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Introduction

Every now and then, students of Chinese religion(s) take time out to think about the
conceptual glasses through which they view their data. Key to our endeavour clearly
is the concept of “religion.” Much ink has been spilled about the question whether we
should think about China as possessing several religions (such as the Three Teachings,
sanjiao = %) or whether diverse religious traditions within China are best
understood as variations on and elaborations of a dominant theme, that of Chinese
Religion in the singular. Related to this debate about unity and diversity, we find
discussions of whether religion is a suitable concept at all in the Chinese context,
seeing that prior to the turn of the twentieth century the Chinese language had no
exact equivalent for “religion”. The modern zongjiao 35> is a Japanese-derived

neologism designed specifically to translate the English/German/French word



“religion.”" If there is no clear pre-modern notion of “religion”, does the term’s
application to Chinese culture then not distort the picture we gain of it?* Can we gain
true knowledge by describing something in our terms that indigenously would be
represented in a different conceptual framework? While seemingly very sinological in
nature, such debates in fact dovetail with larger methodological issues in Religious
Studies, where reflection on the concept of religion itself plays a large role, with much
attention given to the constructed and historically conditioned meaning of the term.
Some scholars even advocate the abandonment of the term altogether, and instead
regard “Religious Studies” as the study of culture, i.e., of the processes by which
humans make sense of their world, without artificially carving out one cultural sector
and labelling it “religion”. From this wider methodological perspective, the question
is not whether there exists a Chinese equivalent of “religion”, but whether it is useful
to approach Chinese data in conceptual terms of religion at all. Even if we can
identify Chinese concepts that overlap with the semantic field of “religion”, this will
not provide us with any positive reality corresponding to religion, but merely with a
discursive field in which “religion”, “jiao ¥, “dao iﬁ”, etc. are tools in a process of
meaning-making rather than possessing any essential content. In this perspective, the

scholar is to study primarily the process, not the tools employed in it.}

Given the hot contestation surrounding the very notion of “religion”, we can
expect the subcategory of “popular religion” to exhibit similar problems—possibly
worse problems, in fact, because in addition to reifying religion, it adds to it by
stipulating internal divisions, dichotomies, and dynamics within “religion”. Now we
have not just religion, but we have the “religion of the people” juxtaposed to that of

the “elite”, or “unofficial” in competition with “official religion”. Such dichotomies

An earlier version of this paper was presented at the 4th International Sinological Symposium:
“Research on Religions in China: Status quo and Perspectives” at Fu Jen Catholic University, Taipei,
24 - 25 November 2006, as well as in the departments of Anthropology of National Taiwan and
Tsinghua Universities in late November and early December of 2006. Comments and criticism received
at these venues were very helpful in writing the present version of the paper. Here I would like to
particularly note the input of Fan Chunwu, Paul Katz, Ku Kun-hui, Lin Wei-ping, Roman Malek,
Barend ter Haar, Shi Yilong, Zbigniew Wesolowski, and Zhang Xianqing. Thanks also go to Chip
Callahan for his insights into the world of North American “lived religion” scholarship.

' On the history of the modern Chinese terminology of religion see Vincent Goossaert, “1898: The
Beginning of the End for Chinese Religion,” Journal of Asian Studies 65.2 (2006): 307-336.

* But see Robert Ford Campany on possible ways to adapt Chinese and Western vocabularies to each
other. “On the Very Idea of Religions (in the Modern West and in Early Medieval China),” History of
Religions 42.4 (2003): 287-319.

? Having problematized the “religion” component of “Chinese religion”, one could go on and do the
same for the “Chinese” component. What qualifies as “Chinese”? Geographic location? Cultural
identity? Are Muslim Hui part of Chinese religion? Are Taiwanese worshippers of Mazu part of it?
What about Malaysian Chinese worshipping at shrines to Malay local spirits or participating in Satya
Sai Baba’s neo-Hindu movement? This question opens up a whole new can of worms that I only want
to mention here.



seem to create new essentialisms, the usefulness of which in analyzing and/or

understanding the Chinese data is in doubt.

Despite the deep suspicions harboured by some scholars vis-a-vis the term
religion as such, and by extension popular religion, the field of Religious Studies as a
whole has not abandoned this conceptual framework. For better or for worse, most of
us continue to use the language of religion in our research, some out of an
unwillingness to address its inherent problems, others on the basis of a
counter-critique of attempts to dissolve “religion” into an undifferentiated process
called “culture”. Such a counter-critique might, for example, question whether the
abandonment of analytical categories such as “religion” does not rob of us a valuable
tool to understand an increasingly mystified concept of culture. In fact, from such a
counter-critical perspective, the religion critique may be seen to serve the political
purpose of promoting that mystification, and in the process to simply relocate the
problematique of reification and essentialism from the notion of “religion” to that of

“culture”.

Against the backdrop of these larger issues, the present paper will pursue two
more limited concerns: First, I would like to review how “popular religion” and
related notions such “folk religion” and “local religion” have hitherto been utilized in
the study of Chinese culture. Second, I would like to make some suggestions as to the
relative merits of these approaches and provide an outlook on possible future
directions of research in this field of enquiry. Limited as it is, perhaps this study may,
as a by-product, yield some insights that may be applied to the broader

methodological debate outlined above.

My discussion will focus on Western-language scholarship, because the
conceptual language used in Chinese- and Japanese-language research, even while
interacting with Western terminologies, really represents a separate semantic field
with its own characteristics. Terms such as minjian xinyang =Ift] ['% ('] or minsu
zongjiao =N {53 F> cannot be easily equated with “popular” or “folk religion,” since
they carry quite different connotations in their cultural, linguistic, and scholarly
contexts—contexts that frequently shift between the academic worlds of Taiwan, the
People’s Republic of China, Hong Kong, Japan, and Chinese-speaking scholars in
Southeast Asia. We need a separate investigation of that field before we can study its

interactions with the Western conceptual nomenclatures."

* When I presented the first version of this paper at the 4™ Sinological Symposium at Fu Jen University
in Taipei in November of 2006, my failure to clearly separate the discussion of Western- and
Chinese-language concepts was a cause of some confusion for the discussants and the audience.



Catherine Bell’s analysis
Fortunately, I do not have to start this project from scratch as Catherine Bell has
already provided a foundation with her 1989 review article, “Religion and Chinese

>»> Within the framework of a

Culture: Toward an Assessment of ‘Popular Religion.
retrospect on five (then) recent publications,6 Bell sketches an overview of
conceptual approaches in the study of Chinese religions. She perceives a succession
of three models or stages, as she calls them. In the first stage we see a stress on the
basic discontinuity between the religions of the elite (the sanjiao) and the benighted
superstitions of the common people, often labelled folk religion. This elite-folk
dichotomy might also be expressed in terms of “great” and “little traditions”, or of
“rational religion” vs. “irrational supernaturalism,” and according to Bell “constituted
much of the framework of the first generation of scholarship on Chinese religion.”7
In the second stage this view was challenged by proponents of a holistic view of
Chinese culture, which sought to overcome such supposedly artificial bifurcations by
stressing the existence of unifying elements that at some level bridge social and
cultural divisions. C.K. Yang and Maurice Freedman are cited as representatives of
this perspective. Freedman, building on Yang as well as on two mavericks of the first
generation of scholars, J.J.M. de Groot and Marcel Granet, emphasized the existence
of basic elements of cultural unity across all strata of Chinese society. Obvious
differences could be encompassed as locally or socially specific renderings of
common cultural themes.® In this switch of perspectives, then, “an initial bifurcation
of society into distinct social levels (a first-stage position) is challenged by a focus on
underlying unities variously transformed by different subgroups (a second-stage
position).”9 It is in this second stage that the term “popular religion” is beginning to

get used more widely:

> History of Religions 29.1 (1989): 35-57. Bell’s perspective was also adopted by Stephen Teiser in his
state-of-the-field article on Chinese popular religion. See Stephen F. Teiser, “Popular Religion,”
Journal of Asian Studies 54.2 (1995): 378-395.

% Hubert Seiwert, Volksreligion und nationale Tradition in Taiwan: Studien zur regionalen
Religionsgeschichte einer chinesischen Provinz (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 1985); David K. Jordan &
Daniel L. Overmyer, The Flying Phoenix: Aspects of Chinese Sectarianism in Taiwan (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1986); David Johnson, Andrew J. Nathan, and Evelyn S. Rawski, ed.,
Popular Culture in Late Imperial China (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1985); Robert P.
Weller, Unities and Diversities in Chinese Religion (Seattle, WA: University of Washington Press,
1987); P. Steven Sangren, History and Magical Power in a Chinese Community (Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press, 1987).

7 Bell, “Religion and Chinese Culture,” 40.

¥ Maurice Freedman, “On the Sociological Study of Chinese Religion,” in The Study of Chinese
Society: Essays by Maurice Freedman, selected and introduced by G. William Skinner (Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press, 1979), 351-369.

o Bell, “Religion and Chinese Culture,” 41.



In a typical second-stage position, that is, one emphasizing cultural unity, the term
“popular religion” is used to indicate the very basis of this unity. Popular religion may
be variously characterized as a set of fundamental values, traditional practices, and
attitudes that span all classes or regions, or a set of distinct social organizations that
have come to mediate elite and peasant worldviews. In both characterizations, however,
popular religion functions as the medium for the diffusion of common values to a

variety of subgroups, each of which may appropriate them in distinctive ways. '’

The clash of the respective emphases on cultural unity or diversity is resolved in
what Bell terms “third-stage approaches,” which are said to “reject both a priori
bifurcations as well as synthetic entities that mediate them (i.e., the reification of
! What third stage

approaches offer instead is an open-ended investigation of the dynamic interplay of

popular religion as a set of institutions, practices, or values).

unity and difference. Religion becomes part and parcel of this cultural dynamic, a

“fully embedded cultural system.” Culture in turn

.... comes to be described as the relationship of the parts to the whole, the ‘production’
of meanings, or the ‘construction’ of history and community. Unity and diversity
become intrinsic to the dynamics of cultural holism. Third-stage approaches do not
isolate religious institutions—or religion per se—as the data of analysis; rather, they

focus on symbols and rituals in which they see the dynamics of culture played out.'

Accordingly, in such a perspective, the term “popular religion” loses its referent and
should perhaps be replaced by “religious cultures,” as suggested by Natalie Z. Davis
for the study of early modern Europe—a shift in perspective that is clearly linked with
the Cultural Studies approach then gaining strength in the field of Religious Studies at
laurge.13

Bell is careful to point out that the sequencing of these stages reflects a historical
development of paradigms, showing how “terminological rearrangements and
arguments naturally differentiate themselves from preceding paradigms while
retaining many basic assumptions.” No “teleological significance” supposedly
attaches to the sequence, and Bell emphasizes that “the debate of culture, society, and

history evidenced in these three positions is a longstanding one and not likely to be

10 Bell, “Religion and Chinese Culture,” 42.

" Tbid.

12 Bell, “Religion and Chinese Culture,” 43.

1 “From ‘Popular Religion’ to Religious Cultures,” in Reformation Europe: A Guide to Research, ed.
Steven Ozment (St. Louis, MO: Center for Reformation Research, 1982), 321-343, Discussed in Bell,
“Religion and Chinese Culture,” 38.
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‘resolved’ through the hegemony of any one position or set of terms.
reader gets a clear sense that the “third-stage approach” is where the field is and
should be headed, a position Bell would share with Natalie Z. Davis, whom she
quotes prominently in her article. In spite of her proviso that none of these three
positions will likely gain hegemony, the picture she presented in her analysis in fact
does not show three positions vying for hegemony, but two positions, namely, the first
and second stage approaches. These are presented in a neatly dialectical manner as
thesis and antithesis, with the third-stage approach serving as the synthesis that does
in fact “resolve” their contradictions by providing space for both unity and diversity
without committing to a particular overarching model of Chinese culture. The
researcher’s focus moves instead to areas of symbolic praxis where unity and
diversity are negotiated, constructed, and communicated. The term “popular religion”
would have a place in such an approach only as a translation of some indigenous
notion and thus as an element in the communicative process that is the object of study.
As an analytical concept it would have to be abandoned along with the higher-order
notion of “religion” as a reified category imposed from the outside that may actually
block or distort our view of the indigenous cultural dynamic.

I would like to address the merits of Bell’s model as a way of developing my
(different) understanding of the history of this field of study. Let me clarify here that
while I disagree with Bell’s reconstruction of the history of the study of Chinese
popular religion, I do agree with the general drift of her teleological argument. While
(in my view) the field did not develop historically in the neatly dialectical manner
outlined by Bell, her conclusion as to where the field is and should be headed by and
large agrees with my own views. In the following two sections I will therefore present,
first, an overview of the historical development of the conceptual apparatus in the
study of Chinese popular religion, and then, second, a tentative outlook on the new

directions our conceptualisations may be and should be taking in the future.

Concepts of popular religion in the history of the field

Bell follows Freedman in taking as the starting point of her review of research on
popular religion a “first generation of scholarship” that seems to consist of a group of
scholars operating with a well-formed and fairly rigid elite/folk distinction. Freedman
describes this group as English-speaking social scientists between the 1930s and
1950s.' According to him, these social scientists discovered “that behind the

Confucian smoke-screen there lay hidden a different way of life and a different set of

14 Bell, “Religion and Chinese Culture,” 54.
'> Maurice Freedman, “On the Sociological Study of Chinese Religion,” 355.



values: roughly, the culture of the peasants.”16

Freedman/Bell are justified in
narrowing their focus to such a group, insofar as it is here that we first see the
elite/folk dichotomy clearly expressed and theoretically justified. However, popular
religion was discussed long before this “first generation,” albeit without a developed
conceptual vocabulary. An accurate picture of the field’s history needs to reach back
much farther, namely, to the missionary writers and sinologists of the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries, who in turn were building on the work produced by
Jesuit missionaries since the sixteenth century. Timothy Barrett recently emphasized
again the formative influence of the Ming and Qing period Catholic scholars on
modern sinology."” For popular religion the main effect of that influence was for a
long time not (as in Bell’s first stage) to separate it from elite religion, but to render it
invisible. The seminal texts declared the religion of China to consist of the “three
teachings,” which operated in mutual complementarity, even if not equality, given the
strong Jesuit preference for Confucianism. Popular religious practice did not enter the
conceptual picture of Chinese religious life, even though missionaries were of course
quite aware of the theological problems it posed (e.g., in the Chinese rites
controversy). When popular practice was apperceived it was understood as a
degenerate version of elite practice (e.g., popular ancestor worship vs. elite ancestor
veneration; or popular religion as a low form of Daoism). Underlying the Jesuit
construction of Chinese religion thus was a holistic vision that ultimately saw a single
religious system, with popular practice appearing at best as a degenerate and syncretic

version of the sanjiao, if it was mentioned at all.'8

'% Tbid.

"7 T.H. Barrett, “Chinese Religion in English Guise: The History of an Illusion,” Modern Asian Studies
39.3 (2005): 509-533.

'8 The sanjiao in turn were regarded as degenerations from the original faith of the human race, which
is best preserved in the Biblical tradition. Jesuit holism was much more radical than any social-science
approach of the twentieth century, in that it viewed all religions of China as distorted echoes of the
knowledge of God that Adam and Eve had possessed in paradise. Of the sanjiao, Matteo Ricci regarded
Confucianism as closest to that authentic tradition, which it could fully rediscover in the Christian
gospel offered by the Roman Church. On the role of Christian holism in Renaissance and Reformation
period Europe, see Jacques Solé, Les Mythes chrétiens de la Renaissance aux Lumiéres (Paris: Albin
Michel, 1979), 115-173. However, missionaries working in rural communities could not ignore popular
practice beyond the sanjiao, even if their conceptual framework did not provide a separate category for
it. In the recently rediscovered Opusculum de Sectis apud Sinenses et Tunkinenses of Adriano di St.
Thecla, OAD, the author, an eighteenth century missionary in northern Vietnam, provides the standard
overview of the “three sects” (“Sect of the Literati”, “Sect of the Magicians”, and “Sect of the
Worshippers [of Buddha]”), but clearly feels that religious practice on the ground is not sufficiently
explained by this model. So he adds two chapters “On Spirits and Their Cults” and “On Fortune-Tellers
and Diviners”. Thus, at least in practical terms we see here an awareness of “popular practice” as not
completely encompassed by the sanjiao, even though in these chapters the author still tries to identify
elements of practice with sanjiao ideas. Adriano di St. Thecla, Opusculum de Sectis apud Sinenses et
Tunkinenses (A Small Treatise on the Sects among the Chinese and Tonkinese): A Study of Religion in
China and North Vietnam in the Eighteenth Century, transl. and annot. by Olga Dror, with the
collaboration of Mariya Berezovska (Ithaca, NY: Southeast Asia Program, Cornell University, 2002).



This holistic approach continued in much of the missionary literature of the
nineteenth century. The dominant view of Chinese religion was that of a unitary
system encompassing three complementary traditions. If a distinction between folk
and elite religion was made, it usually did not follow the class-based bifurcation of
Chinese religious culture claimed by Bell. Instead missionary scholars applied one (or
both) of two perspectives:

First, some regarded all of Chinese religion as a mass of heathen superstition
with little distinction between elites and masses. In this case, Chinese religion as a
whole served as an Other to the missionary’s modern and rational Christianity. Joseph
Edkins may serve as an example of this attitude. After pointing out that the Chinese
practise three religions simultaneously and harmoniously, he offers his view of how
such a thing is possible:

What is the cause of this indifference? Why do they care so little about finding out
what is the truth and holding to it? Several answers may be given to this inquiry. They
are superstitious, but wanting in conscientiousness. They accept legends as true
without examining whether there is any good evidence for them or not. They care
more to have divinities that seem to meet their wants and can do for them what they

wish to be done, than to have truth and certainty to rest upon."

In other words, Chinese religion as viewed by missionaries was an incoherent mixture
of superstitions, lacking in Christianity’s theological rigour. Here the modern, rational
faith of Christianity is juxtaposed with an irrational Chinese religion that as a whole
functions as “folk” to Christianity’s elite status (though the terms as such are not

employed).

Second, if Victorian missionary writers did make distinctions within Chinese
religion, it usually was between what Norman Girardot phrased as “pure philosophy”
and “corrupt religion”.”” Again, the terms of elite and folk are not yet employed;
lived religious practice is again seen as a phenomenon involving all classes. The
dichotomy is placed here between the high-minded scriptural traditions and their
actual practice. In this perspective, what we might call popular religion today is

usually treated as a degenerate version of the sanjiao, and in particular of Daoism.”!

" Joseph Edkins. Religion in China: Containing a Brief Account of the Three Religions of the Chinese,
with Observations on the Prospects of Christian Conversion Amongst that People, 2" ed. (Boston:
James R. Osgood and Co., 1878), 58-59.

2 Norman Girardot, The Victorian Translation of China: James Legge’s Oriental Pilgrimage (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2002), 316.

A So, for example, James Legge, The Religions of China: Confucianism and Tdoism Described and



Thus the dominant view of Chinese religion in the nineteenth century continued to be
a holistic one that saw a basic unity in religious practice and belief across all classes,
with disjunctions between textual and practical religion explained by degenerative

processes resulting in rampant superstition.

An elite-folk distinction was thus not a dominant characteristic of nineteenth
century missionary writings; conceptual differentiations of elite and folk religions are
more prevalent in the writings of early secular scholars. Following Maurice Freedman,
Bell claims that J.J.M. de Groot and Marcel Granet were the first ones to challenge
“the dichotomies of ‘elite/folk,” ‘great/little,” or ‘rational religion/religious
supernaturalism’ which constituted much of the framework of the first generation of
scholarship on Chinese religion.”22 However, if I am right in my interpretation that
nineteenth century missionary literature did not evince these dichotomies (with the
exception of the one juxtaposing “rational religion” with “religious supernaturalism”),
how should Granet’s and de Groot’s contributions then be regarded? In my view, they
certainly did do what Freedman credited them with, namely, to present systematic
models of how the seeming multiplicity of Chinese religious practices can be
integrated into a single religious system. They did so, however, by focussing their
predecessors’ fuzzy theological holism into one that takes account of structural
differences in Chinese society. The earlier of the two scholars, de Groot (1854-1921),
combines an ambitious enthusiasm for the discovery of a “religious system of China”
(the title of his best-known work) with an awareness that this religious system does
not apply equally to all classes. He emphasizes the lived religion of China (mostly in
the vicinity of Amoy, Fujian province), but ties it into a system by reference to
classical canonical sources, thus establishing historical continuity between religion as
practice and religion as encoded in canonical texts. He clarifies that the resulting
fusion of diachronicity and synchronicity provides a picture of religious life that is
valid primarily for “the well-to-do classes and families of fashionable standing,
amongst whom, in China, we chiefly moved, and these may be said best to maintain
the whole system of the rites and ceremonies prescribed by the laws of custom.”*
His descriptions of the elements of China’s religious system are replete with
distinctions between “the orthodox and notable among the citizens™ on the one hand,**
and the “lower classes” on the other,25 but the difference between their religious

observances generally is one of style and elaboration rather than content and

Compared with Christianity (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1880).

2 Bell, “Religion and Chinese Culture,” 40.

# J.J.M. de Groot, The Religious System of China (1892; reprint, Taipei: Southern Materials Center,
1989), 1: 2.

* De Groot, The Religious System of China, 1: 9.

» De Groot, The Religious System of China, 1: 192.



substance. Thus, even though de Groot operates with an implicit folk and elite
distinction, the picture he paints is a holistic one of a unified system of practice across
class boundaries, which is firmly rooted in the classical textual traditions. He even

. . o i 26
comes up with a name for this system: “universism.”

Marcel Granet (1884-1940) also offered a holistic view of Chinese religion, as
evinced by the singular mode of his book’s title, La Religion des Chinois.*’ The basic
unity of Chinese religion is rooted in the ancient peasant religion whose ritual and
festive occasions of collective effervescence are the wellspring of religious thought
and are echoed in the great texts. This agrarian basis is elaborated into, first, feudal
religion and then, into the official religion of imperial times. Despite external
differences in the observances of “nobles and peasants,” they both stay rooted in the
agrarian religion of antiquity and its continuing ethos.® Bell is certainly right in
regarding Granet as a pioneer of cultural holism, but just as in the case of de Groot,
his holism is one that is aware of difference and seeks to explain unity in the face of
obvious social and cultural diversity. Neither shirks social “bifurcations” into elite and
folk, but tries to show how unity operates within that division.”> Which goes to show
that a dichotomy of elite and popular cultures in terms of their social basis (class) and

cultural style does not necessarily imply an assumption of cultural discontinuity.

A similar criticism applies to Freedman’s (and Bell’s) treatment of the Great and
Little Tradition paradigm introduced by Robert Redfield. Freedman was concerned to
distinguish his holistic model of Chinese culture from “the tired intellectual world of
the Great and Little Traditions.”*° Yes, Redfield’s model was based on reified notions
of elite and folk levels of society, but then the facts of social hierarchy, differential
distribution of power between urban centres and the countryside, limited social
mobility, and cultural (and ethnic!) diversity were hard to ignore in the Mexico of the
1920s and 1930s, specifically on the Yucatan peninsula where Redfield did his
fieldwork. However, his acute sense of social inequality and hierarchy did not cause
Redfield to posit radical cultural discontinuities. Quite the opposite: the Great and

Little Tradition model should actually be a “second-stage” approach in Bell’s scheme

% J.J.M. de Groot, Universismus: die Grundlage der Religion und Ethik, des Staatswesens und der
Wissenschaften Chinas (Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1918).

" Marcel Granet, La Religion des Chinois (Paris: Gauthier-Villars, 1922).

¥ See Maurice Freedman’s summary in his “On the Sociological Study of Chinese Religion,” 361-364.
¥ Granet may even claim to have anticipated Bell’s third-stage approach in a later publication, where
he reflects critically on the usefulness of “religion” as a category in the study of Chinese culture: “La
vérité est qu’en Chine la religion n’est, pas plus que le droit, une fonction différenciée de 1’activité
sociale. Quand on traite de la civilisation chinoise sans vouloir jeter les faits dans des cadres qui, pour
telle autre civilization, peuvent paraitre valables, on ne doit point réserver a la religion un chapitre.” La
Pensée chinoise (1934; Paris: Albin Michel, 1968), 476. (Emphasis in original)

% Freedman, “On the Sociological Study of Chinese Religion,” 366.
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as it conceptualises peasant societies as fundamentally parts of greater social and
cultural wholes. At least in its mature formulation as presented in his 1956 book,
Peasant Society and Culture: An Anthropological Approach to Civilization, Redfield
defines Great and Little Tradition as two cultural levels that are interdependent and
engaged in a continuous exchange of cultural elements.”’ By incorporating McKim
Marriott’s notions of “universalization” (the flow of Little Tradition elements “up”
into the Great Tradition) and “parochialization” (the flow of Great Tradition elements
“down” into the Little Tradition), Redfield presents a model that still has its
shortcomings—but a simplistic elite/folk “bifurcation” is not one of them.*® In fact,
in his 1956 book he calls for particular attention to be given to the channels of
communication that negotiate Great and Little Traditions, e.g., the role of theatre in
translating the great epics into the vernacular and bringing them to the illiterate
masses of India. Such a research orientation is not dissimilar to the one espoused by
several articles in the volume Popular Culture in Late Imperial China, which is

reviewed positively by Bell.

The purpose of the previous paragraph is not to rehabilitate Redfield, but to point
out that Bell’s neat dialectic of diversity vs. unity, resolved by the “religion as culture”
perspective, does not represent “a sequence of arguments that emerged historically.”3 3
Unity and diversity positions have been held variously since the Jesuits’ first reports
on Chinese religion and have little direct correlation with the use or non-use of terms
such as folk religion. Redfield’s mature Great/Little Tradition model may in fact be
seen as a first attempt to deal with the unity/diversity issue synthetically, through the
introduction of the “universalization/parochialization” cycle. If we look at the study of
Chinese popular religion in historical sequence, what we find, rather than Bell’s
model, is at first a theologically based holism that lumped all of Chinese religion
together in the sanjiao model. There was little awareness of popular religion as an
autonomous sphere of religious belief and practice. If distinctions were made, it was
between the “high philosophy” of the ancients and the corrupt present-day practice,
without however inserting the kind of elite/folk dichotomy that Bell regards as
characteristic of the first generation of scholars. De Groot and Granet, who in Bell’s
(and Freedman’s) estimation first resisted facile elite-folk bifurcations, quite to the
contrary were among the first to introduce such a viewpoint, though their models of

Chinese religion (in the singular) ultimately remain holistic. Of the two, Granet seems

*! Robert Redfield, Peasant Society and Culture: An Anthropological Approach to Civilization
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1956), 71.

32 Redfield, Peasant Society and Culture, 95-96. Marriott developed these notions in his study, “Little
Communities in an Indigenous Civilization,” in Anthropology of Folk Religion, ed. Charles Leslie
(New York: Vintage Books, 1960), 169-218. This essay was first published in 1955.

33 Bell, “Religion and Chinese Culture,” 54.
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more aware of the impact of cultural difference (agrarian vs. urban, peasants vs.
feudal and imperial elites) on the formation of that single Chinese religion, while de
Groot regards the religion of the “lower classes” as simply a reduced version of that

of the “well-to-do classes”.

It is my contention that the kind of bifurcation that Bell worries about is a more
recent phenomenon and goes back to the development of ethnographic field research,
primarily after World War II. The ethnographer seeking to construct a culture out of
local beliefs and practices almost inevitably makes these into a system. Once local
religion is described as a system, there arises the question of how this system links up
with the larger system of Chinese religion presented in the scholarly literature. It is at
this point that elite-folk models enter the picture. To repeat: for much of the earlier
missionary or text-based scholarship an elite-folk distinction was not relevant, as it
was not aware that local religious practices may possess any kind of logic of their
own. While the facts of local religion were meticulously catalogued, they were
regarded as unsystematic fragments of the sanjiao, or perhaps survivals of ancient
animistic beliefs. Only systematic village studies could provide a context in which an

elite-folk distinction made sense.

This does not mean that we do not have forerunners in pre-WWII scholarship,

and even among textual scholars; Henri Maspero insisted already in 1928 that

The three religions, as defined systems, have had no more than a historical interest for
the past several centuries. The people practise neither the three together nor each of
the three separately. A popular religion has taken shape in the course of the ages, and
this has borrowed various ideas from all three; but it is clearly distinct from them and

must be considered a separate system.>*

In a series of lectures composed around 1941, Maspero further develops this idea of
popular religion (religion populaire) by insisting that the “masses populaires”
separated themselves from the sanjiao and created a syncretic system, into which
Buddhist and Daoist clergy are integrated as ritual specialists. Even for purely
Buddhist, Daoist, or state cult rituals, the interpretation of the faithful does not
conform to that religion, but to the separate system that is modern popular religion (la

religion populaire moderne). The autonomy of this system has rarely been recognized

** Henri Maspero, “The Mythology of Modern China,” in Taoism and Chinese Religion (Amherst: The
University of Massachusetts Press, 1981), 78. (Engl. translation of Le Taoisme et les religions chinoises,

Gallimard, 1971). This essay was first published in 1928.
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by Western observers trying to dissect it into Buddhist, Daoist, and Confucian
elements. In Maspero’s view, this is like trying to describe modern Christianity by
dividing it into elements drawn from Judaism, Greek philosophy, ancient oriental
religions, and ancient local cults. In this mode, a Chinese might declare that the
French practise 3 religions: Christianity (exemplified in the mass), Judaism
(Easter/Passover), and the mystery cults of the Goddess (baptism). Even if it is
interesting historically to study the origins of these items, the present day whole is
more than the assemblage of the parts. The parts get their meaning not from their
historic origins, but from their place in that modern whole. Beyond the sanjiao, this
modern popular religion also draws on elements of the ancient agrarian religion, but
again they derive their meaning not from their historical origin, but from their place

. 35 .
and role in the modern context.”” He summarizes:

En fait, pour comprendre la religion populaire moderne, ce ne sont ni les Rituels
confucéens, ni les livres saints du Bouddhisme ou du Taoisme qu’il faut interroger.
Ce sont les paysans eux-mémes. Par I’étude des livres, on peut établir I’origine
historique d’une cérémonie ou d’une croyance, mais on n’a aucunement le droit d’en

tirer une explication de sa valeur ou de son interprétation actuelles.*

Post-WWII field research in Taiwan, Hong Kong, and among overseas Chinese
took this charge seriously and went out to discover the “systeme a part” of popular
religion. It is in this context that terms such as “folk religion” or “popular religion”
found wider application. One of the post-war ethnographic pioneers was Alan J. A.
Elliott, whose 1955 study of Chinese spirit-medium cults in Singapore is predicated
on the notion of a popular religion for which he crafted the name “Shenism,” derived
from the Chinese word for deity shen fifi and from informants’ frequent summary
description of their religious activities as baishen =i, “worshipping the gods”.
While Elliott states that the “dominant themes” of Shenism “are drawn from popular
and corrupt Taoism, with influences from Confucianism and Buddhism and, perhaps,
more importantly, from ancient folk religion,” he analyses this newly-found Fourth
Teaching not as a ragbag of doctrinal odds and ends, but as a system by itself.”’
While Elliott’s moniker of “Shenism” has not caught on, his concern with treating

.. . . . 38
popular religion as a system became paradigmatic for his successors.

* Henri Maspero. “La religion chinoise dans son développement historique,” in Mélanges posthumes
sur les religions et I’histoire de la Chine. Vol.1: Les religions chinoises (Paris: Circulations du Sud,
1950), 111-114.

%% Henri Maspero. “La religion chinoise dans son développement historique,” 115.

7 Alan J. A. Elliott, Chinese Spirit-Medium Cults in Singapore (London: Department of Anthropology,
The London School of Economics and Political Science, 1955), 29.

* Be it noted, however, that Shenism was resurrected in a recent publication on religion in Singapore.
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The bulk of ethnographic research was produced from the 1960s to the 1980s in
Taiwan, supplemented by a significant number of studies in the New Territories of
Hong Kong. A random sampling of studies finds different nomenclatures: folk
religion,39 folk belief,* popular religion,41 popular belief,”” Chinese religion,43 and
sometimes simply “religion,” as in the religion of the community studied. There is no
clear progression to be perceived from the use of “folk™ to that of “popular religion,”
as Bell would claim. Instead, these various terms are employed as mere labels for the
religious systems discovered or construed by the ethnographer. These labels would
only take on the meanings Bell attributes to them once scholars tried to integrate the
local religion discovered in field studies with the larger picture of Chinese religion
involving the sanjiao and the state cult. After the early grand effort by C. K. Yang
with his distinction of institutional and diffused religion,44 such reflection began to
pick up speed in the 1970s, with Maurice Freedman’s article “On the Sociological
Study of Chinese Religion,” and David K. Jordan’s “The Jiaw of Shigaang (Taiwan):

* as the pioneers. Both try to balance unity and

An Essay in Folk Interpretation
diversity, Freedman by stipulating a cultural process in which different beliefs and

ideas are seen as

... reflections, perhaps misshapen reflections, or idiomatic translations of one another,
as in their transmission back and forth between social strata, between sect and
“church,” between “church” and “church,” between text and living language, between

the cultivated and the popular. Their Chineseness lies in a basic stock upon which

See Kuah-Pearce Khun Eng, State, Society, and Religious Engineering: Towards a Reformist Buddhism
in Singapore (Singapore: Eastern Universities Press, 2003).

¥ David K. Jordan, Gods, Ghosts, and Ancestors: Folk Religion in a Taiwanese Village (1972;
reprinted, Taipei: Caves Books, 1985); C. Stevan Harrell, “The Concept of Soul in Chinese Folk
Religion,” Journal of Asian Studies 38.3 (1979): 519-528; John R. Clammer, ed., Studies in Chinese
Folk Religion in Singapore and Malaysia, Contributions to Southeast Asian Ethnography 2 (Singapore:
Department of Sociology, National University of Singapore, 1983); Stevan Harrell, “Men, Women, and
Ghosts in Taiwanese Folk Religion,” in Gender and Religion: On the Complexity of Symbols, ed.
Caroline Walker Bynum et al. (Boston: Beacon Press, 1986), 97-116; P. Steven Sangren, History and
Power in a Chinese Community (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1987);

40 C. Stevan Harrell, “When a Ghost Becomes a God,” in Religion and Ritual in Chinese Society, ed.
Arthur P. Wolf (Stanford, CA: Stanford California Press, 1974), 193-206.

*I' Stephan Feuchtwang, “City Temples in Taipei Under Three Regimes,” in The Chinese City Between
Two Worlds, ed. Mark Elvin & G. William Skinner (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1974),
263-301.

2 Harrell, “When a Ghost Becomes a God.”

43 Arthur P. Wolf, “Gods, Ghosts, and Ancestors,” in Religion and Ritual in Chinese Society, ed. Arthur
P. Wolf (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1974), 131-182.

* C. K. Yang, Religion in Chinese Society: A Study of Contemporary Social Functions of Religion and
Some of Their Historical Factors (1961; reprinted, Taipei: SMC Publishing, 1994).

* David K. Jordan, “The Jiaw of Shigaang (Taiwan): An Essay in Folk Interpretation,” Asian Folklore
Studies 35(1976): 81-107.
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complex social and intellectual life works and elaborates variety.*

Jordan, by contrast, locates unity in shared practice while allowing for an
interpretive diversity that may not be resolvable in terms of “idiomatic translation.”
The jiao [E of Xigang ﬁ“l?%f» shows how participants with very different

¥

understandings of its meaning may cooperate in the same activity:

As each man focuses his attention on his own sphere of participation, the theology of
the other man in another sphere becomes irrelevant. Though sufficient cooperation is
maintained for the Jiaw to continue on its three-year cycle, differences in exegesis

continue undetected or ignored by participants.*’

Through the 1980s we find more attempts to correlate elite and popular versions
of Chinese religion. Robert P. Weller devoted a whole monograph to that question,
which he approached in a way similar to Jordan’s study ten years earlier. Weller’s
Unities and Diversities in Chinese Religion again takes a unified ritual context (the
Universal Salvation festival A_Fl"'i V%), but arrives at a more sophisticated classification
of interpretive “styles” as based on social experience and applied in an ongoing social
construction of culture. Different social context support different styles of

interpretation, which Weller classifies by means of two polarities: “ideologized” /
5548

99 <<

“pragmatic;” “active” / “passive.

Another notable effort to work with elite/folk notions of Chinese religion was
made by Christian Jochim, who for this purpose went back to the Great/Little
Tradition model of Redfield.* He presented another version of this synthetic
approach, this time combining it with Mary Douglas’ model of “grid” and “group,” in
a 1988 article in the Journal of Chinese Religions.50

In conclusion of this section, it should be emphasized that it was the
anthropological field research from the 1950s onwards that brought the issue of a
folk/elite clearly within scholarly purview. Far from opposing a supposedly
entrenched bifurcated vision of Chinese religion, ethnographic research served to

establish it as an object of analysis in the first place. Ethnographers used the terms

* Freedman, “On the Sociological Study of Chinese Religion,” 352-353.

" Jordan, “The Jiaw of Shigaang,” 105.

* Weller, Unities and Diversities in Chinese Religion.

* Christian Jochim, Chinese Religions: A Cultural Perspective (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall,
1986), 15.

%0 Christian Jochim. ““Great’ and ‘Little’, ‘Grid’ and ‘Group’: Defining the Poles of the Elite-Popular
Continuum in Chinese Religion.” Journal of Chinese Religions 16(1988): 18-42.
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“folk” and “popular” without clear semantic distinctions, certainly not with the

distinction perceived by Bell as indicating a bifurcated vs. a holistic view of culture.

The future of popular religion

While Bell’s review article is to be treated with caution as a historical account of the
concept of folk or popular religion in the study of Chinese religion, this criticism does
not invalidate her argument qua argument: The question of whether to emphasize
socio-cultural stratification (marked with the term “folk religion™) or unification
(indicated by Bell’s definition of “popular religion”) is a fundamental one for the
study of any complex civilization. Common sense supports Bell’s contention that this
is not a matter of deciding between the two options, but treating them as poles that
create a dynamic tension which is the true locus of the production of culture. A highly
stratified and geographically diverse society such as, for example, late Imperial China
can be expected to show both region- and class-based variation in its religious
culture(s), while at the same time maintaining a degree of cultural cohesion that
produces a sense of “Chineseness’” among all inhabitants. Therefore, Bell’s
description of her “third-stage approach” would seem to offer a useful outlook for

future studies:

A third-stage approach to Chinese religion can be said to reject both a priori
bifurcations as well as synthetic entities that mediate them (i.e., the reification of
popular religion in a set of institutions, practices, or values). This third position wants
to suggest that the holism of culture is not a shared level of social interaction nor a
diffused set of normative ideas. Culture, it implies, is neither a single ideology nor a
single social group identity disseminated across the society to unite diverse
communities. Rather, culture is presumed to involve the internal generation of both
distinctions and unities, and its holism is described as a function of either underlying
structures of some sort or the imposed limits of geography as they moderate the degrees
of similarity and difference. From this perspective, culture comes to be described as the
relationship of the parts to the whole, the “production” of meanings, or the
“construction” of history and community. Unity and diversity become intrinsic to the

dynamics of cultural holism.”'

This would call for a research approach that does not establish artificial cultural and
religious boundaries a priori by deciding to study, say, only the “popular religion” of a
Taiwanese village excluding thereby the religious experiences of religious specialists

such as Daoist priests or Buddhist nuns who are part of or interact with that

51 Bell, “Religion and Chinese Culture,” 42-43.
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community. Conversely, one would also not aim to study “Buddhism” as a religion by
concentrating solely on the local sangha or on Buddhist texts. “Religion” instead
would be viewed as the ongoing process of meaning-making involving all the actors
in their particular social and cultural contexts. The object of study would be this

process which operates in the lived experience of all participants.

Outside the Chinese religions field, we find such an approach described and
advocated as the study of “lived religion” in U.S. history. One of its best-known
proponents is Robert A. Orsi of Harvard University. He launched an important
critique of the notion of popular religion in the second edition of his The Madonna of
115th Street, a study of the Italian-American worship of a Madonna figure in Little
Harlem, New York.”> While employing the category of popular religion in the first
edition of the book, by the second edition Orsi had abandoned it and opted instead for
the notion of “lived religion.” To him, the term popular religion is “unclear,
misleading, and tendentious.” It served “to seal off certain expressions of religious life
from an unspecified but obviously normative ‘religion’ (without the qualifier
popular).... The term instituted unnecessary and confusing boundaries.”® While Bell
saw popular religion as a holistic term, designed to describe unity rather than
diversity, Orsi regards it as a variant of folk religion that carries with it the same kind

of ideological baggage. His alternative, the study of “lived religion,” by contrast,

... situates all religious creativity within culture and approaches all religion as lived
experience, theology no less than lighting a candle for a troubled loved one; spirituality
as well as other, less culturally sanctioned forms of religious expression (such as
licking the stones of a church floor). Rethinking religion as a form of cultural work, the
study of lived religion directs attention to institutions and persons, texts and rituals,
practice and theology, things and ideas—all as media of making and unmaking

5
worlds.>*

This “lived religion” approach harmonizes with Bell’s vision of a “religious cultures”
perspective by embedding religious ideas and practices in a wide, open-ended cultural
framework. In his study of the Madonna of 115" Street, this approach allowed Orsi to
discover (construe?) the primary source of the Madonna’s meaning not in any
Catholic notions of sainthood, but in Italian-American family and kinship values,
which Orsi brings into focus in the notion of “domus.” Orsi’s lived religion

perspective does not offer startlingly novel theoretical or methodological insights.

52 New Haven: Yale University Press, 2002.
3 Orsi, The Madonna of 115™ Street, xiv.
54 Orsi, The Madonna of 11 5™ Street, xix. Emphases in the original.
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Theoretically, its notion of religion as a form of cultural work creating meaningful
worlds stands in the time-honoured tradition of the sociology of knowledge of Peter L.
Berger and Thomas Luckmann, which in turn continues and further develops the
works of Max Weber and Alfred Schiitz.” Methodologically, it is indebted to Clifford
Geertz’s “thick description” approach to ethnography, as well as Continental
European micro-historiography exemplified in the works of, say, Emmanuel Le Roy
Ladurie and Carlo Ginzburg.56 Orsi’s contribution lay in bringing these strands
together to stimulate a change of approach in a field of study (religion in the United
States) that was largely focused on texts and church-historical perspectives by calling
on students of religion to locate their object of study not in reified spheres such as
“churches”, “sacred texts”, “sects”, and, yes, “popular religion,” but in the lived
experience and continuously negotiated cultural work of communities and individuals.
To repeat Orsi’s statement quoted above: “Rethinking religion as a form of cultural
work, the study of lived religion directs attention to institutions and persons, texts and
rituals, practice and theology, things and ideas—all as media of making and
unmaking worlds.” This is a salutary reminder not to compartmentalize our research
or to reify as religion specific discourses and institutions to the exclusion of others,
salutary in particular for historians, sinologists, and Religious Studies scholars who
have a tendency to privilege texts over rituals, institutions over persons, theology over
practice, ideas over things—a tendency prevalent not just among historians of

American religions, but also in the China field.

What consequences might such a methodology have in the study of Chinese
religions? Let us use an example: Any survey of the field of Buddhist studies will
reveal its strong emphasis on sacred texts, major representatives of the sangha, and
Buddhist philosophy. The typical Buddhism textbook presents the core of Buddhism
as consisting essentially of the Three Jewels: Buddha, Dharma, Sangha, and its
history as the successive emergence of new ideas concerning them in the shape of
new schools and movements. Schools, ideas, texts—without doubt important elements
of Buddhism, but what role do they play in Buddhism as an ongoing venture of

world-construction? * Ultimately, Buddhism exists only insofar as people live

% For the classical formulations see Alfred Schiitz, Der sinnhafte Aufbau der sozialen Welt: Eine
Einleitung in die verstehende Soziologie (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1974; first published 1934);
Peter L. Berger and Thomas Luckmann, The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the Sociology
of Knowledge (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1966); Peter L. Berger, The Sacred Canopy: Elements of a
Sociological Theory of Religion (New York: Anchor Books, 1990; first published 1967).

%% See, for example, Geertz, “Thick Description: Toward an Interpretive Theory of Culture,” in The
Interpretation of Cultures: Selected Essays (New York: Basic Books, 1973), 3-30; Ladurie, Montaillou,
village occitan de 1294 a 1324 (Paris: Gallimard, 1975); Ginzburg, Il formaggio e i vermi: Il cosmo di
un mugnaio del ‘500 (Torino: Giulio Einaudi editore, 1976).

°7 The majority of scholars of religion tend toward the study of canonical texts and the ideas and
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it—and schools, ideas, and texts are just some of the factors that go into the
construction of lived Buddhism(s) in different historical, social, and geographic
contexts. A shift in perspective to Buddhism as construed in concrete social and
cultural contexts would help undermine the reified notion of Buddhism as primarily
(and normatively) represented by monastic institutions and personnel as well as their
authoritative interpretation of sacred texts. The challenge here would be not just to
add sections on “popular” or “folk” Buddhism to the textbook (which nowadays many
of them already have), but to radically change the way we approach Buddhism—for
example, not as encased in canonical texts, but as arising out of the interaction of texts
with other factors in people’s lives (worship, sacrifice, illness, kinship, death, work,

etc.). In Orsi’s terms:

Religion is always religion-in-action, religion-in-relationships between people, between
the way the world is and the way people imagine or want it to be. The interpretive
challenge of the study of lived religion is to develop the practice of disciplined
attention to people’s signs and practices as they describe, understand, and use them, in
the circumstances of their experiences, and to the structures and conditions within
which these signs and practices emerge. [...]

It is pointless to study particular beliefs and practices—the Catholic teaching on the
Virgin Mary, for example, or the Pentecostal theology of sanctification—apart from the

people who use these ideas in the definite circumstances of their lives.”®

Applied to the study of Chinese popular religion, Orsi’s “radical empirical

h™*® would imply first of all that we abandon the notion of popular religion as

approac
a way of delimiting our field of study, of including some religious phenomena (e.g.,
the cult of Mazu and the possession trance of mediums), while excluding others (e.g.,
the meditation practices of Daoist priests or a learned monk’s exegesis of the Lotus
Sutra). We would be studying “religion” unqualified by any adjective, be it “popular”
or “Buddhist,” religion as it is constructed and negotiated in the lives of the
individuals, groups, and communities we are studying. It seems to me that such an

approach would be very fruitful in its ability to cross and transcend the inflexible

practices of religious specialists. A case in point is the recent publication Critical Terms for the Study of
Buddhism, edited by Donald S. Lopez (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2005). It contains
fifteen essays by fifteen authors on terms such as Buddha, death, art, power etc. The predominant (and
in some cases, exclusive) focus of the essays is on canonical texts, art history, monastic institutions,
and the celibate sangha. While lay perspectives are addressed (for example in Carl Bielefeldt’s essay on
“practice”), they never move to the centre.

% Orsi, The Madonna of 115" Street, xx, xxi.

% Orsi, “Is the Study of Lived Religion Irrelevant to the World We Live in? Special Presidential
Plenary Address, Society for the Scientific Study of Religion, Salt Lake City, November 2, 2002,”
Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 42.2 (2003): 169-174.
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categories (sanjiao etc.) into which scholars tend to divide up the world of Chinese

religions.

Does this mean, though, that we should abandon the concept of “popular
religion” completely? No, and here I beg to differ from both Bell and Orsi. Allow me

to elaborate.

Orsi insists on throwing the notion of popular religion overboard, because it
skews his vision of the networks of social relationships and cultural meanings, and
injects a normative factor that divides this web of meaning according to a criterion
external to it (popular religion as not quite proper, official, real religion). Bell seeks to
abandon both “folk” and “popular” religion, because these terms predetermine a bias
towards cultural diversity or unity respectively. For both scholars, the decision is a
methodological one, and as such I would agree with it in the sense outlined in the
preceding paragraphs. I do, however, consider that the notion of “popular religion”
still 1s useful for at least two other purposes: (1) as a concept that may help analyze
the data collected using a lived religion approach, and (2) as a label or indicator for a

particular subfield of study. I will discuss these two areas one after the other.

Concerning the first area, even if we do not employ the notion of “popular
religion” to define what we study and what not, it may still be useful in ordering and
analyzing the data caught in the wide net of lived religion. Specifically, popular
religion might be an appropriate descriptor when we find that the religious life of, say,
village A has a systematic consistency and limited autonomy that separates it to some
extent from other locally present religious systems such as monasteries, sectarian
groups, or priestly confraternities—even while it is intertwined and interactive with
these. We could, of course, simply choose to call it the religion of village A, which
would include all the above-named religious elements without abstracting subsystems
from the interconnected network of village A. However, such an approach would
come at two kinds of costs: First, it would ignore the dynamic tension in the village’s
religious network and would thus obstruct a correct understanding of diversity and
conflict within local society. This applies in particular if informants articulate these
subsystems themselves and thus operate with an awareness of their autonomous

. . . . .. . 60 .
functions in the construction of their own religious experience.” However, even in

% In a 1992 article, anthropologist John Leavitt launched a criticism of the prevailing assumption of
cultural holism in the sociological and anthropological study of Indian society by pointing out that it
ignores indigenous perceptions of religious and cultural difference that are articulated by informants in
terms ironically reminiscent of the supposedly outmoded elite/folk distinctions. During his field
research in the Northern Indian Kumaon region, Leavitt “kept finding people acting and making
definitions in ways that did not fit holistic models, but in fact looked suspiciously like great- and
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the absence of explicit informant recognition, the scholar may be justified to use a
term such as popular religion to describe an important aspect of local religious life
that clearly operates according to a cultural logic of its own. The systematic and partly
autonomous character of, say, local temple cults as distinct (even if not separate) from
other religious groups and expressions has been discovered in historical and
ethnographic studies of Chinese communities from the Song dynasty to the present.
“Popular religion” seems a useful term to refer to such a religious system in
distinction from others such as Buddhist monastic communities or the state cult—if
the understanding is preserved that such labels serve a heuristic function in identifying
stable components within integrated cultural networks, but that they are not designed
to isolate these from the web of lived experience.

Second, the avoidance of concepts such as “popular religion” makes it difficult
to generalize beyond the case-example. If we identify a popular religion of village A,
we can then compare it with the popular religion of villages B and C. However, if we
insist on regarding the religion of village A only in its own unique context, we have
no generalizing language to arrive at insights about Chinese (or Taiwanese, or
Cantonese, or Nanyang-Chinese) popular religion as a general cultural phenomenon.
Robert L. Orsi is very much aware that his radical empiricism comes at a price: the
more we contextualize, the less transferable beyond the immediate context will our
knowledge be. In a lecture delivered in November of 2002, he addressed the question
“whether the work of those of us who study religious practice or ‘lived religion’ is
irrelevant for understanding religion in broader social and political contexts than the
intimate, local, and closely-grained ones that generally occupy us.”®" He raised the
question in the context of post-9/11 expectations that religion scholars such as Orsi
could help the public (and the government) better understand the “real” Islam. His

answer was that there was no such thing as Islam in the singular:

References to something called “Islam,” I said to my friend, explained nothing, and the
political violence in the region (however one interpreted it) was a necessary but not
sufficient cause of suicide bombings. It seemed to me simply from reading accounts in
the papers that what immediately mattered in the lives of suicide bombers was not
commitment to an unspecific “Islam” but the circles of friends and kin among whom
they lived, the memories they held (their own or those they borrowed or inherited from

others), their sense of their place in their immediate world (meaning work and school,

little-traditional dichotomies. [...] Thus, one place where clear differences appear between something
like great and little traditions is precisely where it is not supposed to exist, that is, in the ideas of the
people themselves.” See his “Cultural Holism in the Anthropology of South Asia: The Challenge of
Regional Traditions,” Contributions to Indian Sociology, N.S., 26.1 (1992): 20, 21. I would like to
thank Dan Cohen for bringing this article to my attention.

6! “Is the Study of Lived Religion Irrelevant ...,” 169.
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friends and clubs), the stories they were told by relatives they loved, bonds of
commitment and loyalty to particular friends and kin. “Islam” mattered too, of course,
not as a set of authoritative texts or doctrines, but rather as it was discussed and
practiced, inflected and constituted within these bonds of friendship, family, and
memory, within the worlds of work and school—*“Islam” as it was imagined and
reimagined in relation to all the other things that people imagine, a thoroughly local

Islam, immersed in and responsive to local condition and circumstances.®

Of course, Orsi was criticized that as his style of scholarship was “too grounded in the
local, too focused on intimate contexts, it did not lead to knowledge that could be
generallized.”63 To which Orsi’s reply is: so much the better. It is not the scholar’s
duty to abstract; rather it is his or her duty to study religion in its cultural setting.
Removed from the setting it becomes meaningless at best and an ideological tool for

policy-makers at worst:

It was said that the Qur’an did not endorse violence; later others insisted that the
Qur’an indeed endorsed violence—in either case, however, the assumption was that the
text itself, apart from experience and interpretation, could tell us something. All this
talk about “Islam” proceeding at such remove from history and practice served only to
obscure (and so also to protect Americans from) a clear view of lived experience in
Islamic countries, from the complexity of political and religious realities there, and
most of all from any understanding of the role of the United States (or, more broadly,
the Cold War) in that region. It is precisely against this that a lived religion approach

sets itself.**

Intellectual integrity would then demand that we resist the siren call of
generalization and relevance and stick to what we can really know: the specific, the
local, the concrete. However, while Orsi’s warning against the dangers of scholarly
generalization and abstraction being instrumentalized for political purposes is well
taken, in my view the answer cannot be to withdraw into a radically empirical ivory
tower and limit ourselves to telling the stories of our case-examples. Scholarship
quintessentially involves the production of knowledge of a more general order derived
from the study of specific cases. To achieve this we need to employ abstract concepts
such as Buddhism and popular religion for the analysis of specific data in their
specific contexts. Yes, we will always violate some of that context by abstracting from

it, but by not doing so we forgo the metalanguage needed to go beyond case-studies

62 ibidem.
53 op. cit., 169-170.
64 op. cit., 171.
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and arrive at communicable and transferable knowledge of human
meaning-making—an endeavour that is central to my understanding of scholarship, i.e,
to a scholar’s way of creating a meaningful world.* I would envision generalization
as the kind of careful stepping out from the case-context and engagement with other
case-examples that allows circumspect theorizing without losing its roots in the thick
description of the concrete. In fact, as Clifford Geertz has pointed out, the purpose of
such theorizing is not the building of a general theory of culture, but the interpretation
of the specific case: “the essential task of theory building here is not to codify abstract
regularities but to make thick description possible, not to generalize across cases but

2506

to generalize within them.”™ For this purpose, “popular religion” can still be useful

concept in the study of Chinese religious cultures past and present.

The second area where the notion of popular religion may continue to be usefully
employed is as a label or indicator of a particular sub-field of study. We need a term to
designate religious life beyond the institutional confines of the sangha, Daoist
monastic orders and ordination lineages, Christian churches, the imperial state cult, or
the canonical texts of all these traditions. I am aware that such a usage runs the danger
of reinserting the kind of normative reification that the lived religion approach is
supposed to overcome. Therefore let me emphasize that here I am merely discussing
the use of “popular religion” to indicate a general field of study for classificatory
purposes. It would help circumscribe a particular body of scholarship in distinction
from other such bodies, but would not make any predeterminations concerning the
empirical nature of the Chinese religious landscape. In this sense, popular religion is
used not as an analytical, but as an indicative concept that helps delineate a field of

study without imposing a priori dichotomies."”’

% There is, of course, also the question where the concrete context ends and abstraction begins. If we
take Orsi’s radical empiricism to its conclusion, then even institutions (such as churches and parishes)
and ethnic groups (Italian-Americans) are reified abstractions; religion can only ever be “lived” by
individuals. Hence even Orsi’s sweeping generalizations about the Italian-American domus complex
are in a sense illegitimate, as they go beyond the individual’s lived experience. And indeed, folklorist
Leonard Primiano has consequently sought to locate religion primarily in the individual; it is the
individual’s “vernacular religion” that should be the scholar’s object of study. Anything beyond the
individual’s “uniculture” is abstraction and hence inauthentic. Leonard Norman Primiano, ‘“Vernacular
Religion and the Search for Method in Religious Folklife,” Western Folklore 54 (1995): 37-56.

66 Geertz, “Thick Description,” 26.

7 My use of the term is somewhat similar to Franz-Xaver Kaufmann’s utilization of the term
“religion” as a “problem-indicative concept” (problemanzeigender Begriff) without a defined substance
of its own. See his “Auf der Suche nach den Erben der Christenheit,” in Religion und Gesellschaft:
Texte zur Religionssoziologie, ed. Karl Gabriel & Hans-Richard Reuter (Paderborn: Schoningh, 2004),
216. Jonathan Z. Smith makes a similar point for “religion” as being a “second-order, generic concept”
that precisely because of its inherent ambiguity can function to establish a “disciplinary horizon” for
Religious Studies, much as the similarly vague concepts of “language” and “culture” do for linguistics
and anthropology respectively. See his “Religion, Religions, Religious,” in Critical Terms for Religious
Studies, ed. Mark C. Taylor (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1998), 281-282.
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There do exist alternatives to the term popular religion that we could consider. In
his article on “Popular Religion” in the second edition of The Encyclopedia of

Religion, Vincent Goossaert effectively equates popular religion with local religion:

Therefore, the large majority of communities that are not Confucian, Buddhist,
or Daoist can be labeled as Chinese popular religion, but this term does not
necessarily imply any social class, lack of intellectual sophistication, or
heterodoxy. On the other hand, while the three religions have nationwide
institutions, cult communities are fundamentally local in nature, and they have

been therefore aptly described as “local religion.”®®

In an encyclopaedia article that is supposed to mirror the state of the field, such an
equation of “popular” with “local” is appropriate, because “local religion” is indeed in
widespread use as a seemingly more exact substitute for “popular religion.” Now,
“local religion” has the advantage of fairly clearly delimiting its subject matter: we
are looking at the religious practices and beliefs that obtain in local communities. No
judgment is made on whether this religion is practised by an elite or by commoners,
or in what relation it stands to the sanjiao. Thus by its use we could obviate some of
the conceptual pitfalls of folk or popular religion. However, a second look shows that
this term carries its own limitations. One is that religion will get limited to that local
stage, leaving out its trans-local elements. Given my scholarly interests, for example,
it would be hard to encompass popular sects as “local religion” since most of them are
characterized by voluntary, rather than community-ascribed membership, and they
maintain networks that transcend local communities.”” This is a serious limitation of
perspective in both historical and ethnographic studies, but it is especially so for the
inquiry into modern-day religion. In this age of the Internet and of globalization, lived
religion in Chinese societies is not limited to local communities. People participate in
religious organizations on a national or even international scale (e.g., Ven. Zhengyan’s
Tzu Chi Foundation); they draw ideas and even participate in rituals on the Internet;
community temples maintain websites and draw faithful from outside the community,

sometimes becoming hubs of commercialized pilgrimages; new religious movements

% Vincent Goossaert, “Chinese Popular Religion,” in Encyclopedia of Religion, ond ed., ed. Lindsay
Jones (Detroit: Thomson Gale, 2005), 3: 1614.

% Which does not exclude the fact that they may also become a significant, or even dominant, force in
local religion. See, for example, Thomas DuBois’ study of northern Chinese villages where community
temples are controlled by sectarian groups. Thomas David DuBois, The Sacred Village: Social Change

and Religious Life in Rural North China (Honolulu, HI: University of Hawai‘i Press, 2005).
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draw on spiritual resources outside the precincts of Chinese tradition (e.g., Tibetan
Buddhism, Hinduism, Western esotericism). In a society where local identity becomes
more fluid and subject to frequent shifts, to privilege a perspective on local religion
makes little sense. Religion is becoming less easily “localizable,” and more and more
of it is happening in arenas not covered by the label “local religion.”

Another alternative is “folk religion,” but this term seems too closely tied to its
origins in folklore studies, where it is applied primarily to peasant cultures or
analogous organic, face-to-face communities;”® as such it is too narrow to describe
religious life in late Imperial China and certainly too limited to address the modern
religious experience.

The term “popular religion,” on the other hand, is usefully vague to fit a large
research area. In an encyclopaedia article, Charles Long provides a magisterial
overview of the semantic ambiguity that attaches to this term: Popular religion has
been used to describe the religion of the lay people in distinction from the clerics, of
the peasants in distinction from city-dwellers, of ethnic and religious subgroups, but
also as the national, common, or civil religion of a society.”' In my view, “popular
religion” can therefore serve the heuristic function of indicating potential difference
without thereby dichotomizing Chinese religion into folk/elite or lay/clerical sectors.
As it has been used both as a marker of unity and of diversity, it can keep both
perspectives open. By embodying the dialectic tension of unity and diversity, it may
help set a research agenda without limiting its field of application or prejudging its
outcome. Popular religion may encompass the folk religion of a traditional village in a
historical case-study, the local religion of a modern town (with all its trans-local
elements), as well as the religiosity constructed by new, globalized religious
movements such as Falungong. In other words, popular religion would encompass the
variety of ways religion is constructed or “done” beyond the institutional and textual
contexts of the “Great Traditions,” even while considering these contexts as factors in
the religious life-world(s) under study. Thus understood, popular religion serves as a
lens to gather perspectives on Chinese religion beyond the traditional study of

canonical texts and ideas.

The adjective “popular” has the added benefit of opening linkages with the study
of popular culture in the sense of non-localized, market- and media-driven cultural
production, which has a major impact on the process of meaning-making in modern

and modernizing societies. Sociologist Hubert Knoblauch has proposed “popular

 Don Yoder, “Toward a Definition of Folk Religion,” Western Folklore 33.1 (1974): 2-15.

"' Charles Long, “Popular Religion,” in The Encyclopedia of Religion, ed. Mircea Eliade (New York:
Macmillan, 1987), 11: 442-452.
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religion” (populdire Religion) as a conceptual lens through which to study religion in
media and market-dominated modern societies.”” In his definition, populdire Religion
is a form of religion “that employs the forms of expression as well as the

73
7" For

communicative and economic distribution media of popular culture.
Knoblauch, this concept provides a tool to access some of the ways individuals go
about constructing their religious identity in a modern setting, and thus of making

Luckmann’s notion of the “invisible religion”” amenable to sociological enquiry.74

To sum up: the term “popular religion” (or some equivalent thereof) has been
in use in the study of Chinese religions since the early twentieth century, though it
only moved to the centre of scholarly discourse with the flourishing of ethnographic
field research after the Second World War. Along with its cognate “folk religion,” it
has been used variously to present Chinese religious culture as continuous or
discontinuous across class and regional boundaries. Catherine Bell has offered a
critique of the concept as a conceptual predetermination of diversity and unity and has
called for a thoroughly contextualized study of religious cultures that centres on the
dynamics of unity and diversity in the process of the creation of culture. I introduced
Orsi’s notion of “lived religion” as an influential variant of Bell’s approach in the field
of Religious Studies and argued that the method of lived religion is promising in all
areas of the study of Chinese religions. Different from Orsi, however, I do not see a
need to abandon “popular religion” as a concept for the analysis of data collected in a
lived religion study. It may usefully describe aspects of local and trans-local religious
culture and thus make them comparable beyond the narrow case-context. Furthermore,
we may want to retain this term as a label for a sub-field in the study of Chinese
religions, encompassing the variety of ways religion is constructed or “done” beyond

the institutional and textual contexts of the “Great Traditions.”

> Hubert Knoblauch, “Populire Religion: Markt, Medien und die Popularisierung der Religion,”
Zeitschrift fiir Religionswissenschaft 8(2000): 143-161.

7 “populire Religion ist die Form der Religion, die sowohl die Ausdrucksformen wie die medialen
und 6konomischen Verbreitungsmedien der populdren Kultur verwendet.” Knoblauch, “Populédre
Religion,” 146.

™ Thomas Luckmann, The Invisible Religion: the Problem of Religion in Modern Society (New York:
Macmillan, 1967). Rev. ed.: Die unsichtbare Religion (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1991).

26



FHBS TR T NS fUfsd, © (VB

Philip Clart (E[38)
HFREI—B [fjFEn 2% (University of Missouri-Columbia)

I

Aar =

115
““Jf@zﬂf- f1%2 (Catherine Bell) fiv73#7

L] =55 T;%ﬁn 4. riflfvlt%ﬁi@‘« il
BJF T puA s

H1F

’le“ﬂ s Fopo 2 & EJJ{F]E;'TL"%!—EJJEF el e P s @Eﬁﬁiﬁqgﬁk F GV o B
SRS > 5 MY R F%EJ%F"TT};{ TEFE P - iﬁlﬁfﬁf%ﬁ FHESIMN 28
< o 7 [FEji_‘z grjl?% H[j«@;ﬁ: IEEN J;(FH{/ [~~5r’|/§fﬁ[ J) s F&i_}{—“[l[g&h’?ﬁ_[ F[J

rl@# ~sr[ﬂ°1154afpt»~ (i = ik ;F[ J@gl@@?’qr,ﬁJ NEESay ]Eﬂ ~sro1¥j:l*%§j
F”,EP‘”[@EJFPU s EG S £~ L }%Fﬁ rirlllﬁ&““ffﬂaﬁﬁi7 Fb— E“ F“%F’
e fol A A A i B ﬁrll# P 'Jﬁﬁﬂé

religion ° || FJ'JF” P, — ﬁjiﬂﬁl{ltl/gu fﬁ" ) Fuﬂﬁ]ﬂuﬂm\«y%ﬁi S fln s
ﬁWWMWWﬁjwwm%w@wymp“#%@%wvﬁww
S H I [t i7 e LR oS I R s O A NI ‘?76$&|F'ﬁi

j&ﬂ’ F‘Jﬁlm’gi?ﬂiﬂ% *E‘H’“'Fﬁ[ﬁs"ﬁ;’r‘?ﬁf NN EN ﬁfpﬁ% FOWERE | (2006 F 11 ]
24- 5 DINEY RN e kzg_r > H7 2006 F 11 EJTIR 12 [ ¥ o FE iR A
Ff j,'jjf&?j,ﬁﬂP 9 u}ﬁ?t T IFWﬂﬁw‘ﬂjgl’%@f TSR R RSy L s MR
RO [NA S T b BRI B 9IRS o 2TE U I BfE Chip Callahan’ 944555 " lived religion |
(IS A L2 B B -

75 “‘JFEIE[J“HI[E&'#’ }"SfFH [HER F)U » 2|l Vincent Goossaert ( ¥ Zx [ﬁ’(@i’ﬁj) , “1898: The
Beginning of the End for Chinese Religion (— /" Ju/" & f[ 13 F5 ?ﬂq VL ), Journal of Asian Studies
(EPPEAITT) ) 65.2 (2006): 307-336.

6 %251 Robert Ford Campany [/}HHI[E&[%I:IEIHLJ Fi FAEIER [T H <H=U 1 “On the Very Idea of
Religions (in the Modern West and in Early Medieval China) ” (Frm G I,E‘[J“F 14 0 B VHH ] Sl 1)

27



”J‘&IF’?F”ﬁﬁ?T‘*{**' Mg - Fe RV A A g 3 RUR AlRLE
i CRNRIERT st e
+ T - Pﬂ;fgi\ quszggfjméﬁm AR > GRe vy | Fj”ﬁ‘#*’fﬁﬁlb ik
J\Eﬁﬂi—pu%ﬁﬁ g“jﬁﬂ;tﬁﬂ F » Rl S A H‘JﬂFh (il F c[,E[ Jl:[]%fh_
SN ﬁ%&ﬁ#w FERERLIASEE « LSl = P o = Weg e -
! ré’wfpﬁﬂl L HR [P F“E'Hﬂ’flfw B S e L E o] E#Eﬁi:ﬁ?S«E R
AR B [ I R (RS
E Jiﬂi @gﬂ f lLﬂEEE»}fiﬁﬂ’d[zﬂ‘ H[d’i7\4 religion V¥PES T o kL
*$%%v¢qmﬁmwa*iﬁ\ CHE IR PSR T
PP B - F“*”JT F 4ﬂ‘9|FEJ|— [EEANG @'f”#:?ﬁ ST ]y
FIE[— I[_{ﬁz'mvr'is'ﬁjﬁﬁiﬂ' TEEE T ,\ﬁj ‘Fbi:fkﬂu ’J?”EIH%EH[FUﬂ R
JE}“}E" = FL i T gg%ﬁ’l?}“ﬁij folRLigR - 127 ™ e ipy

—Ex

-

Retigion fi- R - FSWRET [ SIPTAL T N o
ﬁ‘ﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁﬁ i E’E,ﬁ&jﬁnﬁfguﬁ IR - Fvdr b 3 ORI S
(“POREREL 91 B I PR pOSI0E 2 ik I TS SR -
V] SR NI o T N %p TR ST TN B
iﬁwrréﬂ%éﬁqﬁﬁﬂﬁvrda:f o RIS R ST PPCHGT B
5 A T %i_“ HEALARR ‘ B/ﬁﬂﬁ'ﬁﬁﬂl[ﬁﬁlﬁﬁ’* ’lﬁ?ﬁﬁ&‘" %ﬁ} o

i) %ﬁfﬂi@g?ﬁff F'ﬁ N [ﬁ[ﬂﬁ't R TP R TR
N ?%?? ﬂ%EP::*iafE*ﬁﬁﬁﬂ* Wﬂ‘*W%rv#W"Tﬁigﬂ\ L
e S Bl R R P T TR
T EJFF I > blE jE P B = '?ﬁj FEERE religion " 357 Vs Fir
%FWIJW—HNF%QWQ% mw’%%*'#?ﬁjﬁh e S
A5 = FRETIAARIRERL B (0SS R SR B TR e S ’ﬁjiﬁ[’fﬁ SUED
b Pﬁglﬁﬁaﬁél“pmxl R o HyVEE o e T #: Fu@l&’ﬂw f F.55 ‘*F;I
FY R ([l L AR5 Jf-iw&ﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁ*l“lﬁ[ﬂ rizH*EHIF 'if:lfﬁl e

lﬁggﬂl ﬁ%@‘ﬁ ;;F[JFF IR I/ (-1 3 pﬁfﬁy[ﬂ;@%’*u N FuﬁLﬁ

=1 JLHW*FI USRI ELT TR ri¢ mFruﬁi’ H@%ﬁ‘ifﬁ* | [ BT S
- > ,&E,I’JIZ[“ AN F¥ | (popular religion ) bﬁl%}%ﬁl NG T A B EHF (folk
rehglon) '—{*’ﬁﬁfji 7 (local religion ) Y1 7 fl1g Y [~ BL 47 ~ 220
B IR FHM@EL[&FLW DR IOAERSIRAGT BRI R oA e
Fmﬂw [ AT G i WA R AL e e

FI@%J‘(;?”F@J &) , History of Religions (3&: ;;FU’?EU) 42.4 (2003): 287-319.

" Fﬁi&" TN IS T wﬁmﬁr R 55T I I RS g |

Ak o (BT R Tl (19 7 LB 2 (R 2 PR [ L]

ﬁﬁ Jﬁ IJJPF ? [ IS 5 FERL K 5 HJJPF ? T B b RO HJ”"F‘F“R

j\i' i ‘?ﬁ‘/f\_xi Sathya Sai Baba S2EFIH | SYFAVLL G N YN 2 g W I
rﬁgjgu‘ﬁﬂyf PR IR IR I

28



& A el -

FH ORI ST R 2 PSR M ALY R LY
?ﬁf@fg AL Py P S TR SRR (T R M
XS N Rl e Wrnﬂrnﬁpwwd ) ST AR BT TN
sk 5 T AR o CIPTARRAORLTE T (=~ FiE MR AR
IR 5 i) %FTFW?WJP@@EW'.@ Pl e ~ ;ﬁmww;w
PR & S « 525 PP 0PI el ) i
g e TR S o T

P - F18r (Catherine Bell) Y5547
S EPURL S8 M EFR «'@i)}%ﬁf[—i%@ ° *I/F“{ > PlER =17 N JLRE S 7 1989 s
[ ]’P:rﬂ “Religion and Chinese Culture: Toward and Assessment of Popular
Rehglon > (FFEHIIR Fﬂ ['ﬁ[ S o PETER) FETP[H'%TE Efﬁig? YPyEN
gl » O S 6 1 OISR - PO DA TS
AR » ] A (el FUEDRY THEY | (stages) RLEIB2ffomiik « 7t 37
TR 25 I'F'ﬁfEﬂflfiﬂgﬁﬁf”%%@ﬁﬁEI‘J:JR’-% =P AN BN ‘i'#(ﬂﬁ e
RIS LG SN (B35 [folk rehglon) F ﬂ Jﬁi?{:jfi?rf&&’rggouﬁ:*i#\# FEHIN [BHFHAY
TS EA R AR AT ] (R %1’_“ » B F'J TR SRS TR
%‘[‘ﬁ:%glf‘]ﬁé Fo A ifiq:%{g lggp@;;zy; [PFEFES l—lli/)]r%} 5T— I—hH[[EyI_J; g
A RIS g 3 o P BV R S | “Wﬁaﬁﬁ@%ﬁ?l\l - R
7J i?ﬁr#ﬁgﬁ ]%[FEJEJF{%EITIJ, ENETD F[ﬂgg , iF‘_\L!—‘*‘jmif; SR R ,&gwf
IR [Spuef! n:j@ﬁ%ﬁ ?p@lﬂ%ﬁ'?ﬂﬁf' AR T IR - ﬁi@*” (C.K. Yang,
1911-1999) #1 Maurice Freedman (=% ﬁji’%- fé"Jfr”c’ (e & JFFULFH:FE | [t'gl%@&ﬁm
I’A:/% o fé@gﬁf/ﬁ@@, [ﬁ‘U‘?IE Jﬁﬁﬁﬁuﬁk LB TE-\L%;\I:(-( b F»;?"JE [ FIFJ# [F””) _ I*‘ %ﬂ
J.J.M. de Groot ( rEF'F‘[ﬁ‘—FTﬁ 1854-1921) * Marcel Granet ( 5= E%J *’Fﬁ )
plEs £ a%&w » 1884 - 1940 ) fuplLige > §F;9%‘Lﬁf“ﬁﬁl[a&lr+f F,BE“’?%" TPy

©OHEH Hﬁﬂéf E;j NI B LT PR B Y Y ATRE IR
r[ Fl J?ff;r*\/ ’ )» IE —\Fl J“j‘Frm EJ g’!ﬁy%
sttory ofRelzgzons (HFTE I) 29. q (1989): 35-57. Stephen Teiser  (Ghi; 75 - ? )l F?F%H

B SN ] SR S ﬁ[HW’ PR e puEIps e 32 51 Stephen F. Teiser, “Popular Religion™ ( A7) |
Journal of Asian Studies 54.2 (1995): 37 395
% Hubert Seiwert ( (£ fE’I’Jfﬁ < [ﬁ’-’ﬁj ), Volksreligion und nationale Tradition in Taiwan: Studien zur
regionalen Religionsgeschichte einer chinesischen Provinz ( F}ﬁﬁm = ['Z‘::J";"Sff‘[lﬁﬁ[%( ]'Eh &) (Stuttgart:
Franz Steiner, 1985); David K. Jordan (- [E I L) & Daniel L. Overmyer (| Fd&2 « @7&% &),
The Flying Phoenix: Aspects of Chinese Sectarianism in Taiwan —( TRFPIVE R [?ﬁf[ BFVT 1
#!) (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1986); David Johnson, Andrew J. Nathan and Evelyn S.
Rawski, ed., Popular Culture in Late Imperial China (ENEFF ﬁ’[JH B (=) (Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 1985); Robert P. Weller, Unities and Diversities in Chinese Religion

CFl I F57 1s#— 155 1% ) (Seattle, WA: University of Washington Press, 1987); P. Steven Sangren,
History and Magical Power in a Chinese Community (|11 || J’?EU;‘ W J)  (Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press, 1987).
81 Bell, “Religion and Chinese Culture” ( HFHIB (=) > 40 FI -

29



Y l’“ﬁg[ SVEAF - ’érl’]ji - ﬂf%fﬁlj phpLpNZ el i LR LT, 1‘*5%&39%@}
S (2 B HIFERY - - e RO R
135 T [ g e (57 ff%"FgﬁU 753 I@@%ﬂmlﬁﬁ?“% PG £, %!ff T ffl FU
T““f *L"?E'QE'@'”“FU{ B (3 PR = S 5T RS o T NS
(popular rehglon) SHlfE ﬁ*[EI’?[t ]EI”

AU RIFOSY R P ARL - SR @HIF[FHFE“F& L R
*Exﬂlﬁﬁiﬁlfl FOflh JepE e MNP B LT BE » TRl B I\JE}[;EI’EE‘;E ~ [y

ST ARSI ARG PUREE 5 P TR AE TR - R
%pg{#pﬂ[u P o T RL xi;ﬂ?x il 73 BE o S —srprjj ?‘;\_]‘pﬁ LT % IEUE'
Al ﬁgﬁf%&, T i) R HUR TR 2 R g Fpiﬁ”ﬂlﬁ'

T CRLPIY (BT RLY [ B = HAOE T F BT 572 PR
Hwﬁl PJEHU p)j B{"F&FIJ’W =k - fﬁﬁh HRgpY w%&l%ﬁ = ?ﬁ@fiﬁ%%
I~ w%ﬂ%ﬂ?l Uik ”“Ef! 1 CIERL }H NREF G- BT R %ﬂli@@
IRIDE aJ: rmp TR R Ji Hfrh g ﬁ”%'m;;@gﬁ{a
EE %J?ﬁ@%ﬁfﬁ@ '“‘*J PRRFOEB A AL T 2 é’ﬂ%%ﬁw e
e HEL

o BERFZ KR G SR JERORA G » RLARY T2 55 Lo st B A < Al
TR RSV [ HERE SR R T e 5 R VO TR RS R — AT 1)
— Il R STATRVERR] 5 RLR B QAR A A LR [V [ -

86

P [ P@gﬁ R - S H ?ﬁjﬂﬁ[@éﬁﬁ%} » = Fl&}{’j’f@ I SN
(religious cultures) T-TVP |8 e T[] Natalie Z. Davis (Eya&fd) ?i’FTE?J‘éEH
SR PRl P AR L%@%!ﬁ@%?ﬂ/ [“PEE TE R 7}%%{%’1@"%@
I VT E | e 87

FIgy | 2R lﬁﬂﬂlﬁgkp VAL T E Y ERGE Al Ep R o B LT

82 Maurice Freedman, “On the Sociological Study of Chinese Religion™ (|1 %"F]Eifﬁfﬁ%fpﬂ‘éﬁ) ,
bl The Study of Chinese Society: Essays by Maurice Freedman (|1 rlﬂré[t DT, 7T ] [T

%?1/ & ), selected and introduced ?rjﬁﬁ%ﬁ by G. William Skinner (Stanford, CA: Stanford University
E’ress, 1979), 351-369.

8 Bell, “Religion and Chinese Culture,” 41 E_l °

8 [fil b - 42 F1 -

85 [ﬁjf i

86 [ﬁjf v 43 Fl e

87 “From ‘Popular Religion’ to Religious Cultures” ( /&5 S5 55 2EHFFL (), JL Reformation
Europe: A Guide to Research (;[Wfﬂﬁ'ﬁ}” et —%ITE'I’PIDJ 1), ed. Steven Ozment (St. Louis, MO:

Center for Reformation Research, 1982), 321-343, FF”L%‘" Bell, “Religion and Chinese Culture” (!
?f?[lf[l[ﬁﬁiﬂf (*) 38 E_I °

30



[AMFE = réﬁi&‘ﬁ*@%’ﬁ'ﬁﬁﬂﬁ'?ﬁp JIREGR] < P Ay oAt ES ] gk T e
[FilFRy I%””j%ﬁliElfJiﬁiF% S e T lpJFrmpJﬁL;H %&?trgﬁw@ﬁqﬁ
K (A Ty Eﬁx‘gﬁ%‘ mpLEEH iﬁiﬁﬁﬁ SR [~ T+1f“ﬂl’fﬁﬂl~r”%—,f
HRLE] TE;J:E&IPEJ TR - A B - = nﬂﬁqu/fb@(gl e
H o SRy PRV AT AR TS R ) ToRLIA
UE T U o T 'ff’?[pj P S RLE 82 1 Natalie Z. Davis H g
# > i Natalie Z. Davis ﬂJE'Ef#Limehid/ﬁ[ ISR [FH - ﬁ?ﬁ T”EI FRLL
FUASTRIR T g = RS TN

Hidr o fldT ﬁ?ﬁﬂi%ﬁﬁﬁf}[}%}l[’%’gjﬁ G A B G O kLR
B ALY EREAIST ETREAVETET . PR A PR R Jﬁﬁ‘ﬁ‘iﬂﬁ—
0 UL - R R P RO R TRk L Eil
F R AR B R TR FJ"I’F’?E}’FIIEW:/"*W ’ F < e py
#ﬁiﬁﬂr JARC[ e R ,fJIUI f{p}fé gﬁﬁ%’*”%&fﬁfuiﬁl[ ’f{i@‘, » i~ FAGRE T =
TPl b - ﬁﬁﬁﬁwﬁ@ SRR Tl i T R N
e ot EIRLIEEL R AR ) ?Jiﬁ'ﬁ SR L e i ﬂﬁw%;m% flip- [ﬁ
7ok oo (B [WOIATHES > F |'[§Eﬁmﬁ' (e S F?Jip Er, MR
F%J’\?"TJ UL X ) E#"'I’?“?F{”J[lﬂ?i'?“l “pudlE > R R s E“
) I'F'Tﬂ'*éﬂﬂ“‘"‘ &[T ER- P J%F'%“

my}{jﬁjg TR A [ &’H»— FEHE S H Jéﬁﬁiytflﬁ[muﬁl@?ﬁalgﬁﬂﬂj
(T IFDAEER » Frot > Zhferve ERE > ZYBET [FIECE &2 L grP g pl s [R5
Ll - ZS TR B T P PO S - (S S VL)
SR R G 2 PRI B A S - BRI SR - E e
1?Fpuu%f/ﬂ R I HF@HF[F’? U TP TS Y T

ﬁ[ il FroeZSg kil II[ES"'EAJ SHFPILH W AT R 1 AL e > EL PR

ET@T?‘*“'?—{SF«/@%?I%V FI IJ7# ~ b]ﬁ,’g{l er I/iéﬁffj [H

SR RN P AR H R
L I R e R b e e F"ﬁ["
FlEA o - BEsegRE sy ﬂl” ”"?7}757}“7‘1@[?? ngﬁ*ij}i T APST R
rEDél FL‘ S A 4T T ofF (RE]- ol .oﬁt[k*'jﬂ] Erlpjriﬂlg%[‘#j; 89#&%
[E’JTHJ@D@ DL R RS é@:%' r?‘ifnwﬁ W""ﬁ Yo - RV
s - 2 Wm@%ﬂ MR 0 IRLE A o [ - iR
EN/E TS F I EIE }{ﬁ’r‘_rﬁié wﬁjﬂiﬁ‘i [P fﬁfﬁﬁa [H%FIH F‘ T Il & Wl NN =B
=R Sy R FE%I— %@Tuy ‘]jim e [T [RRUEEH [/F'J ST
ﬂﬁﬁ#ﬁﬁlfJ%EE’E\'HTEI['J[]%%EF i B GEOE SRAL - T TRl iy

% Bell, “Religion and Chinese Culture,” 54 [!
% Maurice Freedman, “On the Sociological Study of Chinese Religion™ ([ Il F5p" JTH“ E‘E’F}JIZI“
355 Fl

fﬂJ i,

31



FEBL > S ORI R AITRL > A oAl el e A ﬂlmﬂ‘ﬁ'ﬁfﬂﬁﬁl*ﬂ =
FANEEFS lﬂjﬁ%ﬁ(ﬁ ﬁi’fﬁrﬁju ’ —FUH AL A ] 5T _{swﬁ,{%ﬁ s pufE
It °
ﬁ 3T » Timothy Barrett (Fd &=L - &' 15 .Fﬁ) §F4%‘EF TE B e
PRI " AR B B BLEL R IR
S BEEARE SR A =R “SFJJP" Ll 7 PRy 5 o RIS A

LU= *TF ?F' F= s ZFHIETR ﬁ\ﬁl{gj]’_; E\lﬂﬁﬁd%ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ%&gg
S » = P 2B ST - SRR [l - P S,
[t el 2D s ﬁ‘? SRS ﬁ‘?,/ﬁ#w(rﬂﬁ[ﬁﬂlﬂi :"f%?“ﬁ%:)ﬂfﬁﬁ S
RSP I - — EVI - PIRESRIpOK Y ] £, %3'\5&&# SR Y
BETRAS(E=0L > N (A s SERE S R AR > 5 SRR SRS (R ET
) o B,:DLE{‘T[SEL%FFHHI[ESJ#\;;FI TEAET P T,Jg[%h AL [
- U AR = SJF iESE I :w Jﬁ& TSRS SO S A
K5 L\,%‘g o 92

—{ Jufl] sl 2EPRY EFSY *%ﬁgiﬁfﬁﬁ’gﬂwp FiyE o ’g{’ﬁ%ﬁ FHBSI S 5= i
ggﬁ;ﬁuf : mgyl#@srtf;ﬂ F50 il }ff"“ (i = ‘FF*FU[E} o JIHN o o SN {5 ST R
j}[\jf b B [ o3 ’ﬂﬁ ’F‘T AT ‘jEﬁﬁFﬂﬁﬁﬁj{u ~ I £ A EJHI[ES«'—JR;"W
(7 5o & R [E155H %ﬂﬁn |El -~ (P& ?’,)@F%W
FI—LJ‘ ) EJ\[-FLLEJFE‘E F[JH[[@I#\#TFEI~ A‘ﬁ["lpjﬂ\ I?ﬂ , [i*i_}\]'gg-ﬂ }:D%ﬂﬂ%

BV o3 BRI o A ’*[’ﬁ‘lﬂr# ’—T;ll-hﬁl%l[ﬂrﬁjﬁlf M[ESH\J i
& U I[" "5 - Joseph Edkins G955, - B &I (I £ 1 USRS
1823-1905) « fv " [SHLIFEEE AU - rﬂrﬁ"w@ﬂ TR R A 1)
55 o (YH R L@%F MR F'JF

°' T.H. Barrett, “Chinese Religion in English Guise: The History of an Illusion” ([l 1= 555t i
= [WZAPVRRRL) |, Modern Asian Studies CRPSERYPE) 39.3 (2005): 509-533

92 E fyfﬁﬁ'@gut f\l_ k;l;F,rF% || F,ﬁ@@g*g F ki“bF[rF:Lt[Flr [’r|] o #lhl’mjﬁﬁ[]& '+§ﬁ[$ it 1%
o2 A R u[_ (P €7 2] S ,lf ¥k *r{aw“ 19— il 355 EL IS o o pl BT IS R
Ehfd[ﬂlg,l@}‘;ﬁ [IRECIERA N, I/FEI[[FLE i I: 7 FIRE R SR R U EGE R
IORK R AL A K2 Pl i g L o

= ?yﬂ VEE > sl Jaques Sole, Les Mythes chretiens de la Renaissance aux Lumieres e S
?[l?%%éﬁﬂjfﬁ*] Uﬁl?'"ﬁﬁﬁ i > Paris © 1% Albin Michel, 1979), 115-173 - g » SRR THE;E po) {55
TIENTEE i = FE S /]‘ fy SRS RS EA, 7{'#‘%‘ P R I — (T AT
P& o T 3T 15[1,5[ Adriano di St. Thela, OAD [I¥ Opusculum de Sectis apud Sinenses et Tunkinenses (|1
BN AR S EEFT D P (B R T ] SR TR [ PR T S P (three
sects) [IvAITE] Eﬂ*(iﬂ%7ﬁ'ﬁ"3?"¥?’f 3R N e puFST IIF TR PUFAIT) 5 IREY PRI
A 2 o 53 R LR [N PR i 5 BN i aceat
k<Tu§TE£rﬂ FILAITHE > o NI 2 D BrEgpoiehe o 25 7 1pl s —fgu;]:] S HE
«E%J‘u bef i - R I Bt il l‘mﬁﬁ?* SR AR RS ‘S‘F' VIR %#'ﬁ'f’
FH » Y5 o Adriano di St. Thecla, Opusculum de Sectis apud Sinenses et Tunkinenses (f|1[Bs * fﬂt‘?{
=53 Ui A o B IO 1 Pl lﬁi&'ﬂu*ﬁ?igwu ;A small Treatise on the Sects among the Chinese
and Tonkinese]: A Study of religion in China and North Viemam in the Eighteenth Century ), Olga Dror
22 5 Mariya Berezovska ﬁu[ﬂ Fll'E(q “Iff > A2 ¢ Southeast Asia Program, Cornell University HL
75ER N2 2002) -

32



PR 0 PO VR 5 SBIE PPLEE T S R -
E%?ww#ﬁm’wféf - P PLELIE RS - Sy ST o PP O 5
Ty T ASRH IRy Wﬁﬁﬁ}fffﬁ%wﬁ’ﬁfﬁm%ﬁwpfﬂtl*ﬁﬁ
5 4 PR k‘ﬂImﬁﬁme%mwwﬁ

PAE > e BB Lﬁfﬁﬁl@iﬁiéﬁ‘éﬁﬂ ’ %{’Pﬁlﬁ%\?ﬁmﬁﬂ%ﬁ:ﬁ% g
= ELF‘# PR RIIAZER B R ) AR L SRR et

(Wﬁﬂ @“%@“m)H®%¥§%WW“WLFNMJ%$O

D%\'n‘*ﬁ eF| |*‘EJ[E?~I4 (e gt Btk 75 g ) fﬂ]ﬁfj’ﬁf}:
gE: i Norman Girardot (I?g[ - ﬁprq& i TR J;ﬁ g (pure philosophy)
at F'F CHYEHFF ) (corrupt rehglon) HEI %g’\ﬂmlpﬂ ¥ B F'J

RISERE e T hlby T@lﬁjﬁbﬁ [l e R R N Nii ,iﬁ FH'T:LEJH;EKJ
AT [~ FREA VRS 0 @JP@F@H 7o iMa E‘F’??FJF”E*JF H\'?rﬂﬁfjm
T EL B4 (a degenerate version) U= 75 ‘}» 2 R AN PR AN AR
“ﬂlam'}[@'#ﬁs‘]ﬁ“j TR SRR ’?Z’?E §JE AT T*fﬁg’zé‘ﬁ'g%\?@f%ﬂ‘
'F[l H E?TE*@ Fo— ER T (= Jiria\ﬁi/# P RS FSpAT HET
N e iR J)Fﬁj’f“i'ﬁﬂfﬂjﬁ?m
[ﬂ '/ R ST Jlifgf Jeft el s R EIY 2 R e s KU
P [ K M) QBRI SR RO 5 5100 (] - EI RIS - P
B4V 5L 7 de Groot & Granet 7o £~ [UiE » FYHE TS/ S T
EVE e NN sr]gu#gF,El i =T o0k o g ﬁﬁrﬁjﬁﬁ%‘%?%— ail
@ﬂ'#ﬁﬁg PRI A - 967ﬁp Z/[I{;Jiyr’?Flij?ﬂ FI el felp s 3 s
G~ ﬁﬁ#ﬁﬁ(lﬁ— U RLE TR o TR I’ZHUJ D
ﬂﬂx/gly[lfﬁ " & Granet 71 de Groot IV fL ? WR=5HTHL » 4 i Freedman o
BV iEr s I 8y > TR > PPl [ AR [ SR IR S R pu A
FFE SR (R PPl SR PP EEE > R R P91
i ASLA e S T Fu%é’éjf” *‘HI[ES“'T“%?’%T BIAVESS FFUI_H[ °

93 Joseph Edkins. Religion in China: Containing a Brief Account of the Three Religions of the Chinese,
with Observations on the Prospects of Christian Conversion Amongst that People ( [ 1BI[0=335 ﬁ}‘ﬁ
Fl il = % ﬁﬁjj s F I S e ]’%%‘ﬁlﬁ?fﬁﬁﬁlf&'@) , 2" ed. (Boston: James R. Osgood and
Co., 1878), 58-59 -

* Norman Girardot, The Victorian Translation of China: James Legge’s Oriental Pilgrimage (5 27
il EJJE [V R e i S %“J/ N PR 5% )(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2002),
316 -

93 > James Legge, The Religions of China: Confucianism and Tdoism Described and Compared
with Christianity ([l F 0 g Bﬁl_ﬁlf‘ﬁfﬁll,ﬁr if1F%) (London: Hodder and Stoughton,
1880) °

% Bell, “Religion and Chinese Culture,” 40 EJ °

33



-k H[jul:‘ﬂﬁr@ de Groot > Y5 Fﬁ 1557 I—H[[ES“"JJ'\«}TTHJCJ (P ED, * Feal
A ]"Efl)ﬁlfjgj?ﬁ;:ﬁ‘[ﬁj‘jE}%&’?{“FIJ S P FEF%ELF%# PRI ET S| go&ﬁg
(5 F’ﬁgﬁl%Hl[ﬁﬁ‘E@ﬁf PPN 2 E*V”‘ﬂmﬁi RIAETE) - %ﬁq%ﬁ”?ﬁ]@lﬂ' aw¢
?}*[ﬁ'ﬁﬁxd/é@ﬁ’?f‘ I’[_'?‘E—'—F s [NV T F G- TR TR El ol S B
KPR LR - PSR 1T R R £ RO

e ?ﬁﬁfj%‘“ﬁﬁ R B ORI - Tl S
- El ri F"* lF;E*F MR LR “,%xé}fﬁ?,' (& kA F’?ﬁ%ﬁuwﬁﬂ G5kl

l;mﬁ'u TR IR SR R USHE RS AT~ 8 TR
ﬁ Bl ORI TSR o IR e N B IR IO B
RS RASA T 0FEET ”Fﬁ’ﬂli EAH ﬁ% * PV i de Groot FEUSTE (319 X
wﬁ'*ﬂwﬂ *Fpu o PIEEREEY [Tkl Iﬁaﬁmuqawéﬁ SRR S E#E SEe
_ ﬁf/cg?a j( iiﬁbﬁ”? E”'F[J,f,\: il ,ﬁEH[ ° I%ﬁl:;gf?g_;m & r FAI_

7 (un1vers1sm) 100

Granet I?i Bl 1l = T ””ﬁf ey AN S I EINE( et - RO A
CHIBIYEE) (La religion des Chinois) © IOIHI[ES«[#\ o JT‘«L?[:& %Tﬁlﬁ"ﬂ SASIE
R ;é\?ﬂjijggﬁjféiﬂlfﬁ*@j% A RLA S RUERORRL > - i@ﬁ”fﬁ*ﬁ SEE S
H“’ E%ﬁif*rﬁ“gu#\ PRI [ PR ﬁﬁiﬂrgp;# 0 F IR
J‘%UFHJ: REIIWENS iZFﬁ ‘FIJ SETVE] S AR (SR Ei;%pl = Ryt
TR |%|Fﬁ’g‘ﬁ%‘iﬁ%‘t’ﬁ“ff‘@” IIEHJ: FAYELRT R H Fumrﬁﬁaﬂ[ - 102 13y
FIE: ﬂ,? £5 Granet pl. ¥ (= ﬂ?ﬂwﬁjit%@ IR y“jt(/[l[ﬂj Granet iU+ — 4% Granet
F“ﬁf’ﬁawi It Pl 1% B B TF-‘*%EI“ PR I [ 2R R SRR
Fﬂ e ?ﬁ?— ARG A E«Iﬁmrﬁ MR ;@h:@& FIE] e
< I 7 (5 R - S PR ?ﬁf*ﬁﬁl@a&)ﬁw [ 5
e E[fi*if}'\'ﬁlilf[‘@ [Pz ﬁyjiiPJF: » B[ ) ’H{:fq];[; USRS T Y [ o
FIp J?#Er 5L Freedman #1f 182 1 5%7EI 11 Robert Redfield (R EIEP
ek ri')jfﬁ—él',pji ‘| EARAVEITIF T o Freedman 5= MR LR f9 5 B [f gL
VLA T GRS B BT o R > Redfield fruffizt 7Y RL
R PRSI N BERR S IR SR > 3 2 VAU (R ]

7 J.J.M. de Groot, The Religious System of China (f| RO 1 1892; reprint, Taipei: Southern

Materials Center, 1989), 1: 2 ©

% [ﬁjf v 1:90

Pl 10192

1903 J.M. de Groot, Universismus: die Grundlage der Religion und Ethik, des Staatswesens und der

Wissenschaften Chinas (FL\[* 5 H |5 IFJ% B, K 28 ]‘Eﬂ Jﬁim“ Berlin: Georg Reimer,

1918) -

"' Marcel Granet, La Religion des Chinois (|1 * 9555 ; Paris: Gauthier-Villars, 1922) -

192 £ £1 Maurice Freedman’s summary in his “On the Sociological Study of Chinese Religion” ( Al
FFE G ) > 361-364 ©

103 Granetﬁf‘/ﬁ?‘ TS AR (e fﬁ Elggpusy= [;E‘TFQ{FJI@[ZEL- o P I

A RS B | ’F}JI*,l fliﬁ& Fo gl TERss SFJ E— W‘L%ﬁ'ﬁ%ﬂ/ﬁlﬂz o %l La Pensée chinoise (f|1

B U AE 1934; Paris: Albin Mlchel 1968), 476 1

1% Freedman, “On the Sociological Study of Chinese Religion,” 366 [

34



ﬁlﬁggﬁj il pﬂ@ Joo5e - E B\LFIJT‘[‘F%E—Q{—L%HE SR (b[]’JIE Dy 27 2 gl
= JF;L_ 0= Ixﬁl— Ju= Q= I*‘%LTIFHT ”FL WﬁJp JIEIJ%J,—’u *7% Redfield
S lgﬁfr%? | FETI# (Yucatan)  FLRIERY[IF= SRl - Redfield ¥t Fﬁ S
[V b o T E{Ué?fq%"ldw"’»ﬁ"?j\ Y P BrRRL s ]“W@*Wu o ERFEI AURL > A
J (e S UL L EhLE Iafﬁ.u;_ﬂwu TR S R R T*ff’*ﬁrv

[ L (DI EE Al JTiﬂ‘“ﬁ['?i’ (RIS - =) 51 1956 ﬁ“}?l":
Peasant Society and Culture' An Anthropological Approach to Civilization (& 2 fiﬂﬁ
AN [ BT ) RGN HEIBIEE L 0
P (Pt - BLTOARRT T O o SRR RIS TR AR A o !
Redfield 5 “‘atf’\ 1" McKim Marrlott( _]5119 Rﬂj[@ﬂfﬁ) r*[ﬁ.J] (universalization)
O AR T [ A ) B 2 (parochiahzation- +
AT S DR g W T T AR o R [l R NI
ﬁf}'\ﬁlm[pguﬁ}ﬁ TR RIS O s T 1956 ﬁpF“}E&ll’:ﬂ‘ ’
O I SRR RGO - A R

S Ifﬁlﬁlfﬁwf[ﬁ % SRR < O R
ZEES Popular Culture ofLate Imperial China (Emﬁf ﬁ“ﬂ FHBIPY S (52 ()P SR
?i/ﬁ F%%ﬂ A RN F[L#pﬁ'ﬁr:@’“ﬁ]"Er?:—L“ o

IJEEj' BV E T JIE‘iif”fj;éijljJ,. eSS 'pJ RN AT i o

(Y (= @&’ﬂw Pjﬁpj s BT el G- Jﬁﬁy?r’ﬁﬁ:[_lg S TERRD B
R S - TR FFULFII[ES“'#\?]EUFIW” i 53 R
A~ tﬁ’[%'ﬁﬁ B3 g RE SRR U N (6 F PR R b @[}}fgu%
A1 o High > Redfield RYEEUA/ | JiRk L Vﬁ'iﬁ?ﬁ Jip) EZ?JWPEE:# T E
R S R 1’*{ FOPYE R IR R 0[‘%‘9|Fﬁ’fﬁfkjf[I[ES“'5JF
S s p@@ﬂ@:é 2 PP R B L Jﬂ*ﬁiﬁlﬂ%ﬂﬂ?
F{J%Z’?B_FUFJ@ F)—}EJHJ “@q[#‘\ LY = P Pﬁﬂqaj Dt é’#ip ,
P '/JfFJt HEN LS F (B P RS « 3 U R i E&,Elj : xiﬂ x
5] FE %ﬁﬁ_’ | I‘[IFJII—&F[JE}TSGEUE% VB TE«L?[:T }—Ff'ﬂ Elmglgﬂﬂl[ttw -
f*%ﬂﬂfﬁ@ﬁlﬁ*ﬁf}'\/@\w Tu ok o TR IR Freedman) EJ]‘FWEE'HI » de Groot A
Granet JEshL {14 BPHEES (7 3 poRg a8 2 R 55 5 BIME PUkL - BEIRT |
E_iHIH@'%{?ﬂﬁ'f@@ﬁ@@*ﬁ@?ﬁﬁ%["'J’Eﬁ’?’ﬁ%}ﬁﬁ ’ W}[’F’ﬁ‘[‘ﬁf&ﬁ- 'lei%L%.i T
Wﬁ@%ﬂ[@%ﬂ o T G > Granet [T RIEIEY [T Ez‘(%lﬁﬁl‘jzﬁﬁ?ﬁﬂm .
SIS R0 ) do Gro R

TR ) pUEFEHIRTRL Tk | SRR

195 Robert Redfield, Peasant Society and Culture: An Anthropological Approach to Civilization (L%

?JFFF“ R A RSP £ 2 [P 5 Chicago: Unlver51ty of Chicago Press, 1956), 71 1 o

19" Redfield, Peasant Society and Culture ( L3 i A ), 95-96. Marriott 7 [*4fi W“HI«}E X
FI1# &, “Little Communities in an Indigenous C1v1hzat10n QR ER LR J’ﬁﬁ') T

Anthropology of Folk Religion (™ {655~ K% ) | ed. Charles Leslie (New York: Vintage Books,
1960), 169-218 = [F=¥ F1-TVSET 1955 & -

07 P Iy < HSHINEY (>, 54

35



S [T - RS UROTERIA | PR
DI BRI W - SBE
I~ 20 [l S0 i iR SRy l'ﬁ[ Hﬁ'ﬁfr EREERY — (el e - ]
By S Fﬂlﬁff I[_'?E'—r?#rl’_“ﬁﬂﬁ F|L TR By e iﬁ[’[n FARYNE 5
ﬁﬂlﬂlﬁ[[p qukpjf[[[gylidrTﬂﬁlgﬂ\g: ? Wi H;ajr F:}'\ A 5JE YRt Pﬂ‘?“
= EIARE V- WL AR RO It S s URLRCRE A FOSPFETh 5, - P
W1 S S R T Efﬁ@jﬂﬁ”#‘ﬁ% P ISR o RS S5
FRERL T AFIRRIFS < SIih) - R SR DJHI%\E@W%@& Gl &P R
G “J FHCD ARG B T AL Fll*flf}’w 15 POt - 58

A.

I UE A [ O S E P %M?Eﬁ— METRE > e H - TR A5 B
HEHE
b= E R T T ] S EE AOSS R L & TR R AV

ZS PR E LR BT 1928 # 5 Henri Maspéro (- 7] - FLEmE, o plipsl €3
Fu (9% 1883-1945) 53 -

PRSI RAR > = SRR R AE YL CRLARLI VR, o plI SR I 2
» PIETHE - Fe ,iﬁﬂfl*gu SR - FE IR E] lHHJJFE,H Sl
@Hl]ﬁ CIE [H 4 ‘H{LL%E‘H{ IS -y 5 e SR - {5 FIEJFIJFE‘ o, 108

%

=

1941 F B R (R RS R R G N R
. (religion populaire ) - ]“ﬁ?}‘ﬂ]t B T }H M AN T = ?’ JIEE S
LAl A A Rs5mat #ia5] ’TE’F ﬁ';##ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂ[ F R R R e AT
Fe UL ;:rrjﬂ ﬁ&@«'zhl“" IR (RO 2R 2
R E =Y £ E' REICIES JFJ ARSI Tﬁ;%ﬂé’s 54 ﬁﬁ%\}ﬁl S TR )
?f‘ T ims TR E“f:—lr A= ﬂ?:“ :'FFBTFI ViED [FASIEL o [A Maspéro I fl > F=
PIIpEr=RE | 5 FFF[F&#FFF‘JTE[[*FUELF# r’}{ﬁ’iﬂ J}FFE’WEIJ?J\*' -1 %ﬁ
Fllajﬁtﬁ{dr\ l;bﬁllx%ﬂjlﬂ I 4R o (R E M H[[E;ﬁl L g
[ES“' FESZREATE ) Hliﬁlf* PR D - A Sf(féiiféﬁ/l_}@
I Z) & Jqpgiimao SOtk o Al RRgl FTJ'“:LH&"JFIE'EU%@’E@@QP
0 5 Efﬁ’ﬁ“[”ﬁ;’ﬁﬁlﬁﬁ[}ﬂ/g ks u%ﬁzf BREEISEa ﬁﬁl‘ﬁ%‘@ijﬁﬂ [k
[“JH rirf‘l*‘ﬁz’?E'H'F”%'* [ : =Vt ’iglﬁzﬁ'[*ijf SEN RS LY * YR
IR 'Himffdﬁiﬁ”’ P 2R R IASR PRV - [ ifi—l’ﬁlfﬁ SR T
%;;"r[ﬁ%ﬂ[p YR o 1 lﬂjﬂ\gﬁlq B

&\j\fﬁéi@& ;

1% Henri Maspéro, “The Mythology of Modern China” ( ! {* FHBIputES ) |, BV Taoism and
Chinese Religion (3! T FHIF 1B F 5 Amherst: The University of Massacﬂusetts Press, 1981), 78 F1 >
[P E[ﬂl“ PSS 1928 & o HEEATERET Le Taoisme et les religions chinoises, Gallimard, 1971 -

19 Henri Maspéro. “La religion chinoise dans son développement historique”, ( Z?EU FEH PO 1
%) in Mélanges posthumes sur les religions et I’histoire de la Chine (3=} [T £ F,T;JH IEENS

%[l’?EUTu?P ) . Vol.1: Les religions chinoises (1[I %) (Paris: Circulations du Sud, 1950),

36



CHVE R SR B RN RO PSR 2R S R
SEFAGE Y - NSRS R R - AT A
7 IR~ 785 SR » (ERLF) S0 S8 D e - o3 e
5%¢'5JE§JEﬁ° | 110

2R Nl AL ANl N il S L TR el
ST CERI 5 E [l 2 (systeme a part) UL - g B TR =N
(435 T AT ST R R |« B S S PRSPPI LY — kL Alan
J.A. Elliott (FF Y [EH) © 1955 & » Pygl kPl il © @l BN » AlTRL
PN - KL AE € Shenism (T35 ) > 1 I S
A B shen > SR U PR H BROR] 1 MO SHSE kAL T TR -
VPSRRI T2 RIS L TRV RS ZRREEOSE S )
PYAEORE S 1 > RRIEIRIPSRL  JRE I RN o P AR
PuFs s JE D B BERRE AU R ISR - RN SR, P
fu PRSP R VBT LV BR P SR TS 1Y R SR 3 e ]
B o gy o 12

= et o (VA= Ju o (8 RN ERSPCET A W R A
AEHTRERI A« g P pIRDR 2V AT 50 fﬁJEUEJFE MG R IGENZR
BN IF P s SR (A IF FIME FBsishss T I FLRLARIRY Tk

111-114 -

"% Henri Maspero. “La religion chinoise dans son développement historique,” 115 ©

""" Alan J. A. Elliott, Chinese Spirit-Medium Cults in Singapore (f| (1] =), London: Department
of Anthropology, The London School of Economics and Political Science, 1955), 29 I o

"2 AL » Shenism " FEfhFE  Ei U ST PR 5 (LS bl Kuah-Pearce Khun
Eng, State, Society, and Religious Engineering: Towards a Reformist Buddhism in Singapore (% ~ 7+
Fﬁﬂl%\’? TR Y- [ 2955 5 Singapore: Eastern Universities Press, 2003)

" David K. Jordan, Gods, Ghosts, and Ancestors: Folk Religion in a Taiwanese Village (%~ pl 21
AL~ ][E{'Fl?ﬁ;%iﬁf[ YA [A 55 1 1972; reprinted, Taipei: Caves Books, 1985); C. Stevan Harrell,
“The Concept of Soul in Chinese Folk Religion” ( [[1[8* {# S F5FIIFUEESE ) | Journal of Asian
Studies  (LRVVFAEIIT) 38.3 (1979): 519-528; John R. Clammer, ed., Studies in Chinese Folk
Religion in Singapore and Malaysia (%Ji[liﬁiﬁlﬁﬁkﬁ'lﬂh ERIEENREN %”;’sz) , Contributions to
Southeast Asian Ethnography 2 (Singapore: Department of Sociology, National University of
Singapore, 1983); Stevan Harrell, “Men, Women, and Ghosts in Taiwanese Folk Religion,” in Gender
and Religion: On the Complexity of Symbols ( ’F[fﬁjd (&R FTNPUE] & AIPAFL) | ed. Caroline Walker
Bynum et al. (Boston: Beacon Press, 1986), 97-116; P. Steven Sangren, History and Power in a
Chinese Community (— ]’[EIH 1[5 H lElfJ’?alﬂl@’JJ ; Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press,
1987) -

4 C. Stevan Harrell, “When a Ghost Becomes a God” ( El}’Fﬁ%‘@Eﬁ ), in Religion and Ritual in
Chinese Society ( [l1BI-& (IS FEA1GER) | ed. Arthur P. Wolf (Stanford, CA: Stanford California
Press, 1974), 193-206 -

!5 Stephan Feuchtwang, “City Temples in Taipei Under Three Regimes” ( ’F'} %= Bl lElfJ:TTJ #) ,in
The Chinese City Between Two Worlds ([ {lii] i fiIff] l[ﬁﬁ[ﬁ;m ), ed. Mark Elvin & G. William
Skinner (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1974), 263-301 -

116 Harrell, “When a Ghost Becomes a God °

37



- 3‘J , (/[l[ﬁm“’ﬁfjﬁ[zd?ﬂﬁfj%\?% R > fEfn 2 T e — R T AR
[l 2 A Uf mX‘F’?F H‘@E%ﬁl’fﬁ?@" ~ "5“&7\ [l BLJf’“?ﬁ i?ff%xf"ﬂ UfEIE

IS R H R T SRR o P
FHFE TR AVES 335 A= SR IH R q"ﬁﬁ%ﬁ”ﬂ‘@“'i FF[‘JHJ\[}‘?\[@H[E\JJ:&F;;?
TS ['TF b B MpYE L o BT CK. Yang FIQJ‘_JJW“_R » B IR
ﬁgﬁ'f"ﬂ'ﬂﬂlﬁ?“ﬁfﬁ(?ﬂgf IFFE PR IR — e o F PRI RE, ST HIE
Maurice Freedman [~ ﬁ’[ “On the Sociological Study of Chinese Religion” ( H 15
%J”—#'ﬁ*ﬁ%ﬁﬁ?ﬂ‘é) » I'] %> David K. Jordon (& ﬁ;’rﬂ )iV “The Jiaw of Shigaang
[Taiwan]: An Essay in Folk Interpretation” (" [&F(F,ﬁ)@[& AJ|4\|F: ”Ff'”) 19 IF;F
GRS ﬁ,f:@[ﬁﬁ fir— 155 e » [E’JTHJ B PRI S AR (A
T AL L & W 15

------ ﬁﬂﬁ@%’wjiﬁwwﬁﬂﬁ%’ﬁ%i®WPﬂW?W%%:wmwﬁa~
o PRSP SRR AOSATAT TS0 AT T AT T
AR I A ORTR, I P B A i B - e a&fﬁ@’f (Chlneseness &
B ) TR — @meE%,%w,@%%ﬁ@W%r W{F, AT R
Al 1

ALY ™ ELR T B unity) LAEBSHIOISITHER » [ S
AT |["F{9jl JTerH F‘/?"ﬂj i | (idiomatic translation) 52 3k B RV ?%?E}—F °
[ T P s e R S AP I RSP F[{%' > I T [l FIEI*JHI ] JJF”

.

= i k;_{gﬂi,—gﬂj% Fl i~ SERpOE > P9 PSR ﬁlﬁr‘; }a]:
E'%Ell [ #P‘éi"ﬁ}ﬂj% 1= F - 3%%’ TR ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁfﬁi”?ﬁﬁ#“ﬁ FBIZAR
Iﬁjo 121

TEEAE — LN OB, BAMEEBA H%557), %ﬁﬁt#%ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬂ%f@ﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁ
[8]3.% - Robert. P. Weller (565" J’F‘j pikd) @Eﬁuﬂ&ﬁ;y 52 JIJF[ JF =y £, '—ﬂﬂ
REFT (5 £ F ("= o FUIE (= Unities and Diversities in Chinese Relzgzon (FlTBsI
PR~ AT ) F | PR H [k f Sl %*LJ“FAJ (¥ i ,i@iﬁ the Universal Salvation

"7 Arthur P. Wolf, “Gods, Ghosts, and Ancestors” (il ~ FAF[I7'“ )| in Religion and Ritual in Chinese
Society ([l l[ﬁ?‘ﬁiﬁ ISR FAIEEZY ) |, ed. Arthur P. Wolf (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press,
1974), 131-182 -

8 C.K. Yang, Religion in Chinese Society: A Study of Contemporary Social Functions of Religion
and Some of Their Historical Factors (F| 1B p[ 10555 1 SR Hﬁfﬁfjf?j:?fé[twiﬁf fl lElfJ’??EEU
[KZk 5 1961; reprinted, Taipei: SMC Publishing, 1994) -

"% David K. Jordan, “The Jiaw of Shigaang (Taiwan): An Essay in Folk Interpretation,” Asian Folklore
Studies 35(1976): 81-107 -

120 Freedman, “On the Sociological Study of Chinese Religion,” 352-353 ©

"2l Jordan, “The Jiaw of Shigaang,” 105 -

38



Festival) » ‘]W«L]%qﬂ’*;:% > ”}H/ IRk S — I["Fﬁ g 3T JTJrrF’j?i/ [~ ji?ﬁﬁ  JE
isrgit ?l;;é’gu ?E'Jm fid o755 2%17 [H Fl JTJrn’j F“FJ?L}ET [H F[ j]:%?&]?*h | WJJEIJFKJ
Mo 3 A= s D RGETRE (R [fk@? g~ T2 EREY | (active/passive: EfE/
?a;rjh 122

SR TS PR R (8 i >l AR RVPH £ Christian
Jochim (Ju ET5R0" - ﬁ?rf) ﬁ;’rf K1 “TJ"LP iﬁﬁﬁp (eI BRp /| EGHRAR - 123
PHL PSS Jq:” FUR S K F Mary Douglas CEF| - ﬁﬁﬁ;ﬁgawﬂfﬁ |
(grid) » rﬁi}?% | (group) ﬁi?“\,%‘at.ﬁ » #1988 F 7+ Journal of Chinese
Religions (1= IH|)H[EF 1 124

PSR DS RO - ~ 10003 (81T * Rk
H%AJM/FE HUR R f?“w‘*'jiﬁ g Eﬁ(%uﬁﬁg{j H[ o SRS :;?;F_JT:}I ’GJJEE,D‘_TEJHI[ES“[#\:;

@FJ 71@@;;@.” S = 7o 50 IR IR IS RV R T AROARS « SNBR

*i@” NWJWFNEJ~Wﬂ’ﬂH SGIORE L IR T SR
LT i > 2N TR [ w%&l&ﬁ (b1furcated) T’Egﬁf‘ﬁﬁf,@%ﬁ
(holistic) °

MR Pyt g

E'&;EJ* :Z(FJI [ S o ) R PSS 12 [ SRS 2 ] \fyﬁf”ﬂﬂ?ﬂ'
Al iyﬁ JP—r U] =l b ﬁf’—ruxﬂ* HERIL 1 Jﬂwagg ° :U“’EiTE@FJ%J’T*ﬁ S
V2Rl (socio-cultural stratification, Tﬁff? By TABsEF — 5o ﬁ&i%%ﬁiﬂ[ |
(unification, ?‘F'[?{@t BEIERSE) T NIRRT ) puish ) P R VPR I T‘Ew F'FJF”
ﬂ¢ﬂﬁo—%ﬁ%f¢ﬁﬁ HL %tP&ém[ia&% A > 10
RLR I S TR B Al R AR er& (AR [ EIR-9= kL [ Ayl e
BT > gyt ﬁ“U “[ﬁfﬂ‘i/['xiﬁ o3 [" ~ PR UL 2 A p ”J”f?f WE@?F‘J
B H R | = PRI [ AT S EJ@E' > Rl ~ F:%ﬁt ERHE U | fﬁ,@l |
AT L‘|5J [l % —~ 78 T3 |, (Chineseness) UF G o N1 EI_LQTF‘[LF”
Fajﬂﬁﬁqﬁuijﬂkr t%?ﬂﬁmk%ﬁﬂr¢U@%{

A.I

WW%%aé%%?%fﬁF%ﬂ~ﬂﬁ%iﬁﬁ*ﬁ@%“*ﬂﬁgﬁﬂgﬁgﬁw
OO (FSIRL < SRR T — A BRI e s
’EE‘[ : reification ) » 27~ (TR FALE ’.ﬁl'ﬁﬁﬂ*ﬁ“ﬁ: A mgg]’%m ;]EJL\:TMA? FrpvAL gl
T > I ERL- B A A, LLEIFF}J’I (= P’%}f\_ﬁqﬁ%‘"w#%“ @p, ‘r@tf{ %
ﬁ;@{é,_lﬁggﬂﬁgﬁgg_ ARG TR ﬁ&}\_?ﬁb fi Jrirléﬁzgl[ﬂ RSN ‘Fﬁz?@_tiﬁﬁ,ﬂ“{ﬁl

122 Weller, Unities and Diversities in Chinese Religion CRHB R F5 ] Ipik— HIT ) -

'3 Christian Jochim, Chinese Religions: A Cultural Perspective (¥ { @@’!ﬁ?ﬁlﬁ&[# % ; Englewood

Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1986), 15 El °

2% Christian Jochim. ““‘Great’ and ‘Little’, ‘Grid’ and ‘Group’: Defining the Poles of the Elite-Popular

Continuum in Chinese Religion ("= F1 T/ > T 4% | F '—f,i:?%h DRI —
IR 45 ) 7 Journal of Chinese Religions (F[1B/=HF5HT)  16(1988): 18-42 -

39



FIAE PO 7 2 o T 5 - PR e PIRFRE 1 B
[ > B H LB R B afify o kLB QU= ISR (@P@Jgﬁ s (e J@JI//FLI
,..uu%ﬁnt VEE"EZ’F‘E‘FIJTJ“ —‘EjLﬂ T ARG TR ) o e AR
P R BT RS T o !

U S R P ] ;f“fif g}%&- i~ ERAYY (RS o b
U1 s FOEHVRPTA - [ IR FBJ I3 SRR T e A o g F et
EUNEN #rﬁﬁ\ Fu{/[[ﬁﬁé;ﬁg# ﬁ&[érmﬁﬁ* "SRR o AR B W i
SV [ P E A [EJEJFJHCFJI“ T’ET Fﬂa PFsasst o VT
_er}HFEL;fFJg\ 3 »;iyp Jﬁ{@éﬁ@ , FA' Fj‘/‘ %F[fjﬁfﬁﬁld/ ]’“"F'TF;JHIFKJEFEJ R E
PRSI RLEAE - T &E?{ﬁfjiﬁﬁﬁpﬁllﬁf‘m
T FIBFRGAOEI » 25 M5 R TR SRRl R~ B

lived religion (" % ifli —SfJ)rJIU'“ IF=p e ﬁﬁillﬂﬁiﬂ - wﬂ {23 ZPHY Robert
A. Orsi GeF 7 - ) - l’%ﬂ‘iﬂf HFPVE P forp J#:: pLEg Py (e
The Madonna of 115th Street (JI— = TOEERNEER () BT WZ?T'?QF'Q'J‘P&#E&
BHF B %$[rjﬁﬁ[aﬁﬁli%'ﬁ°126lﬁ'«§' 7 A T AR \ﬁuﬁﬁi‘ bl
O %@H[E[“%\P T , ﬁ'J«‘J riiflsj— sl qVPJ[—L o tj‘]”jp F s S S
TR~ REE S PRI R e SRVIIRERL TR I[*Jlﬁﬂj ERY ~ (EEEIRE
IR TG (P RLRGER T A ) - FfE R Fa s ?“FUF'EF%L
TR SRERIR A SRRty (i 127;1%,{;1 *//?f/ﬂ‘ *5‘5 (a9 TP
?ﬁﬁ&’ ’ *ﬁ B e fat - i JEIB‘Z%' B P B 2 AR P LT
FBPERIA GRS SR o AL o pfi J{;Jziﬁnf,ﬁ: ’ riifl#\;ﬂ (e

}{—j’f”r& &3 ?ﬁﬂ"éub (TR (=l A EE ijf [ORERR » R T RO, Y

F R BRI R | P R [ R RO A ()
E?P}U?S‘féf’i“ﬁff’??o o PRI R P Y [T (- Ry ,;{gﬁigljjﬁ{ﬂfgr;@ A
& o RS TA R, HER T AT MRS i T A B S - IR AR A
BT Pt £ o 12

S TR PR IS A R BRI - FIE i TR
BT QAR A IO Y 2 F RGO (YR - T Orsi P
B~ FI— 4 fﬁlfﬁ:‘%‘L” @% f‘pﬂl’ %fﬁwﬂmﬁ(ﬁmﬁ”) &3 Jl%%‘w

lﬁ@ﬂ ’ [E'FP" (T“ ﬁﬂ ) domus r%ﬁ’?iﬂ ) jﬁﬁ}{j =y Eﬁ%'ﬂl > Orsi EJ
iifli\:ﬂ/%ﬁ&ﬁ HRH S - kT J%[ RS SR b JﬂFﬂEl O@Tu S

125 Bell, “Religion and Chinese Culture,” 42-43 -
12 New Haven: Yale University Press, 2002

27 Orsi, The Madonna of 115" Street, xiv

128 [l F > xix e

40



HF L P[22 [H AT AR E RSB Hﬁ?:ﬁuﬁd LA 5
EJJ“ [CRRE P EY Peter L. Berger (A - PFE lff?)f[l Thomas Luckmann( W - {pﬂ[
Ep JT*IFA S HGH ] 1 =T %ﬁ:ﬁ(ﬁ ﬁiﬁ RS BT (Max Weber) #1 Alfred Schiitz
(Fh féfﬁ @F' EENIUE, [ o 129-m;tﬂ,., F o PRI SR Clifford Geertz  (ju ] /48

f - ? SRR AR S SRRy TR | (thick description) < Ik ey [
KT Emmanuel Le Roy Ladurie (¥ ZB#55" - £ - ?TK )ﬁl Carlo Ginzburg

(Jﬂf‘ @fﬂ{l#‘)? (B RERRpLPAEEE 1% OrSI EJFI’EE’W ﬁ”ﬁu%ﬁ’:’%
5 Pt (a\[ﬁ&‘iaﬂ T A > LAV 2 %lg Mrir%@kﬂl:ff EJ
’fpw%ﬂ&ﬁ E'ﬁ*’m‘éﬁ'@%ﬂﬁ"ﬁI'F'EJEU?@"&@EU AP T TR TR
PP ARG S50 ik i}ﬁlﬁ/\ﬂ”ﬁﬂ‘[ﬁ *?Hi E3NE: ﬁﬁiﬁ’*ﬂ@‘?ﬁn@f
—rgwﬁ,%pw ("2 (%o FIEIH FY 48] Orsi fUEE T EFrRIE A il 1)
2 I’EEJ— FER)E s R R AR A W RS DA R - U
A RpEE s P T A SR G e - SRR A PO PR e P
FREREHIE Uy » 20 TS PO - o s B EE USRS o
A 5 PR BRSSPSR A TR A
L] JIEI*"“”' ’ ]r]ﬂ*%r'E\%&PJJEI[_” AR B Jlﬂif}’i"é SRS T b
FLE TR B Fﬁﬂl%i L N ‘l‘?ifﬁy[l[asil’JfliE‘«H
Fﬁiﬁﬁﬂi i TR PRS2 B R

FAFAT J’Jfliﬂ« g gﬁ%ll#ﬁﬁ@ﬁmgﬁ%‘ gFis 'E[’J[I* Fol sk M40~ T2 5
ﬁf_,, ° EHIF‘JF[J[JL;;;\THI' I'&%Iéiﬂyﬁ I "“F AL A Tk JF‘E[HJJ N TE[[_ ARy
HVF =GRS 4T {il’é’lﬁﬂi ek S/ rﬂi’ﬁﬁ P Frg Al
BE3RE2a L e 131 aé‘ﬁyp = et rﬂf* 72 EN U CT N

[T~ MG ARES UL T [ ﬁli’i}?ﬁli‘#ﬁﬁ”‘ﬁ%‘”ﬁ“ ﬁ#i? PR
Efﬁ?%‘% ° Mt Orsi Ik

ISR S A F%‘FTJ A pZ RS S ] PSRN AT * (PR B

'FL'{IIPEI 28 2l Alfred Schiitz, Der sinnhafte Aufbau der sozialen Welt: Eine Elnleltung in
die verstehende Soziologie (¢ 1] i} IJ’.@@»##‘% Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1974; 1 ASFS
1934); Peter L. Berger and Thomas Luckmann, The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the
Sociology of Knowledge (817t 1% IJT*F‘A;Iﬁ ¢ S 22 5 Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1966);
Peter L. Berger, The Sacred Canopy: Elements ofa Soczologlcal Theory of Religion (ffiZfpuE: 2 1 5 F
TJ“FA 'ﬁﬁli FE! 5 New York: Anchor Books, 1990; Fit! 4% 1967) «

130 F}J Geertz, “Thick Description: Toward an Interpretive Theory of Culture” ( f,l%'ﬁ’ﬁg‘[i D EY
f‘“ﬁf“f'%”fﬁﬁqu,_ ), BWWS The Interpretation of Cultures: Selected Essays (& [~ =R (H45Z © New
York: Basic Books, 1973), 3-30; Ladurie, Montaillou, village occitan de 1294 a i324 (Paris: Gallimard,
1975); Ginzburg, Il formaggio e i vermi: Il cosmo di un mugnaio del ‘500 (Torino: Giulio Einaudi
editore, 1976)

1314\ﬁ PSEe e ﬁ[j’d# S IEN S I/QZHI I e T IJ’PJJ?J“ Y TpY Critical Terms
for the Study ofBuddhzsm ([i"J”Sf’jl‘éF [IF,T;‘J%[% r?ﬁiﬁ Donald S. Lopez (Chicago: The

Unlversny of Chicago Press, 2005) FH1E 1S R F"ET”@ ,?[pa]‘ﬁé FLAMEA S T, T TR

TR E T :HF'E HHE”u ri[elé‘wﬁul =l ‘g (Carl Bielefeldt) {7 5 {1 AURRfE-
*W" SR 0 SOV R T £ SR (715 S R T
;ﬁ . W T P ETFIJLE&F[I—}\ u,ig:[é}—rvg@qﬁ% |

41



p‘/@fﬁ%ﬂguﬁ]ﬁ#gu#—r iif, ‘”s’IE*}l“F::%BJPlJ#*Eﬁ&i_gﬁ%q;Ll'?”;w |RAVEIR -
* PR RERpTRUL | g ~ FRNR ~ Bl R Y TR g ﬂii‘jﬂﬂ'ﬁ'ﬁ“%”lﬁ'
Epp J#Fﬂliﬁﬁﬁ ......
SR EP S IR S iR - B 22 ;:” Fﬁ%ﬂjghﬁ@?r% O B
= - ﬂwﬁmrrnﬂ'ﬁﬁ%ﬂ“ LESEE

TR [ pl 1 S R TP > [ B p riﬁﬁ‘t"—?*ﬂij (radlcal empirical
approach)'™? EIF':[PEI JE?(}Z”-‘FF HESREkiLie }HBJ CFRVE G Y iiylr'ﬁ?ﬁrﬂt@
Iipa T (PS5 *“Eﬁ%&f‘mif”@@l%l&”) [FilFRy ’FFBQ VR R (B
o SRR B PR IF VN (FAE)) o B U T B E ﬁ“ﬁf‘ﬁlﬂﬂﬂ‘i
N FUEL S PURSRL T RIS pY e iMFEPIUI AURLE i [Eﬂ?gﬁl
ﬂrﬁi&iﬁﬁfﬂrﬁﬁif’?ﬁ%‘yidro SESIF » PP T T “EJ—F"“-}
m?zﬁ} ?p@u%ﬁ'%g?ﬁlﬁ fIe] ?Eﬁﬁﬁﬁf[@'*\ﬁﬂl HE JT Fﬁgﬁiﬂlﬁ VR (= FFEE) 0

F“i* LP*?‘&IF’EJ’EF} IRER T AT, USRS ? SYEZEIR -
i&]E[ﬂ H[ﬁ”ﬁ'&%ﬁl Orsi '/Ag ey F’»‘&’EI

Orsi E}?ﬁt ’Hi%\ AR PPN, o RN TR G [’ujﬁ:“["r'l*rfb”?j%[,
IR [ :fL%?Fﬁﬁ’fEE J@'Eﬁ r'ﬂ]%*\— (St SRR 7 — (55T Pl IFES{EL*MF]?J‘%@F”EL#
RS (E*JFJ D “JH Hﬁ}” T HUHpUERES) o PR Ry Ryl T
(& == D AR SR At =o uf[ﬁx' 73 WA [ el Y l“g?ﬁf’\[ T lﬂﬁ' ° A=
= *?ﬁ]ﬂ B F’?Iiﬁ%{f@ﬁ”ﬂﬂi* Y EL o [NV BRI AR > R
fiF’Jl_?QTSGHI [ o SRy - i%UFEI?”E R N e T I R P E*’J/\FIJ M
T RERY  (~ ) (B ﬁlglw  E| IS TAR R JWFH’\ P R IRy
Bl (2 [BE- 7R FIWFVFE JL*' i (R A« Fh f’ﬁ’jf %K“T
=

BB o SIS I R T ARG pOREESR SR H L ST
’JI?J'J%T‘%\* IH?’IEJE ZS{ ] F%Fﬁrﬁrﬁi%‘ M‘Hii;\? e 0
21 EVR] - R PR W AR 7~ﬂig,i&mmfw
Fpue Fd 35;%? SRR 1 T bg IHFUJELH EljF s TSR AIE Y
i ;4\j;’gafyp|% e ~ R BRI 50 e Sy AL #ﬁ—«“?ﬁ*ﬁ'ﬁ
Iﬁﬁfﬂ’ bINE ’5 SinsEs Ity 'JFJ RO R PRV S fgfﬂ’f{’ﬁﬁf ;! FE’?TF[%EE'@:*'
Fo7e Sk [T A R TARIE S R S AR RS TR o IR ’iFP;E'“ ptrlg
H“J%E'I*FFFTJ' H= o SR A A TSR VR =aR T o [N Vﬂjﬁ@%l&ﬂf
Pl ol FLIEEZR AN T pEﬁJiﬂﬂ’, S ETRERE PN R R R S F'lﬂﬁﬂy

132 % 521 Orsi, The Madonna of 115™ Street, xx, xxi °
13 223 Orsi, “Is the Study of Lived Religion Irrelevant to the World We Live in? (fL 7 % i EAFE
PR 2 (R ] P FT;J ? ) Special Presidential Plenary Address, Society for the §01ent1flc

Study of Religion, Salt Lake City, November 2, 2002,” Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 42.2
(2003): 169-174 -

42



PR o PN TR AR I e TR R o GHE I PP R TP e SRy A
N e b e RS (R S P iRV Sl E*J RN
AP SIS AN S O [ RS I RV E R T R g h
S rirHl[ES«'T*EaU?E'E SRR S A N BRGRPTL T o SRR ) R R A A (A
= FWFIF'@E Jqﬂj@f’rﬁlﬂ EEN *’;cpl?ab;a A f HIJ (E[[Pyﬁ ES ) o K T A
[ .55 1] r'FT““J » fedpib e AR ?ﬁE&HWﬂ P YR ETIeAL A8
WD’?E'I%?“?{ RS PR EIIHWNLHI P E'J*TF[?JN’FF'W
AR VAR SR S P JH@F%Eﬁ‘_UHﬂ* (P Ao Rl o) 25
_KF o
HZ R ] T A IES ) R AN SR IR AT ik BV -

=5 P F"ﬁﬁi— *FIBJFJ T BRI AT ﬁEJBJF \TW°W
] J‘Fﬂ%lf’ﬁﬁ?}‘j@% L RGP S TER E pﬂ"?JHl’i&lFEJ“'HS"E Eoii
gﬁlf fgﬂy[m%; ) I §Jipf[[[g;ﬁl (ﬁ&“fﬁ ’?[7\[ 1“3“[[3% ) pJBJ F Rl F
EN ﬂw@l?%°W§ﬂvﬁw’ﬁwwﬁﬁ?‘ﬁwﬂﬁﬁ'ﬂﬁﬁw
HITIT AN 25 I T AR pIEES - % 2002 5 -

FIEEFP— BT 1 R g TR - i&lFEJJfHI’ﬁJI”JH i L v SRR i
F”ll'iﬁui7 7 FEIT 7 Fun —J\EE“PF;:[:H—‘\E er’jﬁlpﬂ FJH‘F‘ U RS
SIS IR i » o ’E‘%ﬁul’p [p : “Ex R T
SRl Ju — P R N IR SRS RS (e ) I
PJE FE Fulﬂ-uﬁ%ﬂﬂro Iﬂj[ﬂl*‘fﬁ?  1EE EJ]E JEJF[JI%U?%EH iﬁ-[ﬂlg‘ :

FYEPPTEEL > 2 FFFIJ T ) RS < SR O] O
iR ) FIJP‘CYF,%JJ JIRLF X g RIS > SR TR 5T VRN o HIRTIEY st
o BT AR ) SRR Rl [ B
00 J‘E\_I*HIF'EJF“F Sl P s ?ﬁiﬂ H[ THEE o TR (P e Ol
] fF'EJ.ﬂ,Eﬁiﬁ E'HH S IEREIES S OIIRD) - PP N b (F B
(FUSPRE PP AITED) » PP - FET - PSS R
Wﬂ'fﬂﬁ'ﬁ/ﬁ? B TR E R R D IR R APV A R
PPRLTE IS ~ s EREOR o T (AR R - PR B
ﬂﬁ% %ﬁwFWQ%Juiﬂ@@/w*ﬁw@ﬂmfﬂwﬁww%ﬁ FIb
TG aphep DI R E TR PR o ORI PR IR A RO A
T BIPOIR AR g 136 o

%1992 F * 1584 John Leavitt I') :Q?P (“Cultural Holism in the Anthropology of South Asia:

The Challenge of Regional Tradltlons ij;ﬁ_rh NI | FﬂZ’Fﬁ'i DB SRR J#”Eﬁ&]

Contributions to Indian Sociology [%H]"% T*F 1PV NS, 251 (1992): 20, 21 )4 WrH | il

E o L Z%IE}EWU]I[IFI SR ﬁZ‘Pﬁ‘Tu PPIFAN=E Yk SR AU RS T IW%F{ B3 Dan
ohen » [KE% |*5[§ll&3{l3;l

13 “[5 the Study of Lived Reqlglon Irrelevant ...,” 169 F1 °

136 {HJ

43



R RS PO TR, AR
FVZRURL - 20 e Wk ,Fuiﬁﬁym = » ﬁ'@‘gu[ﬂl ERL A R F
”q‘ﬁ RGN EPHG 5 2 SEH PV Fiﬂjiﬂgdfwl SRR -
JL{%% wrzLI,lf%F‘J \,ﬂfﬁﬁﬁjr&w’ﬁiT@{ﬁiE}mﬁ@y E{‘T*E[“i?/]? E’lzfsr ﬁéll':ﬂ
PVEGHERET 2

R AT tufﬁ% J”“?} T T M PR F&EJHFIJFEtJJg ﬁ“é' S RL >
- i R 4 dw?ﬁ%%”ﬁ fiE 7 P ﬁ% o R
FTJV TR Uﬁifﬂl [1F=5 “E’“@alﬁld/ (BB [UE RO (N s

) SIS R ISR B r@%LﬂF FIk IR > i)
E[;@IFIJ}\_ YRR P S (ﬁ‘/ﬁ'[ﬁg,ﬂ fY (1 B ) R o Lﬁ_éﬁﬂ#{g’r
SRR P e

DT Y A 25 PR | “‘ﬁ'ﬁ'%%ﬁ@ﬁfi@rﬂf 2 » ?Fﬁ EAA N E i
SRR ~ (RIS ~ B 9Py~ SRR S SR BT 0 ERS l’
ﬁ'?ﬁ'l‘%@lw‘ﬁﬂj  JEE | i’Fﬁ*t‘bFﬂF"E TRy S e e 5[‘??% F“qi RS
g ’* |k P e R R ﬂﬁlﬂ%\*/ﬂj’iﬂ‘ > [NR] F AR S R
me o 58P ORERET 1 P ﬁﬁi’?rw& TR (O
o SRR 0 F PR R P TP TR S s 5
[ﬂﬂji?ﬁi fi fﬁj LEVR] o J2E mg'[?ﬁl%nﬁf*ﬁ, waEj}Hj Srd. B [?H?‘?L ;
IRE 2 EURL - W[F’EJET}“QFV%%*—‘? R PR G T RS 1 4
3] A o A DR LTS A LR puAg e s R > - [l
A1l pj{kﬂ«ﬁ:l HE SIS% 139 i”ljﬁjﬁf% [~ HTH |/ s ?Fw’?‘fL’F‘Jl* ¢ o A
l”jﬁmlﬂ*ﬁiﬂ[ T R ‘”“‘J@‘Eﬁfu:ﬂﬁq* T S PR S B -
# = YI[FI Clifford Geertz ﬁ'?E Y Z/[lji% ;ﬁyrﬁ‘ﬁjﬁlp U Jl@iﬁ%ﬁd’l “AY
’Fﬁnﬁ[%‘w R Rl ] lﬂ Y %‘ﬁﬁifﬁﬁ R T BT AL

STl 169-170 F1 o
138 0y - i
[l = 171

B2 P (L R ¢ - S BRI R [ PRI i 7
Z5P) Orsi FUMUTRERR= B HRH] - BELRSH It ) » el (B3 ¢
(Ttalian-Americans) ) ~J 55,5 'FE‘[ Fuffigaadifl (reified abstractions) » 557 | ﬁ SEaphift S iy ra if L
e e PP Orsi FIJE Tgﬂpﬁﬂ\gy[ * domuslZ: F= $E'F“ ?—Iﬁ’ ,Jﬁ»ﬁfl INT I%F'“ﬂi]: il
AEIVE 5 PRET f[%ﬁ‘?ﬁ N ifq'ﬁﬂh\\;ﬁlo =d{#257H Leonard Primiano zi"lliﬁﬁ*ﬁl—i:?" F[j o e
i~ Flife] > L~ pY “vernacular religion” ( FJIIWL”JTE FIfusk ) o 3 ﬁy/tﬁ,%ﬂﬁp‘ffpﬂ};f%g ° ATE|
%ﬁ?[ﬁ M Py “uniculture”  (FE— ¥ [*) U@ g AlkL [R/;LFL fY o %*}J Leonard Norman
Primiano, “Vernacular Religion and the Search for Method in Religious Folklife” ( FJ II{"HTE, Fl U FE
TEREFEN (A S iF'[]_ﬂ' ZEI%JIJ—JIZ'[LA_{]E& ), Western Folklore (E N (AEE) 54 (1995): 37-56 F1 o

44



LT ilﬁlﬁ* A T 2RE I AR - irﬁ}']’ﬂﬂm‘&n?’ o MR
pq, FJ%‘»FJ tfﬁnaugn@w:tzﬁﬁ@’“EJ44#‘§F$ BN ” Eléﬂ<lo
ORI FE Y 5 AR S T Mﬂﬁﬁ HIPT
#: *F@'E SRR - 2 PR~ GRS C R O P
Ermr';apuwfw AR I Tsrup SHE AR %Elﬂ?‘%&?éﬁ e
Hfﬁ” FI - ES ﬁ"ﬂl'ﬁ&’f’?qlﬁﬂ—“‘[ﬁ? 3!ap URANEA o TG ELfgjfz"_yp [F=H | ji[Fllééixf:[
;Q;EII R R ‘FU’F‘]&:H , ﬂ |P¢L7EL:E jF[ \dsr’FplZIu E QLP;[_‘J ql;/,ﬂ s
o IR B HJ%;TTU ) BT -
fi J’F"IE“J%JfIJ@‘« E r’jjﬁ”[ﬁ\'ﬂﬁtf'— |[ﬂ’1ﬂj LS s ?E' [0 Al el i~ Nt e
PRI ﬂ“ﬁl}d BB RM AR A B ] KATLFL’?T&}'FfFPj“j FL = puRy bl o
(P8 SRS ZERL - (53 AT RE s, i— [ T, o 2D
PR T TG [T Rk it
g‘thJF'EJ::J-’%';L‘— %jﬁlrfé ,Elfjffp;:‘a?} fHEES R 2 - Vincent Goossaert
(¥ A - *"ﬁj) it AN The Encyclopedla of Religion (FF5F 1% = %')Frm NG|
FF pw :f’|HI ) E“jt TR E @%}HEJ FEHIBYH SR FE R -

Hl

[N TR PR SR S N RER S (AL
IR T IR R @ IR, Y BRIGE « P T MRS 35
H ) ) 2 BIVRE RS > SRR T R VRS FN SRR IS

142

E3n %ﬁl'ﬁi"{’”4"@5%E'#W“’%‘?FJFWF@I?W’ Fiplr Gk TAR e TR HLE
SRR Eo IR TR, N % E*?’?E?Fﬂﬁﬁ'll"'irw NN !
SRR EVEEIVET N R0E o I T A T H A e SR
RETF TR =5 PR v kL B9 el G p S5y ‘%*D@ ] oIk ig[ﬁ# 7
ﬂ7\,EI§}‘ BT~ N B USSR SRR 5 ~sr]gu[?jg[ A
B i 4" Lo JURERE > R R 2 {8 I 2] ;Flifﬁﬂ#@‘,u\ﬁgﬂi{ °
ISR 2 v AU ST & i S TR RN e A R e R e e R 4

0" Geertz, “Thick Description,” 26 [
=g UM |4 > 285311 ] Fraz-Xaven Kaufmann {f*] I - =) VF% %jf“iﬁﬁp EH AL
(pzolemanzeryende Begriff) - [ij 755! ﬁFJqé EPpoEs T o FLER [ “Auf der Suche nach den Erben
der Christenheit” (iﬁ'l#/ﬁlf#\;ﬁl UkEME R ) |, in Religion und Gesellschaft: Texte zur
Religionssoziologie (FF5=wky @ o F5iitn 5 jﬁ%‘ ), ed. Karl Gabriel & Hans-Richard Reuter
(Paderborn: Schoningh, 2004), 216 Fl o JonathanZ Smith F | Z‘é‘gl[[ IJ@JE’!" jil T 8 TR e
NUAPERAES, o FEE G P P PR T F "M” Wuf[l@ﬂ = F'Jfliﬁff [lel
'qFH-E&[ﬂ:ﬁ:FJ{-E&J (disciplinary horizon ) » 7 Y1k {I| FAELAE &, DH = M/ij"gﬁflf e TR T (=
DI R 3 o [l Jonathan Z. Smith & “Religion, Religions, Rehglous” (FHFF~ a5 & ,,JFIJ)
BYFS Critical Terms for Religious Studies (3.3 *murﬁ%’fﬁ) ed. Mark C. Taylor (Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 1998), 281-282 -
"> Vincent Goossaert, “Chinese Popular Religion” ([ 1 S [f555) @ Encyclopedia of Religion,
ond ed., ed. Lindsay Jones (Detroit: Thomson Gale, 2005), 3: 1614 -

45



e YR T o - (I IS I o S ST A 6
B TR AT RN G RIS VRAVR CORLRREEN ~ iy 2 sy £
[ P R gpt&%ﬂﬁr@p@a 1437‘i§w%ﬁlajr:tfm~ﬂw P-4
BITMAT I PSR F, » RURLIIRL © e SRR A 2 SR O 8 i
G “’? TP 2 g T [SRW%E& [4'?5' IF'ﬁ‘—*ﬁ’[ES«'?K AL %[ES“@‘%J@EH i
“”'ﬁ&(lﬁﬂ » B ] &FEJ“@’?\?J@F P MR TV G - = RS
G HARA T 2 el Y R R F RS (R (R JfﬁEI*J
SRR IE S ety [E“Jwﬁ'ﬁﬁ\i’jﬁi@‘« b 7f imv**%ﬁﬂ erIRCEY s R HI
Prhpupies & ) e ig— I[***Jﬁjln 2l @*@E' Y E'ﬁ%‘ pAFEIE JTJ”I*EA H' -
E@FJ%%—{J#\«T;EJgjgﬁﬁ@@m\ﬁka‘&l FERHET FHFJ: PRI TEST  R
DEH: FoRL o B TR AT AR R I

bl (T i N {BFHF> ) (folk religion ) » ’]jﬂﬁ@;{_};ﬂ?féﬁtﬁ"ﬁlm 1ﬁfFJI
FFOVRE > T e 2 IR [ R (ALY ~ F R GpO T A R
e ) L%_ﬁ@w BB 4 5 g
4L > jﬁu F [ﬁ‘lffllkif\*'sr"’

PIg T AR - ﬁ%f&ﬁfﬁ%” | Py T PR - - RS
(=1 > Charles Long “'H'f;”l Frmﬁﬁhpé{ﬁr FYES i (8] @%D FIEIPERR T AT
@E'J_‘Fw?}’"& (& ,Fﬁfuécr’ ] EaHIP'f”TE s W}ﬁ%&ﬁﬁl AU T
Bt [P 357 4|5J ﬁ/}kwmu E34iE #[_}I?'E—' 7Hf FL‘ = BIpY F[LJF[J\F[ — [
#F{HIFUF{HN# Horo RIS 1 FLT SIS [R o E ?Tgﬁﬂ (heuristic) %
] ?‘F’,%E rifgﬁ‘ipq 2B L l/}{ﬂ[[[asd#;": T I RIEDRE YN[ ~ B (B
/TR ETIFL < ST Fﬁ%'?&”ﬁr#ﬁ? gy G- ) AR ﬂ*p | ”M‘”I%JL
L e N L e |

o BRI I A O L N [ S b5 'ufpﬁxffr& iz %)
pﬁﬂﬁjiﬂr,w F,J— SRLFTERET ~ = SR pJ#frmgmmig%"ﬁjﬂF’?ﬁ%ﬁ*pJ#csri
I e SRR NI AR A SRR SR - b Db ot
%ﬁ?m M\E‘AqﬁJ HJ5 J”"%ﬁﬁ?ir FJ ’ *ﬂ{[iﬁﬂ—iﬁjfﬂ’ﬁm&{hia ?F[ﬂl
AT K o Fellé%p U ARy AR SR RE IS > S AR
R F P gxg%ﬁfli[ﬁ&'#\ SRV IR

1 i Kt opuan YRPIOR AR IR [ A

R FEERE Y [~ 7% Ff[{ SHIN B [~ PAT o R A ]’“‘Elfjﬂrlﬁ 1o s
BATY RV E | = IRV - Tm?ﬁgh Hubert Knoblauch (f£f 1 - Fjﬁrﬁ SR

143 1 j'[‘?‘]fﬁdj\ PR H By A5 SRR EIRIFY » H =L s ﬁ‘%ﬁﬂ Thomas David
DuBois, The Sacred Village: Social Change and Religious Life in Rural North China (f{ 2ot « 58
e ITMFA 1 i (e 5k iF, Honolulu, HI: University of Hawai‘i Press, 2005).

144 % % [f Don Yoder, “Toward a Definition of Folk Religion” (S} [#3 35+ {‘}yF]g%[F[J ) Western
FolElore 33.1(1974):2-15 fI -

5" Charles Long, “Popular Religion” ( X[i55%) in The Encyclopedia of Religion, ed. Mircea Eliade
(New York: Macmillan, 1987), 11: 442-452 -

46



ﬁlg\:%Jflg%,[ o Tﬁ@.’ﬁ “X:E[PJF 7iFF%EIngi[:E_.{ﬁ ?:‘EI_' ;j s Bl B S
G mﬂiﬁm SBR[ % Luckmann %F‘r’;? s
74 5% | (invisible rehglon)E'D%Jb“" G RSN N 148
?PPJ Do DA ) (YRS R ; i F R A R O pl s S %97#
A O] R B [ SR S S wupj s [P g '%Efjﬁj‘?ﬂjﬁ & BTl i %LDE
CEAEFE o TR lx%%@jﬁg‘ e F I Bk W[Kiﬁ;@p‘;j Fﬁ;@gwﬁ[[ﬁ;l#\fw [ o FlegelEy
LG P 1 HE?WI@%'H%H (s ) DPFEETT - KO
FEHIY | fFIT‘Jh e fj.}?l/ [~ ﬁj lgjg[ [ﬂn@glpﬁgﬁr“ﬁkgﬁo%:j]“ et Figf I P A
(B T 5 %ﬁl‘d ]Fliﬁfc FEIEDEI‘JQF;I@EL,EI EANERG wsrpﬂﬁi Eﬂﬁ&’*’&ﬁ[l[&&'i”ﬁﬁ“p%@*ﬁ&
I—EJ‘EI F [/[;—u‘_ ”H{P r;;j jj—/\m@ ::97 = J%[F’Vg\ 5<JFEI iasﬁ - ﬂ?j > e FL}L{»{IF@[
A 5 T muusré R ORHR - L fr P PRSI S [
P R P P H’Jlﬁi Do eI B PR e ) O S MRS I%F”I'*F‘J—F’I‘Pt"~ [EEEE
g B A7 B R ;»LFIJ;E&’ o w\] G PURSRSAGE R TR » IR R T

IE[J 071—1]*“ °

1% Hubert Knoblauch, “Populire Religion: Markt, Medien und die Popularisierung der Religion” (
[T 38 0 e /1 TS GSEANSE ™) | Zeitschrift fiir Religionswissenschaft 8(2000): 143-161.

7 By £, “Populire Religion ist die Form der Religion, die sowohl die Ausdrucksformen wie die
medialen und 6konomischen Verbreitungsmedien der populédren Kultur verwendet.” Knoblauch,
“Populire Religion,” 146 1 o

' Thomas Luckmann, The Invisible Religion: the Problem of Religion in Modern Society (F&7fiv4:
FE L PO RS % {4 ; New York: Macmillan, 1967). ¥ |' T 454 ¢ Die unsichtbare Religion
(Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1991) -

47



