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Formosa Betrayed is a detailed, impassioned account of Chinese Nationalist (KMT) misrule that
remains the most important English-language book ever written about Taiwan.Author George H.
Kerr lived in Taiwan in the late 1930s, when the island was a colony of Japan. During the war, he
worked for the U.S. Navy as a Taiwan expert. From 1945 to 1947, Kerr served as vice consul of
the U.S. diplomatic mission in Taipei, where he was an eyewitness to the February 28 Massacre
and the subsequent mass arrests and executions.As well as chronicling KMT repression during
the early years of the White Terror, Kerr documents widespread corruption, showing how the
island was systematically looted. The “betrayed” in the title refers not only to the crushing
disappointment Taiwanese felt when they realized KMT rule was worse than that of the
Japanese but also to the culpability of the American government. The United States was in large
part responsible for handing Taiwan over to the Nationalists and helping them maintain their grip
on power.Formosa Betrayed has served as a foundational text for generations of Taiwanese
democracy and independence activists. It had an explosive effect among overseas Taiwanese
students; for many, the book was their first encounter in print with their country’s dark, forbidden
history. A 1974 Chinese-language translation increased its impact still more. It is a powerful
classic that has withstood the test of time, a must-read book that will change the way you look at
Taiwan.In this definitive edition Kerr scholar Jonathan Benda has added a detailed, thoroughly-
researched introduction as well as a biographical sketch of the author.



FORMOSA BETRAYEDAlso from Camphor Press:Formosa Calling, by Allan J. ShackletonA Pail
of Oysters, by Vern SneiderA Taste of Freedom, by Peng Ming-minPublished by Camphor Press
Ltd83 Ducie Street, Manchester, M1 2JQUnited KingdomFirst edition published in 1965 by
Houghton Mifflin.Copyright © 1997 Taiwan Publishing Co.All rights reserved. This book or any
portion thereof may not be reproduced or used in any manner whatsoever without the express
written permission of the publisher except for the use of brief quotations in a book review. Third
edition published by Camphor Press in 2018.978-1-78869-157-4The moral right of the author
has been asserted.Republished with the kind permission of the Taiwan Publishing Co.Formosa
BetrayedGeorge H. KerrFOR MY FORMOSAN FRIENDS …remembering the March Affair,
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OverThe Surrender on Formosa, 1945Americans in UniformA Government of MerchantsChen
Yi’s “Necessary State Socialism”Unwelcome WitnessesThe UNRRA-CNRRA StoryPart Three:
Crisis and AftermathThe Formosans’ Story: A Year of DisenchantmentThe Search for
RecognitionOn the Eve of DisasterThe February Incident, 1947Town Meetings, American
StyleThe March MassacreThe AftermathThe “Reform Administration”The Retreat to
FormosaPart Four: Formosa becomes “Free China”Turning PointFormosa’s “Republican
Decade”Behind the Reform FacadeTwo Chinas?Free FormosaAppendicesThe Thirty-two
DemandsDr. K. C. Wu’s Views on the Police State and General Chiang Ching-
kuoNotesFORMOSA BETRAYEDIntroduction to the 2018 EditionJONATHAN
BENDANORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITYWHILE George H. Kerr might have viewed his 1965
book, Formosa Betrayed, as a weapon against Chinese Nationalist (Kuomintang) rule in Taiwan,
he probably would not have anticipated that in 2014 a Mandarin translation of the book would
become, in the hands of eighteen-year-old Yen Ming-wei (   ), a projectile aimed at then-
president Ma Ying-jeou of the Kuomintang (KMT). After throwing the book at Ma, Yen was
quickly tackled by security agents, but the symbolism of the title of Kerr’s book was not lost on
the media. Later photographs of Yen depicted him holding a recently published Mandarin
version of Formosa Betrayed, a new translation released on the anniversary of the February 28,
1947 Incident (228), the massacre that motivated Kerr’s authorship of the book.For readers
unfamiliar with the 228 Incident, the above narrative probably raises many questions: What was
228? What was Kerr’s role in the events of February 28, 1947? If Kerr was deeply affected by
those events, why did he wait nearly two decades to write about them? What was symbolic
about Yen throwing a copy of the book at the Taiwanese president almost seventy years after
228? What hold does the book have on Taiwan that it would be translated twice, the second time
nearly half a century after the English original was released?The heart of Kerr’s book is an event
called the February 28, 1947 Incident, or 228, which marked a turning point in the history of post-
World War II Taiwan and arguably in the relationship between Taiwan and the United States. Two-
two-eight marked the culmination of increasing discontent by the Taiwanese people at the



corruption of the KMT government that had taken over the island upon the surrender of the
Japanese in 1945. (Prior to 1945, Taiwan was a Japanese colony for fifty years.) In response to
the abuse of a street cigarette vendor by Tobacco and Alcohol Monopoly officers, a crowd had
gathered in protest and one member of the crowd ended up being shot by the police. During the
next few days, in response to increasing and sometimes violent protests against the
government, the KMT-appointed governor, Chen Yi, promised reforms while at the same time
cabling the KMT government in Nanjing for military support. The support came on March 8 in the
form of troops that killed perhaps more than ten thousand civilians. By the time Chiang Kai-shek
retreated to Taiwan in 1949, the island was under martial law and public discussion about 228
was outlawed, aside from the government’s characterization of the event as a Communist- and
Japanese-inspired insurrection.George Kerr was present in Taiwan from the end of World War II
until shortly after 228. He had been a teacher in Taiwan for about three years during the
Japanese colonial period; and during the war he served as a “Formosa expert” with the
Department of War and the Naval School of Military Government and Administration, helping the
U.S. plan for Taiwan’s possible place in the battle against the Japanese. After the war he went to
Taiwan as an assistant naval attaché, arriving with Chen Yi in October 1945. He became a vice
consul in the U.S. consulate in Taipei in 1946. He left Taipei after the 228 Incident, first going to
Nanjing, the capital of the Republic of China, in March 1947, and then returning to the United
States in May. As a result of his experiences in Taiwan, he was very sympathetic toward the
cause of the Taiwanese and wanted to write something that would persuade the U.S.
government or the United Nations to take Taiwan as a protectorate instead of turning the island
over to the Kuomintang, which he viewed as a hopelessly corrupt violator of Taiwanese human
rights. As he describes in his book, he was also profoundly disappointed in the U.S. response to
KMT corruption in Taiwan and in its reaction to what he called the “March Massacres.” In May
1947, he began writing a book about Taiwan under the auspices of the Institute of Pacific
Relations, an international scholarly and policy organization that issued Far Eastern Survey, in
which Kerr had published articles about the March massacres.That first manuscript was never
published, however, and Kerr later wrote that it was silenced due to the influence of
McCarthyism. In the mid-1960s, he had an opportunity to try to publish his book again. At that
point, many in the United States and Taiwan were concerned about Chiang Kai-shek’s health
and were worried that power would be turned over to his son, Chiang Ching-kuo, who was seen
as likely to come to an agreement with the Communists and turn Taiwan over to China. Kerr
decided to try to persuade the U.S. government to rethink its policy toward the KMT regime in
Taiwan.Kerr’s arguments for the importance of his book are expressed in his responses to an
author questionnaire sent to him by Houghton Mifflin in 1965. In answer to questions about the
book’s potential market, Kerr argues that “Washington is moving blindly into this crisis situation;
if it comes how can it be handled without background information to illumine the local issues
which Washington has chosen to ignore?” Later in the same document Kerr describes his
audience as consisting of “the academic world — political science and contemporary history —



and the world of journalists concerned with current affairs in Asia.” Significantly, he also briefly
discusses the potential market for a Japanese translation of the book, since Taiwan had been a
colony of Japan for fifty years. Also significantly, he does not allude to a possible Chinese-
language translation of the book. From what I have found, at this point he did not seem to
consider it a priority (or even a possibility) for a Mandarin translation to be published.To
emphasize the importance of his topic to an American audience, Kerr argues that he had “long
been convinced that Washington’s failure to recognize the importance of Formosa’s position on
the Western Pacific frontier, and the incredible emotional involvement of the American people
with an idealized China have combined to draw us into our present dangerous commitment to
support the Nationalist Chinese refugee regime on Formosa rather than the Formosan people
themselves.” This reveals two important aspects of Kerr’s argument for his book’s significance:
first, his emphasis on the need for Americans to realize the importance of Taiwan; and, second,
his critique of the emotionalism of Americans’ support for “an idealized China” — specifically, as
he notes in the book itself, for the image of China as an ideal mission field, led by the “Christian”
Chiangs. Kerr proposes to counter this emotional attachment to “Free China” with a report that
contained important “background information” that Americans needed to know.Getting Formosa
Betrayed PublishedKerr faced pressures not to publish — not only from the Cold War political
atmosphere but also from his own traumatic memories of 228. As alluded to earlier, Kerr claimed
that his first attempt to publish a book about 228 failed when the State Department frowned on
the project. In a letter to Linda Glick of Houghton Mifflin, dated July 5, 1965, Kerr wrote thatin
1947–48 I prepared an account of the Formosan affair for the Institute of Pacific Relations which
Little, Brown & Co. were proposing to bring out. A prolonged silence followed which I was not
able to penetrate until I discovered that the MS had been sent to the State Department and was
there, of course, objected to, for I advocated intervention before Chiang K-S should move to
Formosa and entrench himself. By 1950 it was too late; McCarthy was rising, and by the time I
had retrieved my MS (not without difficulty) it was not possible to get a hearing.In a letter to
journalists Tillman and Peggy Durdin, Kerr blamed the Institute of Pacific Relations (IPR) for
passing the manuscript on to the State Department: “This was the curse of the IPR; they loved
intrigue, loved the idea that they were world-movers behind the scenes.” (Around this time, the
IPR was itself investigated — some would say persecuted — for its alleged ties to international
Communism.)Even after he had secured a publishing contract with Houghton Mifflin in 1964,
Kerr was worried that the book would be suppressed. In a letter to Paul Brooks, the editor-in-
chief of Houghton Mifflin, dated December 2, 1964, Kerr noted that he was concerned about the
fate of Ross Y. Koen’s book The China Lobby in American Politics, which Macmillan was
supposed to publish in 1960 but which was suppressed after complaints by the KMT.Kerr’s
concerns for his book’s publication also appear to have been motivated at least partially by a
desire for some vindication for himself. As he tells Houghton Mifflin’s publicity director Anne Ford
in a letter dated May 6, 1965:In the McCarthy Era I was pursued mercilessly by characters eager
to destroy any critic of the Chiangs. There were incidents which are hard to forget and forgive



when some of the confessed ex-Commies set out to prove how anti-Communist they were by
attacking and smearing all of us who tried to warn of the dangers of a prolonged and
unshakeable commitment to the Chiangs. I had my share of it. I rather suspect the one or two
favorable reviews may help me restore my equilibrium on the subject.The above quote suggests
that Kerr had a somewhat conflicted relationship with his manuscript. He appears to have been
eager to see it published and see an audience; but at the same time one can sense a feeling of
uneasiness about what might happen to the book — and to Kerr himself — after Formosa
Betrayed was published. Mark Mancall, who at the time was a Harvard doctoral student under
John King Fairbank, visited Kerr in Hawaii to attempt to secure a copy of the manuscript to show
to Fairbank. Mancall tried to persuade Kerr to publish the manuscript, even telling him in a letter
not to worry about finding a publisher; but he found Kerr to be hesitant about trying. (In an
interview he said that Kerr “dithered.”) Furthermore, Kerr was evidently traumatized by 228, and
his hesitance might also have resulted from a reluctance to face again the ghosts of those
events. During Mancall’s visit, Kerr related vivid memories of his feelings of helplessness as he
watched Taiwanese try to run onto the grounds of the U.S. consulate in Taipei for shelter, only to
be stopped by the consulate guards. When Fairbank wrote to Houghton Mifflin editor Paul
Brooks to recommend the manuscript, he suggested that Kerr had had difficulty “bring[ing]
himself to the point where he could write an account” of 228. And in a letter to Anne Ford Kerr
himself wrote that he was haunted by “exceedingly unpleasant memories — including scenes of
massacre and the loss of friends who turned to us for help and had to be — or at least were —
turned away.”* * *One of the earliest titles of the book that eventually became known as Formosa
Betrayed was Seeds of Rebellion: Formosa under Kuomintang Rule, 1945–1947. Evidently it
was meant to focus specifically on the events leading up to the 228 Incident. Later, however,
Kerr was at work on a book with another name: The Development of Modern Formosa. In
December 1949, Pacific Affairs, a publication of the Institute of Pacific Relations, described the
book as an IPR project, calling it an “extensive report, with particular emphasis on wartime and
postwar developments, [that] has now been completed and is scheduled for publication under
the auspices of the IPR International Secretariat early in 1950.” A 1951 article in the same
journal mentions that the book was supposed to come out in 1952, though for reasons already
discussed, it never did.After Kerr picked up the manuscript again in 1958, it went through several
title changes. Nowadays Formosa Betrayed sounds perfect (even inspiring the name of a 2009
movie), but Kerr was unsure what to call the book. At one point it was called The Formosa Affair:
Unfinished Business; but evidently that title was considered a bit dull. Since Kerr was working
with a commercial publisher, Houghton Mifflin, the title had to be a bit more eye-catching, though
Kerr rejected The Formosa Tragedy for being too “sensationalistic.” Ironically, Formosa Betrayed
(one is always tempted to put an exclamation point at the end) is arguably even more dramatic,
and Kerr had mixed feelings about that title. When Kerr received a copy of the first printing, he
was horrified by the dust jacket, which depicted an orange dagger piercing the white “M” of the
word “FORMOSA.” Noting that “the title itself is quite sensational enough,” he complained about



the “cheap and tawdry look” of the cover, which he said made the book look like “a cloak-and-
dagger thriller.” A few weeks later, he wrote to Houghton Mifflin, commenting that his “loud
shrieks concerning the dust-jacket of Formosa Betrayed have now dropped to a murmur” and
suggesting that despite his misgivings, he had confidence that the publishers had “employed
droves of motivational psychologists who know what’s what.” One critical review of the book
evidently agreed with Kerr’s assessment of the cover, writing, “As one might surmise from the
title, the book expounds the fatuous proposition that the return of Formosa … to Nationalist
China at the close of World War II was a betrayal of the island and its people. To make sure you
don’t miss the point, the book’s dust jacket features a luridly colored dagger piercing the word
‘Formosa….’”Other reviews, critical or not, tended to be more judicious and even-tempered.
Some reviews were fairly positive, though many still noted the emotional and partisan character
of the book. Robert Trumbull’s review in the New York Times, for example, while calling Formosa
Betrayed Kerr’s “angry report on Nationalist Chinese rule,” concluded that “tourists going to
Formosa would be well advised to read the book first, and be sure to leave it behind,”
presumably because trying to bring the book into Taiwan would have caused them trouble. A
review by John Hughes for the Christian Science Monitor warned that Formosa Betrayed “is not
an objective book.” However, he went on to argue, “Partisan though it may be, this is a book well
worth reading. For it is particularly timely. It comes at the beginning of a year which may see a
decisive turn at the United Nations on the China question.” The Economist called Kerr “an
insistent advocate” who “rambles, repeats himself and tends to view all contemporary history
strictly in terms of Formosa. He needs editing. But if Mr Kerr is not a historian, his book is even
more valuable as the raw material of history — a unique record of the period when China and
America together created the Formosa problem.” Kerr, the reviewer concluded, “is used to being
a Cassandra. Is it too much to hope that this time some statesmen will not be Trojans?”A review
by Don O. Noel, Jr., in the Hartford Times, was less enthusiastic about Kerr’s book, arguing that
although it was “one which any serious student of American Far Eastern policy should read ... it
is too far removed to stand the test of rigorous thought and criticism in the context of 1966.”
Noel’s perspective is echoed in several other reviews, like that of C.P. FitzGerald, who wonders
what could be done in 1966 about the situation or whether pressuring Chiang “to yield power to
a native government” would have worked, or whether it would have led to the Kuomintang giving
up Taiwan to the People’s Republic of China. For those critics, whatever the cruelties of the past,
the current conditions in 1966 Taiwan did not call for a kind of reassessment of policy that would
involve reaching out to Taiwanese who were dissatisfied with the Chiang regime.Lest Kerr’s
intentions be misunderstood and his book therefore dismissed as a failed attempt at a detached
treatment of Taiwan’s situation, it should be noted that Kerr himself rejected the need to write a
book that would give equal weight to the perspectives of “both” sides (the pro-KMT perspective
was already very well supported by the China lobby, in his view). In a letter he sent to journalists
Tillman and Peggy Durdin in the summer of 1964, Kerr described himself as “fed to the teeth
with ‘objectivity’ which boils down to mushy sentiment on one side (‘soothing barbarians’) or to



wishful efforts to by-pass a most difficult problem.” Kerr was aware, at least in retrospect, that
Formosa Betrayed was an “angry” book but was clearly determined that his book motivate
readers to action on behalf of the Taiwanese.Backlash against Formosa Betrayed and George
KerrAs Kerr had predicted, pro-KMT backlash against Formosa Betrayed was swift. The stinging
review by Roy E. James quoted above was reprinted in the Free China Weekly, a publication of
the ROC’s Government Information Office. In the review, James quotes a letter to the New York
Times written by Thomas Liao, the former president of the Republic of Taiwan in exile. After 228,
Liao had escaped to Japan, returning to Taiwan in 1965 in a propaganda coup for the KMT. In
his letter, Liao observed that Kerr did not speak or read Chinese and argued that his book was
“too biased and emotion-ridden to merit serious consideration.” Like pro-KMT critics of the book,
Liao focused on “the miraculous transformation of Taiwan, from an agricultural land to the
threshold of an industrial society” as evidence that the government had improved the lives of its
people and was not deserving of condemnation. Other critics pointed to errors in the book, such
as Kerr’s claim about Gan Kin-en’s death (see Chapter XIV). An advertisement placed in the
Columbia Daily Spectator and other campus newspapers by the Federation of Chinese Student
and Alumni Associations in the USA focuses on this mistake, quoting an evidently living
Gan:Writing from Taipei on March 14, 1966, Gan said by way of correction: “I was not seized by
the Government forces in that incident. I certainly was not killed, as I am still very much alive. As
to my mining interests, they have been developing steadily in the past twenty years as result of
the Government’s policy of encouragement to private enterprise on the island.” We share Mr.
Gan’s evaluation that “if it was so inaccurate about what happened to me, I believe there must be
many distortions in Kerr’s book.”Kerr, who expected he would be criticized, observed in a letter
to his editor, Paul Brooks, that Liao was likely “writing — and living — with a gun in his ribs.”
Referring to his long relationship with Liao, he added, “His letters to me over 18 years would
make quite a different story.” As for Gan, although the advertisement characterized the mistake
as a “random” example, judging from its repetition in other sources (like James’ review), it was
anything but random.More recently, Formosa Betrayed has been mined by anti-Taiwan
independence forces for misstatements, signs of American imperialism, and evidence of Kerr’s
direct involvement in the anti-government protests that the Nationalist army responded to. In
2009, the 228 Memorial Foundation, which sponsored an investigation to determine the causes
of 228, was accused of bias by several academics, including Chu Hong-yuan (   ) of the
Academia Sinica. According to an article in the Taipei Times, Chu said, “The 228 Incident has
long been manipulated for political purposes and under the eight years of rule by the Democratic
Progressive Party, the truth about the incident has been severely distorted.” The article also
mentions that Chu had claimed “that the 228 Incident was the result of [George] Kerr’s support
for a pro-independence campaign that blackened the Chiang Kai-shek (   ) regime.”Chu is not
the only person to take special interest in Kerr’s role in 228. Others, such as Hwang Chang-chien
(   ) and Wang Cheng-hsiang (   ) have recently written critical accounts about Formosa
Betrayed and about Kerr’s alleged role in 228. Stefan Fleischauer concludes his review of



Hwang’s book by stating that, while seeking alternative explanations of a controversial historical
event like 228 is not bad in itself, Hwang’s work is guilty of “completely ignor[ing] the findings of
the last 20 years of KMT-critical 2-28 research” (110). Fleischauer sees work like that of Hwang
as characterizing “a certain conservative backlash [that] is forming” in some studies of 228.Kerr
himself has become as much a subject of contention as his book has. Biographical sketches of
Kerr often include speculation (often presented as fact) that he was a spy or a CIA agent and
that he was behind 228 in some way, encouraging Taiwanese dissatisfaction with Chen Yi’s
government and instigating “traitorous” petitions to the United States and international
organizations for intervention.Kerr has been fictionalized in a number of places. Most recently,
Kerr appeared briefly in the 2012 graphic novel Liehuo zhong de er-er-ba (       ) by Du Fu-an
(   ). He was also fictionalized as a character in Kyu Eikan’s (   ) autobiographical novel
Dakusuikei (   ), published in Japanese in 1954 and translated into Mandarin in 1995. Kyu’s
version of Kerr, renamed Lloyd White, begins as the narrator’s high school English teacher in
colonial Taiwan; White is said to be closer to the Taiwanese students than to the Japanese
students. Echoing rumors that Kerr was a spy during his time in pre-war Taiwan, the narrator
finds out later that White was actually an American spy sent to Taiwan by the U.S. State
Department. In the end, White is forced to leave Taiwan after 228 because the KMT considers
him to have encouraged the Taiwanese “rebellion.”These two points about the character linked
to Kerr — that he was a spy and that he helped instigate the 228 protests — have frequently
been brought up over the years. The unsubstantiated claim that Kerr was an American spy in
colonial Taiwan seems to have a life among both Taiwan independence advocates and their
opponents. It resurfaced in a 2017 publication by historian Chen Tsui-lien (   ) in which she
quotes both pro-independence sources such as N g Kí-lâm (or Huang Jinan [   ]) and Hong
Jen Wu (   ) and the pro-unification writer Wang Cheng-hsiang to argue that Kerr was sent to
Taiwan before World War II to spy for the United States. Wang, who blames Kerr for 228, claims
in his book that Kerr must have been spying for the OSS in Taiwan during the time he was
teaching there between 1937 and 1940; as others have pointed out, however, the OSS wasn’t
established until 1942. As Lin Pin-hsiu suggests, if Kerr was collecting any information about
Taiwan during his time there, it was probably because of his research interests in Japan, of
which Taiwan was a colony.The Afterlife of Formosa BetrayedIn 1976, Houghton Mifflin granted
Da Capo Press “the sole and exclusive right” for five years to publish an edition of Formosa
Betrayed. Da Capo released the book in an expensive “library edition” that sold for US$35
(roughly US$150 today — about the cost of a volume in the Routledge series on Taiwan). When
Kerr found out, he was livid. In 1982 he wrote to Houghton Mifflin, demanding that the publisher
revert “all rights and interests” in Formosa Betrayed back to him. He appears to have been
dissatisfied with sales of the Da Capo edition.Kerr blamed John King Fairbank for encouraging
Houghton Mifflin to make the deal with Da Capo, arguing that Fairbank’s main reason for wanting
the book published in the first place was to embarrass Chiang Kai-shek. By 1976, Taiwan was
beginning to take a back seat to U.S. overtures to China, and Kerr reasoned that Fairbank no



longer wanted a pro-Taiwan independence book to be so readily available. Taiwan
independence advocates have claimed that the KMT or one of its representatives bought the
copyright from Houghton Mifflin and the publication by Da Capo was basically a suppression of
Formosa Betrayed. These claims, however, are not supported by any evidence and do not
explain why those people would then have allowed the book to be reprinted, albeit in an
expensive edition.The truth is more likely rather mundane: Houghton Mifflin allowed Da Capo to
publish the book in a hardback edition because sales were not strong anyway, and probably
Houghton Mifflin did not plan to reprint the book. According to Su Yao-tsung’s estimates, the
Houghton Mifflin edition sold at least 10,000 copies, but by 1976 it was out of print.* * *Despite
its arguably lukewarm reception among American readers, Formosa Betrayed appears to have
been a hit with pro-independence Taiwanese who were living abroad. Many Taiwanese had
moved to the United States or Japan during this time — some were in graduate school and
some were doing business, many of them exiled due to their pro-independence stance. In a
1966 letter to his editor, Paul Brooks, Kerr concluded, “The Formosans in Japan and the United
States write to me as if I were God — or at least John the Baptist, announcing a new day.” While
Kerr could be accused of arrogance for this remark, he was clearly gratified by some of the
letters he received from expatriate Taiwanese who wrote to thank him for his book. Some of his
correspondents were “professional” Taiwan independence advocates, such as Tung Tai-ming ( 
 ), secretary-general to the president of the Republic of Formosa in Exile (         ), who
wrote from Japan asking Kerr if he planned to publish a Japanese translation of the book. Tung
wrote that “a lot of Formosans should feel obliged” to Kerr. He continued, “Your book has spoken
our agonies most effectively and that to the point. We only regret our own poor ability in failing to
do what you have done for us.” Other writers also thanked Kerr and asked him to continue to
represent Taiwanese interests. For example, Lim Chung-tai, who characterized himself as “a
betrayed Formosan,” asked Kerr to “[w]rite more for us; speak more for us. Our people, young or
old, abroad or at home, will be always grateful to you.” The anonymous sender of a Christmas
card wrote that Kerr’s “contribution to Formosans will be remembered forever.”When Kerr was
marketing the book to Houghton Mifflin, he seemed to have anticipated a Japanese translation
but didn’t mention the possibility of a Mandarin translation. This might have been because of his
assumption that such a book would be banned in Taiwan. Shortly after Formosa Betrayed was
published, Taiwanese activists in Japan and the United States approached Kerr about the
possibility of having it translated into Japanese and Mandarin. Unfortunately for Kerr, the plan to
publish a Japanese translation floundered due to an inability to find a publisher. (It was finally
published in 2006.) A Mandarin translation, however, was published in 1973 in Tokyo and New
York. The main translator of that Chinese-language edition, Ron Chen (   ), notes in his
introduction that the translation work took six and a half years. The work of translation was
divided up among several Taiwanese graduate students living in the United States. It was a
dangerous task — if the student spies that the KMT had operating on campuses around the
country found out about the work, the translators could have lost their passports and their family



members back in Taiwan could have been persecuted. For this reason, Chen does not clearly
name the translators in his introduction. Despite martial law, the book got a reading in Taiwan.
According to the publisher Lim Bun-kim, “Copies of the pages were smuggled in from abroad.
By the 1980s, an abridged Chinese-language version of ‘Formosa Betrayed’ could be found
underground in Taiwan. Tens of thousands of copies of it were sold at anti-KMT political rallies,
Lim recounted.”Chen’s Mandarin translation was legally published in Taiwan in 1991, after
martial law was lifted. An October 2007 article in Taiwan Today discussed the effect of a political
talk show’s introduction of Formosa Betrayed on sales of the Chinese-language translation of
the book. As the article notes, sales picked up substantially after the television program
discussed it in August 2007. According to Su Yao-tsung, this edition has sold over two hundred
thousand copies and has gone through no less than sixteen printings. In 2009, a Hollywood
thriller titled Formosa Betrayed was released. Focusing on events in 1980s martial law Taiwan
rather than on 228, the film was co-produced by Taiwanese-American actor and activist Will Tiao
(himself the son of Taiwanese exiles who had been blacklisted during their graduate student
days).In February 2014, a new Mandarin translation was published. This second translation was
said to have corrected mistakes in Chen’s original and to add supplementary notes and
materials based on historical research that had been conducted since the 1991 edition. The
republication proved timely; in less than a month Taiwan became embroiled in protest as
students organized to demonstrate against a service trade agreement with China that
threatened to draw Taiwan even closer into China’s economic and political orbit. During the
protests, named the Sunflower Student Movement, Taiwan president Ma Ying-jeou was accused
of “selling out” or “betraying” Taiwan, an accusation that echoed the title of Kerr’s book. Copies of
Formosa Betrayed were seen for sale at the protests. And then came the “Yen Ming-wei incident”
in September. In a newspaper article about the event, Yen is quoted as saying, “People have
condemned throwing a book as an act of violence. However, the Ma administration still holds in
its hands the power of state violence.… For me to throw a book is like hitting a stone with an
egg. How can this be an act of violence?”Yen’s frustration with his accusers echoes the feelings
that Taiwanese independence activists have had for years and also echoes the struggles that
they had getting their voices heard. For Taiwanese readers, Kerr’s testimony of their suffering
has been enriched since the end of martial law by stories that the survivors, victims’ families,
and historians are now themselves able to tell about the events of 1947. Published oral histories
and memoirs have replaced fearful whispers to family members; and while some revisionists
have attempted to downplay the events of 1947 or to cast blame on the victims (or even on Kerr
himself) for their involvement in “traitorous” movements against the government, at the very least
these debates can take place in the open, unlike discussion of June 4 in China. It would be an
overstatement to say that George H. Kerr made this possible; but his book did allow Taiwanese
to confront a past that many of them had heard only snippets about. Through his story of how
the United States had failed Taiwan in its time of need, Kerr reminded Taiwanese that, as
translator Ron Chen put it, “If we do not first help ourselves, who will save us?” (        



  )Biography of George H. KerrJONATHAN BENDANORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITYGEORGE
HENRY KERR, the youngest child of Thomas Kerr and Sara Cunningham, was born on
November 7, 1911 in Parkesburg, Pennsylvania. The elder Kerr was born in Wolverhampton,
England, in 1864 and, according to George Kerr’s notes, moved with his parents and younger
brother to New York in 1867. Thomas Kerr graduated from the Auburn Theological Seminary in
New York. He was married twice, having two children by each wife. Sara Cunningham died in
1930, preceding her husband by four years.According to his own description, George Kerr “was
born in the Manse” of the Upper Octorara Church in Parkesburg. Despite this early connection
with the church, he did not appear to maintain a positive view of Christianity later in his life. Kerr,
however, did benefit from his family’s connection with the church in at least one way: when he
was a child missionaries on furlough from work in China and other countries would often visit
their home, allowing him to learn more about the world. In addition, Kerr spent a great deal of
time in his father’s “rather good small library,” reading about Asia. He started undergraduate
studies in Virginia at Richmond College, where he met a Chinese student named Li Sik-pang.
Their friendship led to his academic interest in China. Kerr eventually transferred to Rollins
College in Florida and completed a four-year degree in three years (a fact that he often
mentioned whenever the opportunity arose).After his graduation in 1932, Kerr stayed in Florida
and eventually decided to go to Yenching University in Beijing despite being denied a
scholarship due to his health. On the way to China, however, he stopped in Hawaii and ended up
staying there, studying Chinese and Japanese history at the University of Hawaii, where he
earned his master’s degree. As a result of working with Professor Masamichi Royama, he went
to Japan on a scholarship rather than going to China. He studied there for two years, at the
same time teaching English at Waseda University. The students he met included some from
Taiwan and Okinawa.In the summer of 1937, Kerr moved to Taiwan to replace a friend who had
been teaching in Taipei (then known as Taihoku) but had fallen ill. Although initially he planned to
work there for only six months, he stayed for three years. He taught at the Taihoku College of
Commerce (             Taiwan Sōtokufu Taihoku Kōtō Shōgyō Gakkō) and Taihoku High
School (    Taihoku Kōtō Shōgyō Gakkō). He made friends with many of his students —
particularly with the Taiwanese students, whose fates during the February 28 Incident and
martial law period would affect him greatly. Finding Taiwan to be “both physically beautiful and
culturally of great interest,” he “travelled in every part of Formosa and twice crossed the
mountains from Karenko [Hualien] via the Toroko Gorge to Taichu [Taichung].” He left Taiwan in
1940 to pursue a doctorate at Columbia University. Kerr writes that on his way back to the United
States he “travelled through Korea and Manchuria and spent the summer of 1940 with Chinese
friends in Peking.”Numerous rumors have circulated about Kerr’s first stay in Taiwan, such as
that he was sent there by the U.S. government to spy on the Japanese. Even some respected
historians in Taiwan seem to have been taken in by such speculation. There is no evidence,
however, for such a belief (even a Freedom of Information Act request turned up nothing); and
the evidence given is usually hearsay, historically inaccurate, or both. (Some rumors have Kerr



spying for the CIA ten years before it existed.)At Columbia, Kerr studied Chinese and Japanese
history; but when the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor he offered his services to the Army, the
State Department, and the Navy as “one of the few Americans who knew the island fairly well.”
He became a “Formosa Specialist” for the Army, drafting a “Strategic Survey” of Taiwan in 1942.
In 1943, he was transferred to the Naval Reserve to set up a Formosa Research Unit to produce
materials on Taiwan in order to prepare officers for an expected occupation of the island. As he
reminds us in Formosa Betrayed, that occupation never happened; but he did have the
opportunity to go to Taiwan soon after the war.Although Kerr’s experiences in postwar Taiwan
and his attempts to convince his government to intervene in the island’s human rights crisis are
detailed in Formosa Betrayed, he does not explain why he left the diplomatic service after 228. It
has often been assumed (by scholars such as Lin Hsiao-ting, for instance) that he was driven
out by KMT machinations because of his pro-Taiwanese stance (Lin even described Kerr’s
withdrawal as “disgraceful”). Certainly, the KMT wanted him gone, as did Ralph Blake, the U.S.
consul in Taiwan. In a 1974 letter to historian Jonathan Mirsky, however, Kerr suggests that he
himself made the decision to leave after discovering a memorandum by Blake in the files
“denigrat[ing]” a report Kerr had written in late 1946 predicting a violent crisis. (See chapters VII
and XV for more information.) As Kerr wrote in his letter, when he was asked to return to Taiwan,
he brought up the memo to Ambassador Stuart, “and on resigning the Service, pointed out that
no man of integrity would serve under Blake under those circumstances. Blake knew that if he
needed it, he could summon up that unnumbered Memo, but since it was not entered into our
register of numbered, secret despatches, it could remain lost forever.”After returning to the
United States, Kerr taught at the University of Washington in Seattle but left because of conflicts
with George Edward Taylor, the director of the Far Eastern and Russian Institute, growing out of
Kerr’s anti-Chiang Kai-shek stance. He moved in 1949 to Stanford as a visiting lecturer and then
to the Hoover Institute, where he conducted research and helped establish the Stanford
American Studies Seminars program in Japan. Once again, however, Kerr’s political positions
caused him trouble. As he wrote in a 1982 letter, he was accused of having communist
sympathies as a result of his anti-Chiang stance; when that didn’t stick, he was forced to resign
after being accused of sexual assault on a member of the foreign service — a charge he
vehemently denied. Kerr attributed this accusation to McCarthy-like tactics and to the desire at
Stanford to keep a contract for a government program in which Kerr was participating. Kerr
resigned from the position as assistant coordinator of the University of the Philippines–Stanford
University contract. (The coordinator of the program, of course, expressed “regret” at Kerr’s
decision; but a letter from the director of the security division of the International Cooperation
Administration to the director of the Hoover Institute assured him that “no further action will be
initiated by ICA in this matter,” supporting the contention that Kerr’s resignation was not
voluntary.)Despite such accusations growing from his adversarial relationship with Chiang
supporters, and despite having never finished his doctoral studies, Kerr was able to continue to
work in academia (and in cooperation with the U.S. government) and make a reputation for



himself in the field of East Asian studies. Besides Formosa Betrayed, probably his most famous
book is Okinawa: The History of an Island People, which was published in 1958 by Charles
Tuttle and is still in print. With this book in particular, Kerr “put Okinawa on the historiographical
map of the Anglophone world.” The work for this book grew out of field research Kerr conducted
in the 1950s in association with the Army and the Pacific Science Board of the National
Academy of Sciences. Perhaps part of the reason that he was able to write more quickly about
Okinawa than about Taiwan was his greater detachment from the subject. In an interview, Mark
Mancall described Kerr as feeling “caught psychologically” between his deep sense of loyalty to
the United States and what he had witnessed in Taiwan. Mancall speculated that this feeling
“impelled” Kerr to study Okinawa so that the United States wouldn’t repeat its mistakes.Kerr
frequently returned to Japan after 1958, doing more fieldwork, for example in the Ryukyus in
1960–1963. Some of these trips were sponsored by the National Science Foundation, the
Pacific Science Board, and the Rockefeller Foundation. Later trips, after Kerr was no longer
associated with any institute, were often “sponsored” by Taiwanese exiles or Japanese
friends.After resigning from Stanford in 1956, Kerr left the U.S. mainland for Hawaii. In 1959 he
began working at the Honolulu Academy of Arts (now known as the Honolulu Museum of Arts)
but had to resign in 1964. According to Kerr, he was expected to work on a revision of a
manuscript about Japanese arts and social traditions that he had started before the war; but
between his work on Formosa Betrayed and his research on the Ryukyus, he never got around
to it, prompting another forced resignation, which was in effect his retirement. The Honolulu
Academy of Arts was his last institution of employment.Kerr lived most of the rest of his life in
Hawaii, although he traveled frequently to the mainland (San Francisco in particular) and to Asia,
among other places. He never returned to Taiwan, but he maintained close relationships with
Taiwanese — particularly with the Taiwanese exile community in the United States. At times he
was hesitant to associate himself too much with Taiwan independence advocates, partly out of
concern for their safety, but also because he did not want such relationships to hurt his ability to
speak on behalf of Taiwan as an “outsider.” In several letters to Thomas Liao in 1950, for
instance, he gently but firmly rejected Liao’s request for a signature on an affidavit for Liao to
come to the United States. Kerr’s rationale was that he felt that signing could lead officials to
believe that he was “a professional lobbyist for the Formosan Independence Movement,” which
he believed would hurt his chances of being fairly heard on the Taiwan issue. At other times, he
took a mentorship role in relation to the Taiwanese exiles’ independence work. When Peter
Huang (   ) attempted to assassinate ROC Vice Premier Chiang Ching-kuo in New York in
1970, for example, Kerr became involved in discussions regarding Huang’s defense, despite his
profound distaste for “foolhardy” acts like Huang’s. He was concerned about the cost to
Taiwanese exiles of defending Huang, as well as the chance that Huang and his accomplice
would be deported to Taiwan, where, Kerr feared, they would be tortured and executed. He
advised the Taiwanese exile organization, the World United Formosans for Independence
(WUFI), in regards to their retaining of a lawyer, Luis Kutner, to defend Huang. They eventually



followed Kerr’s advice and terminated the expensive contract with Kutner. (Huang pled guilty but
in the end jumped bail and hid from the authorities until 1996, when he returned to Taiwan.)Kerr
also had a conflicted relationship with Peng Ming-min, a famous scholar in Taiwan whose
advocacy of democracy in 1964 led to his arrest and imprisonment. After being released due to
foreign pressure, Peng was put under house arrest and managed to escape Taiwan in 1970. Kerr
had the opportunity of helping Peng write his memoirs, but a clash of personalities damaged
their working relationship, and in the end Peng worked with someone else on his book.In Kerr’s
later years, his lack of a steady income prompted him to sell off several collections of papers,
books, and art that he had acquired over the years. As early as 1970, for instance, he wrote to
Rong Chen (Chen Rongcheng, translator of Formosa Betrayed to Chinese), “I’m offering my
collection to the highest bidder, if the bids are high enough.… I would rather that it went to a
Formosan — a private person or persons — but I simply must get rid of it, and cannot afford to
give it away.” In 1971, Kerr sold the collection of books, pamphlets, manuscripts, maps, and
photographs primarily concerned with Taiwan to Seng-bi Shaw (aka Cheng-mei Shaw    ), a
Taiwanese-American professor of medicine at the University of Washington and translator of
Formosa Betrayed into Japanese. (This collection was acquired by the Taipei 228 Memorial
Museum in 1998.) But despite his financial difficulties, Kerr also donated important parts of his
collection over the years to institutions, such as the University of California, Berkeley; the
Honolulu Academy of Arts; the University of the Ryukyus; and the Okinawa Prefectural
Museum.Toward the end of his life, with his health failing, he attempted to produce a second
edition of Formosa Betrayed at the request of the Formosan Association for Public Affairs
(FAPA), but in the end was able to produce only a ninety-seven-page FAPA-published booklet
titled The Taiwan Confrontation Crisis (1985), which repeated and updated his discussion of the
divisions between Taiwanese and the Mainlander government and the potential effects these
might have on U.S.–Taiwan–China relations. It was Kerr’s last significant publication.Kerr
suffered a heart attack in 1981 and, in 1987, had to have a pacemaker installed. As his health
further declined, he was confined to his bed in the hospital. According to Su Yao-tsung, Kerr was
visited in the hospital by members of the ROC Executive Yuan’s 228 working group. Taiwanese
who visited him say that although his memory was fading, he would curse if he heard the names
“Chiang Kai-shek” or “Chen Yi.” Rather than arranging for an expensive funeral, Kerr had agreed
to have his body donated to the University of Hawaii Medical School. He died on August 27,
1992.There has been considerable interest in Kerr in Taiwan since his death. A February 1999
exhibition of the George H. Kerr collection at the Taipei 228 Memorial Museum saw a long line of
visitors waiting to get into the museum on the opening day. The five hundred copies of the
Chinese translation of Formosa Betrayed that the museum bookstore had prepared quickly sold
out. Kerr also still figures in debates over the “truth” about 228 and the U.S. role in the affair, as
suggested by the previous mention of Chen Tsui-lien’s book that rehashes the story of Kerr’s
alleged career as a spy in colonial Taiwan and also argues that his calls for Taiwan’s autonomy
were purely motivated by U.S. national interest. This argument ignores two important points: one,



that Kerr himself claimed that the framing of his arguments in terms of U.S. national interests
was largely a rhetorical consideration (the audience for his writings on the Taiwan issue was
primarily American); and two, that it would be odd that someone in Kerr’s position (it would not
be a stretch to call him a victim of McCarthyism) would continue to press for Taiwanese self-
government completely because he wanted to make sure the United States could keep airbases
there. Even if there was an element early on of patriotic self-interest in Kerr’s motivations, his
actions and words over the years — from the time he argued that the United States should
intervene before the crisis in Taiwan exploded into violence to his work for FAPA on The Taiwan
Confrontation Crisis — strongly suggest that he identified passionately with the Taiwanese
people. If there was an element of patriotic self-interest in this, it was in Kerr’s desire that the
United States live up to the democratic values that it espoused by fighting for the human rights of
an oppressed people rather than sacrificing them in the interests of Cold War dominance.The
Heart of the MatterOur experience in Formosa is most enlightening. The Administration of the
former Governor Chen Yi has alienated the people from the central government. Many were
forced to feel that conditions under autocratic rule [Japan’s rule] were preferable.The central
government lost a fine opportunity to indicate to the Chinese people and to the world at large its
capability to provide honest and efficient administration. They cannot attribute their failure to the
activities of the Communists or of dissident elements. The people anticipated sincerely and
enthusiastically deliverance from the Japanese yoke. However, Chen Yi and his henchmen
ruthlessly, corruptly, and avariciously imposed their regime upon a happy and amenable
population. The Army conducted themselves as conquerors. Secret police operated freely to
intimidate and to facilitate exploitation by central government officials….The island is extremely
productive in coal, rice, sugar, cement, fruits and tea. Both hydro and thermal power are
abundant. The Japanese had efficiently electrified even remote areas and also established
excellent railroad lines and highways. Eighty percent of the people can read and write, the exact
antithesis of conditions prevailing in the mainland of China.There were indications that
Formosans would be receptive toward United States guardianship and United Nations
trusteeship. They fear that the central government contemplates bleeding their island to support
the tottering and corrupt Nanking machine, and I think their fears well founded.Lieutenant
General Albert C. Wedemeyerto the Secretary of State,August 17, 1947.(United States
Relations With China, p. 309.)Preface to the 1998 EditionTHE Taiwan Publishing Co. has chosen
a most appropriate time in the history of Formosa to make this book, Formosa Betrayed, widely
available to those concerned about the future of that beautiful and embroiled island. An
appropriate time indeed, when in Formosa a native Formosan has been installed as President.
This unprecedented political development may signify for Formosans the beginning of a new
era, where their long-held dream of liberation from their long-reigning oppressors may be
realized through democratization and further social, cultural and economic evolution.In the
process of rebuilding a new democratic Formosa, serious effort should be made to redress the
damage and injustice done to the land and people of Formosa for the last 43 years. It is essential



to re-examine the various forces which brought about the Formosan’s capitulation to an all
powerful dictatorial government. Since the beginning of the Chinese occupation of Formosa in
October, 1945, the ruling party has consistently maintained a policy of discrimination against the
native Formosans while rooting out their sense of identity through the prohibition of public use of
their native language and teaching of Formosan history and culture, all under the policy of
glorifying China and Chinese culture to the exclusion of Formosa and its culture, which were
deemed to be but an insignificant part of the greater Chinese panorama. The numerous political
slogans used by the KMT government to bolster the morale of Chiang’s followers since 1949
until today, ranging from “Fight against Communist Bandits,” “Reconquest of the Mainland,”
“Unification of China under the Three People’s Principles” to “One China, Two Governments,”
etc. are all double-edged, with one edge explicitly or implicitly directed at the native Formosans
in order to ensure their continued submission to dictatorial rule.George Kerr, largely through his
insightful observation of the tragedy of the Feb. 28 Incident, 1947 and its aftermath, clearly
identified the forces at work which led to the subjugation of Formosa. His careful, accurate and
balanced reports went to Nanking and thence to Washington, The truth revealed in those
reports, the truth about the KMT’s policy and activities in Formosa, shocked those in government
who saw the reports. It is regrettable that, because of the propaganda counterattack launched
by the China Lobby in the United States, his reports did not gain wider public exposure. It was
only in 1965 that George Kerr managed to publish Formosa Betrayed, which drew much of its
content from those first hand reports of his observation and encounter in Formosa during and
after the Incident of February 28, 1947.The content of this volume has given the reader a great
deal to learn, think and reflect upon even 27 years after its publication and 45 years after the
February 28 Incident. George Kerr’s insights in the true nature of Formosa’s post-war history
were born of his long association with Formosa. I had known him since his first visit to Formosa
before World War II when he had taught English at the Taihoku-Kotogakko, where I was then a
student although unfortunately I did not study with him. In his second visit to Taipei as Vice-
Consul of the American Consulate from 1945 to 47, I saw him again and heard a great deal
about him from my father, Lin Bo-seng, who frequently met with him.I recall vividly my emotional
reunion with George Kerr in Honolulu some 19 years after he had left Taipei, with no opportunity
for leavetaking, shortly after the February 28 Incident. He came to see me at the East-West
Center where I was co-chairing with Dr. William Cardill at a conference on Mental Health
Research in Asia and the Pacific. He presented me with a copy of the recently published
Formosa Betrayed and embraced me while saying “Tsung-yi … I often thought of your father and
your family while writing this book….” “I hope that this book of mine will help the Formosans
liberate themselves and democratize the country, you people deserve better.” His love for
Formosa and Formosans greatly moved me and made me respect all the more this friend of
Formosa. His words of “you people deserve better,” serve as the best commentary on the
content of this book, while pointing out the long struggle ahead in achieving the goal of
democratization and self-determination. The historical reality of General Wedemeyer’s report as



quoted in this volume is perhaps more keenly felt now that change has began to stir on Formosa:
“Chen Yi and his henchmen ruthlessly, corruptly and avariciously imposed their regime upon a
happy and amenable population. The Army conducted themselves as conquerors. Secret police
operated freely to intimidate and to facilitate exploitation by central (KMT) government
officials.”Unfortunately, Formosans have suffered the same posture and highhanded horror
tactics of the KMT rulers who have subjugated the Formosans as subordinates for close to 40
years, 37 years of them under martial law until 1987.The devastating impact of such political
oppression on the Formosan citizens has now become clear to many concerned with the future
of Formosa, as the ill effects have come to affect all aspects of human life including education,
the economy, industrial and technological development, social security and national
identity.There seem to be two major obstacles to democratization of Formosa: one if the still
fragile political strength of the ruled Formosans who tend to value temporary safety or seeking
immediate material gain for survival over long-term political struggle which often requires certain
sacrifice, and the other is the tenacious adherence to the old feudal-emperor concept of the
ruling party conservatives.In this connection I am reminded of the brief note I put down on my
diary after seeing the movie “The Last Emperor.” The note simply says, “A good and interesting
movie, but a wrong title.” By a wrong title I meant that Pu-yi was not the last Emperor of China;
there have been many since, although some of them did not have the official title of Emperor.
One would include among them, Yuan Si-kai, Chiang Kai-shek, Mao Zedong and Deng
Xiaoping. Each of them certainly behaved as emperor and wanted others to so treat him. The
tradition of authoritarianism of the ruler is still deeply engrained in the minds of both the rulers
and the ruled in Chinese culture. A forceful example of this can be found as recently as June 4,
1989 at Tienanmen Square. For the rulers, only glory and power count. Human rights, freedom
or equality or respect for the lives of people have to surrender to the might of the rulers.In the
face of similar timeworn attitude and beliefs it will require an enormous courage and persistent
organized effort on the part of the enlightened public to keep democracy moving ahead in
Formosa. Though still at an early stage, the Formosans have begun to show increasingly
stronger interest in participating in the political struggle for self-determination, i.e. to be
responsible for managing their own political affairs. They are giving even clearer expressions of
aversion to being treated as second class citizens and being excluded from any effective voice
in the political system. The hope for democratic political maturation in Formosa appears brighter
now than in the past.There is another extremely important international perspective bearing
upon the republication of Formosa Betrayed. The world today is being swept by the storm of
“democratization” as dictatorial regimes have been toppled throughout the world-foremost as
seen in the East European countries and in the USSR. Knowledge of its own all too tragic past
may help to open the tide of democratization in Formosa as well. I have every confidence that a
democratic Formosa will play a greater role in East Asia as an example for the region and for the
world. I sincerely welcome the second edition of George Kerr’s decisive and important
work.Tsung-yi Lin, M.D., F.R.C.P.C,Professor Emeritas of Psychiatry,University of British



Columbia, Vancouver, B. C. CanadaHonorary President, World Federation for Mental
HealthForewordIN many respects, Formosa is a living symbol of the great American dilemma.
Put in simple and straightforward terms, that dilemma is how to fulfil the awesome
responsibilities of being a global power, entrusted with the defense of many societies, and at the
same time, remain faithful to the principles that constitute our political-ethical creed. There is no
easy answer to this riddle. Indeed, no complete answer is possible, and we should beware of
those who peddle simple solutions to enormously complex problems. This does not provide an
excuse, however, for ignoring the most crucial challenge confronting American society in our
times. Indeed, our success — our very survival — may well depend upon finding more adequate
answers than have been discovered to date.Some eleven million people live on the island of
Formosa, approximately nine million of them “native Formosans” who were born on the island
and consider it their homeland. The older Formosans grew up under Japanese rule, a fact that
has had an impact upon many aspects of their culture. Even the younger Formosans, however,
tend to think of themselves as possessed of traditions, values, and a way of life distinct from that
of the mainland Chinese. The emergence of a Formosan nationalism is thus a natural
development, and despite the many fissures existing in Formosan political circles, that
movement strikes a responsive chord, especially among the intellectuals.Those who believe that
economic determinism is the key to all political phenomena will not find Formosa a case study to
their liking. In its natural resources, particularly in the fertility of its soil, Formosa has been amply
blessed. The Japanese legacy and the more recent American largess, moreover, have
combined to give the people of Formosa a much higher standard of living than that of most of
their Asian neighbors. In enterprise as well as in agriculture, the native Formosan has played an
active, dynamic role. Refugees from the mainland, until recent times at least, were
overwhelmingly engaged in government work, military service, and teaching. While not without
its economic problems, Formosa is among that small number of non-western societies for which
an optimistic economic prognosis is reasonable, particularly if the issue of population can be
tackled in a serious fashion.The problems of Formosa are overwhelmingly political. How long
can the Formosans be excluded from any effective voice in their government in a system that
purports to be constitutional and democratic? How long can the myth be continued that
Formosa is China? How long can the estrangement between Formosan intellectuals and
mainland refugees continue without serious political repercussions? Let no one underestimate
the degree to which the Communists are seeking to take advantage of the political situation on
Formosa. As might be expected, they are playing both ends against the middle. To the
Nationalists, they urge a return to the motherland, with all past sins being forgiven. To the
Formosans, they promise the rights of “cultural autonomy” and freedom from “the American-
Chiang Kai-shek clique.” Presumably, they hope that few Formosans know the true Communist
record in Tibet and Sinkiang.Meanwhile the Kuomintang continues to imprison Formosan
nationalists and dominate the political life of this island. But as the Nationalist leaders grow older
and less certain of the future, political tension slowly mounts. Cleavages within Kuomintang



circles are sharp and significant. Some mainland refugees would be prepared to accept and
even welcome a truly democratic order. Others would prefer to depend primarily upon the secret
police and the army. The situation is pregnant with political hazards — and possibilities. Where
should we stand?Few if any Americans are better equipped to present new perspectives on the
Formosa problem than George H. Kerr. For some three decades, he has had both a scholarly
and a personal interest in the Formosan people. At various critical periods, be has lived and
worked with them, witnessing their few triumphs and their many tragedies. No one who reads
this book will be unaware of the fact that the author has a deep sympathy with the cause of
Formosan independence. No doubt many of his facts and arguments will be challenged by those
who support different solutions. It will be impossible to ignore Kerr’s case, however; he has
marshalled evidence too well to permit that. I find myself in great sympathy with his basic theme.
Self-determination for the Formosan people is one of those causes which happily unites our
values and our national interests. But in any case, this work should stimulate some serious
thinking about American policy toward Formosa both by those who agree and those who
disagree with the author’s conclusions.ROBERT A. SCALAPINOUniversity of California,
BerkeleyApril 1965AcknowledgmentsMY narrative here is based upon thirty years of
involvement with Formosan affairs. It began with a period of study in Japan (1935–1937), led on
to a three-year residence at Taipei (1937–1940) and to graduate work at Columbia University.As
a so-called “Formosa Specialist” my civilian service with the War Department (1942–1943),
commissioned service with the Navy (1944–1946) and again civilian service with the
Department of State (1946–1947) gave me opportunities to see Formosa from the Washington
or official point of view.Since 1947 I have been concerned with the Formosa problem in a rather
academic way. My lectures at the University of California (Berkeley) and at Stanford University
may have been the first attempts to examine Formosa’s historic role on the Western Pacific
frontier.In presenting this account I quote extensively from government sources, from the daily
press at Taipei, Tokyo and Shanghai, and from personal letters. I am particularly indebted to
members of the UNRRA team who were struggling to bring order out of Chinese chaos at Taipei
during my service in the American Consulate there.I have used official UNRRA reports and
many private communications from team members. Some prefer to remain anonymous and
some have given me permission to quote directly from their reports, publications and letters. I
am grateful to them all and to other members of the foreign community who contributed
information incorporated here.Correspondents still living on Formosa or having family and
property there must remain unnamed.Quotations from Formosan letters which were written
originally in English have sometimes required slight editing to make the meaning clear without
changing the substance. The changes are indicated with bracketing. Since most of the
correspondents were at one time my students I assume responsibility in editing the
texts.Quotations from Formosan and Shanghai papers are taken from daily press summaries
prepared at the American Consulate at Taipei. Files are presently on deposit at the Hoover
Institute and Library at Stanford University.The island is known to the Chinese and Japanese as



Taiwan. I have retained this in direct quotations and in the names of most institutions, agencies
and publications of which it is a part. Elsewhere I have used Formosa, from the old Portuguese
name Ilha Formosa or “Beautiful Island.”Dr. K. C. Wu, former governor of Formosa, has
generously permitted me to quote extensively from his open letters to Chiang Kai-shek and to
the National Assembly at Taipei. Dr. Ira D. Hirschy, UNRRA’s Chief Medical Officer at Taipei in
1946–1947, has allowed me to use his private letters and his published observations. Peggy and
Tillman Durdin arranged for me to read portions of an unpublished manuscript entitled Taiwan
and the Nationalist Government, which they are preparing for the Council on Foreign Relations
at New York.Edward Eckerdt Paine, Reports Officer for the UNRRA Office at Taipei and former
Major in the United States Air Force in China, collaborated with me in 1948, at considerable
personal sacrifice, in assembling raw materials for this record of conditions and events in
Formosa in 1946 and 1947. I thank him here again for his cooperation.Martha and Robert Catto,
my colleagues in the Consulate, shared most of the “official experience” and much of the private
adventure at Taipei, and have been good enough to read the present text in manuscript.Dr.
Robert A. Scalapino, who honors me with a Foreword here, is Chairman of the Department of
Political Science at the University of California (Berkeley) and author of many significant
commentaries on the Formosa Question.Juanita Vitousek, at whose country place this was first
drafted in 1958, has read and re-read the manuscript, making many useful comments. Alice
Crabbe has done much of the typing, and George Sasaki has prepared the maps. I am grateful
to them.No one quoted in this record may be held responsible for the context into which I have
introduced the materials, or for the interpretations which I have given them.GEORGE H.
KERRHonolulu, HawaiiFebruary 28, 1965IntroductionA Frontier TraditionFROM an American
point of view on December 6, 1941, Formosa was a mere island-dot on the Western Pacific rim,
lost against the vast backdrop of continental Asia. December 7 brought the rude awakening; the
Japanese attack upon the Philippines was mounted from Formosan airfields and soon Japanese
forces were pouring through and past Formosa into the Indies and Southeast Asia. Formosa had
resumed its traditional role as a trouble spot in Asian waters.It has been many times an
international trouble spot because it lies in a maritime world, but always under the shadow of the
continent nearby. Here two frontiers meet and overlap. In the days before air power the situation
was well defined by the wide channel lying between the continent and the island much wider, it
should be noticed, than the channel which isolates Britain from the continent of Europe. But from
a contemporary continental point of view Formosa represents the easternmost thrust of a vast
complex of continental interests, of Chinese interests pressing out toward the maritime world.
From an oceanic point of view the island represents the westernmost point on the Western
Pacific rim, a maritime frontier which embraces Japan, the Ryukyus and the Philippines, a world
of seaborne trade and international politics.A seesaw conflict between this island world and the
continent has been in evidence for at least two thousand years. The earliest Chinese notices of
Formosa indicate that it was sparsely settled by fierce non-Chinese barbarians long before the
Chinese themselves pushed southward from their homeland in the Yellow River basin to settle



along the Fukien coast. These savages of a southern origin crossed the channel from time to
time to plunder coastal villages or to seek a barter trade. The Chinese in turn sent out
expeditions to punish them or to explore the distant island shores. In time a small settlement of
Chinese fishermen appeared in the Pescadores but there were no significant attempts to
displace the Formosan aborigines or to found permanent Chinese settlements on Formosa until
the way had been prepared by others.Japanese merchants and pirates appear to have been the
first to establish small immigrant villages. For centuries they were sailing past Formosa to the
China ports, to Southeast Asia and the Indies. In times of storm or when in need of supply or
ship’s repair they took shelter in the lagoons and inlets along Formosa’s western shore. At last a
considerable Japanese settlement (which they named Takasago) came into being at a point not
far distant from present-day Tainan.Then came the Spanish and the Dutch. When Japan’s great
dictator Hideyoshi menaced Luzon, late in the 1500’s, Spain’s Viceroy at Manila proposed to
occupy Formosa. In 1626 Spanish forts and missions were established at Keelung and Tamsui
on the island’s northern tip. Meanwhile the Dutch had reached the Pescadores, seeking a naval
base from which to harass Portuguese trade at Macao and to interfere with the Spanish shipping
near the Philippines. In 1623 they abandoned Makung and moved to Formosa proper, founding
Anping and the present-day city of Tainan. They sometimes quarreled with the Japanese nearby,
but Takasago village faded rapidly after the home government adopted its Seclusion policies
forbidding Japanese to travel overseas. In 1642 the Dutch Protestants drove the Spanish
Catholics from their narrow foothold at the north, and for twenty years thereafter held the island
without serious challenge.This might well be called Formosa’s “European half-century,” for the
colony prospered as the Dutch created Formosa’s first government, established schools and
missions for the aborigines, opened up the countryside for agriculture and sent missionaries far
back into the mountains. Thus in the second quarter of the 17th century European arms and
administration opened the way for Chinese immigration. At that time Ming China was torn by civil
rebellion and pressed hard by enemies from beyond the Great Wall. Everywhere local warlords
and imperial agents extorted unreasonable taxes and tribute from the common people in an
effort to support a tottering central government. Ignoring strict official edicts banning emigration,
villagers, farmers and fishermen began to leave the country. The government considered them
traitors, renegades and outlaws. Thousands went overseas to Java and Malaya, Borneo, Siam
and the Philippines. Tens of thousands made their way across the water barrier to Formosa, so
conveniently near — too near, as they were soon to learn.These “outlaws” were the ancestors of
the majority of people living on Formosa today. They were hardy pioneers, bold and
adventurous. Those who sought new land beyond the limits of Dutch administration were on a
true frontier; their contemporaries in faraway America provide a close parallel if one is needed to
illustrate the situation. Going into their new fields they had to carry weapons as well as farm-
tools, and they dwelt within stockades. The aborigines contested every advance into the hills,
and the Chinese newcomers, on their part, considered the savages to be subhuman, or “non-
people” who should be driven back into the highest mountains if they could not be exterminated



in the foothills.Soon enough within the borders of Dutch settlement both the aborigines and the
immigrants grew restive, for the Europeans proved to be hard masters who demanded licenses
for hunting and fishing and imposed heavy taxes on trade and produce. When at last a merchant-
adventurer named Cheng Cheng-kung boldly assembled a fleet in the Pescadores and moved
against the Dutch, the Chinese immigrant settlers were ready to help him.Cheng (known in
Europe as Koxinga) was the son of a Japanese mother by a Chinese father who called himself
and his family “Ming patriots,” but when he had driven the Dutch from the island (in 1662) he set
himself up in the European forts and mansions as “King of Tung-tu.” From this island base he
proposed to conquer the mainland, vowing to liberate the Chinese people from Manchu rule.
The story here takes on a familiar note, for foreign (British) merchant-adventurers opened an
agency through which they proposed to supply these “Ming patriots” with arms in return for
substantial commercial concessions once the mainland liberation had been accomplished. This
was the first military aid mission on Formosa but not the last.After twenty years of
independence, however, the island kingdom was threatened by an overwhelming mainland
Chinese force, assembled in the Pescadores. A truce was negotiated by the men who controlled
the little government at Tainan, and a deal was made with Peking. In reward for a peaceful
surrender Koxinga’s young grandson the third King of Tung-tu was granted a safe-conduct to
Peking, given a resounding title and a pension, and retired to an easy life.Peking sent a garrison
force, magistrates, and a swarm of civil officers into the island. Two centuries of ineffective and
abusive rule thereafter generated a local Formosan tradition of resentment and underlying
hostility toward representatives of mainland authority. Riots and abortive independence
movements took place so often that it became common in China to say of Formosa, “Every three
years an uprising; every five years a rebellion.” There were more than thirty violent outbursts in
the 19th century.Inland, at a distance from the walled garrison towns, there was chronic disorder.
The outlying frontier villages, often at war with one another, were governed by family patriarchs
and clan councils who were a law unto themselves within their own territories.Such were
conditions on Formosa when the Western world returned seeking trade in Asian waters after
1800. All nations with shipping in adjacent seas became deeply concerned. The island was
considered to be one of the most dangerous and unhealthy spots in the Orient. The coasts were
unlighted and unpatrolled; mariners shipwrecked on the eastern shores were at the mercy of
headhunters and on the west they were victimized by so-called “wreckers” who plundered
stranded vessels and gave no quarter to castaways. It was known that the local Chinese
authorities frequently collaborated in these activities.As international maritime traffic increased
the number of shipwrecks and violent incidents multiplied until the situation became intolerable.
But when foreign governments demanded corrective action Peking smoothly evaded
responsibility. England and the United States in turn attempted to force the issue. In 1853–1854
Commodore Perry wanted to annex Formosa, but knowing that Washington would not approve,
suggested a joint Sino-American economic and administrative program, indicating that he
thought a well-established American community would in due course petition for union with the



United States as the Americans in Hawaii were then proposing to do. He envisioned Formosa as
an American outpost guaranteeing peace and order along the Western Pacific rim. England sent
in gunboats and became embroiled in a local “Camphor War” in 1868. In 1874 Japan sent an
expeditionary force into South Formosa which compelled Peking to admit responsibility and to
pay a large indemnity for damages. In 1884 France occupied the Pescadores and Keelung and
blockaded Formosa for a year during the Franco-Chinese war in Annam.At last in 1887 the
Chinese government raised Formosa from the status of a Fukien dependency to the rank of a
province although nearly two-thirds of the island still lay beyond the frontiers of local Chinese
control.The changed status and a reform program came too late. In a distant quarrel concerning
Korea, Japan defeated China in 1895. As part of the settlement Formosa and the Pescadores
were ceded to Japan “in perpetuity.” A touch of irony enters here, for China had hired an
American lawyer named John Foster, a former Secretary of State, to guide Peking’s
representatives through the humiliating treaty conference. To lend moral support to his
employers, Colonel Foster then proceeded to Keelung to assist in the formal territorial transfer.
This was one more adventurous tale he had to tell to his little grandson, John Foster Dulles, then
eight years old.Japanese rule thereafter ensured a prompt suppression of piracy in Formosan
waters, produced an efficient coastguard and well-lighted coasts. Soon the island ports were in
good order and trade began to flourish. Formosa ceased to be an irritating international problem
when it entered upon its “Japanese half century”; no foreign power challenged Japan’s sovereign
position in Formosa until the days of the Cairo meeting beside the Nile in 1943. Beyond
regularizing a modest trade in tea and camphor and developing a modest market for American
products, the United States showed little further interest.FORMOSA BETRAYEDPART ONETHE
VIEW FROM WASHINGTON1941–1945IThe Cairo DeclarationFilling the Empty Files at
Washington, 1942AS far as Formosa was concerned, Washington was sound asleep on
December 6, 1941.The rain of bombs on Luzon and the rattle of gunfire about Manila brought a
rude awakening. Waves of Japanese bombers and fighters flew down from Formosan airfields,
striking here and there along the way. Baguio was bombed at 9:30 A.M. All but two American
planes were caught on the ground at Clark Field and destroyed at 12:45 P.M. On the next day
the great Cavite Naval Base was put out of action. The Grand Marshal of the Philippines Armed
Forces, General Douglas MacArthur, had lost his principal shield.The Japanese military leaders
had often called Formosa a “stepping stone to the south” or a “stationary aircraft carrier,” and
after fifty years of development, it was at last fulfilling its role. General MacArthur on his part, had
one radar station at Aparri on the northern tip of Luzon, facing Formosa, and on that fatal day it
was not working [1].At Washington our Far Eastern military intelligence files concerning Formosa
matched the “temporary” buildings in which they were housed, and like them were leftovers from
World War I. This was also true of the white-haired Civil Service secretary who had been
custodian of the files since 1918. She had cared for her secrets tenderly, but the files concerning
Formosa had not prospered. The “Taiwan Folders” in fact had scarcely been disturbed since the
island was ceded to Japan in 1895.There was a map of Keelung harbor, sent over from the Navy



files, dated 1894, and a few photographs of Keelung taken before 1914. We had the standard
hydrographic charts available to all navigators and a set of Japanese Imperial Land Survey
maps which could be bought at any large stationers in Tokyo. We had a set of topographic maps
prepared by the Imperial Japanese Army. The most interesting item in the Army’s “Formosa File”
was a report on Japan’s alleged plan to use Formosa as a base for a push southward into
Indochina. This was based on a newspaper series, in French, which had been published at Paris
in 1905 [2].With the strike at Pearl Harbor all this changed. At the Munitions Building in
Washington the potted plants went out the door to make room for new files, pending transfer to
the Pentagon. The Japan-Manchuria Branch of the Military Intelligence Services (G-2)
established subsidiary “area desks” for Korea and Formosa. Area specialists were brought in,
and from around the world to these desks came reports having anything to do with the Japanese
Empire and its possessions.The “shooting war” which involved men, ships, planes and guns had
to be supported by economic, psychologic and diplomatic warfare requiring an immense range
of intelligence data. A bewildering number of “alphabet agencies” sprang into being, each
contributing raw data and research papers needed by the established intelligence divisions of
the Army, Navy and State Departments.Our most detailed current information came from British
intelligence sources, and from Canadian and British missionaries — doctors, nurses, teachers
and preachers — who had served many years in Formosa, knew the local languages and
dialects, and had traveled extensively throughout the island. Members of the American Consular
Service who had served at Taipei (then Taihoku) were scattered over the world in December,
1941, but their reports, accumulated through some forty years, were on file at the Department of
State. They were principally concerned with problems of trade between Formosan ports and the
United States. Few reported basic economic development and very few ventured to touch
seriously on social and political conditions beyond the routine minimum required by the consular
reporting regulations.As the months passed after Pearl Harbor, Washington’s elaborate research
apparatus distilled an astonishing quantity of information from Japanese-language sources,
from prisoner-of-war interrogation reports, and from documents picked up at every point of
contact with the enemy.Gradually we developed a picture of Formosa’s total economic and
military position within the Japanese Empire. We found that it was making a major contribution of
metals (copper, aluminum and gold), coal, timber, pulp, industrial chemicals, foodstuffs and
manpower. Formosan ports and airfields were important way-stations for the immense Japanese
military drive into South Asia and Indonesia, toward India and toward Australia. An analysis of
captured documents and diaries gave us records of troop movements through this staging
area.But we needed to know more — always more — of the social and political tensions within
the island, and of new industrial activity, so that we could develop detailed bombing objective
folders and a psychological warfare program. We wanted to know more of new sites, new
factories, and the communications system. We needed to know more of production levels and
techniques and of labor organization. We needed reports directly from within the island itself.It
was reasonable to look to our allies the Chinese to supply them just as our Western allies



supplied us by maintaining a network of fearless agents behind enemy lines in Europe. From the
Washington point of view, the rugged Fukien coast with its thousands of tiny islands and inlets,
lightly patrolled, seemed an advantageous base-area from which to get agents into the big
island across the Straits.Intelligence Reports — Chinese StyleOur G-2 representatives at
Chungking asked for intelligence of Formosa. In due course, back through channels came long
reports purporting to tell of conditions within the island, observed by Chinese agents recently
returned from hazardous intelligence missions. The papers were signed, endorsed and
forwarded by one or more of the thousands of Generals on the Nationalist military payroll.The
reports revealed at once how very little the mainland Chinese knew about any aspect of
Formosa, and it suggested how little they cared. It also suggested that high-ranking Chinese
officers did not hesitate to misrepresent field conditions to “ignorant” Americans. Obviously we
were being told what the Chinese thought we wanted to know; considerations of “face” made it
impossible to admit that they had no genuine recent intelligence from the island.Several Chinese
field reports began with assurances that Formosa had been discovered by the Chinese in the
year A.D. 607 (dated August 17, 1943), stated that in January 1938 the mountain aborigines had
swept through the lowlands of Formosa, that there had been strikes in the mines, and that
Formosans everywhere had refused to pay taxes. All this anti-Japanese resistance, they said,
had been organized by Chinese underground revolutionary agents. In March, 1938, said another
report, mammoth oil reserves had been destroyed by Chinese agents — enough to meet
Japan’s fuel requirements for six years. In September that year Japan’s plans to draft Formosans
for military service had precipitated a great uprising in the southern part of the island during
which twenty-seven Japanese had been killed. This had been followed by uprisings everywhere.
Chinese Nationalist agents, guiding Formosan revolutionaries, had dynamited railroads and
steelworks in November, after which the Japanese garrison had been trebled. Nine thousand
Formosan troops had revolted after killing and wounding 1200 Japanese officers and men. The
insurgents had taken to the hills, from which they were continuing to foment riots and strikes
throughout the island, guided always by Chinese Nationalist agents.At Washington I read these
reports with fascination; if all this were true we should have little trouble in bringing about
massive subversion of the Japanese war effort in the rich colony.But there was a slight difficulty; I
had been living on Formosa in these years (1937 to 1940) and had traveled in every part of the
island. These marvelous Chinese tales were inventions, or fabrications based upon incidents —
some of them twenty years in the past — which were well known and had been reported in detail
before 1941. For example, the alleged destruction of a six-year oil reserve referred to the
dropping of one bomb, far wide of the mark, in the Hsinchu oilfields of North Formosa on
February 18, 1938. At Chungking old reports had been elaborated and twisted to serve the
intelligence requirements of the American command. Chinese face had been saved.From
Washington we persisted in requests for current information.Chiang’s highest intelligence offices
supplied us with a “complete list” of twenty-one airfields and temporary landing strips on
Formosa. We knew that there were in fact more than seventy.We were then provided with a



report prepared by a reconnaissance mission “just returned from Taiwan.” The Chinese agents
had discovered that there were five key railway bridges on the main line linking Keelung and
Kaohsiung ports, and that each consisted of an upper vehicular span which concealed a lower
railway deck. One steel and concrete bridge was camouflaged by having it “submerged from
three inches to one foot under water.” Another report from this reconnaissance mission told of an
underground railway tunnel, some eighteen miles long, which linked Kaohsiung harbor with the
airbase and factory town at Pingtung. The Japanese controlled only the Formosan lowlands, the
report said, for they had been forced to leave the mountainous two-thirds of Formosa to the
aborigines. High-ranking Allied prisoners of war (presumably General Jonathan Wainright) had
been moved from Formosa to an (imaginary) island lying “one hundred miles east of
Formosa.”These last two items read as if they had been reproduced from Chinese reports of the
1870’s, when the Chinese themselves garrisoned only the lowlands on the western coast and
Chinese geographic information concerning Formosa and the adjacent islets was wildly
inaccurate.A Chinese report prepared in late 1943 stated that a “recent visitor to Taiwan” had
seen the Keelung anchorage empty of ships. Our own shipping-intelligence data, analyzed at
Washington, indicated that Keelung had an average of forty-eight ships in port per week at that
time, traveling under great hazard in order to keep supplies moving southward to Japan’s front
lines, and foodstuffs moving northward to Japan proper. American photo reconnaissance in
1944 showed a crowded harbor.In addition to these reports on subversion potential, and on
specific communications and industrial objectives, we also received from Chungking a long
report on Formosan-Chinese leaders, and on Formosans who were exiles in China. This was
prepared by a Formosan “exile” named Hsieh Nan-kuang, whose name will appear again and
again in this narrative. Hsieh had left Formosa in the 1920’s when police pressure became
intolerable to many well-educated young Formosan men and women. Now — at Chungking —
Hsieh was seeking favors from the Americans, maneuvering toward what be hoped would be a
prominent role in Formosan affairs under a postwar occupation. To this end he carefully named
Formosans who had led in Home Rule Movement organizations after World War I and who were
very well known and respected throughout Taiwan. He saw them as potential rivals. Some he
smeared as “Pro-Japanese collaborationists,” and some he labeled “communist.” His analysis
showed that there were thousands of Formosans-in-exile, prepared to organize for the invasion
of Formosa and the post-surrender takeover. He sought large funds to support Formosan
organizations then in China, but when pressed for details it became clear that most Formosans
were in areas controlled by the Japanese. He was quite willing, however, to be custodian of the
American dollar funds until the Formosans could be reached and made ready for post-surrender
tasks.The American research program, the published summaries of Formosa’s wealth, and the
preparation of more than two thousand American officers for occupation duty on the island
alerted and perhaps alarmed the ruling family and Party oligarchy at Chungking. T.V. Soong
(Madame Chiang’s brother) as Minister of Foreign Affairs and Sun Fo (her sister’s stepson) as
President of the Legislative Yuan, began to put forward demands for an immediate reversion of



Formosan sovereignty to China, and added claims upon the Ryukyu Islands as well.Bombing
Objective Folders and PropagandaChinese intelligence reports were often entertaining but
generally useless. It was disturbing to know that our Chinese Allies thought we were so gullible
— but we so often were. Nevertheless, our inquiries at Chungking and our reports prepared at
Washington sometimes proved to have long-range postwar consequences.The vast array of
data prepared by the Board of Economic Warfare, the Office of Strategic Services and a host of
other agencies enabled the Army and Navy to produce surveys and handbooks concerning
Formosa which inevitably passed into Chinese hands at the highest levels. In 1942 the Army
(G-2) produced a confidential Strategic Survey of the Island of Taiwan (Formosa). In 1943 the
Army Air Force and the Navy began to produce bombing objective folders. In 1944 and early
1945 the Navy produced twelve elaborate Civil Affairs Handbooks for the guidance of military
government personnel being trained then to follow through an invasion.The bombing objective
folders were of immediate, short-range concern to the Army and Navy. Airfields, ammunition
bunkers, and garrison encampments were obviously prime targets. So too were harbor works,
industrial plants and rail junctions. But occasionally we had to give thought to bombing as an
aspect of psychological warfare. To this end I once suggested preparation of a target folder for
the Taiwan Grand Shrine.The Rules of Ground Warfare (written long before the age of nuclear
weapons) strictly forbade willful destruction of religious buildings. In this instance, however, I
reasoned that the Shinto Grand Shrine in its elaborate gardens near Taipei was not a religious
building but a political symbol of imperial Japanese rule. It was a State Shrine which had been
constructed at grievous cost to the Formosan people, a “conqueror’s shrine” which had no
religious significance whatsoever beyond State ceremonial on Japanese festival occasions. In
1939 it had been greatly enlarged. Expansion of the grounds and gardens had required the
destruction of one of Formosa’s oldest and most revered temples, to the great sorrow and anger
of the Formosans. I believed that destruction of the Grand Shrine would be a severe blow to
Japanese military morale and would immensely please the Formosan people. The Japanese
belief in “divine protection” and the god-emperor would be shaken and the Formosans would
joke about it.I was overruled, and the Shrine was left intact. Rather late in the war the Japanese
let it be known that they had established a large prisoner of war camp adjacent to the Shrine,
thus giving us a double reason (as they well knew) for not bombing the buildings. We did not
discover until after the surrender that the “enlargement” of the Shrine in 1939 was in fact
preparation of an elaborate underground headquarters for the Japanese military High
Command.In another bombing-objective folder, however, the responsible officers at Washington
were willing to include a red-line overlay on the map of Taipei city showing a general division
between the jonai or Japanese administrative center, and the Daitotei and Manka sectors, the
crowded Formosan shopping and residential areas on the west. It was effective, for when we
destroyed the jonai area in early 1945 we spared the Formosan quarters. This was noticed and
much talked about and had something to do with the post-surrender popularity of Americans
among Formosans living in Taipei.Psychological warfare called for “black” or concealed



propaganda designed to undermine morale and to weaken the Japanese will to resist, and for
“white” propaganda, designed to appeal directly and openly to the Formosan people. We urged
them to rebel, hoping to foster mistrust, uncertainty and fear among the Japanese. We planted
misleading stories and rumors here and there around the world, to be picked up (we hoped) by
Japan’s allies or agents. We tried to suggest that there were elaborate anti-Japanese plots
brewing within the island, and that these had secret Allied support. As a matter of fact these
“plots” had no more substance than the plots reported to us by the Nationalist officers at
Chungking. With such stories we hoped to discourage any move to arm and train Formosans as
a Home Guard serving under Japanese officers to repel an Allied invasion. We also hoped to
persuade the local government to divert large numbers of Japanese from sensitive labor posts
to unproductive guard duty and internal security patrol.With radio and pamphlet propaganda we
attempted to play on well-known Formosan grievances and to appeal openly for an uprising at
an opportune time. By giving the islanders a fairly accurate report on the progress of the war we
sought to discredit Tokyo’s boastful stories and to destroy confidence in the imperial
government. We urged Formosans to be ready to come over to our side if an invasion took place.
We hoped at least to secure Formosan neutrality and cooperation if a long military occupation
became necessary before Japan surrendered the home islands.Formosa’s Future: The Battle of
the MemorandaPsychological warfare agencies were preparing to air-drop millions of leaflets
over the Formosan countryside. The message content called for high-level policy decisions.
What should we promise the Formosans? What could we imply?The Armed Services were
concerned principally with the neutralization of Formosa. Could it be knocked out of the war?
Could we deny Japan the advantages of its wealth, its manpower and its military bases? Could
we convert Formosa into a base for our own further attacks against Japan proper? We
anticipated a very long push; would the Formosans cooperate or resist during a long occupation?
Beyond this, the Army and Navy were also concerned with the prospects of the postwar
settlement. Could we make certain that Formosa would not again become a threat to American
interests in the Western Pacific?In early 1942 I prepared a memorandum which explored the
possible alternatives for postwar settlements, advocating some form of international control, the
creation of a policing base on the island at the south, and the use of Formosa’s abundant
resources in postwar reconstruction programs. I ventured to suggest that China would not be
able to assume exclusive control of Formosa for two reasons; there were not enough Chinese
administrators and technicians available to manage such a complex economy, and there were
the ever-present dangers of an intolerable exploitation by the Soongs, the Kungs, the Chiangs
and other families, and Army and Party cliques who were a curse to China. I had visited China in
1940. It was evident that Formosa was many years in advance of mainland China in terms of
technological organization. Certainly general standards of living for townsman and peasant alike
were superior on Formosa. China had no surplus of trained manpower to spare for the job which
would have to be done in Formosa.In July, 1942, the Chief of the Far Eastern Division of the
Military Intelligence Service was asked to state the Division’s views concerning an occupation of



Formosa as part of general strategy, together with comment upon propaganda required in
advance to secure conditions of least local resistance to an Allied invasion.A memorandum
dated July 31 was the first in a series prepared for use within the Division. Discussions took
place intermittently until October, 1944. In sum, it was assumed by the military offices that
Washington’s decisions on postwar policy would be guided by “enlightened self-interest.”
America’s long range interests should have priority, but sympathetic consideration should be
given to China’s claims, and to the interests, rights and welfare of the Formosan people. Plans
for Formosa’s ultimate disposition should condition all propaganda addressed to the Formosan
people before surrender.Three alternatives were evident. In theory the island might be made
independent and given self-government, but in practice this would be difficult to bring about,
even if the Formosans wanted it and the Allies agreed. (Surely China would object.) A second
course would ensure the prompt transfer of Formosa to China, to satisfy loud Chinese claims
that it was a “lost province.” A third program would provide for a temporary Allied trusteeship,
during which the Formosans themselves would prepare for a plebiscite to determine their
ultimate political fate.As a “Formosa specialist” I urged the need at Washington for a recognized
“Formosa policy.” The island was potentially too important to be treated merely as an ordinary
Chinese province, only lately overrun by Japanese troops. History had long since demonstrated
its military importance at a strategic point on the Western Pacific rim and its wealth and
technological development placed it too far ahead of the mainland Chinese provinces to permit
an easy return to Chinese control.Formosa was an island, a maritime area which had always
been agitated by separatist sentiment, and for half a century it had been entirely cut off from the
Chinese mainland and the Chinese civil wars. It was not Japanized but modernized.A Formosa
policy, as such, should be worked out after careful consideration of the historical, social and
economic developments of the 20th century. When a policy had been devised, it should be
agreed upon by our principal allies in Asia (China, Great Britain, and the Philippines government-
in-exile), well in advance of invasion and occupation. Pending final decisions and commitments,
it was suggested that all propaganda directed to Formosa should make a geographical rather
than a political or racial distinction in all references to island people.I record these views here at
some length, because there has been a tendency in recent years to present the “Formosa
Question” publicly as something new, an embarrassing recent development rising out of
changed military and political circumstances on the mainland.“China Firsters”These
memoranda setting forth the “enlightened self-interest” proposal that Formosa be given special
consideration, and be held under a temporary trust arrangement, carefully noted that any
postwar arrangement would have to provide for China’s participation so long as we proclaimed
Chiang Kai-shek to be the great Leader of Democracy in Asia, and China to be a “Great Power.”
But most Far Eastern specialists in wartime Washington were under no illusion concerning
Chiang’s capacities and strengths. He was a “Leader of Democracy” and China was a “Great
Power” only because the Washington Administration said so, and gave him money and arms to
keep him in the field against the Japanese.China was an enormous problem. Nothing in the



Nationalist record as of 1942 would support a belief that Chiang Kai-shek’s Party bosses could
assume control of the government of Formosa without massive aid, or that American interests
there could rest secure in Chinese hands.This was well known in the Department of State, but
even so early as 1943 the policy lines were set; Formosa would be returned to China, with no
reservations of American or Allied interest whatsoever. Although enlightened self-interest
required some guarantee that all of Formosa’s human and material assets should be conserved
for Allied use pending a general and satisfactory settlement in Asia, suggestions to this effect
evoked cries of “imperialism!” “What would our Chinese friends think?”
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KLGalloway, “Rereading with About 50 Years of Hindsight. I read this years ago when was
stationed in Taiwan. Got it from the Shu Lin Kou Air Station library with the restriction that it
couldn’t be taken off bass as it was banned by the Kuomintang or Nationalist Chinese Party who
were still very much in charge at that time and the book documents their abuses in taking over
Taiwan afterJiang Jye Sz known as Generalissimo Chiang Kai Shek in the West was defeated by
Mao’s Communist army and forced to flee from the mainland.”

Michael Warder, “Eye witness to post WWII takeover of Taiwan.. China’s current claim to Taiwan
has a history. The idea that Taiwan is “part of China” is shattered by reviewing what seems an
unknown history. For instance, few are aware that Taiwan was part of Japan from 1895-1945 by
treaty. Virtually no one alive today is aware of the dynamics on the island between Taiwanese on
the island, the nearly half million Japanese soldiers and civilians on the island, the Chinese
soldiers and administrators who landed after the Japanese surrender, and the small number of
Americans who were there representing the victorious allies who defeated Japan. Taiwan was
much more prosperous than China, caught in a vicious civil war amidst corruption & bloodshed,
and the KMT soldiers and administrators were determined to transfer the wealth to Chiang Kai-
shek’s forces as well as themselves at the expense of the local Taiwanese.”

Patrick C, “Amazing book. Books is an amazing, and transparent retelling of the events leading
to the KMT takeover of Taiwan. This book was banned for the longest time so that tells me there
is a lot of truth in here that certain people didn't want released to the public. So much better than
the movie by the same name. Definitely worth a read.Because we rarely learn about history in
other countries (and also because the atrocities were buried by the incumbent government for
so long) a lot of the tragic history of Taiwan is unknown to the rest of the world. The Taiwanese
experienced their own version a Holocaust where practically an entire generation was wiped out
to force the civilians to submit. This is a wonderful book that brings light to the events
surrounding it.”

IndyInAsiaPacific, “Obscure but Very Important History. Just know this important datum :NEVER
in history has a government based on the Chinese Mainland successfully controlled the Island
of Taiwan.”

R. Stenbock, “The truth may take forever, but it always comes out.. Forty years ago, as a young
serviceman serving in the military, I lived on the island of Formosa. There was a whispered
rumor that a forbidden book existed that told the true story about the Chinese occupation of the
island. No Chinese, American or Taiwanese would be allowed to read its title, its cover or speak
of its author, who could only be referred to as a disgruntled former American Embassy
employee.For forty years it bothered me that I had been denied access to this book.Finally, after



I searched the Internet until I learned enough to know the name of its author and its title was I
empowered to actually find a copy, buy it, hold it in my hands and peel back the lies I had been
told all those years ago.Finally I understand some of the reasons why the Taiwanese people
seemed so fearful of the police. Their silent faces speak to me across the years and I am
liberated by the truth I now own. It was an unexplainable horror to live in a country where free
access to the written word was withheld by force and by threats of violence.”

Ebook Tops Reader, “Phenomenal. Excellent overview of the inadequacy of US policy on Taiwan
and China after WWII, the GMD dictatorship, and Taiwan's long history of liberal democratic
resistance. Essential reading for anyone interested in the modern Taiwan strait issue, Sino-
American relations, or Taiwanese history and culture.”

Peter D., “Eye Opening. I lived in Taiwan as a child when my father was a military advisor there in
the Air Force. I knew some of the details of how the KMT suppressed the population, but was
unaware of the extent. Now I understand the hostility that some of the native Taiwanese felt
toward Americans.”

Wesley Henry, “A very tragic story, that few people know anything about!. Pleasure reading and
information.”

The book by George H. Kerr has a rating of  5 out of 4.5. 53 people have provided feedback.

Part One: The View from Washington, 1941–1945 Part Two: The Chinese Take Over Part Three:
Crisis and Aftermath Part Four: Formosa becomes “Free China” Appendices
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