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Play, among its many and varied meanings, may denote a rype of structural
dynamics, a being at once of two minds or a holding at once of mutually
exclusive positions. Play as this sort of structurality, to use Jacques Derrida’s
term, offers insight and promise for creatively engaging the challenges of the
modern academic study of religion.

Religion is a generic category imagined and developed to address issues
distinctive to a Western heritage. That the study of religion be academic
requires it to be descriptive, its scope to be world-wide and spanning history, its
methods to be comparative, and its goal to be comprehension and appreciation
rather than conversion. That the study of religion be modern demands it to
embrace cultural and religious diversity without the principal intent to collapse
difference. Thart the study of religion be postmodern demands it to forgo (or at
least to persistently acknowledge the impact of) objectivist and essentialist
premises and to embrace the responsibility for creating and constructing Its
subjects as well as discovering and observing them. Thus the academic study of
religion finds itself repudiating aspects of both its religious and intellectual
heritages (inseparable from Western religious ideas) and, even more seriously,
challenging its own most fundamental understanding of its subject, religion
(based heavily on the prototype of Christianity). The acknowledgment that
there is no being-presence, no essential ground, it would seem, contradicts most
religious views of the world, the views of our subjects. The acceprance of
diverse world-views—some exclusive, most claiming ultimate truth—does the
same.

Frankly, 1 find this conundrum one of the most interesting issues facing the
academic study of religion. It is what can make this field of study important to
the academy and to the world beyond. Our challenge is to find a meaningful
way to hold rogether at once two or more irreconcilable positions and to do so
without smoke and mirrors and without forced or too easy difference-denying
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solutions. Qur ability to do this is among the crowning human capabilities.
Thar this ability, which may be called “play,” is a common one at the root of so
much human pleasure and S0 many aspects of human culture—symbol
metaphor, language, humor, art and religion—is all the more satisfying,
Play emerges early in human development. Jean Piaget described the
dynamics of human development in rerms of TWOo strategies: accommodation
and assimilation. Accommodation is when the child holds the experience of the
world as the base on which to develop and adjust concepts and ideas, that is,
knowledge and awareness of the real world, Assimilation (the term
“projection” may communicate the idea more directly) is a complementary
strategy in which the developing child builds a sense of self (ego) by projecting
her or his ideas on the world. The first s necessary to accommodate the
facticity and independent existence of the world in which we live (reality) while
the second is necessary to relate meaningfully as individual haman beings

all forms of human expression from language to art (ego). Piaget, and later Erik

they structurally Oppose one another, they are necessarily held in common in
developing human beings through a structurality Piaget referred to as play
which he understood as “distinguished by a modification, varying in degree, of
the conditions of equilibrium berween reality and ego . . . Play is to be conceived
as being both related to adapted thoughr by a continuous sequence of
intermediaries, and bound up with thought as a whole, of which it is only ane
pole, more or less differentiated’’ {Piaget 1962: 150), .

This understanding of play as a kind of structural dynamic was presented as
early as the late eighteenth century by Friedrich Schiller in Oy the Aesthetic
Education of Man {1967 [1793]). He described play as human drive
{Spieltrieb). Schiller investigated the distinctions of being human in terms of a
series of Opposing pairs of drives or forces (Trieh). For example, he recognized
tWo contrary “challenges to man,” which he called the sensuous and formal
drives. The sensuous drive insists on attention to the present and the wholly
subjective. All potentialities are fully manifest. The formal drive, on the other
hand, strives toward universality, generality and law. Seen as the producr of
these drives, human beings externalize all that i within them and give form to
all that is outside them {(Schiller 1967: XIV.1). While these forces oppose one
another,' Schiller found neither impulse to be dispensable. It is not a matter of
choosing between them, because when either acts exclusive of the other the

only the formal drive is active. Furiher, both drives require restriction and
moderation. “Perfection,” in Schiller’s scheme, is atrained only through “a
reciprocal action between the rwo drives, reciprocal action of such a kind thar
the activity of the one both gives rise to, and sets limits to, the activity of the
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i i h in i chieves its highest manifestation _unwn_mm_% by
orher: mmmn_ M,: MM__“MWGMMM HMMMV_W nwnr:_nn 1967: XIV.1). When both n_E.<nm Snnw
wwmmo: et m the reciprocal action amounts to the emergence m.vm m.nrw.&. m:ﬁw

o nﬁ_vmnmmr.cm (Spieltrieb). According to Schiller this play drive is mrmnwﬁm
MMWWH.MM mh__..n_::m time within time [the contribution of the sensuous drive],

i ith identity [the

reconciling becoming with absolute being and change with id . ho:m
. e,
contribution of the formal drive] ... The play-drive, in no:mn@c.uwrrn s the one
in which both the others act in concert, will eXert upon the wmw.mn onee |
ﬂ...oﬂ& and physical constraint; it will, therefore, since it annuls a n_“_o: Ammrm:mm
MH.:E_ all constraint too, and set man free both physically and E_M:‘M %o N
i the tw
: interaction and movement among . .
1967: XIV.3 and 5).* The in tion : o opposed
mutually exclusive forces—--that is, in the _:ﬁn.nm;mw of ,HrMA_A_H:AMMDEDnQ ve 2
kind of transcendence (play) of the opposing azqnw that Schi er i fentified wich
i i *Th two centuries old,
i d with beauty.’ Thoug ,
freedom, with perfection an e centus Scllers
iew omv play in some ways anticipates postmodernity where play

v
important concept. . N . oo the
_ Wunm:. the end of his essay, “Structure, Sign, and Play in .ﬁrn W_mo.ocnm ofthe
Human Sciences,” Jacques Derrida places his am.m&mﬂm .E_ the _man of th
alternative approaches to interpretation. He writes in typical Derridian style:

There are two interpretations of interpretation, mmmmnw:ﬂm:wm, of Mpmmm MM
1 decipher, dreams of deciphering, atr
freeplay {jeu). The one seeks to e A
igi ich i from freeplay and from the orde ign,
an origin which is free . : : order of the sign, and
i i i f interpretation. The other,
lives like an exile the necessity o : : hich fs no
igin, affirms freeplay and tries to pa y
longer turned toward the origin, a . i D aron
i being who, throughout the
man and humanism, the name man 1t the history of
i ——in other words, through the history
taphysics or of ontotheology——in o : ;
me rm Wmmnoav‘|:mm dreamed of full presence, of reassuring foundation,
the origin and the end of the game. (Derrida 1970: 264)

ivi iti “first try to
Derrida holds the choice to be trivial, writing that we ::.:WM. m«nmwm Mzu_m
conceive of the common ground, and ‘the différence of _M_.m irr anw_m@_a
difference” (Derrida 1970: 265). That is, we must play Joﬁ m :nmnwnnmmw e
options at once and in doing so transcend to a new _9&_. o mmﬂmn ess of
ida’ i ty rathe
i da’s terms play is of structurali T .
structural dynamics. In Derri , than of
structure (that limits freeplay). Play emerges mnwwu ﬁrw .HEUEHM rm_um_wmwm%_ nm o
i iti hysics, with Freud’s critique of self- , an
Nietzsche’s critique of metap , reud e of e Epresenchy 1nd
i i i f the determination of being as p Play
rith Heidegger’s destruction o s pr e Play is
MOE of the loss of center, of fixedness, of the awareness .omqou Mwnm_vm .ﬁ_wrmm nite
substitutions in the closure of a finite ensemble™ {Derrida 1970: . ,
the domain of the sign. . -
no_ﬁmm”mw Theory of Play and Fantasy,” the essay that has W: recent M_mn s
)
eplaced Johan Huizinga’s Homo Ludens® as the standard de _d.:ﬁm Mmm o
r . :
U_Mw Gregory Bateson focuses his attention on the meta-communicati p
k)
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of play, recognizing that play is possible only if the participating organisms are
capable of some degree of meta-communication. Play, in his analysis, always
contains the message “this is play” rather than thar which without this meta-
communication would be consjdered something else, Observing monkeys
plaving, Bateson realized that their playful nips denoted bites, but still they did
not denote what would be denoted by bites. Thus he saw that play could be
described as g meta-message: “These actions, in which we now engage, do not
denote what would be denoted by those actions which these actions denote.” I
other words, the actions must be framed by the meta-message “‘this is play.”
The statement “*this js play,” as Bateson analyzes it, establishes “a paradoxical
frame comparable to Epimenides’ paradox™ (Bateson 1972: 184). Epimenides,
the Cretan, stated that all Cretans are liars. This is a self-referential paradox. If
his statement is true, then it is false; if talse, then it falsifies itself. *“This is play”
allows the holding at once of the statements “this action denotes something”
and “this action does nor denote what these actions denote.”
Bateson’s work focused attention on the interplay berween play and the
boundary that distinguished play from not-play. Choices made within play,
unlike those in not-play, necessarily invoke the interrelationship of the content
of play with the boundary condition “this is play.”” Play is moebiatic in this
sense: the inside and outside are so seamlessly connected as to be self-
problemarizing. To play is also in some sense ro say, “this is play” which is also
in some sense to ask, “whar is play?” Plav is a boundary thar presents
altetnatives governed by self-conrradicrion such that each leads ro and negates
the other in an apparent endless cycle. Play demands choice among equally
valued alternatives. Choice depends upon a hicrarchy of values. Choice involves
movement. But when any choice is made (thus seemingly to pass beyond play)
the immediate attractiveness of the not chosen alternative invokes self-doubt
and self-reflection on and problematization of the hierarchy of values which led
to the now-questioned choice, And on and on. The resule is an oscillatory
movement in at least rwo planes—the movement back and forth among
alternatives within the frame of play seeking resolution through choice and the
movement back and forth between the domain in which cheice is demanded
and the boundary conditions that frame the choices (see Handelman 1992), 1
believe play is often experienced as enjovable because it celebrates the
distinctive human capacity to simultaneously do one thing and its opposite and
to be aware of the process by which it is possible to do the impossible. Yert, seen
tn this way, we can also appreciate why play is often opposed to work {where
choices are experienced as satisfying terminations) and that play may be
experienced as frustrating or dangerous.

The experience of play is autorelic—whar Csikszentmihalyi (1990) calls
“How”—because its self-referencial and paradoxical character challenges one
to do all of the following at once: to make choices, 1o reflect on the process of
making choices, and to question our understanding of how choices are made. It
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thi 3 ly upon
is autotelic because it challenges us to end that ﬁ;:o_.._ turns endlessly _@ m
itself. To attempt to end play by making a choice only initiates a new cvcle o
itself. 3
lay and often at a new level. . N ek i
’ h:nnmmi:m_% Jean Baudrillard’s understanding of the wayv our brains wo
b
similar: .
1 I i and the
There is no betrer model of the way in which the computer screen E_ ‘
mental screen of our own brain are interwoven than Eooﬂ:v 5 ﬁw.@o om‘anm
i Igul : inside and outside, subject an
ith § § ty of near and far, insi
with its peculiar contigui ar : . € and
object within the same spiral. It is in accordance with this same ,_.:Om_ 2
the information and communication are constantly E:::mm rou :
. A A 5
themselves in an incestuous circumvolution, a superficial con mcnﬂE !
wi i ‘ ; ‘ent an
subject and object, within and without, question and .ﬂ:m& er, even! and
15 inevi ; isted ring reminis
i form is inevitably that of a twis
image and so on. The vitab . g
of the mathematical symbol for infinity. (Baudrillard 1993: 56)

o . s
The academic study of religion may be clarified by rethinking ;rm:w mvmﬂam M:mrﬂ
| . ion for this development.
i : th offers the best foundation
In my view, Jonathan Z. Smi ‘ o : clopment,
1 1 to discern the play
this aspect of his work is !
Fundamental to understanding : 5 10 discem the playiul
i ethod by which Smith con¢ :
character of the academic m ik condu vork
is his initiati i e by side interpretations,
it tiating operation. He places side by
Juxtaposition is his ini < c by sude incerprocadions,
i n such a way ¥
i 5 approaches or ideas i .
uotations and their sources, : ot in su o m
Mnﬂm:g comparison. An engaging juxtaposirion motivates an ::a_ﬁw.? rathe
: i ;i nce
than a resolution, among the elements. That interplay is fueled by .Sﬁmm r.
o o i .
because it is in difference that the operation is interesting m”& rﬂmmcﬁm L
i Cess tly ends. Play
7 ed to sameness, the process abruptly .
elements can be happily reduc : , Ty
stops. Difference gives rise to thought, to rwnoﬁwom.a and &n.oz, to Mxm_m__ﬂw "
Smith’s is a comparative method framed by juxtaposition an m.mm. ’
difference directed less toward final resolution than moimn@ S_m_nm questions an
revealing insights, Smith’s method is akin to play as menEWaQ a %a.m.a g of
. Lo . . odi
ity w ling play is evident in Smith’s understa
The structurality we are cal U undersian
the categories he, and many others, hold most fundamentaliy nmrm:ﬁ_ﬁm. .Emnrm,
myth and ritual. Place, for Smith, is accounted for most powerfully HM t mm
dynamics of map and territory. He recognizes religion as well pw ﬁwm mE% om
i istory of the study o
gl ess and to account for the history :
religion as a mapping proc . ! st ) ;o
i i — tive and utopian.
igl S two mappmg strategies—loca : L
religions he articulates : e opian-. A
i isi hasizes place, while a utop
locative vision of the world emp hie rision
ing i 1978a: 101). But Smit
i t being in no place (J. Z. Smit .
e v incti ir of ies into which to sort
i i is distinction as a pair of categorni
warns against using this dis : Fies anto which 10 sort
igi ali f play is engaged here by Smi p
religions. The structurality o py Smith o 2 powerful
i I he acknowledgment of the interdep
construction that builds upon t : ependence of
i i s well as the classical terms of s
these two mapping strategies a | _ sacred and
in Smich’ ision). In acknowledging the po
rofane (chaos in Smith’s revisio ) : e
wzno:m_‘s_.ﬂw and difference that forces the elements of these pairs to be
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together despite their opposition, Smith arg
mapping strategy found in some traditions tha
joke in that they neither deny nor flee fro
mcongruous elements to stand. Thev
repetition, transcendence are all Incap
seek, rather, to play between the mcongruities and to provide an occasion for
thought” (J. Z. Smith 1978 309). Here again is a “third thing™ arising from the

posed and opposed elements. Though

suggest that symbolism, myth, rirual,
able of overcoming disjunction. They

religion as species of play (see S. D. Gill 1998a).

Smith shows us that religion arises in and exists because of the play of
difference which he repeatedly demonstrates in his studies of myth and ritual.
For Smith, myth is a story concocted and told to deal with a situation. Myth is

always applied and its distinctive character is the dynamic process of relating
the story to an existential m::m:o:.mng:rs‘:ﬁmm“

There is delight and there is play in both the “fit*
the ““fit,” between an element. in the myth and this or that segment of the
world that one has encountered. Myth, properly understood, must take
into account the complex processes of application and inapplicability, of
congruity and incongruity. Myth shares with other genres such as the
joke, the riddle and the “gospel” a perception of a possible relation

between two different “things™ and ir delights in the play in-between.
(J. Z. Smith 1978a: 208)

and the incongruity of

For Smith the power of myth s located in the play that arises in the process of
application, in the oscillation between *fjr" and “no fit,” rather than the

resolution of “fit” (see also J. Z. Smith 1978a: 300). For Smith, myth is best
understood as a species of play.

Smith’s understanding of ritual is not
action. In Smith’s presentation, which
Incongruities, ritual is a controlled enviro
that commonly exist in the course of life a

a simple translation from Story to
itself creates and plays among
nment that resolves incongruities
nd thus contrasts with myth;

Ritual represents the creation of a controlled environment where the
variables (i.e., the accidents) of ordinary life may be displaced precisely
because they are felt to be so overwhelmingly present and powerful.
Ritual is a means of performing the way things ought to be in CONscions
tension to the way things are in such way that this ritualized perfection

is recollected in the ordinary, uncontrolled, course of things. (J. Z. Smith
1982¢: 63; emphasis in original)
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culates a third, yer unnamed,
t “are more closely akin to the
m disjunction, but allow the

H 1 N a € (. 1 al purposes, as
Hﬁﬂ —JHm VIEV Om av._n?u mawﬂT s€es H—.ﬁﬂ.”w S ser —DW Uﬂm.ﬁm—ﬂ ﬁ S€S8,
w ¥ i & ] m~mw Of wﬁmm ND& cultur N_
1 I OUH imn anw.n:.—m nrﬂ needs o . .
(=54 mﬂusm Oﬂ.— 1n m.ﬁﬂrﬁm.ﬁ_.ozu ) -
w existential situation
i g 1ercas L4 mr ommmﬂm a muﬂﬂw@ﬁﬂn_.c@ on ar X155 _ t
siruations.
e VEI 1 H:.._m 4 play tha m
i O mu O come, ﬂrﬁm mnitia 1 1vVes rise to
ﬂﬂmmﬂ_.m.—m a mm.mu Hrmﬁ cann - 1 .
1 .,_.um i % fies t m.ﬁo 1n n:@ course Om
i S _m BOHHCNHWQ U ﬂvn—mﬂ—zm :.-ﬁonmm.._h_. _
EWND—Bmu H—ﬁ.ﬁ—ﬂw 3 .
VEer Hﬂ.wﬂﬁm_ H_u:hm N@@ﬂmﬂm to w@mw: £ ce.m:“&m a M.Uﬂm.ﬂnem
M—MOQ can never va overcome. . .
w ﬂc—m v i v 1 m 0 S-mm‘ ace, mau_wmp :um._ﬁﬂm
MHHNHWW - m.—hﬂu mum..n. 1 g . ) ‘ )
1 i rmm 1ts nHﬂmﬁﬂcnﬁw N:Q ﬁo WEr in its N—T;—ﬂ.\ HO MUHO. ﬂﬁ—ﬂ
t ﬁ—ﬂmﬁ ﬂTmﬂ H.:nﬂm.— m.—mo : H .
0Ccasion mOn n@mmﬁm.o 1. M _:M &.nmﬁ;mm_.on Om HBQ:H mmﬂﬂwm_ﬁumw m._ﬁzmmw ma:r WrILEs!:

- (35 o L W Om
Ritual is a relationship of differences between nows’ ﬂwm no >
everyday life and the now of ritual place; the m_E:WEam:T ut not 1
xmmﬁn:no of “here” and ““there.” ... The absolute a_wmnaﬁmznm Eme :Mm
coe , psoluc o s
ted to think o
thought away. One is invi
thought, but cannot be wd 1o :
: e ut the one canno
ialiti in terms of the other;
otentialities of the one “now . s of the other; not
mmmoam the other. Ritual precises ambiguities; it neither overcomes
relaxes them. (J. Z. Smith 1987b: 110}

, i i£fi ind.
And a clearer description of play mS‘:nEErﬁM .io:En_Um a_?_mnamﬂ wo M —
ill 1998a) I have discussed maore tully J. Z.
Though elsewhere {S. D. Gill J- 7. Smit
i t of his work that
igion 1 f play, there is one other aspec <
study of religion in terms o , there is : ot o
i that is his widely known sratem |
must be considered here and ‘ uement “map is not
1 ich ti i haps best known essay as well as .
territory” which titles his per X . Teiton (1 2 St
i i his essay “Map is Not Territory” (J. Z.
his essays. Smith concludes : il .
1978a: Numwwlwomu with the rather problematic statement, “We ?nmmﬂa_n& ummmw
. . i ity of efore we se
s with the necessary incongruity of our maps :
to reflect on and play with t w s before we set
i to chart the worlds of other men.
out on a voyage of discovery . othermen. For the dicium
181 ble: ‘Map is not rerritory’—bu p
of Alfred Korzybski is inescapa ap .
ossess” (J. Z. Smith 1978a: 309). It is important to try to c:am__qmﬁwzm swrmm
MB:T means here. Smith’s statement seems motivated by mﬂ_m anM arly voy ﬂm:\
: i suma
d by “other” people, a real world pre
that takes us to the world occupie . e i o presumably
i While Smith reminds us that our map
and one independent of us.  re : ‘ ! ;
thev are (I presume
i lds of others, reminding us that 3
equivalent to the wor , | ey are {I presume]
i i ludes with the conundrum “bu P !
interpretations, he conc the ! e e al v
i ith i that we do not have, in any
» that Smith is reminding us here
e lities of others, except as they
ignifi ’ to the actual worlds or realities , :
AR igi imaril fined to the analysis and
i He sees religion as primarily confi : . !
e et n e i lved in that Smith still
i ic The conundrum is not resolve . ,
interpretation of rexts. : N that Smith sul
i Id of the other as ultimately our ject.
acknowledges this real wor
nother Emmnn he writes that “it is both wonderful and unaccountable, ﬁn%mmm
m . . .
i : Our arguments
i times our playful imagination,
even comic ot crazy, that some oin:  our arguments
f the world, turn out to have real conseq :
about and mental construals o urn out to have « -
(J. Z. Smith 1978b: 18). We find here, as in his view of ritual, a multi-level
complex of playful juxtapositions.
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1 think this conundrum might now be further enriched. Scholarship is ar once
a construct, an interpretation, to meet the interests of the academy and it has
“real consequences.” There is an interplay between reality and our study of i,
This playful act of imagination is clearly in line with the mocbiatic thought
articulated by Jean Baudrillard in Simmdacr.s and Simulation (1994). We must
recognize that our construals may be bur preceding simulacra of our subject
reality, that is, projections made without adequate constraint, amournting to the
constructon {fabrication) of our subject.” When scholarship shapes the world
to correspond with our academic mappings of it, Korzybski’s statement is
shifted to “map is now territory.” Though we have but the most tenuous access
to the reality we study, our studies often significantly shape these actual
realities. These issues raised with respect to the academic study of religion
make us unsure of where we stand to perform our rasks and Smith boldly
proclaims that there is no place on which we might stand firmly and without
resetvation. To take a stance in this complex world without recognizing that it
is problematic is either religious, narrow-minded or naive, Yet ro refuse to take
any stand at all puts us out of business, it renders us silent. But this issue takes
us back to where I began this essay. Now we might recognize thar what I have
described, based on the analysis of a variety of scholars, as play, a particular
kind of structurality, is central to Jonathar Smith’s understanding of religion,
the academic study of religion, and it characterizes his academic methods. One
hope for the future of the academic study of religion, one which acknowledges
and works with the complex contemporary world, is to practice it sub specie
ludi, .
What remains is to consider what a study of religion might look like if
conducted in the terms of play. Though J. Z. Smith has yet to systematically

present his studies explicitly in the terms of play, his scholarship offers both a
model and the foundation for development of a study of religion in terms of
play.

As a constructed generic category religion
makes possible some general comprehension
being human and about human cultures. The
play structurality in that doing it always also ir

academic not religious’—to be “religious”
g

alternative positions that engage the academic study of religion and would
therefore negate any possibility of being engaged by the play structuralicy—
signaling a passage through a boundary of paradox very like that of play. The
study of religion as play juxtaposes alternatives thar demand comparison but
defy resolution. This oscillatory activity gives rise to another dimension of
concern, the juxtaposition of the items compared and the constructed academic
categortes invoked. In other words, the mterpretive study of any particular
cultural practice cannot be done without also raising issues of the categories
and theories in which it is framed, and chis cannot be grasped without

is itself of a meta-language that
and discourse about an aspect of
academic study of religion has a
1volves the meta-message “this is
would be to identify with one of the
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igi ricne his pla
-omparison with the practices of other religions. The experience _m.um.ﬁ : Mﬂnw
o ﬁﬂ rality engages movement between the content {alternarive religions, etc.
and th ‘ i ; and all of its constructs] raising
: {the academic study and a
the boundary {the . st rawing
- ions such as “what is religion?” (see also S. D. Gill 1998h: esp. chs. 2 a
questions
: . igi stand ligion
¥ This does not mean that specific religions or our c:mﬂi&ﬂ::m of .nnmmm:a
y i incingly shown that the meanin
7 Smith has convincingly s
need exclude play. J. Z. v the meaning anc
irality of place, myth and ritual (all of these are academically co e
analyt es) i i g its constituents
analytic categories) is a result of the play of fit. Warmﬂo: m.sL its con e om, 2
Smich imagines them, involve the oscillatory and ;mnmﬁ_:d :nmoﬂm_ P
i i dy of religion, while fra
ith i i But the academic study o .
without final resolution. h lemi . on, while framing
different concerns than do religions, gains its meaning and vitality throug
ame process. -
m gmﬂw of the frequently-considered problems related to ﬂoé WE. mMMME._n
i ifi roach to the ac
doing are clarified by a play app
understand what we are : : demic
study of religion. This academic study arises out of a gamﬁmﬂr::nzmwmao: .
cultural heritage and is meaningful primarily in ﬂrnmm ﬁmnawm. nwmomwznoﬂﬂo:
i — manding the
i f the whole world—a task de :
that academic studies o . sk d A - concostion
ategories, categ
; bstract generic comparative ¢
and development of a ; gories not
necessarily present to our subjects—effectively addresses ﬂ% congern e have
it jects either ro agree with,
isen i n. To expect out subjec
arisen in our own traditio } ithe i, be
interested in, or to even comprehend our rzm_:mmm is, it seems t Hrm:mr
. izati 1ssionization.

i f our own colonization and mi .
undesirable recent phase o n : . [hough
this view does not deny our responsibility to them, Emmmwm. QEW the Hommmm e

i 7 t acknowledg
is i i iti d comparison (of the type tha
is in the juxtaposition an 4 e o
i t our subjects a
lvable difference) of others that .
e ies, ideas and theories. The
i . iti i ur constructed categories, A
into juxtaposition with o tec deas fies. The
mnm&n_::n study of religion is moebiatic and Janus-like in %ﬂwgc Ak
. . o .
attempts to understand others in their own terms, it cannot he p E% w e
1 expectations, To av
tfully determined by our
that our results are powe N . s 1o 2
i rocess in terms of play
ship) we must sec this p . |
madness (and bad scholar s€ in terms of play.

i dy of religion encourages an

This play approach to the stu . 0 interactive model
of interpretation requiring the interplay of ego and .Ham._:? ﬁrﬁna ?unrw
between interpreter and the independent subject ﬂ_a.mﬂ 15 _:Wnﬁnn. .z n e
academic study of religion I think far too little atrention has Mms m:m..znmn he

. ) .
technical aspects of interpretation. We have not really r:o.é: WS 6303%2@
iti isfyi i etation. An 1
te and satisfying interpr ,
or to evaluate a legitima : o, teractive
interpretation is completely free to re-ontologize. Rmrﬂ w:vﬂmﬁg e
i ’ rea
erspectives of the interpreter, but it must also be constrained by the

p ) . .

independent subject {see 5. D. Gill H.wwm%. esp. nr_“:w oriant semse like the

i e igion is then m so :

The academic stady of relig . 1P ke the
creation of engaging narratives in which we tell the Emynm mom Wrm nm_h_umﬁ ns of

it ictive 1 e both of being abou
““other” people. Our writings are fictive in the sens
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we are not (they are bevond our full comprehension) and are motivated to
address issues of our own making. We make and tell our tales in the attempt to
live morally and meaningfully as modern (should I say postmodern?} citizens of 3
complex and diverse world. Tt is a peculiar necessity, a defining principle, that
our tales lay aside the role of discovering Truth, of reporting objective reality.
While we tell tales of how “other” people come to Truth and to understand how
1t shapes their lives, we must acknowledge that doing so {and doing so seriously)
forces us to set aside or qualify any claim to the truth of what we are doing. But
we are constrained in an important way nor experienced by other storytellers—
novelists, for example—whose genres are distinguished as hyper-realities. We rel]
the tales of real people and we must not shitk the responsibility of being
constrained by the facticity of their existence. We cannot go about our task
assuming that what we do does not affect the real worlds of the actual people
that give inspiration to our rales. The greatest absurdity in what we do is that,
because our knowledge is always in some respects a product of our theories, we
can never objectively know those whom we choose as our subjects, but we are
nonetheless always in interaction with them, as partners in a dance. Our stories
cannot exist without our real subjects. We must acknowledge that our Wwritings
are fictive, in that they are the products of our theoretical perspectives, and we
must constrain these fictions by the real and independent presence of others. The
academic study of religion sub specie ludi embraces this paradox oscillating
playfuily among the irreconcilable alternatives, knowing that doing so also gives
rise to the play between the studies of our subjects and the paradox-creating
frame in which we work. What we write then s hyper-real, but it must also be
real. Hyper-real, on the one hand, in that ir is distinguished by imaginarive
academics creating stories, arguing hypotheses and concocting theories, All these
are fictions to be judged only in terms of the history of similar writings. Yet, on
the other hand, writings of the academic study of religion must also be

demonstrably grounded in the reality of the subject. Without this grounding,
what we do is finally not academic ar all,

Notes

1. In the contemporary popular domain there are a variety of correlations with these
drives, interestingly suggesting that they can and do exist independent of one
another. Gender stereotypes correlate male with the formal (reason) and female with
the sensuous (intuition). Personality type stereotypes identify arrists with the
sensuous and scientists with the formal. In journalistic terms inspired by split brain
research these types are ofren naively distinguished by hemispherical brain
designarions: left and right brained. To me it is fascinating that, though this has
been persistently recognized since at least Schiller, we have failed (in large measure)

to see the inseparability of these opposing forces, that it is the interactivity that is
key 10 human creativity and vieality.
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2. There are the many memorable passages from Schiller attesting to his understanding

-1

of play. For example, " With beaury man shall om.:\ ,w_mu,.w. and it is with beauty onn_:%
that he shall plav ... Man only plays when he is in the mc_,_“ xm_rzml. of the ﬁom wm
human being, and he is only a human Gmm:m when he Ew.ﬁ, _,.Cm..” X<.M.m.: u
And, “it is precisely play and play alone, which of m: men’s states and con u_,n_w_wmmwm
the one which makes him whole and unfolds both sides of his nature at once™ {1967:

XV.7). Finally,

the utmost that experience can achieve will consist om,m: Omn:_mﬂcn vmnémmn,
the two principles, in which now reality, now mo:du. s‘w.: .Uwoaoﬂ_:mﬁn. Beauty
as Idea, therefore, can never be other than one and indivisible, since ﬂran.w can
never be more than one point of equilibrium; whereas beaury in experience
will be eternally twofold, because oscillation can disturb the n@:_rv:_w:s _J
twofold fashion, inciuding it now to the one side, now to the other. {1967
XVL1)

More recently Charles Sanders Peirce wrote of play in a fashion similar to and

dependent upon Schiller. He made explicit his nonnn.nno: with mnr%_nm...m ﬂ:n_n_n-
standing of play and, interestingly, the first book of philosophy he studie ﬂﬂﬂwdmmmm
as a teen was Schiller’s On the Aesthetic Education of Man. Near the nﬂ& o m is wm
Peirce discussed play in his essay “A Neglected Argument mn.: the Wmmraﬁo Oom
(1908). A full understanding of Peirce’s views on play requires E.,_n nxﬁn:%ﬁ:mnw. w
well beyond the scope of this essay, but I believe that he identified wwqm ’ ay” wit
abduction (hypothetic inference), which both precedes m:a.mﬁncﬁnmmumm the nMamcwn
interplay of induction and deduction, a play .ﬁrmm affirms yet .ﬂmwwmnm:% the
opposition. Peirce, [ believe, saw play as the creative force of discovery. See Peirce,
especially 1931-58: 6.452-493,

Johan Huizinga’s wark (1970 [1939)) is of little importance to the study of play as it

designates some sort of structurality, some &N.E:Em of certain types of mnM:Q”nMM
Huizinga sees play largely as agon (contest) which B.m_.:.rmﬁ led him to understa d
play as structurality, but he was more bent on using plav as an nxmcmm.
demonstrate his extensive knowledge of cultural history and to criticize modernity.
For further critique of Huizinga see also Ehrmann (1968).

I realize how cursory is this discussion of play. While it may appear to some to be a

light ot trivial topic, play has a firm place in philosophy and m:ﬁraono_om%. N,rﬂ,m_m
not yet the much needed comprehensive history of the study om m.mmw w En_ EMC
most certainly include contributions by Gadamer (1989}, mmwr::A (1981) an. moﬂ ers,
as well as much fuller consideration of those I have so summarily presente L

The term “strategy” is mine. J. Z. Smith simply presents n,r,na 4s maps, ENM;, map
types or categories of maps. I feel it is Ecnr. more consistent with ﬂrn. wsﬂzﬁ
Emﬁi character of his broader study of religion to call them strategies an _u_<
reminds others of Smith’s warning that these mro:_m.:om vm _._mon_.mm categories by
which to label religions. For a fuller discussion on this paint see S. D. Giil 1998a,
This issue is considered in depth in S. D. Gill 1998b, especially chs. 1, 2, 7 and 8.
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