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A Study of Ritual Organization and Culture in
the Light of the Concept of Community:

Using a Hakka Settlement in Six Villages in
Northern Dahu Parish as a Test Case

Lin Hsiu-hsin
Assistant Professor

National Chi Nan University
Graduate Institute of Adult and Continuing Education

We use the concepts and paradigms of community studies to analyze
the local ritual organizations of a Hakka region. By this study, we try to find
out the dynamic process and the rules of the formation, social integration
and differentiation of communities. Also the nature of bonds, the bound-
aries, the system of symbols of community and how the symbols correspond
to the social forms are the objects of our studies. Thereby the diverse repre-
sentations of paradigm of community can perhaps contribute to contempo-
rary issues revolving around the connection of different paradigms of com-
munity in macro-level and micro-level. Through our work in this case, we
derive some distinguishing characteristics in social dimension of community
study. First, the communities are not obligatorily formed by the bonds of
“place.” At one place, there can be multiple communities which proceed
continually the interaction with each other, where the integration and differ-
entiation take place in accordance with their consensus in the domain of
power and resource. As such, an individual can be related to multiple sites
of groups. The communities communicate to each other in the name of sym-
bols. The compatibility of these symbols decides the intensity of interaction
between communities. Thereby the collective will of different groups present
and tries to integrate with each others. Sometimes one symbol takes the
dominant place after this procedure.
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