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The Cultural Security of Ethnic Groups
in Contemporary China and Mongolia

Jarmila Ptackova and Ondrej Klimes

Abstract: The introductory chapter situates the collective monograph’s
findings within the existing discussion on cultural security. It introduces
its general principles, accentuating common dynamics between a domi-
nant and a minor group, and points out direct connection between the
perceived degree of cultural security and the need to emphasize, restore,
or invent cultural identifiers. In the context of the People’s Republic
of China, this chapter discusses how cultural security is perceived by
minority nationalities and by the state. It refers to various state stabil-
ity and institutional dimensions of cultural securitization, as well as
horizontal and/or bottom-up mechanisms of cultural security building,
and identifies a firm connection between the effectiveness of ethnic and
cultural policies and the degree of cultural security perceived by targeted
minorities and by the state. In contrast, the case of Mongolia shows how
collective identification and participation in national cultural security
building can enhance citizens’ cultural self-confidence.
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This book continues the discussion of cultural security initiated by the
German sinologist and Tibet specialist Andreas Gruschke and others in
2015. The contributions to this volume explore various dimensions of the

cultural security of ethnic groups in China and Mongolia and how these
dynamics interrelate with alternative modes of cultural security and broader
sociopolitical developments. Cultural security is understood below as the
need to emphasize, restore, invent, or maintain the cultural markers of a

group. It is thus an indicator of a cultural self-confidence and the freedom
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of a group, or of an individual within the group, to act out their identity.
Drawing on examples from various contexts in China and Mongolia, this
book analyses the relation of perceived cultural security to the strengthening
of the cultural identity of different parties in a minority-majority relation,
in an inter-ethnic relation, or in the relation of a state to its people. Culture,
in this context, is anything through which a certain number of people
identify themselves as a group. It is shared history and common experience
demonstrated through a set of markers, including behavioral patterns, such
as religion, language, literature, oral traditions, clothing, or diet (Kolas
and Thowsen 2005), which are the core of the group’s cultural identity and
help to establish a sense of common affiliation and boundaries with the
cultural “Other” (Klieger 2002). From an international perspective, culture
can be defined as a globally prevalent pattern of values, beliefs, norms, and
symbolic structures (Lynch 2013, 629).

While the identity of an individual is based on self-perception and
does not necessarily need visual markers, cultural identity is something
that binds an individual with a certain group. Cultures as well as cultural
identifiers are under constant external influence from various (political,
historical, economic, social, cultural, or environmental) factors (Harrell
2001) and are also continually being adjusted and created as a reaction to
these factors, rendering them prone to constant transformation (Barth 1969).
Consequently, considering the “purity” of any culture is at least questionable;
in their day-to-day form, cultures are better described as constructs that are
“ultimately hybrid” (Fliichter and Schéttli 2015, 2)—a term we find suitable
to represent the contemporary construct of “Chinese culture” (Zhonghua
wenhua; Clark 2018). Perceived cultural security is then typically predicated
upon a group’s or a group member’s ability to live out, maintain and develop,
or even abolish shared cultural markers without calling their cultural
identity into question. Cultural security is not necessarily predicated upon
groups that are defined by ethnicity (for this argument see also Anttonen
2005, 86), but can be recognized in any type of group that shares a common
identity or set of self-identified cultural traits. It is a subjective notion shifting
according to circumstances (Yeh 2002), and it is the circumstances and the
confrontation with the “Others” that generate the need to define an identity
(Mullaney 2012). The subsequent choice of emphasized cultural markers or
“identity repertoires” (Goode and Stroup 2015, 722) reflects the nature of
the confrontation. The importance of cultural identifiers changes with the
perspective of an observer and those within the contested group might see
it differently from external actors. The internal and external dimension of
cultural security (Gruschke 2021) can be driven by similar mechanisms,
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such as commodification, policy arrangements, or political circumstances,
but for each one, different cultural identifiers might appear essential to
demonstrate cultural identity in a given situation.

In global as well as local contexts, (minority) groups are prone to
assimilation into the mainstream (or majority) by the dilution of their
distinctive features. Consequently, in a globalized world we face increasing
“transculturality,” i.e., dissolution of cultural boundaries and evolution of
a collective identity. This can, however, encourage “reverse processes of
re-affirmation and of the assertion of some kind of difference” (Fliichter and
Schottli 2015, 2) when groups conceive of this transculturality as a danger to
their self-perceived cultural identity. Cultural security can thus serve as a
“moral good” (Carbonneau, Gruschke, Jacobs, and Keller 2021, 52) ensuring
the cultural diversity of heterogeneous societies. This positive connotation
of cultural security is possible only in societies where the autonomous
development of cultural diversity is not obstructed or prevented. Some
aspects of cultural security in the positive sense, as discussed in this book,
resemble the concept of ontological security seen by Michael Skey (2010,
720) as a state when individuals can “rely on things—people, objects, places,
meanings—remaining tomorrow, by and large, as they were today and the
day before.” The below chapters address situations when continuities in
individual or communal cultural lives are changing—for instance, through
a bottom-up invention of collective identities or through a top-down state
intervention. Such developments can lead to perceived “cultural insecu-
rity” and a community’s growing desire for clear cultural boundaries and
awakening of cultural consciousness demonstrated through the increased
display of sometimes re-invented “traditional” cultural identifiers (see
Ptackova 2019).

Cultural identity, like ethnic identity as described by Vatikiotis (2017,
277), is “transactional in nature” and “a product of opportunity.” In the
context of creating a national identity or national cohesion, cultural identity
can be equally well understood as “political identity,” defining “cultural”
self-perception through loyalty towards a chosen authority (see Anttonen
2005, 103). Depending on whether the chosen authority is from within or
outside a group, cultural identity building is then called either separatism
or integration. The decisive factor is often whether under these applied
circumstances a group is able to effectively control its own cultural develop-
ment, define the identification markers of its “cultural identity,” and choose
to whom it will be loyal, or whether its “cultural identity” becomes the object
of a top-down nation-building process, when groups with lower “national
cultural capital” (Hage 1998, 53), i.e., cultural markers less compatible with
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those required by the dominant party, will face either discrimination and
marginalization or assimilation.

A minority group in a multiethnic state constructs its identity based on
its own “tradition,” which can, but does not necessarily have to, accentuate
contrast with that of the majority. Identity can, however, also be applied
as a top-down construct of an “invented national identity,” and a sense of
collective belonging can be created by mass symbolism “expected to yield
legitimacy to the state institution and its power over a territory.” Especially in
the case of ethnically and religiously heterogeneous polities, it is important
to choose symbols that everyone can identify with to create a national
cultural identity that not only appears “real and unquestionable” (Anttonen
2005, 83—86) but is also stable. Shared national cultural identity does not
necessarily mean a denial of the local cultural identities of different ethno-
cultural groups. On the contrary, under a functioning and self-confident
state apparatus it is possible to allow for cultural diversity, and members
of an ethnic minority can simultaneously feel culturally secure in their
“ethnic identity” and in their “national identity.” The cultural identities of
minorities within a state should thus not be seen as “simply a convenience”
(Vatikiotis 2017, 216). Instead, they should be perceived as an important
component of a healthy society (see also Schein 2000).

However, the presence of alternative (ethnic or religious) cultural identi-
ties can also be understood as an absence of national identity (see Tobin
2015; 2020, 319), i.e., a lack of identification with the present sociopolitical
order or state project. Subsequently, the identity or cultural identity of
ethnic, religious, or otherwise socially defined groups can be disregarded,
challenged, or explicitly rejected by the state or the dominant ethnic group.
The only valid identity is the imposed “fundamentally homogenous” mass
identity of the people—the nation (Greenfeld 1992, 3). Modern nation-states
have generally been viewed as conducive to replacing cultural heterogeneity
with homogeneity (Gellner 1983; Anderson 1983). The homogenization of
ethnic and other identities can be seen as the most effective method for the
state to impose a national identity on its citizens. Proactive assimilatory
pressures or policies towards minorities can result in “cohesion against either
arival population or the state power” and jeopardize the state nationalism
construct (Kang and Sutton 2016, 8). The state’s cultural identity and the
cultural identities of minorities are closely intertwined and influence each
other. For a state to maintain its integrity, it is necessary to achieve a balance
in nurturing both. Cultural identities are thus directly connected to “political
processes, legislation, minority and majority policies, local, regional and
national politics” (Anttonen 2005, 108), and there is a “close relation between
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cultural security for national minorities and state stability” (Carbonneau,
Gruschke, Jacobs and Keller 2021, 46).

Securing Culture in the People’s Republic of China

Parallel to ethnic minorities’ efforts to articulate their cultural identity
in relation to a majority, a state can direct its cultural affairs to enhance
internal security by limiting the cultural attributes and activities of its
constituent communities. In such case, the state’s cultural securitization
reduces the cultural security of ethnic minorities. The interplay of cultural
security and state stability has been seen as an interesting phenomenon in
the People’s Republic of China (PRC; Gruschke 2021; Grunfeld 2021).

Previous research has shown that the Chinese Communist Party (CCP)
has regarded shaping cultural and other ideational values as a principal
means of legitimation and power projection which needs to be safeguarded
against perceived domestic and foreign challenges. Historically, the CCP’s
cultural governance draws both on imperial and republican elites’ ideologies
and efforts to make cultural transformation the essence of statehood and
on the Marxist-Leninist cultural model implemented in the Soviet Union
(Levenson 1968; Townsend 1992; Brady 2008). The party made “cultural work”
(wenhua gongzuo) and “cultural construction” (wenhua jianshe) a focus of its
politics already in the Jiangxi (1931—-34) and Yan'an (1936—48) control zones,
where Mao Zedong’s conceptualizations of culture and the disciplining of
the intelligentsia termed the “rectification campaign” (zhengfeng yundong)
established a pattern of cultural governance for the PRC (Mao 2005, 357—69;
Hung 1994, 221-69; Teiwes 1993). The cultural realm was often an initial
or proxy battlefield of devastating upheavals of the Maoist era, such as
the Anti-Rightist Movement (1956—59) or the Great Proletarian Cultural
Revolution (1966—76; Fokkema 1991).

The rejuvenation of domestic cultural life and the influx of foreign trends
in the post-Mao era from 1978 led the CCP to construct China as a “spiritual
civilization” (jingshen wenming) with regard to political objectives, for
instance through the ideological campaigns “against bourgeois liberaliza-
tion” (fandui zichan jieji ziyouhua) and to “eliminate spiritual pollution”
(gingchu jingshen wuran; Carrico 2017). The domestic protest movement
in the late 1980s, along with the collapse of communist regimes in Central
and Eastern Europe in 1989 and the disintegration of the Soviet Union in
1991, underlined the importance of ideological work and prompted the
CCP to “re-Orient” its cultural governance from overtly ideological work
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to cultural nationalism referencing Chinese culture, tradition, history, and
patriotism (Perry 2013).

The party-state’s deployment of culture-imbued propaganda, education,
and other thought-work as defensive strategies against Western cultural
influences and ideological subversion during the Cold War era continued
as a response to globalization and Westernization (Alsudairi 2019; Johnson
2021). The ideology of Jiang Zemin (in power 1989—2002), known as the Three
Represents (sange daibiao), argues that the CCP represents the “vanguard
orientation of China’s advanced culture” (Zhongguo xianjin wenhuade gianjin

fangxiang). Under the Jiang leadership, the concept of national cultural
security (guojia wenhua anquan) became influential in policy-making
circles and became central to the party-state’s conceptions of national and
regime security (Johnson 2017). The Hu Jintao (2002-12) leadership grasped
cultural securitization as crucial for the CCP’s political legitimation, national
cohesion-building, and international politics (Edney 2015; Lynch 2013; Alsu-
dairi 2019). The party also explicitly sought to shape Chinese people’s ethics
and morality using the “socialist core value system” (shehuizhuyi hexin jiazhi
tixi) and the “socialist core values outlook” (shehuizhuwyi hexin jiazhiguan).

In the Xi Jinping era, since 2012, the CCP has perceived the ideological
challenges to its power as particularly complex and intense, and resolved
to strengthen its ideational governance, for instance by improving the
management of propaganda on the “cultural front,” where the dissemina-
tion of ideology is seen as “the most important political task” (ChinaFile
2013). The consolidation of power also involves securitization of culture
and other ideational spheres, for example through the State Security
Commission formed in 2014 (Guojia anquan weiyuanhui; Johnson 2020).
Newly promulgated laws, such as the 2015 State Security Law and the 2018
amendment of the Counter-Terrorism Law, have established cultural and
ideational affairs as a vital field of state security and defined principles
of cultural securitization (Central government of the PRC 2015; National
People’s Congress 2018; Mohammed Alsudairi’s chapter in this volume).

Cultural discourse also increasingly features in the Xi-era ideology.
The party has called on Chinese people to strengthen their “four confi-
dences” (sige zixin), i.e., “cultural confidence” (wenhua zixin) along with
the “confidence in the path, theory, and system of socialism with Chinese
characteristics” (Zhongguo tese shehuizhuyi daolu zixin, lilun zixin, zhidu
zixin). The contemporary Chinese party-state’s alleged “specifics” (tese)
evolved from ancient and imperial China’s “unique” (dute) culture, tradition,
history, and overall “national conditions” (guoging; People’s Daily 2013). The
CCP also hopes to raise China’s “cultural soft power” (wenhua ruanshili)
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and “discursive power” (huayuquan) and build a “socialist cultural power”
(shehuizhuyi wenhua giangguo; Xi 2014; Klimes 2017).

Cultural Securitization in Ethnic Governance

The CCP’s shaping of the culture and values of the PRC's citizens also affects
the non-Han “minority nationalities” (shaoshu minzu).* A common and
distinctive culture, understood as a specific spiritual and psychological
frame developed from generation to generation and a manifestation of
national character, remains recognized in the PRC’s ethnicity theory as one
of the defining features of a nation according to the definition of Joseph
Stalin (Stalin 1953, 306—7; Klime$ 20204, 39). Drawing on the Soviet model
of “national-territorial delimitation” (rayuonavro-meppumopuaavroe
pasmexcesanue) and “indigenization” (kopenusayus; e.g., Martin 2001),
the PRC’s “identification of nationalities” (minzu shibie; also rendered in
English as recognition of nationalities or ethnic classification; Mullaney 2010)
acknowledged selected ethnic communities’ existence and accommodated
their cultural markers to some extent, allowing for “permissible forms
of difference” (Schein 2000, 73). The PRC has also regulated or restricted
minority nationalities’ cultural and intellectual life (Leung 2005; Bulag
2004; Bovingdon 2010; Zenz 2013).

A specific and desired “culture” remains the concept that defines the
sociopolitical boundaries between the “civilized” people, i.e., the “Chinese”
part of society, and the groups “in need of civilization,” i.e., the ethnic minori-
ties on the periphery, such as the Tibetans and the Uyghurs. Between these
two poles are situated other groups whom the central authorities view
as less incompatible with their political priorities, such as the Yi or the
Qiang. Possessing or not possessing “culture” (wenhua) defines whether a
person or a group stands inside or outside the inner “Chinese” circle. The
understanding of the term “culture” has changed with the development
of national consciousness and the changing definition of national values
and virtues during the successive political regimes in China. But whether
described as a grade of literacy, sedentary life, a common religion or language,
or socialist culture with Chinese characteristics, the core function remains
to separate people into those loyal to the regime and the Others, variously
labeled as “barbarians,” “backward ones,” ¢ rightists,”

” «

counterrevolutionaries,

»a

1 This publication prefers translating the term minzu as “nation,” “national,” and “nationality”

as opposed to “ethnic.”
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“separatists,” “terrorists” or “extremists.” The nationality identification
ascribed to each PRC citizen and stated clearly on personal documents
provides for sharp and unbridgeable social demarcation and nurtures what
has been called the “nationality paradigm” (Bulag 2019) of the PRC'’s ethnic
governance.

The CCP’s cultural securitization involves strengthening the citizenry’s
identification with the “Chinese nation” (Zhonghua minzu; Johnson 2021,
249, 252—54, 256). In the “autonomous” regions of Xinjiang, Tibet, and
Inner Mongolia, the party-state seeks to strengthen local nationalities’
identification with the “great motherland, Chinese nation, Chinese culture,
the CCP, and socialism with Chinese characteristics” (dui weida zuguo,
Zhonghua minzu, Zhonghua wenhua, Zhongguo gongchandang, Zhongguo
tese shehuizhuyide rentong), as well as their “correct views of state, history,
nation, culture, and religion” (zhengquede guojiaguan, lishiguan, minzuguan,
wenhuaguan, zongjiaoguan; Klimes 2018; Baioud and Khuanuud 2023). The
party-state under Xi has accented the “fusion” (jiaorong) of nationalities as
atop policy objective and represented non-Han populations not as minority
nationalities, i.e., groups that are “racially and culturally distinct” (Gillete
2008, 1013, 1015), but as segments of a homogeneous Chinese nation to which
they are “linked by blood” (xuemai xiangliande; Central government of
the PRC 2021). The “correct handling of the relationship between Chinese
culture and local nationality culture” (zhengque chuli Zhonghua wenhua
he benminzu wenhuade guanxi) is one of the preconditions for forging the
“Chinese national community consciousness” (Zhonghua minzu gongtongti
yishi; Xinhua 2021; Central government of the PRC 2021; Tibet Autonomous
Region Government 2021; Xinhua 2022).

The official discourse has intensified previous Chinese elites’ efforts to
imbue the concept of Chinese nation with the implied meaning of “Han
people,” which started when the term appeared in China’s political debates
in the late Qing dynasty (Schneider 2017, 46). Similarly, advancing “Chinese
culture” can mean coercive promotion of Han cultural features, such as
language and script, with an intensity prompting concerns of assimilation
of non-Han nationalities by the obliteration of their distinct identities
along the lines of so-called second-generation ethnic policies (Leibold
2013; Elliott 2015; Anonymous 2020; Salimjan 2020; Harris 2020; Atwood
2020; Tobin 2021; Ptackova 2021; Smith Finley 2020). The authorities have
also sought to replace the notion of the “good Han,” which was previously
applied to the PRC’s majority nationality—itself hardly a homogeneous
category (Mullaney et al. 2012, 10; Joniak-Liithi 2017)—with the image of
a “good Chinese.”
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The Xi era has also brought forth an intensified correlation between
domestic ethnic affairs and international politics. One dynamic is the
international community’s critical attention to the PRC’s repression of
non-Han nationalities and their cultural practices, notably in Xinjiang, Tibet,
Inner Mongolia, or the Hui regions. In this context, an important role can
be played by transnational ethnic groups, as evidenced by the Mongolian
president Tsakhiagiin Elbegdorj’s September 2020 letter to Xi Jinping asking
him to uphold PRC Mongols’ rights to use their native language and script
(Elbegdorj 2020). Another facet of the internationalization of the PRC’s
ethnic issues is the party-state’s increased management or repression of
ethnic diasporas, also known as transnational repression. By thematizing
culture and identity of the PRC’s non-Han transnational populations, the CCP
tries to impose its values and norms on other countries and thereby reduces
their national cultural security (see, for example, Reuters 2016; Martin
2018; Safeguard Defenders 2023). At the same time, minority nationality
diasporas can be used by the CCP as conduits for ethnic propaganda and
united front work, advancing the party-state’s broader political objectives
(Klimes$ 2020a; 2020b). The party-state’s domestic ethnic policies affecting
the cultural security of minorities can also win the international support
of the CCP’s allies.

Continuing the Discussion

This collective monograph builds on the debate by Andreas Gruschke and
other experts at the International Symposia on Cultural Inclusion held in
2015 in Freiburg im Breisgau, and in 2016 in Bautzen (Carbonneau et al. 2021).
Our collection was inspired by the third symposium entitled Minorities in
Their Own Lands: Cultural Security among Ethnic and Cultural Minorities
across Asia held in December 2017 in Prague, where the contributions to
this book by Jarmila Ptackova, Michal Zelcer-Lavid, Yang Minghong, Jan
Karlach, Gabriel Thorne, and Mei-hua Lan were first presented.” Several
case studies of cultural security in contexts outside the PRC presented in
Prague could not (for various reasons) be included in the final version of this
collection, which therefore only partially reflects the geographical variety

2 The editors thank Ildik6 Bellér-Hann, Ondiej Beranek, Arienne Dwyer, Véra Exnerova,
Timothy Grose, Olaf Guenther, Stevan Harrell, Pavel Hons, Matthew D. Johnson, Jan Karlach,
James Leibold, James Raymond, Kevin Schwartz, David Stroup, Nobuko Toyosawa, Ming-ke
Wang, Adrian Zenz, Wlodzimierz Cieciura, and Veronika Zikmundova for their support.
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of the cultural security issues discussed at the event. The book took shape
during Jarmila Pta¢kova and Ondfej Klimes's work on the project Balancing
the Interests: Correlations of Ethnic and Foreign Policy in Contemporary China
throughout 2019—23, in which they were joined by Giulia Cabras and Jan
Karlach. Contributions by the rest of the authors were included at this stage.

In their summary of previous discussions of cultural security, Carbonneau,
Gruschke, Jacobs, and Keller (2021) define five dimensions of compensa-
tory mechanisms as necessary for the maintenance of minorities’ cultural
security. The institutional dimension comprises the degree to which a state
and its majority society provide a minority with community institutions or
acknowledge them, as well as the degree of the minority’s representation
in the institutions of the majority society and the resulting degree of its
political self-determination. The territorial dimension entails the extent
to which a state recognizes an ethno-linguistic minority’s bond (often
historically established) to a specific territory and grants a degree of ter-
ritorial autonomy. The state stability dimension comprises the extent to
which a state sees the cultural security of its minority population as a factor
strengthening or weakening its own stability. Besides these top-down factors,
cultural security is also conditioned by bottom-up dynamics. The dimension
of collective identification comprises the patterns of individuals’ bonding
with and belonging to the minority group. Finally, cultural security is also
informed by the participatory dimension, which comprises individuals’
political and cultural activism and their preservation of collective practices
inherent in belonging to an ethnic and linguistic minority.

In reference to these findings, the contributions to our volume bring forth
awealth of data on the various dimensions of the cultural security of ethnic
groups in the PRC and Mongolia. Mohammed Alsudairi’s chapter explores
the state stability dimension and unravels the party-state’s embrace and
conceptualization of cultural security. Cultural security for the CCP means
mostly political and ideological security, and its main function is to maintain
power. The party-state’s ideology thus collapses the notions of Chinese
culture, the Chinese nation, the PRC, and the CCP into the single category
of culture, which is seen as being in need of defense against ideological
currents propelled by globalization and Western hegemonism. The chapter
also shows how the CCP’s maintenance of state stability by culture relies
on both tangible (state organs, periodicals, think tanks) and intangible
institutions (historical narratives, political ideologies, political events).

Hacer Gonul and Julius Rogenhofer’s exploration of the CCP’s secu-
ritization of Uyghur and Hui religious practices also contributes to the
understanding of the state stability dimension of cultural security. The
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chapter traces the differences in the party-state’s treatment of Uyghurs and
Hui in the Jiang and Hu eras and the convergence of restrictive policies in
the Xi era. The chapter’s illustration of the political narratives featuring in
the CCP’s securitization of Islam attests to the crucial role representational
politics (Bovingdon 2010, 7-10) play in the PRC’s ethnic affairs. The inter-
relation of the state stability and the institutional dimensions of cultural
securitization is shown through an explanation of how the party-state
uses the China Islamic Association and religious interpretation (jiejing)
to disseminate an official version of Islam tailored to the CCP’s political
objectives.

On the case of the Hui Muslims and the Ningxia Hui Autonomous Region,
Jarmila Ptac¢kova’s chapter illustrates the party-state’s requisition of the
right to construct or deconstruct the “cultural identity” of its ethnic groups
and instrumentalize it purposefully to sustain state-defined goals such as
economic growth or state stability. Mechanisms of collective identification
and the participatory dimension are thematized through an investigation
of how the top-down introduction or denial of identificatory cultural mark-
ers enhances or endangers the perceived cultural security of a particular
nationality, in this case the Hui.

Michal Zelcer-Lavid explores Uyghur masculinity and male authority as
articulated in literary works partially in response to party-state policies in
Xinjiang. Male authority is central to Uyghur and other Islamicate societies
and constitutes an important intangible institution of an ethnic group’s
cultural security. Uyghur literary works and the symbols of masculinity
articulated therein thus illuminate patterns of collective identification
affecting the cultural security of Uyghurs. As the status of Uyghur men in
contemporary Xinjiang declines due to the privileged position of the Han,
the constructed Uyghur masculinity articulates “imagined hegemony” and
enables Uyghur males to experience superiority over Han males. The literary
depiction of the Uyghur struggle to preserve male status is simultaneously
an effort to preserve Uyghur identity and culture, which is reflective of the
collective insecurity of Uyghurs in contemporary Xinjiang.

Giulia Cabras explores the status of language and its implications for
Uyghurs’ cultural security. Uyghur intellectuals’ and artists’ discourses
on Uyghur language maintenance and their efforts at language protection
prior to 2017 in response to increased language contact and the siniciza-
tion of spoken Uyghur showcase the participatory dimension of cultural
securitization. Specifically, the explored ideas of authenticity and purism,
the role of intellectuals and artists, the question of bilingualism, and the
reality of language practices illustrate how the Uyghur language works as
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ameans of building modern Uyghur identities in Xinjiang and as a catalyst
for the present and future well-being of the group. The chapter’s treatment
of the language and script policy organs and state media’s translation and
editorial departments elucidates the institutional aspects of Uyghurs’
cultural security.

Yang Minghong and Zeng Benxiang contribute a case study of a state-
initiated partnership-assistance scheme involving the support of Guangdong
Province for the local tourist economy in Lunang Township in Nyingchi
Prefecture in the Tibet Autonomous Region, which started in 2010. The
chapter demonstrates the variation in the perception of local ethnic cul-
ture by residents, who experience culture as an integral part of their daily
lives, and by external stakeholders, who tend to perceive culture from
the perspective of touristic marketability. Their chapter elucidates the
maintenance of cultural security by the commodification of culture and the
“sale of ethnicity” (Goode and Stroup 2015, 730) encouraged by the Chinese
authorities. The research also shows a degree of collective identification
and participation of local actors in defining and articulating their identity
and culture as “Tibetan.”

Compared to the Uyghurs or Tibetans, the Yi and the Qiang could be
perceived as groups with higher “national cultural capital.” Jan Karlach’s
chapter examines everyday actions by which the bimo—ritual practition-
ers—and other actors belonging to various sub-groups included within
the Yi nationality compete with other stakeholders using the resources
of the Han majority-dominated state in an effort to become a hegemonic
voice within the Yi cultural debate. It thus illustrates how the party-state’s
stability concerns can be conditioned by the need to allow for some extent
of collective identification and participation in the maintenance of the
cultural security of communities identified as Yi. The conclusions expose
the limits of the PRC’s official representation of the Yi nationality as a
homogeneous community bound by shared culture.

Bian Simei’s contribution illuminates the collective identification and
participatory aspects of cultural security by describing the revival and
adaptation of traditional ritual practices by the Rrmi people, a sub-group
of the Qiang nationality living in Yunshang Administrative Village in
northwest Mao County in Aba Tibetan and Qiang Autonomous Prefecture
in northwest Sichuan Province. The Rrmi’s reinterpretation of cultural
practices to conform to state-administered intangible cultural heritage
procedures shows how institutional dynamics can affect a community’s
cultural security. The chapter also shows the interplay of simultaneous
identities and modes of cultural security, in this case that of local Rrmi
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people with those of the Qiang and Tibetan nationalities and with that of
the Chinese nation advanced by the party-state.

Gabriel Thorne studies the protests against the extradition bill in Hong
Kong in 2019 as a case of the communal defense of language, popular culture,
the economy, the legal system, and territory. The party-state’s reduction of
Hong Kong’s autonomy exhibits state stability maintenance by dismantling
the territorial and institutional features of Hong Kong’s autonomy, an essential
component of identity and cultural security. At the same time, the communal
nature of the protest shows how Hongkongers collectively identify and par-
ticipate in the maintenance of cultural security. The chapter also underlines
that Hongkongers’ animosity toward the CCP and occasionally also toward
mainland Chinese are cultural effects not only of Beijing’s policies but also
of unfettered capitalism, housing oligopoly, and globalization. The chapter
also theorizes the concept of scalable cultural security by demonstrating the
micro, meso, and macro levels of Hongkongers’ cultural security.

Mei-hua Lan’s contribution describes Mongolia’s search for identity by
reviving national culture after decades of authoritarian policies imposed
by the country’s membership of the Soviet bloc. The examples of legislation
on national culture, efforts to revive Mongolian script, the rehabilitation of
Chinggis Khan, new historiographies, the transformation of Ulaanbaatar, and
religious revival demonstrate the collective identification and participation
mechanisms by which various Mongolian actors have established institu-
tions of national cultural security. The chapter also posits that voluntarily
accepted external influences stemming from globalization can strengthen
Mongolia’s cultural independence from Russia and China. In contrast to the
case of the PRC, the Mongolian case shows how national cultural security
can enhance both state stability and the cultural self-confidence of citizens
by the inclusion of bottom-up cultural initiatives. Compared to the PRC,
however, as an ethnically relatively homogeneous state Mongolia does not
face complex ethnopolitical issues.

The chapters also provide explicit or implicit insights into the interrela-
tions of the explored contexts with alternative cultural security modes and
into the importance of cultural security issues within broader sociopolitical
developments. Several chapters illustrate the bottom-up or horizontal
interaction of cultural security issues (Yang Minghong and Zeng Benxiang,
Jan Karlach, Bian Simei, Mei-hua Lan) and the “creative resilience strategies”
(Kolboom 2021) ethnic communities can develop to adapt and maintain
their identities and cultural security even when faced with concerted
state efforts to advance a particular mode of cultural identity or impose
it upon them.
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The book also shows examples of a nonconsensual, vertical imposition
of culture (as defined by the CCP’s ideological apparatus) on various target
groups, which often results in the endangerment of their cultural security
and the exacerbation of existing social problems. The presented research
shows that parallel cultural securities can generate multiple ways in which
an entity’s cultural security can be shaped, challenged, disputed, or sup-
pressed. State cultural security and the cultural security of PRC nationals
may not only be inconsistent with one another but even exist in inverse
proportion. The illustrated state stability dimension of Xi-era cultural
securitization is a departure from the concept of the “diverse unity” (duoyuan
yiti) model toward the idea of a homogenized Chinese nation consisting
of acculturated, assimilated subjects. The fact that the CCP’s monopoly
on power is dependent on the suppression of autonomous expressions of
the cultural identity of various nationalities and other groups shows that
the negative impact of the CCP’s cultural securitization on the cultural
security of the PRC'’s constituent nationalities and other communities is a
lasting characteristic of modern Chinese politics. The recent developments
at the dawn of Xi Jinping’s third functional period, such as the impending
promulgation of the Law on Patriotic Education mandating state institutions
to disseminate the CCP’s version of culture (China Law Translate 2023) or
Xi’'s August 2023 vow to continue the ongoing acculturation of minority
nationalities and “cultural embellishment” (wenhua runjiang) in at least
some non-Han regions (Central government of the PRC 2023), indicate
the possible direction the CCP intends to take in handling the nationality
question. Moreover, the Global Civilization Initiative announced in 2023
indicates the CCP’s intent to shape global cultural values (Global Times 2023).

The book also addresses the impact of international developments on
cultural securitization by the state and the cultural security of China’s ethnic
communities. The contributions by Hacer Gonul and Julius Rogenhofer
and by Gabriel Thorne, for example, highlight the negative impact of state
cultural security on the PRC’s foreign relations due to criticisms of the
deteriorating status of Uyghurs, Hui, and Hongkongers. Jarmila Ptackova’s
chapter illustrates the loss of reputation, resources, and diplomatic assets
incurred by the policy shift toward de-Saudization and de-Arabization in
Ningxia. Additionally, Hacer Gonul and Julius Rogenhofer show how the
Global War on Terrorism contributed to the CCP’s policy towards Uyghurs
and Hui. Chapters by Mei-hua Lan, Gabriel Thorne, and Bian Simei reference
globalization and commercialization as trends substantially impacting the
cultural security of the populations of the PRC and Mongolia. The interaction
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of politics and global commercialized sports in forming cultural security
is illustrated by Gabriel Thorne.

A culturally and ethnically heterogeneous society can be bound together
as a nation by a voluntary loyalty to state authority. Such loyalty, however,
can only develop when cultural identity on a personal level is secured. In
contrast to the 1980s and 1990s, when the party-state allowed for a degree of
cultural inclusion of minority nationalities through economic development,
the Xileadership has disregarded the cultural security of minority nationali-
ties and other constituencies as an important or even essential factor for a
stable social development of the entire state. Recurring ethnocultural issues
in China show that a lack of effective cultural policy supporting the cultural
specifics of China’s population on the local level, or rather the frequent
efforts of the PRC authorities to eliminate these distinctive features, are a
major obstacle for contemporary China to become culturally secure. This
book thus highlights that cultural security is conditioned by a consensus
among all involved actors and communities.
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