T. H. BARRETT

The Emergence of the
Taoist Papacy in the T’ang Dynasty

F or some lime now, religious potentates outside Europe have been
described more or less appropriately as popes, perhaps the best known
and most justilied claimant to such a litle being Pope Shenouda of the
Coptic Church of Egypt.! In East Asia, too, the use of the word pope has a
cerlain history: the earliest English travelers to Japan in the sevenleenth
century applied it to the Japanese emperor in order to distinguish the
nature of his authority from the more overtly temporal power of the
shogunate.? It must of course be admitted that as a title indicative of spiritu-
al anthority “pope™ is by no means the best choice of lerminology Lo describe
the Heavenly Masters X {fi lately resident on Dragon and Tiger Mountain
BEF L in Kiangsi but now domiciled in Taiwan. As Hengi Maspero pointed
out quite trenchantly some time ago, the Heavenly masters do not com-
mand spiritual authority so much as magical power.* The current occupant
of the office would seem to be doing his best to conform to modern East
Asian ideas of religious leadership in order to oflset a decline in popular
belief in his magic, but even so Maspera’s characterization remains essential-
ly correct.*

What the office of the Heavenly Master does share with the Papal See
{and indeed with Lhe Japanese emperorship} is none the less important, and
might well justify some terminological signposting. The Heavenly Masters
claim to represent an unbroken succession traceable to (he long-lost ancient
world. It is difficult to think of any other instilutions still in existence that
make this claim. Specifically, the Heavenly Masters assert that they are de-

L A. 3. Atiya, A History of Eastern Christianity (London: Methucn, 1968}, pp. r22-23.

2 Harold Bolitho, “Japanesc Kingship,” in lan Mabbett, ed., Pettern of Kingship and
Authorily in Traditional Asia (Beckenham, Kent, and Sydney: Croom Helm, 1685), pp. 24-4 5
n. 13, quoting a 1615 reference to “The Pope of Japan.”

2 Henri Maspero, trans. Frank Kierman, Jr., Tavism and Chinese Religion (Amherst: U, of
Massachuselts P., 1981}, pp. 397-400, written in t944. More recentis Holmes Welch, “The
Chang T*ien-shih and Taoism in China," Journal of Oriental Studies, 4 (1957-8), pp. 188—214.

* The Master's current style may be divined from the highly conventional group
photographs of religious gatherings featuring the sixly-fourth generation holder of the office,
Chang Yiizo-hsien HREFH, in Yang Feng-shih ik B, edl., Chung-kuo cheng-t'ung Tao-chiao
ta-tz'u-tien WP IEHEHE B AR (Taipei: Leh'in Pu-shu yu-hsien kung-ssu, 1985}, 2 public-
ation spansored by Chang himseil.
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scendants of Chang Ling & (or Chang Tao-ling 3E3%[#), who was vouch-
safed a revelation in 142 AD whereby Lao-tzu {or rather the high divinity of
whom Lao-tzu was but an avatar) granted him both the title of Heavenly
Master and the authority to deal with demons.® This assertion of descent is,
of course, not beyond criticism, and Maspero in particular expressed doubts
over the authenticity of the family records of the Heavenly Masters, which
for the whole span of history from the Han to the T’ang regularly depict
but two generations per century.® A certain degree of falsification of the
Chang family genealogy would not of itself necessarily invalidate their
claims. Howard Nelson has established that even today this particular type
of source, while not resorting to wholesale fabrication, regularly reveals a
highly interpretive and selective atlitude towards the genealogical facts
when checked against other evidence.” In China an unbroken line of
descent like that claimed by the Changs would in any case not be unparal-
leled. As one observer noted long ago, “The family of Confucius is, in my
opinion, the most illustrious in the world. Alter the painful ascent of eight
or ten centuries, our barons and princes of Europe are lost in the darkness
of the middle ages; but in the vast equality of the empire of China, the
posterity of Confucius have maintained, above lwo thousand two hundred
years, their peaceful and perpetual succession.”

In recent years the Chang family succession, particularly as depicted in
Tang sources, has altracted the attention of scholars.® In reviewing and
extending their discussions, the following remarks do not always endorse
the view taken of the history of the Changs in Anna Seidel’s earlier work. It
is quite clear, however, that her brilliant interpretations of the relationship
between Taoism and political power provide the only possible key to
understanding how the Chang family of today once rose to national

# This is the date currently accepted by the masters themselves, to judge by p. 7 of the -

historical table appended to ihid.

* Maspero, Tasism, p. 298.

7 Howard G. H. Nekson, “Ancestor Worship and Burial Practices,” in Arther D, Wolf, ed.,
Religion and Ritual in Chinese Society (Stanford: Stanford U, P, 1974} pp. 251-717.

2 Edward Gibbon, Memair of My Life and Writings, in John, Lord Sheffield, ed., Misceliancous
Warks of Fdward Gibbon (London, 181.4), vol. 1, p- 4. Quoted on p. 38 of C. S. Ch'ien, “China in

the English Literature of the Eighteenth Century,” Quarterly Bulletin of Chinese Bibliography

(English edn.) s 2 (1941), pp. 7-48, 1 13-52.

® The most extended account devoted to the T'ang is probably that in Ch'ing Hsi-t'ai [
T, ed,, Chung-heo tao—chiao shik th[E EHH (Chieng-tu: Ssu-chuan jen-min ch’u-pan-she,
1992) 2, pp. 145-61, though (his is marred somewhat by an uncritical reliance on Chan
Tang wen & ’
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prominence in late-T’ang times. While in matters of detail it is conceivable
that advances may sometimes be made upon her research, it seems certain
that for many years to come anyone working in this area will remain in-
debted to her larger insights, which constitute a rich and rewarding legacy
perhaps unparalleled since the death of Maspero himself.

The question of a Taoist succession, however, cannot be dealt with
solely on the basis of T'ang court-centered sources since even our earliest
evidence for the Heavenly Masters and their religion already make quite
clear that it was a Chang-family affair. Despite the many legends that grew
around the name of Chang Taoing, there seems no doubt that he, his son
Chang Heng i, and his grandson Chang Lu # were all historical person-
alities.’® Admiltedly Chang Heng is a somewhat obscure figure, so much so
that some confusion as to his identity may be found even in early historical
materials.!' This confusion, logether with the fact that in the better-es-
tablished biography of Chang Lu, Heng’s wife (Lu’s mother) plays a
prominent part, suggests that perhaps Chang Heng died prematurely
(rather disappointingly for a Taoist) and that for a time Chang Lu, though
titular head of the religious movement founded by his grand(ather, was too
young to exercise personal control.'? In establishing his position it would
have been only natural for him to emphasize the heredilary principle. In
any case the profession of magician, just as much as that of artificer or any
other occupation demanding the acquisition of technical knowledge,
tended to be hereditary, and this in itself would explain the emphasis on
hereditary succession within the Taoist priesthood already noted in early
documents by Maspero, and subsequently by other scholars.'®

Whether Chang Lu’s position of supreme authority remained heredi-
tary is, however, a separate question. In the medium term, Chang Lu him-
self was extremely successful, setting up a small theocratic state in western

10 For one recent summary of what we know of these men, see the entries under their
names provided by [sabeile R};binet, in Mircea Eliade, ed., The Bncyclopedia of Religion (New
York and London: Macmillan, rg87).

1 He is identificd with one Chang Hsiu 5%#% in Pei Sung-chih's 24,2 commentary to
San-kuo chih =HE, though according to T"ang Ch’ang-ju £, “Wei-Chin ch |Ach1e.n p::l-
fang T'ien-shih tao ti ch’van-po” B M AL X SE A 48, in his Wei-Chin Nan-pei-ch'zo
shik-fun shik-i WE HILEA L3R5 R (Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1983), pp. 21832, esp.
p- 222, 0. 1, there may have baen more than one Chang Hsiu. .

12 See Chang’s biog. in Lu Pi M3, ed., San-kuo chik chi-chiek :Eﬁﬁg (Peking: Chung-
hua, 1g82) 8, pp. 26670, which assembles most of the releva.nt materials; esp. p. 267.

12 Maspero, Taeism, p. 288; Ofuchi Ninji XFHZH, Shoki no Dekys FIHAD HEM (Tokyo:
S&bunsha, 1991}, p. 575.
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China that maintained for well over two decades an independent regime

throughout a period of intense civil war. Bu( in 215 he was obliged to sur-

render all his temporal powers to Lhe famous warlord Ts’ao Ts’ao WH#; il

would be natural to suppose that under the circumstances he and his -

descendants {he himself seems to have died soon after the surrender)
relinquished at the same time al title to spirilual Ieadership as well, in return
for membership in the nobilily of the new regime. " A claim to the contrary
might be made on the basis of a Taoist document, “Ta-tao chia-ling chieh”
KBRS, ostensibly representing a selllernent arrived af during the third
century anp between the new Wei 3j dynasty and the Chang lamily whereby
the latter became the spiritual guarantors of temporal authority.!s Anna
Seidel was among those who tended to accept ils authenticily. '® Even Yang
Lienlsheng B, who at an early stage voiced lhe doubi that apparent
references to the Wei dynasty might actuaily signal composition under the
Toba Wei in the fifth century, seems to have wavered somewhal in his
suspicion, especially in view of a suggestion from Hu Shih W% that one
rather obscure remark on the question of succession actually accorded
rather well with whal is known of the fate of Chang Lu’s sons."” The stron-
gest current proponents of the authenticily of the Taoist decument “Ta-tao
chia-ling chieh” are those who assign an early dale lo the Hsiang erh com-
mentary on the Lao-tzu, which is mentioned in it; those who see the
commentary as the product of a later environment naturally cannot accept
the document as authentic.!®

Certainly whoever composed this werk was well informed about the
history of the early-third century but il it does date (o close 1o that period

4 T'ang, “Pei-fang T ien-shih tao,” pp. 229~30, paints to evidence suggesting that he died
in 216.

'* This document is one of five composing a work knawn as Cheng-i fa-zwen Uien-shit chigo-
chizh ﬁ'o-c&ingﬂfuﬁj(-}ﬁ&ﬂiéﬁﬁﬂﬁ@; printed in Gheng-t'ung teo-tsang 1 48 44 %% (here-
after, TT), textno, 788 inthe cnumeration according 1o Wang Tu-chien IR, comp., Tae-
sang u-mu yin-le HWFH 3] 5., Harvard-chching Sinological Index Serics 25 (Peking,
1935; hereafter 47,

' “The Image of the Perfect Ruler in Early Taoist Messianism,” History of Religions 9-2-4
{1969-1970), pp. 216-47; asp. 229, 1. 34.

7 This may be seen from a carrespondence now published by Jao Tsung-i PSR, Lao-
fzu Fhiang-evh chu chias-cheng %-}'—ﬁ?ﬁ&}ff.}ﬁ (Shanghai: Shang-hai ku-chi ch'u-pan-she,
1991}, pp. 162-56.

"™ The most recent propenents of an early date are Jao (ibid.} and OFuchi, Shoki ne Dakys,
PP 262-79; Kobayashi Masayoshi /)t L2, Rikuchs Dokyishi kenkya A EEH R
{Tokyo: SGbunsha, 1990}, pp. 328-56, considers that the vocabulary of the document links it
to the fifth-century seuthern Taoist circles that form Lhe particular focus of his own research,
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there is no possible explanation for its referving to “Chinese” as “the people
of Ch'in,” a type of phrase well altested in Buddhist translations carried out
in the late-fourth and early-fifth centuries when north China was under the
control of successive dynasties of thal name.' While many problems
concerning the text “Ta-tao chia-ling chieh” slill await solulion, the most
reasonable date, on the basis of exisling scholarship, would be the early-
fifth century, when the Toba Wei regime was allempting lo integrate into
its population Chinese communities formerly under Later Ch'in rule.2°

At all evenls there are no signs in the centuries immediately loliowing
Chang Lu’s surrender of the appearance in fact (as opposed to wishful
thinking) of anything like a system of Caesaropapism. On the conlrary,
even the earliest modern research on this era revealed many examples of
adherents of Lhe religious tradition founded by Chang Tao-ling coming
into violent conflict with the secular authorilies — not necessarily, one might
add, because the religion encouraged subversion {as Buddhist erilics of
Taoism claimed, without any evidence [rom Lhe history of Chang Lu or the
doctrines of his authentic followers) but more probably because local
groups, deprived of central conlrol, were easy prey to ambilious, often
heterodox leadership.?' Indeed, the massive and dangerous Sun En 28
Rebeilion offers a case in point, in which Tien-shih tao influencescombined
wilh southern popular cultic beliefs to provide an ambitious and disaffected
northerner with the means to overthrow {in effecl) the ruling dynasty. 2 It is

12 This was first pointed out by Tang, “Pei-fang T"icn-shih taa,” PP 224-28. In the
interests of promoting an even later date, Kobayashi, Rikuchi Dikydski km&ys{, p. §41,
alternpts to discount T'ang’s evidence by pointing to a passage not adduced by him where
“Ch'in” points unambiguously to the regime of the First Emperor {r. 221-210 Bc), but this
does not dispose of the ather instances brought forward by T'ang. Apparent!y,_T’ang Yung-
tung B also favored a Toba Wi dale for this text, according to Jen Chi-yil LM, ed.,
Tao-isang ¢i-yao 189 RIE {Peking: Chung-kuo she-hui kK'o-hsiich ch'u-pan-she, 1991}, P- 5,68.

2 This period in Taaist history is briefly summarized by Richard B. Mather, “K'ou
Chlien-chih and the Taoist Theocracy al the Northern Wei Couet, 425—451," in Holmes
Welch and Anna Seidel, cds., Faceis of Tavism (New Haven and London: Yale U, P, 1979),

. 108=12, esp. p. 106.

PPM T:?m pionferFi)ng study of Chi'en Yin-k'o [ BI1% on these rebillioug, originally _gubliihefi

in 1933, “Tlien-shih tao yii pin-hai ti-yii chih kuan-hsi” ‘kﬂﬂ]ﬁi 81 7 ?ﬁ?iﬂﬁ'ﬁn_ﬁf?&, is
reprinted in his Chin-ming-kuan {sung-kao ch'e-pien ﬁﬂﬂf@ﬁfﬁ] B]ﬁ {S.nhang[:m: Shang:hal

ku-chi, 1980}, pp. 1—40. Ch'en’s criteria for determining Tien-shih-tao input into rebell:or_ls_
look in retrospect somewhat impressionistic, but the case of the Sun En rebellion at least is

C|5;F ril;lte most recent scholarship on this rebellion is that of Mi)‘rakawa Hisa:yuki ElihE,
now gathered in his Chiagoku shakyashi kenkys G LFSe {Kyolo: D6hdsha, 1983) 1,
PP- 193-270.
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possible that in both north and south China in the early-fifth century ruling
groups drew from this phenomenon the lesson that Taocism should be
under more centralized control, and it may even be that “Ta-tao chia-ling
chieh” is a product of this thinking. It is also likely that persons claiming
descent from Chang Lu were around at this time because {as we see, below)
they certainly existed at the end of the fifth century. But any moves to
coopt these Changs in a centralizing role in the service of either the Toba
Wei in the north or the new 'Liu—Sung dynasty in the south seems to have
been resisted. As is well known, K’ou Ch’en-chih i<, who emerged as
the teader of Northern Wej Taoism, claimed the authority of a new revela-
tion to introduce reforms on his own initiative, independent of the Chang
tradition.?® Yet more explicitly, the notion that the Chang lamily remained
worthy of exercising religious leadership in the south is rejected in San-tien
nei-chiek ching = K IRLE, the scripture that heralded the southern refor-
mation of Taoism.?* Even had one of the contemporary powers decided to
elevate descendants of (he Chang family within their own empire to some
special status, it is difficult to see how their writ would have run in the
territory of the rival dynasty. In both cases the court seems to have
preferred a fresh start with new leaders capable of promoting an imperially
acceptable Taoism free of any obligations towards the past.

Yet in the south at any rale reform seems to have led to a certajn
degree of recognition for the Changs, not as the leaders of the Taoist
community, but as members of it accorded a degree of respect second only
to those who exerted the real leadership on the government’s behalf. Such
an order of precedence appears quite clearly in the text of an inscription of
the Liang period preserved in later sources: male and female members of
the Chang family in what are termed the ninth and tenth generations are
listed ahead of ordinary abbots and abbesses; interestingly enough, two of
them are further described as residents of Ch'eng-tu FL#T, possibly hinting
that the only surviving branch of the family were descendants of Changs
who had remained in the west without ever becoming part of Ts’ao Ts'ao’s
cowrt.*® On the other hand, another inscription drawn on in a variety of

2 See Mather, “[aoist Theocracy,” P- 107.

2 This passage was first noticed by Ch'en Kuo-fu Bfi[Eg #F, Tao-tsang yiian-liu k' EwE

& {Peking: Chung-hua, 1963), pp. 310-20, who cites e, U pp. 6a-7a, of the text. The role

of Sun-Uien nei-chich ching {HY no. 1196) in ushering in a reformed Taoism is treated in
Kobayashi, Rikuchs Dokyésh, PP 482510,

25 Mag-shan chih FE, HY no. 304 (TTedn.) 15, pp- 52-b, the nature of which list is
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later sources records that a twelfth-generation descendant was a.“‘ra.r.c‘i‘ed an
abbacy in present-day Kiangsu by emperor Wu-li of the Liang ##3 in
the first or second decade of the sixth century.?®

Most revealing of all, what seems to have been a thirteenth-generation
descendant appends his name to a Taoist text still preserved in the canon
and describes himself as an adjutant on the staff of the prince of Wu-iing =
[% E.7 This record has the ring of authenticity, in that the prince appears in
historical sources as a traitor and, worse still, as a loser, who when the Liang
dynasty was torn apart by a military uprising, preferred to set up his own
separalist regime in Szechwan in 552 rather than aid his monarch, onl).r lo
be eliminated from the power struggle himsell in 553.°® No later writer
would particularly have wished to associate his name with that of the
prince, and if the Chang family were indeed caught up in his defeat, the
long gap in our sources fellowing this event looks distinctly ominous. .

Although a multitude of sources from the mid- io late-tenth centuries
attest the connection between the Heavenly Masters and Dragon and Tiger
Mountain,? a connection which was to endure for a millenium, even
verifying their residence ihere during the late-T’ang dynasty is a much‘more
difficult matter than one might assume. An entry by John Lagerwey in the
Encyclopedia of Religion noles that the Taoist writer Ssu-ma Ch’eng—cl.len )
FEA& (647-735) speaks of an individual named Chang residing fm
Dragon and Tiger Mountain.®® But if one pursues this reference t(i its
earliest surviving source, it emerges that it was more a case of “presiding” F
rather than “residing” ¥ : Ssu-ma’s text is simply listing the presiding
immortal of the mountain, one Chang Chii-chiin J8E &, as part of a
catalog of holy places and their supernatural patrons. In fact Chang Chii-

i ; i iption is at 20, p. 1a.
explained at go, p. 173, the date of the inseription is at " comsteucted

28 Ch'en, Tao-tsang yian-lix K'ao, p. 499, gives a bzo_graphy 'o!' this man as re
from a lost Taaist wr:f‘k, cited fuily in Shang-cA’ing tao lei-shik hsiang J:__rﬁ?ﬁ}iﬁ$fﬁ (.TTedn.]
1, p. 12b {H¥no. 1124}, for which see also Florian C. Reiter, Kalego:f:m und Realien im Sﬁmjcg-
O'ﬁ‘ing Taotsmus (Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1gg2), p. 32. C]'{’m‘g, Ckung-kuo_?&o—el:}m;
shik P- 147, an. 3, 4, shows how the inscription was preserved in its full form in a loc
history.

Wr}lﬂw-(u {Zu-ti fa-kein § B 32RE(E (% {TTedn; H Tno. 1234), p. 19b.

2 See the prince’s biog,, Liang she 2% (Peking; Chung-hua, 197g) 55> PP- B2 5«.-28.

* E.g., the encyclopedia T'ai-ping yi-lan A FYHIW (Taipei: Kuo-tai wen-hua shib-yeh yw
hsien kung-ssu, 1980; 1pt. of SFTK, san-pien, edn.} 48, p. 6a, and the geogra h)]r) T‘;t—p ing
Ruan-yii chi KEF%?%?{K‘FL Taipei: Wen-hai ch'u-pan-she, 1963) ro7, p. gb, bath com-

leted by g83. . .
P % Encyclopedia of Religion 14, p. 313, “The Taoist Community.
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chiin appears simultaneously as patron of another mounlain in Hunan as
well,* and was included in the lower ranks of the pantheon well-before the
Tang. He has no known conneclion with the Heavenly Masters.2 But Ssu-
ma’s list cannot be taken as evidence that the Heavenly Masters had not yet
occupied the mountain, since the writer belonged to a rival Taoist tradition
that may easily have passed over such information in silence. At least it
shows that the Jocality was now deemed more than normally numinous.
Maspero himself felt that the biographies of the Heavenly Masters
attained a greater degree of verisimilitude from the time of the filteenth
master, Chang Kao &, in the mid-eighth century. More recently, however,
Russell Kirkland, while not apparently doubting the existence of the
fifteenth master, has observed thal Chang failed to make any impact
whatsoever on contemparary sources.® Bul the matter is perhaps a shade
more complicated than that, since according to official records the reigning
emperor, Hsiian-lsung, granted a posthumous title in 747 (or 748) to
Chang Tao-ling (and also one to Ssu-ma Ch’eng-chen’s spiritual ancestor),
which might possibly be construed as the result of lobbying from (he line of
the Dragon and Tiger Mountain Changs.® More obvious instigalors of this
move, however, would have been the relalives of Chang T’an-hsiian %
{d.742), a prominent Taoist in the emperor’s service who claimed descent in
some unspecified fashion from Chang Tao-ling, but who during his lifetime
neither seems to have had any connection wilh Kiangsi nor lo have claimed
any standing in the Taoist communily on the grounds of his genealogy.
Besides the official records, two eulogies on Chang Tao-ling by Hsiian-
tsung and one by his successor may also be found, and there is even a vague
reference in one of them to the undiminished influence of Chang’s
authority.* But these pieces are nol certain (o be of T’ang date. Moreover,

3t Yin-chi ch'i-oh’ien T 5 5% (T edn.; HY no. 1026) 27, p. 13a; ¢f. 27, p. 150

32 Cf. p. 245 of the parallel text comparing two versions of Lhe early-Taoist pantheon,
provided in Ishii Masako HH BF, Dokydgaku ne kenkya 35 B Lo 38 (Tokyo: Kokusho
kankokai, 1g80): Chang is in the fourth rank of the pantheon,

* Russell Kirkland, “Chang Kao: Notewarthy T"ang Taoist?,” Tang Studies 2 (1084), PP
31-35.

3 Tung-tien iR ih {Peking: Chung-hua, 1988) 53, P- 1479; Tang Aui-yao fE &35 {Shanghai;
Shang-hai ku-chi, 1991} 50, p. 10g1. These well-known works were compiled from official
records.

22 This Chang’s career is recorded in a funerary inscription well attested in epigraphical
waorks; included in Ch'en Yian BisE, Tao-chizo chin-shik lieh EEEONG (Peking: Wen-wu
ch’u-pan-she, 1988}, pp. 196-37.

* Included in Ch ‘%an Tang wen (Palace cdn., 1814} 41, pp. 13b-142; 45, pp. 18a-b.
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since Lhey first surface in material associated with the Dragon and Tiger
Mountain, they are in all likelihood later products of propagandistic activity
by the Changs themselves. ¥

It might be added that ameng the surviving works of the poet Ch’ang
Chien ‘&, who lived in the mid-eighth century and who is best known
for his poem on “Broken-hill Monastery,” is one about a visit to the
“Thatched Hall of Heavenly Master Chang.” We know next to nothing of
Ch’ang CR’ien’s life ~ he may, like many T’ang poets, have rambled rather
extensively — bul there is nothing to show that this struclure was on Dragon
and Tiger Mounlain.* In fact, Li Tao-yiian Bi& & (166-527), the com-
mentator on the Waier Classic, mentions a hall connected with Chang Tao-
ling in Szechwan.*® A number of T’ang poems in post-Tang colleclions are
said to have been inspired by the Masters on Dragon and Tiger Mounlain,
but the only one to name both the place and its Taoist occupants appears
for the first time in the eighleenth century and seems in the judgment of
experts to be a later fabricalion pul under the name of an early-eighth-
century figure who hailed from the vicinity of the mountain.*!

Yet if we turn from poetry to T'ang stories, we [ind indicalions that
the cult of the Heavenly Master was spreading during the latter half of the
dynasty so as to link it with a number of localions not previously associated
with the Changs. The result was that from Lhe mid-eighih century -onward,
sites associated with Chang Tao-ling were to be found well beyond his
historic base in Szechwan.*® One example bears a firm epigraphic date of

¥ See the Yian gazeltcer, Lung-hu shan chik BEATILE, F 51, as teprinted in Tu Chich-
hsiang HIE ¥, ed., Tao-chise wen-hsien S5 HCRL {Taipei: Tan-ch'ing t\’u—rﬁxu, 1984}, vol. ,
for an allusion to the piece by Hsitan-tsung, and also Lou Chin-yiian $2iF 13, comp., Lung-ku
shan chit BEFEILIZE {1740 edn.} 1o, pp. 1a-b, as rpt. Tu, Tao-chiae wen-hsien, vol. 4.

® Sce Ch'ian Tang shik 2 EFF (Peking: Chung-hua, 1960) 44, p. 1459.

 See the biographical study of Ch'ang by Fu Hsiian-tsung FIEES, Ta{lg—taf shik-jen
s'ung-4'z0 Eﬁﬁ#/\%% {Peking: Chung-hua, 1980), pp. 78-87, which underlines just how
little we know of this poet and his travels.

* Shui-ching chu FKAT 1L (Shanghai: Shang-wu yin-shu kuan, 1958} 27, P 350 _

* See Low, Lung-hu shan chik 13, p. 1a-2a, a piece purportedly by Wu Wu-ling BB .
While this work was originally included {via another source) in Wang Chung-min THEX,
Sun Wang 723, and T'ung Yang-nien BB, comps., Gh'ian Tang I}l.!.’l h")ﬂ'i-ﬁlm TR
#R (Peking: Chung hua, 198 2},713‘ 465, the latest version of this compilation, Ch’en Shang- .
chiin B8, comp., Ch'ian Tang shik pu-pien W% (Peking: Chung-hua, rgg2), does not
include it. o

< Within the Szechwan area, sites connected with Chang seem to have mutliplied, to
judge by the local gazetteeer of Ling-chou B/# quated in Li Fang ZENA, od,, Tai-p'ing kuang-
chi j(figﬁ’&’a (Peking: Chung-hua, 1960} 399, p. 3206. Unfortunately, however, there seems
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738 and links Chang Tao-ling to Kiangsu.** The more well known connec-
tion with Kiangsi seems to have taken some time to become the dominant
one, since even during late-T’ang it is possible to find stories associating
appearances of the Heavenly Master with north China ¢ If, indeed, the
mid-T’ang saw the multiplication of claims to genealogical or geographical
connections with Chang Tao-ling, one might surmise that this could have
been because the dynasty witnessed the spread of his cult beyond narrowly
Taoist circles, to which it has been seen as confined in the seventh cen-
tury,* and its growth in the late T’ang and Five Dynasties, leading towards
full popular acceptance in the Sung and later. *® Equally, however, such a
trend towards acceptance could be explained as the result of increased
promotional activity from the Chang family. Either way, we are probably
dealing with the increased prominence of locality in religious consciousness
that has been remarked by Bernard Faure.*

In fact, when all our materials are subjected to thorough critical
examination, the earliest firmly atiributable sources that mention the
Heavenly Masters of Dragon and Tiger Mountain derive from the great
Taoist writer Tu Kuang-t'ing #3152 {850-933), concerning whom a de-
tailed study now exists by Franciscus Verellen. Two particularly revealing
passages may be found in a text by Tu that Verellen suggests was written
some time after goy.** The first shows Lhat the Heavenly Masters were
already in the business of issuing the documents known as registers; indeed

to be no way of pinning down the date of this source, since such gazetteers were constantly
reedited in manuscript, as in later, woodblack editions.

¢ Chiang-su chin-shih chik LS GE As P- 17, in Shik-k's shik-lias hsin-pien 75 B 85
A (Taipei: Hsin-wen feng, 1g77), vol. 13; cf. Ch'en, Tas-chiap chin-shik liiek, p. 123,

% Tai-p'ing kuang chi 43, pp. 2B2-23, citing Yéan-hua chi, BE{V230, 2 work apparently of
late-T"ang date.

** Thus Nathan Sivin, “On the Word “Taoist’ as a Source of Perplexity,™ History of Religions
17.3—4 (1978), pp. 303-32, esp. 312, n.18.

* Note that the first reference to Thunder Magic deriving from Chang Tao-ling appears
to date to the roth c.; see Sun K'o-k™uan TR H, Sung-Yiian Tac-chiae chik Ja-chan FITIE S
Z 3R’ (Taichung: Ssuli Tung-hai ta-hsiieh ch'un-pan, 1g65), p. 47, quoting Lu Yu's [EE#
Nen Tang shu HE&. See also below, concerning Tu Kuang-fing as a source for Chang
Tao-ling’s tenth-century iconography. The cult's popularity is attested by the widespread use
of Chang’s name on mass-produced talismans beginning in Sung times; see Huang Shih #
B, Tean-wu li-su shik Sin TG (Hong Kong: Trai-hsing shu-chii, 1983), pp. 165-68;
Kwok Man-ho, The Chinese Almanar 1ggc {London: Bantam Books, 1 98¢}, p. 17; Hung Mai
HLIE, Fohien chih BEEE {Peking; Chung-hua, 1981}, 4, P 570.

+ Notably in chap. 5 of his Ghan Insights and Oversights: An Epistemological Critique of the
Chan Tradition (Princeton: Princeton U. P, 1993}, Pp-155—"74.

“¢ Franciscus Verellen, Du Guangting (850-933): Taoiste de cour 2 la fin de la Chine médicuale
{Paris: Collége de France, 1989}, pp. 206-7.
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they had been manufactured on paper since the time of the thirteenth
master. Tu’s story concerns a rich merchant issued with such a document by
the nineteenth master in 868. The second concerns the sword of Chang
Tao-ling, bequeathed by him to one successor in each generation of his
descendants, whose fitness for the task would be revealed by the presence
of several strands of vermilion hair upon his head. Tu comments that the
present wielder of the sword was in the twenty-first generation since Chang
Tao-ling; he also mentions masters in the sixteenth and eighteenth genera-
tions.*® Elsewhere in the text he gives copiocus information concerning the
cult of Chang Tao-ling’s image.*°

That Tu should term his own contemporary the twenty-first descend-
ant of the first Heavenly Master fits neatly with what is apparently a
reference in two somewhat later tenth-century inscriptional sources for the
nineteenth generation master circa 870 and for the twenty-second, Chang
Ping-i %&—, around the middle of the tenth century.5' By contrast, the
much later Chang family records studied by Maspero assign this Chang
Ping-i to the lwenty-first generation.” But since Tu was not only one of the
most prominent religious spokesmen of his day but also one of its most
crealive storytellers, it would be reassuring to find independent evidence
verifying the existence of Heavenly Masters at Dragon and Tiger Mountain
before his own times, This is, surprisingly enough, rather hard to come by.

A very valuable text in the Taoist canon, bearing a date interpreted as
equivalent to g20 ap, includes a biography of Tu Kuang-Uing’s teacher
Ying I-chieh [E3RHN, who is said to have gone to visit the eighteenth

“ Tao-chiao ling-yen chi SEHEERAT (H Y no. 500: TTedn) 11, pp. ga-b; 13, pp. ga-b,
respectively,

= Tao-chiao ling-yen chi 8., . .

%t The former source is a record by Hsii K'ai #:8% (g2o—g74), the latter one by his
contemporary Ch’en Ch'iac Ffi7%;; they are cited by Ch'ing, Chung-Auo Tao-chiao shik, p. 149,
from Ch'iian T°ang wen 888, pp. 102-b; and 876, pp. 10a {respectively). Both pieces derive
ullimately from epigraphic sources: that by Hisii is mentioned in Mao-shan chth 24, p- 1gb; for
that by Ch'en, see following n.

= tan Tiem-shik shih-chia FERATER (HY no. 1451; TTedn) 2, p. Ilﬁb. N:?te‘d!a.t both
Chang Pingi’s biography in the form found in this Ming source and Ch'en Ch'iao's inscrip-
tion, flatly contradicting each other, are found together in the Yian-era Lung-ku shan chik, PP
§3—54. 244, as tpt. in Tu, Jas-chize wen-Asien. Note also with Chjing, Chung-kuo ﬁo-dzfao'
shik, p. 149, that the contacts with the T’ang ruling house claimed in the laI:?rhChmﬁ;famléZ

tb nfirmed from these two tenth-century inscriptic_ms, which would mal

gl?%r:g: ::l%l::ncei (t:;] S(;ulhem T'ang support for the Changs the earliest reliable material on
state support for their claims.
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master on Dragon and Tiger Mountain in 8285 This texi is atiributed by
mistake in the canon to an associate of Ying who in fact died before him,
whereas the content makes it quite clear thal il was wrilten by a disciple of
Ying who survived him, even though the pseudonym “Master Kuang-
ch’eng” BERE 454 used in the text by its author to refer Lo himself was also
used by this associate. “Master Kuang-ch’eng” was in fact a pseudonym
used also by Tu Kuang-t’ing, who was a disciple of Ying and did indeed
outlive him, and some have therefore put forward Tu himself as the
probable author of the biography.® Verellen disputes this, since (he author
appears to have been aware of events in parts of China thal presumably
were beyond the knowledge of Tu, who was isolated in Szechwan from the
late-ninth cenlury onwards.” [ have, [rom a much shallower acquaintance
with Tu’s writings, lound nothing to falsily this suggeslion, but would
myself feel that it rests ultimately upon an argumentum ¢x sifentio, and Lhat
attribution of the text to Tu, while by no means free from problems,
cannot be entirely ruled out.

Similar considerations apply to a texl preserved in the early-Sung
compilation Tai-p’ing kuang-chi that associates Chang Tao-ling with Dragon
and Tiger Mountain® It is attributed (o a work entilled Biographies of Lady
Immortals (Nii-hsien chuan 22 {{H), not a title associated anywhere with Tu
~ nor for that matter with anyone else, since apart from the extracts in T’ai-
p'ing kuang-chi there is no trace of its existence anywhere known to me in
Chinese literature. Rather remarkably, however, ils contents (including the
passage in question) overlap almost entirely with the surviving portions of a
compilation by Tu on the same theme entitled The Yung-ch'eng Record. " Com-
parison of the two works {or rather their exisling [ragments) is complicated
by the fact that both (if they are indeed separate works, and not the same
work by Tu under separate names) draw upon earlier sources, mostly old,

= Fing-ksijan ling-pao san-shih chi {2 FH =4 AL (FYno. 444; TT edn), p- 6a.

* See Verellen, Dy Guangting, p. 18, n. 1.

% lbid., pp. 17-19. He also argues that the conception of the Tasist teaching lineage
contained in this text docs not accord with Tu's remaris elsewhere: one might object that
Tu’s work under official patronage put him under constraints that he may not have felt in
this more personal text.

* Tai-p'ing huang-chi bo, Pp- 371-72.

57 Tai-p'ing kuang-chi 54 and 6o contain, as far as I know, all surviving passages of the

Biographies of Lady bnmortak; for Tu's text see Verellen, Du Guangting, pp. 180, 208; he dates
it to after gr3. The paralle! passage in question may be found in Yieng-cheng chi-Asien fu W4
£0I3% (HYno. 782; TTedn) 6, Pp- 4a-5b.
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but including one wrillen in about 860.%*

It is, of course, conceivable Lhat sorne unknown author between 860
and the early-tenth cenlury drew up an independent anthology, which was
then incorporated by Tu inlo his own work. But the passage concerning the
Heavenly Master contains a locution that suggests otherwise. The character
used in Chinese for the units of local administration set up by Chang Tao-
ling and taken over by Chang Lu, chik & {conventionally translated as
“parish” in English), became taboo under the T’ang because it was used for
the personal name of the third T’ang emperor. Usually one finds the
synonym Ui 3 in ils place. But in both the T’2i-p’ing huang-chi and Tu
versions one [inds the substitule character Aua I, a cirecumlocution altested
elsewhere in Tu’s wock as his way of dealing wilh the problem.*® The
hypothesis of independent authorship of lhe Tai-p’ing huang-chi passage is
not destrayed by this evidence: others aparl from Tu may have used this
circumlocution, though so far I have found no such examples, Bul the
attribution to Tu of the whole of the Biographies of Lady hnmortals {perhaps
representing an early version of The Yiung-ch’eng Record) vemains a distinct
possibility.

Fortunately, however, researchers are nol dependent on texls
transmilted obscurely through many hands for our knowledge of the ninth
century. We also possess manuscripts contemporary or close to conlem-
porary with the events they describe, thanks to the discoveries at Tun-
huang al the turn of our present century. Amongst them is Pelliot no. 4366,
apparently a product of the tenth century, to judge by Iits physical ap-
pearance, which contains the poems of one Li Hsiang Z=H, who has not
been positively identified. Such evidence as there is points te a date in the
range of 860-874 [or the poems; they are definitely not earlier than the
ninth century.* Among them is a poem “presented to the Heavenly Master
Chang of Dragon and Tiger Mountain.”® True, there is no indication in the

8 3ee Chou Leng-chvieh BIEN, ed., Pei Hsing ch'uan-ch ’1’.%%@%{?1'!’? (Sha_.ngha.i: Shang-
hai ku-chi, 1980}, p. §8; and for the dale of the text edited, P- 4 ol his intreduction.

s See Tu's work Tung-t'ien fu-tf yiich-tu ming-shan chi ﬂ’uj}&?ﬂhﬂﬁhﬂ%mﬁa {HY no. 599;
TTedn), PP. t1a-15a; note also the reference Lo Dragon and Tiger Mountain as home of the
Heavenly Master, p. gb. o o

% This is the conclusion of the first scholar 10 El_xblish the poems, Wu L};'::-y'h BHE L.
Hsiang chi ch'i She-tao shih™ ZEFIRCEC IR, Dokyo tenbys BT {1965). pp.
2? I—gl.

81 The poem is now rc%rinted on£
Cli'ian Tang shih shib-i” i 28 5518

. 54 of Ch'en, Ch'itan Pang shik pu-piem, from “Pu
# of Wang Chung-min EH . Wu, “Li Hsiang,”
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title or poem itself that this mountain was the one in Kiangsi, so we might
be tempted to follow Liu Tsun-yan [Liu Ts’un-jen] HTE{= in believing {on
the basis of the material transmitted by Tu Kuang-Uing) that at this date the
base of the Heavenly Master was still, despite its name, in Szechwan.® But
nearly all the geographical references in the poems are confined to the
lower Yangtze region; the one mention of Szechwan to be found in themn
does not imply any personal acquaintance with the area®® We must, T think
accept this poem as incontrovertible late-ninth-century evidence for the
presence of a Taoist pope on the mountain that was to be his family home
for the next millenjum.

Any date earlier than this is stiil highly suspect. Note, for example, that
Tu Kuang-ing gives no indications of date, even vague ones, for any
generation he mentions earlier than the eighlh century. When these are
eventually provided, in materials themselves datable to the twellth cen-
tury,* they conflict directly with such references to he sixth century as
given above: the tenth-generation master is assigned (o the Sui dynasty,
rather than to about 500 AD; the twelfih master to the mid-seventh cen-
tury, not the early sixth. Yet even this cannot be taken as proof that the
masters of Dragon and Tiger Mountain had no connection with the earlier
Chang family. A thinning out of the generations is something that would
have been encouraged both by a desire to grant a decently long life to the
more prominent members of the family and by a desire to keep the

Pp. 275—76, ventured the opinion that a relerence to the “Six Palaces” in the antepenul-
timate line signified recognition of this Heavenly Master by the Tang, but the reflerence is
actually to the magical temptalion of the Buddha; see Arthur Waley, Ballads and Stories Sfrom
Tun-huang (London: Ceorge Allen and Unwin, 1960}, p. 214

= Liu Ts'un-jen, “T'i Mien Te-k'an 1s’ang Han Tien-shih shih-hsi (san chitan” B
S g SRy patt 3, Ming-pav yieh-k'an BRI F T 20 1 {r487), pp. 125—28. This
article concerns a document apparently of seventeenth-century dale, and goes into some of
the same questions covered here. Given Verellen’s doubts concerning Tu's knowledge of the
world beyond Szechwan, Liu’s suggestion, in the absence of Li Hsiang's poem, would have
much te commend it.

& Wu, “Li Hsiang,” p. 280.

5 Ozaki Masaharu, “The Taoist Priesthood: From Tsai-chiz to Ch'u-chiz,” in George A.
DeVos and Takao Sofue, eds,, Religion and the Family in Fast Asia {Berkeley: U. of California
P, 1g986), P. 96-100, esp. 104, cites these biographical materials from an otherwise
unknown YREm—s!:iﬁ nei-chuan F MY preserved in the preface of a source dated 1o r1 54
AD, San-fung ch'iin-hsien lu Z{RBEHIER (1T no. 1238). He apparently takes these materials to
be much earlier, since he gives a derminus post quem of the mid-8th ¢., but this seems impossib-
ly sanguine. Even San-tung hsiy-tao i Eﬂ@g{k {#Yno. 1227), from the preface of which
he cites the asscrtion that each one of the ancestors of the Changs of Lung-hu shan was
known, dates not to the mid-10th €., as he implies, but to 1004 se¢ Jen, T&a—ﬁangt"

i-yac, pp.
97879, based evidently on a study of the circumstances detailed in this preface itself.
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transmission from antiquity as direct as possible. We l-{ave noted that
juggling with the generations happened even with a relatively late ﬁgl;l’e
like Chang Ping-i; there would obviously have been far greater scope for
foreshortening Lhe record (assuming there was one) over more remote
cenm’?';;, of course, is speculation; but before the rise of mode‘rn gene.tic
science all matters concerning ancestry were themselves speculative. While
more materials may exist that could refine the above picture of .the emer-
gence of the “Popes of Tacism,” it seems hardly likely that the ciau'f'ls of the
Chang family will ever be capable of subjection to rigorous scrutmy: The
materials already discussed do, however, give us ample opportunity to
submit the early history of the Changs to the type of inquiry used by Ann.a
Seidel. In a series of publications feading up to the oulstanding synthesis
“Imperial Treasures and Taoist Sacraments,” she outline:i the close connec-
tions between Taoist symbolism and imperial power.%® If we look. at the
early history of the Changs from the point of view of their relations to
polilical power, three clear phases may be distinguished. The [irst lasts fr?m
the surrender of Chang Lu to the mid-eighih century. Whatever the precise
nalure of the arrangements made between the Changs and China’s rulers at
the start of this period, in praclice our meager sources always tf.fll tF)e same
story: descent from Chang Tao-ling conferred on Taoisls both .dlgml).' and a
measure of attention from the state. But no automatic hereditary n%ght‘ to
primacy seems to have been inherent in the Chang family: the description
even of the career of Chang T’an-hsiian in the mid-T’ang show:.v. that hfe
rose in the state hierarchy of Taoist offices in a progression irr{plymg‘ment
rather than hereditary right. Above all, the concepl of a smglle hn.e of
supreme hierarchs, passing on from generation to generation, is entirely
absent from these early references. .

The third phase of Chang relations to political power is equally
distinctive, though I am not sure of the precise date when this ph'ase started.
The inscription concerning Chang Ping-i, mentioned above, to judge iom
the personalilies mentioned in it, appears to date to a.bout g50, but I aw;
not tried to pin it down more narrowly. At any ra.tt.e thls. C'ha.ng, now one cla
a series of masters siretching back to Chang Tao-ling, is linked very firmly

i ’ : ies; In Homour of R A. Stein,
ichel Strickmann, ed., Tanéric and Tacist Studies: In F rof
Mé‘;:r[l;e:‘::ﬁifu?ii :zlgoﬁddhrilc(;ues 21 (Brussels; Institut des Hautes Erudes Chinoises, 1983),

PP- 29'[—371.
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g dynasty. The conquerors of the Southern T’ang

lhe Sung, seem to have been happy to recognize his successors, thus es-
tablishing the relationshi

P that lasted until the overthrow of the imperial
system.® This presents the second phase in the emergence of the Changs,
from roughly 750 {at the earliest) to roughly 959, as a murky period for
which we have no reliable information at all until after 8ro0.

What is remarkable about ph

ase twa is that despite the assertions of
later sources there is absolutely no

thing to show that the masters, as their

While Anna Seidel’s early researc
peinted to some examples of dual
poral and spiritual power,® the T*
authority and had no need of coad;
ordinary Taoists were for outward display only; the rulers themselves seem
to have been quite convinced (in some notorious inslances, at least) thal
they were in any case chenjen B, Taoist “Realized Men,”
This notion of a line of divine descent, perh
general seventh-century need to reconnect
has certainly been seen as having
world of T’ang religion,

h on the image of the Perfect Ruler
rulership, of a synarchy belween tem-

themselves ®
aps symplomatic inter alig of a
with the lost world of antiquity,
spawned imilalions elsewhere in the
s0 it should come as no surprise Lo find the idea of

% Ch'ing, Chung-kuo tao-chiag shik, pp. 64648, gives details of ofli
Chang family during the transitional period from Southern T "ang ta Northern Sung.

57 Among the many publications in European and East Asian languages to comment at
length upon this phenomenon, the most ready summary is probably that of Charles Benn,
“Religious Aspects of Emperor Hsiian-tsung’s i

Taoist Ideology,” in David W Chappell, 4.,
Buddbist and Tagis Practice in Medicyal Chinese !

Saciety, Buddhist and Taoist Studies »
{(Honolulu: U. of Hawaii P, ro87), pp. +L BT

% Scidel, “The | mage of the Perfect Ruler in Fari
Alan Chan, using some of her insights in the an
pattern in the Ma-wang i B T 1 literature: see
Study of the Wang ¥ and Ho-shang Kung Com
1991).

% Benn, “Religious Aspeats,” pp. 139~40, discusses this point,

* Notably J. Jorgensen, “The ‘Imperial’ Lineage of Ch'an Buddhism: The Role of
Confucian Ritual and Ancestor Worship in Ch'an’s Scarch for Legitimation in the Mid-T"ang

Dynasty,” Pagers on Far Lastern [fistory 35 (1987), pp. 89-133. My own view on the [ormation
of spiritual ]ineages may be found in “Kji| the Patriarchs,” in T. Skorupski, ed., The Buddhisy
Forum (London: SOAS, 1g90) 1, PP- 87-97, esp. g, n. 33.

cial recognition of the

y Taoist Messianism,» P- 254. Recently
alysis of new materials, has traced thig
PP. 103=7 of his Yo Visions of the Way: A
meniaries on the Lao-Toy {Albany, N.Y SUNY,
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lineal succession of masters coming inte being in T’ang limes. In th(.en:aie
Zf the Changs, however, it would not be enocugh to see them as simply
ulating the succession of the Lis of the T’ang rulm‘g houste. -
- For again, one ol the most striking inlerpretalions hinted at in Ann
0 , . '
Seidel’s study of Taoist sacraments is that early Tacism wasru;] some S;ET;
idea i ty ol her care
tatement of the idea is a travesty ‘
{and no doubt my res ! e v e o ety
i i eligious celebration o
nuanced research) a continuation in r ‘ ’ os empire
i i kept the Chang line obscure
of the Han. This may in fact have . chrec rom the
: 1d enly lay claim to a Han man
T’ang court: the Changs cou B
i i ily of Lao-tzu himself. Surely
hile the Lis claimed the authorily ‘ ! hin ;
tzii:n of a Chang line could only come inte being in the? countrysndeh'c;i
?{ci)an si once it had been perceived that the Li line had f.eu!ed, Thus v\: i _
the Tg’a,ng descended inlo complete powerlessness and ultimalely to fax 1T1c
ligious substilute for political power, issuing
lion, the Changs could offer a relig politcal power, issuing
i : ho hoped thal their spirilual w
their documents to a populace w o e
: il of the T’ang no longer had any
run where the lemporal wril o . effect T
i ligion born out of the death agon
would not be strange if the religi Jgonies of (e
in the final years of the first worthy s
Han actually found renewal in . ot oy
’ f so, then the Taoist leader in Ta :
that dynasty, the T’ang. If so, .
strugg]);ng with an alien modernity represents the last pale rcelﬁ.(-:ct;]c:er.: :1
i i
China of that great Taoist age of imperial glory that reached its heig
v Ive centuries age.
der Hsiian-tsung more than twe , . .
- Such a supposed relationship between the T’ang dec!lr:‘rand thfel:;s:
i tin the light of the readiness of late
of the Changs might seem rather suspec ' d e
i ithout feeling that their legitimacy
rulers to patronize the Changs wi macy was in
i in facl such patronage made soun ;
way compromised. But in at
3:11)c(ler t);le Sung, whose pretensions to divine descent seer’n to have bf.-zr:l
heavily influenced by the T’ang madel.” A reading of T’ang sol.llrc:e-sl "
Taoism suggests that the status of the chi-chiu $51H, the llow;f;stt E\;jadi
i i aster -
ist pri iated in particular with the Heavenly .
Taoist priesthood associate Vaster lradt
i ty — as indee
i inistrative problems for the dynasty ' ‘
tion, posed administral . 2s indeed for it
i Id not simply be equa
redecessors — in that they cou ra h celibat
guddhist clergy and controlled in exacily the same way.”™ It wlas in de (Onf
run expedient for any government to have such persons license

av-chiao chik fa- —~86. .
1 -Yian Tao-chiao chik fa-chan, pp. B2 . . o
:3 51_9;53 ;;‘t,)b&l‘zg isug;:cussed in my review of Charles Benn’s The Cavern Mystery Transm

sion, in BSOAS 47.2 {1904). PP 414-15-
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might even say “franchised”) by a hierarch who claimed the authority of the
founder of the whole movement, and whose preslige was bound up with
government recognition.

But a full consideration of the functions of the Chang family as they
developed in later times lies well beyond the range of this study. As stated
above, the main purpose of the preceding remarks has been to sugpest that
Anna Seidel’s remarkable insights into the nature of Taoism, derived in
large part from a study of the Han and Six Dynasties, may also prove useful
in analyzing later periods such as the Tang. The questions considered here
have been deliberately restricted in scope. Doubtless others will prove
better capable of deploying a political understanding of Taoism in the
investigation of broader problems in China’s religious history, Few, one
fears, will bring to the task the dedication and critical spirit of the scholar
whose achievements are celebrated in this volume.
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