
  
    
      Collaborative

      Nationalism

    


    
      ASIA/PACIFIC/PERSPECTIVES


      Series Editor: Mark Selden


      Crime, Punishment, and Policing in China


      edited by Børge Bakken


      Woman, Man, Bangkok: Love, Sex, and Popular Culture in Thailand


      by Scot Barmé


      Making the Foreign Serve China: Managing Foreigners in the People’s Republic


      by Anne-Marie Brady


      Marketing Dictatorship: Propaganda and Thought Work in China


      by Anne-Marie Brady


      Collaborative Nationalism: The Politics of Friendship on China’s Mongolian Frontier


      by Uradyn E. Bulag


      The Mongols at China’s Edge: History and the Politics of National Unity


      by Uradyn E. Bulag


      Transforming Asian Socialism: China and Vietnam Compared


      edited by Anita Chan, Benedict J. Tria Kerkvliet, and Jonathan Unger


      China’s Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution: Master Narratives and Post-Mao Counternarratives


      edited by Woei Lien Chong


      North China at War: The Social Ecology of Revolution, 1937–1945


      edited by Feng Chongyi and David S. G. Goodman


      Little Friends: Children’s Film and Media Culture in China


      by Stephanie Hemelryk Donald


      Gender in Motion: Divisions of Labor and Cultural Change in Late Imperial and Modern China


      edited by Bryna Goodman and Wendy Larson


      Social and Political Change in Revolutionary China: The Taihang Base Area in the War of Resistance to Japan, 1937–1945


      by David S. G. Goodman


      Islands of Discontent: Okinawan Responses to Japanese and American Power


      edited by Laura Hein and Mark Selden


      Women in Early Imperial China, Second Edition


      by Bret Hinsch


      Civil Justice in China: Past and Present


      by Philip C. C. Huang


      Local Democracy and Development: The Kerala People’s Campaign for Decentralized Planning


      by T. M. Thomas Isaac with Richard W. Franke


      Hidden Treasures: Lives of First-Generation Korean Women in Japan


      by Jackie J. Kim with Sonia Ryang


      Postwar Vietnam: Dynamics of a Transforming Society


      edited by Hy V. Luong


      The Indonesian Presidency: The Shift from Personal towards Constitutional Rule


      by Angus McIntyre


      Nationalisms of Japan: Managing and Mystifying Identity


      by Brian J. McVeigh


      From Underground to Independent: Alternative Film Culture in Contemporary China


      edited by Paul G. Pickowicz and Yingjin Zhang


      Wife or Worker? Asian Women and Migration


      edited by Nicola Piper and Mina Roces


      Social Movements in India: Poverty, Power, and Politics


      edited by Raka Ray and Mary Fainsod Katzenstein


      Biology and Revolution in Twentieth-Century China


      by Laurence Schneider


      Contentious Kwangju: The May 18th Uprising in Korea’s Past and Present


      edited by Gi-Wook Shin and Kyong Moon Hwang


      The Inside Story of China’s High-Tech Industry: Making Silicon Valley in Beijing


      by Yu Zhou

    


    
      Collaborative Nationalism


      The Politics of Friendship on China’s Mongolian Frontier


      Uradyn E. Bulag

    


    
      Published by Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.


      A wholly owned subsidiary of The Rowman & Littlefield Publishing Group, Inc.


      4501 Forbes Boulevard, Suite 200, Lanham, Maryland 20706


      http://www.rowmanlittlefield.com


      Estover Road, Plymouth PL6 7PY, United Kingdom


      Copyright © 2010 by Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.


      All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced in any form or by any electronic or mechanical means, including information storage and retrieval systems, without written permission from the publisher, except by a reviewer who may quote passages in a review.


      British Library Cataloguing in Publication Information Available


      Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data


      Bulag, Uradyn Erden.


      Collaborative nationalism : the politics of friendship on China’s Mongolian frontier / Uradyn E. Bulag.


      p. cm. — (Asia/Pacific/Perspectives)


      Includes bibliographical references and index.


      ISBN 978-1-4422-0431-7 (alk. paper) — ISBN 978-1-4422-0433-1 (electronic)


      1. Mongols—China. 2. China—Ethnic relations. 3. Minorities—China. I. Title.


      DS19.B849 2010


      320.540951'7—dc22


      2010013050


      ` ™ The paper used in this publication meets the minimum requirements of American National Standard for Information Sciences—Permanence of Paper

      for Printed Library Materials, ANSI/NISO Z39.48-1992.


      Printed in the United States of America

    


    
      To Annabelle Dulaan

    


    
      Acknowledgments

    


    
      I begin with an apology. This book started out not exactly as it was first planned. At the end of my previous book, The Mongols at China’s Edge, I bravely indicated that I was preparing a book on Chinggis Khan. That turned out to be a false promise and a disappointment to many who have been expecting it. As someone of the Ordos Tumen, a group established at the height of the Mongol Empire, specifically charged with worshipping and safeguarding the shrines of Chinggis Khan and other imperial leaders, I could not summon up enough courage to gaze into my own soul, not least because I have utterly failed in my mission. It would, of course, also be totally remiss of me to ignore the tremendous affective energy invested into Chinggis Khan by Chinese, Japanese, and Euramericans, as well as my fellow Mongols, including Ordos Mongols, either extolling him, demonizing him, or a combination of both. I hereby devote one chapter on Chinggis Khan in this book to partially fulfill my promise. The study is not a “Mongolian” attempt to celebrate and own Chinggis Khan’s identity as Mongol, nor is it an exclusive or authentic interpretation of certain truths about Chinggis Khan’s conquests or life per se from the point of view of a disinterested observer. Instead, my perspective is that of an Ordos ritual specialist, whose job is not to prevent others from worshipping the dead, but to ensure that the dead’s spirit can better bless the worshippers. This perspective has allowed me to observe from a vantage point the drama staged by the kneeling or crawling pilgrims that unfolds before my own eyes and examine how a global political subject of Chinggis Khan has emerged. I extend this perspective to the entire book.


      As a member of a diminished people, my eyes can now only set on the immediate histories and surroundings of the Mongols. After writing a book about the Mongolian nationalist involution and the intra-Mongol dynamics, and another on the Chinese discourse and practice of national unity centered on Inner Mongolia, I felt something important missing. I have long been intrigued by Japan and always thought that no meaningful study of Inner Mongolian modernity would be complete or even possible without taking in the Japanese dimension. This book is a modest attempt in that direction, an attempt more to set Japan as a ticklish subject mediating China’s relationship with Inner Mongolia.


      The book was conceived during my stay at Shizuoka University, Japan, in June–August 2002, as a JSPS invitation fellow. I sincerely thank Ono Akira (Yang Haiying), my good old high-school classmate from Ordos, for opening a new horizon for me. The bulk of the writing was done during a year-long visit at the National Museum of Ethnology (Minpaku) in Osaka, Japan, from July 2004 to June 2005, as a foreign research fellow sponsored by Yuki Konagaya. Minpaku’s rich library collections and superb research environment made my writing a pleasant experience, for which I am deeply grateful to Yuki. Minpaku’s research network programs also enabled me to have long conversations with many scholars in Japan, notably Burensain, Huhbator, Shinjilt, Shimamura Ippei, and Kan Bin, who have taught me a lot about the Japan–Mongol and Japan–China relationships. I presented preliminary versions of some chapters in a number of seminars and symposia in Japan and benefitted from valuable comments from Nakami Tatsuo, Futaki Hiroshi, Kagami Mitsuyuki, and Eisei Kurimoto. I thank all of them.


      Ethnopolitics needs to take account of perspectives of all the parties involved, and its writing should never be exclusivist. It must be an effort to engage in dialogues, to find common ground. In this regard, I have been wisely counseled by many scholars specializing in Chinese ethnicity studies: Wang Minke, Liu Xiaoyuan, Pan Jiao, and Peng Wenbin, who have read some of the chapters. I am especially grateful to Wang Minke, with whom I co-ogranized a Chiang Ching-kuo Foundation project, Ancestral Heroes and National Histories: A Reexamination of National Unity (2002–2004), for which I wrote the first draft of the chapter on Chinggis Khan.


      Hunter College of the City University of New York was my employer while I was writing the drafts of the chapters. I thank particularly Gregory Johnson, then chair of the Department of Anthropology, who supported my teaching and research in every possible way. Without his support, it would have been difficult to get a course release in the school year 2003–2004 with a PSC-CUNY award, and a sabbatical leave from fall 2004 to summer 2005, so crucial for concentrated research and writing of this book.


      The book was finalized in Cambridge during my sabbatical leave in the Michaelmas term 2009. In fact, three of the chapters were originally written for conferences organized by my colleagues in Cambridge: Inner Asian Statecraft and Technologies of Governance, organized by David Sneath in March 2004; Cadres and Discourse in Late Socialism: The USSR, Mongolia and China, organized by Hildegard Diemberger and Robbie Barnett in April 2005; and Affect in Political Life, organized by Caroline Humphrey and Yael Navaro-Yashin in April 2006. My heartfelt thanks go to all the organizers for having given me opportunities to write the papers.


      Earlier versions of three chapters were published elsewhere, but they have been substantially revised for this volume. Parts of chapter 2 appeared in “Going Imperial: Tibeto-Mongolian Buddhism and Nationalisms in China and Inner Asia,” in J. W. Esherick, H. Kayali, and E.Young (eds.) (2006), Empire to Nation: Historical Perspectives on the Making of the Modern World, published by Rowman and Littlefield; and “From Empire to Nation: The Demise of Buddhism in Inner Mongolia,” in Uradyn E. Bulag and Hildegard G. M. Diemberger (eds.) (2007), The Mongolia-Tibet Interface: Opening New Research Terrains in Inner Asia, published by Brill. Chapter 5 was published as “The Yearning for ‘Friendship’: Revisiting ‘the Political’ in Minority Revolutionary History in China,” in The Journal of Asian Studies 64 (1), 2006, and chapter 6 as “The Regime of Affection: Inter-Ethnic Adoption and the Emotional Economy of National Unity in Contemporary China,” in D. Sneath (ed.) (2006), States of Mind : Power, Place and the Subject in Inner Asia, published by the Center for East Asian Studies, Western Washington University.


      This book is long overdue. Without constant prodding from my friends in China, Japan, and Mongolia who are curious about what I have finally to say about the China–Japan–Mongol relationship, I might have put the manuscript aside longer in pursuit of a new research agenda. In fact, it would have been abandoned were it not for the gentle but firm push from Mark Selden, my editor of this and a previous volume. A world-class scholar, his profound knowledge of East Asian history and politics makes him a dream editor for any author, combining first-rate expert scholarship and editorial skill. The prose and contents of the book owe much to his exemplary editorship and our extraeditorial communication over the years. No words can express my gratitude to him. I am profoundly grateful to Susan McEachern, the Rowman &Littlefield editorial director, for her confidence in this book as in the previous one.


      Conceived in 2002 shortly after my daughter Annabelle Dulaan was born, it makes me blush to think how slow my writing has been, especially since my wife Mei has taken on more than her share in raising and educating Annabelle while holding her own demanding job. But I am proud that as I crawl at a tortoise’s speed, Annabelle leaps quickly, having already written eight booklets with nice illustrations in her kindergarten year. I dedicate this book to her for never having failed to cheer her dad on.
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        Map 1. Location of Inner Mongolia in East Asia
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        Map 2. Inner Mongolia, 1928–1932, 1945–1949

      

    

  


  
    
      Introduction


      Triangulating China’s Ethnopolitics

    


    
      To Be or “How” to Be


      In 2004 the novel Lang Tuteng (The Wolf Totem), by an obscure Chinese writer, Jiang Rong, became an instant best seller, topping China’s best-seller list for sixteen months, selling about one million copies. An English version was published by the Penguin Group in 2008, many other translations followed, and yet others are in the pipeline.1 A Hollywood movie is also in the making. The novel, set in the 1960s and 1970s during the Cultural Revolution, tells of a Han Chinese sent-down youth among Inner Mongolian nomads and wolves. Through an allegorical story of wolves being hunted to extinction and ecological disasters brought on the grassland, Jiang mourns the demise of Mongol nomadic power under the relentless assault of Chinese agricultural civilization. Nomadic Mongols are, under his pen, invaluable to the Chinese, for they have injected much-needed virile blood (shuxue) into the Chinese, through repeated invasions and conquests throughout history. With the extinction of the wolf qua Mongols, Jiang laments the loss of the vital life source for the Chinese nation, which now, infused with femininity, faces the challenge of even more deadly wolf-enemies—the sea-faring Euroamericans and Japanese.2


      Hardly a year later, a short Mongolian ballad called Chindamani Erdeni (or Jixiang Sanbao in Chinese—Three Auspicious Treasures) created a frenzy among the Chinese. Sung in the format of a dialogue between a little girl and her parents, the girl innocently asks what the sun, the moon, and the stars are; and what father, mother, and she herself are. The answers are the same: they are the three auspicious treasures. With its cuteness (ke’ai), its tenderness of tune and lyrics, the song was touted as conveying the sound of heavenly nature (tianlai zhi sheng) and became the most broadcast song on television across China, topping Chinese charts and the World Chinese Song Chart for months. It was also extolled as the perfect representation of happiness, harmony, and love within family and between humans and nature. No wonder the song was chosen for the 2006 Central China TV Spring Festival Gala, the most widely watched program of the year—named “Bring Out the Lanterns and Streamers for the Spring Festival, May Nature and Man Go Forward in Harmony”—a sure sign of the highest recognition and honor in China.3


      Many Mongols appear to be as enthralled by this renewed Mongol prominence as are the Chinese, but arguably for different reasons. Some Mongols feel empowered with a sense of their own greatness and see the current Mongol craze in China as a vindication of precisely that. Some are profoundly grateful to The Wolf Totem for revealing the Mongols’ glory and their continued relevance today. They are proud that Mongolian culture has managed to “conquer” the Chinese “heart,” taking center stage in China. To them, the novel and the song are their success stories, embodying their value or worth. In fact, The Wolf Totem was not the first time that the Chinese would claim the Mongol heritage of conquest. Chinggis Khan and the Mongol Empire have long been appropriated by the Chinese state as “Chinese” for reasons that will be elaborated in the chapters of this book.


      A year after the publication of The Wolf Totem, just as many Mongols were indulging their sense of glory, another Chinese novelist, Yang Zhijun, published a popular book entitled Zang Ao (Tibetan Mastiff) (Yang 2005). Written to challenge the burgeoning wolf worship among the Chinese, the novel contrasts the Mongol and Tibetan relationships with the Chinese through a meditation on the nature of Mongolian wolves and Tibetan mastiffs. Wolves are characterized as “insidious, cunning, and extreme egoists.” They “bully the weak and fear the strong.” Always “harming other people,” they “are worldly-wise and play safe, and are apathetic toward others’ tragedies.” Wolves exist to eat, and they exist to protect themselves; they live to make trouble, instill fear in others, and are prone to betraying their community and friends. Tibetan mastiffs, on the other hand, are brave and loyal, they protect their masters and families, and they dare challenge stronger opponents even if it means their own death. They are selfless, as they live to fight for others—friends and masters. The Tibetan mastiffs live for the purpose of peace and stability (Yang 2005, 160). In the novel, Yang invests all his hatred toward wolves by unleashing Tibetan mastiffs to kill them, always with extreme contempt and ease. But, like Jiang Rong, Yang also laments the extinction of pure-bred Tibetan mastiffs.4


      These vignettes exemplify how prominently the minority Mongols (and Tibetans) figure in China’s cultural representations in the new millennium (cf. Bulag 2002b; Baranovitch 2003). In these representations, the Mongols and their cultural and historical heritage are appropriated to provide vital answers to China’s external and internal crises. Externally, as China gains economic confidence and politically aspires to play a wider regional and even global role, the Mongols’ past greatness, their untamed wildness—a source of China’s past woes—can be summoned to serve China in its thirst for a “return” to greatness. Internally, as China plunges into deep social conflicts that are closely bound up with the very developmentalism that is responsible for the extinction of Mongols’ putative raw power, their tender song of harmony has become a veritable “gift of nature” to build a Confucian-inspired “harmonious society” in China, the highest ideal of the contemporary regime.


      The Mongols’ celebration of their cultural distinction and their contribution toward solving China’s problems offer a striking contrast to their own political plight in Inner Mongolia, the Mongol homeland in China. There, far from enjoying success, they have been steadily losing ground to the extent that there is little sign that they are able to exercise their legitimate rights of autonomy, arguably the foundation for being a nationality. There have been Chinese crackdowns on Mongolian dissidence, a few Mongols still languishing in prison for expressing support for democracy and demanding greater Mongol autonomy. In recent years, as sandstorms intensify, the Chinese government has ordered massive ecological migration, removing pastoralist Mongols from their pastures and settling them in predominantly Chinese-inhabited towns and cities or in newly built immigrant villages (yimin xincun) (cf. Xinjiletu 2005). With this forced migration, the last strongholds in which Mongols constitute a majority are now being systematically destroyed, a process that began a century ago.5


      These romantic vignettes present multiple paradoxes: On the one hand, the Mongols have lost their homeland and territorial institutions, at least within China, thereby being rendered politically insignificant. On the other hand, however, they have become symbolically central to China’s self-representation. And rather than turning their political death into melancholic mourning, as might be expected, they seem to have found a renewed outlet for a meaningful existence. What does this mutual affection amid intense domestic and international problems say about both China and its Mongol minority? Does it mean that these two, who have been at each other’s throats in the form of conflicts between agrarian Chinese and steppe people from time immemorial, have now bonded, fusing into one Chinese nation? Has ethnopolitics at last come to an end in China? But doesn’t the wolf romance actually imply that a good Mongol is a dead Mongol? What can we make of the Mongol effort to conquer the Chinese heart, if not its territory?


      What is uncanny is that the Mongol wolf–Chinese lamb romance has been spoiled by the intrusion of a more ferocious but loyal Tibetan mastiff, brought in by yet another Chinese for expressing a deeper bond between the Tibetans and Chinese. These two fables from China’s Orwellian animal farm represent a radical reversal of the historical Mongol-Tibetan relationship characterized by religious and political symbiosis.6 A new triadic field thereby has been opened, making the Mongols and Tibetans “literally” compete to bleed for China. What does this triangular mimesis tell us about ethnopolitics in the real world of Chinese, regional, and global politics?


      In this book, I look at China’s ethnopolitics through offering parallax7 visions of Mongol-Chinese relations. This book represents an effort to understand the historical path along which the Mongols arrived at their present state in China. It tries to comprehend the Mongol appeal to the Chinese imagination, to consider whether and to what extent such an appeal constitutes a resource for the Mongols, and whether and how Mongols have tried to appropriate it to their own advantage. Here I highlight not the well-trod terrain of a nation’s political pressure on borderland peoples to show loyalty to the national center but rather the ways in which the latter demonstrates its desire for the support of borderland peoples. I view this as an example of mimetic competition, or the memory thereof, to “appropriate” the Inner Asian heritage8 while progressively eradicating key markers of its distinctiveness such as language, religion, and, ultimately historical memory. The book tries to go beyond structural determinism that produces predictable outcomes for the Mongols by virtue of the “minority” position they occupy in today’s China. My interest lies in exploring how the concept of “the political,” that is, the distinction between friend and enemy (Schmitt 1996), may be understood in imperial, national, and ethnic perspectives. Imperialism, nationalism, and ethnicity will not be treated as morally loaded concepts or ideology to be denounced or resisted; rather they inform the structure of opportunities that the Mongols and other minority nationalities can seek to grasp.


      From Relatedness to Relevance


      In today’s popular and nationalist imaginations, the minority peoples are marginal to China for a multitude of reasons, not least because they largely inhabit the frontiers, away from the “center,” but also because they are small in number (hence minority) and are different and allegedly “backward” vis-à-vis the Chinese. Repeated wars and conquests are now historiographically rendered as only civil wars among siblings, and China’s erstwhile Inner Asian conquerors, such as the Mongols and the Manchus, are said to have been assimilated into the Chinese. Such representations project a “Chinese nation” in the Central Kingdom, one that had lived essentially a self-sufficient, solitary, though internally dynamic, life until it was rudely awakened by the Euroamericans—the new barbarians—in the nineteenth century. If there is any question of ethnicity, it is only a minor irritant to be solved sooner or later. Should the minorities be of any big concern, as demonstrated by the recent riots in Tibet and Xinjiang, this is attributed to intervention by modern Western and Japanese imperialists. Such a perspective has been reinforced by Western scholarship that tends to view China as Han and coastal China and/or locates it in struggles with the West, ignoring China’s longue durée historical ties and exchanges with non-Han areas, not only steppe conquests but also trade between agrarian China and the steppe, and outward through the wider Asian tributary system.


      In recent decades, such a Sinocentric vision of China has come under sustained intellectual challenge, most notably from historians and historical anthropologists of China and Inner Asia, inspired by Owen Lattimore’s studies of Inner Asian frontiers (Lattimore 1940). In bifurcating China with Inner Asia, China is decentered, placed in relation to peoples and states in Inner Asia, which include today’s Tibet, Xinjiang, Inner Mongolia, Mongolia, Manchuria, and beyond. Thomas Barfield (1989), for instance, saw Inner Asia as a “perilous frontier,” constantly menacing and at times engulfing parts or the whole of China. In the view of Nicola Di Cosmo (2002), who meticulously documented the way in which China (the Han dynasty) engaged its Inner Asian neighbor (the Xiongnu), the Inner Asians were not marginal barbarians of little consequence but posed an existential threat to China on a variety of fronts, military, political, and moral. Inner Asia was home to the “enemies” of ancient China, the vital alterity to China’s identity.


      Qing history has recently become a fertile ground for re-envisioning China–Inner Asia relations. Challenging the conventional wisdom that the Manchus, the founding people of the Qing dynasty, ruled China by following Chinese statecraft and that they succumbed to Chinese Confucian culturalism, thereby losing their own distinctive identity (Wright 1957; Ho 1967), many recent historians portray the Qing in a different light. It is now firmly established that the Qing rulership was not Sinocentric but was rather Manchu-centered, the Manchus establishing distinct and separate political relations with four major groups within the realm: the Mongols, the Tibetans, the Muslims, and the Han (Farquhar 1978; Rawski 1996). Pamela Crossley (2000) and Mark Elliott (2001), in their respective studies on Manchu ethnic identity during the Qing, demonstrated that the Manchus, far from being conquerors interested solely in domination, made sustained and sophisticated efforts to create the institutional structure to secure their primacy within a polyethnic empire. Their studies show that the Qing Empire, at the height of its power, during the reigns of Kangxi, Yongzheng, and Qianlong, created an empire, modeled after the half-Turkic Tang and the Mongol Yuan, notable for its cosmopolitanism, tolerance, and even fostering of cultural differences, and for curbing Chinese chauvinism.9 More recently, Peter Perdue’s (2005) monumental study of Qing expansionism acknowledged the Manchus as the agent in enlarging China’s territorial reach into Inner Asia, incorporating it as part of China or, stated conversely, expanding the multiethnic character of China.


      In short, the Manchus created a strikingly cosmopolitan and expansive China ruled by Inner Asian conquerors that may be contrasted to a more inward-looking China ruled by ethnic Chinese during the Song, the Ming (except during its early period), and the two republican regimes. The new Qing historiography, to some extent, resonates with the recent Chinese official embrace of the Qing, as manifested in numerous popular television drama series, but they differ on one crucial count. While the Chinese embrace the Qing and the Manchus as “us,” fighting for China, thereby teleologically erasing the differences between the Manchus and the Chinese, contemporary Western scholars, resonating with long-standing Japanese scholarly tradition, attribute Qing cosmopolitanism and expansionism specifically to the Manchus, an Inner Asian people with a distinct history, culture, and above all, model of statecraft, whose origins can be traced back to the Xiongnu and the Mongol empires. In other words, the Manchus, in this perspective, shaped China as a multiethnic empire that is now being undermined even as it is celebrated.


      Scholars, particularly anthropologists studying contemporary Chinese ethnicity, have done their share in “dislocating” China (Gladney 2004). They have done this on several fronts. By using social constructionist theory, anthropologists were the first to point out that ethnic groups in China did not have a natural existence; rather, they became nationalities or minzu through the state’s nationality classification project. In this view, nationalities, such as the Hui, the Uyghurs, and the Zhuang, were “invented” or “created” (Gladney [1991] 1996; Kaup 2000). In a poststructuralist move, Gladney (1994a; 2004) suggested that minorities are to majority as women are to men; and thus, the contemporary majority Han identity could not be possible without its construction of an other—the various minorities. Such representations are characterized by Louisa Schein (2000) as “internal orientalism.” Ralph Litzinger (2000) notes a profound tension between national belonging and the violence of cultural representation in China.


      A significant feature shared by the above studies is that they directly challenge the monopoly of China by the Han Chinese. As such, these studies are part of a global academic movement away from the imagination of nation as a sovereign and limited community, predicated on internal homogeneity and exclusion of strangers or aliens, such as immigrants, minorities, and others who do not share the culture of the titular majority nationality. Minorities are thus rescued from China, both as a location to launch a better understanding of China and as a force to open up Chinese space in the interest of greater accommodation. The cumulative effect is that China or the Chinese nation is not a given unchallenged entity, in which power and prerogatives are always and everywhere monopolized by the Han Chinese. Rather, China is represented as a space that has been and should be shared with culturally diverse minority peoples who are historical subjects and contemporary citizens of China.


      Distinctly intersubjective in approach, current writings on ethnicity in China as outlined above open a new way for conceptualizing identity politics, that is, the need for the other or difference in identity politics leads toward toleration and respect for the minorities. These writings seem to follow the conception eloquently articulated by William Connolly: “Identity requires difference in order to be, and it converts difference into otherness in order to secure its own self-certainty” (Connolly 1991, 46). As he writes, identity’s necessary dependence on difference has kept open a space for the other: “When this bond through differentiation is acknowledged, the moral demand for an all-embracing identity grounded in the truth of a fixed moral code loses some of the power it exercised over the self.” The alterity’s necessity thereby enables “the self to bestow value upon the alter-identity it contests” (167).


      James Hevia’s (1994; 1995) postmodern theory about Chinese sovereignty follows the same mode. Challenging the European interpretation of koutou as abject servitude, Hevia argues that one who koutous is not one who is weak but one who must be a bearer of a certain power. The Chinese notion of sovereignty is, in his view, relational and encompassing, that is, the subject has to “complete” the relationship engendered by the emperor. Thus, allowing someone to koutou is not treating him/her as insignificant; rather, it is empowerment, both acknowledging the subject’s power and further institutionalizing/legitimizing that power even while asserting the superiority of the sovereign.


      Hevia’s point about the empowered other is akin to Slavoj Žižek’s ticklish object. In Parallax View (2006), Žižek reverses the order of subject and object, insisting that it is the subject that is passive, being subjected to or being tickled by the object, whose role is to protest, oppose, or create

      an obstacle: “If, then, the subject’s activity is, at its most fundamental, the activity of submitting oneself to the inevitable,” Žižek writes, “the fundamental mode of the object’s passivity, of its passive presence, is that which moves, annoys, disturbs, traumatizes us (subjects): at its most radical the object is that which objects, that which disturbs the smooth running of things” (Žižek 2006, 17).


      Can this optimistic effort to rescue the minorities from China—through theoretically recognizing their common intersubjective ground with the dominant Han—abrogate social problems of identity politics? Can it save them from the current Chinese “imperialist nostalgia” (Rosaldo 1989), the desire to have back what one has participated in destroying? Despite the importance of the other in completing the self, there is a logical deficiency in such a theory of embracing the other, because the other’s survival is not “guaranteed.” According to Judith Butler, the subject can only know itself relationally through an other “living object,” but this object is also an obstacle to the subject’s achieving self-consciousness or identity. “Thus,” Butler writes, “self-consciousness recognizes itself as the agency of accomplishment; certain of the nothingness of this object, self-consciousness explicitly confirms that this nothingness is for itself the truth of this object” (Butler [1987] 1999, 37). In other words, for the self to fully realize itself, the other has to be obliterated. This point, as Slovaj Žižek would say, is the perfect case of Jacques Lacan’s motto: “I love you, but inexplicably I love something in you more than you, and therefore I destroy you” (Žižek 2004, 255). Similarly, with reference to Freud’s primal horde in Totem and Taboo, Angelika Bammer points out that one way to remove the other(ness) without undoing oneself in the process is xenophilia: “the devouring embrace that takes the other in until there is nothing left of ‘them’, but ‘us’” (Bammer 1995, 47).


      If this is correct, then, the question becomes, what is to guarantee that the “tickling” minority other(s) not be eliminated in the process of the Chinese self becoming itself? But is this a valid mode of intellectual and political intervention? Can the reordering of the binary configurations, such as subject/object, self/other, inclusion/exclusion, majority/minority, or any other pairs, really save the underdogs? Is there a way not to perpetuate this system of binary logic?


      Jean-Luc Nancy (2000) has recently challenged the ontological property of “being” assumed in binary pairings. Working with Heidegger’s notion of Dasain and Mitdasein, he argues that existence is always already coexistence, where our “being” is only ever our “being-with” each other. Paradoxically, plurality is predicated on singularity, and this sociality or association does not entail depoliticization, that is, the dismantling of the singularity of the being. Although Nancy talks about being-with as “abandonment and exposure” to the unfamiliar and risky in each other and the world around us, he does not discuss possibilities of different forms of outcome. Nonetheless, since Nancy’s being is “with” not just one being, but “many” beings, his theory raises the potential for discussing the differential outcome for the weaker as well as for the more powerful. In other words, a social field consisting of more than two beings provides the possibility of alliances or networking.


      The recent sociological theory of actor-network (ANT) and the anthropological theory of “relatedness,” centering on the works of Bruno Latour (1993) and Marilyn Strathern (1991), resonate with Nancy’s concerns. These are attempts to move away from the Durkheimian conceptualization of social organization that always seemed to subordinate individuals to the normative force of society. ANT disavows society and replaces it with association, its interest being how society is generated, organized. A society is an association, an actor network, and it is a goal that is realized through processes of negotiation and translation, through the “enrolling” of human and nonhuman “actants,” assembling various alliances, deploying various strategic machinations, by way of detours, finally resulting in something that is often different from the original goal. The social order thus achieved is always in flux, mutating into other associations. In this theory inspired by Gabriel Tarde, we have a multitude of nomadic monads on Deleuze and Guattari’s thousand plateaus, each exercising not a “to be” philosophy, but a “to have” philosophy, each building a cosmos through possession (Latour 2002).


      The British anthropological reorientation toward the social and its emphasis on relatedness rather than formal organization starts with a premise that “if we are to produce adequate theories of social reality, then the first step is to apprehend persons as simultaneously containing the potential for relationships and always embedded in a matrix of relations
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