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Subethnic Rivalry in the
Ch’ing Period

Harry J. Lamley

Over Fhe 212-year period of Ch’ing rule in Taiwan (1684—1895), in-
teraction among diverse groups of inhabitants had a marked ef’fect
on logal socioeconomic development and cultural change, an effect
still discernible on the island today.! This paper deals with c,)ne major
type of Ch’ing-period ethnicity: the interaction among rival Chinese
groups in settled portions of Taiwan.? Although these groups shared
a common Han Chinese background, they came from relatively iso-
lated areas of southern Fukien and eastern Kwangtung. In Taiwan
they tended to form discrete communities and perpetuate the diverse:
customs of their native subcultures. The term “subethnic,” as used in
Fhls paper, refers to such subcultural distinctions.® It is, also’ useful
in distinguishing Chinese intraethnic competition from the better-

i . L .
. Itgterethmc relations in Tal\_lvan have been recorded for even earlier times. In the seven-
vsftr}: ; acrelr;ng}}lf,. Dutch ai1d Spaglsh (éolonlsts came into contact with local aborigines as well as
Inese settlers and traders and a number of Ja id i
s, Chinese scttlers and ¢ panese residents. More extensive
origines developed between 1662 and 1683 wh i
trolled by the Ming-loyali i is earli ervasive stha s Som-
yalist Cheng family. This earlier and | i ic i i
ooy the Ming-loyali ; is ed ess pervasive ethnic interaction,
: such importance in i .
o p the historical development of present-day Taiwanese
B S .
. Ethmclt_y hlS construed he;c as “essentially a form of interaction between cultural groups
° Eceir%t’mg “Il\;[t in ﬁom;non hsoc1al contexts” (Abner Cohen 1974: xi). I am indebted to Hill Gates
ang Mei-chun for their comments on the original i 1
: , . ginal draft of this paper, which was submit-
Sﬁ) Io _the' (Lonference on Anthropology in Taiwan. Other conference memt;ers also offered val-
ual ¢ insights an_d suggestions. I am particularly grateful to G. William Skinner and Edgar
1<3:kberg for their help and encouragement. &
C . Ll
o Znt:hl: Enlc_)e has attem9t§d (1973: 23—25) to distinguish different categories of ethnic
tgio ;la )(Ii ¢ grrllng to the origins of their separate identities. She points out that tribal, na-
Othna , an rafaa ethnicity are the most prevalent forms of ethnicity. However, in China—,as in
er parts of the world where pervasive cultures or civilizations with “great traditions” have

existed—major subcultural distinctions have often led to separate ethnic identities apart from

tr lbal, nat 1()nal racial SCi nce ty y
5 OF <. ascriptions. He Subcultulal CtlllllCl ma also be reco lllZCd asa
g
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known Chinese-aboriginal #nterethnic contention, the other major
type of ethnicity that prevailed on the island throughout the Ch’ing
period.

Taiwan’s Chinese subcultural groups differed primarily in dialect
and provenance. In Ch’ing times, most of the island’s Chinese inhabi-
tants were Hokkien and Hakka speakers, whose dialects remained
mutually unintelligible. The Hokkien speakers, locally referred to as
“Hoklo” (Fu-lao),* hailed mainly from Ch’iian-chou and Chang-
chou prefectures in southern Fukien and areas peripheral to these
prefectures. The Hakka (K’o-chia),” by contrast, came chiefly from
eastern Kwangtung. Thanks to a further division of the Hokkien
speakers into rival Ch’iian-chou and Chang-chou subgroups there
developed in effect three, extensive, mutually exclusive subcultural
groups in Taiwan. Within these groups, especially the Ch’ian-chou
group, there was a further tendency to divide into communities
based on county (bsien) origins. Except among some Ch’iian-chou
communities, however, competition among county-level subgroups
never seems to have been intense.

Subethnic feuding in Taiwan during the Ch’ing period has recently
attracted the attention of a number of scholars.® This paper assesses
more fully the background and nature of this intense and pervasive
rivalry. It also attempts to demonstrate that the study of subethnicity
may be of value in gaining a clearer perception of change and devel-
opment in a heterogeneous Chinese society—in this case a premod-
ern one that arose during the late imperial era.

“Hokkien speakers who migrated from southern Fukien to coastal areas farther south prob-
ably as early as the ninth century (and eventually to areas overseas) became known as “Hok-
lo”—i.e., “People of Fukien” (Skinner 1957: 37). In eastern Kwangtung as well as in Taiwan,
other speech groups referred to these people as Hoklo in Ch'ing times. The Hokkien (i.e.,
“Fukienese”) originally hailed from Honan and other regions of North China, and first began
to settle southern Fukien extensively during the seventh and eighth centuries (Lo 1971: 169).

5 K’0-chia means “guest families,” indicating that the Hakka were latecomers in regions of
southeastern China. Like the Hokkien, the Hakka originally came from North China, began to
advance southward in the seventh and eighth centuries, and started to enter eastern Kwangtung
at the end of the Southern Sung. Chia-ying, the chief center of Hakka culture in Ch’ing times,
became a purely Hakka area during the latter half of the fourteenth century when heavy con-
centrations of emigrants from T’ing-chou (in southwestern Fukien) and southern Kiangsi con-
verged there (Wen 1903: chiian 7, 85b—86b).

¢ Anthropologists who have recently called attention to Ch’ing subethnic strife in Taiwan
include Hsii Chia-ming (1973) and Shih Chen-min (1973); historians who have lately expressed
specific interest in the rivalry and feuding include Chang T’an (1974, 1976), Fan Hsin-yiian
(1974), Huang Hsiu:cheng (1976), and imyself (19773, 1977b). Maurice Freedman has dealt
with comparable strife involving feuds among lineages and surname aggregates in Fukien and

Kwangtung (1958: 105—13; 1966: 104—17). Prevalent in the home region, this form of commu-
nal strife is discussed below.




234 Harry J. Lamley

‘ The ﬁrst. part of this paper presents general background informa-
tion on Taiwan and the southeastern mainland region from whence
Taiwan’s population came. The second discusses the major sub-
cultural groups that emerged on the island. The third focuses on the
settlement of Taiwan and the processes by which local communal
groups of different home-area provenance were established and then
acquired more cohesion as intercommunity rivalry intensified. The
fourth deals with the phase of exceptionally severe subethnic 'strife

that lasted from the 1780’ to the 1860’s, and contrasts communal

feu'ding in Taiwan during this period with that in the home region.,
This final part also considers the response of the Ch’ing government

to subethnic feuding in Taiwan and treats bri i
s s briefly the island’
Ch’ing turbulence and rivalry. ¥ the islands lae

Tatwan and the Fukien-Kwangtung Home Region

Southern Fukien and eastern Kwangtung have an area of about
33,340 square miles. The entire region is set apart from most of the
rest gf‘ Chiqa by massive mountain ranges. The five prefectural-level
admlnlstrgtlve territories into which southern Fukien was divided
under Ch’lng rule were also generally set off from one another b
mountain peaks and ranges. The rugged borders of Ch’{ian-chou anc}l,
Chang—chou bounded separate river systems. Similarly, the three
principal administrative territories that made up eastern I,(W.an tun
were separated from one another by spurs of the Nan-lin rin .
that extend across much of South China. 5 e

The region’s physical features tended to divide it into highland and .

lo,\fvland sections. In the highland Hakka country of Chia-ying and
T’ing-chou, the population was thinly scattered in small villages
Th.ere were few large towns and cities. Farming was generally re-.
stricted to narrow strips of cultivated fields in the valleys or along the
Ferraged hillsides, except in the upland basins. Similar conditions ex-
isted in other interior areas, Hakka and Hokkien alike. By contrast
the Hokkien-dominated lowland areas supported more extensive a i
rl'flulture and a much denser population. Here, there were many largge
\Clz) aifjls tizgiﬁgbsgrinters, and shipping flourished at downriver and

Talwan, an area of 13,884 square miles, is only a little over one-
third the size of the home region. Moreover, much of the island is
rugged: hills, tablelands, and high mountains occupy an estimated 76
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percent of the total area; plains and basins merely 24 percent (Hsieh
Chiao-min 1964: 29). The narrow alluvial plains along the western
coastline were quite extensively settled during the Ch’ing period, as
were the Taipei Basin in the north and the I-lan Plain in the north-
east. Foothills rise sharply from the coastal plains and Taipei Basin,
then spread inland to elevations of over 3,000 feet before giving way
to the lofty central mountain ranges that run north and south the
length of the island. Many of the habitable foothill areas were also
settled during the Ch’ing period, as were the larger interior valleys.
In these upland areas, where cultivable land was not as plentiful and
the soil generally less fertile than in the lowlands, Chinese settlement
tended to be sparser.

Contrasts in Taiwan’s terrain tended to divide the island, like the
mainland home region, into highland and lowland sections. In the
hilly areas, where agricultural output was limited, the Chinese inhab-
itants depended on the lumber and camphor industries and, to a
lesser extent, on mining. The coastal plains and lowland basins sup-
ported most of the island’s rice and sugarcane production; in addi-
tion, salt fields operated in tidal flats, and offshore fishing flourished.
Port towns located along Taiwan’s flat western coastline, the north-
eastern Keelung and I-lan seacoasts, and the navigable Tanshui River
in the Taipei Basin served as central markets and commercial outlets
for their respective hinterlands. ,

During the Ch’ing period, only a few Chinese settled along Tai-
wan’s inhospitable east coast, and even fewer in the mountain areas
that until 1875 were reserved by Ch’ing policy for the “wild aborig-
ines” (sheng-fan). The great bulk of the Chinese population was con-
centrated in the western and northern portions of the island.

Speech groups and local society. In the home region, as we have
seen, the population consisted mostly of Hokkien and Hakka speak-
ers. The Hokkien spoke varieties of the Southern Min dialect, most
of which were to some extent mutually intelligible.” On the whole the
Hakka spoke a more uniform dialect. However, the predominantly
Hakka areas were relatively isolated from each other, and there were

7 According to natives of southern Fukien, each county in Ch’ian-chou and Chang-chou
supported variations in Min-nan speech (Li Han-ching 1974: 1099). Even in a single county,
such as Hui-an in Ch’ian-chou, the local vernacular varied with respect to intonation and
idiom (Chang K’ai-ch’iian 1963: 6). Examples of differences in Hokkien speech in Ch’ao-chou
and Hui-chou are listed by Li Yung-ming (1959: 1—5) and by Liu Kuei-nien (1881: 842—43).
The Hokkien in Ch’ao-chou (who call themselves “Teochius” and are also referred to as
“Hoklo”) resembled the Chang-chou inhabitants in their speech.
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several Hakka subdialects, plus many local variations in speech.
Moreover, Hakka in areas of Hui-chou accessible from central
Kwangtung were influenced to some extent in their speech by contact
with Cantonese speakers (Liu Kuei-nien 1881: 842—43).

During the Ch’ing dynasty (1644—1911), the distribution of the
Hakka and Hokkien populations within the Fukien-Kwangtung
home region remained relatively fixed. In eastern Kwangtung a zone
of mixed habitation, dividing the more purely Hakka highlands from
the Hokkien lowlands, followed the contour of the mountains that
rise from the coastal plains and stretch northeastward from Hai-feng
county in Hui-chou. After crossing into the southern Fukien high-
lands, this zone formed a less distinct Hakka-Min dialect boundary
that extended inland in a northerly direction through rugged areas of
Chang-chou and western sections of Lung-yen, then crossed the
northern portion of mountainous T’ing-chou.® This entire zone ap-
parently remained stable in Ch’ing times. Although disorder was rife
throughout Fukien and Kwangtung, severe Hokkien-Hakka conflicts
similar to the Hoklo-Hakka contention in Taiwan were not reported
in areas of mixed habitation along this sociolinguistic boundary.

Neither was there widespread conflict between the Hokkien popu-
lations of Ch’tian-chou and Chang-chou. These inhabitants of south-
ern Fukien were connected by intimate ties, and had long shared sim-
ilar customs and practices. Even in areas where they associated
together, people from these adjacent prefectures or counties within
them did not exhibit the mutual antagonism that came to prevail
among Hoklo groups in Taiwan. After Amoy (Hsia-men) was re-
opened to maritime trade in 1684, for example, Ch’ian-chou and
Chang-chou people resided together there in relative peace amid a
growing community that reflected the customs of the nearby coun-
ties of both prefectures (Chou K’ai 1839: 317—18, 639). Subeth-
nicity, then, was not a critical factor in the home region under Ch’ing
rule as it came to be in Taiwan. .

Coastal and highland populations di ered, however, in respect to
economic well-being and modes of livelihood. The Hokkien speakers
dwelling along the seacoast had been dependent on trade and seafar-
ing activities for many centuries, and suffered great hardships when

¥The general Hokkien-Hakka boundary in eastern Kwangtung is shown in a map entitled
“Swatow Mission Field” (drawn by Rev. W. Riddel) in Gibson 1901. Professor G. William

Skinner has kindly provided me with a map showing his own estimate of Hakka boundaries in
castern Kwangtung and southern Fukien. [ have relied on both maps.
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they were ordered to move ten to fifteen mil.es inlgnd at intervals
from 16671 to 1683, the period in which Ch’ing 1rnp¢r1al forces fo,ught
against Taiwan-based opponents—thct Mlng-loy:.ihst Cheng Ch’eng-
kung (Koxinga) and his successors (Hsieh Kuo-chlng.19 32: §89—90).
After Taiwan was surrendered, the coastal populatlgns of‘s-outhern
Fukien and eastern Kwangtung soon reverted to their familiar mar-
itime pursuits, the inhabitants of Ch’tian-chou and Chang—chmi
profiting from the flourishing trade that. developed at Amoy. Locaf
merchant and shipping interests made this sheltered 1sla.nd harbor' )

T’ung-an county their base of operations, and reestablished trading
links with Luzon in the northern Philippines apd other Nan-yang
(South Sea) areas. They also engaged in extensive coastal shipping

8: 43—46). ' .

(Fgolgfheri 3Fuiie)n merchant-shippers came to dgmlnate .trade W.lth
Taiwan. They cooperated closely with local Ch’ing officials durlpg
the period from 1684 to 1783, when Amoy served as the only desig-
nated port for both government and merchant Shlppl’l,lg to and from
the island. They established chiao (literally_, “outskirt”) guilds atlAn-
p’ing (serving the prefectural center at Tainan) and sgbsequent y at
other Taiwan port towns as well. In 1784, a Han-chiang port near
the Ch’tian-chou prefectural center was also opened for legitimate
trade with the island, as was Wu-hu-men (serving Foochow to thﬁ
north) in 1792. Yet Foochow merchapts were unable to gain rr}11uc

advantage from direct trade with Taiwan ‘by way of this n(.)rt1 e1in
port. By then, southern Fukien commercial interests, particularly
those of Ch’ian-chou, were in nearly complete control of the cross-

channel junk trade. Their monopoly on the Taiwan side was handled .

by the chiao guilds that had begun to control nearly all major aspects
of maritime trade and shipping.’ . _
Meanwhile, those inhabitants residing in the more distant high-
land districts of the home region gained few commercgl advaptages
from the resettlement along the seaboard. The Hakk.as, in partl'cular,
still controlled only small trading areas and established few if any
discrete merchant guilds in major urban centers beyqnd the boiunds
of Chia-ying and T’ing-chou (Liang 1956: 152). Eve%n in recent tlrnes%
the Hakka dialect has been recognized as “not being a language o

Fang Hao has recently written a series of articles dealingdwith the chiao gmlds;:ﬁ;al;;)::;
i i i i 1 nature and operations, see espe
rt towns in Taiwan. For an idea of their general natur : :
11)371‘ 21—27. Fang believes that the Amoy chigo associations mentioned by Fu (1948: 55) were
similar to many of those in Taiwan.
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commerce’.’ (Forrest 1948: 238). To compensate for the relatively low
remuneration from trade and agriculture in their highland districts
many Hakka men sought to advance themselves by earning academic,
de%rggs d(L}iln 'Yifin-ku 1956: 30, 32), while Hakka women, who did
not bind their feet as wa i
fiot bind thelr fec s customary among the Hokkien, replaced
In the main, however, both the Hakka and the upland Hokkien
labored to wrest a meager living from their poorly endowed moun-
tainous surroundings. Ming and Ch’ing accounts portray both popu-
lations as sturdy and thrifty highlanders (Hu 1923: chiian 4, 8). In
fact, Hakka and Hokkien populations, no matter whether o’f high-

land or lowland residence, shared many of the same traditions, be- -

liefs, and forms of social organization.

. Bot'h people were also characterized by the prevalence of powerful
klnshl.p and surname groups, except in the poorest and most sparsely
inhabited districts. Frequently, large lineages occupied sections of vil-
lgges and towns and suburbs of walled administrative seats. Single-
hneage; villages were also common, and common descent groups of a
more inclusive sort prevailed as well. Extensive Hakka clans were
fqrmed during the late eighteenth or early nineteenth century in Chia-
ying, where local agnatic groups established joint ancestral halls
(tsung-tz’u) in county seats and higher-level “great halls” (ta tsung-
tz’u) at the departmental center. These clan buildups apparently oc-
cur’red when the fashion of communal feuding spread upriver from
Ch’ao-chou (Huang Chao 1899: 157~ 58, 166). Surname aggregates
of a less structured nature were also widely formed, usually on a
more or less temporary basis for some particular purpose, often a
feud (Lamley 1977b: 9—10, 17). Since a majority of the inhabitants
in most districts bore the same few surnames, such loosely knit ag-
gregates could, if need be, embrace sizable portions of the local
population.

S’1.1rname. aggregates also became widespread in Taiwan during the
Ch ing period. Immigants who settled in newly opened areas some-
times regrouped along common-surname'lines (Chou Hsi 18 32:284)
Settler bands that migrated from other parts of Taiwan often orga:
mz.ed themselves on a surname basis as well. Through the gradual
fusion of small agnatic groupings, local surname aggregates contin-

For example, the various bands of settlers that migrated to newly opened areas in the I-lan

. e fonlnst )
Plalclll and the P’u-li Basin (in central Taiwan) are usually identified in Ch’ing sources by their
predominant surnames rather than by their subcultural or home-region extraction.
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ued to form and expand. Powerful aggregates, or “great surnames”
(ta-hsing), were established in Taiwan’s major port towns (Huang
Ch’i-mu 19§3: 57). Similar groupings, composed of lineages and ex-
tended family groups, played dominant roles in rural communities
and appear to have wielded proportionally more power within areas
where subethnic feuds had subsided and contending enclaves were
weaker and less cohesive. In localities where subethnic rivalry was
not prevalent, aggregates at times formed rival alliances and spawned
surname feuds resembling the large-scale conflicts waged by surname
confederations in the home region.

When circumstance allowed, both Hoklo and Hakka agnatic
groups established ancestral estates in common and, in effect, devel-
oped into corporate lineages. These lineages tended to be less power-
ful than the local lineages that spread in Fukien and Kwangtung by
natural fission, as Burton Pasternak (1969) has pointed out. Nor did
they become as extensive and highly structured as the clans that
formed in Chia-ying. Nevertheless, within their respective commu-
nities corporate lineages throughout Taiwan proved to be relatively
strong and wealthy and helped support subethnic rivalry.

Ch’ing authorities generally regarded southern Fukien and eastern
Kwangtung as disorderly regions and the inhabitants as rapacious,
greedy, and vindictive. After the Manchus extended their sway over
South China in the mid-seventeenth century, the inhabitants of the
region experienced several more decades of turmoil, especially in
areas where Ming loyalist forces contended with Ch’ing troops and
along the seaboard, from which the population was periodically
evacuated. ’

After the coastal areas were resettled, disputes arose among the
inhabitants over property boundaries and tideland rights. By the
Yung-cheng reign (1723—35), frequent outbreaks of well-organized
feuds, described as “lineage fights” (tsu-tou) and categorized of-
ficially as bsieh-tou (“armed affrays”) were reported in Ch’iian-chou
and Chang-chou (Lamley 1977b: 17). The spread of communal feud-
ing from these two prefectures to other portions of the home region
was accompanied by a resurgence of other types of disorder—coastal
piracy, pervasive banditry, secret society activity, and occasional
uprisings.

Conditions in Taiwan were generally even more turbulent during
the Ch’ing period than conditions in the home region. Violence was
particularly common in frontier areas, where relentless Chinese pres-
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sure to .reclaim lands and exploit wilderness resources was countered
by rc;prlsals from aborigines. Banditry and offshore piracy were ei’?
mak'lng travel ha;ardous. Vagrant bands and dissident set’clersrili:j
cl'udmg secret society members, added to the trouble by fomen,t'
disturbances and insurrections. According to a popular adage ”1121111g
E\:ler-l”could expect “an uprising each three years, a rebellion ’every
. s(gé)rzl/legment. The problems of governing southern Fukien and
wangtung were compounded by the region’s isolation from
Fogchow and Canton, their respective capitals. Following the capit
lation of the last Ming loyalist forces in 16 83, provincial authoﬁti:;

in i
attFoochgw and CanFon, toggther with the Ch’ing court in Peking, -
empted to normalize conditions in the region by allowing civii

fu}rllitlonarles stationed there to exercise greater authority. Mean-
\(i:vhil e, Green Standard. (Lu-ying) units, consisting mainly of local
nese troops and their officers, were redeployed about the coastal
and interior areas to help maintain order. o '
. In Taiwan, the form of government resembled that in the home r

gion fo.r most (?f the Ch’ing period. The island was placed und:;
Fukien ]urlgdlctlon in 1684, and a prefecture with three counties
then established in the west coast sections where scattered Chi e
settlemegts already existed. The two highest officials, an intenlzllese
and a br1ggde-general both stationed at the prefecture:l center ( rint
ent-day Tainan) in the south, were at first assigned duties relatflz)d ts-
defense; but as the needs of an expanding population increased, th N
were §ventually granted much broader authority than their co : t “
parts in southern Fukien and eastern Kwangtung. Additional lér;eer-
Stgpdard troops were also gradually assigned to Taiwan and nen
military posts established, primarily in the northern half of the isl ch‘l’
th:re the population growth was most rapid. Moreover. unitanf
civil authority continued to be created in newly settled a;eas uSn?'l
anther county, along with three subprefectures (¢'ing), had been 1
tabhshed in the west-central and northern portions of,th island is_
the middle of the nineteenth century. s
" eS\f;eSiptmg e(lidmicrllistraftilve reforms were initiated in Taiwan during
: 5t two decades of local Ch’ing rule mainly i
Incursions of foreign powers. Yet tghese ;ef&msy}islgzngl S;lltzcx)ri;};e
some of the worst domestic problems. In 1875, obsolete restricti :
on immigration and settlement were removed, and formal Ch’ing (:l.lj
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thority was extended over the entire island including remote aborigi-
nal territories now opened to Chinese settlers. Also, semimodern
Chinese forces began to be stationed in Taiwan in partial replace-
ment of the ineffective Green Standard troops. Again, a second pre-
fecture was established in the north and three counties created there
in lieu of the Tan-shui and Ko-ma-lan (I-lan) subprefectural admin-
istrations. Finally, in 1886, Taiwan was made a separate province,
and Taipei, the center of a third prefecture newly established in the
northernmost portion of Taiwan, came to serve as the provincial
capital.

All in all, however, Ch’ing rule tended to be relatively ineffective in
Taiwan, due in part to the poorly trained Green Standard land and
water forces that were assigned to posts in Taiwan at three-year intet-
vals. These troops were rotated from brigades and regiments sta-
tioned throughout Fukien and at Nan-ao in eastern Kwangtung.
Those hailing from Ch’iian-chou and Chang-chou proved the least
reliable, since they were inclined to side with belligerent island in-
habitants from the same home area (Li Ju-ho 1970: 4). Corrupt man-
darins and yamen undetlings also provoked rather than alleviated lo-
cal discord, as did the restrictive regulations that Taiwan officials
were obliged to enforce until the final two decades of the Ch’ing pe-
riod. As argued below, subethnic rivalry in its most virulent form was
essentially a phenomenon of an era of weak and restrictive govern-

ment in Taiwan.

Major Subcultural Groups in Taiwan

The main flow of Chinese settlers to Taiwan took place during the
eighteenth century. As noted, this flow came largely from southern
Fukien and, to a lesser extent, from eastern Kwangtung: up to 1895,
in fact, 98 percent of all Taiwan’s Chinese immigrants had come
from these two areas (82 percent of the total were Hoklo, and 16
percent were Hakka)." This cross-channel migration fluctuated in

1The population percentages and ratios that appear in this section are based mainly on
Ch’en Han-kuang’s summary (1972: 85—104) of the 1926 census survey of Taiwan’s Chinese
inhabitants and their home-region registries. However, since only southern Fukien and eastern
Kwangtung origins are given in this survey, the Hoklo and Hakka percentages presented here
are not calculated entirely on the basis of the figures shown in the survey. (Relatively small
numbers of Hoklo and Hakka came from other regions of southeastern China, including areas
of Fukien north of the Min-nan speech region: Ch’en Chi-lu, for example, mentions (1972:
130) Fukien emigrants who belatedly crossed over from the Hsing-hua and Fu-chou coastal
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volume, b i
» but never assumed the massive proportions of some of the

great interregional migrations of the Ch’ing dynasty (Ho 1959: 136~ |

ey ; )
¢ gs)e Neverlthleess? considerable migration occurred: Taiwan’s Ch-
population increased from about one hundred thousand in

1683, after Ch’ing forces assumed control of the island, to almost |

thr(;emnlllillll?:nbzltf;i.g}]?y I'[89 51, 'thls population had risen to nearly
, natural increase rather than immigrati
counted for much of th ’ Sing s ren
rouneed ! e later growth (Ch’en Shao-hsing 1964: 117,
Th
by th;l;g;llullc;lﬁl}(,) l?;itljik'l:; p;p}l)le were principally distinguished
1gible dialects, they could also be di '
ated by other features. Hakk ! for o e e
: . a women, for example, did i
their feet and favored distincti ir sty o alep 1oy oind
h . ctive hair styles. There w 1 g
Silofflerefnsces 1Sr}11 reglzrd to festivals, temple names ande:iiiisez ri}::il:rzs
ot San Shan Kuo Wang, for instance ’ . -
tic of Hakka settlers from e,a o Disc o aracters
. stern Kwangtung. Distincti i
architecture, and eating habits likewi od Foklo and Habln woes
: , g habits likewise led Hoklo and "
sociate with their own kind and to discrimi aimst o 02
1scriminate against others.
Hjlx(llt(};ough t?ere were fewer Hakka in Taiwan than Hoelzfo the
o I_Ic:ll?ll(e from nea'rly as many prefectures and department;. By
Chin;se popall1 1 ;gr;lnc[}-lllal?ﬁn% made up almost 8 percent of Taiwan’s
; Hakka from Hui-chou ab :
from Ch’ao-chou (unfo i ed e Fotlo o
rtunately not distinguished :
Chinorchon o ppent guished from Hoklo from
_population records) probably ab i
Hakka from T’ing-chou (i ' Kien) 2t bt + oocond
_ g-chou (in southwestern Fukien) at le ’
ast
illrlnlf:iliignts féi)lm these areas reportedly spoke four separaItepg:lirllz
u undegi ( ; li)ng 1973: 19—20), yet each of the subdialects could
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most 45 percent of this population, and Chang-chou people more

 than 35 percent. During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries,
 he combined Ch’iian-chou and Chang-chou population was propor-
 tionately larger. However, a marked decline in Hoklo immigration
 together with a small but steady stream of nineteenth-century Hakka

immigrants eventually reduced the relative sizes of the Ch’ian-chou
and Chang-chou groups.”

Like the more inclusive Hoklo and Hakka identities, Chang-chou
and Ch’iian-chou identities were also fostered by differences in speech
and mainland provenance. In general, however, religious distinctions
proved most effective as cultural markers setting off Chang-chou
from Ch’iian-chou communities.” The inhabitants of Chang-chou
communities tended to worship K’ai Chang Sheng Wang, a patron
deity peculiar to their home prefecture. Again, Chang-chou and
Ch’ian-chou immigrants are reported to have made offerings to their
ancestors at different hours during the prescribed days of the lunar

year and to have offered different meats and delicacies.

In areas of Taiwan where a Ch’ian-chou population was predomi-
nant, the inhabitants tended to form more discrete communities re-
flecting their different home-county origins. Such Ch’iian-chou sub-
groups generally worshiped major deities brought over from their
home areas. Thus Three Counties (San-i) people (from Chin-chiang,
Hui-an, and Nan-an) venerated Kuang Tse Tsun Wang as a principal
communal god; and people from T’ung-an and An-ch’i counties
honored Pao Sheng Ta Ti and Ch’ing Shui Tsu Shih (or Pao I Ta Fu)
respectively (Wang Shih-ch’ing 1972: 12~13, 19).

Hakka and Hoklo group formation. In general, one finds relative
solidarity among the Hakka and relative disunity and divisiveness
among the Hoklo. Such a contrast does not mean that Hoklo groups
were incapable of achieving unity or of creating effective alignments
when the need arose. Accounts of subethnic feuds show that the in-

2 A¢ the end of the Ch'ing period, the approximate ratio among Taiwan’s Ch’iian-chou,
Chang-chou, and Hakka populations was 47:37: 16. The approximate ratio among Taiwan’s
three major Ch’iian-chou subgroups (Three Counties, T’ung-an, and An-ch’i), who together
made up almost 45 percent of the island’s Chinese population, was 40:33:27. (These esti-
mates are based on the 1926 census: see Note I1.)

BThis, of course, is an oversimplification owing to the variety of mainland deities wor-
shiped. For example, Hoklo communities of diverse prefectural origins tended to establish Ma
Tsu temples; Ch’iian-chou inhabitants worshiped a number of different Wang Yeh deities; and
some groups or subgroups enshrined special territorial gods brought over from ancestral com-
munity temples. Shih Chen-min briefly lists (1973: 198) a few home-county or prefectural

deities.
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volved groups functioned cohesively and became adept at forming al-
liances with their neighbors. Large Hoklo alignments emerged in
areas where the Hoklo inhabitants were pitted against adversaries of
at least equal strength. For example, in the Hsia-tan-shui River basin
of southern Taiwan, Ch’tian-chou, Chang-chou, and Ch’ao-chou
Hoklo cooperated to oppose Chia-ying, Ch’ao-chou, and T’ing-chou
Hakka. In contrast, where both Ch’iian-chou and Chang-chou Hoklo
outnumbered local Hakka—as in most areas of western Taiwan
from Chia-i northward—separate Ch’iian-chou and Chang-chou ag-
gregates generally contended against Hakka groups (Tai 1963b: 213).
In these areas, Hakka survival depended on cooperation and unity to

counter more powerful but disunited Ch’iian-chou and Chang-chou * |

foes.

Throughout Taiwan, in fact, local conditions encouraged Hakka
community and intergroup solidarity. In many areas Hakka settlers
were latecomers, or else a distinct minority, and had to endure great
hardships in opening only moderately productive wilderness lands.’
Consequently, Hakka communities were generally smaller and poorer
than Hoklo communities and had to face almost continuously a level
of insecurity that Hoklo communities experienced only during peri-

- ods of extreme turbulence. Even the inhabitants of the island’s most
extensive Hakka enclave, the Liu-tui confederation in the Tung-kang
River area of southwestern Taiwan, felt continually threatened by
nearby Hoklo and aboriginal populations (Chung 1973: 82—83,
265—66).

Various socioeconomic factors also fostered Hakka unity. Hakka
communities, for instance, had few exceptionally wealthy families of
the sort that often dramatized disparities of wealth and divided peo-
ple in Hoklo communities. Hakka solidarity was also encouraged
by large Hakka investments in corporate estates and religious socie-
ties, institutions that provided for community needs and undertak-
ings. Chung Jen-shou claims (1973: 270) that various chi-ssu kung-
yeh (ancestral estates) and shen-ming-hui (religious societies) held
from 50 percent to 70 percent of the cultivated land within the exten-
sive Liu-tui confederation. The managers of such holdings decided
which community projects merited support from these investments.

“See Chung 1973: 265—71. Burton Pasternak has discovered similar contrasts between
Hakka and Hoklo villages in present-day Taiwan. The households of the Hakka village that he
studied frequently acted in concert, coordinating their efforts at the village level to achieve

common objectives; in the Hoklo village, by contrast, there was “no comparable stress on ways
of unifying the community or reinforcing alliances between communities” (1972: 12.8).
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Related to the practice of forming shen-ming-bui was the Hakka
inclination to build community temples in lieu of ancestral halls (an

 inclination initially shared by Hoklo settlers). These temples became

local political centers and served as symbols of unity, centers of. s'e.lf-
government, and (in times of strife) headquarters for local militia.
Some community temples—Ilike the Lin—chgo Kung and Yung—an
Kung in Chang-hua county—not only provided numerous services
for their own settlements but also administered to many neighboring
villages (Hsti Chia-ming 1973: 171.—85). cher temple§ assumeg
highly specialized paramilitary functlogs within local alliances an
confederations. The Chung-i Tz’u, which served as the. command
center of the Liu-tui confederation from 1721 to 1895, is the fore-
most example of this type of Hakka temple. '
Shen-ming-hui and chi-ssu kung-yeh were also formed in Hoklo
communities and became principal sources of communal wealth. Be-

. sides defraying the costs of religious worship, such corporate entet-

prises met a variety of local needs, including those associated with
sustaining armed feuds (Ssu-fa hsing-cheng pu 1969: 608—09, 612).. In
both Ch’ian-chou and Chang-chou communities, these organiza-
tions helped to maintain local subethnic identity and also, through
temple affiliations, occasionally rendered support to larger aggre-
gates. The well-endowed Lung-shan Ssu (a Kuan Yin temple).m the
northern port town of Meng-chia provi.des an example of this type
of support. Built in 1740 from contributions .by early Three Counties
immigrants, this temple was initially patronized by local merchan'ts.
Later, it served as a military command center for. Thre? Cou,ntles
people during their feud with newcomers from neighboring T ung-
an. Not long after this feud ended in 1859, the temple became the
main command center for a Ch’iian-chou aggregate drawn from a
much wider area that was fighting against a similarly large Chang-
chou force (Huang Ch’i-mu 1953: 5§5—57). . .
Some Hoklo temples performed specialized military roles akin to
those performed by the Hakka Chung-i Tz’u.. The latter temple, in
fact, was the first of a number of i-min (“rlghteogs commoner )
shrines dedicated to local militia members who sacrificed their lives
in wars against rebel, aboriginal, and subethnic opponents. After the
Lin Shuang-wen Rebellion of 1786—87, both Hoklo and Hakka
i-min shrines were founded throughout Taiwan. Some of these shrines
even served as centers of resistance when Japanese foFceg enter.ed the
island more than a century later. However, most i-min shrines—
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including the well-known Pao-chung shrines near Hsin-p’u in Hsin-
chu county and near Chung-li in T’ao-yiian county *—were estab-
lished by Hakka.

. Because Taiwan’s Hoklo and Hakka shared many social institu-
tions and practices (as they had in their home areas), they responded
to rivalry and disorder in largely similar ways. But whereas Hakka
communities depended upon close cooperation and cohesiveness al-
most continuously, Hoklo communities relied on these factors only
occasionally as circumstances warranted.

Immigration and Settlement

From the beginning of Ch’ing rule in Taiwan in 1684, cross-chan- -

nel migration was subject to a variety of restrictions. These included
tFaditi_onal controls on trade and travel abroad as well as new restric-
tions imposed by a Ch’ing court more interested in keeping Taiwan
as a protective shield than in developing it as a region for further set-
tlement. Neither women nor the families of settlers already in Tai-
wan, for example, were allowed to immigrate there. Although these
restrictions were set aside for brief periods during the eighteenth
century, they were not relaxed on a continuous basis until the 1790’
and not r.escinded until 1875 (Chuang 1964: 1, 50). Moreover, Fukien
authorities in Taiwan discriminated against Hakka settlers (labeled
“Yiieh” or “Kwangtung” people) until the end of the Chu I-kuei Re-
bellion of 1721, when, in return for Hakka assistance against Hoklo
rebels, they began to treat immigrants from eastern Kwangtung on a
more or less equal basis with those from southern Fukien (Huang
Shu-ching 1736: 92—93).
. Trpublesorne restrictions, however, did not stop large numbers of
immigrants from entering Taiwan in response to the attractions of
virgin land and commercial opportunities. The earliest Ch’ing immi-
grants hailed largely from Ch’ian-chou and Chang-chou, though a
few came from the coastal areas of Ch’ao-chou and Hui-chou. Dur-
ing the eighteenth century, Hoklo people from further inland within
~southern Fukien (including Yung-ch’un and Lung-yen highlanders)
- crossed over as well. The Hakka exodus to Taiwan from Chia-ying

YThese two shrines have been treated briefly i i i
o1 y in recent articles (Ts’ai Mou-t’ang 1976; Lin
Hui-ling 1977). The term pao-chung refers to a decoration for loyalty conferred byg th9e7Ch’ing

:;rtl)};fzsr.or—m this case to honor Hakka braves (yung) who perished while fighting against

\
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and adjacent areas in Hui-chou and Ch’ao-chou seems to have peaked
during the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. This migra-
tion mainly followed the Han River route to the seacoast, where ar-
rangements were made for secret crossings. However, various Chia-
ying officials tried to encourage Hakka emigration from the eastern
Kwangtung highlands by facilitating transit through southern Fu-
kien. There was thus some legitimate Hakka migration by way of
overland routes and sailings from Amoy." But ineffective supervision
of shipping and stringent immigration restrictions encouraged the
great majority of both Hakka and Hoklo migrants to enter Taiwan
illegally (Chuang 1964: 40—42, 50).

Government restrictions on shipping and immigration had a pro-
found effect on settlement in Taiwan because they made the simul-
taneous migration of large lineages and village groups impossible.
Immigrants were forced to cross over in small and often diverse
bands to Taiwan, where they formed new communities that de-
pended on a variety of ascribed relationships. Moreover, during the

* seventeenth century and the first half of the eighteenth century, the

island’s Chinese population remained predominantly one of male set-
tlers without local family ties. Consequently, social conditions in all
but the oldest settled areas continued to be frontierlike for years after
the lands had been cleared and the threat of attack from aborigines
had ended (Chang T’an 1970: 25—27).

Migration to Taiwan resembled Chinese overseas emigration in
other respects. During the early decades of the Ch’ing period, for ex-
ample, many male settlers evidently hoped to retire to their native
mainland villages. However, except for immigrants engaged in sea-
sonal or temporary labor, most remained in Taiwan—the normal cir-
cumstance in overseas Chinese communities. Migration to Taiwan
also frequently resulted in the familiar chain pattern: early settlers
induced others from their home areas to join them."” Such locally in-

¥Huang Chao 1899: 117, 153. Huang (1789-1853), a Hakka scholar of Chen-p’ing (pres-
ent-day Chiao-ling) county in Chia-ying, complained that emigrants from his county seeking
legal entry into Taiwan had to secure certificates from both the Chen-p’ing authorities and the
subprefect stationed at Amoy. Thus they had to pay two sets of customary fees (lou-kuei) in
order to move from eastern Kwangtung to Taiwan via Amoy.

VFor example, kinsmen of a Chou-surname lineage in An-ch’i crossed over to Taiwan after
two brothers had migrated there and eventually opened a shop in the Taipei area. These Chou
kinsmen proceeded to establish a shipping company (Huang Shih-ch’iao 1971: 103). James L.
Watson, discussing Chinese chain migration overseas in more recent times, notes that “the lin-

eage is ideally suited to the needs of large-scale chain migration” (1975: 101). However, the
extent of continuous chains of migration to Taiwan among lineage members or single-lineage
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tensive migration eventually contributed to the growth of discrete,
homogeneous communities that were set apart from one another by
differences in speech, customs, and provenance.

Ch’ing-period migration to Taiwan was socially as well as sub-
culturally diverse. Though many of the immigrants who opened up
new land were destitute peasants, many of those who initiated land
reclamation projects or who invested in commercial enterprises were
wealthy. Increasing numbers of merchants and tradesmen (some-
times from areas outside the home region) also migrated to Taiwan
and established guilds and shops in towns and in administrative cen-
ters. Moreover, outlaws and outcasts entered Taiwan illegally, result-
ing in a sizable vagrant (liu-min) population of often desperate men
without local household registry or means of livelihood (Tai 1963b:
204—6). ' '

The initial restrictions on immigration, however, inevitably fa-
vored the wealthy, who were able to enter Taiwan legally. These priv-
ileged immigrants included landed proprietors and large-rent holders
(ta-tsu yeh) dependent on the goodwill of Taiwan’s authorities for
land grants and tax concessions, and large merchants and shipping
magnates dependent on official endorsements and protection. Impor-
tantly, wealthy immigrants and their descendants often maintained
strong links with their native areas and thereby helped to perpetuate
Taiwan’s subcultural heterogeneity.'®

Immigration from southern Fukien to Taiwan slowed down mark-
edly around the end of the eighteenth century after the island’s west-

ern lowland areas and the Taipei Basin were fully opened and the -

choice lands reclaimed. Although Hakka from eastern Kwangtung
continued to.cross the channel in appreciable numbers, the great ma-
jority of emigrants from both eastern Kwangtung and southern Fu-
kien went to Southeast Asia. This modern era of Chinese emigration
to Southeast Asia had little effect on subethnic relations in Taiwan

villagers is difficult to assess. Besides, there was a high degree of risk and uncertainty involved
in cross-channel migration to Taiwan. In 1814, for instance, a sizable group of Huang-surname
kinsmen from Chin-chiang departed for Taiwan on two junks. One junk arrived at the north-
ern port of Pa-li-fen, but the other was driven southward by strong winds and tides to the mid-
island port town of Lu-kang. The men from this second junk settled nearby on the Chang-hua
county border (Huang Shih-ch’iao 1968: 122).

Little attention has been paid to migrants who returned to the home region. Some could
afford to retire at home as a matter of preference, but others were forced home by rebellions or
feuds (Huang Shih-ch’iao 1968: 128), by family or lineage orders, and by jobs—for example, to
copy genealogical records (Huang Shih-ch’iao 1969: 108, 112). Those returnees who went back

to Taiwan undoubtedly contributed to the cultural enrichment of their particular island
communities.

\
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or on the nature of the diminished flow of cross—ghapnel rr‘ngralnts.(.l
Ch’ing-period migration to Taiwan, like the subethnic rlvalr{" it h(i ped
to spawn, remained essentially a product of premodern political an

i nomic conditions. ' ‘

So?ef;;lce%ent. Prior to the establishment of Ch’ing rule in 1684,

Chinese settlement in Taiwan was concentrated on the. squthwestern
coastal plains in portions of present-day Tainan, Chia-i, arlld Ka}c:-
hsiung counties. A few isolated settlements were scattered along the
west-central and northern coasts. During the latter part of the seven-
teenth century and the first half of the eighteenth, the already cplo-
nized areas in the southwest acquired much denser populations.
From early in the eighteenth century, west-central areas also began to
attract considerable settlement; and from the' second ha.lf'of that ceﬁ-
tury (following the opening of the Taipei Basin aqd addltlonal norlt -
ern coastal areas), the north received a su_bstangal influx of se(tz1 el:s
as well. Upland areas and interior mountain bas1n§eusually hel 1}17
aborigines—tended to be settled la.ter, oft'en du’rlng the mne'teentd
century. Finally, steady settlement in the '1sland‘s southerﬁ tlcphil'n

along its rugged eastern coast did not begin until late in t el ing
period, except in Keelung and I-lan. (The first permanent settlers ar-
rived in I-lan in 1796.) _

Maps prepared by Ch’en Cheng-hS{ang (19.59: 24, 10. 395 1191:251,
nos. 153—64) indicate the general Fhstrlbu‘tlon of Taiwan’s (S:E’ cu:
tural groups at the end of the Ch’lt}g period. They §how uanf
chou and Chang-chou populations in the old,.estabhshed areas o
the southwest, early Hakka settlements iI‘l the interior of what \lz(vljs
once Feng-shan county (Kaohsiung and P’ing-tung), and lat’er Ha" a
settlements in the mountainous areas of present-day T’ao-yuan,
Hsin-chu, and Miao-li counties. The maps also Sl”IOW heavy co;ll-
centrations of Ch’iian-chou people (mainly from T ung-an and the
Three Counties) along nearly the entire western .coasthne.. Chang-
chou people dominated stretches of <.:oast11ne only in Kaohsulllng, Tai-
nan, Yiin-lin, and T’ao-ytian counties, along with the nort east?rg
coastline around Keelung and I-lan; and Hakka groups c:ccupled
only a few western coastal areas in Miao-li, northern T’ao-yiian, an

’ing-tung countles. .
¢ 1};%;‘: rgnaps tend to support the standard Vi.t.tw of Chl_nese.settle-
ment in Taiwan. According to this view, Ch’ian-chou immigrants
arrived first and established villages and towns near harbors and
mouths of rivers; Chang-chou immigrants arrived next and settled
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father inland along the western plains; and Hakka immigrants
arrlyed lasF and were forced to settle in less productive hilly areas
(Ch’en Chi-lu 1972: 87). The problem with these generalizations is
Fhat_ they are accurate only for certain areas of Taiwan and do not do
justice to the complexity and diversity of settlement patterns. The
first sefttler‘s along parts of Yiin-lin’s coast, for example, were Cl.lan -
chou immigrants, who were subsequently pushed inl;nd by lar gr
groups of Ch’ian-chou immigrants. Similarly, various groupsgof
Hakka settlers were forced inland by the arrival of larger groups of
Hokl.o settlers. Moreover, the standard view of settlement doef not
take'mto account local conditions. Few areas in the plains and basins
for instance, came under the exclusive control of one silbethnié
group—a fact made clear by the extensive subethnic feuding that oc-
c.urred in many parts of Taiwan from the late eighteenth century un-
til Wﬁ;ll into the second half of the nineteenth century. ’
Taiwan’s history of subethnic conflict is not merely evidence that

most parts of the island were ethnically mixed; it also indicates that

s§ttlem§nt patterns changed. Internal migration—whether forced or
simply in response to newly opened land—was frequent and impor-
tant. Lien Wen-hsi shows (1971: 9—24; 1972: 6—7) that Hakka la-
b01"er_and settler groups often remained highly mobile, not only re-
claiming lowland areas but opening up mountainous t’racts as well
Many Hoklo likewise remained mobile. Chang-chou people, for in:
stance, made up a majority of the more than forty thousand’inhabi-
tants of northern Taiwan who poured into the I-lan Plain during the
first decade of settlement there. Similarly, in the middle of the iine-
teenth century Chang-chou and Ch’tian-chou settlers opened up the
mountainous P’u-li Basin in central Taiwan. Feuds broke out amon

§ubethn1c groups in both I-lan and P’u-li; in I-lan, the feuds escalateg
1nt(’)" local warfare when the Chang-chou majority fought allied
Ch’iian-chou, Hakka, and aboriginal opponents (Hsu Cho-yun1972:
53—54). The subethnic strife in I-lan and P’u-li is especially signiﬁ:
cant because it shows how easily intense rivalry developed during the
elghtef.:nt}'l century could later spread to frontier territories, often
necessitating still further internal migration and making T;iwan’

settlement patterns even more complex.” 5

19 ’

Hakll(x; i;l;lnér Sf(goen)iatr}?ple, t:thf:l Chang;fcl;lou Inajority succeeded in driving Ch’itan-chou and
' om the central part ot the plain to localities as far south as Lo-t L
;1.907n71at.h:;81). In Yiin-lin, Ch_’u.an—cho_u immigrants drove both Chang-chou and Hlallrzl%a( s:trglz?s’

coast, not only seizing their lands, but installing different community and surname

N
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Towns and walled cities. Taiwan’s market and port towns were
often affected by the same kinds of subethnic rivalries that affected
the countryside. Indeed, as the population grew and as competition
over trade and resources increased, subethnic rivalry naturally as-
sumed an urban dimension. In fact, subethnic feuds sometimes dra-
matically changed the composition of town populations and even
altered towns’ sizes and locations. For example, the Chang-chou
townspeople of Pei-kang moved east and formed a new market town
at Hsin-kang because of friction with Pei-kang’s more numerous
Chiian-chou residents.? In southwestern Miao-li, recurrent feuds
among Ch’iian-chou, Chang-chou, and Hakka groups during the
middle of the nineteenth century led to the formation of three sepa-
rate port towns (Ts’ai Chen-feng 1897: 118).

Although there was a tendency for towns to become the exclusive
territory of one or another local subcultural grouping, this was not

" always the case. As a result of a feud between Three Counties and

T’ung-an townspeople in Meng-chia, for instance, the T’ung-an in-
habitants fled downriver and joined with Chang-chou people to de-
velop Ta-tao-ch’eng as a rival port. Accommodation, then, was an
alternative to separation as a response to subethnic strife. Successful
efforts to survive by means of accommodation also took place in
rural areas—as in parts of Chang-hua county where neighboring
Chang-chou and Hakka communities learned to live together (lead-
ing to the eventual assimilation of the Hakka) as a result of pressure
from powerful Ch’iian-chou alignments (Hsi Chia-ming 1973). In
the turbulent Tou-liu area of Yiin-lin county, Hakka inhabitants sim-
ilarly acquired the speech and religious practices of their dominant
Chang-chou neighbors (Ni 1894: 30).

Conditions in Taiwan’s walled cities—its prefectural, subprefec-
tural, and county seats, largely postdating pioneering settlements—
also favored accommodation. In these protected localities, the in-
habitants generally enjoyed relative peace and order, except in times
of uprisings and urban riots. The “guest” residents, including offi-

deities in their abandoned temples (Yiin-lin Record 1972: 120). Again, most Hakka settlers
moved southward from the Taipei Basin when menaced by intense Chang-chou and Ch’iian-
chou rivalry during the middle part of the nineteenth century. These Hakka even abandoned
their major commercial and religious center at Hsin-chuang (Lien 1971: 21—24; 1972 13—14).

Thereafter, animosity continued between Pei-kang Ch’iian-chou and Hsin-kang Chang-
chou. Pei-kang Ch’iian-chou would not marry their daughters to Hsin-kang Chang-chou, but
they would accept wives from them. Such discriminatory practices led to subethnic feuds be-
tween the two townspeople (Yiin-lin Record 1972: 120).
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cials and theiF entourages, hailed from many mainland areas besides
the hqme region, and this helped to create a cosmopolitan environ-
ment in which local elites often developed interests and ties that tran-
sce:nded particular communities and subethnic groups. However,
Tlalvyan’s administrative centers contained mainly mixed Hoklo popj
:.le Sa;llc])gst.hseliiasbig iil;ka communities rarely formed in the walled cit-
.The literature of the period, in fact, suggests that Hakka were dis-
crlqllnated against in some walled cities by the Hoklo populace and
at times, by local officials. Around 1720, for example, Tainan resij
dents were cautioned by the authorities not to rent to H,akka SO as to
stop them from becoming too numerous within the city’s four wards
(Lien 1971: 5). Thereafter, with the exception of wealthy individuals
’and outstanding gentry-scholars, the island’s Hakka appear to have
been treated as outsiders in that prefectural center. This seems to
hav§ been the case in Hsin-chu city as well. Hakka went there for
business and scholarly purposes (Huang Chung-sheng 1960: 16), but
were dgnied the full advantages of city or suburban life bécau;e of
tbelr dialect, troublesome reputations, and relative lack of commer-
cial experience.” i

Subethnic rivalry and island development. In order to under-
stand more clearly how settlement and subethnic rivalry were re-
lated, we may envision three general stages of development for the
areas of Taiwan settled during the Ch’ing period. First was a pioneer-
Ing stage in which wilderness territories were opened for cultivation;
next came an intermediate stage of economic growth; and ﬁnall,
came an advanced stage in which local society more cl,osely resem}i
bled that prevailing in long-established communities in the home
region. '

Although subethnic conflict sometimes occurred when diverse set-
tlers converged on the same wilderness areas, cooperation was often
the rule during the pioneering stage. Settlers worked together on
land reclamation and water control projects and fought together
against hostile aborigines. Many settler bands were naturally close-
kr,‘ut groups of kinsmen and associates with “common locality”
(ung-hsiang) ties. But at other times, tenants and laborers of diverse

At the Chang-hua coun i
_ ty seat, where a predominantly Chang-cho lati i '
Hakka residents were apparently tolerated. The Chang-hua gazetgeer (éh%(:lplll-lzinfg ez}-ﬂszt;ds
mentions that both Min (Fukien) and Yiieh (Kwangtung) family schools ( g

CaIrlCd on In Se€parate dlalects) were 10C ty
h as in
ﬂted Wltlllll the city as WCH §1n Co

where learning was
unty market centers
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origins had to be collected to gain sufficient manpower for large-
scale undertakings. Such cooperative ventures were usually arranged
through proprietorships established to open up specific localities. In
lowland areas, Ch’iian-chou and Chang-chou proprietors officially
authorized as “reclamation householders” (k’en-hu) sometimes re-
cruited mixed Hoklo bands. They also appear to have employed
Hakka laborers who had no tenancy privileges. Lien Wen-hsi lists
(1971) many instances when Hakka and Hoklo together reclaimed
lands in wilderness areas from Chia-i northward. The pioneer settle-
ments that evolved from these joint ventures generally housed Hoklo
and Hakka workers in close proximity (sometimes in separate neigh-
borhoods, sometimes “roof-to-roof” within the same villages).

Hakka proprietors normally operated apart from their Hoklo

counterparts and formed settler bands from among their own peo-
ple. Beginning in the late eighteenth century, however, a number of
joint Hoklo-Hakka proprietorships were established to open up
mountainous terrain in northern Taiwan. Though the Hoklo and
Hakka partners (or major shareholders) cooperated directly in man-
agement, they generally recruited separate bands of tenant-settlers,
who lived and worked apart. These joint proprietorships proved es-
pecially effective in coordinating land reclamation projects in sec-
tions of the island already beset by subethnic tension. The most out-
standing proprietorship of this nature—bearing the corporate name
Chin Kuang Fu—was formed in 1834 and partly subsidized by the
Tan-shui subprefect. This proprietorship enlisted around twenty-
four bands of Hoklo and Hakka settlers (mostly the latter), and in
thirteen years succeeded in opening sizable areas of rugged terrain
southwest of the subprefectural center in present-day Hsin-chu coun-
ty (Lien 1971: 17).

The intermediate stage of development began in each area after the
better lands had been reclaimed and more immigrants had arrived on
the scene. This second stage was marked by the spread of new mar-
ket centers, the construction of irrigation systems (coupled with in-
creased agricultural production), the attainment of more balanced
age and sex ratios, and the appearance of new kinds of local leaders
in keeping with significant cultural and commetcial advances. More-
over, population growth and economic expansion led to more com-
petition for land and other limited resources as well as to more
commercial and social rivalry—all factors that tended to intensify
subethnic conflict. This increase in local discord occurred as pioneer
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settlements segmented or disappeared, leaving in their stead commu-
nal groups based largely on shared provenance, dialect, and religious
customs.

The competition that disrupted older mixed settlements In turn
fostered solidarity within these more discrete communal groups. In-
deed, as local discord assumed the guise of intercommunity st‘rife
people.’s interests and loyalties became closely linked with the welfaré
of tht::ll‘ respective communities regardless of their status. wealth
and l_(linship affiliations. At the same time, conflict among ri,val comi
munities impeded the development of full and open intercommuni
relationships, which remained precarious and strained. v

Under tense and unstable conditions rivalry between such sub-
culturally discrete communities led to subethnic feuds. Communities
at feud often created alliances with other communities within their
local subcultural grouping or with “friendly” communities nearb
thus spreading their feuds over much larger areas. In time, intermiz-,

tent feuding turned territorial groupings into belligerent enclaves -

XVlth enduring boundaries. This escalation of violence also forced

neutral” communities to choose sides, causing isolated Ch’iian-
chou, Chang-chou, and Hakka inhabitants to seek protection among
peol?’le of their own kind. The highest degree of rural “coercive clo-
sure”—to usle fG. Whilliam Skinner’s term (1971: 279—80)—thus be-
came normal for the polariz iti i
ey mal for the fn. ed communities and enclaves in feud-

Feuding of such magnitude occurred mainly during one long and
severe phase of subethnic strife—a phase that began in 1782 when an
affray between Ch’ian-chou and Chang-chou villagers in Chang-hua
spr'eac.i northward into Tan-shui subprefecture as well as south into
Chia-i county. The problem was exacerbated in 1826 when Hoklo-
Hakkg feuding became widespread in the wake of a subethnic distur-
bal}se in the Chang-hua countryside (Ins 1928: 931—32). Thereafter
Ch uantchou, Chang-chou, and Hakka adversaries intermittent] :
battled in feud-afflicted areas throughout the west-central and north)-,
ern portions of the island. Elsewhere, extensive Hoklo-Hakka af-
frays, fpllowing feud patterns developed at the time of the Chu I-kuej
Rebellion (1721), became commonplace in districts of Feng-shan in
southern Taiwan. This virulent phase of subethnic strife lasting
roughly 81 years (from 1782 through 1862), largely coinci(’led with
the intermediate stage of Taiwan’s development.

Though plagued by subethnic conflict, the intermediate stage (as
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noted) was economically constructive. During the 81-year period of

severe strife, a number of irrigation systems were built through pri-

vate or community endeavor (Hsich Tung-min 1954: 228). Large

city-building projects, also requiring considerable local capital and
labor, were undertaken as well. Much of this development took place
in the west-central and northern areas of Taiwan where economic
growth was most evident despite the prevalence of subethnic feuds. It
is apparent, however, that extensive subethnic feuding had an ad-
verse effect on social development at levels higher than the discrete
community or local enclave. Social intercourse and cultural intet-
change were impeded and marketing often severely constricted in the
segregated countryside. Local government tended to become (or re-
main) ineffective and remiss. In sum, persistent large-scale feuding
disrupted the many ties that customarily linked the villages, market
towns, and walled cities together within a central-place hierarchy.”

* Feuding gradually subsided and tension lessened during the mid-
nineteenth century. In the 1860’s, the last of Taiwan’s great epidemics
of subethnic fighting came to an end, and a more stable and open
society evolved—an indication that the third stage of development
had begun. Signs foreshadowing this more mature stage had in fact
appeared earlier when Taiwan’s gentry-scholar class had begun to
assume more active leadership about the island (Lamley 1964: 92—
124). Subsequently, reforms in civil and military government and im-
provements in administration helped to make society in Taiwan in-
creasingly resemble that in the home region.

Subethnic Feuds and Government Response

In several important respects, Taiwan’s subethnic feuds seem to
have been patterned after the home region’s feuds among lineages
and surname aggregates. For one thing, feuds in both areas were
highly organized—in fact, almost with the formality of ritual. For
another, temples commonly served as headquarters for feud prepara-
tions. Moreover, the armed bands issuing forth from Taiwan’s com-

2 G, William Skinner has distinguished (1977: 275) two hierarchies of central places for late
imperial China: a formal one created and regulated by the imperial bureaucracy, and an infor-
mal one reflecting the natural structure of Chinese society (“a world of marketing and trading
systems, informal politics, and nested subcultures”). The two were interrelated. Extensive local
feuding directly affected the informal hierarchy; but the formal hierarchy also suffered when
officials became overburdened and, along with their underlings, were denied free access to
towns and village localities in a state of war.
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munity temples and i-min shrines (with banners, images of local de- 1

ities, etc.) reflected community and temple influence in much the
1s.ame way that the armed bands issuing forth from the home region’s
ineage temples manifested the strength of local lineages or of larger

buildups of surname aggregates. Then, too, temples in both areas -

were important in financing feuds. In Taiwan, funds from local an-
cestral estates (chi-ssu kung-yeh)—formed by kinship groups to sup-
port ancestor worship—were frequently used for feuds. In the home
region, proceeds from nearly identical “sacrificial land” (cheng-
ch ang-{f’zen) 'associations\were misappropriated for the same pur-
pose (Liu Hsing-t’ang 1936: 37—39). This form of support was less

substantial in Taiwan than it was in the home region because Tai-

r.van’s kins.hip groups had less corporate wealth. Nevertheless, local
ineages with common property (though not always of demonstrated
common descent, according to Wang Sung-hsing [1972: 175]) sup-

plied funds and leaders for feuds, as did Taiwan’s great families and

surname aggregates.

However, chi-ssu kung-yeh did not become numerous in Taiwan
until well into the nineteenth century. The extensive subethnic feuds
of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries appear to have been
ﬁna.nc'ed largely by local religious societies (shen-ming-hui). These
societies were usually organized to support the worship of particular
deities and to finance the upkeep of these deities’ altars and temples
alt.hough some served as organizations for supporting ancestor wo’rj
shlp or as professional or artisan associations.” By and large, the ver-
sgtlle .shen-ming-hui provided a network of mostly nonkin’ connec-
tions in communities lacking extensive agnatic ties.

The support that temples and religious associations provided for
feuding groups was not limited to men and money but extended to
supernatural aid from gods, ghosts, and ancestors. In Taiwan, for ex-
amp!e, the ghosts of local braves who had fallen in previo,us sub-
§thplc feuds (or in battles against rebels or aborigines) were cared for
in i-min shrines and called upon by shrine communities for help
against common enemies. More often, gods and ancestors were ap-
pealed to for their aid and blessings and requested to “witness” oaths
and contracts made in preparation for armed affrays.

BThe 19 ; ; ;
yen n the compiiaion Soe-s homtochens wo (e o o o descriptions by Sun Sen

yeh in Taiwan during this period and thereaft ’s di ion |
iz g ! _81; o eafter, see Tuan Sheng-feng’s discussion in the same
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Taiwan and the home region differed, however, with respect to
those who participated in the fighting. In the turbulent areas of
southern Fukien and eastern Kwangtung, where lineage feuds were
frequent, the fighting often led to the development of a professional
mercenary class dependent on feuds for a livelihood. In some coun-
ties, powerful rival bands of mercenaries were able to extort vast
amounts of lineage wealth, with a ruinous effect on the feuding lin-
eages and on local society in general. Nineteenth-century accounts,
for example, cite many cases of lineage leaders who were unable to
control or stop the feuds that they had started: reportedly, wealthy
lineage members became impoverished and powerful lineages grew
weak as a result (Cheng 1887: 621).

Feuding was most destructive, of course, when entire villages or
market towns were plundered and burned, and the survivors killed
or forced to flee, In Taiwan, feuds on this scale were sometimes in-
cited by bandits and vagrants merely anxious for an opportunity to
pillage. Taiwan’s authorities were appalled by the ease with which
feuds could begin, intensify, and spread to distant areas with similar
alignments of subethnic rivals. This matter was particularly serious
because large-scale feuds posed a direct threat to governmental au-
thority. Sometimes, in fact, subethnic feuds gave rise to rebellions,
although more often rebellions (dependent on subethnic alliances)
gave way to feuds. Taiwan’s most serious rebellions of the Ch’ing
period—those of Chu I-kuei (1721), Lin Shuang-wen (1786—87),

Chang Ping (1832), and Tai Ch’ao-ch’un (1862)—all involved sub-
ethnic strife (Ino 1928: 937—40). ,

In the long run, however, it appears that Taiwan’s subethnic feuds
did not have as ruinous a local effect as the home region’s lineage and
surname feuds. Growth and development, at least, continued in
those parts of Taiwan most affected by recurrent subethnic strife.
Large projects that required considerable local organization and co-
operation between rival communities were even carried out, some

as joint community ventures (such as the construction of irrigation
systems), others as projects initiated by Ch’ing officials and gentry
leaders. In northern Taiwan, the building of the Ko-ma-lan sub-
prefectural seat and the reconstruction of the walled Tan-shui sub-
prefectural center were accomplished by gentry-managed bands of
mutually estranged Hoklo and Hakka workers. Again, the wall-
building project at Taipei, the site of the new northern prefectural
center, was undertaken in the early 1880’s by rival Ch’iian-chou and
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Chang-chou managers and laborers who still bore grudges stemming
from the feuds of previous decades (Lamley 1977a: 186—93, 199—
2.00).

The ability of estranged rivals to work together helps to explain
how a period of severe subethnic strife could also be a period of eco-
nomic growth. Feuds, then, did not stop all productive pursuits, and
did not even rule out some kinds of cooperation between enemies.
The notion of “peace in the feud” (see Gluckman 1956: 1—26) is ap-
propriate for this situation in Taiwan. Tightly organized “closed”
communities imposed peace in their immediate locales, as did larger
enclaves in their respective territories. Other factors besides in-group
cohesion, however, helped to bring about this peace. The establish-
ment of new and exclusive market towns, the departure of weak
groups from strife-ridden localities, and the formation of extensive
“religious spheres” tended to reduce friction within closed-off ter-
ritories and to create more clearly delineated boundaries.* However,
these same factors also helped to uphold the status quo among bel-
ligerent groups.

These observations suggest that Taiwan’s local communal groups,
as parts of larger enclaves, fared better than lineage communities in
the home region did during prolonged periods of strife. Taiwan’s
communal groups were more sheltered within the island’s closed off
and subethnically homogeneous territories, and hence had a better
chance of maintaining their strength and solidarity. Nor do they
seem to have been as susceptible as feuding lineages in Fukien and
Kwangtung to exactions by mercenaries. Also, organized bandit and
vagrant bands tended to be treated as outcasts in Taiwan no matter
what their provenance: such dissidents were rarely able to derive sta-
tus and power by inciting violence and seldom gained access to cor-
porate sources of community wealth. Moreover, island communities
usually exercised more effective control over their fighting braves,
enlisting mainly their own young men and usually demobilizing
them—sometimes with the encouragement of wary local officials—
when their services were no longer urgently required (Lamley 1977b:
25—26; Li Ju-ho Eﬂ{ 4—5). Similarly, the presence of discrete rival

#For reference to “religious spheres”, see Shih Chen-min’s recent work on Chang-hua
(1973). There, during the Ch’ing period, the worship of home-region Hoklo deities was ex-
tended to neighboring villages, thus forming religious territories or spheres that amounted to
subcultural ritual units. A complementary study by Hsii Chia-ming (1973) indicates that small

Hakka communities under the threat of attack by Ch’iian-chou people joined Chang-chou vil-
lages in communal worship. Ultimately, the Hakka were assimilated.
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communities and enclaves in so many settled areas of Taiwan tended
to limit secret society activity.”’ .

Extensive feuding in Taiwan, as in the home region, tenc’led to oc-
cur in periods of chronic local disorder. Indeed, Talyvans 81-year
phase of severe subethnic strife coincided Wlt.h a Izasemod of .1slan'd—
wide turbulence highlighted by serious rebellions.” The animosity
bred by feuding and insurrections set the stage for further v1.olen§e,
so that even minor incidents were sufficient to spark great epldgmlcs
of subethnic strife. In such a troubled environment, the :fpeace in the
feud” often proved frail and short-lived, and local Ch’ing rule was

ly imperiled.
freglcl)(:g:';meft response. Ch’ing authorities ac.ted.hars.hly, though
not always effectively, to suppress subethnic feuding in T?uwan W.h.en-
ever armed affrays spread and threatened to engulf entire localities.
In the eyes of the government, such feuding was tantamount to local
rebellion. The precedent for dealing with large-scale feuding was es-
tablished in 1782 in response to the first major outbFeak of ﬁghtmg
between Ch’iian-chou and Chang-chou settlers. Officials qulckl.y dis-
patched troops to pacify troubled areas and ordered the execution of
rival leaders. The onset of extensive Hoklo-Hakka fighting in 1826
provoked a similar response, even prompting the. governor-general,
stationed in Foochow, to tour Taiwan and to dev1se a plan for bol-
stering local defenses in the northern half of the island (Lamley 1977a:
—87). '
1816\/1i1it723ry efforts, however, proved insufﬁ.cient to curb logal vio-
lence, largely because such efforts did nothing to le.:ssen. the intense
animosity that gave rise to the violence. In'f.act, this animosity was
sometimes exacerbated by local civil and military functionaries who
regarded Hakka settlers as “outside provincials” from 'Kwan'gtung.
Moreover, the actions of the Green Standard troops stationed in Tai-
wan constantly posed a problem. These rotated troops shared back-
grounds and traits with the island’s Ch’ian-chou and Chang-chou
i i iations fomented uprisings, subethnic friction
inv:r?glille;orcecblfrlr:iagfrffnzgzl:l;giﬁ;;?;sl Ztr}ida_fﬁ;ﬁglvers. Moreover, rpival com_mucxllal groulpi), nc;f
represented in local rebel forces _often sided with the ggvernment or else remained neutral. ;is.
ing the Lin Shuang-wen Rebellion, for example, Ch.uan—chou and Hakka alignments mh
turbed areas formed i-min units to oppose predominantly Chang-chou rebel forces (C anlg_
T’an 1974: 82—83). In the Ch’ing period, Taiwan’s Hgkka never f(_)mented large uprisings, a
though members of Hakka communities occaS{onally ]omed_ rebglhons. ’ o
2] ists of disturbances in Taiwan under Ch’ing rule are given in Chang T’an 1970: 35—43;

and Ch’en Shao-hsing 1964: 190—93. Together, these lis.ts indicate that the period 1782—1862
was highly disorderly in respect to both feuds and uprisings.
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inhabitants and were therefore apt to take sides in feuds rather than
act impartially to stop the fighting (Li Ju-ho 1970: 18—19). Further-
more, officials, officers, and yamen runners often tried to extract
bribes or fees by offering to intervene in feuds or in litigation follow-
ing outbreaks of violence. With unreliable subordinates and under-
lings, even the best officials were unable to maintain order, much less
devise means of reducing subethnic tension.

The makeshift solution to which local officials most frequently re-
sorted was to pit rival groups against each other, “using the people to
control the people” (i-min chib-min). The government’s formal rec-
ognition of armed Hakka bands as a legitimate militia in southern
Taiwan and the awards bestowed on these “righteous commoner”
(-min) forces for their stand against rebels during the Chu I-kuei Re-

bellion provide a notable instance. Thereafter, Hakka forces were de-

ployed as far north as Chia-i in later engagements with Hoklo rebels.
Spurred in part by the fear that internal disorder might invite

foreign intervention, Taiwan’s authorities experimented with other

forms of local control during the early nineteenth century. Local di-
rectors (tsung-li) and overseers (tung-shib) were selected from com-
moners living in rural communities, charged with keeping the peace,
and reprimanded whenever subethnic fighting took place in their lo-
calities. The authorities also began to introduce collective security
measures based on the existing pao-chia system under which regis-
tered households were organized into small units and the inhabitants
held accountable for each other’s actions. In 1833, a united chia
(lien-chia) system was briefly established in central areas of the island
to unite “law abiding people” (liang-min) within much larger units
made up of towns and nearby rural localities. In other parts of Tai-
wan, officials initiated “united village compacts” (lien-chuang yiieh)
that embraced entire rural districts. Under these compacts, large vil-
lages were required to protect small villages, and powerful kinship
groups were obliged to defend weak ones. United militias were also
formed to guard against local uprisings, banditry, and feuding.”
These early experiments in collective security were not very suc-
cessful in curbing subethnic strife. United chia and united village sys-
tems functioned only as long as dedicated officials were on hand, and
¥ For discussions\oﬂthe various forms of militia and local control that operated in Taiwan
under Ch’ing rule, see Ind 1928: 941—46; and Tai 1963a: 77—82. The Ch’ing pao-chia system

and its different functions (including those related to police and militia operations throughout
many areas of China) are dealt with in Hsiao 1960: 43—83.
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even then were introduced in only a few areas..Furth.ermore., in most
instances such security measures called for the inclusion of rival com-
munities within the same units. During the latter half of Fhe; nine-
teenth century, however, local officials assumed a more realistic Vlel\(?V
of Taiwan’s deep-rooted subethnic rivalry and allowed separate Hok-
lo and Hakka confederations and militia bands to maintain order
within their own territories (Ino 1928: 941—42, 946).

Taiwan’s officials also tried to persuade rival communal groups to
refrain from violence—sometimes, by callipg upon local leaderfr }tlo
mediate disputes in their areas (Huang Hsm-cheng 1976: 82). 1e
problem with this approach was that subethmc conflict frequ;nth y
involved competition between the leaders of rn‘ral groups. Indeeﬁ , the
power and prestige acquired by leaders provided direct be?e ts 1'co
their respective groups—such as more fa}vorable treatment romd o-
cal civil and military functionaries. Ch’ing authorities fully under-

' stood this kind of competition among rival elites and attempted to

make use of it. One way of doing this was to give gentry status to
local notables. Throughout the Ch’ing period, in fact, the govgrln-
ment was generous in granting academic and gxpectant-ofﬁce tlft elsl
(conferring gentry status and privileges) to eminent 'members of a
three major subcultural groups as rewards for services. .Morgov.ef,
special Yiieh (Kwangtung) quotas were established for civil and mili-
tary sheng-yiian degrees in 1741 in an attempt to appease Tam;(an s
Hakka population. Thereafter, the competition became so keen
among Hoklo and Hakka scholars about the island that. quotas ap-
plicable to both groups were gradually enlarge.d. Early in the. rilneci
teenth century, a separate Yiieh quota was .alsq 1ntroduc§d for is }fm
Hakka competing in the provincial examinations held in Foochow
1973: 80—8 4).
(Ck;a;f e)?p733nding aﬁi‘ltjrivileged class, Taiwan’s gentry came more
into their own as leaders and community spokesmen d.u.rlng the first
half of the nineteenth century. Hence, Ch’ing authorl.tles began to
rely more heavily on them to intercede in _subethm.c disputes. Fepg-
shan officials, for example, made headway in rgducmg lopg-§tand1ng
tensions between Hoklo and Hakka in the' Hma-tan-ghm River area
after encouraging local gentry from both sides to act ]o_mtly a.s man-
agers of local irrigation systems and ferry services (Ino 192? 94?£
50). Such members of the gentry had much to gain in terms of wea ;‘
and influence from helping to alleviate chronic local disorder. As
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the gentry gradually formed wider ties and interests they naturall
tended to take a firmer stand against subethnic strif’e—not onl iy
Fhelr own localities but in other areas as well. One well-known re};uﬁ
is the discourse “Exhortation for Peace” (Ch’iian ho lun), delivered
by a northern gentry-scholar in an effort to end feudin:g between
Ch’tian-chou and Chang-chou communities in the Tan-shui sub-
prefecture (In6 1928: 950—51).

By' the middle of the nineteenth century, officials in Taiwan were
making even greater use of the gentry in their efforts to maintain
order. Hoklo and Hakka militia units, under local gentry comman-
dgrs, proved effective in quelling uprisings and in curbing subethnic
v1olence (Lamley 1964: 102, 108). Even when these units were not
actively deployed, power still gravitated into the hands of the gentr
commanders, whose interests and responsibilities increasingl gtran}j
scendf:d the confines of their own communities. As a result th}i,s en-
try .ehte was able to play a major role in curtailing subethni’c strifg
an island-wide basis from the 1860’s on. oo

Cpmprehensive reforms in government policy and administration
durll}g the final decades of Ch’ing rule also helped to reduce sub-
ethnic tegsion in Taiwan by allowing reform-minded gentry to serve
the state In various managerial capacities and to become advisers to
the island’s new senior officials. Moreover, Taiwan’s gentry leaders
begap to foster a wider sense of provincial identity that tended to
ove'rrlde local prejudice. Finally, the arrival of semimodern troops re-
cruited outside the home region also helped to bring about mofe o:—
derly conditions in areas of mixed settlement. Their presence on the
island also allowed the opening of remote coastal and mountaino
areas by mixed bands of settlers without subethnic strife -

Late Ch’ing turbulence and rivalry. Despite late Ch’.in reform
and the l(ias‘s‘ening of subethnic tension, local conditions z(iemaineci
_turbqlent in Taiwan. Banditry was still rife, and conflict with aborig-
ines 1ncregsed as greater numbers of Chinese troops and settle%
entered wilderness areas. Above all, conflict involving kinshi anj
surname groups became more widespread and intense. Previouslf se-

rious conflict between such groups had been limited mainly to y’ort
towns and to those rural localities where there was little s};betﬁn'

rivalry. Howeyer, as subethnic tension lessened in areas of mixed set
tlement, massive affrays among bellicose lineages, great families, and
surname aggregates began to take place, and communal feudin, re-
vived. Hence, in rural areas where powerful enclaves had fragmeited
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and created more open conditions (especially in mixed Hoklo lo-
calities), neighboring villages turned against one another, and new
feud patterns and cycles of “community closures” set in. Countryside
affrays (bsiang-tou), sustained by the predominant surname groups
of rival villages, proved awesome and destructive in both Hoklo and
Hakka localities.”

Meanwhile, rivalry among the island’s three major subcultural
groups assumed new dimensions when prominent Hoklo and Hakka
gentry leaders began to represent their respective groups at the pre-
fectural and provincial levels of Taiwan’s much revised government.
Competition arose over the familiar issue of quotas in Taiwan’s en-
larged examination system as well as over efforts to obtain patronage
and official favors. From time to time, hard-pressed authorities also
endeavored to secure the cooperation of important rival leaders.”
Such high-level competition among subcultural elites generally tran-

‘scended intercommunity rivalries and precluded the subethnic feud

strategies of the past.

Though subethnic conflict persisted, it was increasingly confined
to fights between Hoklo and Hakka groups—Ilocal affrays evident
even during Taiwan’s resistance to the Japanese in 1895 (Lamley
1970: 30, 51). On an island-wide basis, subethnic strife was large-
ly overshadowed by escalating kinship and surname disturbances,
which came to resemble the extensive lineage and surname-aggregate
feuds in Fukien and Kwangtung. This escalation took place as ag-
gressive common-surname groups formed networks of affiliations
over wider areas (Huang Hsiu-cheng 1976: 82). Thus in the late
Ch’ing period, the authorities were confronted with a familiar but
grave type of disorder that threatened to equal or exceed the bounds
of previous epidemics of subethnic feuds, for at that period most of
the nearly three million Chinese inhabitants of Taiwan shared only a

%See, for example, a Chang-hua scholar’s description of the widespread damage caused by
these rural feuds in the 1880’ (Hsii Tuan-fu 1970: 2723-24). Other evidence of this strife is
still at hand. Myron Cohen (1969: 179) translates a circular written sometime during the latter
part of the nineteenth century announcing a meeting of lincage members to prepare for an af-
fray in the Hakka district of Mei-nung (then in Feng-shan county). David Jordan (1972:
20—26) describes the “great” surname wars that took place in at least seven Hoklo villages
north of the Tainan prefectural center sometime between 1855 and 1870.

» For instance, when provincial officials undertook to bolster Taiwan’s defenses against Jap-
anese attack in 1894—95, they appointed an influential Chang-chou gentry leader to head an
island-wide militia system. But because almost all the enrolled militia units consisted of Hoklo
bands, the officials subsequently called upon the island’s most prominent Hakka gentry-scholar
to form a supplementary force composed of local Hakka braves and i-min bands (Lamley

1970: 35).
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few common surnames.’® Moreover, native-place ties within Taiwan
rather than subethnic identities per se, became increasingly imporj
tant, Particularly as north-south political rivalry developed between
Taipei, the new provincial capital, and Tainan, the old prefectural
center. This factor, too, had the effect of diluting subethnic feelings
and limiting their influence.

Subsequently, Japanese rule over Taiwan (1895—1945) hastened
the growth of a more distinctively Taiwanese perspective among the
island’s Chinese inhabitants. This perspective greatly reduced the sig-
nificance of subethnic divisions. Furthermore, the Japanese had
much more effective military and police forces at their disposal than
their Ch’ing predecessors had, and were therefore more successful in
curbing subethnic strife as well as kinship and surname violence. In
most areas, the orderly conditions under Japanese rule led to the
Peaceful merging of Ch’ian-chou and Chang-chou peoples. Today.
in fact, the descendants of Taiwan’s Ch’iian-chou and Chang-choxi

settlers seem much less aware of their different mainland origins;

often, they are only able to distinguish their backgrounds on the
basis of slight distinctions in speech. A degree of Hoklo-Hakka dis-
cord has continued, however, nourished by long-standing differences
in dialect, customs, and attitudes. In areas where sizable communi-
ties of Hoklo and Hakka coexist, subcultural boundaries are still evi-
dent despite the many modern influences that encourage assimilation.

Conclusions

Subethnic rivalry arose in Taiwan during the Ch’ing period as a
result of heterogeneous Chinese immigration and settlement. Gener-
ally manifested through intercommunity competition among the
three major subcultural groups that emerged on the island, this wide-
spread form of rivalry in turn influenced internal migration and local
patterns of settlement. In the case of Taiwan, however, subethnic ri-
valry cannot be construed simply as a product of the pioneer stage in
Whigh diverse settler bands contended with each other in an effort to
survive and improve their lot. Such rivalry spread and intensified

_3°Li Tung-ming estimates that 97 percent of the Taiwanese (not counting aborigines and
mainlanders) share 100 surnames. Howevet, 53 percent share just ten of these surnames; and
almost 20 percent shal"e the two most common ones, Ch’en and Lin. That is, about one o,ut of
every nine Taiwanese is a Ch’en, and one out of every twelve is a Lin (1976, : 75—76). Hence,

through rl\{al surname networks among the ten most common surnames (especially the Ch’ens
and Lins), it was possible to foment massive and extensive local strife.
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during an intermediate stage of development, and persisted to a
lesser degree (and also at higher levels of political competition) even
after Taiwan had reached a relatively mature stage in the final dec-
ades of Ch’ing rule. Viewed over the course of many decades, sub-
ethnic rivalry may be seen to have been a factor that, to a greater or
lesser extent, continuously affected socioeconomic development in
many of the island’s areas of mixed Chinese settlement.

Subethnic rivalry also affected cultural change, particularly when
intergroup competition increased locally and communities of a more
discrete sort formed as a consequence. From this point on, settlers
and their descendants appear to have made concerted efforts to re-
adopt customs and practices native to their home areas in southern
Fukien and eastern Kwangtung. Their selective borrowing of re-
ligious traits proved especially significant: distinctions in home-area
deities and religious observances (reinforced by differences in speech

~ and other traditional customs) served as key cultural markers that

imparted exclusive identities to rival communities and more clearly
defined and reinforced the cleavages between them.

In a similar vein, the borrowing and adaptation of home-region
practices was evidenced by the organized feuding that lent such a vi-
olent tone to subethnic rivalry in Taiwan. Preparations for costly
armed affrays (hsieb-tou) entailed essentially the same institutional
procedures as those preceding the outbreak of lineage and surname
affrays in Fukien and Kwangtung. When the familiar hsieh-tou fash-
ion spread among local bodies of Ch’iian-chou, Chang-chou, and
Hakka adversaries, alarmed officials designated this version of armed
feuding as fen-lei hsieh-tou (literally, “armed affrays among diverse
types”), a term denoting the distinctively subethnic character of Tai-
wan’s communal feuds (Lamley 1977b: 10—11).

The feud seems to have been an appropriate form of conflict for
rival communities contending in an insecure environment plagued by
disorder and weak government. Communities at feud tended to bal-
ance off each other, thus allowing for a relative status quo and for
brief periods of peace. Moreover, feuding brought about a high de-
gree of community organization and cooperation under “closed”
conditions, factors that enabled local economic development to pro-
ceed. However, intermittent feuding also intensified and perpetuated
local tensions and consolidated the boundaries between contending
communities and enclaves, thereby enabling subethnic rivalry to be-
come an enduring and deeply rooted phenomenon in Taiwan.
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Feuds also tended to spread and spark subethnic disturbances in
other localities. As a result, extensive feud patterns formed among
subcultural groupings in many parts of Taiwan during the island’s
81-year period of severe subethnic stife. Subcultural configurations of

this magnitude were in turn important in creating the rudimentary -

frgmework of a plural society—a society segmented into three groups
with parallel structures and class hierarchies. Later on, however, a
ngl-deﬁned Plural society did not take shape, for the li’nes betwe,en
Taiwan’s major subcultural groups became blurred by both peace-
ful anfi violent proceedings: namely, social integration among local
groupings at peace, and widespread kinship and surname violence
that r.ev1ved intercommunity rivalries on the basis of common de-
scent instead of ethnicity per se. Nevertheless, each major group con-
tlnued to have representation by way of contacts between their re-
spective gentry elites and local Ch’ing authorities.

The state, in fact, played a ubiquitous role in the development of

subethnic rivalry in Taiwan. Ineffective restrictions and weak govern-

ment helped to bring about the heterogeneous immigration and set-
tlement that gave rise to Chinese subethnicity. Subsequently, weak
g_ove;nmental control allowed and, indeed, encouraged the %orma-
tion and preservation of bellicose rival communities. The discrimina-
tion and prejudice shown by civil and military functionaries further
stimulated subethnic contention. Finally, official concessions to one
or other subcultural group or local grouping not only fostered sub-
thnic rivalry but set precedents for competition of an economic, so-
cial, and political sort. Only when subethnic strife posed an imm,edi-
ite ctlhmf:at to lpcal prder did Ch’ing authorities normally take much
: Ez,h l;)ittt;lr;ericlvlzlpfrltles and tensions that made nearby communities
Despite the general negligence of Ch’ing officials, their reports
about subethnic rivalry in Taiwan help to keep historical issues in
proper perspective. One finds, for instance, that subethnic conflict
eventually .involved much larger segments of the island’s population
and.occupled more time than did Chinese-aboriginal contention
Again, the divisive influence of ingrained rivalries among local com:
munal groups usually hampered the spread of secret society and re-
bel activities during even the most serious uprisings. Ck’ing records
also serve to refute the commonly accepted idea that subethnic dis-

. . g )
sension prevailed only among frontier settlements adjusting to a new
environment.

/
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Research on Ch’ing-period subethnic rivalry not only provides a
better understanding of Taiwan’s past, but sheds light on the present.
Popular religion, for example, is still deeply rooted in the turbulent
past when territorial boundaries also served as religious boundaries
and when subethnic feuds were staged as religious wars. Something
of this fierce and competitive legacy is reflected in the conspicuous
consumption that accompanies Taiwanese religious festivals today.
Other reminders of earlier subethnic dissension are the divine guard-
ians and supernatural enemies figuring in local religious ritual. In ad-
dition, community graveyards and rural i-min shrines, devoted to the
spirits of fallen village braves, commemorate subethnic disturbances
of the past and vividly call to mind subethnic feuds and their grim
consequences.

One discovers that Taiwan’s subethnic rivalry had other long-last-
ing effects. The absence of periodic standard markets may be at-

~ tributed, at least in part, to subethnic feuds and to the “closed” com-

munities that prolonged conflict brought about (Crissman 1972:
253—54). Again, settlement patterns were affected, as were marriage
patterns—the latter perhaps permanently in some localities. Above
all, the prejudice against Hakka still apparent in Taiwanese society 1s
a carry-over from the Hoklo-Hakka rivalry of the Ch’ing period.

Finally, the more general study of subethnicity in Taiwan may
serve as a basis for comparative historical analysis of the interaction
of immigrant groups within China as well as within (and among)
Chinese settlements overseas. For over two millennia, groups of Han
Chinese with different backgrounds and local origins have migrated,
then intermixed along frontiers and in areas undergoing resettle-
ment. As in Taiwan, these mainland immigrant groups often adjusted
to their new environment and to other subcultural groups without
losing their subcultural identities.™

For anthropologists and historians dealing with Taiwan’s subeth-
nicity, the prospects of comparative research on the immigrant back-
grounds of the Nan-yang Chinese may be especially fruitful. In Ch’ing
times, the majority of these overseas Chinese hailed from southern
Fukien and eastern Kwangtung, like the Taiwanese. Also, there are
historical resemblances with the Taiwanese in their overseas migra-

31 Abner Cohen (1974: xiv) has called attention to similar situations in which immigrant
groups, rather than losing their cultural identities through integration, have reorganized their

own traditional customs or developed new customs under traditional symbols in an effort to
become more distinct. He has called this process “ethnic continuity” or “revival.”




Voluntary Associations and
Rural-Urban Migration

Alexander Chien-chung Yin

Theoretical Orientation

This paper deals historically and statistically with the adaptation
of Peng-hu migrants to life in Kaohsiung, a fast-growing industrial
city in southwestern Taiwan. Since the early part of the twentieth
century, the people of P’eng-hu have been migrating to Kaohsiung,
where they have relied largely on voluntary associations to solve
problems, cope with economic and ideological demands, elevate
their political and social status, and maintain contacts with their
place of origin. The primary aim of this study of Kaohsiung volun-
tary associations (common interest groups) is to suggest that dif-
ferent periods and patterns of migration strongly affected the process
of adaptation.

Kenneth Little provides a useful African model for the study of
voluntary associations. He employs the concepts of adaptation and
integration in studying the function of voluntary associations in so-
cial change, selecting for study a formerly “backward” area where
industrial growth was fully under way. A subsistence economy had
been replaced by a market economy, disturbing traditional ideas of
status and creating new social roles. People in these new roles tended
to interact with others on the basis of common economic, educa-
tional, religious, and political interests, rather than on the traditional
basis of common place of origin and common descent. Little found
that West African migrants in the urban areas adjusted to their new
environment by adopting selected Western values, technology, and

This study began in 1967; fieldwork was conducted in both P’eng-hu and Kaohsiung in
1968—69 and 1972—73. See also Yin 1969, 1975, 1976, 1978a, 1978b, and 1978c¢.




