’s all in the open” (Rajagopalan 2017). The benefits of economic development, including tourism development, are primarily felt by the new Han Chinese population, who are better situated to profit from the new land, resource (oil, gas, and coal), and commodity frontiers in the region (Zand 2018).

        Between 2016 and 2018, the Xinjiang provincial government recruited more than ninety thousand police officers, in an effort partly described as designed to provide security for the tourists. This growth in security forces amounts to more than twice as many as the previous seven years combined. The police presence is almost as prevalent as in Tibet and is coupled with a range of new surveillance technologies.

        Communication between residents and tourists is riddled with suspicion. As one ﻿Uyghur notes in his communication with ﻿a journalist, “It’s not even possible to drive from one town to another without written permission, much less meet with a ﻿foreigner. ‘Maybe in a few years﻿,’ he writes, adding: ﻿‘Delete this conversation from your phone immediately. Delete everything that could be suspicious﻿’” (Zand 2018). At train ticket counters and in taxis, residents and tourists alike are being followed by a complex surveillance system. Today,

        
          the surveillance infrastructure in Kashgar is state of the art, but the Chinese government is already working on the next level of control. It wants to introduce a “social credit system” that rates the “trustworthiness” of each citizen, to reward loyalty and punish bad behavior. While the rollout of this system in the densely populated east has been sluggish and spotty, the Uyghurs are evidently already subjected to a similar point-based system. This system primarily involves details that could be interesting to the police (Zand 2018).

        

        Adil explained to the authors that tour guides formed part of the surveillance apparatus. Tour companies in Xinjiang usually assigned a “local guide” and a driver to a “national guide,” whose job is to escort groups of tourists around China. Tour groups mostly requested Uyghur local guides to receive an authentic experience while in the region. National guides and drivers were predominately Han; however, all three were to take note if anyone among them or among the tourists asked “political” questions. Furthermore, private conversations between tourists and local guides were viewed suspiciously.

        While tourists embark to Xinjiang, Uyghur residents are flagged as suspicious for engaging in international travel. What has become clear is that “having traveled abroad to a Muslim country, or having a relative who has traveled abroad, puts people at risk of detention. And the ubiquity of digital surveillance makes it nearly impossible to contact relatives abroad” (Rajagopalan 2017). As Adrian Zenz explains:

        
          In some ways it’s like a high-tech version of the Cultural Revolution, like the social intrusion aspect and the regulations on religious behavior . . . referring to the Mao-era movement that’s remembered in part for pitting neighbors against each other in a violent campaign to punish those seen as enemies of the party. But the comparison breaks down because it’s systematic and deliberate, and low-key—the Cultural Revolution caused a big mess . . . It’s a kind of frontline laboratory for surveillance (Rajagopalan 2017).

        

        Social media has become a primary weapon in the state’s surveillance arsenal. The newly dubbed “﻿internet police” frequently check phones for apps such as WhatsApp and Facebook, which are banned in China. Homes are sometimes raided for similar software and “if they find anything in there, it’ll be trouble for you.”7 According to news reports, Uyghurs are forced to download the app ﻿Jingwang, or web cleansing, which will monitor “illegal religious” content and “harmful information.”8 Evidence of calls to family and friends abroad is particularly risky for Uyghur residents. More than one and a half million Uyghurs have reportedly been sent to “reeducation camps,” many of them accused of using social media apps to call friends and relatives abroad. A foreign journalist observes: “When I walked into a checkpoint a few miles east of Kashgar, a police officer stood near the entrance to check commuters’ cell phones for banned apps and messages (as a foreigner I was sent to a separate line and not asked for my phone). Their faces were then scanned by a facial recognition camera and matched with their identification cards. Glossy white machines for full-body scans stood on the other side of the room.”9 Social media apps are investigated at checkpoints that dot the city at major intersections. As a result, “driving or taking a bus to a neighboring town, you’d hit checkpoints where armed police officers might search your phone for banned apps like Facebook or Twitter and scroll through your text messages to see if you had used any religious language.”10 In addition to being harassed for social media use, Uyghurs are also frequently inspected for ID cards and with body scanners to document their whereabouts. These security practices are primarily for Uyghurs, who have special checkpoints they must transit through, and do not affect Han Chinese in the area. In his interview with the authors, Adil recalled the intensification of checkpoints across Xinjiang after the 2009 unrest in the regional capital of Urumqi. He recalled how police would regularly check his identity card, whereas the tour national guide and the bus driver, who were usually Han, would not receive any kind of scrutiny.

        Vehicles are monitored using satellite navigation systems that some residents in southern Xinjiang are forced to keep on their car (Economist 2017). In southern Xinjiang, there are fewer tourists because it is “the area most troubled by separatist unrest and most in need of an economic lift.”11 According to a correspondent at the Economist, “Visitors’ fears of violence are reinforced, not assuaged, by shows of force such as those staged by the security services in recent days. Armoured personnel carriers are a frequent sight in urban areas. Airport-style security is ubiquitous. Some buildings are fenced with barbed wire; guards check for bombs under cars entering their grounds.”12 As a result, mobility is extremely limited for Uyghur residents, who are monitored through a complex security network, while tourists remain sealed from spontaneous interactions with residents.

      
      
        Human Infrastructure and State Building

        The widely held perception that frontier regions of China are rich in resources and development opportunities has encouraged the movement of people to Xinjiang. Migration, Stanley Toops (2004, 23) argues, was prompted by the state’s use of “inducements and incentives” in promoting Xinjiang, especially at the inception of the Western Development campaign in 2000. Howell and Fan (2011) attribute the motivating factors in migration to Xinjiang as linked to reform of the economy, looser restrictions on controls governing migration, and development policy. Clarke (2016, 242) writes that the notion of Xinjiang as a province full of “‘untapped’ resources and abundant land is undermined by the fact that most of the arable land in Xinjiang is already under cultivation and water resources are increasingly scarce . . . spurred by increased Han settlement since 1949.”

        In 1949 there were 291,000 Han Chinese in Xinjiang, constituting 6 percent of the total population of 4.3 million. Sixty-one years later, the 2010 census recorded 8.8 million Han Chinese in the region out of a total of 21.8 million people (Joniak-Lüthi 2013). During CCP rule, the proportion of Uyghurs in Xinjiang has shrunk from 80 percent to 45 percent. Much of the Han Chinese migration has concentrated on the resource-rich and urban areas of Urumqi, Shehezi, and Karamay. This spatial imbalance in Han migration patterns has resulted in incentives for Han Chinese to move south, as outlined in the Xinjiang Work Forums of 2010 and 2014﻿ and a policy called “ethnic mingling.” Cash rewards for Uyghur and Han couples entering marriages were advertised in the city of Cherchen, together with the announcement of a new mixed-ethnicity settlement near Hotan. Hukou (household registration) requirements in southern Xinjiang were also relaxed. However, a narrative stating that large numbers of Han Chinese migrants are migrating to southern Xinjiang must be tempered by a demographic analysis. For example, in Kashgar Prefecture approximately 202,000 Han Chinese resided in the area according to the 1990 census. In 2012 the number of Han Chinese in Kashgar Prefecture stood at nearly 285,000 (approximately ﻿one-third growth).

        The gradual compression of Uyghur spaces in the south has been accelerated by an invasive policy of homestays by Han Chinese in Uyghur homes. As a tourism practice, homestays have become weaponized to surveil Uyghurs and transform once unreachable hostile spaces into safe ones (from the point of view of the Han). Human Rights Watch describes how “in December 2017, Xinjiang authorities mobilized more than a million cadres to spend a week living in homes primarily in the countryside. They typically stay with Muslim families, though sometimes cadres are dispatched to stay with Han families” (﻿M. Wang 2018). These practices exist within a broader securitization strategy. Human Rights Watch further describes how the government collects and updates information about Uyghur families and monitors political thought while enforcing political indoctrination of Xi Jinping thought and the ideology of the Community Party as caring and selfless. This ideological assimilation includes stern warnings “against the dangers of ‘pan-Islamism,’ ‘pan-Turkism,’ and ‘pan-Kazakhism’—ideologies or identities that the government finds threatening. The authorities expect all of these to be done through ‘heart-to-heart’ talks about ‘everyday life’” (Wang 2018). To enforce these ideological indoctrinations, relatives were supplied a manual in which “relatives were given specific instructions on how to get their little brothers and sisters to ‘let down their guard.’ The manual, which was posted on the internet . . . advises relatives to show ‘warmth.’ ‘Don’t lecture right away,’ it suggests, and show concern regarding their families and bring candy for the children” (Byler 2018). In this way, the human infrastructure developed through Han Chinese homestays in Uyghur homes depends on the cooption of human connection in an effort to secure the state. As a state-building strategy, homestays require the weaponization not only of tourism but also of human connection.

      
      
        Conclusion: Tourism as State Building and Securitization

        
          “All ethnic groups belong together like the seeds of a pomegranate,” reads a banner overlooking Urumqi’s multilane ring road.

          —(Zand 2018).

        

        In an extraordinary show of military power, China intends to spend USD $40 million to transform Xinjiang’s former Red Mountain Command Base into a red tourism theme park. A decrepit sign outside the compound reads, “‘Work Hard. Be Loyal to the Party. Be Loyal to the People,’ . . . [and] . . . ‘Long Live Chairman Mao! Long Live the Communist Party!’” The theme park is expected to include a communist-themed shopping area, a spa, horse rides, military vehicles, and a performing arts center (Phillips 2013). As China’s proposed first-rate red tourism destination, the park will also be part of the regime’s broader territorial consolidation of Xinjiang.

        In this chapter, we have examined the geopolitical implications of the weaponization of tourism along China’s Silk Road Economic Belt in Xinjiang. Tourism, we have argued, is weaponized through a series of surveillance, security, and state-building strategies aimed at territorial control of the region for political and economic purposes and the assimilation of ethnic minorities. Additionally, we demonstrate how these strategies are realized through three infrastructural practices, including built, technology, and human infrastructures.

        At the end of an “economic development” chain, the BRI has become a territorial consolidation strategy in Xinjiang. While previous leaders failed to effectively quell opposition in the region, Xi Jinping has become the most authoritarian leader in recent decades in China. The BRI, Xi Jinping’s flagship development strategy, requires control of both human and natural resources to succeed in Xinjiang. The development of tourism has been weaponized in this context—it has resulted in the building of a physical and technological infrastructure of connectivity and surveillance while providing a gauge of “stability” to investors. Throughout, the state has pursued the redevelopment of Xinjiang with the perspective that nothing less than the altering of the spaces and people of the region would ensure the BRI’s success and tourism, perhaps unsurprisingly, has become a primary weapon in the state’s securitization arsenal.
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        Environing the Tourism Frontier

        Infrastructure, Nature, and the State in China’s Dulong Valley

        Alessandro Rippa and Roger Norum

      
      
        Introduction

        Situated in a far-flung corner of Yunnan province, bordering Myanmar’s Kachin State and the Tibet Autonomous Region, the Dulong Valley is one of China’s latest tourism frontiers. The valley remained largely inaccessible to outsiders until 1999, when a road traversing the Galoligong mountains was built, connecting Dulong with Gongshan, the seat of the Gongshang Dulong and Nu Autonomous County to which the valley belongs. The road remained closed during the winter months until 2015, when a 6.6-kilometer-long tunnel was bored through the mountain and the road was paved, reducing the time of travel to Gongshan to just under three hours. A subsidiary road along the Dulong River was opened in 2015, spanning the entire length of the valley from north to south, for a total of about one hundred kilometers. The road construction has since facilitated a number of other development projects within the valley, some of which are explicitly intended to expand tourism development.

        This chapter explores tourism in the Dulong Valley at the convergence of two broader processes of state territorialization in China’s ethnic frontiers: infrastructure development and environmental preservation. Both processes, as we articulate below, have been carried out through the resettlement of local Drung into newly built villages, the implementation of two conservation programs, and the establishment of a nature reserve. The chapter ﻿pairs an analysis of these interventions with an ethnographic account of how the tourism industry has concretely developed in the valley since the opening of the road, showing that the nexus of conservation policies, infrastructure, and tourism development has become yet another driver of the marginalization of local ethnic minorities. In this introductory section, we lay out the broader policy framework underpinning such development schemes. Then, we set forth our theoretical framework and the ethnographic material upon which the chapter is based.1 Lastly, we show how the Dulong Valley has been made into an untouched destination at the expense of local livelihood and culture. As a frontier enclave, Dulong provides a paradigmatic example of how nature is not merely co-opted to demarcate social boundaries of inclusion and exclusion (Redclift 2006) but is actually actively produced as a means of economic and social development.

        Virtually all of the roughly four thousand inhabitants of the valley are Drung (or Dulong),2 one of China’s smallest ethnic minority (shaoshu minzu) groups. Prior to the establishment of the People’s Republic of China, the Drung were required to pay heavy taxes to both Tibetan chiefs in the north and to the Chinese empire. When unable to do so, they were not merely fined or penalized but were often sold into servitude. As anthropologist Stéphane Gros explains, “Drung women, men, and children were indeed at times exchanges for oxen or taken away to become slaves in an alien land” (Gros 2010, 31). Such deprivations, still a vivid part of local oral histories, represent a phase of significant marginalization for the Drung. They define Drung ethnic identity vis-à-vis more powerful neighbors and the uneven political relations they entertained with them, thereby influencing their sense of locality and belonging (Gros 2010). ﻿Following the Chinese Revolution and communist victory in 1949, this system radically changed, ending centuries of exploitation and redefining political hierarchies in the area. The Drung, while liberated from their feudal obligations, were integrated into the PRC system of ethnic minorities, and provided assistance according to their “backward” (luohou) status. Thus, beginning in the early years of communist rule, the ﻿party donated oxen, clothing, allowances, and working suits to most inhabitants of the valley. Assistance was provided through a state-owned caravan that was in charge of transporting cereals to the area until the road was opened in 1999. As Gros (2010, 40–42) shows, this led to the characterization of the ﻿party state by local Drung as “the provider of goods”—a situation in which the state’s legitimacy is valued against its generosity. As we will discuss below, as part of Communist China’s interventions in the valley, the Drung’s agriculture system, which is based on swidden cultivation, has also been the target of a number of reforms identifying it as a major obstacle ﻿impeding economic development. While initial reforms aimed simply at improving agricultural techniques and increasing outputs, toward the late twentieth century the focus had shifted to conservation as the main policy driver in the valley. The implementation of such development projects, we argue, has furthered the marginalization of the Drung as an ethnic minority under the Chinese state, instead of providing a way out of centuries of exploitation.

        As part of one of several government initiatives aimed at economic and tourism development over the past decade, every family in the valley was relocated into several newly built “model” villages. The relocation came as part of the “Build a New Socialist Countryside” (shehui zhuyi xin nongcun jianshe) program, an ambitious policy framework launched in 2006 whereby the central government provides rough guidelines to promote the development of China’s countryside, which are then implemented independently at the local level. The initiative officially aims at tackling the “three rural issues” (sannong wenti): agriculture (nongye), villages (nongcun), and farmers (nongmin). At the local level, this “is primarily understood as infrastructural and agricultural modernisation linked to ecological sustainability and the provision of public goods such as social welfare and basic education at the rural level” (Ahlers and Schubert 2009, 36). To be sure, this has resulted in a general promotion of urbanization and a gradual reduction of the rural population, as farmers are moved into larger villages with schools, hospitals, and administrative facilities (see also Looney 2015; Perry 2011; Rogers 2014). Since 2013 these types of village infrastructure projects have been largely repackaged under the so-called Beautiful Countryside program (meili xiangcun), which places more emphasis on tourism development and ecological protection—two key elements in the case of the Dulong Valley.

        For the inhabitants of the Dulong Valley, the Build a New Socialist Countryside program resulted in the construction of a number of new villages in which all families were to be granted a house at no cost. The first villages were built by the late 2000s, but the project only gained momentum once the valley road was finished in 2013–14. By 2016 all Dulong families ﻿had received a newly built house. The villages feature small concrete houses of one or two floors, with a living room and two to three bedrooms. All houses have electricity and, in most cases, are equipped with a number of subsidized appliances such as washing machines, televisions, and ﻿stereos—household goods that were until recently largely out of the reach of the majority of Drung. Some houses have a small veranda, while others are sided by a small garden. The only exception is Dulong Township, the administrative center of the valley, built where the road to Gongshan meets the Dulong Valley Road. Dulong Township was erected with the purpose of hosting government offices, businesses, a boarding school for Drung children, and the lion’s share of hotels for tourists and officials visiting the valley (fig. 14.1). Unlike other villages in the valley, houses in Dulong Township are four or five storeys high. Painted orange, they are embellished with geometric patterns evoking the colors and symmetries of local textiles. The roofs are covered with narrow strips of brown tin, resembling the thatched roofs traditionally used in the valley. Each house, moreover, and every single lamppost in the village, is branded with a stylized image of the head of a Dulong cow.
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          Figure 14.1. Dulong Township. Photo by Alessandro Rippa.

        
        The Build a New Socialist Countryside program underscores another, seldom-addressed component of infrastructure development in China. Much of this construction, which has been the subject of a significant amount of scholarship (﻿see, e.g., Ahlers 2014; Looney 2015), is embedded within a broader logic of environmental preservation. Over the past two decades, China has promoted its natural areas and invested billions of dollars into conservation. Indeed, the country holds an enviable level of biodiversity to protect, being home to 15 percent of the planet’s vertebrate species and 12 percent of its plant species, located across just 6 percent of the Earth’s surface. And yet this biodiversity, as in other parts of the world, finds itself under threat and is in an increasingly precarious state. Over roughly the past decade, some 10 percent of mudflats and wetlands in China have been lost to development and over one hundred thousand square kilometres of grasslands have been degraded (Xu et al. 2019). Roughly 40 percent of the country’s amphibian species are endangered, when compared with just over 30 percent globally. As a means of countering these negative trends and the looming environmental crisis they portend, nature reserves and national parks have been introduced by the government as a new conservation model. China’s first nature reserve was established in 1956; by 2010 there were over 2500 nature reserves across the country, blanketing nearly 15 percent of its total land mass (Yeh 2013).

        In the case of Dulong, the construction of the new villages as part of the Build a New Socialist Countryside initiative cannot be understood outside of the strategic implementation of two major conservation programs. The Natural Forest Protection Program (tianranlin baohu gongcheng, henceforth NFPP) establishes a ban on all logging in the upper reaches of the Yangtze and Yellow Rivers, while the Grain for Green or Sloping Land Conversion Program (tuigeng huanlin huancao zhengce, henceforth SLCP), denotes an initiative aimed at preventing cultivation on all slopes over twenty-five degrees. Both programs were intended to prevent deforestation, which was deemed responsible for deadly floods, and were often framed within a language of environmental preservation, particularly in the context of newly established nature reserves. Among the steep slopes of the Dulong Valley, the implementation of the two programs led to an effective ban on logging and to the de facto end of traditional agricultural practices based on swidden cultivations (see Gros 2014). Such practices are common in numerous other contexts (e.g., lowland South America), in which activities of resource production or extraction have been suppressed with the aim of preserving nature for the purpose of fostering tourism, leading to the production of new frontier enclaves (Redclift 2006).

        Additionally, the Dulong Valley is part of the Gaoligong Mountain Nature Reserve, which was established in 1983 and is the largest reserve in Yunnan, covering some 122,000 hectares, 85 percent of which are forested (People’s Daily Online 2013). As such, traditional activities such as hunting or the collection of medicinal plants for the Chinese domestic market have been strictly monitored. This shift in government sentiment toward environmental considerations is encompassed by the state’s aspirational but nebulous “ecological civilization” (shengtai wenming) strategy, which includes banning people from certain land-based livelihood strategies in the name of ecosystem conservation. Such a move is also strategically employed by the government to “modernize” indigenous and minority groups. In fact, in the eleventh Five-Year Plan (2006–10), in which the New Socialist Countryside policy was first mentioned, “the Chinese government adopted UNESCO’s language of the protection of ‘cultural heritage’ as part of its strategy to develop tourism and fight the deleterious effects of environmental degradation, urbanization, and economic development” (Pieke 2014, 130). In the case of minority cultures, such as the Drung, this shift away from traditional subsistence practices and the growing emphasis on the preservation of cultural heritage has led to the identification of tourism as a key economic driver.

        However, as this chapter will argue, this particular promise did not materialize in the Dulong Valley. For one, the Chinese government’s seemingly contradictory promotion of both infrastructure development and biodiversity conservation in the valley has negatively impacted the indigenous Drung people and their unique ways of life. But the case becomes even more egregious when considering that tourism infrastructure has largely fallen into the hands of outsiders, ﻿with many Drung living off subsidies or being forced to migrate outside of the valley for work. This, in turn, has led to further reliance on state support and to the marginalization of ethnic Drung within China.

      
      
        Infrastructure, Tourism, and the Environment

        Social scientists have taken to studying various forms of infrastructure in recent years, bringing a critical lens to constructions such as dams, railroads and, perhaps most notably, roads (see e.g., Argounova-Low 2012; Dalakoglou 2012; Harvey and Knox 2012; Rippa, Murton, and Rest 2020). Much of this work understands infrastructure to be integral to social life, institutions, and power relations (e.g., local, national, and global) more broadly, both as material and symbolic resources (Larkin 2013). Roads, both as material infrastructure and as sociotechnical processes, are constructed and implemented as political, economic, and ecological projects and must, therefore, be analyzed in a way that pays close attention to each of these specific concerns. Building upon this literature, in this section we show how the introduction of new transport infrastructure into Dulong Valley in 1999 effected the creation of new spaces of nature while at the same time turning the region into a tourist destination wherein minority culture and untouched wilderness could be packaged and experienced. Building on the work of Sörlin and Wormbs (2018), who described various forms of “environing technologies” and their concomitant processes of writing, sensing, and shaping, we suggest that infrastructures as particular sociotechnical processes environ the world, which is to say that they envelop, enclose, engender, and otherwise make it. Infrastructure quite literally shapes and structures the forms through which nature is ﻿fashioned into a local and planetary environment. In doing so, it imposes upon us certain worldviews and creates ourselves within its image. In the case of Dulong, to be sure, this particular process has led to the reimagining of the valley as a global natural space while at the same time speeding up the project of national integration often underscored by infrastructure.

        This first outcome was accomplished, in particular, through the creation of the Gaoligong Mountain Nature Reserve. With regards to the creation of conservation areas, much scholarly ink has been spilled on topics such as conservation’s colonial roots (Mackenzie 1988; Neumann 1998), politicization (Duffy 2000; Steinhart 2006), subsequent marginalization or disempowerment (Anderson and Berglund 2003; West 2006), and the specific social, cultural, or ecological transformations that conservation effects (Duffy 2002; Igoe 2004). This work makes clear that analyses of conservation areas, and the policies and contexts that establish and govern them, must be framed against broader social and economic changes that define the ways in which nature is regulated via various forms of commodification (Igoe and Brockington 2007). From such “natural” regulation arise new forms of territorialization through which resources and landscapes are partitioned in ways that control and exclude local people. Such territorialization typically forges values dictated by national and transnational elites, which are then imposed upon local populations, often forcefully and without recourse to dissensus or contestation. Indeed, in the context of development interventions imposed by the Chinese state on its populations, communities often have little choice in the matter because these strategies are implemented from above and done “for their own good”—even when it is clear that these projects will socially and economically dislocate the local communities (Harwood 2013, 15).

        As this volume’s introduction suggests, the rise of tourism as a colossal global economy has meant that its impact on a range of local socioeconomic processes has increased exponentially. A number of studies have considered the impact of tourism on ethnic minority communities in China, largely in remote regions (Adams 1996; Chio 2014; Oakes 2005), although only a handful have explicitly discussed ecological issues (Litzinger 2004; Zhong et al. 2011). Tourism is just one way in which practices (radical and otherwise) of environmental conservation are justified and legitimized. Similarly, conservation may itself also justify radical initiatives of tourism development (see Büscher and Davidov 2013; Pattullo 2005). Over the past several decades, tourism development in many parts of the globe has become a primary mode through which the creation and maintenance of protected areas is given credence. Through such logics, conservation gets bankrolled by the promise of tourism dollars to change the economic power base of a given place and ensure income on a sustainable level. The neoliberal argument is straightforward: as nature is an attraction that lures both people and capital, it is thus justifiable in long-term economic terms not just to maintain and protect existing nature, as Igoe, Brockington, and Duffy (2008) suggest but also to create natures—to environ new worlds﻿—outright. As we aim to show in the section that follows, the Dulong Valley has been made into a preeminent, pristine tourist destination specifically through the state’s creation of a series of natural reserves. But this ambitious (and, by all accounts, less than economically successful) goal has been pursued at the expense of the displacement and (ultimately) further disenfranchisement of local populations.

      
      
        The Dulong Road: A “Lifeline” of Development

        Ecological policies in the case of China have been addressed as particular forms of state territorialization, or as Emily Yeh puts it, “green governmentality” (Yeh 2005). What is more, when implemented in minority regions, state-led conservation efforts underscore a particular understanding of the landscape as “wasteland.” Here the environment, despite its traditional role in minority livelihoods (from Tibet’s high-altitude pastures to Dulong’s forest), is seen by state authorities as unproductive and, ultimately, less than modern. Efforts to preserve, then, are always efforts to transform and to civilize (see also Oakes 2012, 389). In this case, Dulong’s forests are intended to be transmogrified into attractions—a performance of untouched wilderness that becomes another stop on a visit to the must-see site of the Gaoligong Mountain Nature Reserve. In this section, we discuss how this particular transformation has played out for Drung living in the Dulong Valley.

        The history of the winding road that leads to the Dulong Valley reveals much about the valley itself. First opened in 1999, the road put an end to the use of China’s last state-owned caravan, which once connected Gongshan, in the valley of the Nu (or Salween) River, to Bapo, the former seat of the local government. The caravan trail through the Gaoligong Mountains was rough business. Leeches, snakes, rain, and snow were typical encounters—those who used to shuttle goods along the three-day route remember it today with a mixture of awe and longing. In a rare testimony from this recent, yet seemingly distant past, a 1997 Chinese documentary titled The Last Caravan (zuihou de mabang)﻿ chronicles one of the last caravan journeys across the Gaoligong Mountains from Gongshan into the Dulong Valley (Hao 2000). Through a series of dramatic and visually spectacular scenes, the documentary details both the perils of crossing Gaoligong and the immaculate beauty of the landscape. The caravan is defined as a ﻿“lifeline” (shengmingxian)﻿ for the Drung—one that the new road is bound to replace. Amid vignettes of the crossing of the Gaoligong mountains by foot and horse, the documentary juxtaposes rather more bland scenes from regional government offices in Gongshan, in which officials discuss the need to build a road to bring ﻿“development” (fazhan)﻿ to the remote valley. As one local government official points out in the film, the situation in the Dulong Valley gets more difficult (kunnan) every year, and the road is necessary to bring stability (anding) and unity (tuanjie) for the people of the valley. The new road, then, appears to entail a project that is not only markedly (positively) economic but also one that will enact social and moral transformation for the valley’s residents. Not only it is expected to bring modernity to one of China’s most remote and underdeveloped people but in so doing it will also enfold the Drung into a benevolent project of national unity and solidarity (fig. 14.2).
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          Figure 14.2. Chinese tourists at a viewpoint along the new road through the Dulong Valley. Photo by Alessandro Rippa.

        
        After the road’s completion in 1999, which reduced travel time from Dulong to Gongshan from three days to less than one, the old caravan route was abandoned. The overgrown path is now for the most part indiscernible from the surrounding forests, and only the most experienced guide would agree to take an outsider along this route. As trucks, buses, and the occasional car began to take over from horsepower, the project of national integration of the valley sped up. So momentous was the construction of the road that the valley today is still bespeckled with posters celebrating it. “The construction of the Dulong valley road brings benefit to the Drung,” insists one. A small memorial placed in the main square of the newly built Dulong Township, meanwhile, celebrates it with the words of former CCP secretary Jiang Zemin: “Building the road to the Dulong River, promoting the economic development of Nujiang.”

        The province of Yunnan, as is the case with most of China’s western stretches, has arrived rather late to China’s tireless project of ushering in development and prosperity to regions remote from the centers of power. Across numerous initiatives, from the “8–7 Strategy” to the “Open up the West Campaign (xibu da kaifa),” the central government has attempted to urbanize populations, improve access to education, healthcare, and industrial vocations and to otherwise encourage a shift from subsistence to market-based livelihoods. As with many aspects of the modernization of Chinese society, the case of Dulong is filled with tensions and contradictions. The role played by discourses and practices of modernity and development in contemporary China has been covered extensively elsewhere (see Harwood 2013). We shall not go into detail about this here except to say that the comprehensive modernizing project of the Chinese state is as much about introducing and improving material infrastructure—such as roads, dams, and communication centers—as it is about forging Chinese citizens who will be useful and productive subjects in the strengthening of the national economy. Indeed, Chinese state education explicitly strives to enhance the “quality” (suzhi) of certain parts of the population, in other words, to “civilize” ostensibly more “backward” people (Hansen 1999, xii).

        In the Dulong Valley, the Chinese state’s moves to dispossess local people of their traditional economic (agricultural) practices began only in the mid-2000s, as part of the SLCP. Effectively, the SLCP offers subsidies to farmers in exchange for converting their steep, sloping agricultural land into grasslands or forests, either for timber, orchards, or medicinal plants. Under this national venture, cropland on slopes that exceed twenty-five degrees garners subsidies to farmers for between five and eight years, paid in the form of grain or cash (fig. 14.3). The objective of the SLCP is to curtail land degradation by increasing vegetation cover and reducing soil and water erosion (Bennet 2008). Poverty alleviation through increased participation in off-farm labor markets has been another objective of the program (State Forest Administration 2003). Research has shown multiple impacts of the SLCP, both positive and negative, on various indicators of economic income and ecological processes (Liu et al. 2008) and on indigenous communities and their management of natural resources (Xu and Wilkes 2005). In the Dulong Valley, swidden agriculture, a common practice in the eastern Himalaya, has long been an enemy of state-run conservation management policies. This is despite the fact that swidden practices are not only central to mountain people’s biocultural heritage (Wilkes and Shen 2007) but have also been shown to increase local biological diversity (Kerkhoff and Sharma 2006).
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          Figure 14.3. As a result of the SLCP, the Dulong Valley is now almost entirely covered by forest. Photo by Alessandro Rippa.

        
        As a further move to settle Drung farmers, the latest development program introduced in the valley led to the construction of a number of villages along the new valley road (fig. 14.4). So far families have not been forced to move into the new houses, and, in fact, many elderly Drung still reside in their old homes, which have the benefit of being closer to the little farmland that they are still allowed to cultivate. Whereas the new villages are mostly placed along the new valley road, which mostly runs along the river, the older villages are further up the mountain slopes. This construction strategy resulted at least in part in the discouragement of agricultural practice: the land that supports the older villages tends to be less steep, making it easier to cultivate. Alongside the riverbed, on the other hand, very little land is actually farmable. To get to the old farmland from the new villages, Drung farmers must walk for as much as two hours.3 According to a number of elderly Drung interviewed for this research, many preferred the old houses for various reasons: they were warmer, quieter, and closer to the few remaining fields. Perhaps most ﻿importantly for them, however, was the mere fact of habit and history: this was simply what they were used to.
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          Figure 14.4. A new village in the Dulong Valley. Photo by Alessandro Rippa.

        
      
      
        Building the Tourism Frontier

        Located at the southern end of the Dulong Valley, Qinlandang Village is also known as Maku, or only slightly more descriptively, “new Maku.” It was here that families who once lived in the village first known as Maku were moved. Old Maku, where some of these families still have fields and, in some cases, reside for at least part of the year, is located some ten kilometers to the north, along the new road toward Dulong Township. The village lies just a few kilometers away from the Myanmar border. Unlike other parts of the valley, where to reach Myanmar one must climb for several hours on steep mountain paths, here the Myanmar village of Mukamgan was (and still is) a comfortable three-hour walk along a small path, following the Dulong River. At the time of research, a number of porters and small-scale traders still crossed the unmanned border on most days, shuffling goods back and forth between the two countries. Such forms of trade—which involved, for the most part, medicinal plants, items of daily use, and the occasional wildlife—had, however, very little impact on local livelihoods. Although many Drung families in Qinlandang had relatives among the Rawang living on the Myanmar side, they considered themselves as being somehow distinct. This difference, to be sure, was not a matter of language, ethnicity, or culture—all of which, Drung villagers in Qinlandang were eager to point out, they shared with Myanmar Rawang. Rather, it was the material conditions of their lives, furnished by the Chinese Communist Party, that set them apart. Chinese Drung perceived themselves as a small yet integral part of the Chinese world because of what was given to them in the forms of societal infrastructure and services: housing, roads, schools, hospitals, subsidies, and so on. Conversely, this very dependency on state generosity was what bound the Dulong to a particular national identity. In other words, the Drung worldview sees claims to power as being validated through munificence. Were such aid dispensations taken away, the government would be seen by the Drung to be without credibility or legitimacy (Gros 2010, 42).

        In Qinlandang, as in the rest of the valley, such distributive practices have brought along new problems linked to economic dependency, which now takes place in the name of development. Official documents viewed at the time of field research in 2015 held the total population of Qinlandang to be 288 villagers, divided into 79 households (hu), almost entirely of Drung ethnicity. Of these, 161 were recorded to be engaged in agriculture (nongye renkou). According to the same statistics, the yearly per capita income of a farmer in Qinlandang was some four thousand yuan. However, subsidies comprised a major part of this income. Villagers in Qinlandang are entitled to a subsistence allowance (dibao) that varies between 133 and 163 yuan per month (totaling 1596 to 1956 yuan per year). To this should be added the subsidies that come as part of the SLCP, which in Dulong are divided equally among farming households and amount to around 180 kilograms of rice per year per person. Unlike the northern parts of the valley, where medicinal plant collecting has become a very profitable activity, in Qinlandang the main source of income besides subsidies comes from the area’s black cardamom plantations. While some families still maintain fields in old Maku, this limited farming does not seem to provide any significant income.

        At the same time, some outsiders have over the years arrived in the valley—and in Qinlandang itself—to set up small businesses. As Rigg has pointed out, “roads not only give opportunities for local people to get out and access new opportunities but also for outsiders to get in” (2002, 625). At the time of fieldwork in Qinlandang, there were three small eateries and two convenience stores selling packaged food, alcohol, cigarettes, and basic kitchen utensils. Of the three restaurants, only one was owned by two local residents—a partnership of two sisters in their late twenties. Another one was opened by a Drung woman and her husband who had moved to the valley from nearby Kunming to work on the road a decade earlier. The third restaurant (with annexed hotel), on the other hand, belonged to a family from Hunan, who had spent a decade in Gongshan before moving to the Dulong Valley in 2014. The same Hunanese family also owned and ran the two small shops.

        A similar pattern can be found in Dulong Township, where half a dozen hotels were opened between 2015 and 2017, mostly by outsiders. A family from Lijiang, for instance, first moved to the valley following the completion of the road in 1999, when the father used to shuffle goods via truck in and out of the valley. Inspired by the example of Lijiang, which within two decades had been turned into a major tourism hub, the family decided to invest in the tourism business following the construction of Dulong Township. As the mother, who now runs one of three restaurants in town, explained: “This can be the new Lijiang. There are more and more tourists coming, every year. The locals don’t have experience [with tourism] but we know what to do.” Indeed, within three years, the family had profited from such insight and forethought, enough to successfully open two hotels, two restaurants, and a grocery shop.

        As for the tourists themselves, most ﻿are nature-loving ﻿elderly Chinese people who drive to the valley in small groups. Individual backpackers are still a rare sight in the valley, likely due to the difficulty of moving independently within the region once having arrived in Dulong Township (there is no regular public transportation within the Dulong Valley, only privately owned vans). Another significant portion of visitors is represented by groups of CCP officials “on tour.” In all cases, visitors seldom spend more than one night in the valley, and virtually all of them stay in Dulong Township. Plans for the development of an eco-hotel nearby have been in the air for some years, but as of 2017, virtually all tourists overnighted in one of the large hotels in the valley’s main settlement.

        Once in the valley, tourists typically spend a day touring it from north to south, stopping at a few marked “viewpoints” along the road to take pictures of the scenery. Furthermore, villages in the north of the valley are particularly famous as the home of the region’s famed “tattooed women.” According to Chinese tour guides and travel books, Drung women used to cover their faces with ﻿tattoos at a young age to make them less likely to be taken as slaves by Tibetan groups raiding the valley. ﻿At the time of research, less than thirty tattooed women were still alive, and they were frequently visited by tourists who would pay up to fifty yuan to take a few pictures of them. In the south of the valley, on the other hand, tourists usually drive to Qinlangdang, from which it is only a short journey to the China-Myanmar border. There, tourists can snap a picture of the border marker, step one foot into Myanmar, and perhaps catch sight of a few cross-border traders.

        In Qinlangdang, a small outdoor marketplace for tourists was under construction as of 2017. The idea, a local ﻿party official noted, was to create a shopping venue for the tourists arriving to see the border and thus encourage them to stay for a meal or a night. At the construction site, however, all workers employed were non-Drung. They were, in fact, the only guests staying in the village and the only ones to make use of the restaurants Qinlangdang had on offer.

      
      
        Conclusion

        In today’s China, as Flower (2004) has argued, road construction is part of an effort to build both a “material civilization” (wuzhi wenming) and a “spiritual civilization” (jingshen wenming). By uplifting the material conditions of living, roads also bring rural, remote, and backward peasants into the embrace of modernity. Roads, as such, are not only economically beneficial—they are “civilizing” technologies. Thus roads, in establishing a connection, also reinforce boundaries—between the rural and the urban, the remote and the cosmopolitan, the backward and the modern. In so doing, as this chapter ﻿has ﻿argued, roads in China also fuel an economy of dependence in the borderlands of the nation state, where a combination of strategic interests (often framed in terms of bianjing wending, or border stability), minority policy, conservation policies, and economic hardship single out the state as the exclusive “provider of goods.” As such, they function as infrastructures that at once seek to re-world local people while also entangling them in traditional forms of moral servitude.

        Whereas Chinese-owned media frequently publicize stories about domestic development (including tourism), strict government control results in overwhelmingly positive representations (Li 2002; ﻿see, e.g., New China TV 2019). Yet in the Dulong Valley, the party-state civilization project, while banning traditional practices, has largely fallen short of spurring economic activity among local Drung. On the contrary, as the example of Qinlangdang has shown, most Drung either live off subsidies or simply leave the valley, searching for jobs elsewhere (Harwood 2013). Opportunities in the valley seem reserved for entrepreneurial outsiders—such as the Hunanese family in Qinlangdang or the family from Lijiang in Dulong Township.

        In this chapter, we have shown how this particular sociodemographic constellation is intimately tied to both the developmentalist logic at the heart of the Chinese state and to the government’s conservation and ethnic policies, put into practice with the explicit aim of increasing tourism numbers. While revealing the concurrent processes of state making and the production of a “natural” environment in the context of rural China, the chapter has spoken to the new forms of state environmental protection across the country through which places are made into untouched destinations. This process draws a tensed line between the conservation area, “protected” from human incursion, and the tourist enclave, in which the tourist is given carte blanche access to nature (Redclift 2015, 183). In this way, the nexus of conservation policies, infrastructure, and tourism development has become yet another driver of the marginalization of local ethnic minorities in China. In the case of the Dulong Valley, nature has been, and continues to be, made to serve the strategic aims of the state.

        The story is a global one, hardly ﻿relevant only to China. As a significant body of scholarship ﻿has pointed out, conservation policies can be not only harmful but also coercive (cf. Mathur 2015; Peluso 1993; Shah 2010). In the Chinese context addressed in this chapter, however, rather than elitist environmental politics (Beck 2010), it is processes of state territorialization that are the main drivers. The state’s seemingly benevolent project of “protecting” the environment, then, can also be seen to be a greenwashing tactic engineering legibility and control (Rippa 2020). If, as was suggested at the beginning of this chapter, infrastructures environ the world, moving the planet to alter or create new landscapes, they also forge new subjects and (ethnic, in this case) subjectivities along with it. But critically studying China’s infrastructural projects ﻿as individual instantiations ﻿of its global ambitions is not enough; we must consider on a holistic level the political strategies behind such initiatives, the territorial plots such infrastructure enables and shapes, and the broader sociocultural ramifications (whether affordances or fallout) of such moves, across scales and across the shifting (and growing) geographies of China’s influence.

        The obstacles faced by China in preserving its biodiversity are not unique; many countries struggle with creating and subsequently maintaining protected areas (Joppa, Loarie, and Pimm 2008). But as a leading world power and an economic role model for many developing countries, China plays an important role in protected area management. Furthermore, as its development model is exported through the Belt and Road and other global initiatives, and given ﻿the United States’ retreat from global green leadership between 2017 and 2021, China is finding itself at the forefront of environmental development and conservation globally. It is, thus, critical to look behind impressive figures such as the nearly three thousand nature reserves across the country that China now proudly proclaims to have developed. Such numbers have to be traced on the ground to show what they actually look like when interpreted through the lives of people who live every day with the social and economic consequences of bold preservation moves and to reveal the real impacts of such initiatives on the environment, both in terms of biodiversity and community livelihoods. Through the case of the Dulong Valley, we have shown that the Chinese model does not function cleanly—and certainly that its official achievements should not be taken as face value. When applied abroad and floated as possible salves to global conservation issues, the lived realities, such as those of the Drung people, need to be taken into consideration by nations flirting with the idea of importing China’s green strategies, its development plans, and its infrastructural ambitions.
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        Notes

        
          
            1. The chapter is based on four visits to the Dulong valley, between 2015 and 2017, ranging in length from a few days to two months. Interviews were conducted in various villages within the valley, mostly Dulong Township, Qinlangdang, and Xiongdang.

          

          
            2. For the sake of clarity in this chapter we use “Drung” to refer to the ethnic group (Dulong zu, in Chinese) and the people of Dulong ethnicity, and Dulong to refer to the valley where most of them live.

          

          
            3. When speaking Mandarin, people in Dulong usually refer to the movement to the new villages as “coming down” (xia lai).
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        Gateway Geopolitics

        Assembling Infrastructure, Policies, and Tourism in Hobart and Australian Antarctic Territory/East Antarctica

        Klaus Dodds and Juan Francisco Salazar

      
      
        Introduction

        In their 2017 Tasmanian Antarctic Gateway Strategy (hereafter the strategy), the Tasmanian government outlined a glossy vision for itself. Images of the Hobart waterfront, plans of a new Antarctic and science precinct, the Australian polar vessel Aurora Australis, and the Antarctic landmass all populate the report. As the Tasmanian minister for state growth notes in his foreword, “Antarctic, sub-Antarctic and Southern Ocean activities are significant contributors to the Tasmanian economy. The skills, talent and entrepreneurialism of Tasmania’s people and the state’s geographic location make it a natural gateway to East Antarctica” (Minister Peter Gutwein, cited in Tasmanian Government 2017).

        Two years later, the same minister for state growth (Peter Gutwein) announced that the value of the “Antarctic gateway” was around $186 million Australian dollars (around U.S. $130 million) per year and concluded that “Tasmania has a unique competitive advantage due to our proximity to the Antarctic” (Tasmanian Government 2019). Tourism and polar infrastructural support for science and fishing are major income earners in and around Antarctica and the Southern Ocean.

        Hobart is one of five port cities around the Southern Ocean Rim that act as key through points between the Antarctic region and the rest of the world (Muir, Jabour, and Carlsen 2007). These southern cities have sought to capitalize on relative geographical proximity to Antarctica while being attentive to transnational policy mobilities that transcend particular territories (Savage 2019). ﻿The Tasmanian port city is one of five ﻿“gateway cities,” with Christchurch, Ushuaia, Punta Arenas, and Cape Town joining the quintet. Hobart is the closest gateway to East Antarctica, at 2,609 kilometers from the nearest point in the Antarctic coast (Bertram, Muir, and Stonehouse 2007, 126). Yet, the strategy reveals how, far from being a “natural gateway” to “East Antarctica” (rather than “Australian Antarctic Territory”), the gateway is assembled and enrolled in the geopolitics of infrastructure, tourism, and state-federal relations that invite us to think about the mechanisms through which stakeholders attempt to make it cohere for the pursuit of strategic aims (Savage 2019, 4).

        Our chapter proceeds in the following fashion. The initial section reflects on what we term “gateway geopolitics” with reference to Antarctic “gateway assemblages.” We use this term to bring to the fore the multiplicity of ways that gateways are assembled, put to work, and acted upon by actors, materials, processes, and infrastructures. There is no one Antarctic gateway per se; rather, there are multiple gateways that get linked to local political discourse, national security planning, frontier imaginaries, and ideational and commercial rivalries. Lauren Berlant (2016) reminds us that infrastructures such as “gateways” are integral to the use, movement, and pattern of social life. Physical geographies are integral to gateway assemblages, with islands, ocean, and relative proximity to other geographical spaces enabling what has been termed geoassemblage (Dodds and Nuttall 2018) or geoinfrastructures, which in turn shape regimes of mobility and usage (Pallister-Wilkins 2018). Then, we consider briefly Hobart’s Australian Antarctic Festival (2018) as an example of a “heritage gateway” activity designed to capitalize on Hobart’s proximity to Antarctica and the Southern Ocean. Finally, our chapter considers recent concerns among Australian government actors about the strategies through which extraterritorial parties such as China compete for advantage via access to polar gateways (Brady 2017). As assemblage scholars have reiterated, infrastructure and policy assemblages are best thought of as composed of heterogenous elements that are arranged and brought together for strategic purposes, even if we must be mindful of the fact that those infrastructures are never immune from cracking, corroding, and shifting (Barry 2017; Weir 2018). Thus those arrangements are never static and entirely under the control of any one party, either human or nonhuman. Infrastructural assemblages carry with them accompanying demands for information generation, monitoring, and evaluation. Antarctic gateways such as Hobart are not immune from that desire to evaluate (in financial, political, and economic terms) and to monitor.

        Attentive to the “geopolitical turn” in tourism studies (for example, Rowen 2016), we focus on Hobart as a polar gateway to examine how Australian actors have sought to mobilize geopolitical agency in Antarctica and the role of residents and visitors/tourists in everyday encounters with the “gateway city” (Mostafanezhad and Norum 2016). Rowen’s study of Chinese tourism to Hong Kong and Taiwan reveals well the everyday and intersectional qualities of tourism and tourist practices, and there is more work to be done on how such interactions contribute to southern gateway geopolitics (Rowen 2016). With a population of approximately 210,000, the state capital city of Hobart arguably hosts the largest critical mass of Antarctic scientists and educators in Antarctic-related fields anywhere in the world, perhaps only comparable to Christchurch, New Zealand. The city has accumulated a series of administrative, infrastructural, and geopolitical functions and facilities that allow for such a claim. As the strategy outlines, the city hosts the Commission of the Convention for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCMALR), supports the Australian, French, and Chinese polar programs, the University of Tasmania (with established expertise in Antarctic and Southern Ocean studies), and plans to accommodate other Antarctic stakeholders.

        If Hobart is thought of as a “natural gateway” (Tasmanian Gateway), then it could be said to owe its existence to geophysical shifts between the continents of Antarctica and Australia that created a Southern Ocean, many millions of years ago. Unlike the South American “gateway ports” of Punta Arenas (Chile) and Ushuaia (Argentina) that are geographically considerably closer to the Antarctic Peninsula, Hobart’s capture of Antarctic tourism is comparatively modest, because sailing times are noticeably longer than the three days required to cross the Drake Passage by ship. While the city’s claim to its “Antarctic gateway” status is primarily logistical, economic, and scientific, “it is shored up by investment in and promotion of heritage and tourism” (Leane, Winter, and Salazar 2016, 214). While tourism is the largest commercial activity on the Antarctic continent, with over fifty-one thousand visitors in the 2017–18 summer season (Liggett 2009﻿; IAATO 2018), it is notable that polar tourism is barely mentioned by the Tasmanian state government in the 2017 strategy. Instead, there are references to how the city’s heritage could be commodified further while addressing the material practices, things, and relations that would enable Hobart to arrange itself as a “gateway city”:

        
          Tasmania has a proud heritage of supporting Antarctic and Southern Ocean endeavour with explorers and scientists using the port of Hobart as a base for expeditions since the 19th century. Today, Tasmania is recognised around the world as an exciting and vibrant centre of international Antarctic science, logistics, operational support and diplomacy . . . Many Tasmanians have historic and/or emotional links to Antarctica and place great importance on this ﻿connection. (Tasmanian Government 2017)

        

        The reference to “historic and emotional links” reminds us that these relationships work across relations that are not easily reducible to simple geographical proximity—the existing connections cannot simply be converted to sailing times, geographical measures of distance, and physical infrastructure.

        The Tasmanian government is not alone in developing and implementing “gateway strategies”—which seek to brand their cities as “natural gateways”—and in capitalizing on national and foreign government strategies for the Antarctic and Southern Oceans. Across the Tasman Sea, for example, the city of Christchurch has actively pursued a close relationship with academic, business, logistical, and governmental stakeholders related to Antarctica. Gateway policies are subjected to transnational mobility and place-specific application. In May 2018 the Christchurch Antarctic Gateway Strategy was formally adopted with a statement from the then–chief executive of Antarctica New Zealand: “Antarctica New Zealand’s vision is for Antarctica to be valued, protected, and understood. We are thrilled with Christchurch City Council’s strong demonstration of their support for New Zealand’s Antarctic Programme. We are proud to be based in a gateway city that truly understands the value of the southern continent” (cited in Christchurch City Council 2018). If the Tasmanian strategy emphasizes the historic and emotional links to Antarctica, other gateway stakeholders choose to focus their attention on understanding the “value of the southern continent.”

        The “value” of the southern continent, with all this talk of gateways, is multifaceted, multisited, and multitemporal. For all the claims that local and national governments might make about their polar gateway cities and ports in Argentina, Chile, South Africa, Australia, and New Zealand, their geographical and geological naturalness coexists with myriad human and nonhuman factors that appear to reinforce and unsettle the geoeconomic and geopolitical advantages of relative proximity. Tourism, heritage, science, infrastructure, logistics, commerce, urban development, visions of urban futures, and public education contribute to the making and remaking of gateway assemblages that complicate claims about “natural gateways.” For one thing, being close to something does not necessarily quell anxieties and worries that others might take advantage of relative proximity to act upon Antarctica and the Southern Ocean. What can and does follow is expressions of “awkward nationalism,” whereby gateway states worry that other states, such as China, might opportunistically use the gateway to pursue their own geopolitical agendas (Dodds 2017).

        As Väätänen (2019) argues with reference to Finland’s Arctic strategies, the government in Helsinki is seeking to capitalize on the country’s cold weather expertise and proximity to major economic development initiatives such as the Arctic Railway. Finland is actively positioning itself as a geoeconomic gateway for foreign direct investment, especially by Chinese investors. Brady (2017) reminds us that China’s presence in the polar regions is recognized as double-edged—bringing the promise of new flows of investment in trade and infrastructure but also a recognition that China is capable of acting decisively in areas of geopolitical concern such as the South China Sea. The polar regions, as global commons, are likely to witness ever greater Chinese investment and interest in science, fishing, tourism, and navigation.

        In both Antarctica and the Southern Ocean, Australia is seeking to capitalize on its relative geographical proximity while being mindful of its territorial and resource-based interests. We argue that the promotion of polar heritage and Antarctic festivals by the city of Hobart and the Tasmanian government should be seen as cultural responses to a concern that relative proximity might not be enough to secure Hobart’s comparative economic advantage given that other gateway cities such as Christchurch are pursing similar strategies. A brief reflection on the 2018 Antarctic festival in Hobart offers insights into how heritage is enrolled in the “gateway labor” of the city and its government (Australian Antarctic Festival 2018). Recognizing the labor undertaken by city and state governments is important because it avoids naturalizing the role that physical and human geographies perform in making gateway assemblages and border infrastructures possible (Pallister-Wilkins 2018; Squire 2017).

      
      
        Gateway Geopolitics and the Making of Antarctic Gateway Assemblages

        Anthropologists and geographers have conceptualized the term assemblage in a diverse set of literatures, through which they develop a range of potential framings (e.g., Collier 2006; Collier and Ong 2005; Dittmer 2014; Dodds and Nuttall 2018; Savage 2019). While we don’t try to reconcile different theoretical traditions, the appeal of assemblage is worth stating. As Acuto and Curtis (2014, 2) contend, such an approach to the natural and social world seeks to move away from fixed and abstract categories such as state, capitalism, and economy to concentrate instead on how ideas, actors, and things get put together without privileging human actors and their intentions. Inspired by materialism and the more than human, interaction is thought of as a heterogeneous matter linking human and nonhuman actors and matter. As other scholars remark, assemblage brings to the fore the intersection and interaction of humans, materials, technologies, organizations, procedures, norms, events, and nonhuman actors and objects such as infrastructures (Barry 2017; Li 2007; Dittmer 2017; Prince 2015; Savage 2019).

        Assemblage is inherently geographical and attentive to how relations between practices, objects, and infrastructures work across space (Savage 2019, 9). As Brian Larkin notes, infrastructures are “built networks that facilitate the flow of goods, people, or ideas and allow for their exchange over space” (Larkin 2013, 328). However, physical and human infrastructures are assemblage-like because they are more contingent than a focus on port facilities, shipping lanes, and land-based architectures such as tunnels and roads might imply (Barry 2017). Things can and do break down. Infrastructures can get used in multiple ways, some of which may not have been intended or anticipated by those who created them in the first place. By recognizing gateway geopolitics as assemblage, we give due recognition to the physical, material, and political geographies at work.

        Our argument is that any discussion of Antarctic gateways needs to attend to the possibility of multiple configurations that make and remake relationships between Hobart and Antarctica. Those configurative relationships are more than topographical in the sense of physical distance; they are also topological, as gateway assemblages come together (as it is hoped by interested parties) through connection, alignment, and fitting. For example, investment in port and airport facilities in the form of extended runways and improved docking facilities may or may not induce greater tourism numbers, but it nonetheless represents a material-technological-physical intervention in the gateway itself. Governments, domestic and foreign, might shift their funding priorities away from Antarctic-orientated objectives. As the Tasmanian Government Antarctic gateway strategy alludes implicitly, there are several different formulations of gateway, which exceed the descriptor of natural geographical proximity, recognizing that there might be geopolitical and geoeconomic factors at play. We argue that Antarctic heritage is closely implicated in gateway geopolitics as a material-semiotic entanglement (Salazar 2017), where tourism infrastructures as “sociotechnical assemblages” (Amin 2014, 137) are always embedded, as Susan Leigh Star observed early on in the social study of infrastructure into “other structures, social arrangements, and technologies” (Star 1999, 381). In other words, the development of Antarctic infrastructure in gateway cities is not only oriented toward establishing physical connections that might naturalize a topographical link but also represents “a web of social relations, making remote places close and familiar” (Argounova-Low 2012, 203).

        A range of manifestations can be identified, with their own accompanying assemblages of actors, practices, infrastructures, and geographies. First, the gateway is imagined by the Tasmanian and federal Australian governments as expressive of subnational Antarctic geopolitics. Second, the gateway is seen by the city of Hobart as an opportunity for “southern” cities and regions to compete for infrastructural investment, tourism, and political profile. Investing in heritage and tourism has been pivotal to economic growth in many gateway cities, such as Christchurch, Ushuaia, Cape Town, and Hobart. Third, national policies toward the Antarctic and Southern Ocean have often placed considerable emphasis on polar gateways as focal points for infrastructural investment, scientific initiatives, and port state jurisdiction. Fourth, the gateway city or port can also become an object of geopolitical fears, as state and federal governments worry that tourism, heritage, and infrastructural networks carry with them the possibility that others (such as China) are taking advantage of relative proximity to strengthen their own interests (Brady 2017).

        Since its repopularization in the 1990s (﻿see, e.g., Dodds 1996; Prior 1997), the reimagination of states such as New Zealand and Australia as “gateway states” to Antarctica has been tied to projects designed to enhance sovereign authority and presence in Antarctica, the Southern Ocean, the gateway ﻿port cities themselves. These examples illustrate gateway geopolitics in so far as they capitalize on topographic proximity and topological relations and the ways in which interested parties recognize that geographical distance is not the only factor at play (cf., Dodds 2012). In his 1997 paper for the Centre for Strategic Studies at Victoria University of Wellington, the then-head of the Antarctic Policy Unit at the New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade noted:

        
          They will embrace the ongoing New Zealand role in the Antarctic Treaty System in ways that reinforce New Zealand science, do not diminish our position in respect to sovereignty over the Ross Dependency, enhance the further development of international Antarctic contacts especially the Gateway connections, foster the New Zealand relationship with the pre-eminent player in and on Antarctica—the United States—and provide imaginative and practical solutions to a host of issues relating to New Zealand activity in Antarctica such as environmental management, non-government science, recreational use and ﻿tourism. (Prior 1997, 1)

        

        As Leane observes, the concept of a southern polar “gateway” is defined by both geographical and historical continuity, yet is “largely a product of recent discourse, policy, and activity, and now incorporates ‘land-based’ attractions in the form of museums, guided tours and interactive centres” (Leane 2016, 45). For us, this is indicative of a gateway assemblage, whereby social-material relationships and networks come together through infrastructure, practices, bodies, and organizations (Savage 2019).

        Both New Zealand and Australia have invested considerable energy in embracing the idea that their southern cities and ports constitute “gateways” to Antarctica and southern oceanic islands such as Heard and MacDonald (Australia), and Campbell and Auckland (New Zealand). Unlike their southern oceanic possessions, Australia and New Zealand are claimant states in Antarctica and under the terms and conditions of the Antarctic Treaty accept that those claims are held in abeyance for the duration of the treaty. Thus the affirmation of “gateway” could be thought of as part and parcel of an unfinished national project of territory building. While not the case for South Africa, an unfinished national project of territory building is also evident in Chile and Argentina, where the emergence of Punta Arenas and Ushuaia “as early logistic relay points and bridgeheads into largely uncharted territory, the Antarctic” (Elzinga 2013) cannot be underestimated.

        In the Australian case, there are multiple Antarctic gateway assemblages complicit in deterritorializing and reterritorializing processes. Assemblages are composed of spatial relationships as well as being creative of spatial networks—these territories shape the capacity of actors and technologies but are also capable of being overturned and undone. For example, in the last decade, the Australian government invested in the mapping and surveying of the seabed of the Southern Ocean. An assemblage of ships, surveying techniques, ocean geology, and analytical work by government departments such as Geoscience Australia were essential for this initiative (Geoscience Australia 2009). The plan was to affirm sovereign rights over extended continental shelves. The southern coastline of Australia and island territories (such as MacDonald and Heard) forms a baseline from which, under Article 76 of UNCLOS, coastal states can submit materials to the UN Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf. In 2004 Australia made a submission to the CLCS and asked the commission to consider, among other geographical areas, a reterritorialization of southern oceanic space. In 2008 the CLCS accepted much of that submission, and the then-Australian government was able to reproduce new maps that extended Australia’s sovereign rights over the ocean seabed. In 2012 the Australian government issued a Seas and Submerged Lands (Limits of Continental Shelf) Proclamation defining the outer limits of continental shelf. With the help of a new map, Australia was able to declare that those rights extended over ﻿eleven million square kilometres (Press 2012). Australian islands such as Tasmania, Heard, and McDonald contributed in this case to the southward expansion of the country’s territorial and resource limits.

        The second element of any consideration of Antarctic gateways is physical access. In the case of Hobart, the Australian government of Robert Menzies realized that other parties could also take advantage of their logistical infrastructure. In the 1950s, as Irina Gan noted, the Australian authorities were “reluctant hosts” to the first Soviet Antarctic expedition that was attached to the work done during the 1957–58 International Geophysical year (Gan 2009b). As scholars of tourism have noted, the relationship between hosts and guests is never straightforward, as “hospitality” itself can be contentious and unstable (Sherlock 2001; Smith 2012). While scientists have established working relationships in Antarctica itself, the presence of two Soviet ships in Hobart proved a stark reminder not only of Cold War geopolitical tensions but also of the fact that the Soviet Antarctic stations were established in Australian Antarctic Territory (Gan 2009a). The port infrastructure, including maritime workers of Hobart, was complicit in extending hospitality to visiting Soviet vessels and their crews. Non-Australian ships and human actors could and did come and go, in other words. As Jason Cons has noted elsewhere with reference to India and Bangladesh, “sensitive spaces” such as border regions trigger deep anxieties over their regulation, operation, and control, especially when international boundaries are punctuated by border peculiarities such as enclaves (Cons 2016).

        The third element that is pertinent to the case of Hobart is the capacity of the gateway to be commodified as a place of and for heritage, which in itself has to be pulled together and reveals the capacity for heritage practices, materials, and objects to interact with one another (Sturken 2007; White 2016). In his study of Pearl Harbor, Geoffrey White reveals how the memorialization of the 1941 Japanese attack on the naval station reveals a bricolage of American, Japanese, Japanese American, and native Hawaiian interventions in the generation of public history and heritage. The “past” is shown to be a morass of connections, relationships, and processes that is never stable or settled. But this contested appreciation of heritage does not always sit well with tourism. Emma Waterton’s discussion of heritage tourism reminds us that it “is an industry that functions within a consumer culture already commercializing affects” (2015, 53), where affect “functions as a foundation for shared public understandings of the past and related identities” (2015, 51), in this case at iconic Antarctic urban heritage sites in Hobart. Similarly, in the case of the South American gateway cities of Ushuaia and Punta Arenas, Aant Elzinga observes that the “politics of memory uses past heritage of Tierra del Fuego as a land of explorers and heroic Antarctic expeditions to assist in this current construction of attractive gateway ports” (Elzinga 2013, 251). This “selective gaze,” wherein “memories of past events, narratives of polar exploration and traces in material culture are mobilised both in the production of geopolitical imaginaries and in promotion of eco and polar heritage tourism” (Elzinga 2017, 227), is also clearly at play in Hobart and Christchurch. As another type of gateway assemblage, heritage allows things, actors, and practices to assemble and reassemble, reterritorialize, and deterritorialize relationships and networks.

        All three factors speak to the quotidian assumptions that inform contemporary gateway assemblage politics: geographical proximity﻿, the management of domestic and foreign stakeholders and their bespoke requirements for logistical support for their polar operations﻿, the leveraging of gateways as opportunities for southern cities and ports to accrue financial and political advantage from administrative centers of ﻿government, and the production of centers of and for heritage. Exploiting tourism in Tasmania is particularly important because Hobart is ultimately a gateway for scientific operations, rather than a departure port for Antarctic tourism. This is unlike South American ports, which the largely ship-based tourist industry prefers due to the shorter sailing times and logistical convenience of the Antarctic Peninsula. What the Chilean authorities have done is to use that relative proximity to establish additional possibilities for connectivity. King George Island is an important site for air-supported tourism originating from the Chilean ﻿port city of Punta Arenas (Salazar 2013). ﻿Thus, Hobart’s status as a gateway is driven by its geographical position within the broader political economy of Antarctic tourism, in the sense that it cannot compete with South American gateways and their comparative advantage with regard to proximity to Antarctica. Instead, Hobart must be mindful of what Christchurch in New Zealand does when it comes to heritage and logistical support for extraterritorial partners such as Italy and the United States. Gateway assemblages are, therefore, caught up in relations of emergence, which are never immutable or divorced from the possibility of reconfiguration, even collapse. Investing in festival infrastructures and nationalisms, as others have noted (cf. Koch 2015), illustrates how a city and state (Hobart and ﻿Tasmania, respectively) have sought to manage the possibility that things can and do change—foreign partners might leave, infrastructures might not be prioritized as before, and national governmental funding could shift.

      
      
        Festive Infrastructures: Making and Placing Hobart and Antarctic Heritage at the Australian Antarctic Festival

        Since at least 2010, passengers waiting to collect their baggage at the air terminal in Punta Arenas are welcomed by a big sign stating, “Welcome to Antarctica.” If you were to take a taxi into town, it would be very likely that your driver had been to Antarctica as a technician, or as maritime or aviation logistical support personnel, as we can attest based on our numerous field trips to Punta Arenas and the Antarctic Peninsula over the past decade. Several shops downtown sell Antarctic-related merchandise, and the Chilean Antarctic Institute has designed a vibrant “Antarctic brand” for the city, expressed in posters, science communication, and popular events. This has not been the case of Hobart, where the city’s Antarctic credentials rest more significantly on its Antarctic science infrastructure capacity, which has been the cornerstone of how Hobart develops, markets, and promotes itself as a gateway of and for Antarctic heritage. This is one reason why the Australian Antarctic Festival, launched in 2016, has been most important for creating a shared vision of Australia’s Antarctic heritage and garnering support for Australia’s present and future role in the Antarctic—an example of what we might term either festive diplomacy or, to use an older term, “soft power” designed to showcase Australian polar know-how and expeditionary prowess (Bille 2019).

        Festive infrastructure is integral to the gateway assemblage in Hobart. The sociomaterial terrain of infrastructure is integral to governance, security projects, group differentiation, and the performance of power. While much scholarly attention has been focused on critical infrastructure such as pipelines and border security, cultural infrastructure such as festivals articulates and reveals social and geographical relations that make some things and relationships more visible than others. Materially and socially, local and state government in Tasmania have chosen to invest labor and resources into garnering support for Antarctic heritage and gateway policies. This is not unique to polar contexts. Natalie Koch’s study of heritage festivals in the United Arab Emirates reminds us how an assemblage of objects, including falcons and practices such as falconry, are complicit in the imaginaries of Gulf festive nationalism that exploit and trade in orientalized heritage (Koch 2015).

        In recent years the state of Tasmania has seen an unprecedented surge in tourism, with domestic and international visitors injecting $3 billion into Tasmania’s economy annually, or 10.4 percent to its gross state product. In no other Australian state is tourism such a large part of the economy (Brook 2018). A report by the Tasmanian Chamber of Commerce and Industry (TCCI) found visitor numbers had soared 48 percent in the five years up to 2017, while trips by international visitors had increased 80 percent, a trend that created 122,000 jobs in tourism and associated industries. At the same time, while in 2017 the ﻿state of Tasmania experienced a record 279,000 international visitors, which represents an 18 percent increase from 2016, Hobart Airport still does not have international flights. A new five-hundred-meter runway extension is being built to accommodate long-haul aircraft to Southeast Asia and China and establish an “international Antarctic travel hub” (Wiggins 2018). In this case, airport development and expansion are being positioned as integral to gateway infrastructure—the objects, practices, and mechanisms used to capitalize upon strategic position and the mutability of infrastructure through investment and expansion (for a study on deportation infrastructure see Walters 2018).

        On a trip to Hobart coinciding with the second Australian Antarctic Festival in August 2018, we had the opportunity to experience how stakeholders working there leveraged the “Antarctic gateway.” While the festival is a three-day event and consists of a series of exhibitions, open days, school excursions, entertainment, and lectures, we noticed something unusual upon arriving at the baggage claim area (figs. 15.1 and 15.2). Two huge new digital display screens showed images of Tasmania, Hobart, and Antarctica to passengers waiting to claim their bags. As the publicity for the festival declared, Hobart is embroiled in an assemblage of gateway location, activity, and practice:

        
          Hobart, Tasmania is located at 42 Degrees south latitude, just 2692 kilometres from the nearest Antarctic continental base, the French station at Dumont d’Urville. The closest Australian research station at Macquarie Island is just 1500 kilometres distant and the Australian Antarctic Division’s Casey Station is 3430 kilometres away, served by an air link from Hobart International Airport. This location makes the city of Hobart Australia’s Antarctic port and a thriving centre for science, logistics, shipping and crew transport servicing the Southern Ocean, Sub-Antarctic Islands and Antarctica itself.

          Each season, hundreds of people in Hobart prepare for the program of explorations, research, maintenance and re-supply that will begin as soon as sea ice conditions in the Southern Ocean allow. The Australian icebreaker Aurora Australis and the CSIRO research vessel Investigator are familiar sights on the Hobart docks and now they begin to take on stores and supplies for the coming summer. We believe this is an appropriate time to celebrate the work of the Antarctic community and the huge contribution it makes to the social fabric and working economy of ﻿Tasmania. (Australian Antarctic Festival 2018)

        

        As is the case with other Antarctic gateways, the expediency of heritage is mobilized to indicate that Hobart is more than a site of ingress and egress. As Elizabeth Leane has observed, the label of gateway as positioned by government and tourism branding “carries a more everyday meaning,” yet it is too narrow, as it suggests only a one directional traffic to but not from the Antarctic. As Leane contends: “Hobart is rarely considered a gateway from the Antarctic, although not only returning expeditioner and tourists but also novel information, scientific specimens such as ice cores, and indeed new mental perspectives arrive back to Hobart from Antarctica, and thence in many instances to northern metropolitan centres” (Leane 2016, 45). The inherent presumption of leading Australian stakeholders such as the city of Hobart and the Tasmanian state government is that the gateway is rather less contingent than the organizers of the Australian Antarctic Festival might imagine. Things and actors come and go, and the processes of coming and going helped to reconstitute ideas and experiences of the gateway.

        
          [image: ]
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          Figures 15.1 and 15.2. Hobart Airport and the promotion of the Australian Antarctic Festival. Courtesy of Juan Francisco Salazar (2018).

        
        During the second version of the Australian Antarctic Festival in Hobart in 2018 (the first was held in 2016), which took place during National Science Week celebrations across Australia, one of the authors (JFS) was able to observe and participate in a range of activities.1 The event was primarily aimed at promoting awareness of Australia’s involvement in the Antarctic and highlighting Hobart as “the gateway to the Antarctic continent for the Asia Pacific region.” But it also wanted to promote an immersive experience of a polar gateway. As the official website of the event claimed:

        
          With a series of exhibitions, open days, school excursions, entertainments and lectures, we want to bring the Antarctic to you over four days, from Thursday 2 August to Sunday 5 August, 2018. Join us for a fascinating look at the work we do in the coldest, highest, driest and windiest place on earth. Meet the expeditioners and scientists, the tradespeople and the chefs, the communications experts and the technicians who support Australia’s leading role in the Antarctic and Southern Ocean. You will be intrigued, surprised, entertained and amused at the details of how people live and work at –40 degrees Celsius, or go for a refreshing dip when the temperature climbs to zero!

        

        The festival is a new addition to the shifting material politics of Antarctic heritage in Hobart. It weaves together the familiar and the remote, the local with the national, and the past with the present and preferred futures of Hobart and Australia’s connection to the Antarctic. The festival pays less attention to the transnational connections and associations of the Southern Ocean region. Intentionally or not, the festival materializes an operation of control that describes new relations of connectivity with East Antarctica shaped not only by the flows of global science but also by a particular geopolitical rationality, which aims to strengthen a sense of political sovereignty imbued in nationalist sentiments and a collective urban ethos. As our final section reflects, this operation of control is not straightforward.

      
      
        Gateway Geopolitical Anxieties

        The Tasmanian government has been eager to promote the port as a “natural gateway” to “East Antarctica and the Southern Ocean and Macquarie Island with excellent port facilities and regular flights to Antarctica” (Tasmanian Government 2014). The port is made integral to polar infrastructure through its capacities to handle and process departing and returning vessels, connections to land-based services and infrastructures, and legal significance in the sense of being a site of and for state regulatory power (e.g., port state jurisdiction). As the state government’s publicity for 2014 claimed:

        
          Hobart provides natural access to the Southern Ocean, sub-Antarctic Macquarie Island and the vast East Antarctic region. It is the logical resupply point for East Antarctic stations and bases. Tasmania is the powerhouse driving Australia’s activities in Antarctica, the sub-Antarctic islands and the Southern Ocean. It is the preferred location for Australia’s assets relating to the Antarctic, with more than 830 Tasmanians employed in science, research and polar support activities. Hobart is recognized around the world as one of five Antarctic gateway cities, with direct air and sea access to East Antarctica. The combination of expert polar businesses and infrastructure servicing Antarctic expeditions and our hub of scientific expertise, makes Hobart unique among the gateway ﻿cities. (Tasmanian Government 2014)

        

        Hobart acquired a track record of acting as a logistical hub for other national Antarctic programs, including those of France, Russia, and China. This aligns closely with federal Australian policy toward Hobart and the Australian Antarctic Territory. In 2016 the federal government released its Australian Antarctic Strategy: 20 Year Action Plan; as Environment Minister Greg Hunt told his audience in April of that year: “And as part of that vision, we want to be the world leading gateway to the Antarctic. And Hobart is the gateway to the Antarctic for the future. That’s what we are seeking to do and that’s what we are setting out as part of this process” (cited in Dodds 2017, 138).

        But as part of that gateway strategy, the state and federal government of Tasmania and Australia, respectively, have sought to encourage international partnerships and interactions through the gateways of Hobart and Australian Antarctic Territory (AAT). Consequently, Australian stakeholders have sought to mobilize varied assemblages emphasizing different topological and topographical relationships. For example, one manifestation has been to speak of and act in “East Antarctica,” rather than Australian Antarctic Territory. While it might be thought of as an intervention designed to avoid the contested geopolitics of territorial claims, the framing of an “East Antarctica” reflects more than this, as the federal government seeks to capitalize on gateway infrastructures in Hobart and at Casey research station in Antarctica. The East Antarctic Shield, for example, encompasses over 70 percent of the continent when compared with the 42 percent represented by the AAT. Encompassing the East Antarctic Ice Sheet, this huge area, including the AAT, is also one that worries some Australian political commentators. Writing in the Sydney Morning Herald, Anthony Bergin has argued that:

        
          The strategy talks about being a logistics collaborator of choice in East Antarctica. But it fails to acknowledge the importance of our search and rescue responsibilities. As we, and other Antarctic nations, enhance their polar programs, with more personnel and greater coverage of land and marine activities, the risk of SAR incidences will increase in this harsh environment. The strategy sensibly focuses on the importance of our work in the East Antarctic region. That’s congruent with our core interest of sovereignty over our Antarctic territory. But we should avoid any perception that we’re focused only on those waters surrounding our sub-Antarctic territories and our Antarctic territory . . . But our present capability means we can’t match what others are doing in our territory, let alone ﻿lead. (Bergin 2016)

        

        Hobart as a polar gateway is, thus, haunted by anxieties that the Tasmanian and/or federal government might not be doing enough to manage enduring concerns about what others, in particular China, might want from Australian Antarctic Territory in the future (Dodds 2017). Material objects such as airports and ports are integral to geopolitical imaginaries underpinning claims about what it takes to be a “successful gateway.” Gateway geopolitics trades on past, present, and future configurations and is by nature speculative about how gateway security might be either strengthened or undermined by infrastructure and activity. In the absence of polar tourism that other gateway cities such as Ushuaia and Punta Arenas accommodate every summer season, Australian actors in Hobart have sought to capitalize on heritage activities. While the federal government in Canberra worries about Chinese activity in Australian Antarctic Territory/East Antarctica, the state of Tasmania continues to leverage advantage from the gateway assemblage. In 2014 the state government and China entered into an agreement designed to support and supply the Chinese polar program with polar-related services. The signing ceremony took place on board the Chinese icebreaker the Snow Dragon.

        China is not the only polar player unsettling Australian geopolitical discourse about Antarctica. In the same year as the China-Tasmania agreement on polar cooperation, Australian academics warned about inadequacies in Australian polar infrastructure. Whereas some have welcomed heritage and scientific activities as “evidence” of a thriving polar gateway in Hobart and the state of Tasmania, Hodgson-Johnston and Jabour (2014) ask their readers to ponder, “Is Australia’s claim to Antarcica at risk?” While their conclusion is largely upbeat in terms of Australia’s claim to the Australian Antarctic Territory, they nonetheless felt compelled to ask that question. Australia has, in their analysis, an adequate record of “effective occupation” and infrastructural investment in polar expeditions, scientific projects, and infrastructural networks. But right at the end of their piece, they warn their audience that “Australia will prove its sovereignty by displaying a commanding Antarctic presence, best evidenced by a continuous and substantial scientific program.”

        A 2018 Senate report on Australia and the AAT titled Maintaining Australia’s National Interests in Antarctica: Inquiry into Australia’s Antarctic Territory, however, felt that more should and could be done to perform a “commanding Antarctic presence” (Parliament of Australia 2018). Under “economic opportunities,” the report is unequivocal about the role Hobart should play as a gateway hub for Australia’s Antarctica. As the report noted:

        
          While Hobart’s growing Antarctic science and infrastructure assets form the core of the city’s Antarctic engagement, the Committee received evidence that the development of a tourism industry would complement Hobart’s growing role as an Antarctic science and infrastructure hub. In particular, evidence to the Committee suggested that Hobart could be used as a base for outbound Antarctic tourism and also that the city itself could be used to further promote and raise the profile of Australia’s Antarctic ﻿engagement. (Parliament of Australia 2018, 124–25; emphasis added)

        

        The report was then cited by the commercial organization Brand Tasmania, in an effort to plug the Second Antarctic Festival (the 2016 festival attracted forty thousand visitors and organizers hoped that the 2018 festival would attract sixty thousand) as part of a wider strategy to promote tourism and heritage in the city of Hobart and further south (Brand Tasmania 2018). Tourism could then be further developed between Antarctica and Tasmania, if the federal government committed to maintaining a permanent air link to the Australian Antarctic research station at Davis. With Hobart’s upgraded and extended runway, Brand Tasmania speculated that the time was right to capitalize further on the value of the Antarctic sector to the state economy. In the absence of a regular air link with sustained tourist numbers flying back and forth to Antarctica, the Hobart Antarctic festival was charged with bringing “Antarctica to town” (Festival ﻿director Paul Cullen, quoted in Brand Tasmania 2018). The first flights to Antarctica from Hobart airport started in November 2018, although we should keep in mind that the numbers visiting via Australia are still dwarfed by sea-based cruises from South American ports such as Ushuaia. In the 2017–18 season, forty-one thousand passengers visited Antarctica, of whom thirty-eight thousand started their journey in Argentina and Chile. Air tourism to the Antarctic interior such as the AAT, by comparison, only runs in the hundreds (IAATO 2018).

        The discussion about Antarctic tourism originating in Hobart may not really be about numbers per se. Its significance lies in what it can provoke into existence—investment in infrastructure in Tasmania and Antarctica, festivals and heritage celebration, commercial partnerships, and building a “commanding Antarctic presence” (O’Reilly 2017). But as the Sydney Morning Herald asked, “Why are the Chinese so interested in Tasmania?” The newspaper answered its own question by raising questions of economic sovereignty, geopolitical expressions of “great power” politics (referencing China’s behavior in the South China Sea), and expressing concerns about the Chinese community being the second largest immigrant group in the island state (Flanagan 2018). As Ian Rowen has noted, this concern about the role and scope of Chinese tourism practices is not novel to Australia and has been expressed and made manifest in other places such as Taiwan and Hong Kong (Rowen 2016). In the Tasmanian context, what we have is evidence of a city and state government intervening in a series of geoeconomic and geopolitical negotiations and trade-offs over current and future iterations of gateway geopolitics.

      
      
        Conclusion

        At the heart of this discussion of gateway geopolitics are both the specter of presence and an absence. Miller and Del Casino (2018) make the important point about how visitors and participants in festivals and heritage centers are enrolled in embodied place-making experiences. In their compelling example of the Titan Missile Museum in the United States, they take the reader through a spine-chilling example of how Cold War heritage enables the potential violence of the nuclear missile to be felt. What the Antarctic Festival in Hobart makes present and even manifest is something less discombobulating: an embodied sense of geographical proximity. For many visitors to the Antarctic Festival, they may never get to experience the Antarctic continent directly, but may enjoy a simulated experience via Australia’s premier gateway.

        Australia and Tasmania’s political, scientific, and legal relationship to Antarctica and specifically to the Australian Antarctic Territory is integral to how the country presents itself as a regional power and founding member of the Antarctic Treaty System and associated legal instruments. The gateway is a material and embodied expression of a desire to project and simulate territorial power, mobilize infrastructures (including research stations), and consolidate identity politics, crucially the image of Australia as an Antarctic power (Bray 2016; Collis and Stevens 2007; Dodds and Hemmings 2009; Haward 2017). This strategic aim is underpinned and made possible by what we have termed gateway assemblages, including ideas, practices, and objects ranging from ports and festivals to anticipated infrastructure and implementation strategies (Maclean 2016; Väätänen 2019). In December 2018, Australian media reported that the managers of Hobart airport were concerned about their capacity to handle international airports due to a lack of customs, immigration, and biosecurity infrastructures, a concern that has no doubt intensified due to the likely long-term consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic for public health control within and beyond the Commonwealth of Australia (ABC News 2018; Dodds and Hemmings 2020). Antarctic-based activities were deeply disrupted by border shutdowns elsewhere and polar science and tourism are likely to be severely affected in the summer season of 2020–21 and beyond.

        However, haunting this presence is the specter of insufficient presence, as others such as China use Tasmania’s very proximity as their point of contact with the Antarctic and Southern Ocean as well. We might, with apologies to earlier scholarship on “cartographic anxieties,” speak of “gateway anxieties,” which might yet intensify if China shows greater wiliness in continuing its polar operations in the midst of a pandemic (Bille 2014). The apparently fixed geography of a “gateway city” can nonetheless become more flexible and stretchable as others move back and forth from Hobart as a gateway hub to the Antarctic coastline and interior. Current Australian media reporting is replete with references to the activities of other states, especially China, with regard to infrastructural investment in Antarctica and investment and mobility to and from China into Australia. In contrast to this territorially rooted sense of gateways, we have proposed an alternative geopolitical imaginary, which is structured around hubs, gateways, and flows. Tourism and festivals weave between these two imaginaries, bringing flows of people and objects to islands such as Tasmania, in the process territorializing hubs, gateways, and nodes for engagement with Antarctica. What if China and other parties simply choose to bypass Antarctic gateways such as Hobart?

        Australia’s relationship with Antarctica is made and remade through flows, territorialized investment, and infrastructural relationships to gateway cities such as Hobart. Without the large-scale tourism that is enjoyed by other southern cities such as Ushuaia, the state of Tasmania and the federal government of Australia have doubled down on Hobart as a place for Antarctic heritage and polar administration and logistics. The “gateway” has been commercialized and politicized. Festivals, heritage centers, and political meetings of bodies such as CCAMLR take on added importance. The assemblages that constitute the “gateway city” are, as Savage (2019) might argue, composed of and made possible by actors, networks, governance structures, organizations, and infrastructure dedicated to leveraging advantage from polar nationalism and commercialism. The gateway has to make money, but it also must cement state geopolitical power; it may end up doing so in ways that elude those who are championing particular strategic aims. For those advocating a turn toward tourism geopolitics (Gillen and Mostafanezhad 2019; Mostafanezhad and Norum 2016), gateway geopolitics provides a powerful example of how the physical geographies of the Earth get caught up in discursive and material interventions designed to administer, control, and profiteer from festive and heritage tourism.

        At the time of writing, Antarctica has not recorded a single case of COVID-19. Public health might, in the future, become a source of tension as international parties move back and forth from the polar continent, possibly bypassing Antarctic gateways.
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            1. This was during fieldwork for the Australia Research Council Linkage ﻿project “Antarctic Cities and the Global Commons: Rethinking the Gateways (2016–2019)” LP160100210.
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        Conclusion

        COVID-19 and the Geopolitical End of Tourism

        Roger Norum, Mary Mostafanezhad, and Matilde Córdoba Azcárate

      
      In spring 2020, the COVID-19 virus unleashed colossal disruption on the global economy, stoking xenophobia and provoking intense anxiety over societal and fiscal collapse. In early March images that a few months prior were unfathomable even to the most ideological of degrowth activists were circulating the web in viral fashion: the canals of Venice deserted; the pyramids at Giza denuded of their visiting throngs; NASA satellite photographs showing China’s skies dramatically clear of pollution. Public spaces such as malls, plazas, shops, and churches in tourist hotspots around the globe were simply empty.

      ﻿What reportedly began as an outbreak in a Chinese market in late 2019 was declared a pandemic a mere few months later. By early March, the number of new cases outside China was greater than those inside the country﻿. Travel bans, border closures, and travel restrictions ﻿mushroomed. Italy, which only joined the list of coronavirus-affected countries on January 30, was the first country to effectively quarantine its population, strictly limiting movement within and at its borders. Other countries followed with self- and mandated quarantines; schools were closed, universities went online, conferences and gatherings were canceled, and ﻿office workers were told to work from home. Within two months, most airlines had severed or severely restricted routes to China, and China itself began a fourteen-day mandatory quarantine for all inbound international travelers. By the middle of March, many countries had simply closed for business, as the United States restricted incoming air travel from the European continent. Many of the measures taken felt eerie, with almost wartime overtones: gatherings of more than a ﻿hundred, then a dozen, then a few people outlawed; cruise ships turned away from ports. And everywhere people were advised to follow measures of “social distancing”—a biopolitical mandate if there ever was one.

      The drastic blow to global mobility meant an end to tourism as ﻿it was previously known﻿. The vulnerabilities of the industry were left bare, as what was once believed to be a problem confined to one country became global in scope. As the virus briskly obliterated the demand for travel all over the planet, airlines, hotels, tour companies, market vendors, taxi drivers, and Airbnb hosts all rapidly lost income. COVID-19 ﻿poignantly showed that much of our seemingly robust hypermobile world, in fact, operates quite precariously via business meetings, honeymoons, city breaks, music festivals, and academic conferences﻿, any and all of which can be cancelled at a moment’s notice. Indeed, with the world’s piazzas deserted, its biennales postponed, the doomsday economic predictions were quick to come. Stocks on Wall Street dropped 10 percent in ﻿one day, and initial estimates of the losses to the tourism industry (1 to 3 percent, or upward of $50bn) were surprising but comparatively modest (UNWTO 2020). The final figures will ﻿undoubtedly be much higher.

      ﻿Though the coronavirus did not arise out of a tussle between nations or a military standoff, ﻿it is definitively geopolitical. For centuries, diseases, ﻿such as the smallpox and syphilis introduced to the Americas during the colonial era, have followed geopolitical relations. Indeed, public health more generally has always operated in the vein of geopolitics—from a mild cough to the ﻿bubonic plague, responses to the well-being of our bodies are often framed through security narratives that distinguish between contaminated and contaminating bodies and trigger a range of biopolitical responses. But events like corona are reminders that despite—or perhaps because of—the planet’s immense complexity and interconnectedness, our world can still change within a matter of weeks, days, even hours. And incidents that seemingly lie outside a system can quite easily permeate inside and wreak havoc on it. Such instability puts disinformation—in the case of the coronavirus, proclaiming miracle cures or promoting false infection claims in certain regions—always just around the corner. ﻿The response to COVID-19 has made it clear that disinformation and rumors have clear political implications.

      The material and symbolic geopolitical effects of a disease, such as a border closure or even an uneasy glance from a fellow passenger on the bus, can quickly give way to xenophobia. A coughing neighbor, a collection of people wearing face masks, an anxious Instagram post, panicked travelers, government warnings, canceled trips, bankrupt tour operators—the fragility of the cycle is easy to grasp. Fear of contagion is affectively experienced in the body and scales up to the household, the street, the city, the government. It moves politics and markets and invites them to regulate the most intimate spheres of face-to-face interactions. And those regulations themselves scale up again to the domain of international politics. Indeed, they may be among the most long-lasting geopolitical consequences of COVID-19 (Scott 2020).

      Racial stereotypes have been prevalent in the way COVID-19 has been talked about and represented in global media. In response to an early intensification of xenophobia against Chinese residents and tourists in Italy during the outbreak, a young Chinese-born Italian man, Massimiliano Martigli Jiang, stood masked and blindfolded in front of Florence’s most iconic landmarks with a sign that read “I am not a virus, I am a human being, free me from prejudice,” uploading a video of his experience to Facebook with the hashtag, #JeNeSuisPasUnVirus (I am not a virus) (Chen 2020). We can be thankful that COVID-19 was not ﻿officially named “the Wuhan flu” (Micallef 2020). Still, Jiang’s video serves as an important reminder of the relationship between the everyday, embodied, and affective experience of tourism encounters and broader geopolitical discourses. While residents and tourists around the planet ﻿respond to COVID-19 on the ground and in their everyday lives, the Earth needs ﻿effective, collaborative political structures to cope with the problems of a globalized world—determining responses to disease outbreaks, addressing environmental emergencies, mitigating mass migration crises, strategizing how global tourism might develop sustainably. But ﻿states also need to listen when those international structures that we do have ﻿voice observations and opinions. World Health Organization ﻿director general Dr. Tedros Adhanom Ghebreyesus stated in early March that he was “deeply concerned” by the “alarming levels of inaction” over the coronavirus. ﻿How did the world respond? Did ﻿global economic powers ﻿﻿and other state and nonstate ﻿actors react by cooperating effectively to put an end to the virus’s spread and mitigate its global societal and cultural ﻿repercussions?

      COVID-19 ﻿will not be the only geopolitically pivotal and economically devastating ﻿event this decade. But, like climate-change pressures, it has already threatened life as many once knew it. It is curious that human-induced pressures to ecological and social systems have not halted markets and changed everyday practices as swiftly as the virus has. If our new world is predicated on nonstop connectivity, both physical and virtual, then COVID-19 is arguably “the first true test of the 21st-century way of life, laying bare the hidden fragility of a system that has long felt seamless” (Warzel 2020). In this way, the end of ﻿tourism as we have come to know it, an end fueled by geopolitical fervor, may be upon us.

      Global responses to the spread of the coronavirus are a useful point of departure for thinking through tourism geopolitics for several critical reasons. First, tourism and geopolitics are two topics that, just a few years ago, many people might have been hard pressed to draw immediate links between. Yet the two are not just inherently related to one another; they also inform the way many other systems, such as the economic, the educational, and the cultural, operate; they are all-encompassing and agentive, in ways that are often ﻿hidden. It is only through empirical (and, ﻿often, ethnographic) research and attention to situated practices that their connections can be traced and understood. In this volume, we have proposed tourism geopolitics as a concept that invites consideration of the assemblages of discourses, practices, representations, affects, and infrastructural spaces that animate both tourism planning and practice as well as politics across geographical scales. The contributions to the volume have shown the multiscalar nature of tourism planning, representation making, distribution, and circulation as well as of affective practice. They have shown that tourism is political and that tourism derives from, but also transcends, the spaces of everyday, face-to-face interactions between tourists and locals across natural reserves, hotels, museums, fairs, beaches, airports, and roads. These are physical and material spaces. They are subject to international and national regulations, imaginations, narratives, and affective responses.

      Second, environment, well-being, mobilities, governance—these are all critical geopolitical issues for understanding the systemic nature of human movement, community sustainability, the exploitation of inequalities, and the production of control and influence. The chapters in this volume demonstrate how these are also processes informed and shaped by tourism. Studying tourism geopolitics means accounting for both the macro-geopolitical aspects of tourism along with its main actors (such as the state or global capital) and its extra-institutional ones (such as face-to-face tourist encounters, affects, body dispositions, gender representations, tourism infrastructure, and the geographical imaginaries they enable). Tourism geopolitics calls for a relational understanding of imaginations, affects, and infrastructure at a range of geographical scales. This volume has highlighted how tourism geopolitics demands an interdisciplinary approach that accounts for the role of tourism in not only extraordinary but also everyday experiences. ﻿Researchers interested in tourism and geopolitics are ﻿urged to navigate between various disciplinary modes of knowledge production, epistemologically focused on one aspect or another of the social, economic, ecological cultural, or political spectrum. We have integrated theoretical and methodological approaches in this volume in the hopes of encouraging the possibility to think together and across fields that oftentimes ﻿remain safely situated in more orthodox research understandings of both tourism and geopolitics.

      Third, the significance of tourism to geopolitics cannot be overstated. In many parts of the world, travel permeates the imagination of what it means to be a citizen. Tourist infrastructures—hotels or scenic roads, ﻿say—are no longer used only for leisure. They are also geopolitical experiments. Hotels ﻿become refurbished as quarantine spaces; cruise ships and motels are turned into impromptu hospital wards to contain outbreaks. The scale and location of such co-opting reveals ﻿tendencies to plan and utilize tourist infrastructures along colonial and imperialist narratives and imaginations of the world and others. This is nothing new. It is a trend that finds its history in the state’s use of tourism as an imperialist device, a history predicated on Eurocentric moral values and a still-hegemonic humanist logic of encounter as unexpected yet good social interaction. This history, as we saw in the introduction to this volume when addressing the 2019 Notre-Dame cathedral fire and its aftermath, is as political as migratory crises, postdisaster reconstruction, ﻿and service labor organization. And it is a history that does not take place without challenge, just as tourism ﻿should never go critically unquestioned. It is indeed the end of times for ﻿tourism as it was long known. A new and overwhelmingly geopolitical era of mobility—both global and local—has begun.

      And what then of the lands and waters we live on? What of our world? As we ﻿continue to wait things out—as we travel a ﻿lot less and wash our hands a ﻿lot more—we might ﻿take a moment to consider the life of our delicate Earth. People ﻿remark that there is a climate crisis and show concern about the planet, but then change ﻿nothing in their everyday lives. Our experience of living through a serious global health crisis demonstrates that people can ﻿indeed carry on without flying all the time, attending mass events, or sitting in our cars in traffic. When we come out on the other side of this crisis, will we have learned anything?
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        Afterword

        On the Rage of Women from Small Places

        Vernadette Vicuña Gonzalez

      
      When I first started thinking about tourism as a graduate student in the late 1990s, it was as a thing inseparable from the geopolitical and, in particular, the geopolitical as shaped by empire and its legacies. This was in large part likely because I came to tourism studies obliquely, pulled in by the trenchant work of island women for whom tourism was matter-of-factly a reincarnation of colonial power relations. In other words, these women understood tourism to be profoundly geopolitical in its material and symbolic politics of spatiality and territoriality, even if academics came to a geopolitical discursive turn in tourism studies only more recently (as noted by Mostafanezhad [2018]). In their introduction, the editors of this volume rightly identify how feminist perspectives and the textures of the everyday are crucial to how we understand or “do” geopolitics.

      Writing on, from, and about islands in states of neocolonialism in the late 1980s and early 1990s, feminist postcolonial critics Jamaica Kincaid and Haunani-Kay Trask articulate geopolitically driven critiques of tourism emphasizing power, harm, and resistance. They begin with the familiarity and scale of island life to describe the kinds of imaginaries generated by colonial legacies that render islands and the people on them as destinations and hosts. In doing so they lay bare how tourism’s relations of extraction are a more contemporary form of the imperial “contact zone” (Pratt 1992), in which agents of global exploration used science as an alibi for their own complicity in colonial violence. Kincaid and Trask’s insistence on power and disempowerment as the working conditions of modern tourism baldly frames it not as an innocent encounter but as one laden with and reliant on different kinds of violence, with consequences for the everyday lives of people in “small places,” for the places themselves, and the kinds of futurities that are imaginable in them.

      I was drawn in by the anger of these writers, identifying with the kinds of truth that I had not found in much academic discourse studying tourism—but which I did find in critiques of empire, particularly those that arose from its margins. The rage at the heart of Kincaid’s and Trask’s writings stripped down the power relations of tourism, making them as clear as day. Concerned with voicing the perspectives of those whose lands and cultures had been rendered available and accommodating to tourism, they articulated a geopolitical counteraffect that refuses the reduction of island lives as incidental to the statecraft of continental powers. The critical and generative rage they directed at tourism was instructive and instrumental: they identified it not just as a symptom of power but also as its apparatus, at work on the scale of the intimate; on bodies performing tourism’s transactions; and on the scale of nation-states and their choreographies of statecraft and territorialization. While neither of them explicitly referenced the notion of affect, it was clear that they drew from a postcolonial theorization of the term—most identifiable in the writings of ﻿Frantz Fanon, who understood power and violence as working through the minds and bodies of colonizer and colonized. In “Concerning Violence,” Fanon (1963) notably describes ﻿native eruptions of rage and violence as the result of ﻿living through the “reality” of colonialism and, subsequently, as the fuel of anticolonial struggle. Kincaid’s and Trask’s rage comes from a parallel discovery of how the logics of tourism play out not only through the more obvious hierarchies of class identity and economic status but also through the structural and symbolic intersections of race, gender, and sexuality. These logics work hand in glove with other extractive and intrusive forces of neocolonialism, such as military occupation and “development,” wielding a beautiful patina to conceal structures of brutal extraction and exploitation. For Kincaid and Trask, tourism is no artless or benevolent encounter: it is a flexible, seductive, and rebranded form of the colonial contact zone made all the more painful by the demands on the “hosts” to be happy so that the “guests” may be comfortable.

      Uttered by island women who are so often made to represent the embodiment of hospitality, their manifestos are jarring because they refuse this demand. They retract the invitation. Jamaica Kincaid’s provocative 1988 address to the tourist, that “ugly human being” (14), that “empty thing, that stupid thing” (17), links his (Western) carefree mobility to the literal and historical sewage of shit and slavery in Antigua’s slice of the Atlantic. Kincaid’s seething anger foregrounds colonial hyperextractivism and its racialized legacies, highlighting how they continue to play out in the corporeal and spatial logics of tourism in Antigua and casting tourism in uncompromisingly predatory terms. In her framing, the mining of Antigua’s resources—its people, geography, climate, culture—is key to tourist pleasures and, indeed, to tourist subjectivities. She outlines the updated practices of racial segregation in tourist spaces in Antigua, which allow Antiguans entrance only as servants, and identifies the dynamics of a society that has come to depend on the tourist for its economic survival. Of the conditions that tourism intensifies in island economies, Kincaid asks, “And what might it do to ordinary people to live in such heightened, intense surroundings day after day?” (1988, 79﻿). The class divides of tourism in Antigua play out on its spaces, in hotels, beaches, museums, and scenic highways, identifying for whom tourism works and who works for tourism. Such feelings are monumentalized as small places allocate resources and build infrastructures for the tourist-citizen instead of their own people. It is a question that is echoed by this volume’s editors: “How do infrastructures shape political identities?” It is a question that remains relevant, given directions in academic discourse that have more explicitly tied tourism to different forms of violence (Devine and Ojeda 2017).

      Similarly, poet, scholar, and activist Haunani-Kay Trask, writing about Hawai‘i, understood tourism early on as a force that makes possible the continuation of relations of “prostitution” that rendered Hawai‘i an exoticized destination, enabling the escapism, regeneration, and pleasure of the West at the cost of “the destruction of a host people in a Native place” (Trask [1991] 1993, 137). In both poetic and prose form, Trask’s identification of tourists as agents of violence amplifies Kincaid’s critique. In “Tourist,” a poem in her collection Night Is a Sharkskin Drum (2002), Trask describes the tourist—“a predatory / face without dreams” and a “flourishing hand / of greed”—as someone who guts Hawai‘i with “glittering knives of money” (20). As someone who came of age and became a leader in the Native sovereignty movement in Hawai‘i, Trask saw the toxicity of an economy structured around the visitor industry, and how it worked its poison by placing Native Hawaiians in postures of servitude. That Trask uses the term prostitution is no accident—it describes the sexualized dynamics of the intimate and interstate relations upon which tourism relies and which it perpetuates (Enloe 1989; Tadiar 2004). She provides an answer to Kincaid’s query about what happens to people subjected to the constant and ubiquitous weight of tourist desires: they either come to wear the rictus of performing the friendly native on demand or recognize how it stands in the way of genuine security and sovereignty. While Trask was writing about tourism nearly three decades ago, the question of how tourism has come to “own” Hawai‘i has never been more relevant, as those who work in the tourism industry barely make enough to live on in the most expensive state in the United States.1 Such overdependence on tourism stifles the imagination regarding other livelihoods that might better serve the islands.

      As noted by this volume’s editors in their emphasis on affect as a key organizing concept, tourism’s extractive logics burrow down to the heart and soul—to the emotional and social demands made on certain groups who are mobilized by its economies as cultural representatives or natural hosts. Complicating and nuancing Kincaid’s and Trask’s useful and critical caricatures of hosts and guests, Matilde Córdoba Azcárate and Bianet Castellanos suggest that tourism’s “stickiness” adheres to the kinds of life choices available to Maya women in the Yucatan. Mobilized by the engines of tourism, the women of this often-marginalized community are made central to its symbolic economy and are able to parley this positioning into a semblance of autonomy and ownership. Similarly, Tani Sebro and Jordan Hallbauer examine how tourist mobilities—through religious pilgrimage—are taken on by Tai migrant workers in Northern Thailand to shape national sovereignties where they are otherwise denied (see also Lisle). In these instances, the creativity and inventiveness taking place in tourism’s contact zones are attributable to human agency, rather than (or despite) tourism’s ability to flexibly absorb difference.

      Kincaid’s and Trask’s rage isn’t just about the personal indignity of playing native for the tourist. Their anger stems from the elevation of the tourist to the position of a global, modern subject whose rights, safety, comforts, mobilities, and pleasures are prioritized above those of the native, and who thus has the power to reorder worlds that are not his own. In the reality of the tourist, tourist desire is paramount (and goes by the banal term “customer service”). Their “glittering knives of money” motivate infrastructural, organizational, and even state reorganizations that are mobilized with the tourist foremost in mind, a theme that resounds in this volume. Illustrating the power of the tourist imaginary, Alessandro Rippa’s study of the fate of the Drung people in rural China shows how the state has mined cultural diversity alongside bio- and geodiversity, putting tourists’ valuation of the land (as scenic, as pleasurable, as foundational to a “green” holiday) above the needs of a small ethnic group, reordering life according to the imagined desires of the tourist. Similarly, Kincaid and Trask look to the island as a geopolitical entity framed by tourist desires. Under tourism, islands are fixed onto a capitalist imaginative and extractive geography. They are rendered into raw material and transformed for tourist pleasure—picturesque backgrounds, beaches for sunbathing, real estate for resort construction. The tourist’s contact zone, in other words, has the imaginative force to conjure destinations into being, as Mimi Sheller puts it when she uses the term “islanding” to describe the articulation of militarism and securitization aligned with tourism-driven development (see also Igoe).

      Tourism’s imaginaries make islands into destinations, removing them from long-standing oceanic networks of exchange and reciprocal relations with living beings, both human and nonhuman (Hau‘ofa 1994). Kincaid identifies the ecological damage wrought by tourism to Antigua, describing the literal overflow of shit into the ocean caused by the infrastructural impact of visitors, who are able to abandon the consequences of their waste to others when they leave. While Trask does this in more metaphorical form, the message is the same: the “knives of money” hack at the trees, at the land, at relationships that Native people have with the place that they inhabit. In an era where climate change has become an urgent issue, islandness and tourism also represent a particularly fraught pairing, foregrounding how islands and their peoples disproportionately pay the price for mobilities enabled by the nexus of development, technology, and pleasure. These concerns have been taken up through inquiries into the political ecology of tourism (Mostafanezhad et al. 2016) and studies of tourism’s toxicity and pollution (Pezzulo 2009), as well as through critiques of earlier, sometimes unreflexive genuflection to practices and discourses of sustainable tourism that ignore the crucial role of political sovereignty as part of what makes sustainability possible (Williams and Gonzalez 2017).

      The rage at the heart of Kincaid’s and Trask’s writings was refreshing to me because it discarded any deference, not only to the tourist but also to assumptions of who could write about what, and how. It was as if they needed to kick a door down, or shake up the world. I realized later this is how paradigms come to be shifted. Yet their anger is purposeful, as it demonstrates the intensity of what it means to live on the periphery of “a small place” transformed according to the needs and longings of transient but powerful outsiders. It captures the bitterness of having the terms of the debate already defined by tourism’s positioning as the most immediate answer to urgent questions of survival, recognition, or sovereignty.

      In short, what Kincaid and Trask outline are the bodily, cultural, and intra/interstate geographies of tourism through the analytical lenses of affect, imaginary, and island life—a project that, though generated from different intellectual genealogies—is at work in this volume. What the editors and contributors have made clear in this assemblage of scholarship is how tourism involves exercises and transactions of power measured through the instruments of the body, of affect, of imaginaries, but also through the more clearly geopolitical transactions of states and corporations wielding vastly uneven kinds of influence, burdening the lands and waters of places both big and small.

      Because of their anger, Kincaid’s and Trask’s writings are also uncomfortably directed toward those of us who study tourism. What is our place in all this? What do we do with our work? The ways in which the study of tourism draws on the very sites, practices, and people imbricated in its circuits speak to an unsettling and troubling parallel with the kind of relations characterized by Kincaid and Trask as extractive and exploitative. Certainly, the links between anthropological field work and tourism—through technology, infrastructure, mobility, the gaze at work—blur the lines between the ethnographer and the tourist in unsettling ways. Indeed, the invocation of “hosts” and “guests” as early working terms in the field of tourism studies served to elide some of the complexities of how tourism relied on and exacerbated uneven relations between regions and people (Smith 1989).2 Kincaid’s and Trask’s manifestos refuse the claims of innocence masked by terms like visitor, guest, and hosts, terms that continue to be circulated and used today in both industry and academic discourse (and, though this should not require a reminder, at times these are the same). Their anger is a reminder that scholarly nuance or complexity need not sacrifice crucial analyses of power. That is, the study of tourism must also be simultaneously an accounting of the story of power at work in the spaces and encounters that are generated by tourism and its study (Crick 1995; Galani-Moutafi 2000; Graburn 2002). In this sense, their anger works as a refusal of examinations of tourism that evade or quietly step over questions about inequity, costs, consequences, and colonial guilt (or blindness) masquerading as nostalgia (cf. Rosaldo 1989). The questions above are not so far from the contemporary work of two scholar-activists who have long used the vehicle of the tour to educate small groups of visitors in Hawai‘i. Terri Keko‘olani and Kyle Kajihiro, who have spent decades creating itineraries on O‘ahu that illuminate the footprint of its biggest “guest” (the military), ask of their participants: “Who are you in relation to this place? Are you bringing something that will be of value to the host, the people who live here? What will ﻿your impact and your legacy be?”3

      Even as the field, in very exciting and necessary ways, parses out the dynamics that tourism engenders, how might its interrogations critique, change, or empower? Even as we scholars examine the nuances and complexity in case studies, we might learn from the way Kincaid and Trask cut to the chase. In gesturing—through anger—to a need for an ethics of the study of tourism, Kincaid and Trask are unequivocal in their contention that tourism—unaccompanied by political, cultural, and economic sovereignty, unchecked by capitalism’s extractive logics in which it is mired—does harm. This is not to say that it cannot serve local or Indigenous residents or that local or Indigenous residents cannot lay down their own terms for engagement with visitors, as has been demonstrated by several contributors in this volume (see also Akutagawa 2019; Kassis 2013; Kelly 2016). But tethered to Western notions of “development,” where the means of production are not truly in the hands of the people, tourism is rarely transformative in ways that improve the life horizons of the people or places it demands the most from (Jamal and Camargo 2014).

      This not to say, then, that Kincaid and Trask cannot hold hope in the same hand as anger. They offer their piercing critique with words colored also by grief and love—and this is instructive. These words are meant to shift perspectives, to push back, but also to create affective relations and imaginaries that might offer alternatives to the kind of cultural, social, and environmental degradation that tourism’s “chimneyless” industry brings. In Hawai‘i, where I have made my home for over a decade, I see the ways that Indigenous and local residents carve out different modes of political, social, cultural, and economic sovereignty in the face of the state’s overwhelming dependency on the twin engines of tourism and militarism—and this sometimes happens through refusal (Teves 2015). As a scholar of tourism, I have attempted to carve out interventions on the level of practice through the curation and collective writing of a decolonial guide to the islands (Aikau and Gonzalez 2019a, 2019b) that lays out socially, culturally, and politically just terms for engaging (or not engaging) with Hawai‘i, attempting to redefine the zone and conditions of encounter.

      I return to Kincaid and Trask because their writing continues to resonate today in the directions that tourism studies have taken with regard to work on mobility and migration, surveillance and securitization, development and sustainability, the state and other territorializations, and sovereignty and resistance. While they focus on tourism’s effects on island spaces, their critique also illuminates other “small places” touched by tourism’s vast circuits and geopolitical reach. The aims of this edited collection, with its provocations about the ways in which tourism is interwoven into the spaces of everyday life and the broader arenas of state power, are aligned with the critical moves that Kincaid and Trask first made. In many ways, they extend this initial framing through nuanced analyses of how processes and relations of different scales operate in a constitutive loop, expanding our understanding of the largest geopolitical encounter that exists in our world today.

      That the ruminations and rage of these island women remain so relevant is testament to their committed and rooted insights, and also to the entrenchments of tourism in the modern world, which are felt first and most deeply in small places. It also points, perhaps, to the fact that the colonial is not something to be located in the past but rather lingers in how power works through affects, imaginaries, and infrastructures in the intimate and open spaces of the geopolitical.

      
        Notes

        
          
            1. A rash of articles starting in 2019, coinciding with a Native Hawaiian movement against the building of the Thirty Meter Telescope on Mauna Kea on Hawai‘i Island, circle back to questions of land and governance and clearly question the benefits of tourism in the “Aloha state” (cf. Amor 2019; Mzezewa 2020).

          

          
            2. Dennison Nash is an early exception, whose clear-eyed identification of tourism as a form of imperialism saw the economic dependencies it generated as part of an imperial geography: see Nash 1989.

          

          
            3. As quoted in Amor (2019).

          

        

      
      
        References

        
          
            Aikau, H. K., and V. Vicuña Gonzalez. 2019a. “Curating a Decolonial Guide: The Detours Project.” Shima 13 (2): 11–21.

          

          
            Aikau, H. K., and V. Vicuña Gonzalez. 2019b. “Introduction.” In Detours: A Decolonial Guide to Hawai‘i, edited by H. K. Aikau and V. Vicuña Gonzalez, 1–14. Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press.

          

          
            Akutagawa, M. 2019. “An Island Negotiating a Pathway for Responsible Tourism.” In Aikau and Vicuña Gonzalez, Detours, 153–63.

          

          
            Amor, B. 2019. “Are We Doing Vacations Wrong?” YES!, May 20, 2019. https://www.yesmagazine.org/issue/travel/2019/05/20/vacation-decolonize-radical-travel-better-guest/.

          

          
            Crick, M. 1995. “The Anthropologist as Tourist: An Identity in Question.” In International Tourism: Identity and Change, edited by M. F. Lanfant, J. B. Allcock, and E. M. Bruner, 205–23. London: Sage.

          

          
            Devine, J., and D. Ojeda. 2017. “Violence and Dispossession in Tourism Development: A Critical Geographical Approach.” Journal of Sustainable Tourism 25 (5): 605–17.

          

          
            Enloe, C. 1989. Bananas, Beaches, and Bases: Making Feminist Sense of International Politics. Berkeley:﻿ University of California Press.

          

          
            Fanon, F. 1963. “Concerning Violence.” In Fanon, The Wretched of the Earth, 35–94. New York: Grove Weidenfeld.

          

          
            Galani-Moutafi, V. 2000. “The Self and the Other: Traveler, Ethnographer, Tourist.” Annals of Tourism Research 27 (1): 203–24.

          

          
            Graburn, N. 2002. “The Ethnographic Tourist.” In The Tourist as a Metaphor of the Social World, edited by Graham M. S. Dann, 19–39. Oxford: CABI Publishing.

          

          
            Hau‘ofa, E. 1994. “Our Sea of Islands.” Contemporary Pacific 6:147–61.

          

          
            Jamal, T., and B. A. Camargo. 2014. “Sustainable Tourism, Justice and an Ethic of Care: Toward the Just Destination.” Journal of Sustainable Tourism 22 (1): 11–30.

          

          
            Kassis, R. 2013. “The Struggle for Justice Through Tourism in Palestine.” In Peace Through Tourism: Promoting Human Security Through International Citizenship edited by L.-A. Blanchard and F. Higgins-Desbiolles, 225–40. London: Routledge.

          

          
            Kelly, J. 2016. “Asymmetrical Itineraries: Militarism, Tourism, and Solidarity in Occupied Palestine.” American Quarterly 68 (3): 723–45.

          

          
            Kincaid, J. 1988. A Small Place. New York: Farrar, ﻿Straus and Giroux.

          

          
            Mostafanezhad, M. 2018. “The Geopolitical Turn in Tourism Studies.” Tourism Geographies 20 (2): 343–46.

          

          
            Mostafanezhad, M., R. Norum, E. J. Shelton, and A. Thompson-Carr. 2016. Political Ecology of Tourism: Community, Power, and the Environment. New York: Routledge.

          

          
            Mzezewa, T. 2000. “Hawai‘i Is a Paradise, But Whose?” New York Times, February 4, 2020. https://www.nytimes.com/2020/02/04/travel/hawaii-tourism-protests.html.

          

          
            Nash, D. 1989. “Tourism as a Form of Imperialism.” In Hosts and Guests: The Anthropology of Tourism, edited by V. Smith, 37–52. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

          

          
            Pezzullo, P. C. 2009. Toxic Tourism: Rhetorics of Pollution, Travel, and Environmental Justice. Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press.

          

          
            Pratt, M. L. 1992. Imperial Eyes: Travel Writing and Transculturation. London: Routledge.

          

          
            Rosaldo, R. 1989. “Imperialist Nostalgia.” Representations 26:107–22.

          

          
            Smith, V. 1989. Hosts and Guests: The Anthropology of Tourism. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

          

          
            Tadiar, N. X. M. 2004. Fantasy-Production: Sexual Economies and Other Philippine Consequences for the New World Order. Hong Kong: Hong Kong University Press.

          

          
            Teves, S. 2015. “Aloha State Apparatuses.” American Quarterly 67 (3): 681–703.

          

          
            Trask, H.-K. 1993. “Lovely Hula Hands: Corporate Tourism and the Prostitution of Hawaiian Culture.” In From a Native Daughter, 136–47. Honolulu: University of Hawai‘i Press.

          

          
            Trask, H.-K. 2002. “Tourist.” In Night Is a Sharkskin Drum, 20. Honolulu: University of Hawai‘i Press.

          

          
            Williams, L. K., and V. Vicuña Gonzalez. 2017. “Indigeneity, Sovereignty, Sustainability, and Cultural Tourism: Hosts and Hostages at ‘Iolani Palace, Hawai‘i’.” Journal of Sustainable Tourism 25 (5): 668–83.

          

        

      
    
  
    
      
        Contributors

      
      Sarah Becklake is a research associate within the Institute for Sociology at Leibniz University Hannover (Germany) and visiting scholar in the Department of Politics and International Relations at Cardiff University (UK). Her research theorizes, interrogates, and ethnographically investigates the relationship between human spatial mobilities, development, and security. Informed by field research conducted in Guatemala during her PhD and postdoc (both at the University of Lancaster, UK), she is currently focused on the competitive practice of “touristic security” and the process of “touristic (in)securitisation.” Sarah’s doctoral dissertation—“Making ‘Destino Guatemala’: Everyday Enactments of Global Tourism Competition in La Antigua Guatemala”—is currently under contract with Routledge.

      M. Bianet Castellanos is an associate professor of American Studies at the University of Minnesota. Her works include A Return to Servitude: Maya Migration and the Tourist Trade in Cancún (University of Minnesota Press, 2010) and the edited volumes Comparative Indigeneities of the Américas: Toward a Hemispheric Approach (with Lourdes Gutiérrez Nájera and Arturo Aldama, University of Arizona Press, 2012) and Detours: Travel and the Ethics of Research in the Global South (University of Arizona Press, 2019). Her most recent research examines settler colonial logics in Latin America and has culminated in an edited forum in American Quarterly, a chapter in Cinematic Settlers: The Settler Colonial World in Film (edited by Janne Lahti and Rebecca Weaver-Hightower, Routledge, 2020), and a forthcoming book, Indigenous Dispossession: Housing and Maya Indebtedness in Mexico (Stanford University Press, 2021).

      Matilde Córdoba Azcárate is an assistant professor in the Communication Department at the University of California, San Diego. Her research explores the predatory everyday, labor, and ecological entrapments that tourism generates when used as a state development tool. Her book, Stuck with Tourism (UC Press, 2020), explores these issues in the Mexican Yucatan Peninsula, a region voraciously transformed by tourism since the mid-1970s.

      Jason Dittmer is a professor of political geography at University College London. He is the author of Diplomatic Material: Affect, Assemblage, and Foreign Policy (Duke University Press, 2017), Captain America and the Nationalist Superhero: Metaphors, Narratives, and Geopolitics (Temple University Press, 2013), and Popular Culture, Geopolitics, and Identity (Rowman and Littlefield, 2010, 2019 2nd ed.). He is also the editor (or co-editor) of Geopolitics: An Introductory Reader (Routledge, 2014), the Ashgate Research Companion to Media Geography (Ashgate, 2014), Comic Book Geographies (Franz Steiner, 2014), and Mapping the End Times: American Evangelical Geopolitics and Apocalyptic Visions (Ashgate, 2010).

      Klaus Dodds is a professor in the Department of Geography at the Royal Holloway University of London. He researches in the areas of geopolitics and security, media/popular culture (especially on film theory), and the international governance of the Antarctic and the Arctic. He has published numerous authored and edited works on geopolitics, such as Geopolitics: A Very Short Introduction (﻿3rd ed., Oxford University Press, 2019), and co-edited The Ashgate Research Companion to Critical Geopolitics (Ashgate, 2013), Spaces of Security and Insecurity (Ashgate, 2009), Observant States: Geopolitics and Visual Culture (﻿I. B. Tauris, 2009), Geopolitical Traditions (Routledge, 2000), and Polar Geopolitics: Knowledges, Legal Regimes and Resources (Edward Elgar, 2014). His latest book is Border Wars (Ebury, 2020).

      Jamie Gillen is director and senior lecturer in the Global Studies program at the University of Auckland, New Zealand. His work examines tourism and state power, peasant/smallholder livelihoods in Asia, rural-urban relations, motorbikes, and experiences conducting research in the Global South. He has published widely on these topics in leading geography and social sciences journals and has recently co-edited, alongside Eric Thompson and Jonathan Rigg, Asian Smallholders in Comparative Perspective (Amsterdam University Press, 2019).

      Simon Halink is a postdoctoral researcher in the Faculty of Icelandic and Cultural Studies at the University of Iceland. He received his PhD at the University of Groningen, where he studied the cultivation of Old Norse mythology in Icelandic national culture. He has published on the role of landscape in identity formation and on the functions of Nordic philology, historiography, and mythology in national discourses. Furthermore, he has edited the anthology Northern Myths, Modern Identities: The Nationalisation of Northern Myths since 1800 (Brill, 2019). In addition, he has worked as a certified tourist guide for several years.

      Jordan Hallbauer is a graduate student in the Latin American and Iberian Studies program at the University of California, Santa Barbara. Her research explores questions of political economy and social movements in Nicaragua in the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries. She completed her BAs in literature, international studies, and Spanish at Miami University in Ohio. She has served as the editor of the intersectional justice publication the Femmelectual, and her public research interests include networks of communication and information transfer utilized in protest mobilization.

      James Igoe is a professor in the Department of Anthropology at the University of Virginia. He has conducted field research on biodiversity conservation, community-based development, and grassroots social movements in Tanzania, and his more recent work concerns the ways in which spectacles of nature connect and disconnect peoples’ experiences of their place in the world at diverse and interconnected scales and locales. His most recent book is The Nature of Spectacle: On Images, Money, and Conserving Capitalism (University of Arizona Press, 2017).

      Debbie Lisle is a professor of international relations in the School of History, Anthropology, Philosophy, and Politics at Queen’s University of Belfast. Her research engages with a number of contemporary debates in international relations, international political sociology, and beyond, most notably around issues of difference, mobility, security, travel, visuality, governmentality, biopolitics, materiality, technology, practice, and power.

      Mary Mostafanezhad is an associate professor in the Department of Geography and Environment at the University of Hawai‘i at Mānoa. Her work is broadly focused on development and socioenvironmental change in Southeast Asia. Currently, her tourism-related research examines the role popular geopolitical discourses play in environmental, humanitarian, and development interventions. She is the co-chair of the American Association of Geographers’ Tourism, Recreation and Sport Speciality Group, a founding member of the American Anthropological Association Anthropology of Tourism Interest Group, and a cofounder of the Critical Tourism Studies Asia-Pacific Network.

      Dieter K. Müller is a professor in the Department of Geography at Umeå University, Sweden. His research examines questions about tourism, mobility, and regional development, not least in northern areas. Between ﻿2012 and 2020 he was the chairperson of the IGU Commission for the Geography of Tourism, Leisure, and Global Change, and he serves on the editorial boards of Tourism Geographies, Current Issues in Tourism, and the Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism. In 2018 he received the Roy Wolfe Award for outstanding contributions to the field from the AAG Specialty Group for Recreation, Tourism, and Sports.

      ﻿Roger Norum is associate professor in cultural anthropology at the University of Oulu, Finland. His research brings together anthropology and the environmental humanities to ask how mobility and infrastructure mediate our relationship to the environment. At Oulu he holds a title of docent in geography (mobility studies), is co-director of Environmental Humanities, and is vice-leader of the research program Biodiverse Anthropocenes. He is also research associate at the Rachel Carson Center for Environment and Society, LMU Munich, and external researcher at Wageningen University (Netherlands). He currently leads the ERA.NET Rus Plus-funded consortium project CONTOURS: Conservation, Tourism, Remoteness, and is founding editor of Palgrave’s Arctic Encounters book series.

      ﻿Alessandro Rippa is associate professor of Chinese studies at Tallinn University and “Freigeist” Fellow (2020–2025) at the Rachel Carson Center for Environment and Society, LMU Munich, where he focuses on the environmental components of Chinese infrastructure in Southeast Asia. He is the author of Borderland Infrastructures: Trade, Development and Control in Western China (Amsterdam University Press, 2020) and one of the editors of the Routledge Handbook of Asian Borderlands (2018).

      Ian Rowen is an assistant professor in the School of Social Sciences at Nanyang Technological University, Singapore. His work examines cultural and political geography, social movements, tourism, and transitional justice in China, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Southeast Asia.

      Juan Francisco Salazar is an anthropologist and documentary filmmaker. He is a professor in the School of Humanities and Communication Arts and fellow of the Institute for Culture and Society at Western Sydney University, Australia. He researches in the areas of social-ecological change, futures, social studies of Antarctica and outer space, and on Indigenous media practices in Latin America.

      Robert Saunders is a professor of history, politics, and geography at Farmingdale State College, State University of New York. His research explores the impact of popular culture and mass media on geopolitics, nationalism, and religious identity.

      Tani Sebro is an assistant professor of politics at Humboldt State University. Her research and teaching interests span the subdisciplines of political ethnography, critical political theory, performance studies, mobilities studies, aesthetics, and international relations, with a particular emphasis on refugee politics in Southeast Asia. Her work has appeared in Critique of Anthropology, Review of Human Rights, and American Ethnologist. Her in-progress book manuscript, Aesthetic Nationalism: The Dance of War and Exile Along the Thai-Myanmar Border, is based on embedded field research in Northern Thailand, where she conducts ethnographic research with Tai refugees and migrants from Myanmar. Her research has received funding from the École française d’Extrême-Orient (EFEO), the National Endowment for the Humanities, and the Fulbright U.S. Scholar ASEAN Program.

      Mimi Sheller is a professor of sociology and founding director of the Center for Mobilities Research and Policy at Drexel University in Philadelphia. She is founding co-editor of the journal Mobilities and past president of the International Association for the History of Transport, Traffic, and Mobility. She has helped to establish the interdisciplinary field of mobilities research. She is author or co-editor of twelve books, including most recently Mobility Justice: The Politics of Movement in an Age of Extremes (Verso, 2018), Aluminum Dreams: The Making of Light Modernity (MIT Press, 2014), and the forthcoming Island Futures: Caribbean Survival in the Anthropocene (Duke University Press, 2020).

      Henryk Szadziewski is a PhD candidate in the Department of Geography at the University of Hawai‘i at Mānoa. His work examines the geopolitics of China’s Belt-Road initiative in Fiji. He has published widely on human rights among the Uyghurs in China and Central Asia.

      Vernadette Vicuña González is a professor in the Department of American Studies at the University of University of Hawai‘i at Mānoa. Her areas of specialization include studies of tourism and militarism, transnational cultural studies, feminist theory, postcolonial studies, Asian American cultural and literary studies, and globalization studies, with a focus on Asia and the Pacific. She is currently serving as director of the university’s Honors Program. Her book, Securing Paradise: Tourism and Militarism in Hawai‘i and the Philippines (Duke University Press, 2013﻿), examines the modern military and touristic ideologies, cultures, and technologies of mobility and surveillance in the Philippines and Hawai‘i. Securing Paradise won the Association for Asian American Studies book award for the best book in cultural studies published in 2013.

      Emma Waterton is a professor in the geographies of heritage and associate dean, research, at Western Sydney University (WSU). She was a Research Councils UK (RCUK) academic fellow at Keele University from ﻿2006 to 2010 and a DECRA fellow at WSU from ﻿2012 to 2016. Her research explores the interface between heritage, identity, memory, and affect in both Australian and international contexts. She is author of the monographs Politics, Policy and the Discourses of Heritage in Britain (2010, Palgrave Macmillan), Heritage, Communities and Archaeology (co-authored with Laurajane Smith, Duckworth, 2009﻿), and The Semiotics of Heritage Tourism (co-authored with Steve Watson, Channel View Publications, 2014).

    
  
    
      
        Index

      
      
        Page numbers in italic type refer to illustrations.

        Acoustiguide, 150–51, 157

        Acuto, M., 355

        Adil (former Uyghar tour guide), 311–12, 317, 321, 322

        affect/affects: defined, 137, 147; empirical problem of, 149–50; geopolitical affects of tourism, 22, 137–255. See also anger; fear; joy; pleasure

        African Heartlands Program, 34

        African Wildlife Foundation (AWF), 34, 37, 38

        Agnew, J., 5

        Ahlers, A. L., 333

        Alessio, D., 105

        Ali, Rafat, 11, 30

        alien (term), 188

        Allora, Jennifer, 292

        Amundsen, Roald, 83

        analytics of government (Foucault), 59

        Angela (Nicaraguan organizer), 191

        anger, 138, 142, 384–89

        Antarctica: and COVID-19 pandemic, 370; infrastructure, policies, and tourism in, 351–71; potential for Hobart-based tourism, 367–69; value of, 354

        Antarctic expeditions, 260

        Antigua, 207, 215, 222, 385; touristic bubbling in, 219–20

        archaeology, 149

        archipelagoes: carceral, 285–87; defined, 283; and empire building, 285–86; as “extra-state spaces,” 287; geopolitics of, 283–99; “gray” status of, 286; as “realms of exemption,” 283

        Arctic, 31; Arctic discourses in relation to tourism, 93; attraction of, 86–87; depictions of, 79; geopolitics and tourism in the, 92–105; as indigenous space, 98–99; mythology of, 79; as open indeterminate space, 92–94; as pristine wilderness, 93–94; resources of extraction, mobility, and science in the high, 79–89; as space for economic development, 95–97, 104; and state building and international relations, 92–93, 104–5; as threatened space, 97–98; tourism in, 95–97; tourism in national Arctic strategies, 91–111

        Arctic Council, 99

        Arctic strategies, 99–104; of Canada, 100, 102, 103; of Denmark, 100–101, 100, 103; of Finland, 100–102, 100, 103; of Iceland, 100, 103; of Norway, 100–102, 100, 103, 104; of Russia, 100, 103; of Sweden, 100, 101–102; of USA, 100, 102, 103; indigenous dimensions, 104; state documents listed, 100

        Arctic tourism, 80, 82–83, 85; in Arctic strategy and policy documents, 99–104; China’s role in, 99; and geopolitics, 92–105; and national strategies, 91–111; and nation building, 94–95; and policy documents, 103, 104; Russian approaches to, 94–95

        “Arctification” of tourism, 96

        Arendt, Hannah, 286

        Arizona Memorial, 156, 159–61, 161

        Arktikugol, 83

        Arnarson, Ingólfr, 117

        Asgard, 118

        Aspa Holiday Apartments, 275–76

        assemblage: defined, 36, 146–47, 355–56, 358; gateway geopolitics as, 356

        assemblage theory, 146–48

        Aurora Australis, 351, 362

        Australia: Antarctic strategy, 355; claim to Antarctica, 367

        Australian Antarctic Festival, 361–65, 363, 368, 369

        Australian Antarctic Territory, 366

        authenticity, of land, resources, and people, 233, 241, 242, 312

        Bananas, Beaches, and Bases (Enloe), 15

        Barentz, Willem, 80

        Barron, David, 40, 49n13

        Battleship Missouri Memorial, 146, 156–62; fieldwork at, 149–50; tour details, 156–57

        Baver, Sherrie, 292

        Beach, The, 16

        beaches, 17, 19, 138, 296; in Cancún, 238–42, 247; in Costa Rica, 189; on Kos, 263–64, 268–77; in Thailand, 189

        Becklake, Sarah, 141; biography, 393

        Belt and Road Initiative, Chinese (BRI). See China’s Belt and Road Initiative (BRI)

        Benediktsson, Bjarni, 122

        Benjamin, Walter, 258

        Bergin, Anthony, 366

        Berlant, Lauren, 259, 266, 352

        Blair, Tony, 45

        Blue Lagoon Geothermal Spa, 125

        Boller, R., 188

        Boochani, Behrouz, 300n8

        Boomerang Café, 275–76

        borders, 74, 185; border crossing, 17; border security and touristic security, 211, 222–23; as processes, 64–65; in South-to-South travel, 189–92; tourism and, 13, 62–63, 74

        Bowfin, USS, 156–59

        Brand Tasmania, 368

        Brazilian National Museum fire, 12

        Breslow, Samuel, 3–4

        Brockington, D., 338

        Brüggemann, Jörg, 263–65, 277

        Bush, President George W., compassionate conservatism of, 44–45

        Byler, D., 312

        Cai Cai, 70

        Calzadilla, Guillermo, 292

        Canada, Arctic strategies of, 100, 102, 103

        Cancún: development of, 238–44; as global beach paradise, 241

        carceral archipelago, 285

        Caribbean theory, 299

        Castellanos, M. Bianet, 141–42; biography, 393; on tourism’s “stickiness,” 386

        cenotes, 245

        Central American caravan of migrants, 223

        Chamorro culture, 296

        Chao Tien-lin, 73

        Chapin, Mac, 48n7, 49n9

        Cheng Jianjun, 319

        Chernobyl miniseries, 29

        China (PRC), 346; activity in Antarctic, 97, 367; “civilizing schemes” of, 313; conservation programs of, 334–35, 346–47; ethnic homogeneity of, 307; as geopolitical powerhouse, 260; interest in Tasmania, 368; polar strategies of, 355; strategies re non-Han peoples, 311–13; and Taiwan, 31, 61; tourism policy of, 59

        China’s Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), 23, 259–60, 307–29; documentary framework for, 318; strategy of, 325; in Xinjiang, 308, 313–15, 318–19, 325

        Chinese passports, disputed imprints on, 73

        Chinese tourism: group tour shopping, 68–69; in Taiwan, 57–75, 171

        Chinese travel bans, 18

        Christchurch, 354, 360

        Christchurch Antarctic Gateway Strategy, 354, 360

        Churchill, Winston, 122, 123

        Clarke, Michael, 313–14, 319, 323

        climate crisis, 18–19, 86, 381

        Clinton, Bill, 290

        Clinton, Chelsea, 37, 41, 44, 46–47; Tanzania visit, 33, 34

        Clinton, Hillary, Tanzania visit, 33

        “Cod Wars,” 122

        colonialism, 285–86, 383–91; tourism and, 297–98

        colonies, described, 286

        Committee for the Rescue and Development of Vieques, 293

        “Concerning Violence” (Fanon), 384

        Cons, Jason, 359

        conservation, 19; in Africa, 36–40, 44–45, 47–48; as potentially harmful and coercive, 337, 346

        conservation NGOs, 38–39; and media technology, 39

        continental shelves, Australian rights to, 358–59

        Convention for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCMALR), 353

        Co’ox Mayab, 249–51; representations of, 250

        Córdoba Azcárate, Matilde, 141–42; biography, 394; on tourism’s “stickiness,” 386

        Corson, Catherine, 33, 38–39

        Costa Rica: border with Nicaragua, 190–91; GNI per capita, 186; interdependence with Nicaragua, 198–99; Nicaragua-Costa Rica travel, 185–202; stereotypes in, 192–93; surge in anti-Nicaraguan sentiment, 192–93; as tourist destination, 189

        Costa Rica tourism industry, marketing narratives of, 192–93

        COVID-19 pandemic, xi–xii, 13; and disinformation, 378; and the geopolitical end of tourism, 377–82

        Cresswell, T., 266

        crisis, and tourism, 8–9

        cross-Strait tourism (China-Taiwan), 57–75

        Croucher, Sheila, 188

        Cu Chi Tunnels, 173

        culinary tourism, 7

        Cullen, Paul, 368

        Curtis, S., 355

        Dai Minority Park, 311

        Dalai Lama, 72

        Daniel (Nicaraguan activist), 191–92

        dark tourism, 7, 20, 97, 312

        Del Casino, V. J., Jr., 369

        “delinquents,” as tourist threat, 215

        Democratic Progressive Party (Taiwan), 72–73

        Denmark, Arctic strategies of, 100–101, 100, 103

        Desmond, Jane, 15

        Devine, Jennifer, 218–19

        Diamond Princess cruise ship, quarantine of, 13

        Diplomatic Material: Affect, Assemblage, and Foreign Policy (Dittmer), 137–38

        Dittmer, Jason, 6, 92, 137–38, 139, 266; biography, 394

        Dodds, Klaus, 260; biography, 394

        Draper, D., 94

        “Dream of Kashgar, The” (bar), 317

        Drung ethnic group, 332; agricultural system of, 332–33; under CCP, 332–33; and Chinese legitimacy, 343

        Duffy, Rosaleen, 46, 338

        Dulong Road, 339; history of, 338–41

        Dulong Township, 334; development in, 344

        Dulong Valley (China), 345; Beautiful Countryside program, 333; Build a New Socialist Countryside program, 334; described, 331; Dulong Road, 338–41, 339; ethnic marginalization in, 331–32, 345–46; forest covering of, 341; housing in, 333–34; new transport infrastructure in, 336–41; new villages in, 333, 341; relocation to “model” villages, 333; “tattooed women” in, 344; “three rural issues,” 333; and tourism, infrastructure development, and environmental preservation, 331–50; tourist frontier in, 342–45

        East Antarctic Shield, 366

        Easterling, Keller, 283, 284, 287, 296

        “ecological civilization” strategy (China), 335

        ecotourism, 19, 219, 235

        Eiffel Tower, 10, 20, 257

        Elden, S., 64

        Eleftherios Venizelos, 273–74

        Elena (Costa Rican), 192–93

        elephants, Clinton Foundation Partnership to save, 44

        Elsinore, Lake, 16

        Elzinga, Aant, 360

        ENGOs, 97–98

        Enloe, Cynthia, 15, 211–12, 232, 233

        “environing technologies,” 336

        environmental geopolitics, 18–21, 35, 85, 86, 97, 104, 346

        “ethnic mingling” (Xinjiang), 323

        ethnic tourism, 7

        ethnography, 59, 61, 139, 149–50, 168, 187, 237, 259, 332

        European refugee crisis (2016), 8, 23, 263–82

        everyday geopolitics, 14–15

        expatriate (title), 188

        Extreme Iceland, 118

        Eyjafjallajökull eruption, 120

        Fall, Juliet J., 14–15

        Falun Gong, 71–72

        familial travel, South-to-South, 196–98

        Fan, C., 323

        Fanon, Frantz, 384

        Fay, Michael, 40

        fear, and tourism, 7, 13, 137–38, 140–41, 210–15, 221–23, 277

        female tourists, asserted vulnerability of, 215–16, 224

        feminist geopolitics, 14–15, 383

        festive infrastructure, 260

        Fijians, 188

        Finland: Arctic strategies of, 100–102, 100, 103, 355

        flattening of sociopolitical meaning, 248

        Foley, Douglas, 44

        force relations, 148

        Formosan Aboriginal Culture Village, 68

        Foucault, Michel, 285

        Fregonese, S., 258

        Fremdbild, 127

        friction, defined, 266

        Fróađóttir, Hallveig, 117

        Frozen II, 118

        Frozen II tour, 125

        Game of Thrones, 32, 115, 125–29

        Game of Thrones tour, 125

        Gan, Irina, 359

        Gaoligong Mountain Nature Reserve, 335, 337

        Garland, Elizabeth, 40

        gateway geopolitics, 352; as assemblage, 356; gateway political anxieties, 365–69, 370; and heritage, 359–60; and heritage tourism, 370; and physical access, 359; relevant factors for gateway cities, 357–60, 370

        gateways: polar gateway defined, 358; properties of, 352

        “gateway states,” 357

        gender, defined, 211

        gendered touristic securitization in Guatemala, 141, 207–30, 212–24; disadvantages for Guatemalan men, 220–21; four key metastrategies, 217–22

        geographical imaginaries, 30

        geopolitical affects of tourism, 22, 137–255

        geopolitical analysis, and discourse, 5

        geopolitical assemblages, 266; defined, 6

        “geopolitical gray zones,” 285–86

        geopolitical imaginaries of tourism, 21–22, 29–135

        geopolitical infrastructures of tourism, 22–23, 257–382

        geopolitical tourism assemblages, 4–8

        geopolitics: defined, 5, 35, 208; environmental, 18–20, 21; everyday, 14, 14–15; feminist, 14–15, 383; link with tourism, 380–81; mobility, 17–18; popular, 15–17; and public health, 378; security, 20–21

        geostrategic tourism, 115

        geostratic tourism, 32

        Ghebreyesus, Tedros Adhanom, 379

        Gillen, Jamie, 124, 139–40; biography, 394

        global citizenship, 188

        Global Seed Vault, 80

        Global South people, 140–41, 185–86; reasons for travel, 195–201. See also Costa Rica; Guatemala; Maya women; Myanmar; Nicaragua; Thailand

        global theme park, as what we live in now, 312

        Golden Gate Bridge, 257

        Gongshan, 331

        González, Vernadette Vicuña, 20–21, 142, 288, 293, 296; biography, 398

        Grain for Green, 335

        Great Wall of China, 257

        greenwashing, 19

        Gregory, Derek, 30

        Gros, Stéphane, 332

        Grosz, E., 232

        Guam, 296

        Guanacaste province, 191

        Guantanamo Bay, 285, 286

        Guatemala: gendered touristic securitization in, 141, 207–30, 212–24; insecurity as threat to tourism in, 213; prioritization of international tourist security, 213–14, 216–17; tour guides sharing knowledge with tourists, 221–22; Western fear of visiting, 214

        guerilla, 179–80

        “guests” and “hosts,” 388

        “Gun Turret Experience” (HMS Belfast), 154

        Gutwein, Peter, 351

        Halbert, D., 188

        Halink, Simon, 22, 31–32; biography, 395

        Hallbauer, Jordan, 140, 386; biography, 395

        Han culture, vs. other ethnic groups, 307–14, 316

        Han Han, 57–58, 60

        Hanoi Hilton, 139–40, 167–83; described, 174–75; as house of mirrors, 181–82; map (during Vietnam War), 176; tour of, 174–81

        Hansen, Walter, 118

        Harrell, Steven, 312–13

        Harvey, David, 30

        haunting, 148–49

        Haushofer, Karl, on Iceland, 122

        Hawai‘i: militarism and tourism in, 389; tourism in, 385–86

        Hayek, Salma, 3

        heritage: assemblages of, 148–49; nature of, 3–4

        heritage studies, 139, 148–49

        heritage tourism, 359–60

        Hilton, Paris, 258

        Hilton Hotel (Havana), 258

        Himmler, Heinrich, 122

        Hitler, Adolf, 122

        HMS Belfast, 150–56, 159–60, 162–63; audio-visual technologies on, 150–53; fieldwork at, 149–50; history of, 145; mess decks, 152; military displays in, 154–56; and the smell of home, 153–54; touring the, 150–56; viewpoints on board, 155

        Hỏa Lò Prison, 167, 167–83. See also Hanoi Hilton

        Hỏa Lò Prison Museum, 139–40

        Hobart: and Australian Antarctic Festival, 361–65; and COVID-19 pandemic, 369; and festive infrastructure, 361–65; gateway anxieties of, 366–67; as gateway to Antarctica, 351–55; infrastructure, policies, and tourism in, 351–71; as “natural gateway,” 365

        Hobart Airport, 362, 363

        Hodgetts, T., 35

        Hodgson-Johnson, I., 367

        homestay program with Uyghar people, 307–29; as regular feature of life, 307

        host-other dichotomy, 188

        “hosts” and “guests,” 388

        Hotel Captain Elias, 269–71, 277

        Hotel Zika, 275–76, 277

        Hot Spot on Pili, 275

        Howell, A., 323

        Huijbens, E. H., 105

        Hukou, 323

        huldufolk, 130n8

        Hunt, Greg, 366

        Hveravellir Hot Springs, 117

        Hyndman, J., 17

        Hyperborea, 117

        Hyperboreans, 79, 87, 117

        hypervulnerability, term defined, 188

        IBM Corporate Service Corps, 43, 45–47

        ICCF Conservation Galas: 2007, 45; 2013, 46

        Iceland: Arctic strategies of, 100, 103; in-betweenness of, 122; geographic, historical, and touristic attributes of, 116–18; geopolitics and tourism in, 121–25; as most peaceful country, 123; and NATO, 127; and Nazism, 121; occupation by Allies, 122; power of, 129–30; pristine beauty of, 119–20; recent tourist boom, 114, 119; screening, 125–28; security of, 113–14, 129–30; and strategic tourism, 31–32, 113–35; tourism in, 129–30; as ultimate (northern) destination, 119–21; US and, 124–25

        identity in tourism, 167–72, 181–83

        Igoe, James, 19, 21–22, 30, 338; biography, 185–01

        images: and tourism, 16, 21, 30, 35–36, 218, 250. See also imaginaries; representations

        imaginaries, 12–13; functions of, 29–30; geographical, 30; geopolitical imaginaries of tourism, 21–22, 29–135; social, 29–30. See also images; representations

        “Imagine,” 123

        Imagine Peace Tower, 123

        imperial geopolitics, 104–5

        imperialism: American, 159, 160, 285, 295–96; and tourism, 142, 381; tourism as state building and securitization, 390n2

        Indigenous people, 67–68, 98–99, 103, 104, 141–42, 232–34, 236, 239, 242–43, 288, 298, 389; and tourism strategies, 248–51. See also Indigenous women; Maya women

        Indigenous tourism, 98–99. See also Myanmar-Thailand travel; Nicaragua-Costa Rica travel

        Indigenous women, 141–42; (un)fixing them in place, 236–42; objectification of, 236; portrayals of in tourist industry, 234–35; rage of, 142, 383–91; representations of, 231–32; roles in Cancún, 242–44; stereotypes of, 234–44

        infrastructures: defined, 266; functions of, 257–58; geopolitical infrastructures of tourism, 22–23, 257–382; as symbols, 257–61

        International Conservation Caucus (ICC), 33

        International Conservation Caucus Foundation (ICCF), 33, 40, 40–41

        International Polar Tourism Research Network (IPTRN), 92

        international tourists, 11–12, 18, 62–63, 260; hypervulnerability of, 208, 210–12, 216–17

        interpretive assemblage, defined, 36

        interpretive community, 36

        intrastructural hope, 258

        “islanding,” 298, 387

        islands, as destinations, 387

        Israel / Palestine tourism, 63

        Itashao, 68

        Jabour, J., 367

        Jackson, Michael, 16

        Jia, Q., 318

        Jiang, Massimiliano Martigli, 379

        Jiang Zemin, 69

        Jingwang, 322

        Jisi, Wang, 313

        Jolie, Angelina, 16

        Jones, Reece, 201

        joy, 7, 137, 138

        Kadeer, Rebiya, 72

        Kai-Trask, Haunani, 142

        Kajihiro, Kyle, 388

        kamikaze attack (1945), 161–62

        Kamugisha, Aaron, 299

        Kanat, Omer, 320

        Kaplan, Caren, 291

        Kashgar: China’s Belt and Road Initiative in, 307–29; social credit system in, 320–23; tour guides in, 321

        Kashgar Old City, 312; built infrastructure and securitization in, 315–19; demolition of, 308, 309, 315–16; Han settlement in, 315–19, 323–24; technology and surveillance infrastructures, 319–23; Uyghar family in, 310. See also Kashgar

        Kearns, G., 104–5

        Keflavik, 96, 115, 119, 120

        Keilir Atlantic Centre of Excellence, 125

        Keko’olani, Terri, 388

        Kho Tao murders, 194

        kichik masjid, 316

        Kincaid, Jamaica, 142, 299, 384–90; 1988 address to the tourist, 384–85; rage of, 386–88

        King, Amber, 43

        King George Island, 360

        Klein, Naomi, 293–94

        Knott, A., 268

        Koch, Natalie, 361

        Koh Phi Phi, 16

        Kos: security, humanitarianism, tourism, and migration on, 263–77; tourist industry, 277n1

        Kos migration arrivals (2015–2016), 263–77; discrimination between “legitimate refugees” and “illegitimate migrants,” 274; Hot Spot opening, 275; humanitarian hosts, 268; phase 1: hospitality and dispersal, 267–71; phase 2: bottleneck and breakdown, 271–74; phase 3: slowing, stopping, and waiting, 274–76; soccer stadium stage, 271–74; survival and cooperation by migrants, 272–73; tourism as complicit in logics of occlusion, exclusion, and violence, 276–77; tourist-volunteers, 268–69

        Kos Solidarity, 268–69

        Kurdi, Alan, death of, 274

        Kyoto, decision not to drop atomic bomb on, 113

        labor: mobilities, 12, 19, 139, 201, 249; and tourism, 7, 188, 232–34, 242, 244–49

        La Frontière Invisible, 14–15

        La Merced (church), 200–201

        Land Mark (Foot Prints) (Allora and Calzadilla), 292

        Landnámabók, 116

        “Land of Thor,” 118

        La Purisma, 200–201

        Larkin, B., 258, 356

        “Last Caravan, The,” 338–39

        “last-chance tourism,” 97–98

        Latimer, Carlos, 293

        Leane, E., 358, 364

        Lefebvre, Henri, 35–37

        Leng Pang, 189

        Li, T., 36

        “lines of flight,” 284

        Li Peng, 318–19

        Lisle, Debbie, 17, 20, 259, 312; biography, 395

        listening, in tourism studies, 182

        Litvin, S., 63

        Liu, T., 316

        Lombrum, 287

        Longyear, John Munro, 81

        Lord of the Rings, 125

        lower-middle income countries, v. upper-middle-income countries, 186

        Loyd, Jenna, 286

        Luang Pho Tai Sreng, 200

        Luang Prabang, 16–17

        Lulang Folk Village, 311

        Lundmark, L., 92

        Maasai Rangeland Development Project, 45

        Maasai Steppe, 30–31; AWF depiction of, 37; tourism and geopolitics in, 33–55; tracking geopolitics in the, 44–47; visions/interpretations of, 37–39

        Maasai Steppe Heartland, 34, 40–41

        Magufuli, John, 47

        Manglona, Ramona, 294–95

        Manus Island, 287

        Manyara Ranch, 42–43, 46

        Mapi, Meshuko, 45

        “March West,” 313–14

        Maria, Hurricane, 285, 291, 293

        Mariana Islands, 296

        maritime heritage, 145–65

        Marston, S. A., 232

        Martin, George R. R., 114, 125, 127

        Martin, Peter, 311

        Martinez, Philippe, 11

        Maya, vision of, 241

        “Maya, the,” 244–45

        Maya train, 248–49

        Maya women, 386; as guardians of tradition, 231, 249–50; as healers, artisans, and entrepreneurs, 244–47; keeping traditions alive, 249; objectification of, 236–38; popular images of, 231–32; representations of, 231–36, 240–47; resistance tactics of, 249; and tourism, 141–42; traffic in, 233–36; transformed into commodities, 245–46; Yucatec Maya women on tour, 231–51

        Mazin, Craig, 29

        McCaffrey, Katherine, 290

        McCain, John: display about his captivity, 180–81; as prisoner of war, 169

        Médecins Sans Frontières, 268, 270, 272

        medical travel, South-to-South, 196–98

        megatransect of Congo Basin, 40

        Meng Jianzhu, 320

        Menzies, Robert, 359

        Merng Tai, 189–90, 200

        Mexico: alternative tourism in, 248. See also Maya women

        migrants, 87, 140, 185–88, 193–94, 196, 201–2, 223; rage of, 223; and tourists on Kos, 263–77

        migration, 17, 185–87, 195, 259, 265, 323

        “migration crisis” 2015–16, 265–66

        Miles, Pliny, 116

        military/militarism, link with tourism, 20–21, 283–85, 287–88

        Miller, J. C., 369

        Missouri, Battleship. See Battleship Missouri Memorial

        mobilities: and labor, 12, 19, 139, 201, 249; privileged, 87–88

        mobility, geopolitical imaginaries of, 30

        mobility geopolitics, 17–18

        Mostafanezhad, Mary, 23, 124, 259–60, 268; biography, 395–96

        Mountz, Alison, 286

        Mt. Everest, ascent of, 12–13, 19

        Müller, Dieter K., 22, 31; biography, 396

        Mursi women, 236

        museum studies, 139

        Muslim travel ban (US), 18

        Myanmar, 140; battlefield tourism, 20; border with Thailand, 189–90; contributions to Thai culture, 189–90; GNI per capita, 186; migrants discriminated against in Thailand, 193–95; Myanmar-Thailand travel, 185–202; obstacles faced by Myanmar travelers, 189. See also Tai people

        Nash, Dennison, 390n2

        National Museum of Brazil, 3–4

        national parks, 95; creation of, 35, 38

        National Policy for the Development of Sustainable Tourism (Guatemala), 212

        Natural Forest Protection Program, 335

        nature tourism, 19

        Nauru, 287

        neocolonialism, 285–86, 383–91

        Nguyen Thi Luan, 177

        Nguyen Viet Chop, 179

        Nicaragua: border with Costa Rica, 190–91; colonial history of, 190; GNI per capita, 186; history of, 198; interdependence with Costa Rica, 198–99; Nicaragua-Costa Rica travel, 185–202; obstacles faced by Nicaraguan travelers, 189

        Nicaraguans, 140; discriminated against in Costa Rica, 192–93; pilgrimage to Costa Rica, 200–201

        Nichols, Aubrey Allen, 177

        Nine Dragon Spring Wetland Park, 314

        Nixon, Angelique, 297

        Nobile, Umberto, 83

        Norse mythology, 118

        northern lights, 119

        North Korea, tourism to, 63

        Norum, Roger, 22, 23, 31, 260; biography, 396

        Norway, Arctic strategies of, 100–102, 100, 103, 104

        Notre-Dame, fire at, 3, 8–11, 12, 137, 381

        Ny Ålesund, 82

        Nykur, 118

        Obama, President Barack, 41, 45

        “Odin’s Reich,” 118

        offshore infrastructures of (im)mobilities, 285–88

        O’Lear, S., 18

        Ono, Yoko, 123

        Open up the Northwest (China), 314

        Operation Poseidon, 267–68

        Ortega, Daniel, 191

        “othering,” 169–72; negative, 127; positive, 127

        otherness. See “othering”; self-other relationship

        O’Tuathail, G. O., 5

        overtourism, 9, 16, 19

        Padaung women, 236

        Pågan, 294–97; lawsuit to stop military development, 294–95; and small island resistance, 297–99

        Painter, J., 64

        Pantucci, Raffaello, 319

        Paris: reconstruction of tourism in, 8–10; relocation of refugees, 10

        Park, C. J., 63

        “Passport War,” 73

        Paulson, Henry, 37, 41–42, 45

        peace, 123; tourism and, 22, 63, 74

        Pearl Harbor attack, 156, 160

        “personal is political, the,” 14

        Peterson, Alexandros, 319

        Peterson, Douglas Brian, 179

        Peterson, V., 232

        pilgrimage, 199

        Pili, Hot Spot on, 275

        Pindar, 87

        place, sensing of, 138

        places, defined, 208

        pleasure, 7, 137, 137–38, 386–87

        Poetic Edda, 118

        polar bears, 86, 97

        Polar Silk Road (China), 97

        political subject, as embodied, not preexisting, 147–48

        popular geopolitics, 15–17

        postcards, geopolitical, 41–42

        Powell, Colin, 41

        present, defined, 148

        Prince, Hugh, 30

        Prior, S., 357

        privileged mobilities, 187–88

        Prose Edda, 118

        public health, and geopolitics, 378

        Puerto Rico: history of, 289, 289–90; power issues in, 293–94; and tourism development, 293. See also Vieques Island

        Punta Arenas, 358, 360

        push-pull theory, 185–86

        Qinlandang Village, 342–45; population of, 343

        quarantines, 13, 377–81

        Ragnarok, 128

        Rahn, Otto, 121–22

        Ramadan, A., 258

        reality tourism, birth of, 16

        reconciliation, and tourism, 62–63, 74

        “Red Bear,” 83

        Red Mountain Command Base, 324–25

        Reeves, Madeleine, 258

        refugees, 8, 10, 16, 185, 188–89, 194, 198, 211, 263–64, 274; destinations imagined by, 17; term defined, 188

        representational space, 35–37, 39

        representations: of spaces, 35–37; and tourism, 4, 6, 8, 11–12, 15–16, 21, 29, 63, 138–42, 250, 380

        resistance, tourism and, 18

        Resisting Paradise (Nixon), 297

        Rigg, J., 343

        Rippa, Alessandro, 23, 260, 386; biography, 396

        Riviera Maya, 19

        roads: as civlizing entities, 345; as material infrastructure, 336; road construction and building a material and spiritual civilization, 345

        Roberts, Brian, 283–84

        Roosevelt, Kermit Jr., 38

        Rose, Mitch, 168, 173–74, 177, 180, 182

        Rowen, Ian, 21–22, 31, 171, 353, 368; biography, 396

        Russia, Arctic strategies of, 100, 103

        Rwanda, 22

        Sachedina, Hassan, 48n7, 49n14

        Saipan Aerial Tour, 296

        Salazar, Juan Francisco, 260; biography, 397

        Sam, Ms., 177

        “Same race, same culture,” 69–71

        Santos Perez, Craig, 292–92, 296, 299

        Saunders, Robert, 22, 31–32; biography, 397

        scales: geographical, 4, 7, 380; multi-level, 5, 6, 8, 14, 20, 233, 234

        Scharnhorst, 154–55, 162

        Schmidt, Len, 161–62

        Schubert, G., 333

        screen tourism, 114, 125

        seal hunting, 98

        Sebro, Tani, 140, 386; biography, 397

        Securing Paradise (Vicuña González), 288

        security: v. humanitarianism in “migration crisis,” 265–66. See also gendered touristic securitization in Guatemala

        security geopolitics, 20–21

        security v. humanitarianism, in “migration crisis,” 272

        Selbstbild, 127

        self-other relationship, 167–68, 169–72, 174, 177–79, 181–83

        sensing of place, 138

        sex work, 20, 233, 385

        Shadian, J., 98

        Shanghai Cooperation Organization, 314

        Shanghai Five, 314

        Sheller, Mimi, 20–21, 23, 188, 259, 387; biography, 397

        “shelter theory,” 124

        Sherpas, 13

        Silk Road Economic Belt (SREB), 315, 318–19

        Sloping Land Conversion Program, 335, 340–41

        small island resistance, 297–99

        small places, 389–90; transformed by needs of outsiders, 387; women from, 383–91

        Snow Dragon, 367

        social distancing, 378

        social imaginaries, defined, 29–30

        Sörlin, S., 336

        South-to-South tourism and travel, 140, 185–205; familial travel, 198–99; medical travel, 196–98; reasons for, 195–201; spiritual travel, 199–201

        “Special Guests, The,” 179

        spectacular nature, 19

        spiritual tourism, 199

        spiritual travel, South-to-South, 199–201

        Spitsbergen Treaty, 82

        Staging Tourism (Desmond), 15

        Star, Susan Leigh, 356

        state: defined, 64; as process, 59

        statehood systems, extended, 289

        state territorialization, 64

        Stein, R. I., 63

        Steinsson, S., 124

        Stephens, Michelle, 283–84, 284

        stereotypes, 22, 140, 379; in Costa Rica, 192–93; of Indigenous women, 234–44; in Thailand, 193–95

        Stewart, E. J., 94

        Stimson, Henry, 113

        Stjernström, O., 92

        Stoler, Ann Laura, 285–86, 295–96

        Strathern, Marilyn, 7

        sun, sea, and sand tourism, 6–7

        Sun Moon Lake, 67–68

        Svalbard, 60–86, 95; and “Arctic futures,” 85–86; early exposure, 80–82; history of, 80–83; hunting in, 81–82; mining in, 81–82, 85; protected cultural heritage in, 83; Russian influence in, 83; scientific research in, 83–85; tourism in, 82–83, 85, 87; tourist excursion in, 96

        Sweden, Arctic strategies of, 100, 101–2

        swidden cultivation, 335, 340–41

        Szadziewski, Henryk, 23, 259–60; biography, 397

        Tai (language), 190

        Tai people, 202n4; pilgrimage to Thailand, 199–201. See also Myanmar

        Taiwan: and China, 31; Chinese tourism in, 57–75; pure Chinese character in, 57–58; sovereignty disputes over, 61; stateness in, 65–71; tourist production and disruption of state territory in, 65–67

        Taiwan tour guides, altered language of, 70–71

        Tarangire National Park, 34, 38

        Tasmania: as gateway to Antarctica, 351–75; tourism in, 361–62

        Tasmanian Antarctic Gateway Strategy, 351

        Taylor, Sarah, 250

        Teaiwa, Teresa, 298

        territory: defined, 64; as process, 59

        “terror capitalism,” 312

        Thailand, 189–90; GNI per capita, 186; Myanmar-Thailand travel, 185–202; sex tourism in, 234; stereotypes in, 193–95; Tai children in, 195; Thai opinions of Myanmar migrants, 193–95; as tourist destination, 189

        “They Don’t Care About Us” (Jackson), 16

        Thorhallsson, B., 124

        Thorsteinn, K., 124

        Tibet, 311

        Timothy, D. J., 92, 94, 105

        Tindle, Lucy, 150, 151, 153

        Tinian, 294–97; described as Manhattan Connection, 296; lawsuit to stop military development, 294–95; and small island resistance, 297–99

        Titan Missile Museum, 369

        Tolkien, J. R. R., 128

        Toops, Stanley, 323

        tourism: and affects, 22; and appropriation of offshore territories, 296; and austerity policies, 8; borders and, 62–63; and colonialism, 297–98; and conservation, 36–40, 44–45, 47–48, 337, 345–47, 346; in context of economic agendas, 96; COVID-19 and the geopolitical end of tourism, 377–82; cross-Strait tourism (China-Taiwan), 57–75; culinary, 7; dark, 7, 20, 97; defined, 4–5, 209; differences reified by global, 4; economic and geopolitical security provided by, 113–14; environmental geopolitics informed by, 380; ethnic, 7; and European refugee crisis, 8, 263–82; and fear, 7, 13, 137–38, 140–41, 210–15, 221–23, 277; as gendered concept, 233; as geopolitical, 11–13, 124; geopolitical affects of, 137–255; as geopolitical assemblage, 6; geopolitical infrastructures of, 22–23, 257–382; geostrategic, 115; geostratic, 32; identity in, 167–68, 169–72, 181–82; as imperial “contact zone,” 383; as imperialism, 390n2; indigenous, 98–99; and labor, 7, 188, 232–34, 242, 244–49; last-chance, 97–98; link with geopolitics, 380–81; link with militarism, 20–21, 283–85, 287–88; as political, 5, 21, 380; prioritization of tourist, 213–14, 216–17, 386; and production of state territory, 57–78; and reconciliation, 62–63, 74; reflexivity, 210; and refugees, 8, 10, 263–82; as reliant on violence, 383–85; representations and, 4, 6, 8, 11–12, 15–16, 21, 29, 63, 138–42, 250, 380; and resistance, 18; rethinking through geopolitics, 13–21; spiritual, 199; sun, sea, and sand, 7; and targeted violent attacks, 8; as technology of state territorialization, 59, 64–65; weaponizing, 307–29

        tourism geopolitics: defined, 4–5; and imaginaries, affects, and infrastructures, 7; scalar dynamics of, 8–11; as tripartite tool, 7

        Tourism Geopolitics, structure of the book, 21–23

        tourism industry: focus on experiential authenticity, 241–42; as imperialist system, 233; and sex work, 233, 385; vulnerabilities of, 378. See also tourism

        tourism infrastructure. See infrastructures

        tourism otherwise, 140, 185; as humanitarian imperative, 201–2

        tourist. See migrants; refugees; tourism

        “Tourist” (Trask), 385

        touristic, defined, 209

        touristically threatened/threatening, gendering the, 213–17

        touristic assuring, 217–19

        touristic bubbling, 217, 219–22

        touristic disciplining, 217, 221–22

        touristic mobilities, 187–88

        touristic security: defined, 207, 209; gendered nature of, 211–12; global geopolitics of, 208–12; justified by fear, 210. See also gendered touristic securitization in Guatemala

        touristic spaces, described, 36

        touristic webbing, 217–19

        Tourists vs. Refugees (Brüggemann), 263–64, 264, 277

        Train, Russell, 38

        traje, 243–44

        Trask, Haunani, 384–90; on Hawai‘i, 385–86; rage of, 387–88

        travel, as geopolitical center of the world, 11–13

        travel bans, 18, 57, 377

        travelers. See migrants; refugees; tourism

        Truman, President Harry S., 113

        Trump, President Donald J., 47

        Tsing, Anna, 36

        Tzotzil street vendor, 243

        Ultima Thule, 115, 117

        UNHCR, 268, 270, 273

        “unincorporated territories” (American), 285

        United States, Arctic strategies of, 100, 102, 103

        upper-middle income countries, v. lower-middle income countries, 186

        Ureuyo, Constantino, 191

        Urry, John, 188

        Ushuaia, 358, 360, 368, 370

        USS Bowfin, 156, 159

        USS Missouri, 156–62, 162–63; main deck, 158; Memorial, 146, 149–50, 156–62; and valour, 159–62

        Uyghar Human Rights Project, 320

        Uyghar people: and Chinese strategy in Kashgar, 307–29; described, 307; and homestay program, 307–9, 324

        Väätänen, V., 355

        Vannini, Philip, 283

        Vargas, Raquel, 193

        Vieques Island, 259; advertising descriptions of, 292; control of development in, 292; costs of tourism in, 293; history of, 289–94; as paradise and war zone, 291–94; protest movement in, 290; tourist and military aspects, 284, 288–95, 298; as wildlife refuge, 292

        Vietnam, questions asked by American tourists in, 167

        Vietnamese Communist Party (VCP), 173

        Vietnamese militia, treating American wounds, 178

        Vietnam War: in contemporary Vietnamese perspective, 172–74; US version of, 179–80; “Why did they come here?” 177

        Vikings, 128

        “Visit Arctic Europe” project, 96

        VisitTheUSA.com, 296–97

        volunteer tourism, 225n3

        Waan, 189, 192

        Walker, William, 190

        Wang, M., 324

        War Remnants Museum, 173

        Warzel, C., 379–80

        Waterton, Emma, 139, 359; biography, 398

        weaponizing tourism, 307–29; via surveillance, security, and state-building, 325

        Western Development (China), 314–15, 323

        Westgate Mall (Nairobi) attack, 46

        whales, 86

        White, Carmen, 188

        White, Geoffrey, 359

        White, Pamela, 37, 41, 42–43, 45

        With, Richard, 82

        women, 211; and militarization, 219; seen as closer to nature, 14–15, 141. See also gendered touristic securitization in Guatemala; Indigenous women; Maya women; women’s anger; women’s bodies; Yucatec Maya women

        women’s anger, 142, 384–90

        women’s bodies, 14–15, 233–34, 238, 242, 246, 251

        world heritage sites, 4

        “worldings,” 7–8, 23n6

        Wormbs, N, 336

        WOW airline, 117

        Wynter, Sylvia, 299

        xenophobia, 378–79

        Xianjiang: growth of security forces in, 320–23; Han population, 323–24; new theme park in, 324–25; technology and surveillance infrastructures, 319–23; tourism and security in, 320–23

        Xi Jinping, 325; proposes Belt and Road Initiative, 315

        Xinjiang region, 260; described, 308; geopolitics of tourism and terrorism, 312–13; homestays developed in, 309; as hub of Belt and Road Initiative, 308; human infrastructure and state building, 323–24; “Internet police” in, 322; migration to, 323; social media used by security, 322; tour guides in, 309–12; tourism in, 309–12

        Xinjiang Work Forums, 314

        Yar Beshi, 317

        Yeampierre, Elizabeth, 293–94

        Yggdrasil, 118

        Ying-jeou, Ming, 60

        Yuan, Z., 316

        Yucatán tourism: and division of labor, 234–35; focus on experiential authenticity, 241–42; historical development of marketing approaches, 236–42; images of Indigenous people in, 236–42; luxury hacienda tourism, 246–47; state-run tourism models, 19

        Yucatec Maya women, 234–35, 238–44; on tour, 231–51; as work force, 231. See also Maya women

        Yunnan, 309, 311, 340

        Zakir, Shohrat, 309

        Zenz, Adrian, 321–22

        Zhongkun Investment Group, 316–17

      

    
  OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig11-01.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig15-02.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig4-01.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig15-01.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig14-04.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig14-03.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig14-02.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig14-01.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig10-02.jpg
Sk

mexicars





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig10-01.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig10-04.jpg
| 4441 TRANS WORLD A





OEBPS/images/ku_mark_RGB_black.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig10-03.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig7-02.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig7-01.jpg
i
ok

in g i
bl oo






OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig10-06.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig10-05.jpg





OEBPS/images/by-nc-nd.jpg
:
{2





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig13-02.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig13-01.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig6-03.jpg





OEBPS/images/UAP_PRINT_typesetting_GRAY.jpg
THE UNIVERSITY OF
ARIZONA PRESS

TUCSON





OEBPS/toc.xhtml

    
      Contents


      
        		
          Cover
        



        		
          Title Page
        



        		
          Copyright Page
        



        		
          Dedication
        



        		
          Contents
        



        		
          Acknowledgments
        



        		
          Introduction: Tourism Geopolitics
        



        		
          Part I. Geopolitical Imaginaries of Tourism
          
            		
              1. Tourism and the Nature of Geopolitics in Tanzania’s Maasai Steppe, 1997–2017
            



            		
              2. Tourism and the Production of State Territory: The Case of Taiwan and China
            



            		
              3. Polar Expressed: Resources of Extraction, Mobility, and Science in the High Arctic
            



            		
              4. Tourism in National Arctic Strategies: A Perspective on the Tourism-Geopolitics Nexus
            



            		
              5. Geysers, Game of Thrones, and Geopolitics: Iceland as a Zone of Strategic Tourism
            


          


        



        		
          Part II. Geopolitical Affects of Tourism
          
            		
              6. Naval-Gazing: The Popular Geopolitics of Affect and Maritime Heritage
            



            		
              7. Troubling Self and Other at the Hanoi Hilton: Recasting Geopolitical Identity in Tourism
            



            		
              8. Tourism Otherwise? The Touristic Mobilities of South-South Travel
            



            		
              9. Gendered Touristic Security: The Case of Guatemala
            



            		
              10. Guardians of Tradition: The Affective and Popular Geopolitics of Yucatec Maya Women on Tour
            


          


        



        		
          Part III. Geopolitical Infrastructures of Tourism
          
            		
              11. Sticky Infrastructures: Security, Humanitarianism, Tourism, and Migration on Kos
            



            		
              12. The Geopolitics of Offshore Infrastructure-Space: Remediating Military Bases, Tourist Resorts, and Alternative Island Futures
            



            		
              13. Weaponizing Tourism: Infrastructure and Homestays at the Crossroads of China’s Belt and Road Initiative in Kashgar
            



            		
              14. Environing the Tourism Frontier: Infrastructure, Nature, and the State in China’s Dulong Valley
            



            		
              15.	Gateway Geopolitics: Assembling Infrastructure, Policies, and Tourism in Hobart and Australian Antarctic Territory/East Antarctica
            


          
          


        


       
        		
          Conclusion: COVID-19 and the Geopolitical End of Tourism
        


       
        		
          Afterword: On the Rage of Women from Small Places
        


        
        		
          Contributors
        



        		
          Index
        


      


    
    
    
      Guide


      
        
          
          		
            Cover
          


        
          
          		
            Title Page
          


        
          
          		
            Copyright Page
          


        
          
          		
            Contents
          


        
      


    
    
    
    
      
        
        		
          i
        


        
        		
          ii
        


        
        		
          iii
        


        
        		
          iv
        


        
        		
          v
        


        
        		
          vi
        


        
        		
          vii
        


        
        		
          viii
        


        
        		
          ix
        


        
        		
          x
        


        
        		
          xi
        


        
        		
          xii
        


        
        		
          xiii
        


        
        		
          xiv
        


        
        		
          1
        


        
        		
          2
        


        
        		
          3
        


        
        		
          4
        


        
        		
          5
        


        
        		
          6
        


        
        		
          7
        


        
        		
          8
        


        
        		
          9
        


        
        		
          10
        


        
        		
          11
        


        
        		
          12
        


        
        		
          13
        


        
        		
          14
        


        
        		
          15
        


        
        		
          16
        


        
        		
          17
        


        
        		
          18
        


        
        		
          19
        


        
        		
          20
        


        
        		
          21
        


        
        		
          22
        


        
        		
          23
        


        
        		
          24
        


        
        		
          25
        


        
        		
          26
        


        
        		
          27
        


        
        		
          28
        


        
        		
          29
        


        
        		
          30
        


        
        		
          31
        


        
        		
          32
        


        
        		
          33
        


        
        		
          34
        


        
        		
          35
        


        
        		
          36
        


        
        		
          37
        


        
        		
          38
        


        
        		
          39
        


        
        		
          40
        


        
        		
          41
        


        
        		
          42
        


        
        		
          43
        


        
        		
          44
        


        
        		
          45
        


        
        		
          46
        


        
        		
          47
        


        
        		
          48
        


        
        		
          49
        


        
        		
          50
        


        
        		
          51
        


        
        		
          52
        


        
        		
          53
        


        
        		
          54
        


        
        		
          55
        


        
        		
          56
        


        
        		
          57
        


        
        		
          58
        


        
        		
          59
        


        
        		
          60
        


        
        		
          61
        


        
        		
          62
        


        
        		
          63
        


        
        		
          64
        


        
        		
          65
        


        
        		
          66
        


        
        		
          67
        


        
        		
          68
        


        
        		
          69
        


        
        		
          70
        


        
        		
          71
        


        
        		
          72
        


        
        		
          73
        


        
        		
          74
        


        
        		
          75
        


        
        		
          76
        


        
        		
          77
        


        
        		
          78
        


        
        		
          79
        


        
        		
          80
        


        
        		
          81
        


        
        		
          82
        


        
        		
          83
        


        
        		
          84
        


        
        		
          85
        


        
        		
          86
        


        
        		
          87
        


        
        		
          88
        


        
        		
          89
        


        
        		
          90
        


        
        		
          91
        


        
        		
          92
        


        
        		
          93
        


        
        		
          94
        


        
        		
          95
        


        
        		
          96
        


        
        		
          97
        


        
        		
          98
        


        
        		
          99
        


        
        		
          100
        


        
        		
          101
        


        
        		
          102
        


        
        		
          104
        


        
        		
          103
        


        
        		
          105
        


        
        		
          106
        


        
        		
          107
        


        
        		
          108
        


        
        		
          109
        


        
        		
          110
        


        
        		
          111
        


        
        		
          112
        


        
        		
          113
        


        
        		
          114
        


        
        		
          115
        


        
        		
          116
        


        
        		
          117
        


        
        		
          118
        


        
        		
          119
        


        
        		
          120
        


        
        		
          121
        


        
        		
          122
        


        
        		
          123
        


        
        		
          124
        


        
        		
          125
        


        
        		
          126
        


        
        		
          127
        


        
        		
          128
        


        
        		
          129
        


        
        		
          130
        


        
        		
          131
        


        
        		
          132
        


        
        		
          133
        


        
        		
          134
        


        
        		
          135
        


        
        		
          136
        


        
        		
          137
        


        
        		
          138
        


        
        		
          139
        


        
        		
          140
        


        
        		
          141
        


        
        		
          142
        


        
        		
          143
        


        
        		
          144
        


        
        		
          145
        


        
        		
          146
        


        
        		
          147
        


        
        		
          148
        


        
        		
          149
        


        
        		
          150
        


        
        		
          151
        


        
        		
          152
        


        
        		
          153
        


        
        		
          154
        


        
        		
          155
        


        
        		
          156
        


        
        		
          157
        


        
        		
          158
        


        
        		
          159
        


        
        		
          160
        


        
        		
          161
        


        
        		
          162
        


        
        		
          163
        


        
        		
          164
        


        
        		
          165
        


        
        		
          166
        


        
        		
          167
        


        
        		
          168
        


        
        		
          169
        


        
        		
          170
        


        
        		
          171
        


        
        		
          172
        


        
        		
          173
        


        
        		
          174
        


        
        		
          175
        


        
        		
          177
        


        
        		
          176
        


        
        		
          179
        


        
        		
          178
        


        
        		
          180
        


        
        		
          181
        


        
        		
          182
        


        
        		
          183
        


        
        		
          184
        


        
        		
          185
        


        
        		
          186
        


        
        		
          187
        


        
        		
          188
        


        
        		
          189
        


        
        		
          190
        


        
        		
          191
        


        
        		
          192
        


        
        		
          193
        


        
        		
          194
        


        
        		
          195
        


        
        		
          196
        


        
        		
          197
        


        
        		
          198
        


        
        		
          199
        


        
        		
          200
        


        
        		
          201
        


        
        		
          202
        


        
        		
          203
        


        
        		
          204
        


        
        		
          205
        


        
        		
          206
        


        
        		
          207
        


        
        		
          208
        


        
        		
          209
        


        
        		
          210
        


        
        		
          211
        


        
        		
          212
        


        
        		
          213
        


        
        		
          214
        


        
        		
          215
        


        
        		
          216
        


        
        		
          217
        


        
        		
          218
        


        
        		
          219
        


        
        		
          220
        


        
        		
          221
        


        
        		
          222
        


        
        		
          223
        


        
        		
          224
        


        
        		
          225
        


        
        		
          226
        


        
        		
          227
        


        
        		
          228
        


        
        		
          229
        


        
        		
          230
        


        
        		
          231
        


        
        		
          232
        


        
        		
          233
        


        
        		
          234
        


        
        		
          235
        


        
        		
          236
        


        
        		
          237
        


        
        		
          238
        


        
        		
          239
        


        
        		
          240
        


        
        		
          241
        


        
        		
          242
        


        
        		
          243
        


        
        		
          244
        


        
        		
          245
        


        
        		
          246
        


        
        		
          247
        


        
        		
          248
        


        
        		
          249
        


        
        		
          250
        


        
        		
          251
        


        
        		
          252
        


        
        		
          253
        


        
        		
          254
        


        
        		
          255
        


        
        		
          256
        


        
        		
          257
        


        
        		
          258
        


        
        		
          259
        


        
        		
          260
        


        
        		
          261
        


        
        		
          262
        


        
        		
          263
        


        
        		
          264
        


        
        		
          265
        


        
        		
          266
        


        
        		
          267
        


        
        		
          268
        


        
        		
          269
        


        
        		
          270
        


        
        		
          271
        


        
        		
          272
        


        
        		
          273
        


        
        		
          274
        


        
        		
          275
        


        
        		
          276
        


        
        		
          277
        


        
        		
          278
        


        
        		
          279
        


        
        		
          280
        


        
        		
          281
        


        
        		
          282
        


        
        		
          283
        


        
        		
          284
        


        
        		
          285
        


        
        		
          286
        


        
        		
          287
        


        
        		
          288
        


        
        		
          289
        


        
        		
          290
        


        
        		
          291
        


        
        		
          292
        


        
        		
          293
        


        
        		
          294
        


        
        		
          295
        


        
        		
          296
        


        
        		
          297
        


        
        		
          298
        


        
        		
          299
        


        
        		
          300
        


        
        		
          301
        


        
        		
          302
        


        
        		
          303
        


        
        		
          304
        


        
        		
          305
        


        
        		
          306
        


        
        		
          307
        


        
        		
          308
        


        
        		
          309
        


        
        		
          310
        


        
        		
          311
        


        
        		
          312
        


        
        		
          313
        


        
        		
          314
        


        
        		
          315
        


        
        		
          316
        


        
        		
          317
        


        
        		
          318
        


        
        		
          319
        


        
        		
          320
        


        
        		
          321
        


        
        		
          322
        


        
        		
          323
        


        
        		
          324
        


        
        		
          325
        


        
        		
          326
        


        
        		
          327
        


        
        		
          328
        


        
        		
          329
        


        
        		
          330
        


        
        		
          331
        


        
        		
          332
        


        
        		
          333
        


        
        		
          334
        


        
        		
          335
        


        
        		
          336
        


        
        		
          337
        


        
        		
          338
        


        
        		
          339
        


        
        		
          340
        


        
        		
          341
        


        
        		
          342
        


        
        		
          343
        


        
        		
          344
        


        
        		
          345
        


        
        		
          346
        


        
        		
          347
        


        
        		
          348
        


        
        		
          349
        


        
        		
          350
        


        
        		
          351
        


        
        		
          352
        


        
        		
          353
        


        
        		
          354
        


        
        		
          355
        


        
        		
          356
        


        
        		
          357
        


        
        		
          358
        


        
        		
          359
        


        
        		
          360
        


        
        		
          361
        


        
        		
          362
        


        
        		
          364
        


        
        		
          363
        


        
        		
          365
        


        
        		
          366
        


        
        		
          367
        


        
        		
          368
        


        
        		
          369
        


        
        		
          370
        


        
        		
          371
        


        
        		
          372
        


        
        		
          373
        


        
        		
          374
        


        
        		
          375
        


        
        		
          376
        


        
        		
          377
        


        
        		
          378
        


        
        		
          379
        


        
        		
          380
        


        
        		
          381
        


        
        		
          382
        


        
        		
          383
        


        
        		
          384
        


        
        		
          385
        


        
        		
          386
        


        
        		
          387
        


        
        		
          388
        


        
        		
          389
        


        
        		
          390
        


        
        		
          391
        


        
        		
          392
        


        
        		
          393
        


        
        		
          394
        


        
        		
          395
        


        
        		
          396
        


        
        		
          397
        


        
        		
          398
        


        
        		
          399
        


        
        		
          400
        


        
        		
          401
        


        
        		
          402
        


        
        		
          403
        


        
        		
          404
        


        
        		
          405
        


        
        		
          406
        


        
        		
          407
        


        
        		
          408
        


        
        		
          409
        


        
        		
          410
        


        
        		
          411
        


        
        		
          412
        


        
      


    
    
  

OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig6-02.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig6-04.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig6-01.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig5-01.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_Fig5-02.jpg





OEBPS/images/Mostafanezhad_cover.jpg





