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[. INTRODUCTION

Liberd religion values diversity. Historicaly, it has been the home of dissenters and freethinkers,
and today it aspires to widen its circle of fellowship to encompass as many voices and visions as possible.
Y et, with regard to any given liberal religious community, the achievement of diversity is not an automatic
achievement. Thereis a great difference, in other words, between communities which amount to nothing
more than a chaotic jJumble of unrealized and indistinct (though very real) idiosyncrasies and communities
in which differences redlize themselves and learn how to dialogue with each other. There is a great
difference between communities which smply claim to welcome differences and communities which
actually do what they say--communities in which differences become organically related to each other,
communities in which tensions and incongruities become crestive. These latter communities are like
mandalas, holding together different shapes and colorsin adynamic yet balanced designs. The former kind
of communities, however, are more like rucksacks full of odds and ends.

Diversity is the heritage of libera religion, yet its potentia riches are not automaticaly passed
down from generation to generation and must be fought for and earned. An essential phase in claiming and
reclaiming the potential riches of diversity is formulating a creative way of theologizing about diversity, and
this leads us to the main theme of this paper: polytheism. Polytheism is an undertheorized option in religion,
but | believe that it holds promising insights for liberd religionists and can help in the task of degpening and
enervating the qudity of lifein liberd religious congregations and communities today.

II. THE DEATH OF GOD

In "Perspectivism Without Nihilism" (1990), Debra Bergoffen reads Nietzsche's "death of God" as
the withering away of any metaphysics which valorizes the one at the expense of the many. What dies is
the conception of God as a supernatural hegemony of power and perspective; and though the loss of this
venerable ingtitution in metaphysics leads to temporary--though deeply felt--disorientation and confusion,
ultimately the way is cleared to fulfill the Madman's injunction for humans to become gods themselves:
"Must we not ourselves become gods simply to appear worthy of [killing God] ?** Echoing the Madman,
Bergoffen says, "God, the singular perspective is dead, We--the many perspectives--shall have to become
gods. The new history of which Nietzsche speaks is the history of polytheistic pluraism.™



Bergoffen then asks the questions which are central to this essay: "But who are the gods? What
do they do? How do we become like them?™® God's death calls for a reconceptualization of the sacred,
in other words, and it is interesting to speculate which attributes of the one God (if any) end up belonging
to the new gods of this new age. Bergoffen says,

From the Greeks we learn that gods play. From the Jews and Christians we learn that
they create. From Nietzsche we learn that they affirm life. Moving beyond the either/or of
the Greek and Judeo/Christian alternative, Nietzsche teaches us that to be like godsisto
create in the spirit of playfulness. Following Zarathustra's story of the laughing death of
the gods (or death of the laughing gods) and the birth of God, we are tempted to suggest
that ruminating on the conditions of the possihilities of laughter, creativity, and play may
direct us toward fleshing out the configurations of the ways in which the desire for the
absolute affirms itsdlf in a philosophy and politics of perspectivism.*
Bergoffen reduces the Anselmian God—that than which none greater can be conceived—to a
psychologica drive, a"desire for the absolute” aiming for salf-actudization. And whereas Anselm would
understand God through reason, Bergoffen would become like a god (one among many) through laughter,
creativity, and play. In short, it appears that in Bergoffen's analysis, theology becomes a branch of socia
science, abeit avery specia branch dealing with a unique form of desire. A god no longer transcends
history, society, and the individual; rather, a god is a function of human aspirations and needs and changes
with developments in human self-understanding. Gods might be understood as metaphors for individuals or
societies highest values--dramatized as situations and characters in sacred narratives, for instance--but
never as existing in their own right as independent powers. We learn from them, but we do not actualy
worship them. The end of Bergoffen's humanization of the sacred, inspired by Nietzsche, is to create the
opportunity for "affirming ourselves as individualized centers of meaning.™
Interestingly, theologian H. Richard Niebuhr begins where Bergoffen ends and goes in reverse.
Niebuhr admits that "our natural religion is polytheistic™® insofar as our individual projects are shaped by a
multiplicity of socia values like "Truth, Beauty, Justice, Peace, Love, Goodness, Pleasure, Patriotism."’
But whereas Bergoffen might find in this humanistic polytheism a sufficient means for actuaizing "desire
for the absolute,” Niebuhr does not. Our "naturd religion,” says Niebuhr, isincapable of truly satisfying our
insatiable thirst for Being. Socia causes die, and then "nothing is | eft to defend us against the void of
meaninglessness.”® Ultimately, Nietzsche's death of God turns out to be more a failure of vision--an
idolatry of false gods--than an actual demise of deity. God is not dead: God is the "the principle of being
itself"*® which, as the primary center of value, "grips' the individual and is expressed "in the concreteness of
communa and persond, of religious and moral existence"® When we lose touch with this center of value,

and idolize alesser value instead, tragedy is inevitable.



Following Nietzsche, then, Bergoffen would proclaim the death of the one God and propose, in
exchange for monotheism, a humanigtic polytheism. Niebuhr, on the other hand, argues that humanistic
polytheism comes naturdly to us, but if we truly wish to fulfill our desire for being itself and avoid the
tragedy of pinning our hopes on socia values ("gods') which can die, then we must transcend our natural
religion and embrace radical monotheism. Of course, by investing ourselves in an undying and eterna
value center—Niebuhr's "principle of being itsdf"—we fall into the trap which Nietzsche's and
Bergoffen's polytheism are supposed to protect us from. Monotheism cultivates an intolerance for
difference; people gripped by the thought of absolute being are more likely than not to condemn diversity
and inject a"bad conscience” into anyone who dares to self-actualize. Gail Stenstad explains.

Monotheism, obvioudly, is oriented toward one god; historically, many monotheistic
religions have also been very concerned with oneness in doctrine, with arriving a a
doctrine that can be taken to be the only true or correct one. "One lord, one faith, one
baptism.” This sort of focus creates an in-group and an out-group: the saved and the
damned. While none but the most rigid theorists would go so far in demarcating an in-
group and an out-group, accusations of "incorrectness’ have been used to silence
disagreement. Further, in its very structure, any claim to possess the truth, or the correct
account of reality or the good, creates an out-group, whether we like it or not. ... [But]
polytheism has room to include a monotheistic perspective (though the reverse is not the
case). A bdief in many gods, or in many possibilities or sacred manifestations, can alow
for an individual’s preference for any one (or more) of those manifestations.™
Ultimately, Stenstad wants to identify the shortcomings of monotheism with masculine "theoretical
thinking." Philosophicdly, masculine thinking designates certain areas of experience as off limits a priori
and so attificidly limits the field of acceptable inquiry. Politically, masculine thinking leads to in-groups and
out-groups—the saved and the damned. On the other hand, feminist thinking, which she calls "anarchic
thinking" embraces difference and diversity and so remains more faithful to experience.

The stakes are high in the monotheism-polytheism debate. At the least, Nietzsche's "death of God"
announces that theology cannot continue into the future unchanged by modernity. But what shal the
changes be? "Who are gods? What do they do? How do we become like them?' For the rest of this essay,
I would like to examine psychologist of religion David L. Miller's reading of Nietzsche's death of God. In
hisbook The New Polytheism (1974), Miller says, "The point Nietzsche is making is that our persona and
socia bondage has been a davery to a specific kind of theologicd thinking and speaking, and therefore our
new senshility is aso atheological breakthrough at base. ... The death of God gives rise to the rebirth of
the Gods."™? That is, Miller agrees with Bergoffen in viewing the desth of God as the end of a supernatural
hegemony of power and perspective. In this regard, he quotes Nietzsche' s description of monotheism as

"the rigid consequence of the doctrine of one norma human being--consequently the belief in anormal



God™; but, says Miller, with the desth of God comes the death of the normal. Difference and diversity
become the way of the future. And yet, Miller's polytheism is not humanistic; the plural gods are true Gods
and Goddesses which are irreducible to the biographica features of individuas lives or to socia forces.
The Gods and Goddesses cannot die, like Niebuhr's "gods'—and so they remain worthy of our worship
and awe. In the end, | hope to show that that Miller articulates Nietzsche' s intuitions about polytheism into
atheology which is capable of satisfying our "desire for the absolute” without undermining a commitment

to diversity and difference.

[1l. REBIRTH OF THE GODS

A Bright New Future
Miller finds a "bright new future™ for theology where Nietzsche writes:

For the individua to set up his own idedl and derive from it his laws, his pleasures, and his
rights--that has perhaps been hitherto regarded as the most monstrous of all human
aberrations, and asidolatry in itsdf; in fact, the few who have ventured to do this have
always needed to apologize .... It wasin the marvelous art and capacity for creating
Gods--in polytheism--that this impulse was permitted to discharge itsdlf, it was here that it
became purified, perfected, and ennobled .... Monotheism, on the contrary,... has perhaps
been the greatest danger of mankind in the past ..... In polytheism man's free-thinking and
many-sided thinking has a prototype set up: the power to create for himself new and
individual eyes, dways newer and more individualized.™

Monotheism (like Niebuhr's) has a genealogy which runs parald to that of traditional morality--both are
powered by ressentiment. In both, denying life becomes crestive but self-contradictory, too, such that to
serve the monotheistic God (or to be grictly dtruistic in morality) is simultaneoudly an expression of the
will to power and a denid of thiswill in onesdf for oneself. But with the death of monotheism, dl
theological justifications for ressentiment wither away. A path is cleared for the individual to "set up his
own ideal" and for society to acknowledge and accept "man's free-thinking and many-sided thinking."
Polytheism, says Nietzsche, is the "prototype” for both aims, the matrix in which they can occur.

Nietzsche's comments about polytheism reflect two of his main concerns: the will to power and
perspectivism These also are the concerns of Miller as he endeavors to articulate Nietzsche's intuitions
about polytheism into a more full-bodied theology:

The announcement of the death of God was the obituary of a useless single-minded and
one-dimensiona norm of a civilization that has been predominantly monotheistic, not only
initsreigion, but dso in its palitics, its history, its socid order, its ethics, and its
psychology. When released from the tyrannical imperialism of monotheism by the degath of



God, man has the opportunity of discovering new dimensions hidden in the depths of
reality's history. He may discover a new freedom to acknowledge variousness and many-
Sdedness. He may find, asif for the first time, a new potency to create imaginatively his
hopes and desires, his laws and pleasures.®

The Immortas

Nietzsche describes man as creating gods: ... the individua [sets up] his own ideal and derive]s)]
from it hislaws, his pleasures, and hisrights." Polytheism is "marvelous’ because it alows man freedom to
individuate, a freedom so complete that one may even define one's own sacred narrative, one's own God
horizon. But to what degree are gods created? Individua s write the sacred narratives, develop the rituals,
and establish the ingtitutions which together express and define gods. But is the initia impulse to create
itself an invention and subject, then, to the charge of arbitrariness? Marx, for example, would say that the
religious impulse is condtituted by our suffering at the hands of economic injustice; in a Situation of pure
communism, the need for religion and gods ("opium of the people”’) would smply vanish. Or, is there
something in the impulse behind or underneath religious creativity which escapes the charge of
arbitrariness?

One might view religious cregtivity as responsive to the will to power, and thiswill isitself not a
human invention but rather precedes and motivates invention.*” Indeed, individual Gods and Goddesses
could be viewed as particular dynamics or principles of the will to power which, as principles, would give
direction and shape to invention. The a priori principle of Apollo, for example, would therefore inspire
creativity in terms of characteristic forms and manners: static beauty, clear borders and boundaries, order.
Miller thus writes:

[TIhe Gods and Goddesses are the names of powers, of forces, which have autonomy and
are not conditioned or affected by social and historical events, by human will or reason, or
by persond and individua factors. Thisis one meaning of our use of the word "Immortal”
asitisapplied to divinities. ... Insofar as they manifest themselvesin life they are felt to
be informing powers that give shape to socid, intellectua, and persona behavior. The
Gods and Goddesses are the names of the plural patterns of our existence.’®

So the Gods and Goddesses, as Miller understands them, cannot be accounted for as merely "repressed
biographical data," "rhetorical anecdotes and illustrations,” "forgotten aspects of history,” or "parts of a
decayed civilization and a former ingtitutional religion."® And they certainly do not belong to Niebuhr's
pantheon of socia vaues, historical in significance only. Rather, the Gods and the Goddesses are "an
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impersond dimension in our psychology™ which, functionally, resemble Jungian archetypes or the Kantian

synthetic a prioris.? "The Gods are powers. They are the potency in each of us, in societies, and in



nature."*Again, "The quality of a God or Goddess is that he or sheiis potent; he or sheisa structure in
redlity in whose world of meaning and being | am constantly living, or rather, being lived."®

In short, Miller conceives of the divine asimmorta and congtitutive of humanity; but thisis not a
return to a Platonic two-worlds being/becoming metaphysics. The polytheistic sacred is natural, not
supernatura. The gods indwell nature, as principles of the will to power; and possibly we might account
for their foothold in human consciousness and life by looking to human physiology. But to explain the gods
like thisis not to explain them away. As long as we are embodied, their authority over us remains
complete and inescapable: "[Tlhe Gods and Goddesses live through our psychic structures. They are given
in the fundamental nature of our being, and they manifest themselves always in our behaviors. The Gods

grab us, and we play out their stories."?*

Narrative Theology

A polytheistic theology such as Miller's-and hinted at by Nietzsche--accounts
for the foundations of selfhood. As atheology, it grounds selfhood in something immortal and divine.
Furthermore, it tells us that we come to know ourselves best--we achieve the deepest sense of reality and
joy--when we view the vitd powers at play in our dreams, moods, thoughts and thinking, relationships,
artworks, enjoyments, and socid ingtitutions as per son-like. The deep structures of human character and
culture are like persons, not mathematical formulae; and so the sort of worship prescribed by polytheistic
theology isincarnational in character: "What do the Gods and Goddesses want with us? Our task isto
incarnate them, become aware of their presence, acknowledge and celebrate their forms... 2

That is, to worship the gods, we must regard them as having faces--so we dia ogue with them, and
we celebrate them by telling their stories. Insofar as science fails to do this, it represents false worship;
though it seeks out the immortal structures of redlity, like theology, it also drains them of anything persond.
It disinfects them; and so in contemplating this miracle of our being, we become spectators instead of
participants.

What is important about the polytheistic manner of worship? Insofar as it acknowledges plurdlity
or multidirectiondity in our desire for the absolute, it can help us to "account for," "express," and
"celebrate” the plurality in contemporary society, philosophy, and psychology—"those multiple aspects of
our reality that otherwise would seem fragmented and anarchic."*® The problem is that though the
monotheistic God has died, our manner of thinking continues to be monotheistic. We cannot think plurdity

effectively; and because we cannot conceptualize it, we despair.



[O]ur explanation systems, whether theological, sociological, political, historical,

philosophica, or psychologica, have in the main been monothestic. That is, they have

been operating according to fixed concepts and categories which were controlled by a

logic that demanded a rigorous and decisive ether/or: either true or false, either this or

that,

either beautiful or ugly, either good or evil. It is this monotheistic thinking that fails a

people in atime when experience becomes self-conscioudy plurdistic, radically

both/and.”
Monotheistic reason demands an absolute justification for the propositions it will assent to; and if lifeis
such that absolute justifications are impossible, monotheistic reason would rather deny life than revise the
logic underlying its epistemological standard. It would rather suspend the will--put life on ice--than
compromise. Miller describes this sensibility as "Puritan” insofar as it "makes us fedl that we must ‘get it all
together." However, redizing our fundamenta polytheism can help us to see that "'keeping it al apart’ isa
safe, arealistic, and an exciting way to 'go on."®

Ultimately, polytheism is

afedling for the deep, abiding urgent, and exciting tension that arises when, with aradical

experience of the plurality of both social and psychological life, one discoversthat asingle

story, amonovaent logic, arigid theology, and a confining moraity are not adeguate to

help to understanding the nature of real meaning.?
In particular, polytheism can help us understand the meaning of conflict and difference: "The powers that
are fundamental to our very being are in contention."* Conflict cannot be psychologized away or
remedied, in other words, by extinguishing socioeconomic classes under pure communism. Zeus will
always chase after mortal maidens, to the eterna frustration of Hera. Some, like the presocratic
Xenophanes, might hate this apparent anthropomorphism, along with the others purveyed by bards like
Homer, but it is nevertheless true to life. "Lifeisawar of the Powers,” says Miller. "Man--his sdf, his
society, and his natural environment--is the arena of an eternal Trojan war."*"

Something else at stake in the polytheistic manner of worship isthe "liveliness' of the religious life.

In order for the religious life to be attractive and meaningful to us--to be alive--it must be utterly concrete
and passionate in character. It must be an opportunity for dial ogue with the divine, not mere theorizing.
Indeed, Miller says that "the Gods and Goddesses are forgotten when thinkers substitute abstract concepts
for their names, and when the stories become transformed rationalistically into types of formal logic.
Images become ideas; narrative becomes syllogism."*? Here, Miller is referring to atrend in theology
beginning with Xenophanes, one which seeks to de- anthropomorphize the divine or to remove every mask

separating human and divine:



As soon as one asks for the essence, or substance, or principle of being behind the
diversity and richness of what appears on the face of al life, the question itself leadsto a
kind of thinking and speaking that eventualy will lose touch with redity. And if the Gods
and Goddesses are spoken and thought of in this monotheistic, one-dimensiond, univoca
way, religion will not be able to comprehend itsdlf in relation to everyday life, whilelifein
turn will not be able to discover its deep rdigious dimensions.®
Indeed, the ultimate result is an "irrelevant doctrina theology which has abstracted itself out of life by
managing to kill God."** The Gods and Goddesses, surfacing in our thoughts and moods, our customs and
our literature, are all there is--nothing more basic exists, and should we nevertheless insist on looking for
"the principle of being," thinking becomes so abstract that it cutsits own throat. To seek to transcend any
viewpoint, as Nietzsche points out, isto be left with none at al’®

Nietzsche says that we ourselves have killed God, and Miller's explanation for thisis that our
worship has been deficient. It has built barriers, not bridges, to the divine. We have grown forgetful and
complacent. Thisis not to say, however, that by revitalizing our worship we might resuscitate the dead
monotheistic God; no--this supernatural onenessis irredeemably tied to the abstract manner of worship
which Miller condemns. God is both created and destroyed by abstract theology.

But polytheistic theology aims to reintroduce passion and "thickness' into theology. Miller looks
back to Homer, Hesiod, and Orpheus as exemplars of his kind of theology, which he calls narrative
theol ogy®: "Their thought was systematic, but it was not theoretical. It was epic, narrative, drama, and
song--each of which was utterly concrete in its imagery."” An important feature of this style of theology
isthat it mirrors the temporality of human existence. The rhythm of song or storytelling incorporates
"dynamic elements of time, timing, and process™® which mirror life asit is lived. Thus the temporal can
find ahome in the eterndl.

Individugtion

God's death alows us to reconnect with the plural Gods and Goddesses indwelling nature and
informing our socid, intellectua, and personal behavior. We become aware of the Gods living through us--
Zeus, Hestia, Athena, Apollo, Dionysus, Hera, Aphrodite, Hermes--and each is a force which shapes
worth. Each is a principle of meaning which, for one thing, makes an individual foothold on life--a
perspective--possible. In turn, we endeavor to establish aright relationship between human and divine
through worship. These are among the insights we have so far explored in connection with Miller's
polytheistic theology, and together they lead to one more: the issue of individuation.

Each God or Goddess is a specific principle of the will to power, and we experience them within

and through our own individud wills. Only through such experience, in fact, do we come to have a unique



self. The Gods and Goddesses are each like a magnetic field which assembles our lives asif they were
iron filings. Remove the magnet underneath the paper, and if Miller is correct, then only atrace of order
remains which, in time, will dowly disintegrate into irreparable disorder. As individuals, then, we have no
intrinsic order or nature; and our unique identity is shaped by our journeying from the precinct of one
God/Goddess to the next. Life is a pilgrimage indeed: homo viator, as Marce putsit.

In this context we might understand Miller’ s discussion of religious faith. Faith is "being gripped by
astory."® To have faith is to be within the "magnetic field" of asingle God or Goddess and to be inspired
by His or Her story. But when inspiration turns into single-minded obsession, faith turns bad. One
becomes so enamored of a God or Goddess that others are repressed or forgotten; and it’'s these others
"who become curses of everyday life."* Miller mentions Aeschylus Oresteia trilogy as the classic
illustration of bad faith. In their devotion to Apollo, Agamemnon and his son Orestes forget the power of
the Fates; but Agamemnon's wife Clytemnestra and her lover Aegisthus forget the power of Apollo. "The
curse of this family called Atreusis that aslong as a man or woman neglects the Furies on the one hand,
or Apollo on the other, life is tragic."**

Western culture verges on bad faith in its devotion to Apollo.* Ours is "an age of increasing
complexity in war and politicd life, an age of rapid urbanization and technology, an age of specidized
knowledge and expertise, and an age of heightened philosophical self-consciousness and agonizing
reflectivity."* But the tragedy of our one-sidedness may yet be averted. In the third play of the Oresteia,
the Eumenides, the curse against the house of Atreus is ended with the judgment of Athena. Athena
acknowledges Apollo and yet makes a place for the Furies, too. "The clue from Athenais to make a place
for them all, when they wish to appear as resources of meaning."*

"Myths may change in alife, and the soul servesin its time many gods."*When a God or Goddess
wishes to appear as aresource of meaning, we should alow His/Her story to inspire us--we should plumb
the depths of the life perspective that He/She makes possible. Over time, then, our devotion may take
many forms. Practically speaking, however, a any one time our devotion will probably be centered on only
one God or Goddess. Consequently, Miller describes the religious life a series of "consecutive
monotheisms."*®Y et it is a polytheistic theol ogy which situates this monotheistic religious practice and
givesit inteligibility. In thisway, polytheism does a better job that the "monotheistic theologizing of the
Western tradition [which] is not helping us to understand the faith that in fact works through our lives."*’
With Goethe, we become able to say, "Asamoralist | am a monotheist; as an artist | am a polytheist; and

anaturalist | am a pantheist."* Miller explains



10

Goethe's sentiment points to the fact that when a man makes amora decision, in that
moment he is indeed operating from the standpoint of a single center of meaning. But that
same man, in hisdaily life and through

every moment of his behavior, while in the business of creating the meaning of hislife
makes use, willy-nilly, of al the structures of meaning and being symbolized by the stories
of the whole pantheon of Gods and Goddesses.*®

Earlier | mentioned that for humans, life is a pilgrimage: Our individuality consists of journeying
from the precinct of one God/Goddess to the next and suffering "the dings and arrows of outrageous
fortune." Herein, indeed, lies our freedom—that our journey reflects our choicesin life. But as for the
Gods and Goddesses themselves--they are not free. They are immorta principles of order--pure act, as
Arigtotle might say. They are tied down to specific places, functions, and things. No possibilities exist for
them; they have nothing potential to actualize. "They remain who they are, and their stories are constant,
though they continually contend with each other."* This leads me to bring up what | take to be one of the
most poignant doctrines in theology: The Doctrine of Specific Providence.® This doctrine states that divine
reality takes an active interest and role in the lives of specific individuas. Divine redity is personal in
nature and guarantees meaning and justice in life, to the extent that He or She might even directly
intervenein our affairs (i.e., viamiracles) when necessary. Our question here is, Can we describe the
Gods and Goddesses as anything beyond impersonal forces or desires? As they shape the lives of
individuals, do they actively care about those lives?

You and | aretravelers, like Odysseus; and our individuation consists, as Nietzsche putsit, in living
dangerously**-in wandering all over this world, into and then out of the precincts of Gods and Goddesses.
In trying out one perspective and then another. So as| live dangeroudly through my wanderings, |
naturally wonder: Am | cared for? Is there a meaning and a purpose to it al? If again we take the clue
from Odysseus, the answer is, regrettably, no. Though life's journey is hallowed/harrowed by divine
interventions--and why? Because the gods are whimsical? Because they quarrel ?--ultimately the journey
ishorizontal in character, atempora journey. Odysseus journeys from one god to another and discovers
with each a universe of meaning and value. But the purpose of the journey--the promise of it--is only that
Odysseus will reunite with "his faithful wife' Penelope. It is all for the sake of mortal, not immortal, love.
A goal that Odysseus himself chooses. What's more, there is no guarantee that Odysseus will even
make it home.... Murphy's Law is as operative then as it is now. In short, despite the fact that existence
has a transcendent and sacred dimension to it, human individuation occurs against a background of

ultimate risk and even absurdity. Sicide, indeed, remains the singular philosophical issue>
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V. CONCLUSION

In thisworld of change and difference, oneness would indeed be supernatura--a Logos which is
an absolute all-encompassing perspective. A word, as the Gospel of John says, which was in the beginning
with God, which is God. But with God's death, Nietzsche proclaims the dezth of the supernatural. His
demon whispering eternal recurrence into our ears is a demon of earth.*

But the death of the supernatural one God does not necessarily lead to the death of the sacred or
to theology as its main articulator. The sacred may be reconstructed as natural and viewed, as Nietzsche
suggests, as the matrix in which perspectivism and self -overcoming may find full expression. Polytheismis
this matrix; and it reveals to us the multiple Gods and Goddesses grounding our human selves. We are dll
the time affected by these divines--we experience them in our dreams and our complexes; in our moods,
thoughts, and socid ingtincts; and in our pleasures, arts, and literature. But awareness of the Gods--and

intelligent dialogue with them--is what polytheism makes possible.
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