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INTRODUCTION .

A. The Overview

£
’

1. Object of Inq%%ry

This essay is a philosophical investigation into {\7
the meaning of play and its relationship to reali%y and to
the.Christiaﬁ faith. It formulates a metaphysics with
play as its basic notion ig Part One and applies this
metaphysics to Christian faith, hope and grace in Part Two.

N ‘

The thesis arises out of the feeling that play has -
not been satisfactorily treated in theories of the past
and.%hat many theoriéS'coﬁtradict themselves and oné another}
Spread out, as it is, in numerous diéciplines,ithe
literature is a confused and‘confusingrcollection, There °
is-a.need for some comprehensive tfeatment of the meaning
of play.. Furthermorg, though therd is a'useful connectiﬁ&
to be made between 'play" and "reality”,and;éil the aspects
of human experience; such as religious belief, we feel
that only some of these aspects have been explored so far.

The present enterprise .does got attempt to offer
the final word on the subject of play, by any means. It
merely examines the numerous motions about the nature of

play to arrive at a manageable construct which will

harmonize many discordant notes and offer some useful light
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as to thelproper view of itslconnection to "réality”‘and'
eonsequently to eétgbiiéh_an,appreciaqign of itf basic
meaning and imporégpce. The metaph&sics postula&g&gabout .
"play" .and '"reality" is then tééted in heﬁristic manner

in critical application of it tdfc§ntbmporary play theology.
. , _

2. 'The Notion of Play: \

Iﬁi/Pbilosophical Meaning and Theological_Uée

What does "play" mean? What are its phengﬁeno;
logical elements? How can onelline up criteria for it and '
so distinguish it from other kinds_of activities?

It i; no use using the term if there are many
meanings to it - unless there are common essential elements s
el%e we get simply two or more meanings under the ambiguoul
label of oné sound and one spelling. The ambiguity* of thgl
term m;y be of the nature of a homonym, in which case the
word “'play" may mean many different fhings,,nonq\of them

necessarily connected to any of the others. On such a

- basis a theology of "play" becomes many theoiogies of many

"plays" and would promise very little.

On the other hand, "play'" may be ambiguous in a

-

positive sense, that is, in the sense of igs being a rich
term with many levels of appreciation possible for it and

all” of them somehow either analogously related or at least

i

suggestive of one another. An overview of.such ambiguity
~ . ) . L“‘-‘

PR R

N
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‘woela promise a good basis for a decent theology of play.

1t is our view that "play'" has this posxtlve amblgulty to

it, and we hope to see that its amblgulty v1s a-vis the

"real” as a powerful beglnnlng for such a theology.
One has to recognize that "play” is most ofteri used
as if it were a luxury, “separate from the more fundamental N

reality of the world known through ordinary waking conscious-

ness. Play is mos?goften referred to as a phenomenon which

can.be judged}byr;h real, even though play is definitely
not nothing and éé reai.in its own way. Thedzuestion of a
viable theplogy §g>play\§% d:seem to %est exactiy here,
at the point of whether play has do with the order of

the ‘fundamentally real A thi 1U?Q~of play which deals only
with the perlphery of the fundamentally real, and judged

by the fundementally real, will have little substance Yet
it is our impression that_most talk of play in theological
circies seee‘it only in this non-essential , accidental,
peripheral way - judgeable from and by thelreal.

In order to deal wiéhlthe ques;ibn_of piay and

reality, we offer a construct of the play—reality connection, .

1nvolv1ng metaphy51cs in which there.are thre distinct
yet Jnterconnected Spheres of'realify Each of these
spheres may be understood as exlstlng in a mode of play S0

that for each (and, 1ndeed for the 1ntegratlve “theory

‘embracing all spheres) there is a play-reality congruency '

</

IS "Lt
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Or coextensiveness of meaning Such a view of play and
reality is bold and unusual. The whole of Part One of our

WO k is almed at elaborating the meaning of play and reality.

/

view of the play-real and to deb%te among other things the

question of a fourtﬁ{?ﬁhefe of the play—real, namely, God.

-yp termaé;f this new metaphy31cs

Part. Two, the thesis goes on to elaborate a faith

What exactly/ seems to be the problem ;bout-the:use
of the notion "play" with regard to "feality”? Basically
it is that no one knows "play" well enough to definé it.
This, of course, may be inescapably a ”gi&en“ with regard .
to the notion "play'", if it:ig, as we have %ntgiteg;'a

mystery. : . T

J

Yet the term "p}zj“‘has been uéed[auite a bit.
1k

Péop1e°§eem prepared to about-it, qﬁé it, and in fact
FiN

give it enormous 1mportance without telllng us .what it is.

What is to be our understanding. of the notion “play"?

More particularly, what connection can we make between
"play" (whatever'lt can be articulated to mean) and “reality"
(whatever that 1s)
But unless the:philosophical questions can be
tackled and faced head on, theie seems little use fo begin
a theology of play. Theﬂz;:?IgZy'of.play movement such
as it is is weak. Some say it is'already dead. It-is our

v

intuition that it has hardly'begun. The present essay is

A
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an attempt to.begin again - at the beginning - with the
notion of play itself examined philosophically at the

deepest level of its meaning.

B. The Complexity-of the Term'”Play"
! . »
As most authors agree, play is an elusive term, so

varied in usage and implication thaf it is extremely difficult
to define in any éne, excluéive or ail—embracing sense. For
we may speak of love-play, or fore-play of lo%ers, and we

may speak of the world's reality as the play-of-the-goﬁs:‘
We speak‘of animal play aﬁd human play. We play gamés and
roles, we plaﬁ musical instruments, we play both ends against
the middle; iﬁ vérious senses, we play out, play into, play
off, play back, play dowﬁ, play up, play about. Theatrical
groups play cities, moonlight pléys on-snow, lovers play

the field, gamblers play the horses. most any action,.
.person, place, thing or event can/p{;;fror be "in play™.
It can also be“pi%yfully played. '

There has always been fhis elasticity to the term

"play". The fact is that, with regard to play, there is
no consistently uniform usage. Nor is there a urmified
appreciation of play in modern life. E;r éxample, Hannah
Arendt informs us that in today's common usage’ labour |

is defined as the opposite of play, playibeing utterly

useless activity. "As a result, all serious activities,

N
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ir:gfpeétive of their fruits, are calle& labour, and every
_activity which is not necessary either for the life of the
individual or for the life précéss of society is subsumed
under pla},'rfulness..._"I '

Other scholars see things differently. G.P. Stone,
for example, ‘explains that today, "more and more we work
at our play and play at our work [...] our play is disguised
by work and vice versa. Consequently, we begin to evaluate
o&r leisure time in terms of the ‘potential it has for‘work -
for us to 'do it ourselves', and we evaluate our wo;ﬁ in
terms of ‘the potential it has for play.”2 .

Since there 1is 56 much linguistic fluidity to the
tégm, and so many contradictory-undérstandings of it, it
is maddening to try to set limits to play from anyrsingle
point df‘yiew or even a collection of‘Perspectives. For
example, there is enormdus confusion about what "play"
means from the psychological point of view. ihis is so,
even though most of the work done on the meaning of play
seems to be in the field of human psychology. But to give -
us an idea of how confused things can get about the notion
of play even in that one discipline it seems ad rem to

glance at its evaluation of "play".

1 Hannah Arendt, Thé Human Condition, Chicago,
Chicago University Press, 1958,.p. 127.

‘ 2 g.p. Stone, "American Sports: Play and Dis-play",
in E. Larrabee and R. Meyersohn (eds.), Mass Leisure,
Glencge, The Free Press, 1958, p. 285.




INTRODUCTTON - . XIV

There are:some elemehts of play which most
psychological authofities agree to repognizé. For eiample:
play itself, in animals with not?ceable intelligénce, is
genetrally seen to be a product of imagination. It is
‘generally agreed, too, that play adfivities.seem to be at
least partlally internal realities for the player who does

. them freg}&:gnd willingly for their own sake. Thus, play,
for man at least, is seen to be an internal reality, and
to a great extent, internally controllgd and internally
motivated. Within this internal enclave wﬁich they form,
play activities are considered to.have no significant concern
fo; the ordinary external.reaiity surrounding them. They
are ''useless'" as far as the pléyer himself considers them

' except within themse&yes, and within the "separate" world
they create. Their whole "reality" is wrapped up in
themselves, without regard for "worldly" causes and
purposes.3 |

While these elements are generally agreéd upon, it
is ironically the case that most psychological theories
of play have,been based upon a presumptiop,of pléy's hidden
utilitarian nature lying under a cloak of only apparent:

L)

uselessnesd.

3 See, for example, Eva Annaliese Neumann, The

Elements of Play, unpubllshed doctoral dlssertatlon
University of Illinois at Urbana-Campaign, 1971.
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in itself, is without motivation vis-a-vis the ordinary
realm of ‘reality, some authors insist that play is very
ﬁsgful indeed. Most people whd, study the subject of'pla
see'that it is intimately related to other subjects, like
ieisu;e, comedy, humour, and wit. Most have rather bositiue
ideas of play's relationshipwtﬂ“human growth and develop- .
ment. Quite a few see its most significant impact in
human life in the area of education. Still others believe
that play permeates all facets of human culture, }ike art,
and that it influences our communication and social
T life. Psychslogists have thebgi of play's connection|
with mental and emotional health. )

In some way we can agneegaith such an emphasis upon
play's practicality. But, we can do 'so on the ﬁnderstanding
that such a pradtical purpbse of play (for gxample, in

education or psychoanalysis) is not to be so prjmary, so

forced, and so blatant as to be an instance of the "ordinary”

world's disruption of the authentic spontaneity of play.
All'practical_pﬁrposes of play and causes of play are not
play itself, and the player never engages in play because
of its causes or on behalf of its purposes as they are
generally outlined by educators and psychologists. The

player simply plays without regard for practical causes,

\and ends. 1If these practical aspects of his activities

»
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'ﬁere uppermost in his mind, it is doubtful that he would

continue, indeed be able, to play - for some of the free

and 3pontaneous aduto-telic quality, essential to plé&,

2
would be lost. r///
It lS diffj cult to relegate some theorles either

" to one or other roup accordlng to causes or purposes ~ or
to categorlze or plgeon -~hole some theories as be1ng more
thlS than t at. Indeed theories may exhibit various

-

emphases ich place them in several categories at once.

But all inm all, in ¢ human sciences, we believe that there
have been at least ¥wefjty-one various, eisfépct theories
about play's causes‘ﬁld purposes. |

For the sakke of order, we group these theories
eoncernlng the causes .of play into elght headings:
1. Fear and the inability to accept reality, boredbm, a
feeling of helpiessness, prompting the creation of an |
altered or second reality through imagination.‘(Sigmund
Freud, Roderic Gorney) ;
2. The ne to recapitulate imperfect or unresolved past
experiench§\whethef-phylogenetically or ontogenetically

e

inherited. (G.‘Stanley Hall, B.F. Skinner, G.T.W. Patrick,

- R, Caillois, W. Stern, E. Benveniste) ;

3. The sheer joy of being a cause, the pleasure of

cregtivity, or of initiating effect upon environment.
(Karl Groos, Susanna Millar, Norman 0. Brown, S. Freud,

J. Piaget);
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-

-

4. The need to expend sutplus energy within the organism,

even if in "useless™ activity. (Friedrich Schiller, Herbert Tf '
Spencer, Jean Paul, S. Freud, Wilhelm Preyer, %; Groos, N p:
L)

' Charles Darwin, Estelle Appletor, Franz Alexander);
5. An innate impulse to act, life's basic instincp.. "To
be" means "To act', irrespective of a goal. joy in activity
fof its own sake. . (flafq, L.E. Appleton, Friedrich J.J.
Buytendijk, K.. Groos, Franz Alexander, K. Buhler, W.A.
Sadler Jr., N.O. Brown,}R. Gorney) ;
6. A surrender to the unconscious on the part of the
conscious mind; the unconsci;us then acts out ité own meaning
S?d values. (Plato, Carl Jung, Henri Bergf?n, N.O. Brown,
J. Pestalozzi,rF. Frobel); |
7. 'Confusion of the subject by simultaneous but conflictipg
stimuli, resulting in random, irrelevant actiyity. (Susanna
‘Millar);
8. Awkwardness, exéggerationﬂqﬁ movement due to iﬁmature
adaption to environmént. (Susanna Millar ).

For the sake of order we group theories regarding
the purposes of play into thirteen headings:
1. Rescue. The subject escapes from fear,‘pain, or
boredom in- the "ordinary' world. A feeling of triumph over
~danger. (S. Freud, K. Groos, F.J.J: Buytendijk, R. Gorney);
2. Relaxation-recreation. The subject needs rest or a - C

recharging of energy. (Plato, G.T.W. Patrick, M, Lazarus,
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Henri Bergson, E. Erikson, R. Caillois);

3. Practice-rehearsal. The subject must prepare for the

- practigal ends of 1ife‘in a safe milieu. (K. Groos,
'.Jay Nash} J. Piaget, W. Stern, Er&ing befman, Edouard
Clapa;éde); ‘ '
4. Recapitulation. The subject impulsively repeats
primitive habizs phylogéheéically rec;ived or psychologically
ﬁnrésbived. (G.S. Hall, G.T.W. Patrick, R. Caillois,
W. Sterﬁ: B.F, gkinner, E. Benveniste) ;
\\‘\\_\// . 5. Novelty—exierimentation. The subject gains new \
"~ information and new emotional experience by exploring the
. .selffé inner life or outer environment. (G.A. Colozza,
K. ‘Groos, Quintilian; Plago, Frobel, W.A., Sadler Jr.,
Brian Sutﬁon-Smith,‘R. Waelder, E. Erikson, F.J.J.
Buytendijk) ; |
6. Exercise. To maintain vigor the. faculties of the
subject need activity. (F.'Alexander, R. Gorney, J.B. ]
. ‘ Coopér, G.S. Hall, L.E. Appleton, S. Freud, F.J.J. Buytendijk);
7. Catharsis. The subject's emotioﬂéi life is given safe
and free expression in order to purge itself from tension.
(Aristotle, Quintilian, S. Freud/ G.H. Mead;>N,0. Brown,
J. Piaget, L. Peller, K. Buhler, H. Spence?, C. Darwin,
E. Erikson, K. Menninger, E. Claparéde); ) //f/
8. Mastery-problem solving. The subject repeats actions
or relives experiences to gain familiarity, or control,
5' r
¢

R

'



INTRODUCTION XIX .

'of them. (Quintilian, Comeﬁius,'Hi'Spéncer, Frobel, L.E. -
Appletop, J. Dewey, F. Alexander, F.J.J. Buytendijk, Karl
Menninger, William Ster;,'G.H. Meéd, Marin Grotjohn) ;
9. Drawing out of inner knowledge. The subject needs to
"act out' his intuitive or preconscious awareness qr.
impressions of things before they are recognized or
articulated by his conscious mind. (Plgtd,_J. Pestalozzi,
F. Fropel, C. Jung, ¥.0. Brown, H. Bergson);
.10. Projection of an idealized self. The siubject needs to
.imagine an ideal toward which or around which he can orient
his life. A heightened feeling of self. (F.J.J. Buytendijk,
G.H. Mead, R. Gorney, Alfred Adler, E. Goffman); ‘
11. _Reestéblishment‘of physical, psychological equilibrium
or stasis. (S. Freud, S. Millér);
12, Creative balancing of tension between rigidity and
creativity, energy and form, intellect and emotion, self
and environment, -accomodation aﬁd assimilation - and thus
to propel a transcendence of past forms. (F. Schiller ‘
J. Piaget, F.J.J. Buytendijk, Robert Neale); ;;Q
13. Domination Qf others in safe milieu (sociall accepted).
(S. Ffeud, A. Koestler, R. Gorney).

These, groupings are artificial. Moreover, they  are
mutually reléted, in some cases, and cause-theories ‘come
down to being, in some ingfances, but a slight variagion of

purpose theories. Some of them having meaning for the’

N,
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» human animal on%y and would seem to be useless for an
understanding of aniﬁals.iower on the ejolutionary scale.
Only the second-last gfoup mentioned seems to be essentially on
to the same general insight which is to be e¥préssed in
philosophical terms in our present study.

Suffice it to'say, at this point, that many of
tﬁése psychblogicél theories-seem at cross-purposes in somel
respects, while many, others seem to s;y the same thing but
from different angles. Stili others seem to talk of pIE%'
in terms thch make the subject so radically Qifferent from
What‘oﬁhers say it is,.as to set us wondering if they are
talking of the same thing at all. Jﬁst as there is confusion
as to what play means in psychology, there is confusion -
aboﬁt it in all other disciplines too.  But generally, most
seem to affirm that play must be distinct from the real,
the very point we wish to correct. -

In an effort to shed some light on éhis darkness
covering the notion of play, we feel that the notion of
play'must be examined in the realm of philosophy. Only at
the level of philosophy will the notion of play be made
clear. Thus, we repeat, this'essay attempts to begin at

the beginnings and ésk the question: what is play itself?
3

LLhd
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€. . Mystery or Problem? .and the Question of Style

We have to be honest and admit the frightening
array of theories about play standing before ﬁs. Are we
undertaking too much? Is the field tco vast, too‘complex,
too compounded for a truly fair perspective, let alone
pgnqramic and unified theory about it?-

Becéuse of‘th; challenge of the enéerprise, it is
wise to provide a contextual base for our reflections on
play and on the style which play seems to invoke. As we
salid, we feel that play is fundamentally a "myster}". As °
such, it calls for a épecial style. of inquiry.

As we will seé, play seems enigmatic, indeterminate,
éll;encompassing, a problem to the understandiﬁg. Play
seems so all pervasive in its many levels and counter-levels
of interpretability that one is tempted to leave aside the -
question of definition altogether for fear of setting
limits to whatlseemé limitless.

Perhaps it might‘bg more helpful to examine play
from many points of view, each overlapping the other,
Without demanding any-final mastery of its meaning. Perhaps,
like love, and life itself, the reality of play is to

be felt, experienced, and passionately realized in

"engagement'. Spectre-like, it is to remain beyond
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intellectual circumscribing. Such is our intuition about

play. We, feel that saying this is not a coward's way out}

of a difficult problem; We feel in fact that is is not
really a "problem" at all! We dare to say that play iﬁ.
:ﬁmysferY”,.in thg'séhse in which‘Gabriél Marcel usesufhe '
word. s ‘ |

. ForrMarcéf,'a mystery is to be distinguished from

a problem. .He says that:

a problem is something which I meet, which
I find complete before me, [...] which I can
therefore lay seige to and reduce. But a - :
mystery is somethimg in which I am myself involved,
and which therefore can only be thought of as a
sphere where the distinction between what is in.
me and what is before me loses its meaning and its
initial validity.4

Thus, with mystery, the possibility of objective perspective

and distance (from that which is mysterious) does not

»

obtain. "Mysteries are not truths.that lie beyond us;
they are truths that comprehend us. ">,

It should be noted that when we say’ﬁpat the
%xsterious is equivalent to phe all-encompassing and
wondrously numinous we are decidedly not saying that the
mysterious is equivalent to the unknown - or that, in the

1 .

’
1

Q‘Gabriel Marcel, Being and Having, trans.
Katharine Farrer, Westminster, Dacre Press, 1949, pp. 117,101.

5

Ibid, p. 14.
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: I
1ightnof adequate knowledge, mystery will give way to .. ' %
clarity. *MSuch a view dquates mystery with ignoranée.“s ‘
And on the subject of play itself we may say that it : : é
indeed'appears mysterious. For an increase of knowledge

leads not to aﬁ eclipse ;f woﬁder, but, on the contrary, “j:>

(and aéain in Marcel's 1ahguage) we feel that because it
Ais.intimately known and ardently loved, play becomes more
mysteribus the more we study it. It thus prompts a state
of openness of mind, a certain "mindlessness" (as Zén
Buddhism has it) so that "the letting be of what is"
(Heidegger) can happen.

Play seems to.demand a certain epistemological and
phénomenological humility and a willingness to trust and
appreciate the very mysteriousness.of'it. A mystery is
”a.problem which encroaches upon its own data, invading -
them, as it were, and thereby transcending itself as a

7 So, too, we claim, is "play".

simple problem."
' We may say with Marcel that the recognition of
play, as with mystery, is "a function of the whole person.

and is as much a matter of living one's self into the

Sam Keen, Apology for Wonder, New York, Harper
and Row, 1969, p. 25. :

7 Gabriel Marcel, The Philosophy of Existence,
New York, Philosophical Library, 1949, p. 8.
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... heart of mystery as of thinking'.”8 <
Writing a dissertation on play necessarily 1nvolves
playlng with play itself J?n 1mag1natlon, conJecture
and the Juggllng of notions. Thus play encroaches upon °
itself in thls present. enterprise both asieubjec and as
’~\\\method and we find‘ourselves doubly involved in mystery.
Only by a bogus act of abstract1on can we pretend to wrest

ourselves from the foundatlons of our own existence and
& =

our activity in this work in order to acqulre an "objective'"
view.of'onreelves, the subject of our inquiry, end the
\work.we are'attempting to do. For play is usually considered
.the opposite of work, and‘we cannot simply '"wor " at "play”
in the ordinery eense of both terms.
o To mention. work in regard to play seems :to helghten
’Ehe seemlng absurdity of a serious, obJectlve and detached
L treatment of such total "engagement" as involved in‘pley
Thus thls present part of our essay has its. own pecullar
prleem of method - and style

How to treat-of play in a manner proper to the

'rrationality, the "mysteriousness" of it? How to work'
at Qlaz7 "Tﬁ% a book purports to witness to life lived

sub_spec1e ludi, perhaps then there should not be a serious

word in the nholelﬁeok."gﬁ\
Sam Keen Gabr1e1 Marcel, Richmond, Virginia,
John Knox Press, 1967 p. 21

9Dav1d L. Miller, Gods and Games: Towards a.
Theology of Play, New York, The World Publ Co., 1970, p. 170.
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The question of style of this p;esent;section of
our-wdrk (and, indee&, the whole work)'is important.\ The
question is really that of the birth of:a style éuitaBle
to play itself and yet accgp;able_f:;/j\hiearned” dissgrta-
tion.” It is the question of using art in science.

& _ The question is ﬁot simple, for (to accomodate

a p;ssage from Huizinga), "[...] in the very idea of 'style'
in art, is there not a tacit admission of a certain play-
element? Is not the birth of a st&le'itself aggﬁaying of

10 In-its own way

the mind in its search for new forms?"
then, even the question of style itself, at this‘junéture
of our own exposition of it, is hermeneutically spiralling
in play! The subject of play '"plays" itself into a complex
of compounded levels of'intefpretation.' There is‘in this
who{e enterprise a strong element of‘irony (itself a form
of play) stemming from the Experience that play is
"mysterioﬁs” in Marcel's sense. We are attempting to
methodologically énd "stylistically" distance ourself
from mystery - a self-contradictory joke.

' And immediately there may be offence here -
especially at the word "joke". (We hear the question:

How can we joke about something serious? But its natural .

rejoinder is: How to joke of anything else?) Our

lOJohan Huizinga, Homo Ludens: A Study of the
Play Element in Culture, Boston, Beacon Press, 1955, p. 186.
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culture, like "any culture oriented goward work wili find
play to be incomprehénsible and dangerous. A few people
will respond faﬁohfably to the possibility of play, but
many more will.respon& unfavourably; the vast majority
will respond'ambivalently.”ll
Mar;el'again_offers-us an important reminder about
the témptation to reduce mystefj to problem - which we can
apply to the éultural situation. He says that easy formulas,
easy explanations, show a danger of loss of dimensions of
meaning which escape the net of our abstractions. "Every
deprepiatory réﬂuction of this so:E‘has its basis in
resentment, that is to say, in a passion, and at bottom it
corresponds to a violent attack directed against a sort of
inteérity of the real, an, integrity to which only a

resolutely concrete mode of thinking can hope to do justice."12

-

So much for providing a wide contextual base for
our reflections on play. Play is a mystery. It is a
mystery which seems to call for a special style.

A style to do justice to play: would it not be
light, tongue—in—chéek, ironic, even satirical? Would it

Al

not inspire smiles, even laughter? Would it not make the

11 Robert Nealep In Praise of Play: Towards a
Psychology of Religion, New York, Harper & Row Publishers,
1969, p. 12.

12 Gabriel Marcel, Men Against Humanlty, London
Harvell Press, 1952, p. 116

»
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whole enterprise a comedy? And would not all of this make

~a serious adademic treatise le;s respectable - that is, as

an academic work? What is worse, would it not make the

whole enterprise mere empty froth without substance at’

all? Without question, all of this is a decided danger;

Indeed, it is a contradiction in the mind of many to do

.any thing g? value if one is light—heérted, smiling, carefree’
Yet, just how to produce a concrete style to

"do justicéﬁ-to play? It is a humbling thing to say that

with regard to play (as with all ﬁysteries) the problem

of- creating a mode "of expression which wili carry something '

of the emoti?e, all-embracing copcreteness'of the experience

(a Dionysian mode of expreséion?) has eluded us. We wonder

too, as was just hinted, whether the academic world is

ready to accept such a style in an academic dissertation -

even if a style suitably 'play-ful" (eg. poetry) could

be ei.rolved.13 It seems we must remain Apollonian in our
approach, and that we must see Dionysus’ world 'from a |
distance"”. We simply lack the cregfive genius of a

play-ful style for our present enterprise.

13 We are aware of another context - (Shall we
call it a post-doctoral sort of philosophjzing in gereral?)-
where, different from the abstract, third-person sort of
approach, men like Heraclitus, Montaigne, Nietzsche,
Lichtenberg, and Wittgenstein have used a dynamic, non-
objectifying and aphoristic immediacy in grappling with
"reality"'.



INTRODUCTION ' XXVIII

To have recognized some of these built-in
difficulties of our present work in this regard i; helpful,
we believe. A playful hermeneutic is at least imagined o
and a playful style longed for!

| Perhaps, indeed, play is, after all, a mystexy in
the sense we have been describing. What we have to say
about play will proceed upon such.an assumptién (an;K\‘
intuition). |

But no mystery is totallj beyond some recognition -
for, in the first place, it would not be recogniéed as
anything at all unless some aspects of its reality were
-already knowable and known. Otherwise, we‘wouid have a
case of total ignorance about the very existence of the
thing. To put the matter another way, we can say that
even if play‘is a mystery (beyond_tqtal comprehension) it?
still remains possible to say something valid (and true) |

about it.
b. The Type of Inquiry: The Question of Method

. The problem with regard to play is the confusign
in the literature on the question of how ''play'" relates,
to "reality". “On the one hand, for example, some authorities
on play do not hesitate to call 'play" a separate realm over

and against ordinary ''reality" (Johan Huizinga,_Roger Caillois,
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Robert Neale, for example). Yet, these samefauthors on
the other hand, make their owg,ﬁistinct cases for the
essential importance of play{ﬁith regard to ordinary
reality. Play seems at oncé.superfluous and outside of
reality but also essentially and integrélly part of
reality.-

The status quaestionis for this present work is

this confusion and apparent contradiction of these positions.

N

We hope to offer a contribution to learning by way of a
construct of a metaphysics which will do.hqstice to the
. literature and which will help lead a way out of the
confgsioh. |
This metaphysics operates as an idea only. It
sees itself as ordering the: literature and the experience
of play by the authorities, resolving this basic.contra-
diction, and some lesser problems here and there, -in their
work and presenting a holistic appreciation of the play-
reality question in such a way as to be a poﬁérful
challenge to thé adequacy of theories of play in the past -
both‘ip regard to philosopﬁy, psychology, sociology on
" the onejﬁand, and Christian theology on the other.
Essential yto our vision of reality; that is, our
idea of reality is that reality is "playful" in its very
core. Yet reality as play exigts, we feel, is three

L]

distinet yet intercomnected spheres of meaning.

’
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Thus, the purpose of the thesis is ;o explore the
idea of the reality-piay eﬁuation in ald geridusness,
qamely, in three distinct spheres of meaning and to construct
a scheme for a core meaning of'play, uniting the three
spheres. We hope to offer avmétaphysics which would
embrace all of reality.- with play as its fundamental and
explanatory notion. . -
f Moreover, the purpose of the theory is to offer a
unified appreciatioﬁ,of the three distinct yet interconnected
‘ spheres based upon a metaphysics which would'édentify the
" meaning of play as "the wonderous adventure of the possib}g”,
and a distinction of playfulness (paidia) from game (lgggé;f
‘ _ with special aftention to the character of man. H
Having pushed the idea as far as we can, our
purpose is further to Eéggithe idea by application of its
implications in an imagined dialogue with the contemporary
theologians of play - and thus to offer a challenge to
‘them, and thrdugh them, to the whble of the contemporar&

theology of play movement. )
' The value of the thesis is as an idea thesis,
\\q/fﬁhrefore, not as an historically critical one. It does
not examine sources of past ideas on play in prder to

cull new information from them; rather ié\sxplores new

meanings built upon the commonly accepted data from these

et \
sgurces.

s
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This purpose requires a method which is appropriate
to an idea thesis, as distinct from an historical thesis-
(or "critical" one).:. The interésy is in the idea of piay
and the play-reality equation as it is pfgsently

pcontained in the wofk of psychologists, sociologists,
;bhilosdphers, and theologians. ‘

The idea of play-reality equation is not new in
each distinct sphere. Thus, we make use of the generaily
acknpwledged sources fgr the equation as a stepping stone
witﬁ a view to the overall construct we wish to make of the

v various meqninés of the equation. As it were, we "run
with"” the idea of play as it is presently u;ed - and we
make use of sources quite freely as they are currently
understood. We relate our work to the relevant literature
on the subject of play of necessity since it is there that
phe‘prdblem (the apparent contradictory views of "play''s
connection with “reality"ﬁ originated. ‘

- It 'should be obvious that the very large ﬁumber
of authorities quoted is our first evidence that our
interest is not inrdoing a critical disquisition of
anferiqr views about piay. The focus of interest remains

“;un;the general "idea" of play. The authors are mentioned,

' for the most part, as examples of those whose work helps

clarify our own metaphysical view. However, we are

- confident that we have been faithful .to the general



13

0

h'.

INTRODUCTION - XXVIIId

understandings of the sources who form the background to
the present work. 1t is important to note, that the use
of these authors is only to aid us to understand what
might be called the common denominator of their various
approaches to play - that is the most general and wide
understanding of the meaning of the play-reality equation
itself in each sphere. Thus it is that the focus of
attentioﬁ is the commoﬁ general acceptance of the play-
reality equatiaa, and, conseqﬁently, the use of authors
: '
is only illustrative 6f the general respectabilitﬁFOf
the equation. The aﬁthors' works are presented only
insofaf as is helpful to come to appreciate this common .
denominator for each sphere of meaning.

-Some thinkers' ideas are treated at some length,
others rather sketchily, almost in passing. The reason
for this is simple. Some thinkers seem to léhd}more
weight to our own intuition and inéight - others seem
to offér only ;nterestiﬁg corollaries or less subgtantiai
support. Fgr that reason more attention is paid to
Heraclitus, Plotinus, Niétzséhe than go_Schiller in
Chapter One. Refefences are made to Fink and Axelos
only insofar asfwé can gather support from their thought

*

for’ the articulation of our own synthesis,

N\
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In Chapter Two, more weight is given to
Heidegger and Fhrmann's ideas than to La Rochefoucauld's
for the samé reason.

In Chapter Three Huizinga and Caillois seem
more important fo; our purposes than Orctega y Gasset
orrRoheim.-‘m _ .

We spend enough description of their théught as
is necessary to give a fair picture of the significance
of play which they have insofar as it might directly bear
upon what we ourselves want to say. No attempt has been

made to treat any author exhaustively - even on the

subject of play itself in their ﬁhought.
In trying to Set.thé,parameters of the meaning
of play's connection to reality in different spheres of
—_—
meaning, we will be lining up certain authors as being
in one sphere or another in their ideas. We will also
be vesponding ﬁo these authors in the light of our
hypothesis so thaé we may see in what way they seem to
be articulating their ideas in a compatible way with.
the hypothetical construct we have in mind. This exercise -
of lining up authors for this purpose is based upon the
conviction that those who have made the play-reality
equatiuﬁ in one sphere or ancther have implicitly

embraced it in all spheres. Yet, as we will see, many
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authors seem to want to acknowledge the equation only
in a limited sense, without understanding this wider
implication of universal appliéability of the equation.
_In some cases the authors embrace a coutradidtion
because of thls fact. Our response in ferms of our

¢
holistic view of all spheres of. the equatlon is made

to point out this problem in the llterature -
The defence of rhe implication in all soheres of
meaning derived frpm the acceptance of the equation in

one sphere is left to Chapter Four and the Conclusion to

Part One.

*

In regard to sourcés specifically for itéms not
on "play" itself, - no attempt has been made to be
critical and comprehensivé: We are fully aware that a
critical work on the problem of God, EZB example;‘(which
is touched upon but tangentially in this work) would
require a vastly different scope and method than is
used here.

Thus, for a systema%ic theologian, there may
be some uneasiness in regard to the casual and sparse
documentation for matters not formally on ‘play" itself.
The uses of Denginger-Schénmetzer's'“Enchiridion” and

Rahner and Vorgrimler's '"Dictionary" are noﬁ intended

any m%rt than as examples of commonly accepted general
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understandings of notions touched upon in this present.
work. No intention is made with regard to the critical
value of guch sources of information.

The stance we take is as theorist with an idea
to set in dailogue with the literature. Because of
this stance, especially in thé treatment of theological
data, no attempt has been made .to speak for the_believer -
since it is felt that';he hypothesis acts as a first

i

principle of the real and cannot be claimgﬁ to be %EHE -
either in philosophy or theology —\in the %ense of providing
itself with certitude (for example, as '"of Christian faith').
The hypothesis operates as a challenge and shows
itself only as compatible with what has been said in the
literature while suggesting that much more has yet to be
E#plored by theologians in the light of the idea, which,
because it seems to "hold water', cannot be too easily
dismissed. It does not do violence to faith-exﬁerience.
In fact, the idea may be a.stimulus to greater theological
work - and faith too. S3till, just because it may do so,
it does not automatically make itself a datum of Christian
faith. It is for this latter feason that the basic
stance taken up is a std‘rremoved from theclogy préper.
This is basically a philosophical essay leading

up to a-theologiéal review of the philosophical findings.

r
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and the type of speiulation so produced are strongly

philosophical and anthropological (concerned with reality

it it e e
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and the nature of man in general) that we prefer not to
begin with an elaborate (and particular) appreciation of

the "real" and of man from the special viewpoint of Christian
faith, i.e., a Christian "theological" status quaestionis.

- l

To be more specific: we think that, in the first place,

the choice to begin with philosophy and anthropology and
a phenomenology of human behaviour and to adumbrate our

findings toward the fundamental appreciations, before

proceeding on to a theological consideration of the same

question, is simply that, - a '"choice'", regarding the kind

of study we want to do. This is not to denigrate theology,

but to understand its "world" in a particular way - i.e.
from a distance. Such a "distancing' makes us feel -

justified in regarding our study as speculation arising

out of Religionswisseﬂschaft or Religiology - or a form of
religious anthropélogy,'in the last analysis, - not
enFirely theglogy proper.lé Qur findings are speculative -
based upon a philosoPhicai and scientific appreciation

of "play" related to "reality' and further speculation

as to the compatibility of such appreciations with
Christian faitﬁ—understanding. Thus, the study is really

a speculative essay-on the relatedness of these appreciations

~.

14 ' .

For a distinction between Religionswissenschaftg
t

and Religiology, see Reinhold Pummer "Religionswissenscha
or Religiology?", Numen, Vol. XIX, 1972, pp. 91 -127.

1 *

s it $ e e .
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to one faith-view, the Christian. Theoretically,. the

. . . : o .
theory might be applied to other faith views‘kor religious

philosophies), e.g., HinduismLoﬁiTaoism, in the same

_general, methodology.

~ The application to Christi faith-1life of the

Christian community of faith to its basic premise that -
reality and fgith are indeed play-full for the Christian.

Of course it is hoped that the findings will be $6 ° &

~hypothesis ﬁillsbe vindicated- or not 'by the fespoﬁse.of the

compatible with that faith as to make for positive ‘response;

But the study does not proceed solely g; fidﬂ}g Its basic
™

stance and perspective - and its validation - (as a study
”from a distance ) - will be according to criteria out51de
of the Christian faith. Speculation about a faith-system

is not the same as a particular faith examining #tself,

'tudy ‘tends to look at Christian theology,not so much

as’ theo_}ogy but as a partlcular kind of anthroEo 1ogy,

the the01ogy{ her@“entertained surfaces, - @s it i:zi//

legitimately, but secondarily, as regardg me thod?
| In the second place, even if thig'study wenre ab

initio usque ad finem a theological enterprise, arising,
and sustained, out of faith¥experience, even then, fheré '
o ,

might be stroﬁg groundsiggribeginning‘rather goldly, -

with -as much objectivity;as possibié about the sub}ect

" to be studied - before the immediate connection be made "

RN
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(by its nature a 'hot" subjecht, entailing certain
y ' J g

‘passionate commitments to "givens'!). Before the

application of anthropology to faith (and faith to anthro-

. pology) there should be a firm anthr0pology delineated.

To say“this is itself to exhibit a certain theological

prejudicé. Iqﬁgthe} words, it is to say that theology'é

‘task today is to_be, in part, a special type of anthro-

pological study.- "Dogmatic theology today has to be
theélogicallanthro'pology."15 -

) Thirdly, it showlLd be noted that in the present
theological world, though much has been explored, there is
no coherent "theology of\play”, as such; there is such
coﬁfusign a§ to the meaning of the notion of blaY"that
éohsequeqtly, the "proper" que;tions have hardly been
asked, tiii now, about the'realtionship of pla&ito‘faith
for such a.théofy‘as7our own to become a theological realm

of its own, with problems of its own, for its own proper

status quaestionis. ‘Such a realm, in part, is (obliguely)

the making of the présent work - though not ekactly in

the traggtional ”theologica%}.formulation of such realms -

as has just been indicated. ~

15 Karl Rahner, "Theology and Anthropology", in

T. Patrick Burke (ed.), The Word of History, New York,
1966, p. 1. : =

N
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»
However much the reader may agree or not about

this matter of method, he must patiently wait till Part
Two for the theological speculations (proper) to enter

his -view and a 'theological' status quaestionis to take

up stage, fronthand centre. ’
Of course, this is not to say that Part Two will

b erely an "application” of the theory; but, rather,

that will operate, in its own way, in the intent of

dati heory, reflexively, by theological anthro-
pology n this| way the total hermeneutic here employed
is not to i fo' a v;cious circle but to a spiral - a‘

"re?urn” which is to the previous beginningApoint at
another level, put in a more refined, detached, and self-
bonspiouS‘ﬁerspective. By this it is meant that the
Christian faith—interpreEation of the basic hjppthesis
wili deal with fundaﬁentally the same data but with its-
- own proper method and coﬁmitment. But the full
ggrmenéutic'isklaid oyt in a third loop in the spiral of
interpretdtion in a ”returﬁ" to philosophical anthropology -
after the fheological appfeciation. ‘The latter loop is
the substanceiof'our final "Conclusions'. L

This study is not laid out in a critical fasgion.
Thét ;g, it does not establish how the idea of three

.

spheres of play-reality come to the author's -conscilousness,

nor does it explain how, by critical method, anyone may

P ’ zr‘ (\ ’
N .

-
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move from an awareness of one sphere to aﬁother. The
study is simply ﬁased upon an hypothesis that there are
three spheres which serve to‘structu;e the whole play-
reality question. The critical value of the hypothesis

is contained in the fact that it "works", that is, that

it does order and shape the literature andfxperience to

a self-consistent and comprehensive whole. In addition,
the whole of Part Two exists to demonstrate the heuristic
value of the hypothesis where in theology it is shown that

it also '"works'".

E. Falsification of the Hypothesis

The question of falsificat%on must naturaily arise.
Briefly stated, the questioﬁ of falsification is the claim
that if an hypothesis caﬁnot be put to the test, it is
vi£tually meaningless. Is our hypothesis falsifiable?
If not, is it meaningless? |
| As to the equaéion’(play = real) in the tertiary
sphere of meaning, as we will exp%g%n it in Chapter Three,
it seems the next thing to self-evident observation that
what is distinctly real in this tertiary sphere is a
-pléyful reality through and through. Play inlthis realm
is obviously sgmething, not nothing; hence, we are dealing -
with a reality. But the nature of the real in this §phere‘

is as play. In fact; it is the very reality of play'in

¢
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this sphere which makes ”pléy” and ''reality" one aﬁq the
same question, as in a game of soccer, for example.
‘ To doubt that the equa{ion (play = real) valid
in this tertiary sphere is virtually to deny that there
is any play anywhere at all. For, surely, all uses of the
term ''play" derive from this commoﬂ e&perience that within
our e&eryday stream of consciousness there are separate
enclaves - separate, that is, from the mainstfeam, with
their own apparentiy autonomous rules of reali;; - called
"play”. Every other use of the term "play" - in any of
the other spheres of meaning - owes itself to this common
experience of play in the third sphere.
. In regard to the 'secondary sphere of the equation
where plqy, reality, and culture aré ane, there, too, it
is felt that Ehrmann's arguments‘alone are sufficient
evidence of the impossibility of falsification - for if
the_hhree—fold equation operateé as a first principle,
of "what is" (as it does) in the realm of man's cultural
world, it becomes impossible to attain a distance from it
in order to proceed to the matter of falsification as a
‘logical and verifying process. As an "idea" the three-
fold equation obviates its falsification.

In regard to the primary cosmo-ontclogical sphefe
of meaning, the play-reality equation is a question of

a vision of the real at the most-basic level of 2ll -

and consequently at a level which would have to be the
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foundation of any task of falsification (or verification)
itself. Here there can be'nﬁ'proof, no félsification, no
verification - only a question of self-consistency of
vision which is truly comprehénéive (Does it embrace all
tHat is real%). It is felt that this metéphysical vision
is a self-consisteﬁf, logical, an& comprehensive vision
over and against any other - but (as aﬁ idea) of equal
value and nan—falsifiable.

Insofar as the integration of the various spheres
of.the equation and fhe core meaning of play are explained '
in Chapter Four, the idea of the thesis seems to have self-
consistency, inner logic, éomprehensiveness. What is more,
it offers some heuristic value in ordering the literature,
resblving the major'pontrédictions‘in the 1iteratﬁre.

But, not to eschew the test SE verification -
falsification altogether, we apply it as it can be utilized
in the present instahce where #e treat a general theory.
In this respect, tﬁe whole of Part Two of our.work
operates as a testing of the iggg by applying it to a

particular domain of research and realit& (theology). The

very challenge of the idea to this body of work is itself

evidence for the respectability of the idea of the thesis

-

and its truth claim.

No more is being asserted, certainly not that

the theoretical construct is a complete world-view. For

that reason, Ell the evil in the world is no disproof.

1

(
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Even if this test would be applied anyway, it would appear
that the theory makes room for evil, negativity and contra-
dictions. The reason for thig is, that, as it appears in
the test, the term paidia has to do with "possibles”, and
out of these real "possibles" there may arise contradictiogs,
and hence negativity. -

As an example of the heuristic wvalue and the place for
falsification in the thésis, we may note the theological
sources are largely negatiwe towards the secondary sphere
of play. This fact doés~not imply that these atthors
deiiberately reject the equgtion - for thevy surely would
havbracknowledged it before rejecting it! The fact is,
that they seem not to have been conscious of, nor confronted
by, the ;ationale aﬁd imprigationé of the- tri-fold equation,
play = real = culture. This seems a valid observation and
critique of their work, accounting for'much-of the
confusion of the piay»reality prbblém in theclogy.
Consequently it demonstrates the heuristic vafue of our

thesis, and its,truth-claim.
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F. Limitations of the Hypothesis _ i

. N H

Since the present enterprise is so panoramic in
viewpoint and because the general philosophical and
psychological methods utilized are so sweeping, several
real dangers arise. .Tﬂere is, for example, a real danger
of oversimplifications and irresponsible generalizations.

Indeed we have to guard against béing so general in our
rémarks as tozgonvey littlé useful information, that is,
to say something which would be as much true as false
and as much false as true. y

It will also be a problem,because of the wealth
of particular phenomena and characteristics of eachfin
many different disciplines, to Limit the.inulusion here
of a large number of concrete instances of play such as
chess, or dance, or infant games in support of some g
observations. Illustrations, examples and detailed
particulars will be sacrificed, perforce, at times,
because of space limitations.

It may be ﬁelpful'here to hint at some general, p;
all—bervasive problems or colouring-tones threughout,

which should be taken for granted.

The first of these "colouring tones' with regard

. to the dissertation is that the theory is largely built

upon the theories of others - or the observations of
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others. But rather than being a mere accumulation of

S

observations and theories - (a limited value since there
is llttle point in looking at things unless 1t is known )
in advance what to look forlé) - the theory is made on
the basis of a seleétion of tlrese sources and by means
of what, ﬁor lack of better terms, are called "intuition"
and ”imagination"17.

The second point to be taken for gr§nted with
regard to the éheory is thét'it is incomplete, (not a
rare event in the history of science) and tentative (not’

“a rare event in the history of speculation). On the

question of its validity, then, two common criteria for
théory-validation might be kept in mind: viz. proﬁability
and'simplicity.18 Indeed, "the acceptance of a‘theory

is always Ehe result of a compromise between the require-

o 19

ments of 'agreement of facts' and of 'simplicity It is

the conviction of the author that his theory is probable, given

AL T .lz Stephen Toulmin, The Philos . :
n _Introduction, New York, Harper Tor hb k
Brothers, 1960, p. 54. p chbooks, Harper &

17 Philipp Frank, Philosophy of Science: The '
Link Between Science and Philosophy, Englewood Cliffs,

New' Jersey, Prentice-Hall, Inc. 1962 pp. 316-317.
18 - |

Ibid., pp. 350-354.

19 1pid., p. 353.
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the experience of play as described by the literature.

As to the note of "simplicity"? Well, we hardly need to
point out that the fundamental theory (reality is play:

full and consequently homo Christianus is homo ludens)

is simple to the point of elegance.
Because it would be awkward to state these
cautionary observations in every paragraph, let it be

. - .
noted that the "colouring tones' of intuition (and its

Eompanion, imagination), along with incompleteness and
tentativeness are operative throughout. They make for
what we called ”simplicify” and are aimed in the direction
of "probability".

There is a special problem of any scientific
theory being-.simply a'map, projection, or model which may
or may not be taken with common sense literalism ox
metaphysical certainty ("to think A is B is one thing,

is to think A as B is another”).20

In this regard it is
hqped that the content and tone throughqut should become
'clear, particularlyy on how one should think of the
connéction between ''play" and "reality' and "play' and
“faith". Let it be clear that we mean the connection -
quige literally.

It should be noted, as well, that there is a third

criterion for the validity of a theory, which is termed

20 Toulmin, op. cit., p. 165.
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the "dynamic', énd it refers to the,potentiaiity of a- .
theory to foster new excursioms inéo new realms;zl It
is believed that the thedry of this dissertation is of
"heuristic" value and that the discussion of Christian
tgeology in Part Two and our General Conclusions is a
preliminéry examination of this dynamic value.22
‘Indirectly, the dissertation offers a critical
“~_evaluation of the contemporary '"theology of play" in the
light of its findingé. In substance, it criticizes the
theology of ﬁlay movement for not having examiped deeply

enough the basic play—reali&z\;onnection.

2l philipp Frank, op. cit., pp. 352-353.

“ In pointing out observations about theory in
general, the author is deeply indebted to Reobart Neale,
Play and the Sacred: Towards a Theory of Religion and
Play, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, New York, Union
Theological Seminary, 1964, pp. III-IX.




PART ONE: THE METAPHYSICS OF PLAY
PRELUDE TO PART ONE
Status Quaestionis

What is the connection of "play' to 'reality'?
How can these notions be seen relative to each other in a
philosophical sense? Are not these notions distinct?

L
Does not one negate the other? Is play a l

ury, separate,
unproductive vis-a-vis the real? Is, therefpre, ""the |
real" logically prior to‘”play” and more impoXtant than
"play''? '
0f the many ways.to examine the'play—reality pfoblem,
the foilowing seem obvious: Play may be Qxamined'as object,
as episode, as phenomenon, separate from so—called’Prdinary
"reality', judged from the vantage point of this more
basic "reality". Such a view of play is common and be ps
Roger Caillois?3 is its most illustrious articuld¥or.
Caillois offers us this description of an essential
characteristic of play: Play is "make-believe: 'Accompanied'
by ‘a special awareness of a sgcond reality or of a free
~unreality, as against real 1ife”..24
_ 3 .

Roger Caillois, Man, Play and Games, trans.
Meyer Barash, New York, The Free Press of Glencoe, 1961..

24 1pi4d., p. 10.
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Play may also be stﬁdied‘as fﬁystery" (Marcel),
as a gigég‘aspect of man's being in the world, as a
dynamic which oﬁerates,|as it were, automatically, in man's
appreciation of the world .around and within himself. As |
such, play operates'even in the act of examining itself.
Thus, in this view, reality for man and his culture as well
are inextricably interwoven with the coextens?ve dynamic
of play. Such a view is typ?fied in the work of Jacques

Ehrmann.25 Ehrmann holds that to say that play constitutes

a separated realm from ''reality™ is an a prioristic

assumption in which "play" is already pre-judged to be
different from what is gncritically-accepted as the more
basically !'real". He says that Caillois and others who
judge play from the vantage point of 'the real™ have

- already prejudiced a fair evaluation of play. They ﬁ;ve

" already pl;ced it in é realm which is separate and distinct.
According to Ehrmann, play along.with culture and reality
are three co-extensive terms, and that in practice, éne
cannot be ''separate" from the others.

At the most basic level of all, play may be

scrutinized as the basic manner in which all things are.

25 Jacques Ehrmann, 'Homo Ludens revisited', in
Jacques Ehrmann, ed., Game, Play, Literature, Boston,
Beacon Press, 1968, pp. 31-57. .

LA



PRELUDE TO PART ONE ' 3

~ .

According to this view, the fundamental reality of things
in themselvés and in thei# interrélationships and activities
in the whole cosmos involves a way of existing which is
best callgd play. Such a view may be found in the Eastern
philosophy £f the uﬁiversal Tao, the principal of unity
and activity of all things. It is also found in a stream
of Western .thought from Heraclitus to Kostas Axelos.26

Which onteology seems best? Are they not mutally
exclusive? How do reality and play iﬁterrelate? Can one
support "separateness' and '"coextensiveness’ too? The

present enterprise addresses itself precisely to these

questions.

Play as Playfulness (Paidia) and as Game (Ludus)

This is perhaps an appropriate point to refer to
the meaning of "'game" which will operate throughout this
essay. For our purposes a '"game' is play according td rules,
i.e. play according to recognized pétterns. Any event
can be described as a game if the limits and parameters,
the ﬁatterﬁs and dynamics of it seem to be more or less
fixed. Thus the whole of a given culture may be described

as a game if the freely acceptéd conventions of the

26 Confer, for example, Kostas Axelos, "Planetary
Interlude', in Jacques Ehrmann, ed., Game, Play, Literature,
op. cit., pp. 6-18. '

et i e e S
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™

ociety are ;eeégﬁized by its inhabitants. A dramatic
' T ' N

preésentation on stage is likewise a game} Even within:a

"given\subject who is day-dreaming and making rules within .

m of his fant1c121ng there is a game going on.

As we w111 see there is room to consider the whole universe
too as operatlng as a game since there seem to be rules

or patterné diseer?ible in it.

| For the whole of the essey, structured play, .or game,
will be called ludus, whereas pure unstructured'enérgy of

play, or "playfulness", will be called paidia.27

FS

The Hypothesis

A oo —— R Lo

o 1. The Three Spheres of'Play—Reality*w

Let us state thehhypothesis: It is' thig: ~
Philosephers ought to digfinguish_three distihet yet
complementary spheres of the play—feali;y qﬁestion. A
cosmologico-ontological sphere of play embraces all
reality so that "play”.and "reality' are coextensive in
meaning. Such play-reality identity is disclosed and
discerned'gp eoncrete episodes called games (ludi). The
whole cosmic reality may be thus viewed as the Game of R\

Games. Such a view may not be evaluated since it is

\ ’ ~
27 The ch01ce\pf the terminology derives from Roger ;PJ

: Ca11101s in part and from Johan Huizinga and others as we
will see. /

\
i »
/
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really a vision of.a first principle - an intuitive

-

appreciatioﬁ of what is - at its most basic 1eveI”Ehd/in
its most intrinsic mode of being-becoming. Paidia
(unstrﬁctured-energ& of play or playfulness) has structured
itself into a grand ludus, which is our whole world, one
among éanydbossibles.

This sphere of play we will call the primary

(cosmo-ontological) "appreciation'" of play. One of its

manifestations is in the human-dimension, the world of

"human. culture. At this secondary level, another sphere

f play, as identified with reality, appears so that piay-
reality-culture are coextensive in meaning. We will call

thlS secondary realm of the play-real the reglonal 28 or

cultural ." apprec1atlon of play.

. Within this secondary sphere of play certaln
azthIEIes may be separate from.the game (ruled and
accepted patterns of play—cultqre—reallty) and seen as
"play" (new or different forms-vis—a—vis the play-reality-
culture coextensiveness). These separated activities in
themselves (called play in a tertiary sense) are also
to be regarded as 1dent1fylng the real. and the playful

P .
and often found their own structural pattern i)

i

28 After the vocabulary of Nicolai. Hartmann; confer,
for example, Stanislas Breton, L'Etre Spirituel, Recherches
,sur la Philosophie de Nicolai Hartmann Paris, Emmanuel

Vitte, 1962,

{ : S (;/
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{(e.g. a hockey game; a dramatic performance). We will~

call this tertiary sphere of the play-real the Sub-regional '

or conscious "appreciation' of play. AW

Thus, there are three levels or three realms of

-

the play-reality coextensive.

The primary cosmo-ontological sé re embraces the

secondary regibnai;pultural sphere which i turn includes
the tertiary sub-regional-conscious sphere. Yet, conversely,
thé tertiary spheréi as a ludus of the primary sphere, at
the same pime‘extends the horizon of the primary'sphefe's
paidia. Thus, the tertig{z\iphere bath ekemplifies the
paidiaﬁ element of the primary sphére‘yhile_transcending
ali previous ludi of that primary sphere. - .

The secondary—régional—culture sphere is a ludus

of tife tertiary sphere as well as a ludus of the priméry

sphere and thus is to be understood as an expression' of

both. It is an "expression”,éig%us) of the teétiary sﬁhere
because the ludi of the tertiary [sphere tend to become
-sociallylrecognizeé and shared and eventualiy sqhdﬁmed
into the lgégg of culture itself(and so identified with
"ordinariness" rather than what is popularly called “play").
&hus, an ludi of the tertiary sphere tend tp- |
become the 1Eg§50f the secondary sphere and (at least
"humanly considered:l)part of the ludi of the primary

sphere.’

0 ¢

ol e o T 4
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But, it is important to note that according to our

e

theory, the ludi of the tertiary and secondary spheres are

reallz.(sic!)‘ludi, ipso facto, of .the primary sphere.

e e

The play-reality equation for'human Yrealities", thefefore,
whether in the tertiary or sgcondary spheres, transcends

the limits of\the phrase "humanly considered" as ludi of

the priﬁary sphgre. They are lggi in themselves of the
primary sphere! This is another way of saying that the
.distinctly human dimension of reality bespeaks the intrinsic
nature of the cosmo-ontologically real and man's 'character"

is an image (ludus) of Reality Itself. Both are playful!

The spheres relate to each Other as various ludi of

Paidia. The teftiary sphere is a paidia-ludué of thg paidia-
ludus of the world in the primary sphere. The world itself °

is a paidia—ludﬁs of Pure Paidia Itself in the same primary

sphere. The secondary sphere is a paidia-ludus of both of

the other paidia-ludi (ﬁhe world and man) .

| The thesis makes a case for a paradox: that
bécause reality is play-full, any assertion of 'mon-reality’
or "play (estimated as uhreal activity)'" is valid only
relatively, that ‘is, when one considers the statement
about ''play" and thé "un-real" as arising in a sphere of
meaning which would,vaiidaﬁé the statement for its own
parameters but/;;;:E“a%fg;;;f;iesupposes the }dentification
"

reality' in some other sphgre.

4

of "play" and
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Because réality ié‘fundamentélly.playful, the
_ thesis goes on to say, all aspects of Christian—faith‘are-
likewise playful.
Thus, while all three spﬁeres are separate, all
are interconnected and complementary. Only the "un-real'
playfulness (Paidia) undergirding the world, and which is

the cause of the Game of Games, really escagéﬁ,pattérns
(ludi) . |

2. Man: Wonder and Adventure

Within the tertié%j sphere man's play'is of three
kinds: 1. ‘His simple wonderous exploration of the other
spheres but with no utiiitarian end; 2. His adventurous
search for the not-yet, the possibilities of the,fun—real";
and 3. His éreativé forms or games (ludi) which have
their own meaning ;part from the other spherés (e.g.,
sports, stories, plays, etc).

Man's own nature, when he is actively and
consciously playing, thus éxhibits something analogous to
the three spheres of play-reality. His wonder at the way
things are is correspondent to the cosmic way of #tay (our

‘primary ontological meaning of play). ;His tendency to
pattern his play into games (i.e. soccially acceptable
forms) corresponds to the cultural way of things (our

secoﬁdary regional oxr cultural meaning of play). His

.

il ATl e
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s
adyenturous explorétions of the not-yet corresponds to his -
own creative imaginings (our tertiary sub-regional or
conscious realm of play).f It is at this last point that
man's playfulness (paidia) becomes involﬁted with the
primary (ontological) sphere of playfulness (paidia) to
begin ;hé cycle again. '

In a spiralling fashion man elevates the &ycle to
new heights of possibilities and thus enables it to transcend

all past forms (ludi). In our appreciation, man's proper

gaggia may be called his soul. .It is his own: He has his
own proper identity over and against cosmo—ontological Paidia.
It is importént to note that what is peculiar about
tﬁe mode of paidia is that it is the méde of the possible
as against the actual. It is not nothing, however. It
is a power or energy moving in the realm of the possible-
‘ but;not—realized in actuality, i.e. not reduced to ludus.
Thus, it is a reality whose mode appearghgiatinctly s
un-real vis-a-vis a given patterned set of energies which

we have called ludus.

In the same way that scientistgmdy speak of
] .

énergy and matter being distinct, fso too we may/ speak of

paidia afd ludus being distinct.

n-of energy

into matter and vice-versa is astonversion Of paidia into

into ludus and vice-versa. As ecfaid, it is only in

the absolute, of the cosmo-ontdlogical sphere, where

Paidia can never be exhausted by ludi.

[ S i
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37, A New»Metaph&sics

- .

. ! What is crucial for an understanding of our present

enterprise is the fact that we are taking up a stand which
is revolutionary of the usual ways of dealing with "play"
and "re_al'ity" . -

We do not just cléssif& opinions with the help of

a three-fold hypothesis. We are not eveg only offering a

1ay.\“ﬁe

actually proposing a new‘metabhysics based on plgy as

deeper definition (or, better, a descripéion
the fundamental and explanatory notion. We claim that

play is a powerful mode of energy operating in a realm of
posgibilities in the direction of self-actualization and
thzigiboked at from that vantage poiﬁt, culture is play

and, even more sweepingly, that the whole: of reality;'o%
better,.the Wholé of the universe, is piay.

Our world, ouf culture and our so-called "play"
episodes are‘in fact differing but complementary spﬁeres'
of ludi conmected by the commggﬁelement of being structures
of Paidia, the enefgy of possibilities. Our world is
one of many such actualizations (ludi) of Paidia, our .§§r
culture also is one of many possibles, and our "play'- lvf"
forms (phenomena of play) are likewise only some of

possiblefplay—fbrms.

ESERP Tt
[
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It is not just that things - in whichever sphere
of play-reality - are playful in their mode of being, -

but also that the interrelations between spheres - as well

;las between things in the same sphere - may be rightfully

called inter-play. If all things are in pfocess, the

process is play, the relationship between processes is

play, and there is one universal all enveloping play-process

going on,
‘The transcendentals of being: unity, goodness,
truth, and beauty may be joined by.another: play. 1In

facf, play along with unity give the basic uriderstanding

. of reality - but goodness, truth and beauty are consequent

upon play and unity.
4. Avoiding Ambiguity

The point of making these distinctions-clear is
the avoidance of unnécessary ambiguity in understanding
the question: 'What is the'ﬁiay element of the real?"
or "How are play and reality related?"

As we will see the problem, there are three _
different levels of the qﬁestion. Some authors (for
example, Huizingd). have had an intuition about the anéwer
to the question in one sphere of its meaﬁing but have .
respoﬁded to it in languége'more appropriate to another
and so ended up dontraaicting themselves. 'By‘making the

three levels of the question clear and providing separate
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appreciations of an answer for each we hope to give\some
help in this difficﬁlt area of how play and reality relate
to each other. The distinctions help us to resolve the
contradictione but permit us to say that, for instance,

play is separate from reality but coextensive and identical

" to it too.

- . We feel that each of the three spheres of
reciation of play is a respectable view of reality.

Our task now.is to make each of these spheres more
comprehensible and respectable so that the insights of
our intuition may be seen to be making some contribution
to Ehis whole area of speculation.

As we stated in our Introduction, play seems to be

a mystery in the Marcelian sense. We will see that each
ephere of pla§ is mjsterious and that all of the three
realms of play are mysteriously interrelated. .
To help .us understand what we call the primary
(cosmo-ontological) meaning of play (Chabter I) we will
enlist the help of Heraclitus, Plotinus, Friedfich ven

Schifler, Friedrich Nietzsché, Eugen Fink and Kostas

~ Axelos.

For the secondary (cultural or regional) meaning
of play (Chapter II) we will seek the support of Martin
Heidegger, Francois de La Rochefoucauld, and Jé&ques

Ehrmann.
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For the tertiary (sub-regional or .conscious)
meaning.of play (Chapter III) we will hear from Jose

Ortega y Gasset, Geza Roheim, Johan Huizinga and
g

Roger Caillois., \

Our conclusions to Part One will be in the form
of our presentation of an integration of these three
S

appreciations of play, called "The Essence of Play"

(Chapter IV), the heart of a new metaphysics of the play-

real.

Chapter IV will&g;;;;that:;Iayfulness (éaidia) is
tﬁe dynami.c ﬁyséery undergrinding the world's reality in
three spheres of game (ludi}. Relative to these spheres,
playfulness (paidia) must appear as 'un-real', as non-
being, and as beyond actualities (i.e. ordered to
possibilities); Thus, playfulness (paidia) is the active
ingredient which-Pérmits change and possibility beyond
present actualities, as well ds the cohesive connection
between all actual realities. It is what accounts for
finite actualities and the phenomenon of change to new

actualities. It is in this sense that play must appear

at once mysterious, 'useless' and yet essential to the

FgN

actual. ﬁ.l



CHAPTER 1

v

THE PRIMARY (COSMO-ONTOLOGICAL) SPHERE CF PLAY

The purpose of this Chapter is to articulate the
most fundamental and all-embracing meaning of t;; notion
"'play", its cosmological—oﬁtological meaning. This
Chapter, fhen, is one answer-ég the question: 'How does
play_;elate to the real?" The various explanations of
this primary appreciation of play are offered as Eumulative
estimations éf it, each analysis adding on fo the others.
These explén;tions follow a chronclogical order accordiné
to the 1ive§ of their authors sco that we can see a
gradual sophistication growing as this appreciation of the
ﬁlay-reqlity egzgaion developed.

In this presentation, Heraclitus, Plotinus,
Schiller and Nietzsche ser%e merely to set the stage for
the more notable modern plaf—ontologies of Eugen Fink
and Kostas Axelos. We offer all these appreciations of
play in the cosmo—ontological sense, however, in order
to give a context of meaning for our own hypothes}s.

We reserve the expdsition of our own ideas to Chapter IV,
éontentihg'ourselves (in this Chapter) with brief

. -

responses to the philosophers found here.
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’

Let us briefly review the highlights of the play-

reality equation in the fore-runners of the modernms.
A. Heraclitus iy

In the West, the first cosmo-ontological thrust
toward considering "play' as the way of the real seems to
come from the work of the Ephesian philosopher Heraclitus
whose works also embody a playful mode of expfession,
aphorisms - often enigmatié, provocative, and maintaining
an air of mystery in themselvés; "Time", he said, Mis a
child playing, moving counters on a game-board; the
Kingdom belongs to a child."29 Time- in this aphorism
denotes eternity or ultimate temporality, the whole of
human existence. ‘According téaDayid Miller, "the Kingdom
referred to must be some sort of dltimate kingddm (Kingdom-
Basileie, paralleling the ultimacy of time, aion), not
unlike Jesus' Kingdom of God, the goal of mankind."3?

Howevér one accepts Miller's linkage of Jesus' '"Kingdom"
to Heraclitus', it seems likely that the 1atter meant .
"play ‘pe the category for understanding - and expressing -

the nature of the world and the road to authenticity in

29

30 David L. Miller, Gods and Games, Towards a
Theology of Play op. cit.,pp. 102-103. Cf . his "The
Kingdom of Play", Union Seminary Quarterly Review, XXV,
3, (Spring, 1970) pp. 343-360.

Heraclitus, Diels, "Fragment. 52".
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human development. Nietzsche was 1ate£ to say that this
aphorism of Heraclitus‘ was a metaphdr for morality in

tﬁé; it had its spirit from pre-Homeric Orphic religion
(Man must imitate the high God, Dionysos, traditionally
pictured as a child playing with toys).31 In imitating
Dionysos, the god of human creativity, man transforms his
nature and behaviour. He does this by mastery over strife
within himself. This amounts to "letting be'" the spirit

of play which is the spirit of truth and wholeness. In
this sense play and the serious are one, and we are dealing

with the Greek ideal of the "grave-merry" (spoudogeloios)

-man.

Thus, in' the beginning of.Occidental philosophy -
even'before_Herac1i£uS - the polarization of 'grave" and
"merry", "seriousd and “play" did not amount to a dichotomy.

In the words of Norman O. Brown,

Wisdom is in wit, 'in fooling, most excellent
fooling; in play, and not in heavy puritanical
seriousness. In levity, not gravity. My yoke
is easy, my burden is light.

The God of Delphi, who always spoke the truth
never gave a straight answer, in the upright
Protestant way; he always spoke in riddles, in
parables; ambiguities, temptations; that hearing
they might hear and not understand, To teach is
not to tell, like Heraclitus, the Cbscure. The
god knew how to lie; and so did not deceive his

31 Friedrich Nietzsche, Philosophy in the Tragic
Age of the Greeks, trans. Marianne Cowan, Chicago, Henry
Regnery Co., 1962. ‘
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countrymen. The real deceivers are the
literalists, who say I cannot tell a lie, :
or hypotheses non fingo.

For Heraclitus 6n1y a playful attitude and style could get
at the pléyfulngss of things themselves. f;
For-Heraclitus "everything changes" (panta ghéi).
and is "in play" in the game of life. In so saying he .
puts ﬂimself at one with the Eastern philﬁsophers of China

. A 8
and India, holding to a notion of a rhythmic and "1ilt"-ing

(Sanskrit: _liiazati) swinéing of an ontological and cosmo-
logical yang and yin (the ultimate Tao). At the core of
reality is change, process, play. ;ﬁspecially is this true
of man's own spirit. "You could not di;covqr the limits
of soul, even if you-tréyeiled every road to do so; such
is the depth of its meaning'', wrote Heraclitus. ~On both
the cosmic and personal scdles, "The hidden harmony is -

better [closer to the truth] than the obvious. ">

In

this appreciation Heraclitus gives expression to his
intuicion that man is a microcosm of the larger -macrocosm,
nature itself. Nature'actualizes itself in constaﬁt
process, a Weltspiel. ("You cannot step twice into the

same river, for other waters go ever flowing on.")?4

2 ' -
32 Norman O. Brown, Love's Body, New York, Random
House, 1966, p. 245..

33 Philip Wheelwright, Heraclitus, New York,
Atheneum, 1964, pp. 58, 102. TFragments 45,54,

34 Heraclitus, 'Fragments”, in Philip Wheelwright, ed.,
The Presocratics, New York, The Odyssey Press, Inc., 1966, p. 71.
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- Looking at the whole and attempting to penetrate-__ /™

to some fundamental meaning, Heraclitus saw '"the Logos

v

that is everlasting". He sdw how-it behaved.. "All things

cothe to pass in accordance w1th thlS .ogos'! Karl Jaspers .~
says that the Logos which Heraclltus percelved as pervadlng)%L/

I . '
and encompassing the whole -

can neither be translated into any other

. term nor defined as a concept. Logos can

3 " .
Logos by the logos of tFe soul and so becomi/ratiinal.

connectedness of ali‘thlnas whlchnfre themselves constantly

51gn1fy word, discourse, coritentoof discourse,
meaning; reason, truth, 1aw even Being. In
Heraclitus it is not defined; it carries all
these ‘meanings at once and is never-:limited -to
any one of them.34a

L]

Within this Logos is the eternal stfugglé of opposites.
t o
This : 1n51ght is repeatied in many dlfferent ways. Heraclitus'

is thet ultimate reallty (the Logos) is a unxtv/fiz

But the“essence of wisdom/s ems 'to be to breath in this

In order to,grasp the whole one must see the .inner ‘§

v g’:; cons@!ntly Lhﬂnglng

changing even as the ;\xL'

Oneyof these connectlons, Heraklitus believéd, was the i':'

34a Karl Jaspers, The Creat Philosophers, Volume II,“
New York, Harcourt, Brace & Woer L L1966, p 17. .

i

/

34b

Fragments 8, LO 36,49 ,4%a; i,60,62,67,

?

~.

e, e

11,126, T
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harmony of the soul's way of being gﬁa the way of being of
the cosmos. To find'ﬁisdom, therefore, Heraclitus said,
”I searched 1nto myself" (Frag. 101).
True knowledge or w1sdom for Heraclltus was ‘a life
process, an ongoing activi%z;;jn touch with the ongoingness
h

cosmos (not ng@’g;istemic

or  theoretical informatjiom, but .an engagement with the

of the fundaméntal way of t

world). One had "To speak and act'the truth, paying heed

to the nature of things" (Frag. 112),

o E The soul is thus a peculiar entity, if it be’
an entity at all, for apparently it is of a nature
as to be constantly changlng, and chan

such a way as to 1ncrease 1tse1f ﬁv‘\\~///

("The soul hds a 1ogos, which increases itself" - Frag. 115)

The logos of the soul must, be unending because
it points to a logos of the daimonic,’ or .that
which is in between the mortal and the divine.

.. But’ an adequate logos o thag which is in between
the mortal and the divfne mdst include as.well the

- logos of the divine. " Tp give a complete loges of

the soul is to give a complete logos of the structure

of the whole, and for reasons which Heraclitus 344

presently makes clear, such a speech:§yst be unending:

’

.Thus, in a sense, 'the soul is more than what it is"

C\ it points to or is oriented tc what is not itself but bevond

~self. Ong cannot understand the soul withouﬁjlelafing it

.

34¢

—

Drew Hyland, The Origins of Philosophy, Its Rise in

Myth and the Pre-Socratics, New York, Capricorn Books«x
G.P. " Putman's Sons, 1973, p- l49.

34d

Ibid., p. 150.

» o
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to the cosmos, and the clue to understanding the COSMOS
is the art of knowing the se

Accordlng to Sextus Emplrlcus, Heraclitus held that

man become intelligent not be himself aléne, but by v1rtue
of his participation in the rhythmic movement of "that

which encompasses ust. 34 : (Z:

Heraclitus calls this encompassing reality Logos.

" Yet the origin (arché) of this ever moving Logos is one.

"The Logos, in fact, "is the unification in intelligibility

f the principle of flux itself. Everything indeed is in
fiux, including the Logos 3'.tself."3l'f
"As Hylénd interprets Heraclitus
the Logos itsglf is not a static principle
-of the TTow of becoming. That view remains for
Plato to articulate. Heraclitus' Logos 1isg,
itself flowing according to its own order48

4

The way of true wiédom must .be one which recognizes
‘the rhythmic flux of\thiggs:and a certain liﬁing inte-the
harmony of the flux at the same time. Heraclitus called
this method "attunement" )
‘ °

Participating in this rhythmic harmony of the Logos

is to dance along in time with it, bécoming consciously

)
34e
Sextus Empiricus, Against the Logicians, I,

126-34, quoted by Drew Hylanaf op:. cit., p. Lo&.

f
Drew Hyland, op. cit., p. 156, (Cf. Fragments
32,41,50).

361pig., p. 157,
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part-of it, as permeated by it as the dancer is touched‘
by music, translating its movement into his own and so
becoming one with it.

' Heraclitus knew that this method of attunement was
not apt to be widely accepted. But the truly'wise man
could see that apparent chaos or foréuitous events were
- not mganingless but rather a certain kind of hidden order.

"Naturelloves to hide" (Frag. 123) "A hidden
. harmony is_better than an apparent one' (Frag.
54) "Unless pou.expect the unexpected, you will

never find it. For it is hard to discover and
difficult" (Frag. 18) '

The favourite model for this difficult) Logos was

han a physjeal

fire (pyr); fire was more than a symbol, more

cause. Wheelwright thinks that all the meaning

term which pyr can have are meant to be taken tog
. th

once and fused together.3

Robert Brumbagh thinks that for Heraclitus matter

was a kind of energy of this Ezr.3hi

In this sense, it was
énergy, not matter, which was important to him.:Mj In th@f{d)
sense we might suggest that perhaps matter was the temporary

- -
"giving out" of the fire of the cosmic flux, "an ever-

living fire, kiﬁdling‘itself by regular measures and going

out be regular measures' (Frag. 30).

. 34h P. Wheelwright, Heraclitus, Princeton, 1956, noted
by Robert S. Brumbaugh, The Philosophers of Greece, New York,
Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1964, pp. 48-49. 4

34 .

* Robert Brumbaugh, op. cit., p. 221, n. 26.
343 )

LS
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2 <

This deliberate attempt on the part of H;raclitus .
to break through the abstractions about matter to the felt
experience of the flow of life's energies made hock of
conventional rational analysis of reality. His intuition

-
was that reszlity was constituted in a non-constitutive way.

The playful epigram was therefore suitable for
articulating'the intuition andlizanécending discursive
reasoning., The epigram_suitgd the playfulness of reality
itself. Reality was playfdlly what it was - for play was
to be thought of as an immer-directed, self-sufficient’

mode of energy apart from its being abstrgetéd in some
A

logic or idea by rational philosophy as "be:i.ng".?’l."k

3

34k
Confer Baumbaugh, op. cit., p. 49.

(v
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Heraclitus used "fire" and '"flame" as one of his
fundamental symbols of the play of life bécause play -
itself seemed to him to bespeak "flaming up' of reality.

We know that his second symbol for the process of nature
was strife, "the father of all things", the dynamic
flowing back and forth of balanced and agonistic poles of
reality. We know that for him, as for Hesiod, there was

a good Eris - beneficial strife - as well as a destructive
Eris. For Heraclitus reality itself is this process ;_gggg
(contest), this ebbing and tide-flood of balanced poles
"flaming up" 'in play. Play is the proper way to speak of
the“dynamic process of ghe world. The life process was
mystery-in~play and the best way to appreciate it was

not in trying to intellectually see and capture it, but

in pure, receptive contemplation, the ''letting be" of
n 35

]

what is, by "listening to the essence of things
allowing it to 'play" into our consciousness.

We can see that what Heraclitus did for us was to
.

- \

open our eyes to an ontological-cosmological view of - i

ultimady in constant activity but as best understood-as,
play. In fact, reality was playful By definition. Reality -

and ontologico-cosmological play were one and the same.

il

35 Heraclitus, "Fragment', 112. by
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e

B. Plotinus
f
Plotinus never wrote a "system of philosophy"- -

as such)'but in nearly all the writings of The Enneads

there is the schema of his over-all vision which can be

discerned.Bsa

For Plotinus, ordinary reality was comprised of
being and non-being, but above both was -"'the One", the
_unthinkable,‘utterly trénscéﬁd;nt, iheffable Reality. 1In
his "schema', non-being was mgtter, vb%g&/yas also unthinkable,
the formless, passive, unstable stuf% of the universe,
without quality or quantity as such. In contrast to this
reality of being and non-being, "the One' was not to be
considered as the number one, nor contraétgd with "the
other" properly, nor a uﬁity of a multiplicity. The One
could not be thought since ig was so radically '"other',
"of itself", and "Above Being".

The full schema is laid out in five descending
principies: the One, the spirit {nous), the soul, nature,
and matter. The middle three of these comprise the sphere

of "being". | | |
: Rati;;f{/Znsight of the soul looks upward to the
Ideas, a sel ;sufficiént world of forms (a2 closed totality,

3 . "
35a We will follo;H:;;\Qutline of this schema as

presented by Karl Jaspers, The Great Philosophers, Vol.

I, op. cit., pp. 38-92.

,.,‘
~

T et et sl S b S A
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the cosmos of the spirit), the archetypes of all existing

things. As such these Ideas are true Being, while every-.
: : ‘ . L3
thing which comes after them is a mere copy, having only

apparent E%%?

} and downwards toward
¥

h the intermediary of nature (the corpoieal

e

- "matter” thr
world).

In its looking downward, the soui becomes the world-
soul ﬁhich gives life to nature as a whdle, while individual
souls give living unity to all the many b;ings. Entefins
into nature, which is spatial and temporal, the soul ‘g‘
becomes in part spatial and tempora1;3%§/ ' - -

The soul knows the realm of spirit only by way of
the intelliéible categofies (Being, identity; difference,
motion and rest - taken from Plato). It knows the realm
of nature only thfough the sensory categories (épace, time,
quality, quantity, etc. - taken from Aristotle). Since
"matter” and ''the One" are not encompassed by categ&ries,
they are beyond thought.

T

Plotinus' prejudice was on the side of '"the One".~__ 2

-

He had no great interest in natural phenomena since they

3P 1hid., p. 41,
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"were merely matter, the ultimate limit of the "copies"
("images'") emanating from the One.

The value of the intermediate realms of spirit,

.

. soul} nature was precisely in relation to their various
stages of union or cénnection to what was above them, that
is, the One.

The Spirit's ideas and‘its thinking of them are
really one: it is self-consciousness. The 5oul‘is a copy
(image) of the Spiéit. If looking up to the Spiriﬁ, the
soul engenders nature, the cosmos. Substances and bodies
are matter that had been already formed and so drawn into
being out of incorporeal, impercé 51e, unthinkable

matter,35c s . “*n\

Plotinus saw the Oné\és a radiaﬂce bursting forth
in countless spheres of images of itself. H; never
explained why '"the system' is this way; nor did he explaiﬁ
how he had come to know it. Each'spheré within ''the system'
Mcreates an image of itself, as Father generates Son and
Son grandson. Each sphere is confacted intimately with
the othéfs but 1is, nonetheiess, digrinet,
‘The_One, of its very natyfe, exercises the power
to be freely diffusive of itgflf. It generates freely
what it wills. The One thus has the powér of “imaginatioﬁ“

as part-of-its essence.

3 /
i 3¢ 1pid., p. 42.
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The method of %efining one's awareness of the
One consists in a series.of transcending steps, speculative
operations, all fundamentally the same.. For example, from
the accessible immediate experience of life, forms, motions
and beautiful objects, one moves to the iqaccessible beyond
but mediated realities, true life, eternal forms, first
moéion, beauty itself. |

This kind of philosophying is not based upon
rational evidence for truth. It is a vision and a yearning
for absolute consciousness of the Uléimate. We can "agree
or disagree in so far as we perceive our own existential
potentialities in it." The truth-fontent is "in our own

Existenz.”Bsé

This prdcess of attaining to the transcendent
reality of the One inﬁoives two steps: first, there is the .
necessity of transcending sense peréeption to what cannot
be sensed but énly thought. For example, a visible triangle
is never exaptly identical with the triangle of thought.
Marhematlcal “truth applies to cbjects of an ideal world.
But this ideal world encompasses more than mathematical
forms. %i involves everything thinkable, evefything which
exists in thbught {(the infinite world of archetypes./;f

——

j"which the sensuous world disc1q€?§acopies).

354 1pid., p. 47.

e kT T
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Second, there is the necessity to transceﬁd this
ideal world of pure forms, the realm of the thinkable, to
reach the domain of the One. Thinking goes to its limits
and spurs us to pass Peyond it. Thus, all statements about
the One are only analogously true since they are thinking
stafements and the One is unthinkable. The mere statement
“t{ft it is One," is inaccurate. The One is rightfully
appreciated as beyond being, beyond noﬁ-béing [in this
sense]. It is beyond categories, beyond the grasp of

1anguage.35e

. ,wf;Fuj Plotinus, what finally accomplishes awareness |,
of the Onefis én awakening beyond reasoned, scientific
knowledge, beyond even pure thought, a kind of mysfical
surrender. Here the reader will récognize a theme reminis-
cent of Heraclitus' "attunement' to the Ultimate Realitly.
SucH. an_infuitive ”:j;yéémgnt" ié a stéte of
(ha

simpleness, a growing simpl

-

plosis), a standing-out
of oneself (ekstasis) - at perfect rest.

- As Jaspers says:

‘\\\:%?é;scending reason, it becomes,drunk in a
way that is better than-sober earnestness. The
soul beholds the One by muddling ‘and dispelling,

as ‘it were, its intellective facultg §reason,
nous). Thus it attains to the One. 5

35e

See .
®T 1bid., p. 53. N

Ibid., p. 49.

T ¢
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' This state of haplosis and ekstasis, in intuitive , %
union with the One, is a playful mode of béing, apprqpri;‘iufﬁhh‘\ *
(because attuned in style) to the nature of the One itself TN

as beyond sober earnestness. To approach the One, it is

necessary to become playful to be in the presencé of (that

is, not pﬁrposefully to strive for contact by human effort)

the One. Th;s state of playfulness 'is experienced rather - .
as a waking from the customary mists.of existénce into

t

qnother existence, in which' I rise above my usual thinking,
spatiotemporal e>~:13e1'iertce”.3Sg

When Plotinus spoke of the One he entered into an
attempt to conceptualize and capture into 1anguaée‘the
source of all reality and so found himse¥f saying the truch
in terms which appear logically impossible (the contradictory).
This is evidenced in his statements that the One is a
conjunction of potentiality and actuality in pure unity
where'the;most real is tH_ most potentially other.

In our interpretatio

this means that he feltt.

that the basic reality is a realm of pure possibilities.- );’);J
Its reality is its possibility or tendency to actualization
. :

of po&ifbilities, it's disposition to be imaged fort?}{‘

freely.égdfbliﬁfully finto spheres of actuality.

\’/;;:}DBSg Ibid., p. 55. This kind of language about the

D and the experience of the One is at leaszt analogously
close to the "separate enclave'" and '"non-edrnestness' - -’
the literature about play describes play to be.

<
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As Plotinus says:

0f course Potentiality may be a power, as,
for instance, when we are referring not merely
to a thing which may be brought into actualiza-
tion but to Actuality itself [the Principle or
Abstract in which potentiality and the power of
realizing potentiality may be thought of as "
identical}.35h _ : . o

Plotinus felt that Ultimate Reality was to be
considered as beyond being, ip a distinctly self-sufficient,

perfect, undivided itselfness beyond cog’rehenéion in terms

‘of potency -and act. ' -
- ”

As Jaspers explains: L&

In other words: at their sourc¢e, beyond
all existence, potentiality and actuality are
one. A logical relation (potentjality and
actuality) serves as a metaphor for something
unfathomable. 1In seeking to .exptess an
intuition of the unfathomable in terms of a
thought content, we must avoid .the distinction
between potentiality and actuality that is
indispensable in our thinking of existence.
Thus we arrive at the logically absurd proposi-
tion (for which Cusanus coined the word 'possest')
that potentiality and actuality are identical.33i

-

S

* . Because of the One’s being its own identification

- of potence and act, the One is utterly free (and not free

in virtue of some other thing). Moreover the One is

self-actualizing, self-validating, non-contingent, simply

X R
se1ir®usficient. |, - S .

35h P%otinus, Second Ennead V, in Great Books of .
the Western World, Volume 17, 1952, (Encyclopedia
Britannica), p. 58. . . . o

351

Kart Jaspars. on. ecitf.. n. 67 .-
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The approach to the awareness of the’ One is a

negation of all serious investmént of confidence in

rational thought - fer the One is beyond thought. It is

to be "seen" in a vision and spoken of appropriately only

in myth and pdetry, distinctly playful avenues to truth. |

The levels of being are disclosed not through.
the process of search, but through wvision. y
this point there is no cleavage between my&hlcal
mage

becomes a metaphor, for what cannot be stated in p
terms of rational thought, so thought itself ”
. becomes a logical myth.35] . \ :

r ) N .
From this profound appraisal of the radical distinctiveness

of the One and the immeasurable gulf between the One and man’s

understanding, Plotinus could seriouggxuspeak of man's life
ae_play - and man's noblest destiny as plav.. The truly
wise man, the man of insight, sees‘ﬁimself as'playing out
a fated role in a cosmic drama before the One. '"The
Creator of the piece' is a great dramatist alloting rolee-
to various actors; soﬁe "he promotes to ﬁore seriou; reles
or to %py more 1mportant play he may have while (another)
" 35k

Plotlnus felt that the wise man found no fault

in the drama and no better task then to play his role well.

353 1piq. )
35Kk

Plotinus, Third Ennead; II, op. cit., p. 92.

@
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this play_of authentlc ascendency to the One, there is

ability; [...] Playing his role, he will do battle,

and not allow himself to ‘be: dominated. by the wicked.
But only those 'who do not understand serious thlngs,'
who are themse}Ves playthings®, play the role in

Y  earnest.30l ‘
‘ [ -
¢

Thus\fhere is a seriousness beypnd the ordlnary

seriousness‘whmch requlreéJ;;;kﬁand battles, name%y a super’

seriousness which ds play. . ‘

’ [l

e earnéstness of the play attitude derives from

, .1{; -
Plotiﬁhs' vision of the One which is beyond all being, an

*

.1nf1n3.te realm of "ltqelf" as he ca11o it. With this .

vision, the proper attLtude ‘to the world is a seriousness

han the serlousness of doing battle. Play

a

and transcendlng the llmltatlons of the world. But within -

3 - +
.

" room to play out the assigned role in life in a-quasi-

PR - E
serious, quasi-work attitudé.
‘ . - S S

_ . Thus the ontolpgical base for man's authentic
:&;4’“P,becdming is the free and self—contained playful One, ‘the
" " vision of whom 1nsp1res a resdha b1, the playful attitude

of man vis-a-vis the world. But whlle in the world a

jszg Karl Jaspers,. op. cit., p. 77. .ﬁ'

(9

W

- ? - . W . ¥
\ e W . A a e
. ] v 3 71
- e | . | .
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. ~ . L
- ) L 3 - : _ _'
Jaspers explains:
Authentic vision is more powerfuL than action; R
- but on the basis of his vision, *a man*should play '
his role in the world drama to the best of his -
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lesser form of serious role-playing (ordinarily called

-“work" and "battle") is permitted.

-

It is the dontinuing play of the One-ﬁhicp inspires ‘ , 3
" the insighthinto the authentic way of being for man, namely
playfulnessﬂln resonance w1th the playfulness of the One.
Each of the emanatlons stemming from the One plays

ogut its role and plays out also its loving connection to i

*its Source, the One. Plotinus held that all things in the

universe exult in their own particular conmection with : ]

the Oné.35m

What we have learned from Plotinus in térms of

1

<
/;jlay is~ that the na ure of ultlmate reallty may be rlgh*

fully apprec1ated as play,or perhaps playfulnebs would be
bctter ‘as at least suggestlve of a freer and dTllmltéd
‘autonomy and, further, that the nature of thlS ba31c play~
fulness manifests itself in various realms of emanations
from itself - each an image of the othar and all reflectlng,
therefore, the centrality of playfulness'ln various forms

(or, as we use the term, 1ludi). This Profound playful
cosmo-ontology of’Plotinus.sheds‘aseful light upon any:
thoroughly playful philosophyﬁdf'a-playfui‘Absoluta. |
Similaritiea of ,his"ﬁppreciatioﬂ of playful reili'ty .z-:ill

appear in the elaboration of our own theoty.

.35m Plotinus, Second Ennead, 11 (”The Heavenly
Circuit"), op. cit., p. 4l. o

.
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Plotinus' philosophy provides a powerful base for
what will be our later contentions that ultifRte reality
is intrinsically playful, that it is a realm of playful .

possibilities, that, as part of its intrinsic playfulness

as a realm of possibilities, it produces ''images’ of itself
in various spheres, that it has within itself the unifica-
tion of potency and act, and that it is properly appreciable

as non-being, that ultimate reality is beyond-being - or

even beyond "Being". -
| e
' Plotinus' philosophico-religious view had a

definite playful base. "All things are created by(the life
of the All in its fulness”, he said, “and By living It
creates éay multiplicity It never ceases, but continues
without pause to call into being lovely, well-formed,

living playthings.”36 iﬂ%ffhwith Plato, Plptinus held
.that the“gest of mam is his eing a play-thjing of the

gods {(prefigured in the Logos, for Piotin

P !
serious and playful at once, secure in the knowled (...)

). Man is-

that his life has meaning (as a play thing of God) and that

“

his existence in creafion is not the product of nece531ty.”37

\“‘ N )
t , . «

" 36Pl'otlnus, Enneads, IIIL, 15 (ed. von.Harder, V.
p. 43), as cited in Hugo Rahner, Man at Play, New York
Herder and Herder, 1972, p. 26.

37 o f
Hugo Rahner, op.

-

-\

cit., p. 26.
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Thug, g%r Plotinus there is an ontological'r&otedness
in the play-life of man.
life rests in this play-base- and is méant to-be a serious”™ .
and joyful part1c1patlon in the superior play of the

_D1v1n1ty For Plotxnus all things strive toward God,

and exist in a pla;\\bﬂe751nce they have been created by

a playful God who has ordained all‘thlngs to play their

way back to him.

It

Indeed all of man'é noble

AN 1y

N\

N
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" Making play to begln thh befpre taking
up the subJect seriously, we affigm: All
things ‘stri toward Theoria, theyvision of
Cod. Does this mean that. this tr®atise of
mine is itsedf nothing but a kind of game?

" For, ‘after all, things that play, play only
because of their urge to attain to the vision
of God, whether they are the seriousness of

the grown man, or the play/of.the child.

“f”/ In the peculiar mind-set that was Plotinus', all

of life's experiences when seen cazeefctly are to be

~

apﬁreciated as but shadows of the really Real. Life is

a iiama, a play, Wefore tge‘eyes-of God.- "All this is .:.
o

ore than so many changeé of scene and shiftings of
‘properties, s¢ many simulated tears ané reheérsed lamenta-
x‘ .
It is in this vision of things, knowing what ig
‘behipd the scenes, that the true gnostic, according to
Plotinus, can be both earmest and‘ﬁlayful;at once —'a

version of spoudogeloios. "The more the human mind' pene-

L4

trates into theQSecrets of the universe elther by '

1nt tlve eellng ot bY'tlear understandln , the better
a} g

——

r_,f’/fittEd a man becomes for moving in time [dancing] with

the_diving,i'férlthe true activity of life is that of the

artist, such as the dancer in motion who is indeed the

~image and sxmbol-thereof.'" 4B Thus 1life, for Plotinug,

$

T

38 Plotlnus, Enneads III, g, ff(cited by H. ﬁahnar,
op. cit., p. 29). .~ . . : :

39
40
ILI, 27 16.

Cited by Hugo Rahner, op. cit., p. 387
Ibid., p. 62, quotlng from Plotinus, Enneads,

. .
: . 7
. 9 ’
’ +
- . . . -
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“and Play are Oné.

CHAPTER I ' .21

has a play-ontology; it is the "divinely-inspired dance
: ‘ il -

that moves around .the primal One'. For him it was the

L

=int2}lect in man whi®®swas

imagination as much as th

"privy to changes of meaning\w ich memory contents bear"42

and whlch enable thé human dance of life to plaz with its

4

OwWIl Ground_of Being. Thus, for Plotinus, Ultlmate Reallty

's playing nature is as an image

of,the really Real.- o

C. J.C. Friedrich von Schiller

. 3.c. Friedrich von Schit;ef(tBbgif::e:plit powers
. ' N 4
of Kant's human being(sensuousness and re ) and

s -
o~

expressed them as ¢ twin forces ofrthe impulse-to-form

0

difficult art of

(Formtrieb) and the imbulse—to—éensuo sness ,(Strofftriéb).43 : (-
Play, for Schiller'was”the clue to "ﬂ:;

living" wheze man is faced w1th his innate need to
discharge energy and his need to restrlct that energy in

'orgerly ways. In his developmer@ a hOllSth view of &

man and in his attempt to give expression to the creatlve-

elemen%\in art, Schiller founq that pley was the answer.

-

' e
jhl Plotinus, Enneads VI 9, 9 (cited by H. Rahner 33 c1t j%@j?d
42 Ray- Hart, Unfinighed Man and the Imaglnatlon,

New "York, Herder and Herdef, 1968 p. 194, ”) J\)quﬁ
43 J.C." Friedrich {on Schlller, "Letters Upon The .
Aesthetic Education of May", .Literary ‘afid Philosophical /_5

Essays, ,Vol. 32 of the Harvard Clasgics, Charles W. Eliot,
ed., New York, P.F. Colller & Son, Co 1910. e

't' . - K R
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To be truly free, Schiller argued,-a "medium

situation” balancing the two impulses.td sensuousness -

and form in mutual stimulation was needed. . Yet, at the -
same time the "medium situation" must tone down the - i
tendenc1es in each to~go to extremes. Such a ”medlum
situation“ was the ”pla .pulse“ which liberates man from - oz
\ nslavement to either tendency alowe. 43a The truly free

and Dlayful man was liberated by hlS very playfulness to

be master of the sensuous and the formal and so ‘was ready

. L

for knowledge and morallty.43b
‘ The beginning of culture lies in Fhis*f;eedom of
the play in%tinct which balances sensucusness and form
allow1ng man to "create appearances'’ or aesthetic beauty
It is this creation of applearances, the making of playful

realities, beauty, which fﬂgugupates the quly sacial
inheritance of man. ABC - v
Something of Schiller's philosophy is sHown in
his essay UOﬁ Simple and Sentimental Poetry'" in which he
shows* a:marked preferencé~fof comedy over tfégedy. The
reasan fﬁ:{ﬁhis preference, heé says\g}s éhat "comedy aims

-at - a mores,{mportant/end; and if tQis eﬁd could be actually !

—————— , _‘] _ .
432 1hid., xx, p. 281, ) o

' J/\‘\ %3 1hid., xxiz, p. 283,

43¢ 1hig., xxvii, p. 311

. .
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. . . attained it gfgzé:iﬁFi all tragedy not only unnecessary,
- ’ buy imppssib g 43 COﬁEaZLE,EPd is

- the same as that of the highest destiny
IK\, of man, and this consists in liberating himself
rom the influence of violet passions, and taking
“~~a.calm and lucid survey of all ‘that surrounds
him; and also of his own being, ...} and
ultimately rather smiling-at the absurdities.than.
 shedding tears and feeling anger at the sight of ~
the wickedness of man. ‘Q;b_
‘ L

. The exalted perspective of comedy transforms the

valuation of tragedy. The‘superiority of comedy is
it makes‘pléyjout ;f tragedy and smiles out of tears/a
anger. The comédic spirit is but another as?ec;
"joyous realm'" which ”emandipatéélman from_fetﬁefs, in all
his relationms, and_‘rom al} that is named consfraint,

whether physical dr'moéql nh3f . _

- To live totally ac ordiné‘to the play impulse,
Schiller said, is to exiét in a "completed infiniteness”
wighout any special determination - that is, to be truly

) : o
’ free, without: needs, and enjoying the self for itstown

I o . .
(//f' sake . 38 . - . : '
1y . v

. 43d Friedrich Schiller, '"On Simple and Sentimental
} - Poetry!, in Essays Aesthetical and.Philosqgggﬁéi,JLondon,

- George Bell and Sons, 1884, p. 294. A

. oMo mids 1 a L N

g . 43f Schiller, "Letters Upon the éﬁsﬁhetic Education

of Man", op. cit., XXVII, p. 310.

-

@ “%8 mid., xxr, pp. 282-283.
% R '
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Thus, the play impulse in man not only gives
man true freedom and permits the rise of aesthetics and

culture, it echoes, in its ''completed infinitenegs”, the

basic way of the universe (that is, it demonstrates the

in maﬁ‘has cosmo-ontological implications. By peFmitting
man to participate”in the play of the universe it allows
man to grow authentically. _ ‘

. "For to speak out once.fed'all, man only plays
when in the full meaning of the word he is a man, and he
is only completely a:man when Eg-plays", Schiller

: s

dec].arec:l.l*?’h .

Tbid., p. 266.

h CHAPTER I 21c

‘harmény of the self with nature). Hence, the play impulse -

e
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_Play reconciled two aspects'of man's composition - the _ ' A
pﬁysical and the moral, the feelings and the principles,
the sensuous instinct and the formal 1nst1nct The play

//”//ﬁ‘\\\\forcegin man balanced man's twin energies and permitted

further energies to ~expand his aesthetic belng in-the- _

world.
In his study of man, Schlller dlscovered some -
intimations of a cosmologlcal ontological base for play.
e "Helzptlced that the-dlchotomous thinking that is based on -

these two impulses [1mpulse to- form and impulse-to- ;- \\\

A1

sensuousnegg] leads to a copy theory of reality (in Plato,
’ mimesis of ‘the Idea; in Aristotle, mimgsis of the essential
o act). [ .1 A copy is never as good as the Reallty L...]'
And 'if we are serious about the activity of imitation, the

result is bound to be frystration. But&gf we are playful,

" the story is different."*%

‘David Miller explains:
Childrgn - we all once knew - experience life A
as charact@ized by freedom and coherence; they « _
+  experience mo substanti dlchotomy between the
life of play and the 1ﬁ§g of sériousness [...].
- 1t is because the metaphor 'play" carries these
cqmmptations that placing it in a position of
primacy works. the magic of mediation and recancili-

'\ at®on, Zetween schizoid categories of meaning and
being. ' o 4 - ‘
# 2/ : ‘ g

David L. Miller, Gods and Gémes, Towara a Théology
of Play, op. cit., p. 1ll4. - _

© %gpid., p. 115, L
/ ¥ - ‘
» L -
.\\\ \ . )
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. .
implication from this-is that man imitates the

dynamic of nature which ebbs back and forth from fixed
forms to chaos. The ebbing baek and forth prpduces.a
balance in nature and is eséegeial for the on-going probess
of nature. So too, in man. This ebbing beck and forth

in man Schiller eailed play. rf?ﬁihereiis_such balancing
R;_X in man, and man is an aspect of nature, then it \3

followed that the rest of Nature too mlght also be in El ay.

Play in this sense is "the ontologico-cosmological

balancing force between being and becomlné Play, Schiller )

said, almeﬁ 'at the extinction of tlme 1n time and. the
reconciliation of becoming with absoﬂute being, of

w46 . ,

va;iation with identity.
'Using Schiller's undersfanding of play in man -and

his intimations that there is an essential. playfulness of

natﬁre itself, we can/go on eieborate an iﬁterpretatiori
of the consequences /of hi_ﬁ;;gtght Thié‘newJelement in -
understandlng nature-at- -play would be the fchtlon of

play as therjﬁrce of b:iance between belng and becomlng,

between stasis and ekstasis,’ betwes?.order and chaos,u

between structure and“energy. Nature in this view is

46

XIV, p. 74.
~ K ) : -

J.c. Frledrlch von Schiller, op. cit., Vol.

. -
r
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nevex quite in either "being" or "becoming" totally
because a Eﬁiﬁd‘life—giving element of play is the mode
of their ebb and flow and is operating in both.

It is this latter insight which makes our use o

b

Schiller's thought important regérding agiappreciaiion_bf

ﬁlay_in depth - or. the cosmo-ontological base of'piay.
. o . .
) D. Friedrich Nietzsche
Friedrich Nietzsche preéents us with a cosmic-
éntological thrust in philosophy - a kina of return to
éténce of Heraclitus - as distinet ffbm‘the aesthetic-
" ontological emphasis of Schiller: What is more, both
Heraclitus and Nietzschg philosophﬂged,‘ﬁqt 6n1y about

4

play,’ but also playfully, i.e., in the way of playful

aphorisms. Yet Nietzsche could be very explicit: N

I know of .no other manner of .dealing with /
great task$ than as play; this, as a sign of
gredtness, is an essential pre-requisite. ‘The
slightest constraint, a sotmber mein, any hard
accent in the.voice - all thesé” things are
objections to a man, but how much more to his
work. In this world only the play of artisth
and children comes and goes, builds and destroys,,
with an eternally even . innocence and without .
being moralistic, 47— '

-~

_ R
47Friedrich NiétzscH%, Ecce Homo, No.. 10, in G.

Clive, The Philosophy of Nietzsche, New York, New

American*Library, Mentor Books, 1965, p. 65. ‘

-
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. For Schiller's dichtotmous’ human being, caught s
. ) X : 2
between the\EQEEemes of sense and form, Nietzsche painted
the picture of modern consciousness torn between warring
inner forces typified in the symbols of Dionysos and
48 The proper, balanced person was one who blended

seriousness and playfulness. To become mature, Nietzsche

49

said, "is to rj;pver.that sense of seriousness which one

has as a child/at play." Play then, for Nietzsche, had

a transcendent se;iousness which could act in judgenfent

of ordinary egerydéy seriousness.

For him, "play" was a category of life transcending

+

the practical, ethical categories of "good and "evil''.

Ag.a transcending 'third force" play then, for Nietzsche,

compared favourably with Schiller's estimate of play's
significance for human life. IQ

The cOntrast between Apollo_and Dlonysos according

to Nlet23Che is that between '"dreams and drunkenmess"'. 50

48 Friedrich Nietzsche, "The Birth of Tragedy from
the Spirit of Music", trans. Clifton P. Fadiman, The

Philosophy of Nietzsche, New York, The Modern lerary, k.
1927, pp. 949-1088. - \ ¢
49 Friedrich Nietzsche, tcce'Homo, No. lb, cited ’
by David Miller, op. eit., p. 1
.90 Friedrich Nietzsche, ”The Birth of Tragedy from .

the Spirit of Music", op. eit., p. 952. _,,e~—\\\
. . v ' }
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The way of Apollo is that of form, of appearance.Sl The

power of form, of Apollo, makes the individual come to be.S?'.

-

L3

A

Dionysos, on the other hand, stands in opposition
"to Apollo; his way of drunkennesds confronts ‘the way of

GH\\Sdream. Culture is not a calm sea, reason often fails, and

.the barque of individuality may sink" into ecstésy.53
Dionysos leads us back to chraotic nature where all individua—.

tion is dissolved in a sea of ‘oneness-- man with man, man

-«

with nature's elemental forces. © .«
. , . P s
The union of the two gods in tragic mobility is ‘
- summed up in the saying: A ' |

Midnight too is noon; pain too is a joy;
curses too are a blessing; night too is a sun --
go away or you will learn: a sage too 1s a
fool... Have you ever said Yes to a single joy? _
0 mzifriends, then you said Yes-too to all woe. SQ‘”

13

Finding a reason for joining in the feast of life - ' [i

. & . N - :
even for a moment - is an affirmation for the whole of life.

“If it be granted that we say Yea to a single moment, then -

-

in so doing we have said Yea not only to ourselves, but

to all existfénce".55 This affirmation. of life is basically
- _'|¢ .
Ol 1pid. o T '

2 1bid., p. 954. ' |

°3 1bid., pp. 954-55.

.- _ R
: : 54 Friedrich Nietzgche, Thus Spake Zarathustra, ©itéd "
_";//*>} by Harvey Cox,~{he Feast of~Fools, Cambridge Massachusetts,

: 'Harvard University Press, 1969, p. 21. .

\\\;; T . 3 priedrlich Nietzsche, The: Will to Power, Walter
) Kaufmann and R.J. Hollingdale, trans., New York, Random House, .
1967, cited by-Harvey €ox,op. cit., p. 21. - R
DEL ‘ o .
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>

an affirmatién of our oWn.humanness. But it is also an
affirmation that the game of iife itself,of Reality itself, °
needs a 'Yes'. 1In this sense,;Nietzsche gaid, a man must
. come to love his wounds - of tﬂe human éondition itself,

and these.thing%_which have.fashioned him into what he is.

Saying yes to a single moment is also to say yes'_
"to all.éxistence" - to Reality. To play is to respond to

— the play of Reality. | |

As to any ontblogical basis for his’ views, here is

a significant remark from Kostas Axelos: ~

£...] it was Nietzsche who.perceptively echoed
- » Heraclitus® thinking words (paxole pensante) by

- going beyond the anthropological and humanist level
.of the position and the interpretation of the game.
It was Nietzsche who proclaimed ¥he innocence of
becoming, who understood the non-total totality
-of Being-Nothingness, in a word the world, as a
game, this same game linking man in truth-wandering
(errance) to'what imposes itself upon him.

. Mirroiing the thought of Heraclitus who had said
"the course of the world is a playing child moving figures
on a boafq:¢ the child as absolute ruler of the Universe",
Nietzsche wrote: 'Becoming and dissolution, buildfﬁg and
degtrgction withoutymoral implicatﬁsn, in eternal innocence,

are to be found in the worid only in the play of the artist

’ 2
jand of the child"” "the world is the play of Zeus" >7

o 26 Kostas Axelos, op. cit.,ip. 8.

37 Friedrich Nietzsche, in Philosophy in: the Tragic
Era of the Greeks, cited by Eugen Fink, '"'The Oasis or
Happiness”, in Game, Play, Literature, op. c¢it., p. 29.

.
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CHAPTER 1 : . 28
Nietzéche was, of coﬁrse,\an atheist in pretest éga;nst a
pérticularly unfestive, un-playfé€l ChrisFiaq God. Niétzsch;
‘¢ould not believe in such a solemn God as poﬁularly
proclaimed by ﬁhe‘ddbtriné and life of Christians. "I would
believe only in a god whp could dance", he said. "And
when I.saw my devil I found him seripus, thorough; profound,
and solemt: it was the spirit of gravity - through him
all'thinga fall:" He immediately goes on to say, "Not

by wrath does one kill but by laughter. Come, let us kill
the Spirit of gravity!n58

Nietzsche'depipté the evolution of‘man in a fable
of trﬁpsformaﬁfon, of gecomingfiﬁ three stages. According
to his fable, a camel (a.beast of burden, without the ,
‘will.to freedom) becomes a lion (the spirit struggling for
fregdom in an act of will) and then the lion becomes a
child once it has eaten (destré&ed) tﬁe camel. ~ Why dbes
it become a chiid? ”Tﬁe child", he says, "is innocence
and forgeﬁting, a new beginning, a game [...] a sacred

'Yes'. For the game of Creation [...] a sacred 'Yes'

is needed."59

Y

-

58 Friedrich Nietzsche, Thus Spake Za}athustra,
in Walter Kaufmann, ed., The ﬁortable-Nietzscbe, New
" York, Viking Portable Libgary, 1968, p. I53.

59

Ibid., pp. 137-139.
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- - .

In.éxpounding'his philbsophy, Nietzsche thought -
he could detect a fundamental error in Western phllosophy
This error was what he considered the enshrinement of
”being“. Nietzsche's own philosophy sought to transqqnd
“this error by going beyond being, beyona ratijonality tgﬁ‘
the non- beingness‘of reality itself '

All of phllosophy dince Heraclltus, Nietzsche

felt, had been afrq;q of Heraclltus becoming"’, and had

produced a ‘lie ."of uni y,.phellifé\hf)thinghood, of sub-
stance,.of'permanence: - 'Reason’ ié'hhe cause of our
falsificatioh of th. estimony of .the sengés.”sga
AFcording to‘Nigtzsche, there afois a second error
out of this conceptualizétioh of hubhtancé,funity, etc.
For, pushed tbtthe iimit, a hiéhest suhstance; a highest
unity, and so forth;'was pesited. It %ollowed from the

L
positing of such égkgzglgpd’ﬂﬁgzee of these cohceptualiza—

tions that the beginning of all elsé was attributed to it.59b

As Nlct sche warned, the highest may not have grown

out of the lower and may not have grown at all if an honest

-

appraisal of reality had been undertaken. In any caée;‘the :

]

"highest comcepts' mean 'the most general, the emptiest

concepts, the last smoke of evaporating‘reality“, and these

‘ . _ .

sJa F., Nietzsche, Twilight of the 'Idols in Walter '
Kaufmann's The Portable Nietzsche, op. cit., p. 480.

59b
p. 481

Walter Kaufmanna(The Portable Nietzsche, op. cit.,

. -
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‘are posited as "in the beginning; as the beginning na9c
e
The conclu510n of phﬂlosophy was that the common T

N el

: .. s -
[ denominator of all highest concepts wa$ the causa sui, the.

ens realissimum, "God'". But the process of arriving at "God"~’

L] - .,
is an error--for 'God" is the thinnest and emptiest of

conceDts4—an abstraction of abstractidéns. This error is

r

“caused by the'"braln affllctlons of sack web splnners
- 5 :
" who should not have been taken serlouqu

-~

precisely insofar as the prejudice of . .-
. reason forces us to posit unity, identity, .
permanence, substance, cause, thinghood, being,
©  we see ourselves, somehow caught in error,
compelled into error.

L

'Parp of the blame for theierror of “beihg”,

Nietzsche said, lies with grammar or language forms as well -
2s a projection of the "ego' into language.59e ‘
v
”Tﬁe error of the spirit 'a cause mistaken for

reality! And made the very measure of reality! And called
God: 2% . B

-

Everywhere 'being is projected by thought,
pushed, underneath, as the cause; the concept
“of being followg ‘and is a derivative of the
concept of ego. 9g .

-~

39¢ 1pid.

294 1pid., p. 482.

29 1pid., p. 483. . - ~
29 1pia., p. 495. ' | .
59g

‘ The 1w111ght of the Gods, The Pozcabl Nietzsche,
op. cit., p. 4B3. '

2
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Now this: so-called "trne world" 6f-ideas,.abstractions

and forms is in. marked contrast to what can be verlfled by

emp1r1c1sm. 1t is "constructed out of contradlctlon to the -

" actual world.” It is a ‘moral- optlca& illusion™ 59h

This error about the so-called ”true world” of belng
. 2 R
eventually becomes unattalnable-—even unknown——because not

591

attained
/A \

Nletasche went‘théough the whole agonizing process

of tracing the origin of béing to the p01nt where his -
Aﬁthlnklng led him to 'mothingness” and desnalrxof meaning

unrll he hit updn hivlown vision.-.of uitimacy, hls own myth

of the eternal recurrence of an endless serles of finite

possibilities of nature. 1In his Thus Spoke Zarathustrea,

athe reality beyond "being" Is pdéiped and joyously proclaimed;:

It is a reality decidedly not to be approached as was'%he
serious “érave realltv of ”belng ‘- -but lt was a reallty
completely and wonderfulLy new. THat is, p]ayful non- belng
and authentlc 11fe Lhen became a joyous proclamatlon of

v

flnltude and eLernal return of the- Dos¢1b111t1es of flnltude

n Twilieht of the Idols he could ‘say, "Reality shows us an
; .

ehchanting wealth of tyves, the abundamce of a lavish play

Ibid., p. 484. J

991 1pi4., p. 485, | (
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and change of forms.sgj‘ ' ' .
The existence of man and of the world-is without ) .

-]
purpofe., It is its own, pyrpose. It is for its own sake,
*
an -end in itself, and therefqif no "end" at all. It is! '

That is enough. The work explanation, the teleological,
rational expla ion will not do. The world is at play for .

‘play's sake. As Nietzsche puts it °

at

. TN
No one is responsible for man's being there
‘at all, for his being such-and-such, or for his
being in these circumstances in this envirohment.
« The fatality of his essence is not be be dis-
entangled from the fatality of all that has been
, and will be.. Man is not the effect of some-
M ' special purpose, of a will, and end; nor is he
y the object of an attempt to-attain an "ideal of
humanity" or ar '"ideal of happiness" or an 'ideal
of morality.' It i§ absurd to wish to.devolve
one's essence ih some end or other. We have
. invented the ccneept of "end": in realitv there
’ ' is no end.5?k . . ‘ : ,

\ y Nietzsche was aware thgt man éould not completely
escape the net of ratidnal th&ﬁght/gggn'iffit is recognized .
. V, -

as inadequate to the task of dealing with reality. He knew

ﬁﬁhat language was arbitrary and merely conventional.

';___;__;Eanguagefq%a not permit us to know facts, "only interpretations', *

-he’ said. .In this.sense language lies and "being" is an
591 l

cempty fiction.

39] F. Nietésche, Twilight of the Ihols, in W. Kaufmann,

The Portable Nietzsche, op. cit., p. 491
. 9%k

F. Nietzsche, Twilight of 'the fdols, op. git., p. 500,

Q .

221 F. Nietzsche, On Truth and Lie in an Extra-Moral
Sense in.W. Kaufmann, The Portable Nictzsche, Op. cit., p. 42-47.
(See also Twilight of the Idols, Op. cit., p. &81; also Notes
1887 in W. Raufmann, The Portable Niet=sche, op. cit.. pr &55.)°
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The proper attitude and method in philosephy, therefore,
must be freer, more' llghthearted more playful than cold reason

has tradltlonall" allowed It ‘must even become, as it does

in Zarathustra, a’ boundless surrender to the play of the

COSmos.

. The concept of play fitted what he 1ntu1ted was the

Co T way of reality. The Overman he relebrated was a future
N . -wv .
. player-in a-playful cosmos rejoicing in the eternal recurrence

of nature's games. : . - "

"I am a prelude to better players, O my brother! A

{ precedent! Follow my precedent n39m (

Walter Kaufmann tells us that the orlglnal German is

more plavful” ”Eln Vorspiel bin ich besserer. Spieler,

. e ek
oh meine Bruder! Ein BElSplel'"59n -

- Sletzsche becomes ecstatic in what saved him from

- ¢ . . '
the despair of nothingness, the eternal recurrence:

'If ever one breath came to me of the creative
breath and of that heavenly need that constrains
even accidents to dance star-dances; if I ever
laughed the laughter of dreative lightning which

is followed obediently but grumBlingly by the long -
thunder of the deed; if 1 ever played dice with

Gods at the Gods' table, the earth, till the earth.
quaked and burst and snorted up floods of fire--

for the earth is a table for Gods and trembles with
creative new words and Gods' throws. Oh, how should

[

t

59m F. Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathustra, Part 3,

«Section 20,'in W. Kaufmanrt, The Portable Neitzsche, op. cit.,
p. 321. ’ :

M hig., p. 263,

R r
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I not 1ust after eternlty and after the nhptlal
ring of rings, the ring of récurrence?>90;

The hlghest degree of seriousness for Nietzsche

was playfulness and a ‘certain 11ght playfulness befitted

the way of basic reality.

Who among you can laugh and be elevated at the
same moment? Whoever climbs the highest mountains
laughs at all tragic plays and tragic seriousmess. 59p

.

The <dinsight into the purposeless eternal recurrence
dispels gravity and produces 11ghtness and 1aughter, a sacred
thing. The heaven which guided Nietzsche was "a dance floor

for lelne acc1dents” ‘and "'a d1v1ne table for divine dlce'

+59q

and dlce plavers "Do we not always sit at a blg

jesting-and-ganihg table?? " |
-4

o All jf this means that the cosmo-ontological base for

Nietzsche's“dppreciation of the world is the playful round

of endless manifeStatioﬁs‘of power playing out various pos~h
) sibilities of the eternal return. 'Asvpart'of the cosmic

playfulness, man should affﬂrmland enjoy his owﬁ game (his
own confiéhrat{on within th? whoie'complex oflcpsmic

possibilities).

590 F. Nletasche, The Seven Seals in Part -3, Number 3
of Thus Spoke Zarathuqtra, op. cit., p. 341.

59p F. NlaLzsche, Tth Spoke Zarathustra, op. cit

*

p. 152-153. ° -
. . [ . .

599 1pig., p. 278, p. 234

59¢ . . ) ‘ \ ‘

Ibid., p. 404.

e o Bt T T
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In anticipation of the third stage of the evolution

: ‘ ~
of human freedom and authenticity, man is permitted now »

<

to play, and so catalytically:to hasten his wholeness, for
"whoever discovered the lan'dtcalled,’m-ankindf also N
discovered the land called 'human future',"®0 _

‘Thus it is that Nietzsche held a view of play as
basic to Reality. ' The twin.forces of Schiller's Formtrieb
and Stofftrieb had become the Apollonfan-and’Dioﬁysién
eleﬁents in man's striving nature. Man was a play—micr;cosm
in the larger play—macrocosnw' Man was simply part of
the play of the univefse. Man enjoyed the special pfivilege

of bringing the play of the cosmos to consciousness "and

thus raising the game of the universe to newer heights. §
The Modexrn Appreciaéion &

. Our very brief glimpse at Heracl&tus,‘Plptinus,
Schiller and Nietzsche has given us a foretaste of the
glay-feality equation and has set the stage for a moré
critical review of two modern philosophers who we feel
articulate an appreciation of the prima%y cosmo-ontological

sphere of the play-real, namely Eugen Fink aﬂd Kostas

Axelos.

60 1pid., p. 253.

-
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E. Eugen Fink

A notable contemporary philosopher of this school

of a cosmo—ontological appreciation of play is Eugen Fink.

In 1960 he published an analysis of the symbolic signifi-

cance of play, entitled Das Spiel als Weltgxmgpl.sl' It

62

succeeds an earlier work, Oase des Glilcks.

According to Fink, the mainstream of Westérn
philosophy has been astray is not giving‘sufficient attention
to co§ﬁology, the inquiry into the nature of the world.

The reason why Fink places such emphasis upon the nature

pf the world is his eagerness to understand man. For Fink
holds:that it is only when man is v;ewed in relation to the
world that he can Be understood. The fault of much of
Western ph@losopﬁy has -been it¥ insistence that man‘ang

" the world be studied separately, a point of view in wﬁgch

the distinction between "essences! or "substances’ can

\?zly add up to a loss of the dynamic quality(of meaning.
P ‘ . -»

61 Eugen. Fink, Das Spiel als Weltsymbol, Stuttgart,
Kohlhammer, 1960, also found under the title, Le Jeu comme
~ sffmbole du monde, Paris, Editions de Minuit, 1966.

!

. 62 Eugen Fink, Oase des Glicks: Gedanken zu einer
- Ontblegie des Spiels, Freiburg, Karl Alber, Verlag, 1957.

> Iy
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The basis of this separation of man from his world,

N - ' ‘ L
according to Fink, is a further relationship which_occupf%d

and eclipsed the holistic concepts of meaning in philosophy.

This obscuring emphasis on distinction, this‘iurther
separateness of relationship; is the "theologiéal character
of metaphysics', the relatlonshlp of man, not to the world
but to God. ﬁe uses play 4. a _term for belng in an |
ontology that 1ncludes cosmologlcal factors (i.e. in-the- -
world-relatedness) Fink holds that "play" transcends the
errors both of the subjective and mythological ontblogies
as well as of the gibstantialistic and cbjectivist
theological metaphysics. According to'him, the transcend-
ental‘divine;referent is "oﬁt tﬁe;e“ and has no formal
base for world-relatedness. | ’

To counter ‘this obscuriﬁg God-metaphysic, Fink
tries to open up a new apprec1at1a€ of human personhood
of phllosophlcal meaning, lncludlng man and God, under
the heading of world. The world Elézg itself out in
structures of human meaning. ,Fink believes that philo—
sophical understandings may themselves be instances of.
sthe cosmo-ontological play of the world. For Fink,

the ''play" of Being is 'play without the player”.63

63 .E. Fink, Le Jeu comme symbqle du monde, op.
cit., p. 227

. —— -
UCSUPIPISIPIIIE S s .
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He wants to .demand a reexamination” of the nature/history

and myth/gbépel dichotomies as they have been ‘treated

5}ecently in Protestant theology. He does not set 'work"
< .

Y

and "play" in opposition to eacv/other; rather they inter-

v : 4 :
penetrate each other, based upon a fundamental "ludic

L ¥
receptivity to being". The cosmic-and-human game in Fink's

work follows upon the tradition of Nietzsche, Husserl and’

Heidegger.64 ) '

- For Fink play héb\oﬁjectivity; it is a structure. of

‘Being in which particular participants of being exist. As_

he puts it, "The play of the world is the play of no one -

- because it is on1§.in itself that there are persons, m?E 
and ;gods.”65 o ;:7
' Fink feels that a certain “1etting be'" and -
intuitional approach to the subJect of play ih- the-world
:13 the only ultlmately satlsfactory method for his cosmo-
logico-metaphysic: For Fink, "the man who plays does not
thiﬁk and the man who thinks does not play“ What 1is

more, ''to medlLate on play is ostensibly not play". 66

64 Confer Kostas Axelos, '"Planetary Interlude"
op. c1t p. 8§, n. 7, - also where reference is given to
Fink's La PHllosophle de Nietzsche, Editions de Minuit,
coll. 'Arguments 1964. .

65

E. Fink, Le Jeu comme symbole du monde, op.

cit., p. 238. (Davmd Miller's translation in his Cods
and Games, op. cit., p. 76.) o

66

Lbid., pp. 64, 63.

»

~
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He writes: ”

,We'are pedsuaded’ that a comprehensive '

*~ interpretation of -human play already presupposes
an ecstatic overture, to the world [...]1 Is it\\¥
not possible that.[...l there may well be an
authentic meditatiom, truly on play, which
remains in the realm of play,.which is held in
the openness to the world that is informed by
play? This question is not idly posed. [...] 67

Eugen Fink's philosophy of man is nowheré~better .
summed\ﬁg than in the statement: !Man - as player -

‘exists most openly to the wdrld when he rejects all norms

and when he is bound by boundlessness".68

Fink warns that, "As long as we continue naively
using popular antitheses of 'work-play', "frivolity-
s%riousness' and the like, we will never grasp the

on 69 . BN

ontological meaning of play".
. -

, Man is whole not only when he plays, says, fFink,

T1ler had said that man is whole only when he plays),

but also "when he works, when he struggles, wheE he

nfronts death, when he 1oves".7‘0 All of these essential

<

67 1pid., p. 63.
68 1pid., p. 239.
69 g, Fink, "The Oasis of Happiness: Toward an

Ontélogy of Play", in Jacques Ehrmann, ed., Game, Play,
Literature, op. cit., p. 19,

: 70 1pid., p. 20.

P '4_:).m
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',phenomena of human existence '

appear to us as amblguous and enigmatic

. The fundamental reason for this is that m
is expased and yet sheltered at the s :

Man is no longer like the anima captiv ' - i

et free 1ik37 - !

IR LI ey .

in the bosom of Nature and not
the incorporeal angel - he is /a free being,
yet bound to Nature.

When then is play in ma What are its motives? P

/ questions reside in .the q\\‘

of vital impulse”.

For Fink, the answers to thes

modality of "spontaneous act}
Play is, as it were, Jekistence centered in

. itself]} The motivation pf play does not coin- . :
cide with that of oth uman activity. "All
othser activity, whegtier it has its purpose in N
itself (praxis, "dding"); or whether its goal
is the creation of an artifact ( QleSlS, "making'),

. is a m ngto the final end (telos man, )
namely{f ltimate happlnesq\ eu almonla) 72

' Unllke ofher\ac§}V1tles play does not f1t
into this style of nfe It contrasts
’consp1c10usly with the futuristic mode of being,
and it cannot easily be fitted into the complex
stxucture of goals. Play is not for the sake
of a "final good"-and cannot be marred by
profound uncertainty as to the correctness of
our conception of happiness. In contrast with
the restless dynamism, the obscure ambiguity
and relentless futurism of our life, play is
characterized by calm, timeless- "presence"'a d
autonomous, self- sufflcrent meaning - play
resembles an oasis of happiness that we happen’
upon in the desert of our Tantalus-like
_seeking'and pursuit of happiness.

) Play,then,ls a respite from this teleclogical quest

for meaning in human existence. It .is a temporary

71 -
72
73

Ibid., p. 20.
Ibid., pp. 20-21.
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"meaning—in—itself“ enclave/ within the mainstream of our

futuristic-consciousness. We create, .as/it were, an island

of happinéas as some kind of immediate inal goal“ of

éxistende.ierq ;

The immanent purpose of play is not subOrdinate
to the ultimate purpose served by all other human
activity. Play has onlyinternal purpose, unrelated
to anything external to itself, [...] In the auto-
nomy of play action there appears a possibility of
human timelesness in time. Time is then exXperienced,
not as a precipitate rush to successive moments, but

[ rather as the one full_moment that is, so to speak,
. a glimpse of eternity.’ :

. Play is "a strange‘oasis, aﬁvenchanted restysp
"a type of temporal preéent" of activity and creati

//toi“tﬂe eternal pulse of the.world“ permittimg‘us "perceive
the pﬁre eternal ideas in the midst of tﬁeir ever;changing
incarnations&.75 | ‘

For Fink, the relationship of play fo other modes
af.existence-is essentially répresentational. Play ,
confronts all the forms of existence and "absorbs them by
representing them".’® Thus, while seeming to be unrelated
to our ﬁormal life, it nevertheless relates to it in a
very meaningful way. Fink tells us that we are mistaken
in simply contrésting play with work, reality, seriousness

or authenticity. 'We falsely juxtapose'it with other .

existential phenomena. Play is a basic existential phenomenon,

74 1pid., p. 21. ' |
.~ 7° 1bid., p. 22. o
© 76 144, :
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just as primordial and autonomous as deapﬁ, love, work and -

S

struggle for power, but it is not bound to these pPhenomena
77
t

~

in a common ultimate purpose.
Fundamental to‘hdﬁan pléy,dFink believes, is a kind

of "’schizéphrenia', a kind of split.personality that is

not to be mistaken for a manifestation of mgntal illness”,78

Unlike the true schizophrenic who is unable to distinguish
"reality" and "illusion"

The player can recall himself from his role;
.while playing, man retains a knowledge of his
double existence, however greatly reduced this
knowledge may be. Man.exists in two spheres
simultaneously, not for lack of concentration or
out of forgetfulness, but because ghis double
personality.is essential to play.7 .

This "double personality" structure of play is
the product of imagination and so presents an obscure and
difficult problem in ontological examination. The "play

¥

world" is "an enigmatic realm that is not nofhing, and
yet is nothing real".ao.

juxtaposes and keeps itself aware of two realms, the

—7
ordinary and the imaginary. The two realms interpenetrate’

The play world is a world which

and delineate each ofher.

"Tibidl, p. 22.
781bid., p. 23.
79p14.

80

1bid.
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The curious interplay of the dimensions

‘of reality and the play world cannot be

 demonstrated in any other known model of
spatial and temporal relations. The play

. world is not suspended in a purely ideal
world. It always has a real setting, and
yet it is never a real thing among other
real things, although it has an absolute
need of real things as a point of departure.
That is to say, the imaginary character of
the play world cannot be elucidated as-a )
phenomenon of more subjective iflusion, it T
. cannot be defined as a chimera, which were
to exist only in the innermost soul without
any relationship to reality.8l

’

What }s more, for Fink, play cannot be limited to
man. It has cosmologico-ontological implications. Even
in man there is room to ask‘”whether in’ playing man r?mains
in the human sphere or wﬁether he doés not also thereby
of necessity assume a relationship to something beyond

himselg", 82 -

Basic to any philosophical appreciation of play is
its connection with imaginétion. ‘As Fink reminas us, /
with the question of imagination arises the difficulty of
interpreting just how play is to be considered ﬁilluéion”.
In exploring the various meanings of illusion (Schein)

Fink distinguishes three kinds: 1. Illusion as the

sufface, the external appearances, the mere facade of

81 1pid., p. 24.

82 1pia:, p. 25,

v
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things; 2. Illusion as erroneous, subjective deception,

or unclear idea of a thing; 3. Illusion as a positive

creation of the imagination, a phantasm of the soul. Fink

concludes that the play-world does not take place in pure

subjectivity but "contains both subjective imaginary

elements and objective ontic elements" since it "always has

to do w1th play ObJECtS" 83

We are acquainted with the 1mag1nat10n as
a faculty of the soul, we are familiar with the
dream, with visions and phantasies. But what
is an objective, ontic illusion supposed to be?84

Fink tries to answer his own question by offering
an example of images in everyday experience. As, an example
he gives the case of the reflected image of a tree in a lake.

As an image it is real - it is a real
reflection of the original tree existing in
reality. But a tree is also represented in
the image; this txee appears on the surface
of the water, yet in such a way that it exists
only through the medium of the reflection and
not in reality. An illusion of this kind is
an autonomous category of Being and embraces
something specifically 'unreal' as a constitutive
element of its reality. Moreover it is super-
imposed on yet another form of Being, one of a
quite straitforward order of reality. The image

"of the tree does not hide the surface of the °
water on which it appears as a reflection. The
reflection of the tree is gqua reflection; i.e.
as a certain llght phenomenon, ‘a real thlng, an
embraces the “unreal' tree of the mirror world.

83 Ibig., p. 27.

84 1pid. ' %7
85 -

Ibid. "
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'Fink then refers to "the entire Platonic ontology"
which, he reminds us, "operates continually with the concept

of the copy as a shadow” and a reflection to interpret the

86 *
structure of the world".

-»

It is because of man's imaginative\éééulty that he

e -
is able to play, and "man's capacity for creating a play-

~

illusion depends to a great extent on the fact that. there’

exists already a real illusion in nature'. Thus, 'play

is finite creativity in the major dimension of illusion”.87

‘As such it is a free creative act of the imagination with
, some real reference to "real" images in Nature. ‘e
It is at this juncture of his exposition of the

meaning of play that Fink relafes_it to symbol - to our
mind an extremely important observation:
In the magical mirror image produced by
the play world, a single object chosen at
random (e.g. ‘the play thing) becomes a s%ggol.
It has representative character. Even if it _
has long since been forgotten, human play is SN
the symbolic act of repreggnting the meaning
of the wotld and of life. '

Throughout the history of philosophy, Fink relates,

many speculative attempts at comprehending Being have employed

86, 1bid., pp. 27-28.
87 1bia., p. 28.
88 1114,

T Gy
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a single model which, acting itself as a sort of encapsulated
sumary of Being itself, couid be used as a paradigmatic
tool for the understanding of existence. &hales used water,
Plaro 1ighﬁ, Hégel Qpirit, and so forth. Each tried to
explain the whole by using the model of one of the whole's
parts.‘ “Whgnever.tée laws, structure and plan of the
' universe repeat thémsélvés symbolically withgn tbg world,
this marks a philosoPhicél key1£hEnomenoh that c;n serve as
the foundation of a speculative formula for the universe,"8?
Because play ‘is enéowed with the character of
symbolic representation by its very nature, it is perhaps
the superb instance of suchvphilésophical key-phenomenon.
Play can bécome the symbolic'theatriqal enactment of the
universe, the speculagive metaphor ,of the world - of S0
Heraclitus and Nietzsche, for example, had proposed.90
.Oﬂce the “essence of the world is conceived
as play; the logical consequence for man is that
he 1s the only creature in the entire universe
who can. relate to and reproduce the workings of

the whole of Being. If this be the case, then
-man can find his true essence only in relating to

- that which transcends him. .
N .‘ . \ "
ink has closed his lyrical earlier book, Oase des »
, =

Glucks, which is a defence of play based upon Nietzééﬁs

/
Ibid., p. 29, N

89
90
91

Ibid.

Ibid., pp. 29-30.
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. and Rilke,.with the words :
Since this'ﬁhiloSOpher and .this poet point
towards the worth of the concepf of play in T
such a profound and humane manner, we should '
also recall the words of another: we cartthot _ Yo
. enter the.Kingdom of h%aven unless we become
like little children.9 '

Summary of Fink's Position

Eugen Fink's philosophy of play has disclosed the
following characteristics of_play: separateness (the '"oasis"
';of happiness),Egpiit-awareness (a healtﬁful "schizophrenia'),
calm and timé}éés presence (of an autonomous set of values),

‘ meaningfulnég;win itself (”self~suffic%ent meaning''),
non-utilitarian or auto—telierceﬁtering of self ("dutonomous',
“"ecalm'", '"free'"), centered in the "noﬁ” ("Eimeless presence'),
and fulfilling (tgne full moment...a glimpse of etérnity”).
Play is an imaginépive creation%pased upon the e&perience
of ;eél illusioné in life (exampfe, the illusion.of the

ftreé reflected in the lake).' What is more, the play-proces§
of illusion-making is '"'the symboiic act of représenting the
meaning of the world and of life'. Man's play has
implications of cosmological-ontological significance. The

' world-reality may be best understood under the symbolic

representational character of play which is a key phenomenon

disclosing the basic play-quality of the world. > /,/"

92E. Fink, Oase des Glucks, QR..cit., p. 51 (ecited
by David Miller, Gods and Games, op. cit., pp.~ 77-78).

o
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Evaluation.of Fink's Characteristics of Play ’

Fink's basic intuition seems tb be that man's
play is linked to the cosmo-on;élogically real as co-
e;tensiva'attribute so that what is itself real in the
world is itgélf also playful in its mode of being real.

In such an ‘estimation, the ordinary quality of

”sepérateness“ which is usually attributed to play, i.e.

separdteness from the real, does not really obtain. Why

then ddés_he use the term 'separateness" ('oasis" of
happiness)‘and ﬁhy‘does he talk of split-awareness? It
seems to us that he is.saying that there are moments when
the'essenéial congruity of reality.- and play can be felt and
enjoyed and that these moments are pla& moments. He is
really saying that there are at least two_aSpeéts of play:
(1) as ontologically united with the regl; and (2) as
given insightful experience of.such ontoiogical unity of
the real and play - where éﬁe can enjoy the essential -
"is-mess" or "playfulness" of things amidst the otherwise
tension—filled and vacant estimations of the real. ‘
In our terminology Fink seeﬁs to be speaking of
ﬁhg primary and tertiary appreciations of play, the
tertiary being a glimpse into the reality of the primary.

3.
His language is ambiguocus because he labels the elements

+
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of pia§ indiscriminatelf;a ﬁut tﬁex are not applicable to
play itself on the primafy.sphere. qhey have meaning only
on the tertiary spheré. -

In the consideration of the real, Fink seems to
take for gﬁfnted that what is ordinarily called tPe geél
is non-play (“thé futuristic mode of being'), i.e. the\
ordinary cultural enterprises undertaken by man. Thus, he
fails to see that %ulture—reality—piéy}are in thér% own
w§y-coektens?ve terms and that play has meaninglon tht we
have called the secondary sphere of appreciation.93 _The
ordinary £eal world of man, for Fink, is touchéd by play
because play "has to do with play objects" and is that out
- of which an "oasis" can be found - but it is itself not
play. Man's playful oasis tends to be only an imaginative
free imitation of the non-playful aspects of ofdinary
human existence.

Ihe‘way thrﬁugh these'Aifficulties in Fink's thought
can be found in our hypothetical construct of a three-
sphered appreciation of the play-reality problem.-

Human play is, as Fink notes, close to "the eﬁernal
pulse of the world" pérmitting us to have intimations of

the eterna}l reality in the midst of its "ever-changing

incarnations". This appreciation of play ties in -nicely

3 The secondary (regional or cultural) level of
appreciation of play appears in our next chapter.

. \-.
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with what we will later say ofuplay, namely thaP the
eternal reaiity is pure Paidia which is ”incarn;ted" iﬁ
hever—changing"‘yays of finite (delimited and ''representational'’)

But, we quarrel with Firnk's explanation of play.
In an upheaval of Fink's ideas,‘our hypotheéis has it that -
play does not have an essentially 'representational”
relationship'to other modes of existeﬁée as if these modes
of existence were themselves non-playful, for the nog&?n‘
of ”representational" itself conmotes a form of blayful
existence itself, in which case all that Fink is saying is
that pla& exists "playfully" (representatibnally) of other
modes of existence (which are apparently non-playful).

It is here where we see a contradiction in Fink's
position which is résolved by our own hypothesfs. On
the one hand, Fink boldly states that the 'oasis of
happineés"'which is captured in human pléy has 'worldly"
meaning, that is, ontological—éosmoldgical welght. It
says something pdwefful aboutkhow the world's reality is:
that is, such as to justify ﬁuman playfulness. The
world itself exists playfully. . i

On the other hand, Fink affirms jﬁgt as stolidly
that human play is buf "representational”, "symﬁolic” or

"reflective'" of "other modes of existence', that is,
P .

]

S
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what we might call "ordinariness'" which apparently is
non-playful.‘ , N _ _
| Fink feels that the kind of realitf which is play

_is simaly imitative or symbolicaliy represenEafionél, that
is, pléy is a "reflection'™ of ordinariness. But we may
ask: If it is merely representational of ordinariness,

(/fwhy does it provide an "oasis of hgppiness”‘when
' ordinariness. itself apparently does not? Play thus seems
not to reallyr”represent" the "playful" world!
Our position, as we will éxplain'in detail later, .

is the reverse of Fink's and resolvgs the contradiction § \W
For "other modes of existence" (ordinariness)_gzg !
essentialiy represengational ludi (Hence playful) of play
itself (more exacﬁly of Playfulness, Paidia Itself). ’
Thus, our understanding is that the relationship of play
to ordinafy life ig not just to imitate it, but rather
to see through it to its Ground of Playfulness (Paidia)
and thus to participate in Paidia and to enjoy the présent
futurity of the End here'and now by its own activity (ludi).
In this way human Play is a response to the play in the
other spheres. Human playfulness indeed captures an ‘
"oasis of happiness" and in so doing, speaks prophetically
that ordinariness or "other modes of existence'" themselves

are ludi and. that, as such, they are merely secondary
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("'representational') to playfulness (Paidia); Thus,

"other modes of existence' themselves are playful in their

own way as finite "incarnations" (as Fink would say) - ¥ 1
| _but "reﬁresentativé“j(finite lggi}adfmzafinite Paidia (as

‘we would say). For human ordiﬁériness is -important

regarding that which is not the end, that is, ludi, bﬁt‘

human playfulness (paidia) rests in the end (Paidia)

already. Thus, both what is called '"play" by Fink and

‘what is called "other modes of existence" must be essentially
pléyfully real, each in its own distiiﬁx/g;here of the

play-real identity. |

"‘
F. Kostas Axelos

The philosopher, Kos{ég*gxelos{ has some interesting

‘reflectionsvon tgfﬁfggpd{;gical éﬁé’ontological weight of
play.94 While man plays his game of life over agztagainst
the world he finds that the wofld is alsa playing with him.
. Man and world are in an exchange transact%/pal game:

This game w1th its thousands and thousands
of facets is nelther sad nor. joyous; if man is one
of its ''poles', thé’'other is-Being és time, the
game of the wog%d, one plays with the other in
the-same game.

¥

_94Kostas Axelos, "Planetary Interlude', op. cit.
pp- 6-18.

D1bid., p. 7.




SN

_ %
CHAPTER I - ) 47

c -
Man's nature as homo viator is indicated here in

-

‘the special agpect of his hunger for truth which leads him
to B_quest involving dyﬁamic transaction with his worid.

| &xelos maintains that.this tfggsacgion between man and

his -environment is best categorized by play - or, more .
specifically, by "Game". The reason for this is that while

man beginé to manipulate the world the world manipulates

-

him equally as much. The encounter is a kind of contest,

not just logical or rational - but more total than these.
Axelos calls to his side the philosophy of

Heidegger where Being, Tjme, and Ga;e are involuted one

upon the other:

- Heidegger, scrutinizing Being and Time, Being
which "is" Time, sometimes admits a little '
timidly that "the essence of Being is the game
itself." He asks the question: 'Does the essence
of the game allow itself to be determined, as it h\\\
should, starting from being foundation (Grund),
or must we think being and foundation, being as
abyss (Ab-Grund), starting from the essence of
the game?" The question of why and the answers
in because are outdistanced in and by the“game,
founded and swallowed up in it. '"'The 'because’
is drowned in the game. The game is without
'why'., It plays while it plays. Only the game
remains; it is what is highest and deepest. But
this 'only' is All, the One, the Unique.'"96

96 Ibid., p. 8. Axelos gives as footnotes to

this section: "Identitat und Differenz, Neske, Pfullingen,
1957, p. 64; Dexr Satz vom Grund, Neske, Pfullingen, 1957.
French trans. Le Principe de raison (Gallimard, 1962, p.

241; modified trans. ); -Ibid, p. 243."
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. " .
Here Heidegger and Axelos are pitched on a key - .

which seems remarkably Eastern. It seems to be Taoistic.
At any rﬁte; we feel that if we keep Tacism in mind,
Axelos can be interpreted. In his thought, ''game" or

"play with rules! becomes the unifying all in all, the

eternal Tao in which the divisions, variations, points and

counter-points of the ordinary principles of reality are

transcended so that Yang and Yin are'permeated, saturated,

ﬁniﬁigd_an&“elevated by 'a single principle, all embracing,

universal, unique, and eternal, the Tao itself.. This

impression or>insigqﬁ into Axelos' thought seems qubstantiafed

by the next passage in his essay:

Thus the game might well be, and/or be seen
as being that in which are founded and swallowed
‘'up the great thoughts and the great thinkers, the
great powers, such as myth and religion, ppetry .
.and art, politics,. thought, science and' technology
and the fundamental forces which open us to the
world and it to us, like language and work, love
and struggle. What is more, it might "be" - in
its still too summarily eluc1dated play - not only.
‘the characteristic of man and the future dimension
ofall hls manifestations and changing fortunes,
but the "master-word" saying, calling and namlng
the being in becoming of the fragmentary anqv

fragmented totallty of the multi-dimensional“and
open world.

‘97-Ibid;, pp. 8-9.
==L 3
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If this does not_convince ug/ 0f his Taoistic

appreciation of play, Axelos goef on to more precise-
. \
language t '

In it [the '"Game'] everythlng is constructed B
and destroyed. Being and non-being, nature, God .
and man would be its masks, the game itself neither
idea nor idealized, nor thlng nor thingified,
plaring all games as wandering (errant) time.
. When speaking of the pgameé of the world we should
", not forget that all the' games we play and which
involve us completely are always intra-world in
the world and in time. Never do we find ourselves:
*in the presence of the World and of Time, of the ¥

Game itself; our dependence is always 31tga$ed
inside their fragments.

Putting Axelos' ‘words into a Taoistic mind-seé we
can éay that everything of the intra-world ‘is "played” out
i . ~ . .
as Yang and Yin but never touches the fullness of the Tao
itself - which is the "Ga#é” ifself of Reality; thus man: can
never master the "Game" (the Tao) of life for he is simply
an aspect of it. The rules and regulations of the "Game"
transceﬁd and encompass him, making any attempt at contxol
of the game simply part of the greater play of 'the Game"

The question of the rules of the game can only

remain open. All the individual pames, and even
those considered global,are and remain individual,
have rules made to be respected and/or transgressed.
But the very game of the world, the world as a game,

develops without having rules exterior to itself,
It is not Play; it "is" the Game.99

98p54. ) p. 9.
v 1pig.

4
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In contrast to a C istian interpretation of the

Game which would have it that the Game itself and each of

-

its parts is meaningful,.éspecially as they ¢ouch upon the
destiny of man himself, this Taoistic.Game pr&pounded by
Axelos is.indifferent;_/fhe Game has no meaﬁingful promise
of a happy ending, a fullness of timeé; rather, the Game

has nozendihg at all; the hunger for such a Christian ending
is but part of the inexorable, unsympathetic rhythmic flux
of time:

. Y -

This'game is not on the order of tragedy, nor
of comedy, although the'historical, social and
human world and the world which embraces it - but
not "the" World - may equally well be envisaged as
an enormous and minute fartee.

Our Tacistic interpretation of Axelos' cosmic Game
seems further .corroborated by reference to his notion of the
evanescent, evolving, incompleted unfolding of time where:

Nothing is, ever elucidated. Prelude,

“development add - especially - finale remain
problematic We are always embarked and
under way. We are -_and what we are not is
too - in the interlude. What we are and what
we are not is the interlude, not only inter-
but intra-ludos (entre deux ludes), in the
game. 10L -

L

~

100 1hi4., p. 10.

01 1pi4., p. 11.
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A remarkable congruency here between the notions

"entre deux ludes" and "between Yang and Yin"! Man and the

4

things of his environment are Yang and Yin. Echoing
Heraclitus, Axelos says,

We mould them and they mould us. If man .
is 2 toy destined to break and to be broken,q
a zrown-~up child who breaks his toys, Time
is the child who plays sovereignly, without

theég being a director of the Game. [...]
Galdttic irony is watching us. 102 - o
//) For Axelos, man being aware of the cosmic Game of

which he is a part, there remains the'bié-question: Once

-

you know that the Game'ig, how then, do you play it? He

notes that: " -

It is not a matter of living or of thinking
by oppositions and reversals, even though the
contrasts which evoke each other ®eciprocally do
not allow themselves to be overcome. Will we be
fit, while-taking and giving, pushing and being
pushed, between tension and relaxation and without
fixing the first, the second and the last hours
[...], will we be fit to play vitally and
morally at everything Zhd at nothing: to speak
and to think, to work and to love; to build and- .
to demolish, to organize and to poematize? Will
we be capable of playing at playing?103

Is everything necessary - or is it merely chance?
Is anything certain (even about this present question) in
the Game?

We evade the question: What is the necessity
which activates chance and, at the same time,

102
103

Ibid., p. 12. (Emphasis his.)
Tbid., p. 13.
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we restrict the role of chance and radical
contingency. Everything is at least double, .
split in two, plays a double and a tripk

game, is double-edged. In every unity ants
totality, there are inter-changeable, movable
places and points which overlap and interlock.lo4

We hear Taoism here again'! In this "appreciation™
of play Axelos warns us that though "We still live and
think in metaphyéical terms: yet we are already somewhat
beyond them. In the discordant harmony between life 'and'
thought;" yet again,"Every éi and every and (tout est et

tout et) constitutes a problem. Everything constitutes a
Q' - . .

105
L h)

—

problem and nothing does. The reason for this

conundrum in man's awareness of the Game in his hunger for
power, the hunger to liberate himself from the Game, to
control it. But "all the games which aspire to domination
shatter themselvés against the Game of the World. It
alone supports-global structures and historical events, é

though structures and events, totalities and developments

do not oppose each other rigidly.”lo6

The Game 'asks'" to be played by men, always
defeated, even when they assail the planet earth
and the planet of the sky. [...] Language speaks
and falls silent, since everything can be said
thus and othexrwise and through all dissimulations,
speech, thought and writing are fulfilled in
betraying themselves and struggle among them-
selves, at grips with "That", in the circles which
spin in a nunber of manners arou9d the visible
power and the invisible_.power.10

045pi4., p. 14.

105

Ibid., p. 15 and P- 14,
106

1bid., p. 17.
1071pig. ; pp. 17,18.
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Here, Axelos seems to be struggling for a proper

language for the Ultimate Mystery, the language of mneti

mn

neti

("not this, not that") and tat tvam asi ("That is
It!"). The Eastern philosophers and religious mystics have™
for - endless ages been using such iénguage in reference to

the Game of Games, the Play of the Cosmos Itself.

" And here we see the appreciation of the "Planetary

[

Interlude" as the Mystery-Game before which and in which we
are inextricably enveloped. The language of mysticism
Ifeplaces the ‘language of science and philosophy.

Axelos surrenders himself to the Game (the Play of

the Tao) in the final paragraph of the essay:

The Game is not definitive,; it is not the
last word. It might even be that the game is
! only one of the games of Time.or that time
itself is only one of the rounds that '"the"
® Game plays. The Game is not the last master-
word, that is, it should not be understood as
a néw and convenient masterword, password and
watchword for action. It remains the unthought
- 1f not the unthinkable -, the undivulged,
the impracticable. It plays with us, impels us
toward action and upsets all the games, all the
'+ actualizations. As if it were unplayable. The
wandering (ermantes) truths of the world and
- the true wanderings (errances) of man confront
each other and compose this game. The Game of
the World is the question. It is for men to
play the game of questions and answers.l08

-

108154, p. 18.
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With this passage, we are on the threshold of Zen,

LR

the smiling,, wise, game. of "engagement" with the Game
B g g gag the ’

Itself!

4

Evaluation of Axelos

If we take Axelos' view of the breat Game {(as typical
of this priﬁary cosmo—ontological)appreciation of play)
thera: is aﬁ immediate imposéiBility of evaluation of it -i
almosé by definition. For the Game would include the process
of evaluatio%“itself and there is no possibilify of |
distance from the Game to get an outside view of it, There 1“%
is notﬁing cutside éhe embrace of the Game' Thus, Alexos' g
view is an attempt to articulate what to him is 'the"
mystery, ang he knows that his enterprise, too, is part of .

the same myétery he is trying .to examine. His view and

those of the others who shafe his appreciation of play is

.an intuition into the depths of mystery - indeed the

Greatest Mystery of all.

. We may note, however, that Axelos' view supports
our own, namely, that in the absolute cosmo-ontological
Sphe}e of reality "play" and 'reality" are one. What is
more the "Game” of the world is but ome of perhaps many
possible Games (ludi) originating in :h\uttérly mysterious
playfilness, which our terminology calls Paidia.

»

v



G. Conclusion

& In the foregoing review of the thought of some
philos%phers we have seen a rather wide-spread and powerful
articulation of a school of thought about the ontological
weight of play. The writers we have mentioned would seem
to hold one general view in common: that Reality-Itself
is Play - or that Play is the only word appropriate to the
dynamics of Reality-Itself - even in the ultimate consider-

ation of what "reality" means. Only "play" is adequate to

"describe what and how things are. It is the way things are
and act.
The answer to the question: "How does play relate

to the real?" is, in this view, this: Play is' the mode of

*

activit§‘of the real, and since all things arefactive Pe¥ se
dplay"'is synonymoﬁs wigh_;he\ﬂzggi”. Another way of
saying this is to say "play" is an essential aspect of
the real making the real to come to be. Play is the way
of things themselves and of all things connected with one
another and interacting with one another within the great
Game of the cosmos.

" This line of thought seems difficult but not
beyond our understanding. We have ‘called it the primary

"sphere'" of the ontological significance of play and it
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identifies play and reality in thé cosmo-ontological sense. :
It is but the first of three general ﬁays to speak of .
"play'" related to "reality". hAs such, it is the fundamental j
mystery of reality and of all particulars - including the
cultural creations of man and the "separated" imaginings

of his mind. It is these latter two particulars of this
cosmic-ontological play-reality which we must now go 6n

to explain.in Chapters II and III, respectively.

We have seen that ﬁhilosophers have made the play-
reality equation in many different wéys. Still, they all”
agree that fundamentally - in the cosmo-ontological sense -
the equation is simple and unequivocal. We might argue,
therefore, to a certain common denominator of these philo-
sophies - namely that they assert, each in its owﬁfway,

a conviction tﬁat play-and reality are one in this funda-
ﬁental sense. This common dendminator amounts to a tradition
in philosophy. \\\

No theory éf play or reality can be complete without
explicit re ereﬂce to this tradition. No theory can ignore
;pis tradition\without ﬁ oviding reasons to:reject such
a powerful body of thinkgziﬂ it is dﬁr conviction that it
is this equation in’ this cos%n-ontological sphere of meaning

which accounts for the validity or meaningfulness of the

equation in the other sphere of meaning.



CHAPTER II
THE SECONDARY (REGIONAL OR CULTURAL) SPHERE OF PLAY

If the view we have just ineestigated in Chapter I
is a valid one, then it follows that it embreces all
particglar forms of reality, whatever, within the cosmic-
onfological whole. Thus it is that it must embrace thﬁ\
totality of man's cultural 1life. .

By "éultdre”\ESLmean wﬁat man does with his
intelligence, his imagination, his unconscious and conscious
energies to give then concrete forms or 1nst1tut10na izations
in the world. Wherever man touches naked unadormed
reality (which we have Just seen may be conSLdered the Game
of- Games) he adds to it (or, better, ‘exemplifies within
it) his own peculiar play of meanings, and significances.

He does so by selecting and arranging "facts" to give
order to what otherwise would be utter chaos of the
bombardment of stimuli upon him. He '"creates" a world,
a reality, according to his knowiedge of facﬁs and his
desife for meaninéful existence. In this way the play
of the whole universe becomes involuted upon itself in '

man,

Man s 1anguage and its form would be an example

of such activity.
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There is a sizeable body of thought on this

peculiar human type of reality we have mentioned. For

example, Hans Vaihinger's The Philosophy of "As-If"

argues that meaningful fictions must be projected in
the external world so that order may exist in our lives

- in politics, science, art, religion, and so forth.

. These $i§tions, he says, function as truth.19? *

!

"We have in mind to examine the question of play
as the adequate notion for a human-sized ontology. The
question is: How do human beings relate to their notions
of the real, the meaningful, the significant? = Is play
the Eest way to describe this human-sized concept of the
real? How profound is this connection of cultural play
forms and play dynamics to human.reality? To answer
these questibns ﬁe will look to three approaches to the
question, those of Francois de La Rochefouéauld; Martin

Heidegger, and Jacques Ehrmann.

: ™

1OgHans'Vaihinger, The Philosophy as "As-1f",
trans. C.K. Ogden, New York, Barnes and Noble, 19024.
- Confer also, for example, Peter Berger, The Precarious
Vision: A Sociologist Looks at Social Fictions and
Christian Faith, Garden City, Doubleday and Company, 1961;
Erving Goffman, Encounters, Indianapolis, Bobbs-Merrill
Co., 1961; Erving Goffman, Interaction Ritual, Garden .
City,\poubleday and Company, 1967; Exrving Goffman, The
Presentation of Self in Everyday Life, Garden City,
Doubleday and Company, 1959; George Herbert Mead, Mind,

Self, and Society, Chicago, University of Chicago Press,
1934, :
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) A. La Rochefoucauld
A

La Rochefoucauld's Maximes provides us with a
scintillating critique of society's use of language, its

notions of truth and reality.llo

La Rochefoucauld has
taught us that the social world which survives on, language
of one sort or another cannot exist solely in a world of
naked existence - nor in a world of total fmqtas;f.;H It is
the inter-play pf this naked eﬁistencé and play which
make communication - and society - authentically human.
"Barren 'essential' truth, were it acces%ible, would be
unbearable, wéuld undermine all huﬁan contacts," Lewis tells
us.ll1 As La Rochefoucauld expresses it, ''Les hommes
ne vivraient pas 1ongtem§s en société s'ils n'étaient
les dupes les uns des autreé" (Max. '87).

Society itself is held together by a webbing of
agreed-upon games of half truth, half—deceptién. The

truly "wise man" elects to play the game and so

participate in society.

11OPhilip E. Lewis, "La Rochefoucauld: The
Rationality of Play", in, Jacques Ehrmann,ed., Game, Play,
Literature, op. cit., pp. 133-147.

© 111

Ibid., p. 139. | -
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Pursuing his interest through co-operation,
each player enters into the Jurisdiction of the
game, commits himself to continue playing,
accords his undivided attention to the action,
resists at all costs the illusion and isolation o
of either victory or defeat. Caught up in their
roles, the players incorporate - and simultane-
ously incorporate themselves into - the dominion
of the game. Their renunciation of victory
connotes a subtle triumph that ultimately belongs
to the game itself, whose corntrol over all the
forces in play sustains the egaction of a
successful social strategy.ll

La Rochefoucauld's pessimistic world allows little
freedom - even amidst play. The kind of freedom it is
"is freedom to mediate deterministic force through the
structures of deliberate contestation, freedom to balance
or absorb the capricious play of chance through the
rational play of strategy."113

For La Rochefoucauld, society or culture cannot

exist without thdde subtle play forms. Realit in

‘Practice, is playfd¥ indeed. A wise man recognizas the
game of "society" nonetheless and sees ''play" as s mething
human Beings superimpose upon naked and meaningléss "facts"
(the "real” in the primary cosmo-ontological sense) but
in such a way that it is virtually impossible to isolate

the 'game of culture from these "facts"., (The primary

- sphere cannot, in practice, be isolated from the secondary

112
113

Ibid., p. 140.
Ibid., p. 146.
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sphere)., It is in this latter sense that realiﬁy and pléy
are coextensive in meaning.
La Rochefoucauffd is aware that mystery entirely
engulfs us. He knows that in our effort to be objéctive
“and detached from our world, reality as it really is
escapes our efforts to be masters. The g;ﬁé of culture
dwarfs our efforfs and makes mock of our so-called know-
ledge. For La Rochefoucauld we are controlled by many
unconsciqus facets of the game-which set up gaps between
our thinking and our being.
‘ He is a realist who recognizes the subtle power
of self-deception as part of culture's apparatus. Man's
ego was a reflection of a universal egoism, a kind of
natural law, which man participates in but by so doing
also confabulates a society of competing egos and a
structure of games of indirect and artful deceptions
which are inescapably part of the "as-if" mental attitude

of man.1136

1133 gnevelopedia Britannica, 1961, Vol. 13.
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CHAPTER II

v : B. MartitrHeidegger \\x_ . .

.Ihe philosophy of Martin Heideggex;—'em.braces‘-~
integratly the whole context of being(s) "with" cdulture

o (the field of Being environing and permeating beings)
' ¢

"6“5,‘

and % unique mutual inherence of beiogs with‘envitooment
(time and space) in "Being"; it is clear that “being",

. for him, is not seen as obgect but only in a field of
\meaning "in the world" embracidg the self; hence Heidegger

bridges the two spheres of cosmo-ontology and culture as

u

we use them in this. dfssertation For that ‘reason he could
very well have been 1nv1ted to be part of t@ls brief rev1ew

. 5
‘} - of thinkers in either sphere. But becausé l'zj.s\dlfference'1 .

-

his radical upheaval of ﬁréditlonal metaphysics, 151
P val o phy .
\ precisely in the halistic inclusien of culture-and-being
' ‘ - . . > . .
S together, it is more fitting to refer to‘'him here in

Chapter Two. ' U .

‘In his Plato's Theory oﬁ/érutb an?fOn the Nature

of ngth Heidegger showed the (folly of Western thought

which eventuall?‘%ad produced a Nletzsche The folly was

-
r

that in the West (much different fro;\xhe East)
arose a detachment of things (as clear?and dlstlo t forms)
from the.encompassing background of Being. In" the West

ll‘ 1T - .' - ' .
it betame the pattern that truth resjided- in the ﬂnte1lect

. " which apprehended Being, EL would have beeA more. accurate
. - * .
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Heildegger felt, the other way round - if the pattern

had been T resided in g certain at-one-ness

with the environing Being, or better, that truth was the
awareness that Being saturated the intellect.

With a concentration upon the forms of differentiated

things, there was a loss of sensitivity to environin

113b

groﬁnd ovaéing for .these very forms. Plato was to

blame for sidetracking Western thought from dBeiJ;;\
-'beings' and for the error.of considering trith as a
correctness of infek}ectual judgement about things. While
the Greeks were able to develop”science beca se of this
_emphasis, thdy also lost a focus upon true Peing which
“was:more fundamental, and wider than all &beings” and thus

o the richer truth, the source of the other.:

- -

% . Traditional thinking, traditional rationalism,
was in the end the obstacle to authentic thinking at the

most basic level of all. "Thinking only begins at the

~

point where we have come to know that Reason, glorified
) «113¢

[

for centuries, is the most obstinate adversary of thinking.
A truer existence, a better understanding of existence,ﬁ@

is one which breaks through traditional rationmalism, beyond

s

concepts and mental representations, to the actual lived*

-
-

dimension of our heing-in-the-world.

’L] 1135 yit1iam Bare t, Irrational Man, Garden City, New
York, Doubleday (Anchor), 1962, ». 230. -

113¢ 1pi4.. p. 206.
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. ”
Heidegger tried to reach this basic facticquﬁ f

ordinary awareness - i.e. to the -level 6f reality - pefore.
tr&?itional ratiopalism distorted it or went of:
wrong track. JP\\‘V : '/a

His philosoﬁﬁy tries to avoid the extremes of
objectivism {positivism) and subjectivism by overcoming
the subject-object split. He begins by concrete participa-

n/in the world. not from either observation of the

utside" of us or from the introspec%ive
of our own minds.
1s view of thinking draws a contrast between many
types but prinqipaliy between calculative thinking and
primordial thinking. Where calculative thinking has‘the
active character of understanding, predicting and éontrolling
empirical events, primordial thinking haé the passive J
. character of receptioﬁjof Being'(father'than of beings).
'Being for him is the totality of one's being-in-the-world
as, it really-is; an% so his appreciation of being includes
"becoming™.
~
According to Heidegger, the orﬁinary undegétanding
of .Being is a useless and insignificant abstraction
against which Neitzsche rightly r;ged. This popular
underéténding of Being.produced the critical philosophy

of Wietzsche but also medern man's alienation from value
- '
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and from Being Itself. For Heidegger the truth aboﬁt c
Being 1is oppbsité to this popular understanding and solves
Nietzsche's impasse. A proper re-thinking about Being
would' produce not estrangement from Being’ but, rathefg .
the most concrete and closest of presences; .the involve-
ment in Being itself. *

-Thus,-the problem is that the "is'" of things is
not examine& (as in "This is Monda&”) but simply accepted
without attention and without respect. But, upon examination,
it is precisely the "is" - or the Beingness of anything -
which permits man to understand things (as in the example
just given, the presence of the meaning of Monday to-the
understanding as a now-reality).

"Truth', for Heidegger,.is not the cﬁrrectneSs of
a statement or a proposition in that such statement of
propésitidn corresponds to extra-mental fact. Truth does
not reside primarily in ‘the intellect but in a more basic
sense than intellectuaL\truth. For example, "Truth' cén
also exist in a work of art containing no literal state-
ments; the truth of a work of aiF is in its being a
revelation in a manner of a non-statement.

Truth, or that which is known, is not something

apprehended from outside the subject as if the subject

stood over and against the object df his kiowledge with

.
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some space between them. For there is no subject set
apart from the world who then has to assimilate into
hiﬁéelf the outside of himseif, as subject to object.
For Heidegger there is no use of the term "man"; rather,
he speaks of Dasein (being-there). There is a Daseiﬁ,
i.e. a field or region where sﬁbjécé apd object have
mutual interdépendence. Thus, man's Being is spread over
a field which is the world.

Men aré not spectators of Being but,
participants in it, and if there is to be
a philosophy of Being, this“caphot be reared

on any kind of detached observation, but only
on the basis of our total participation.

. s .. . 113e
"The essence of Dasein lies in its existence', 3

' . . 2 -
This means that Dasein does mot have a fixed and un-
changeable essence so much as a fixed number of possible
essences which it makes as it moves along from one

situation to the next. These possible ways of existing,.

Heidegger calls the existentialia. The horizon of

possibilities (exiétgntial possibilities) can be describgd.

The concrete (existentiell) possibilities of any

actual Dasein would fall within such a description of the

existential possibilities. Heidegger himself transcends
N .
the limitation of Being imposed upon him by the history

113d John'Macquarrie, Martin Heidegger, Richmond
Virginia, John Knox Press, 1568, p. II. .

113e Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, Tr. J. Macquarrie
and E.S. Robinson, New York, Harper and Harper, 1963, p. 67.
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of philosophy of Being in the West from Plato onwards.
Yet he says one can never quite escape the whole context
of what produces the Dasein, i.e, historical circumstances,

environment, culture (including inherited notions). Thus

he is really saying that even his philesophical transcendence

of subjectivism and objectivism.in philosophy is itself
historically limited, culturally'limited, for one is always
a particular Dasein and never can get a perfect objective

view (see Marcel's idea of "mystery').

Granting that we are already .in the world
and that our first-hand understanding of it
comes by way of participation, striving,

‘practical concern rather than theoretical
observation, we still have to inquire into
"this openness, ...l113f

Dasein always finds itself in a situation
where it has "to be". It mever begins with

wide open horizons, so to speak, for at any
moment there are already a great many "givens'. /f,//«*
Some of these may have arisen from the Dasein's

own past choices, but there will be others that

it has not chosen at all, and that will have

determined for it be so@iet¥ or history or
heredity or.other agencies.ll3g

Since man is not conceived primarily as a detached thinking
subject, but as a Being-in-the-world, i.e. situated

within.a world to which he already stands in relation of

openness and mutual interpenetration, Heidegger thinks -

-

113f.J. Macquarrie. Martin Heidegger, op. cit., p. 20,

LI38 1hid., p. 21.

D
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A

that what makes man '"to be" is something:which the world
does to Him as he lives in the world deciding his owm
existence.

In fact the detached scientific approach to the
world derives as a highlv specialized kind of understanding
within a wider context or field of humanconcern.’ "Being
takes the initiative in addressing man, in giving him
speeéh, in setéing him in the light and openness. Being

. . ‘ . . S . . h
is gracious toward man and constitutes him its guardlan.”ll3

L I

The ordinary understanding of thejevefyday world
is one of practical concerns of using'things as instruments
for these concerns. And all such instruments are inter-

locking.

However, we have to. remember that Heidegger . -
is talking of the everyday world, the world of ©
routine tasks and conventional ways. [...] he N
considers that we can easily lose ourselves in
such a world, and in an authentic existence,
man is open-to dimensions of the world beyond_ .
‘the merely instrumental understanding of it.113i

/

Thus, authentic existence involves being-in-the-
world which surpasses utilization of the world as object.

Thus, man is nect independent of his environment.

.Man is a part of the field of oneﬁess‘which is the world-

-

130 1h54., p. 57
L33 1h34., p. 17. _ | R



" CHAPTER II | | 604

and therefore cannot undérstand anvthing as if there

1
were a distance between man and the-world-in-which-he-

is-

of-

immersed.

Man is therefore a field-of-being-within-a-field-

Being. Thus we canno% "know'" what man is as if he

were an object with a fixed nature.

he
of
to

is

A child responds to the call of'hig name before

recognizes that he is supposed to confine the meaning

the name-to himself alone. ‘In the beginning he learns
: ) .
respond to’a field or region of Being with which he

concernéd<

N

His name is not the name of an existence
that takes place within the envelope of his
skin: that is merely tha awfully abstract
so¥ial conventionJthat has imposed itself not
only on his parents, but on the history of
phifosophy. "The basic meaning the child's
14 has for him does not disappear as he grows
oldgr; it only becomes covered over by the more
abftract social conventions. He secretely
hears his own name called whenever he hears any
region of Being named with which he is vitally
involved.l13j '

The mine-ness of my existence remains a personal

N

fact, but it is not an I-substance at the centre of the

field, but rather it permeétes the whole field. It is

this total fiéld that is my Being.

-

The everydavness of our experisnce confirms this

113 Wm. Barnett, Irrational Man, op. ¢it., p. 219.
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approach to Being.- 1t discloses itself as Dasein
(Eeing—ﬁhere!)? Heidegger escapes the dichotomy of .
subject-object confrontation. Everyday experiences shatter
the doubts which older philosophies ensure. These doubts
need not be refuted; “the§ simply fade away, for they do
not apply to the existence that we actually live.“ll3k

When Heidegger uses the term 'the One' -he means
almost the opposite of Plotinus' usage. It (''the One')
is, in Heidegger's view, the term for the everyday field-
ness of our existence, the "public” quality of our
existence, the impersondl and public creature we are before
e are an "I'", a real '"subject', a "self".

Most people are controlled-by the "une" and never
rise to be a "Self". ’

| Traditicnal qualities (quantit}. quality, space,

time, etc.) are qualities of objects. Since human
existence is not an object, a thing, in this sense, it
is caﬁegq;ized by qualities of (1) mood or feéling, £2)
understanding and (3) speeck, qualities of Heidegger's

view of Dasein, human existence in a field.

~

Mood

—

Mood is more than an inhering quality within a

soul. It is a certain way of being within a field. The

113k 1hi4.
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mood pervades the field and colours all in it even
ourselves. What we are is a certain mood (joy, sadness,
etc.) in which we are vitally present. "A mood aFFails
us. It comes neither from 'outside' nor from ’inside’',
but arises out of Being-in-the-world, as a way of such
Being.”ll3l .

In the midst-of this mood I find myself here and
now in my world, within my situation.

The primary mood is Angst (anxiety) since it is
precisely in the here and now (being in the field) that
the precariousness of our contingency &s felt. *

This is more than psychology. It is ontology;

moods or feelings are part of what makes us ”go be" (in

the field). Moods are mcdes of Being (or "being-there').

Understanding

We are rooted in the experience of existence. It .
is out of this awarenessy, however, unconscious, that
judgements about propositions or theories can be claimed
to be ”true”.) At the same time as we are what we are,
we exist in a field which floods in upon us and makes us
one with it. Our basic Beingness is the fundamental

openness and receptivity teo what reveals itself to us and

of which we are a part - the field of Dasein. This

1131

Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, op. cit., p. 176.
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fundamental openness to the field allows us to exist,
i.e. to stand beyond ourselves within the field which
opens before us. Such openness is an axiom of kpowing
the world at éll, even in the least senée. This is the

fundamental '""truth" is which_we exist.’

“Truth and "Being'" are thus inseparable - and we
are never without secure truth for we are in a field of
truth and this is our being. We are defined in part by
our being in the field and being secure in the influx
of the field upon us. The moment we exist we are situated
within this ''truth-knowing'', this understanding, that isa
bringing the world into ourselves and ourselves out into

the world.

Speech

Before sound language and written language (forms
of expression to allow communication beween one person and
another) there is the silent  language of a pre-existing
context of understanding out of which these sound and
written languages derive. What is ‘this COntext?

The unexpressed but noﬁetheless accepted context
of a more fundamental understanding is the very under-
standing in which our existence itself is rooted.

Being is then the total "centext in which all
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beings ‘come to light”.ll3m

Standing in the context of Being permits communica-.
tion of one person with another - for it is the context
df Being which gives common ground for "being Qith”
another.

We exist within the cbntext.of this language which
is the root of all other language}u This language is the
communication with the context 4existence,namel§ Being.

Man's existence is not only spréad out over a
_field of mood:.understandihg, and language; it is also
spread out over a field of past, present and future which
saturates man's experience, as a basic fact of his' existence.

Man especially projects himself into the future

P
H

where he 1s in a-sense, "to becomgrhimself more' .
Man's very beingvis rooted in time. He fs an

~historical being, situated in and:essentially'understanding

himself in a time—frame’of all experiences. '
In dealing with "time" Heidegger considers that

man orients himself in a certain way to his present and

actual situation in life by selecting out of his past

what strikes him as sighifiqant as his cultural inheritance.

Man defines his being by projecting himself into a future

toward which he always looks. Man must see himself as

113m W. Barrett, op. cit., p. 224.

ta
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inextricably bound up with the whole tradition #n which
his thinking takes place.

Whatever Dasein encounters gets related to the
totality of understanding that it already has. It'gets
aﬁ interpretation, an assigned meaning, according to a
preccnceived frame of'referenceﬂ

"An interpretation is never a presuppositionless
apprehending of somethiﬁg presented to-us".l’l3n

We always interpret according teo a pre-understanding
which is part of the whole field of our Dasein. What
is more the interpretation is an "as-stxucture". We
interpret‘ssﬁething as something which is already known
to be part of our Dasein-. '

Thus what is held to.be true is held to be
so playfully, i.e. with a certain lightness and without
too much rigidity. The perspective is free and open to
~change. These 5resuppositions in our understaﬁding we
may call the cultural (environment;l) aspects of &ﬁat

is real.

1

113n Marcin Héidegger, Being and Time, op. cit.,
pp. 191-192. .
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Thefphilosopher Martin Heidegger holds with the

poet Holderlin that '"man dwells poetically on the
114 '

S

earth." By ‘this he means that truth for man is a
L

B

creative act of the free self, a product of man's
existential relatedness to the world in a "waiting upon"
of meaning.ll5ﬂ There must be a certain "letting be”

(Gelassenheit) so that new meaning may come to be and

' s0 that;g@g new meaning may not be obscured bv the
prejudicesnof old ones. Such new‘méaniﬁg.participates
in the wonder and awe of creativity and change of all
Being, in a kind of openness to possibilities. Such

“openness" and "letting be' has two qualities: the

openness for mystery (die Offenheit fir das Geheinmis)

and the letting be of things (die Gelassenheit zu den

Dingen).ll6

‘They provide a certain freedom by allowing I
a8 person to get beyond his own cares and anxicries.

Y

114 Martin Heidegger, Existence and Being, trans.
Warner Bréck, Chicago, Henry Regnery, Gateway Books,
1949, p. 282.

115-Martin Heidegger, Discourse on Thinking, A
Translation of Gelassenheit ] Trans. J.M. Anderson and
L.H. Freund, New York, Harper and Row, 1966, pp. 22-23,
54-57. - .

116 1pig., p. 68,
}

i/
r
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At bottom this "openness' and "letting be" would

seem to be a .centering of the self in purposelessness
% "'uselessness" - at least insofar as one does not pre-

de

rmine the outc¥me of one's thinking'pfocessés. Life
meaning_mus& be allqwed to disclose'themSQIVes,iﬁ the
growth of the ;elf. Auéhentic human exiStenée occurs when .
man, iq response to his conscience, assume$ respoﬁsibil"'

fof his existence, opené'himself to'thé_pbssibilities of

- existence which confront him in the world, and éﬁboses

among them. And this human experience of growth into

wgﬁthentic responsib?lity‘is grounded in the-p;ocess ﬁf

‘ ’

Being in Time. Here, Héideggér tells us, "The essence of _
. . . ' .‘qj"

Being- is the\game itself..”117 In his later years, .
o, Heidegger turned to the modern poets to look Nor new ; !
sfofies,.new songs, new dramas which are more "apprOpriate"

to the moving-time dimension of the gaﬁe of{life itself.

Heidegger long used "play" terminology to indicate

the unitedness of Being-itself &nd Dasein ip Spielraum

(a term from Being and Time that gave way simply to Spiel

in later writings). ""Spiel is a surrogate for Lichtung
(Becket%bs 'Light"?), meaning the 'cléaring', the 'openness'

of originative thinking, and the center of the horizonal

ll?M. Heidegger, Identitat und Differenz, Neske,
Pfullingen, 1957, p. 64, quoted in, Kostos Axelos, - .
"Planetary Interlude”, op. cit., p. 8. ) ' y;J
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structure of Being as manifested in its dynamic mode C -
(the ek-sistence of Dasein).”118 B . y

v Ao

It is because of the problems'of language that
‘Heidegger finds the term "play" of use. .
If we talk here of playing games at all,
it is not we who play with words, but the
nature of language plays with us. [...] Is ~
it play with words when we attempt to give .
heed to the game of language -and to hear what .
language really says when it speaks? 119 :
Language aftemﬁting to analyse itself through
language is.a basic mysterious enterprise best understood
as play. ' ,
Heidegger calls the ontological aspect of play
"the aé-structurg of reality”jlzo This "as-structure" of
reality is not so much ontological as epistemélégical.
Heidegger!s interest in Rea%%ty has brought him
to SeE'itrthrough the "play"” of man's openness to possibilities.

His.interest is in the peculiar way af knowing of man,"

obfuscated as it is, 5; imaginative "as-structuring". ‘Man
-18pavid Miller, "The Kingdom of Play: Some Old |

Theological Light from Recent Literature', op. cit.,
PP- 351-352. We have corrected the printed text
("horizontal" becomes "horizonal™) to fit the version
received from D. Miller in a personal communication. Also, a
see Miller's lengthy list of Heideggerian texts to A
substantiate his view on page 352, n. 22.

119M. Heidegger, What is Cajled Thinkihg?, New
York, Harper and Row, 1968, pp. 1183119.

12055 noted by David Miller, "The Kingdom of Play:
Some 0ld Theological Light from Recent Literature", op. cit.,
p. 357, n: 30. : : -

- o N
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is a player and inevitably so even in pursuit of the truth

about Reaiity. ‘ ~.

Thus, reality as it is apprehended through the

"as-structure" of man's mode %Z;:§ing—in—thé—wor1d is

immediately and fundamentally yful. Whatever man makes

of his world is coloured by this.g insi¢ playfulness -

of his manner of séeking meaning. Thus \culture and
reality for man are coexféﬁsive with play. One term

cannot be "seen iselated in practice from the others; ieality,
-ﬂ‘;;lture, play, for man, are facets of the same thing.

C. Jacques Ehrﬁann;

T

In most treatments of the 6atologiCal value of
play there is a preponderant view of play as “£epresenta£ive"}
"imitative", "imaginative" (for example, as we Saw With:
Eugen Fink;s view). This view stems pexr-force from a

perspective of what is considered, a priori, a more

fundamental and prim&ry actrmaliyy, what we normally ;all

"Reality". It is énly by/f:;zijnce tb this so-called

"Reality", that a judgment aﬁbut play is normalkydﬁade.
There are, of course,'EE‘we have éeen in Heraclitus

L g .
Nietzsche and others, definite suggestions of another

point of view. This second point of view is sometimes
v '
relegated by rationalistic philosophers to the realm of
L]

mysticism or poetxy’ and this too is automatically an




. ordinary, "Reality

CHAPTER II : - 65
- ‘ : _ ‘ .
a priori judgment that it is inferior to or at least
secondary to their prime éoncern which is empirically
examined "Reality". |

Perhaps the most articulate exponent of a defence

" position against such rationalistic a priori bias is

Jacques Ehrmann. He feels that there is a foundational

reversal of perspectives needed. Play, he salys, may in

fact be primary, or at least be of equal value £

|l£

called,

- and indeed of culture too.

In an essay entitled "Homo Ludens revisited"l21

" he offers a severe critique of several of the most renowned

treatments of blay: Huizinga's,Caillqis‘,{énd Benveniste:s,

to be specific.122
The most troublesome aspect of most theories of

play, according to Ehrmann, is.the traditional dicﬁo;omy

between play and seriousness, as exemplified in Huizinga

who was forced at the end of his work to céll this

proBlem Jthe froubling insolubility...play or seriousness".

Ehrmann wants to quarrel,with this fundamental split

between '"gratuitousness and/or utility; play and/or work;

play and/or everyday life; the imaginary and/or the/real;

etc.".123
1ZIJacques Ehrmann, '"Homo Ludens revisite cit.,
pPp. 31-57. b =

[

12246 will deal with Huizinga and Caillois later in
Chapter III, .

>123Jvaues Ehgmann; op. cit., p. 33,

— w

e =



CHAPTER II ' 66

g W )
Though Huizinga and Caillois have divergent ideas
about play (''the one finds transition between spheres, the
other sees divisions"), they both share a more basic
"world-view, a fundaﬁbﬁtally rationalist view according to

which human activities relate, on the one hand, to dreams,

gratulcousness, nobility, imagination, etc., and on the

other, to consciousness, utility, instinct, reality, etc.”lza _

Ehrmann's position is against this..almost
automatic cleavage between 'reality", "ordinary life" and

"play". The split into these separate categories will

not occur:

if the status of "ordinary life'" of

"reality", is not thrown into question in the
very movement of thought given over to play.
[...] In other words, we are criticizing

" these authors chiefly and most seriously for
considering “'reality', the '"real', as a given

_ component of the problem, as a- referent needing
no discussion, as a matter of course, neutral
and objective. They define play in opposition
to, on.the basis of, or in relation teo this
so-called reality.lz

It is in this concept of a given "reality' that
Ehrmann finds his difficulty." Whence comes our;gertitude
about what should be regarded as ''real" (of fundamental
valuei, againsf which the “unréal" can be judged?
. >
\ .

124

Ibid., pp. 32-33.
1251454, p. 33.

-
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As the criteria against which play is
measured are external to it, its nature
remains necessarily second in relation to
the "reality' that serves as its yardstick
and is therefore considered "primaxry" (cf.
Huizinga: ''Play alwdys represents something'.
[...1). But it is legitimate to wonder by
what right 'reality' may bwsaid to be first,
existing prior to its components - play in
this case (although it might just as well be
some other object of the social sciences) -
and serving as their standard. How could
"reality" serve as a norm even before having
been tested and evaluated in and through its
manifestations? TFor - we need not insist on
it - there is no "reality" (ordinary or extra-
ordinary!) outside of or prior to the mani-
festations of the culture that expresses it.126

To guard against precluding a legitimate estimaté
-of the nature of.play, Ehrmann says, we must see that
"the problem.of play is therefore not linked to. the problem
of "reality", itself linked to the problem of culture:- It

isrone and the same problem".127

Most especially the
proper method of estimating play (as well as other

objects of inquiry in the social sciences) must ngf proceed

- "as if play were a variation, a commen on, inter-

pretation, or a'reproduction of this reality. 'To pretend
that play is mimesis would suppose the proble

before it had even been formulated. [...1".

126
127
128

Ibid., p. 33.
Ibid. ,

Ibid., pp. 33-34.
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This ''reality" which is considered innocent
and behind whése objectivity some schalars
sheepishly take shelter, must not be the starting-
point of any analy51s but must rather be its final
outcome. A nécessarily disappeinting outcome,
because it is impalpable and fleeting to the

- extent that itiis dissolved in the manifestations
s+ analyzed, i.e, 'to the extent that it _has no other
content beyond these manifestations.129

To lend weight to this critique, Ehrmann proceeds

the detailed treatment of the theories of Huizinga,

-

Caillecis and Benveniste. An.examination of their respective

definitions of play shows that: 'For these authoxrs,-ocne

escapes from play either toward the lower realm (redlity,

practical life) or- toward the higher (the sacred, divine

efficiency) - with [...] the moral implications borne by

n 130

the terms high, low, sacred, reallty Even for

Huizinga, who maintains that the realms SF play and the

sduyed are not iﬁcompatible there dis separation into

two categories. Accordlng to Ehrmann, by upholdlng the -

statement that play does not exclude geriousness, Huizinga

is really 1mp1ying that this opposifion was basically, or

n 13

originally, present somewhere' Ehrmann goes on to

- %N
1291pi4d., p. 34. .
1301p54., p. 36. : ' , @h;
131

“Ibid., pp. 40-41.

e —
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-
explicitate his criticism:

Our criticism bears precisely on this point,
namely on the possibility of grounding an anthro-
pology of play in the dual opposition of play
and reality, of play and the sacred,. this in turn
entailing a division between the serious (the
real, the sacred) and the non-serious (play), .
with play then being defined psivately as non-
serious, non-real, non-sacred. The preceding
analysis [of the theories of Huizinga, Caillois,
and Benveniste] permits us to conclude that the
operative value of such a classification is highly
contestable, for it rests on a simplistic %nd
ethnocentric metaphysics of consciousness.l32

. To further delineate his position, Ehrmann turns
" to what he calls "the tripartite economic role of play"
and offers a detailed critique of the usual attributes of
play as (1) free expenditure (gratuitousness), (2)
deprgciationiof the_seriéué—real, and q3) complement-
~1uxufy vis-a-vis the seriaus-real.
| As to the first of these attributes, play as free
expenditure of energy and.gratuitousness, Ehrmann observes
that "if play is detached from ordinary life, it must
also be detached from its contingencies”.
But even if play is ﬁnderstood as a 'pure"

expenditure, and expenditure for nothing, it

consumes something nevertheless, if only time

and energX33but sometimes also gonsiderable-

property.

-

13214359, , 5. 41,

1331bid., p. 42. (Emphasis his.) -
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The trouble with Huizinga's and Caillois' theories
on this point, Ehrmenn argues, is that they account for
this expenditure within what they think is an entirely
. clrcumscribed world with its proper time and space.

But they fail to see that the interior
occupied by play can only be defined by and®
with the exterior of the world, and inversely
that play viewed as an exterior is only
comprehensible by and with the interior of
the world; that together they participate in
the same economy. Play cannot therefore be
isolated as an activity without consequences.
Its integrity, its gratuitousness are only
apparent, since the very freedom of the

expenditure made in it is part of a circuit ' )
which reaches begond the spatial and temporal
limits of play.l34 //

/

A

Play therefore is not entirely auto-telic eve%”'
thdugh on a conscious level play is eﬁperienced as an
expenditure for nothing. 'Ehfmann holds that "thé ‘pure’
gift is in fact an gxéhange. One gives, one spends, in
gzgég to receive. The so-called liberty of the gift is
in fact lyberalify; the generosity, the gratuitousness '

of play are ways of acéuiring pregtige and‘power”.135

The second economic characteristic of play against
which Ehrmann contends is play considered as a "depreciation''.
"Thusrpléy appears not only graEuitous but also withou;~ ‘

value, an activity whose worth has been withdrawn [...]”13F

1341§1Q-, pPp. 42-43. (Emphasis his.) - S
135 .

Ibid., p. 43. (Emphasis his.)

lBGIbid, (Emphasis his.)
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Play, according to the depreciatory view, is 'what remains

when seriousness has been taken away”.137 But Ehrmann

holds that in play ''there is no subtraction of value

(depreciation) but relocation, redistribution...in pursuit
138

of immediate satisfaction of needs and desires’.

The function of play, then, comsists in giving in

ﬁ\‘ordgr to receive later on, or in a different form. It

fulfills a dual function of expenditufa and savings. 'We
recognize here that, far from corresponding to a supposediy
graﬁuitous, disinterested aspect of culture, play in the
fullest sense %s coextensive with culturé."139

Ehrmann goes on to criticize play in the third
"economic role' viewed as complement and as luxury. Afte
granting tgaﬁ Huizinga's final.positicn on plaj allows chL
play is indispensible to culturé, that play has a certain
utility with /respect to culture, Ehrmann summarizes
Huizinga's analytic procedure by saying it ﬁan be broken
down into three stages: 1. 'Play is gratuiCOus in relation
to the sericusness of life; 2. Play affects all (or
nearly all) aspects of culture; 3. Pl;y, because it.is.

gratuitous,is useful to culture. But, in Ehrmann's view,

whatever concessions Huizinga makes to the cultural utility

1371bid. (Emphasis his).{ _—
1382222_, pP. 43-44 (Emphasis his).
13954

. P 44 . K
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of play derive from its “complementary" contribution to the

more basic seriousness of life. According to Ehrmann's

interpretation of Huizinga, play

could therefore be cut off, subtracted,
without taking anything essential away from -
culture, in a word without depriving culture
of what it is. Even deprived of play, life
woull remain life. It would simply be serious,
dull, ordinary. 1In such a perspective, it
is clear that play represents the gratuitous,
the beautiful, the noble, the artistic aspect
of life, the Sunday of life. As a costume
hides nudity and embellishes it, so_play
"adorns life'"; it is life's Tuxury. 140

Play, according to Ehrmann,lis not a luxury. It
is one (coextensive) with ﬁulture. Culture and play are:

two sides of one coin. Play as the power of creative meaning

over and above naked existeﬁce and as the powerﬂof symbol
' and ritual which make life human is always operative in
man's world of "the real. Arguing against Caillois®

statement (that "play is a luxury and implies leisure. The

hungry man does not play.”lal), Ehrmann states:

if play.as the capacity for symbolization.
and ritualization is consubstantial with culture,
it cannot £ail to be present whenever there is
culture. We realize then that play. cannot.be
‘defined as a luxury. Whether their stomachs gre
full ox empty men play because they are men.l

140
141
142

Ibid., p. 45. (Emphasis his.)

R. Caillois, Encyclopédie des jeux et: sports, p. XV.

Jacques Ehrmann, op. cit., p. 46. '
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In fact the hurgry man, far from being incapable of

play, may be all the more apt to play - in the sense of

v : 143

being urged by hunger to beguile.hunger by imagination. "

e et ke T

What is more, Ehrmann argues, the idea that play
"implies leisure" (Caillois) falsifies the very data to be
analysed:‘

it is to oppose the notion of work to that
of leisure (an opposition which carries with it Y
all the others we have already noted; utility-
gratuitousness, seriousness-play, etc.). Such
an opposition may be wvalid in our society (and
even there, less and less), but it certainly '
cannot be generalized to include cultures other
than our own.l44

Ehrmann finds that the heart of the problem of the
traditional dichotomizing theories is based upon an intrinsic
confradiction. Play is considered.essential to culture.
Yet-as so-;alled civilization advances, the play element
éeems to fade away. The reason.ﬂor this, it is argued, is
that'the way out of primitive man's‘confusion’Between the
possible and the impossible is foﬁnd_in the rise of reason
;ver.geeling, logic over intuition,;facts over dreams.

Play, the realm of myth, dream, feeling and
.

intuitﬁn, is left behind., According to the standard

authorities on play, it is argued that while somehow a

1831414, p. 45.

1441154,
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stimulus or catalyst to cultural development, play leads

" eventually to its own demise.

- Ehrmann puts the contradiction this way:
. It now appears evident that the relations
of play and culture are for these authors based
. -on two ''acknowledgements': on the one hand that

man becomes more and more civilized, on the

pley-like in the course of history. ZTherefore,
if play has a civilizing influence (that is
their thesis'!), it becomes impossible to recon-
cile the contradictions implicit in such a
point of view. Indeed, if play is essential to
‘culture, civilization should become, not less
and less play-like, but constantly and consist-
ently more so.Ll43 % o

Thus there are three intertwined notions, any one

of which is built upon an intimate and inseparable connection

to the two others: these are play, reality, and culture.

In other words, in.an anthropology of play,
play cannot bé defined by isolating it on the
basis of its relationship to an a priori reality
and culture. To define play is at the same time
and in the same movement to define reality and
to define culture.” As each term is a way to
apprehend the two others, they are each elaborated,
constructed through and on the basis of the two
others. None of the.three existing prior to the
others, they are all simultaneously the subject
and the object of the question which they put to
us and we to them.

g
1451514, , p. 51.

1461h1d., p. 55. (Emphasis his).

e 2 L p—— -
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This is an important statement Ehrmann has given

us, perhaps the most explicit corroboration of our original.

intuition that play is "mystery" in Gabriel Marcel's sense.
Or perhaps, one of Ehrmann's "Conclusions" to his essay is
even more explicit on this question of the mystery of play.

He says:

the player, like the speaker - that is, each
of us - is at once the subject and the obJect of
the play. The pronouns I, you, he are the
different modes of the play structure. The
subjectivity- objectivity dualism is abollshed
because it is inoperative.

—
And again:

At. the methodological level, play and ?}
reality, being inseparable, can only be :
apprehended globally and in the same movement. 148,

According to Ehrmann, the errors of Huizinga and

Caiilois, and others who tﬂink their way, situate them-

selves principally in the belief that an observer of,playﬁ_

can somehow be at the.centre of play and domlnate it.

Huizinga and Caillois forgot that they were part of the

play, part of the game. 'They forgot that players may

be played: that, as an obJect in the game, the player

can be its stakes (enjeu) and its toy (jouet).”149
471414, p. s6.
1481114, ,.
149

Ibid., p. 55
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. To treat piax properly, justly, concretely, means

to be aware of the very game involved in communicatiom. S

That is Ehrmann's position. And it is ours as well. We,

have only to recall what Wwe said of "mystery" once mofe

_ ‘ . a _ ,
0 see that play is mysterious - and that language about”

play is itgelf a form of play examining itself. Communica-'
- 3} . '

« about it. This is an assertion we repeat from our first

tion in a play-mode and style, then, is articulatéd wiily-

nilly, even in the attempt to be-scientific and objective

words on the subject. Play, like reality or culture, "is

* However, it is never neutral. Nor can it be ngutralized.“150

thus not capable of being objectified, nor subjéctif%i;.

Just as-culture is, in the last analysis ¢
communication, sa is play...and game. Thus, o .
Lany, theory of communication (or of information)
imglies a theory of play...and a game theory. 6ﬁ72
vice Versa. Here arises the necessity of
dialogue widh our colleagues in the scie

umg;ry of.Ehrmannfiifggition
. TN \\\&

v Most theori of play regard the subject of;fheir

étudy from an (a priori) bias. That is, tiﬁge_ggforieé
. ] g . - ]
pre-judge the realﬁ/éf.play from, the vantage poidt-of the

so-called "real" world. Ehrmann ‘contends that a fair
. N .

&n
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stpdy of play is thereby prevented since the peggpeétlve ,

F)

of the scholar already has predeﬂermlned the value
judgments about lay which must follow from such a priori
prejudice. - : R

’ )
.

’ Play does not 1nvolve a completely separate world

There is only one economy, one

The activities called play are not

1Y

—_

is not’ 51mp1y gratuitousness. Pf’y is also not a’ deprec1at10n
. ,of\ alue. It 1e not less than the’ so-called "plus values"
. " of serioueneés. Play is not ﬁplement nor a luxury.
. It is coextensive with reality and‘CUlture The real . b ' __“
'Vhlue of play is in its symbollc and ritualistic uses which

) T, are inextricably part of the human dimension, not @rate.

from eulture and reallty.) No sseig;ents about play can,
- ! ,

- Eﬁerefore, completely be 9futside of being included in

the dynamic of play itselfl’ Play is never mutual, never

completely su e tive nor objective. Play is, therefore

the ever—pfes t dldercurrent of all human exibéence

w o
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D. Conclusions’

~ We have seen that thére is a secondary sphere of
the realiEy;play problem. - |
We now can. ask the question: ‘Why c¢all it '"secondary"?
That is, how does it relate to the primary level of
appreciation of play? |
" The secondary sphere of play is a realm in which
ealitg:?nd culture are coextensive with play. Here we
are talking zbout human-dimensional reality and human
ulture: 1i.e. the totality of maﬁ's being-in-the-world.
t seems to us, howe?er, that one can distinguish a human'
Fealipz from a cosmé—ontolggical one.
One way of putting the distinction between the f
—~ primary (ontological) meaning of ﬁlaﬁ and the secoﬁdary
. (cultural) meaning of play is to diﬁtinguisp what reality-
.in-itself is and what human beings do with it in order to
make cultural forms (humaﬁ realities). Ehfmanﬁ and the
other theorists in this chapter talk of human realities
and human culture, and, insofar as they doj‘we have no
quar?el With their view. Man's culture, man's reality, is
inextricabiy gpdic.
Yet the question of the really real-in-itself

(apart from man's apprehension, and imaginative manipulation
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ol it) is not being scrutinized by Ehrmann and the others

-
v

|
in this Chapter. - | %
- To make thié distinctiop‘between primary and ‘
secondary appreciations of play, let us use Ehrmamn's ?
example of the starving man beguiling his hungexr by the
play of imagination. | ‘
' In our view, 'the ma#ts hunger is a fact, 1rrespect1¢e
of hlS awareness of it as good or bad, real or unreal.. The
. very fact of his hunger eventually breaks in on his cultural
world of‘meanings and compels him to re to it as fact.

While it is true that the man might 1mmed1até1y try to

begulle his Runger by imagination (by play)/:;\IE\alit

true that the hunger is still there nagging at him for

The hﬁnger itself is realj what ‘he does with it

response.

y. In this sense play and the real are on two

‘different levels of meaning. Or; in other words, the-
ludus of the primary cosmo-ontological (also biological)
'sphere and the ludus of 'beguiling" By man are not the
same. .

In ptactice the man's cultural world of meanings
is ludically produced and he "knows" no reality as
meaningful except under this ludic mantle. Still, the
world is there, his hunger is there.

Axelos would argue that the world ard even the

man's hunger are objectiwely ludic or part of a general
E J P
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3,

~

, . P,
activity of the Game of Games. Man s to play with
this ludic reality with his own human ways of being. One

. oo i
level of play reacts to another.

Thus there is a difference between the play-of-

Ry

reality itself (primary sphere) and man's apprehension of .
it (cransforming it automatically into the realuto-be—.
beguiled by anothér sphere of play - the human éphere)which
is a distinect épﬁere of pléy—reality.

Thus, Ehrmann} for example, is dealing with another,
narrower idea of reality than that which is itself cosmo-
logically—ontologically there. Consequently, his notion
of play is coextensively dealing with the same other,

LS

narrower idea of reality.

It is, however? oﬁr»hypothesié that this
secondary level of play appfeciaﬂ.‘y articulated by Ehrmann
is enveloped by the primary oﬁe expé#ited by Axelos. They
are dealing with the. notion "play" on two different levels -
or in two distinct spheres{ the primary embracing the
secondary, the secondary reacting to the primary. .
In the scheme of these t&o_épheres of appreciating
play.Ehrmann's seéondary appreciation is swallowed h% into . \
the greater Game of Axelos' - for all human activities
and realities are but particular aspects of the greater
*Game. . The sepdndary level -of play is a sort of twist
in the Game of all thiﬁgs where the game is raised to a

L
o
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hlgher though narrower extension and 1nv01uted uponJ/pself
in the creathLty of man's cultural achlevements

"In brief, we have seen that '"reality' may be

congidered playful in at least two ways, the way articulated
Ef Axelos, for example, and the way articulated by Ehrmann.
It is .in this latter case that ”reality" becomes identified
with humaﬁ culture. In both cases there is the coextensive-
identity of the play-real.

There is a usefulness for such terms as n&n—gléz

and non-real, then, only when speaking of one sphere of

the coextensives relative to the o@ﬁéﬁiéfka
\ .
s It is important at this junctub€ Ds make special

note of the fact thdt the regional-cﬁlture Epﬁere is not
just related to the cosmo-ontological one. - It is most
clearly also linked to the free imaginative®concoction of
man who is hlmself somewhat capable of transcendlng all

past limitations of the cosmo- ontologlcal sphere, as we

will go on to develop in our next Chapter. The point we

wish to miié here and which will become clearer in the

. next-‘Chapter is that the regional culture sphere is

found.mid-way between the cosmo-ontological sphere (as a
finite realm [a ludus] of the Inflnlte Game of Games) and
the ftree confabulatlng imagination of man which stands
somewhat free of the limits of established cu1£:£a1 norms.

Culture is thus also a ludus of man's playfulness or

paidia in a third sphere.

o Tt R
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.

It is because it is so close to the cosmo-ontological

“n

sphere as the unchanging "real" that the regional-cultuxal
sphere appears és unchangingly '"real", though its kind

of '"reality" is usually not recogﬂized as distinct froﬁ the
cosmo-ontological sphere, hayiﬁg its own kind of reality

as a "ragion" of the primary sphere.152

At the same time,
~as an established human system of the real, the regional-
culture sphere owes its origins to the imagination of man
which is logically and temporally prior te socially accepted

norms’ of the real (again as we shall see in the mext Chapter).

The secondary regionaleculture sphere of play-reality

thus is an expression both of the ¢ ~ontological sphere

h as well as the third, free and i agiﬁa4' e sphere of man.

‘It can be seen froﬁ th oing that there is
a need to be careful about the temm "play" with regard
to "reality". One level or.sphere o “lez;;eélity must
not bg confuéed with another.

It is easy to see that whether or not one accepts
the view of either sphere of appreciation of play pre-
sented.in our first two Chapters, the spheres of

appreciation themselves are complementary. It is possible

to hold to Axelos' view and to Ehrmann's view too, if

132055 "union'" of the primary cosmo-ontologically
real with'cultural reality is perhaps most clearly seen _
in the cosmic religi of archaic min and in the naivete
of ethnocentrisn. '

/

T S e
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the distinction of spheres is introduced.

It is épparent too that Ehrmann's view, as
reﬁrésentative of the secondary,level of appreciation, is
fuhdamenta%lf an attempt to analyse what he himself admits
to be-a mystery. Language is a form of cultural play. |
Play is intrinsitally coextenéive-yith cultufe. Language
is play playing with itself. |

At.this juncture of our exposition df the seéondary
sphere of play-reality we feel it appropriate to offer
a brief look at the term paidia (play) which we will use
even more exXtensively later‘on. Paidia is intimately
realted to "culture" (paideia) and for that reason the

term arises naturally in this Chapter. An investigation

of ‘the relationship of paidia to paideia helpé bolster
our appreciation of the secondary regional—céifural
sphere of play-reality. l

"Culture is pajideia, something you absorb as a
child", says Sebastian de Grazia.lss_ Now Eaideia is
education or upbringing. It is-something you attain in
the course of playing as a childf Hence paidia (pléy)
and Eéideia (upbringing or schooling) are not jﬁst

semantically similar; they are existentially associated.

153Sebastian de Grazia, Of Time, Work and Leisure,

Garden 'City, New York, Doubleday Anchor Books, 19&4,

p. 355. )
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It is for this reason, the convergence of play and education,

that Greek and Roman culture saw 'school' as something for

A

youth, something to be epjoyablé for its own sake, yet,
peculiarly, something only for the cultured and leisured
class. (The Latin ludus, likewise, means both play and
school). . . ‘

"Culture'" as the ﬁﬁ ropologists use it, however, is
something wider and deeper an paideia in the sense of
leisure-class upbringingfi Culture in the wider sense, means
virtually everything of f’gfzzgﬁsociety which shapes the
outlook, the style, the goals and aspirations, the value-

system of its participants. In a sense, of course, all

of this is upbringing or education but in a broader and

more all-inclusive sense than_ ideia meanET‘*iF is of
interest to us to note that in this broader all-inclusive
sense'of a society's world-view and value s&stem the same
convergénce of anthropological culture and play can be

made. ‘Paideia, when it is transposed to the anthfopologist's
' is coextensive with Eéigig.‘

As we did with Chapter Owms, we conclude here that

there is’ a "common denominatcr' ampunting to a tradition

which makes the play-reality eq ion in the secondary

sphere. We contend also tﬁ/ o theory of play or realitj»

can omit or reject this "tradttion" without battling it

with reasons As part of our hypothesis, we simply accept

PR el

iﬁ/;;—true - and we move on to sce the third sphere of

\v’?kéeeqaaﬁién.

BN



CHAPTER I1I
THE TERTIARY (SUB-REGIONAL, CONSCIOUS) SPHERE OF PLAY

Despite the identification maéé between "play"
and "reality'" in the two waﬁé we have seen in Chapters I
and II;'people still have a meaning for "play" as separate
from the "real", They recognize partlcular phenomenological
enclaves which they call "play" and which seem to have

their own separate and self-contained meanings over and

~against their surroundings. 'Play", in this view, is an . /11

-

enclosed sphere of meanings expetiéhcgd as some-what removed
from what is normally called "the reaﬁ". A game df soccer,
for example, while part of human culture in a wide sense,
is a realm cre&ted by man'. imagination and.will with its
own created structure and rules superimposed upon reallty”
Even a phenomenon 11ke time (in the primary sphere of
play-reality, as we would call it) can be re-shape‘éT
according to created modes.of operation. It.can be . !
ordered to stop (in a "time-out",_for example) and bééin
again, according to created human conventioﬂf

Most of the writing and discussion about the
meéningggf play as it relates to reality falls into this

category which is neither of the cosmologlcal ontological

kind nor of the human coextensiz\v(culture -play-reality)



B o L LRI

. CHAPTER IIT - , . 86

kind. This thlrd-appreCLatlon of play has to do with the
formal, the conscious and unconscious, the exp11c1t and
implicit but nonetheless structured and "nameable' modes

of play. This phenomenologically analysable appreciation

of play we call the tertiary (sub-regional or ' conscious)

level of appreciation;. It sees play as something other
than "the real", a creation of a realm which, howéver'reﬁl
in and of itself, is constantly to be judged from what is
presupbosed to be more basie. This more basic realm is

k]
customarily spoken of as without play elements or

charaﬁfg;ﬁfrlcs and it supplies the setting as well as

the material out of whldh with the aid of imagination, the

“play realm" is created. In this view, play is different
and separate from the real insofar as the real operates
as launching poinf,and landing point for any explorat¥ons
into the spécial time and spac créated by playing man
and animal in 1mag1nat10n

Thus any episode of tertlary play i,s composed w1th1n
the more fundamentally cosmo-ontologlcally real and exists
dgge upon it. (A tertiary-sphered game occupies Eéél
space and comgumés real time id this sense, as well as
occupying the special .delineations of "space’ and "time"
proper to the tertiary-sphered game itself;)' A game‘

of soccer, for example, may be located in a playing field .

\

[T
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but the field is basically there before it becomes also a
- separated realm with the‘label "playing field". So too,
the time of the game can be halted at any moment and \l\f;ﬁ“h_\
continued agéin when the generally agreed upon rules haveT
been met. But in the mean-time, time of ﬁhe real world
goes on.wit@out any reference to the playing rules of the
game . |
Thus, in psychology, sociology, ethnology, culturail"
anthropology, and so on, the disciplinary disposition is
ab initio to see play phenomena over and against what is
usually called tEa realm of factual existence ("the real').
While play may be deemed important and even
nécessary for animal and. human é\irvival,l54
less the special, separated world whose‘étructure can %e,
and indeed 1s, shattered often by the more basic givéness
of "the real"”. Culture itself, some theoriéts‘say, derives
from play impulses SO that play is pfimary, culture is

secondaryt Nevertheless,0Oplay is an additive, a quality v

superimposed upon the order\ of "the real', no matter how
much it is part of our cultura world as a constant

interest and\no matter how important it may be said to be.

m\y¢w » o o . . é;i
. Va '
,\7/ 154

of play from a purely psychological point of view, pp. IX-XII
of our Introduction. . .

See, for exémple, the list of caguses and purposes

it is nonethe- .

N
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Whenever piay activity concretizes- itself in
obsdrvable forms, ( e.g., theatrical productions, sports

and gambling) it becomes itself a reality subject to

phenomenological analysis. 1In this sense play-forms are

real znd much of our life is pndeniably real end playful
at the szme moﬁent in this tertiary-sphered sense - angd
in rhe sense that the tertiary sphere tends to "become"
part of the culgpraf”(regione}) sphere.

We may distinguish the play of i&e tertiary sphere

‘from the play of the secondary sphere insofar as it always

remains p0551b1e for the player 1nc§he tertlary 5phere to | .

"stop" playing the partlcular games (ludi) of that sphere

whereas, with regard to the secondary sphere the player
cannoct escaﬁe the all'inclusivenessﬁk play and must be
part of ''the game' of>cu1ture.f'In regard to the primary
sphere of play-reality, the player is not‘free‘to not-play

- for even this attempt would be but reverse play.

It is apparent, too, that play phenomena,” qua

_play™ exist in a distinct mode distinguiehable from the

-

. way ordinary reality exists. But qua play they are -real

" in a precisely}piayful'way - and that is the point. They

are real and playful at the same time; for "play" and ¢

"reality" of any piay episode>or phenomenon (wifhin itself,
X y )

‘as if¥®e1f) are coextensive. A game of soccer exists

'

- - '
L3

- . o

- . . .
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' playfully. It is blayfully in exiStenée, It does mot
. (/// exist (is not real) precisely as soccer, except in the

play mode, i.e. p1§yfu11y. So too for other phenomena of
play in this sphére in themselﬁes. As mdst often happens,
héwever; an anal&sis of play removes it from the reglm it
has in itself (in the tertiary sphere,'wheie play agd the
real are one) and translates it ipfo‘terms appliéablgﬁpo .
™ _énbther dimension of the play-reality question/, that is, ‘L
into terms of the other sphefes of the play-reality

’ ?&uaFidn.as if they themselves are not plagful but, father,‘
"feal. o "

Eor this reason, our impression is that much of—.

the confusion about play's meaning sipuates itself under
- Nt .

. this heading of the tertiary sphere of appreciation of
play. Many. scholars write of play as if it is of the
secondary sphere but end up expressing their intuition i
terms of the tertiary sphefe; It is for this reason, for
example, that we would relegate Huizingd's theory fo
the tertiary appreciation even though we feel he was
_basically tuning in to the secondary'lével of appreciation.

:For this reason-we will examine his thought in this Chaptér
as dn éxample of the need to crystallize the parameters

of the meaning of the word "play!. .’

e

e e b
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' ‘ Jos€ Ortega y Gasset,in-ah essay entitled !'The

' Sporting Origin of'the State", writes: "Utility .creates

: . ‘ .
" - We want to Mook at‘several g&pical and important

analyses of thlS thlrd level of apprec1at1ng p;ay in order : ‘ k>

+

to get a more or less general feeling about it. 'We avoid

LS

the partlcularly psychologlcal schools of thought as they

seem to be absorbed on the_wﬁoie;by the general philosophical
discussion.’ Besides,a speeial psychological treatment off“'
play would require 'ant entirely di fferent purpose than we
now,have.‘fwe will examine.the theoriQS‘of José Oxtega y

Gasset, Geza Roheim, Joﬁgéﬁgaizinéa and Roger Caillois. -

Ny L4
N

e —— e e e 2L .

A. José€ Ortega y, Gasset
W

nothing, invents nothing; it simply approves'and fegisters

‘what has be“ created 1ndependent1y / Life's original, .

L ‘/ *

prlmary act1v1ty 1s always spontaneous, playful, superfluouﬂ

]

. in its intent. It is free exPan31on of a pre- ex:l.stlng ' .

energy. / "What is most necessary is the superfluopsh”l55 .

He argues that C1V111zat10n 1tse1f is something

added upoﬁ naked vacant exlstence, that culture is an' =~

‘uadded hixury, howeven/necessary, superimposed upon reallty ?

be man's playful,character.p

Quoted by Jacques Ehrmann.~”Homo Ludens tevisited?, .

T op. c1t , P- 48,_n.8

&
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Elsewhere he’says ) C:k\

This, which is reality, is composed of.
myself and of things. The things are not I
nor am I the things. We are mutually trans-
cendent, but we are both immanent in that:
absolute coex1stence which is life. 155a

L

In order to make a world, or to decide his own

‘ being which includes the being of things, man must adopt

a play attltude since "the problem of belng” is the

problem of "his c1rcumstances” Together, man's being

- and hls‘surroundlngs "play the problem of being back and

forth - the one tosses it back to. the other". 155b

Commentlng on Plato's famous passage from book
VII of The ]aws\:;Yega y Gasset advises a;l who approach
the study of pliilesophy to follow Plato%s‘advise and
adopt a tone of playlng a .game - the game "of philosophy
(the pursult of a theory of the real). Plato says that

the best in life, its most serious endeavours, must be

made into beautiful games . . As Playo says, “Play, games,'

jests, culture, these we affirm are the most serious

things in llfe for manklnd” 133¢

[

n . . ° - . '
135a Jose Ortega vy Gagﬁet ~Some Lessons in Metaphysics
trans. Mildred Adams, New York, W.W. Norton & Co., Inc.,
1969, p. 158. fe o )
1550 1pi4., pp. 116-117. <

\
155¢

Mlbdred Adams, New York W W, Norton & Co., I960, p. 118

José Ortega y Gasset What is Ph1105ophy? trans.
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Well then, in order to become cultivated
and mature, man must provide himself with an
adequate emotional tone which will be to his

. 1life what the keel laid by the carpenter is

‘to the ship [...] The keel of. culture, the

- gstate of mind which carries and balances it,

is that serious jest, that formal jibe which .
resembles energetic play, resembles sport -
understanding sport to mean an effort which,
in contradistinction to work is not imposed

upon us, not-utilitarian nor paid for, but’a

spontaneous luxury effort that we make for
the pleasure of making it,-an effqrt that

, takes pleasure in itself [...]

bOb

Plato, he tells us, played with the word paidia (play)

and Qaideia {culture) so that

distingtion of reality an

-

&

1}

the copyist did not know when to write (
the copy :

"paideia" - culture - or when to write .
"paidia'" - a joke. So one is invited™o a

hard game, for man_jis 'in the game where it -
is most rigorous. e .

At this poinxfw%\;iz see Ortega y Gasset's

.

lay. HE‘SEYST

Lwlture springs forth and 1i lowers
and bears fruit, in a spiritual tone that is\\.
instinct with good humour- -~ a kind of ‘
joviality. ‘Seriousness$ will come later, when
we have acquired culture or reached that form
of it to which we are now attending - namely,

philoSOpby.155f

N\

s ’ | TN
155d “1p5a., p. 119.
155 1p14., p. 1hae

132f 1pid., pp. 119-1207\ -

-

A
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philosophy of Ortega y Gasset. One recognized that being °

Here we are able to recognize two threads in the

is a game of man and his _surroundiﬁgs, and the other is

-
N

\

the game of culture. Both, are distinct from basic

. . reality in the cpsmo-ontological sense. Both stem from ] \
man's response Ms surroundings.

i



~_‘_Q,,efai{ﬁg—:'.r.-‘.:1-1e-t~70:r:1.d, this appr cistion of culture can alwa&s‘:

" of "facts". | —

- h——— e e e = —— e - -

b
-

CHAPTER III A _ 91

. His notion of "culture' is the narrower one which s. o
we saw aé f?:zfzgof'the 1asr.bhapte 'and whieh, therefore, ,
is not that the play- reallty cult re coexten81ve ‘which
we have called the secondary sphere.

" However important andgi?escapably'essential to' man's.

be distinguished from "reality" in man's life. Cultural

3

"play", therefore, is its own kfﬁﬁ‘ﬁf "reality" which* is
not to be confused with ordinary "reality'". This is to

. o
ijL that play-reality is”a distinct sphere from the '"reality" .

According to him, it islthe sportive; aggnistic
quallty of life Wthh is the source of culturalgjéhievements,
like 1nst1tut10ns of government 156 ST
This notion of the creative aspect sf man arising

out of a superfluous expansiveness in his being is Yplay"..

According to thls view, the cultural dimension ‘of man's

-life is 1nseparably lntErwoven w1th play forms Whatever

1g*cultural is so 1nsofar as it has its orlgln in the
playful - i.e., in .the meanlng-dlmen51on of human
existence. Culture then is "play" concretizing itself.

in social institutions and receiving a practical aesthetic

rSGJosé Ortega 'y Gasset, El orrgen deportlvo del ]
estado ‘E1- Espltador, Madrld 1930 “vii, pp. 103-143% N Eﬁ'

¢ Y
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“use. '"Play-reality" acts as the human force adding to
naked "ordinary reaiity" the necessary meaningfulness and

purpose it might otherwise not have. Ry , Ve

G€za Roheim orfers a_theory that® culture is the
‘result of lelsure activity, not the result of concerted
effort for practicgl ends. 157 Thus, (_or example, flying -
was orlglnally the playful whim of adventurous people who
scarcely dreamed of its potential 51gn1f1cance in the
" traffic of people on a commercial ba51&,or 1ts practlcal
w ~ use in war. The prlmary ‘motivafion of Xheir efforts was
| simply the yearngqxjfor the freedom of the skies, and the
<// power and mastery of new experlence .
) - Similarly, such practical culgural breakthrough
for mankind. as’ agriculture‘and cattle raising, Roheim
informs us, were not originally the result of purely

-

utilitarian'purposeg, They develoEéd,_rather, from idle

-

hoﬁbies, playful past-times, or igious rites. Thus,

animals were domesticated either for the fun of it - or

becéueb they were totemistic repr/gentations for tHe

. tribe # Only later was the domestlcatlon of anlmals »
Y
developed for any econom;c end . oo .
: -
157

éza Rohelm, “Th Origin and Fﬁnctlon of Culture
Nervous (and) Mental Disease Monographizy no. 69, 1943..

T [

&
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According to Roheim, it is play which is the origin
of culture insofar as culture derives not from a motive
to find practical usefulness or mastery of environment .

but from the freer self-motivation of activity for’ its

own sake or for.the~formition of meaning. Thus culture

is the product of lei ; that is, culture becomes

possible when mam is liberated ﬁzpm the necessities for
survlval 157a
Roheim bu11ds his phllosoohlcal theory out of the

flndlngs of ethnologlsts who are spec1allsts in variots

A v

7a5pects of cultural activities. TFrom these.d%sg\df;pons

o

~
he makes some general conclusions about human psychomental

behaviour. Comparing man to, lower animals he claims.

' that when evolution produced man it entered a stage of

paradox, a breékthroué%bto a sort,of evolved retardation,
an extended time of: immaturity.in the new.speéigé.‘

) . 3o

. /J} ) -' h \k\\

»

_ 1573 Franz Alexander, "A Contrlbutlon to the Theory
of Plav', The- Psychoanaly'lge1 Quarterly, XXVII, April,

1958, po. 187-188. .
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‘ RaﬁEE;:;ggkgﬁs his theory of the playful origin of
ultpre into the pheQSQQ_gn\pf man s "prolonged infancy".

p01nts out the fact that man alone, among the mammals,

j \\ s;such a slow growth rate toward maturity that he never

\dog¢s reach a'stage where he leaves behind himself the traits

-

of childhood. Thus, the key o human nature, according to

Roheim, is this ludic quality of his ‘unfinished evolution.

That is the reason why human culture in every age is

inextricably ludic, '3

Thus, foxr Roheim, culture is a product of jmgp's
basic ludic character which tends to play with

"realities" of the world. Thus "ordinary

from this secondary ‘podition ascribed to pley.

¥

»C. Johan Hd&!inga

A spec1al study devoted to play and its connection |
with culture was written by Johan Huizinga. ng wo%k is ¢

159

Homo Ludens which we have mentioned earlier. " The ideas

presented in this work originated as a by-product of his

§tu4iés;of cultural history in the Middle

15?Geze Roheim, Psyehoanalyse et anthr ologle,f1§§/
(Psychoana1y51s and %gthropology), trans., M>~Moscovici,
Paris, 1961. S . N '

159Johan Hu1z1nga Homo Ludenss'Tb A Study of the Play
Element in Culture,‘op cit. ‘ ~

-

o e " ‘g;
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L

Huizinga{;hought that play, as a sort of cultural catalyst
and sustainer, in forms of outmoded codes of chivaliry, o

heraldry, and the 1like, had been oriéinally véry serious,

sacred initiation rites.lﬁq' His thesis is that play and

culturs are two sides of ome coin, that there cannot be
one without the other. 1In fact, Huizinga says, play is

more fundamental than culture, the former serving-as the

o

seedbed of the latter. Play also is more basic than
ordindry seriousness. Hulzinga writes:

The view we take in- the fafiowing pages 1is
that culture arises in the form of play, that it
is played from the very beginning... It is
through this playing that society expresses its
interpretation of life and the world. By this we
do not mean that play turns into culture, rather
that in its earliest phases culture has the playf

+ -character, that it proceeds in the shape and
mood of play. In the twin union of play and
culture, play is primary. :::)-

[...] Here we have to do with‘aﬁ absolutely
primary category of life .16 :
-

' So.all—pefﬁasive is play, atcording to Huizinga,'
that even appafent non-play activities - ldw, war, education,
R?etry, myth-making, philosophy, and art - originate in

play. ‘Viéwihg cultﬁre.éub'specie'ludf’énables Huizinga
160Joban Huizinga; The Waning of the Middle Ages,.

Garden City, Doubleday and Company, 1954. '
161Johan Huizingas Homo Ludems, op. cit. 4. 4567
Confer also p. 4, for the same point. Huizipga preferred
the words of his title "in culture" to read/"'of culture.
. , . -

162, .
/7 Ibld., P.‘ 3.
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to assert t::§ the age- 0ld dichotomy of ”serlousness/non— .

/
serious” can be transcended. For play is more fundamental

than thrs agonistic confrontation. Taken fogether, serlous/
///,//”‘\\\‘ ngﬁ\serlous are v1ewed as agon, a form of contest -play. ' j
{

' All anthropological aspects of life cannot be adequately v

appreciated apart from the Primal category of 'play".

Play is a totality which is so basic it cannot be defi_ned.163
Huizinga holds that we must content ourselvesAwithAdescribing
its main characteristics 164 -

o« B Accordlng to Huizinga, play usually assumes ) \\\\\ «?
dngulSES‘Of its own and becomes prlmarlly absorbed into h

rellglon, the remainder going into phllosophy, the arts,

folklore and the wvaricus forms oﬂLsﬁtial life. 165 Though

- play may assume\shape in warfare which throws the v
individual and the masses into the "lntox1catlon of an
immense geme",166 it may also appear‘?n movements of true - '
) civilizatioo for ' real c1v1llzat10n cannot ex1st in the - /f:
absence of gcertain play- element", 167 . v - o ’
. ‘ . j .
- 51631239' | ' | : .' o
'\ & 164@» p. 7. o
| 1650034, p. 16.c . - |
166134, p. 47
’ roe 7mag. ) ol 211, ’ -
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B

o far,in our presentation of Huizinga's though;,
it might seem that his theory of ﬁlay belongs to the
secondary level we described in the lase Chapter where

play, culture, and reality ate coextensive aspects of a

L whole. Yet (dnd this is thé crux of the need for distinction> -
made in this present dissertation) tﬁére is always the "S

danger that an insight or intuition of samething ma?:?nd
A up being expieééed as really sometﬂing hot quite what one
had .in mind. In the®present case of'Huizinga, it is our
contention that failing to see the qistinction betweeﬁ a -
secondary’ and tertiary appreciaéion of play he endeq up
expressing his intuition abouﬁ play in third sphered
pheﬁoménological description (the sub-segional sphere)’
_rather'tﬁan in what he seems to have felt was in the
secondary Sphere'?regional-sRherﬁ). y |
- That the secgfdary sphe;é of apprecﬂgtion of play
\\\\\\ ) in Huizinga's'case endé gp/geing expressed:{n tertiary'
e ldbels is éhownriﬁ th following:.: gl .
. Huizingaﬂs classTe appraisal of play, Homo Ludens, .

)
(j/ offers this’f?st of' the charactér{?tics of play:

A}

Summing up the formal characteristics:of play
we might call it'a free activity standing quite
consciously outside "ordinary' life as being 'not
serious"”, but at the same time absorbing the player
intensely and utterly. It is an activity tonnected .o
with no material interest, an¥ no profit can be '

S‘gained by it. It proceeds with its own proper
boundaries of time and space .‘according ‘to fixed

- .

Lo
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- rules and in orderly manner. It promotes the

formation of social groupings which tend to

surround themselves with secrecy and to stress .

‘their difference from the common world by

disguise or other means . 168

[:..] play is a voluntary activity or
occupation executed within certain fixed limits
'of time and space,.according to rules freely
accepted.but absolutely binding, having its
aim in itself and accompanied by &* feeling. of
tension, joy and the consciousness that it is
"different” from "ordinary life".l69

We might summarize these characteristics of pléy

by saying that play activities may be recognized as:

1. Free: Play méy not be imposed ab extra. It can be

unrelated to necessity or duty, Eer'gg.
it is only urgent to the extent that -the enfbyment of

it, makes it a need,"’! o

is fequf%ed for day-to-day existence.according to !

170

i

{

'initiatgd or curtailed by the player himself. It is

J

clock

time" and é%e rules of "reality"; while it lasts, though

separate, it is. almost as "seriaus'" as the ordinary.

3.

"The néeﬁ for

2. Sephréte'from the ordinary: Play is‘"other" than what

Absorbing: In "tension" and "joy"; playtengrosses the

\ . - :
sub@éct. _While being different from ordinary concerns.

it involves '"uncertainty, chanciness; a striving to decide .

—

.z

1681pi4d., pe 13, -

. 1691bid., p. 28/ T
1701big., pp, 7-8.
" 17lipig., pe 28.

~

\&
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of its own,-play is balanced, §elf-consistent,

CHAPTER III 98 .
and so end it [tensionl”. The "jqy" is basic, all-

enveloping‘sz:}sfactiOn by being participant in the fact &
of pTay itself. Like play itself "the fun of playing,

resists all analysis, all loglcal 1nterpretat10n" 172

4, Useless: Play is non-pragmaticy useless with regard to

the "ord *.ary world It produces no maferi useful

* consequences. It is thus an end in 1tse1f not a means to
4
somethingfels..

3. Self—Contained:; In an "absolute" and '"strict" world

or
Play Tcreates order, is order...Play demands order apsolute
and suprem.e”.174 _ : ’

#® Creative of new identity:- Play has a tendency to prodice

a soc131 by~ product based upon a shared part1c1pat10n in
1d viz. the making of a SOClé% unlty with its proper
F

"play ful"” 1dent1ty

)We may not be wrong in say7\\3 that in "Hulzlngaé:here

'is a seventh characteristic:-

7. Labile: The precarious, tenuoué, insubstantiality of
play makes it subject to sudden "'spontaneous" outbursts .
' .- L . : ¢

and equally sudden collapse. iIn this sense it is always

‘open to "discipline" by the "ordinary' world of reality.

It is fragile, wvulnerable.. .. ‘ ‘
s ;.‘ 1721b1da, pp. 16-21, 1-3. - T }
<173 . o 1
Ibid., 1L. . . ~
N 174 " s e Be
Ibid. p 10. ¢ S T s
. : o o %
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v <.
. These characteristics of blay, Huizinga says, ‘may
manifest themselves in any play- eplsode as elther of two;
types, accordlng to functlon s either "as a contest for

somethlng or a representatlon of somethlng" 175 But’, he

- says, ""These'two functlons can unite in such a way that

r

. e
the game represents" a contest, or else becomes a contest
for the best representatlon of somethlng” 176 The contestI
factor in play is created and sustalned by the player .and

may, be simply for the joy of strlgang cn:v1ctory-1tself 177

‘The representatlon factor in. play is the source of mime, -

r1tua1 and story te111ng It is made pos51ble by the
faculty of imagination which has the capacity to straddle .
the line between total abandonmént to illusion and total

absorption in reality., Imagination encloses these extremes

in theydouble-perspective of "make-believe" EVen and o r

against a conscious awareness of the fzct that. 1t is "make-

believe", i.e. removed somewhat from the real" world 178

1.

)
. - . -

Evaluation of‘Huizinga

Desplte Huizinga's attempt toxallow play amd

seriousness to be united; he ends up seelng play as a i

separate and distinct realm from ordinary seriousness.

Y mbid., p. 13, v g . e

erbia. B . .

YTbid., p.osp. -, D
. 17822;2.’ P16 W oy
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The problem of play versus seriousness, as Ehrmann has
pointed ocut, is not‘resoi&ed by Huiz;ﬁga. Culture seems
to be a naﬁural?outgrowth of play but play itself is
something added onto aimore basically serious "reality".
It seems that Huigiﬁga'é intuition that culture is serious

play did not break away from the basic dilemma which

5

customarily opposes reélity as basically serious and play
-as a‘lesser-form of seriousness to-he judged by the more
basic reality of the world. Hﬁizinga failed to see that’
“there are many levels or spheres pf plavaﬁ%ch, if
recognized, allow us.to'transcgnd the dilemma. Iﬁ'pracfice

T

Huizinga found himself unable to express his intuition

and ended up with expressing what we have called the

secondary sphere of appreciation of play in tgrms of the

~

third.
Morgoﬁer,lhad'ﬂuizinga been pwsepared to make the
dafiﬁg'prqpbsition that reality itself was ludic (thgi'
ﬁrimary cosmo-ontological appreciation of play), then the
basic '"imitative'" and ''representative’ characteristics
of play which he recognized would be such beca&gg-they
were, in fact, actually imitating and represénting a
deeper level of themselves.

Huizinga had considered play as essential td .

F2ultural development yet found that as culture matured it

~

)
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tended to put aside its playful foundations. This seems a
contradiction. For surely, if play is essential to culturzl
forces, then the more cultural forces blossbm the more play

force should also be present. .Perhaps the way out of the

A .

predicament in Huizinga's thought would have been an intro- °
duction to the diétinctions made in this essay. In our
terms the tertiary forms of plgy'tend to become part of the
accepted pattern of "the‘real;lsa that culture and the real
become coextensive. Thus—it appears that play elements seem
to die out as culture develops but this is because they go
on existing at -alother level called the 'real, the tertiary
level becoming the secondary. At all levels they are still
play. . o

" The list of Huizinga's characteristics of play (free,
separate, absorbing, useless, self-contained, creative of
new identity, labile) wouldsseem, then, to .need new
alignment according to our distinctions, and accqrdiﬁg as
a given phenomenon orlepisode tends to become customary
or taken-for-granted and so assumed by a cultﬁre as
"natural" (or "real"”). Insofar as such a play phenomenon
or episode‘islsubsumed into the ordinary pattern of life
it becomes moré énd mofg identified with the culturally
real (the secondary level of play). Thus we might‘suggest
‘the foliowing reassessment of Huizinga's ﬁharacteristics

of play:

Al
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. What is cdeemed as "absorbing'', and "self-contained”,

"creative of HEN 1denﬁ1ty" in Huizinga's, llst we would call
characteristics proper to both the secondary and tertlary
levels of play. For on the secondary level what'ls called
.the real is sufely absorbing just as much as a named and
"separaze’ play event only. ln the case of the secondarx
level it is so much a part of a culture s pattern of values
that no advertance tq it as spec1a1" need be made. Like-
wise xealitf’én the culfural level.is'"self—contained“,

for in'practicelliteie heed is given to bare factual
i) '

ruies and ”laws of Nature, and the dlSﬂ?QCth between

existents 9 aré assumed to be under certain definite

_such "facts" and the valuatlons culture gives théem is also
se%ﬁem made. And certainly play on the secondary level’ of

our appreciation gets so identified with the real tly

whatever "identity" is known by individuals is knowk
y the.coextensive-reality—play—c&lture totality.
Huizinga calls this attainment ef identity "néew' he is
elready talking of what is new vis-a-vis_whaf is élfeady
assumed as ordinary serious reality. ,In our terms,'fhe

"newness' is meahingful,only in the tertiary realm of

Ll

appreciation of lay: "and may be re laced by the word
P P y p y
"different” which changes the connotatlon from time-awareness

("new") to something closer to what he called the "separate"

("different') characteristic of play.
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' On the tertiary level Huizinga's othef'character—

‘istics seem less ambiguous Thus in the experlence of a' \

glven Dlay episode recognlzablé’as "dlfferent" (i. e as
we would‘say, in the tertiary sphere of app;eclatlon) the

playlng activity seems relatively "free" from the "reality"

of the "givens" of everyday; it also appeér§ to be "useless' -

(indeed" it may be relatlvely so - but never absolutely)
5
but somehow fulfllllng and satlsfadtory in itself (a

quality which tends to get it moved down to the secoqqary

level or éphere); similarl& such play-activity is generéily
"labile", i.esjweak comparéd to the play forms and patterns
in the cultui;g sphefe_and so is subject to modification and
curtailment by the becoqdary éphere.

All in all, Huizinga's theory-seems to benefit by

the basic distinctions of this paper and ‘the contradictions

and ambiguities seem to evaporate with their application.

D. Roger_Caillois

Roger Caillois challenges Huizinga's understanding
179 Fo .‘

: . \ ‘ .
begin with, we may note that Caillois considers Huizinga's

-179Roger Caillois, Les Jeux et les hommes,'l958;
English translation: Man, Play and fGames, trans. Meyer
Barash, New Y?fk’ The Free Press of Glencoe, 1961.

*
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appreciatfon of play to be too broad in its inclusion of

&+

secrecy and mystery. Play temds to evaporate secrecy and
' 180

‘myster&, not create it, Cailloeis says. Where Huizinga

included the sacred under “play", Caillois thinks that the

sacred is separate from play. What is more, Caillois
: =
& .

finds Huizinga's theory is.also too narrow in restricting °

play to forms' of contest or competition, without material
i
gain. On the contrary, Caillois asserts, play can be

4

"extremely lucrative or ruinous." Three other major forms

of play (i.e. in addition to the compgtikive—form which
Caillois calls'”agon") are ignored by Huizinga, Caillois

LY

contends. These three other forms of play are: alea

(choice) or gambiing in all its fqrms;-mimicry (simulation)

‘or imitation in many forms of ‘illusion; and ilinx (vertigo)

or all'activities productive of varying degrees of ecstasy.

These four classes of play_ruﬁ along a continuum

‘whose extreme poles are paidia (free, spontaneous, un-
3 - * ’ ,
structured play) and ludus (stylized, formalized, structured

play). The four classes thus can range from highly °

improvised and random delightful activity (paidia) to -
"absolute" rules and regulations as in highly organized
games (ludi) with their own quality of delight. The scheme

Caillois provides us looks like this:

1800154, p. 4.
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Classification of Games
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™~

LUDUS

Sports in
general

o
- .
L)

L]

1]

-/
L . =
' ' AGON- ALEA MIMICRY - ILINX
(Competition) (Chance) (Simulation)| (Vertigo)
P . : :
PAIDIA (
A 4 .

Tumult Racing Counting-out Child's Childrs=n

i rhymes imitation "whirling"
Agitation Wrestling .

, ! Games of Horseback
Immoderate Athletics illusion riding
laughter ' Heads or tails o : '

. (not Tag Swinging
regulated) Betting s
. - Arms 'Waltzing
Kite flying Roulette :
' , Masks
Solitaire Boxing :
_ j Disguises Valedor
Patience Fencing Simple, compléx: 3 .
. ' and continuous Travelling
Crossword Chess lotteries, _ carnivals
puzzles ' ' Theatre '
' Checkers ’ : Skiing ’
- Spectacles
Billgards ! in general | Mountain
. - dlimbing -
v Football i o
Tightrope
walking
Contests

N.B.

that the paidia element is
element is ever increasing.

181

Sl1bid., p. 36.

%

Tn each vertical column, games are classified in such an order
%g?stantly decreasing while the ludus |
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- . ‘The agon category of play has "superiority" as its
S goal., It is for this reasop/ggéi competitive gahes assume
training, disciplinefﬁ;h a desire to win.182 In alea, on

the other hand, "winning is the result of fate rather than
., »183

triumphing over an adversary."” However, both agon and

alea folicw the same general,law, ''the creation for the

players of conditions of pure equality denied them in real

life 184

Mimicry is -the category of illusofy self-identificatipn

LY ] * '
. as someone else and has a curious relationship to agon jin

fact that spectqtofs may identify with the compétitors.185

The category of ilinx serves.to group all activities
of surrender to "a kind of voluptuous panic...te a kind of
' spasm, seizure, or shock which destroys reality with

186

sovereign brusqueness." Ilinx partakes of a primitive

drive, normally surpressed, for chaos, disorder, and
.dest;uct10n.187 . v
In human development, Caillois‘contends, the

beginning 6f life is characterized by the pole of paidié,

the infant being the supreme® example of uncontrélled,'happyr

1821434, p. 15. _
1831pid., p. 17.
1847pid., p. 19.
185pid., p. 22,
_  1801pi4., p. 23
1871054, . 24,
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exuberance which seeks change and disturbance for its own

188

sake. Generally ludus beglns to assert its own pleasure

- in solv1ng problems by discipline, rules - and soon the

opp051ng ways of the four categorles emerge.189

Ludus
(ordered play of games) is strongly supported by agon also.
In fact, it is cempatible withlglgé and mimicry in some
cases, but not at‘all with ilinx since-ilinx's very essence
is its disordered, undisciplined dizziness, Ilinx seems
then to be assaciated with Eaidia.

Caillois goes on to describe the 51x theoretical

combinations of those categorles, including two "forbldden

relatlonshgps" (agonwlllnx; alea-mimicry), two "contingent

relationships" (agon-mimicry; alea—ilinx)'and two.
”fundamental relatlonshlps”( gon-alea; mimicry-ilinx).

In any partlcular play episode one of the categorles

always<dominates.190

Through this analysis and schematization of play,
Caillois hopes to provide more than a sociology of games.

Y .
He says: "I have not only undertaken a sociology of games,
4

I have the idea of 1ay1ng the foundations for a sociology

derlved from games.' For him '"the spirit of play is

.

1881154, , pp. 28-29.
n 1891pi4., p. 29.
1907454, pp.72-79. .

Wrar +

'
\
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‘essential»to culture, but games and toys are historically the

residues of culture.

social as they move fronlpaldla to ludus on the scale

w191

Tney tend to be more and more

+
But

. without. balance or harmony, all forms of games make\for social

inktability.
an echo in the non-play world of'ordinary acﬁivity.
question is to determine the role played by competition,
‘mlmlcry, or hysteria in vatrious soc1et1es "

functlon of games is charted by Caillois this way:

192

)

Moreéver,

~each game activ1ty tends to find

"The

chance,

193 ThlS social

The Social Function of Game3194
!
Cultural Forms Institutional Corrnption
| Found at the . Forms
Margins of the Integrated into
Social Order Social Life
AGON Sports ‘Economic compétition Violence
(competition) Competitive - Will to power"
examinations Trickery
ALEA Lotteries h Speculation in the Superstition
(chance) Casinos stock market o - Kstrology,
Hippodromes . . etc. !
Para-mutuals .
MIMICRY Carnival, Theatre,| Uniforms Alienation
(simulation) Cinema Ceremonial etiquette| Split
] : Hero-worship ’ personality
ILINX Mountain climbing, Professions Alcoholism
(vertigo) Skiing, Tightrope |requiring control and drugs
walking, Speed " of vertigo (air- '
. line pilot, etc.)
191yp349., p. 58. .
1921p5d., p. 55.
1931p54., p. 86.
1941149, p. 54.
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.Caillois' summary of the characteristics of plez
specifies that play is:

1. Frea: in which playing is not obligatory;
if it were, it would at once lose its attractive
and joyous quality as diversion;

. ‘2. - Separate: circumscribed within limits of
spacz and time, defined and fixed in advance;

3. DUncertain: the course of which cannot
bg determined, nor the result attained beforehand,
and some latitute for innovations being left to
the player's initiative;

4, TUnproductive: creating neither goods,
nor wealth, nor new elements of amy kind; and,
except for the ekchange of property among the
players, ending in a situation identical to that
prevailing at the beginning of the game;

5. Governed by rules: "under conventions
that suspend ordinary laws, and for the moment -
establish new legislation, which alone counts;

6. Make-believe: accompanied by a special
awareness of a second reality or 8f a free
unreallty, as against real life. :

™

-

4 Caillois believes that the evolution of civilization
reqﬁired_the gradual displacement of a primitive, Dionysian
emphasis upon ''simulation' and "vertigq' to maintain social
cohesion. Gradually as they gave way {to "competition" and
ﬁchanceh, an Apollonian emphasis, civilization came about ., 1?0

| _ in'regard to the process toward civilization,
Caillois is ciear in showing his humanistic prejudicg for

the Apollonian (game) end of. the play continuum. It is

195
196

Ibid:, pp. 9-10. = « X
Ibid., pp, 86-87.
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ludus (ordered, structured, play as 'games') which

. — -t
civilizes the chdotic, inferior, and inhibiting paidia.
In conclhding a special chapter on the "corruption" of

play he writes: .
. Lo oy

1t is easily understood that they (the
instincts of competition, pursuit of luck,
mimicry, vertigo) can only be satisfied
positively and creatively under ideal and
circumscribed conditions, those which are
provided in each case by the rules of the
game. Left to themselves, frantic and
ruinous like all instincts, these elementary
impulses can only lead té disastrous |
consequences. Games discipline the instincts
and institutionalize them. During the time
that games grant them a formal and limited
satisfaction, they are being trained and
fertilized, the soul being vaccinated against
their virulance. At the same time the games
are preparing the instincts to make a useful
contribution to the enrichment and the
stabilization of cultural patterns.l97'

Evaluapf%n of Caillois

It appears that Caillois' view of play (in a wide
and loose sense, Qaidia).tends to become ludus in the form
of civilizing games which are pointed at an eventual
"useful” £;turn to reality.

There are evidences of Caillois' bent for the

notion of philogenetic inheritance of play forms in our

unconscious. This is another way of saying that Caillois

1971hid., p. 121 in a translation by Cathy and Phil
Lewis (emphasis by Jacques Ehrmann) in Jacques Ehrmann, .

op. cit., p.
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feels that the forms of play of any given gendration tend . ] A
td be passed on in sublimated institutes of éociety. The Cal

undbnscious'tends to legitimize the forms of pl£§ bf giving
them expression in/éultural forﬁ&, éocially ;c;eptable.
Vhile Caﬁ{lois has ééfered é useful phenomenclogy
of play, he has pﬁt himself into a position subjeCB\EB“ '
Jacqiles ﬁhrmann‘s critique of the "playr;eriousness“
dichotomy.198 . ' .
Applying our distinctions of sphenes of play to
Caillois' work, we can see that his observation that the ' ‘\
civilizing forms (games) he calls i;égg would appear on the
level of our tertiary appreciation cf play. (afterf}ules h;Ve_
been applied to the instinctugg forces of paidia) and .
become qualified, as it were, for integration into civilized
culture (our secondary sphere). - : ) '>
Caillois sees p1a§ as étversion from the real (his
first quality of play), hence liberated from the quaiity
of necessity which blankets the real. In our terms this
element of freedom has to do with the tertiary level .
relative to the second 'and is attractive as the first
movement igha play episode as exploratory search” for new

-

or different possibilities of experience, again relative

lgSCaillois' prejudice for the so-called superior =~
real-world over and against the play-world shows itself o
in the article "Jeu" in the Encyclopaedia Universalis, ’
Vol. 9., Paris, 1971. We surmise that he himself wrote
at least part of the article. ,
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to the level of custom (the secondary sphere of play‘ o '
appreciation). . _ B . o

. . C
Caifllois' qualities of separateness and unproductiveness
- e v .

a
B

(his second and fourth) fall_under ‘the same,nkifrvations we.
made about them in reference to Huizingé's list of play )

R - ~ B
‘attributes. - ' : . ’
. ) .

Caillois' third quality, uncertain%z, is a quallty of

the exploratory first movement of a play episode as the °

plé?gr‘ls open to new possibilities of being, without setting’

limits beforehand. This is.a quality of the third level

of appreciétion of play as paidia before it becomes 1udus‘

and tends to return to the secondary cultural 1evel of play'aL_ -

meaning. As such it is close to his noteé of fraedom %

| .Insqﬁgr as Ealdla moves to ludus and adopts.rules

for itself there is already built intg Caillois' theory '

‘a tendéncy to&ard ; civilizing return, i.e. af?etufn to

.the secondary level from the third. This would seem ﬁo

cover his fifth characteristic namely, théf play is governéd

by its own conventions or meaning ('‘governed by rules').
Caillqis' sixth element of play is "make-believe". r

The player (and this seems"3urely true for human beings,

less so for lowerAanimals) has what' we may call a -

" 99 !

. P * . -
"bisociative awareness a split-vision of two realities,

"real-life'" and "play", the first acting as judge of the

»

199After the vocazuf of Arthur Koestler The Act
nube

of Creation, (Revised D Edition) London, Pan Books Ltd. \
1970.
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second. In our own terminology, what Caii}ois célls "real
life" we call the secondary'sphere of play; ahd we agree
that it tends to act as'jud e of thertﬁird.

' Caillois has rqg,iéio a problem which cgulh be
resolved by our present ﬁorﬁ, the distinction.of spheres,
The spirit of gamé,.hé argues is 'essential" to culture yet
he also argues that play is "separate" from reality itself

~and thag it is basically "unproduétiﬁe”. e find Eﬁgg a

contradiction which is resolved only with our distinctions

.

being made,
——

~

' \jr) . E. . Conclusions

‘JAS we noted in the éhse of Huizinga and Cailleis,
play is separate fhom reality only in a narrew and relative
sense. I? the ﬁriméry and secondary spheres of appreciation
it is not so at-all. In the tertiary sphere it is true"
but in a wéakér position than most make of it. The

"§epérateﬁess” and the "unproductiviéy"_of play is but

one movement in a comtinuous ebb aﬁd flow from oﬁe sphere : *
of plgy-méaning tolanothér,'from the secondary to ‘the X
.terﬁiéfy and béck again, but never escaping into "separateness"
or "unproductivity" in, the primapy sphere. ' _ '
There is room,_therefére, to see play as indeed (

"sequate” from “ordinary reality" provided we regard thé

o

e
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-whole contéxt of such valuations gof 'the real"™ and "play" wuy !
infthe cleangerspective of mofe than one sphere of meaning 2
%or each. ' ’ ) ; :

It should %E,Ehqu too that, as ve séid in tﬁe o
begln:Lng of this Chapter, any given play episgde which
is judged as separate'and "non-real" may be legitimately
regarded in itself as real and playful in a- coexten51ve
meaning of each term. As such ‘the reallty of play is auto-
nomous and may‘not be rightly judged as it is in 1tse1f
from crﬁﬁggla outside itself. Thus, per se, in the
. terti ry devel of apprd/;atlon play and reality are one.

Relative to thé other’sphere;, the element of
human freedom is clearly part of the tertiary sphere of
plaj—rzali y, where the player may agree to pléy or not.

This freeflom is the freedom to allow 1maglnat10n to explore

possibilities of dlfferent experiences. - Relatlve to the

other spheres, the tertiary sphere also shows a certain
paidian element as compared to the ludi of tﬁe other spheres.
In fact, it would appear that there is the clearest . -
conjunction (in terms of human understanding) of freedom,
imagination, exploration of possibilities and ourfnotidﬁ”5§\<
of paidia (playfélness) in this tertiary sub-original .

" sphere of feality. -

Oh the sﬁ;face, it Qould seem to follow that siﬁie

t

in our hypothesis the third sphere is the vanguard of

<
-
>

kY
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[

the paidian movement of the primary cosmg-ontological.
sphere - that there must be something very much like a
conjunction of the qualities of frgedom, imagination,
exploration ofrpoésibilities.and paidia at the heart of
the primary cosmo-ontologiéal sphere.

This insight would seem to need more substantiapion,
which our next Chapter will attempt to provide.

A third sphere of meaning has been sketched in
this Chapter. So many different perspectives on the play-
reality equation in this third sphere argue for a certain
common denominator, tﬁe widest and most genéral épprecia—
tion of the.”idea”, making if‘distinct from the other
‘two svheres we déscribéd in Chapté@s One and Two. This
- most ‘general meaning in pﬁis third sphere, and not any
particular author's deﬁiétion-of it, has been the subject
of the chaptér. - N

This image-making, psychological sphere of the
‘play:reality équation is the lést sphere necessary for

the ground work for our own metaphysics.
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THAPTER IV
THE ESSENCE OF PLAY

In this Chapter we want to outline the heart .

of our new metaphysics of the play-real. It is more

than an Inzegration of the three play-reality spheres. '

It is ar attempt to get at the essence of play and a

i

clear underséanding of the meaning of paidia and ludus.

It also aims at a sharper focus upon the third sphere,
especially the Eaidia'proﬁer to man in its wonderous
and adventurous accenté.

The full development of ouxr metéphysics'df
play must be left to another time and space, for we have
in mind dﬁr next seétion, Part Twe, the theological
review of our work so far. This Chapter confines itself,
therefore, to outlining only the salient features of
our intuition; sufficiently enough, we trust, to
. establish'phe réspectability of our metaphysicél apprecia-

tion of play and reality as a theory.
A, Summary of Our Findings So Far

We have thziiized that there are three distinct,

yet complementary,\ontologies of play. Each ontology ’
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.presents a distinct sphere of the problem of.how “plgy"
relates to '"'reality"” |
"While the major theories of play do not formally
recognize the three épheres, they can be categorized
according to them and evalﬁated‘in the light of them,
with allcwances that some articles of some theories may
'ambiguously overlap more than one sphére. Much confusion
and self-contradiction in the major'afﬁreciations of
play can be ﬁﬁt aside as a result of the applicatibn of
our three-sphered schema. ’

- ' Some of the characteristics ascribed to play by
traditional theorlsts seem relevant and meaningful at
k\“éspjmoment of- consideration yet inappropriate at another.
We have seen that with the three-fold distinctions of

spheres and the notions of éaidia and ludus of our
critique such apparent contradictions-can be resolved.
To take one example, there is an aéreement among
some theorists (Huizinga and Caillois, for instgnce)
ghat éertain play patterns are '"separate' and "unproductive"
Nonetheless, in some form or other, these piay patterns
are also part of civilized culture or reality. [Though

they are "separate"” and "useless" they nonetheless

become essential to any development in cultural life.
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In our terms this would suggest several spheres«»
of meaning,and a relationship between what ﬁe have
called the tertiary and secondary spheres of appreciation
of play. Once the random, exploratory, movement of
tertiarv sphered play has been exgreségd enough to dlspel
its inicial energy there is a tendency for a consolidation
of its energies into regular patterns. Playfulness »
(paidia) tends to become game (ludus). With this, the
movement back into society's cultural reality is also

begun and the shift comes back from the tertiary sphere

to the secondary. What was "separate" becomes "essential

In this way, we can argue, that although the
spheres of appreciation of play are distinet, there is

a flow between them. In general, the primary level of

© play (bhe Grand Game) exhlblts 1tself in part in the

K

game of culture which in turn has a pattern of movement
from certain automatic identifications of reality
(the play-culture-reality coextensiveness) to new or
different explorations of possibilities.

_As long as one can isolate a given phenomenon
from the whole cultural context one would be deemed
to be in the tertiary sphere of appreciation. This
would be so even if most of the time we never advert

to its presence in our ‘cultural lives, (for example,

S~

.pv

i ;"{T
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i
the ‘forms our unconscious manipulates about sexual o,

attitudes which are part“of our cultural values passed

on for‘manj generations) . When it is impossible to

so isolate a given phenomenon of play and it becomes
identified with what is (i.e. reality as yardstick

P 4 ~
for making valuations), this would mean that we have

moved from the tertiary to the secondary ‘sphére of

appreciating pléyrand are in the midst of '"mystery' in
the Marcélian sense and in the sente that Ehrmann
appreciates plaf. The secondary sphere of play-reality
ends, in turn, to be associated with the.giveness of

th&\ primary sphe aé\cosmo-ontologically "there'", i.e.

200 -

as funda 2l reality. .

Thus, the three levels of appreciation play
are "mysterious', each in its own way.
* At the tertiary level where there is something at

all - some episode, some imaginary creation, or what-
ever (a, "character" in a drama, for example), - there
is something. This means that in this respect it is

not nothing. It is really there. Such realities are

playful in their essential mode of being.

s

200"Co.nfer n.p.82, S%Qra.
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What is peculiar aboudt the tertiary sphere of

aﬁp:eciation is that a distiqction between play andl”reality“
 seems possibie in one respect, wherg%s; in the bther-éphé&e,
it is rot'so. In the tertiary sphere, our ""character" ;ﬁ

} a drazs (co keep our example) is a very real playful
creation oI imagination, sustained in his pléyfﬁl reality

by the concinuing operation of the imagination of.the
audience and the "player" on stage. In both the play®r on
stage agéhfh;‘;udience there is a bi-fold appreciation of
the reaiy one judging the other, and only one being labelled

"play" - or (relative to the other) "unreal".

A dramatic character definitely is really pléyful

(i.e. playful and really so in - his own sphere, the tertiary)
but un-real only when being‘judgedrvis—a-vis the commonly’
accepted rules of reality (what we have called primary,
factual reality, and sometimes also the secondéry cultural
reality). But, as we ﬁave seen, these primary and N
secondary spheres themselves may be regarded as play-
realities. Thus, tﬁe tertiary level is judged by the
primary and/or the secondary and all three spheres are
Elayful - yet real too. Play is coextensiﬁe with the real
in three distinct ways. ‘

In summary, our hypothesized thrée—spbered play-

reality gives answers to the following questions: Is
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play divorced from the real? Is it separate from "ordinary"
reality? Is play itself useless and unproductive activity?
Can the real judge play legitimatély? Can play judge the
real legitimately? i

The answers we offer in our hypothesis are: flay
is not divorced from reality; it is identical to

ree distinct spheres of meanifig. Play is 'useless™

and "unproductive" oniy in a relative sense of one sphere
of play-réality vis-a-vis another and that in the last
analysis play is never ''useless" or "unproductive'. It i;
as legitimate for play to judge the real as vice-versa.
These assertions are made on Zhe basis of the distincfion
of spheres of meaning for 'real' and "play".

| At the core of this play metaphysics is the idea
that Paidia is the absolute realm of p}ayfulness -
possibilities transmuted into finite and definite forms

in the various lggi,or-spherés which we identify as the
world, culture, and man's free and Cregtive imagination.
In each of thése spheres, there is a play-reality equation.
i At the profoundest human level of all, the inter-
action between the secondary gﬁhere and its separated
tertiary sphere is inter;play, one sphere judging the
other. Thus "the Game" includes the action of the inter-

face between spheres and we have one sphere of play

* embracing a second which distinguishes within it a third.
. 5 ’ - .

w
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Any philosophy of plaj must take thlS schema ‘into .

consideration and dlstlngulsh the threespheres of meaning
\

Afor-”play” and ifs relationship to "reality". Each sphere

of appreciation of play carries its own meaning, and a

holistic schema of play and reality gives an integral';nd

» The Core Meaningtof Play
\> " _ ’ ~
Can we now dare ask: what is the core meaning of

play which would tie all the spherés of ‘meaning of the play-
reality mystery.together? Can we define play? Can we
list its essentiallcharacteristics, each applicable to each
separate sphere in its own way? Will such a core meaning,
a definition, or a list of characteristics, give us an
integratéd appreciatioﬁ of play, showing how each sphere
relates to the others?

It should be apparent by now that what is difficult

about the meaning of play is that it is itself beyond the

scope of definition - for three reasons: .

The first reason for the ineffability of play is
the limitation of language. Language, as we have said,
is a Sultural phenoﬁenon, intricately and inextricably
interwoven with the very fiber of the way map sees his
world and cbncgptualizes his experiences. 1In our view,

the nebulousness of play itself is a result of what we do

L
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to it as we examine it. As soon as we conceptualize and
de-fine play in language there is a transformation‘bf an
insight about play into a form or pattern of it; that is,

we transform-play‘itself (paidia) into games ‘(play with
limits and rulés or ludi). Therexis, as it were, a built-in
deception by the very dynémic of language so that it never
becomes ‘possible to define play - and this almost by'
"deﬁiﬁition”. Thusrplay remains mystery in a special sense.
) We_afe back to the problem of mfste:y versus

problem, intuition Qersus logical anglysis. Hére we would

" like to refer to the classic problem of thought at an
impasse,‘the‘problem of philosophical mysticism. The
proﬁlem of dealing with play in rational discourse is that
the rationél discourse seems inadequate to the task. Any
findings through philosophy, especially with_regard to the
essence_of play, the ontology of play, play's essentiél
dynémic, and so” forth, eﬁd up threatening the very cpnditiong
of their validity.

It is, of course, widely held that rational
discoursé cannot do justice, as it were, to reality. True
knowledge of reality is not discoverable by reason alone.
Henri Bergson, for ekample, offers intuition, in contrast
to reason or "analysis", as the(proper method of attaining
knowledge of reality. It is pointed out that there are

"three distinct arguments for irrational metaphysic:

L
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(1) the Generality Thesis; (2) the Stability Thesis; and
(3) the Polarity Thesis. | ' ‘

Briefly summarized, the contention of the Generality
Thesis is that analyéis can only represént objects in terms '
of coz—on properties symbolized by general terms; it,
thereicre, fails to comprehend the uniqueness of'realityQ'

The Stability Thesis adds the charge. that analysis
alters the characteristic of mobility of the real by forcing
it into a category of immobility; analysis, thére}xihfails .
fo comprehend the true nature of motion and change.-

The Polarity Thesis against analysis by rational
disbonrsé‘holds that analysis polarizes-reality by subsuming -
it.under mutually exclusive categories governed by the
principle of contrariety. By so doing, analysis produces
a way of understanding the real in terms of oppositians
which a;e lagically irreconcilable.

Because of th;ée inherent weaknessesoin rational
discourse any valid philosophical analysis must in fact
cease to be-anaiysis proper and become a discourse on
intuition. The true’ nmature of reality cnnnot be comprehénded
by analysis expressed in language.

'The crux of the nroblem is that language ié, of
its nature, a facet of analysis. It.is a way of labelling
"so-called" reality according to the three inherent

weaknesses we have discussed.
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How to express an irrationalist-metaphysic? What

is more'important; how to expresé £he results of intuition?
A .

Language, as philosophers use it, ‘seems to be incapa?le
of grappling with what intuition realizes. Language distorts
reality; | |

The peculiar thing here is that philosophical claims
about the inadequacy of language are themselves expressed
in language. What is more, such claims imply their own
repuéiation since they attack rational discourse but are
themselves instances of rational discourse.zql Thus each
of the three weaknesses of rational discourse are really
discovered by rational analysis. We can only trust that
they have been discovered by intuition in the first instance
andlédequately translated in énalytical terms in the
second instance.

But this problem is fundamental to any philosophical
discourse. It is even more of a problem when the topic
for discussion is reality itself or'iylture, or...play:
in fact, any ‘'mystery" of experience.

In the second place, play is undefinablé because

of its nature as activity coextensive with the real. As

we saw with regard to the three distinct spheres of the

201 Bonnie Ruth Aarons Clancy, Thought at an Impasse:

A Case Study of Philosophical Mysticism, Ph.D. dissertation,
The University of Michigan, 1971.
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§
play-ﬁéality problem, play is itself such that it can be

identified with the real in three separate yet connected

ways. An attempt at definition of play is a process of
; .

trying to put limits of categories around it from a realm

outsicde 'of play itself - but there is nothing beyond it.

For, 4s we have seén, any judgment about the nature of

- play itself arises in a sphere which is also play. too (or,

more properly, "game'). It is tantamount to an attempt to

define reality itself. Play cannot be defined because

reality cannot be defined. The best we can get is an '

—

examination of one play-reality sphere by another. We never

get to the heart of play-itself.

Lastly, whatever intuiticn.wé have B

able to

following impression: playfulness (Eaidia) is what happen
at the forefrbnt of breaking awaylfroh definitions
altogethe%. Its very meaning is non-definition, the
exploration of what is nbt prescribed beforehand - that
is, freely (beyond ludi). _

It is our impression that playfuiness (paidia),
in man at least, is a two-fold openness to meaning.
Plgy (Eaidia)\is at once an a-rational openness to "Qhat
is" in itself (before it has been incorporated into human
society's labelling sjstem of meaning), and it is also

an exploration of "what could be".
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This openness" (Marcel [ dlsponlblllte) to’

ﬁossibilities, this sort of "mindlessness" (Zen) is a

sort of eager ''waiting upon of meaning" (Heidegger). Play
is all these as a happy exploretion of what is before
categoties‘are put upon it by the mind. 1It,is a relaxation
of the r;tionai quality of mind which tends to step in and
orde? the perceptions of intuition and the senses. In this
sense, play is a surrendee:te the body -and the unconscious
and aﬁiengagemenf in marveiiing at’the is-ness of thiﬁgs
and the myriad ways in which the is-ness<of things
manifest'themsef;es (pheﬂ"lawsﬁ of Nature). We may call
this firet accent of paidia its movement of wegder.

-Our intuition is that playfulnmess (paidia is
“also an exploratlon into the un-real, that is, into the
possibilities of -the un-' real '-ized in any of the three
spheres and perhaps even un- reel"—lzable hagpenlngs in
 the secondary and primary spheres. We may call this
second accent of paidia its movement of adventure.
Becauee play is this two-fold openness to meaning,

it is at the heart of the aesthetic being of man. Man's
-feesthetic being is his tendency to express this two-fold
openness of playfulness. B , -

N We may offer a description of the meaning of "play"
We may say that 'pizy" is a generic name encompessing two

emphases _flrst, "playfulness' (paidia) with its double
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- . o, ‘ . L
accents of wonder.at "what ig''" and adventure-éxploration

of "what is not"; and,.s coqﬂ,'ﬁgéme" (ludus) with its
e, A2Hgus 1

- emphasis on self-contained meaning according to created’

patterns and rules. Game (lggggj‘ééts its material‘ﬁrom
the realm of wonderous facts and the adventurdus
explorations furnished by '"playfulness” (paidia).

What makes paidia itself, the core meaning of pilay,
i;definable is that even the accents of wonder and |

-

adventure-exploration are but-what itjageems" to our limited

perspective of it (engulfed in lggi'as we are). .-

- The common experience of enéagiﬁg in an activity of
the third oxrder of play and recognizing that-it has its own
intrinsic purﬁosefulneés without reference to ény outside
igsqlf (for example, engaging in a card game) is never -
totally frivolous and outside of ontologf;al meaning.“ It
is a "time out" from the ordinary realm of play—reality,
and engagement in the third realm because the tﬂird realm
is closer to ontological Qéidia (in the spiralling cycle’
of-spheres) and sa is a kind of "oasis of happiness’
(Fink), 2 glimpse in the mow of the Eternal Now of Cosmic
Playfuiness of the Game‘ofJGames. It is thus close to
the eternal pulse of the ﬁorld‘permitting us'tq perceive
the pure eternal Playfulness in the midst of its ever-’
changing forms. Even within the so-called escapist arfd

frivolous play—episodeé (games) of life we percelve the
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Playfulness (Paidié) of the cosmos as their inner core.
ructure of the human game imitates thegsffucturé of
the Gamp of Games. In 6ne-sense, from tﬁe perspective of

the 'playfulness' of the cosmos, all human endeavour must

appear equivalent; all equalij frivolous, all equally

meaningful. -

So, too, Axelos' view is of a Game whose intrinsic

fulness is/indefinable , frivolous and meaningful at
once, e 1ts evansecent and creative power is beyond

labels and categories (themselves instances of structure
]

and part of the Game).

.-

At all three fevels the intrinsic playfulness of
the really real (Axelos) is never captured by aﬁy other
dimension or understanding of piay. Tbus Axelos' Game is
not the playfulness of the Game. ‘I; is fhe abstract labelling

of its recognizable game forms,i.e., it is a ludus of Paidia.

Ehrmann's play is really cultural game - and does not

capture the fullness of playfulness itself. Caillois' play

(ludus) is really game too for the same reason. To his

’

credit, ,however, Caillois recognizes a type of un-structured

playfulness at the extreme end of noticeables, on the

: fringe of what is recognizable (Eaidié).

Play's core must be described at this level of

‘our questioning only in the langué e of Axelos' playfulness
g Y g

(paidia) of the Game. Playfulness (paidia) is, then, the.
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limitless expansiveness of‘things (disbharge of energy)
seeking new possibilities and tendiﬁg in the wakekof 4
expansiveness to be consolidated into recognizable forms
(Ludi). Pléy is thus-the pulse of the real.’ The'real is

a pulsating thing, in this sense, with these two,movements.
The real may be called play, with the two movements of :

gs%idia and ludus.

I1f we cannot define play, may we describe its T ;y
Qléments? We answer: ’

There are no elements to play except these movements
of discharge of energy and consolidation into form, without
limit. All so—cailed_elements of p}a&fulness hre, theréfqre,
elements of sometﬁing one step away from paidia, that is,

We may conclude that it is the enigmatic Eaidia
of things which i§‘the core meaning of play.. Paidia is’
the wonderous and adventurgu§ p1ayfu1ness opérating in ,

the realm of the possible. TIt’is the notion which gives

.

unity to our whole work. _
In arguing that pléy, or more properly paidia,
is the_éctivity which is the bi-fold ;bsofption in the
wonder and adventure of the possible we aré ai theg &
understanding itlclearly for three reasons:

First, the "wonderous adventure of the possible®

explains play as paidia, that is, as an energetic "reaching
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beyond" the confines of ludus. Play gets to remain‘play
.and to remain indefinably a mystery.

Second, the "wonderous adventure of the possible"
accounts for the apbarent separateness of playfulness
itself from the actual in ordinary phenomenologiéai
appraisal. Paidia is distinct from ludus.

Third, the "wondercus adventure of the possible"
permits a recapitulation of the secondary and primary
spheres in terms which are consisfent_wifh the third sphere.
The play-real (ludus) of the second sphere is one human
reality as against many other culture-play-real possibilities.
The ludus of primary (ontological) sphere'(the Game of
Games) is understood as one of-mény possible wdrld—gameS'
in an unknown number of possible universes.

’

Cur metaphysical'hypothesis affirmé the freedom
of man in direct proportion as it supports the all-embraciﬁg -
cosmo-ontological Game of Games. For the more free and
playful is the cosmos (the play-reality identity is

absolute), the more free are all its aspects. Now since

an aspect of thé Géme of Games, he does not
fape its fundamental nature as free and-playful.

In fact, man's freedom is but the freedom of the
world come to consciousness. Man is the vanguard of the
freely évolving plé&fulness of the cosmos, extending the

possibilities of its ludi. In this conception of
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mecazphysics the problem of freedom and determinism is
rendered meaningless.. For both the ﬁorld énd man are one:
inscfar as they are free and playful. |

‘ This truth has to be integrated with our general
axiom that paidia moves freely but tends to consolidation

into ludi: 1In this respect, the free paidia of man's

native creativity tends to be socially expressed and shared

and thus patternéd into cultural institution. Thus paidia
of the tertiary sphere tends to become ludus in the
secondary. sphere. This is to say that the vision of a
possible new way of being stemming from the actual néwness‘
of the tertiary sphere then tends to want to be "actual''-
ized in the other spheres. The antiﬁipation of hope causes
attémpts to reprodﬁ;e the hope into actualization in the
here and now. It is as Goeﬁhe said of the ideal world,
that it tends to become the ethical world,xthaf is/;ar"
treaf the impcssible. as if it Qere possible' and as
Cassirer who quoted him once said "the ethical world

is never given; it is forever in the making”.202 Or

as Leszek Kolakowski said, "A mere possibility materiélizes

‘and becomes real before it exists in fact”.203

-
[

202 Ernst Cassirer, An Essay on Man, Garden City, New
York, Doubleday & Co., 1953, p. 85.

203 Legzek Kolakowski, Toward a Marxist Humanism,

New York, Grove Press, 1963, p. 36.

’

’
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All re;blutionaries - and all mystics too -
recognize or believe that some nf the "reality" of the
tertiary sphere may be inserted into the "realify" of the
cultural sphere and so transform it to newness, an alternate
way of being. Paidia may correctludus even though the
ludus oncewas germinated in some prior paidia and even
though paidia is not done '"for a purpose'. i

At the simplest of levels this revolutionary power
of the tertiary meaning‘of play shows itself in the freely
accepted fantasies and rules of socially accepted ''games" -~
in sports, in card and board games, in social rules of
etiquette, and so forth. At more pfofound levels, the
whole realm of aesthetics, morali%y; and intuition into
being is activated bf‘this "'play" of man, at which levels
the movement from the ﬁertiary to the secondarypsphere f'
takes place as man tries to crystallize his conéeptionfof
the unchanging centre of the Game of Games; pure paidia
in the primary cosmo-ontological sphefe.

What is important about this tertiary (sub-regional)
sphere of the play-real is that it may éncompaséla great
many diversifiedk”games" (play with rules) going on at
one time - in di fferent levels of importance or serious-
ness - in the life of any one individual or group. re’
interesting is tﬁ? fact that many of these 'plays" or

"games' may be unconscious or given,in the social structure
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204

of a- culture. They remain distinguishable "from the type

of play-reality which operates in the secondary (regional-

cultural) sphere insofar as it still remains possible to

recognizé the contingency and the conventionality of their

‘existence. They are not absolutely identified by the"
people o a culture with the-fuﬁdamentally real. Consequently,
it still remains possible not to play - that is, to opt out
of the given rules of the particular game at hand. Though
the éocial group'might very well cail'this opting-out-of-
"the-game rude, neurotic,even psychotic, the educated
observer may recognize the freedom of the choice made by
the one who opts out of what is deemed unnecessary and free.
' As we have repeatédly made clear the spheres of
the pléy—real are distinct but nevertheless exist in a
state of mutual influence. It is important égain to bring
" out this point in regard to the tertiary (sub-regional) Y
sphere because'it is the sphere which is normally recognized
as '"'play" but with the popular connotation of frivolity
or uselessness (unproductivity). The paradoxical truth
is that play in this;H?st prdper of human spheres is the

most productive and useless at the same time - for it is

2OZ*A proliferation of books in this area has recently
brought this level of play and games to the attention of
the general public - for example, Eric Berne, Games People
Play, New York, Grove Press, 1964; A.H. Chapman, Put-Offs
and Come-Ons: Psychological Manceuvers, New York, G.P.
Putman and Co., 1968; Stephen Potter, The 'Theory and
Pracrice of Gamesmanship, New York, Bantam Books, 1965.
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the sphere of activity for its own sake (as an end, not a
means) - but it defines man's orientation to mganing an&
value in the absolute (the primary cosmo-ontological sphere),
and ccnsequently has a powerful bearing on all facets of
his 1ife. It is for this reason that the useless and
unproductive sphere of play (in the ter;iary sense) may
nevertheless have the most profound effect upon the assumed
and accepted noxms of "reality'" in the regional-cultural
sphere. |

In fact, the most fundamental insight in this
tertiary (sub—regionai)'sphere of the play-real (afte¥ the
joy of its own "reality'") is that,.in hindsight, the
secondary (cultural-regional) sphere is not the absolute
horizen of man'shpossible world. The insight shows that
the secondary sphere iéself is subject to human choice;
it is not fixed and eternal. Thug, the tertiafy sphere
develops a tension with ﬁhe secondary.-sphere and the
beginning of hope.is kindled. Both the secondary and t;:\
tertiary épheres judge each other, the secondaryrgenerally
‘regarding the tertiary as ''unreal' because it suspenﬁs
the rules of the game (lgggé), while the tertiary
generally regards the secondary as also "unreal" because
it is too narrow and removed from the freedom of ﬁlayful—
ness'(paidia), the most fundamental aspect of happiness

in man and the basic '"reality" of the whole cosmos, b



%
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C. The Elements of Paidia and Ludus

The full picture of the integration of these‘thfee
spheres in terms of paidia and ludus may be painted this
way: |

The primary cosmo-ontological sphere of play-reality
is the Game of Games in which Absolute Paidia (wonderoﬁs
- and adventurous playfulness. the pure realm of possibiliﬁies)

structures a finite ludus of itself. (the playful world).
-~

Y

Thg wérld'itself plays its own proper games. “That 1s, .
the world haé its own autonomous finite paidia actualizing
itself inmany ludi. The forms and patterns of the
physical world which are discernible to science disclose
something in the depths of the world beyond neatly fixed
lggi, a certain non-structuredness, a certain free energy

which presents-real chance, real unpredictability, and

real possibilities of change in the cosmos. The world is

not just a ludus, as it were, with its own self-sufficient

order; it is”a ludus within which there is real finite
205

Eaidiaf

205 The company of thinkers who question the world's
-order and self-sufficiency includes Heidegger, Scheler,.
Jaspers, Merleau-Ponty, Camus, Marcel, Brecht Samuel
Beckett. Modern cosmologists regard the '"universe" as a
pure hypothesis for, in the last ana1y51s it may not.be a
~fixed and harmonious unity, but rather a varied and self- '
contradictory multiverse. See, for ‘estample, the work of
G.T. Whitrow, W. De Sitter, R.H. Dicke, F. Kahn and R.A.
Lyttleton.
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Within this world is a siib-ludus, man, whose very

nature echoes creatively the Paidia of the Game of Games

* and the paidia of the world and thus constitutes a unique

paidia-ludiis in himself. (He is a microcosm of the world

and of the universal Game of Games.) In his imagirative

X

"ereations man creates a sphere of play-reality (the

tertiary sphere). His playfulness (paidia) concocts forms

. A
(ludi) which if socially accepted tend to become identified

, with "how things are' in the primary sphere. This identity

of play-forms (lggi) of the tertiary sphere with cosmo-
ontological feality coﬁstitutes another sphere of play-
reality (the regional-cultural). Meanwhfle, the tertiary
sphere of playfulness (man's paidia) goes on exhibiting
in finite form what the world's paidia ‘does and the
Infinite Paidia of the Game of Games does in the cosmo-
ontologicel sphere, that isl moving to neﬁ possibilities,
by being true to itself as pure playfulness without limit,
without ludi. Man's paidia, therefore, is an instance

of the world's reality and of the Game of Games. He is
also (by his very paidia) extending the horizons of
"possibilities", i.e. stretching the boundaries of the
Game of Games. Man's paidia, therefore, is the vanguard
of the Geme of Games and by attempting to break the

limits (ludi) of its past forms, confirms itself as the
finite imege of Perfect Paidia (Playfulness beyond limits,

beyond iudi).
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" Situated mid-way between the Pure Paidia of the

1 -

costos and the paidia-ludi of man's imagination is the

cultural re%lm, a2 ludus of both the primary and the tertiary
‘. . L .
spherss, for culture is made up .of "real' matter and energy
-y " - . . :
(matexials, "things') in the cosmo-ontological sense of the

world ané "real" imagination in man.
D. The Meaning of Possibility and Act

We should bé precise about the meaning .of "possibility'.
Other words for possibility are "potency" and "“capacity".
What it means i; not an abstract possibility (a mere ens
rationis)fbﬁt the disposition of a real entity to be further
determined and perfected by an.accessf%n of being+that'is

distinct from it and yet possessed as its own, so that

possibility and act (its antonym) [thé subject of\gbtency -

the determination as act] are really one (the determ}ﬁed*»‘*ﬁxka__//,x

subject as act€;;E&\potency) wthout being absolutely identieal.

As Rahner and Vorgrimler explain, \ -
A grasp of this metaphysical dialectical i
structure of finite being is essential if one '
is to understand what is involved in creature-
liness and finitude, the possibility [...] of
a thing truly becoming something S%SE which it
was not before and need not be. 2 o

2O6Karl Rahner and Herbert Vorgrimler, "Possibility",
Theological Dictionary, New York, Herder and Herder, 1965, -
PP. 366-367. :

t
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This is the meaning of poSsﬁBility in the horﬁal
use of the term, that is, as relgg;d to all finite spheres
of reality or.act". In our thesis, however, as we will
‘see in Part Two, the meaning of 'possibility" may be
absolutized so that the usual designation of God as ''pure
act' may be reconceptualized as "pure possibility" without
the usual meaning that this terminology would carry, that .
is,‘that pure possibility is pure mon-act or non-being as
if this would necessarily be thé same as nothing at all.
Rather the opposite is true, as we will see. Pure-ﬁossibility
may‘bg the Absolute Reservoir of all finite acts (beings),
in relation to which pure possibility may "appear" as “
pufe nothingness (non-being). But, in fact, pure possibility
is the most fundamentally real of all "realities" since
it is Infinite and all other "realities" are finite and,
therefore, limited imitations of "'pure reality"‘or ‘'pure
realm of possibilities" (God). Thérefore, in the finite
spheres of reality, there are merely ludi, (patterned,
structured, de-limited) reflections of the unfathomable
Progenitor of them all - the free realm of Absolute
Possibilities (pure Playfulness or Pure Paidia) which this
preéent thesis coﬁceive; as the best way of thinking of

-
.

God.,
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As Ernst Bloch has said (quoting Willijam James):
"Realities fleat in a huge ocean of possibilities from which

a." 207 In his own words, Bloch ‘

they have to be selecte
has said:

Existing reality is surrounded by an ocean

- of possibilities, and out of this ocean, again

and again, new bits 383 pieces of reality still
rise to the surface. ‘

In the postulation of this "ocean of possibilities"
" as Pure Paidia and the conception of God as this Pure Paidia
we are translating Bloch through the prism of faith and are

thus anticipating Part Two of our work.

E. The Relationship of Paidia to Ludus

As pure Eaidia,_play is ethereal and un-structured
energy-wondrousiy and édventurously exploring possibilities
of self-actualization (new forms, ludi). Ordinarily,
however, it is known only vis-a-vis something else already
in act, already structured, already lgégg.

Paidia in the sub-regional, conscious, or tertiary
sphere of play—reality'may be recognized, though only

vaguely, at the heart of its own proper ludi but only when

207Ernst Bloch PhllOSOphlsche Aufsatze, Frankfurt,
1969, p. 64.

208Ernst Bloch, Zur Ontologie des Noch-Nicht-Seins,
1961 p: 32. This quotatlon and the previous one are c1ted
by Jurgep Moltmann, "The First Liberated Men in History", in,
Jurgen Moltmann, Theology gf Play, New York, Harper and Row
1972, p. 73, n. 19.
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hrad
seen from the perspective of the secondary sphere or

regional_meening ot reelity (the lgégg o§ sotiety\and eulture
as well as the‘lgggi)of the psycholegical é%alm of self-
reécognition, self—reflection,-and self-awareness). This
L T pérspective of reflective self-awhreness'bridging two |
| " spheres of the play-real accounts for the apperent
"separateness' of sub-régional play episodes vis-a-vis the

regional sphere of play—reality. This "separateness™” allows

“

oy

for the power of judgment of the sub-regional sphere by
the secondary. ‘ '
However, the reverse is also trué The recognition

of the Ealdla at the core of the secondafy sphere of play—

.’

reallty is an act of the tertiary sPhere s ludi (1deas
)/ - concepts, notions, rules of logic,. rational ana1y51s
r®asoning, etc.) ‘giving it a critical, power of the.secondary

sphere's ludi. The tertiary sub—regienal ludi judge the .

Dgames" of the realm of culture as just that - "games" -
) .
o set of many possible ludi in any number of possible

' ~ cultures. - ) E ;/AZ\Tf/’
\\w o " Paidia may also De“intuited .at the hedTt of the

ludus of the primary cosmo-ontological sphere' in moments

v//’“cgjtge\tertiary sphere's activity. It is here that the

cdnnectlon of the tertlary to the primary realm is made 1n

-

an act of awareness. Thls.lS to say thdt sometimes the
. v e

" mediation of a ludus may be by-passed. 1In these cases,

™

&
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feel" a sympatgy of its overture of wonder

and advent"re with the same aspects of the primary- ontolpglcal

Paidia. A sympathetic harmony is’ establlshed in this case, (z::)
- .in’a d¢istinctly non-rational (non-ludic way) by a direct \

congruency of the nature of the third and the first spheres
P " of the }l@y—real. These moments of immediate union are part
of mystical contemplation.

: . .
For. the most part, it is to be undérstood that from

Pthe perspective Qé_the finite world, for reasons of fatigue,
or éhe expendifure of initial energy, paidia in all thgee
realms may be "slowed down" or jelled into patterns or |
. structures (ludi). For the most part,«too, these ludi
kq become identified with the full range of the real, making
B reality distinctly plafful in its mode of actuality.
Thesg-lggiihave defined limits and within these
~ limits the. nor¥mal wonder and_adventufe of paidia is
. disciplined to concentrate upon the region detgrﬁined by : -
- the rules. of the Game. Thus a given game (like-some board =
- games - chess) may have its own excitement and‘interéga N
" because within it there is still room for éQpe discovery
either through wondér or adventure. Once thg full raﬁgeh

of possibilities has been exhausted the game loses intere§t

’¥) as such and a new game (eveﬁain the mind of the player) is
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' 7 |
concocted so that wonder and adventure may go on. The !

fact that the.range pf possibilities for individual "plays”
L =4 P ,

remains vast enough to arouse widespread wonder and

gadventure. Some other ludi are so commonplace - so identified

with reality - that their wondrousness and adventurousness

&

]
Yet, occasionally, ludus provides us with an

goes unnoticed.

intuition of paidia. This is to say that ludus sees within

itself an inner core in relationship to which it-has offered

a form or structure. : 4{//’F"\
, It is the relationship of paidia to ludus, the

“is the varying forms of ludus)

dynamic transaction between them, thaty accounts for the

impression of evolution, of growt d develbpmept. JFor it
nimated by a common paidia,
which are recognié;ble {ng structures of organic
life. |

Thié is simiar to the difference between the

. 1 - . s s S
recognition of move t in viewing a set sequence of photo-

graphs taken of gomething aiive‘and in motion. The photo- -
graphs fail to capture the life qua life: They rathér
artificially and imperfectly suggest life ~ and this only

when the photographs are seen in close proximity of time

and space, one to another, as in cinema.
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Life, too, cannot be categorized in rational terms
gua life, but only at particular moments and in particular

_respects, as if life were frozen.' But the dynamic of life
'is something which escapés the categories of thesz frozen
forms. It is the same thing with regérd to Eaidﬁa. We
‘may recognize it but only in the limiting and somewﬁat

T qnfaithful_;enderings of.it‘in ludi.

It ;ould.appear that there may thus be a phenomenclogy
of games but not so of playfulnéss. There are, however,
certain human feelings associated with the activity of
paidia in man. These feelings are a-rational sympéthies of
man's own paidia with its own ground of being, the Paidia
which inspires'the whole ©f the Game of Games. These
feeiings or impressions of an a-rational kind may speak to
u inﬂtheirlown'way of finite paidia or even Infinite Paidia
but still they are understandable in an analytigal way
only through a mode of ludus.

We may call these_feeling—sympathiea for paidia,
disclosed through anaf&tical'lggi, the elements of human

play. 1In fact, the elements of human play are the elements

of ludi which may serve as occasions for intuition into

paidia.

But, as we have repeatedly seen, ludus is the core

mode of actuality of all finite things, in ene sphere or
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another, and, consequently, an attempt to describe ludus

in terms of something which is not ludus, as if its elements

k)

were not ipso facto ludi and our conceptualizations of play

were not ipso facto ludic in a self-contradictory procedure.

Still, for the sake of the remainder of our

discussion of play in man, the distinction between Eaidia'

and ludus must, be kept,despite the difficulty.

F. Is Man's Paidia His Own?

We may now get into the guestion of utmost importance:

the idéntity of man's paidia as distinct from thergéigié of
Nature (the ontolozical sphere). - s
As we have explained~the distinction between the
threé play-reality spheres, they are complementary and even
cumulative appreciations of the meaning of reality and ,
pl#y. Thus the tertiary sphere, the sphere of man's creativity
and identity, is in some way an instance of the ontologicéi
sphere insofar as man is a part of Nature, a.part of the
scope of the ontological play-real. Yet man's paidia fs
distinct from the paidia of the ontological sphere in ‘some
way. How is this so? ' \
Man's paidia is distinct, autonomous, and his awn
because his paidia, his nature, is organic._ It lives. it

L]

}
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grows and deveiops, matures, and in the process transcends
the limits of its forms (ludi) of éhe past. In the same

way in which any organism develops, man moves from potency
to acz, out of the past forms (ludi) to new ones, by a
dynamic life-principle of energy (usually called a soul)
which we call paidia. . ) -
’ " Man's paidia is his own. It is not just an instance
of ontological paidia. In the same manner in which we may
say that a flower has its own existence, even though it has
derived frém a seed which was part of another fleower,, so

too we may say that man's soul (his paidia) is his own even
though he has been generated by previous life. Thus it is
not just the ludus of man which is distinct from all
previous forms of ontologicgl paidia. Man's totality (ludus
plus paidia) is his own. His paidia is his own, therefore,
and distinct from other spheres of paidia, though related

to themf In fact, each }ndividual man has his own
numerically distinct identity, his 6wn paildia and his own
ludus, even though he shares geﬁericall& the same general
patternings (ludus and paidia) of the whole human race which
in turn is a. ludus of the ontological sphere. . f\\
o Thus the paidia of each man is not a false or
illusory Qaidia, as would be the case in positing it (over

simply) as only a ludus of the ontological sphere. Nor
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is each man's paidia simply part of the same‘Eaidia of the
oneological sphere. To say otherwise, would be to say that
man has no distinct soul, no distinct and autonomous identity
and that he ought to surrender an illusion of selfhood in
favour of dlssolutlon into the soul of the universe. This
latter optlon has its own loglc but not as if it were the
only way to appreciate how man and nature conmect.

in our view, man is the vanguafd of the ontological
sphere %nsofar ae he is in the position of expanding the

horizons of ontological ludi th;bugh his own proper paidia..

As we have explained beforehandsy man's paidia, like all

paidia, tends to become consolidated into given ludi in

both the ontological and cultural spheres and so become

coextensive with them and in this way bring the scope of
these spheres in line with his new explorations.

At the evolutionary point of developing ludi where

cosmo-ontological paidia produces man, paidia becomes

‘conscious of itself in the new ludus, than. In this sense

cosmo-ontological paidia becomes involuted'upon itself and
prodhces an image of itself,with its own proper paidia
tending to its own proper ludi. Man is thus a microcosm
in the ontological macrocosm, Virtually everything .
ontological paidia can do in its sphereé man can do in

his sphere. .
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In, some respécts, the ontological sphefe seems more
powerful: its ludi are more rigid, more basic, than are
mén's."Mén's paidié, however, moves beyond the established
limits of the scope of ontological paidia, developing his
own explorations of the possible and thus stretching the
horizons of the tertiary and primary spheres ipso facto.

lan does not explore the possible for the:-sake of
Tbriﬁging'the ontological sphere to new heights of extension.‘
He explores for the wonder and adventure of the act of
exploration itself and for the Autcome it produces for its
own sake. He counts his acts of wonder and adventure as
his own.

Theoretically, of coﬁrse,,wé can entertain the
likelihood that such paidia in man, by continuous exploration
of the possible, is aimed at some absolute but finite degree
of ludus wherein all the wonder and adventure of his paidia
may be centered in a given form to which he would be |
everlastingly‘glued by attraction. In this absolute human
and finite sense man's paidia meets perfect embodiment in
perfect ﬁuman'lgggg corresponding at the same time to aﬁ
objective encounter with an omega point of the movement of
ontological paidia, in which case we have a confluence of
all three spheres of paidia in a.state of perfeﬁt self-wonder

and self-adventure, This latter stage of the convergence

¢



CHAPTER IV ' 149

" of paidia and ludus is either going to dissolve human

identity as such or retain it. If the former, we‘have a
position which seems like an Eastern notion of perfecéion;
if the latter we have a position which seems like a Western
notion of perfection§
On this very question, put into the terms of our
hypothesis, the religious philosophies of the East and West
are divided. In the East, the general religious philosophies
seem to favour the interpretation that, in the absolute
sense, man cught to lose his iéentity (ludus) which is, in
any case, an illusion, and melt into the ocean of the
Absolute (Paidia). 1In the West, the tradition seems to
favour a retention of a separate identity in the state of
union with the Absolute. In another réspect, the difference
.is between tranquility as absolute and love as absclute.
In one fhere:is an-end to separateness in peace. In the
other, there is an end to separateness in dynamic inter-

change and harmony in love.

G. The Paidia-Ludus of the Primary

Cosmo-Ontological Sphere

The foregoing discussion of the authenticity of man's
paidia raises the question, in turn, as to whether the paidia

of the world is Infinite or finite (that is, as a theologian

.l
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might say, that it is the wo&ld's ﬁwn or God's). In our
presentation of the three spheres of play-reality there is

no wav to establish an answer to this question. The answer
remains open and ambiguous. For according‘t6 our explanation
of the srimary cosmo-ontological sphere, fhe playfulness
(paidiz) a2t its -centre may be called (in traditional language)
either God or simply Being. (A third possibility would be
that there are two levels of paidia here, the one the

Infinite God and the other the finite world as a ludus-paidia

conjunction as an "image" of the first.) Our own Vvision
holds to the third option, i.e. that the woxrld has its own
paidia just as man does in terms of his own tertiary sphere,

and that the world's totality is a finite paidia-ludus of
209

Infinite Paidia.

HL The Tentativeness and Lability

of Sub-Regional Play

-a

Paidia, we have said, is alplayful, energetic force
moving in the direction of actualizations of possibilities
(iggi). )In the consciﬁus, sub-regional sphere of the play-
real, paidia has a certain quasi-autonomy from the ludus
of "the world" in the ontological sphere and the ludus of

culture in the regional sphere. As long as man's imagination

209The discussion of this question we have left for
Part Two, Chapter VIIT.

)
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gives creative attenfion to what it is doing paidia is
active.  But with regard to the ludi within the sub-
regional sphere itself, there seems to be a certain
weakness.

Sub-regional luNi are usually weak, vis-a-vis the
other spheres, and they are tentatively fabricated by the
imagination even in their own sphere. In themselves, of
course, the forms of play in the sub-regional sphere are
not tentative; they simply dbrhappen; they are real in that
sense. Yet their stability in act is shaky; they are subject
to evaporation by inattention by the imagination, by clash
with one another, by invésions from the other spheres. They
are labile,

Certainly some of these sub-regional ludi are more
substantiai'and powerful than others and may serve as
anchoring points for man's self-understanding and orientation
to his experience. We would suggest that certain mythological
a;chetypes as propounded by Jung and others may Be much
more substantial ludi based upon powerful experience. These
more suystantial ludi may operate to shape the felt-
experience of all other stimuli (ludi) from environment
and the imagiration itself. They soon become aspects of
the secondary or regional sphere of play-reality.

'For the most part, however, sub-regional ludi

are relatively insubstantial and subject to evaporation.
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The player knows all the while that he plays that
unless he can institutionalize the mode of play, it will i
cease to be the moment he relaxes his sustaining imagiﬁétion
from it (for the ludus of the tertiary sub-regional field
is imaginative). Only where such play forms go on in some
actualization outside the creator's imagination and can
take on their own consequences in the other spheres, can the
player}%et hié creatiohs g? - to exist by themselves. The
best exaﬁple of this self-existent play-form might be the
art object put into play-form on a stabile base by incorporating
the primary and secondary spheres of regiity - "real"l matter,
"real" space, 'real" shépe, colour, etc.

The art object has 'a meaning on its own - apart
from what the creative genius of the artist may have
envisiongd or willed it to have. 1t is oﬁly then that,a
play-form (ludus) may get gufficient objectivity and
identity in the sécondary (regional) sphere to becomé'part
of the sustaining imagination of culture and so coincide
with reality, as we have seen.

There seems to be a probleﬁfabout how purely
imaginary creations of the mind (e.g. ﬂreams - which are
undiscipliﬁed and free of being ”realiséic” in.a second-

sphered sense)- may be examples of human paidia (in wonder

and adventure for the possible). From the point of view of
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the secondary sphere, &reamg may be paidia regarding the
;gpossible,'in nany respecﬁg. Things which ;re dream-
realities may be absurd in the second sphere. Yet,.while
still a dream, they are accepted for what they seem to be
uncritically. Only upon waking dées the human being
immediately relegate whalr;e has dreaméd into categories
of "realistic', "logical", "possible", "impossible", "absurd",
efc. o
This would seem to argue for fh integrity of the
dream-world - on its own - or that some\things of the dream

world are explorations not only of the pdssible - but even

of the impossible (in terms of the légic f the second sphere).
I. The Transforming Power of Paidia

Ituis important_tb recognize that once p?idia has
become patterned and consolidated into ludus it takes on
the aspect of giveness. 1In the ontological sphere‘such
ludus is‘primary and basic, and the second and third.spheres,
which are mere outcroppings of the primary sphere,
ordinarily can do very little to alter the given rules and
regulations of the primary ontological realm. In one sense
it seems that Nature's laws are more basic than man-made
ones, since man himself is but a part of nature. For

this reason, ordinarily, even the most powerful transcendences
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brought about in the third sphere will not have much

. ‘ 3
effect upon the patterns of the ontological sphere.

" Occasionally, however, (as in”insta?éééibf hypnosis,
hYsteria, and auto-suggestion), the normal_gatternérof
order in ;he human organism may be alteredfbecause of the
psychos::éﬁié unity which is man's'naturg;j In this sense
the third sphere of paidia has altered tﬁé\lgggg of the
primary.spherg:ﬁgrhis leads us to the most\zasbrtggé point,
whether nmn'sgﬁla; in the'Eg}tiary, sub-regional sphere
may cause changes‘in the ludus of the ontological sphere
and in this way expand the Game of Games.

In an absolute sense, aécording to our theory,
pure ontologiéal Paidia has been expresse@ in only one of
many ﬁossible worlds, and the interface-exchange ig‘the
Game of Games. The Game of Games is theoretically subject
to correction by ludi outside its present expression in
" another possible world. o

Our hypothesis has it that the limits of the Game
of'éames have, indeed, been so transcended whén tﬁe‘Game

of Games produced a ludus with its own capacity to fashion

new dimensions of possibilities, that is, man with his

own proper paidia. Man's proper paidia, the sub-regional
sphere of the play-real, thus obviates the absoluteness

of past patterns of the Game of Games and theoretically
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- ‘\ "
man has the capacity to tfashion a ludus which transcends

-

and transforms the presently understood:or given aspecte of

the ludus of the Game of Games . >

. N C
Thus, desplte the tentativeness and lablllty of

the ludi of the tertiary sub-regional sphere, the force of

. paidia in that same sphere may be such as to give sufficien&

strength to its lud1 as to get them to affect the other
spheres anl their ludi (that is, to alter them in some way).
Thls movement from tertiary ludi to secondary 1ud1 for

example, is the orlgln of cult&re

n

J. The Wonder and Adventure of Human.Play ’

in the Te;tiary Sphere

1l

Since our chief interest is the p ay?of man, our
concentration will now focus upon ar&ia in humanness.; -
The Pure Paidia underlying the Game of Games finds in man
an_imege of itself, eseecially-in thellgggg of human
1mag1natlon the sphere of creatlve exploratlon of p0351b1es
the tertlary sphere of the play- reefl In\man the onto-
1ogidal sphere of paidia finds a ;ﬁggi whth in turn is
a fﬁrm of Eaidia. In fact,man is a paidia>%udus with his
own form ofmgaldla Thus, man is a microcoeh_of a macro-

i~

cosm creatlng ludi out of his paidia. f

~N
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As we have said, in man the chief elements (ludi)

S,

of his paidia are found in the feelings of/"wonder” and
"adventure', each prompting én intensification of the other
and cérrespoﬁding'respectiVely to a concentratfbn on 'what
is" (with a lggig emphasis) aﬁd "what could be" (with a
ﬁaidgan erphasis). _ ™~
Why is wonder a part .of play if play (more properly
paidia) is ordered to possibilities rather than "what is™?

Wonder is, indeed, ordered to "what is™ but not

-

>
blankly“in a2 simple moment of static union. Wonder is also

an on-gbing discovery of new depths of "what is'; it thus
has its own kind of adventure into the range of possible

ingights or degrees of union with the thiﬁg cdntemplated.

Pléy thus is indeed concerned with 'what is" as well as with

"what could be", the difference‘Being between an exploration

-

‘of possible ‘depths of contemplatiye union on tﬁélgne hand,

and' an exploration of possible new ehtities fit for

-

contemplating wonder on the other.

are 'distinct notions, one leads to the other and tepds to

add to the intensification of the other. Hence, the dynagﬁc

'

..gf . !
‘of play as an on-going process..

Whatever 'could:beﬂ (seé“ in fhe pefspectivé of

! x
and existing in the third sphere) has no intrinsic necessit

'.l ‘ ) . C:"
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to be reduced to Being in actian in the secondary or primary
spheres., 1t may be wondrous and adventuresome in the sphere
of the p0551ble (in the third sphere) without 1eaV1ng it.

The more closely we can pin down the ludi of
wonder and adventure the closer we can get to a saﬁisfac&qﬁy
l"appregiation“ of paidia, tﬁ§ft e meaﬁing-of plays TFor a
closer focus on what paidia meané, specially in the third
épherg of humanngss, we will concentrate on what seem to bg
s;mé Bf the Fhief characteristics of its wonder and adventure.

Our main concern is an appreciation of play in man, with

an accent on paidian feeling.

"adventure" and "wonder' respectively, insofar as both
. 3 - B

L

paidia and "adventure' lay stress upon the possibilities

of reality, whereas both ludus and "wonder" emphasize the
actﬁality (strﬁcturedness) of reality. This cor;eiation,
however, is not perféct sihce in our thesis both of the
elements, '"wonder" and "adventure" belong to paidia itself
and may be said of lEQEE_&E_a secondary sense only, insofar

as ludus is given its essential megping as a pattemmned

form of patdia.

ﬂye elements of "wonder" and ”adventure” which
follow, then, are to be understood as predlcated of Ealdla

ot/
in man flrst and foremost.
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Wonder

Rl

Wonder is the capacity of astonishment, amazement
awe, enrapturement, fascination or contemplation. It is a

concentration on "what is" and '"the mode of what is'. At

its most basic level of focus, wonder is a marvelling at

facticity, at the very fact that a thing - or things in

general - are. Existence itself, the actuality of somethiné;

the giveness of things is wonderous. Concomitantly with
this positive recognition of '"what is" is the implied marvel
Fs not necessary).

Thus, there are two aspects of wonder: wonder at reality

1
and wonder at contingency of reality. o

The Wonder of Reality

The most obvious marvel of '"what is" is precisely
this - that it is. The "is-ness' of '"what is'" is an

astounding wonder. For with thorough openness to the /

facticity of any contemplated thing comes a deep i Xession
of the force of its very‘faétécity; it is thfre; it is
actual; it exists as a unique and inconffestgble presence

over-and-against the observer; it is bold¢ly, powerfully,

—_

resoluteiy‘ésgézgiﬁgzzggelf as marvellousiy, awesomely there.

o
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What is more, '"what is"'iﬁ marvellous not just in
its bare facticity, however powerful that facticity may be.
It:is marvellous also in the unique mode of its being actual.
Each individual thing exists és this kind of thing, not
another. And each individual thing exists mot only as a certain
kind of thing but also as the numerically unique this tha%{l
it is. Thus a peach blossom on a tree, for example, may
- be marvellous in three ways: in the fact that it is, in the
manner of Fhe way it is (i.e. as blossom), and as this
pafticuTaf'blossqm and no other. In eachrof these three
ways it is an actuélity out of the realm of many bossibles;

it is a ludus of paidia in each of the three aspects of the

wonder at "what-is",
The Wonder of Contingency

What is also remarkable and mind-boggling about this
basic "this-ness" of a thing is that it is obvious that it

ig‘despite the equally powerful fact that it need not bel

L7

at all. It exists in spite of the fact that it has no
requirement to be in act. Thus, it-is_ an actuality out of
a realm of needless possible existents - one of many

>
possibilities of actualizations, none of which need be.

Still, despite its utter contingency and non—necessity\i/j

nevertheless stands there really existing. It is a reality
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which is freely actualized - and as unwarranted and immediately
unaccountable. It stems from non-necessity, from pure
possibility. How did it get into act?

The answer to this last question is that the realm

of possidility moves as an energetic force called paidia
in the direction of ,actualization (ludus). The dynamic of

the possible accounts fo; actuality - for the realm of the
possible is not static. It is the active ingredient of all
that is as its dynamic enetgy.l .

According to our thesis, the réalm of possibles is
the realm of pléyfulness. In thé absolute,'Pu:e Paidia is
Pure Playful Centre of Possibilities of ludi.

Thus the wonder of "what is" is a wonder éf a
perceived ludus with the implication of a wonder .at the
paidia which accounts for the ludus perceived.

The difficulty of seeing wonder as oriented to the
is-ness of things (in their ludi) stems from familiarity
with what is (iggi) aj?/?he loss of a sense of special-ness
about what is, in the’fact that it is. So.immediate is
the demand of an experienced thing to be recognized as reél - '///”::

and so constant is its insistence upon its reality -'that

-
v

we grow to take it as a given, as a fundament, as paft of
the basic bzckdrop against which new and un-usual

experiences can be judged. Thus reality as a whole ceases
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tokbe appreciatea as fresh and startligg. It is only by ax
"secondary act of reflection” (Marcel) that the wonderousness
of "what is" can be re-kindled. A “secondary act of
py reflection" brings us back to the firs; expériende of
someﬁhing but with a critiecal attitude.
A crucial question about wonder has to do with the -
question of Eﬁii— i.e. the cause of wonder. We may put the
question this way: Is something wonderous ﬁrimarily because

its being is immediately recognized as contingez} - as not

necessary - yet it nonetheless is? - or is something

- ]

wonderous because its very beingness (even beyond the question

of contingency) is a demanding presence of organized power?
While we are inclined t¢ think that, Endee&, it

is true that a large p of oMdrisense of woﬁder derives

<l\froﬂhthe awareness (however dim)

* is but it has no necessity to be').

contingency (the thing
Still,'we may aék:

Is our only.appreciation of its '"beink" an:immediatély
negative one, i.e. from the vantage p int of its possiblé
non—existenée? Is this the principallfocus of our sense

I5 Tdt so. The first

reason for wonder does not derive from an immediate per-

of wonder? We are.persu%%sd that this

ception of contingency. The sense of wonder stems @m

what is, in the thing as it is, that is, as it is now . 1-

3
-

making its demanding presence known. -The source of wondexr
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is the ié—ness, the being-ness of something in itself (a .
given EEQEE) and not simply that it is a curiosity, a
puzzle, an anomaly without ontological necessity (stemming
from 2 realm of possibilities, paidia).

Put into the terms of this present work, thp wonder
of sozsthing derives becausg its very actuality as a ludus
is marvelious in itself ~ as a form, a structure - existing,
as it were, on the same plain as oneself as coeguéllx
real (actual). |

* The notion of its non;necessity, ifs contingency,
heightens the marvel of its mode of actuality - for one sees
that it is only one of many possibilities, one of many
possible iggi, and étémﬁing from a realm of pure possibilities
(paidia). K

Direct access to a Necessary Being, paradoxically,
would not deprive us of a sense of wonder but bn the
contrary would increase it limitlessly. 1In the first place,
the Necessary Being (call it God) would be wonderous because
it would be apprehended nénetheless through a "form", ‘the
‘ludus of man's nature, i.e. God would be apprehended 'as if"
God were in’ a ludus-mode of act%ality. Moreover, since the
Neceéséry Being would be recogqized as Pure Paidia itself
" it would be seen as the fountainhead of all ludi, the total
. realm of possibilities, thus more xeal than all ludi.-

It would thus be seen as endlessly wonderous.
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In any other dnstance (that is, a non-necessary and

imperfect ludus) we are dealing with something other than

God and the cistinction between paidia and ludus seems clear.

The actual ludus of something dccasions wonder - simply

because it is an aétualization,‘a'presence of a power in
recogniéable form. Upon reflection this ludus is seen to be
un-neéessary or'continéent. This too becomes an occasion
for wonder and is a first glance into the realm of the
possible.— but-not-actual (Paidia). ..
Thus the logically (but not experimentally) first

marvellous quality of '"what is" is -that it stems from the .

realm of the possible (paidia); its second marvellous

"quality is that it has been structured from a state of

pure paidia into actuality (ludus). Its actuality (ludus)
was the occasion .of an intuition into its origin in a
realm of possibility (paidia).

The reality of paidia, fherefore, is iogiéally_

prior to the reality of ludus and it is the more wonderous

of the two. Whatever exists; therefore, exists out of
the realm of possibilities, a single instancg of actuality -
one among many possibles.

In fﬁct, it is only'in a sphere of.absoluteness

that the power of possible being can be so perfect that it

must be, as first principle. It is in this last sense that
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possibility is the first necessity. God, the Absoluoe, the
One, fhe Other, and so forth, are words for the absoluté‘
first principle which is, by its nature, the only fossible—
Necessary. ,Such a giveness of reality in the absolute may be
implied in all episodes of wonder, suggesting that the
Centre of Reality is Pure Possibility existing in a Playful-

ness mode of activity, a playfulness-reality—poésiblity

conjunction.

Yet, in most episodes of wonder, it is not the
absolute which is immediately contempléted; it is the giveness
of the present, proximate, immediate fact, (a sfone, a
flower, a man, a sunsei,-and so forth). Each singular and

numerically unique instance of fact in time and space has

the given uriconditionally that it is. It has the capacity

to arouse in man a sense of wonder. There can be no pléy
without it.

Wonder counters @hat is perhaps the worst of the
Deadly Sins,lwhat tho Fathers of the Church called acedia
and what we call sloth, boredom, and disenchantment with
life - the deepest degree of which is a melancholic nausea
and a suicidal disposition. Let us examine the elements
of wonder.

For wonder, we will list the following eléments:
trust, letting be, freedom, concrete immediacy, participation

mystique, peace, joy, humour and celebration.
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Trust

s e o

Wonder cannot happen, if one is threatenmed, for in
being threatened the concéhtration becomes too self-centered,
rather than being other-centered. Trust is the feeling
of assurance about the power of another without being
:hreaéened. In a state of wonderous concentration on "what
is" one trusts the very ”fac&icity" of the contemplated
object. One relies upon the reality of the object and feels
supported by its power and in relation to it one feels
confirmed in one's own reality.

Basically;. the trust attitude in human play is
trust with-regard to the widest base of reality (paidia)

" beyond Eransitory, accideﬁtal, and limited necessities

(Judi) of life.
Letting Be

The respectful recognition of "what is" implies a
certain surrender of the compuision to control the power
of "what is', a certain relaxation of tension so that
"what is' may, as it were, speak for itself.  Letting be
of another amounts to a certain letting bg of dpe's'own
ndnd;_a relaxation from pre-conceived ‘notions, rational

control and analytical cafegories; a humble allowance for

n
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inner enlightment, -a sense of not being threatened by the
giveness of things or by one's own "education" (being

led on to the ~unknown) .
Freedom

The feeling of wonder is an internal activity within
the human.being, with internal control and internal motive
éthat is, activity for its native satisfaction as ac%ivity).
Th activity of wonder is éelf—authenticating. The person
‘who wonders feels free ;o.régard what he does for its own

sake. He feels free for the thing he regards and;ﬁot just

free from what would prevent him from giving it importance.
Concrete Immediacy

In-a state of wonder, the persoﬁ is concentrating
on what is present here and now in imnmediate eiperience.
He is not concerned primarily with practicality or ends.

"What is being marvelled at is being scrutinized for its
own sake, simply because the knowledge of '"what is" is

its owh reward. The fascination is with the fact and the
m‘ ,of what is at hand, considered as a worthy focus |
of ééﬁention. Every numerically givén aspect of any thiﬁg
is a worthy object of contemplation., Each is in some

way unique. Nothiﬁg perfectly;is the same as anything else.

v

. -
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(At least the time and space of the experience of each
thing is unique.) Play gives attention to just such

uniqueness as special,

Participation Mystique

-

With proper respect” for the giveness of what is, the

¢

state of wonder:brings a loss of concefn for one's own self-
interest and it allows for an at-one-ness with the subject )
in focus. There is a concentration of mind and feeliﬁg so
‘that the person feels a participation mystique with his

¥

contemplated subject. Wonder operates in an attitude of

ease and confidence,

Peace

The lack of self-interest and the participation
mystique brings a paradoxical at-one-ness with.self, a
centering df the self in ease and concord with reality in
its depths. Thua.péace wthin the person seems a usual
outcome of active wonder. It is a state of happinesé
within the self, a contentment with present eiperience
which is recognized as one of inner harmony of the elements
- of the psyché. Man's paidia seems at home with the ludi
of his intellectual perceptions and his emot'on_' feelings.

There is.d balance of psychic energies and forms within him.

Peace leads to:

s e i e S

o .
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Joy

. .
-

The feeling of joy is the self—satisfaétory nature
of ths act of wonder. It aesthetically satisfies itself
by its cwn activity. It makes the person feel that for-
the time of the wondrous activity nothing else is necessary
and that human happiness is esséﬁfially bound up with.what

the person is then doing. The reason for peace and joy

. is that wonder is in touch with "what is'" but "what is"

is ultlmately a "realm of p0551b111t1es

o

Humour

Humour means the thrilled fascination with the
interaction of one mode of existence with.another, where
they are viewe& as relativized‘by‘the agfeeabla disposition
of the viewer. The ﬁay in which something meets another
may be incongruous in a felatively harmless but awkward 7
way. During the time when such awkward but safe incongruity
operates, the viewer may be amused at how they interact
.and find delight (wonder) in the mode of activity of such
lnteractlon The element of relative safety for the

viewer and his set of values not being countermanded by

the interaction of these modes. seems essential to humour .

)

e S 2
Fl
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(59
If safety is-lost, the threat of pain, of disorientation
of basic meanings, and so forth, transforms thé_zaﬁaé;; :

and humerous into the trégic for him. In the'highest degree,

- ?

the sense of humorous wondqm may relat1v12e all so- called

tragedwes (as ludi) by its' feeling for a transcendentf@ggdla Y,;D

in all things. Anironic and humonous httitude to expgrlgnca

-

is thus a sign of a sense of wonderous paidiarin tuné with .
transcendent Paidia within the Game of Games. : . »

. < . o . A
Celebration ' o

- Celebration in the paidién tertiary sphexz is the

-

expression as tertiary sphered ludus. _Lagghtef, partyiné,
_danciﬁg,'ginging, and the like, seem to be the matural .
odiment (lﬁdus) of such %értiafy paidia. Thesej/fzzf

" . ' . . I«.

lebrative Mudi are both\ekpressions and |

tensifications

;

Adventure 1sposi Y of the human

‘dimension of paidia. It is a hopef
4 )

"not-yet', an\prlentatlon from "what is'" ould be"

: o"
£0

1n eager antlcipﬁ\ibn one sa!xperlence one is led

to expand one' & horizdng to new experience. In ‘d hléhly

b

. active degree adventure'ma be called the zest ofi!if:;

)
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. No adventurous disposjtion can be acgtive without
) . the follpwing . elements:

position,

= -
confidence, openness, juxta-

conscious excess, creativity, and prophesy

LY

that is para1y51s of the will and

Confidence ‘ o _ \\,
SN
There can be no enhapcement of/pne's being without
. -
confidence both in the outcome of the future and one's

perscnal capacity to a just to it

. Adventure requires a
bold and positive attitude with regard to the p

[

ible, a
trust that

realm of the not-yet is.basically frleﬁdly
neutfal'

ith regard to man's fulfilment
his wholerng&ss .

his. happiness.

L 3
Openness
Man's basic orientation to the possible is his i
op%nneas of spirit, his availability, (disponibilite
b
Marcel).

Openness is his recept1v1ty to new experiencey

disposition to eagerly add unto his being whatever

o o



correlative to wonder's "letting be'.-
§ ‘ Juxtaposition

In a sort of pre-conceptual attitude of 6penness to
new experience, the adventurous player does not 1mpose
fhe_patterns of.ggst knowledge of experience too'rigidly
‘lupon new experience. He is open to the need for newﬁéss,
for an experience-beyoqd‘the limits of the past,
,J?_ Such an attitude must allow that there may be many
‘aécaiigns hen an experience will be unclassified and ‘
liberately_so. To rush ahead into catdggzzéigg\iew
experience accordiﬁg to old labels may destroy the“very

freshness of the new experience in the first place. Many"

such un assified experiences may have to stand side by
side and interact with each other and with former Eategorized
experiences to produce Wh:;>they will. A refuwsal to
simplify, to syntﬂesize, to generalize, is what we mean
allowing for juxtaposition. It is an attitude of letting
each new experience speak for itself and letting all
experiences interact %ithout prejudgnent for a time, thus
ailowing the fullness and the richness of fresh expériences

to be absorbed aesthetically; intuitively, mystically,

before igbels of rational thought are imposed upon them.
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. A child at play sees no problem with such acts of
juxtaposition: each experience is its own, valid for

itself, and so-called "learning"‘comés later. No playful
aﬁtitude can dispense from such adventurous juxtaposition

of new. and old experience.
Conscious Excess

There is an awareness in the player that as he
pursues the adventure of the future for its own sake he
transgresses in some form or other the limitations of order
imposed by past categories of "what is". The player is

conscious that he exists in the world of "what isﬁﬂbut is

also moving into the sphere of the possible at the same time.

What he actually does as pléyer W11 appear exaggeratéd,
comedic, un-real, excessiﬁe, undisciplined, chaotic to the
side of him which resides_in the sphere of "what is". The
player ﬁust be aware that he may éxist in stasis and
ek-stasis. at the sameftime.

P;ychologically he may even have to calculate and
orchestrate a certain degree of excess in his breaking
of the order of the past in order ‘to get into the spirit
of play proper and to permit the free adventure of his

spirit to take place.

=4
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#

Creativity‘

When the adveﬁturous spirit operates in man's play,
new break-throughs to new dépths of meaning, to eﬁtifély
new insights, new synthe51s, and so forth may transplre
This is to say that adventure in man' s play creatlvely
expands his awareness, his learning, his being. ' .

In the ;dventurous movement of play the @&and scale
of interrelationshiﬁs is given focus whereas with the
movement of wonder it was the concrete immediacy of parti-

culars which was the centre of attention. *It is in this

area of creativity that grand meanings and significances are i

R
explored. Art, philosophy“ligion derive from this

adventurous creativity of plaj.

Prophecy

After a period of juxtaposition, a new judgment of
old categories in the 1igh£ of 'new experience éﬁd a
projected vision of the future may result. While this
critique is a result of advénturous play rather than an
essential ingredient of it, it is important to see fhét
it is so closely allied to the adventurous play spirit

that almost always a prophetic outcome results from play.

.
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;_The'foregoing list of wonderous and adventurous
attributes help to clarify the meaning of the paidian
elezent underlying ail'lgggg. Any element of wonder and
advencure is ipso facto an. element of playfulness, some
episodes s;résSing.some elements more thah others. Of
the elexzents of wbnder; the first seven (trust, letting be,

" freedom, concrete immediacy? participation mystique, peace,

and joy) seem essential. The last two (humour and delebration)
seem to be extensions of essential play, sharing in the
'charactgristics of the first seven but not essential to

\EXEFy play episode. Of the elements of adventure only
the‘first two (confidence and openﬁeSs) seem essential,

while the léét three (juxtaposition, conscious excess, and
creativity) may‘accompany them. We believe that these

elements of wondgr and adventure will serve to test any

observed episode as properly playful or not.

r

K. The Special Quality of Play Awareness

A logical objection can be raised agéinst our
-metaphysics of piay. It can be phrased by two sets of
4uestions: E - -

; ‘First, isn't play something special? Doesn't it

contribute a new dimension or a new slant on our appreciation

of things in our experience? Secondly, but how can it
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IS

be special, or give a newvdimensién or slant 9n’our
appreciation of our experience if, in faét, all things are
play or in play? Play is nothing ifveverything.ié play!

If play is something special it ought to add '
something: but whatever is would "add to" is already play.
Thus, we have a case of play merely reflecting upon itself,
convoluted upon itself, compounded by different spheres of
itsélf. There is no possibility of appreqiatiﬁg play if
the very appreciation of ‘play -is élso:a facet’ of play.
fhere can se no distance from it and consequently no
evaluation of it. Henczy play, if indeed univeréal, is a
useless notion, even for a new metaphysics of play.

How do we answer this objection?

The 6n1y answer is in terms Qf-the'notion of mystery
as we havé*already.explained it. Just as reality itself,
in the usual meaning of the word, is universal and all
emﬁ%acing, and even‘ig séme respect, part of the process
of evaluation of reality, so tco is play. 1In fact, Play
is coextensive with realiﬁy and explains, in terms of our
hypothesis, how it can be that a reality can be judged
un-real by another. It is precisely Because of the all-

‘ perva51veness of play in a three-fold understanding of the

play-real that it is usg}hi though mysterious. One

sphere may be seen relative to another even if all are
play-ful. \ R

/
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Thg questioh still remains as to what is gainea by
viewing reality as playful, eéen if we identify the real
and the playful. What is gained is a new respect for tﬁe
poésiﬂle;but—not-actual. Play lays stress upon the "un-real',
Athe_no;—yet, facéts of what is called real. -Our three- .
fold hypothesis, moreover, points ouf that the realm of
the possible (what we have calledcghe”g;g¥gy of paidia) is
powerfﬁlly operative as the base for all that is understood,
as fecognizable in ludus. In this scheme of things nothiﬁg
is irrelevant and a new positive fegard'for the accidental,
the unstable, the details, the coﬁcrete, the immediate aspects
of expérience is made. | .

Also, and ver& importantly, an appreciatigh of
éaidiaébecoﬁe—lgggg gives us an appéeci{é}on'of the style
of the all-ﬁervasive mystery of existence. We begin to
hayve pogitive regard for intuition, for imagination, for
dreams, for ideals, for the quest of fuller and- happier
existence. We begin to participape knowingly in the mode
of what is. We enter into the mode of reality. consciously,
ever growing from what is to what could be. ’We are
éonsciously aware of what and how the real is and what and’f)
how we are. Thus, all qualities of the.rgal, seen as plz;t/
take on connotations and dimensions in our total awareness

and attitude to our experience.

fay
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The understanding of reality as the “réalm of the
possible”_becaﬁse the heart .of what is real is its paidia,
<
gives us an appreciation of the real as free, opportune,
challenging, promising, open to creativity and joy. it
makes confidence,_hopé,mand love in our experiences more
central. Man especially is derstood as a nexus of
wonderous and adventufgus ossibilities in an even stronger
- ‘way than he is a converg;n e of actualities.
Play is the avenus-Qf authenticity as well as self-
trans;ehdence. In fact, it is in play awareness that man
. ‘ recognizes that he is authentic and whole only by self-
‘transcendeﬁce, a movement to possibilities. One remains
oneself but also stretches t e limits of one:s-own
becoming at the same time. n this,lafter sense, playing
J ~is a deep penetration into the reaiizatfbn in the here and
now of one's possibilities aﬁd one's future fulfillment.
It is in this senge, too, that playing is a valid way of
. beiqg oneself - one's real self. Hence, in this same sense,
o it is truly practical living, at a level of thedpractical
e

which is not subject to cﬁallehge'since it is ordered to

the eternally valid. It is a Way of realizing one's

freedom without losing ;t. ne who plays, steps outside

1

- of himself without sellifg himself. Homo transcendens

is homo ludens.

—

/‘—«”—-/‘

—
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In short we gain from ﬁlay—awareness all that is
lost in the buginesé of trying to analyse and pigeonghole
reality in'the purely .rational way. As we have already
laboured to make clear, the process of articulating an
intuition.in rational discourse tends to lose impaﬁt precisely
because the immediate, the cqncrefe, the accidental, the
spécial, the unique qqﬁlities of individual things as well
és our unconscious and emotional reactions to them - all

- of these - are lost. Play awareness gives us a new positive

empathy with them where rational discourse does not. It

gives us legitimate and positive ground;\ﬁor embracing

the full range of the elements of wonder and‘adventure

we have described - and so to become more and more ”realistic”
and whole.

Furthér; the mode of activity of things, when
apprecidted as play, can be consciously adop%éd iﬁto one's
style of life.eveh'if such appreciation is noq—translatable
in words. Man no longer need fear experience as such:
he need not feel estranged from life, fromlmeaning, from
himself. Man, by playing out his exﬂ;;ence, can relax
%és narrow and shallow compulsion t0‘dontrbl the world,
as if he is not part of it. He is able to feel at home

with it, to participate it, to celebrate it - not only

~ N
occasionally, and not only in Fertain peak experiences

ey ot e

e mren
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~or formal liturgy. He realizes that he celebrates the
way things are by simply going on living in trust, in hope, \
in love. He need not do more than to grow more intensely
into these virtues and he fuifills‘his destin& of Whﬁleness,
of integrity, of authenticity for he is aware that he moves
from actuality to possibility to new ;ctuality.

Play, then, does.add a new dimensién of awareness
to man's consciougness of how EEiséL are. It is important.
It is even a joyous awareness, allowing man to truly play
his way to happiness, giving a measure of‘happinéss even
in the wonder and adventure of the quest.

Play-awareness allows man to live life as promising
and wpnderous adventure His. tertlary sphered episodes of
”pla " become formal, basic signs that life itself can be
playfully llved because the way things are ultlmately is
playfully. ‘

>
A use of play awareness in the manner proposed by

this present work also allows a respect for the well— ;
{,/"’§P2ings of emotions, of feelings, of intuition, of aesthetic ‘ {
awarenesslas valid approaches to the core of reality. |
There is a great over-stress on rational analysis ana a
depreciation of this area of a-rationality which play

awareness may help open up. Much of the zest of life

goes out of one's awareness of the real when we have to

B
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”ex—pléin“ {t‘in terms ,of commonly accepted jargon; .the
"concepts and notions of philosophy and science. It amounts
Eo a situation much like the surprise-delight of a joke
being killed by an explanation of why it is funny. Like
" a body undergoing autopsy, if it is not already dead, it
soon will be.
Philosophy must gégin to regpect play, else it will
lose its contact with the fundament of what is real, Before .

analytical dissection cuts it to pieces.

L. The Playful-Attitude as Against the Sombre

- N B -

We have seen that the immediate and categorical

opposition of "seriousness" and "play", or "reality" and
. =" N
t there is much to be .

"play", is illegitimate and
explained before a naryow/meaning (a perspective of one
sphere relative to anothir) of such oppositions can be

accepted.
Stiil,as | r as the style or behavioural attitide
of a human being is\concerned, there is a place for saying
that something may be™dgne ”playfull&“ énd‘pot "gérnestly”fq
Wﬁat meaning.is carried by this switch of ‘attitude and
“\style from earnest to playful? . -~ ékf
’What is implied in such a switch of attitude is

‘\~:i::? a switch in perspective and weight to be assigned te a

N
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reality (for exéﬁple, an activity). There is a transfer
from the second,sphere of play—realitf (tﬁe ordinary real
world) to thé tertiary, a deliberate breaking away from
cultural norms of the real to the -freer réalm of creative,
tensioﬁless play. But it is also possible that such
relatlvzzlng of th; secondaty sphere of play coug.d arlse
from an awareness of the primary realm of play- reality.’
Indeed, in,some Eastern religions, a consciousness of the
-
ultlmate degree of play-reality (ipe Tao for example)
renders “a certaln sardonlc playfulness. to all human
act;V}tleq and a wise man sigply plays- along with what is .
seen as really‘;n instance of cosmic-play in humanized ~ .
forms. Thus, there arises‘a‘psfchological mind-set which

r

‘ 5

straddles two spheres’at once,3the ordinary realm of realit
p y

)

Really Real (the Cosmic activity: ‘Tao, "Play').

(termed illusion, maya, "play") and the Ultimate, the
The play-attitude is, therefore, a result of an
impliedovisibn of 2 transcendent world - either as the
given legitimizing basis for play—éctivity or as free
: adventure‘into the unknown which in turn, implies thé'
same basis. . In our terminology, a.switch of attitude and
styie from the secondary level or realm of play-rgality
is madg‘because it is founded on a basis ff another
4.play—reality justifying the switch in-fhe first place -

either . the primary or the tertiary realms of play.

2 e
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] We have said Ehet éSsenfially a playful,attitude
is a relativizing of values of one sphere in favour of
what is intuited as more basic. But to be more prec1se,
rathez han call this a relat1v121ng of one sphere of
the piay—realvby another, we prefer to say that;the playful
aetitude is a relativizing attitude to lgggg;because of

. an intuited, though often.unconsc10us awareeﬁgs that it .
is but one of many possibilities of mofe basic paidia,
the core meanlng of play, and the core mode.(playfulnessfi
of all that is real. And it is Paigia in the cosmo-onto-
1ogic§1 sphere and paidi% in the tertiary sphere which are
central to all such instances of lggﬁg.

[

The curious play—attitude' therefore, sees ltself

" as separate from or dlfferent from what was deemed serious
before (ludi). The human.playful attitude is proper te
the tertiary realm of play and is a humanized end finite
example of primaryleosmo—ontological Playfulness trans- -

cending all ludi.
M. The Problem of Evil

Perhmps the problem of evil may be understood as

the problem of incongrﬁences of paidia and ludus. By -

this we mean that ‘the energy of human pdldla seeking

embodlment in ludus is an ontologlcal orlentatlon 0f energy

- . ¢ . -
\\'\ TN \ N
R . ‘. . . pe] ; .
. - .‘. , . : . - ‘ e
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Y
" for perfect éiure3510n in consolldated structure As such’,

Ahuman paldla s search for approprlate fq;m is absolute

Absolute flnlte paidia seeks *absolute flnlte ludus Until
such a point. of perfect convergence of ideal form to '\g'
a:;;lﬁte energy, there’ is eV11 (corrupted or imperfect ' Y
embodlment_gf paldla) : ' ‘
This 1dea1 form of paldla its absolute finite ludus,
mould be a ludus completely approprlated to. the character—,
istics of Eal ia ave artlculated them in our .
dlscus51on of paldla in man Thus, in this perfeot state
the whole of -life indulges in manifestations with'nof
purpose or utility of eny:sortu for the.mEref"pIeesure"
of affirmihg.itselft -

" The ideal human ludus of absolute finite paidia

1m1nate all ev11 by definition. All playful

=
._, ,_,,_. "

exp r1ences 1n the thlrd sphere of life thus proclalm that

‘

the order of llfe should be w1thout pain, free, self: .
authentlcatlng, and so forth; —_1n short,%ﬁhese'"play v

experiences in the sub-regional sphere proclaim a yearning

' for' absolute playfulness embodied in-perfect ludus,~a . .

“g

triumph of perfection and good over imperfection and evil.

N.* ‘%sj_ons | _ﬂ .,

Ordlnarlly ‘and unfortunately, man tends to Judge

A ]

the tertlary sphere of play from what gs assumed a more /’/}/’\\
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basic reélity\; either the facts (ludi) of nature, or
rules (ludi) of society (our primary and:secondary play-
realities) = without recognizing that these two other

realms are also play-realities. Man's creative. genius,

however, moves in the sphere of the tertiary play-real,

_even .though his energies soon get dissipated there. Out

of weakness, he then seeks the comfdrt of the customary
realm of play (ludi).' Thus his creations in the third

realm tend to be "corrected” by the recognized patterns of

-the first (the so-called hard laws of.Naﬁqre, factual

existence) and the second({the "facts”,,qﬁligatiohs, and

: necessitieiijﬁLeveryaay Tife).

In,thé sense that play is phe—sﬁpreme category and
the.fundamenpél>hotion of our new ﬁetaphysics, we may
éffirm that in Eb%aultimate sense of fealiﬁy, the ﬁeally
Real, play and reality coincide. What is Ur-reality is

playfulness. In this respect; all the other traditional

'
»

transcendentals of beiﬁg - unity,.truth, beauty, goodness -
all are balanced symphonically, as it were, in a play
mode of reélity.

Thus, - contrary to -traditional thiﬁking, we boidly

“affirm that QES more realistic one wants to be the more

, A i
deeply one must assume.the playful attitfide. The more

'
&

playful one becomes the more realiqtic one: becomes.

f—\ -
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things in the cold analytical way, the more un-realistic
one becomes. Wy e '

"It most certhin
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Conversely, the more grave and morose one is about viewing

-

fThis'Raradoxical affirmation is paradoxical only
in the respect of its being what all paradoxes are:
.appafént un-truthg which upon closer examination are-

disclosed as being trueﬁ\\\

There is a decided danger in such an affirmation,

. nafely, that it will be immediately put aside as a statement

of intellectual euteness and irrespoasibility, a conceit. *
It will be declared so because the common presumption of
our cultural heritage hag'equated "play" te frivolity,

with strong hints of DiSnysian excess. "Play' is simply

"not serious" - or, in any event, not serious enough to

be the basic on for understanding everything else.

is not serious enough to be the core

meaning of the ypeal. In the minds of most people, "play"

mai’g;'allo to be considered "as if" equatfed to the

‘real but this equation'is too simplistic, too ndive, to

casual, to be more than a tool for comprehending some-

.thing mote basic, more real. «

~

. ’ . <
- As we have learned in the course of ‘this work the "\

position of assuming "play" as useful for an "as if"

understanding of the real is a posi;fon of ignorance - for

‘\ ‘/.-\ " ~ (-k . R '
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‘the very idea of "as if" involves a double level of plaﬁ&y»b‘
' i!%eif; thus providing intrinsic, logical evidence of the :

primacy of paidia. “"As 1if" is thevinteiiectual juggling

of something in terms of another based upon some felt
fittingness or some recagpized common OTr analogous traits

It is also an agreed—upon convention, a fiction that we will
"play the game' of such analogies because they, in practice,
often turn.out to have practical and utilitarian results, ' %
or because we simply enjoy the adventure of stch an enterprise

for its own sake. For this reason, play ‘has to be taken !
seriously - not just because it pervades our way of 1ooking
-at things (thought. categories, conarisons, syntheses,
analogies, 1anguage, "and so. forth) ‘But says something about
how things are in themselves, objectively, as we have

pointed out. We must gat:%eyond the ﬁé%ardice of calling

play a "metaphor'. for reality. 'Itfigvreality.‘ 7 ) ﬂ(

R Vo
The”dynaqig relationship of self to environment

-

reflects the playful-becoming process of the universe.
In tertiary sphered play the dynamic transact;d'al relation—
ship between self and self, self and sooiqty, self and
. world, self and the "un-real® is reoognized to be the ,
. very stuff.ano activity of the creating, evolving), Ehanging, ) - .
, J‘COS@OS. One recogniaES, albeit most of the time ' ' ‘.

unconsciously, and intuitively the centre qf life! With

»
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T full play awareness, qﬁe recognizes that one is in touch
wifth reality when one plays ; and reality‘s-intimate core,
paidia., Conversely, in man’ the play of the universe

recognizes itself,

. Buytendijk has stqteﬂ that play has an internal

asting nature because of three of its charactegistics.

2 Analiese Neumann has--summarized these three character-

— . .

jstics for us:.. :

-

¥lay is a transaction, namely playing with
-something that plays with the player.. Play-is
a joining of reality and possibility, of known

and unknown. Play consis%gﬂpf‘a back and forth o
dynamic, sucg 85 tension-felease, or surprise- K
recognition. 1 ' ' ' )

¢
Such a view of play is entirely\IOmpatibléﬁﬁﬁtﬁ“ours

u

and seems in its own way to be expressing in terms'?ﬁ'theg

third sphere of play-reality what we have said lay in

‘the primary (cosmo-ontological) sphere.

There is no escaping it: - Eaidiaiis ulciﬁate,
all;pé%yasive,ifundameﬁtélw the ground and the superstructure
.. ¢f our whole world. Whatever is real is-playful. .Whatever

is playful is real)
Plotinus once said:
Things thatéplay, play only because of thelr
urge to attain to the vision of God, whether they --
_are the serioEiTess of the grown man, o¥ 'the.play
‘ of the child.” . * :

-
Y 1 4

210 | . '-6: ST T

Eva Annaliese Neumann, op. cit., P.
'211P10tinus, Enneads, III.'8.1.;1QQ. cit. L.

.
n
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Hugo Rahner has asked, in regard-to fhis‘;emark \
of Plot 3
‘ Now, why ¥s this so? 1Is it mot because mere . ~—,

seriousness doas
things, and bec
and of- humour
more easilg
/) the truth?212

ot get down to the roots of

se a spirit of fun, of irony

ten digs deeper and seems to get |
ecause ‘more playfully - down to

-~ .- oy

_+ We 'miy add that the style of playfulﬁess (paidia)
gets down to- the truth - because the truth o%zéhings is
'itselfvplayfu;. One knows the’ intrinsic playfulness of
th?ngs Sest in a manner-suited to them - that is, in a

1

- playful style: o g L)
’ r
JBeviewing the Criteria of our Hypothesis
» 7 . "y . ' .

»

At this polnt our digtinctions and our developmeng
seend grossly siﬁple; if not s mplistic. But orfly now,

after a vikw of each level of appreciation on it

merlts can the apparent Sme11C1ty of such a VL31on of
thlngs appear as a éonclu sEon of a very complex analys%s

‘many divergent appre ions of play; it is q?e result

w

-

of the creatlon of a new metaphy51cs
The theory of og//presentatron seems Erobable
, (though not qulte provable) andxgkyes properarespectgkﬁ
.eachvevaluatlon -off, "'play" and ' regllty ay foun r.the

. : 212Hﬁg0 Rahner, Man a lﬁ{,'gg..ci ., P. 29. ’ﬂ“j.
. v - S~y < : .
e . L , - o . ) . .

. f o &
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literature studied.

The theory is, of cour incomplete and subject

R . - d .
to corrections by the insights others - or, indeed,

of its author at another time. It is, therefore, tentative.

Thus, all the usual criteria for an hyﬁothesig seem

present here.213

ere remains only the question of

heuristic. value and it is the substance of Part Two of our
< )

-

work to attempt such an exploration, given the necessary .

methodological change of geaf as_is necessary when switching

-
. -
- X <@
oA 4

. . 3
1 g .

.21?Confer our Introdiiction, p.XXXIII ff., supra. . -
: . ‘
.

from philosophical specﬁldtion tb_theological copsiderations.

-

\
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‘basic kind.of -reallity which apparently is not playfully

—~. .  CHAPTER IV - 189a
- ( : ' :
v V., CONCLUSIONS.TO PART ONE - :

The play—reéliﬁy équation is not new({ It can

bé found -in philosophers of the West from thya time of

Heraclitus. Still, the equation\{s not widéiy known, or,

at least, not éivén the respect of the mainstream of

thought which holds to the popular and rationalist view

fhat play and reality are distinct, 2 prejudice which we

feel has kept "play" out of the mainstream.
' !

qos:tive

Even among some thinkers who accord

and imporwént place for play, and even amo

support the'play-reality_equation in

sme who
fne~way or .another,
there is 2 built-in prejudice to the affect that play is

g '
eomehow aﬁ‘!xtya, a superfluous luxury) added to a more

what it, is.’
This popular prejudice against the integrity of
play carries the contradiction that while play ‘may be

és§eﬁtia1 to 'the make-up of man and his rwbrid”,~still

it is .an "extra" for that very same man and his "world".
. Y]

. This view has been seen several times implictly present

oy

in the course of our exposition of opinions on the subject.

partitularfy ﬂgﬁt d1so to be supported by the "application' .

s

K

[EESPUINE SR Tary PR -



" CHAPTER IV NG '189b
L

of Part One to Part Two) was to make a three- fold

distinction in the way im whlch the play-reality could

be organized in the literature so that we might see

three distinct spherds of the equation's meaning. The
- way around the built;in‘contradiction about play's ) s
Mimportance" yet "non-importance' - b{_:fssenti;l

.necessity’ yet ”superfluous-addition”, we félt, was to

support both sides of the contradiction by saying that

'the contradictions, when closely examined, yield an exit.

‘The way out of the contradiction derives from
a holistic view of play and reality. This understanding
allows that the contradlction may be transformed lnto
; - “~—

a cdmplex of relationships-between Spheres,:u{kerms of

which. the contraéiétion may be transformed 1fto categories'riﬁz
permitting interpretation. ' This transfor 6h of ...
categories‘re—situagps'the whole guestion of‘glay and
reality so that they are no longer contradlctory

We have contended that pldy may be essential in

one 5phere and yet be seen in another sphere as super-

'

. fluous relatlve to the flrst sp When one of the
three spheres 13 confused w1th anotber the contradlctlon

easily arises. When the dIstlgctlon is ' made betweén

a

spheres, the congradiction is resolved.
Yet we have held that each sphere is intrictately
/ connected with the others in an intimate and ultimgte,unity.




#\{o the holistic vision as a way out of the absurdity.

. C ' e
\ - CHAPTER IV | ) 189c
Many authors ‘have supported the equatlon w1thout .

seelng the apparent contradiction clearly, both with : \\ o

regard to its apparent absurdity, and al%o with regard

This thesis simply makes this fact clear. .
At this juncture, we would contend that the holistic =~ = !
vision of the”three spheres is already implied in any
theoretical acceptance of the validity of the equation_i
1n any one sphere; as a corollary of this contention; we 'f
would contend also, that the apparent contradlctlon can

Thus, for anyone to accept the reallty of play as

be 23501V9d only by this bollstlc vision.

something at all - in any sptrete of the equaticen (and' it
. - t\ * ,
is difficult to imagine anyone mnot recognizing at least’

one of them) - it is asserted that the acceptance of the
/

-S\ .
equation implies an acceptance of the holistic-vision of

- ) ' ' - - ‘
all three interconnected spheres. _ . \

¥Thus we contend that the recognition ¢f play at ' . f.

all is;an'implied acggptancg of the‘play—reality eqnation
in all spheref of meaning. As a’conseduence, any
simplistic ;eJectlon of play as.of "the unreal' . s ''super-
fluous , and the 11ke, is not_logically con31sLent with

l
‘its acceptance as real in any sphere. Such "un- real'

superfluous labels show lgnorante of the nature of both -

L , .
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[ 3
y and reality,- and are acceptable only in the sense:

in which this thesis uses them.

Let us explain: -

In our mind: 6;é spheré of the equation 'implies
the other two. Of the three spheres the one where the -
equation seems most sel%vaidenﬁ is the tertiary one, the
one éf common experience of the activity of imagination.
Now, if ghe equation is vali& theke, there is an implication
that it must Eégg to be‘*valid algo in the secondary sphere,
else we would end up saying that'shared-imagiﬁative-één-
qoétions have nc effect upon culture or the establishment
of customs and society'é structurés. But iﬁ having effect
1n the secondary sphere, we argug, they exist in the

manner of a coexten51ve of meanlng between Dlayful

(imaginatiue) acts andxculxural ones {(as Ehpmanh, for

E

[

example, shows/. ) , - R
. N . ’j . . . .
] To say this, also implies that in the last and -

ultlmate a alys's, the primary cosm%?ontologlcal sphere's

meanlng, the equation must also be valld 51nce both

secoﬂd;ry and tertiary sphgfes are but instances ‘of it.
Hence, we argue the integrity and mutual lnherence

of éli sﬁheres and the need to uphold all, or none.

It is our contention that where an author ‘might

- U

be ignorant of the equation in one sphere or another he

-

ie
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shbuld be instructed about it.- If he knows about it,
he should either confirm it or reject it and give reassns
why. 1If he explicitly rejects it, in one sphere we *

suggest he is implicitlky rejecting‘it in the others

\
.1If he’ espouses 1t in one’ sph°re, he implicitly gmbraces 0

it in the dthers. But, as we haﬁe seen, some thlnk

gre—partially blind to the implication in either direction.

Thus it is that authors may be lined up as either
for-or against the hypothesis._

Belisving in the veneraﬁie tradition of the equation
in each distinct three spheres of meanlng, it is 1mportant
to see where each author has or does mot have this

B

awareness of the coextensive of "play and reality in all -

three spheres or is 1imiteg in- his appreciation to only =

oﬁe or two of them.:- It is important to see that a full ﬁﬂj};{

apprec1atlon of play must show awareness of a}l three

'dlStl?Ct spheres _If. an author embraces-all three spheres

of the equation he must wezk out how edch sphere is

,a—-.{ -t

+

meaningful and yet ‘distinct. He must also show how the

- . '
spheres tie together by some common principle. If he

rejects any part of this txi-fold vision he should know _

the fqrmidﬁ%le body of ghinkers he’opposes and offér'

reasons for his rejection and recsﬁnlze the 1mp11cat10ns ]/

N /

of fcceptance or rejectlon of parts of the holistic

>

1

’
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vision for, as we have said, in each part is implied

fheNVé;he. . . ' °

"

In our own-thebry; the organization of Part One
of the thesis, in_additiqn to making the distinction
. between spheres, aimed at construEting an appreciation
ef the ﬁnifyihg principle between'qhe spheres, a holistic
. | vision_of a.metaphysics.ﬂescribing the ground of realities

as a wondrous and energetic realm of playful possibiflities

(Paidia) with a free tnedercy to finite actudlizations
(Ludi) . '
The benefit derived from viewing play as "the

wonder-ous adventure of the possible' is that it does

Moreover, play gets to remain play; that is, it
gets to remain what lt?&s said to be in the literature
in each dlStlnCt treatment of it in each dlStlnCt sphere

of meanihg. *\ . o
- Paidia, as the core meaning of play thus links
"playfulness" and the-"wondfeus adventure df_the possible"

as the same -thing. Peidie SO understood,.makes playfuf}
ness the‘realm of the possible and makeés "the possible",

a reality which then'gets to be dispersed into various

spheres of actuality (}ug&). S ‘ :

Ay

justice to each distinct realm of the play-reality equation.

-

SO S
.
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Relative to the spheres, playfulness (paidia)r

_must -appear as "un-real", as non-being, and as beyond .’

playfulne§s'(gaidia)-is the active .ingredient which pérmits
change and possibility beyond preseht actualities, as |
well as the cohesive connection between all aégﬁal
realltles It is what accounts for finite actualltles

and the phenomenon of change to. new actualltles It is

in this sense that play must appear at once mysthlous,

IRt

"useless' and yet essential to the actual - : .
It is felt that the hypothetical construct of a
play metaphysics in a schematic way~sheq light upon the
whole meaning of play while‘not doiﬁg violence to the
various 'and manifold findings of otﬂer\thinkerﬁ‘pp the-

ot
subject.

., ~

Our study was mot an histd%ical dg§sertatibn on {

.

previous v1ews of play but: moved within the.common

-

*.  academic inheritance of thuse previous views so that it.

could pursue its own "idea"

The selectlon of the pafflcular authors and the
limited treatmenL of their thought was w;th the obJectlve
in mind of finding examples and-illustrations for the

various spheres of the qquatlon,'so that each sphere'bf

-

meaning ;ould ‘be clarlfled - as a sphere. In each sphere

-

et e s
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E

it was the play-reality equation in a sphere of meaning

.which was the focus of attention and not the authors'’

~

particular works per se.
The judgment about the Ntruthfulness' of the
hypothesis is, as with all metdphysical systems or

theories, not demonstrable in a scientific way, of course.

A1l that can be done is to show the all emb acing self-
cons%stency of the theory and to suggest that it s
light upon the nature of what is, and its gkound

Against the popular need ta "scientifically” verify

the project we might agcommodate some remarks Of‘ﬁgg}

~ Jaspers about the so-called "scientific' approach’ to e

metaphysics: T

!

Such an approach is based on _the assumption
that these.are problems that can be investigated
and solved; it presupposes an”objective standard
by which the truth and error of metaphysical
ideas down through history might be judged with
universal validity, as though they were scientific:

. statements, : ‘

A radically different approach is rooted in
a metaphysical awareness which goes back to the
grounds and finds itself again in knowledge. The
true metaphysical discussion to which it gives
rise is guided by a fundamental knowledge with
the help*of which it re-enacts the questions and
possible answers, the arguments and counter-
arguments the decisions and questions that have
been left open. [...] Anyone who expects to .
arrive at results resembling scientific findings
will be disappointed. To recapitulate metaphysical
speculation in their original spirit is not a
scientific opeszion.ZlBa :

213a

¥

Karl Jaspers, The Great Philosophers, Vol. II
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And what ‘does metaphysics do, then? What does

it supply? Jaspers is qhi e forceful:

Metaphysical speculation regults in images
of the totality of being, which cannot stand
up to fnvestigation if taken as objective truth,
demonstrable and-valid for all. [...] -

Should we forego metaphysics? Even if we
wished to, that would be impossible. From time
immemorial men-have fashioned metaphysical

images, and such thinking has not been devoid
of truth (...]

As mere representations of the objective

‘world, such visions are mno more binding than-

poetry. But they are not poetry; they are
truth, grounded in the thinker's subjectivity
[...] they do peint out possible paths to a
transcending apperception of the-absqlute.213b

-

0
—t
(5]
o

Ibid., pp. 3-4.



PART TWO: THE THEOLOGICAL MEANING OF PLAY

PRELUDE TO PART TWO

. The first pért;of our work has been done.: We have

1aid;down a philosophical appraisal of the 'play- reallty

. problem and have offered a scheme which seems to/aaswer
many of the questions.about play and reality whilé COnfirming
an intuitionathat play is a profound "mystery' - if not - R

the moat fundamental mystery of exmstence

Our task in Part Two will be to use our flndlngs in
Part One as .a way of shedding,sbme‘light on the si 'figance
of play in theoloéy: In tﬁis way, we will show thiT:ngiﬁkic
value of our Eypothe51s o '

We want to ask many questlons about play and Christian
"feal;ties“. To posit that p}ay may have positive'links to
the Christian experience of the real opens up grand vistas
of possible investigation. Vintdallyh the whole realm of
theological studies becomes tranaformed'if our metaphysics
is a valid view of what is. theology of play itself,
operating out of its faith-va uationa of the\%eal could
be seen as operating out pf.'ts innate playfﬁl mode of
speculation and might even a ap; a delibe¥ate1y playful

style.
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The Purpose of Part II of.our.work is simply to
frame the bésic qﬁestions which would seem to arise ‘for
a theology of play from what we have built up in Part I.
To engage in this dialogue.with p{éy theology as it now
stands we must listen to what the thgologianb'ﬁndeistand
of the méaning of "play" and respond to'them with'whét
our hypothesis might add. We feel. that our response will
be a dialogical one which also criticizes and organizes
"appreciations" of play in theology. At thé same time, as

we said in our "Introduction', we hope to expand the

- heuristic value of our hypothesis by a theological applicatfbn -

of it. Thus, Part II is.not simply an application but a

development of the hypothesis itself.

The Use of Philosophy in Theology

-

)

Both phiiosophy and theology attempt to shed light
on being in general and existence in a reflexive, sisteﬁatic
way.and thus both claim to be basic sciences. Traditionally
tﬁ%oiogians have ﬁade use of philosophy in conjunction
with faith postulateé and have found that ultimately iﬁ
is by the use of philosophy as its handmaid that theology
gets to the deepest humanly appreciablg levels of life's:

mysteries.

o vt
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Ltself; ﬁhi1e claiming‘to be an
i basic;science, is but a transcendental
reflection ubon concrete existence and experience.
" Such reflection can never wholly exhaust S
the concrete reality of existence, though the

.concrete itself .is experienced as the ground
. of existence, and not ity unimpgrtant

rémainder: historicity,\is less than real

hlsbovy concrete lowe moye (not less):than )

the formal analy31s of subjectivity (the : :
ability and the duty of 1i e), the anguish Ei}“‘ \
that is expefienced.is more (not less) than _

the concept of this basic condition of huﬁ?ﬁ*\a_rAA

existence [...] Of 1tse1f,}therefore ‘philosophy
is not the fundamental science in the sense of
claiming that it alone 111um1np and masters

- concrete human existence. i'\ .

“A true phllosopher will always entertaln the

T poas1b111ty of another llght shed upon the. mysterles of

- reality. The theologlan ‘hopes to shed this new light by

-

refleet10n~upon the attltpdes, values, ana perspect1 es of_J

tﬁe real affordad him by the data of faith. The théol'gian

thus may be a Rkllosopher as well as a bellever and there

need be no contradlctlon in that. The theologian, moreov;:\\\

uses reas%n in reflectlon upon reallty which is disclosed .
faith as wéll as his flndlngs in ph;losoPhy.

Becauae-thaology ié‘a science (an’organized body of

. knowlédge, a systematized branch of intellecfual study) it

.cannot fail to utilize whatever light is affo}ded by a

214Karl Rahner and Herbert Vorgrimler, Theological
Dictionary, op. cit., p. 357.

R §
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-

_reasoﬁed assessment of reality. It consequently makes use
of iny€llectual knowledge attained from observation, _study,
%pd experimentation'carried on in order to determiﬁegthé
.natdre or principles of the real. But because theology deals
with ultimate‘questions by its very nature it relies upon
‘philosophy especially, for philésbphy is devoted to just

such questions in the light of human reason. Therefore, to

the findings of its faith appreciation of reality, theology

‘has applied philosophical information - such as - categories

of thought, basic conceptual distinctions, logic, metaphysics,

and so forth.

. _ Wﬁeﬁher adverted to - or not - theré can be no
theology without’ some apﬁlication_of philosophical principles
to faith appreciation‘of the real. Any fa;th-iife which
is self-aware as faith and is understood as such in any
degree has already employed philosdphy in one wéy or
another. The best theology, therefore, will be the theology
which is fully aware of the philbgophical principles it
utilizes fqr ité own self-understanding. Itrwill always
regard ifs work as subject to correction not only by
other systems of philosophy, but especially by\the faith-

eflection.

life itself on which theology is but a reasoned
Theology sees philosophy as a £dol and subject toNgorrection
by the faith underlying its very interest in pursuing

L
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philosophical aid. Faith, therefore,'hay judge philosophy

in this sezig/-

It is .important, in this connection, to become fully

¥

cohsci&us of the use of our own phiiosophy of play when we
app}y it to faith—understanding; In the.first place we must
be aware that our metaphysics of play is in 1arge part a
;feflection upon an intuition of how reality is. It is not
the only appreciation, however reasoned, of reality - or

of play. It therefore, carries no a priori power when

transferred to the theological scene.
Theological Overview

Play has been a geﬁerally‘neglecfed aspect of the\
real in Christian theology for most 6f the history of
Christianity. One might éenturq a guess that, at least in
the light of.feceﬁt tﬁéological.intarest in pla&, the reasén
.wﬁ& modern man seems open to the conéept is that he has
more or léss escaped froﬁ the strangle-hold of a long
tradition of anti®play attitude which has choked christian
theology and which in fact has coexigted with Christian
_ faith in the mind of Western man fro% the beginning. The

anti-p;ay attitude derives from a tiFe prior to the

Judaeo-Christian tradition and hasgxgtﬂto be fully eradicated

from the popular Christian mind-set as fundamentally‘alien
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to the spirit of the "good news" which is the Gospel. Ve
refer to the severe matter-spirit dichotomies with
‘deprecations of ‘matter and maéeriality in Gnosticism,
Zoroas-rianism, Manicheism, Albigensianism, Puritanism,
Calvinié:, Jansenism, and so on. ''Worldly'" enjoyments and
material concerns were despised in an over-emphasis on
"spirit'. This fizé was a testing ground for authentic life
to come. Enjoyment had to be poskponed. “Playing now was
: équatéd to devilish frivoiity:215 The realiy "'serious"
value of life lay in its ultimate telos. |

'u.In general, Christian theology has not had a very
positive estimation of the vaiue of ﬁlay - viewing it, at
best, .as.a necessary restiand-relaxation-realm, or
recuperdtive fupctioning of the imperfect human being.. Even
the gfeatest of the.Western theological giants, Augustine

and Thomas‘Aquinas for éxample, generally did not see play

216

as any more than ,that. Most of the Fathers seem to

fit this evaluation of play.217

215Confer,'for example, Robert Barclay's Apology for
the \True Christian Divinity, written in 1676, esp.
Proposition XV "'Concerning Salutations and Recreations Etc.",
in M. Conrad Hyers, ed., Holy Laughter, Essays in Religion
in the .Comic Perspective, New York, The Seabury Press, 1969,
pp. 252-261. )

216pucustine, DPe Musica ii, 14 (P.L. 32, 11164);
Enarrationes in Psalmos, 127, 15 (P.L. 36, 1686). :
Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica II-II, q. 168, a.l-4.

. 217Confer for example, St. Ambrose, De Officiis, I,
23, 103 (P.L. 16, 54f) and St. Chrysostom, Commentary on
Matthew (P.G. 57, 70 D). .

@it
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Apart from the mystical tradition there has been
relztively little use of "play"” in any formal sense since
the time of the Fathers. It is the general contquion of

the present theology of play theologians that our .time is

s, . .
now apt Zor an open examination of play - without accompanying

guilt feelings about "useless', wonderous, and adventurous
enjdyment of things for their own sake. For the present
moment and life 'mow" ?§ a par‘icipation through' grace

- (a foretaste) of the telos of man, God himsélf.‘

Locating theology and play studies 'in the field of
recent theology, David Miller has suggested that play may
be considered as the common denominator ''for circumscribing
a fifty-year separation of theological left and right”218.
In sweeping generalizations which he himself recognizes as
"too simple, to be ;ure” Miller suggests there have been
two streams of theology in recent history. On ﬁhe one hand:
"Paul Tillich and Rudolf Bultmann, clustering with Martin
Heidegger; moving inte theology of hermeneutics, theology
of culture, including studies in religion and the arts

219

and phenomenology of religion." On the other hand:

218David Miller, "Theology and Play Studies: An
Overview', Journal of the American Academy of Religion,
September, 1971, Vol. XXXIX, No. 3., p. 352.

219

Ibid., p. 351.
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"the cluster of Dietrich Bonhoffer and Karl Barth, moving

through the work of Ernst Bloch, into thegplogy of secularity-

and theology of hope." 220

While the first stream 'tends toward talk about )
being and ontological bases for theology', the second stream
"looks to time and historical fundaments". These two .
movements in theology find a common denominator in play.’

For Heidegger play is the opening of the
world of being in the earthiness of our being
here; that is, it is the pristine topos of
authentic existence and therefore the basis
for ethical life. For Bloch play is the
dynamic by which in daydream man opens the
possibility of creating and realizing a hope
for the not-yet-become; that is, it is the
potential locus of authentic existence and
therefore the basis of aesthetisized life. A
common notion transforms Heidegger's aesthetic :
into ethic and Bloch's politic into aesthetic, 221

It should not be surprising then,_£hat a theology
of play should have appeared.‘ It seems a natural outcome
of the £heological confluence of these two streams of
theoiogical moveﬁent. There is no need in other words to
allude tqo contemporary social revolutions, the rise of
leisure as a problem of society, or any other sociological
phenomena to account for the advent of ay theology.

It should not be surprising ei@ii; that we see

parallel insights and points of %%fEFsection-of our Part One

220

Ibid. :

2211p14., p. 351.



.‘ —’ g
i ) [
lu.. .
. - : i
PRELUDE TO PART TWO 198 i
with the current theological scene. ''Talk about being and '

ontological bases for theology"” is precisely the emphasis

of the present study. For thatwtegfon, we might suggest ,f7/
that, iﬂ terms of Miller's generalization, the present work
fits more comfortably into”the stream of Tillich, Buitmann,

and\Heidegger. Co

The contemporary theologians of play are bold.

They do not hesitate to treat of traditional themes of the

»

utmost importance sub' specie ludi. Their basic understanding
is that seriousness and playfulness are sot mutually antagon-
istic. The intimation is that the deepest degree of
seriousness'will disclose itself as p}ayﬂf and vice-versa.
Consequently, nothing profoundly important Lo Christian.life
can escape the all pervésive importénce of play. Thus, ¥
for example, Hugo Rahner does not hesitate in'profound

seriousness and solemnity to speak of God as Deus ludens,

or man's basic nature as homo ludens or the Church as

ecclesia ludens nor even of eternal bliss as a heavenly play,

a heavenly dance. So too, David Miller speaks of salvation

and morality as play. Romano Guardini speaks of 1liturgy
' v L)

as "a kind of holy play in which.the.soul, with utter ' .

abandonment learns to waste time for the sake of God.”222
222Romano Guardini, The Church and the Catholic and '
The Spirit of the Liturgy, New York, Sheed and Ward, 1935, -

p. 179.
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‘ *w
For one unaccustomed to the treatmerit of Christian

themes SJJ specie ludi the ptejudice will be to regard such

' ~

compfahensive use of play, as if play applies td'evefything;
as frivolous and second-rate theology. One hears a voice
stammering, "One simply cannot régard everything in fhe“
‘light of play, for such an Undertaklng yields llttle substance
it seems to make a mockery of G;y serious attempt at mQ}depth
treatment of play, to say nothlng qf the profundlty &t
 Christian theological tradition.”

The answer, of course, to all‘this is that the
theologians of play &xe to be heard before 5 judgment is
to be made. If, indeed, play is as deep ox as 'basic as they
contend, then there may be reason to see play as a ceﬁtral %\
and pivotol idea for faith-understanding. According to
6ur own thesis (if it hgs any merit) play is coexténsive
with the real in a many sphered épplication and‘thu§”is
inescapably an intrinsic aspect of éll Christian faith-
realities‘as well. Consequently,hothing in Christian
tradition cannot gain significantly from a review of it

sub specie ludi.

_ The themes we will consider (the few among many
possibles) are: God, God and creation; the cultural milieu
of society and church; and lastly, man's intrinsic nature

as ‘imbued by grace (including the meaning of faith and hope).

¥
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These themes obviously_félate t6 the distinct play-reality
spheres wevhave indicatedoin Part bne and are‘given here .
for the chief purpose of applylng Part One to Part Two in

' some sOrt of hermeneutlcal unlty as well 'as to make explicit

the most 1mmed1ate and direct heurlkflc value in theology

of our flndlngs in Part One. The biggest program.here will _'

be the problem of God and how He is connected to our

three-fold scoema. _ \

' ;In response to each of our selectéd themes (as gi&én
in the theology of play literature) we will enter into our:
general appraisal in the light of our metaphysics. In thié
regard our herneneutlc and heuristic tools, as we have sald
will be the multi-sphered coextensions of the play-real, °

the notions of paidia and ludus, and the elemengs of- wonder

and adventure.

Theclogians .
Ve

The oheologians of play whom we will examine are
the leading body: Hugo Rahner, Jﬁrgen,MdItmann) Harvey
Cox, David Mfiler: Sam Keen, and Robert Neale. This 1ist,3
of course, does not exhaust the full body of self—conscious.
theological sources on play. -However, together, our
choice of themes, as well as cur choice of theologians

who formally attend to them sub specié ludi, provides us
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-
1 .

with a representative font of theological information , k

sufficient both to give us a $tatus quaestionis as well as ' E

to supply a body of work against which we may apply our .

philosophical findings.

Because of the importance of the distinction between

phllosophy and thgology we must flrSt of all examine globally

L)
the meaning of the theologlcal enterprise before proceedlng

to the explidit theology of play.  Accordingly, we will

] first examine,iﬁS theoretical method\and Style (Chapter ) ;

C

the next three Eﬂapteré‘focus upon the vital questions of:
first, God (Chapter VIi); second, the world. (Chapter VII);
and thqu\/the TFelationship betweeén God and the world vis-a- .
vis éu \Rglmary COSmO- ontoloé§¢a1 sphere (Chapter VIII) ¢

Then, the’ follow1ng hapters deal with the secondary

. (dultural) and the tertiary (sub- reglona?\\spheres, respectlvely

These are followed by a brief "Conclu31onuto Part Two"'

s
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CHAPTER V _ |

THE THEOLGGICAL) ENTERPRISE: ITS METHOD AND STYLE _ i

Basic to the theological method, as distinct from

the pursly philosophical one, is a; double footing; reaspn

and faith, working in conjunction;223

We had promised in our Introduction that when we

reached the theological section we would advert to this
switch from philqso;hy to theology. At this stage, it
should be appared% that Fhe very question of method‘in
theology may.be intrinsically part of the mystefious problem
'_of distinct sﬁt interconnected rea1m$ of the real. 1Is
theological enterprise Qutside gf the'three—fold schema
of reali%y—play? Or is i? embraced by it as an instance
of the secondary sphére of reality-play?
Lookiﬁg at the queétioh of theological method from
' the perspective of our three-fold appreciation of play-
~-reality we can situaée the theological enterprise within _ Fr’
it. Tt follows from our schema that théological speculation
arises in the second sphere‘of play-reality (that is, in
our culturally absorbed categorie; of_uﬁderstanding what
" is re21%5 It also. follows that theology moves in ;hg‘

direction of the third realm of play (that is, a certain

»

22-3Confe1:, for example, Rarl Rahner and Herbert 2

Vorgrimler, "Theology",op. cit., 'pp. 456-459.
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atte Pt to bresk away from the limitations of the cognitive
cateéo*les of culture). In so doing, theology attempts
to get ‘into the deepest 1ncorporat10n with the primary level
of play through higher consciousness. That is, it aims at
an immediate understanding of primary}Cosmo—ontological play
in a state of wondexr, to disclose insights in an exploratlon
(adventure) of the "not-yet'" aspects of primary ontologlcal '
play, namely, paidia.
| However, looking at our schema of play-reality from
the perspective of a believing Christian, a new dimensidn
is seen to transcend the mere philosophical view of the
three spheres of play. For, a Christian who accepts. our
scheme sees that it does not go far enough. The Christian
says that it is through the deep appreciation of the'
priﬁary ontological sphere of play (the Game of Games) as
weli as cultural play—re&iities'and his own transcending
pature that Christians'attempt to glimpse into a Divine
sEhere.of.reality._ This is ‘to say that for the Christian
there i; a Divine Reality, the adequate Knowledge of Whom
it isfdisputea whether philosophg.alone can give, and,
‘therefore, ”God”,ma§ not be. touched by our metaphysics.
Needless to say, the problem of whether Eheological
method and subject is embraced by the Game of Games, as

simply an instance of the secondary sphere of play, is
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cgntral to our thesis. Does our schemé include everything?
From the philosophical vieﬁpoin;,‘the Game of Games is
absolute; there are no dimensions of the real behind it.
Thus there arises the dispute about whether God
is involwved in the Game of Games intrinsically -or is-a
‘fourth sochere of play-'—reality.224 |
These questions ‘about théﬁlogibal method are
precisely part of our main thesis. .Because of the fact,

we cannot, at one point, and in one respect at least,

separate rts One and Two of our work as if they were

comp¥étely isolated arenas.

. Still our concern is not to prové one view over the
other (even if that were possible) but to examine theological
understandings of the'real from within the valuations given
to it by the believer. Our concern hexe is to hear what |
faith says and how to understand what it says in the light
of philosdphy. We assume, in.this Part of our eésay, to
see things as the believer does, and so we take up only

one point of view. And (agaiﬁ'as we will see), even
within the realm of faith-understandings the possibility

of a fourth sphere of reality (Gdd).may remain a proper

theological question.

2241H;s discussion is the subject of our Chapter VIITI,

"God, the World, and the Game of Games

e T T et et ¥
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Faith sees itself as offeriné more than what’
;pﬁilosophy can offer about the nature apd significance of
‘Ehe real, 'Yet, how should a Christian view ﬁié faith-life

vis-a—%is our schema? How is theology able to offer some-
thing new to mere philosopﬁical understanding of thé "play-
reality" mystery?

-As we have said, the Christian claims that the
primary and the secondary spheres of play, so often disclosed
through man's awareness .of his play in: the tertiary realm,
are but signs of the God who transcends but is intimately
connected with the Game of Games. The question 9f whether
God is the fourth realm of play, though logically first
because He is creator of éll others, may, perhaps, be
debated but the question of His "playfulness' may still be
a subject for play theology in either case.

Tée'qpestion may then arise, from within the faith

of the believing Christian, as to whether it is legitimate

to speak qf even God's Reality as playful.,“

Before we get into that question proper,.let us
remind ourselves at the very outéet, of what all theologians
must know, that is, that any theological entérp;ise is
aptemptiné the impossible. That is, theolbgyltrigs to say

something about how things ‘are ultimately - i.e., at {heir

most significant level -~ or, from a divine view-point.

L a e e E e L T T s
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Obviously, man can never adopt it on his own - nor, even

with divine help, can he ever do it perfectly for he, as a~"
finice being, would be attempting to fathom more than he
could possibly absorb. Still, what he does maﬁage to say
about Gods, and God's dealings with man, man's true destiny,
and so for:h, he says m&re or less agsgfffely when he is
aided by thé Holy Spifit. At least, this is what the
Essential go this problem of the theological enter-

prise is the very manifold nature of what is real - and

‘what is playful - as we have outlined in Part One. Thus,

in our terminology, the reason why theology is always going
to be lagging behind the inspirations of the Holy Spirit
and why theological language can never do adequate justice
to ‘the life of faith is that theology arises out of a given
cultural filieu. It arigeé out -of the secondary épﬁere of
play-reality.* Yet its basic orientation is to the trans-

cendence of that secondary play realm so that it can grasp

something of the first realm by way of the tertiary sphere.

Its trajectory is tertiéry, its launching point is secondary,

its goal is primary as revelatory of God who may or may not
be fourth dimension of play-reality. No wonder the
theologicai enterprise is difficult anq is mysterious; and
no wonder it requires a play—ful'mode 6f approaching the

truth!
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Theology of;Play vs.Play Theology vs Playful Theology. .

We may start off our theological speculation,
therefore, with this following three-fold distinction: there
can be a "theology of pléy"; fhére can be a "play theology";
and -there can be "playful theology". These- are distinct
businesses. How are they so?

A—"theology of play" is a rational and scientifically
ordered examination of the meaning of play in all its many
facets and connotations. As such, a theology of play is
like the theology of any other thing, for example, a theblogy
of art or a theology of*justice. What makes a theology of
Play spec;al in our sense is that it is like a theology of
meaning - or a theology of philosophy - an examination of
fifst principles, an examination of mystery. Tﬁus, a
tHeology of play would also embrace a scientific analysis
of mysticél theology - or mysticai intuitidn. It attempts
2 critical evaluation of the meaning of play, objectively.

A '"theology of play" is one which operates in the
secondary sphere of play, that is, which accepts the "game"
of theology, its categories, its methods, its rules and

regulations. Whether it sees itself as such is beside the

point. 1Its mode of operation is according to the sphere
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of mesaning abaut what is real yhich we have called f’{
seconcary. - | |

Here we may introduce our first ;}stinction: that
betwean a 'theology ;f play"ana a''play thé%logy”. We may .
refer to the distinction made by David Miller in his. Yo

"Theology and Play Studies?.225

Miller sees a‘"theology of
playﬁ as an application of well-instantiated categories of
known classical theology to the phenomenon of play. He
includes Harvey Cox and Robert Néale as theologians who have
done a "theologyof play'. He sees a "play theology" as
just the reverée. "Here the phenomenon of play whose
structures and dynamics are apparently good without any .
equivocation, and are obvious for. all to see, is applied:
to ailing or otherwise obtusé and’ abstract theology, thereby
giving it new 1ife.”226. The works of Hugo Rahner and Sam
Keen fit this.category, Miller says.'

There is, however, a second disﬁinction, a thixd
possibility, that is, of a '"playful theology”‘— not to be
confused with the 6bjective treatments of play we have

just described. A "playful theology'is one already committed

to a meaning of play as basic to theological enterprise , !

2255,4id Miller, "Theology and Play Studies: An
Overview', op. cit., pp. 349-354.

226
Ibid., p. 350.

LEY
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itself. "Playful theology'embraces in a conscious and formal
way the active ingredient -of play. It recognizes play as
operative anyway - even if its presence were not conscious;y
or formally recognized. Such-a'playful theology'is conscious
-that the anonymity of play must be cleared away and -that

play itself must come out into the open and show itself

whersyer it 1s.present. It 1s fully conscious of play as
oper tivk in the many intersecting spheres of reality.
Consequently it is a playful style of theology. 1It-operates
in"the spheréfand in the style of the tertiary play-reality
identity. Its style is what it means. Iﬁs stfle is its
way to the truth. Such a'playful theclogy'permits the
Christian theologiaﬁ to self-consciously re-evaluate his
total being and begin to have immediate sympathy with an
aesthetic or mystical mode of articulating his faith.

This is not to say that*a "playful theology"
cherishes nebulousness and imprecision for their.own sake.
Rather, it tries to express what it has recognized as useful
but inadequate (theldétached scientific approach of rational
theologY) in terms which seem humanly more expre551ve of
the ambiguous, poetic, and multi-levelled meanings which
escape the categories of rational discourse. Corita Kent,

David Miller and Sam Keen have done this sort of theology.
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A "play; ' theolegy” therefore deliberately builds

a style is incomﬁrehensible to one without both a solid
beckground in a systematic and rational approach to theology
aed who dces not at least intﬁitively ecknowledge the value
of play as a valid way to approach stery - and as opefative
in any human enterprlse willy-nilly. Only the true mystic
who lntUlthE%y goes to the heart of the mystery in some
immediate fashion (like love), may get intended theological
meaning from playful theology, without the lebour of a
rational systemetic background in theology as stepping stone
into the terfiary sphere. The mystic may do this because
he lives close to the mystery already; that is (though he
may not advert to i} as such), he plays with it by an
awareness that-it is playing with him. | |

We may argﬁe, that if play is as all-pervasive as
Part One of our essay sees it, no theology at all ought
to exist without an awareness of the theological entorprise

itself being playful and that all "realities" of the faith

are consequently to be understood and lived playfully.

At this juncture of our appreciation of play in ,

a theological vein we are reminded of our observations about
[

method and style in our Pre-lude to Part One, There we

Ay

¥



CHAPTER V ' 211

adverted to the lamentable difficulty of dealing with play

as mystery without having fecoufse to artistic or poetic

(play-mbdes) of expression. Ve are.conscious of the tension

inherent in our present work and simply see it now as the

kind of undertaking which can never do justice to play itself.

A philosoéhical e terpriée may never touch the mysfery of

play. But as we have just hinted; a theological one (and

a philosophical one too) may be legitimate if they, themselves,
become instances ofaself-COqscious plgy-theology. This will be

so insofar as faith recognizes its own playfulnesé_and, therefore,-
feels free to éxpress itself in a ﬁlayful theolégiéal-style.

. Any such playful theology Will.formally exhibit a

style of play. Its §tyle will explicate its awareness of

. the all-pervasiveness of play in the separate yet interwoven
realms of the real. The play styie of theology acts
consciously to deﬁonstrate that, even in so-called rational
discourse in theology, play elements are present and should

Ee acknowledged. Moreover, the play style is most cledrly .
proper for those dimensions of discourse which attempt to
grapple with mysteries béyond the categories of rationality.

A play-ful theology knows that its style is appropriate to

its subject and its aim. It knows that it itself is an

instance of what it means to maﬁe clear. It is what it says.

Theological language is "event—iﬁverbalizing”

language (ngt) and,as such, is imaginative language of
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metaphor, juxtaposition, suggestion, poetry, i.e. ordered”
to understanding in such a way as to produce a further
event, i.e. more faith-activity (not just understanding

simplicicer). It is language which always is imperfect as

far as translating event to understanding is concerned. Its
significznce and worth rests upon its fidelity to the back-
ground for faith, i.e. the graced event of the encounter
of divine and human in human history. As such, theological
language is only partly intélléctualized (and comprehended
so). It is language which points to something beyond itself
- the event itself. Grace and faith are "appreciated" S
intellectually, i.e. partially for man - for grace and faith
are mystery-phenomena - not puzzle‘phenomena.(_@g Marcel).
Imégination is integrally part of theology's enterprise.

All theology is poetic: it is‘play, to begin with;
it is serious and it does yield truth but not precisely: -
in the same way that séieﬁtific laboratories yield truth.

All theology is based upon analogy of being. That is to

say that whatever we can get into our heads about the true

Nt

nature of God has to be gotten by way of something which
is not of the same order or sphére of reality as is God
but which may give us a true glimpse of what He is like

because.all the orders of the real are somewhat similar.

Thus, whatever theology posits about God, it does so
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confidently buﬁ with tongue in cheek. It yieids tr%th but
not exactly proportionate to the way God is in Him521f.

‘It is only by straddling the operant analogies of
being that theology canybe viable. It is in this sense that
all Eheology is playfui. It is‘real but "un-real", Krﬁfﬁ—

- yielding but not in exact proportionality. .

The étyie of theology ought to be, therefore, part
of its teaching. To talk gravely and heavily about God and
man living together is to miss the point. When man and God
unité there is dynamic joy and fun héppening. A theology.
arising out of belief in a joyous union with God as?¥eal
will never play its part, unless it does so0 "playfully".
The minute it loses its playfulness it ceases to be from
faith. 1In fact, it ceases to be theology.

On the importént question of seriousness versus
playfulﬁess as attitudes. to sur experiences in this present
galVific economy, our thesis quarrels with Hugo Rahner's
view that seriousness is for the things of'thé next life,

play for this 1if_e.227

As we have efadained this questioen,
seriousness and playfulness are coextensive terms regarding
any given sphere of reality. The proper destiny of man

is. a movement from this world to the next without invalidating

the reality of either. Also, as we understand the question,

s

227Hugo Rahner, Man at Play, op. cit., p. 39.

A~
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there can be a distintckion between playfulness and seriousness
in huzman/or animal attitude only when an introduction of
the third sphere of creative paidia is superimposed upon the
structure of the first two spheres and séeks to transcend
the limits of their ludi. |

It follows from what we have said, that faith-life
itself must be playful and be imbued with the paidian
movements of wonder and adventure. Consequently, a theology
which is to be faithful to its roots in such a play dynamic
must exhibit strong paidian elements and be ordered to
furthering wondexr and adventure into the Reality above all

realities, the Divine Player Himself.227

227While it is tempting to branch out at this point
in an exploration of the elements of a "would-be'" playful
theology, we restrain ourselves from any such systematic
work. However, we may mention that a theological use of
the elements of paidia as we presented them in Part One
would seem to be of use. :

oA
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THE THEME OF "GOD" AS PLAYER .

/;For the Chris}ian, of course, God is Ultimate
Reality. .
‘ Kaur first play theme which the theplogf of play
-touches upon, therefore, is ‘the nature of God Himsélf
That Ggd'Himself may be addressed as Deus ludens by the

-\' "
ChrisPian believer is already a remarkable thing. For if

~

we we%e to consult theolog1ca1 dictionaries, theological
~ : encyclopedl -ﬁnd c1a551ca1 treatises of systematic and
Vdog@atic'thjgﬂ\gy we would find scant reference at all to
play - let alone that it is an attribute of the Christian
V'Godl a - 7
6f,thé eérly Fathers of

the Church to see play in, a more positive light_than as

Still, there were a

 Qere time out from the serious business of life. It is | -
'"Yemarkable that some eﬁén weny so far as to attribute play
Eo the Godhead. Gregéry Nazié zen, fdr example, once
attributed play to the life of the eternal Logos. He said,
"the Logos on high playé,stirring tpe whole cosmos back
ahd forth, as he Wills,_intowﬁhgpes of 9very kind.“228

Maximus Confessor developed an entire mystical theology on
- + \‘ .

228Gregory ﬂa21anzen Casmlna I 22, vv. 589- 590.

(B.G. 37, 624 Af).
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. : . . T
this playiﬁg of God.Z%Q'IOn'one ogeasion Thomas Aquihas ' L 1
" spesks -of play as intrinsic to/the.natiire of the divine

wisdom itself. For divine wisdom in its self-contemplation’
can be said to be playing. Contemplation in play may be

. . . '
spoken in the same breath. The reason for this is 'because

of the leisure that goes with contemplation, the divine ' -ﬁ\x
“wisdom itself, Holy Scripture says, is 'always of plaj;. j/i-\\\\\
- playing through the whole world' (Proverbs viii, 30 .f)."230I/ -
Meister Eckhart, too, wrote of the inner Lige of the :
Trinity as play:231 Cornelius a Lapiée supports the theme

of God as Player in his theology. 232 -

Walter J. Ong has observed that studies.on play

may prove of benefit for today's theology if grounded in God

as Plé&er.233_\§ar1_Barth has stated clearly that God has

freely created this world, one among many possi‘t’iles.ZB4

- -~

*2yaxinus, Anbigua, 2619 (R.G. 91, 1408 £D),

230Thomas Aquinas, Commentary in Proverbs' I, d, 2.
(expositio tertus). See his: : p
A _ Opuse. lxviii, in libr. Boetti de Hebdom; cited in

Alan Watts, Beyond Theology: The Art of Godmanship, New York,
Pantheon Books, 1964, p. 52. ’

231Meister Eckhart, ‘cited by Robert A. Durr, "Life '
as Play", Ergo: Supplement te the Dally Orange, Syracuse,

New York, Cctober 6, 1967, p. 5.

232Cornelius a Lapide, Commentaria in Proverbia,
8.31 (P.L. 113, 1091 D). : ;

233Wal ter J. Ong, "Preface" to Hugo Rahner, Man at
Play, New York, Herder and Herder, 1972, p. xiii.

. 234Kar1 Baxth, Church Dogmatics, Edinburgh, T. and
"T. Clark, 1961, Vol. III Part &, Section 53, Freedom
Before God 1. The Holy Day, p. 51.




CHAPTER VI - ©o217

-

He also speaks of
"the itrue notion of God, the notion

of GoyY the dancer".235

e question of God as Player, though rarely
scrutiﬁized in theology, is,therefbfe, not a new object of
speculation. There is some éfaditional ground for re-
exémining this theme. Recently, the theme of Deus ludens

has received new attention. .

A. Hugo Rahner

~n

Qur first contemporary Christian theologian of

play we will examine on th& question of Deus ludens is the

236

late Hugo Rahner. - One Chapter of his book ié entitled

"The Playing of God".23

Rahner's chief interest was in
elucidating the Christihn faith-life. Because of this'
purpose he found he could discern the foundation of the

playing of man only by a view of man's Creator as Player.

235Cited by Joseph C. McLelland, The ClowL and the
Crocodile, Richmond, Virginia, John Knox Priéj, 1970,

p. 76.
236

Hugo Rahner, Man at flax, op. cit.
2371pi4d., pp. 11-25.
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We cannot truly grasp the secret of Homo

ludens, unless we first, in all reverence,

consider the matter of Deus ludens, God as the
Creator:who, one might say, as part of a

gigantic game, called the world of atoms and
spirits into being; for not even the most Py
“inspired gesture of man at play can be other

than a clumsy, childish imitation of'the Logos,

who, since the beginning of time, has made

plar tefore the face of the Father.

The activity of God ad extra, that is, directed
dﬁ‘s;deﬂof His Inner Life Itself, is frée,-spontaneous and
self-justifying, engaged for the glory it has in itself,
refiecting back to its Creator. Because of this motiénless
ané spontaneous authenticity in God's creative activity,
Rahner attésts, we may call God's actions ad extra real
play.

The words '"meaningful but not necessary'
bring into focus the essential content of this
idea of the playing of God, yet they do not
detract in any way from the enormous seriousness
of God's creative activity - for that act is
too full of a most profound meaning to be any-
thing but immensely serious - but we do, in so
conceiving of it, avoid falsifying its quality
or presenting it as an act which flowed from
God's nature as a metaphysical necessity, as
though God were in some way stbordinate to his
own works or, in some pantheistic sense,
identical with them.

2381pi4., p. 9.

291114, pp. 11-12.

s
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It is interesting to see that Rahner immediately

- v P

follows up his description of God's creative activity as

play with a reference to a realm of possibilities. 1In 50

doing he gives support in theological terms for our under- ~
standing of the world with#n the Game of Games as a ludus
among mény possibiles,aﬁd.so confirms our description of
playfulness (paidia) as energy moving in the direction of
possibilities; he also corraﬁorates ouf reality-play
coextensiveness not only of Ehe intrinsic nature of the
whole of creation (the Game of-Games) but also of God's
Nature too (for God is One and the manner»of His activity
even ad extra is consistent with the nature of His Being).
Rahner says: |
The Creator is free. Out of the vast
multiplicity of possible ones he calls one
particular order into being [...]
In this way a cosmic game is played
before God [...1.240
In ‘this ‘same passage we may note that the Bistinction
between God's activity as play and the world's activity
(in se) as play is not clear. It seems that he is positing
both realities as i1f they are one - or, better, as if the

playful activity of the world (the cosmo-ontological sphere)

is under the direct control of God's playfulness and thus

2601434, p. 12.
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has no intrinsic playfulnéss in itself. It is mere
instrument - or toy. ‘

Yet, Rahner's words alsoc seem to mean that the
creation's ﬁative dynamic is play or game which, as he says
"is plaved before God". Does it do its own playing - or
not? The passage, of course, is dealing mainly with God's
activity in se only secondarily. Fbr this reason, perhaps,
we can understand the vagueness about the inner dynamics
of the cosmos in Rahner's words here. 'However, as we will
see in the next Chapter} the general context of his whole
work gives us an understanding that he feels the cosmos
itself has its own inner playfulness. .

| The connection of the Divine_?layeﬁ to his plaything
- higxtoy - the worl?, Rahner says, is in the activity of
creation and redemption, especially in the entrahce of God
into the game by incarnating Himself in Jesus. Everything
about God speaks of his loving.playfulness.241 Rahner
feels that man, as a plaything, a toy, in the hand of God
,is not belittled bydgﬁgh an understanding but rather that,

242

as with Plato, man is best and most nobly described when

éalled God's plaything - for play and seriousness are not

—_

dppoSed.

1 N
241

242Plato, Laws, 644 DE,

[

I3 L4
. .

Ibid., p. 24.

kb A n s . et $rminm e e =



CHAPTER VI - 221

Only the man who has grasped_fhis trans-
cendence inscribed in the very essence of
participated, created being can truly "play".243

[...] for, since God is a Deus vere ludens,
man too must be a creature that plays: a Homo
ludens . 244 ‘ -

Thus Rahner holds that man is a player because he
is part of a playful éreation and reflects the playfulness
of the'Creator Himself. This description of man fits our
many-sphered play-reality coextensives, for within themGame
of Games man is (in the individual subregional énd the
cultural regional spheres) but a microcosm of the macrocosm,
as we 'explained in Part One. In theological light, the
Creator Himself is indepen&ent of His Creations and thus
exists in his own realm of play-reality coextensiveness.

Rahner says less about the inner life of the Trinity

than he does about God's activity ad extra. Still he is

‘bold enough to say that:

the mystical play of the Logos finds a place
in the innermost being of the Triune God. If we
look at the matter from this point of view, we
begin to understand why the delight of the Father
in his Son could overflow on to the earth and all
its varied beaut{which had been prefigured in the
‘Eternal Wisdom.Z2%5 ,

>

243Hugo Rahner, op. cit., p. 1l4.

244

Ibid., p. 25. ' )\
| ; |
2451bid., p. 23. _ '
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»

This last quotation from Rahner provides an
enticing suggestion at a possible further elaboration of
play as the inner dynamic within the heart of the Trinity
so thzat play and reality in God are identical. At any
rate, this supposition seems consistent with Rahner’s
position on Deus ludens. It makes for a reasonable
conclusion that Rahner's view éupports an identification of
playfulness and reality even for the inner life of Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit, where the Trinitarian 'Persons” are-
"Ludi" of one eternal Paidia.

Because of its importance in later play theology
discussions, we should refer to Rahner's comment on the
suffering and death of Christ as part of the play as God.
He says:

What at the surface appears gngate, as

suffering, or - in the Christian sense - as
participation in the seemingly senseless
destruction of the cross, is for the mystic,

whose vision penetrates all veils, the

wondrously conceived game of an eternal love,

a game so painstaking and manifold in its 946
conception that only love could have devised it.

This passage is to be situated in the context of

Rahner's discussion of mystical awareness of the freedom

B,

246055 translation is found in Jurgen Moltmann, op. cit.,
pp- - 28-29. We follow it here (though it is less felicitous
than the version in our text of Rahner's work, op. cit. (p. 56),
because it is the renditionwhich commentators like Moltmann
and Neale follow - and find offensive.

'
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of grace and the fact that, paradoxically, grace is God's -
play with the soul allowing the fundamental rule of the
divine game: 'He wﬂo loses, wins'. The suffering and death’
of Christ are part of the Divine Plan of love which operates
through the passion and de;th of Christ - both as summons
from the Father and as response‘from Jesus. The mystic

sees into the depths of the meaning of the cross and
resurrection and finds no offence in seeing the whole
salvific evenf:as the love-play of God.

In summary, we ﬁay see that, theologically, Hugo
Rahner's Qiéw,suppo;ts our hypothesis of a multitsphered
identification of.play and reality. More precisely, his °
view situates the essence of play in the notion of wonderous‘
and adventﬁrous movement toward possibilities (what we have
called paidia) - both within the life of the Trinity as
well aé His Creative Acts - incfugiég the nature of man's
own creative activities. Consequerttly, we may say that
- Rahner's theologiéal view on the question of Deus ludens
corroborates our philosophical speculations, though, of
course; by £he positing of a Creator - of the world within
the.Game of Games. This creétor God, is, in Himself, a

Player, distinct from all His creations.

Jee
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B. Jurgen Moltmann

Jurgen Moltmann' has written an important essay, fot

the theology of play movement. It is called "The First

Liberated Men in Creation”.247 Moltmann echoes the words

of A.A. van Ruler in sayiﬁg that "if there is no firm
ground for the world, within which all thiﬁgs are nailed
~down by grounds and purposes, then the worid is either a
desert of absurdity or it has to be tﬁg;game of the

totally—other“;248

With an'alluéion to Heraclitus' symbol of a child
playing with the world and a critique of Eugen Fink's
"groundless" world, Moltmann goes on to say:

This is the wisdom of creation. It does
not take the world and life either more
seriously or more lightly than creation demands,
a creation which is neither divine nor anti
divine. Not Atlas carries the burden of the

world on his shoulders, Egt the child is holding
the globe in his hands. 2 o

The whole of creation, Moltmann tells us is God's
creation and it is God who is responsible for the is-ness

of things accounting for our wonder that something exists

© 247
op. cit. ’
' 248

249

Ibid., p. 16.
Ibid. g

Jurgen Moltmann, 'The First Liberated Men in History"



// CHAPTER VI 225
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rather than nothing. "There is no purposive rationale"
for the is-ness of things for they are freely created by
: 25¢C ’
a fres God.
. The world as free creation cannot be a .
* necessary unfolding of God nor &n emanation
of nis being from his divine fullness. God
is Zree. [...]
Hence the creation is God's play, a play

of his groundless and inscrutable wisdom. It
is the realm in which God displays his glory.251

Though Moltmann does not elucidateJEhiS'point
further, it seems that we can find in it a promise of an
appreciation of the first movement of wonder wherein, from
the point -of view of a believer, the astouﬁding fact that
something is - though it need not be - is obliquely a
glimpse into the very act of God's creation ds free-making
(out of many possib%lities). The fact that something is -
and is, freely - spagks wonder because it is a-recognition

' tha;'it has its existence freelj: without necessity.
.Ultiﬁately, fhe act of wonder is, therefore, grounded in
the free play of e Creator who acts without necessity and
whose only necessity in Himself is that He is, playfully.

. That is, wonder rests upon an oblique recognition that the

manner of how something exists freely bespeaks the manner

Es‘\of a Necessary Free Creator who acts playfully.

2501414

25L1pia., p. 17.
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Moltmann proceeds to make a dgstinction betwéen
divine and human ﬁlay:
The creative God plays with his own
possibilities and creates out of nothing that
which pleases him. Man can only play with
asomething which, in turn, 1is playing with him.
When man is playing he is himself at stake_in
the game and he is also belng played with. 252
We note that his references to ''possibilities™ and
to the fact that man is both the player and the played in
creation seem to suggest connections with our.reflections.in
Part One, as to the nature of Paidia (playfulness in a
realm of possibilities) ana the distinction between the "
divine and our primary (ontological) and secondary (cultural)
spheres of the play-real.
Whelreas God may "play with his own possibilities;
[as tﬁ divine realm of the Play-Reall], man plays“és part
of sémething which plays back (dur cosmo-ontdlogical ébhere
of play-real embraces man as his total context as well as -
~his over-andlagainst; man is @ microcosm of a macrocosm
seeking to transcend the world). Also, man's cultural ox
regional sphere of the play—reél is part of his total
internal and external (over-and-against) total environment.
" Moltmann goes on to discuss the ‘play of man as
reflecting the play of God. 1In so doing, he touches upon

what we have distinguished as the tertiary (sub-regional)

sphere.

2521414, , pp.. 17-18.
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He [man] cannot play with nothing in a void.

He can only play in love. Still there are points

of contact. - LiKe the creation, man's games are

an expression of freedom and not of caprice, for
playing relates to the joy of the creator with

his creation and the pleasure of the player with

his game. Like creation, games combine sincerity
an¢ worth, suspense and relaxation. The player

is wholly absorbed in his.game and takes it
~seriously, yet at the same time he transcends him-
self and his game, for it is after all only a game.
So he is realizing his freedom without losing it.

He steps outside of himself without selling himself.2°3

We note that Moltmann has intimated a connection of
the tertiary (sub-regional) sphere and the Divine Reality of
the play-real and so has a position compatible with ours.
However, he has articulated his insight with the usual

unconscious blunder into confusion of spheres so that the

sub-regional appears devaluated and of less significance than

tthe secondary or cultural identities of the play and the

real ("It is after all only a game.") What Moltmann has

said of*map is bettgr said of God.

Moltmann is clear about the correspondence of the
play .of God and the play of man in imitation of God. Just
as God, in Heraclitus' image, may be spoken of as a child

playing with creation, so man must become a child in order

to creativély_play.254
2531p14., p. 18.
2361pig. -

-
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In this sense of man'sAplay‘activities béing inl_
imiggtion of the play of éod, mag's being a child of God is
one way of saying, in our terms, that man's paidia is a
reflective imitation of the Creétive Paidia which is God's
essence. |

Creation exists.to give glory to God'simply by being
iEéelf.l Likewise, man's chief end is to gloxify God‘and
to enjoy Him forever. The meaning of creation and of man in
creation is not to be explained in purposive language, but
rather simply in the “demonstrative value of being”.255

- Here 1is where we see that the purposeless activity

asserting the demonstrative value of being is tantamount to
saying thét playfulness is seriousness enough, without need
for areferent outside a p;ay'episode for its justification
as ''serious'. Reality is.playful because God is playfﬁl
and the play attitude asserts this reality-play coextensive.
Moltmaﬁn speaks of this play-real point as historically
placed in the eschaton - the realm of true freedom where.

the risen Lord can be called the Lord of the Dance.256

©. .

The Lord of the Dance theme occurs in Moltmann

in reference to the risen Chxist who, as Hippolytus had

255Ibid., Moltmann is quoting Buytendijk.

2567144, p. 19.
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p

- Py _ .
said, could be described as the ome who is the "lead dancer
in the mystical round” and the church as his "bride who

dances élongﬂ.' Togetﬁer they opén upiéhe espﬁatology of

'freedom.257-.
.1' .. ' The final purpose of hiétory is’ theh no
. purpose at all. It is the.liberation of life

which the law had made subject to purposes and
achievements, to the all-quickening joy of God.

. . - [...] So at the 'end of history' there awaits
us again what has determined its beginnings and
accompanied it along the way: Pleasure in the
play which unites the free God with liberated
men., . :

., 2 -
., In the meantime, '"'The divine Yjfe and the divine
knowing.may-weil also be understood as a play of love with

. . s . A . .
itself. But this idea deteriorates ?o mere homily if the
- - : ‘\ _3

seriousness, pain, patience, and work of the negative-is

)”.259 Moltmann quarrels with Hugo

missing he;gin' kHegel
Rahner's inclusion of the cross of Christ in the play of '/

God.260 . . )

-

Moltmann is adamant about the" fact that, for him,

‘ Eﬁée cross of Christ remains an offense'. He warns us not

become euﬁhusiasts of.play, not to tfiingerything into

play, (else "it becomes impossible, to distinpuish between
\4 . . . ) »
2571p44d., p. 35. '

+2581p1d., pp. 36-37. - | .
ir, " :
2§9Jurgen Moltmann, "Are There No Rules’ of the Game?"
(Moltmann's rejoinder to the play theolpgians' responses to
his essay), in Theology of Play, op. cit., p. 112 "

. - :

260Jﬁrgan Moltmann, "The First Liberated Men in Creation",
op. cit., pp. 28-29. ‘ '

-
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good play and bad play") and not to turn play into an
=

<"

In our view, the cross of Christ, indeed, remains
' 3

v an.offence - to all those who cannot see that even in it

God's loving playfulness is operative. We criticize
Moltmann's work for the same reason we criticized that of
" others” - for failing to make a few simple but necessary

distinctions. In the first place, as Moltmann himself makes

-~

clear, he does not see, "seriousness'" as "opposed" to
meaningful play. Even God's own life is such a coextensive
- ‘ . '

- of play and serious reality. To be consistent, then, all

- - { : E .
God's activity-is play-seriousness, meaningfq%, but nonethe-
- . ' G

«less, playful too. i :
" An insight into the need for such -a coextensiveness

' - : $
‘of.the reality of suffering and the play of God is given '

by David E. Jenkins in His 1ntroductlon to Moltmann's essay 262

~

Jenkins feels that:the need in Western theology to escape

P

from the dualisim which would separate the "interpenetration"

-

of. the divine and the worldly is one of the mest important ,

. _ k2
261Jurgen Moltmann, "Are There No Rules of the Game?",
%R- cit., p. 112. This position is supported by others:
or example, Reinhold-Niebuhr in his "Humour and Faith" in
M. Conrad Hyers, op. cit., p. 139. _
262Dav ¢ E. Jenkins, "The Liberation of 'God'", in
Jirgen Moltmann, Theology and Joy, London, SCM Press Ltd.,

’L] 1973, pp. 1-25.
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needs of theology today. He critdcizes Moltmann for keeping

.

the cross out.of the game.263

He tells us that closer attention tc Eastern

Orthodoxy's tr

penetration of God's play and the cross§264

On the question of Christ's crucifixion being
"in the game', David Jenkins says: - -

I believe that the rediscovery and,

reapplication of insights about gloxry, joy

and play will prove authentic and effective
.only as we struggle to discover what it now
means for us that the glory of God, which is
the -destiny of man, was embodied in the
crucified man, Jesus, who, in himself, is God.
But to explore this I think that we shall have
to dissent-ffom Moltmann's recommendation that
"we should literally and sincerely leave the
cross out of the game'". This remark, although
understandable in its context, seems to me to
_indicate that the pathologies, or at least the
distorting limitations, of Western Theology
which were to be overcome by the so-called
"Augustinian reversal", are still in danger of
exerting their influence. .

Leaving Jenkins' insights aside, we may say that
g g | y say

gditign and experience would show us the inter-

one of the basic obstacles to an understanding of play is

the idea that play must always avoid pain. It is true that

play, by its very nature, is opposed to work, anxiety,

2631p1d., pp. 21-22.

264
265

Ibid., p. 23.
Ibid., p. 21. , o
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internal conflict, but it may embrace these sufferings
rathar than flee them, in order to transform their meaning
into a higher synthesis - of.freedom, peace, joy, and so

forth., Even the agony and death of Christ may be viewed

i \
playfullw --for two reasons:

In the first place, the act~of will of the Fatber
that hié‘Son, Jesus, should have this form of passover,'is
.consistenyly playful - for all of God's acts are playful.

‘If we grant that God's providential plans for the
world have allawed for the fullness of the way things are,
i.e. in all théir imperfections, sin and Suffering; we must

likewise grant that someﬁow‘ﬂod's playfulness is not thwarted

by the misery which confronts man. Even a%grt from the vast

difference of perspectives and valuations between the divine
and the human sphereé, we must grant that God's playfulness
embraces every aspect of the real world (including all that
we call evil). It is not just that His providence embraces
evil but it actually utilizes it for tﬁ?_good He has in

mind in the end. Now central to His providential plans

for the world, the Christian holds, is His salvation from
evil in Jesus - in the full Jesus event, which is a whole
and unified salvific act of God (from Incarnation, suffering,
death through to reéurrection and ascension to_ the Father) .

Consequently, in the Christian perspective,it is integrally

/\"“
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.

_part of God's proviﬂence that Jesus' suffering and death
o
are an essential part of the salvation of the world. ‘No
part of the'suffering and death of Jesus ought to be seen
in isolation from the resurrection and éscensién, the
cbmpletion of His passover to the Father.
The point we are making. is that whilefwe may not
provide an answer to the.problem of evil as such, we can
theologically see it as swallowed up into the mystery of God
apart from thm, accorﬁing to play theology, play cannot
be seen. Thus, for the Christian even in the excruciating
agony of the cross, the victory of resur;ection is to be
éeen always, as it were, on the horizon,-in the same Gestalt.
- In the second place, the Christian may say that even

within the consciogsness of Jesus, the act’of confafminé
himself to the_will of his Fathér, was done for the saﬁe

of the Father; the purpose of the act of'Jesus'.Surrender
may not even have been known; let alone paramoﬁht in his
conéciousness as he bowed to therFather's guidance. 1In

this sense, Jesus' agony and death were done wiﬁhout
ulterior motive - for their own sakes, as it were, in

loving surrender to the purposes which only the Father knew,
‘Jesus' sufferings were no less; they did not disappear;
there may even have been more suffering insofar as he was

committing himself in trust to an unknown. The significance
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of this agonizing surrender was increased by the trusting
surrender.

From the point of view of Jesus, therefore, the
Christian may go on to sayiﬁthg openness, the trust, in
fact all cf the elements of piay which we outlined in Part
One in cur theéis were present and Jesus was‘in this pro-
found sense of the term playing with His Father and thus

living the most serious of wonderous adventures in His

presence. We may assert, then, that any moments of doubt, .

of hesitancy, of fear, and so forth were subsumed under

Jesué' Elézful attitude to His destiny.266 ’ -
. Consequently, in the.Christian view, we may séy

that Jesus w;s playing with the Father and the Fatherlwith

Jesus - even in this most excruciating suffering. There

i1s no incompatibility of play and seriousness - or agony -.

for play and reality are one in their own proper spheres
of meaning, as we have repeatedly seen. Thus, we must
assert that the full meaning of Jesus' cross is to be

seeﬁ in the context of the imminent resurrection, the sign
of triumph of the dynamic of play over death, including

meaningless sufferings leading to death.

266This point will be much clearer when understood in
the light of the Chapter dealing with the tertiary sub-
regional sphere where trusting (fiduciary) faith is seen
as play. Confer Chapter X Infra.
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In this sense the playful ma.ner of Jesus' whole
life - including the manner of his approach 'to his own
sufférings and death —rbecome the exemplar, the sign of how
all Christians should transform the significance of suffering
aﬁd death. His resurrection is the Christian faith—"proof”
of the validity of playing with the mysﬁefies of suffering
and death in human experience, and thus transforming thém,
in faith, in the light of trust in Providence and the B
promise of a share in Jesus' resurrectioh—friumph of play.

We concludé that Moltmann's position on the suffering
and death of Jeéus is inconsistené'wit% what he posits about
the activigy of God in the wofld. ﬁoreover, ﬁelhas described
play in a éontradictory manner,. dttributing>universal play-
fulness to God and the creation, yet making anlexcepfionlin
terms of the incompleteness, imperfgction and sin of this
preéent time of suffering and death, in which Jésus shared.

All in all, however, Moltmann is clearly in
support of the_idea that God Plays and that playfulness is
the mode of God's activity ad extra since His very nature -
is'playful. Moltmann thus supports our position that the.

most fundaméntal aspect of reality is playful, though as

theologian, he gives it a theological interpretation.
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! C. Harvey Cox

-Probably the most famous of the theologians of play
is Harvey Cox who surprisingly does not say too much in the

way of specifics about Deus ludens in his most famous play
267

work, The Feast of Fools. Cox spends his time speaking

of festivity éndifantasy as essential ingredients of authentic

human life and as aspects of an authentic and whole Christian

‘ wéy of-life. In so doing, his book :says something about the

notion of God indirectly - as-the divine player whose own

fantasy apd festivity havé produced man and the world. Only

by implicétion, arguing from the nature of the creative man,

can we see Cox's work as holding to a view of Deus ludens.
The cloéest Cox gets to the notion of Deus ludens

is in saying that Géd created ''so to speak, just for the

hell of it." 1In the same passage, Cox cites Hugo Rahner

as one who.would agree that "the eternal logos, later to

be incarnated in the Son was there within the Father at

“creation to celebrate it and to give the Father joy in the

creatiod.”258

267Harf74100x, The feast of Fools: A Theological Essay .
on Festivity/and Fantasy, Cambridge, Mass., Harvard :
University Press, 1969.

268

bid., p. 151,
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For Cox it appears that Christ is definitely a
play figure in the sense of the attitude of Jesus vis-a-vis
the attitude of his contemporaries especially in thelofficial
Jewish religio-political circles. 1In this Jesus was a clown.
Jesus was apparently irreverent, disrespectful of the laws
of ﬁoses, consortimg with sinners and broke most of £he
Sabbath laws. He was also politiéally dangerous in the
fact that he appeared to be too much like so many other
radicals who m&stered a large following and made the Romans
and Jewish officials nervous. Insofar as he was so unorthodox,
considered so much of a fool, even his death seemed
foolish and meaningless. Like other clown figures, Jesus
was mocked and scorned for what he was and yet revealed a
feality beyond appearances.

The Clown is constantly defeated tricked,

humiliated, and tramped upon. He is iné%nitely
* vulnerable but never finally defeated.?

Christ's style of life exemplified clown symbolism.

Like the jester, Christ defies custom and
scorns crowned heads. Like a wandering
troubador he has no place to lay his head.

Like the clown in the circus parade, he *
satirizes existing authority by riding into
town replete with regal pageantry when he has
no earthly power. Like a minstrel he frequents
dinners and parties. At the end he is

costumed by his enemies in a mocking caricature
of royal paraphernalia. He is crucified amidst
sniggers and taunts with a sign ovgr his head
that lampoons his laughable claim. 10

2691pia., p. 142.

2701pid., pp. 140-141.
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While thrist may be pictured as clown and jeste:,
the divine dimension of his Person is not formally \‘\U‘
introduced by Cox. Thus Cox.omits any organized statements
on Gocd as Clown or Jester - or Deus ludens. Even in his

later book which (among other things) touches upon the

significance of play, The Seduction of the Spirit, Cox does

not treat the question of God head on, though he does
return to Christ the Clown in a brief poem at the conclusion
of the book. It is obvious that Cox sees clown symbolism

in Christ as important but he never get5271

.around to
showing why it is appropriate that, Jesus, the Son of the
Father, one in substance with the Father, should exemplify
(reveal) the Father's manner of being by such clown
symbolism.

Cox fails to deal with the‘metaphysical implications
of Christ's or man's ﬁlayfulness directly. The "divine"
significance of Christ the Harlequin is not examined. Thus,
in aur view, he fails to account for the play attitude
and dynamic of human existenge - or, in other words, whyﬂ
God should have produced a playful creature or why He

should haye made a Clown of His Son.  We can conclude from

his work only scant ana informal support for our hypothesis

271Harvey Cox, The Seduction of the Spirit: The Use

and Misuse of People's Religion, New York, Simon and - \__ﬁ\\\\\

Shuster, 1973, p. 330.
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that Ultimate Reality is a conjunction of the play-real,
though such a proposition is ‘eminently compatible with

-

his theological views.
D. David L. Millex

No one has written more and from as many different
points of view on the theology of play than David Miller.
His book Gods and Games is virtually a handbook’ on the

current interest in pldy in many disciplines.272 For two-

thirds of his book he offers a catalogue of the pervasive-
ness and persistence of game-and play-ideas in our time,

the origin and history of the recent idea;revolution, the
perscnal experience of games and play in the human psyche,
the meaning of play-mythology in general, and the application
of the significance of play to ideas about traditional

- religious meaning. \Approﬁimately_a third of the book is

his attempt at a theolqu about play as well as a theology
made up of play and playfulness. The book, he hopes, is

the beginning of a new quest. "It is a quest, not for a
serious theology about play but rather for a playful theology
" about seriousness -.in fact, about Ultiéafe Seriousness,

which is Joy1“273

272David L. Miller, Gods and Games: Towards a Theology
of Play, New York, The World Publishing Company, 1969 op. cit.

2731pid., p. 5.
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It is not clear whether'"Ultimate Seriousness" (even‘
though it is given capital letters), is a reference to God -
or to the ultimate degree of human concern as human. Miller
is élea;, however, in making the paint that the human side
of play is what he calls the ""root metaphor" of a new
mythology for man's understanding of the realities in which

274

he lives. In fact, Miller's. insistence upon play as

."metaphor" for meaning on fhe human side of facts of exper-

-

ience keeps his view very much short of the clear identifi-
cation of reality and play which our metaphysid§ posits,
"Metaphor", we kﬁow, is a play-form itself and it is for
Miller only a means for understanding "reality' which may
very well be non play-like in Iﬁggif. For all the'qtténtion
which Miller«drawg to play, he never equates it with
ontological reality. Miller's concern is ;ith the human
;iiig/é% theological work as reaction to the'yeal. For him
play is a way of looking at the real - i.e. "sub specie
lg§3“275 ~ but is not said of the real itself. Miller
does not‘go so far as to bring Deus ludens to center

stage. He does not make a systematic casé for a belief

or a ''make-believe' in God as playful in Himself or in

his creative acts ad extra. Miller quotes Alan Watts,

274
275

Ibid., pp. 137-139.
Ibid., p. 137.
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Romano Guardini, Hugo Rahnen.and others who believe in
such 2 God but he himself makes no particular claim to
believe in Him.

" In his theological articles Miller continues to

276

cite othars but to make no case for Deus ludens. . He

1 -
even goes so far as to suggest that a theology of play may

run the risk of mere faddism since the central subject of

theology (theou logos) may be '"in question'. 277

Miller states flatly that "the spirit of play is

278

thé“play;of the spirit." He sayé’this in response to

Paul Tillich's statement in the latter's Systematic Theology:

"Play is ome of the most characteristic expressions of the

freedom of the sp;fit."279

Miller, this time, it may be
noted, does not capitalize fhe first letter in "spirit'!
Play remains a human thing. ‘ .
Thus, we do not en{}st David Miller iﬁrthe ranks
of Christian theologians who boldly speak of God as Player,
nbr of cosmiﬁ—ontologica} reality itself as identical to

- play.

~

o 276See,'for example, David L. Miller, "The Kingdom of
"Play: Some-0ld Theological Light from Recent therature

Union Seminary Quarterly Review, XXV 3 (Sprlng, 1970),
343~360. .

277David L. Miller, ”Theology and Play Studles An
Overview", op. cit., pp. 350-351.

278

-

Ibid., p. 354 (Emphasis his).

273¢1 ted by Miller, idem.
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E. Sam Keen

Sam Keen, another prominent writer on the religious
significance of play,has made his own special contribution

to play theology.

Keen's first book, Apology for Wonder, has positioned
his appreciation of play on the existential experience of

man and a cosmological emphasis.280

Ontological reason
discerns a meaningful cosmos. For Keen the ideal human
existence moves gracefully ffom Apollonian emphasig to-
Dionyéian emphasis and back again according totthe apéro—
priate needs of a given.fime. This ideal human existence

receives the title homo tempestivus, the timely man.

Gratitude is expréssed by worship by the religious.

person who sees the world and his own existence as gift

from a gracious God. For the non-religious person, "celebration

consists of rejoicing in the presence of things, rather

than going béyond them' 281

2898&& Keen, Apology for Wonder, New York, Harper &and

Row, 1969.
281

Ibid., p. 209. (Emphasis his.)
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How important is it to know the name of
the stranger and thank him for his gift?
[...] Whether we continue to' talk about God
is not so important as whether we retain the
sense of wonder which k%eps us aware that
ours is a holy place.28 B

While Keen retains an agnostic bent of mind with
regard to the nature and reality of ng he is courageous

enough to say that traditional Christian faith regards God

+

. ' as the ultimate ground.of possibility, the Ur-foundation
+* . .
of. a metaphysical priority of possibility qQver necessity.

In the past the symbol "God" has been used
to affirm the ontological priority of possibility
over necessity, of novelty over repetition,:and
of grace over compulsion. If God exists, all
things are possible and hope and wonder are
. appropriate attitudes and not tender-minded
N illusions. The religious impulse is founded upon
. ‘ the conviction that there is a perspective from
- which the apparent rule of necessity\and death
’ ‘ may be inserted into a broader context of freedom
and ultimate possibility. Perhaps t p most valuable
contribution of existential theology /has been
to demonstrate that positing this pgrspective,is
not the same as assuming that any human being
can occupy it, even in imagination (which has
been the mistake of idealism and religious
‘orthodoxies) .283 :

»
This statement about God as the Source of Possibilitiéé
strikes us as so close ténour own metaphysics that we are
tempted to say that Keen was on the brink of an qutrightl,
pigélamatioﬂ pf'our notion of'paidia at the core of the

-

bosmo—ontolqgiéal'spheré. Yet Keen does not go over the

) - 2821p34., p. 211

2831pid., p. 176.

vy’
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brink. He holds back, still the cautious philosopher trying

to weigh all sides. God's nature in Aﬁalognyf Wonder,

remains unknown and the reality of Deus ludens is mnot

affirmed.

In To a Dancing God, Keen moves from this agnostic

e

sﬁirit to a more positive affirmation of the power of the\\\‘

God who acts mysteriously beyond the limits of language to..

capturg'Him.28§

. The dancing god to whom the title of this
book refers is mneither Apollo nor Dionysus.
Indeed, he is nameless and, perhaps, must
remain so. My (our?) only assurance is that
he inhabits me (us?) as often in discipline as
in ecstasy, “as frequently in promises as in
immediacy. As always, the sacred shatters all
the categories: we necessarily use to unders tand =
the sacred. So the dance continues. That is
1ife. And for it I wish to offer these

- libations. -

'Still, the God to whom t‘iese libations are made.is_
known only oBliquély thréugh the agenéies'of the body, the
world, and the sacfed. God remains basically unknown ("An

' - #286y

honest theology is necessarily agnostic The ultimate

context] the all-enwelops

mys tery, may sted,but it

must remain anonymous. 'Thetspheres world, sacred,
o 284Sam Keen, To a Dancing , N ; Harper andg
‘Row, Publishers, Inc:, 197Q. '

2851p54., p. 5. .

2861454, p. 156.. (/”‘
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and God thus constitute for Keen the four spheres of the

real though for Keen they are notéformal}y playful in the

way we.have explained them.287

The word "'God" serves an indispensable
function for the man who wishes to make a
consistent affirmation of the trustworthiness
of the mystery‘whidhsurroundshis existence,
but it i% got a word to h he may give a
content. 8 : W

r

While Keen gives us an affi mation that God is - and’
is beyond tte limitation of our experience of the sacred -
he refuses to speak of how He is. Keen feels that even a

desired'theoiogy of the future (a ”viscefal theology'", as

~he calls it) could\gial only with the sacked, but not God .
‘himself. "If a visceral theclogy is inevi

bly agrgstiq in

its views about God, it nevertheiéés “be highly knowledge-

able about the sacred.”289

)

in Keen a growth from

-

One can, perhaps, disce

agnosticism to humble and ignoragt believer in the progression

ing God. Keen's title

from Apology for Wonder to To a D
for the second book speaks fbréefully to the effect that

his. God is a playful ‘one. /

el
_ 287We are hesitant about seeing too much of a concord
_in Keen's work and ours - even t#tough four- realities of
. . play a{éﬁposited in his work as well. A four-fold schema
of reality is mot an unknown logical construct. Confer our
Gener4f) Conclusions.

2881154,

L . .
2891174, , pp. 156-157.
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1

However, 'in a later work, Keen faces up to the’
greatest oflhuman pfoblems, the problem of evil, and he
‘is plunged back into profouﬁd doubt about the existence of
a God who is good - and who;théreforé, may be called a
Player.

In writing ”godsdng, a little prdifun—ditty about

g(o)od and (d)evil', Keen has pefhaps been fherfirst modern
290

person, besides Corita Kent and to a lesser extent,

David Miller, to embody a playful style in regard to- dee
theological themes. The poem moves from doubt to belief

to dis-belief to faint hope in the possibiliﬁy of belief

in Deus ludens. At one point, he affirms an optimistic and
positive regard for the ultimate context' of the world.

This turvy world is a g(o)odly playground
(and evil a parenthesis).

And now I know why St. John (that dirty
old man) said God was a four-letter word and
Hegel (the shameless logician) thought the
world was God's plaything. gan't you see
what careless love can do329

\
29OCorita Kent, Footnotes and Headlines: A Play and .
Pray Book', New York, Herder and Herder, 1967. Confer also
Corita Kent, Harvey Cox, and Samuel E. Eisenstein, Sister
Corita, Boston Pilgrim Press, 1968. :

291gam Keen, ''godsong, a little pro-fyn-ditty about
g(o)od and (d)evil", in Jurgen Moltmann, eology of Play,
op. cit., pp. 87-98.

292, . . = -
‘ d., pp..92=93. Q/)
< .
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This is one mood of confident faith, in a playing
God. Keen translates this vision of things into the words
‘of an imagined voice urging him to "be serious and
responsible' and to refrain from the "frivolous, flip; and
irreverent’, to move from playful theolbgy to a theology
of play. The voice says: _

Theology proper has to do with God's - ) e
revelation of himself in Jesus Christ. )
And play becomes possible only when we
understand that the creative God plays with
his own possibilities and creates the world
out of nothing. And we may play only when
we know God's purpose. Jesus suffered that
we may laugh again. (Come to Church and Plag.
J.C.'s Place. The only TRUE game in town.)293

While the voice rambles on there are reverberations

running paraliel to it in Keen's text - echoes of other
conscious and unconscious inner voices within the poet -
which remind him of his childhood belief and his upbringing
in Christian faith - but also of his agnostic bent of mind.

From his experience of Senseless evil in the world,

Keen finds avother mood replacing the optimistic and
positive evaluation of God as Deus ludens. It is the mood
* B

of oppressive cruelty and slaughter, the experience of

ugly and senseless death in our experience.

2931piq., p. 94.
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The'world is a kllllng ground (life
is a parenthe31s in a deadly sentence) and
pr., devil is boss [...] When the night
vision blinds us no arguments explanations,
philosophies, theodicies can erase the
blood from the concrete stage of history.
Nothing abstract or theoretical can turn the
world turvy.

Keen is left with only a wistful hope that somehow
the vision of the good will return - "in the ripeness of
time") (Confer Paul's "fulness of time", 'the time of
Christ's redemptive presence - the time of Christ's victory)—
when perhaps

(after death) the play will begin

again
-] 295
Maybe.

We may summarize Keen's position on Deus ludens

by saying that while he hopes that he may discover God as
kindly Player in the world, the presence of evil overwhelms
the optimism and so he ié caughtAmid—way‘betweeh his
experience of evil';nd his desire for a God who really

plays as other piay theologians affirm He does.. While he
can affirm a belief in d beyond the world, Keen remains
agnostic regarding tHé/i:;ure of such a God. The experieﬁce
of evil gives Keen.pause regarding the tréditional |

Christian faith in an all-good and loving Father whp may be

described as playing with His children.

294

I.J

d., pp. 97-98.
2951bid; o ’
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Keen, therefore, chEjﬁabgkiziiiyed in support of

our thesis regarding this question of a coextensiveness of
—

"play" and "reality" in a distinctly Divine realm.
g .
F. TRobert E. Neale
J - . . .

Robert E. Neale has written an important thesis on

the notion that from the psychological point of view full

- play and religion are identical:296 A popula;iéed rendifion‘

of his thesis- has been published under the title In Praise

of Plaz.z97

man primarily, there is little treatment in a theological

Since both works deal with the psychology of

vein. 6f the nature of God's own life, nor indeed of his
: A

creation, except in the widest sense as including the play-
fulness of man. Little of a metaphysical realm is sugggsted.
However, in response to Jiurgen Moltmann's "The
<l\;¥_ﬁfirst Liberated Hen in Creation", Neale turns to the question
of God's play'and‘even challenges Moltmann on the idea that

298

the crucifixion of Jesus was not God's play. Moltmann has

296Robert E. Neale, Play and the Sacred,; Toward a
Theoxry of Religion as Play, unpublished doctoral dissertation
Union Theological Seminary in the CiXy of New York, 1964.

297Robert E. Ned®®, In Praise off Play: Toward a
Psychology of Religion, New York, Harper and Row, 1969.

298Robert eale, "The Crucifixion as Pl*@g
P. 76 86

]

Jurgen Moltmann, “The Theology of Play, OR. cit
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stated that the "dying agonies of Jesus do not fit the
-categories of song",'that the cross should be left out of
the loving game of God, that the sufferings and death of
Christ have nothiné to do with the category.of God's play-
- fulness. For Moltmann, death is too‘serioﬁs a thing to be
part of true playfulness.

| Neale criticizes Moltmann for being a ”spoilsporf";

..for defining play "superfici:ally".299

While agreeing with
Moltmann that not to'take_death seriously is to produce
cheap play theories, Neale goes on to say that Moltmann
himself is guilty of his own criticism and has conSequently
* cheapened his own appraisal of the play .of God. Neale
calls Moltmann's theory an "intermission theory of God's
-play. God plays in the incarnation and resurrection, but
not in the crucifixion. The latter is an intermission
rather than a second act."300
Neale puts his critique rather forcefully in these
words: \
Such theories are really dealing with a
perverted understanding of play as diversion -
diversion from the work of overcoming suffering -
and death. But Moltmann's [...] time out for
work with suffering and death and return to the

play werld of the resurrection 1s diverting at
best. He implies . that pain, suffering, death,

.

'Ibid., p. 77.
300

29

Ibid.
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destruction and hell have nothing to do with

play and play must include laughter and singing.

‘This suggests that he understands play as a
diversion which cannot cope with the 1life that
God led in Christ and with the lives we all
lead. If play is only a leisure-time activity,
neither God nor man is interested. Fortunately,
it is somethin§ more and does illumine the
crucifixion. 30 '

251

Neale's task is then to outline a more positive

estimation of play which would embrace the apparently negative

and unproductive reality of experiences like suffering and

death. He argues that the spirit of play is '‘adventure”

which produces happenings involving chance, involve risk,

¢+

and are striking or remarkable in nature. Every play episode

is experiepced as a surprised and wonderous occurrence, 2l

unexpected thrill. In eaéh play episode the value, as a

accepted, without the naive promise of a successful outcome.

Also, in each play episode a sense of an unusual and

the consciousness offthe-player.302

Neale tells us that the play experience carries us

beyond our usual need for protection, precipitating us into

particular concern fér success .or failure - life or
301 1pia. | L
3021p354., pp. 78-79.

challenge to engage in the activity for its own sake is

~ different experience, ''not quite of this world™ is part of

- spontaneity and trust in whatever is to happen,/withi\no

eath.
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Just living the adventufé“is sufficient. While commonlin
childhood, such mature play adventures in iife are rare in ’
adults. The fully mature adventures of life encompass our
total experience and are the holy experience which religion
tries .to articulate in the hyperbolic forms of my th aﬁd
ritual, "3

Neale suggests that such adventurous play happens
to us because it first happened to God himseif. He even
suggests that God Himself may even be 'surprised" at His
own'ac:t:ivi‘::y;S'04 God engages in wﬁat He does for its own
sake or with no coﬁcern as to its being a means to aﬁ end
called success - because "success and survival are not the

w305 "God is not anxious about success and

306

ultimate issues.
survival because he is a player rather than a worker.
" Neale offers the astounding (and even wﬁat he adﬁits
as "offensive'") speculation that God took a risk about
success and failure of his creative and redemptive activities
vis-a-vis man. It is still possible that the divine

adventure will not succeed just as other adventures have

not succeeded, since the adventure is not concluded yet and

3031pid., pp. 79-80.

3041444, , p. 80.
3051hi4. p. 82.-

3067h44.

e s et
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the outcome remains unknown - to God as well as to u&gggi
"The death of Christ in the crucifixion could become a -
final death and the tentative resurrection could be annulled.”308
From the point of view which is that of the Divine
Player, this riskiness in. the adventure is part of the
" thrill of the game and there is no anxiety about the outcome.
So too with the player, man; a true player knows that
an adventure is remarkable in that the
participant has no anxiety [...]. If we
have to work toward a goal, suffering can
only be endured. But if we have reached
our goal and are paxticipating in an adven-
ture, even our suffering becomes an occasion
for wonder and delight. ©No pain is eliminated.

But to delight in happenings ig 50 put
- suffering in its proper place.30

. Neale, echoing Moltmann,is uncomfortable with Hugo
Rahner's mystical way of speaking of "the senseless

310

destruction of the cross'. Neither Moltmann nor Neale °.

like the word "veil", for the suffering of Christ seems in
this translation to mean “illusofy”, un—real.311 But

Christ's suffering and death were painfully real.

307114,
08
3091pi4., pp. 82-83.
30154, p. 84.
311

Confer Rahner's text, translated by Brian Battershaw
and Edward Quinn, which gives "outer coverings' for "wveils".
These words - 'weil", "outer coverings' - suggest that Rahner
was talking in a context of mystical theology and grace of

the in-depth awareness and appreciation of the total salvific
event in Jesus, of which His suffering and death were a part.

He was not at all denying the reality of Jesus' suffering 3
and death.

4
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-

Neale holds that what made- the suffering of-Jésus
bearable was his anxiety-less psychological state of mind,
s}pis delight in doing the will of His Father, despite fear,
anger, and grfef. God in Christ was adventurously playing
this game of the hidden delight which takes death seriousl;.
"The enemy of play is not death but work," that is, the
psychological mind-set which aims at victory over and
flight from suffering and death féther than seeing them as
part of the adventure.312 E

Neale's psychological anélysis of the suffering and
death of Christ as playful'adventure supports the idea of
God as player and fits our estimation of tﬁe playful relation

of . Jesus to the Father. It thus supports our hypothesis.

that God is his own play-reality.
G. Response to the Theologians

»We are now in a position to Iespond to the theologians
in a general way in the light of oﬁr‘metaphysics interpreted
in the -light of- faith.

We have seen that on the quesﬁion of Deus ludens,
the tﬁeolbgians of play are not a unified bédy. While

"H ‘Rahner, Jurgen Moltmann, and Robert Neale speak clearly |

’ W .
 about the Player-God, Harvey Cox seems not to be addressing

himself to the question directly, David Miller remains

312Robert Neale, ''The Ctucifikion as Play”,op. cit., p.’85.
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vague, and Sam Keen is caught in a state of limbo, not

.

altogether against the possibility, but hoping,'almost
against hope, that in "the final days'’God ma%.be seen as
a Plajer.

What cén we conclude? We think the following: the
theology éf play, surprisingly, has mnot done very much on
this questién of Deus ludens. But half of the majox figures_
give formal recognition to God as Player; the others have
either not faced up to the question or are ambivalent. It
seems, however, that there is sufficient ground for saying
that Deus ludens is compatibie with the whole question of
a viable theology of blay. IWe may go further and claim
that unless the Christian theologian's God is seen as
Player there is 1itt1e foom for a metaphysics of play - or,
in theological terms, there is little if any room for man
to be a player. Why should God have made the world play-full,
and the human being the greatest of the players in the
world if there is no playfulness in the nature of God Himself£?

Let us look at the question of Deus ludens in the |
light of our metaphysics.

_ The Christian believes in a God 'beyond', or disEinct
from, -the realm of the cosmos - the God who created the
dosmos itself - who exists as the First Reality Itself

which freely wills the cosmos jnto.existence and continuously
[

‘
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sustains it by his constant attention to it. The cosmos

cannot exist a single moment without such divine advertance.

For the Christian, then, there is a distinct Reality, the
sphere of the Inner.Liﬁe of God.313 The question is now:
Is GSd Playful in Himself? If so, Christians can say that
God is Play, with just‘as much emphasis as they say God is
Love.

It should pe obvious, that when we claim that God
might be Play we are not saying that play is God (such a‘
view would be tantamount tO,FEé séntheistic‘ﬁotion of Tao).
In just the same way a Cﬁ;istian must be on his guard not
‘to. say that love is God ffbf all but one instance of love
[Peffect Lovel are of the order'of creation - imitations,
ﬁanifestationé, or reflections, ana they point to another .
order: of the‘uniéue instance of Perfect Love which is God
Himself).‘ ‘

To say that God is Play is to say that Ultimate .
Reality as Christians ﬁnders%and it, iélPlay ;tself - or
Playfulness~(Paidiaj Itself.' In‘the Christian understanding

I-4

of such Ultimate Reality such a Play-full God.is Personal,

313The question of whether God must be considered a
fourth sphere of play-reality or simply the core Reality
oF the First is the theme of our Chapter VIII. For the
time being, we will simply use the word "distinct" for
the reality which is God Himself.

D

N
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o
Lovihg,‘propenly addressed as Father - and so_on, down the
list of divine attributes. |
' Such an equation between God and Ultimate-FPlay-
; "beyond''-the- Cosmos is 1qpediate1y beyond the categories of
J human comprehensmon (those categories existing in
secondary cultura}l sphere) for the 31mp1e reason Eh?@/if Go
is Ultimate Play He is Pure Paidia (the Inﬁ;nite Ground of
Playing Possibilities) and beyond- definition (lgggg) "by
r definition', as it were. -Thig is to say that God is the
Paidia "within" the Gamie of Games. : >
Why is hod not immediately approachabie)through the

structures of cultural games in the secondary sphere of

plaf—reality? The secondary sphexe of play- qeality, being

product of human 1mag1nation in the World is of ittle

help in gaining an insight into the inner life offbod for

it ¢ only in the sphere where the

of th ﬂ\gcondary spheré{j-udg)

can be 1ib ted t conceﬁtrate on’ Ealdla or playf?[ness

ctures aqd valuatlons
L

ranscended that man

-

(that 1is, d{tected outSLde Himself) .
/

own Splrlt )God Himsel \is yltimate, Infinike gnd Pure’
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- | L\;~// "
Paidid, distinect from the spheres of the world, culture,
. S - - .
and man's imaginative concections, all these spheres being
-3 ‘ e
but finite'-ludi, of God's Infinite Paidia.

. To push the analogy of human Raigfa and diviﬁ%¢

Himself God occuples Hlmself in self-wonder, marvelllng
as ft were, at His own Reallty. Also, we can say that
igéd s self-wonder is admiration of the dynamlc life within -
%Lmself unfoldlng new p0331b111t1es of His Uniqueness
Wlthln-Hlmselﬁ Thus, we can say, in the /itlng limitat
of our crlppled ‘human discourse, that God is Playfu -

i:Zsolute (Pure Paidia)- engaged in the two-fold activities

"self-wonder" and "gelf- adventure" Wthh iﬁ;;lm are o\\\“S/,
and the same. ‘ o '

Part of-the)Playfulness of God iéxHis free exploration

of thqugssibilities of His own being; that is, He is
dynamic. He realizes Himself continuously in playful modes
and disclbseé Himself to-HimsePf for His own happiness and
enjbyment through these playful modes. These playful ways
of self-realization in Géd are numberless convolutions of
self-hood actualizing themselves in “imageness” withig,Him.

| God may be understood as the Spirit of'Playfuiness

;layfully creating the world, animating it, and disclosing

Y
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Himself in lt by maklng the world 1tse1f playful in all
three spheres. Espec1a}ly in the third sphere, God reveals
Himself. He speaks éf‘Himéelf-in the play Qf man's nature
and man's playful creatibns. God's creativity creates
"man's creativity: God's play playsrman's plgyfulhess inté

play. Divine Paidia creates man as a particular paidia?ludus

w1th the pecul;gg power 'of his own "creativity'.
We may conclude our response to the play theologlans

iby affirming that Deus ludgns is the proper core of a

theology of play. Our hypothesis of a three-sphered co-
extensiveness of play and reality which we outlined in Part

a4
One may be theologically groufided upon a distinct centre of

the play-real, God, as lUdi to Paidia. 1In this Chapter,

we have given but the gist of our understanding oé the God-
world relationship in terms of our metaphysics.. The God-
world question, however, is an enormously compléx.one,
perhaps the ‘main problem of any philosophy of religion,
and, in itself, is outside the scope of the present work.
Hence, our touchlng upon it must remaln just that - a
tangentlal poyn; of contact. Still, in order to 51tuate
our t@eological interpretation of our metaphysics, we will
" have occasion to return to this playful mode of the God-
world connection once we have_critically reviewed the
thougbtnbf the play‘fheologians on the nature of the world.

o ?
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For our.full understanding of the God-world question should
be‘treafed only after we have said something theologically.
about the world's constitutidn. As we will -see, our meta-
physmcs steers away from the extremes of the classical
extr1p51c13t 1ntr1n51c1st positions in its discussion of God
as a poss;ble Fourth Sphere of Play-Reallty, gd/Ehe

connection of God, the World, and the Game of Games . 14

31400nfer Chapter VIIL.

et 1 Apab LR



CHAPTER VII A
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GOD'S PLAYFUL CREATION: THE WORLD
Our interest.nowAis to discetn, if we can, anything
in the Christian undersFanding of how and what the world is
in itself. 1In particulgr,.w? will be looking at the theology
of play to see if there is énything like é Christian under-
standing of the world as a sphere of the piéy—realb
It is clear that, from the point of view of God,
creation is His activity; and we might expect that in this
sense ''creation ié God's pI;y, a play of his groundless and
inscrutable wisdom [...] theé’ realm in which God diéplays
his glory', as IVI,c)ltlm'mn"s.:r:;.ys.:'}]'5 But'he£; we are ésking'
a different questions Do s‘the created universe, played
into existence by a play£§§h€od, itself play out’.its mamner
of being in existeﬁce? Is it a Weltspiel?

A fundamental datum of the Christian faith is that

God is Creator and that everything He creates depends upon

His good pleasure, His power and all pervasive presence

to keep ‘itself in being. So all pervasiﬁe is His presence

t& .-
in His creatlon that creation takes on a certain imageness

of Him. All of God's creatures are images of Him in the

315Jurgen Moltman, "The First Liberated Men in History ",
op. cit., p 17. .. -
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same way, anfi to the seme limited extent, as a work of art
is an image of its maker, and as such they reflect something
of His .nagure. Yet the whole of creation is dlstlnct from
God Himsel Its nature nonetheless will be somewhat
analogous'to d s.
Before examining what the'pley theologians say about
the play of‘reality in a worldly, cosmo—ontoiogical eense,
. we might argue along these lines that since the Creator is
playful so too must his created world be playful. It follows
_from this that what is cfeated has no intfinsic purpose -
\\3f necessity. It just is. And it is pre%isely because it
is (in such purposeless and non- necessag; fashion) that its
actuality makes a ‘¢claim on man's wonder. Here we mlght
recall the saying of Buytendijk about the ”demonstratiVe
value of being". Things, by their very existence, have
already a justification. There is no need to refer to some-
thlng else to make them powerful and real in their own
~right. The Christian-may hold that the whole of God's
creation exhibits this demonstrative value of being, in
itself, for itself. Tt is, therefore, not'e means to 4n
end. It is an end in itself. In theological terms it gives
glory to God by jﬁst being itself. |
' We might also argue that the nature of the‘yorld -

because it is made by a playful God - eg%;ts playfully in
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every aspect of its reality. It is a play-reality con-

junction as such - or, in other words, a paidia-ludus, a

finite redlm brought playfully into being by Infinite
Paidia. The world's inner dynamic, therefore, is p{ayful
and its playfulness (its paidia) is its own and may not be
identified with the playfulness (Paidia) of God. In simpler
terms, Infini;é Paidia (God) has created (ﬁlayed into finite
imageness-being of Himself) a ludus called the world

(having its own paidian character). The world is thus its

own paidia—ludﬁs._
‘But what do the major figures in play-theology say
D :
on this question? Let us hear from them, and then respond

to them in the light of our philosophico-theological position.
A. Hugo Rahner

It is clear that for Hugo Rahner the npfion of a
playful cosmos is one he cherishes. In the first place,

Rglner holds that man and his world are the playthings of

Deus ludens, as we have seen. In the second place, Rahner

views the creation of God is itself per se in play, play-
fully, as the following shows :

Rahner cites Heraclitus' claésic ref;rence to the
world—ln time (”The Aeon is a child at play, playing draughts.

The kingly rule is as Q\ghlld' ”).316

316 Hugo: R op. cit. r P - 14, quoting Heraclitus'
Fragment 52D.

*
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Rahner says:

One feels in these words an understanding
of the never-ending growth and decline of the
cosmos which is "like a drink composed of mixed
ingredients that disintegrates into its constit-

. uent elements unless it is from time to time
stirred up" - we feel the flux of all things.317

Thus far, it is the world's play-reality which

Rahner seems to be positing and supporting.

-y

At this point Rahner imgiéidféfy continues (as

theologian) to interpret the world's play-reality as dependent

upon the guiding hand of the playful Divine Logos.318

* So, we find, not a closed cosmic system
inexorably obeying its own laws, but an order
directed by the Logos after the manner of a
graceful game, a Logos who is separate gfgm
the created world, not identical to it.
Rahner views the Game of Games as the "game of the
’ Logos which he enacts upon the earth éo the delight of- the
Father, his cosmic dance on the globe of the worldl..J”SzO
- "Certainly the people of antiquity felt the dance to
be a natural way of honouring the powers that rule the world,

since through it they, as it were, put themselves in tune

with them."321
317;9;@., quoting Heraclitus' Fragment 125, D. |
3181pi4., pp. 14-15. ,_\:\
3191bid., p. 15. |
3201pi4., p. 24.
32l1pig., p. 74.
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The Christian, too must appreciate "the great dance

that moves before the eyes of God."322

The proceeding of the cosmos from out the
"one'" of the divine, and its adornment, are a
drama, a contrapuntal reconciliation of opposites:
it is a battle of elements, a "planned relation-
ship of notes."” Man who, while here below, feels
hemmed in by this veritable concertatio, must

strain every sense to catch the rhythm of the
whole.323 ~ - - -

Bﬁt it is in regarg’'t the created being known as
man that Rahner is clear Eout the natural order of‘reality
being intrinsically playful. In fact, the EEZ;RH part of
Rahner's book dealin%/wffﬁ\tbe play of man is derived from

his appreciation of the Creator as Player, "for, since God

is a Deus vere ludens, man too must be a creature that
324
1"

- plays: a Hégg ludens. Because man is a "living piaything”
(Plotinus), Rahner tells us he is prgfigTred in the |
Eternal Logos and parfakes fwmitatively of '"the quality of
God'sqgwn creative power by his 1ightne;é of touch, by ‘his
regard for beauty, by his ﬁisdom and by the sober serious-

n325

ness of his endeavour. , It is because the Divipe Player

©

322444d., p. 77.

A
. 3231bid., pp. 67-68.

324
325

Ibid., p. 25.

Hugo'Rahner, ops ciff., p. 26.
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is at work (at play) in the world that the world itself

and especially that part of it which is man's life can be
unders tood as intrinsically playful. '"Whoevet has, even for
a moment,- caught sight of this vast éosmic game will thence-
forward at all times know that the little life of man and all

the seriousness thereof is only a vanishing figure in this

dance."326

There is an.inner playful harmony at the heart of the

]

cosmos. This is basically the cosmic theology of Maximus
Confessor of which Hans Urs von Balthasar has concluded:
"Once this exalted viewpoint has been attained, all the

T
dissonances of this world are, for Maxifus as for any other,

resolved in a final harmony.“327

Rahner does nct hesitate to call the cosmos a "free-

soaring motion which God as creative principle has imparted

to the cosmos:”328

In this way a cosmic game is playeq before
God, extending from the round of thé stars and
atoms to the. gravely beautiful play of the spirit
of man, and to that blessed dance into which are
joined the spirits returning homeward to God, 329

326

Ibid.,p. 26, quoting Hans"d;s von Balthasar, Kosmische

Liturgie, Maximus der Bekenner, Hohe und Krise des griechischen
s‘é?Weltbildes. Freiburg, 1941, pp. 7-8.

327 . :
Hans Urs von Balthasar, op. Clt\<~29L 7-8.

3281bid., p. 67.

- N /\‘ ‘.‘
3297pi4. , p. 12.\5\V A - L//’—\ ¥
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\

I

. We/may conclude that Hugo Rahner supports our

~

hypothesiS\of a distinct sphere of pléy, distinet that is
from God's own nature, namely the creation. The world
itself, Rahner'télls us, is a play—éphgre; in it the notion

of playfulness is coextensive with the notion of reality.

»

B. Jurgen Moltmann

Moltmann enlists the help of Buytemdijk and Portmann

to help make a clear picture of a playful world meant to
be enjoyed. "

Both have shown' that even animal behavior
can be playful. "To put it simply, the birds
are singing much more than Darwin permits',
says Buytendijk. In specific types of colourful
splendor and hypertelic forms in the world of
living things, he contends with Portmanti that
nature's purpose-free abundance leads the

iologist to the concept of self-representation.
Nature presents not only a picture of structures T
serving the preservation of individuals and
species, but it also diaglays its riches, and
that. is-called freedom.>30 3

£

Mo}fmann believes that the "world" plays. In fact,
man always finds that as he/ plays the world plays back to
him. |

The creative piéying of man is' always a playing

with something which, in turn, plays with the player.

Man. plays with the waves of the ocean and they play
with him. He plays with colors, sounds and words and

330Jﬁrgen Moltmann, op. cit., p. 20, referring to

F.J.J. Buytendijk, "Der Spieler", Das Menschliche,
Stuttgart, 1958, pp. 210 £.

\
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- also becomes their playmate. He speaks and
resounds, is active and passive, giving and
receiving at once. Playing he is neither,
~aster nor servant. This is true not only

. for games in life but also for the game of
1ife. 'The further we progress in the
analysis of existence,' writes Buytendijk,
'"the clearer it becomes...that man has also
the possibility of bein% the one who is
sheltered by the game."331l.

At this place we interrupt Moltmann's quotation from .
Buytendijk to make a crucial point. TFor in the vetry next ‘
éentence of Buytendijk's words there a?ises a typical bht
needless ambiguity with regard to the ontological grouﬁd of\
the game which plays with man. It will Bé remembered that
we have clearly distinguished, as we must, between the ontology
of the sosmo-ontological world %iﬁhin.the '""Game of Games' and
the ﬁeaiity Christians call God. Many writers on Religion

and theology confuse these tw

as so that dn their
expositions of tHe nat f the sacred, for;example, it is
igious sentiment along with thé
ontological weight5bf tHe reality of the world, are éoﬁjoined

with the Chrisﬁi n meaning of God. - ‘ - '
: « 8

from the present work on the distinction

of spheres of realily, it should be apparent that man's -

religious orientation may be ordered to the basic and

"sacred" réality of the world-itself in afglj?:ely natural way.

5\!/ :
’3111;1_(1.,\9?; 24, .
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In this sense religion and the sacred may be meeningfuliy
grounded in netions like a "world—soulf,'or other pantheistic
oriegtations of feligion. None of this immediately
necessitates a transcendent God befond pantheisﬁ in .the
-Christian sense. This is to argue that religion is oriented
to the ludus of Paidia, not Pure Paidia itself.

We may how return to Moltmann's umqualified use of

a
Buytendijk's idea of the ontology of the game which plays

with man. -, >

.this leads to a mysterious -transformation.
* Man becomes aware that thisencompa551ng, loving
ground ‘of his existence is"playing a wondrous
game with him. It is - as the poet Charles Péguy

has shown us - the game of Qui Eerd gagne, the
loser w1ns 33 & . ’

, Now it is obvieﬂs-that from the context of Moltmann's

‘quotation from Buytendiik'that the reader is supposed to
think that this "encompassIYg, loving ground of his existence"
1s the Christian God Himself operating in the world. In
other words, .the world's manner of playfulness is really

God's playfulness, not the world'e itself; the world 1s a

toy ~ or 1nstrument - in the hands of a playlng God who
controls the game from moment to moment

The context of Moltmann's use of. Buytendijk is clear.

It is the'context of a Christian interpretation of the

3321bid.,quoting from Buytendijk, op. eit., p. 229.
\ -4

R
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reality of the world as under the direct and provident hand

of God. Moltmann says:

Charles Péguy means [...] the game of grace

in which the loser-wins and the lost are saved,

the poor are filled and the rich are left empty
handed; the game of eschatological surprises in
hich the "first .shall be the last and the last
first. To comprehend this game of all- ~-reversing
race may well require that we have to give up

he last vestige of pride in our own achievements
and free ourselves of selfishness and self-pity so

that we ma§ %Oln in an afflrmatlon of grace, full
of wonder. - ) '

-

It is because Moltmann seems a? flrsfﬁto be talk;ng
of the world's _game (a play reality sphere) but then %«ﬁﬁ
seems to be talklng Qf God's immediate hand clalmlng the .
game as only his own (not the world's) thet we feel theFe |
is ambiguity ef therkiﬁdjﬁe have just indicated between

spheres of reality. Moltmann, thus, is eubject to ‘the same

‘criticism, in terms of our many sphered hypothesis, that"

we levelled against philosophers in Part One: play-reality
is a many sphered business and the various spheres of the *
play real ought to be clearly seen as connected - yet

distinct, nonetheless. .

Throughout.the remainder of his lengthy essay,

Moltmann remains committed to the "new creation” in Christ

-

and scarcely mentién§.the world's own inner dynamic except

as in need of redeeming grace.

3331pia. . . e

= - it
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We mdy conclude, therefore, that Moltmann's positibn .

on the play of the world is ambiguous and ﬁé are'left with —

no clear pilcture -as to whether the world itself has its own'’
_1ntr1n51c playfulness (p ldla) - or whether the world is ™
but an inert toy, a klnd of 1udus but without paidian
elements (Aﬁ%ordlng to our theory thlS is an absurdity. ),

in which case the playfulness (Ealdla) of the world is illusory’
ror“lt is nét &of the world" at\all but ¢nly of ch (Divine
Paldla) If Mbltégg;\h31ds ‘to the first p051t10n he ig in

¢

’

support of our hypothesls ~If not, he holds to a pos1t10n

v .

’ . s
against our metaphy51cs. " .2

3 C. Harvey Cox

arvey Cox's work is basically sociological: that
334A-

is,fj princmpal 1nterest is in the world of culture

‘e i A./

For that reason, he simply does not deal with the notlon of

play in the "facts" of the _cosmo- ontol\glcal sphere " For .

LX h1m Nature in this sense ‘is not an area of concern In , .

fact, he says that for modern’ urban man (Cox's sphere of
1nterest) the quest for a place in the cosmos is nét in ) "

the sense of "ptlmltlve peoples" but in human created

meanings or realities' w1in“n the "mbdern polls The - : P
“'f“’l.@ sa o . . . . :
"cosmos" for modern man = WS co 'V*\ H
. S 33400nfer his The Feast of Fools - A Theologlcal Ess_z
‘on Festivity and Fantasy, op. c1t

@ é

»J
r
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_ is no longer in the first instance, nature.

it is a society and a network of artifacts, both
created by previous man. It is.an asphalt jungle
whose thunder comes from splintered sound barriers

and whose plagues are caused bg the poisons spewed
forth by man's own inventions.333 .

Cox is firm on this point of modern focus and need ’

L) [}

vin theology. It is not "Nature" or the cosmo-ontological

"sphere of reality because,

,

"Nature' is not a crucial factor as such in
biblical religion. History, not nature, is the
place where a drama of choice and destiny, rebellion’
and reconciliation is played out. [...] our present ° .
crisis is not primatrily one of our relations to -
Ynature'. It Eas to do with whether we can begin to
control the runaway growth of technology, redirect
the use of energy .to cgmpassionate purposes, re-
order our institution¥ to a more human scale and
design habitations that will not strangle or suffo-
cate their inhabitants. . [...]} Urban man's question

about™bdd place in reality includes’ nature, but it
focuse§3gpecifically on his place. in social reality
.[0--]-- N - -

Though Cox .is careful to append words like "in the .
firstlinstance",d&mn:primarilf”, and"includes nature", .
his emphasislis definitely no? cosmo-ontological (a fact
which put him into a theology of thelsecopdary (regional)
and ;grtiary (sub;rééionél) spheres of play. This we feel
is a Qeakﬁess, for it islour prejudice thaf éuch cosmo-=
ontological foundations of any theology'gﬁpuld-be maée

explicit. Aé such,:a-théology of culture and man alone.muét

always be Ié%k@ng.

¥

335Harvey Co%, The Seduction of the Spirit: The Use and .
Misuse of People's Religion, op. eit., pp. 60-61.

336

. ?°1bid., pp. 61-62. . o . .
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]

Cox does not ground his speeﬁlatioas in the theo-
logical significance of festivity and fantasy in any ontology.
Ha does not relate them to being - to truth, to beauty, to

lgoodness, to reallty jitself. The transcendental asoects
are missing. -Cox's theology of play, therefore is not
.addressed to the,, _1ay of the world as such -and we.eannot
enlist him for or againgbggpr metaphysical ﬁieﬁ.

‘D. David Miller

- As we saw_with the questlon of Deus 1udens, DaV1d .
Miller is likewise elusive about his commlttal to a theory
of the world-as-play. |

While he is quite willing to offer a catalogue of

theories of others - including, for example, lengthy expositions
' 337 '

of Eastern ets regarding the nature of the world

ha does notfgo %o far as tovsay he philosophically espouses

arly one of them/- or theologically accepts them. He will
“ admit with some considerable enthusiasm onl that he sees
"play"” as . an 1mportant notion for an understandlng of

modern man's world and a useful metaphor (However salutorm

alt remafns metaphor only ) for comprehens1 of various
! " 338 .\\ <

~

klnds of "realities

',Tﬁ

3370 example, confer his Gods. and Games, op. cit.,”
pp. 99-103; also pp. 74-78.

3381pid., pp. 143T145.

' d
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Miller comes close, though! He even writes aniv*

‘%rticle which puts Heraclitus' "aion" in juxtaposition with

Christ's "kingdom" and suggests that:

The world has the character of play,
which is to say "everything flows'; or
again, substantial, reality is invisible.
"The hidden harmony is better than the
obvious". Primary .reality as play is
dynamic. TYhe apparent stasis of things |
is an illusion. The world that is played
into being and whose being is play is based
in transitoriness. The name of the transitory
is Aion, which means “primary temporality," agg
which implies that transitoriness is primary. 39

But this is as far as Miller gées. He does not

-

‘espouse the position he. speculates upon. He offers some

information about a playful on;glogy and theology - but,

apparently, as information only. 'We have to guess that Miller's

hesitancy about commitment to the vision of eosmo-ontological
play is because that; while he remiiﬁg fascinated by the
significance of. play as a pivotal metaphor for our age's

S~ A N

undersﬁanding of various kinds of “;ealities", he cannot get

beyond the "use'" of play as a metaphor for.such-understanding.

Miller is a theologian of the regional sphefg’bf the play-
real and does not escape to the tertiafx*éphefe to do his
own playing; at least with regard to the cosmo-ontological

-~

question of the play of the world.

339 pavid L. Miller, ""The Kingdom of Play: Some 0ld -
Theological Light from Recent Literature"”, op. cit., p. 357.

-

-
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_- little about the cosmgs or the natural;.pgtoldgical foundation

. terms of the seasonal rhythm gﬁ,ﬁafﬁre.340 'Keen sees a.

" - ‘ ».' > ’
.shows Winter: death and despair.. Act folur announces Spring: -

;T * T -
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- In his two most famous books, Sam Keen says very

v -

of the world in a ma _er'which would»suggest a coincidence

of play and reality there. There are hints here and there

in To aﬁgancing'God that he is close to such a position.
For' example, he shows some sympathy for the Greekiﬁind as
S8 R . C . ’ 9

well as the primftive mind interpreting human existence in
’ ' ) ve

common structure in' the ‘human soul, the Posmos, and the. N

-

drama. Life is a drama in four acts: Act Oné intyoduces
.0"’.‘

Spring: innocence, vitality, and proﬁise where p teﬁtiality -
looks forward to actuality. Act two brings Summer ynd Fall:

maturation and disillusionment and tragedy. Act three

&

]

. resurrection arfd return, a surprised gift of rebirth.sél . {i
Lk '

L4 -

In a similar veipn, Keen outlines the Judaeo-
Christian traditioﬁ, the drama of structural meaning for
human existence taking place on the stage of history rather

than in the eternal wycle of nature. In this drama each

LT ‘s

. . s R *
,349§am Keen, To a Dancing God; op. cit., "A Short _
History 6f Story Telling', pp. 86-99. s S E@V Y

-

- '

3411444, pp. - 88-89. . : '
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evént is unique but an integral part of the plot. The

" drama is summarized for us by Keen. Prelude:. God creates
. a stage of history for the sake of his own entertainment.
Act One: In the CGaxden, a non-tragic experience of finitude

in innocence and har Life is good and promising. Act’

Two: the Fall brinmgs tragic rupture of'hafﬁony.in man's

environment (agcial, nétural, ultimate)} but a fa;nt promisg
of a fuf&re rhturn of harmony is present. Act_Thfee: the
coming of the kingdom of God. tﬁaile Judaism still awaits

a messiah, Christianity recognizes the Jesus-event as the

beginning of new 1ife.342

| @
v Keen comes closeat/;;\gﬁ\qhsgiogy of play in putting.

story-tellipg at the heart of man and seeing in that story-
telling faculty something of the nature of the ultimate. i

Another article of fai hidden in the agt (
of storytelling is the confidence that the sdale

of Being is such' that a humgan being can grasp

the meaning of the whole. Personality is not an
epiphenomenon in an alien world of matter ruled

by chance and number but is-the key to the -cosmos.

Man is a microcosm; thus,?in telling his stories,

he may have confidence that his warm, concrete, &
dramatic images are nojeanrelated to the forces

that make for the uni@f the macrocosm, 34

T

) - 3*21pid., pp. 90:93. - o L
3431y 5 97 : | _ﬁga\
Ibid., py 97. o | - |

A



o . - VA

277

. . ~
¥ - CHAPTER VII N

N
In this passagé.Keen asserts that something of

storytelling - or of the nature of a story itself - is

metaphysically related to ultimate reality of the cosmos.

Y

The cosmos is like a stoxry: human meaning, and the search,

-~

for it,'is something like the dynamic meaning and activity
of the cosmos (a microcosm of a macrocosm). "Both are playful.

What is more, ”personality" bespeaks a "Pefsdnality"

-5
oTa

behind the story-telling of the cosmos. Translated into . ol
. »

our metaphysics man's aiﬁia bespeaks its Progenitor, the K
P , A .

Divine Paidia.

-

As we interpret Keen's ref ions on story-tellin
, ’ story )

ffirmation at the

4

in To a Dancing God we discern a pla)
hear# of tﬁe cosmos and a playiful<Bbd behind the cosmos.
Thése oblique allusions to play sdem firmly a paft of Keen's
vision in this book gﬁdﬁgh still somewhat anonfmously
present-and noti£ormally self-conscious™ The title of the
book, we must reme@bef, shouldléeﬁa clue td;his.gener§1=
innt of\vieﬁﬁ | . |
. However; in his inériguing pd‘ , "godsong", Keen

is hoping againgt experience\that\"na-gral" evilIWi11 be
seen to be part of a benign géme. There is little.surety
/aiogt God)being a player, Eéf alone the notion tﬁat his
creation has a playfﬁl éynam{ . For plaffulness) according

to Keen, suggests benign and yeaningfﬁl activity‘wis—a—vis

r‘_\\




CHAPTER VII . 278

th%<5§£é§Z§Qﬁ ition. Understood as such, 'play' seems too
happy a wo d‘for the naturally cruel-and‘senseless slaughter
which is part of ‘ Keen seems to have temporarily

backeé-ﬁ¥f from a firm assertion of a truly playful universe

and a playful God behind it. Play may be there but it is

uncertain whether it is benign &r'malignant, meaningful

(good) or absurd (evil). Déspite all of" this" - or, perhaps

because of it - we reckon Keen to be in support of the idea

-

that the world may be a certain play-reality. ‘He remains °

doubtful as to whether -or not the "game'' o

really cares for man in any special way.

F.. Robert Neale

.'

Rohfrt NZ?;E s work Play and he Sacred (as well
U

as his popularlz tion of it in In Praise of Play) has as

‘;ts object the ps cholog‘kpf man. -1t consequently deals

not at all w1th the cosmo-ontological sphere of the play-
real, excent by possible implications, for if man is a
player called to full play, and if full p%ay “is synonymous

with rellglon (This is Neale's theory), ~ then surely there

" is ground ‘for some cosmo—ontological rootedness of such

'play—religion Neale is not prlndd?ally concerned with

this transcendental dlmen51on of play. The conn on~ef *

play to cosmicigctivity, or to God Himself, is'not his fokus. -~

- -

»

ugk\a play-world -

e b =
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.He[;? a theologian of the tertiary (sub regional) and

secondary (regional) spheres of the play-real, where play . - X~

is of interest to him'becéuse it says something profound
about human life and its fullness.
Yet, phere a®e oblique hints that Neale may not be
. far from an appreciafion-of,play—reality in the cosmq—ontologic‘
phere. By‘his‘very vehement rejection of Molémann's position
.on the qhes@}on of the crucifixibn as play, Neale affirms ‘
his belief in the playfulness of even death - for the -‘)
Christian.
‘Yet, even in his essay on the crucifixion, ﬁeale{s
playfulnesls-vision does not touch the intrinsic nature of
matter and enefgy in-the cbsmo-ontological sphere. ﬁe . ~

. ) never reaches the cosmo-ontological sphere. ﬁ; treats of
pain, sufferlng,ldestructlon and death as re lltles - but r}ﬂ)
he views them psychologically and argues t man can
transform th%m into‘asﬁects of play. In so saying, Neale
-treats df‘hﬁman realitieé, not cosmo-ontological 6nes
per se. He is dealing with what ﬁe have called the.
tertlary (sub reglonal) sphere of reality.

. —~
_‘, Even in the psychologlcal sub reglonal sphere

Neale commlts the same blunder as do other theorlsts of

A

play'— in purporting that play is somehow_outsxde of L

*‘ordinary reality enclosed in its own Tferent enclave, but

-
-

l"‘,l /
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is nevértheless highly important and productive of/ life in
that sanégsphere of-otdinary reality. For example,seyen
in the essay en cfuhifixion,'the player "is mot quite qf A
this world”. Yet the adventure of ple? is .so impprtanj\for
the person in the world that he engages in a contest with
"chance', he takes a "risk", and he does something of

"remarkable purport'. 344

Play seems, in this way of under-
standlng 1t3 to be fundamentally illusory - yet basic to
the.health‘of the "ordinary" psyche 1iving in'ordinary
(non-pley) existence' '"The player nevet 1eses.conscieusness-
~of the fact that he is playing, always remaining awaxe £
the dlfferences between the ‘world of play and the worldQ;%\\
ev€%yday w345 e player is both in this world and not.

This would seem to argue th\j/play, for Neale, does not

. belong tosthe ordlnar;ness of life - to matter and qurgy
inAthe'co;ﬁo—ontological'sphere - (or, indeed, ‘the\culture—
reallty play co-éxtensive). For the player knows when he
plays that he is in a sphere different frgm ordlnary reallty,
part C‘Whlch is the cosmo-ontological sphere Neale doeg”* -
not view the world i¢self as playful In fact, the non-

play world (the cosmo- ontologlcal one) serves to be the

& vantage point for estimating the "illusion' of the "play- -

o

(3N

world" of human ﬁsychglogy.

3441054, p. 78. , .o o

343134, S
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- * G. Summary

The Eemarkable outcome of our examination of the
writings of our major play-theologians is that, pn-this
very crucial question of the reality Sor non—reaiity) of
COSMmO- ontoIOgical play,ffnere has been litfle work done. -
Rahner and Moltmann argue very close to our p051t10n a
. positive congruency of reality and play - but do not go
qulte so far ae-we Mlller remains caught in the web of
metaphor and hesitant about freelng hlmself if he feels
theyneed at all. Neale and Cox do tiot address the questlon
head on - thoughz perhaps Neale comes close in hls essay
on the crucifixion as play. Keeniln his desperate honesty,‘
tonfronts the question of a truly playful cosmOS'without
human concgrn, end agonlzes about a hoped- for v1510n which

mlght allow hig to perce:L‘ve an aesthevlcally human and

meanlngful cgsmos truly playing. A

| ) d
H. sponse tp the Theolggians

AIL God Himself pranscends'the wholé sphere of His.
reatlon yet reveals Hlmse}f in it. Thus, thewcosmo—onto—
'1oglca1 sphere of play is God's act of self-discourse,

actlng "outside" Hlmself . The created sphere of reality

n E T

ottt e o gt b =TT T
Lo
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echoes something of its Creator; e;:htion is-real in an-
v & . .

analogous. way to God's reality.. Both are real, playfully.
Tﬁus, creation is a distinct sphere of play-reality brqught .’ %
into being by the Divine sphere of Play—ReéliEy. . . _ f

A careful study of the play of potency and act, of

possibility and actuallzatlon, of matter and energy (and

their reciprocal conver51on) - in brief, of Qalﬁla and. ludus

as these elements show themselvgé in the whole kelilipscope

.oF the cosmos - will enhance a feeling of wonder and re-

kindle a sense of adventure for the mystery of reality.

Christian theology ought to be prepared to méke the bold and .
firm assertion that the world plays - that reality and play

are one in the cosmo- ontologlcal sphere..

What is new here is not the basic vision of a'world

- . . R ‘ -

which plays (others have syid that!) but Ehe‘brave'prociama—

tlon that play and serlousness are one and that they aremxk; e

'unlted in cosmo- ontologlcal roots of a coexten51veness of

layrhnd reality in the nature of the world. ! God has

" created the world ‘not just as his toy. - and not as something

——
which (for the sake of interest or insight) may be viewed \\\;

sub'spécie ludi - but as a.dynamic andgself-validating - .-
sphere of realtty whose fundamentei structure and dynamic -

is playful' Let us be even more precise: the cosmo-
&

ontologlcal sphere does not_ engage in play act1v1ty it is play.

y
L
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The Christian should see this bold equation .as a conseqience
of his belief in a playful God who creates pia&fully a

world whose intrinsic and essential nature is an image of

d A -
Himself. -

But, précisgly ingofar as.tﬂe cosmo-ontologiéal
sphe#e steﬁs in toto from God's playful imagination, the very
manner pf actualization of it is.aléo playfulll The playful-
ﬁgss of God'slimagining-and willing 'is such that He engenderé
t%g cosmo-ontological sﬁhe;e §§'nihilo (i.e. in imagination)

and doés so playfully. There is no "mental' or

mental' actualization of God's creation without its very
mode of aéfualizatién partaking in the very nature of Géd‘sf
manner of being. Hence, the world exists playfully - not |
just as an‘"imagined“'sphefé in God's mind - but also as an
entitative reality "outside" of Him, distinct from Him,
and in no way to be idéntified with His very eséence.346
The wor}d's'resiity is play: both paidia and lgggé.
‘This,is'éo,because,'this.p sent world is one ludus of

‘>fﬁfinite‘Paidia (God) and theinteraction betwe®n God. and

our world is the present.Game of Games. We may understand

the world as .a finite ludus-paidia of Infinite Paidia.
. W,

¢
-

4

346We will discuss in detail the ménnerlof the world's
relationship to God in Chdpter VIII.

!

|
I
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The whole cosmos may bé described as in process

toward God. God's act oﬁibreation is ‘now in process as

the _primal act of making the world (ex nihilo) - ex

Game of Games 1ntensmf1es itself inr its own paldlan confabu—

I

possibilitates - as one of many possible universes and
] ! .
mov1ng toward Him. Thls is so because the 1udus of the

-

lations as God's creatlve act continues to- "imagine"
poesibilities of more imtense "likenesses" of Himself.

In this created sphere of the ﬁlayireall chance,
adventure, coincidences, non-essential elements,; circum-
stantial and accidental occurrences,”are all part of'the
fabric of playfulness andgere thus in tﬁei; own way,-necessary
and essential to the Game ofi Games. Nothing is ouitside.the
Game. Nothing is not "in play" in the Game. For this

reason, the very dynamic process of the universe may be

explalned as the pa1d1a~ludus transactlon as.: the Ealdlan

element of the world's reality struggles to slough "off - its

4

present ludus in its search for new poss;bllltles Thé‘

whole'process” is play. - - T

I. The Prqblem of Evil

_As we stated in Part Uﬁe, the problem of ev11 may

be considered as present-in all spheres of flnlte reallty, -

by definition, ludi. It is the very "lim%ting nature. of

\J‘\

---A-—----J*»—u-p.aiﬂ‘-ﬂ -
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M"structured", "de-limite

1udus: This is why'we
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i
a lgggﬁ by definition,‘the quasi-rigid form of a finite
image of Divine Paidia, (when given theological interpretagion)
nwhich accounts‘ or t fact that all finité instances .of *
paidia are (presently) imperféctly éxpressed, and wh?ch alsa
accounts for Fhe p;esence of éhaos, destruction, pain, and-

so ?n.within the world. For the finite paidia-ludus which

is @he‘wg;ld itself is a dynamically active reality, to be

e

characterized by the very friction of its two poles (paidia-

ludus). The world has its own paidia but-this paidia is

" o¥dered to suitable ludus, i.e. ideal ludus, i.e. a game- *

structure which will ideally express playfplness. This,qii

- - ‘ ) I . c i ) Tty PR S
however, is always on the horizon, since,; again by definition,

paidia is never perfectly structured or expressed, In
fact,'to be exact, the world's paidia, even as an imaged

paidia of Divine Paidia, is by definition “imaged",

‘ " "de-fined", that is, always
refef to call the world a paidia-.
ludus (meéﬁlng_finite aidia) .
The presence of\ evil as far as human beings is
concerned is but part of ‘he tgnsion between finite paidia
.and its ludic finitude. The basic tension is a constant,
and even in the ideal, cannot be eliminaggé\?\for the
world is always but a ludus. Consequently, it is only in

a relative sense that the'bésic_dynamic of the ﬁlay of the
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world (paidia playing out its search for more possibilities‘-
by definition, a search for ludj) may be made humanly '
satisfactory. This_would mean the state of paidia of the

world having huﬁEn1X satisfied itself in ideal human ludus

(what, perhaps, i Christian faith, may be eduated to "the

kingdom bf God")fnj) - N .
The Christian may understand our metaphysics, then,

not as resolving the problem of evil, but as‘integrating

. it with the fundamental playfulness of the world - as world.
Despite the experience of evil, therefore: the Christian

i?gay récognize thé“plaﬁfﬁlneés—formality of the worid.éq that
for him, the world is a play—reality.347

347For some other philosophico-religious support for

the intrinsic playfulness of the world, see, for example,
Joseph C. McLelland op. cit., p. 75; M. Conrad Hyers,

"The Dialectic of the Sacred and the Comic'", in M. Conrad-
Hyers, op. cit., pp. 214-215, where "chaos is seen

positively as the womb of freedom, spontaneity, and immediacy"
and "of infinite potentiality and creative possibility'";

. Raymond Nogar has argued that dis-order or evanescent, free,
contingent,wastefulness is the reality of the world beyond
so-called "order" in his Lord of the Absurd, New York,

Herder and Herder, 1972.

.

)



CHAPTER VIII

GOD, THE WORLD,AND THE GAME OF GAMES

Introduction

We have séen in the last two‘Chapﬁersra review of
the contemporary play theglogy with regard to "God" and
"the world" and we have briefly responde&‘to_the theologians
with reégrg_to each theme. Now it is time to treat the
central questidn of all in some detail: How‘are we‘to
understand the reiationéhip of God and the world vis-a-vis
" our three—fold"hyﬁothésis? More exactly, what is the . ,
connectlon of God to the .world relative to our prlmary cosmo-
ontologlcal Game of Games? Though the gist of our answer
has been shown intermittently throughoﬁt our work so far,,
the full explanation has been left to this present Chapter.

Briefly summarlzed what we will be trylng to
- explain is how God is a part of the Game of Games and we
'will be steering between an over-simple intrinsicist and a
purely extrincisg view of the God-world relationship. We
will be wévering between the extremes of pantheism on the
one hand, and the positing of the Divine Reality as a fourth
sphere of reality (and of play, thérefore),_on'the other.

In the treatment of this profound and complex

question of the God- world connection according to our
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metaphysics, it seems unavoidable that we will“have to.
explain ourselves from within the context of the traditional
. C s A ‘ 4 .
intrinsicist-extrinecist cantroversy ‘and yet quarrel with

% :
this context at the same time. Our metaphysical.categories

of paidiz and ludus really present-a tﬁird, middle ﬁosition
between the traditiomal gxt;emes. Thus we cannot explain
what our understanding of tPe God-world relaﬁionship is if
we ignore or simply take fo£ granted an understanding of
the_extremé positions our metaphysics happens to avoid.

The intrinsicist—extrinsiéist controvers& itself is
"AOt the sﬁbject matter of our thesis and this enbrmousiy«
complex question is, therefore, not our field of inquiry
here préciself. Consequently, our treatment of it is quite
brief, and we touch upon it only to indicate,the context of
our own metaphysiés. The critiqﬁe of the extreme positioné
in the'problem of God'debate is offered to clafify our’
own play metaphysics. It alsc demonstrates the heuristic
valué of our metaphysics for casting fresh light upon theﬂ
.problem. |

'We want to avoid giving the impression that the
Chapter aims at 'solving" the proﬁlem of God - or even that
. the problem of God as such is its first area of concetn.
No, what we want to do is use the hypothetical.appreciation-
of the play-ieality equation from Part One for an under-

standing of the God-world relationship. This is our first
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purpose. f Only secon&arily, as it happens; the so-ca z d
"problemiof God" question is touched upon and becomes

illustrated, in the contrast of our metaphy51cq w1th the

-

usual way in whlch it s treated

While theologians .are aware of the 51(11nrt10n between’

o

God and the world, they noéetheless find themselves compelled
to épeak'of God in terms more properly ad rem when used of
the world. 348 raken to the most basic level, kthis::;;é'ﬁféﬁp
of theologlcal language or God-talk has traditionally spoken
of God as analogous to the beingness ‘discloged by philosophy

349 . In fact, it often happens’ that "Being"

of the world.
and "God"  or "Ground of Being' and "God", are identified
witheut the idea of énalogous understanding entering the
-equation’— for it is felt that, though God andd world are
radically.distinct, they-are both sharers in Beingness : as
if Beingness were some third common groumd, oY more
'accurately" as if the created world soﬁehow participates in

the Beingnes§ of God without being identified with God

pantheistically.

348As we saw in Chapter V, theology is a cultural

reality, very much part of the world

3a91L is GulLe clear that the terms used in any dogmatic
formula bear a merely analogical meaning. Confer Denzinger-
Schonmetzer, Enchiridion Symbolorum Definitionum, et
Declarationum de Rebusz Fided et Morum, Lrllnurg, Herder, 1967,

(hereafter nored 51nply as Ds) . See especially 3283, 35&? 3887.

The "beingness' of the world wmay be understood as its actual-
isation as a ludus (a unified, structure in finite reflection
of Infinite unstructured Playfulneuq, Paidia).
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The two dangers of analogical use.are to be noted:
If the Univocal element in being is over-

. emphasized, the logical consequence is an.
ultimate community of infinite and finite being,
of human and divine knowledge. On the other
hand, if the equivalent element is exaggerated,

being falls asunder_into ultimate diversity and
radical separation.

The Intrinsicist View of the God-World Relationship

According to the iptrinéicist school, in the theo-
logical treatment of the God-world question; it is assumed .
that -there is a "community" between God and the world in the
reality/notion of “beiné”. It is aléo believed that one
can logically avoid the t&o dangers of univocity and diversity
-in-analégical use, The intrinsicist school emphasizes the
~ "community" aspect of being and consequently the legitimacy
of analogical predication of God from the vantage point
of the world. Accordingly, there can Be a purely natural

preamble to faith.321

35OKarl Rahner and Herbert Vorgrimler, "Analogy",
op. ,cit., p. 18. : '

351It is our position that such an avoidance is not
logically possible: one has to be on one side or the
cother. The use of analogy, then, is not a "logical' use;
it is figurative and metaphorical only, and after the
fact of "knowledge'" had in some other way. In regard to
God it is always a clumsy way of speaking and always -
"improper'.
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The traditional key to viaﬁle God-talk has been the
idea of the analégy of being,as we have stated. But this
is now challenged. For example, Wolfhart Pannenberg352
has stated that the radical character of thg divine érans-
lgendence as given in traditional theslogy makes the use of
the analogy of beinpg inappropriate to any merely humaﬁ way
of knowing God. ‘Deductive theology based onlthe emplojment
of the classical analogy of being is 'logically faulty
‘because if analogy is to be effective it must inevitably -
presuppose univocit; at some'levei, and the middlé_terms
of clégsical'analogicai formulae are ultimately gquivocgl;
the syllogisms in which they are employed exhibit the

logical.fallacy of four terms (quaternio terminorilm).353

Pannenberé argues that the only analogy that can be exhibited
in Christian Lheological language is between theological .
and gon-theological usage; of terms. Hé uses Edmuﬁd Schlink's
distinction between fact-asserting or metaphysically |
descriptive language and "doxological" language.ngaitﬁ and
adoration make theological language ﬁpecial, requi%ing our
stammering ﬁeaning—intentioﬁs to ﬁ% offered up to God himself

who is already "known'", and "known' as demanding adoration.
S —

352Wolfhart PaﬁnEnberg, Basic Questions in Theology,
trans. George H. Kehm, Philadelphia, Fortress Press, 1970.
Confer the essay ''Analogy and Doxology'.

353,

Ibid., p. 203, n. 49; p. 218.
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The znalogy of being is a "usage' after the fact of faith-
"knowledge", and does not itself establish the reality

of God as known.

John Courtney Murray has explained-thét the mediaeval
problen of God and creation has led to alternatives tbat
appear éontrary. " "You may deéide to say that God alone is,
or'thét the world alone is. From both of these decisioms,

the consequence is atheiSm."354

Murray also states that the two philosophical
atheistic positions which exist are:

a pantheist monism and a materialist monism.
More simply, there is orfly one such philosophy,
a monistic philosophy. [...] Behind monism lies
the deeision to transform the medieval problem of
synthesis, God-and-creature, intc the modern -
problem of choice, God-or-creature. [...] The
final decision was to posit a dichotomy, God or
the world, where the traditiog gad posed a
synthesis, God and the world.

We would argue that the traditional intuition of .
faith was correct, that God and the world do not make for
an ultimate choice of one over the other but that the
formulée, method, and philosophical concepts used to convey )

the insight of faith have 1nev1tably and logically led to

atheism. The language of theology has undercut its own

faith.

35&J0h1 Courtney Murray, The Problem of God, New Haven

Yale University Press, 1964, p. 92.

3351pid., pp. 95-97. '
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"'In terms of our own metaphysics, tfaditional
theology hQS‘failed to note the distinction bétween "being"
(ludus) and "God" (Paidia). It has failed to recognize
that theological statements are ludi (in the secondary ™
regional-cultural sphere) attempting to speak coherentlf of
ludus (in tﬁe primary sphere, i.e. the ludus of the world's
beingness) which is always,'by definition, a finite and,
therefore, inadequaFe way to speaﬁ of God's natﬁre (Puré
Paidia.- beyond all ludi).>>® By confusing the beingness
- of the world (as a ludus) with the Reality which is God
(Pure Paidia) traditionmal philoséphy and theology have
"caused" the "Death of God". For example, Paul Tillich has
stafed that being is the common element of God and world - .
such that, as he says, being as aJconcept “"is a word,
covering the entirely different realms of the finite and
the infinit;e.”357

To our mind, howevqr{ a discerning atheist might

. reasonably see God as a redundant second Transcendent centre

356M Penido calls theologlcal statements "improper"
.giving the style of imagery in revelatlon an eplstemologlcal
status of 'metaphorical analogy' or ''analegy of improper
proportionality" (Confer, Yves Congar, A History of Theology,
trans. Hunter Guthrie, Garden City, Doubleday and Company,
1968; p. 250). The notions of '"imagery" and '"metaphor"
seem to us to suggest the point we have just made - namely,
that play is the only adequate way to speak of the God-world
connection.

357Paul Tillich, "The Two Types of Philosophy of
Religion', in Robert €. Kimball, ed., Theology of Culture,
New York, Oxford University Press, 1959 p- 19. B
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of reality. Thus, for example, an atheist looking at the

theology ef Paul Tillich, would agree with Walter Kaufmann

that: = e | )

No atheist would deny the affirmation that
‘"God is being-itself"; he would only say that
in that case we might as well dispense with all
reference to God and - like Heidegger, for
example, to whom Tillich is exceedingly close -
speak of "being'":358 '

2]

The Extrinsicist View of the God-World Relationship

-~

The extrinsicist school generally disdains the
efficacy of a merely'fational argument for tﬁe existence of
the‘God of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob - and Jesus. Whatever
"god" is revealed by philosophicél reasoning is not the
remérkably "other'" God who initiates the contfact between
God and man and Who judges and re-fashions the whole created

order. ;he true God is known onlj by a surprised human
being, bowled over by His challenge as radically other than
the god of the philosbphers. He is known by grace in faith
~ on1y. 359 | |
The extrinsicist school would thusiiépudiate with

we have described.

~

abhorrence the extreme intrinsicist positi
It would also reject our play-philosophy as adequate to

disclose God.

358Walter Kaufmanh, Critique of Religion and Philosophy,
New York, Doubleday and Company, 1961, p. 179. |

359

The extreme advocate of this view is Karl Barth.
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Thus, Christian theologians of a Barthian bentlof
mind may find in the piesentationfgf'dur three-sphered’
universe the need to posit God as radically other than
any of éhem - for all of them ﬁre "of the orders of the
world". God, theréfore, may be viewed as a fourth sphere
of reality and we might speculate, therefore, that this
fourth sphere of Reality, God, may Himself be  legitimately
described as playful. 1In this w;y, theoretically, a play-
real identity can be said of God who is radically distinct
from the world He created. God, therefore, while being Lord
of His creation and immanently present tb'it‘in power and
attention, giving it actuality féom mement to moment, must
not be identified wiéh any merely '"natural" aspeet of or
"within" the Game of Games which is a created reality.
According to this view, to make a reductionistic unity pf
God and the heart of Game of Games in any way would be
pantheistic. r .

. Now pantheism is a theory that ”qu” is a comprehen-
sive term for the world. The world is a developmént'of
God's own being, his (ontic or logical) self-expressidn
and manifestation. "God'" is the world'”e%ther because the
world is called a divine emanation, body, development,
appearance, or modalities of God or forms of his manifestation;

or because God and the worid are identified without
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quallflcatlon Pantheism is not simply an imprecise

:

description of the orientation of all finite being to
God and God's imminence in all creation. It ultimately

=

identifies God and the world. S

In the 51mplesL of ics fGrms panthelbm EE equkwalent-
to athelsm denying any distinction between God and thé
world, affirming that the world and the world-principle are
identical. The world is the. Absclute épd adequately explgins

"itself". This extremesaform of-pantheism is called monism

11

and '""usually takes the form of materialism and absolute
L

evolutionism; since it reéards spirit, matter. and life as -,
a single reallfv” 36l
In order to avoid panthe1sm on the ome hand and to
safeguard the sovereign othervess of God on the oLher some
theologians may posit the need of grace to bridge Lhe gﬁﬁl
between a knowledge of Being-in-thesworld and Being-outside-
the-world (God)uf There can be no merely natural,‘rationai,

362

intuitiondl, or humanly religious access to t(e totally
"other'" God without grace. The 'natural 1

ght' of reason

360k ar1 Rahner and Herbert Vorgriﬁler, op. ¢it
"Pantheism', p. 334.

36l

]
362por the sake of the argument the likelihood of an.

actual human existence, whether collective or individual,
which would be withcut the active presence of grace is left ™~
aside. Confer DS. 2380, also DS. 800, 3001.

.

Ibid., "Monism', p. 292.
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4

cannot with certainty know God - even by reference to the

created world,(for-the world and the one referring_to it
- . , -. = . '
[man] remain of the same world order, despite man's power
- E s R

of abstraction .and his limited powers of mental transcendence).

Agnosticism is’ thus the proPer attitude in metaphysics
which entertains.the possibility of anyéhing beyond some
intuition or knowledge of the cosmos itselfi‘ From the
created world one can know only the created world's depths -
as ;gggg, as we would say but not anything beyond (i.e. not

Paidia). Such a position seems to make sense, despite the

so-called testimony of Seripture (Wis. 13: 1-9; Rom. 1: 18-

21) and the tradition in the Church (notably in the Catholic

4
Church's First Vatican Council - against Fideisw and
Traditionalismy.363 _ : v
K Summary .
Y

L4
From both thé extreme intrinsicist %?d extrinsicist
viewé, we have argued that ﬁatural reason and natural .
intuition or feeling can disclose a natural reality only,
hoqsyer transcending might be the nature of man. For,
however much man's mnature is not limited to pafticular
spheres of existence, it remains in tﬁe natural order (a

. 4 )
finite ludus) and incapablé cf reaching to the supernatural

] . .
J63For the Catholic teaching, seeDS. 3026 ; also 3004,

3380, 3875, 3890.

7
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order'(Pure Paidia) on its own (with?ut graée).
This is to argue that the so-called. "God" disclosed

through human philosophynand religion is but the being
of the éasmos, the h;art of thg World, an eﬁtirely created
.reality (a ludus) and,therefore, no "God" at all - for such
a "God" is completei} of the natural order. ’ <

» It is argued that it is possible,’from a ﬁurely
intellectualrpoiﬁt of view, to refrain from such ﬁn identi-
fication of God'aﬁ "Absolute B,;ngimby assumlng that
"Absolute" Being is still "of nature" (a ludus). It is
-p0551ble to afrJ}bute to this "Absolute" Being all the
-usual metgpﬁfslcal character which is customarlly given - to -
. God and Stlll say\tﬁata t is predicated - not of God Himself -
but of what He has done§2the'creation as lggg§) Thus,
'Ebsolute being",as dlsclosed through phllosophy and religion,
is. the ground of the world its basicé foundatlon and *
underglrd;ng-flrst principle, making the world to be a
world.  S%ill, it is merely the act of God ad extra (ag
finite ludus) and not God‘himself (Infinite Paidia).
Rgligibn,and philosophyl therefére, are oriented to a
recognition of this "sacred" grourid of being of the world

qua ludus of Infinite Paidia. Natural feligion and natural

theology are, in this view, identical and aimed at the

core reality of the world, qua world. To reverence this l..-.

P ¢
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sacred core of the world as 'God'".as pantheism. To

r——

recognize it (in faith) as from God, is to give indirect
ﬁBrshiB‘to God who is its Creator. This is to say that
natural religion will lead to pantheism - and''natural

" theology" is a misnomer for natural religion. Religion.ig
not disparaged but seen as the human way of recognizing
the depths of the created order. Interpreted, the created
order may be seen as the first word of self-disclosure of God
(His first act of potential revelation), a ludus of His Paidia.

This.posiﬁion would make the point of contact

between God and the world where the power and the presence
of the Creator-Sustainer Ged consciously_and deliberately
chooses to make the Game of Games exist and function as a
reality siggliéiter (as ludus). While the‘cosmo—ontolpgical
“world" has its own propér. reality it nevertheless remaiés
in toto completely contingént upon the active advertance

364

of the God beyond it (Pure Paidia).

t

1t is our view that the extreme intrinsicist‘gchool
is only partially valid (that is, the intuition is correct,
but its 1aﬁguége categéries lead logically to a pantheistic
identity of God and the world). The extriﬁsicist view
is likewise only paftially valid - for its intuition' peed

. e, . . -
not necessarily require a consideration of God as so

8od. 3007, (::)

3@%DS. 75,

;
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ttbtally "beyond" that man must repudiate the world in order -
to livé with God (In our own terminology, it is not
necéssary to posit God as a fourth sphere of the real) .

It is our position that there is a middle position
between the both extremes, bﬁt that,it cannot be established
by the use of "the analogy of being" (including the usual
cosmological and ontological arguments). Eveﬁ if we were
to érant that-thé traditional uée of aﬁalogy has value it

is our position that it would lead us not to God but to

tﬁe world only. It would lead to ludus not Paidia.

God, the World, and-the Game of Games

Now, as we have said, it is possible to consider

"hbeing" as something concrete - a ludus of Paidia. In the

cosmo-ontological sphere "being" simgliciter‘is the
foundation-level of particulars of\the world,.that is,
within the order of the world. .The world itself, then, is
a ludus, oA; of many possible ones, originating in an
Absolute Domain of Possibles which we would like to identify
as God.

The Paidia of the Game of Games is God and is
Infinitg;,but our universe (our world) is a particular ludus

stemming from the domain of Paidia and actualized in a

finite way.  This finite ludus of the Infinite Paidia
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remains radically distinct f}om_Infiﬁite Paidia since it is
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de-fine-d, delimited, actualized in only one way, rather
than being totally unspecified and, therefore, unlimited.
It is concretized, and by being so concretized it-is made

finite. The worxrld as a ludus of Inflnlte Paidia is not to

be identified with the non-specified or nen-delineated sphere~-

of sheer possibilities (Gog). God and the world are none-
theless intimately linked so that the world is wholly
dependent on God as the Source and its Sustainer for the
world exists "out of" God. What is more, the worId exists
as a finite reflection of its "source" - for igggg is
delimited paidia, by definition. The world is thus a finite
image of God's Infinitude. Both are playful.

" Now, it is part of our hypothesis that any ludus
may be mistaken for its originator-source which is paidia.

This is so because ludus is paidia in the finite (i.e. play

with rules or }imits, a game). It is because the world is
an image of God, therefore, that she world's beingness$

may be mistakenly taken to be the Absolute, whereas only
God who is the source of the.-world is Absolute. The

"God of the pbilosophers" (and.some theologians) may in
fact be only the finite image of God. 1In this sense,
"being!" is éﬁe Jludus of our world. God, then, is (reiative

to 'being') an-Being - or Infinite Mystery.
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Because the very manner of‘ihe world's coming to
begséppens in the domain of péssibles (or unstructured and
unlimited ﬁlayfulness), the world may be said to exist "in"
7 God (in the pan-en-theistic sense). The world éppears as
" an ”i:age” of God since is is playfully concocted in God's
i@gﬁg-ination. Thus, the world exists gqua image'— in
imageness - that is, playfully, in its very manner of being-
what it is, essentially. The world exists playfully since
it originates "in" a playful God who imagines it into being,
that, as "being' (ludus), and thus becomes the occasion for"~
being regarded as "Absolute' by philosophers who equate
"being" (ludus), disclosed as the transcendent horizon and
foundation of the world, with "God" (Paidia). Thus; the-
God of philosophers is not quite God in Se but God's image
"in" God.. This'di;tinction between God Himself and qu;in—
image (iA the world) is discerned only by faith or a free
choice of Vision of ultimacy.

_ -
A philosopher may arrive at an appreciation of Being

Simpliciter (ludus) but he need not céll this the God
(Paidia) in-which Christians believe. He ﬁay, erroneously

equate this Being Simpliciter (ludus) with-the popular and

traditional term "God" and thus see the term "God" as .
superfluous or at least synonymous with Being Simpliciter.

In this respect, what we may call the inner-cosmic (werldly)
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b

"Transcendent' or "Absolute" may be understood as equivalent
to Being Simpliciter (loosely in the manner of Odon Rigaud,

Duns Scotis, William of Occam, Spiﬁoza,_Heidegger, et alii).365‘

Panentheism

As we have intimated already, our 'play metgphygics -
eé;ecially as it sees the world as "imaging" God - maylﬁé
explained in terms of the doctrine of panentheism. We
would -like now to turn our attention td panentheism to
show that what it attempts to do (avoid the extremes of
pantheistic monism and theistic dualism) is facilitéted by e
our metaphysics. In fact, it is our contention that it is
the idea of panentheism which demonstrétes how the playful-
ness of the world does origipate in the Player-God precisely
as "in" God and playfully so. It is our further contention
that our play métaphysics accounts for the "reasonableness"

’of panénthgism.
John A.T. Robinson has succinctly put thé traditional

problem this way:

365Accoirding to Yves Congar, Cden Rigaud in about 1245
had already suggested that perhaps the object (sub jectum)
of metaphysics was not God but being. Cf. Yves Congar,
op. cit., pp. 128-129.
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’

Somehow- we must find a projection which
enables us to represent the divine initiative
as in the processes of nature rather than as
acting on them from without, as exercised
through the events of secular history rather
than in some sacred superhistory.

[...]

4
But can we get beyond this dilemmna, this
false either-or, of having to be atheists or
theists in the old sense?367

[...]

v

It is the quest foxr a third alternative
between these two [pantheistic monism ox
theistic dualism] which I believe is being
pressed upon us so creatively from such
different angles today, secular as well as
religious. 36 .

l Is there no middle éround between pantheism on the
one hand and the positing of a fourth sphere of diving
reality on the other? Robinson and others feel that there
‘may be some hint of a resolution éf this problem by use of

'

the notion of "panentheism'. For an understanding of the
term, it would be well for us to quote the entire article on

paneritheism in Rahner and Vorgrimler's dictiomnary:

~

366John A.T. Robinson, Exploration into God, London,:

S.C.M. Press Ltd., 1967, p. 105.

367144, , p. 137.

3681454, p. 85.
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This form of pantheism does not simply
identify the world with God in monistic
fashion (God, the "All") but sees the "All"
of the world "within'" God as an interior
modification and manifestation of God, _ R
although God is not absorbed into the w8rld. -
This doctrine of the "immanence' of the '
world in God is, false and heretical only if
it denies creation and the distinction of the
world from God (and not only of God from the
world) (D1782); otherwise it is a demand that
ontology undertake thinking out much more )
profoundly and much more accurately the relation
which exists between absolute and finite being
(that is, the reciprocal conditioning of unity
and differencenas they grow in the same
proportion) . 369 -

be‘

The doctrine of panentheism may be defined as:

the belief that the Being of God includes
and penetrates the whole universe, so that every
part of it exists in him but (as against pan-
theism) that his Being is more than, and is not
exhausted by, the universe: 70 -

Panentheism as a term was coined by K.C.F. Krause (1781-

1832) in the elaboration of his own philo;ophico—religious

system. It was used by Baron F. von Hﬁgel,371

373

by C.

374

Hartshor e,37? Alan Watts, and Nichclas Berdyaev.

3691pid., pp. 333-334. (Emphasis ours.)

'370The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church, ed.
by F.L. Cross, Oxford University Press, 1957.

371Baron F. von Hiigel, Essays and Addresses on the o
Philosophy of Religion, New York, Dent. (1921-1926) I, 162£;1I,39.

372C. Hartshorne, The Divine Relativity: A Social
Conception of God, New Haven, Yale University Press, 1964,
pp. 88-90; and Philosophers Speak of God, University of
Chicago Press, 1953, (Introduction and Epilogue) .

373p1an Watts, Behold the Spirit, New York, Pantheon
Books, 1947, pp. 121-154.

374Nicholas Berdyaev, Freedom of the Spirit, Bles, 1935,
esp. p. 242; and Spirit and Reality, Bles, 1939, pp. 132-137.

4
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Piere Teilhard de Chardin speaks of "that which is;zverything

.is above everything'. The whole process universe may be

seen as a response to the Beyond in its midst, to God who

n
is not identified as the process itself but who operates
within it drawing it to Hiﬁself. At no time does the process
geg to be identified with God §et there is a mutual co-
%nherence b&tween God and the universe. In panentheism
there is a fresh way of considering the Godhead as timeless

but 1ot outside of time,375

for everything is "in'" God and
God is "in" everything. |

In panentheismuGod is "all in all". The character of
panentheism aptly expgeéses Paul's saying in I COR. 15: 28.
As Bishop Robinson says, panentheism mﬁst be clearly
distinguishedvfrom all forms of gnosticism which would have
it that in order to reach God "above' the Demiurge_wﬁo
created this world one had to pass "thfough and out the
w376

other side of all the spheres of material existence.

As we see it there is an ambiguity of transcendence involved.

‘God transcends the Being-ness of the world which in turm

may Qe‘consiaered absolute from a rational point of view at

least in its fundamental dimension (as distinctly real).

375Confer Nelson Pike, God and Timelessness, New York,
Schocken Books, 1970.

376

John A.T. Robinson, op. cit., p. 143,
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Thus, the world's reality is not God's reality and vice-versa.

Still, the Being-ness of the world may be understood as
analogous to God's ''Being' (when seen and posited in ‘faith).
Any natural human facﬁlty or activity may reach only the
"absolute'" cosmo-ontological Beingness of the world. It is.
a matter of interpretation (in faith) whether such "Absolute"
Beingness of the world is to be called God or simply a sign
of God. We are inclined to the "signf value (play value,
specifically ludus "of" Paidia) of such "Absolute' Beingness
of the world,leaving it completely open as to whether this

is the only viable Christian view of things.

The ambiguity of transcendence makes some sense particularly

in the context of a metaphysics of play. It comes:about when

God creates an image (a play entity) of Himself which is not

_exactly Himself. The image carries with it the ''character"

of transcendence which is eminently in God Himself but now
reflected in a distinct and finite sphere called the world
(a ludus of Infinite Paidia). It is, therefore, because
God playfully "images" the world into being that the world
deceives philosophers into thinking that the imaged trans-
cendence is not an image at all but the Last Reality, and
so they pgsit the Absolute as the beingness of the world.

In this sénse wé can appreciate why eminenf phildsophers

with the best of good will, and sensibility to things



CHAPTER VIII 308

'theologicalf'remain atheistic or at 1ea$t agnostic regarding
the claim of those who believe in a God beyond the being-
becoming'of the universe-multiverse. It is also understandable
why thedlogians foliowing'upon the line of thinking of such
philosophers and identifying over-simply the whole qﬁestion
of anaiogy of being so that it is proper and not "improper" .
(Penido) also féll into the position of speaking'of Being
and God redﬁndantly. It is our feeling that the played-into-
being image of God"s transcendence which is the_heartmgf_
God's creative play in the order of the world “causes" God

to be at once extrinsic and intrinsic to the world. It is
because of the mitror image of God's transcendence which is
located in the Egglg that it can be mistaken for God Himself
as philosophers and theologians often do. But there is only

one real Absolute which is not "in" the world as "of" it

pex se, but only within the world because the world is

playfully "in" God.

As suchl then, we would posit an ambiguous imageness of
transcendence (Béing; then Codj, and see our understanding
of the relationshiﬁ of God to the world in the (non-heretical
and ﬁoh—false) panentheistic sense. The world comes
entirely from God but has its own reai(;;\ﬁbnetheless by the
power of God's creative act. The world derives from God
(this is what is meant by the phrase.hex nihilo"), vet is

(5

Lod
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not to be simply identified as an emanatlon of His essence.
The'worldkls not God, nor has God become the world. The
world is God's idea, not God Himself, yet wholly dependent
upon Him, and God is never simply identified with Hié-idea
of the world. The world "happens" within God but is not God.
God (Infinite Paidia) and the world (finite lgggé) remain
distindt;

This panenthéistic view is profoundly intfinsicist
regarding .the world, yet it preserves the otherness (a
somewhat extrinsicist-view) of God as well. It would allow.
the reality of the world to remain itself (distinct and
integral) and not merely to be an instrument (a toy) in the
hands of God. The world would have its own being (and play-

fulness) and even its own “apparent absoluteness'" of belng

(paldla ludus) (the question of its necessity in the absolute

remaining open as far as unaided reason can detéct); Natural ‘
theology and religion would be speaking to a reaiity "witﬁin;
God, as it were, aﬁd so véfy close to being a clear iﬁage

of Him (it is His idea, His image, and an imaga is a playful

thing!) but would not be speaking to His proper Reality

Slmp11c1ter whlch as Pure Paidia must always remain a mys tery.

Our p051t10n holds that the Being Simpliciter of

the world is not God in Se but nonetheless is legitimately

considered, in faith, as revelatory of God precisely because



c*

CHAPTER VIII A 310°
it is "in" Him as a free created image refleétingfﬁack upon

377

God as its Creator. For the Christian philosopher—

theologian, God remains the only Absolute, but the world may %

- aEEear'to be absolute (i.e. to really (sic) image (sic) tye

' Absolute), because it is a ludus of Paidia.
Thus the marriage of philosophy and theology here

is occasioned, facilitated and:pnderstood by a playfulness

awareness (the image-making, world-gaking, of the real world
by God). ‘The world's reality is préciéelyla reality playfully .
constituted by God and existing by His free c&htiﬁﬁance of

lthe play of creation to be a play-reality. ‘The world is
playfully rg?}_(a play-real conjunction) because it exists

"in" play modality "in'" God. The final explanation of why

the Game of Games (the God-world relationship) is the

present essay's "primary'cosmo-ontologicallplay-reality” is

]fb be thus understood.

I .
Our position thus confirms not just that the world

plays out its very being (a play-reality copjunction), but

also it confirms God as Play-Reality (at least insofar as

he creates the world freely "in" Himself, the world becoming

an image of Him). This position also shows that God in Se ¥ ¥
is a player because it shows Him as essentially capable of

such play.

377Tﬁis is the justification of the use of the "analogy

of being" in theological discourse, as we have said.
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Moreéver, in regard to the wbrld, this position

explains why the world is also a conjunction of paidia-ludus

(as it were, on its own, in its own proper reality) just k'

as God's Paidia is also His own. This conjunction of

\
paidia-ludus must be in the very Being Simpliciter of the

world precisely so that it can be a real (sic) image of God's
‘Paidia. Even insofar as the reality of the world may
rightly be regarded as its own kind of reality, a reality
which is not simply an emanation of God's, in justiéo far

it appropriately images the Creator who has His own proper
'Identity and Reality (which is not to be confused with the
world's).

The world's cosmo-ontological sphere of play-reality
is, therefore, but one of many such play-realities and only
a single unnecessary instance of God;s imagining activity.
The ultimate reason why the world's cosmo-ontological
fdundétioh may be rightly seen as play-ful is precisely
because God makes it in a playful style of creativity (that

is, as an aesthetically actualized image, a playful thing,

a toy, something conjured up out of His creative "imagination).
y g conjured up -~ "imag

Because it originates from God's playfulness playfully, it

is actualized precisely as a playful whole. It has its
own proper reality as a play-reality and no other. Thus, '
the world is a play-reality originating "in" (sic) a Play-God

in a play activity (image making) .
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‘The notion of "image',6 therefore, is not accidenta%ly'

associated in the God-world. connection. Rather, it is

essentially what accounts for the comnection in the first )

‘Ljﬂfgg and makes it play-ful intrimsically. The playful

”imageness?nof'thelworld originating in Divine Playful
- N . .

"image-ination" accounts likewise for the ambiguity of trans-

cendence ("ludus-image" being configsed with Pgidia} and is
essentially/Consistent with a play theology's appreciatiog of
‘£he defwgild questiqﬁ;i Likewi;e, the ”imagenéss" (play
-éqality) of the worid explains precisely how’the world can be
in God gnd yet not fhentigal.with liis Essence. Hence, our
pla&'theolag& lends-”reaspnablenesé” to the doctrine of
panentheism: . : . L/
It is of‘course.taken for gfanted that,for the

Christian, the present salvific eco g;y*in thé free will of

God (His playful good pleasure) has\ constituted the present

Game of Games (His relationship to "the world") in'a

so-called "Kingdom

er so that, for example, the
of Ggld" is established thropgh a permanént_aff%iéation of
thefreality of the world epitomized in the Incarnation of
God in-Jesus and tﬁe continuing ﬁypostatic Union.378 Though

the world is not necessary in se (only God is so) it will

3781q 252-263, 301302, 426, 436F, 516,

/
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never be utterly diséoIv;ﬁ bu rathér, §n the contréry,

will be more and more perfected by dod‘s continueqd affirmatiop
of it. For the Christian, heaven (God's life) and:this .
world come together ultimately in the same kind of loving -

affirmation of the world which is revealed in Chrisf.379

- : Conclusion
) | . <
While we have briefly s;udied panentbq}sm and an

ambiguity of transcendence to understand andﬁagrmqnize the

extrins%cist and intrinsicist views of God's rglationship to
the world, we have done so as on{y one theory‘of how "God",
""the world“; and ""The Game of Games' may be iﬁteg;ated in a
holistic way. We have Suggeéted that neither a simplé
positing of a separated (égiiiysicist) fourth sphere of
play-reality nor a too simpre equétio% (imménentism,
intrinsicism) (a paﬁentheistic identity) between "God'", and
"world" need be made. A middle ground of panentheism and
an "imaged" (playful) transcendence seems to affirm both
sides of the question while siding with neither to the

exclusion of the other.

Permeating our theory of panentheism and ambigudus

transcendence-is our appreciation of play. We have expressed

our intuition in terms of play and indeed; haveé argued that

«»

, 379Confer, for example, Karl Rahner and Herbert Vorgrimler:
gﬁ? cit., "Other World", p. 331, and "Heaven', p. 200.

[y
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it is play which adequately explains how the world can be
"in" God yet not identified with Him. Because reality is

intridsically playful in God and in the world their mutual

confluence can be affirmed without the positing of a ?ourth
sphere of £he play-real and without.lapsiné into pantheism.

In our view, both panentheism‘aﬁdﬁfhe playful
"imageﬁess”‘of the world relative to God begin to make unified

_quse only in an appreciation of reality itself in all

spheres as playfully real.




CHAPTER IX ‘

THE THEOLOGICAL APPRECIATION OF THE

-

PLAY-REALITY-CULTURE COEXTENSIVE

In Part One we described the second sphere of the
play-real as a three-way coextensive: play-reality-culture.
In playing his part in the general scheme of things which
we havé'called the Game of Games, man produées his own
version of the real and he does so in a play dynamic of his
interaction with his environment in socially accepted con-
ventions. The result is that what his “culture” decides is
real is "real” ;nd it is real "playfully"” (It has come to
be what it is in a play-mode of actualization inlsocial
_dimension); The secondary sphere of the play-real, we
'explained,'was the realm of "human" reality where the aspects
of play, feality, and culture,_are coextensive and inseparable.
In practice, it is impossible to speak of the real -in this
sﬁhere of meaning without coloring'thé very perception of
it by culturally inherited and absorbea categories which
are\themselves generated in a play dynamic.

It will be recalled that the distiﬁction we made
between the cosmo-ontological sphere and this cultural
(regional) sphere is the distinction between factual, naked,

1
matter and energy and the realm of human meanings and
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SLgﬂlflcances imposed upon them by the human manner of
perceiving and reacting to the cosmo- ontologlcally real.

There are, at least four ways in which the theologlan
of play may touch upon the play-reality-culture cogxten51ve:

First, there could be a critical review, from the
outside, as it were, evaluating the_hypothesis of the
coextensives itsel&l This would pe a legitimate énterprise
insofar as the theologian could divorce himself from the
operant dyﬁamic of the coextensive itself (éssuming the hypo-
thesis is true), thus allowing the special awareness concerning
ultimacy of faith to shed light upon the whole problem (In
fact, none of the pléy theologians has yet attempted to do
this).

Second, there could be a detached theological study

of cultural "reality" in general sub specie ludi. Play in

this case would be accepted as a legitimate herﬁeneutical
tool in conjunétion with faith. Theoretically, "play" in
th}s case, would not be equivalent in the.cultural‘sphere
to "reality" - but simply’a useful instrument for critical
analysis. (This, in fact, is what most theologians do.)

Third, two out of the thrce elements in the coextensive
would be recognized as coextensive while a third would go -

unrecognized. (This, too, is what most theologians do.)

v
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‘Fourth, there could be a fully conscious acceptance of
the "tfuth” of the hypothesié operating (either overtly or
anonymously) in the mode of approaching the theological enter-
prise itself, theology beiné an instance of ‘such a coexten-
siveness of play-reality-culture. In this latter case; fhere
would be an implied case of a four-fold coextensive; play-
‘reality—culture—faith, and the examination would be a
critical review of a mystery in the Marcelign sense.

.

In this connection it is particularly important that

the peculiar cultural phenomenon known as the c
faith (the Churéh) could be examined as a cultural enclave
within the greater cultural sphere of a civilization and as
cperating bpth for and against it. The Church could be
viewed as having its own “cultural" world shaped by faith so
that the four-fold coextensive (faith-reality-play-culture)
would operate in it. "A dialogue with the play—fheologians
on this narrower and more critical idea of Church as its

own "ecul ture' would be profitable.

N ’ For the ﬁost part, the theologians of play, however,
treat of the Church in terms of faith but ffom the perspective
we recggnize as of the tertiary (sub-regional) sphere of
réality - and do,not give the kind of sociblogico—théological
approach to' the Church‘which is fully conscious of our

secondary (cultural-regional) sphere of the play—real.380

~

%SDThe appreciation of what '"faith" is, according to the
play theologians, appreciatel sub specie Tudi, as it were, is,
therefore, to appear in our next Chapter, devoted to the sub-
regional sphere, where we feel faith originates.
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In fact, most of the theologians say very little

which approximates our understanding of the three-way

¥
*

coextensive of cultural in general. "It is no surprise, then,

that the idea of & four-way coextensive in regard to the

Church is wvirtually unknown.to them.381

Furthermore, it would seem clear that even if such
a sociologico-theological study of the Church were undertaken
it would easily establish that the Church is its own sui
generis culture, and it also would be easily established that
its version of 'the real" derives culturally. The problem
would be in regard to the union of its culture to faith (even
if{one would distinguish, as one would have to, the ideal
Church of faith and the sqpiologically 0bse£vable~version
of it - for always the sociological Church is not what it
is in essence and qertainly most often the.sociologigal Church
is not what it ought to be). The problem of faith, however,
is the key to an. understanding of the Church as play. Thus,
it is through 'faith" as Elél that the third (or fourth)
coextensive for the Church would be established.382
Outside of the perspective of faith ltsélff it geems

that the Church, when seen as a sub-region of the cultural

_ 381Even Hugo Rahrter, whose vision of the significance of .
play seems the most comprehensive, does not make this formal
recognition. Confer his Chapter on the Church as the

community of play in his Man at Play, op. c¢cit., pp. 46-64.

2
382,45 we have said, this too will appear in the next
Chapter.
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sphere of reality at large (the Church is its own 'world"
whiéh ocutside observers recognize as distinct from the

larger "worid" outside it), might be appreciated as an

instance of our three-way coextensfive. Thus, in this limited

sense, as species to genus, the fhurch is a "culture" which

identified its '"'realit its faith-view which, in turn,
as speciesg
form of ''play".

For the present Chapter we confine ourselves to the
general theorem of the three-way coextensive in dialogue
Vith the present theology of play. Consequently, in dealing
with the theologians' worR regarding the secbndary (regional-
cultural) sphere, we will focus upon whether a three-fold
coextensive is made (reality-play-culture) or whether only

two of the three coextensives are recognized: reality-play;

or reality-culture; or play-culture.

A. Hugo Rahner

The idea of '"culture'" at large, in the anthropologist's
sense, considered as "play", may be said to be part of
Hugg Rahner's thought. However, the coextensiveness of
"culture" and "play" as such is never made'in his work. As
far‘as Rahner will go is to imply that culture may be seen

as the outgrowth of man's way of béing in the world in
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transaction to an essentially playful cosmos. And even this
is to read between the lines of Rahner's work. He is simply

- not addressing himself to the question of culture as such -

but rather to the inherent nature of man and man's style of

life in the playful cosmos. Thus, it is only obliquely dgﬁ
indirectly - but.nevertheless logically - that we may extend
Rahner's appreciation of culture to say that he understands

it as coextensive with the playfulness of man's spirit. For

Rahﬁer, "play" and '"culture' are then, only implicitly
compatible with our view -of coextensiven;ss. _
| As tb the third term in the coextensive - ﬁémely,
"reality" - a problem arises in his work. - Rahner is vagﬁe<
and ambigubus. On the one hand, as we have seen previously
in Chaﬁter VI and Chapter VII, it is reasonable to draw qhe
‘concluéion that Rahner sees what we have called the primary

[
cosmo-ontological sphere of reality (God and the world) as

E

coextensively playful. 'In addition, as we might surmise

even from the title of his book, Man at Play, Rahner

- believes that man is natiﬁely and basically a playful

animal and that the precisely human dimension of man is his
character as a noble player in the world. Thus, it would
séem logical for us to say of his thought that he holds

that human nature is basically playful and that human reality

is a playful reality. . L
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Themﬁroblem, however, is with regard to what we have
called the secondary (regional, cultural) sphere of the
play-real. Here Rahngr treats "reality" as if it were out,
side of or more basicrthan_”culture" or "'play". Rahner

treats ''reality" as if it were not playful. This is so even
though he holds that the basic reality of the world itself,
that which Rahner seems to see as more basic than culture,
is playful. This is thé ambivalence of Rahnexr's use of
"play'" and "reality" which shows itself'mdst clearly in this
secondary (regional-cultural) sphere. By implication of his
work we may say that he seems to hold to both sides of the
question without recognizing theﬁcontradiction, most probably
because he neve%'addressed the question of culture as such.
In brief, by default;:aé it were, and by implication, he is
guilty of the false éssumptions which ‘Jacques Ehrmann has
taught us to notice - that reality can be seen separately from
play and culture in the regional sphere. Despite passéges
in his word which seem to carry an appreciation to the
contrary, in other spheres of reality, his basic self-
contradictory<§;§ition compels us to say that he does not
see '"reality" and "play' and "culture' as coextensive in the
secondary (regional-cultural) sphere.

Also, though Rahner devotes a Chapter of his book

to the Church as a community of play, he fails to see our
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. -~
suggestion of a four-way coextensive of play-reality-culture-

faith within the Church 383

B. Jurgen Moltmann

-

Jﬁrgen Moitﬁénn also does not deal with the theology of
play in such a way as fo confront our hypothetical coextensives
of reality-play-culture as such.. Where he .does treat the
subject of culture it is mostly in connection with an ideal
view of "purpose-free sociability'. Even regarding this
ideal, "Christian conéregations really don't know what to do
with this area.”384 Moltmann speaks favourably of

Schleiermacher's Theory of Social Behaviour (1802) which

Painted an idealfstic cultured society in which people display
qhe‘free play of the human spirit in conversation, arts,
imagination, and sociability.>%> This ideal is realised

in small pockets here and there, Moltmann tells us, in

some Church communities.386

| This notion of culture is not the anthrbpological

one which is identified with e total society's world view

383

Huge Rahner, op. ., Pp. 46-64.

4Jﬁrgen Moltmann, "The First Liberated Men in Creation”
op. cit., p. 68. :

385
386

Ibi

(oW

Ibid., p. 70.

(48

|
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or way of life. Consequently, Moltmann is not speaking of
culture in the sense where it would apply to our three way
coextensiven(the'regional-eultural) sphere and we find little

evidence to imply that anything like it exists in his theology

of play. (Likewise we find no evidence of a four-way
'd'

coexteﬁsive; faith-reality—cultﬁre—play, within the Church.)
C.. Harvey Cox

Harvey Cox tells us that the theology of culture

seeks [...] to ungover the often obscure
or hidden spiritual import of man's many-
splendored cultural creations. Its object of
inquiry is the worlds of meaning that are
assembled and polished by the inventive human
spirit. Anthropologists define "culture" as
the symbols and stories that pattern human
behaviour, as well as the artifacts, rites and
gestures that bring the values of a society to
exXpression.

This understanding of culture is tantamount to a

Weltenschauung and would seem to argué for a congruéncy of
ﬁuman méaning and human reality. But it is-not our three-way
coextensive of play-reality-culture in the simpié way we
postula?é it.

Only a hint of anything like our three way coextensive

in the second sphere of the play-real appears in Harvey Cox's

The Feast of Fools - and this only at the very end of his

book. There Cox speaks of the ideal interpretation of -

3§7Harvey Cox, The Seduction of the Spirit, QE.{cit., P. 263.

——
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theological and cultural influences.. Cox says that in
contrast to Paul Tillich's "method- of correlation' between
faith and culture, the relationship of faith to culture and.
vice-versa is, in hi$ view, mich more complex. Rather than
a matter of culture posing questions to which "symbols of
faith" ﬁrovide answers, the intexconnection of “culture and

faith is more confluent.

Faith does not always answer the questions
posed by human existénce; it sometimes raises @
questions of its own. And the cultures into.
which human existence organizes itself sometimes
give answers, however provisional and partial,
to the questions raised by faith. The faithk-
culture interaction is further complicated by
the fact that faith, as Tillich said, must
always express itself through cultural forms.
and all culture is to some extent the vehicle
of some element of faith. “

This means that the theologian of culture
cannot shift back and forth from his role as
cultural analyst to his role as theological
exegete as smoothly as Tillich could, or thought
he could. The theologian of culture makes ‘use
of a variety of techniques - historical, social
seientific, phenomenological - but his reading
of a situation is informgd at all times by his
knowledge of theology.39% He writes quite self-.
consciously from a particular perspective and
makes no false claims to sheer objectivity.389

388
as well,

389Harvey Cox, The Feast of Fools, op. cit., pp. 176-177.

We may add - "and by his knowledge of anything else
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Cox goes on to say that the very givenness of the

theological perspective colours evérything (from selection . y,

) H

\
Ny

of topic, choice of sources, arrangement of material, decisions
about emphasié and style). Though Cox does not add the
corollary, it seems obvious from the context that he means
that the cultural perspective colours the same areas in an
equélly powerful way. Though, as Cox points out, the
theologian must be conscious (insofar as he can) of his
starting point and must try 'mot to let his theology distort
the picture"”, he must also recognize, "that no one writes
without premises or a point of view".390 Cox would seem
here to show an appreciation that culture and reality get
woven together by Fhe human mind so closely that it is
virtually impossible to sort them out exactly. We might
legitimately surmise that Cox recognizes that it is the play o
of the human imagination and intellect, along with unconscious
and ‘'emotional forces and will, which confabulate this
cohvergence of culture and reality. Cox calls attention to
this Tconstant given" in any attempt to analyse the '"human"
‘world., '"How to 5& aware of one's premises without being
~paralyzed By them remains one of the most persistent and
fascinating probléms?with which any writer, theological or
otherwise, must learn to contend.”_391
390
391

Ibid., p. 177.
Ibid.
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We may conclude that\however mush\this matter  of
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subjectivity and obJect1v1ty is present in Cox's dwareness,

r
he has not glven expllc1t statements of conscious support

of our .three-way coextensive of play-reality-culture. His

..support remains oblique. . ' ,

According to Cox, "all societies need both stories
and signals", Religion is most alive when it permits certain
"autonomous activities peOple engage in without anyone else‘s

planning these act1v1t1es as well as "inclusive consensus -

on value and vision that makes civilizations p0551b1e n392
This last phrase would seem to express a view that the

4
"reality" of a c1v1llzat10n is its agreed—uponkflctlon

(conventiqu) of value and vision - in other words, its;
fundamental pla; ?n.out regional (cultutals sense of 'the
term. (This play-realm-becomes sD conventional that it is
tantamount to the unchanglng status quo of cultural reallty
and loses 51ght of its conscious beglnnlngs in play (1n
the terafary sphere). .

{&he Tgutongwous activities" which,are distinguished
by Cox from the "inclusive consensus" are_what;weAQQukﬁ
call the tertiary (sub-regional) sphere gf‘play-reality) in

.

contrast with this cultural reality which is also play.

39QHarvey Cox, The Seduction of the Splrlt _R cit.

pp. 11, 17. , A

-

™

" LS

-
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Cox nowhere makes the three-way coextensive
AN

.-connection

words, but it seems clear that his
- vision‘of the meaning of culture would éuEEort'the appreciation
we have given to the play-reality we have célled cultural
or reg;oﬁal. (By implication, we may say that .Cox would also
recognize the play-reality-culture-faith equation within

<. . the Chﬁrch.)

D. David Miller

- In the bulk of Qis book Gods and Games, David Miller's

constant view of play is that it "functions" as a root -

metaphor for human realities. Mlller s preJudlce seems to

have been from the cutset, to refuse to accept reallty 1tse1f
¢ -as play-ful, as we have seen. He argues about the unlversal—

: . e ) ¢
ity and all-pervasiveness of a play mode of apprehension of

the real - but always the real, in itself, is mon-play.- In

e

.fact, Miller criticizes Caillois for taking gdmes and pléy
! "~ too literally in interpreting Huizinga's study. Huizinga,

* Miller feels, never wanted to-consider'piay as literally

% . what culture is. 23 _ - A

Yet within the sphere of culture itsélf'the metaphor-
.

value of play makes its own coextensiveness of 'what is realI' .
P )

- 393pavid Miller, Gods and Games, op.

)

cit., pp. 23-26.
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. : ” .
and "play". In fact, we may say that that is Miller's main

“thesis. His Gods and Games tries to make the case that

virtually everything in culture - especially today - may

gain enormously by being recognizied sub specie ludi - as

a play-reality. Still, the absoluteness of our coextensive
is missing in Miller's work. He fails to recognize that
"metaphor-value' or ""metaphor-apprehension’ of the real is

"play-value" or "play-apprehension’ generated by cultural

"reality" and that consequently his own position undermines

his attempted distinction between "play" and '"reality" in
the cultural sphere. He always is prepared to see, and to
assume that all others can likewise see, that naked reality
;;d play—reglity in culture can be distinguished even
within‘thé:sphere of culture - for play—realities”arg but

. metaphors of meaning superimposed upon the real. For this

reason, Miller cannot be listed in support of our three-way

coextensive of play-reality-culture in the bulk of his book.

Sti11¥ that is not entirely the case of Miller's

/ :
view of play; for at the end of his book he seems to:escape

_from this perspective of academic. distance from the subject

of play - in his ”Epilogué“, suitably sub-titled ''Beyond
the Rules of the Religious Game toward a Theology of Play,
by Play, and for Pléy”.394: Here he surrenders himself to

the spirit of play and seems‘to bécome fully conscious

394pavia Milger, op. cit., pp. 170-176.

o t




CHAPTER IX _ 329

of Ehe thrée-way coextensive - about which he fittingly
speaks in play-ful aphorisms..

It is in this "Epilogue" that Millef‘s‘takes up an
attitudélan& aﬁ appreciatioﬁ of pl£§ which seems to briég%
the distance he pﬁts between the scholar and play which is
imposed by the term "metaphor". Better sgill perhaps, he
enters- the playfulness of reality and regar&s "metaphor"
as simply an academic "play on realities". Sdme of the best

playful theology arises here. He begins by assuming that

" his own wisdem is not so wise.395

Miller then launches into a brilliant entanglement in
the game of meanings in culture; which we must quote at

length:
<
What's the name of the game? That's it,

The name of the game is: What's the name of
the game? It is the game we all play. And

. often we play it quite seriously, desperately
in fact, trying to identify the other pexson's
game. In fact we play so seriously that we
forget to play. That is, we forget that we are
hard at play calling our play not-playing.

0f all the dances men dance in this crazy
choreography of life the most insane and at
the same time the cleverest one 1s the d@gce
men dance when they claim to be not-dancing.

Just as there is no such thing as not-
dancing (the man who thinks and feels he is mnot
dancing is simply doing an intricate piece of.
side-stepping), so also the dancer who says
that another person is not dancing is himself

3931p14., p. 172. ‘ -
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doing a strange dance. He is dancing the

not-dance, because he, at that moment, does
‘not have dancing eyes to see the not-dance
oi another as itself an intricate dance .396

And again, Miller says, '"Sometimes we play so well
that we simply forget we are playing. We think our play is
reality. It is."”

Here Miller affirms, in effect., the coextensiveness
of "play" and "reality" and he does so in the context of an
appreciation of the heart (essence) of cultural realities.
Hence, he affirms our three-way coextensive: play-reality-
culture.

To confirm our .impression of this mystery, Miller
presents another aphorism:

Life is a game. If I had writtén, "Lifé
is like a game", you would have asked, "Like
which game?" Actually it is like the game of

~life. That's why I wrote, "Life is a game'', 397

And once again,

It's not that we should stop working and
start playing, but that we should work as if
at play, because that is what we are doing
anyway: playing at work.

Sometimes, however, it is necessary to stop
working for a while and start playing, so that
we may stop working at work, and play; so that.

we may go back to playing at work, which we’ 308
were doing in the first place. But we forgot.

396

3971p24., p. 173.,
398

Ibid.

Ibid., pp. 174-175.
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In contra—distinction, it seems, from what he says
of the ”metaphoricai" value of play elsewhere, Milier comes
out clearly asserting thaf all human wvalues (meanings)-are
metaphorical - that is "me€gphqn” is '"play" and all human
meanings (realities) are playfully so.

- It-is for this reasén thatiwe feel Miller clearly
breaks into a new level of consciousness in his "Epilogue'"
and'thi%‘virtually undermines the '"merely metaphorical"
attribution given to play in the early part of his book. He
ends up in support of our three-fold coextensive in the‘
cultural sphere. (By implication we may say that he would
support our four—way'coextensives of faith—glay—feality-
culture within the Church though he does not examine the

Church, as such, in this light.)

E. Sam Keen

©

Though he doeé not sa% so in as many words, it seems
that Sam Keen's philosophy holds to a firm (if indirect)
support of our secondary (regional-cultural)'coextensivgs

of reality-play culture. Man is essentially homo admirans

from whose imaginative search for fullness (play) both
culture and human reality flow in a virtually indistinguish-

able correlation.
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Keen recognizes the historicity-of reason. Categories
of human reason are not'eternal or transcultural. "They
are born out of and bound to a specific environﬁent and
hiétory{” Reason is relative to the context of its nurturing.
In short, each culture has its own basic categories of the

real - and éven-of‘logic ("Buddhist logic differs in its

399

basic categories from Western logic'). Thus "culture" and

"reality" are two sides of a coin. The extreme abuse of
this identity occurs when:

The "average" or 'mormal" individual takes
his clues from the accepted attitudes of his
social context: common sense iriforms him that
what+"everybody" says must be true and what
"everybody" does must be right.

What is real becomes virtually identified with-

cultural norms because of man's search for sacred walue, kept

—

alive by wonder.
Keen's philosophy of wonder sees a conjunction of
three elements: wonder, the holy, and value.

If wérdisregard théﬁmerely economic under-
standing, it would seem that what modern man
means by value is functionally equivalent to what
traditional man meant by the holy. ‘A vdlue is a
point of orientation. Eliade has shown that, for
archaic man, theophany, or the encounter with the
holy, provided an organizational principle for
the whole of life. The place of theophany became
the axis mundi, the central poiht around which

-

399
400

Sam Keen, Apology for Wondexr, cp. ciE., p. 96.

Ibid., p. 171.
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personal identity and the self-understanding of
the community was structured. [...] The
wonderful, the holy, and the valuable all share
the ability to make man tremble and thus provide
an organizing principle for life.40l
It is Keen's idea that the disjunction of wonder, the
holy, and value into separate compartments of modern life
" has to be repaired for a unified cultural existence. When
“they are so conjoined these three elements become mingled
and virtually indistinguishable, hence identified as the
really real in_a human sense. It is this latter meaning
., which seems the same as our meaning of cultural ''reality" so
that culture and reality are one.
- In archaic societies this ¢onjuncture of "reality' °
and "culture'" is more easily seen. What is more, .the

marriage of the real and cultural patterns of existence de-

rive from a play-dynamic in man ("dramatizing'') in his

search for meaningful participation in the oneness of Nature.
Thus a three-way correlative is contained in Keen's philosophy

(reality—culture—dramatic play).

-

For example,(in archaic societies, Keen says:

Since -the people, like the land, abide there
are yearly festivals and holidays celebrating the
changing seasons. And for the individual there
are rites of passage which mark the transition
from one period of life into the next. By drama-
tizing birth,. coming of age, marriage, childbirth,
death, and other hinge-points, primitive rites of
passage eased the burden of change by inserting the
individual within the context of a universal process. 402

401

. 4023am Keen, Te a Dancing God, op. cit., pp. 54-55.
(Emphasis ours.) S e ==

Ibid., pp. 39-40..
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" Thus, through'aramatizing” (playing), the individual
was incorporated into the cultural 'reality" of a civilization,
and this, in turn, was called real because it was viewed as
jx part of "the context of a universal process". In our terms
the regional'sphere of "plaereaiity” was thought to be
part of a cosmo-ontological proceés (the Game of Games). The
dramatic participation rites were‘play—modes of incorporation
into this cultural world-view concerning what was real, holy,
significant, valuable - and unchangeable (siﬁce anchored in
cosmic process).

Keen devotes a portion of his To a Dancing God to

new methods for such 'corporate calendars and rites of

w 403
passage'',

which he proposes ought to be '"dramatized" into
modern existence. Thus for him, ”cultu;al realities" can
be "playea”‘into existence and a virtuéi coextensive exists
between culture, play, and reality. (Ve may guéss that he

- would support a four-way coextensive of faith-reality-

c¢ulture-play within the Church though he does not treat

this subject as sui?f&/\

403This is the subject of his Chapter, '"Education for
Serendipity''; confer especially pp. 55-56.
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F. Robert Neale

Té deal with Robert Neale's work is difficult,in

regard to the secondarf (regional—cﬁlturalj sphere of reality,
)

for the subject of his work is principally located in the

tertiary sub-regional sphere. Still, some of his work is

highly suggestive of a bearing upon the cultural sphere of

" reality and consequently a close examination of it seems

necessary in order to justify our opinion that his theory

does not show any appreciation of our tﬁgeefway coextensive

in the regional-cultural sphere.

The basic difficulty with Neale's work lies in its
connection_to the secondary (regional-cultural) sphere of
reality. At ;imes it seems his theory would support the
contention of é three-way coextensive; but at ofher times
he seems to uphold the idea of separation of the elements
of "play" from "culture" as well as from "the real®. Lef
us look at thiﬁ/ambivalence._

Neale's docto;al dYETertatibn makes a strong case *.
for harmony of the human impulses to "discharge enexgy”and

" 404

"design experiences'. The harmony of these impulses is

4OAConfer his Play and the Sacred, op. cit.

o
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defined as play by Neale following Schiller's argument for

"living form" as a harmony of Stofftrieb and Formtrieb.
Accezding to Schiller, "living form", the harmonious blend
of sensuousﬁess and form, is the cause othuman maturity and.
the rise of culture. "Living form'" is "both nothing in that
it does not grant any particular and immediate result in
any specific realm and also everything in that it is the
precondition of all human activity."405
As Schiller said, |
The reality of things is effected by things,
the appearance of things is the work of man, and
a soul that takes pleasure in appearance does not
take pleasure in what it receives but in what it
makes.
It is the imagination dealing with "appearances"” which
is the beginning of culture. It is beauty alone - or the
play impulse - which creates the social individual and
culture.407
Neale'cr}ticizes both Nietzsche and Schiller for
fabricating an aesthetic religion in reaction to the moral
religion of the day. For Neale, "living form" is wider

than morality or beauty. 'Living form", Neale tells us, "in

4051p14., p. 150:

406priedrich Schiller) op. cit., XXVI, p. 301.
4071h14., XXVII, p. 311.
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man's response to nature is beauty, and in his response to ;

human nature, it is morality."408 ) :
The conclusion is that the harmony of thé

two instinets creates both beauty and true

morality on the same level, that both are

equally products of the harmony and of equal .

status in the hierarchy of creation. Conse-
quently, no quarrel between them is possible

and the individual must parti¢ipate fully in i \\\#)///
. both nature and human nature_.408 o :
' ‘Thus pléy, wh%ch is the product of the harmony of
the two instincts, is the creative force at the root of poth
morality and beaut;. ‘Play, therefore, is present at the
heart of all human cfeativity in cultﬁral dimension both in’
the rules of human activity in sociéG? as well as %P the
éesthetic appreciation of value.
 ‘Neale feels that play is the heart of réligion. In
fact, his main thesis is that full human play éqd religion
are one and the same, as he goes on to say in tHe remainder
of his work. ‘Any cultural life which is positive and balanced
will be imbued ipso facto with the play mode of its
actua%igifgpn forAit is the balance of the two impulseslof
"discharge of energy" and 'design.of experience' which make
for healthful and productive human life both for the

individual ‘and society.

¥

408Robert Neale, Play and the Sacred, oﬁ, cit., p. 152.

4091p5 4.
Ibid
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Neale regards Huizinga's. theory as contributing four

insights into the nature of play: first, play is taken out

of captivity to the realm of aesthetics and seen in many of
-the major areas of human activity. Second, play is understood
as the fundamental source of civilization. lThird, play has
‘an important place i; religion. Fourth, play is allowed to
remain play for it is not transformed into the spirit of work
as is done in the biological and psychologicél theories.

Play resists all analysis and all logical interpretation, and

7 o
it remains irreducible to other phenomena.410

Neale reformulates Huizinga's thesis, giviﬁg a more
explicit and logical follow up to the latter's implication
that play is ultimate in culture and that it is found
primarily in religion and secondarily in other realms of

culture. Neale says: ~

‘Certainly his observation is correct, but
the vision behind it can be more accurately
stated as follows: the religious response O
the sacred is play, and it is in play as reli-
gion that all other forms of culture find their
origin. [...3 - )

-"“The theory of Huizinga requires a threefold
alternative: first, that play is not only pri-
mirily found in religiom, but that religion is
full play; second that the play of the child and
the childish play of the adult is immature reli-
gion; and third, that the sacred may be respznded
to by the perversion of play which is magic. 11

4101h54., p. 160.

4111pid., pp. 161-163.
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In dealing with Caillois' theory, Neale finds that

¢ Aaa b
s rat et RS

while Caillois believes that "the spirit of play is essential
whl2 )

E

to culture he ﬁonetheless sqbVerts his own assumption
in his radical separation of play as games and as culture.
For Caillois, both play and cultﬁ;g rest upon the four
elements of coﬁbétition, chance, simulation and vertigo.

All of this would seem to make it clear that Neale
feels that "play" ought to be seen in a coextensive way with
"culture", but it does not say'thafb"play" is tantamount to
ﬁhe third coextensive, "reality'. And, even to the
contrary, Neale's position on play is to see it as both
attitude and mode of being over and against the '"reality"
surrcunding the person in soéiety. Consequently, it cannot
be simply identified with culture at large. Play is,
paradoxicglly, ét theﬂheart of culture but can be distfﬁéuished
from it as "not ordinary", in Neale's theory.

In fact, Neale asserts that "Caillois is right to
claim that play is of no consequence in the ordinary world.”413-
Thus, the ordinary world, the ordinary reality, the ordinary
culture, is distinctly non-play. Neale does not see play

in the sphere we have called secondary (cultu;al—regional)

412Roger Caillois, op. ecit., p. 58..

413

Robert Neale, Play and the Sacred, op. cit., p-.17%1.
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as if play and reality are one. The third element in the
extensive does not gppeat in Neale's theory, when applied

to he.secondéry (segional-cultural) sphere.

What is-misleading in Neale's work is that he.

secondary phere of- reallty without realizing that it too
exists (1s eall piayfully . Thus, it-is in this switch-

.over to.the cultural sphere at large that we find his theory

>

inconsistent and cont;adlctory This is particularly true

in regard to h;s/treatment of myth,

/

Neale relates the role of myth confabulation to a

414

. 3
S+ total world-view of the real. Insofaxr as he does he

& seems to support a conjunction of "imaginative\human creativity"
; . p ) J g y

(play) and 'reality", supporting in turn.thg P oposftibn of
Mircea Eliade that myth is a story-mode of ontology.als"

This would seem to suggest also a conjunction with play so «

that a four-fold coextensive may be p051ted .play-reality-
myth culture. However, for Neale, the conjunction is in
no way as simple as Qur own thesis has it - or at any rate, -

Neale never seems -to have been conscious of it. Further-

o A .
more, iﬁéofar as in the general treatment of play as a

. 7

psychologlcally amportant matter, Neale is not prlnCLPally

414

“L1pia., pp. 130-131. . ",

Robert Neale, In Praise of Play, op." eit., p. 128.

sw1tches from the tertiary sphere of play-reality into t&s;///’ﬂ//

o amrnimt T
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L . -
concerned with mytﬁ and ritual in the sphequgf‘culture, as
such, but in the psychology of man where the "plaﬁh'e{emeht
can be distinguished from cultural reality at large. And,
in this connection, it seems abundantly clear that Neale's

view of the 'real" is distinct from "play", "play" being

something which the human being does with the ''real" by
~ the balancing of discharge and desigﬁﬂ The coextensive of

play—reality—cultﬁre in the secondary sphere of play-reality

is, therefore, not made by Neale - even though in regard

to myth there seems to be a position close to it. In this

sense, Neale's theory seems amblguous In other parts of

I

.his theory only" two of the coextensives are apprec1ated

(play and culture) whlle the third is clearly dlStlﬂgUlShed
from thgm as.reality. (Thus, it is aﬁto clear that he
does not recogﬁize the four-way coextensive of faith-
reality—culture—élay within the Church.)

What has to'be said in Neale's defence, of courée,
is, as we have already said, that he is treating play as
a third spheréﬂof realitf phenomenon of man's psychology

which as attitude and dynamic can' be contrasted with

anothgr psychological attitude and dyn

namely, work.
ThlS is an entlrely dlfferent approath yuestion

than we take.
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N

G. Response to the Theologians N

~

Hugo Rahne; appreciates a culturdl marriage of
reality and play but fails to make a three—way‘coextensivé
of culture-reality-play. Jﬁrgen'&nlt n does mnot confront
this problem area as spch.' Harvey Cox gives usrdblique. i
but strong support by his general appreciation of the play
element ihrman's[;ulture and his estimate of the real.

Robert Neale supports only:two parts of the .coextensive.

David Miller, after some confusion, egds. up in support of

the three-way coextensive. Sam Keen seems to clearly under-.

-

stand and give indirect support t e three-way coextensive.
Thus, of the six theologians listed, only three seem to-have
affirmed the appreciation of the play-reality-culture

equation.

'As to the question of a lcoextensive (faith—reality—
culture-play) within the Church; the 'same three present a
view whigh would support it.- and even these may benzamed
dnly by implication of their general appreciation of the
secondary sphere of reality. It is opvious that .our thesis
-presenks somefhing new for the consideration of play
t‘neo.’iog:’.amsk!a

As wé\iiz/in Part Cne, in the Regional-Cultural

Sphere, Play-Reality is a ludus of the Paidia of the
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Cosmo-ontological sphere. -We al¥o saw that it was a ludus
of man's paidia in the tertiary sphere. Thus the regional-
cultural sphere is placed mid-way between the primary and

the tertiary spheres because it is a ludus of both the

* Divine-world paidias and the human paidia. In-faet, it is

a ludus of the Divine Paidia expressing itself in both the

pfimary'cosmo-ontological realities of the world's paidia-

lg%gg and the special paidia-ludus of man. .

We will restrict ourselves to only one aspect for
theological study in this play-reality-culture understanding -
namely, how faith itself is an instance of it;

Because culture is a term which designates the

shaping of man -himself aﬂd his world through thé exercise

of his own mind and freedom, man can never exist without
culture. His faith is part of his culture insofar as it
stems from culture in part (the other part of his faith

deriving from the subregional sphere of the play-real
proper as we have explained it in Part One).416
Christian life can never be hostile to

* culture or seek to be simply acultural. [...]
But this culture [...] is determined by all
man's existential categories [...] [and is]
the objectivating material méﬁt&m in which
(explicitly or implicitly) man accomplishes the
act of faith [...]. Religion, insofar as it is
the work of man, is also part of his cukture,
which conditions and differentiates it. 17

—

]

416This second padrt of faith, its essengé,,is, therefore,
treated in the next Chapter with the apgyopriate title, "Man:
JImagination and Grace'. ]

417Karl Rahner and Herbert ‘Vorgrimler, op. cit.,
"Culture",.p. 113. (Emphasis ours.) )
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Culture, then, is the context-ef human meaning-
systems out of which a peculiar sub—divisién may deveiop
its own particulaf ovgrview. Such a ﬁeculiar sub-cultural
meaﬁing system with an over-arching appliﬁation to the
general scheme of culture at large may be recognizéd in the
special culture known as the 9purch, a community of faitﬁ.
This'is to say that the faith-community has its own culture
(where the four-way coextensive of play—reality-culture"-
faith operates) and that this Church-culture adopts a
perspective upon the léfger whole of culture (our secondary
sphere of play-reality) and deigns toljudge it. This over-
arching reflexive action of cultural faith in the Church
articulates its prophetic vision on the secondary sphere,
even thouéh, ironically, a large part of its vision has been
brought to birth, as it were, within the context of the
secondary sphere itself and even though its very critique
of the secondary sphere has to be verbalized in terms of
meaning derived from and still acknowledged as legitimate
(for the task of "critique'") by the secondary sphere and
even its sub-division, thé Church,_(e.g., language concepts

. P>
themselves). -

Thus faith derives from a secondary sphered context '
in part. This is so because all visions have to have a
" locus of origination, in some way centered in the humanly

accepted Vreal"‘(the secondary sphere). One éghnot adopt

a perspective without someiaﬂntage point or footing - even
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if the perspective reéliiifely criticizes the suitébility - i
of the vantage point.

The secondary sphere, however, is not the sole
originator of the peculiar sub-division of i;seif called
the community of faith. 1In fact, faith itself originates
essentizally not in the inherited meéaning-systems we call
culture but rather:in the creat{vely freer sphere called the
tertiary sub-regional one by this thesis. For this reason,
only a,relatively minor part of faith's structure stems
. from the éecondary sphere of the play-real, and we must look
to the next Chapter, dealing with the tertiary sub-regional
sphere, tn gat 2m arcount of the play.meaningws£~fai:5 Fnd R
for the four-way coextensive (faith-reality-play-culture)
of the Church to take on more meaning és secondary sphered
Judus of teréiary sphered'éaidia. -

For the moment,.withéut attemptiné to develop a full
play theology of the secondary (cultural—regionél) sphere,
we may offer a few comments about its connection to -
cultural faith and religion in/ﬁégg} to clarify our critique
of play-theology's understanding of the connection ;E’/JM%
play—cuiturg—reality.

To begin with, the ekpreséion of faith, perforce,-
has to be made "réal" according “g the system of reality

which we have called the seconds .y sphere, Lhat is, the
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culture-system. Any of faith's theology, as well as its
. -
ecclesial life im rites and ceremonies, are, therefore,
e

ludi of faith itself ana are indispensably‘e part of the

. vitality of faith, making the vision of 'faith "real" in a

socially recognizable sense. Faith known and recognized as

such is a cultural reality and all of its expressions belong

‘“

' to the sécondary cultural sphere

The play theologians we have studied seem to have

-

only a-vague awareness of this fact - or, at any rate, to

have given it little attention. They say something of the

paidian element in man but very little of its ludi & as culture.

Thev do not take the ludus of faith - as culture —'seriously

enough. Ideas of God Himself, Christ, the Church, the

se&ii:;iie are all ludi of faith but are scarcely recognized

as such— Our thesis points out a great lacuna of theological
work in play theology. It says thet these cultﬁ%al‘lggéh

of faith are important precisely because of their situation
mid-way between the primary cosmo-ontological sphere and

the tertiary as a ludus of both That is, rites,.cefemonies,
theologlcal language, and al£q§fher expre55102t,gf faith

are the sociall recognlzable points of contact between

the mystery of Gpd!s Paidia at the heart of the primary gabere

and the paidia gf /man in his tertiary sphered search for

1418

an "ordo amoris through new "possibilities". It is

418Rubem A. Alves, Tomorrow's Child: Imagination,’
Creativity and the Rebirth of Culture, New York, Harper
and Row, 1972.




v

CHAPTER IX 347

in the secondary sphere where faith—phenqmena expreeaes:the
wedding of Infinite Possibilities to finite need to express
(make ;ggg) the union of possibilities and actualities.

| As we have already intimated, there may be a four-
way coextensive made in the community of the Church,.namely:
play-reality—culture—faitﬁ. But, since in our view, faith
originates in the tertiary sphere of play—realities, there
is a point of over-lapping of meaning of "faith" (as
iﬁdividual, free and human reality in the tertiary sphere -
and as communally shared and celebrated in the secondary

sphere) Perhaps the reallty of "faith" as “play” will ‘
" become clearer when we take the ludus of faith in the Churgh
to its;Eaidian origins in the tertiary sphere, our next
tOplC ~ This is to say that according to our thesis, faith,
as a source of cultural meanlngs may exhlblt 1tself in
cultural form (the Church). But faith itself comes to ‘be

in the same way as other meaning-systems arise, that is,

in the tertiary. sphere-of play-realities, as an imagined
vision of how things are in' the ultimate (in the pfimary
cosmo-ontological sense) or as they ought to be - or wiil

be - in histofy (in the secondary, regional, cultural sense).
dultural faith thereforé, is playful, because it is an

expre551on in 1tself of the three- -way coexten31ve (play-

reallty cultare) and because it derives its 1udus from the
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playful imaginative realities of the tertiary sbhere (as a

paidia-ludus af the tertiary sphere).

If we'keep in mind the.general axidm of our thesis .
that the secondary sphere is derived from the tertiary and
is always somewhat of a crippled expreséipn of its origins
in the tertiary, we can say that the cultural-exgression of
faith (in the ludus of the Church) will always imperfectly
express the ''reality' of faith's beginnings in the tertiary
sphére. The claims of thedlogy about ultimacy and "truth",
therefore, can never do perfect justice to the heart of
faith. (Theology and faith exist in distinct spheres of the
real.)

Only iituxgical expression (in myth and'symﬁol) seems
sufficiently paidian eneough (in their openness to many
levels of meaning)>to convey the life of the faith beyond
“the lgggg—abstraétions of theological speculation and preaching.
By its concentration on a given expression of what is and
what could be in the ultimate, the cultural expression of
faith in the -Church (prayer, liturgy, the social gospe;,
etc.),aé ludus, proclaims "th; demonstrative value of being"
(wonder) and the attractiveness of the possible (adventure).

In fact, both wonder and adventure become;mean;ng—

ful themselves in terms of the faith-value given "reality".

Thus, cultural faith gives meaning to the wonder of what is
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and the adventure of what might yef be (as profise) as a
cultural "fact” in the present .stage of salvatjon history,
thét is, in the'penultimate times Second Coming.
Thus tob; the Church as a cultural play—reality may be seen
as the vanguard of the Kingdom of Play (Kingdom of God).

Because of the constant interface and transaction

between the community of faith as its own culture and the
‘Qidér culture of the world (the secondary sphere), even the
so-called "secular" cultural sphere and "secular" history
become necessarily coloured by the faith-perspective of the
Church. It is, therefore, possible tolsay that there is
feally a four-fold coextensive in the qulture” of a Christian
believer: that of play-culture-reality-faith. For this
reason, theology must make itself conscious of the co-
extension and investipate it as a proper area of its
speculations and concern. , This assertion needs some more
substantial "proof"; - which leads us naturally to the
dévelopment of "faith" as "play" proper in the tertiary sphere,

the subject of Chapter X.

¢



CHAPTER X

MAN: TMAGINATION AND GRACE (THE'THEOLOCICAL IMPLICATIONS
OF THE SUB-REGIONAL SPHERE OF THE PLAY-REAL)

JIntroduction

In Part One, it will be recalled, we spoke of the

. usual and'bopular meaning of the term "play" and its

sphere of reaiity. We called it the tertiary (Sub-regional)
sPhére of play-reality. Within ghe'so—called "play-world",
as it 'is often called, we pointed out that'"play”‘and
"reality" are one.- In this sphere the play-reality equation
ameounts to little'more than ‘the obvicus for it is in this
sphere that it EE_Fasiest to see that the kind of reality
ﬁhich obtains is wholly playful. Yet a full explanation of
this obvious point is difficult, especially since, as we
have insisted, this sub-regional sphere ought to be judged
anﬁ studied on its own merits, as it were, and not only in
terms of a negation or difference from the-other spheres.

In the last analygis, we may conclude that, as ﬁith the

. study of any reality precisely és reality, we are faced
with "mystery” in the Marcelian sense or an attempt to °
'explain the unexplainable in terms of itself. i

It remains worthwhile, neverthelessr to state the

obvious play-reality equation in this third sphere. For

n
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weAwantAto bring attention to the fact that this spheére of
play-reality is its own; - it is not to be given value only
in terms of what it\is not; that is, ideally it should be
seen on its own and ffom the "insi@e", as it were, not from
the "outside'.

Though the manifold theological_implications of
this vast_éub-regional sphere ;re wbat occupy most of the,
pages of the play theologians' work we will not review or'
respond to their insights except very generally in the
following areas: the understanding of man, especially his
. freedom, his openness to possibilities, and his fanﬁasy—power;
these we will review under the theological headings of
faith, hope, and grace. What the glay theologians say of
"play and faith'" as well as "play and hope' we feel roughly
correlates with our appreciations of "wonder" and "adventure"
respectively, while "grace' is wh%t ﬁakes a world of
difference. Thus, this wide and general perspective on
play theology in the sub-regional sphere; we trust, will
give some sense of unity and cohesion with the earlier

part oﬁur ‘work.
2

- ¢
~

A. Hugo Rahner

In Hugo Rahner's development of the notion of

homo ludens he makes use of the Greek ideal of spoudogeloios.
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Man is the "grave-merry" man, "the man with a gentle‘jinse _ %

of . humour who laughs despite his tears, and finds in 1 s
:

i

H

earthly mirth a sediment of insufficiency."419 In his’

theology, Rahnexr describes the ‘grave-merry' man as

a man who feels himself to be .Iiving in
invincible security; but he is .also a man
of tragedy, a man of laughter and tears, a
man, indeed of gentle irony, for he sees
through the tragically ridiculous masks of
the game of life and has taken the measure -
of the cramEing boundaries of our earthly
existence.%420

'

Accofding to Rahner the ideal of the grave-mefry man

. . . : R .'/—)
can be achieved by a practice of the virtue of eutrapelia
(”right-turning”)hzl which 4is remarkably like Kéen‘s homo

tempestivus (“timeiy man”).422

Rahner gives attention to
eutrapelia as the virtue af:theﬁGreeks most‘naturally o
Christian in its serious-serene balance between two extrémes.
The ‘extremes avoided by eutraﬁelié are the way of life of -
man who takes nothing serigﬁsly (""bomolochos") and the man

423

who sees nothing fummy anywhere (”agréikos”). The ' T

419Hugo Rahner, op. cit., p. 27.

420

421Hugo Rahner, op. cit. Confer esp. Chapter V:
"Eutrapelia: A Forgotten Virtue"; pp. 91-105.

Ibid. | ' ~.

4225 Keen, Apology for Wonder, op. cit., pp. 190-200.

423Hugo Rahner, op. cit., pp. 93-94. . '
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L2
Christian may play because he sees a balance of seriousness
and playfulness as the ideal and as justified ontologically
because God Himself has shown such serious playfulness. As

we ;ould say, the tension between the tertiary and s®condary
spheres of play makés the Christian in need of eutrapelia,

the recognition that the ludus of everyday reality is

seriaus but that there is a greater seriousness to be attached,
to paidia even within the finite necessities of everyday ‘
life. R '

Cenuine play, Rahner.tells ﬁs,.is made possible when
in faitﬁ the Chxisﬁifn holds that the Incarnation truly
happened. God truly became a man. This bit of divine play
makes it "possible for us’ to'gain that 'gay security and
freedom' without which we cannot attain the ease and effort-
lessness ot genuine play at all."424 Again he says,, "The
most serious part of the Christian ideal .of man is éo be
found in the ﬁéﬁt that he who has faith and ﬁruly 1o§es God
is also the man who can truly play, for only he who is
secure in God can be truly ligﬁt of heart."*?>
To be really free to truly play, Rahner is saying,

one requires some firm ontologiéél ground (God) whose very

“41bid., p. 35. :

231454, pp. 57-58.
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.nature liberatee bne to flee the constraints c:f'everyd‘a?\\wfj
unchangeable reality. -In our terminelogy, the Paidia of "_ %
God is the Justlflcatlon for the Ealdla of man to come lnto ) . i
1t own, as it were, to be true £& ltself - for it is glven - '
au hent1c1ty -and valldatlon because that is how Ultimate EJ%L“ s
Reality reallz is. Man 1s thus freed to escape the. 1lmltS . - i
N of cultural ludi (reglonal reality) because the reallty of ‘
play in the tertiary sphere echoes the reality which is
ultimately ‘the ground of all others (t%e primary sphere)
‘Rahner 1s lndlrectly maklng the case that the Inoarnatlo
%s trde play - since it is the basis’ for Chrlstlan playful-

- ness. The play of God legitimates human play

~x

g play', Rahner says, '"is to yleld.oneself to a

to enact to oneself the absolutely other, KfTE

basic abdtitude of this

/ . In.play earthly fealities become, o
: things of the trapsient moment, presently le
behind, then dlsposed of and. buried in Ithe pe
the mind is prep@red to accept the unimagine
- incredible, to entexr a world W ere differen

apply, to be relieved o gﬁt

it down, to be fr z\\k

Man at play is reaching ®
eaid - for that superlative_ease, in which evek

. , the body, freed’from its ear lx'burden, moVv
. the effortless measures of a h vesﬂy dance.
%1pta., p. 65. !
4271544, pp. 65-66. .
RN . ’
p ‘ \
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Thus, for Rahner play moves from present actuality 1
to p0531ble actuality, from present ludus to future ludus, ’ %
VEy
i
2

and this we have characterized as the mov?ment of tertiary

(sub-regional) play vis:a-vis_the‘reality of the secondary

(regionzl) spheres The sub—fegional sphere presents a

vision of alted ate possibilities as real: that is, really

possible.
of hope

This vision of the tertiary sphere is the origin

Rahner reccgnlzes the congruency of the playfulness

. -
man' gﬁ\ature and the life of grace. For truly )

Chrlst man there must be that beautiful unlty of grace o

* s

and{humanity,“insdfar‘as<he has not Jost himself in the

omipresefit intelléctualism of the da) is in the

Chﬁ;ch that such a man "answers the gamé of grace with hisy - ~
counter-play of liturgy and sacrament, so that Church;
- grace and liturgicaé action become for him no more th

P \ .
prélude to that fin r’gg;égéee.gaiety of heart which he

wiil"experience one da& in the eiiiiiﬁting game of the
.Beatlflc Vision. n429

' Rahner callq the outpourlng of God's life to man, \\\7
-

the life of grace, "a game - and in this'", he_says; "I

.have followed some of the most illustrious of Christian

| | .
4281pi4., p. 100 - : S ’

429Ib 4.
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€tics - because there is, as I have said, nothing here

of compulsion or calc:ulat:'.oﬁ'.’.l}30 .
Indeed, there is an even better reason ) ’
for calllng this a game than for applying
that term to the,creation, for in this game
of grace. Christ has actually become the
.playmate of man, 43l

"That is why the mystic experiences his
surrender to grace as though it were an
immersion in the flood of an entirely new

. freedom, as a handling over of himself to
a love that knows no bounds, as a kind of

‘ release from all constraint such as we can

O P only imagine in the heart of a chlld 432

For Rahner, play is the fitting vehlcle of man's hope

for it is in man's imagination that hope is enkindled and

Fl

even the goal of hope is a life of play.

He [the religious man] hopes for freedom
rest , release from all preoccupation of mind,
for untroubled gladness .of soul; he longs to
be once more a child, a child in utter security,
and like a child, to play; he hopes [...] to

move and sway to the measures of a heavenly
dance.

In this heavenly dance are expressed "the strivings

and aspirations of the mind [...]."434

‘.

4301p5q., p. 46.

‘ 431Ibid., pp. 46-47. . ‘ °

24327434, p. 55,

4331pid. p. 60,

. =
4341p14. p. 66.

g

i e
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There is a sacred secret at the root

and in the flowering of all play: it
is man'ss hope for another life taking
" wvisible form in_gesture.4% )

Thus, Rahner speaks eloquently of the transforming
power of faith and hope as play. It is the life of grace
which activates this appreciation of life. Play for him
-ié what breaks the bonds of ordinary reality (what we have
called wonder) and opens up man to the realm of possibilities
(what we have called adventure). It is in this realm of

. ’
possibilities where Rahner sees the presence of God. For

this reason we feel Rahner's appreciation.of play ties in

with our notions of paidié and ludus as well as wonder and

adventure in the tertiary sphere.

B. Jurgén Moltmann

it is in the docfirine of creation, especially the

crﬁgpipn of man in the i of God, that Moltmann explains
\ . . .

man's crgative play.

Ii;kot man's playful rejoicing in his
dxistefice, his pure unforced pleasure in
creative play, and his fondness for

expression and represeritation exactly that
"demonstrative value of being' of which
Buytendijk speaks in reference to animals?
Then man's free self-representation has to

be the human echo to the pleasure of God in .
his creation. The glorification of God lies

4350514, p. 65.

R
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_in the demonstrative joy of existence. - C 1
" Then man in his uninhibited fondness for : o .
this finite life and by his affirmation .- 4' \
of mortal beauty shares the infinite )
pleasure of the creatok.%43 - | i

Man's existence is justified énd beautiful before
any effort on his part. That is why he is free even at the
Beginning of any activiﬁy. He does_ﬂ%t have to work -to
establish a justifying éround for his free activity. It is
a gift. He is open to possibilities, therefore, and not
limited or constrained‘to a narrow horizon. The world itself
is "an open process'. Man's playfulness and his‘hppe are,
.therefore, closely allied to the‘"openness of -the world

N

toward the future."
) .~

The world is groundless and bottomless,
and precisely for that reason a free zone for
the liberty of playing creatively with corres-
pondences to the totally-othe d. So the
stakes in the game are not rea ations,
successes, and accomplishments but the endless
beauties and liberties of the finite concomi-
tants of the infinite joy of the creator.

.~

At no time does the free play of man lose its pre-
justification in the very constitutionality of man's being
as gift - as "participated being' in -the playfulness of

God Himself. Man “presents and represents himself dnd, in

436Jiirgen Moltmann, ''The First Liberated Men in Creation',
op. cit., p. 21. :
4371pid., p. 23.
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a mannen of speacking, answers a call' of the openness of

the world

At the very beginning of man's response to the

opénnéss of the world by his: own openness he does not have
to concern himself with some purpose - for he.is radically
free even from purpose, even of self—rea;ization,-when he
confronts tﬁe wofld. Man expresses himself freely but
without necessity relative to the world.

This self-representation is not identical
with self-realization by labor, for the creative -
play of expression does not depend on successes

- and accomplishments, although it does not pre-
clude these. @

. The play of imagination [in what we call the tertiary

sub-regional sphere] gives freedom.

‘We enjoy freedom when we anticipate by
playing what can and shall be different and
when in the process we break the bonds of the
immutable status quo. [...]. We are then no-
longer playing merely with the past in order
to escape it for a while, but we are

increasilhgly playing with the future in order
to get to know it.439

'Playing. games gives us "perspectives for change" and

permit us to "discover with a laugh that things need not at

‘all be as they are and as we have been told they‘have'to be."440‘

4381pi4., p. 22. o
439

440

Ibid., pp. 12-13. _
Ibid. L
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For Moltmann faith in God and religion are meaning-
ful in themselves.. Ultimately both faith and religion are
not to be used so that we may enjoy the woxrld. Rather,

ideally, the world ought to be used to enjoy God through

441

faith and religion. "purpose-free rejoicing in God may

then take the place of the uses and abuses of God."442

This is what Moltmann calls ''the Augustinian reversal of

the use of God and the enjoyment of God."443

We may situate Moltmann's apﬁreciatfon of "play" in
light of his theology of hope. Moltmann con51ders hope a
sadly neglected aspect of the Chrlstlan gospel for he sees
it as v1rtuallylthe key to faith un.2tstanding and the most
crucially needed emphasis in today's world.

Moltmann would like to carry through his program of

a theology of hope so- that virtually ‘every item of theology

would be reconstructed in 1ight of hope in the future.
Instead of a supernatural entity, God would become, (as

Harvey Cox interprets Moltﬁann):

4411bid., pp. 58-66.
4421p34., p. 64,
443

é:b’i_'d.,p. 65.
. | \ .
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_ a reality for whom "futurity is the essence
of his being." [...]1 Christ becomes the one
who introduces a new age whose full reality is
yet to appear. Christ is more important for
‘oltmann as the "coming one' than as the “"hist-
orical Jesus" of Schweitzer or the "Christ, here
and now" of the radicals. Our knowledge of
Christ, he says, is "anticipatory, provisional
and fragmentary knowledge of the future, namely

' OF what he will be".444 Faith is not belief but
hope. Instead of the Medieval formulae "eredo
ut intelligam" (I believe<ﬁha§ I may know),
Moltmann suggests our formula today should be
"spero ut intelligam" (I hope that I may know) .
The Church becomes the "exodus)people" forever
leaving the present behind and>pushing towaxrd an.
unknown future. 445

Moltmann views hope as''the medium of ‘Christian faith
as such, the key in whizh everything in it is set, the glow
that suffuses everything hére in the dawn of an e#pgeted
new day."446 Christianity is, from first to last, eschatology.
It is "hope, forward looking Fn%kforward moving, andfr
fherefore, also revolutionizing and transforming the present.
Thus, the future defines the present in anticipation rather

than the present defining the future through'extrapolat.ion;448

We may correlate Moltmann's hope to imagination. His

notion of man's hopes for an imagined future which alters
P g ‘ E

:444Jﬁrgen Moltmann, Theology of.Hope, New Yofk, Harper
and Row, 1967, p. 203.

445Har§ey Cox, The Feast of Fools, Op. cit., pp. 128-129.

446Jﬁrgen Moltmann, Theology of Hope, cited by Harvey
Cox, The Feast of Fools, op. cit., p. l27.

b8Tyh44.

448Ji'1:'cgen Moltmann, Diskussion uber Theologie der
Hoffnung, Munich, Chr. Kaiser verlag, 1967, p.. 209.
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the present even in anticipation is the same idea of imagina-

tion of possibilities. actually changing the present
‘ -
actualities of a situation - as is clear in‘éay revolutionary

~

movement. The essence of hope is-.an imagined future which

-

alters the present by the very bellef that in engenders now.

-

The play reality, in other words, has revolutlonary impact
upon' the so-called '"non-play" reality of théﬁﬁa?ﬁ\and now,

God Himself, as the Absolute Future of man, invites
man to live in this "not-yet' aspect of our experience. 'As
the God who raise; the dE;ET’;:\is the one who 'célls things
that are.nof, as though they were' (Rom. 4, 17).“449

The role of the future in determining the past and
the present, and the role of the fufure as continuity-factor"
of pagt, present, and future e central in Christian theology.
The eschatological is the controlllng orlenLaL1on 1n
Christian understanding of "real historical events.

"Therefore, we arrive, if we want to do !
justice to the 0ld Testament histories and '
prophesies, at an understanding of hlshory from
the perspective of the future. History is the
element of the future. From the future , from
that which has not as yet become history, one
experiences, suffers, and shaﬁes bistory. From
that which comes that which was is criticized
and preserved. Hopes do not rgsult from memories,
but memories from hopes whichfkeep them awake and
alive. .

Y

G
AQJJﬁrgen Moltmann, 'Theglogy as Eschatologv", p. 1,
n. 2. in: F., Herzog, ed. , The Future of Hope, New York,
Herder and Herder, 1970. ‘
5627

Ibid., p. 20. =
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Thus, the not-yet is very real for the Christiam,
the un-real is the most powerfully real orientation of

Christian life. o -

The kingdom of God brings an entirely new dimension

of play-reality into the order of creation. Relative to-
the priﬁary, secondary, and tertiary spheres cf play, God

judges and rejﬁvenates them by His own play-réality. This

ié.the "good news'': - sometﬁgng different has been added
‘to reality, r a new dimension which makes it possible to
be what one longs to be.hSl The kingdom of God legitimizes

fantasy and utopian hopes.

" How does the mission of the Christians for
the future of the world realize itself? It cannot
be realized in contemplation, since contemplation
‘relates to-that which has come intc existence or
to the eternally -existing. The future of the
world that Christians hope for, however, is in its
reality something.still expected and thus also
something 5till originating and coming. The
Christian hope in the Spirit anticipates this future
and brings it into ,the present.

[...] 1In that the future is anticipated in hopes it~
is in the:process of coming. We are construction
workerg and not only interpreters of the future
whose power in hope as well as in fulfillment is God
(Metz) .  The Christians must understand themselves
as '""co-workers" of the promised kingdomof God and
its universal peace and its righteousness. For

they live not for a future which has not begun as
y%§“ but which has already arrived in Christ and
which - coming from him - will change the Wworld.

If the Christians hope for this future of Gqd, they.
not only wait for it, but also look for it, Yawd it
and strive for it.452 -*}\V '

451From the wonder of faith)'dne is led to the adventure

of hope, as we would say.

4521h14., p. 46. -
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The doﬁblqtness of present grace and anticipated
kingdom is a vibrant bi-sociation in the consciousness of
the Christian. It is a juxtaposition which gives life.
insofar as it is 56 it exhibits one of the éharacteristics
of play, =zs we have seen éarlier.. A theology of hope is
ipso ggggé a theélogy.of play.ﬂ

| Thus, we see thg conngction of Moltmann's theology

of play with his theology of hope. We can see especially

. that man's playfulneéds is his movement from his present

condition to the imagined and hoped for future - which is
the realm of the believed-possible, God. All of this is
eminently compatible with our own play metaphysics and

especiaIT§_SGz understanding of the relationship of man ‘to

-Ged in what we have called wonder and adventure in the

tertiary sphere.

C.  Harvey Cox

Harvey Cox wrote his The Fqést of Fools to bring .

attention to festivity and fantasy, vital elements of human

.

life and, as he says, "worthwhile in themselves". 'Festivity"

he defines as 'the capacity for genuine revelry and joyous -
celebration" while "fantasy" is defined as "the faculty for
envisioning radically alternative life situatioﬁs.“453

The festival is’a special occasion for the celebration of

453'arvey Cox, The Feast of Fools, op. cit., p. 7.
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some event and "affirms the sheer goodness of what is."
It also may observe ''the memory of a god or hero", and
incorporate into a man's life '"the joys of other people and

the experience of previous generations'. While porpoises
and ehimpanzees may play, only man celebrates.és_4
Fantasy, on the other hand, is man's power to 'inﬁent

wholly new ways of living his life as an 1nd1v1dua1 and

as-a species” and so extend "the frontiers of the future, 437

' In this respect "festivity" and "fantasy' correspond

to our "wonder" and "adventure'.

Cox makes a distinction between imagination and

fantasy.

In 1mag1natlon we set aside £
usual decorum and social inhi
tion we sneak into forbidde
terrifying territory, we
Or we sketch the outline. (o
soon face, and rehearse o
[...] speculate on what mi
may be. -

moment our \_
on. In imagina-
tuations, we explore
Ty/out new styles [...]

a sltuation we will
performance. We can

t have been or what

-

In fantasy [...
of social conduct,
everyday ''reality".
of our powers and our
dreams, in fantasy ther
conscious creativity.

the whole structure of

.] We abolish the limits
erception [...].But unlike
is an element of art and

™54

X, Ibid, ) . .
R S | |

\/- Ibid', P. 8.
\v/;P 4561b1d , Pp. 61-62. ’

We suspend not only the rules !

>
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The job of fantasy is "to operate a dialectic of the real

1457

and the possible.' We' need fantasy '"'because the substance

of the universe of thoughtis just too changing and too

complex to be appropriated in a merely rational manner."45§
- | Cox recognizes that the "fact" world and the //5
"fantasy' world are both .real. - ooR
) -,

" Both worlds are '"real" worlds. So both
the hardheaded citizens who enclose themselves
. completely in facts and the flipped-out
individuals who live only in fantasy inhabit
truncated worlds, sealed off from full reality.459

o

What is more, Cox is in agreementl&ith our idea
- that the tertiary sphere may "judge" thé other spheres as
much as the others "judge" the tertié&y.
.Fantasy has a life and logic of its own.
u/v"ﬂk\ It cannot be demoted to a mere appendage of
> the fact world. Fantasy helps determine what

N we consider to be fdct just as sureély as the
other way around. 60,

The fantaﬁy‘aspéct of faith can determine reality too.
Cox-refers to the sixteenth century peasants revolt as an

examﬁle of what the fantasy faith of Christians with regard
' ' 461

to a new heaven and a new earth can promote. Utopian
. o _ , :
*371pid), p. 65. _
“81bid., p. 66. . “ \
“591p5a." n
“O1big., p. 79. 3
4611pig g

., p. 113,

Y
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tradition in politicsspringsffom biblical faith.as%

Together,. festivity and fantasy give man a sense of

" origin and‘deStiny - -that is, a realm of meaning. Both
festivity and fantasy are required - for basically three

reasons: (1) Man is homo festivus and homo fantasia. It

is hig capacity for festivity and fantasy which set ;}g apart

from the beasts; (2) In a world of -constant change, thﬁ;
stabilizing power of festivity and fantasy is inﬁispensable

I.x

for survival. “Fest1v1ty, by breaklng routine and opening -

i

map -’ to, the past, enlarges hls experlences and reduces his i
prov1nc1allsm. Fantasy opens doorggthat merely empirical

'calculation‘ignors. It widens the p0351b111t1es for

4.,

. . 463 ‘ i

innovation." 6 . _— o
- . : (NI . .

.We recall the past not only be recording
..it but by reliving it, by making.present again .
its fears and delectations. We anticipate the :
" future not only be preparing for it but by _ Lot
" econjuring up and creatmng 1t

(3) Religiously both fantasy and festivity are
‘necessary. Without them man is robbed of "a prucial'means

of sensing his important place in fulfilling the destiny of

the cosmos~”465
4625054, pp. 113-114. :
4631pid., pp. 11-12. o '
A8htpia p. 13, | S (
451bid., p. 16. — | .
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Thus, -the 16ss of fhntesy is pexrsonal, social and

religious.

2

~
L

While "Fantasy offers an endless range of future

permutations"

his powers and p0351b111t1es"46§ it also tends to external-:

and "It inevitably escalates man's sense of

"

ization and the ﬁf;Jectlon of p0531b111t1es upon‘the world.

, For Fantasy requlres embddlment in society. and

hlstory, Cox says..
ludus, and the tertiar

. L4
the secondary sphere.)

hY

'of the resurrection of the bddy“‘especially - which characterizes

%
467 (

e
It is the resurrection - and the "incredible notion

]

Y

Christianity as a vision-system which declares thdt ideas

and fantasies_that 'are not "embodied" have iittle reality.

the resurrectlon makes no sense, ''that it

\./""'

tends to become expressed in .

I our terms, paidia tends to become
T _ _ .

does nét flt nlcely 1nto the 'fact world' is also 1mportant

It keeps us alert to that 1arger reallty—zaht is not fully -
exh@ysted by 'facts' 408 -:"-\ ' - Y

-

The social dimensiopfof the need fox "embodiment"

touches political visions, religious fbntasy, and the "

church as Experimental community.

469

p. 18. .

p. 80. -
p. 7h. .
op. 82-97. e

L
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Faith itself is a playful thing, for Cox. This is
- élear from the remarks he makes with regafd to the marvellous

quality human beings have of juxtaposing seemingly contra-

- dictory ideas or emotions at once.470

[ |

and the same time to laugh, worship, fear, be fascinated,
' w471

“"Men are able -at one

be curious and repulsed, and even to love and hate.

Faith perﬁits just this kind of e@alﬁation of thé human

origin(of our symﬁols and the reality tolwhich they péint.
As Cox says: b

The problem is this: as sophisticated and
.self-critical postmoderns we know our religious

- symbols are human phenomena. We are often bored
with them! We know our beliefs are historieally
/,S .conditioned andhour faith influenced by social factors

 galore. We are lno longer even interested in-
doubting them. The coming of Christ the,harle-
quin means, however, that symbols, belief, and
faith need not simply be jettiscned. That was
the simple-minded critical response of an earlier
generation, one that had not yet uncovered fox

# itself the playful é&lement even in such a serious. .

thing as faith. Our ability to laugh while pray--

".+ing is an invaluable gift. It is not understood

either by the 'sober believers or by even more

sober atheists .among us.% .

For Cox, the spirit of Christ Himself may be considered

4

- - ] .
'\ "the spirit of play in a world of calculated utilitarian

éeriéusness”.473 Hence faith in Christ sees him as the harlequin.
4701134, pp.i%f3-144f o A .

v 4Tlmpia., p. 183, ‘ { L
4721pid., p. 144. ‘ R

4731bid., p. 145.
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~

_ Prayer.which is "undeniably central to religious
4 ~ "
life”'-i4 is likewise playful. Prayer "produces action toward
a goal, It is not an escape from the world but the first .

step in its recreation." It."provides 'a form of human
475 '
LA}

fantasy. :
<¥Anyone who gives &ﬁnt to joy, sorrow, or
gratitude, or refuses to be bound by the

narrow world of facts is really living a
prayer. Faith too is more than mindless cred-
ulity. Both prayer and faith are really forms
of play. Therefore, it is pointless to lament
the passing of a particular, datéd style of
prayer or, the disappearance of a narrow notion
of faith. ' ‘

Christian faith is a comic perspectiée on life - an
affirmation of creation as good in the present humanness

of 1ife,(;ﬁd in the eschatological vision of things to come.

/Theé comic vision is one which sparks laughter and hope. So

too faith.477 The p64itive joy and confidence characteristic

of Qhrisi&an faith justifies the label "comedic and playful'.
Christian’fgith.as welf as the comic sensibility promote!

play;gfor "thé opposite of Fhe’cpmic is tragic.ne%?s ity and
»perhéps even étoic %esignatioﬁ."478

- ) ¢
A}

411054%, p. 146. , NN \h“m$_
4751h147, p. 148. , o
476, .

Ibid., p. 149.

(
4771p54., pp. 149-150.

4781554, , p. 153.°
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At this juncture of his analysis of faith as the
pléyfuily tomedic visfbn'of reality Cox presents the ultiTate
problem of dealing with play and.reality - this time in his
own way. Here he touches upon the problem of how the
philosopher or theologian céﬁ’prophetically.analyze’any -
-'aSPect of the secondary sphere's cdext;nqives. As we might
- put the question: How can the categories for analysis, them—l
selves derived.from_ﬁhe'cultural sﬁhere, be used in the
tertiary sphere in an atfémpt to. escape the ludus of the
secondary sphere?_

As Co£ éays, this Christian faith as comedic vision
is p&ayful - butAa vexing philo?ophicéibqpestion lurks in
' the depths of the question of religion and the comic éensibility.
"It is the question of whethef:i human bei;é%can ever stand

far enough back from his own r igion (or {freligion) to get

any .'comic perspectivé”.”479 AR
Religion or its~equivalent provides our -
root orientation to reality. How do we "step .
back™ from it without toppling into the abyss?//”
Can we "step back" from the symbols of our own
religion or would such a step merely indicate.
that es2 symbols are not really important\for

us, -that there is anofher and larger system we
are pait ofy e we piight not be willing to laugh
about? : )

L)

 ¥%Ibid., p. 154, - '

. S
4807 19 Q).
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Cox tells us there are two school of thought on this

question.‘ e first is the school of\Hegel and Husserl.

| Hegel be1ie§2u’f§;t the power of the’ uman mind could see
religious themes in the perspectlve of cultural hlstory
Hussefl depended upon the methzzahe called "bracketlng , that

;,4/§crueln121ng a symbol or exparience w1thout asking about

its final truth or,valiiity. Thehopposite school is
represented by Kierkegalrd anda Héidggper.. Neither of them

.

bjeved that "brabcketing" is possible. For Kierkegaard omne
ays has to be "1nsmde some- order of existence. "Though
) a person can have a sense of gomic distancéﬂebout someone

else's ultimate symbols he cannot have such a pershective about

his own. Otherwise he would not be existing at allf"éel'

-

\ L) . N > L]
Heidegger argues similarly, "that symbols provide our acces%j)

to reality.. They make ppssible our'pefception, therefore,

. we cannot look at them - we look through them."482

Cox then p;oposes what we consider a dubious solution
to this .debate by suggestlng that the comic sen51b111ty, by
Jux!gp031ng both schools of thought galns perspective even

( on our most cherlshed beliefs and values. Cox thinks that

'

it is possible to live in these disparate perspectlves at

once, 483 It is our oplnlon thit even such an act of “,'
. * [ )
\ “8l1big. pAsh Lo A
. 482Ibld h ) '
483_, . . . T

Ibid., pp. 154-155,

n

:
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juxteposition is not really possfble since it will be done .

using the categories of appfehending the world (i.e. the

: ludus of the secondary sphere for the sake gjggyxtap051tlon)

In other words, ‘'we think)\ with thé school of Klerkegaard

H

and Heldegger, that ulti Jre perspectlves cannot; ‘be "bracketed”

by definition. It is dimportant to note Cox's own estimation

.

of objectivfﬁy regarding cultural phenomena which we mentidned,~

in the 13st Chapter. There he said(Epat "no one writes .

without premises or a point of view.'. There he showed little

confldence of the liberating power of his would be comedlc

sensibility and the power of izyzapﬁﬁgfi::; Because of this N
fact, we feel that Cox's "Appenhdix” to Rts—book The Feast of

Fools consideraﬁiz;undermines his statement about the

* possibility of comedic perspective and sensibility. | (

In his The Seduction of the Spirit Cox treats he

subject of faith as play more dlrectiy as he sees it

cted to radlcal.llberatlon theology. He,beglns,by

saying that "Play is not about fun - Play is what links ' &

&
2

"484, In regard to rellglon play has - essentlal

reconstruction.

1mpos§ance The reason for this is that:

484Harvey Cox, Thh S@ductlon of the Splrlt ME

ﬁ'
p. 184. <

o | «J,
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"Play is doing freely something we know 1s
symbolic, whose procedures we know are in some _
ways different from those of other worlds we ot
inhabit. .Play is something we do for the
values and satisfactions inherent in the o
activity itself, not for some extrinsic purpose.485

Play is not o@vity among others.

It is a, radical form of consciousnggg and
therefore a radical form of faith.
) »

Relative to what this éssaﬁ*has calied the secondary

spheré"of reality, the third sphere of play (which is the
one dox is talking abqut herejﬁsees;"th; boundaries set by
the political structure [among others] as‘sometging hum;£
beings create in their attempts to cope with géalitx."ABT ‘ S
Here Cox's "reality" ﬁeans béth the pr;mary and secondary
1ludi which are painful in ong éay or another.
Within this thir§>:phere of blay;reaiity Cox tells us:
: When I play I know I am more reai than
the rules. I can :alter -them, if the other

players agree, mzke up new rules, make a
whole new game' ' o

Ideally, a culture, Cox says, ought to e saturated
with hmyths, fantasies, and projections.” ™A culture of

liberatedﬂgiay would abound with mftbsu rites and symbols [...]
‘e 4—)

G85p14 R \ } !
“861pia., p. 185, ' W A
“8T1p5a. : y ' o S

- 488134,
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But such a culturg would see myths for what they- are and

recogn'zeﬁboth their worth ahd their mutability.”489

-

‘ uld:rQCOgﬁize that its ludi are

that %Pc. an ideal cultureSgould not attempt to be 'permanent”

. . ) 490>
- "but on unending cultural revolution". 90 "Play", Cox
explains, ''as radical consciousness means we see all our

games as garies; then we can play them, alter them, or play
w91 '

something else. "When play becomes, as it now mus

our/ defining stance toward "reality", both our mysticis
' . L] )

492

r politics become p&ayful." The power to chang

conditions by fantasy'is not limited.then to the e fernal |
 world. “As an éxample of the internal transforming power of
"useless" play, Cox.a!%ue§ tlat.our prayers of pe'itepce

are basea upon the ability we have to'imaginé ourselves in

another role not determined by the conditions of the past.

"It is to act "as if" one were not bound by
the past and, in pretending, to be in fact freed

from it [...] This is dot possible in a world of - -

inexorable necessity. It is possible in an open, A
. world of wnlimited possibilities.493 _ -,

“81p14., pp. 185-186. X

4900454, p. 186, _ Ry

#lryig., p. 187. | o Ve

~lf92]:bi_d.l, p. 189 'ﬁ o - -

4931pid., p. 145. - 7 RS
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L

The last statement supports our basic metaphysical
view.

Cox comes close to.an insight which would link a

doctrine of grage with our notion of paidia and "the realm
.of possibles”. He says: ‘ -
Grace, or whatever word we can use to
convey of that_idea to postmodern man, must
be real and accessible - the incalculable
source of surprize and newness in‘a closed
and jaded world.%49%
Grace is not an ephemeralﬂﬁbwer in the stratosphere
but a concrete source of surprise and newness in the real

and accessible sphere of possibilities in the here and now: . o

Cox recognizes that theology itself is playjf

Théology is a form of play in three ways: Play as| ''making
fun of'", play as 'makc believe” an@ play as “us%};;L” or r}“)
n'on—productive.activity.495 In all three senses Céx's
oL idea of play theology is ;;ltﬁe critical tertiary sﬁhéreﬂof
- the'play—real.496 .
“hpia., p. 76. R
: _49_5@., op. 319-329. - . 3

‘ 496As we have seen, "theology' is not the same thing
as "faith" but is its ludus in one sense (intellectual a
pastoral understanding of faith in the secondary sphere).
3 - Hence, what Cox says of theology here is more ‘ptOpe:
: ~~  gaid of faith itself id the tertiary sphere afd only .
secondarily of theology in the secondary sphere. Still,. -
.- - insofar as faith in the tertiary sphere i¢ self-conscious,
. it has a form (ludus) existing in the tertiary sphere and
-, may b€ called "theology" in the sense in which Cox uses .
the term. - - :

!

. . .
) ‘ 728
- e
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Cox defines.theoldgﬁ as maklng fun of" when it is \\\4

"a satirizing activity which" debunks destructlve myths”

As such, theology is the act1v1ty of "the Jester or holy

- s b b B2
e e e e

fooig\%ho is a "persistent muckraker»of spurious mystiques"
" 497 ) : N ) '

Theology as "make believe", Cox says, is creatlve

fanta3121ng, pretending, or imagining. - . S
Theologians should be transmuting old symbols, a : , :
exploring -alternative metaphors, juxtaposing
unlikely concepts, playing with new and .
a;np:pbable images of man and womdn, God and R

rld, earth and sky. [...] Only a prosaic L \\\\\
definition of what is "loglcal" could deny L.
that play is "logical".#4
f o

or a '"demythologizer".

Theology as ''useless', non-in rumental, non-productive,.

activity is likewise plajfﬁl, Cox says. Its- pastoral and

459 ~

prophetic role paradoxically is to promote contemplation-

T

. [
and the "uselessness' of what we have called "wonder" and

_ r ~ .
"adventure''. ' .
' . : . - .
It has an eschatological word, a kind of - !
summons to@mankind to decide about its Future. . i
.] a raWically alternative future. [...J]- ~

‘The marvel of play is that it peminds -us that
productive work is not e ultimate end of man.
- Man was made not just to shape the world but to
- delight in it, not just to glorify God but "to
\\ enjoy Him forever Play,; among other things; .
is something.we do for its own sake, with mo -
extrinsic goal in mind. [.?.] My hope is that,

in this sense, theology w1llha1ways be a little _
useless. 500 . ) ) . I

v 497134 p. 319,
498 - .

# Ibid., pp. 320-3¢1. o a .
499Confer Ibid., p. 308 whexe Cox says "[...J theology =
does .make critiwal judgments. It is pastoral and prophetlc L

When it ceases to do sos« it ceases to be theology' and becomes
an inferior form of soc1ology of rellglon "

S001big., -pp. 328-329. . - B Co

.
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T

ayvdy Cox‘sees Jesus as' a player more than a worker.501

He feels that Chrlstlanlty may have to delve into aspects '

of its tradition that no one has taken seriously for centuries
-~

to discover that man's hope .for. the future is based upon a

’ [" discernment that beneath the given surface of things there .
e | is a promlse and possibility. 20 %v\The playfulisplrlt of -
style is a continuous celebration of the possrbllltles of ‘

~ the future where -innovation applies to ends as well asﬁ%eans}503

Cox argues thap tﬁe needed theological berit today

; . <
’ . is in regard to the form of radicalizing our relationship to..

tradition and so not to come to terms with existing patterns

1

of perceptlon but to explode them, not merely to speak to- _
||504 ’

-
.

existing social structures but to underq}ne them.
What this future will be. is’ unknown but we may hope
) for new life and vftallty from it anyway "Ours is a'more N

or less formless hope, but a hope- nonetheless' It is a

\\\\\\" hope in search of cotent, //the that some fgrm of hope -

'« wildl once aga:.n be/made/ available to us. "50% At the very

heart of mat there lied'a humane perspective rootéd not

! ] '
. Cﬁ quite in hopefbut\in_a hope about hope."506
. B \ >

’ ’ SOIHarvey Cox,"God and the Hippies', ‘Playboy, January, 1968,
p 208." * "
: 502 ' ' - .
~ Harvey Cox, The Feast of Fools, op. cit., p. 42,
 ~D%1bid., pp. 85, 97. . - I
- ' 2041pid., p. 135. Y
. 3051pid., p. 156. _ L
5@6 ' . ' S
R.W.E, Lewrs _quoted by Cox, 1b1d , p 157.- B

-
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‘We can see from Cox's reflections on play that his
appreciatlon of play is fundamentally in accord with ours.
Man's endless reach into the P0351b1e 1s«his search for God
who we have seen may be regarded as the Absolute Reaif for'

. Pure Playfulness Pure Possibility Itself, thus accounting

for’ mancs/g\lmpos:.tion of wonder (faith?‘ and adventure (who’

" in the tertiary sphere. ' .

D. David Miller

In regard to the primary (cosmo—oﬁtological) sphere

of reality, David Miller, as we have seen, holds to a
distinction between "reality" and "play" for ”play" is

but a' metaphor" for the purpose of perceiving the _manner

of ”the real', In regard Jto the secondary (regional cultural) -~

' sphere, he eventually adopts a- three way equation amounting

to a mystery} culture play reality

Insofar as the reglonaljcgltural sphere is a phtterned

and accepted meaning-system arising out of man's playful

' appr hen51en of the real and hls-playful confaﬁulatlon of
meaningful relatlonship to it, 1t would seem to follow a .-’
fortiori the;\the-freer less structured tertiary sphere lS
a conJuncture of ”reality" and "play". But there can
hardly" be a. "recognizable" distinctlon between the secondary
and the tertiary epheres_of the play{}eal since the tertiary

7

\& N

- //d . .x

- - =
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tends to become’ patterned arrd accepted by conventlon and
thus part Q£<jré cultural perceptlon of "how things <are’ -
"Play" becomes game ’ o . |

As we saw in the last Chapter, Mlller holds finally
‘to an appreciation of p}ay and teality in a united mystery.
The mysperylof_play becomes apparent in the very attémpt to
’ examine ihe playfulness of maﬁ_from an objéctive perépective.
- Sich an_quective view iz}impossible since one finds onesel
engaged in méﬁtalv”games" from the'out;set.507 So al .
pervasive is man'? ﬁlayfulgesslthat even what appears as
non-play (thé very realm against which "play" is customarily
judged) is in fact but another facet of universal playfulness '
gherent in man's beinétin-tﬁe—world.' For Miller; "Play
ig not only a dimension of-knowing but also a dimension of
llVlng and feellng and willing, in short, a way of beiﬁg n308
And again, Millexr can gay,,"Thls is the goal at the end of
 life, not to w1n the game (we are'm\} going to lose the game *
of 11f2‘ anyway), but simply to play and to play s',n_mplj,r“a'so9
Interpreting Miller here, we may say that the

Stablllty of the true player Tests in his capac1ty to change,?l

¢

. 507Confer Miller's "Epilégue", as we studied it, p. 328 f.,
 supra. ' '

508

David Miller, Gods and Games, op. cit., p. 131.

5091pid., p. 130. 2 .
- OM0mpid, b 149. . A !
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that is’, to adapt newer ludi without anxiety because hlS

stability rests in Paidia (playfulness) and not any

particular embodlment of it in temporal pattems (ludi)

.

s . The ideal of playfulness for Miller then, promotes

I
Mnonseriousness'.as the highést serlousness (Aisthe51s) 511,

f\f\:&t also posits creative make-believe (Poiesis) as the/ba51c

human mode of making meaning of hlS life. 51? Moreover,

*

stability, correctly human, rests in adaptability to change,’

not conformlty to the status quo (Metamorphosis) . 313

@

Finally, playfulness means that purposelessness is. the hlghest
purpose (Therapeia). Sl4 = , ' 'H_
These characteristics of playfulness must strike the

"nom-player' as utter nonsense, for each of the four aspects

[

may be spoken of, respectively, as 'nonseriousness is the

highest Es;iousness", "fihtidn is the highest truth",fhdhange;
is the highest stability", snd "purposelessness is the .
highest- purpose". 315 o ) { v -
5111b1d., PP 159;142.' . "o ‘-,i'
S121bid. , pp. 143-145. o '
O31ps4., pp. 146-150. —
54, .. " . . ' -

Ibid., pp. 150-156.

i . piga., p. 139.

2
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) | Miller feels that each of the fqpr.functions-of
play involve Taith and consequently may be called religious.
Play mythology has rellglous importance, ‘Miller says, "because
of the faith lnvolved as well as the fact that myth itself
.is 'the prlmary theoretlcal expression of the religious
. experlence“ >16 "Thus, to the extent that the meaning-system
whose root metaphor is play is vital in our time, to that
extent play is not only man's myth but also his.religiqn."51h
These four characteristics of play are what make the
"play” world distinct'from‘ordin%;y*“reality”. But they

[y

] ba51ca11y adhere to the way thgﬁés are ipchuman life more

than does ordlnarlness In oéher«dgrds the ”play"quhere

(the tertlary) is truer than the cultural sphere (secondary).

Though Miller does not clearly state the cosmo—ontqlogical

, reason for this (except that he quotes others who testify

; 'to‘the innate playfulness of the material universe' itself)
ne‘might suggeet that the tertiary sphere which Millet

K ,sneaks_sq positively about verges upon a "return" to the‘:
suniversality of the Game of Games and thus accounts for
itself as somewhat of an instance in human ludus of the

Paidia. of the universe (and pf/Paidia "beyond" it). Thie.

we, say, despite Miller;s hab%tual regard of the play of the

-

516 -
Ibid:, p. 154.

2171pid. . . (

-
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play of the unlverse as metaphorlcal (or rather, petr .ﬁs
1ron1cally because of lit), as we saw in the last’Cgfpter
Millerx belleves that "faith transcends belief and 7

y w518

nonbelief. Faith is make-believe. He tells us that

the language of the New Testament and the history of

Christian thought support faith as.make—believe.519

Trac12i/fbe hlstory of Christian thought on this °
misunderstandirdg between falth and belief Miller notes that

fithe early theologians talked about faith as belief (fides

as assensus, faith as assent to something taken to be true)."”

These theologians "anxiously added that faith is not enough

in the life of man. It must be complemented by charity and

hope.dszo )
In the reformation period, Miller tells us, Martin

Luther preferred the word fiducia to the word g;ggg, because

flduc1a can never be confused with belief in something taken

to be true. 1It, rather, means "trust” and "confidence"
5181p14., p. 164, -
5191pi4., p. 166:

5203444, , _ ’i::)

-t
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Miller explains this impdrtant‘fiduciafy faith:

A man can have trust and confidence with-

out solving the problem of whether or not.

the objec:t of his trust and confidence is
true or false. [...} Faith is not mentadl
assent or emotlonal assent, either, whose
object is a belief in some superﬁatural or
historical datum which dogmatically and
zealously insists on its truth.

Finally, Miller comes to his definition of faith:

Faidth is being gripped by a story, by a

vision, by a ritual (game). It is being

. selzed being grlpped by a pattern of meanlng,

) a pattern-of meaning that affects one's life-
pattern, that becomes a paradigm for the way
one sees the world. It is not belief. [...] T
Belief is beside the point. Faith is not
belief. It is not intellectual assent. It
is not some r1tua1 played so that something
will happen.’ Faith is belng turned on by an
incredible wvision. It is make-beliéve.
Questions of truth and, falsity remain irrelevant.

Belief agd dleellef are transcended in authentlc
faith.2

To bolster his definition of faith, Miller cites in a

foot-note the metaphysics of make-believe by Héidegger in the
323

latter's Being and Time. Miller says that questions of

truth are irrelevant while one is in the midst of make-believe

(while in the midst of faith) because one is "playing as if

n524

it were true. 1t is faith which grips us even in the

' S’

521
522

Ibid., p. 167.

Ibid., p. 168.
523

524Ibid., p. 168.

Ibid., p. 195, mn. 30.
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_ : : ' A .
,_TESSE of our doubt. Faith is the fundamental vision of how ' - .}
one thinks things are or wishes them to be, without ﬁerifgzngtn. i

It is a good.sgiél (good splay), gos-pel,szs whose power is
. to‘"transubsqéntiate” the world beyond "the banal activities

w526 ) )

of life's jmeager possibilities. } ‘ )
. - ' AR 4
MilTer's notion of smigthesis, the senses being "turned
on" to the wonder of all being, is the first element in the

- h « 527
meaning of piay conscliousness.

It is the astounding
affirmation that "nonseriousness is the'highést seriousness".
This is a sort of "spiritual knowledge", a "seeing with tl:fg5

imagination", or "jo ".528 Because faith is play, it is ¢
g Joy y

"a 'way of being”.529
This idea of aisthesis is‘our notion of 'wonder".
Sustained bybaisthesis a trué life of ”adveﬁture” éeems likely
to follow. ‘, |
Miller sees that playfulness and grace in_man afe
~close. What is more the benefit of a distinctly "playful_

theology" would bring out the playfulness of'theology's_

525

226here Miller, Ibid., p. 169, is quoting Joseph Campbell,

-The Masks of God, Vol. 1, Primitive Mythology, pp. 28-29.
527 “

Ibid., p., p. 169.

David Miller, Gods and Games, op. cit., pp. 139-142.

5281biq. ‘ ’ _ -

°291pig., p. 131.
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endeavour and accentugte the conJunctlon of falth understanoxng

(grace) and the playfulnesswof -all aspects of human life.

~

A life of faith and grace is harmonlously one-w1th playful—

ness. - .As Miller-says, ”Our present life is V1rtuous there-

fore, to the extent that we live life playfully, adults
~
living the divine gracefulness of a Chlld in the present

. 1530 o , ' ‘ A
VTN
Mlller feels that a genulne playful theology therefore

momen

L

must adcentuate the playfulness of our life in poiesis,

metamorphosis, and theragela but always in accord with an-

.~

appropriate style to the task i.e. .aisthesis (the non-serious-
ness which is "real" serlousness) 231 "The ultimate concern
of a play theology”, Mlller says, “therefore, is not so much

the articulation and undey5t ndinhg of the faith of‘the church

‘(a traditional definition of theology) as it is to articulate

.and understand the artieulation and the understanding.”S32

[4 . .
All of this is eminently compatible with our meta-

ohysics.
>301pid., p. 103
>3l1pid., pp. 158-159.
532

Ibid., p. 159.
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- ." E. Sam Keen

Sam Keen's _pology for Wonder makes it clear that

.\.

wonder is. tHe basis for phllosophy, science, art, and religion.

4

T
He begins his book with a quotation .from John Gardner: ‘j

Wonder is based upon the feelmﬁggthat at the
deepest leveéls the world and manh's true self are
one. This means that the aspirations and idealg, \
the beapty and goodness, which are natural to the .
human heart, lie.somehow also at the center of the
physical universe; that therefore standards of
beauty and goodness are not irrelevant to the
realities of an indifferent world, but are quite
as pertinent to the study of universal events as
are the qualitative standards of physical science.”33

o : . 2 :
At the outset of his book, then, Keen quotes someone’
who bosits an innate and. essenttal sympathy between man's
intrinsic character and the cosmo-ontological world.. In .our

terminology, man's paidia-ludus, especiallyhahuié’shows itsgif

iﬁ.ideals and aesthetics, in hopés{.and in created meanings,
echoes the essential éaidian character of fhe ﬁrimary cosmoy
ontological play-feality called "the world" and this in turn
‘bespeaks the Divine Paidia at its core.

_ Keen feels that‘it is preciﬁely because'man may’
undersLand hlmself as a creature, made in the image of God,

[

that he can be a fihite ‘creator = ©f meaning and value. Thus,

533

-

N

John Gardner, "Wonder', N.E.A, Journal,. February, 1957,
P. 73, guoted by Sam Keen, Apology for Wonder, op. cit., p. 20.

[ 4

-
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while he must discover and accept the meaning implicit'in the
world, man's responsibility 15

to complete the creatlon of a world that has
been turned over to him only partially informed
with meaning. Within the range of what is
humanly possible, it is his responsibility to
experiment and to treate ever richer patterns of
meaning and relationship. [...] Grace iu the
gift of responsible freedom.

It is a man's freedom and responsibility at onck which
is exercised in his ability to transcend the giveness of his':
particular and individual 1ife.535

} : -
Striking the balance between homo gdmirans and homo

H

fabet may be the.maplknown”as homo tempestivus (''timely man”).536

Between passivity to the pattern of meanings in the cosmos

whicﬁ was characteristic of. archaic man (homo admirans) and

the compulsive and schizophrenic omnipotent-impotent homo

‘faber of moggyn day, the balance of freedom and responsibility

is struck in accord with the Judaeo-Christian belief in p

creation. . o

Man's imagination, within the limits of:his being.a

part of nature which has its own natural léw,-éilows him to

freely create and gtow out of the unnecessary strictures and

patterns of tht past. Man must play out his existence as

homo - ludens - tempes tivues

534
535

Sam Keen, Apology for Wonder, op. cit., p. 84.
Ibid., p. 85.
“%1pid., pp. 190-200.

: —~/
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Ip this undertaking, man's fantasy, his desires and " ﬁﬁ%

. . . i K ——:
his will are integrally related. '

Fantasy, far from being an escape into
illuysion, is the'way mind playfully explores
altermative possibilities. .[...]- The more
fully we are conscious of dreams, day dreams,
fantasies - i.e., free -associations - the more
likely we are to be in touch with what our total
organism desires. [...] Potent action drises
when the organisn i's in touch with the fullness,
of its desire, has explored in imagination and
fantasy the probable results of alternative
acts, and has taken the risk of decision ang
commitment to one among many possibilities, 37

Without fantasy I may never become lucid
about the logic of my style of -life, with its
strengths and limitations, and thus may not -* - ¥
+ choose with full knowledge of alternatives. /
* Fantasy and; realism are both required for lucid
and virile action. 88 . .

In the terminology of our metaphysics, Keen is saying
that the tertiary sphere of the play-real puts one in touch
with a realm of possibilities (Ultimate Paidia within the
Game of ‘Games). Man's paidia is both an expression of Paidia
Itself as well as a "gift” of Paidia to be like Itself - i.e.
to playfully create possibilities for new ludi - within the |

world. Life, then, is inviting in the Christian perception
4

of it. It is grace-ful or grQﬁ@itouS "gift'. S
537 , ' . L
Sam Keen, To_a Dancing God, op. cit., pp. 67-68.
2381414, p. 70.

N '
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In the mature personality the pendulum is’
constantly swinging between wonder and action, = .
and the further it swings in one direction, the —~. .
further it may go in the opposite direction.

The more the self is at home in the world it has .
created by accepting and defining its gifts and
limics, the freer it is to wander and appreciate
strangeness,

To ”apprec;ate strangeness', we would say., is to have a .
‘spirit of "adventure".

Sam keen'feels "that there is a‘co$;on structure, or
essence, of grace which may be identified in both physical

1340 But such a view is not commonly accepted

. and moral action.

in‘theo%ogical circles where grace is held to be-primarily

_pperétive'throﬁgh.sécraments, symbols, and life 6f the Church.

Yet a.description of the popula& and the theblogicgl meaning

of Ygrace" ”reveglé a similarity between the athletic, social,

and theological meanings of grace which cannot be overlooked. %1
' For Keén, the basic attitude and implicit affirmations

in all kinds of gréce—ful actions are the séﬁé. First, there

is trust in\the context within which action must take place

and confidence in the ability of thé self to undertake

appropriate action. "Grace involves a casual rather than

-

-agéressivq stance, a nonthreatened acceptance of the self

539
540
541

Sam Keen, Apology for Wonder, op. cit., p. 195.
Ibid., p. 202. '

[

Ibid.
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and the world.'" ™2

Religion nourishes the sense of basic trust by
affirming in symbolic language that the ultimake context of
life. is caring'and trustworthy.

Since human life is rendered ultimately
meaningful by. its inclusion in a succoring and
careful totality, rélaxation, gratitude, and
1resp01=1b1e action are the approprlate modalities

. of authentic life. In traditional religious. K ~
language: man is justified by his faith in the
trustworthiness of God; therefore, human life
may be graceful,d

The funct%Pn of grace, in whateverISEnse, is-Eo
facititate humannéss. Because grace is relatively rare, we are
stuck with awkwardness, disharmony, divisio (mind against body,
‘ego against id,, essence against existence, spirit against
flesh, civil virtues against, private iAclinatibns, future
expectatléﬁs against past experience, moral obligation against
moral inclination, and so on). The rarity of grace is “the

source for the doctrine“of the,fall of man.544

Each man \
enters into life wounded, deformed, and graceless. The
Christian vision is that in Christ the wounds can be.healed,
‘the deformity can be corrected® and the gracelessness can

o)
‘be filled with full humanity (union with God).

-

2421414, , p. 203. -

431414, , p. 205.
544

Ibid., pp. 201-202. ' w
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. - ) ) a - \"'.
This is to say that grace is-operative in any time

and place where hﬁﬁanjmy moves teward authenticity, whether

Christ is explicitly known or not. ''Grace is the naturall

mark of a fully human life., It does not need to be conferred

345 Keen

by Jesus Chrisk nor confirmed by the Church."
considers that the traditional Christian formula for gréce
(heéripg.the word of God and the need for his£orical know}edge
of Jesus and Israel) is narrow and unsatisfactory. =
He attempté his own version of a definition of grace
which dées not refer to Jesus or ancient Israel but sees '
the primary locus of the “action of God" in the viscera. Keen
- says: 'By grace:I méan something concrete which may be
described either ppeticall& or ppenomenolggically...”.
[...] let me define grace as "a sudden
reorganization, in a more economic manner,
of perceptions, attitudes, and dispositions

which result in a relaxation of inner and -
outer conflicts and in liberation of previously

bound energies for projects and relationsh gs
which are satisfying to the maturing self." 46

The act of faith is a trusting in the unknown. As
Keen explaind the idea, "the touch of madness necessary to

authentic life is identical with the decision to trust. the

self to move gracefully when there is no rule of casuistry,”547
t

545Sam Keen, To a Dancing God, op. cit., p. 23.

5661154, ) pl 145.

5'/'ﬂSam Keen, Apology for Wonder, op. cit., p. 198.

X
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I 1
. . ~

For Keen, there is a basis for this Human trust-in the 1
unknown but he does not know how to name thls ba51s, as we ° '

have seen. ‘ ) oo

&
~

Yet belief in God is intimately associated with man*e

"story-telling" abfiity, i.e. his myth-confabulating power.548 /-

N ) ] . , . .. \/
. "God" is the symbol of an ultimate contewxt, the great myth, R

rhe grand projection of meaning. This is not to argue that

. . .
God. is the product of man's need or imggination, though some

have put the point that simply. ‘Rather, it is to say that

man, who is aware of Mystery engulfing him, can relate to it

only imaginatively, (not strictly cognitively) #n myth and
symbol - or story. '

As we say in Chapter VI, Keen ehen goes eo far as to
say that the symbol ''God" has been used "to affirm the

ontologlcal priority of p0551b111ty over nece551ty n349

.For Keen, the future possibles are unknown. "A religiously

agnostic form 6f trust is merely the outcome of epistemo-

logical humility: we do not know the limits of the pOSSlble

therefore, we hope. 1550 ”Agnost1c1sm.and hope are not
inpompatible.”ssl ' ' ' ' - :
. ¢ '
548 , ‘ . .
Sam Keen, To a Dancing God, op. cit.f p. 86.
549 o : R4

Confer, p. 243, supra.
550

11pid., p. 176.

Sam Keen, Apology for Wonder, op. cit., p. 206.
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Creativity is thos 'the incarnation of hope in action:

n552

.
e b i

7 Sam Keen has said: oY ) *
Freedom to create and act are possible only | ’ :
where there exists a ‘@ontinuing openness and ' '
receptivity to the giveness Of’LESS and a
continuing movement toward transéending the
given.- [.,.]

Freedom, wonder, and hope form an inseparable
cluster of attltuoes R\If we may characterize
quer as openness to novelty in' the present:and
freedom as action undertaken in-the confidence

that the self may create a new thing, then hope.is
the conviction that the future, no less than the

present, is open to radical novelty [...]

Necessity may be the penultimate context of
human life, but the ultimate context is possibility.
Hope affirms that novelty is ontologically more
fundamental than law and that therefore we should
face the unknown future with wonder, expectancy,
and the wi lingness to deéide.55
‘The act of faith is a ch01ce of vision, where "the
'mature man whether religious or non-religious, chooses to
credit the context that nourishes and creates him as being
worthy of trust, and this is the source of the ability to relax

354 1y £ills his life with the kind of

and act gracefully."
wonder which sustains adventure.
It may be concluded then, that what defines man is

his openness to the,Ultimate Mystery and his attempt to play

5528am Keen, To a Dancing God, -op. cit., p. 54.
553Sam Keen;~Apblogy for Wonder, op. git., pp. 174-175.
3341514, p. 206. . o '
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- out a meaning in regard to it. (In our terms paidia respond 1
R to Paidia). Our ‘thesis names Keen's Ultimate Basis for human J

i
faith (trusﬁf'in life and lends cohesiveness to his thought.
%, .
Keelt makes a case that modern theology ought to be

more Dionysian than Apollonian (more paidian than ludic, as
we would say).555

In a Dionysian theology, fagstatic God g
556 ' '
dl'l

is dea and God is dynamically."relativizea by a real

.realtionship with the moving force of human history'2557 Such

-

He }E\a pfgbesstod.

E A‘liVing theology is a dance, the xhythmic
, .oscillatjon between the experience of ?%?
\Jf) nameless power that gives life and invi

2 God is immanently with man and his world '(panentheistically).558

es us
" . S
f{: .a to wholeness, and the domestication of that
9\ power through language and institutions.959
. e relationship between the "experience'" and the
S :

domestication" is what we have called the relationship

-«

_ between paidian faith in the tertiary sphere and its ludus (\\
- of theology in the.secondary sphere.
Again, our thesis serves to ground Keen's thought

in a metaphysics: Dionysus becomes the human paidian response

to Divine Paidia. - : ' (::iy

535 Sam Keen, "Manifesto for a Dionysian Theology,” in
Martin E. Marty and Dean G. Peerman, eds., New Theology,

-
No. 7.  (The Recovery of Transcendence), London, Collier-
Macmillan Limited, 197C, pp. 79-103. : ’ '

’

556
557

2381554, , p. 95.

23%1bid., p. 99. \\ |

Ibid., p. 94.
Ibid. D
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Eh-_—-A_.,\\‘h_ : F. Robert Neale

The most properly psychological of the'play theologies
is Robert Neale's whose theory,of religion as play is the
most significant development of play appreciation in the‘
tertiary (sub-regional) sphere, i.e. the area of man's
psychology proper: "his uncohscious ahd conscious interaction
with his environment: It is here where Neale's healthful
view of play has been most needed to contravene the nigative
and escapist pr;judices of previous psychologies of play.

| Neale begins boldly with the confident claim that
vthe chief end of man is to play. 360 Following Schiller,

e .bp/D Neale believes that play is- the harmony of forces which
normally live in tension-against each other and which often
produce a state of imbalance in man's psychdlogical equili-
brlum when one force domlnates the other Thege forces
are the "impulse to ﬁprm">(Formtr1eb) and "impulse to
-sensuousness” (Stofftrieb).

A consciousness of the evolving and. incomplete nature

of man caught between the limits of bodily- ex1stence and

the expansiveness of hls ‘spirit was part of Schiller's

560Robert.Neale, Play and the Sacred, op. cit., P. ix.

..‘3
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philosophy.{ ccording to Schiller, the reconciling forces

of'these‘impulses~is the instinct of play. it is commonly

Ay

recognized and experienced as "beauty" or "living form”.561
"”Whereaé the object'of,the,sensuous instinct is material
existence (1life) ;nd‘thatgof the formal instinct is form, th;
object of the play instinct would be 'living form'.”562

Play is the force which tempers the other twg

instincts,‘kegping them both within, their appropriate limits;

but it also excites them, seeking to maintain them in full

force.563

Neale criticizes Schiller's theory by saying that
the particular progression from harmony of the twé instincts
to- the appearance of beauty, thence to the creation of
morality is nowhere fully justified. . As Neale says, "It
could be claiﬁed just as easiiy that true morality is the
source of beauty." “But the fundamental insight of  Schiller,
that the harmony‘of the instincts is play remains valid.564

According to ﬁeale, "living form'" expresses itself

fiiloeauty.when in response to "nature" and as morality when
¢ el .o -
Freidrich Schiller, op. cit., pp. 262-263.
562Robert Neale, Play and the Sacred,‘QB. cit., p. 3.

563Schiller, gﬁ. cit., p:. 266.
564, -

Robert Neale, Play and the Sacred, op. cit., p. 152,

o
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in response to "human nature'. Both beauty and morality

exist on the same level, both equally products of the

harmeny of the instincts.565

For Keale, "Play is psychologically defined as any
activity not motivated by the need to resolve inner conflict.

Thus,

-

the objective nature of an.observed activity
oxr what is conventionally regarded as work or play
is not being considered af this ,point. The one
thing of importance is the psychological source
of the activity; that is, whether conflict or
harmony provides the impetus to the action. [...7]
"playing" at the game of golf and "working" at
digging a 'ditch are not always what they seem if
one looks beyond the outer conventional appearance
into the dynamics of the individual.567

"Man's two-basic needs, Neale translates as the need
to discharge and the need to design eiberience; Both are
needgd for human fulfillment. Play is the force in man _
which permits both to exist in mutual stimulation and~
creativity.

Within the distinct sphere of 'play', as distinct
that is from the "wd¥k-a-day'" world of ordinariness (the

strict needs and obligation of the cultural world), the

565 1p14.

Ry 566

Robert Neale, In Praise of Play, op. cit.; p. 24,

567

Pl

Ibid>, pp. 24-25. . .

||566
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%layer "demons tratés another way of 1life by his own behaviour"
and provides an example of life's possibiiities.568 As such,
though Neale does net say so in so many words, the tertiary
sphere of piay—reality of "what could be'" cffers a critique
of the secondary sphere of®'"what is". The difference |
betweeﬂ the two spheres, according to Neale, apparently, is
in attitude and style with regard to the rules of the game
at hand. While the secondary sphere of éultural realities
often appears inflexible and demanding of a consequent 'work"
attitude and style, the play world exists to shatter that
impression; another universe of values, attitude, énd style .
is asserted_as possible; change according to' the imagination
or according to desire (for an ordo amoris as Alves calls it)
is real. Or, as we might put it, the tertiary sphére exists,
relative to the secondary, as a sign of radical alternatives
to the status quo. :’ ; A. f
Interpreting Neale in our‘own,cétegoriesh we may say
that strictly,speakiné the paidia.of the tertiary spherxe
demonstrates that a mew "game" (ludus) with self-authentic-
atirg rules may replace the glg "game" (lgggg) of society's

norms of sanity, normalcy, legitimacy,~and value. 1In the

last analysis, this is no more than saying that the paidia

; .
568; bert Neale, "Religion and Play!', Crossroads,

July-September, 1967, p. 94,
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of éhe world shows up ih the psychology of-man as an
ongoing dynamié search for full‘humannégs in an ideai.lgggg.
The Christian, of course, sees this search.as-anvimplidit
search for the Kipgdom of God embodied in the divine-human | ~
ludus of Christ. B
| Neale believes that ﬁblay happeps by chance - suddénl&ﬁ— ¢

.ll 69

as an occasion for surprise and wonder. It cannot be

controlled in advance. The "sense of the unusual and

+ *
different experience" is what characterizes play. Foé(this

reason, play.is always "rema%kable”1570

| , . ™~
‘Wonder sparks adventure;a state of being.which regards

the future as full of chaﬁce, as entailing risk, and as being'

of remarkable purport.sJI,FAdvthure also embraces and .

unifisi‘eigﬁéntéij peape,'delight,'freedom and unworldliness.'r’72

Adventure is simply the automatic outcome of a psychological
Etyle of life issuing from the harmony of sensuousness and

form - or "discharge of energy” and "design of experience” -
or id and ego. ‘ N |

Though Neale wishes to speak of the'psychological

meaning of attitudes and thus "distinguish 'work" and 'play",

569Robert Neale, In Praise of Play, op. cit., p. 42.
S701pig:; p. 43.

>7l1piq. Y

572 ’ )

Ibid., pp..44-56.
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he. cannot escaﬁe the general context of his psycpo;ogical
point of view which is that there are two worlds: first,
external reality,.and second, the psychdlogical interaction
with.this external reality issuing in harmony or disharmony
of the instincts ("play" and "work"). The general contexf
of h}s psychology assumes a non-play reality against which
. the human psyche may react in either of the two ﬁays, as

)

It is here where we feel Neale's profound “insights

we have seen in previous Chapters.

into the psychology of play lack philosophical balance vis-a-vis
the other spheres of reality. It is likewise here that the
note of ”trﬁst” to which Neale rightly calls a?tention is
the attitude of humanness which logically would seem to be a
good. launching point for a\theological extrapolation on
"faith', especially of the fi uciary kindz

Neale has argued that\faith itsélf is make-believe.
He has pointed_pup that there are three possible responses to

the sacred dimension of life: th magical, the profane,

and the religious. The magical res nge attempts to control
f

or influence the sacred, and the profa Q\fesponse denies

the aﬁfhority of the sacred. The magical hn\\profane .\f
responses are work-serious responses, attemptiﬁg\to manipulate
life and meaning according to reason and will. The religious
response is a certain lletting be'", a certain play-response

to the inner psy%aic perience of the sacred.
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out that the magical response is
basically '"belief", the profane response is "pon-beliéf",
. [

while the proper religious response is the plég response of
. @ ' ..
"make-believe". . .- ‘

Neale explains:

Believing is the acknowledgement of the
sacred for the sake of the profane, a work .
reaction to the manifestation of new energy | r,/’*-
and new design [...] One always believes -
"because'. The mother believes in play because
it will remove her child's restlessness. The
;' adult believes in the sacred because he will "
receive wealth orashealth (survival). The ' ”A\\
statement, "I believe", is always incomplete.
S0 the primitive magician affirms, "if I
pronounce the sacred words over-the sacred
symbol, I will catch my £fish". Thus,
believing is the result of an inappropriate
work response to what offers the potentiality
for play. The sacred is purposeless, and the
attempt to use it is antireligious.5/
: V-

In his doctoral thesis this same passage occurs almost
verbatim. There he states .that the functionality of make-
believe transcends both belief aqd non-belief and "Questions
of truth and falsity remain irrelevant" [...] "And for the

one who fully participates in the story,\nothing else is
required.”s74 6 . }'

'
This insight of Neale's derives from his study of

-

myth but it is tantamount to our simple observation - amounting

573
574 A . .
Robert Neale, Play and the\Sacre%Z/gR. cit., p. 199.

Robert Neale, In Praise of Play, op. cit., p.—143.
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almost to a truism - that within the tertiary sphere of play

(if we look at this sphere of play itself and not over and

—

against any other) the two parts of our equation: "play"

and ''reality" - are one. Though Neale arrives virtually at

the same poin thé long route of study of myth, it
is our observation th t.the short route (the logical one) of
philosophy would hav made the point as well, Suffice it to
say that on this p9int Neale's theory and the present work

are in agreemenRt In fact it is-interesting to note that :

; . IS
Neale immediately goes on to say:
It follows from the above conclusion that
when an individual becomes concerned about the
validity of a story, he has entered into the
realm of the profane.
In the words of our own essay, this conqluéion of
Neale's may be put this way: the integrity of the tertiary
sphere is not to be judged by the categories of the secondary.
But the "reality" of play in the tertiary sphere (which is
the sphere to which attention is drawn by Neale) is at -best
only a symbol of a possibility, namely, a possible life
without temsion. .Moreover, this "reality" of the tertiary
sphere is utterly incapable of direct influence upon the

reality which surrounds and upholds it as its ‘foundation,

that is, the ordinary reality which is extra-mental. Any

575114,
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influence of The "play" world upon the-"real" world is
indirect, oblique, tangential and most often fleeting at
that. TFurthermore, the "play world'", ‘as Neale uses the term,
is but an “iqner‘enviroﬁﬁental" one, a psycholégical state
or attitude which, as we have argued earlier could be only
that and nothing mqtg 2 and could be viewed as no response
at all to anything that is outside the mind of the "player".
b As to the, theological enterprise itself being a
playful activity, Neale offers this observation:
Since any human activity may be playful,
"dogmatizing and theologizing cannot be excluded
from this possibility. If such activity is
regarded as unnecessary, useless, far from the
definitive, and as only a gracious offering of
the mind for the sake of full play, it is
appropriately playful and allows the sacred
s$tory to remain uncorrupted and autonomous.2/6
Even allowing an appreciation of theology -as ludus
- . ‘ . \
in the secondary sphere, this too would seem to make theology
- ’ )
merely an extaapqlation upon an inner psychic experience of
the sacred - without a necessary referent. to "outer environment"

or need to be checked by the secondary, regional sphere or

the cosmo-ontological one. -

We may reinterpret and reformulaté Néale's theory
‘boldly by asserting that the harmoﬁy of discharge of energy

- T L
and design of experience in the tertiary (sub-regional)

: !
B

., p. 145,

576Robert Neale, In Praise of Pléy, op. cit
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sphere(pf;w is éhg human side of grace, the evidence that

from a psychological pointlof view play‘may Be understood

as the state of humannéss in 'peace", "freedom", and "delight”zr
In cént:as&'to the un-graced or conflicted state of humanness
play may be regarded as ''separate' or "different" (tﬁué

ienﬁing 2 radical different meaning to Neale's note of

“illusion”).577 But the "illusory' way of being is paradoxi-

*

Thus man may psychologically play all_Epe'time (the instincts
may be in harmony) and still ﬁot.be outside of the really .
real.

We may say further that the play psyche of man: with
its attitude of trust and its willingness to take a risk in
the adventure at hand is evidence that the harmony of tﬁe
instincts is essentially a result of a vision of how things
are in reality, that is, an implicit psychological faith
that reality is trustworﬁhy or of?such a nature as to summon
man to peace, freedom, delight. The reality outside of man
provokes this faith response in the form of an experience
of "import", which cannot be proved (thus "risky'). Tpe
mode of life of such a response is truly an adventure. But
the full “reasonablené&érigf‘the adventure is in the faiﬁh.

that Reality itself is such that play is the fitting response

‘ 577Neale calls peace,_freedom, delight and illusion the
"elements of adventure'. Confer his In Praise of Play, op. cit
pp. 45-56. ‘ ‘

‘o
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to it. This is to say that Reality itself may be Elazfullz'
éonstitqted as what it is: a play-reality identity (our
cosmo-ontological sp@ére). .

This we believe is what implicitly. Neale wénted_to
say but was incapable of saying (thus contradicting himself)
because of his assumﬁtion that play is illusion and illusion
is* correctable by the real which is non-play. A resolution
6%'his problem might have been forth-coming had our basic
distinctions in Part One been known or assumed, for Neale

oversteps the tertiary sphere of play and gets into trouble,

when speaking of the "reality" outside it.
G. Response to the Theologians
Ontology of Trust

Faith, as Hebrews tells us, is "the assurance of

what We hope for; it is our conviction about things that we

nd78

cannot see, In other words, faith is an affirmation, a-

trusting attitude and valuation, given to a sphere which is
regardéd as real but which is not accessible by. demonstrable
proofs of the order of science. Human reason alone does not

provide faith.

578Hebrews 11: 1.°
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To saj one has faiﬁh4is to say that one affirms the
existenoe of such a realm beyond the ability of unaided
reason to establish.(fides). It is also tg saylthaf sﬁch a
realm can be trustgd or relied upon absolﬁtely (fiducia) .
faith affirms a transcendent'tentré of reality (God)

who is foundation of all spheres of reality. God, is, in
this sense, more fundamentally real than these other realms
of‘reality.

. In this respect the affirmation of faith is a declaration

that there is a realm set apart from the ordinary dimensions

of the real (as Paidia to ludus) and that this realm may

legitimately judge the ordinary dimensions of the real. The

realm of faith has its own wvalues, exists for its own intrinsic

-+
*

purposes, and operates, qua faith (in the tertiary sphere)

independently df the affirmations made in the ordinary day-to-

day'reaiity di
spl‘re). The s

closed to our consciousness (in the secondary
g of faiED{likewise, operates with its

own autonomous self-aythenticating, self-consistent ease and
confidence - in éénsion ess freedom for its own ends - and
freedom from .the valuations an

tegories of ordinary waking

conscicusness.

Faith is thus a play-reality attitude and affirmdtion,

a declaration and a valuation of a realm of reality beyond

ordinariness. Faith is an 'other-worldly" orientation - linking

S -
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up the human consciousness tothe tfuly foundational and all-

envéloping play-reality ®%hichwe have called the primary sphere

and disclosing through it, by its own dynamic,. the Divine |
centre of Reality, Peffect Paidia, Infinitely Playful

Possibilities. ' 8

To the non-believer the affirmations of faith are
about the un-real, the insubstantial. Faith is thus labe 1ed.
illusory, fanciful, self-deceptive, ﬁn—realistic. Fai
appears un-real and absurd, a proauct of’feérful, eurotic
imagination.

As we have shown in Part One, it is poésible to say
that what appears as un-reality, and unrealistic faith-
attitude, appears so as the result of a grounding of the
critic in a different sphere of the real than that of the
phenomenon itself.. Because it is un-real in one sphere of -
meanings is no argument that it cannot be real in anothex.
In fact;_the'believef can affirm that the un-real or play
realm of faith is very real éﬁd playful all at once sincé
it exists in the third sphere of the play-reality identity..
The believer sees Fhe ijectiOns of the non-believer as
‘arising in the secondary sphere of play-reality and,
consequently hemmed in by the 'game' aspects of rational
analysis we have explainéd earlier. The believef, in other

words, says that the non-believer is too much bound up with

' el
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lgggg and he lacks true apenness to"pésgibilitiesh of meaning
(paidia) beyond his games (ludi). The unbeliever lacks
paidizs in sufficient degree (in the tertiary sphere) to put
hi® in the realm of true playfulﬁess, the primary'sphgre of
the Play-Reality-Identity who is Full Playfulness Itself ‘
"“\ embodied in the Game d€ Games. |

Iﬁ other words, to‘thé believer, faith gives certitude
:M;/f;in its own way.(a-tertiary fphered way) of how things are | B
o ultimately (in tﬁe primary sphére). ' The assertion and
. certitude of faith are ordereq to. the fundamental sphere of
the divine-world interface and so faith sees itself as more
"realisticﬁ“than the critic who is caught in.the neé of

limitations of his cultural categories.579

It is ﬁere'wﬁgre faith can be distinguished from its
articulafion-(theology) which dutomatically cripples the
ﬂiﬁtuition and personal intimacﬁ of faiéh by its own cultural
"words'. T ‘

: The mature pexrson ' negds ontoiogical weight in his
openness to life. ‘If trust is a necessary element for each
state of healthy personality—grSWfB it is necessary that
1Epllc1tly this trust be ordered to somethlng in the depths

"of life 1tse1f as Justlfylng trust, an ontological anchoring
E . .

579"‘he linkage between falth life in the tertiary sghexa-_—’,
to the playfulness of the primary sphere is thus established ’
~as +an instance of our axiom that the tertlary exemplifies and
" extends the reallty of the primary. .
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point for trusg’in life as well as confidence in -human

ability to fpproach it in approp{iate action. "Reality must
. . . L .
be trustworthy and not 'just because of past personal experience

.

(my mother nursed me tenderly to be a trusting person) but

even despite past experience (my first grade teacher was cruel),
an affirmation of a Beyond in our midst justifying trust in
life.”80
This trustwortﬁiﬁess of life-in depth is the source

of man's confi&ence in himsﬁff as well, permitting him to
alleviate his fears, his tensions, hré anxieties and allowing
him, therefore to pbsitively'glgx out his existence. The
alternatlve attitude of distrust precludes healthful and

p051t1ve play and produces a negatlve or aberrant play as in_

paranoia and schizophrenia. \\\

' This basic trust in tbe’wonderousiadventure (the queiei> .

¢ - . t
of life has its own felt (bélieved) ontology - aesthetically
4 .
_ intuited, non-provable (because itself the basis for all

proving) . It is the'belieVed immediacy which founds all
epistemology. B

Since we do not, know the outcome .0f future events we-

have a basic attitude of trust and hopewff

even love - of the
unknown possibilities of our life and this despite whatever

pain or imperfection may be part of such possibles.

®

5800f H. Richard Niebuhr, The Re;ponsmble Self,
New York, Harper and Row, 1963, p. 119. ~
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As Sam Keen says, "Since weigannot unders tand the
1in@t$'of_the ppséible or contxol the happenings that form
the cbnzext of human history, we must remdiﬁ opeﬁ to the

.emergence of radically novel evénts which may nourish and
581 '

refresh.'

Faith orchestrates our experience and re-shuffles

it according to its own premiseé so that it places elements _-

into our-experience.

We are told that death is not a final
separation, nor at any moment a complete
separation. This introduces an historical
‘note into experience. -It introduces the
quality of limitation of boundary into qur
seeing (I am not seeing all that is there.)
Therefore, it very deeply modifies experience
itself.582

[...} Conversion of point ¢f view, the
very possibility of seeing or experiencing
things differently, implies that we can
change and can see things differently,
implies that change is not an enemy or a
threat but a possibility of life and of
salvation itself.583 '

The possibility of seeing things differently which
is part of faith and whibh naturally leads to hope in being
able to be different (to enter into this new way of being)

may be appreciated as a playjpéséibility.

5BlSam Keen, ‘Apology for Wonder, op. cit., ﬁ. 206.

582William Lynch, "Faith; Experience and Imagination" ,
New Catholic World, July/August, 1972, p. 171.

583

Ibid., p. 172..
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4
- There are two parts to the notion play-possibility.

Let us look at each. We are suggesting here that'the very.
capacizy to see things differently is an imaginative power
(playfully, to entertain radically alternatlve ways of being) .
Because this ''vision" of p0551b111ty comes about in the play
of imagination it may be recognized as tye first step in an
intuition that somehow the reaim of the ppséi%lé‘(which is
disclosed in play) is really how things dre. That ig,

reality is wider than what is disclosed in ahj given.actuality.
Reality, in other words, is the sphere 6f possibles (paidia)
out of which some actualltles (ludi) may be experlenced

..

Thus, the experlence of any partlcular actuality is to be

+

seen as an experlence of something which exists in a dgmain

of possibles.

What is more, "the domain of possibles', as "the
really real”, is discerned as in&finsically playful (God
is Pure Piazful Possibilities) since possible realities exist
over and against ”acfualities” —.as play in the tertiary
sphere exists relative to the other spherég "realities'
Moreover, in the Chriétian faith God's nature is what justifies

faith as trusting play. Thus God Himself must be the

" justification of the playfulness within faith itself (God

is Playfulness Itself). Thus the experience of any
pa{ficular actuality is to be seen as an experience of some-

thing which exists in a domain of playfulness.
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¢

Now according to our metaphysics thé domain of
pqséibles and the domain of playfulness are one. Therefore,
fairh and hope are 'play-possibilities™. This is the
juncture where our apprecidtion of "wonder™ ties in with
faith. What is truly "wonderous' is the realify disclosed in "
faLth;_aqd faithfis kgpt alive by this awareness of the
wo?de?.éf'ifs object. Faith is quderous'insofar as it isw .~
focused upon its ;ision of "what is". But since "what is"

)

is, by definition, a unified source of radical possibilities

(either as Pure Paidia or a finite paidia-ludus), then

"what is”iﬁnturaily leads to the adventure of "what could be"
(hope). Faith and hope thus correspond to wonder and
adventure’

This connection of play to faith .and hope, by way of
wonder and adventure is indirectly acknowledged by the present
theology of play. ' LS

F;ith, thus considered, liberates one from the
narrowneés of the obvious and the provable, and situates one y
in the realm of the not-yet actualized - and even in a
humanly pafticiﬁatory way, in the reality of God's gﬁfinite
non-"actualization'" (Absolute Possibility: Absolute Piayful—
ness or Paidia). |

-

. The Christian faith provides a sense of itself as

gift, and a sense of gratitude for the grace of ‘a participation

~

i
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e
ih God's life of playfulness. According to oﬁr thesis,
Christian's faith, therefore, ought to exhibit its own
playfulness in all aspects of the 1ife of the'person
demonstrating his awareness of the wonder of '“what is" and
the adventure of life's possibilities. _ ,/i:)

/1t is in this sense that falth is fundamentally a

;play -reality with a play attitude and dynamic. It is also in

- this sense that metancia, as calléd for by faith, is a call

to ”Play" oneself into authenticity and wholeness with the:
trans forming grace of the Spirit. ("Play'" in this sense is
what Robert Neale means by itf a ten;ionlgss, naturally
felicitous ﬁay of human activity.)

The essence of Christian wisdom seems to be this”
attitude.to life's values - not to take everything too
solemnly, that is, narrowlz,~ even life itself. Life is to
be approached and lived for itself - for the wonder and.
advénture of sharing in -the greatest of secrets, the fellow-
ship of the Spirit of God. The Christian is invited to
participate in' the play of the Logos before the Father, the
realm of infinite possibility. Proverbs 8.30 says, ”i was
daily his delight, always making play before him.'

I‘ Jesus' own attltude to His Father was as chlld to

father. The Hebrew word for Father, Abba (as in the Lord's

' .
. Prayer) is properly translated as "Daddy". It is the supreme

NS

L
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Chriscian expression of trust to address the Godhead as éhgg.
It is the title of God which legitimizes wonder and adventure
in life. @Through the use of Abba Jesus tauéht Christians

to play out their lives as children under the sovereign

e, Q

Interpreting the meaning of Jesus accor?ipg to our

providence of a loving Father.
metaphysics, we may sa& that Jesus as God-Iﬁcarngte, or as
God-become-man, is the conjunction of the Divine-man spheres
of the play-real. He is the fullest efficient e;emplar of

ﬁhe power of the playful sub-regional sphere to transcend the
cultural and even the cosmé—ontological limits ®f ludi,
disclosing.the Divine centre of the Game of Games a; "Abba''.
Jesus is the ludus of a gnién of Divine Paidia to human
paidia. He demonstrates in Himself the unique path of human
potential to Eéglize the wonderous and adventurous possibility

of union with divine Paidia.

The wonder and adventure of faith and hope may be \\\“\\\\

seen as the impulse of grace. 1In fact, it is the gift of
grace which authenticates man's vision of "how things are" .

and "how they could be!. For gface giQes to faith and hope

. an actual and lived dimension and the conviction that such

life of faith (wonder) and hope (adventure) :X‘izited in

tﬁe Ultimate. This Ultimate has within Himsellf the same

wonder anz\ adventure, i.e. God's Self-wonder and Self-adventure

e R
.
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as the qualities of His own %aidiax In this sense faith
and hope ére grounded in the Reality which=is wonder and
. ‘ . '

adventure Personified. ?)

~In fact, grace may be understood as the union of
Divine Paidia and human paidia so that,what is done through
man's true playfulness is also done in the ﬁ};yéﬁingss df
God. - |
| In the‘Christian perspective of the human dimension
of the Game of Games, wherever therée is real human freedom,
there is a conjunction of play and reality, as we{have seen.
Now, if the heart of play is paidia, and paidia is graced
because grace is always achally proffered by God to man

within his Paidia, (wherein man is most like God) then, we

must say that there exists a three way coextensive in this

free human domain: namely, play (Paidia), human authenticity'

(reality), and graée. This is to say that it is virtually‘

.impossible to distinguish these coextensives from each

4

other - that is, to“find one isolated from the others.

LY ' X
., But 'grace", according to Christian understanding, is

the power of man to enter the kingdom of heaven, to be like
Jesus, one with the Father. It is the capacity to act
~like God.

As such, play in the graced union of Paidia and

- paidia, serves the role of ultimate significance; it is

a
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implied religion. Huilzinga faintly éays as much by holding
that play is primérily found in religion and secondarily

in the other realms of culture.584

Ultimate play, or
religion-is discovered in the very dynamic of man's playful
nature. | |

The prdper human mode of life, then, iﬁ,recognition
of the plgy‘of God in his life in grace, is to play. That
is, in grace, man is called to enter into the nature.of his
own paidia even more deeply aﬁfﬁfo recognize that such a
play-mode of existence is)a meetfﬁg witﬁ God Himself. |

The elements of mé%'s paidia - his wonder and
adventure - thus maj be ‘explained as his radical opennegs”to
the marvel of "what is" and his thirst for ”whét could be".
Both wonder and adventure bespeak the anonymous presence of
Divine Paidia in aii\ﬁi?ite instances of ludi - most especially'

in the peculiar paidia-ludus who is man himself,

\

584John Huizinga, Homo Ludens, op. cit., p. 16. ’

Y



CONCLUSIQONS TO PART TWO

We-have applied our philosophicél hypothesia’bf
a three-fold identity of "playﬁ and "reality" to the.
contemporary theoloéy og_;;aﬁ_and have responded to the
theologians in the 1ight of it. Whlle leaving many of our
responses undeveloped, we have demonstrated nonetheless,
the heuristic value of the hypothe51s This heuristic value
was precisely the clarlflcatlon of the fundamental theologlcal
question of how ''play" and reallty connect.

While demonstrating the heuristic value of our
metaphysics when applied to Christian theology, we ﬁave also
clarified the meaning. of our metaphysics itself. Thus
Part Two was a hermeneutical devélopment of Part One.

~ We have discovered that the theologlans of play )
have spoken rather extensively of play realities in the
third sphere - but the implications in the other two
spheres have not been well developed. 1In fact, very little .
has been said about the theological play réalities of the
‘secondary spﬁere ih specifics, though the play—reélity—
culture coextensive is not unknown to the theologlans
Interestlngly, there has been very little said of the
theological enterprise itself as something culturally and

‘playfully pfoduced.
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The fundamentally, primary sphere of the God-world

‘relationship, as well as the nature of God and the nature

of the world as distinct realities also, surprisingly,

' .hdVe not been well explored by the tﬁeology of play. A P

little has been said of God as Player, but the world itself
is not-serious1y pprsﬁed'as:3 possible play-reality. In
short, much has yet to be done oﬁtthe most basic -question
of how play relates to reality by contemporary theology of
play.584a |

We have found that while our hypothesis has congruencies
with a great deal of contemporary play thedlogy, at the same

1)

timg it may be used to criticize much of theology's basic

[

"plav-reality" understanding. It, likewise, provides seeds

for a further development of a full-blown theolegy of play,

based upon the utilization of our metaphysics: of the

" distinct sPheres of play-reality identity, of paidia and

ludus, and/of the elements of "wonder" and "adventure" in

—

man's paidia. ~ .

Specifically, we have seen that Christian faith, hope,

.and grace may be appreciated as play-realities in the

tertiary sphere, with repercussions in the other spheres.
Theologically man is affirmed to be radical openness to the
marvel (wonder) of Faidia im all finite ludi, even his own,

and as finite paidia in adventurous search for union with .

. !

284a As noted in Conclusions to Part One, we see also
here the need for theology to see implications of each svhere |
cf plav-reality with the other two svheres. These implications
need explicitation and in such a way as to avoid the negation
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Infinite Paidia, and thus more accession of his true
authenticity. This confirms our intuition that th elemeﬁts
of "wonder” and ''adventure' in m§n's“§ﬁiaiéf§§éﬁk mainly of
Divine Paidia anonymously present in all "that is" and all
"that could'be". The "Game of Ggﬁes" is'defined'precisely
as this de—WOrld interactio;; epitomized in man,‘as a micro-
cosm of a macrocosm. Theologically understood,'”wonqer”
becomes the Christian's fgigﬁ attitude and perspectivé oﬁ
"what is’” in the ultimate sense. Likewise, theologically.
Speakiﬁg, "adventure" becomes the Christian's hope attitude
and perspective on "what could be" in the ultimate sense.

Man's cultural realities ("Theology" itself, "God",
"Jesus", ''Church", "Sacraments', and so on) are affirmed ag
the meeting groﬁnd in social dimension of two kinds of
expression (ludi) of the playfulness of the really real -
the Paidia of God gnd the Eaidia of man. i

A fully integrated theology of play must spell out
the qonnéctiog of the play-reality question, and our
hypotheéis has demonstrated the first step in this discovery,:
. the enter%ii?pent of tﬁe possibility that the three-fold
- sphered equation, the notions of paidia and lgggﬁ; and of
"wonder" and "adventure" may provide the general framework
for the understanding of this mystery. :It is the basis for
‘a beginning in the reexamination of the significance of play

in a more substantial theology of play.
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As we mentioned in our Introduction (p. XXXIIC)
theologians.have‘tended on the whole to not take
seribusly the. depth- of play in the secondary sphere.
:That is, ﬁhey-have nét seen clearly the fact of the
play-reality equation. It is not that theolegians have
offered reésohs for rejecting this secondary sphere of
the‘eéuatibn - but rather they have tended to ignore it
aitogethei,‘even though many important thinkers have
regarded i;';s a valid vision of the feality which forms
human environment. There is l%tgle‘evidence that these
.theologians have examined the question sysﬁematicaily,
nor have they shown deep awareness of the inescababilit&
of its implications in theirfowﬁ?ﬁriting. As we have
seen, séme theologiaﬁs (Cox, for example) are aware of
the problem. Bﬁt-generally, theologians of, play have
not seen all spheres. together, nor worked out the conmection

e

of one'sphere to.another. The present work offers a

framework for such a holistic 'view.28%P L

{

384b See also our remarks in our Conclusions to
Part One on the mutual implications of spheres. ‘

~ .;;‘.,-i-‘-'nh-‘)"""’



GENERAL CONCLUS TONS

There are numerous theories as to the nature of
play in various disciplines (psychological and sociologico- \.
anth;opolbgi;al studies particularly) affirming the
importance of play - but most theories are ingdequate to
a full appreciation of the meéning of play and most theories
end up either contradicting‘theméelves, or, at least,
contradicting the theories of one another.

| Basically, the fundamental problem encounter;d in 1

a review of the major theories of play is that play is
assumed to be of the unreal and yet is affirmed to be the . .
very real foundation and seedbed of much that is real¥ fo;Th_H\\\\
example, the whole of cultural realities. | .

The hypothetical solution we have offered ié that
it is only by going to the metaphysical level that the
relationship of ."play" and "reality" may be clarified and
that this metaphysical relaéionship is the needed‘basis
for any other study of play in other disciplines. By
taking play more éeriously than most, we end up eritically
opposing.the most common assumption, namely that play is
of the unreai.

Part One of our-study has supported an hypothesis

that reality is fundamentally playful in three distinct,

'

N
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A . -
~the hypothesis performs the same kind of task,.
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N
N

yét\IﬁEéiconngctéd sptgre§: tﬁé primary cosmo-ontclogical,
the secondar§ cuitural-regional,_and ;he'tertiary-sub—.
regionél-coﬁsgidus. It has ‘said tbdt regliéy is playful: )
negé (paidia) and game (lggggj. WiLhin the special-paidia-’
ludus which is'man, paidia has the elements of "wonder" and
"adveriture" which put'maﬁ at the vanguard of the playful
cosmos. - |

Such a metaphysiqal-hypothesis permits a clarification
of philosophical difficulties in the theories of play, as

well as resolves major contradictions in some theories in-

psychélog and sociology. Forx example, it permits an under-
\\qggﬂé;;;’Zf how play in one/éﬁhere may be essentially auto-
/-

~ - 3
telic and "useless" but highly "productive' in relation to

" another sphere. The hypotheéis alsOnﬁrOV{des.a holistic
and balanced éppreciatién of play, inte%rating the bagic
findings in'variqus discipiines (for example,rsqpiology
and .psychology) which customarily treat piay in their own
private domains withoﬁt rgfergnce'£o a ppssible universal
meizin . applicable to ;l; &iscip}inés together. The
hypothesis seems to blenﬁ:toge s\ijgomprehéhsive uﬁder—
standing of play from thf éompartmented appreciatiEnS of
it in the past.. -

Applied to Christian theol?gy of play in Part Two,
f

~

e
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Some theclogical clarifications arise: the world

-

itself is seen to be one ludus of Infinite Paidia, and

culture is the exﬁreSsion of God'sbPaidia and man's as well,
being a ludus of both. Theological speculation is man's
effort to transcend the categories of cultural underdpanéing
of faith-realities and to be "faith-ful" to the paidia of

v man and the Paidia of God, but must inevitably be restgicted
to an imperfect expression'(a ludus of culturé). c&'i.

Theologically, the rfgipéal—culgLral sphere was
" found to be a neglectedvreaim by the theologians of plagy,

-
despite its obvious importance.

B - . . *
\\‘\3 3 Faith is seen as the Christian's deepest engqggqgnt
. N in "wonder" at reality "ag it is", in an ultimate sense,

while hope is viewed as the Christian's basis for real

"adventure” in regard to "what could be'.
* God Himself is a fourth reality bug is known only
in the same conte#t as the world itself. Thus,'éod-is
no a'fou;th sphére3g§_ylay—reality but rather thé‘cofe
of the;one primary,-cosmo—ontologigal play—reali}:y.585

Our conclusion is that our theéis@@heds light not
1 _ only on the relationsh{p'of "play'" and "reality'", but it
helps re-cast the large questiaﬁ of thé God-wo;ld—relation—

ship and at the same time challenges believers to take

\

=4

585‘Our thesis does not fit the four-fold division of
realidties in some classical studies, for example, as in -
Heidégger, Voegelin, and Jung. Cf. David Miller,  "Theology _.
and~Play Studies', op. cit., p. 349. ‘

s
l}



S

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS : 424

"play' more seriouéiy\(for "play" is the nature of the
"real). 'The thesis also sharpens tﬁe focus of.statements
about "play" by play theologians. What is more, it gives
the question of "play" a.more panoramic and legitimate placer
in theological studies,*not only as theme, but also as

method and style. Part Two, in effect, says that the

b)

Christian faith, its hope and its appreciation of grace, are
already recognized by play theologians as intrinsically
"playful-realities". Though this play-reality question is
underdeveloped and inconsistent in play theology, it can be said
that play theology, on the whole, unconsciously supports

the hypothesis and that, given full consciousness of it,

may correct some of its own understanding of both “play"

and ''reality". The hypothesisrseems a good beginning of
play theology. The Christian way of lifeﬁis thu% better
appreciated (from the outside) whea.put into the categories
of our metaphysics. ) ‘ ‘

Our metaphysics, in providing a precisely "play"
appreciation of 'reality" gives a new area for the
continuing dialogue of theologians and philosophers (be
they believers-in God, agnosfics, or.atheists) about the
nature of Ultimacy and.the‘AbSBlute.

A critical treatmenttof our hypothesis of three
spheres of the ﬁlay—real would hava begun, doubtlessly,

with the popular sphere of play (the tertiary) where, from
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the vantage point of "everydaynes;", the congruency of
play-and-realitcy in the so-called "play world" would bé
recognized. The §uestion would then have arisen as to the:
relationship of the "play-world" to éhs cultural one and

thus suggested that culture too (the seéondary sphere) was

a similar play-reality congruency. Finélly, from such an
awareneés of ‘the secéndary and tertiary spheres of play-
reélify, it would.have become possible to entertain the
vision of the primary cosmo-ontological sphere as itself a
-play—reality conjunction.

Though we have not adopted thé cfitical method as such,
our systematic development of the hypothesis has shown that
it is a credible one.

The es;ay has not tried to demonstrate the value of
the hypothesis by a treatment of the meéning of religion in
general, nor has it applied it_to'oFHer world religions.

It has provided a model for understanding the connection of
play and reality and applied it to Christianity only.
Eventually, however, it could be applied to these other
topics and so bring.a further hermeneutical spiral to the
speculation of the play-reality question. .

We have offered an intuitioh and speculated upon it
in the philosophical manner of playing with wonder. We
have intellectually marvelled at the reaiity which engulfs

N

all experiencesé/,We have philoéophically”'layed with "play"”
4
/

.
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and ''reality" as we set out to do. We'haéélfév%?wed the
same quesfion theologically. Iﬁ all this;E;;‘BéQé, indeed,
proffered only theoretical.knowledge. Bﬁt-we have stfiven
to show a love of wisdom and é human-appreqiation of the
mystery of man's existences |

ﬁe have been theoreticai - not to Bide behind clouds
of abstraction - but to respond to the‘knoﬁledge of human
reality as a gift of intuition. As Hannah %rendt has said:

Theoria, in fact, isﬂgnly another wo%d for

thaumazein [wonder]; the contemplation of truth
at which the philosopher ultimately arrives is

tbe,phi}osophically gggified speechless wonder

with which he began.

In this perspective, Part Two of our work explo;ed
possibilities of a more comprehensi%e dse of "play" i;
theology - both as-theme and as method - and thus was
playing out its own adventure. Our work has bé:n, in this
reépect, an instance of a lgégg of the cultural sphere insofar
as it has been committed to actualizing something beyond the
feeling of the importance of play (paidia in the tertiary
sphefe) to the form of philosophical 1anéuage concepts (in
the secondary spﬁere),and insofar as it was another ludus
(namely, theological) of the EQQEE of philosophical under-

understanding.

The whole enterprise of our thesis sees itself as

’ a ludus in the cultural sphere which hopefully has caught-

some of the divine playfulness (Paidia) and in this way

has been true to authentic human playfulness (Eaidiaj.
586

Hannah Arendt, op. cit., p. 267.



GENERAL CONCLUSIONS . B YIE AN

- -
_In planning the. 'path to be pursued in this thesis N
the widest and moséﬁééneral way of linking play in - (
philosophy and theology has been.choséﬁl Alternatives
to this patﬂ are many; for examp}e, other paths.coufd
hf@ebeen_the‘pursuit of is6lated metaphysics, for ips
own sake, without reference to any other field of
intellectual inferest; or, the pursuit of straight
theology of play, again without reference to a funda-
mental metaphysical theory which would operate as a tool
of understanding:; or, the pursuit oﬁ a’particular and
narrow cultural view of play out of whiéh to éffer‘g
critique of particular works or particular authors,A
wvhether philosophical, theological, psychologital,:and
~so forth. |

It has been felt that there was a real need for a
general and panoramic overview which would bridge che
various disciplinary meaning of 'play'. This general
cross-disciplinary overview necessitatéd a metaphvsics
which would be faithful to the literature in various
fields of learnﬁQg. This we—have offered in general
outline in Part One. s

Ap application and extension of this S%ie¢al£§beory
of play to the particular field of theology was to show

A

the heuristic value of the overview, again in the most

] | \
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basic and general way possible, as ground work for
possible future particular studies of special uses of
"play" in theology.

Finaliy we are sympathetic with Karl Jaspers’

remarks that Metaphysics is a ''game”
) phy g

Metaphysicians play a game composed of
rational acts oriented toward the ground of
all being. This game may be a mere intellectual
occupation, a pastime [...] or else it may
be guided by a fundamental knowledge which
governs the climate of thinking and carries
immediate conviction because it supplies not
only rationality but also its fulfillment.
[...]. But guided by fundamental knowledge,
the game can be played in earnmest. Then
thought, through an activity analogous to
prayer, moves toward certainty at the source.

- Such meditation cgeates a contact with the
ground of being.? 6a

>86a Karl Jaspers, op. cit., pp. 5-6.
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ABSTRACT: .

THE METAPHYSICS OF PLAY ANDf;IS‘%§§OLOGICAL'IMPLICATIONS i

Part One of this wérk presepts'alﬁetaphysics in
which “reaiity” and "play'" are one. In support of this
metaphys¢cal view, the play-reality idenﬁity_is p:esented
in three&histinct yet interconnéctéd;spheres with a
Chapter for each: the primary, cosmo—ontologicql sphere;
the secondary, cultq;al-regional sphere; and the tertiary,

sub—regigpal (conscious) sphere. By utilizing the works

~~of many theorists, each sphere of play-reality is explained

'La Rochefoucauld, Heidegger and Ehrmann are studied. For:

and the relationsh?p of the spheres to one another-%f then
seen to clar;fy the play-reality probiem.of leading th;orists
of play, resolving contradictions in their writings.’

¢ . The usuai distinétion between "play'" and 'reality”
is é;*;’tg h&.the case of one spheré of the play—feality

equatiqgn being treated in terms of another. "This equation

etails how play can be at ond‘i”useless” and auto- .
telic, yet hiighly "productive" fo¥ human life. « '

For the primafy,cosmo-ontological'sphere, Heraclitus,:
; :

, Plotinus, Schiller, Nie;zsche,' k,‘and Axelos are

reviewed. Fdr the secoﬁ%ary, cultural-regional S?Qere, . ‘ b

o

thémtertiary sphere, Ortega-y Gasset, Roheim, Huizinga,

and Caillois esp examined.
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The fourth Chapter creates categories of playfulness

(Ea1dla) and game (1udus) in each sphere, argulng that
ludus is a patterned. structured (therefore limited, finite)

actuzlization of paidia whlch}ln its Pure State, by nature,
9,

is free energy and unspecified openness "£Q p0551b111t1es

of actualization: In the absolute sense, a realm of 'Pure

Playfulness = Pure Energy of Possibilities" is postulated.

The distinct spherés are explained to be connected

to one another as relationships of various ludi to a common:

Paidia, the primary cosmo-ontological sphere being the |

realm of Infinite Paidia actualizing itself in a finite
ludus of the wérld,"bnequ many. playful possibilities,‘the
secondary cultufal-regional sphere being at once both a

ludus of the\tiimary sphere Jand a ludus of the tertiary.

sub-regional onsc1ous) sphere' of man's free andlniayful d/

imagination, concocting various actﬁalltles out, of many

possibiTities.

The human being is then seefl as a paidia-ludus ‘

over and against Absolute Paidia.- a microcosm of a macro-
e paidian character of man is detailed into
nder" (at what is) and ”adventure (at what could beﬂb

adventure' are

then outllned.
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’.

hypothesis is'éeéted.%'eologicaliy, by reference to the

"play theology“ of tBe Christian faith. The hypothe31s

¥

‘clarifies the play-reality questlon theologlcally, serv1ng

“

;%or theological speculatibﬁ.

as a valuable %%zl_for evaluating and criticizing' the‘

~ particylar "play™ works of Hugo Rakner, Jirgen Moltmann,

Harvey Cox, David :Miller, Sam Keen, and Robert .Neale. God

~

is posited as AbsblgEE.Pafdia and the world is seén as e
"ipaged" (anlte) ludus of His p0551b111t1es yet not." '
panthelstlcally 1dent1f1ed with Him. By utilizing phé.
doctrine of‘penentheismfﬁaﬁqugo clarifying the doctrine
itself) and a positf;e and gﬁb;guo' "transcendence" -(one
the ''image'" of thé other), the thesié'steers,mid—way between
the extremes of tﬁe.éktrincist-intrincist cohfroversy -
regarding the‘qu-wérld.relationshipf' Ihg tz;gis thus -
opens up the play-reality question teo a new berspectivé.'
L - ’ . .

.Because play and ''reality" are.one in the threé_
distinct yet }nfer&onuécted spheres, man's frgedoﬁ is seen
to be logically Parp of (and not opposed to) the nature

of cosmo—ontological realities, man's Ealdla ludus being

anchored in and open to the Inflnlte Paldla of God “The

play real_L\ 1dent1ty remalns mysterlous (after Marcel s

' deflnltlon of r*},zst:ery) and the hypothe51s explalns n&E&

it is so. . ' s

‘- . ) —_—
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In Parquwé; the heuristic value of the metaphysicai
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The study c;ohc'Iudes that the new metaphysics has
hetristic value, providing a useful tool for the evaluation
of Christian faith as a viewgf reality, and may be useful

,l'opme'nl: of a full-blown Lt\:}’leology of play.
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