African Religion and World Religious Studies

David Chidester’

I thank my host, Professor Chongsuh Kim, for inviting me to Seoul National
University and for giving me my title, “African Religion and World Religious
Studies.” This title provides an opportunity to do what we do in the academic
study of religion — to think about religion but also to think about how we
think about religion. In our work of interpreting, explaining, and analyzing
specific religious formations, we are also critical — especially, self-critical —
of our theoretical frameworks and research methods.

“African religion,” we must assume, refers to the variety of religious forms
of life in Africa. But the term has broadened to include variations of African
indigenous religion all over the world. According to the website,
Adherents.com, African traditional and diasporic religions account for the
religious affiliation of 100 million people, ranking eighth in this website’s
accounting of the major religions of the world (Adherents.com, 2008). Of
course, in the long history of the academic study of religion, indigenous
African religion has never featured in any list of the major “world religions.”
In its exclusive focus on textual traditions, the very notion of “world religions”
was designed to exclude the oral traditions, ritual repertoires, and social
formations of indigenous religions. Therefore, in using the phrase, “world
religious studies,” I do not mean the study of “world religions,” even if
indigenous religions could somehow be included in a system designed for their
exclusion. Instead, | mean a worldly religious studies that is finding new ways
forward against the background of critical reflection on the connections between
knowledge production and power relations in the study of religion.

Thinking critically about how we study religion requires a sense of our
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history. In his magisterial history, Religious Studies: The Making of a
Discipline, Walter Capps urged us to find new ways forward by engaging the
past of this subject field. The study. of religion, he argued, “cannot pretend to
know its way unless it can relate to its intellectual past in narrative fashion”
(Capps 1995: xvi). According to Capps, our stories of the past must be flexible
and multiple. They must be flexible enough to include a diversity of
operational definitions, methodological interests, and theoretical questions. They
must be multiple because our narratives of the past emerge out of many
different geographical locations and historical situations. As Walter Capps
observed, “what the scholar does within the subject-field depends upon where
he is standing” (Capps 1979: 180). Everyone stands somewhere. Accordingly,
histories of the study of religion will be multiple as they arise out of many
different subject-positions.

In my own work, for many years | have been thinking about religion and
how we study religion from a perspective that is situated and shaped within a
colonized region such as southern Africa. My basic story can be found in
Savage Systems: Colonialism and Comparative Religion. Here 1 begin with
Walter Capps’ proposal that the study of religion must find ways to relate to
its past in narrative form if it is to develop any self-understanding as an
academic discipline. But I question the adequacy of any “internal” history of
intellectual trends in the study of religion (for example, Preus 1987; Sharpe
1986). Perhaps unkindly, I note: “What kind of histories are these? What kind
of narrative leaves out all the dramatic tension, human conflict, or human
comedy that makes for a good story” (Chidester 1996: xiii). Internal accounts
of academic founders, schools of thought, and theoretical engagements with
religion are important, but they are not adequate for meeting the challenge of
rendering the history of the study of religion in historical narratives.

Developing a theme from historian of religions Charles H. Long, [ argue in
Savage Systems that “the history of the study of religion is the dramatic story
of the complex relationship between European Enlightenment concepts about the

nature of religion and the violent reality experienced by people and cultures all
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over the world who were conquered and colonized by Europeans” (Chidester
1996: xiii; Long 1986: 3-4). Since colonialism was never a single process and
people underwent colonization differently and unevenly, this “dramatic story”
can only be multiple, with many narratives situating academic interests in
relation to imperial ambitions and specific colonial conditions.

Here I want to outline the past of the study of religion in three overlapping
stages—colonial religious studies, imperial religious studies, and world religious
studies. In using the phrase, “world religious studies,” I imagine a project
along the lines that have been proposed for “world anthropologies” (Ribeiro
and Escobar 2006). As Gustavo Lins Ribeiro has observed, this project is
critical of the links between knowledge and power, analysing the ways in
which anthropological knowledge is “embedded in certain social, cultural and
political dynamics that unfold in contexts which are differently and historically
structured by changing power relations” (Ribeiro 2006: 363). But the project is
also creative in exploring new opportunities “to foster conversations among
anthropologists from various regions of the world in order to assess the
diversity of relations between regional or national anthropologies and a
contested, power-laden disciplinary discourse” (Ribeiro 2006: 364). A similar
initiative in world religious studies, which is not controlled by any imperial
center, but is animated by conversations among people who have undergone
colonialism, might open new possibilities for the study of religion.

The way forward, as Walter Capps proposed, requires us to go back through
the history of the study of religion. But we will all go back through that past
in different ways. Situated in South Africa, 1 go back through the history of
the study of religion by paying special attention to British colonial interventions
and imperial appropriations of African religion. But our history must be
multiple and flexible, including many imperial adventures and colonial
encounters, but also including the ongoing exchanges among scholars all over
the world that are currently reshaping the study of religion as world religious

studies.



Colonial Religious Studies

I begin with colonial religious studies, thinking about religion and religions
under colonial conditions, where the linkages between knowledge and power
have been most evident and most violent. My location in South Africa has
taught me about the violent politics of defining religion. Here 1 learned new
meanings for the old truism that religion has always been an oppositional term.
The ancient Latin, religio, whatever it might have meant, was inevitably
defined in opposition to superstitio. However the term, religio, might have been
understood in Latin antiquity, whether as pious repetition, as paying attention,
or as binding relations, it was always understood in contrast to its opposite,
superstitio. The great linguist, Emile Benveniste, underscored the oppositional
definition of religio by observing that in ancient Roman usage the piety of
religio was defined as the contrary of the ignorance, fear, and fraud of
superstitio. As Benveniste wrote, “the notion of ‘religion’ requires, so to speak,
by opposition, that of ‘superstition” (1973: 522). [ have cited this insight
many times (for example, Chidester, 1996: 234; Chidester, 2005a: 17). But 1
would not have recognized it as an insight at all if I had not found that this
oppositional definition of religion had been definitive in South African history.

From a South African perspective, our keyword, “religion,” did not come
from Greco-Roman antiquity or the European Enlightenment. It came from the
sea in ships. It was carried by European travelers, traders, missionaries, and
colonial administrators, who first deployed it as an instrument of denial, as a
weapon, by reporting that Africans had no religion. Sometimes, European
sailors just looked over the side of the boat and found that people on the land
had no religion. Eventually, they entered contested frontiers and found that
people on the battlefield had no religion and therefore had no right to the
land.

This colonial dynamic of discovering vacant land, which was vacant because
of religious defects or absences among the people inhabiting the land, was a

constant and recurring thematic, repeated all over the world, as a supplement to
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European overseas expansion. People who allegedly lacked such an important
human faculty as religion were also alleged to be less than fully human and
therefore to have no human rights to their land, their livestock, or control over
their own labor. Defining religion, therefore, meant something.

Against a background of worrying about diverse laws and sects (Biller, 1985;
Bossy, 1982), Europeans were prepared to recognize a diversity of religions,
beyond the two religions, Protestant Christianity and Catholic Christianity,
which were included when the word religions first appeared in English in the
1590s (Harrison, 1990: 39), to incorporate Christians, Jews, Muslims, and the
extremely vague but potentially expansive category of Pagans under the generic
designation, “religion” (Pailin, 1984). Therefore, finding that people had “no
religion” was not the same as finding people who were not Christians.
Peformatively, it was a denial of their humanity.

As 1 have documented in Savage Systems, European observers entered
contested territory in South Africa, over and over again, by asserting that
Africans had no religion. According to European reports, the Khoisan had no
religion; the Xhosa had no religion; the Zulu had no religion; the Tswana had
no religion. Instead, they allegedly lived in a world of superstition. Once they
were conquered and contained within a colonial administrative system, however,
all of these African groupings were found to have an indigenous religious
system.

While the European denial of the existence of any African religion was a
strategic intervention in a contested frontier, the “discovery” of indigenous
African religions in nineteenth-century southern Africa served the management
and control of local populations. On the Eastern Cape frontier, for example,
every European intruder, whether traveler, trader, missionary, or colonial agent,
consistently found that the indigenous Xhosa people of the region lacked any
trace of religion, allegedly living, by contrast, in a world of superstition. These
reports about the absence of any Xhosa religion continued until Xhosa political
independence was destroyed and they were placed under the authority of a

colonial administrative system. In 1858, the colonial magistrate, J. C. Warner,
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reported on the “religious system” of the Xhosa who had been shattered by
colonial warfare and contained within the colonial “village system.” With the
imposition of this colonial administrative system for native control, surveillance,
and tax collection, Warner discovered that the Xhosa actually had a religion,
even a religious system, that counted as a religion because it fulfilled the two
basic functions of any religious system by providing a sense of psychological
security and reinforcing social stability. According to this proto-functionalist in
the Eastern Cape, therefore, the Xhosa had a religious system that could be
reduced to these psychological and social functions—security and stability—that
oddly duplicated the aims of the colonial administrative system in keeping
people in place (Warner, 1858).

Rather than representing an advance in human recognition, this discovery of
an indigenous religious system was a strategy of colonial containment that
mirrored the structure of the magisterial system, location system, or reserve
system (Chidester, 1996: 73-115). With the destruction of the last independent
African polity in the 1890s, when every African was in principle contained
within an urban location system or a rural reserve system, European observers
found that every African man, woman, and child shared the same religious
system, which was designated as “Bantu religion,” that fulfilled psychological
and social functions that kept people in their place.

Finding our keyword, “religion,” situated within this history of denial and
containment, we might want to abandon the word entirely. Some scholars of
religion have proposed doing away with the word, “religion” (for example,
Fitzgerald 1999). But I do not think we can shake off this colonial legacy so
easily. 1 think we are stuck with the word, for better or worse, because we are
still living in the shadows and in the light of its significance within a variety
of colonial contacts, encounters, and exchanges, Accordingly, we are faced with
the ongoing challenge of engaging “religion,” not as a fixed term of reference,
but as an occasion for critical reflection and creative analysis.

From an African perspective, one legacy of colonial religious studies is the

interest in providing an inventory of African religious systems. For example the
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notion of a Zulu religious system (see Berglund 1976; Chidester et. al. 1997:
212-275; Krige 1936; Preston-Whyte 1987), echoing the boundaries imposed by
the colonial location system or reserve system (Chidester 1996: 116-172), has
been constructed as an inventory of key features—God (Weir 2005; Worger
2001), ancestors (Hexham 1987), sacrifice (De Heusch 1985: 38-64; M.
Lambert 1993), divination (Du Toit 1971; Ngubane, 1977, 1981), and political
authority, asserted in collective rituals of fertility (Gluckman 1938) and warfare
(Guy 2005), but also bearing claims to sacred kingship in the lineage of the
thoroughly mythologized King Shaka that were most frequently and consistently
asserted by British colonizers and imperialists (Hamilton 1998; Wylie 2000).

In the colonial context, however, all of these features of indigenous Zulu
religion could not possibly be regarded as elements of a stable system. As
religious resources, simultaneously symbolic and material, all of these elements
were being deployed during the nineteenth century in complex and contested
negotiations under colonial conditions.

God, for example, was at stake and at risk in these negotiations. Almost
immediately after they arrived in Natal, the Anglican Bishop J. W. Colenso
and the Anglican missionary Henry Callaway became embroiled in an argument
over whether the Zulu had any indigenous understanding of a supreme being
that was similar to the Christian God. Colenso found that they did, identifying
two Zulu terms, uNkulunkulu (the “Great-Great-One™) and uMvelingangi (the
“First Out-Comer”), which he found equivalent to Yahweh and Elohim of the
Hebrew Bible. Disagreeing, Callaway found that the Zulu had no indigenous
understanding of God, arguing that uNkulunkulu was actually understood as the
original ancestor of the Zulu people. In accounts of the Zulu religious system,
this controversy persisted, with some commentators arguing for an indigenous
Zulu conception of God (Wanger 1923-26) and others arguing that Zulu
ancestral religion adopted such a concept from the Christian missions (Hexham
1981). By situating this question in the colonial context, however, we discover
a range of Zulu interpretive strategies being deployed along a contested but

expanding frontier of British influence and control. Under these conditions,
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people least affected by these changes tended to regard uNkulunkulu as the
original ancestor of their political grouping, while people whose political
autonomy had been destroyed interpreted uNkulunkulu as either the original
ancestor of all humanity or the supreme being of the world (Etherington 1987;
Chidester 1996: 160-165).

Ancestors, also, were also at risk. In the accounts collected during the
middle of the nineteenth century by Henry Callaway, ancestors appeared in
dreams calling for meat from their relatives who had been dispossessed and
calling to be brought home by their children who had been displaced
(Chidester 2008). Under these conditions of dispossession and displacement,
sacrificial exchange, domestic order, and the divination practiced by ritual
specialists were all profoundly affected by British military incursions and
colonial interventions. While the British colonial administrator Theophilus
Shepstone claimed the sacred mantle of King Shaka, putting himself forward as
the Supreme Chief of all Zulu people (McLendon 2004), indigenous Zulu
religious resources were being deployed and redeployed, mobilized and
contested, in a contact zone of intercultural relations and exchanges but also of
asymmetrical power relations.

Instead of a religious system, therefore, we find a religious contest under
violent conditions. By going back through this colonial history, 1 believe we
gain a new perspective on indigenous African religion as a dynamic, fluid, and
contested set of resources that were deployed in a transcultural contact zone
(Carrasco 2004; Ortiz 1947; Pratt 1992). Certainly, this understanding of
religion as resources and strategies could be extended more broadly to the
analysis of any religious form of life. In the case of indigenous African
religion, however, such a situated and dynamic rendering is necessary to
counteract colonial containments of these resources and strategies as a “religious

system” that can be contained and controlled within an inventory.
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Imperial Religious Studies

Neglecting colonial situations, earlier histories of the study of religion
concentrated on developments in the imperial centers of Britain, Germany,
France, or the Netherlands. In graduate school during the 1970s, I learned that
my academic discipline had a founder, the German expatriate at Oxford, F.
Max Miiller, whose 1870 lectures in London on the science of religion
inaugurated an academic study of religion (Miiller 1873). I also learned that
everything he said was wrong. But at least I was happy to learn that I had an
original ancestor in an ancestral lineage that included other late-Victorian
British intellectuals, such as E. B. Tylor, Andrew Lang, and James Frazer, who
played crucial roles, whether they knew it or not, in founding an academic
study of religion.

However, when I relocated to South Africa, 1 read their work again and 1
realized that they were not just talking about religion; they were talking about
Africans. Their theorizing about the original, “primitive,” religion was directly
related to British imperial ambitions to understand and subdue the African
“savages” of South Africa.

In the case of F. Max Miiller, 1 found that his theorizing about religion was
informed not only by the library of the “Sacred Books of the East” but also
by the scope of the British Empire, especially by its imperial anchors in India
and South Africa. As an expert in Sanskrit, translator of the Vedas, and
commentator on the religious traditions of India, Max Miiller might be expected
to have a professional and perhaps even political interest in India. His ongoing,
life-long interest in South Africa might be surprising. But he corresponded with
early researchers in South Africa from the mid-1850s—the Anglican Bishop J.
W. Colenso, the philologist W. H. I. Bleek, and the missionary ethnographer
Henry Callaway—and he incorporated their “findings” into his theorizing about
religion (Chidester 2004). In their reports about the Zulu of South Africa,
Miiller found primary data he could incorporate into his generic reflections on

language, mythology, and religion. From the imperial center, having adopted a
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British imperial position in the world, F. Max Miiller amplified the imperial
worldview in his last publication that appeared before his death, a vigorous and
polemical defense of British sovereignty over South Africa (Miiller, 1900).

What difference does any of this make? Setting politics aside, British
imperial theorists could still have insights—Max Miiller on language and
religion, E. B. Tylor on cognition and religion, Andrew Lang on culture and
religion, James Frazer on ritual, magic, and religion, and so on—that might still
be valid. After all, we are talking about the early stages of an emerging
science of religion. 1 am not interested in vilifying my own ancestors in the
academic study of religion. I am not telling a simple story about “good guys”
and “bad guys” in the study of religion. Again, trying to come to terms with
my location in South Africa, I have been working to understand how theorizing
about religion has been related—historically, geographically—to the people of
this place.

I have found what I call a triple mediation—imperial theorists mediating their
understanding of the human between “primitive” ancestors of humanity and
“savages” on the periphery of empire; colonial settlers, including those “men on
the spot” in South Africa such as Colenso, Bleek, and Callaway, mediating
between the metropolitan center and the contested and shifting colonial terrain;
and indigenous Africans, increasingly dispossessed and dislocated, mediating
between ancestral traditions and new religious, social, and economic forces in a
colonial situation. All of these mediations, I think, can be brought together in
gaining a rich, multifaceted understanding of the cultural history of theorizing
religion (Chidester 2007).

However, one legacy of imperial religious studies is the reduction of African
religion to a “mentality,” whether that mentality is critiqued as an unwarranted
survival from human prehistory or celebrated as a persistence of an African
identity that is “incurably religious” (Platvoet and Van Rinsum 2003). The
“father” of British anthropology, E. B. Tylor, based his entire theory of the
origin of religion, animism, on the primitive inability to distinguish between

dreams and waking consciousness. He cited Zulu data collected in Henry
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Callaway’s Religious System of the Amazulu, data that which actually gathered
by the African Christian convert, Mpengula Mbande, as his best evidence for
this original “house of dreams” (Tylor 1871: 1:399-400, citing Callaway
1868-70: 260 and 1872: 170; see Chidester 2005b: 78-81; 2008). Tylor also
invoked the Zulu as survivals of the “inveterate ignorance” that characterized
the primitive mentality of human beings in the earliest phase of evolution. In
Tylor’s “intellectualist” theory of religion, primitives might have suffered from
primordial stupidity, but they exercised their limited intellectual powers to
develop explanations of the world in which they lived. As evidence of this
primitive mentality, Tylor invoked Mpengula Mbande, who observed that “we
are told all things, and assent without seeing clearly whether they are true or
not” (Tylor 1871: 2:387; citing Callaway 1868-70: 11-12). However, Mbande’s
point in this statement was that most Zulu-speaking people had not accepted
the truth of the Christian gospel proclaimed by Callaway’s mission. Instead of
offering “savage” evidence of primordial stupidity, therefore, Mpengula Mbande
was announcing his recently acquired Christian commitment. Although Tylor
preferred to erase such an entanglement from any reconstruction of “savage”
religion, his citation of Mbande as evidence suggests the futility of his
enterprise. Everything, even thinking, was thoroughly entangled in colonial
relations.

As a strategic counterattack against European denigration of African religion
as primitive mentality, John Mbiti’s celebration of African religiosity as an
all-pervasive spiritual mentality is an understandable but untenable rendering of
African religion. According to Mbiti, an indigenous religious mentality pervades
every aspect of African life.

Wherever the African is, there is his religion: he carries it to the fields
where he is sowing seeds or harvesting a new crop; he takes it with him to
the beer party or to attend a funeral ceremony; and if he is educated, he
takes religion with him to the examination room at school or in the
university; if he is a politician he takes it to the house of parliament.
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In every public sphere of economic, social, and political activity, Africans,
according to Mbiti, are essentially religious. “Although many African languages
do not have a word for religion as such,” Mbiti admitted, “it nevertheless
accompanies the individual from long before his birth to long after his physical
death” (Mbiti 1969: 1-2; see Mbiti 1975: 30). This religious portability,
however, is a consequence of precisely the kinds of colonial disruptions that
we find in nineteenth-century Zulu religious dreaming. Detached from “locative”
relations of ancestral exchange and orientation, this “utopian” religiosity can be
taken anywhere (or nowhere) as a mobile mentality.

Although cognitive studies in religion have made significant advances in
recent years, we are still faced with the challenge of situating mentality in
social space (see Lewis-Williams 2002). African religion, however rendered,
must be more than a generalized mentality. In a discussion of intellectualist
theories of religion in which religion is explained as way of explaining and
seeking control over the environment, Thomas Lawson and Robert McCauley
invoke the Zulu in passing, observing that an intellectualist rendering of
religion finds that “the reason the Zulu have a belief in and rites involving the
ancestors is that such a belief and the attendant rites enable the Zulu to
develop and explanatory theory which not only accounts for any contingency
but also permits them to devise means to attempt to control their environment”
(1990: 35; see Horton 1997). However, if we go back through the colonial
history, we must wonder about the wvalidity of such an “intellectualist”
explanation of Zulu religious mentality as a proto-scientific means of
explanation and control. Everything in nineteenth-century Zulu religious life
suggests that all interpretations were contingent and that the cultural, social,
and political environment was out of control. Instead of a religious mentality,
we find people struggling with indeterminacy and chaos. In going back through
the history of the study of religion, therefore, we must pay attention to the
gaps between imperial ambitions for conceptual control and the realities of

colonial situations.
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World Religious Studies

We are still faced with the challenge of telling stories about our past. In
recent years, considerable work has gone into providing flexible, multiple
narratives for the history of the study of religion, situating the subject-field in
cultural, social, and political dynamics both inside and outside of the modern
West.

Tracing the development of Religionswissenschaft in  Europe, Hans
Kippenberg (1997; 2002) reviewed classic theorists and schools of thought. But
he sought to identify those academic interests as engagements with the rise of
modernity. His history of the field, therefore, was more flexible in its inclusion
of social factors and forces that might be regarded as extraneous in a purely
internal account of the development of the study of religion. New narratives of
the history of the study of religion in Europe and North America have also
provided counter-narratives that call attention to aspects religious studies
previously ignored or suppressed. For example, turning anthropological methods
back on the West, Talal Asad (1993; 2003) investigated the disciplinary
practices and historical conflicts that gave rise to the religious and the secular
in Europe. John P. Burris (2001) focused on international expositions, which
were material display rather than “pure” academic research, as occasions for
both public exhibition and public education about the diversity of religions that
represented a significant counterpoint to the development of the academic study
of religion. Focusing on the history of theorizing magic, the supposed contrary
of religion, Randall Styers (2004) developed an insightful historical analysis of
the emergence and significance of the basic categories of religion, magic, and
science in the study of religion and in the modern world. Retracing the
genealogy of the study of religion in Europe and North America, Tomoko
Masuzawa’s (2005) close reading of the history of the idea of “world
religions” advanced an alternative narrative of the history of religious studies
by exploring how Christian universalism was both displaced and retained by

discourses of religious pluralism.
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In recent years, multiple narratives of the study of religion outside of Europe
have also proliferated. They have resituated attention to “religion” as both an
intellectual problem and a political project all over the world. From a variety
of vantage points, the history of the study of religion has been rendered in
colonial and postcolonial perspectives. Asian religions, according to earlier
scholarship, were “discovered” in Europe, with the “British discovery of
Hinduism” (Marshall 1970) or the “British discovery of Buddhism” (Almond
1988) providing the premise for stories about internal intellectual developments
within European philological and historical research.

By contrast, attention to colonial situations has demonstrated the ways in
which European discoveries were embedded in the power relations established
by the conquest and control of colonized populations. A collection of essays
edited by Donald Lopez, Jr., in 1995, Curators of the Buddha, suggested that a
variety of Buddhisms were not simply “discovered” but actually invented under
different colonial conditions from Sri Lanka to Tibet. Multiple narratives of the
study of religion, situated in colonial contexts, demystifying earlier accounts of
heroic European discoveries, have included colonial agents, from administrators
to missionaries, in the production of “knowledge” about the religious traditions
of Asia (King 1999; Reinders 2004).

However, these histories of “invented traditions” might still give too much
weight to European imperial ambitions. Under colonial conditions, religious
categories were not simply discovered or purely invented by outside observers.
They emerged through complex interrelations, negotiations, and mediations
between alien and indigenous intellectuals. In recent research on the invention
of “Hinduism,” for example, analysts have argued that Europeans discovered
religious category formations that were already shaped in India out of
distinctively Indian cultural, social, and political interests (Pennington 2005;
Wagoner 2003). But this new emphasis on indigenous agency retains the earlier
insights into the invention of traditions by arguing that the category of
“Hinduism” actually emerged out of both indigenous and alien inventions in an

ongoing process of intellectual production. Similarly, the emergence of the
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academic study of Chinese religions in Europe depended upon Asian and
European intellectuals discovering each other in relations of reciprocal
reinvention (Campany 2003; Girardot 2002). In these changing narratives of our
intellectual past, moving from discoveries through inventions to intercultural
mediations, we are gaining greater insight into the complex formations of basic
categories in the academic study of religion.

At the end of my book, Savage Systems, 1 conclude with the hope that by
going back through our colonial history we might clear a space in which
“something new in the study of religion can happen” (Chidester 1996: 266).
What is that something? What might be new?

Struggling against the continuing legacy of colonialism, imperialism, and
apartheid in South Africa, that “something new” must mean breaking free of
the shackles of the past. But it cannot mean forgetting the past. During my
very brief term in the post-apartheid government, serving as an advisor to
South Africa’s Minister of Education, we often referred to Milan Kundera’s
striking aphorism that the struggle of human beings against oppression is the
“struggle of memory against forgetting” (Kundera 1996: 4). Accordingly, in
creating something new, we must continue the struggle of memory.
Remembering our past, in multiple stories, is crucial to finding our way
forward,

But our stories, inevitably, are embedded in relations of power. Advocates of
“world anthropologies” have advanced a critique of the unequal relations of
power that still prevail between Euro-Atlantic centers of theory production and
all of the regions of the world that have undergone colonization. However,
these metropolitan centers, which have supposedly been exercising their
hegemony over academic inquiry, cannot contain all of the multiple voices, the
heteroglossia, of people telling different stories about their intellectual past in a
globalizing world. Accordingly, proponents of world anthropologies have argued
for the development of anthropological theory, research methods, and intellectual
agendas that are “less shaped by metropolitan hegemonies and more open to

the heteroglossic potential of globalization™ (Ribeiro 2006: 364).
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Open to this potential, world religious studies can be worldly in its critique
of dominating power relations and global in its inclusion of multiple narratives
of the study of religion.

With the translation of Savage Systems into Korean, | have seen glimpses of
how my African story might relate to Korean stories about the study of
religion, resonating with similar yet different narratives in which “religion” has
been an oppositional term in colonial contact zones. I would like to learn
more. In conclusion, in the hope of opening a space for mutual learning, I ask:
How has “religion” operated in Korea as an oppositional term, with legitimate
“religion” opposed to unwarranted “superstition,” in the religious, cultural, and
intellectual politics of colonial relations? Within Korean history, how has
“religion” appeared as both a term of denial, marking out absences, and a term
of discovery for the containment and control of populations? How are Korean
scholars, who I know have given a lot of thought to these questions, finding
new ways forward against the background of this history?

Going back through our histories, in different ways, we might find new
ways to move beyond colonial denials and containments and work together

within a world religious studies.
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< EFF £9 24 3wt 2 MEE 715 AudM gt %
(Hexham 1981). 12ju} A]91z] wig}e]] o] AF-E Foldoid, Sle ¥d &
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A Age] o] BNz ZHA guiE F JE Aok 1y oj=ert EF
Fae] 7o oA FuE W3l AFAHQ AL Fe RS 55 U9
BAST AoE F e Fu AP EA ol Ay AFE FAFE AU
Ao ¥EAs7] i doF otk

AF7e F2

Z7] FusAke AR GRole ARRA ga JFI 5Y, gz yd
gl AT FAAES] PSS FHE FAUck 1970 el US W,
B U] &E Bl Mt SAHEd UUYE 5 ARF ghx HY(F. Max
Muller)2}ar #igick 1870 Hdoxe] Fwdlthe science of religion)ol] ot
9] 7ol7t dAZQl £wdHan academic study of religion)S LEAIZ G uj
Ho U= =3 o 2d EE o] Eivhe Ak uiglth 2fdx B3}
i, v 249 AR ol 9Tl ke AL wige Aol Fodth o
AXols F7] BEzglo} Alcje] g= AAQIoIAY EFYE|(E. B. Tylor), A=FH
ZHAndrew Lang), Z#o]#(James Frazer)’} EFHH 0|52 AAEo] Y& B
2E 7 FAHQ Fusts Afe v o 98 A

a8y 7t golZgdtE $ASE ded, Ue 289 AXMES U el
5o s3] Fadl dig) Zela e Aol ok AS AUt 25 of
ZFI01Ed g Lskar AUk HEe], 2 “PAHR Faol it 159
oj&3} AL dolxzle] olxald) “olRIE g oldjsta AEsEE tIA



ofxel7} Emsh AA Fxe 31

o] oty AHHog o] YAk

v Faol] g 2 gy ol@st Tede 437 E, (Sacred books of
the East) ¥3(SCH)¥T ope} digAl=e] 99, 53] Axs} dopzejzte] 2
(anchors)oll &3 FRE HEWITHE S LAY AT EC]e] AE7IA
MWk, (Vedas) WAL Q=9 Fu AFEC i sidA=EA doe Axd
&l AFAA ARl FAAQJA FAE 7ML ATk A4E Y djok golx
g7hl gk 1o HA A&ERY FAS SRl e 1850 FEHEH
O AE3 Fa ZIF]. W. Colenso)t 38z B2y(W. H. Bleek), A
nZz)8kx} Ze}so)(Henry Calaway) 5 £7] d7AE MASHE A, 24
o] Fil o]l o]5e] “UHEE"S FolF UK Chidester 2004). Heje Hol
Zel7te] 5 QZulw)soll g 2EC] BHaoA dof, A8, T2ln Fad] of
g 29] UubAEQl Aol FHAWI YA ARES FE F UL AFFY F
AR AA gt d=e] AT AAE WolEHE v, FF ol
HHERE upet SHEAN F=9] Folzelgl FXlo| e EFFHol =AH
d WEE FR

o]y AMEo] od jo|E wHEold7l AX)FHQ WL =92 s, I A
FF9 oJ@7fEL A3 FAYEES /HEAR REA. Hele dog Fand),
B QA Faol, B Fhet T, ZolAe oot & Fa 5
AZo] QAR o5 e olHx FAsIE oBE $Ev Fudt] =
27) @0l sl oloprisla ok e SAIAQ Fastel =S g U
wA dsh= dlele #do] gtk vhe Tad o] “E3t oS a L o £
3t It olop7|E 3kazt sk Zlo] otk oA BERAY, dolzelilehs
W A9} BERle] WabE, Us Fi9] o83} 1 A9 ARRET HAtE
oz sz oz ofRA o] el dis) olsil] fslkd Arsiea Sl
ok

vh= W7t “3%¢] F4'(a triple mediation)2hal H2& AL @AY Al=F
9] o]E7IEL AUFE “YA ST AT wue] “olRIE” AloloA] 17
gk 159 olsiE FANCE “8F] AlE"(men on the spot)S EHI, 1
Zu 59, delsliolst 2L ARlA AFAEL B $4A9 BAH) 75H
QA AR HAGER) AlelE FAAG FEIET AHE 4D EF ofz g7}
JNEL ZFEEHE s Ui AFST) AR 48 spire] FaF, AR3F,
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ZAA A2 FHE AlolE FARTE T o|E3te] 3ol tigh FFsiaL
AL oJslE ES53he BANA, olHd FAY AHIES EF @4 Y &
loeje} Azt Chidester 2007).

a8y AFFYH Fudte f4F F o se—RIZe] ARG HIFAAR]I
AqEolgla ks, “FAETCE F3FU(incurably religious)” oFEE]7} A
A A7le Aolga FAFEAN—olze7} FiE “4A/d(mentality)” 2.2
AR Aol @ AFES] “olHAPQ] BIdHe Fae 7|¢9oZA ofyu]
Foll tigt 19] A ojol|9] uig, T AolUe HEE FEIHA k=
AlR1S 5o Ttk 1= ZesIol(Henry Callaway)®] FolujEsEe] Fau
A\Al; (The Religious System of the Amazulu)9] AEE A&7, o] ARE ©
29| “3¢] F(house of dreams)”oll W3t Hire] FAZ, /HFF ofzE)7} 7151
ol %28} S¥Hd(Mpengula Mbande)oll 28] +HE A=o|KTylor 1871:
1:399-400, Callaway 1868-70: 2607} 1872: 170 <9148 Chidester 2005b: 78-81;
2008%=). =3 EldEe R3sle] 71 o) Bl e Al YA A4 &
Z9l “ubAdHQl F-X|(inveterate ignorance)’d] FFEZ EF 4L VAt Fn
o tig etdeie] “FAFoH(intellectualist)” ©]2] W2W, oIS AUAF
ol Sufg wjFoll F WekS HARF 1E50] Ak AlAl] tid AEE WHA)
7] 98] USuE FE A 7S AT o] UAF A dig FA
24 e 12T g St 9EE Sle «fEle BE S
o sl B3, ARIQA opdA] EHsH He diidl FojdcEin Uy
Th(Tylor 1871:2:387; Callaway 1868-70: 11-12 Q8. 221} o] Z&olA Sut
g 2L giFEe &5 Q1Eo] Zeelole] Ml o8 AAE Vs B3
o] Z4& wolEolx] Ecks dof ATk 2#EE B9 o] gk “of
TRlep FAE AFshe Aol oizl, +4FE} Sultle ot 2o ¥53 V)
=)o) #A(Christian Commitment)2 ¥2]1 ge Zojd. HIE g7}
Al(savage)” F19] ATACZHE o]zt FHANES HAEIE HIF7I= 3
A9k, 719] o]ge] i3t FAHAEHN SFHHEE Q&3 AL 19 7]¥o] ERERIY=
AL GAFI BE Ao), 4R 0] Alx LA, AR B <A AUN
23

olxzlzle] FnE A Ao FAHIE il i FFHA AL
2, & SYEl(John Mbiti)7} olzej7te] FuE “RE Rel|l Ajshs 97 A4
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(spiritual mentality)" 2.2 F4F 2L ol8f¥ F+= IAL AR = %=, °F
zg)7} Falo] g Fdo|t). vl w2 EAAHQ Fiul 442 ofxejFRjl
59 &9 RE 9o 1§ Hk

ofxel7l glo] e F oyt Fuzl EARME e A il 4ES F
g3k S0 £uE 71 A ae 94F ey A 1 dx Fu
g /a7 22ln afE AlelErd, Fnsstad dighae] Algael
FuE 7R3 7k AARlojgkd <o FwE 7HAL ik

SHlele] mad olx/RIEL ZAA, A¥EH, FAAQ ¥ &FY I
ojtjolMele EAHog FuAolr) “ofZe]7l ojole Filo] sfFdh= ol
7} gk o gHlElZ} QA4S e siAlYh 1o wEw colxelziQle] v AR
ANE 29 A FE9 W o3 Fue okzElzie ANl AT
CE(Mbiti 1969: 1-2; Mbiti 1975: 30 Fa) AT o]F FaAQ FAS
A8 DA, 1947] 2559 FuA B B 5 e AUAF &g 2
solct. zAse] A At WP olehe “AXABH (locative) VAN £
2547] W, ol2ig “FEo}H (utopian) FRAL FhE A4z ojtd
U 7Ha 2§ i

HIE QAAHQ Fu A7) P F43) B e AT, fEe o
= A Fl AAE AAAIIE BAle] AT Lewis-Williams 2002
Fa). ol=e)7l Eue ofPA RUEE ol gurstEl AAd AuA etk @
A& A9sla olF Apuisty] A3 =¥k Wlclela FuE 4WEe FAF
o2 Ei 0|59 =ojoA, EviA 2&(Thoams Lawson)i} EHE =ag)
(Robert McCauley)E AUFAA &% AL dFsked], FaE FAFYHL A
o B W “ZF Q50| ZAE U U ZAEL BojEole JHE 7}
A olfe olgd Uy FHE it £F JER 3T $9H 9L
Ag gk ope} 150 $3E FASES she FUE vHEolul7] gErole)
€ 2% sk "oka gick ey ARixe] dALE syojRgw, % ¢
o] Fa AHE dia A Y(F)A3HU(proto-scientific) FTHEE & “FA
Fo3 dvro] duht e}FeAle] dis] 4L sjulol & Zojok 194)7] EF
Q&9 Fw3 9 P ZE AEL EE F4o| $AFoen E3HF - A1
A - FAA @7o] FAlA "ol AUThe AL HoFt) $Ee AREEe] F
WA A4 didle] BT 71 2(chaos) 9t EF3IIL AU 2& WA
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Fuste] GAE HPoHHA Ele WA FAldS obdat ARlA] g o
g AA Alole] S(gap)Eell tiEl F-ofaforzic:

A Al E 8 (World Religious Studies)

e oHHE $29 FAd dg] cleprisiolshe = Awside. A 2
WAk A8k A7Eo] FA J(subject-field) S o) AT el #3174 - A3
A - AXH 954 el 7Y Fuste] Aol dis] fAsta g5 A
55 AlFsiex ok

g2 7]HM| 2 Hans Kippenberg)e= fFHolA 2] Fm8KReligionswissenchaft)
o] wAg A5 1A o|2EH dNES FEJE T a9 FAHQ #
o] ZoiAde] 2d3} 2B ok B a2eg 1o Fushhe Fuste]
S| i 53 WA Adake oJFHoE AAAE ARFA 849 AE
58 238k 8540 A fHH Bo] FushAl dist A2 Me, oA
de FAGIAY AAHANY Fudte FUE FE BT i H&
3 AT dE B0l Y oMAE=(Talal Asad)(1993; 2003)= 2178 WS
oz MY HEsld Yol FuAHY A AEAHY AL AP FEH +
fu} GAHHQl ZFo B Aok £ Fel&(John P. Burris)(2001)E “&F
SHEAQ dTRTE 379 ANGY FA| sl FHE £k T4
o R Eu AT wEe] 93 heEd Pshs, vkt TuEd
g FHA AANe FF S-S AFTYPD 713(ck #FF 2E]o]2yRandall
Styers)(2004)= Fa29] ¥l /HFoE Y FEol thiF o]&31e] JAll] 23
g ol Fudy AoiAze Fu, FEI Ao o 7|E HFES] 23N
ojulo] wial Y Jv A A4S ANt ERI vlrEATomoko
Masuzawa)(2005) frda} 2v] Zwste] ARES =Fol7l “MA Filworld
religions)” 7iide] Alell dis] AL3A SHMJ oEA 715 BEF}L F
i OIFele] e o3 diAEe FAll FAHRAEA da gratas F
o] i dieHAY MEs FYFk

T3 H2 2 Jd B A R Fudhl gid 539 AEsel SV
olg)dt MEEL “Fwrd tigk TAL HAAY AHA FAlet FAHQ] Aol
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ARHAAT FaSPhe GdRt FAA AR}t F7|4RIAFAH BHLS F
& AAEAL Z7] AFEN w29, ofAele] Fue “gFe AFw W
2" (Marshall 1970)0]u} “d=e] it U7A"(Almond 1988)& &3 fridolr &
A Eek ol el F3h AT YA AF @Hel] oigh olopr]d
HAAE AFshs Aol

olg} W2, A¥1Z] gl oigh @A AR1A] FRIo| FE} FAZ HiE
1Y I <ol f§e FAse] VLA EAhs HAES BAFUT 20053
9= ZH= FYo(Donald Lopez)oll 93 Y =% E&F o9 74
OlE}&; (Curators of the Buddha)e T}FF EnEo| GEd] IS ¥t
oftje} ARG ZelR7olA ElMIZER] dRt 4RIz 8 SlolA e RS
FAIgE AR1A]o] wWetef 9JA|§t Fargte] it MeES FHUEY %983
QA WASA digh 7)o MUES BASSISIEA, FAAEENEH HuAksd
ol2 AtlA] PAFAEE ookl F AT diFh “RA Aile] TFAA
THKing 1999; Reinders 2004).

a8y olg “ARH AFY A AT oHE F¥el AFFH o
UF B FAIE T ok A9 4% slM, FuARl HFES 9ed
AAY &3t 25 B2l o8] =8 AL oplth o] WFEL 9% A
ARAEN EF AARIE Alelo] BA% dzdAet §du FAE B3 U A
ojty. dl& £ “AFure] Wo] gt H2e] AFoIA EHAEL FHAEC]
553 Qxe] E314, AlRH, AXH FHo2RE ko ojv] A= W
Fu PFEL A0 FFsKPennington 2005; Wagoner 2003). 12y E
2Rl9l 9ol it 2§ ZAxe “IAFarghs WF ASsHe A3 4
A oA A EFRIY Axe) o¥-e] Fx § ¢F Fd ¥y T3
©, A% Bz diF ojHe FHT FAS ek ol9} vIsEHA fiielA e
AR F Fu AT FHEL A3FA AR BWAE 53 MEE A
g ofxloke} f¥e] AARIE o3 Ao BZ(discovery) S EHE AL
(invention)2.2, T F3F3HQ ZFAlintercultural mediation)2 SoPh= A F
HA olofz]e] W3} oM, fEl= EFH FudolM 7R ¥FE9 B ¥
A 3 diF o & FEYE A1 o

Yol AA <<AulA] AlZ2§>>9] ool Ue 92]9] ARlA] JALE =HEo}
e B3E 53 Fudelr H7h ARE o] dojd & A FUE A=
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e F Ug Aolge FYoE g BANChidester 1996: 266). 1AL T
7k F-o] A2 Ao|

golze|te] AuiFe], AFFo9 AFAPER A FAe] WA fJ5id 1
“EAZF AZE S A FHoIM BlojUof gt 12y o]Ao] A A
T 2A& 9gusAle get W7l & 713 o2 ES|o|E o]Fe] Jolxals}
o ARM wSE Ao nFoE 9T df, fEe UF FHMilan
Kundera)9] &2k ANE FF Q83lae o 19 ZAYL, gt uigkshe
A2 FAo| “Fzo) thFshs 7192 FAolgks AoUHKundera 1996: 4).
et F7E8 AE Axske dell gl fEle 7199 FAE oldurieRst
o g oloZ|E £olA $El9 HAE 7IYske AL 27} gozel uhy
< Ze= d JojA Fast

Ty 99 olopr|EL UIHo = Fo FAE 2 ¥ Stk “AMlA AF
o] FAAEL FHH A JE o] A TR AREE AU A
A2l ZE AGE Alolol] HAAE o BFHI Al iz nlEE YA
ot ey A A7 Al FARUE ARk dkAlY SN A3t
s AACA 289 AAHA A tis] g3t cloplES T e AR
£ bk 540, 52 o)FAQ AR ES ° #E F f1E Aotk we
A AIA RIFE] FAAEL “diEAlY] FARY o5 @ FAH ATl
o]dA wielo] Ao o RS AR ol29 WA, A W, g3 A
Z9l oJAZ 3] =AgHRibeiro 2006: 364).

olgigt Al g A7) WEel, AA Fme AujAH A BAl0 it
Hgo] oA AAIH(worldly) o2 € 5 i, Fwse] gyst olopr|ES X
sh= dl ojrE ATFH(global) 0.2 E 4 Utk

PAuA] Al2El; o] de] |HE AZIZ, v olZz|lel] dig i olopr)7}
ofgA Fmsl thgt e olopr|EH B M F UL A ofFFo] =2
F A AL AR HF A9dA digd dojz EAFE “Fan
(religion)”ol] ¥} HISFHAAE O ololZ|EX FH5HE Bloliuth v o u)
o FAG d&Foz ME Wi F I IS 7] vEhEAM e o
7 o] 1 Ak IAFoAe “Far7t gl dojEA ojgA ALsde
7k & AURAH fAEe] Fud, £33, AF FAE YA, HA Fa
E HIZAAQ “ulalo] whlisls Ao|dlerP =AM “Fare o]RA B
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(MHE FAISH= FRAER) S 8ol2 Yehten, of8A AHES dA8la §
Aske 29| golz Yehderk Wt @712 35 AL o FEE
sl B2 A4S s, 252 %A olHF A wiZdl didsid y
ol ME¥ ZE Fa AR

OE 258 T3 29 GAES HA A, fele AnAY FAER)
I AQAE HolMe AR WAES 23 AA Fas N A A7 5
A& Aoloh



