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When Hometown Becomes the Field: Issues of Ethic 

and Methodology in Folklore Studies at Home 
 

De-Ming An� 

Abstract 

At the beginning of Chinese Folklore Study, in the dominance of 
scientism ideology, most students and amateurs of this new discipline made 
their hometowns self-evident arenas for them to collect data and to do 
research in folklore. To many folklorists, hometowns were thus 
automatically objectified as the “field,” or the “other” to be investigated 
with so-called scientific goal and perspectives. This has been developed a 
major trend among Chinese Folklore. However, as the prevalence of the 
concepts of “inter-subjectivity” and “writing culture” in Folklore and related 
disciplines, the dilemma in ethics and methodology of folklorists who are 
doing research at home caused more and more attention and discussion. 
Such a reflection will be useful for those folklorists at home (or, indigenous 
folklorists) to better negotiate their identity and communicate with their 
cooperators at home. On the other hand, an objectifying and strange 
perspective is still necessary for scholars doing folklore study at home to 
accomplish their research purpose. In a word, the introduction of the 
concept of inter-subjectivity into folklore study at home will not clear the 
difference between ethnographers and people being investigated, although it 
indeed reinforces the conception of equality and dialogue. 

Keywords: home, field, folklore studies at home, ethic, methodology 
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