Play'& Culture Editorial Policy:

The purpose of Pley & Cultare is 1o stimulate and communicate research,
acal thought, and theory in ali areas related to the 1opic of play. Play & Cul-
¢ publishes empirical, theoretical, and position papers, as well as reviews and
tica) es3ays, that further cur undersianding of the phenomenon of play in hu-
s and in animals, and across various cultural, social, and activity sertings,
r empirical research repons, abl types of research methodologies are spproprisie
" Play & Culture, and the subject maner in papers may be discussed in terms
perspectives derived from the behavioral, social, and biological sciences, adu-
don, and the humanities. '

Authors are encowvaged to submil manuscripts that address any topic re-
= 1o play, inciuding leisure, recreation, and sport. Research reports on the
‘atianships between work and play are also solicited, Both pure and applied

scareh reports are published. The principal eriteria for acceptance are scientif-
and methodological soundness and contribution to the understanding of play.
< 0 gddition 1o original sesearch reports and theoretical papers, Play &
il publishes book 1eviews, annotated bibliographies on selected topics, and
seetion devoted to research noies, comments, and methodological issves. An
thor index will be included in the December issue,

R SRR R R e
apyright @ 1992 by Human Kinetics Publishers, Ine,

ioy & Cidtre 1 indexed in Curreny ComtentsiSocial and Bekavipral Seienges. Automatic Subject
caripn {ndes, Sociaf Sciences Cirafion Index, Comminivarion Absiracys, Psychological Abstracss.
«welNFQO, SpartSearch, SPORT Daiahase, Physical Educodon lndex. Child Developient Ab-
acts & Biblingraphy, Sowinlogical Abgiracts, and Sporis Documsntarion Monthly Bullerin,

Send editorial correspondence 1o

Margarct Carlisle Dunean, FhD
surnaly Drector,  Linds Bump De?amnt of Hum‘ Kinstics
Aamaging Edier:  Lisa Soticelis University of Wisconsin-Milwaukes
“vpesetiing & Layou:  Angela X, Snyder ?0 Box, 413

asie-Upe Tars Welsch Milwagkee, W1 53201

Sdvertising Mansger:  Michele Sjots
Cirgulasion:  Linda Bowhall

Aiter:  Margaret Carliste Duncan
ublishes:  Rainer Manans

Send business correspondence to
Human Kinelics Publishers, Inc.

fyner Perindicals By Human Rinetics:
dapred Firoees! Aveaony Quarrerly
Conadian Jownal of Spars Sivences
Fuerngreongl fowrng! of Snorr Biomechanies
P danaes ) Foagengt af Snerr Muteftian
Jansngl of Spare & Evevvise Prichofopy
Fowrneet of Spors Rehabitivation

fowred of Spar Menagemen

Fowrnat of Teaching fn Physicel Education
demarngt oo the Bhitasephy of Sport
FPediapriv Evervise Spience

s

Sceinfogy of Sporr Bharust

Sparr Bofenee Review

Teaching Elemientory Plhvsicat Eduration
The Avademy Peopers

Tise Yoot Psvohelagist

Box 5076
Champaign, 1k §1825-5676

Play & Culnre (1SSN 0B94-4253) is pub-
ished quanterly in February, May, Auguost,
and November by Human Kinelics Publish-
ers, Ing., 1807 Worth Market 8., Cham-
peign, IL 61820-2200. Annuk! subscription
rates in (he U.S. are $40 for individuals and
§50 for instirations. Srudeny raves {324 each
year) are availsbie for up to 3 ysars; along
with payeent indicste narwe of instittion,
year in school, and advises's neme. POST-
MASTER: Send sddress changes to P&C,
Human Kingies Publishers, Inc., Box 5076,
Champaign, Il 618255076,

uig

R

May & Coliuee, 1992, 5, 119

Not To B,
: Take
Pﬂnod}‘ca!s RZ’;;TGM

Passages to Play: Paradox and Process

Don Handelman
The Hebrew University of Jerusalem

The message " This i play™” creates a boundary bevween not-play and play.
depends upon qualities of processuality, which alse characierize play. Thus,
gvery passage 15 play (Krodgh 2 paradaxical boundary impuies processusiity
1o the medium of play. When processual qualities of play are embedded
2 high level of cosmos, the entire organization of cogmos is suffused by these
gualities. Then cosmos spproximates.a system of self-transformation. These
condilions are iHustratad by aspecss of Indisn cosmology, in pasticular the

¥ vou're poing 1o siudy play you've got 1o carry in the forgfront of your
mind what sort af logical rype this class is. What is the tevel of classification,
what does It enclose, whai are the messages thot fabel it §f any, and 50 on?

{Bateson, 1988, p. 22}

The concept of cosmos refers 1o the order of a cultural universe in its
broadest, most comprehensive sense (Long, 1587}, Whether ideas of play cati be
refated substantially 1o conceptions of cosmos is one major test of the power of
play, of its forceful influence on the organization of the human imagingtion that
we call culture. Are there grousds o support the view that ideas of play may
influence the ways traditional cosmologies are put together, the ways they work?
U so, what does this say about the structuring of cosmologies in which ideas of
play have liitie or no role? The implications of these questions are far reaching,
and there is more than a little hubris in raising them in such an unadomed fashion,

Don Handelman is with the Departnent of Sociology and Ambropology ar the
Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Mount Scopus, Jerusaiern 919035, Israel. This was the
distinguished lecture 21 the March 15-16, 1991, meeting of The Association for 1he Study
of Play in Charlesion, §C,
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without numerous “scholarly qualifications and emendations. Nonetheless, 1
believe [hatisch questions go o the heant of play in the human universe, whather
play is cur invention or is a biological disposition. Therefore, these questions
should be addressed even though our efforts, indeed my cfforts, fumble, stumble,
and trip over only a tiny outcrop of these casmic puzzles, .

I haven't any clear-cut answers. The route [ would like to take you through
is circuitous and, at the ouset, seems to have lizle direct relevance to the
guestions posed. But, as scholars of play, | hope you agree that the shorest
distance is often roundaboat,

The rouwte V've planned goes through a passage t 4 way station, This
passage is from what may be calied, rather awkwardly, not-play (or non-play).
to play. My premise-is that play. and ideas that can be ufd€ 10 _resanate
with olay, are given some sulonomous recogaition in virtually_afl ;
therefore, cultures make some ideations] distinetion between not-play snd phay,
Given that these are distinet ideational domains, they are relajed by the passage
from one to the other. So too, this passage occurs through what may be calfed,

hewrstically, a BEURGEFY 67 Tram®r—the nexus where messages of not-play and //

play imeract. THIS meeting place 1s strange, for it is congtituted from Qx.
Yet parajox contains qualitiss that help us to understand the. power Q}iﬁ% in
human _cosmology.
The way station | mentioned is inside the boundary itself, the boundary in
between not-play and play, the boundary composed of pag_i@fpf}g._gy peering within
_>~this boundary, we may find quglities of.play that help to gxplain its effect on
nization of cosmos.

To put this mare straightforwardly, 8 cosmic scheme that is influenced by\-;f,

premises of play seems to operqg_nmmmmw%ﬁ
£ will apply this approach in a rudimentary manner by taking up a tew
aspects of Hinda cosmology, within which an idea of play seems to be embedded

at'a high tevel "6 bstraction. In this respect, mythic and religious cosmelogies
afe more amenable fo these preliminary formulations because metaphysical
Cé'?i?éi*_f?ﬂ?fﬁwfiQ_f_tgmas‘l;mum..fon.bﬁ%t. In closing, [ wifl touch on quéstions
of comparison by distinguishing between what T call tep-d’c_air} | play and bottom-

up play. =

Passages to Play: Extending Bateson’s Problem
of Play as Paradox
...................... _kn his seminal paper **A Theory of Play and Fanasy,” first published in

7 1955 Bateson (19721 made three basic points. Fiest. the invocation of play creates.
" a boundary in betwesn not-play and play. Second, inis boundary s ﬁaraéox;@;

of For my&es‘ it is important to
FRgsrstand R&w his analysis proceeded. Bateson made problematic the relation-
ship of not-play to play by using Whitehead and Russel’s (1927) theory of
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logical types. This enabled Bateson (o posit play as an abstraction different from

that of not-play. The logic of play, he seemed 10 argus, frames 1L differenily trom
h_—T_—u Shierenily rom

al of not-play.

et me emgphasize al the Ouiset lhat Bateson's problem was episiemo-
logical—that is, his congern was the character of the relationship of not-play 10
play, as a puzzie in adaptive. communication, In his view, this relitionshio
privileged nefihier. r play. Nefther was inferior 10 the other. Not-play
and play were organized sccording to premises that were GifTSFRt. But more
than this, their tespective premises radically contradicte arher 1o tygate
what. Hofstadier (1980} has called a tangled hierarchy, At issue was nol the
contents of these domaing (e.g., whether 0RE WES T2a] and seriows and the other,
illusory and E;r%pnd). Instead, the problem of their diTerereewas located in the
very nexus of their interaction, in the logic of the frame ¢in the logic of whaj !

ail the bOURAETYY in belween not-play and play,
Bateson recognized lhafiﬁ'—lsﬂk_iﬁm‘ﬁﬁb has a peculior, pajagogical

charzcier. He wrote, *“it is our hypothesis that the message ‘This is play’

establishes a paradoxical frame comparable 1o Epimenides’ paradox™ (Bateson,

it creates the e; and it overmid i OX, Opening
way_jato-phay. The paradox referred to is of the selfireferential variely”So,
pimenides, the Cretan, stated that all Cretans were liass. A more compact
version of this Kind of parsdox would simply say !"This statement is false.” If
the statement is trye, then it is false; but if the sta:cmén??ﬁﬁ%fzhcn it falsifies
itsetf, Playfully, we could replace the period that ends this sentence with the sign
for infinity; at least for & time,. o

Among the examples that Bateson used to illustrate this paradox is one closer
in substance o the issue of play—the example of the bite and the playful nip. The
‘Playful nip looks like a bitg, but it signifies something quite different. It is a bite,
" and it is not_g_bite, ] § It is a different bite, perhaps an

bite on its way 10 becoming what it.isn't. Simultaneously, the playful nig is rot
anly a bite and a aga-bite, not only one thing and another, but also a bite in process.

_ in tansformation’ to something else. Something looks Hike what it isn’t [Nipier,
1986, p. 1), and Endggc_i_jt_i_sj@:. This kind of formulation has significant jmphi-
-~ cations for the boundary 1n betw : tay, and | will get wp this.shoaly,

In kis 1935 anticle, Bateson addressed the logic of self-referential paradox
a8 structure and 3 process {and therefore also as temporal). Bateson depicted a self-

© referential paradox TH terms of a rectangular frame within which was written,

. “Alf statements within this frame are untrue,”” followed by two alternatives
. within the rectangle, *'§ love you'" and ‘1 hate you.”* This rectangular frame
may be misleading, if one thinks that it models 3 paradoxical redlity that one
enters into, on the other side of the boundary. Quite the contrary, this depiction

maoslels the interior logic of the frame itse)f. In other words, it models the

Tt

0 realities. Likewise, the depiction medels the

INEArY tygen not-olx y.! Let me
emphasize [hat the egplities of play are not necessarily paradoxical in relation to
ihemselves, but play is paradoxical in relation play.

oyt T
Lo

1972, p. 184). As Lnoted, this invocation or nma%n‘%imywtha: Bateson
called **This is play™—does three things simultaneously: 1l creatzs thg frame;

i ?‘{ .‘
H 5 .
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 iraginary bite, a bite that G065 not 6XTST, yet daes, for it ig_gﬂsﬁgwae
that wasn't (Handelman, 1990, p. 69). Or, one may say that the playfulnip is a -~



Bateson barely addressed the interor features of play worlds themselves—
of how these realities are put together and experienced, subjects that have been
the fo‘.us c-f 50 fnu‘.h :houghz angd resa:a,rch However, he did demanstrate

Frerr not- glay_:o pan Nevenheless he speedz!y disregarded the significance of

this paradcm at passage for an epistemology of play by invoking the meta-

ressage Wp}ﬁy " This meta-message enables us, wuh speed and eage,

override the PArsdo « « from one kind of absiragtion, ans kmd of réall t R -4
+to another, on a roULIAE 4R mungaae basis, wuhout paying heed to the magnitude Y
¢ of our accompjtsbmcm

This is where Bateson stopped. Having found the way out of paradox,

Bateson didn't lovk into paradox, yet there he would have found hints of how
)_play works and what play tan ¢an do. Instead, with the solution for the passage to

play in hand, Baileson pursusd Ao further that “which paradox, and paradox as

boundary, infimate about play and about the effedts of wlay en_hoyod J,g%
ALY

\Jcnettc ess, my' 'eadmb of Bateson is of an ampltcal invilation to_pe

Peerr‘ng Info Boundmes- A

Most boundaries we are famitiar with in daily life. gither are tmversed
routinely or close off special domains of experiznce. Both are commonly marked

. By tireshelds, whether these are thresholds of space {physical and visiblej, of
time {counted and &:H) or of, gggiali ty {known and aomanve} For my purposes,

g deﬁn tion, from some segmen aof <ol contmulty ) us igcommuziy, where this

31\ diseantinuity is the logation of Boungary. Here the sides of the boundacy are

> agdjacent o and »amaggous with one another. Regardiess of how forceful these

Boundanies are, whEther because of their pcrvas;_veness or be_causaof:hzhg_;no-
nies of power they signify, there is nothing inherently Erobie;a;; _____
They separate alt ‘eb;nagve_s)amm:_&m "These boundaries are consinucts
that refain their shape through either cons jon. They are always
subject 16 Tedefinition and 10, “change. These boundaries are not relevant to the
themes pursied hers. :
-~ Boundaries that are made out of s¢lf-refereniial pargdox are quite distinct
and are especially significant to my purpases, More generally, such boundaries
pmbablyjmbﬁlm locations ofpctcn:ta tgss n bctwecn differsnt re reahtws In

e Esuch pemrs of passage “are mgde aut ___________
bcur‘dary in between not-play and play is constituted 488 s:verely restricted and
highly redundant world, one that is formed through self-refergnce, contradiction,

and infinitdfregress and that znci{:§_§§ isalf within itself (Hughes & Brechy, 1984,
g. 1) This tiny world of paradox s itseil a simulation of the_pa.u.swa_lg_e between

Passages to Play D 3

realities. In its most mdtmentary form, this minisgule world consists of two

aE;emgjzg;s { iove you . . 1 hate you, :hls is not- p]é}mmthjs is play, and o ¥

to and negaies ﬂw other, which leads to and negates the other, and so foreh.
According 1o Batesoa (1980, p. 130}, “*Norbert Weiner used to point ou that if .
you present the Epimenides paradox to a computer, the answer will come out
yes...n0 .. yes. .. no. .. until the computer rns out of ink or energy.’
Becausc cach aitcmailve exists on the same lcv;l_gijhsm:mn whr:re

each is given the same valye as the oths:mmi.thham.mn.umm min
orlg cancEl e cther@s genwFEE‘e‘a‘;The paradox seems like an im ngbic

‘Ji_ap . On the other hand, the ¢ VETY COMUNEEion and iateraction of thess conl: iictory
altemn

atives makes this Kind of paradox a nexus of potential crossing . ag;mcnf W:);:‘ )

levels of abstracrion or beiwcen alzem we rea
r"“"_'“'_'_“—h-.._

Paradox, Colie {1968) pointed to severai prem:sz:s of self- rcfcrgg_La_parauox that
are especialiy relevant 1o the interior of the paradoxical boundary of neither/nor.
She noted, first, the closed struciure of this sort of paradox, *"The perfect selt-
contradiclion,”* she wrote, *“is aperszvooauon" {Colie, 1966, p. ). She
continued, **It telis lhe {ruth and it docsn T, .. its ncgauvc and gggmve m mggmgs

ki ~

and resynmesazcs the contradictions that are the bas:s fori its very: ex:stence Thus,
0! only UOES such paradoxs déal with itself both as form and as content, as subject

and objcct. but it alsp_collapses these distinctions: SubjEer wrms_into ebiecy, - o

object into subject. So too, the means of paradox are always its ends as il s { Lae A
endlessly'TA and upon itself (Coiie 1964, 5. 518y Phrdzed uthemmMmd r
of paradox transforms el continuatly and continuously: irs structure i§ also its vl

Mss.Wrm Sabitly of paradox is change. The itwr
wmtemnal collapse of categories and their resynthesis are evidence for Colie thu
paradox ultimately Tisists upog 8 Whity of beingt Paradox, she commented, folds L7
“al) ity PART TG dne unbraKER TWRSET . . paradox is self-jegarding, self-
contained, and self-confirming; it at:ampzs'w give the appearance of ontological
mniss“ (]Cohé“f?ﬁﬁ P 5¥8) Given is powerful mamerturm toward whole
¥35 and totality, toward seamlessness and seif-separation. this Kind of paradox |
creates 4 powerfyl demarcation, a fgrceful tgogn%pﬁgg R "‘“’;ﬁ

; iy fm'\"’ pl/:_,r"

in orderwexpresshuman thcught Playin m‘uﬁ e
she added that the seif-referential garad : i e
infinitely mirrored. iai: 'eiz reflected, i ea (p 6) Tnﬁmtc regg;_»_._s but
1is also an :mmma,uu hoft mctws_nf.&h: in.between conditien of
bounduriness—hat is{ of being i betweer Reflecting funther, Colie (1966. p.
11} insisted thal, **Like a tight spring, tﬁe mphcznon aradovz
impel that paradox Yeybnd its own Hmitalioh o dafy.ils own cai Seir
- PVIP RN Y /?f /«r &%
% - x
) i
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a gatcway {Vusa 1987, p. 190

“Fhesa premzses of selfzrefrential paradox compose the boundary bzzween\’

not-play and piay. [n wen, the paradox generates qualities that are of difect
relevance 1o hi"'.ls of play and to how play zan act on other bound:mes

nearing a met aphor of perpe:ua] mgtion. ltis a f'erceiy d}nam:c ‘medium, cne
that is highty processual (cf. Slaate, 1968). Hs being is dlways a becoming, w
paraphrase Gadamer {1988, p. 110), and it is ¢ nking
rather thafi T Tieal thought (Yusa, 1987, p. £94). Just as it contains and collapses

distinctions—between ends and means, structure and function—so it actualizes

the perfect prdxz%rm There seems to be no such phenoménon
a3 a static_paradox, or one that 15 stable without being continually unstable.
Indeed, 1he paradox of sejf-reference is highly systemic in its sc!f»rcpmducnon
through seli-transformation.

The only v»ay out of thss sort of paradox {aside from waumg for entropy

isa mafter af a‘&wncfh In this, the sqiﬂgm@g_m QF paradox fs significant because
it spell§ 00t altermatives even as it anributes equal valu atives.
"SEaTHCTvek ey 5 vefIeRive stance That may break the dynamic deadlack of the
parsdoxical boundary.

Choice requires a hierarchy of value, the prcfcrcnce of ong aitemative 10
others. This preference is an index of chagge in value, ong thai breaks the
" dynamic d deadiack Passage through this kind of boundary is always a gl_ iscourse
on change in values. Phrased differently, there is no moveme

tween realitics
wnhmr a change in values. 'I'hc capactty to change values is a pmreqmszlc of
act of imagination, as | l'r?thc Tase of play. or as_complex as \raining in seif-
transcendence. The passage through paradox demands this capucuy This i5 the

significance of Bateson's meta-message, “*This is play.’’ I is a message of
MMW&W&WWR puts the value of play

gbove thar of not-play. One cannot piummnging vaiues, quout
changing the vaiue"f reality, without chaggmg,,:;ghnss

. The
paradouca.l boundary, the passage from not notwy thmug ngither/nar,
crypttca,l ¥ pre‘f'"gu'es many of the gualities of play realidigs. Especially impontant
is the puwerful thrust. of processuality, The passage to play makes a structural
difference, but one that is related intimately to processuality. Prmcssua!:tg_ﬂaks

tc} :re E‘E:mbal:t; md maileahal::y, the ﬂmdxty an& changcabalny. thag pervada 50

interacy, tead ey, and mto the ather. The secand is the movqmﬁm batween

tevels or reatities, thygugh the mgla-message that enables choice, and so enables
exit from, the parg_@x_gnmmf

Let me refermulate the relationship between pla ¢ s thae { put
forward :1/th{bcgmmng of this lecture. Every invocation of play demonstrates

Aarerns

by prote

through, imggediale presence
ises of self-y Every tnvocation of play puls things in motion,
“Every tnvocation of pl‘,y the immedia o of gualities that

the immediate presence of the impass

Every mvocauon of play éffonstrates the | of

gnable passage through this boundary—and once more 1 especially smphasize

qualities of movemgnl 8 change.!
This farmulauon suggesta the foElowmg kmd of cerrcspondqrce "{‘m

prganization of that cosmos. Thercfere where the invocation of play is embtddcu
in cosmos at ¥ high level of abstraction, its fluid, transformational quaiities
reappear also at lower levels of absiraction, permeating their influagge there. The
boundaries throughout such a cosmos are more malizable, and the entlre cosmos
may approximate mors closely a sysiem of seif-transformation.

Play and Self-Transforming Cosmology:
Lila and Maya

[ retum apw to the guestion of relationships between play and cosmos, I'd
like tor address (with great brevity) two ideas that have bean prominent in Ingdian
cosmologies. One is called filg,' and the other, maya® Like their more regent
counerparts, the ancient cqgmoigg_es wzthmmw invented
and fourished made the continuing existence of cosmos contingent on perpetual
change. Cosmos continually transformed itself continuously, reproducing. inself

a3 phenomenal form.’

without breath™ (M:Eler. 19835, p 53) At some mmewegan the dtmcuonai
pracess of differentiating itself, thereby creating the level of gods, who in tum
gave shapf: to human agengy. Ore may aggue that & paradox o% Eéii rgfarence is
emhedded in that initial moment of differentiation when the cosmig Jelf

and retuming to the sentient but undlffcrcnha:cd and unreflective cosmic Self.
then 1o begin another cosmic tycle.

The arder of this world was never at vest, never static—it was one of an
ongoing ‘becoming.”’ The fundamenta] rhythms of these cosmic processes were
analcgous to those of expansion and contraction. construction and destruction,
oF, in the language of the Rig Veda, weave forth, weave back (Miler, 1985, p.
583 Expansion and constryction connote descent and devolution through the
creation of a hierarchy of increasingly matenai levels of pﬁ;_r\pmen.il reality.
Contraction and destruction refer to contrary processes that ascend to & condition
of cosmic helism, one without difference. In this cosmes, “everything is in
constant motion .

cosmic order”’ {Malfer, 1585, p. 289).

.5 '_f anm___l_h”‘r \gwm relurn to

. but ihis constancy of movement is itself the stability of/:\
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{deas of play were given cosmic significance, especially in relation to the
puztie of why the cosmic Self, utierly without desire or.peed, bothered to create

the pbemmg_n‘.l cOoSTNOS. “The concept @answemd this. Lila ks g Sanskrit -

nour thal meass play of sport—in the sense of dwersmn. ammn It
also connotes effortless, rapid movement (Muizinga, ga, 1970, p. 51). The highty

influenrial text. 'he Vef'aa fa Sutra of The 3rd century C.E., states that the creative

Lh?a'cwny of the Lcrd also may be supposed t ";ME;Mn‘i?r;“;@ proceeding o
from his swn nature, without reference 10 4Ny BU g;gose (Thibault, 1962, pp. f
356-35T)

I,

Lila is the motive that is without rgo_tive: spontaneous action wholly for is
own sake (cf. O'Flanerty, T983, p. 230). The Diving makes and regulaies the
cosmos out of neither need nor necessity, "but by a free and joyous creativily
that is integral to his own nature. He acts in a state of rapl sbsorption comparable
to that of an au'mt possessed by his czcatwe vismn" {Hein, 1987, p. 556} In lia,

therefore, in that of mg;“qgmmﬂmmwms {(Zimmet, I984

B 24). By providing_ihe motive, as &t were, for the ongumg creation of the

]

e

e

‘phenomenal cosmos, lila embeds the meja-message *This is Elg}f‘ at a i igh,
absiract level of cosmic o;gam;gz;on
Earlier, T said that a parado £ & Was &

maovemnent, the first moment of differentistion within the cosmic Seif. Through
that movement, the cosmic Self became to itself simyltancously ong thing and
another, self and other, through lila, Let me emphasize that in this cosmos, this
paradox wias infegral 1o the begmmn S\of self-def} ., (0 he very grealitn.of
self througl‘ the division be el AR pmher. Merecvcr, this also was

the creation of seif-alienation, of esMeif of knguwing-onesell
otherwise, m‘fﬂwmmw@ sreation of other from self, seif from

othee!

Therefore, this paradox of seif-reference also gonsisuted the very first
houndacy, that between self.and sther, This bOundary also was created in lila—that
is. by the eguivalent of the Thela-message *“This i uziay ™ fndeed, this is the

“boundary in belwesn {the undifferentiated cosmic Self) and p,lny_ﬁhe

# L-creauon of the other, a8 [ the definition of self thro t‘r;u,gkﬁjgiﬁl__ri Likewise, lila

signified the first passage through. this-boundary, Tust as this passage signified
the creation of cosmes. In this cosmology, lila (plav) is implicated in many
mdlments of the Creation ofbemg andcasmcsmo seif and pther, of the boundary

1n the 1r:rms I have outiined, the mezamessagc **This is play”’ impules to

the camgrehunswc crganization of this cosmos_all of the qualities of play thal.
are embedded iiTiEe pamWﬂMgm_nol—?lax to play. These are the
qualities of malleability and fluidity, movement and thange. As { noted, inthe.
cosmology under discussion, the paradoxical mm,unwm_elaz

embedfed in the very first mav%fggq__gﬁmsmﬁiej as it began the creation

s

s

i
-

-

deity—lifa demonstrates passage 1hrough boundaries. Bmbedded at 3 high tevel

P

of the phenomenal cosmag, MM o’ﬁt may say, is the n}_zwefmus gice

Jh.ugsgﬁ%eif Bt is the passage from mé%g_u‘i__e‘:ggpn from lm]'l"ﬁbiliij 10

mobility. Frocesiuality is encoded in this pardddxical passage, and cosmic action

and movement are identified with play. These qualities of play are antached to

all differences among levels, 1o all boundaries, putting them in play in the cosmic
system,

In a1l Indian cosmologics, cossmic process is cosmic regulation. Divine play

¢lila) was identified not only with creation but also with jts CREDING processuality.
For exampie‘ in numerous classical myths, the god Shwa and his wife glay Te

The character of Eiay {lila) was also embedded withia certa_mgmm ds:uses

of later Hinduism. Herd a3 related to their'e caﬂggqtt,y ___________________
within the Buman world, Thelr shifts amorg Tevels, and their abrupz appearances
among humankind, are'the embodied effects of cosmic processes in the world.
Theiy appearances are pmdoxrcal Prominent among these puzzies is the paradox

of the infinite god whe is “embedded in finite form,” at the human level of

Losmos (Dimock, 1989, p. 164). This paradox playson the simultaneous difference
yet nc%}gm between god and humankind and on their simulianeous

separatmn and ron-separation from one another, Thersfore, to humankind, deity
is &t one snd the same time transcendent and immanent, woknowable and
knowable (bhedafablieda) (Dimock, 1989, p. 162; Handelman, 1987a).

For example, the god Krishna is a human form [avatara] of the god Vishnu.

Krishna contiins the entire cosrnos wuhin “himself. He is a child, full of
B
sleahng butier, and

vg;agwgis {sce Hawley 1981; Kinsley, ms)“‘“ _____
prmeval, Ja,gg_a,n;th Cre indologist (Dimeck, 1989, p, 165)00mmcnted that ali
of these Krishnas are real, and all are really Krishna—each form is the infinite,
assential Lhead “(Dimogk, 1976, p. 113). These forms are his play, his lilss,
because “‘the full deity fwho is the cosmes! is in constant motion and theeefore
of gverchanging form™ (Dimock, 1989, p. 164, Handelman, 1987a).°

As [ discussed in relation to the cosmic Self, the motion of lila intimates
mative in the creation of the phcnomenal universe, WMoreovar, the appearance of
1ila is that of the Diving, the manifestalion 6f Posmic process on differeat levels
of the universe, In both instances, this presence of play is also the presznce of
boundaries. In the First instance—that of creation-—tla points to the moking of
boundaries, that is, the making of those differences among phenomena that define

and constitule the world,'® s the secondwtie transfomaiive manifestation of

du‘ectly w the uansfomazwe ghargcter of the entire cosmos.”
A few remarks now o maya, @erucial idea in Indian cpsmologies. Although
it has no linguistic link to piay, the gualities of maya complement 10 2 high

degree those of Llu. Lils and maya have 2 gond aesl of fenctional resonance
with one another in their implications for the organization of cosmes, The

o




authoritative, etymological study of maya {Burrow, 1980, p. 319) stated that the
word. by iself, meant ¢raft or skill, but when the word was usad in connection

wilh deities, it connoted their mysterious **management of manipulstion_of the
forces.of nature™ and, less frequently, their acts of greation.” Metaphors of maya

often emphame its clusive fosce for continuing change (Lannoy, 197t p. 290). ")

T p—
P

Later it acquired the meaning of the. ROWET, of illusion.
A most enigmalic ggacep! m™aya is full of the powers that move the

phenomenal cosmos and Keep W in motign, in accordance with its. Qup dature

(Miillar, 1985, p. YIS THat nagure 1s of semetjlg_r_; ¢ ad "

{O'Flaherty, 1984, p. !i9) Maya, one may say, is the managem

So, for example, in the following verse from the Rig Veda (10.85.18-19s, c:ted

in Johnson, 198G, p. 923, maya rc_tcrs 10 the power {hat moves sun and moon

and, by implication, the cosmos in Hs entirety:

(}ne a{tcr another the two e, by mgya.

Ever angw and anew bcmg bom he ‘._omes {repeatediy}
into existence.

the Mﬁmﬂ_ﬁm&p& aya alters the coSIC Warp

balances and imbalances such that the entire cosmic system continues to operate

according to its own nature. In thig regard mayz is swmm&-’

means for the manjpylation of cosmic order, by which the cosmic system produces

the phenomenal effects of and for its own continuing existence {cf, Shastri, 1911,
p3 1}

of self- transformaz:on Yet this argument is significant for an appreciation of
the powers of play in different cosmologies. In using the phrasing of seif-
wransformation, T want 10 stress ss the. Eotlowing. This casmos I8 in_a_condition of
continual and continuoys ghange. Less obvious, perhaps, is that this.changs is

_iotal. The parts, as it were, of this cosmic sysiem have-no inherent shape, no

integral stability, in their own right. Everythmg everyone, is in process, undergo-
ing change atl the time. At issue, then, is not the changing of relationships-among
the stable parts of this system, but instead how everythmg is thought to change
within itseif through its relations to sverything eise.™ N .

Indian cosmologies totalize change through various theories of creation

and __g;_;gy_g_w ., from the smallest to the grandest of scales. and zhmugh Brief
‘pennds and extremely lengthy temporal cycles. Thess are cosmologies In which
the cosmos totatly absorbs ks own Changes within itsetf just as it makes alt these
changes within its gwn totatity, From top to botiom, these cosmic hierarchiss
resonate with those quatities of play that exemplify fiuidity and maileability,
movement and change.

Hemeomasxs is not especially desirable in these cosmologies because this

and weft, iransmulmg its

m"

1¢ that slows down or ends the processes of ransformation,

the natura] condition of the cosmos. When there are tendencies toward homeosta-

sis in this kind of cosmaos, it respor‘ds by teetering and slipping—indeed, by
imbalancing itself roward continuing processuality. This s like saying that the
self-transforming system subverts Hself in order to Function,

I'd {ike to Hlustrate this polnt with an incident from perhaps the greatest

of Indian epics, the Mahgbharata. The power lmplicated in this story lsthat of

maya, not lika, but it is maya resonating with the piay The Mahabharata
is exiremely Eong and convoluted, and the mmdgmi have in ming is considered
quite minge, as more of an embeilishment o the weighty ideas and strenuous
action of the epic. But I think of this little incident in terms ofwm_’h.ms

lew York,” to

calls the “"butterfiy effectwthe idea. for example, that **a bu_tzcrﬂy stirring xhﬁl

#ir today in Peking can transform storm systems next month in
quote Gleick (1988, p. 8).

p- 473). The stories 5 of the epic tel] of the struggles betwesn wo great famslies
of cousing, the five Pandava brothers and their rivals, the Kauravas. The sldest
of the five brathers, Yudhisthirs, 18 o be consecrated“aszgrcat monarch, the heighs
of majesty, ihe upholder of thora! boundaries, laws, and duties (dharmaraja). He
is to be the perfect Tulér, the perfect regulator of the natural order of the kingdom.

He decides 1o build a magnificent palace, wonhy of his title, and commis-
siens the most eminent of architects 1o do this,” The architect is graatly indebted
to the Pandava buothers. Previously, they had saved his-life, and he strives to the
utmost to carry out the commission. Indeed, he succeeds. The paiace is perfection
and rivals those of the lesser gods. For that maver, the palace is a model, 3
microcosm of the cosmos Gver which the king rules, There is only one liitle flaw.
The architect is a Demon [asural, and Demons, like deities, are heavy with the

t

L—-pawers of maya, Although doing his very best for the Pandavas, the Demon

Mm, For that_matier, he buil

aneﬁwless is true to his own transformative nature, and §6° B¢ cannothelp baild
‘a few ill into.the structuze of the palace,

The king invites his cousins, e "Karavas o visit the paiacc All wonder
in admiration.at-iis.beanty. But one Kauraya, Duryodhana, keeps tripping over
the little glitches in this perfection. Where there is a pool, he sees solid floor and
falls into the water, Where he sees an entryway, there is only solid surface on
which he cracks his.head. At each mishap he is mocked, the bt of laughter. His
aHger grows; his hatred festers. He goes home, schemes revenge, and comes up
with 2 plan 1o invite the king to play dice. The kmg {oses everything in this game,
including himself. The five brothers are forced into iengthy exile. And zatropy,
the fragmentation and destruction of social and cosmic order, gathers direction
and momentum to end eventually in utter holocaust and the anrihilation of all.
A minor error of perspcclz\«e, seemingly no more than a prop, contributes 1o
gigantic gffects. But whose is the emor?

Dunng th:s era of | mcreasmg entropy, the cenaecranon af th- perfect ruEer

even blocks, the pmgresswe degeneration of the cosmos during thss phasc of its
devolution, The Demon builds il into the palaes, Into this mictocosm of the
change into this staple perfection. Things.are
gFiom ks something that looks like one thing yet is another,

et

nol 35 they sge
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f’erhsps it is one thing that not only masks spmmething else but is on its way to

becoming that other thing. IHusion is something in procass. undergoing change.
Tusien Is wansforming. The wrchilect, rue 1o his own nature and to that of the

cosmas, builds imbatance within homeosiasis and wransforms this seeming stability,
tipping H over, serting it into movement that cannot be reversed. Maya, the pawer
of cosmic management and therefore of change, resonating with the messages of

Play and Cosmos: Top Down or Bottom Up?

P've argued that the loggtions of play, of where play is pereeived to be
embedded in the cosmic arder of things, effects ies igfluenca. This focus on the
locations of play i conceptions of cosmos, also opens Lhe way to comparison.
Therefore T will conclude 'Jﬁy Comirasting, in a most preliminary way, play that
is top down and play that is botiom up.

tn Indian cosmology, play is a tpp-dowy idea. Passages to play and {:ijgir
premises are embedded a1 a high leve] of ahstracy d generality. ThequaIEtéts
of play resonate and wsourﬁ’%?a@ﬁ%?ﬁ%ﬂ%a this, qualities
of play are integral to the very operation pf she cosmos. M this regard, 1o be in

play. 1o partake of the qualities of play, is to be attuned to cosmic processes and
their ideals of seif-transformation. To be-in play ls to reproduce time and again
the very premises that inform. i js kind of _
Cosmalogies are related to cultyral jdeologies. So 100, 1he processyal
qualities of play that 1 have emphasized—fluidity and malleability, movement

and change—are deeply embedded in Indian culturel ideclogies under a vadety
_of rubrics. As one commentator has notéd, ““The most siriking aspeet of play .~

activity in India . . . is its tendency to set in motion, to propel the society. forwards _,l;>
1

by an incessant circulstion™ {Lannoy, 1971, p. 19519 ]

..... St

Now, in casmologies where premises of play are not embedded at a high

lavel, and are nof integral (o the organization of cosmos, the phenomena of play

seem to erupt more from the bottom, By bottom-up play 1 mean that play often

is phrased tn opposition to, of as a negation of, the order of things. This is the
perception of play as unserous, il

of cosmos. Historically, play ha§ sUrvived and at times flourished in these
conexts—but aimost afways from uie Dottom Gp: :

Bottom-up play has degp roois i monoiheistic cosmologies. It has domi-
nated play phenomens even in periods and places, like those of medieval and
Renaissance Europe, that scholars hofd out as exemplars of the near-cosmic
presence of play, For example, the medieval gratesque discussed by Gurevich
{1988, pp#176-219}, the Feast of Fools {Githus, 1990), and camival and the -

QUS ral, but it is aiso‘ﬂg
perception of play as subversive and as resisting the order of things. B

carnivalesque (Bakhtin, 1968; Burke, 1978, pp. 178-205; Camporesi. 1988, pp.
47, 51, 208.220; Handelman, 1990: Le Roy Ladusie, 1979) were il perceived
o combing qualities of the upserous ang the camic, and of confrontalign dnd

resistance. Undoubtedly, these instances qualify as Bonom-up play, and numerous

ather examples from these and other periods could be adduced.®
In this regard, the subsequent influerices of the Reformation, and the

emergence of pronounced contrasty BeTwéen work and play, were not a radical

break with the Western past but construgidits heritages of play in other rhetorics,
other forms.” So it is in the present: Theo

The bottom-up eniry of play into routine living I3 oftan a batile for presence,
a struggle over space and timg devoted to other praciices, and a confrontation
overli_gji.l.lmt:y. apart from special pocasions and placesthat indeed are set apont.
So play is often perceived to lurk within the interstices gnd to spill over from
the margins. The effoetiass, quicksilver qualities of play are always the same, but
the epistesmological status of these qualities differs.radically batween cosmologies
that embed such qualities at the 10p of cesmic hierarchy and cosmologies that
locate such qualities nearsr the hottom?

Top down_or bottom up? I'm arguing that there are > essential qualities of
play that make it gifforent from nol-play and that these qualities are encoded
within passages to play and are reproduced continually with each crossing.
Nonetheless, 'm insisting that those aspects of play closer to cultural sensibilities
are contextual. Thus, the inierpretations of play, the meanings of play, the
significance of play, and the powers of play are contextual, reflecting the
valuattons others and ourselves put on essential qualities of play. Play seems
rarely ta be a neutral idea, as Mechling (1989, pp. 308-310) recently has reminded
us. Top down or.hartem up? The vision is erude, yet the impHcations may be

telling. Top down or bottom up? Find the passages to play.
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Notes

‘Some scholars make paradoxical boundaries, tke that in between not-play and
play, unproblematical, Three examples will suffice. Goffman (1974, pp. 40-46) supposedly
built on Batgson’s {dea of (he play frame in order to analyze the shifi from not-play lo
play. Golfman grolesquely turned this inte a problem of mechanics: Strips of play, rqadc
1o aimic strips of not-play, were tatd 1ike lumbet, strip on sirip, through simple alterations
in social conventions. Buckley (1983, p. 389) conflated the contents of play realities \_.vizh
the paradox of the play frame and thercby argued that Bateson considered the realities
of play to be paradoxical from within. Goffman and Butkley reduged play to forens of
not-play, making each continucus with the other. Schechner (1988, p. 16) argued that I}:.e
““Batesonizn play frame is a razionalist atiempt o stabilize and localize playing, W contain
it safely within definable borders.”" Schechner complemented Buckiey by confiating
Bateson's argument on passages 1o play with the substance of play within play frames.
All three dgrored the logic of passages to play,

iHere paradox s similar o Csikzenmihalyi's (1974} notion of flow, On the perfect
praxis of idea and action, see Handelman (1991 '

‘Blsewhers [Handelman, 1990, pp. £3-72) [ point 10 the affinities between play and
sngeriainty. In this regard, uncertainty Is 2 mode of processaatity, Thus the presence (of
play within ritual signifies changes that the ritual is undergoing, often as pant of its
structure of intensionality,

“Relationships between piay and boundary are discussed in Handelman (1981, 1990,
pp. 236-263). .

‘Diacritical marks of ransliterated Sanskrit terms are omitted in order to case
printing. $a too. only the first use of esch term is italicized.

*Schechner { {988} addressed lila and maya in his own fashion, in a previous address
te The Association for the Study of Play,

TAngient Indo-European cosmologies {including those of anclent India) made
change integral to their operation, Lincoln (1986) discussed two complementary Indo-
European visions of cosmic creation. In ong, the bedy of & primordial being became the
raw material from which cosmos was made, Tn the other, the elements that composed the
phenomanal cosmos became the material from whicht the body of the first man was made.
Lingoln (1986, p. 33} argued that each vision was a phase in an sncompassing process
whereby ““whenever the cosmos is craated, the body is destroyed, wnd | . . whenover the
body is created, the osmos is deswoyed,"” Cosmos and body, macrocosm and microcssm
were sitermative forms of one another, esch broken down and transformed into the other
{Lincoln, 1986, p. 40). In this kind of cosmos, the only constuncy was that of change.
Cosmos operaled by transforming iself and even by absorbing itself. Tt constituted 2
cuftural milien within which ideas of play as a cosmic provess gaiaed prominence.

“Phus, play is integral 1o (he dynamic relationship between integration and fragmen-
tation that 45 cheracteristic of many Indian cosmologies.

*fust so, the god Shiva simulareously is higher and lower, tramscerdem and
immanent in his play, his litas (see Dessigang, Pallabiramin, & Filliozat, 1960). Thus,
Al the dme that Shiva made love with Sati [his wife], it was just his divine play, for
he was entirely self-controlied and without emotions] excitement the whole time . .. whan
Sati died, Shiva, the great Yogi, wept ke a lover in agony, but this is just kis divine play,
to act like a lover, for in Fact he is unconquered and without emotional excitement” {Shiva
Purana, quoted in O'Flahedy, 1973, p. 1471

“Finding the correct balance in the L haracter of boundaries was an important fature
of ancient Indian cosmogonies. There wus an emphusis on fluidity and change in the
necessily to make adjustments in the quality of boundariss beczuse their creator was
imnpesfect in hiscreations, Thus the parts of the cosmos might be insufficiently differentinted
from one anolher and, therefore, oo similar 10 one anather (jami}. These boundaries were
overly soft and shapeless, so the pants they hounded became joined indiscriminately,
tosing their distinetivaness and producing cosmic chaos, O, the pans might be excessively
differentiated from ane anothen thereby lacking all connectivity, and thercfore separated
and dispersed, without sny cohesion (prthick). These boundaries were overly rigid,
preventing all iateraction between parts and producing cosmic chaos. See Smith (1989,
pp. $0-69) for an extensive exposition of these ideas,

Hust as deities descend through levels and boundanes of cosmes, transforming
their. shages and their relevance to cosmic process, so in theory can humens transform
therselves Into Jesser deitfes In their own righs (of. Pamry, 1985).

The Sanskeit term maya derives from the same Indo-European root as the Greek

term mefls (Burrow, 1980), These terms have much resonance. Matis refees 1o cunning
intelligence. In versions of cosmology, Metls was a primordial female deity. Among the
connotaiions of metis are Fast o incessant movement, swiftness, mobility, shimmering
heen, the power of metamorphosis, and mukipiicity. Gods and humans endowed with
metis were able o dominate {perhaps manage M uncertain, fuid, rapidly changing sizuations
{see Deticnne & Vernani, 1978, pp. 5-23). In varcties of Hinduism (for erample,
Shaivism), maya is undensiood 85 female,
v "Mare so than lila, maya enables the existense of the paradoxical relationships
between the transcendent and the immanent deity, whe is simultancously one thing and
angther. "Thus, s Sanskrit text (Brhadaranyaka Upaniead, 2.1.20) metaphérizas creation
a5 the spider who weaves the world out of and around itseff. Shulman (1985, p 167)
commented, *the god is both the source and the victim of the creutive procsss of weaving
a world, maya, in all its beauty and its entangling danger.”

HThe Durkheimizn legacy has Lefi two powerful analogies.of systemic functioning:
the machine and the living organism. Both are misleading if used in conjunction with the

concept of the self-iransforming system. Machine and organism both depend on functional
relationships between pants or organs that exist as permanently defined, autonomous entities.
The variability of relationships amony pants or organs constitutes the dynarisae of these
systems. Needham (1965, p. 540) compared the Hindu universe 1o, 2 perpeiual-motion
machine. The analogy s parial. Despite the prominence of the body as a microcosm in
Indian thought, the seif-irangforming system must break itself down in order (o reconstitute
and endure. The equivalent, in terms of machine and crgunism, would be of one part iming
inta another—-something tike a wheel tuming into a lever, & heat into 3 siomach,
- "The architect's name Is transtiterated as Maya, meaning maker, This is not refsted
etymologically to the transformative power that is transiiterated as mayi.

" this kind of self-transformative cosmic framework, experiential contrasts
berween ritval and play begin to breuk down. In vurieties of Hinduism, ritual as the repair




of the world may be infused with playful moments or may be framed playfully, Ta absteact
wrms, these playful moments signify more the operation of cosmic processes and less
their subversion. | would add these emendations to my own contrasting of play and fiual
(Handelman, 1977, 19870}, and | would emend Henrlcks {1980) in a similar vein, arguing
that kis positien has mers validity in relation 1o Wesicm perspeciives but tequires
modification in relation to play in selfrransforming cosmologies.

"During the past 2 decades, an increasing number of scholars have pointed 1o the
significance of ideas of processuality in Indian iife. Thus, s1asis is undesirable (Das, 1983
Kapferer, 1983 fon S Lanka); Ostor, 198G); personhood, relatienships, and matier itself
are all perceived as fluid, shifting and muatable (Danlels, 1984; Mardort, 1989, pp. 17-18)
while relaiicnships between humans and gods are more continuous {Parry, [983). Even
Dument’s (1970) seemingly rigid structuralism is relevant here, given his great insight
hat 8 hierarchical systemn based on differsnce (he discussed caste) s extremely
Nexible, elastic, and istemally expandable, so long as hierarchical relationships are
maintaired continuously throughout the system. None of these studiss conceptualize
processuality as play, yot quatities of play are very close w an ethos of processuality that
informs much of the recent scholarship on India, Process as play. and play as process, are
smbedded deeply not only in cosmology bul also more indirsctly in Indian cultural
ideclogies.

BEven within the camivalesque world created by Rabelais, the most playfully
subversive is mory a bonome-up phenomenon. Thus, slthough both Gargantui and his sen
Pancagruel are bottom-up characters, the circumstances of their respective births point to
the production of the playfully subversive as more bottom up. Garganmia cannot exit
naiurally through his mother's birth canal and must find another aperture. Forced higher
{against his will, one might say}, be emerges through her left car (Putnam, 1933, p, 69)—in
other words, through har head. For ail his ¢xcessss, he bacomes a scholar and subsidizer
of a wopian, humanistic community. Covered in fur, Pantagrue! is bomn from his mother’s
belly, kitling her in childbinth (Putnam, 1955, p. 237}, Pantagruel is sven more subversive
than his father, Within the entirety of this camivalesque world, the playful is graduated
in increasing degrees of subversion, from top to bottom—in keeping therefore wilh
Western monotheisms. | am indebted to John McCleliand for pointing me to these births.

1 1ake issve with the view that the development of Protestantism was a necessary
condirien for the emergence of play as subversion and resistence in Western ¢cosmologies
{ef. Norbeck, 1971, Turner, 1974). Though this was a significant contributing fector, such
concaptions of play wre‘associated more with cosmolagies that are not seif-aransformative
and that include Westem monaniheisms, as these developed lony before the Refurmation.

®Sae Miller (19701 This is no less so for scholurs of perfornsnce who endow play
with universal mesnings of seduction {see Schechner, 1988},

Hin discussion, Beverly Stoellie raised the question of whether top-down and
bottom-up piay could be related to tha gender of cosmic principles or dedties. Though the
issue is important, T oaa only offer some brief thoughts. T associated top-dowa play with
self-iransformative cosmiic systems, which are approximated by varieties of Hinduism,
Hinduism has highly stuborted goddess iraditions in which the fomale may be understood
a3 yltimate reality. Tn the post-Vedic Markandeya Purang (Sith-8th century CLE.), male
deity is deseribed on occasion 43 an emanation of the female (Cobuen, 1585, p. 833, More
radically, (the Goddess is described 03 encompassing her own fermale principle (Cobum,
1985, pp. 117, 147} and, one may add, us being complete in herselfl. This suggests thae
there may be greater inteechangeability of male and fomalz in selftransformative cosmic
sysizms fhis seems o be so in varieties of classical Hinduisra; cf. Zimmer, 1572, p. 123).

If play is integral 16 such systenss, this will be activated as easity by fem.le pringiples
as by male, and top-down cosmic play need not be gender-specific.

Compare this te the ruplures in Westem monotheisms between crealivity and
cosmogenssis (the preserve of male deityy on the one hand, and procreativity and
reproduction {3 female preserve) on the other (Weigle, 1989, pp. 50-60). This division of
fabor is hietarchical thighftow, spiritvalfeanthy), and there is little interchangeabiliy of
deity in terms of gerider. One should ask whether there is any terdency to identfy bottom-

. up play with female figures {or with inversions of the male}. Consider, too. the [3th-

century Gugliemites who envisianed safvation theough the female—with female cardingls
under a female pope, the vicaress of a fermale Holy Spirit, incamared in oeder 10 esiebiish
a new Church. The sect was exterminated by the inquisition (Wossley, 1978
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