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Echoing Eduardo Bonilla-Silva’s critique 
of colour-blind racism in America, 
China’s approach to depoliticising 

ethnic issues tends to downplay legitimate 
concerns about the role of race or 
ethnicity in persistent social and economic 
inequalities.1 This approach not only 
minimises the need for meaningful policy 
change but also fails to acknowledge the 
socio-economic privileges associated with 
the Han majority. Moreover, it overlooks 
the unique contributions of Indigenous 
knowledge and the deep connections to 
nature that minority groups hold, which are 
critical to the cultural and environmental 
richness of the nation.

In essence, the discourse surrounding 
China’s ‘second-generation ethnic policy’ 
and the push for ‘depoliticisation’ of 
its ethnic policies warrants a thorough 
examination. It mirrors the scepticism and 
critique surrounding colour-blindness 
observed by scholars studying Western 
societies. Therefore, a closer look at these 
issues requires understanding how China 
acknowledges multiple ethnic identities  
while simultaneously ensuring national 
cohesion and social harmony.

Ethnic governance in China
China’s management of its ethnic 

minorities is marked by a strategy that 
seeks to balance tolerance and integration. 
Historically, this approach has involved  
a nuanced alternation between leniency  
and stringency, reflecting the dual  
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Fig. 1 (above): United as one family of ethnic groups, building Chinese dream together in Tibetan  
and Chinese scripts on a poster, Qinghai Province. Image courtesy of Dak Lhagyal.

objectives of the nation’s policies: to 
acknowledge certain aspects of ethnic 
diversity while ultimately encouraging 
cultural assimilation.2 The country’s 
demographic makeup – a predominant  
Han Chinese majority that comprises  
about 92 percent of China’s vast population 
coexisting with various ethnic minorities3 
– often sets the stage for this intricate 
dynamic in ethnic governance.4

The Chinese government’s acknowledge-
ment of ethnocultural pluralism is 
encapsulated through the representation 
of a pan-ethnic Zhonghua Minzu 中华民族 
“Chinese nation,” which encompasses all 
ethnic groups under this modern Han-centric 
national identity.  While policies have been 
introduced to benefit ethnic minorities, 
including educational programs in native 
languages, scepticism persists regarding 
the true extent of support for ethnocultural 
diversity due to its Han-dominant 
perspective in national policymaking.

China’s ethnic governance strategy  
is said to be heavily influenced by the 
duoyuan yiti 多元一体 “pluralist-unity” 
framework, proposed by Fei Xiaotong  
in the 1980s.6 This concept posits that all 
of China’s ethnic groups, despite their 
linguistic, cultural, and religious differences, 
move from ‘diverse origins’ (duoyuan 多元  
or pluralism) to a ‘single body’ (yiti 一体  
or unity) constituting the Chinese Nation.  
This ideology underpins China’s narrative  
on ethnic integration, which is deemed  
vital for national unity and stability.7

In its ‘pluralist-unity’ model, China 
recognises ethnic diversity while promoting 

a unified national identity. This approach 
permits a degree of ethnic expression,8 
particularly in areas such as minority 
language usage9 and cultural festivities.10  
However, any overt demands for increased 
autonomy are denounced as unlawful 
challenges to the established social 
harmony. Within this political landscape, 
for example, promoting education based 
on one’s native language from these 
minority groups, in accordance with the 
constitutional language rights of ethnic 
minorities in China, requires tactful 
expression to avoid inciting widespread 
protests.11 This delicate balance highlights 
the complexity of navigating ethnic  
identity within a framework that seeks  
unity while acknowledging diversity.

The ‘pluralist unity’ concept is not 
without contradictions in practice. For 
example, it promotes multiculturalism 
yet prioritises Mandarin as the national 
language that must be taught to minority 
children in preschools, often at the expense 
of non-dominant languages.12 An inherent 
contradiction lies in its ambiguity, signifying 
a plurality of ethnicities or nationalities 
while emphasising a singular and unified 
Zhonghua 中华 nation or race.

The ‘pluralist-unity’ ideal, therefore, 
presents a dilemma. It encompasses  
a wide range of ethnicities and cultures  
but tends towards the commonality in  
a unified Zhonghua nation. This paradox 
has profoundly influenced China’s ethnic 
policies, offering a foundation for those 
advocating “unified community of the 
Chinese nation” and those who see  

diversity as a pathway to uniformity.13  
This approach significantly impacts  
the education of Indigenous peoples in  
state-run schools in terms of choice for 
language of instruction in classrooms.

In multiethnic China, the Han community 
often emerges as the principal symbol of 
the nation’s modern identity. Historically, 
ethnic minorities have been portrayed 
as less advanced, in need of guidance 
towards modern norms of the Han peers. 
This viewpoint, which is labelled ‘Han 
chauvinism,’ underscores the Han-centric 
tendency in defining national identity.14

Depoliticising ethnicity
China’s ‘second-generation ethnic  

policy’ has sparked a scholarly debate,  
not censored by the government, about 
the role of ethnicity in modern China.15 This 
vision, not a formal legal policy document 
but spearheaded by scholars such as 
Ma Rong, advocates a paradigm shift in 
managing ethnic diversity.16 Central to this 
debate is the ‘depoliticisation’ of ethnic 
identities, a proposal urging a rethinking 
of minority policies to foster a sustainable 
solution to ethnic conflicts in minority  
areas, ultimately creating lasting peace  
and stability in ethnically diverse regions.

Proponents of the ‘second-generation 
ethnic policy’ argue that ethnicity should 
cease to be a defining factor in the social 
and economic trajectory of China’s ethnic 
minorities. It argues that classification  
of nationality (minzu) since the 1930s 
has inadvertently ‘politicised’ ethnicities 
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In her keynote address at the New  
Zealand Asian Studies Conference held  
in November 2023 at Te Whare Wānanga  

o Waitaha – The University of Canterbury  
in Ōtautahi (Christchurch) in Te Wai 
Pounamu, the South Island of Aotearoa  
New Zealand – Professor Bavaragh 
Dagalomai/Jolan Hsieh (謝若蘭 Xiè Ruòlán) 
of the Department of Ethnic Relations and 
Cultures at National Dong Hwa University  
in Hualien, began by speaking in Siraya,  
her ancestral language. 

The Siraya people and 
Taiwan’s indigenous 
Austronesian history 

The act of speaking their ancestral 
language is a powerful gesture of cultural 
reclamation by members of the Siraya 
community, the indigenous inhabitants of 
the area around Tainan, the part of Taiwan 
where a colonial outpost was established 
by the Dutch in the early 1620s, setting 
in motion the processes which would 
see Taiwan become a place where the 
indigenous population have become a 
subordinated minority. The Siraya were 

Austronesians and “Localism” in Taiwan, 
Hawai‘i, and Aotearoa New Zealand

Lewis Mayo

Fig. 2 (above): Mural of China’s ethnic minorities at the National Museum of Chinese Writing, Anyang. 
(Image courtesy of Wikimedia Commons user Gary Todd)

among the first of Taiwan’s Austronesian 
peoples to experience this process of 
subordination, as their traditional lands 
were located in the places where incoming 
peoples were concentrated from the mid-
17th century onwards.1 Until a few decades 
ago Siraya was primarily a language 
preserved in old texts, the first of which were 
produced by Dutch missionaries with the 
goal of Christianising the Siraya population, 
with Siraya people in the 20th and 21st 
centuries having become primarily speakers 
of various forms of Chinese.2

Siraya, like the other indigenous languages 
of Taiwan, belongs to the Austronesian 
language family, a family which spread 
out from Taiwan into Southeast Asia and 
then through the Pacific Islands and also 
across the Indian Ocean to Madagascar. 
Aotearoa New Zealand and Hawai‘i are the 
southernmost and northernmost sites to 
which Austronesian languages spread in the 
era of settlement by people using traditional 
Oceanic seafaring techniques.3

The present-day situation of the Siraya 
people, like that other Austronesian-
background peoples in Taiwan, is similar 
to that of Māori people in Aotearoa New 
Zealand, and Kānaka Maoli/‘Ōiwi – Native 
Hawaiians – in Hawai‘i. They are minorities 

by categorising these groups as political 
entities with territorial affiliations in their 
corresponding ‘autonomous’ states or 
provinces, thus having a negative impact  
on national cohesion.

Despite differing in their political and 
historical backgrounds, there are notable 
similarities between the ‘depoliticisation’ 
approach in China and the idea of  
‘colour-blindness’ held by some in Western 
societies, particularly the United States. 
In the West, ‘colour-blindness’ has been 
critiqued for perpetuating the belief that 
racial and ethnic barriers no longer hinder 
the progress of historically marginalised 
groups.17 This ideology promotes the  
illusion of a ‘post-racial’ society, where  
the existence of inequality and its causes  
is often overlooked, and diversity is 
celebrated only to a certain extent. This 
perspective, despite its liberal roots, may 
inadvertently conceal the racial and ethnic 
underpinnings of inequality, hindering  
true progress toward equal treatment.18 
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The depoliticisation notion emerging from 
China’s ‘second-generation ethnic policy’ 
debate strikingly echoes the discourse on 
colour-blindness by advocating for the 
reduction of ethnicity’s political significance. 
However, it risks oversimplifying the differences 
between ethnic groups concerning economic, 
educational, and social development. By 
advocating for depoliticisation of the group 
rights of ethnic minorities, the argument 
disregards structural inequalities associated 
with ethnicities that account for the underlying 
socio-economic disparities between the  
Han majority and ethnic minorities.
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in places dominated by populations that 
have moved there in the course of the last 
few centuries. Loss of land, of political 
self-determination, and of language and 
culture have been the common historical 
experiences of Austronesian-background 
peoples in all three places. Such processes 
necessitate ongoing action for the assertion 
of political and cultural rights and for 
the recovery of languages that have lost 
ground to those spoken by the incoming 
populations.4  

The identity politics of  
non-Indigenous majorities  
in Taiwan

While the political and cultural 
subordination of indigenous peoples to 
populations which arrived later is something 
found across the world, from Siberia,  
to mainland and island Southeast Asia, 
to Northeast Asia to the Americas and 
the Caribbean and to Australia, there is 
a distinctive set of features that mark the 
situations in Taiwan, Hawai‘i, and Aotearoa 
New Zealand as historically linked.5 We 
can argue that the three places have been 
shaped by a common set of historical 
processes that involve interactions between 
Austronesian peoples, the Chinese and 
wider East Asian realm, the Americas, 
and the Anglo-Celtic and Continental 
European cultures of the North Atlantic. 
These forces began to interact directly 
with each other in the 1500s. In all three 
cases, we see processes of demographic, 
cultural, linguistic, and political de-
Austronesianisation. At the same time, in all 

three cases, we see the emergence of non-
Austronesian local cultures and identities 
which assert their distinctivness and the 
importance of their own histories and 
identities that contrast both with those of the 
places from which their forebears originated 
and from those of societies with which they 
have much in common. In recent times,  
this assertion of cultural distinctiveness  
by the non-indigenous local majorities has 
entailed a complex combination of support 
for and resistance to the re-assertion of the 
cultural and political rights of the original 
Austronesian inhabitants.6 

In Taiwan this assertion of the cultural 
distinctivenss of the local non-Austronesian 
population is primarily articulated in the 
form of a Taiwan localism that presents 
Taiwan culture and history as distinct from 
those of China, a localism that is strongly 
connected to the project of achieving Taiwan 
independence – the de jure recognition that 
Taiwan is a sovereign independent entity, 
not part of the territory of a Chinese nation-
state.7 Although the majority of Taiwan’s 
population is of Chinese descent, non-
Austronesian cultural and political activists 
who are involved with the idea of articulating 
Taiwanese distinctiveness contest the 
idea that Taiwan’s culture and history are 
simply a subset of the history and culture 
of China. Although Taiwan’s Austronesian 
history is understood as part of what creates 
the distinctiveness of Taiwanese culture, 
the narratives which affirm that Taiwan’s 
history is separate from that of China tend 
to concentrate on aspects of the historical 
experience of Taiwan’s Han population in the 
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Fig. 1 (above): A sketch of the Siraya people in southwestern Taiwan by P. Fritel (before 1895).  
(Image in the public domain available on Wikimedia Commons)

Fig. 2 (above): Coat of arms of New Zealand. (Image in 
the public domain available on Wikimedia Commons)

	 Notes

	 1	� See John Robert Shepherd, Statecraft 
and Political Economy on the Taiwan 
Frontier, 1600-1800, Stanford, Calif.: 
Stanford University Press, 1993.

	 2	� See Alexander Adelaar,. Siraya: Retrieving 
the Phonology, Grammar and Lexicon of 
a Dormant Formosan Language, Berlin: 
De Gruyter Mouton, 2011. 

	 3	� Stuart Bedford, “Austronesian 
Colonization of the Pacific Islands, 
1200 BCE – 1250 CE” in Ryan Tucker 
Jones and Matt K. Matsuda (eds), The 
Cambridge History of the Pacific Ocean 
Volume 1: The Pacific Ocean to 1800, 
Cambridge and New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 2023, pp 434-456.

	 4	� See Shu-mei Shih and Lin-chin Tsai 
(eds), Indigenous Knowledge in Taiwan 
and Beyond, Singapore: Springer, 2021; 
Nālani Wilson-Hokowhitu (ed.), The Past 
Before Us: Mo‘okū‘auhau as Methodol-
ogy, Honolulu: University of Hawai‘i 
Press, 2019, and Linda Tuhiwai Smith, 
Decolonizing Methodologies: Research 
and Indigenous Peoples (Third edition), 
London: Zed Books, 2021.

	 5	� Lewis Mayo, “Outermost Oceania? 
Taiwan and the Modalities of Pacific 
History”, The Journal of Pacific History, 
Volume 56, Issue 3 (2021), pp. 343-364

	 6	� See for example, Rona Tamiko 
Halualani, In the Name of Hawaiians: 
Native identities and Cultural Politics 
Minneapolis: University of Minnestoa 
Press, 2002  and Rachelle Pedersen, Tim 
McCreanor and Virginia Braun, “‘Māori 
History can be a Freeing Shaper’: 
Embracing Māori Histories to Construct 
a ‘Good’ Pākehā Identity”,. Sites: A 
Journal of Social Anthropology and 
Cultural Studies, Volume 19, Issue 2, . 
(2022), pp. 1–29 and Fang-Long Shih, 
“Taiwan’s culture wars from “re-China-
ization” to “Taiwan-ization” and Beyond: 
President Tsai Ing-wen’s Cultural policy 
in Long-term Perspective”, in June 
Teufel Dreyer and Jacques de Lisle 
(eds.), Taiwan in the Era of Tsai Ing-wen: 
Changes and Challenges. Routledge: 
Abingdon, UK, (2021), pp. 284-311

	 7	� A-Chin Hsiau, Contemporary Taiwanese 
Cultural Nationalism, Routledge: 
Abingdon, UK, 2000

	 8	� James Lin “Nostalgia for Japanese 
Colonialism: Historical Memory and 
Postcolonialism in Contemporary 
Taiwan” History Compass, Volume 20, 
Issue 11, (2022), pp. 1-11

	 9	� Dominic Meng-Hsuan Yang And Mau 
-Kuei Chang, “Understanding the 
Nuances of Waishengren History and 
Agency”, China Perspectives,  
No. 2010/3 (2010), pp. 108-122

	 10	� Chun-Ying Wu, “Hoklo speakers and 
Taiwanese Identity in South Taiwan”, 
Asian Politics & Policy. Volume 13, Issue 1 
(2021), pp. 150–164

	 11	� Ines M. Miyares, “Expressing “Local 
Culture” in Hawai‘i”, Geographical Review, 
Volume 98, Issue 4 (2008), pp. 513-531.

	 12	� Judy Rohrer, Haoles in Hawaii, Honolulu: 
University of Hawai‘i Press, 2010

	 13	� Eileen H. Tamura, “Power, Status, and 
Hawai‘i Creole English: An Example 
of Linguistic Intolerance in American 
History”, Pacific Historical Review, 
Volume 65, Number 3 (1996), pp. 431-454 

	 14	� The relationship between New Zealand 
and Britain has bee a central theme in 
much New Zealand historiography. A 
prominent example of this from the last 
few decades is the work of James Belich. 
See his two volume history of New Zealand,  
Making Peoples: A History of the New 
Zealanders from Polynesian Settlement 
to the End of the Nineteenth Century 
London: Allen Lane, 1996 and Paradise 
Reforged: A History of the New Zealanders, 
from the 1880s to the year 2000, Honolulu: 
University of Hawai'i Press, 2001

	 15	� See, for example, Chris G. Sibley and 
James H. Liu “New Zealand = bicultural? 
Implicit and explicit associations between 
ethnicity and nationhood in the New 
Zealand context”, European Journal of 
Social Psychology, Volume37, Issue6 
(2007) pp. 1222-1243, or James H. Liu, 
Tim McCreanor, Tracey McIntosh & Teresia 
Teaiwa (eds), New Zealand Identities: 
Departures and Destinations, Wellington: 
Victoria University Press, 2005.

	 16	� Manying Ip and Nigel Murphy, Aliens at My 
Table: Asians as New Zealanders See Them  
Auckland, N.Z. : Penguin Books, 2005.

	 17	� JingJing (Alice) Wang, “Asian Tauiwi 
and Tangata Whenua: Māori-Asian 
Relationships and their Implications for 
Aotearoa New Zealand’s Constitutional 
Future”, Journal of New Zealand Studies, 
NS36 (2023), pp. 161-177.

years between the 1600s and the present 
which are not fully shared with the mainland. 
The 50 years between 1895 and 1945 when 
Taiwan was a colony of Japan are central to 
presenting Han Taiwanese history as being 
separate from that of the Chinese mainland.8 

Taiwan “localism” in 
comparative perspective
We cannot discuss questions associated 

with Taiwan’s historical and cultural 
relationship with the Chinese mainland  
in isolation from the strong assertion of  
the government of the People’s Republic  
of China that Taiwan is part of its territory  
and the political consequences which that 
claim has for Taiwan’s future. At the same 
time, the parallels between localist images  
of the distinctiveness of the Taiwan past  
and the images of local culture and history 
that are produced by non-indigenous 
majority populations in Hawai‘i and  
Aotearoa New Zealand are striking.  
While the formal political circumstances 
of Hawai‘i and Aotearoa New Zealand are 
very different – the latter being a sovereign 
and independent nation-state with its own 
government and armed forces, and the 
former being the 50th of the 50 states of  
the United States of America – in each case 
the local non-indigenous majorities have  
a strong sense of their own distinctiveness. 
This sense of distinctivenss is framed in  
part by distinguishing “true” locals from 
“non-locals”. “Non-locals” are non-
indigenous inhabitants of those lands 
whom the old settler majority populations 
– the “true” locals  – frequently depict as 
outsiders, a phenomenon that that is also 
found amongst “locals” inTaiwan.

A good part of the energy associated 
with Taiwanese localism involves the 
distinction made within Taiwan between 
those Han Taiwanese whose families were 
present on the island prior to 1945, people 
whose ancestral languages are Taiwan 
Hokkien and Taiwan Hakka, and people 
who arrived from the Chinese mainland 
after 1945 when Japanese rule ended and 
Taiwan was brought under the control of 
the goverrnment of the Republic of China. 
The most important part of this post-1945 
population are those who came to Taiwan 
after the 1949 defeat of the government 
of Chiang Kai-shek, then president of the 
Republic of China, by the forces of the 
Chinese Communist Party in the Chinese 
Civil War.9 This emigré/refugee population 
was strongly linked to the ideology of 
Chinese unificatory nationalism which held 
that the peoples of Taiwan were part of 
a larger Chinese nation and that Taiwan 
and the Chinese mainland were a single 
entity, an ideology that was taught in 
Taiwan schools between the 1940s and the 
1980s. Since the 1980s the rejection of this 
ideology has often gone hand in hand with 
an assertion that the pre-1945 Hokkien and 
Hakka-background Han peoples are, along 
with Taiwan Austronesians, those who are 
the true exemplars of Taiwan local culture.10 

In Hawai‘i the sense of the distinctiveness 
of non-indigenous local identity is much 
less formal; it focuses on the culture of 
“Locals” – Hawai‘i people of Asian-Pacific 
descent who are not native Hawaiians 
(although this is often an ambiguous issue 
because so many people in Hawai‘i are of 
mixed descent)11 – as opposed to the culture 
of Haoles – Caucasians, particularly those 
from the US mainland.12 Pijin – Hawaiian 
Creole English – which emerged on the 
plantations where Asian migrants were 
working in the 19th century –  is a powerful 
informal marker of the division between the 
culture of Locals and that of Haoles.13 Pijin 
is full of Hawaiian words, along with words 
from Chinese languages and from Japanese, 
and functions as a badge of localness 
that is similar to the way in which Taiwan 
Hokkien funtions as a badge of localness 
that contrasts with Mandarin – the main 
language of education and of public life in 
Taiwan, a status that is similar to that of 
Standard American English in Hawai’i. 

Non-indigenous local distinctiveness  
in Aotearoa New Zealand is primarly mani-
fested in the concept of Pākehā culture, 

the culture of New Zealand’s Anglo-Celtic 
majority. For intellectuals in particular, the 
articulation of a distinctive Anglophone 
New Zealand culture that is specific to 
that place and different from the culture 
of Britain, which was historically the 
source of the majority of New Zealand’s 
non-indigenous inhabitants, has been an 
ongoing preoccupation.14 A central plank 
of these cultural narratives is that of a 
bi-cultural nation, Māori and Pākehā (which 
has generally meant Caucasians of Anglo-
Celtic heritage), with Māori culture being 
what differentiates New Zealand from other 
white-dominated English-speaking countries 
(e.g., the United Kingdom, Ireland, Australia, 
Canada, and the United States). In recent 
years there has been more and more focus 
on the ways in which this Pākehā-centred 
narrative of non-Māori New Zealand identity 
excludes the cultures of non-indigenous 
people living in Aotearoa New Zealand who 
are not Pākehā, with Chinese, Indian, and 
other Asian New Zealanders being one of the 
most important groups (Asian background 
people were 17.3% of the Aotearoa New 
Zealand population in 2023, a percentage 
only slightly smaller than that of the Māori 
population).15 Indeed, there are grounds for 
arguing that one of the shaping forces in 
creating Pākehā identity in the late 19th and 
early 20th centuries was the construction 
of Asian and, in particular, Chinese cultural 
worlds as an “Other” against which a 
Māori and Pākehā New Zealand was to 
be defined.16 Much of the work of people 
concerned with Chinese and other Asian 

cultures in Aotearoa New Zealand over 
the last decade or so has been to criticise 
this construction of New Zealand localism, 
simultaneously showing its historical 
inaccuracy and its effects in the present.17 

Dialogue and contention 
with Austronesian cultures
Taiwan and Aotearoa New Zealand thus 

represent cases of lands that have been de-
Austronesianised in which the construction 
of a local identity by settler majorities has 
involved not only the attempt to differentiate 
local histories and identities from those of 
the homelands from which those settling 
majorities originated but also, in complex 
and different ways, an engagement with 
Austronesian cultures as ways to define their 
historical distinctiveness. At the same time, 
a rejection of China and Chinese culture 
has been an element in that articulation of 
local culture. This rejection of China and 
Chinese culture is much less prominent in the 
formation of naratives of Local identity and 
culture in Hawai‘i, where the “Other” against 
whom Hawai‘i’s “Locals” defined themselves 
was primarily the Haole – Caucasians, and 
in particular, those from the US mainland. 

In the culture of these three non-
Austronesian local cultures – those of the 
“Taiwanese” in Taiwan (defined against 
Chinese mainlanders), those of “Locals” in 
Hawai‘i (defined against Haole mainlanders), 
and those of “Pākehā” in Aotearoa New 
Zealand (defined against other countries 
dominated by English-speaking whites, 
and – to a great extent – against Asian and 
especially against Chinese people who are 
living or seeking to live in New Zealand), 
narratives and images of localism and the 
authenticity associated with it have been 
formed from histories in which Austronesian, 
Chinese, and Anglo-European cultural 
forces have contested with each other. 
Whether the non-Austronesian cultures are 
primarily Sinophone (in the case of Taiwan) 
or primarily Anglophone (in the case of 
Aotearoa New Zealand) or Creolised (in 
the case of Hawai‘i) has perhaps been less 
important than how each of them has sought 
to configure localism in dialogue and in 
contention with the Austronesian peoples 
whose lands they have come to occupy.
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