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ABSTRACT

The study attempts to bring together the mimeteoti of René Girard and the
theology of Raymund Schwager to address questidmsrent in the contemporary
notion of human rights. The impetus derives frore fthenomenon of human
violence, the universal presence of which pointa froblematic that seems to defy

conventional explanations and political solutions.

In dialogue with Girard and Schwager, the projesks to shed light on the
causes not only of the apparent fragility of thenln rights system, but also of the
persistence with which large-scale human rightslatitns recur despite the
proliferation of human rights norms. It arguestitiee human rights crisis is neither
an accident nor a shortfall in techniques of immamation, but reflects the
subconscious and collective structure of civiliaati Following a description of the
crisis, this investigation examines the nature ofnan violence, especially the
contagious manner in which it works at the roothef crisis, offering understanding
where conventional anthropological reflections fgliort. The study argues with
Girard that vengeance and retribution resonate lgeeijph the human psyche and
easily evoke an archaic image of the divine. Wtliis arouses moral protest in the
post-modern mind, we meet here one of the fundahessues mimetic theory
elucidates, namely that it is on account of suchiraeonscious image of the “sacred”
that vengeful violence has remained for so longeterinining element in human

history.

In a theological key, the study presents human msign@s a divinely
constituted structure that makes possible diviraédou intimacy and reciprocity.
However, this exalted capacity is perverted. Humsiancasts God into the image of
an envious rival which corrupts the personal amdcsiral dimensions of human
sociality of which the so-called “human rights @isis but a contemporary
manifestation. What rules the social order is hetttue image of God but a resentful
human projection that deceptively demands victimsekxchange for peace and
security. Thus “mimetic victimage” is the essenthle to the fallenness of nations

and their institutions, including the institutiori buman rights, as well as to the




fallenness of individuals in their profound alignatfrom God, from themselves and
from one another. Nonetheless, mimesis is alsouatate of hope and transcendent
longing. So understood, it opens the way to a prodoand practical appropriation of
the meaning of Christ as the restoration of thegenaf God in humanity whereby
rivalistic resentment, the epicenter of the humaedjgament, is undone through

forgiveness.

While there is an enabling aspect to violence whegstrains and coerces us
for our benefit as we rightly fear the greater eiate that might ensue in its absence,
the study also argues that because mimetic humemtsagarry out the “deed of the
law”, the human rights system cannot overcome thmetic impulse. As a judicial
system, human rights belong structurally to theesander as the system they seek to
correct. This ambiguity takes on special signifoam the “age of annihilation”. For
the first time in history limitless violence hascbene feasible through weapons
capable of planetary destruction so that humaratyomly faces its own complicity
with violence, but also the relative powerlessrEgfie human rights project to keep

its mimetic escalation in check.

This raises the central question of the studyhdfinstitution of human rights
cannot offer a rigorous critique of structural @ote, let alone free humanity from
complicity with it, where shall the world place iiepe for a more humane future? It
concludes that such a hope is not to be founderptbliferation of rights norms and
their enforcement but in the transformation of harndasire through the restoration
of the true image of God as revealed in the Clastat. This revelation judges as
futile all attempts at human sociality that retaiolence as their hidden core. Thus
God’s freedom granting action in history is botlvelatory and “political™: in its
prophetic stance against the powers of human sirdamination, it calls humanity
to its true vocation to be the image of God grouhitea new pacific mimesis that

resonates freely and unflinchingly with the seltgg love of God in Christ.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

PREAMBLE

Scientific curiosity had led Otto Hahn to discowerclear fission in December 1938.
Within two months, the destructive power of thena® vast energy potential had
dawned on the two-hundred-odd scientists engageudiciear research at the time.
Concerned, physicist Carl Friedrich von Weizsdckeho had studied under
Heisenberg and Hahn, sought out his philosophendriGeorg Picht. In a late-night

conversation they concluded:

o If nuclear bombs are possiblgiven the present state of humanggmeone will
build them.

0 Once nuclear bombs are budiyven the present state of humanggmeone will
deploy them in war.

0 The atomic bomb sounds the wake-up call of therteldgical age. As long as
the institution of war exists, ever more technigabphisticated weapons will be
built and deployed. Either the institution of watllvibe overcome or humanity
will destroy itself.

It took less than seven years for the first two tbéir predictions to
materialize. Weizsacker’s and Picht's concern waseal one. From the perspective
of this study, their conclusions raise importanesiions about thpresent state of

humanity.

As the title indicates, this study is only indidgatoncerned with the nuclear
threat. However, the questions it addresses areqafl urgency and reach: the
intractable phenomenon of human violence and thapiacity of human rights to

disentangle us from its thrall.

When representatives of highly abusive governmewtupy seats on the

U.N. Human Rights Commission and thereby succegutatecting themselves from

! Carl Friedrich von Weizsackewohin Gehen WirfMunchen; Wien: Carl Hanser Verlag, 1997),
24-25 (from the German, emphasis added).




criticism, human rights are in crisis. When theditent of the USA threatens to veto
the entire Pentagon budget over a proposed amemdimanwould ban “cruel,
inhuman and degrading treatment” of prisoners imgs run by the US military
(known as the McCain amendment), human rights arecrisis. When U.N.
peacekeepers sexually abuse women and girls wiplunity in territories they are

mandated to protect, human rights are in crisis.

But if the institution of human rights cannot offarrigorous critique of
structural violence, let alone free humanity froomplicity with it, where shall the
world place its hope for a more humane future? Thisstion is, in a nutshell, the

focus of my investigation.

Von Weizséacker's view that increasing technologisaphistication will
threaten humanity’s survival as long as the satiaicture of war continues to exist
is certainly pertinent. | shall argue, however,ttimstitutional violence constitutes

only one of the many faces that mask a much deaptise.

In the course of this study, | have been led tockate that not only is the
world facing a crisis of planetary proportions lalgo that the human rights system
itself is experiencing a crisis of its own. My atfgts to describe this crisis have
suggested a theoretic and ethical malaise in fuedtah anthropological
assumptions. In undertaking this inquiry, | hopat tits findings will contribute in a
small way to a renewed consciousness of who wasileuman beings and of what

we are destined to become.

Previous research, in which | related Girard’s ntimanthropology to the
“‘image of God” (Gen 1:26-28), gave the initial inp® It raised questions of the
relation between the image of God and social etteesling to this project in which |
attempt to bring together Girard’s mimetic theolestions inherent in the

contemporary notions of human rights, and the dyosuai Christian hope.

While the ideas that shaped this project grew dwtcademic pursuits, their
roots reach into my childhood. By the age of foemtd had experienced the thrall of
Nazi mythology and its collapse. | had been an @yess to SS atrocities in Eastern
Europe, had fled in vain together with other pasiricken villagers before the

ravages of the SovisbldateskaMy family had paid the price, along with millions




of others, for the geopolitical game the Allies layed at the Yalta Conference of
1945 when Stalin, Roosevelt and Churchill redrew thap of Eastern Europe,
resulting in the deportation of the German popatafrom their homeland. In short,
this study is part of a larger personal journeypviing the opportunity to seek an
intellectual understanding of certain aspects ofigihn faith and also, in that
context, to testify to the power of God’s revelatim Christ. Quite literally, life

began anew thirty years after the war when | wasvdrinto the restorative orbit of
the Christian message and there found release thhenrauma and violence of the

past.

CONTEXT
The Global Situation

The global crisis | have alluded to is charactetibg several mutually reinforcing
trends, each of which has the potential for briggour civilization to its knees.
These are variously described as overcrowdingsources scarcitythe changing
nature of waf, international terrorism, the forces of globaliaﬁ’ the clash of

civilizations® militant religious nationalism confronting the s&r stat€,

2 Robert D. KaplanThe Coming Anarchy: Shattering the Dreams of thet Pold War(New York:
Vintage Books, 2000).

% Joseph Wayne Smith, Graham Lyons and Evonne MdBtebal Meltdown: Immigration,
Multiculturalism, and National Breakdown in the Né&Morld Disorder(Westport, Conn.: Praeger,
1998); Global Anarchy in the Third Millennium? Race, Plaead Power at the End of the Modern
Age(New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2000).

* Martin van CreveldOn Future War(London: Brassey's UK, 1991).

*Anthony G. McGrew, “Human Rights in a Global Ageorfing to Terms with Globalization”, in
Human Rights, Fifty Years On: A Reappraiga. Tony Evans (Manchester; New York: Manchester
University Press, 1998); Jan Art Scholte, “TowarasCritical Theory of Globalization”, in
Globalization: Theory and Practi¢ceed. Eleonore Kofman and Gillian Youngs (Londominter,
1996).

® Samuel P. HuntingtorThe Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of \W@#kder (New York:
Simon and Schuster, 1996).

" Mark JuergensmeyeiThe New Cold War? Religious Nationalism Confrofits Secular State
(Berkeley; London: University of California Pre4$€93).




environmental despoliatio*hand the decline of the nation stata) leading, one way

or another, to the threat of escalating inter-huriakence®®

The confluence of these destabilizing factors leenlkin the making for more
than a century. Yet none of these trends could Heeen anticipated during the
nineteenth century. Since that time, kiling hum&as become a process of mass
production. Over 130 million people have been #illefifty million in combat and
eighty million murdered in cold blood — as fandtiteaders strove to shape their

respective utopias coercively.

Human Rights: Promise and Incapacity

Out of this experience of violence and inhumaraty,era of human rights and hope
for a peaceful resolution of conflicts has emerg€duntless publications have

celebrated the achievements of this moventeAtter the terror of World War Il, the

8 T. F. Homer-Dixon,Environment, Scarcity and Violen¢Brinceton: Princeton University Press,
1999).

® Martin van CreveldThe Rise and Decline of the St&@ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1999).

19 See also the documentation of human rights orgtinizs such as the Annual Reports of Amnesty
International, (accessed 12 May 2002); availaldenfhttp://www.amnesty.org

1 Zbigniew BrzezinskiQut of Control: Global Turmoil on the Eve of theéhiy-First CenturyNew
York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1993).

12 The following may be regarded as a representatalection: Peter R. BaehHuman Rights:
Universality in Practice(London: Macmillan, 2001); Robert Blackburn andrddraylor, Human
Rights for the 1990s: Legal, Political, and Ethidakues(London: Mansell, 1991); Eva Brems,
Human Rights: Universality and Diversity, Interratal Studies in Human Righ{@he Hague;
London: Martinus Nijhoff, 2001); Richard Pierre Gtge and Burns H. WestoRuman Rights in the
World Community: Issues and Acti¢Rhiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pres39); Luke
Clements and James Young, etttuman Rights: Changing the Cultu(@®xford: Blackwell, 1999);
Angela Hegarty and Siobhan Leonard, eHsiman Rights: An Agenda for the 21st Cenflugndon;
Sydney: Cavendish Publishing Company Ltd., 1999%elYDanieli et al, ed., The Universal
Declaration of Human Rights: Fifty Years and BeyoRdreword by Kofi A. Annan; Epilogue by
Mary Robinson (Amityville, N.Y.: Baywood, 1999); cla Donnelly, Universal Human Rights in
Theory and Practicglthaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 200®)ternational Human Rights
(Boulder, Col.: Westview Press, 1993)niversal Human Rights in Theory and Practi@thaca,
N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1989Jhe Concept of Human Rightsondon: Croom Helm, 1985);
Tom Farrer and Felice Gaer, “The UN and Human RighAt the End of the Beginning”, ibnited
Nations Divided World: The UN’s Role in InternatadrRelations ed. Adam Roberts and Benedict
Kingsbury (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993); JohnHBmphrey, Human Rights and the United
Nations: A Great Adventurébobbs Ferry, N.Y.: Hutchinson, 1959); “The Unisar Declaration of
Human Rights: Its History, Impact and Juridical €teéer”, inHuman Rights; Thirty Years After the
Universal Declaration ed. B. G. Ramcharan (The Hague; Boston; Londoartifus Nijhoff, 1979),
21-37; Rein Millerson, “Fifty Years of the Unitedafibns: Peace and Human Rights in the U.N.
Agenda”, inHuman Rights for the 21st Centusd. Robert Blackburn and James Busulttil (London;




human rights movement certainly projected hope ddvetter world. The nations
embraced the Universal Declaration of Human RigbiSHR) as an expression of

their moral and behavioural aspirations.

With time, a profusion of U.N. agencies, severainhu rights courts and
tribunals have emerged, accompanied by over ones#ml non-government
organizations (NGOs) which monitor the implemetatof a worldwide human
rights regime. In addition, the principles of thdMHR have been progressively
incorporated in most national constitutions. Inrshbuman rights have become a
central feature of modern society and internatideghl practice. Surely we live in

“a world made new™?

Yet, after more than fifty years, the results aravgly disappointing. Mary

Robinson, the former U.N. Commissioner for Humagh®s, lamented:

Count up the results of 50 years of human rightshaeisms, 30 years of multi-
billion dollar development programs and endleshtayel rhetoric and the general
impact is quite underwhelming ... this is a failufaraplementation on a scale that
shames us alf

On the surface, one could cite a number of politieasons for the fragility of
the human rights framework. Pluralism, especialyethical and political areas,
means that nation states find it almost imposdiblagree on universal norms, let
alone on their enforcement. The expectation thahewic globalization would also
lead to moral global consensus has proved to lzdsa hope. Some even fear that
economically motivated globalization will result further political fragmentation as
national cultures and communities try to safeguteir integrity and interests.

Theorists such as Ignatieff have singled out twotcdis that have especially

Washington: Pinter, 1997); Johannes Morsifike Universal Declaration of Human Rights: Origins,
Drafting and Intent(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pres898); Dinah Shelton, “The
Promise of Regional Human Rights Systems” The Future of International Human Rightsq.
Burns H. Weston and Stephen P. Marks (Ardsley, Nerk: Transnational Publishers, 1999), 351-
98; K. Vasdak, ed.The International Dimensions of Human Rightans. Philip Alston (Westport,
Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1982).

8 Mary Ann Glendon A World Made New: Eleanor Roosevelt and the UnaleBeclaration of
Human RightgNew York: Random House, 2001).

4 Mary Robinson, the former UN Commissioner for HunRights, cited in Geoffrey Robertson’s
Crimes Against HumanitfAllen Lane: Penguin Press, 1999), 32. Sincedhitation comes from her
speech at the #0anniversary of the adoption of the UDHR, it lesgscial poignancy to her lament.




contributed to the crisiS. The first is the failure to apply human rights mer
consistently to the weak and the strong, along Wl problem of developing
successful institutions that can actughgventrights violations. The second factor is
historical experience during the second half of tikentieth century. The atrocities
committed since the Holocaust, to say nothing efrttoral vacuum in which current
conflicts escape resolutidhhave deeply shaken the world’s faith in the UDHR a

the Conventions promulgated since.

While widespread violations of human rights haviefogced the necessity of
human rights articulations and international leigatitutions, the defence of human
rights has been facing increasing challenges dfliéigal, intellectual and religious
nature. Some are related to the question of whatiistances would justify the
global community intervening in cases of flagramernal repression and violence.
Others reflect the fact that the humanistic conadptights” does not sit well with
some philosophical and religious traditions. Othagain have arisen from the desire
of nations to protect the sovereignty of the staterder to prevent U.N. conventions

from becoming too imperial.

A less evident but nevertheless significant chaiermas come from the
emancipation of non-European cultures from theliomial past, especially in Africa.
Since the end of World War Il, they no longer deaniselves as inferior, culturally
or morally, to the West. As a result, human righterpretations have proliferated
and intensified the level of conflict. In Westemltare, for instance, human dignity
has been defined as the capacity for autonomy gedcg, but these are values that
are not shared by everyone. Similarly, the Westldeto define human rights as
protection of the weak against the strong. Suche@nition is not supported by
autocratic regimes. Besides, in some societies) e weak are often unwilling to
consent to norms that run against the grain ofr tbeitural tradition. Moreover,
Western cultural values are strongly tied to cdmstinal democracy. But, even in
the long term, one cannot expect that this forng@fernment will be universally

accepted. On the one hand, democratic values céeniohposed. On the other, not

! Michael Ignatieff,Human Rights as Politics and Idolat(Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2001).

16 Cf. Alasdair MacIntyreAfter Virtue: A Study in Moral Theofzondon: Duckworth, 1981).




all societies are ready to embrace democracy asvést embodies it. In fact, there
are today several regions of the world where tagedtas either disintegrated or is in
the process of fragmenting to the point where deawycis beyond the bounds of
expectation. In such cases, “order will have to edirst”, writes Ignatieff, “and a

bloody order it will probably be*’

At the beginning of the twenty-first century the ntan family is
interconnected as never before. Yet, there is algorecedented threat: poverty,
infectious diseases, environmental degradation,, waolence within states,
proliferation of nuclear, chemical and biologicaleapons, and international
terrorism*® Every one of these threats contradicts values sschuman dignity,
liberty and fraternal solidarity. Paradoxically, toeet these threats, the nations
continue to place their hope in international caapen. While much has been
achieved along these lines, the threat of violeow#@inues to endanger the desired

international collaboration.

THE RESEARCH PROBLEM

Issues and Aims

As a political prognosis Ignatieff's statement thaider will have to come first and a
bloody order it will probably bé® raises questions about human self-understanding.
Is it possible that his assessment points to aofmgital condition that is not yet
understood with clarity? This question provokeseaghwhat is it about the human
condition that makes violence foundational to door@er? How is the historical
experience of endemic human violence reconcileth wiir self-ascribed status as
Homo sapier® How can Western political theory relate the iatle human bias
towards coercion, bloodshed and violence to theégBi@nment notion that humans
are free, rational agents capable of determiningtw# good for themselves and

others? After all, the ledgers of history reveatthttributes such as good will and

7 |gnatieff, Human Rights as Politics and Idolatry72.

'8 United Nations,A More Secure World: Our Shared ResponsibilitReport of the Secretary-
General’'s High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges @hanggNew York: United Nations, 2004).

¥ See n. 17 supra.




mutual compassion are neither innate nor univershfitributed among us. Surely,
humanity's “track record” points rather forcefulip the direction of Hobbes’
conclusion that the natural condition is that oivar of every man against every
man?’ Such a judgment jolts the moral imagination ancckldhe liberal self-image
that people might entertain of themselves. Theipiisg that Hobbes’ view is more

accurate than we dare to admit demands the kinesefrch involved in this project.

On the map of human experience the research proislédocated where the
paradox of wanting peace and security, yet notdprepared or able to make peace
intersects with the need for hope. More concretély,project attempts to throw light
into the causes of the human rights crisis whileplkeg three specific aims in mind:
firstly, the need to sharpen the understanding oivewsal violence and the
contagious manner in which it works; secondly, tespnt an understanding of the
universal longing for peace and security in relatio the theology of redemption and
trinitarian love; thirdly, to relate these cons@@wns critically to the paradigm of

human rights.

On Method

In the broadest sense, then, the study seeks terstadd the causal connections
between the phenomenon of human violence and thenessness of the human
rights paradigm to achieve its ideals. It also aitos enhance human self-
understanding by connecting the human rights cwis the Christian story and the

hope it inspires.

In the course of the study, theory-based analgsissed to examine certain
conventional presuppositions and macro-social autéyns. Meaning is derived from
reflective hermeneutics whereby it is assumed jtiddments about facts and values
are possible and therefore also about their disteat In synthesizing the findings, an
inductive approach will be taken that leads to meerpretations of the matter to be

explained.

% Thomas Hobbesl eviathan with an Introduction by C. B. Macpherson (Baltieo Penguin
Classics, 1968), 183-188.




Verifiability of Faith Data

Central to this study is the examination of dataived from Christian faith, a
procedure which calls for clarification. The questiis how faith data may be

verified within the framework of scientific knowlgd.

According to Malcolm Jeevéd, knowledge may be understood as a
relationship between the knower and the known. rifisks relate personally and
through their intellects to what they seek to stutlye knowledge they obtain thus
entails a variable objectivity/subjectivity raticegending on the place along the
continuum of knowledge at which it is taken. At cgred of the continuum, in the
physical sciences, a relatively high objectivitymq@onent is the norm. As one moves
towards the other end, subjectivity increases,oadristance in the social sciences.

This is even more the case in aesthetic and rekgimowledge.

One of the underlying assumptions in the gathesimgrientific knowledge is
experimental repeatability: the same experimentedonder the same conditions,
with the same skill, elsewhere in the world debveimilar results. This feature
allows scientists to arrive at a consensus of sfiempinion by which research
findings are verified. Jeeves notes, “It is thi®isubjective verifiability which gives

scientific knowledge its relative objectivity®.

This principle applies also to data of faith. Tduigidata include biblical
texts, the history of Israel, the sayings and astiof Jesus as recorded by the early
church, the history of various traditions and so lake other data, they are there to
be studied and evaluated. This constitutes the coige side of faith-related
knowledge. The subjective element is given by thingible data of Christian
experience. Within the Christian community theravidespread consensus that the
central figure of this faith is “knowable” througdersonal encounter and experience,
and that a real two-way interaction is possiblerMeen the knower and the known.
Admittedly, this relationship is highly subjectivit;is nonetheless verifiable in the

same way other scientific knowledge is verifiedotlgh intersubjective reporting

21 Malcolm JeevesThe Scientific Enterprise and Christian Fa{itondon: Tyndale Press, 1969), 50-
53.

2bid., 51.




and peer evaluation. Like scientists, people wiadgss faith in Jesus Christ speak of
the experience in much the same way and find aaseffenticating and self-
validating consensus in their communication witheotChristians. As Jeeves puts it,
“There is ... a considerable measure of interstibcverifiability in matters of
Christian faith as well as in matters of scienteTorrance speaks in similar terms
when he writes, “Scientific theology is active eggaent in that cognitive relation
to God in obedience to his demands, of His realitgl self-giving. In it we probe
into the problematic of the human mind before Gnd seek to bring knowledge of

Him into clear focus ..

Clarification of Terms

This section explains words and phrases which capgcial significance and

meaning in the study.

Christ: This word is neither the surname of Jesus of N#zaver a divine
title, nor a form of shorthand for “the incarnateet) the “God-Man”, the one who
“reveals God” shorn of its first-century Jewish-siasic attributes. Rather “Christ”
is be understood to include such meanings as ‘tthe tsrael’, her king (and
therefore the king of the world), the one who bsidgrael's history and thereby the
history of the world to its climax, who brings Gedustice and wins the ultimate
battle against the forces of evil. While there asumifying concept of “Messiah” in
second temple Judaism, the messianic themes thathraugh the Old and New
Testament present an unmistakable pattern whials Jaakes his own and radically
reinterprets: victory is won not by messianic folne by the way of the cro$3.
Thus the epiphany of God’s “anointed one” challengee grand claims of pagan

empire both religious and political.

Crisis: This word occurs frequently. Far from being arteaf convenience, it

conveys two meanings depending on the context.dst wases it refers to the multi-

% JeevesThe Scientific Enterprisé3.
% Thomas F. Torrancdheological Sciencé.ondon: Oxford University Press, 1969), ix-x.
% This understanding of Jesus’ messiah-ship relesl.@. Wright, The Challenge of Jesi(isondon:

SPCK, 2000); an®aul: Fresh Perspectivgdondon: SPCK, 2005), 40-58 and is of relevanceter
discussion of the “politics of God” in Chapter 8.
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dimensional “danger and threat” which humanity faaethis time. Where it appears
in the context of hope, it means “turning point”héw speaking of the human rights
crisis, | mean on the one hand the problematic exhusy cultural pluralism in
relation to the justification of human rigHsand on the other — more importantly in
our context — the inability of the paradigm of humiaghts to free humanity from its
mythical attachment to violence as a bringer ofcpeand the consequential

dysfunctionality of the human rights system itself.

Inclusive languaget have preserved the traditional names of Fat®en and
Holy Spirit together with the appropriate pronothe” and “his”. This is not to
indicate that | favor a patriarchal interpretatioh Scripture. A proper biblical
understanding of these names would lead to thesmgpoonclusion. Christians have
always believed that God is greater than humanegimans of gender. Important as
male/female distinctions are, especially in relatio the “image of God”, this project

does not deal with such issues.
Girardian terminology a glossary of Girardian terms is found in Apparili

Human rights paradigm: This expression encompasses the entire
contemporary human rights culture with its semanjuridical, and political
framework patterned after the UDHR, irrespectiveregional and philosophical
nuances. The termuman rights projects sometimes used synonymously. When |
speak of thehuman rights systen, refer primarily to its structural/organizational
aspects including the interactive behaviour of aasi government and non-

government players. In any event, the contextindicate which nuance applies.

Resentment-or Girard, resentment is the result of mimeticspuee. It may
be called “vengeance interiorized” or “psychologiclf-poisoning”. Since the

English does not adequately account for the uniherlynitation of the ‘other’ which

% Geneviéve Souillac in hétuman Rights in Crisis: The Sacred and the Sedulaontemporary
French Though{Lanham; Boulder; New York; Toronto; Oxford: Legion Books, 2005) locates the
crisis in the ongoing debate on the universalitjhofman rights within various disciplines such as
political science, legal and political philosopt8he draws attention to the French contribution that
highlights the need for Western democracies tdhbeselves interrogated by the paradigm of human
rights. Having confined my references to the Anf§jlaerican literature, | have not discussed the
French contribution.

11



recoils on the imitator, the Frenalessentimentis preferable. Whenever | use

“resentment” | do so with the French meaning inahfih

At certain points | will speak ofheologyandReligion The former refers to
knowledge of the reality of God, while the latteeans “religion” in the Girardian

sense, not the behaviour of religious people.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

The first task is to describe the present crisigs Will lead to a critique of the one
prevailing assumption, namely, that the human siglyistem can, of itself, create a
civilization of peaceful cooperation. It will shoen anthropological grounds that the
impulse to violence requires a radical review ainlan self-understanding before any
cure or healing can take place. It will also ndig tturrent social theories, by sharing
the Enlightenment prejudice against the Judeo-Gdmisradition at the heart of
Western culture, simply fail in the light of suclorrendous acts of collective
violence as the Holocaust or Rwarfd4n this context | will argue that this inherent
inability to offer a thoroughgoing critique of veice plays into the hands of the
destructive forces in the world. | will also showat the human rights project faces a
crisis of its own, which is largely a crisis of egrity. The human rights project is
threatened by the inaccuracy of fundamental assangptegarding human beings,
by the dynamics of globalization and by the gamations play”’ Rights have not
led to responsibilities, and the autonomy, univegeed will and political wisdom

that were presumed are not notably in evidencejeashall see more fully.

The theological task will address in a special Wy question of hope. As |
examine various aspects of the Judeo-Christiantivad | will not only point to

prerequisites for a culture of peace, but also@tbat the present crisis in the area of

27 Cf. Girard,Girard Reader 40.
%8 zygmunt BaumanModernity and the Holocau§Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1989).

% |In a world that spends $1000 billion per year diitany expenditure and a mere $50 billion on
development aid for poor nations, the ideals ofigiisénment philosophy simply no longer ring true
(cf. James Wolfensohn, President of the World Bamlan interview with Kerry O’Brien, Australian
ABC TV, “The 7:30 Report”, 10 February 2004; sesoalohn CarrollHumanism: Wreck of Western
Culture[London: Fontana Press, 1993]).
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human rights calls for a re-engagement with thasfihn narrative. What is at stake
is the fundamental nature of creation, and relabethis, the creation of the human
being in the divine image. This will prove a keyirgoas | examine the nature of
“desire” in relation to the divine being and adivin history. Essential theological

notions of “fall” and “redemption” will be investaded in this context.

THE REFERENCE AUTHORS

René Girard

The anthropological analysis of this study reliestbe work of René Girard with
special attention given to his “mimetic theory” whiwill be more fully explained in
Chapter 3.

Many scholars regard René Girard as one of the or@gghal and influential
thinkers in the field of contemporary cultural theoHe is a member of the
Académie Frangaise, which recently bestowed ontherGrand Prix de Philosophie
in recognition of his outstanding contribution tailpsophical anthropologsf. While

his work is less known in the English-speaking &oay its influence is growing.

Girard came to a conclusion similar to that of Hedbbut by an entirely
different route. Schooled as a literary critic, Imwestigation of the dynamic of
human desire was conducted in a literary mannen vaterence to such diverse
authors as Cervantes, Shakespeare, Proust, Stemth&ostoevsky. He discerned
the “imitative” or mimetic nature of human desire the anthropological datum for

an understanding of human violence and culture.

% For the trajectory of Girard’s thought see ChagtefFor an abridged account of Girard's career see
Michael Kirwan S.J.Discovering Girard(London: Darton Longman and Todd, 2004), 10-13ndke
comprehensive personal and intellectual biography tre found in Chris Fleming'Bené Girard:
Violence and Mimesi@Cambridge: Polity Press, 2004), 1-8. Eric Ganfgreer student of Girard’s
who developed his own theory of origins, writed: Séems to us that Girard’s research provides an
‘Archimedian point’ outside the terrain of clasdi¢hought, from which we might profitably de-
construct this thought, not in the service of alisim which is only the negative image of its faiy

but as a positive reflection which is capable laftintegrating the assets of traditional philosojping

of providing a true anthropological foundation teet‘'social sciences’ ” (cited in FleminiRené
Girard, 1). Although this response to Girard’'s work ist shared by everybody, it nonetheless
indicates the thrust and significance of Giraraiatdbution.
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Girard found that human desire is triangular. Camytto the assumptions of
the social sciences, he understood desire as qanmeither spontaneously nor in
linear fashion between a subject and an objectthBlieis desire reducible to the
longing of a subject that seeks itself in the objecas if it were a narcissistic
mirroring of the self in the other. Rather, for &ul, mimetic desire is the desire of
another. This other provides a model whose dessiggals the desirability of an
object to the subject. Only as the subject imitdbesother, does it come to know
what it desires. In this light, mimetic desire risléterminate and precedes reflection
in its primordial orientation and openness to ttleen Desire understood in this way
leads to conflicts as the acquisitive and apprdipgaurges of individuals or groups
converge on the same object. Their mutually imi&tinteractions result in
polarization so that other(s) are experiencedwadsi As this conflict escalates, their
rising passions blind them to the reality that desire for the object and the desire

for the elimination of the rival have become ideali

Girard develops his hypothesis of proto-human misnas follows. A life-
threatening frenzy of reciprocal violence ensuesemwla group’s instinctive
functioning based on some dominance pattern isunuby uncontrolled imitative
interaction in competition over food, mates or otbbjects of desire. At the height
of the crisis, an arbitrary lynching takes placdahipurges the group of its violence
and brings about provisional resolution in the faxiipeace”. The calm that follows
the frenzy is experienced as a primordial momenthef “sacred”. The original
victim of group violence becomes sacralized. Astfirthe victimized other was
judged guilty and so deserving of expulsion andiddut this death brought peace
and new life to the group. Consequently it is veésteth god-like status. As this
pattern is repeated over long periods, the groapniethat the victimary process
controls its violence, and finds assurance in bty to overcome any threat of
internal violence in the future. This is to sayttha original lynching becomes the
generative moment of culture and religion. Mythsl aacrificial ritual have their
origin in such repeated resolutions of mimeticesisTo Girard’s way of thinking,
culture and religion are mechanisms that are fodma@iolence and exist to channel

it through the structure of the scapegoat.
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For Girard, the violent structures of acquisitivam®@sis are so deeply
entrenched in the human unconscious that humasitymable to extract itself from
their powers Hence Girard is highly skeptical of the notiontthaople are capable
of sovereignly directing their destiny, and regatids existence of an autonomous

will as a deceptive illusion.

What Girard also illuminates are the collectiveerdiependencies in which
human beings become so entangled that they falnieiit power to act pacifically and
beneficially>? Therefore, many causes of human suffering maynecessarily be
attributable to the ill-will or moral failure of dviduals but to collective processes
operative in society beyond the control of indivatlyarticipants. This realization
explains why, for instance, certain communal pcadiresist human rights norms
that run against their grain; equally, why humamesis — although the source of
much suffering — must be seen in essence as dweuwd hope. On the other hand,
Girard claims that it is the Judeo-Christian senips which demystify the mythical

entanglement of culture with the sacrificial ortingary mechanism.

Predictably, Girard has not been without his csitiBut even his critics
acknowledge the significance and provocative natofehis contributions. As
Fleming has shown, many scholars of formidableustahave taken Girard’s work
into a wide range of scientific disciplines, fromofhysics to economics and politics,
and into Christian theolog¥. However, Girard’s critics have raised questionsuab

the scientific standing of his theory which stiéled to be resolvel.

From the anthropological analysis | will pass te theological in dialogue
with the late Austrian theologian Raymund Schwé®dr, whose theological project
has become known as “dramatic theology”. In thig, kewill take into consideration

elements of Christian revelation and the hopesipiies.

3 Cf. Sollers’ comment, “the unconscious is struetlilike a lynching” (Philippe Sollers, “Is God
Dead? The Purloined Letter of the Gospel”, Spdsile ofStanford French and ltalian Studi&4,
[1986], 191-96).

% willibald Sandler, “Befreiung der Begierde: Thedgwischen Rene Girard und Karl Rahner”, in
Vom Fluch und Segen der Siundenbdcke: Raymund Sehwagn 60. Geburtstageds Jozef
Niewiadomski and Wolfgang Palaver, (Thaur; WienltuVerlag, 1995), 49-68.

* Fleming,René Girargi153.
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Raymund Schwager

Schwager draws on many fields of theological inguiie seeks to integrate René
Girard’s empirical anthropology, Wolfhart Pannererhistorical perspective and
Hans Urs von Balthasar’s “Theo-drama”. His theoleghibits a literary rather than
a philosophical approach, particularly through angagement with biblical texts

which often favor a dramatic mode of expression.

One of Schwager’s major concerns is that theoloay $o far made only a
minimal contribution to such social problems as huanviolence and aggression.
Instead of following academic theology into inciegsspecialization, Schwager
seeks quite deliberately an engagement with comcsetietal issues. These he
addresses in dialogue with the behavioural andigallisciences, even to the point of
including military studie§® The fruitfulness of Schwager's method has been

demonstrated in a long-term research project avently years®

First steps towards this project were taken in 1®M8wing a meeting with
René Girard. After a period of intense discussisei@es of publications emerged,
notablyDer Glaube der die Welt Verwandeln Ka(976) andBrauchen wir einen
Sindenbock?1978). Following his appointment at Innsbruck Rofessor for
Dogmatic and Ecumenical Theology in 1977, Schwa@eintly with Jozef
Niewiadomski) began to outline a framework for aadgerm research project
“Religion, Society and Violence” with the aim ofvestigating in an interdisciplinary
manner such theologically important themes as wmbdnftiolence, ritual, sacrifice,
the sacred, expulsion, authority, reconciliatioreage and revelatioh. Two
interrelated issues are important for Schwagerdttgate with the historical-critical

method, and connecting exegesis with systemataldagg

34 See Michael KirwanDiscovering Girard(London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 2004), 94.
% Raymund Schwagelust There Be Scapegoat&¥an Francisco: Harper & Row, 1987), xi.

% Raymund Schwager and Jézef Niewiadomski, Bdlamatische Theologie aBorschungsprojekt
Beitrédge Zur Mimetischen Theorie, vol. 15 (Mlnstdi: Verlag, 2003), 40-77.

"1n 1984, colleagues from the Institute of Morak®logy (H. Biichele and W. Palaver) also began to
work on the project. With his dramatic exegesisJe$us in the Drama of SalvatioBchwager

continued earlier attempts at a dramatic theoldgys interest dates back to Schwager’s doctoral
work. He wrote his dissertation on Ignatius of Liay® dramatic understanding of the Church (1970)
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Schwager’s theology appeals for several reasomst, fn his attempts to
correlate cultural and social actions and eventkedistory of revelation, especially
when these stand in tension with one another, Sgpémwia not satisfied with any so-
called solutions that treat problematic elements irsiperable contradictions.
Instead, he meets the interpretative challenged-braconvinced that interpretations
are most meaningful when the tensions are recograrel a dramatic interplay is
allowed for. He writes: “The central question whishat stake is rather whether one
wants to resign oneself to an unresolved tensiarppbsing aspects in the picture of
God, or whether a dramatic scheme, and with it &tism to the logical
contradiction, can be successfuMe notes that if these tensions either remain
unresolved and if it cannot be determined whichagion prompts the one or the
other emphasis, then arbitrariness reigns and dtetrine of God ... [would lose]

coherence®

Second, Schwager’'s “dramatic” approach is predicaia the view that
Judeo-Christian revelation during its history haserb subjected to a radical and
existential critique. The principal carrier of trevelation has undergone the severest
crises including the ultimate crisis of death armti@orsakenness. This explains why
in the dramatic model the category of “crisis” ogims a place of multi-dimensional
significance — including the role of signifier —rielation to the process of revelation

itself.

Finally, Schwager, having recognized the explaatpower of Girard’s
theory, has over more than thirty years not onlgrba wise theological interpreter,
but has also incorporated its implications into Bisteriology emphasizing the

dramatic overcoming of evil by way of a spirituaifgnsformed desire.

which was stimulated further by H. U. von Balth&sé&rheodramatik”, although he departs from it in
many places (Schwager and NiewiadomBkirschungsprojektix-x).

% Schwager,Jesus in the Dramas8-69; In this regard, Schwager affirms the finggi of a study by
Erlemann of the synoptic parables as “stamped wittesolved tensions owing to antithetical ideas
...” such as “invitation versus exclusion” or “magefeast versus judgment” (Kurt Erlemafigs
Bild Gottes in den Synoptischen ParabeBgitrage zur Wissenschaft vom Alten und Neuen
Testament (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer Verlag, 1988).
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THESES ANDCONTRIBUTION

The impetus for this study derives from the phenwoneof human violence, the
universal presence and epidemic escalation of whimint to a problematic that

seems to defy conventional explanations and paligolutions.

At a time when the language of human rights hasnbaecorded an
unassailable international, political and eccledisdtre, it will appear almost
eccentric to raise questions in this area. Bt firecisely here that this thesis hopes
to contribute as it ponders the question of whetherhuman rights system as it has

developed is really able to bear the weight obws ideals.
The study has been guided by three theses:

1. The human rights crisis is neither an accitfenor a shortfall in techniques
of implementation, but reflects the subconscioud emllective structure of
civilization.

2. In comparison with the social sciences, mimeticotlieyields a fuller
explanation of violence, especially of the contagiamanner in which it
operates.

3. When this hermeneutic is applied to the human sigihisis and to data of
Christian faith, new perspectives emerge for husgfunderstanding that
will enable further reflection on fundamental qu@s$ of human rights
today.

By scrutinizing what has hitherto been unquestibnalssumed, this study
attempts to throw light on possible causes behihdtWwlary Robinson lamented as
the “failure of [human rights] implementation” and the process justify a re-
engagement with the Christian narrative. The sadghis project can be outlined in

the following terms.

Firstly, the crisis of human rights itself: hereill address the inability of the
human rights project to realize the noble valuasténds in the political, economic

and social order¥.
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Secondly, | will present Girard’s mimetic theorydagvaluate its capacity to
illuminate the causes of the current crisis in annem where conventional

anthropological assumptions regarding human viadatt short.

Thirdly, in a theological key, | shall examine hum@imesis as a divinely
constituted structure that makes possible divimaéu intimacy and reciprocity. In
the context of the human predicament, it functi@ssa structure of hope and
transcendent longing. It opens the way to a pradoamd practical appropriation of
the meaning of Christ as the restoration of thegenaf God in humanity. Thus
rivalistic resentment that works at the core of humiolence is overcome through a

higher order mimesis resulting in the experiencewd freedom.

Fourthly, continuing in the same register, | shaésent God’s action in
history as both revelatory and “political” activity its stance against the structures
of human sin and domination. Given the impotencéhef human rights system to
offer hope and a thoroughgoing critique of violgnceill argue that only “Christic”
love and Spirit-empowered human participation ie tiew non-violent sociality
grounded in the paradigm of divine/human reconadiais able to maintain such a

“prophetic stance” in history.

While this study assumes that the human rightseptojs a necessary
humanizing structure, it also argues that it idefaland incapable of healing the
present disorder. It further argues that the ansavéuman violence lies not in legal

systems but in the revelation of God in Christ ahjedges all attempts at human

% A work of the “bitch-goddess of unpredictabilitg8 MacIintyre might colorfully call it (MacIntyre,
After Virtug 89).

“0'] note that some theorists like Michael Ignatiedfrocate a “minimalist” human rights agenda that
remains compatible with cultural pluralism and ddpaof producing a consensus of what is
“insufferably, unarguably wrong.” (Ignatieffjluman Rights as Politics and Idolajry6). Also Dieter
Witschen has argued that the human rights projecs at “the facilitation of human life, not at its
fulfilment” (Dieter WitschenSystematische Studiesd. Prof. DDr. Antonio Autiero and Prof. Dr. Josef
Romelt, vol. 28 Christliche Ethik der Menschenrechidiinster; Hamburg; London: Literatur Verlag,
2002], 84). While there is merit in assigning a imilist role to human rights, | contend for reasons
given in Chapters 4, 6 and 8 that it is unsustdnabpractice. The problem of effectively linking
ideals and practice has surfaced from the beginfinginstance, as more and more nation states in
the developing world sought a rapid transitionilbedal democracy and to a free market economy over
the last twenty years, they found themselves catdébwith the absence of a paradigm capable of
integrating such aspirations with the human riglemanded by the politically awakened masses (see
Marshall Conley and Daniel Livermore, “Human RighH2evelopment and Democracy: Dilemmas of
Linking Theory and Practice”, Democratic InstitutiBuilding, Acadia University, 2004, accessed 2
October 2005); available from http://ace.acadidl.tB/dfaitypiO4/articles/theory.html
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sociality that rely on thdogos of resentment for their cohesion, and thus retain
violence as their hidden core. It also admits that transition from the surrogate
peace resulting from violence to true peace in €£his by no means easy to

negotiate.

LIMITS

There are necessary limits when it comes to exgisuch large issues. For instance,
I will not engage directly with various critiqued Girard’s work. Nor will | be
dealing with political ideologies, political theooy with political theology. As far as
the philosophy of human rights is concerned, | valtrict myself to the perversion
of the human rights paradigm which occurs in therplay between the “politics of
power” and the “politics of resistance” and as aetiéd in the Anglo-American
literature. Particular issues such as the abortiebate, the rights of women or
indigenous or ethnic minorities, economic injusticnd so on cannot be treated
fully, but will appear as illustrations of a morergral argument. There must be a
similar restriction in regard to theological themasd questions, especially in
relation to the church, the teaching of its varitnaglitions, its relation to the state, or
the church’s own human rights record. What | ams@méing is not a theology of
human rights, nor a study of Christian social ethiout an anthropological and

theological critique of culture.

OUTLINE OF CHAPTERS

The study begins by drawing the contours of the dumghts crisis. Chapter 2

describes the human rights regime, the ambivalehtke nations in relation to its

norms, and mounting global threats to human existelt prognosticates that under
such pressures international antagonisms and welemay increase. Out of this
context the question arises whether the humansrigitgject will be able to prevent a
deepening of the crisis or whether the world mayieessing the symptoms of a
malaise that does not respond to political solstidrogether with Chapters 3 and 4,

this chapter challenges some closely held presitppos
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Chapter 3 examines the phenomenon of violence ithr@wological
perspective. It surveys three schools of anthrapodd opinion such as the widely
held social resources theory of violence, the mgntiypothesis of Walter Burkert,
and René Girard’s hypothesis of mimetic desire.kBurand Girard are important
because they go beyond the social role of violemtkexplain its phenomenology as
well as its religious dimension. Following this @siion, | will expand on Girard’s
approach explaining its chief elements such as tigrdesire, the mimetic crisis, the
victim, the sacred, and the scapegoat mechanisis chhpter also deals with typical
criticisms of Girard’s theory and the relation ofs hhypothesis to historical
Christianity. It concludes by addressing the qoestf why the social sciences fail

to offer a satisfying anthropology of human violenc

Analyzing the human rights crisis in greater dep@hapter 4 applies the
Girardian hermeneutic to issues such as the oodithe text of the UDHR, its
misuse by the nations, the influence of globalaatithe development of a human
rights market, the nature of terrorism and the fiomcof the law. It identifies the
hidden operation of the victimary mechanism in eaelse. This leads to two
interdependent conclusions. (1) If interpreted dlgto the Girardian lens, the crisis
assumes extraordinary anthropological significaace leads to important insights
regarding its causes. (2) Since the human rightgepr cannot overcome the
lynching mechanism of the scapegoat, it may beeatdghbat it belongs structurally to
the same order as the system it seeks to scrutamgecorrect, thus lacking the
Archimedian point outside the system from whiclotier a thorough-going critique
of structural violence. This raises the questianbé discussed in Chapter 8, of
whether mimetic resonance with the domination systeay even endanger the

future of human rights.

Chapter 5 attempts to underpin the notion of humanesis theologically. It
first relates human mimesis to the “image of Gotithe creation account and then
moves through a multi-layered analysis of its Gblegical, moral and doxological
foundations. Lastly and more speculatively it emgathree schools of trinitarian
thought to support the thesis that human mimess @eation gift given for the
purpose of representing the Creator to the restcreftion. | argue that this

representational role of humanity is to be undexstand lived out of an intensely
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personal as well as pacific reciprocity with thee@wor and with other human beings
predicated on the life of God himself, who has ede® himself in Christ as Love in

person.

Chapter 6 shifts the attention to the dark sidehomanity. It contrasts
humanity's exalted position with the historical exience of mutual rejection,
domination, reciprocal violence and death. It exasithe perversion of the “image”
through sin understood as the presumptuous strighdwman beings towards
independence, self-sufficiency, god-likeness are itholatrous worship of self. |
argue with Girard that this distorted or “fallen’imesis is derived from a rivalistic
projection of humanity’s metaphysical desire foe tHivine on the transcendent
screen. Falsely perceived as the true “image of’Gbgroduces the notion of the
“primitive sacred” which demands victims “in exclyai for society’'s peace and
security. Its underlying rivalistic attitude resuin a secret death wish towards the
Creator. This perverted desire functions in caysatfiective ways in individuals and
society, giving rise to humanity’s progression todgaradical evil. Its ultimate
manifestation is blasphemous cruelty towards othéfisile such causes remain at
present unacknowledged, they explain more fully tfegure of human rights
violations. However, such a view, even if adoptetuld not exempt the human
rights project from the universal predicament. Eaeg&h the impotence of political

solutions, futility and hope emerge as issuesrbat to be addressed.

Chapter 7 deals with the restoration of the divinage on earth. It offers an
exposition of Schwager's dramatic theology, addngssuch questions as the
problematic of divine violence, the dialectic o¥idie justice and mercy, the message
of the imminent kingdom of God and its rejectionexplains how in the drama of
salvation the image of God is restored throughlifiee death and resurrection of
Jesus Christ. If appropriated by faith, the imageetcreated in the human person,
meeting humanity’s deepest need. | shall argue &ghwager for a conception of
God that is utterly free of sacred violence altfobyg no means indifferent to human
sin. Jesus, the risen Victim, has transcended émgeaful mechanisms of envious
rivalry. This chapter also proposes that even nthwgugh the work of the Holy
Spirit in history, the risen Christ — the “new” sdicial centre of self-giving love —

gathers around himself individuals whose desiresbaing progressively converted
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towards a mimesis that reflects the true image @d.@ he chapter concludes with a
reflection on dramatic soteriology in relation tanman responsibility and the

significance of Christian hope in the midst of thenan crisis.

After a brief recapitulation of the main themescdissed in previous chapters,
Chapter 8 takes up the question of the future ofidrurights in the light of various
factors of decay. It concludes that mimetic contation with the forces of “global
capital” may subvert the paradigm of human rightto ia market-friendly one,
rendering its future uncertain. This observatiorthfer underscores my point that
human rights morality on its own is ineffective tiansforming human desire. An
exploration of the “political” implications of thkingdom of God leads to reflections
on the relation between liberty, community and powéere | conclude that the
answer to human violence lies in the “imitation” tbe non-violent image of God
whose presence in history reveals, as well as h#@shuman crisis at its core.
However, the resulting “prophetic stance” in higtover and against the forces of
domination will only be maintained by pro-existenoeself-sacrificial non-violent
action grounded in divine love, suggesting that hbenan rights paradigm without
the theology of grace is unable to maintain theohisal stance to which it aspires.
Lastly, by pointing to the limits of all organiddiin an entropic universe, the issue of
futility is foregrounded. | conclude that ultimatehe question of hope for a truly

human future is only answerable from the positibtrst in a faithful Creator.

Chapter 9 draws together the diverse threads sfpttgject and summarizes

them in a number of theses that follow from thewussion.

SUMMARY

The project is an attempt to bring together the aticrtheory of René Girard and the
theology of Raymund Schwager to address questidmsrent in the contemporary
notion of human rights. The impetus derives frore fthenomenon of human
violence. Its universal presence points to a probl& that seems to defy

conventional explanations and political solutions.
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In dialogue with Girard and Schwager, this thesisks to shed light on the
causes not only of the apparent fragility of thenln rights system, but also of the
persistence with which large-scale human rightslatimns recur despite a
proliferation of human rights norms and the intéioval legal apparatus that has

emerged since the adoption of the UDHR.

Among the many issues this project addresses, bite central concerns is

the human condition that seems to make violencedational to social order.

By relating the notion of humamimesisto the data of Christian revelation,
especially to the “image of God”, | hope to devebopritically plausible version of
the Christian story in a way that will enable itrt@ke a constructive contribution to
the reflection on human rights. With these intrcduy thoughts in mind, we begin

our investigation by outlining some of the contoofs$he crisis of human rights.
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CHAPTER 2
CONTOURS OF THE HUMAN RIGHTS CRISIS

INTRODUCTION

In the decades following the adoption of the UDHR, level of consciousness as to
the inherent dignity of the human being and of rineral demand to respect it has

risen remarkably.

There has certainly been a growing self-awarenégsersonal rights and
freedoms. At the same time, the awareness of tlee te protect them has also
grown as the horrors of world-wide violence and hamights violations continue to

blight human existence.

The general impression that recent history has peeticularly violent is not
without substance. According to Boelkins and Heisarthe one hundred and
twenty-six years between 1820 and 1945 a humangbeied every sixty-eight
seconds at the hands of a fellow human bé&ingowever, subsequent mass killings
in the second half of the twentieth century woudd $urpass this figure, and the

ominous beginnings of the twenty-first do not erg@rhope for improvement.

When the United Nations Organization was founded945, the aim was to
ensure that the horrors of the two world wars weseer repeated. At that time, the
founders were preoccupied with state security enttaditional military sense. Sixty
years later, the central challenge of member siatés fashion a new and broader
understanding. Besieged by threats beyond miliggression, human society is
struggling on many fronts. Poverty, infectious dses, environmental degradation
and global warming, war, violence within statesyliperation of nuclear, chemical
and biological weapons, international terrorism I-tlareaten human existenée.

These threats know no boundaries, and no stategvevwpowerful, can make itself

*! R. Charles Boelkins and John F. Heiser, “BiologRases for Aggression”, iWiolence and the
Struggle for Existengeed. David N. Daniels, Marshall F. Gilula and Favi. Ochberg (Boston:
Little Brown Company, 1970), 15.

42 United NationsA More Secure WorldL-2.
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secure against them. But how to meet these univeéesaands is another matter. The
U.N. Secretary-General's High-Level Panel ®hreats, Challenges and Change

wrote:

Differences of power, wealth and geography do detex what we perceive as the
gravest threats to our survival and well-being.f&#nces of focus lead us to
dismiss what others perceive as the gravest diiredhts to their survival. Inequitable
responses to threats further fuel division. Mangpbe believe that what passes for
collective security today is simply a system oftpobing the rich and powerful.
These perceptions pose a fundamental challengeuildirty collective security
today. Stated baldly, without mutual recognitiortlokats there can be no collective
security. Self-help will rule, mistrust will predonate and cooperation for long-term
mutual cooperation will elude 3.

The report further concedes that “alliances argeflda and “mired with
distrust across a widening cultural aby$slt poignantly asks “What happens when
peaceful prevention of the threats [from HIV to leac terrorism] fails,” when a
“descent into war and chaos” cannot be halted @stddt threats become actudf?
The U.N. certainly expresses hope that the orgdoizand the world can adapt to
the new challenges, and that a new framework o¥vgmteve measures may be
worked out. But whence this optimism? Judging by thN. High-Level Panel
report, member states have consistently failedite up to their declarations,
promises and pledges; needless to add that lagje-émiman rights abuses are
implicit in the threats which the nations inflich @ach other. In this light, it seems
unlikely that the global trend towards an escatatib violence will be reversed any
time soon. Meanwhile, the U.N. is undergoing a itréty and effectiveness crisis of

its own.

What emerges is the unsettling picture of a warltuirmoil and disarray. It is
the purpose of this chapter to draw in broad ssdke contours of the crisis. | begin
with the conception of human rights and the prolateorof their institutionalization.

4 United NationsA More Secure WorldLO0.
4 | bid.

*® | bid.
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HUMAN RIGHTS: CONCEPTS AND CONTROVERSIES

Human rights conceptions are not lofty precepts siraply permit us to feel moral
outrage at the parlous state of the world. Fronotltset, they were meant to make a
difference in the world. Although Campbell pointst ¢hat the philosophical debate
has moved on from the natural-law/legal-positidi&thotomy and that human rights
rhetoric is seen today as the core of societalsgtfat include rights as well as
duties, their institutionalization still poses plams philosophically, politically and
epistemologically® Since these uncertainties form part of the crigignay be

helpful to be aware of some of the underlying argots.

Historical/Philosophical Trajectory

Human rights are said to attribute moral value he human person and their
philosophical justification reflects that valtfewhile it is generally accepted that the
modern conception of human rights has its originthe philosophy of the
seventeenth century and in the subsequent seatlarizof natural law, the idea of
subjective rights is much older. The civic concepteolved may be traced to
antiquity — Athenian democracy and Roman jurispnege— while the underlying
ethical notions are thought to be older still datimack to biblical times. In the
Middle Ages, natural law was interpreted theololycd homas Aquinas saw natural
law as an expression of the divine will. Accordinghe individual was subject to
divine as well as human authority such that evemnldé overlords were constrained

by divine rule®® In the 14" century, jurists began to distinguish between cthje

“6 Tom Campbell, “Human Rights: A Culture of Contrmss, Journal of Law and Socie6, no. 1
(March 1999), 6-26.

47 Alan S. Rosenbaum, “Introduction: the Editor’s $perctive on the Philosophy of Human Rights”,

in Philosophy of Human Rights: International Perspessi ed. Alan S. Rosenbaum (Westport, Conn.:
Greenwood Press, 1980), 6-7. As Rosenbaum poiritsnmst authors agree that the human rights
discourse takes place not on the basis of humdrtsriger se but according to the stance the

individual writer adopts on the issue. Hence theedlirse is bound to reflect one of three possible
modes of political thought: liberalism, socialismself-determinism. Differences of view are largely

attributable to the perspective from which the emof rights is conceived.

8 |pid., 11.
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law and subjective right§, while notion of “right” in Thomist philosophy “refred

to an obligation towards other¥.

A major shift in the conception of rights occuriecthe 17 century. Just as
human beings could discover the rules of geometdyhysics without reference to
God, so could human reason search out and idehefyules that governed persons
and society. What became known as the Age of Reasbeally shifted human self-
understanding towards the anthropology of selfiéisse and independence. It
declared the human being to be free from absolutkosty and dogma. Man had
come of age and declared himself to be a moralljoremmous, inviolable
individual>* With Hobbes (1588-1679) the notion of “right” betes completely
severed from objective justiGé.Liberty rights, as subjective rights, were thus

grounded in the autonomy of the individual.

The philosophical trajectory of eighteenth-centuagionalism with roots in
the thought of Hugo Grotius (1583-1645) and Johrtkeo(1632-1704) further
cemented the notion of individual rights in thisywlocke based the claim that the
individual possesses natural rights to life, ligeahd property which in the American
Declaration of Independend&776) should become “the right to life, libertydathe
pursuit of happiness”. While rights remain groundednatural law theory, their
moral foundations had become vested in the indalitife.

At that time, the philosophical views of EmmanuedriK (1724-1804) and
Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778) gained promin&acg’'s theory of pure

“9 Brian Tierney;The Idea of Natural Rights: Studies in Natural RégiNatural Law and Church Law
(Atlanta, GA.: Scholars Press, 1997). Kenneth Rgjion has drawn attention to a peculiarity of
contemporary law dictionaries which ignore righitgheir definitions of law. This silence, he sugges
in agreement with Tierney, may be a reflection afsférn thought which tends to compartmentalize
the idea of rights, believing that it is an inventiof the democratic nation state (cf. Kenneth
Pennington, “The History of Rights in Western Thiotig Emory Law Journal47, no. 1 [Winter
1998], 237-52). According to Ruston, the idea ghts has more in common with pre-modern
Christianity than is commonly acknowledged, poigtito the 16th century school of Dominican
thought as reflected in the writings of Franciseovitoria (1483—1546) and Bartolomé de Las Casas
(1484—1566). Ruston’s book is valuable also fromtlher perspective. It explains why the notion of
“human rights” presents such an uncomfortable eogbrfar the Vatican (Roger RustoRluman
Rights and the Image of G@dondon: SCM Press, 2004).

%0 RustonHumanRights,102.
51 Rosenbaum, “Introduction,” 12-13.

°2 RustonHuman Rights102.
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reason followed in the tradition of Enlightenmeationalism. It was predicated on
the existence of unconditional principles and tfee fwill of the rational individual
which he formalized as theategorical imperativé® With Kant, duty becomes the
universal to which the rational capacities of thdividual are bound and through
which freedom and responsibility are held in dititat tension. In other words, the
social order was given through rational individuadsose will, the faculty of self-
determination, was set not on “consideration okpronsequence” as in pragmatism,
but on duties specified by moral laws that lay miesthe realm of natural law.
However, once the human being is seen as “an aoioume moral finality”, the claim
that individuals are all important and their riglsslf-evident is the next logical

step>*

With Rousseau another view emerged that contrasgtadply with Kantian
ideas. Rights originated neither in nature nohim individual but in society. Only if
people obeyed the “general will” of society (itsvig would individual freedom and
equality be safeguarded; otherwise chaos wouldkboed Reason and conscience
formed the moral structure of society linked to therinciple of popular

sovereignty”, so that individual rights were subjeca collective will>®

The Kant/Rousseau dichotomy, between individuahtsgand correlative
duties versus the general will of society, wasrlagzast into two fiercely opposed
political ideologies — liberalism and collectivisiburing the Cold War, these would

keep the world on the brink of mutual annihilation almost a half a century.

When the French Revolution and its aftermath faiteddeliver on the
promise of institutionalizing “self-evident and lie@able” rights, it became clear
that earlier pretensions had their roots in anodganda. While insistence on the
“rights of man” may have been useful in tearing dahe “divine right of kings” and
the resulting feudal structures, it also establistes Auguste Comte noted, “some
criticism of the theological into a positive doaogi...”. In other words, reference to

God was the irritant. His exclusion was accomptlisty replacing him with a

%8 Rosenbaum, “Introduction”, 13.
54| bid.

5 bid., 14.
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philosophical abstraction, “the dogma of liberty a@inscience”, which accorded
human beings “unbounded liberty” at the expensefaymer anthropological

conceptions without being able to put somethingebén place’®

As science, capitalism and nationalism emergecdeasfarces in Europe, the
shift from a metaphysical perception of human begintgward a scientific-
materialistic anthropology continued. In Englane tempirical interpretation of
rights found expression in the utilitarianism ofrelay Bentham (1748-1842).
Natural rights were “nonsense on stilts” unlesogeized in conventional law. But

rightsper sewere not the issue, only their transcendentairrig

With the theory of evolution and its applicationtb® moral dimension in the
nineteenth century, human rights — even if they teatle enforced by law — were
seen as elements of evolutionary emergence (HerBpencer, [1820-1903]).
However, the evolutionist hope that the developnodra free and just society was
only a matter of time should soon be shatteredheyunbridled manifestation of
militarism, political totalitarianism and the ungp@ble inhumanity which these

forces wrought during the century that followed.

This historical sketch underscores an importanhtpof my thesis. If the
conception of thétumanum(and by implication of human rights) is defined elyat
is knowable through science and by the postuldategmsitive law, we turn morality
(and human rights) into mere functions of self-é@mauthority. On the other hand,
by becoming identified with the established order {t is the established order that
has given rights their identity), the very notiohhmman rights is emasculated and
loses its power to act as a corrective of politicedlity. It is the weakness of
positivism that it posits a fundamental contradictbetween the empirical and the
metaphysical and seeks to eradicate all referentieetlatter. It is therefore unable to

distinguish between ethical and non-ethical values.

56 Auguste ComteThe Positive Philosophy of Auguste Cortrims. Harriet Martineau, vol. 2%,
(London, 1875), quoted in Rosenbauls.
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Political Significance

The notion of human rights derives its significafroen its political attractiveness. It
appeals partly because it is seen as an “ideas lmasiwhich to conceptualize and
organize a human community’;partly because the proclamation of human rights
projects on the screen of collective conscioustessdea of what it means to be
human in terms of political freedom, equality afghts. Constitutional guarantees of
human rights aim to provide for all members of epcequal rights before the law,
freedom from discrimination and liberty to entee ttompetitive struggle in pursuit
of happiness on the same terms, while the govennnity remains the autonomous

individual. Sir Stephen Sedley writes:

[Human rights] are in essence the Enlightenmentsues of possessive
individualism, derived from the historic paradigmhich has shaped our world of
the conscious human actor whose natural enemyisttte—a necessary evil—and
in whose maximum personal liberty lies the maxinenefit for societ.ﬁ8

This liberal conception stood from the beginningp@ged to the ideology of
socialism that was built on the political instituti of the collective, the classless
society with its greater emphasis on interdepereleite price was the abrogation of
private property and the collective ownership @& theans of production. Socialist
equality became social rather than political equalihe sharp ideological conflict
that was brewing at the end of the nineteenth cgnthen these developments were

still in the making, found its political expressionthe Cold War.

Rising nationalism, international rivalry for a séaf the non-industrialized
world and ruthless economic competition which skiaplbe beginning of the
twentieth century, relegated the philosophical tjoesof natural rights a lower
priority, at least temporarily. In the ensuing ddesy and as a reaction against
positivism, the renewed philosophical discussiorhwfman rights attacked both the

liberal idea of individual rights and the liberalnzeption of the stafé.

5" Rosenbaum, “Introduction”, 5.

%8 Sir Stephen Sedley, “Human Rights: A 21st Centigenda”, in Human Rights for the 21st
Century ed. Robert Blackburn and James J. Busuittil (bondVashington: Pinter, 1997), 1.

% Rosenbaum, "Introduction,” 21.
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After the horrors of World War I, interest in tld®ctrine of natural human
rights revived mainly as a backlash against thiecovist totalitarianism of the Nazi
regime with its avowed militarism and racism, isgfant abuse of moral ideals for
ideological purposes and utter disrespect for iddial values. At that time, the
United Nations became the primary forum for thetewing human rights debate,
and the Nurnberg trials prosecuted for the firgtetiin history “crimes against
humanity”. This signaled another important shifttee human rights discourse.
Politics and law rather than philosophy moved ittie forefront of defining the
notion of human rights and have remained there esiace. Rosenbaum’s

observation is relevant:

Although the modern mainstream “scientific’ philpsbes (naturalism, positivism,
and pragmatism) have certainly reflected the pgiesis achievements of science,
they also have fostered an atmosphere in whicletisent least tacit reluctance to
explore ideas beyond language, logic, or empirfeat. It has been common to
dismiss non-empirical notions such as ... human sigtg being “non-scientific,”
metaphysical, or speculative nonsense; ethics legh Iseparated from scientific
philosophical considerations, unless ethical ideadd be found to have empirical
significance ..*°
This is the soil that incubated the contemporargomoof human rights. It
leaves us in no doubt about the mindset that tsisormave adopted and the
difficulties it has wrought both in settling the améng of human rights and in
addressing the question why rights should be ateibto humans in the first place.
While these questions will be explored more fulty later chapters, two further

aspects may be profitably mentioned at this point.

The state, even a benign liberal state, cannot eiiBout force. As Jacques
Ellul notes, by relinquishing force “it would conde itself to disappear and be
replaced by another state that would show less aanipn”® Yet, human rights
norms rely on the force of the state for implemeoia posing an insurmountable

ambiguity for human rights.

This ambiguity also characterizes the languageightts. While it certainly

expresses, at least in principle, the highest huidals, its logic tends to absolutize

80 Rosenbaum, “Introduction,” 23-24.

61 Jacques EllulThe Political lllusion trans. Konrad Kellen (New York: Alfred A. Knoff967), 77.
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that which should remain relative so that the ideah danger of deteriorating into

an ideology and thus potentially into an instrumentiolence®?

Conceptualizing Human Rights

In order to shed some light into the meaning of &omights, one must step back
from the term as it is used in diplomatic or poéli parlance. The question is how

“rights” may be conceptualized and how such concaation may be validated.

Alan White identifies the challenge involved in siag the question of
definition. Rights are not entities that can beirdf in a reductionist fashion. He

writes:

The notion of a right cannot ... be explained eithe referring to or denoting any
kind of entity—though statements about them mayrbe or false and, because of
this, be factual—or as being equivalent to or milguaplicative with any of the
notions with which it commonly keeps company, saskuty, or obligation, ought,
liberty, power, privilegeor claim. Nor can it be reduced to the notionraght or
wrong This is not to say that the notion of right cainbe understood by reference
to these other notions ... But the notion of right.. as primitive as any of these
other notions and cannot, therefore, be reducent thade equivalent to any one or
any set of them (original emphasis).

If rights are not entities, how shall we understaéinem? Are they a mere
language game around some cherished aspirationsttee famous words of Jeremy
Bentham, just “non-sense upon stilts"? Are theyspriptive exhortations to take

“primary moral responsibility for all other persépas Aiken has suggestéd?

Both approaches are unsatisfactory. The former doesake seriously what
is at stake in the contemporary human rights dismuwhile the latter fails to
answer such questions as to how the meaning ofsrighgenerated, whether they

have moral foundations, and what rules and valbesld govern their formation.

To focus this issue more clearly, one might asktwights are not. Often

rights are confused with wants. In today's consusherlimate, wants have been

%2 Stanley HauerwasThe Peaceable Kingdom: A Primer in Christian Ethftsndon: SCM Press,
1983), 61.

& Alan White,Rights(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984), 173.

64 Henry D. Aiken, “Rights, Human or Otherwis@he Monist2:4 (October 1968), 515.
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elevated to rights. Individuals and groups indisenately use political and legal

pressure on society to grant them the satisfactigheir desire$®

But if rights are not wants, can one derive a cptioe of rights from needs,
even from legitimate ones such as the need for fadl shelter? While children
everywhere have obviously the basic and legitimsed for adequate nutrition,
housing and care, can these be claimed as rfjhisPeeds are constitutive of
positive rights, who has the universal obligatiomteet them? Certainly, if my basic
needs are met, it is good for me, but does whatalsable for my well-being
demonstrate the logical connection between a needaaclaim to a right? Alan
White has rightly rejected such a liffkkAn epistemology of rights that took into
account the diversity of human needs in all tharying individual and cultural

plurality would surely stand on unstable foundagion

Hart's comment that the notion of a “legal rightishshown itself to be a
highly elusive concept does not make the defindgigroblem easier. We encounter
this elusiveness not just in how theorists havedéiy rights theories into “Will”
theories and “Interest” theories, but also “frormsoof the interesting though strange

things that jurists and others have said aboutgigH

The theorist who more than any other has acknowlgdbe ambiguity of
rights in the legal literature was Hohfeld. He mbthat the term “right” was being
used rather indiscriminately to cover what in aegiwcase may be a privilege, a
power, or an immunity, rather than a right in theics sens€’ In Hohfeld's

understanding, rights are entitlements with a datire duty on the part of the right

% Cronin cites two cases that show how endemic amsensical this confusion of wants and rights
has become. In Japan a man sued the owners ohaiségbuilding for the right to sunshine, while
Fijian gold miners have demanded the right to alserk during their lunch hour. The equation
‘wants equal rights’ simply does not hold (Kierarmofin, Rights and Christian EthicBCambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1992], xx).

% They are rights according to thimiversal Declaration of the Rights of the Ch{i§59).

" White, Rights,173.

® Herbert L. A. HartEssays on Bentham: Studies in Jurisprudence anitidblTheory (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1982), 162. It is interestingdi® Hart’s position in that he is critical of auteo

who treat the notion of rights with more skepticigran duties and obligations.

% Wesley N. HohfeldFundamental Legal Conceptions as Applied in JutliRieasoning and Other
Legal Essaysed. Wheeler Cook (New Haven: Yale University Byd923), 35 ff.
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holder. Applied to the UDHR, one could classify iciand political liberties as
entitlements in the strict sense of Hohfeld’s asislyArticles 3 — 21° They restrain
governments of the state from infringing the liketof their subjects and exist,
therefore, as a form of immunity right. The sameymat be said of the so-called
economic and social rights (Articles 22 — 2B)lo secure them for their subjects,
governments have to take positive legislative awmhiaistrative action. This
ambiguity has prompted some theorists to call dméyfirst set of rights true human

rights/? Cranston writes,

[tlhe effect of the Universal Declaration whichsis overloaded with affirmations of

so-called rights which are not human rights atisalo pushall talk about human

rights out of the clear realm of the morally contipgl into the twilight of utopian
aspiration’”

Cranston’s point is that economic and social rigites not universal rights
because they cannot be regarded as universal rdotials for all human beings,
although they may remain morally obligatory for sarklence, the text of the UDHR
is vitiated by its failure to recognize that economind social rights are not universal
human rights. If they are rights at all, arguesnStan, they are local, regional, tribal

and national right?

At the same time, human rights are said to be msdyte. This differentiation
into first and second generation rights has spawmedhy well-known conflicts
among U.N. member states and has led to an alnmbsidgeable gulf between rich

and poor nations.

" Appendix 1.
bid.

2 Maurice Cranston, “Human Rights, Real and SupposedPolitical Theories and the Rights of
Man, ed. D. D. Raphael (London: MacMillan, 1967), 43-58uman Rights: A Reply to Professor
Raphael”, 95-100; Anthony Flew, “What is a RighB&orgia Law Reviewt3:4 (Summer 1974),
1134-41; R. S. Downie, “Social Equality”, ifhe Philosophy of Human Rights: International
Perspectivesed. A. S. Rosenbaum (Westport, Conn.: GreenwoodsPrE980), 127-35; Richard
Wasserstrom, “Rights, Human Rights, and Racial iisoation”, in Human Rightsed. A. Melden
(Belmont, CA: Wadswords, 1970), 96-101; by implicatalso Robert NozickAnarchy, State, and
Utopia (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1974) in his discussiohRawls’ Theory of Justicen pp. 194ff.

3 Cranston, “Human Rights, Real and Supposed”, 52.

™ Ibid.
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Watson has argued that the so-called second-gereraghts (economic and
social rights) warrant as much inclusion in theiowtof human rights as first
generation rights (civil and political libertieS)From this White has concluded that
the perceived differences are not differences @ ribtion of rights as such, but

differences in the way rights are qualified.

| have already mentioned the “Will Theory” and @n¢st Theory” of human
rights. According to Hart, an eminent advocatehef former, legal rights and duties
confer upon the individual the power to “avail ttesives of the law’s coercive
machinery”!” This understanding places the capacity of theviddal to lay claim to
rights in the forefront of the definition. Underightheory, a person has the legally
protected choice to demand the execution of a dutych choice they are also free
to waive. In this definition, rights and duties bete “hard-wired” into one and the
same concept. But since neither all rights areelinto a duty and vice versa, nor are
all people always capable of exercising their ctaion their powers of waiver while
retaining their rights, this theory has been hashmiticized, notably by Whifé&and

also by MacCormick?

Similarly, the notion that rights are claims is ided from the same theory.
But it too fails the test of logic, for claims andhts are not identical. One may have
a right but not claim it; conversely, one may make&aim but have no right to what
is claimed. Even the granting of a claim does ngily the existence of aa priori
right to what has been claimed. White puts it thigy: “... having a right to
something and having a claim to it are not mutuaihplicative nor, therefore,

equivalent notions®

® David Watson, “Welfare Rights and Human Rightiurnal of Social Policys:1(1977), 31- 46;
see also Cranston, 96ff.

® White, Rights 172.

"H. L. A. Hart, The Concept of Lawsecond edition, with a postscript edited by PepeelBullock
and Joseph Raz (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), 269

8 White, Rights 132.
" Neil MacCormick,Legal Right and Social Democrat@xford: Clarendon Press, 1982).

8 white, Rights 132.
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The legal theorist who dealt a deathblow to the II'\Wheory” was Neil
MacCormick. He argued that the interests of childiwithout any correlative duty
actual or potential” on their part were being pcteed by both law and morality — like
the right to life, to property and inheritance. Aoding to MacCormick, having a
right means the imposition of normative constrathist protect one's interests as a
human being. In the case of children, MacCormickifithat children have the right
to be nurtured, cared for, and possibly loved utiiéy are able to care for
themselves. In his argument, he refers primaritgheomoral rights of children which
are by no means recognized everywhere as legasyighd he rightly points out that

where this is not the case the legal system is igateficient *

But is it justified to include the moral obligaticmwards children in the
meaning of the noun “right”? MacCormick's answefges.” He points to the
deficiencies of the “Will Theory” and argues thatamit them would confuse the
substantive right with remedial provisions and ¢tituie rights as dependent on

having “the normative power over the duties of cgh&

In comparison with the “Will Theory”, MacCormick*tnterest Theory’ has
the advantage that it does not elevate the notidmefe there is remedy there is a
legal right"to the level of truth for the purpose of definingnian rights. However,
the interest theory too has been shown to be waitinlarity. It can be and has been
used to advocate the inclusion of a variety ofrgdés in the name of rights, such as
the rights of animals, the rights of the environimesven the rights of inanimate
objects®™ In the latter case, the idea of rights is so thwém as to make it
unworkable. We can leave to one side the idealisat spawns such attempts
towards the widest possible inclusivity in the d&fon of rights. What is important
is that the essential question why such rights lshexist and how they should be

attributed to persons and/or objects is being igdor

MacCormick's argument that the bestowal of rights children comes

8 MacCormick,Legal Right,154-55.
# |bid., 156.
8 According to Christopher Stone’s popular bo&hould Trees Have Standihdowards Legal

Rights of Natural Object{New York: Avon, 1975), everything is imbued with uiversal
consciousness.
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logically before children’s duties implies, howeyvéhat there is something at the
source of this bestowal that is of human value niddes rightly children’s rights “a
test case for rival theories of rights in genegaitl thereby rejects the positivist ideas
of Austin and Bentham who excluded moral rightsnfraghe notion of rights

altogether and re-injects the human element ireadtbcourse of rights definitiof{s.

A more radical analysis has come from Catholic mphaosopher Alasdair
Macintyre who holds that belief in natural righteldngs to the same fictitious
category as “belief in witches and in unicorfis’He argues that every attempt to
justify natural rights has failed. And if eighteksdentury defenders assert that such
rights exist as “self-evident truths”, their clamust be denied for the simple reason
that there are no self-evident truths. Becauseth& twentieth century, moral
philosophy has shifted the appeal to “intuitiort’,ijg not surprising that since the
adoption of the Universal Declaration of Human Rsgin 1948 common U.N.
practice “of not giving good reason fany assertions whatsoever is rigorously
followed”. While human rights are fictions, Maclngypoints out, they are fictions
with “highly specific properties” that go back tmather fiction, that of “utility”.
With this term eighteenth-century utilitarians frdentham to Mill have attempted
to sum up what people pursue and value. But ifethesects are objects of desire
(natural or “educated”), their “irreducible heteemgus” character will not allow
them to be summed up which only proves that therewesorting to fiction. With
this background in mind, Macintyre argues that émtire notion of rights only
served a single purpose, to underpin “the socintion of the autonomous moral
agent”. Put differently, they functioned as artdic substitutions for traditional
morality. Unsurprisingly they do not enable morabittation between conflicting
claims of rightsversusutility or traditional concepts of justicg.

As we see from this array of proposals, the notibrights does not enjoy a
broad-based consensus as to its meaning. Butdonet know what rights are, how

do we know that they are inalienable and universal?

% In making his point about children's rights, Mac@izk is at pains to show that he is not to be
understood as advocating infantile licentiousnkseCormick,Legal Right,166).

& MaclIntyre, After Virtue,67.

% |bid., 67-68.
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We have reached the point where we must deepemdhé&y. There is first
the question whether “connotation” implies “desigm@l’. If rights are not entities,
are they merely fictional, as Bentham and Maclintyage charged? If so, they have
“connotation” but not “designatiori”. But White has argued that “rights” are neither
physical, nor mental ndictional entities. Rather, they are derived from ldneguage
of rights and must not be abstracted from theicti@mal meaning. Sentences using
the word “rights” may still convey what is true evié we cannot give a definition of
the noun itself® Hart held a similar viewHe maintained that the full function of
words like right, state, corporation can be disedrproperly only from the language
that employs them and one cannot demand from wetvdBacted from their context
their “genus and differentid® But this approach, which relies on language rather
than on formal definitions, no longer asks the tjaas'What are rights?” but “How
is the term used in a moral or legal system?” dékkseto avoid the problem of being
specific on the grounds that it could introducditimus elements into the idea of
rights that could falsify the notiofi.

Second, Cronin (relying on Waismann) holds thatciwecept of rights is an
“open-texture concept”. This means, no matter hophisticated our definitions may
be, their delimitation can never be made so preasdo exclude all unforeseen
possibilities. Therefore, concepts such as “rigmséd to be defined and redefined
within each situation as it arises in history. BMaismann’s idea oPorositat der
Begriffe inserts a high degree of vagueness into the lamgoégights so that the
human rights discourse may be said to have bearceddto “rhetoric and wishful
thinking”.%*

The foregoing range of ideas only exacerbates #sal rior clarification. It
seems to me that the key are two mutually impheatispects of “rights”. First, the

very notion of “rights” is related to the phenomaraf human desire. Second, since

87 Cronin,Rights and Christian Ethic$.
8 bid.

% Hart, Concepts of Layl5-17.

% Cronin,Rights and Christian Ethic§.

% |bid., 10-11.
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desire is naturally acquisitive, our longing foreddom, immunity, welfare,
community, civic goods, property, and so on inéligagives rise to conflicts of
interests which are reflected in the employmertiwwhan rights language itself. Such
language is only pertinent in situations of comflic human relationships. Claiming

rights and entitlements makes sense only becaugsdepgo wrong to each other.

From a Christian perspective, the language of sightpredicated on human
fallenness. While | am not saying that human faléss is the cause of human rights
language, the argument is not unfounded that the meergence of the notion of
rights in legal discourse indicates that we ardinlgavith a moral condition to which

human rights are, if not the cure, then at leassgmptom.

To summarize the main threads of this discussimfts are neither wants
nor needs, nor can their meaning be derived frosoa@ated notions such as
obligation and duties. Also, the scope and funcobmights cannot be clarified by
drawing elaborate lines of distinctions around veoatistracted from the discourse of
rights but only from within the discourse itselfs An “open-texture concept” the
meaning of rights will change over time and neelisifcation relative to the
historical context in which it is used. Rights also thought to bring resolutions to
conflicts of desire and to mutual animosity. In tlagter case, the invocation of
“rights” seeks to forestall the arbitrary and destive results which the free play of
human desire might otherwise inflict on individualsd society. In other words, at
the root of the notion of “rights” we find, not abstract legal concept, but an
implied action, namely the enforceable limitatioh @esire, in particular the
prohibition of certain acts of hostility towardshets that would occur if “rights” did

not exist.

If the notion of rights does not begin with a métaeven a moral construct
such as the expectation of a resolved conflict so@al ideal, the discussion does
not answer the question of the how “rights” mayftwended. What is important in
the context of this thesis, however, is that thecept of “rights” finds its particular
relevance in conflicts of interest or under comdhisi of actual or potential rivalry so

that the notion of rights may be perceived as agwmiical sign which points to a
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relational crisis?

THE HUMAN RIGHTS REGIME

History

In the contemporary idea of human rights as entettian the UDHR we meet the
youngest progeny of an impressive lineage whosestors in centuries past had
expressed the notion of fundamental human freedowlsat is new in the

Declaration is its global vision and internatiosebpe’®

In the modern period, the earliest predecessorthefDeclaration are the
Habeas Corpus Aadf 1679 and th&ill of Rightsof 1689. These were followed a
century later by the AmericaDeclaration of Independencef 1776 and the US
Constitutionof 1787. TheDéclaration des Droits de 'Homme et du Citoyarl 789,
born in the bloodbath of the French Revolutionphgt to the same thrust of history,
likewise theConstitution of the Kingdom of the Netherlaradsl815 and, a century
later, after the just as bloody Bolshevik Revolatithe Constitution of the USS&f
1936%* Two other important documents might possibly dydtr inclusion in this
genealogy — thdreaty of Paris(1814) and thdnternational Slavery Convention
(1926), both designed to combat and suppress glaver

What catalyzed the nations of the world, especidiéy USA, Great Britain,
France and the USSR to undertake this most redént ¢éo which we owe the
UDHR were the atrocities committed before and dphkiorld War Il and the post-

war power-political interests of the Allies.

Already before the war ended, its destructive folwe generated an

international climate that made possible a broddnation of essential human

2 See Eric GansSigns of Paradox: Irony, Resentment, and Other Ma®tructures(Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1997),@r, in our context, the victim of the crisis becantlee universal
signifier of all human rights language.

% See also Burns H. Weston, “Human RightShcyclopaedia Britannicdaccessed 27 November
2002); available from http://search.eb.com/eb/Etieu=109242

% E. M. Asbeck, Baron varfhe Universal Declaration of Human Rights and ltedecessors (1679-
1948)(Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1949).
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freedoms. In June 1941, nine European governmeregile had joined Great
Britain and the Commonwealth of Nations in signengtatement that the only basis
for lasting peace was a willing cooperation of masi that was free from aggression.
This became known as theter-Allied Declaration.In August 1941, Roosevelt and
Churchill signed thétlantic Charter®®

Five months later, at a meeting in Washington didnby the USA, Great
Britain, China and Russia, another document was@svhich became known as the
Declaration by the United Nations$n December 1943, the Allies agreed that an
international organization should be formed as sasnpossible. They jointly
sponsored the San Francisco Conference of March i®4vhich 51 nations were
invited. At that Conference, participants agreediimciple that to prevent future
aggression an international organization was ne#dwdvould assure the stability of
post-war boundaries and mediate in disputes betwagons. Three months later the
United Nations was born, and its Charter was sigme@6 June 1945. It included

clear references to human rights and freed8ms.

Already the San Francisco Conference had affirmtezbse rights for all

"9 1t included a

“without distinction as to race, sex, language amdigion
commitment to establish a Commission for the prammodf human rights with the
mandate to draft an international bill of righthi§ Commission met for the first
time on 27 January 1947 with Eleanor Roosevelt lzarCAn eight-nation drafting
committee was appointed comprising Australia, Chilaina, France, Great Britain,

Lebanon, USA and the USSR.

% Lester B. Pearson, "United Nations”, \ord Book EncyclopaedidJ-V, vol. 19 (London; New
York; Toronto: Field Enterprises Educational Cogimm, 1968), 24-41.

% |bid.

" John P. Humphrey, “The Universal Declaration oftém Rights: Its History, Impact and Juridical
Character”, inHuman Rights: Thirty Years After the Universal Reation, ed. B. G. Ramcharan
(The Hague; Boston; London: Martinus Nijhoff, 19721. Prof. John Humphrey is the former
Director of the United Nations Division of HumangRts and was responsible for the first draft of the
Declaration.

% Humphrey, “The Universal Declaration,” 23; Johamrdorsink, The Universal Declaration of
Human Rights: Origins, Drafting and IntefPhiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pre98),
5.
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Over the next two years the committee pursuedakk of giving concrete
expression to the aspirations of the nations fer pinomotion and protection of
human rights. The arduous and often painful drgfpnocess involved seven stages
during which governments, legislators, U.N. offisjadiplomats, law professors and

philosophers of every conceivable tradition sciméid the text®

Given the differences in world views, the “deepeke” in international
relations during the Cold War, not to mention tlespnal animosities and rivalries
among members, it was a remarkable achievemenedndeat the Commission
accomplished its goal and produced an internatibitiadf rights with the visionary

title The Universal Declaration of Human Right8.

The Declaration spells out the three fundamengditsi of human beings: the
right to life, the right to liberty and the right security'®® In thirty Articles it lays
down the principles of civil, political, economimd cultural rights in language that
expresses the universal longing of humanity forcpeamutual respect and the

absence of violence.

The full text of the Declaration was adopted by @eneral Assembly on 10
December 1948 with forty-eight votes in favor, eigbstentions and no dissenting
vote. The Soviet Block abstained, so did Saudi &rdband South Africd®®

From the beginning, the UDHR was hailed as onéefgreat documents of
mankind, equal in importance to such famous docusresithe Magna Carta and the
Bill of Rights. Its adoption, Humphrey wrote, “toakh immediately a moral and

political authority not possessed by any other emorary international instrument

% On the seven stages of the drafting process sesifpThe Universal Declaratiord-12.

190 Eor a detailed account of the inner workings @& thafting committee see John P. Humphrey,
Human Rights and the United Nations: A Great AdwentDobbs Ferry, N.Y.: Hutchinson, 1959).

101 Article 3 of the UDHR (see Appendix 1).

102 ynder the UDHR religious liberty includes the tigh change one’s religious affiliation. But
nations with large Muslim populations had objededhe inclusion of this right during the drafting
stage because the Koran prohibits apostasy. Glerdiols that “deep resentment of Christian
missionary activity” was also a factor which, tdgat with the above, gave rise to Saudi Arabia’s
abstention (Glendo World Made New70).

1% Glendon,A World Made Newl169-70
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with the exceptions of the [U.N.] Charter itselFamous international lawyer Louis
Henkin commented with similar enthusiasm, “It ramkigh the U.N. Charter as one

of the most respected international documetfts”.

In principle, the UDHR obliges U.N. members to saferd people’s personal
security and welfare, and to protect them fromtthema of genocide, oppression,
torture and others forms of degrading treatment.other words, when they
conceived of the UDHR, the drafters raised cleapeesations of measurable
outcomes, and not just in the distant future. Hungints protection was then, as it is

now, a matter of life and death.

At first, the question of actual performance anglementation of human
rights codes did not rank highly on the internatioagenda. No specific human
rights abuses apart from slavery and genocide p@scribed. The nations by taking
shelter behind Article 2 (7) of the U.N. Chartegwed that human rights were
strictly a domestic affair. How the nations sidpgted the question of
implementation from the beginning may be gaugedheyway they dealt with the
flood of human rights complaints the U.N. receiathually. The procedural maze
they established was dubbed by the head to the Huxhan Rights Secretariat as
“then world’s most elaborate waste-paper bask&tlt was not until the 1960s that
U.N. agencies began to challenge human rights behafymember state§®

Neither was serious attention given to continuignhn rights abuses as a
topic for academic study. A real turn-around ocedronly the 1970s and 1980s. It
coincided with an increase in the scope of suasedé and reporting activities by

non-government organizations (NGO$).In the light of the moral urgency with

104 Alston quoting Henkin; cf. Philip Alston, “The Reth Anniversary of the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights: A Time for More Reflection Thanm foelebration”, inHuman Rights in a Pluralist
World: Individuals and Collectivitiesed. J. Bertingget al. (Westport, CT; London; The Hague:
Merkler; UNESCO, 1990), 2.

195 phjlip Alston, “The UN’s Human Rights Record: Frddan Francisco to Vienna and Beyond”,
Human Rights Quarterl§6 (1994), 375-90.

198 1gnatieff, Human Rights as Politics and Idolatri/]..
197 Andrew D. McNitt, “Some Thoughts on the Systemaileasurement of the Abuse of Human

Rights”, inHuman Rights: Theory and Measuremet. David Louis Cingranelli (London: McMillan
Press, in association with the Policy Studies Gegdion, 1988), 89-94.
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which the first drafters went to work, this delayyrbe puzzling. But, as political
realists had predicted, the international politisgdtem of sovereign states fiercely
resisted exposure to scrutiny. It was also difficalt least in the beginning, to
substantiate human rights abuses with actual nusnbmr tortures, rape cases,
indiscriminate killings, oppressive practices. Ovéme reporting improved,

however, asJ.N. agencies and NGOs moved their field unitsailds the victims®

Not only has the Declaration become the internatistandard for the human
rights performance of nations, but it also exemsnmative and binding force on
international law in human rights matters. Todéag, principles have found their way
into no less than 90 national constitutions andehgiven rise to a collection of
international human rights instrument in the forfrireaties, covenants, conventions
and protocols like thenternational Convention on Asylur(f951), the U.N.
Declaration Against Torture(1975), the International Covenant of Civil and
Political Rights (1976), the International Covenant on Economic, Social and
Cultural Rights (1976), while the first “flagship instrument”, th&enocide
Convention was adopted one day prior to the adoption of UBEHR itself on 9
December 1945.

Since the U.N. Charter in its general referencesdme specify the content of
human rights, the Declaration has been used aauttheritative interpretation of the
Charter. Participating states are expected to detjgr Declaration as “giving rise to

legally binding obligations*?°

In other words, it was believed that human rigliews had been sufficiently
legitimated and accepted that by end of the Cold &llehat seemed left to do was

to fine-tune implementational procedures and drpfiropriate international laws’

Yet, despite the optimism and the enormous internat effort, massive
human rights violations are nearly a commonpladeeyTiill our daily papers, and

the media describe them in graphic reports. Sonmngentators have offered the

1% see such documents as the Annual Reports of Agriesrnational or other human rights
organizations.

1% Humphrey, "The Universal Declaration," 28-37.

10 Tony EvansThe Politics of Human Rights: A Global Perspecfivendon: Pluto Press, 2001)6.
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explanation that the world’s enthusiasm for settimgman rights standards far
outruns the desire to implement théthOthers have pointed to political/structural

issues that actually foster a climate of rightdations.

These and related issues will be explored in wbldws. The perspective |
have taken is that human rights declarations ptioeie true worth only as far as they
actually shield the powerless of the earth frontute, tyranny, deprivation and
destitution.

Regional Systems

Formally, the global human rights system is largedpstituted by U.N. bodies, the
treaty system and the governments of member sRReggonal systems contribute to
the global system and function as intermediarigsvéen the international human
rights law and the state institutions charged whghimplementation of human rights

standards.

According to Shelton, a human rights system cosisi$t“a list of lists of
internationally guaranteed human rights, permamestitutions and compliance or
enforcement procedures* Regional systems offer a number of advantages, asic
flexibility and responsiveness to region-specifieeds which the global system
would be unable to addreS3$,but they are also causes for a range of probléats t

contribute to the failure of the system.

Diverse historical and political factors gave rige the development of
regional human rights systems. One element wagdticn with the U.N.’s failure

to produce an international treaty system. During first two decades it became

11 Upendra Baxi, “Voices of Suffering, Fragmented \émsality, and the Future of Human Rights”,

in The Future of International Human Rightd. Burns H. Weston and Stephen P. Marks (Ardsley
New York: Transnational Publishers, 1999), 101-Béxi asks what value may be found in the
“endless normativity” and who is to benefit fronetimflation of human rights norms (p. 116-117).

Y2 pinah Shelton, “The Promise of Regional Human Rigystems”, ifThe Future of International
Human Rightsed. Burns H. Weston and Stephen P. Marks (Arddisw York: Transnational
Publishers, 1999), 352.

13 bid., 353.
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obvious that compliance at the global level woutdt@o weak to have any regional

impact™*

The Americas

These nations had always taken a regional apprtmachternational issues even
before the formation of the U.N. and they simplyrieal the same idea into their
human rights agenda. Several months before the lhtl.completed the draft of the
UDHR, the Organization of the American States hawolpged their owrDeclaration
on the Rights and Duties of Man which theinter-American Convention on Human
Rightsof 1978 was built. It was followed by a string dher conventions covering
protection against torture (1985); economic, soaiad cultural rights (1988); the
death penalty (1990); violence against women (19@4¢ed disappearances (1994);
the rights of indigenous people (1998).

Europe

In the context of European reconstruction after M/owar I, Europe sought
international guarantees and the European ConveatiHuman Rights was ratified
in 1953. From the start, the European system too&reervative approach to gain
the widest possible concurrence, which was lategmassively modified. It was also
the first system that established its own humarhtsigcourt. TheEuropean
Convention for the Prevention of Tortudates from 1987, th€onventions for the
Protection of Minority Languages and for Minoriti'em 1995, andhe Convention

of Human Rights and Biomedicimas given assent in 194,

Africa

Postcolonial African states pressed for self-detgation and human rights became
part of the agenda, partly spurred on by the represpractices of South African

government under the policy of apartheid. TAiican Charter of Human and

114 Shelton, “Regional Systeris354.
13 pid., 359-61.

118 hid., 356-57.
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People’s Rightsemerged in 1981. The African convention differgsnir its Inter-
American and European counterparts by its emphasiseconomic, social and
cultural rightst*’

Arab States

The League of Arab States approvedAmb Human Rights Chartein 1994. It

requires the adoption by seven states before itesomto force. While the Charter
provides for a Commission of Human Rights, its cetapce is limited to a reporting
function. Beyond that, no other measures of hunngints protection are specified.
The Arab Charter differs considerably from its intional counterparts in many
essential respects. Moreover, there exists sugreat’ division among the states in
their willingness to accept and give effect to iingional human rights la*® that it

is unlikely for a Middle East regional system toezge in the foreseeable future.

A decade later, in 2004, the League adopted ae@wisrsion of the 1994 document.
While a number of recommendations made by NGOs wedlected in the final text,
the new Charter still falls short of internatiorfaiman rights law, according to

Amnesty Internationaf*’

Asia-Pacific Region

No regional system exists in this part of the woAd an U.N.-sponsored workshop
in 1996 the thirty participating nations concludédt it was “premature to discuss

specific arrangements in relation to a formal humights mechanism*?°

Problems in Regional Systems

Regional systems give rise to considerable diwensiemphasis and interpretation of

human rights. For instance, the Arab Charter oneitsrence to slavery, although it

17 ghelton, “Regional SysterfiS61.
18 pid., 362.

19 Amnesty International (Al)Annual Report 2005: Middle East-North Afric&Geneva, 2005,
accessed 24 November 2005); available from hitpbl/amnesty.org/report2005/2md-index-eng

120 ghelton, “Regional Systems”, 363.
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disallows forced labor. It limits political rightsf citizens by not conceding the right
to free and fair elections. The European systemdse concerned with due process,
while the Inter-American system focuses on demagrine rule of law and the right
of citizens to participate in government. The etiolary character of these systems
and as a result of mutual cross-referencing neftsignd guarantees were added by
way of subsequent protocols. One of the main problef regional systems is the
discrepancy between their expanding work and simgnkesources. By 1993/94 the
European system had a backlog of 3100 cases; imtise American system, a staff
of twelve lawyers faced a case load of approxinyat®00 cases in 1998, while the
African system finds itself in a perpetual budggtaisis as member states default on
their contributions. What is more, the diversityeshphasis has also given rise to a

“proliferation of institutions, divergent jurispredce and conflicting obligationd®!

Emerging Actors

Over more than a decade, new institutions have ba@rging that may represent a
new trend in the implementation of internationairfan rights law: the appearance of
National Human Rights Institutions (NHRIS). Thesee ggovernment agencies
charged with the task of implementing internationalman rights norms

domestically. Such agencies have increased foudide the early 1990s and are
working in nearly 100 countries. They have beconeeasingly important players

with formal international standing of their oWAf.

However, this development may turn out to be a tesaddged sword. While
their emergence has been hailed as the long-awéiikdbetween international
norms and their local application, they also repmés formidable challenge for the
nation state, and even have “perverse consequenassSonia Cardenas notes,
simply because they will most likely raise humaghts expectations which the state
may be unable or unwilling to meet. Should the estigel threatened by this
international presence on its territory, this magd to the “re-assertion of state

authority”, possibly diminishing human rights prctien at state level. It remains an

121 Shelton, “Regional Systems395.

122 5onia Cardenas, “Emerging Global Actors: The Whiléations and National Human Rights
Institutions”, Global Governancé, no. 1 (2003), 23ff.
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open question whether these effects will indeedunc@/hat is relevant from the
perspective of this thesis is that a trans-goventaiehuman rights network is
emerging whose work in implementing the global agemay potentially rival the

interests of the state.

INTERNATIONAL DUPLICITY

Games Nations Play

The issue of an international moral consensus ested during the drafting process
of the UDHR when the question was debated whetinerdeclaration was to have
legally binding character or not. Chief drafterbiddHumphrey and René Cassin as
well as Eleanor Roosevelt strongly believed ingbever of moral persuasion. They
were convinced that the moral force of the Deciaratvould be sufficient in itself to
raise human rights consciousness around the warld, that the development of
instruments of implementation could be treatedfdswer priority. Those who were
less idealistic argued that human rights had texpeessed in a world of power and

resistance to powéf>

US policy steered deliberately away from creatindogument that would
oblige the USA to submit to international scrutifpr the US State Department, the
UDHR was primarily a rhetorical device to help secpublicity in cases of gross
violations (by others), while the Soviet Block redd human rights as a useful tool
in the quest to spread socialist doctrine through world. The British Foreign
Office, on the other hand, saw human rights as »@poré commodity and as a
welcome political weapon against the Soviet Unidfhat the USA, the USSR and
others had in common, however, was their fear singement of their sovereignty,
although the U.N. Charter clearly envisages intetie@. This fear led to a defensive
and moralizing posture that hid behind the loftyrssof the UDHR:?*

123 Glendon,A World Made Newg6.

122 The USA and the USSR frequently “traded chargdsuaian rights violations while overlooking
their own and those of their client states” (Glemd®World Made New214).
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These conflict-laden beginnings naturally set tage for the implementation
debate. When the lines in international relatioasdaned during the Cold WH?
new complexities for human rights appeared. Moreca® newly emancipated (post-
colonial) nations gained U.N. membership, a nevahad of power formed in the
fora of the United Nations. These nations ofteredowith the Soviet Block against
their former “masters”. Consequently progress tawaagreements on enforcement
was exceedingly slow. It took nineteen years befloedirst two binding conventions
were opened for signature, and another ten befme twere enough signatures to

put them into effect.

Despite these many difficulties, the nations pedisvith the human rights
debate, more out of hegemonic interest in the eimgngost-war world order than
out of a real concern for the victims of human tsghbuses. This false consensus or
danse macabréas one commentator called#)was unable to curb the politics of
cruelty and violence which the nations practicetiaane and abroad despite ongoing

human rights talk inside the U.N. Chambers.

Four examples illustrate the unabashed politicahemananship that has
become associated with the propagation of humdnsidhere is first the abuse of
derogation. The UDHR has no legal force on its oWNations bind themselves
legally through conventions, covenants and treafllé®ese become effective after
they have been ratified, but participating statesyniimit their obligations by
entering formal reservationd’ They also may derogate entirely from their
obligations in cases of “national emergency”. Itim@al governments choose to
declare or in some instances even instigate, a staemergency, they are able to
collapse the entire legal framework of human rigiishallenged “in pursuit of self-
styled higher goals*?® States have so abused their power to derogatesttairse to

emergency measures has become the norm and hasl dervcover up torture,

1251t |asted approximately forty years till the cqie of the Soviet Block in 1989.

126 Mary O'Rawe, “The United Nations: Structure verSusbstance”, irHuman Rights: An Agenda
for the 21st Centuryed. Angela Hegarty and Siobhan Leonard (Londoygn8y: Cavendish
Publishing Company Ltd., 1999), 24.

127 Glendon A World Made News4.

128 0'Rawe, “The United Nations,” 30.
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killings, “disappearances” and the suspension ef plwcess. According to O’Rawe,
the self-regulation of nations envisaged by the .UnNman rights machinery has
proved to be ineffective and has failed “to ushrethe human rights era”. In her
view, the effectiveness of international embarrasgmin bringing about
improvements is quite limited, mainly because tdtes are complicit with human
rights abuses to some extéftWhen nations are allowed to derogate with impynity

the heart of any human rights remedy is lost.

The second example illustrates the “art of conceatin and the self-
deception governments have used in relation tor imernational human rights
obligations. Lester, for instance, has criticizadcgssive British governments for not
taking their international human rights treaty ghtions seriously at hont&” Britain
was the first nation to ratify the European Conignt Thereafter, for fifty years,
successive governments aided and abetted by thiec Bédyvice have avoided the
obligation under Article 2 of the Convention to ilgte its enforcement in the
domestic courts. They simply believed that Britisiv reflected the Convention
sufficiently to make this step unnecessary. Tha&dléo the incongruous situation
where the European Human Rights Court reviews tifiags of British courts for
compliance, while British judges were not empowedygdParliament to give effect to
the Convention in their decisions. In other worthg, British citizens were debarred
from having breaches of their human rights (e.qdge or religious discrimination)
adjudicated by British courts. To press their clinthey had to resort to the
European Human Rights Court in Strasbourg. At #mestime, British governments
made their regular five-yearly presentations tolhd. Human Rights Committee in
New York claiming that “the UK is fully complying ®h the obligations ... of the
Covenant”. Lester wrote in 1997, “It is time torgidown the curtain on this comic

opera ..."*%

129 O'Rawe, “The United Nations,” 30-33.

130 Anthony Lester, “Taking Human Rights Seriouslyti, Human Rights for the 21st Centumd.
Robert Blackburn and James Busuttil (London; Wagtlim Printer, 1997), 73-85. Lord Lester is a
Queen’s Counsel (1975), a Liberal Democrat peeramdxpert in constitutional, administrative and
European law as well as a leading human rights aaieo

181 ) ester, “Taking Human Rights Seriously”, 73-76, 83. Since the publication of Lester’s article,
the Blair government has corrected this positiod amcorporated the European Human Rights
Covenant in domestic legislation. See Peter M&gpulist Democracy versus Party Democracy”, in
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A third example relates to the way the US has aianélind eye to violations
of religious freedom when it suited their militangerests. In 1998 the US legislated
(with an overwhelming majority in both Houses) thlé promotion of religious
freedoms was to be a component of US foreign pdlicy International Religious
Freedom Acor IRFA). This Act, which speaks the languagendéiinational human
rights covenants and upholds the concept of uratdreman dignity, was to give
voice to hundreds of millions of people around therld who are persecuted for
their faith. It especially upholds the right to actording to conscience and confirms
that Americans will stand with those whose religidteedom is denied or otherwise
violated. As a matter of justice, the Act providbkat violations are to be recorded
and made public to show that the reign of impuisityn the way out. This legislation
was designed to send a strong message of hopetliiast remaining superpower
to those who suffer persecution. But, as Robertl&eiotes, these good intentions do
not carry over into foreign policy practice when (Silitary) interests are at stake.

He writes:

Following the events of 9/11, security, understéhyglebecame the top priority. The
U.S. was under attack, individually and corporatédyhad every right to military

action ... For a comprehensive response, howevenegded a additional military

staging areas, fly-over rights, shared intelligerased, in some cases joint military
operations. But in order to secure governmentaission from other nations we
apparently felt the need to suspend human rightgailons from those same
countries. Indeed, some of them who were egregmersecutors of religious

freedom were given a “pass” on their violationsekthange for helping us to meet
security concerns?

By treating religious freedoms as objects of exgearthe US betrayed the
victims of persecution. Instead of standing witherth the “last remaining
superpower” showed itself complicit with the pergecs, thus turning the initial

message of hope into one of death-dealing nihilism.

Democracies and the Populist Challenge. Yves Mény and Yves Surel (Houndmills, Basiokys
UK: New York: Palgrave, 2002), 94.

32 Robert A. Seiple, “Religious Freedom: A LegacyReclaim” in Bucar, Elizabeth M. and Barbara
Barnett, ed.Does Human Rights Need GodGrand Rapids, Mich.; Cambridge, U.K.: Eerdmans,
2005), 269-291, 284.
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That such gamesmanship is quite common among tiensas demonstrated
by the fourth example: the composition of the U®dmmission on Human Rights
(UNCHR). As mentioned, its members meet each yeasik weeks to name the
worst offending countries and to condemn their cmhdYet, for years the UNCHR
has shielded the perpetrators. By getting elecedembership, rogue governments
were able to protect themselves from internaticealitiny and criticism. In an age
where repressive states have become synonymous‘tesitbrism,” such failure in
leadership is indicative of the dangerous gamesn#i®mns play and still espouse
human rights ideals. Since the UNCHR has lost tleeamauthority to “name and
shame” even gross offenders against human rigl@©3Nnow publish their own lists
of the worst of the worst. Among them are Burmain@hCuba, Iran, Libya, North
Korea, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Syria, Uzbaki and Vietham. But a few
will even be given a slap on the wrist by the Cossgin. The Khartoum
government committed genocide in Darfur while sgton the UNCHR! As long as
nations not committed to basic freedom occupy & seathe Commission, its
proceedings remain a politicized sham. Contradtng with the moral strength of
the first Commission chaired by Eleanor Roosevkihws the growing institutional
decadence of the entire project into high reliefided, the curtain has yet to be
pulled on this tragic opera of international dugpic

Against the background, the results of a study byCL Keith come as no
surprise. He investigated whether it makes anyewifice in human rights behavior
of states once they become part of the InternatiGoaenant on Civil and Political
Rights. After examining 178 countries over an ezghtyear period across several
human rights parameters, Keith concluded that iuldidoe overly optimistic to
expect observable impacts on human rights behawiomations because of

ratification of human rights covenaris.

Many similar examples could be added, like the ptioealism of the

USA,'** the misuse of human rights enunciations by dideltstate$® (nearly half

13| . C. Keith, “The United Nations Covenant on Cighd Political Rights: Does It Make A
Difference in Human Rights Behavior®urnal for Peace Resear@®, no. 1 (1999), 95-118.

134 |gnatieff, Human Rights as Politics and Idolatry2-14.

135 Alston, “The Fortieth Anniversary”, 6.
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of U.N. member states are ruled by non-democradicegnments), and the silence

over the expropriation of human rights for politieads generally?®

What emerges is a disturbing picture of cynicaltmwall brinkmanship acted
out by nations who have pledged themselves to grrated serve the welfare of their
people and not harm their neighbors. Instead, t@mymit acts of tyranny that
openly deny the common humanity of both, thus régiird) the ethos of human
rights and undermining the words of their pledggss conduct cannot but lead to

barbarism, even to an uncertain future of the hungdms project itself.

Despite  U.N. membership, states cannot be coerceedmeet their
obligations**” Even appeals to international law do not exertrtheessary influence
that would change the conduct of the nations. Bl fs not with the ethos, but with
those who seek to maintain a monopoly on powethiBigame, expediency trumps
humanity; if more evidence of gamesmanship wereeegeit will certainly become

even clearer in the remainder of the chapter.

Arsenals of Annihilation

The age of annihilation began not with the catgdteoof Hiroshima in 1945 but in
1916 with the carnage of Verdun. From 1914 to 1918&,European powers were at
each other’s throats with “the naked bestialitypofe nihilism”. What drove their
military strategy was not hope of victory but tilea of mutual annihilatiot?® This
nihilistic extermination continued in Stalin’s gglas efficiently as it did in Hitler's
death camps. The USA incinerated hundreds of tmmusavilians with nuclear
weapons in Hiroshima and Nagasaki, while the Jagmreommitted countless
atrocities throughout Asia. Pol Pot exterminated twillion fellow Cambodians, a

mere fraction of the possibly tens of millions G¥se who starved to death under

1% Cynthia BrownWith Friends Like These: The Americas Watch RepoHuman Rights Policy in
Latin America(New York: Pantheon Books, 1985), 30.

137 Although joint sanctions and military threat whitave their own limitations and ambiguities in
human rights terms, serve as a last resort.

1% Jiirgen Moltmann, “Progress and Abyss”Time Future of Hopeed. Morislav Volf and William
KaterbergThe Future of Hope: Christian Tradition amid Modi#ynand PostmodernityGrand
Rapids; Cambridge, U.K.: Eerdmans Publishing CoMjzh., 2004), 3-26, following German Werth,
Verdun: Die Schlacht und der Myth(Bergisch-Gladbach: Libbe, [1979] 1982), 53.
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Mao Tse-tung, not to mention the work of annihdatby the petty dictators of North

Korea.

In the age of annihilation, Enlightenment ideals] aheories of human
progress simply collapse in view of the killingléie that give this age its name. If we
add to this the relentless bombardment with imagesass starvation, mob violence
and suicide bombings, it is not surprising that cgbyptic modes of thought are
gaining in popularity and that optimism is givingayto a sense of gloom and

hopelessness. Volf & Katerberg write:

Over the last three decades a major cultural ghsgttaken place in the attitudes of
Western societies towards the future. Modernitytiipee by post-modernity is
characterized in large part by the loss of hopeaffuture substantially better than

the present. Old optimism about human progressghesn way to uncertainty and

fear®®

As global problems increase, solutions seem to fbeconore and more
elusive. How can we think of a common human futwieen nuclear annihilation
threatens the existence of the entire race? Giverlésire of the nations to possess

weapons of mass destruction, what will restraindiégre for their deployment?

The most ominous threat to peace, security and hufignity remains the
existence of the large arsenal of nuclear and adt@mieapons. It shapes the human
rights crisis at its core. This arsenal exists beseamember states of the U.N.
developed, tested and manufactured them. Such dpedk louder than words. The
first resolution of the General Assembly in 1946svaacall for nuclear disarmament.
Yet in the ensuing decade the USA and the formereStnion developed and made
ready for deployment tens of thousand of nucleaapeas capable of destroying the

world many times ovef*°

139 Miroslav Volf and William Katerberg, “IntroductiorRetrieving Hope” inThe Future of Hope:
Christian Tradition amid Modernity and Postmodeynied. Miroslav Volf and William Katerberg,
(Grand Rapids; Cambridge, U.K.: Eerdmans Publis@iomp., Mich., 2004), ix-xiv.

140 United NationsA More Secure Worldl2. Around 27,000 nuclear warheads exist mainlthi
USA and Russia, many on hair-trigger alert. Russtahtrol and command system is aging and grows
less reliable every year, increasing the risk ofaanidental launching. Also, poorly secured excess
warheads increase the risk of terrorist groups idogufissile material, cf. Editorial, “Mohamed
EIBaradei’'s Nobel MessageThe New York Timgdew York), 13 December 2005.
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The threat arises from the existence of the arsealell as from the possible
collapse of the non-proliferation treaty regime.chdar-weapon states are unwilling
to renounce nuclear weapons and they retain thet tig nuclear retaliatiof:*
Today, sixty states operate nuclear facilities, dody possess the technical
capability to develop weapons on short notice shdegal constraints disappear.
Diffusion of technology and the increasing vol#ilbf the international environment
make this threat imminent. The High-Level Panel &tepstates, “We are
approaching the point where the erosion of the mwfiferation regime could

become irreversible and result in a cascade offerafion”.**2

A similar threat looms from chemical and biologieedapons. Collectively
the nations possess 70,000 metric tons of declatesinical weapons agents.
Although the nations have agreed to destroy theseksiles, to date less than one
seventh has been destroyed and at the currenth@atgoal to destroy the entire
stocks by 2012 will not be reached. To this threatmust add the dangers posed by
rapidly advancing bio-technology capable of develgplethal agents with the

potential of eliminating entire city populatio§®

Making preparation for the destruction of humanitiyh inestimable global
implications reveals a goal that is antitheticaltbhe words of the UDHR which
emphasizes respect for human beings. Their pleldgesn state parties the moral
obligation to protect not only their own citizeihsit also not to harm their neighbors.
Yet the nations continue to pursue the aspiratioexercising ultimate power over
life and death of millions which reveals their desssated complicity with violence
and an unwillingness to get serious about its préwe. Despite the high-sounding
rhetoric of “collective security”, the logic of hatl that underlies the design and
development of weapons of mass destruction exarésigally effective influence on

the world which ensures that violence and deswuoatill not cease any time soon.

141 8118 of the U.N. report ofthreats, Challenges and Changeads: “Lackluster disarmament by

nuclear-weapon States weakens the diplomatic fofcéhe non-proliferation regime and thus its

ability to constrain proliferation ... these nucleagapon States are increasingly unwilling to pledge
assurances of non-use (negative security assujaandsthey maintain the right to retaliate with

nuclear weapons against chemical or biologicatktt@bid., 42).

142hid., 39-40.

143 1bid., 41.
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Even the presence of these weapons violates theitseto which the nations aspire.
Plainly, it is a political illusion to speak of pmaunder the mushroom cloud, which

raises the question of how the human rights systéhfulfill its mandate.

War and Weapons Trade

The four decades between 1945 and 1985 saw onlytyveex days of world peace,
and experienced one hundred and fifty wars dutiegsame periot’ While most of
the developed nations would consider themselves “@esace-loving”, their
industrialized economies have no qualms in susigi@ large export sector that
supplies military technology and hardware to a wanand weapons-hungry world.
Even in the age of human rights, military mighsisl revered as real power to the
extent that, in most national economies, the mnjlithudget exceeds every other

expense item.

Usually, arms are regarded as instruments of defagainst external threats.
But in the developing world, as Blanton points outernal threats are far more
common and it is in this context that the avail@dpilof arms needs to be
acknowledged as a source of conflict that goes hankdand with human rights
violations*®> Arms imports are not necessarily used by stateddtense purposes in
the classical sense, but to wage civil war, enfoeggessive policies at home or put
down civilian dissent. This raises the moral questiow industrialized nations who
have solemnly pledged human rights protection aek diplomatic solutions to
international peace reconcile these commitments &rins exports that fuel war-like
violence in countries that can least afford largéitany investments and national

instability.

A major contributor to the proliferation of violeamds the easy availability of
arms, weaponry and munitions. For instance, in @bila an armed conflict
continues for four decades and is sustained bysadcesuch supplies. As Amnesty

International notes, “failure to control the intational weapons trade, has also

144 3. A. Sluka, “The Anthropology of Conflict”, ifhe Paths to Domination, Resistance, and Terror,
ed. C. Nordstrom & J. Martin (Berkeley, Cal.: Unisity of California Press, 1992), 19.

145 3. L. Blanton, “Instruments of Security or ToofsRepression? Arms Imports and Human Rights
Conditions in Developing CountriesIpurnal for Peace Researd®, no. 2 (Mar 1999), 233-44.
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enabled guerrilla groups to obtain large suppliearms”**® The same occurred in

Darfur and other such examples are legion. Amnesgynational writes:

Despite clear international awareness of the abbessy committed in Darfur, a

long list of governments knowingly or unwittinglylaved arms to be sent to the
country that were then used by the Sudanese goeartriiorces and allied militias to

commit atrocities. Calls by human rights groupsdorarms embargo to end military
and related supplies reaching all parties went ecée .-

In the post-Cold War world, as Mullerson noted,shies between nation
states have occurred less frequently than civiewiae. “inter-ethnic conflicts which
very often have their roots in ethnically or retigsly based human rights
violations.™® Also, internal threats to stability are most ptemawhen nations are
founded. Then war-like violence seems to reachetk. Of the 111 armed conflicts
in 1988 ninety-nine were linked to separatist moests, while the U.N.
Commissioner of Refugees reported in 1993 on twairiy ongoing ethnic conflicts

involving armed force, not to mention repeatedtanili coups:*®

According to Lejbowicz, the word “war” is “disapp@s from the domain of
international law”, as is any noticeable differetween war-time and peace-time
if this distinction is measured by the way memb#rihe armed forces and civilians
are treated. At the same time, the terms “just war™just peace” have simply
become irrelevant, because either term can maskvimehthat may be not only
unjust, but outright inhumani® As a result, the legal role of international lasv i
changing. It is likely to shift from internationgleacemaker to controller of the

violence that foments within the internal poweusture of state&’

146 Amnesty InternationaResponsibilities Have No Borde2005. (accessed 25 February 2005);
available from http://web.amnesty.org/report20Q&dindex-eng

47 bid.

148 Rein Muillerson, “Fifty Years of the United Natiorzeace and Human Rights in the UN Agenda”,
in Human Rights for the 21st Centurgd. Robert Blackburn and James Busuttil (London;
Washington: Pinter, 1997), 143-61, p. 145.

149 Shelton, “Regional Systems”, 394.

130 A, Lejbowicz, “International Law and Modern Warrchives de Philosophié3, no. 3 (2000):
423-43.

1\bid., 423-43.
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In the light of the turmoil in the Middle East amdSub-Saharan Africa talk
about human rights for that region without a measufrpeace and stability seems
nonsensical. Lack of peace and order is for mamis joé the world, the Third World
in particular, synonymous with lack of human righted freedoms. The question is

whose peace it will be.

Promises Betrayed

The most visible manifestation of today's humarhtsgcrisis are the seemingly
unstoppable mass-violations of human beings coradhitr tolerated by agencies of

states who have undertaken to comply with humdrigigorms.

The imagination fails and it is impossible to fiadequate words for the
enormity of violence and suffering humans infliet other human beings. To cope,
their trauma is sanitized. Legal tags like “humaghts violations” keeps it at an
emotionally safe distance, but behind the euphentfigies the brutal reality that
human beings commit unconscionable acts of violeg=gnst other human beings.
Violence against women of all ages has reachedfiodavels especially in zones of
armed conflict where rape is used as weapon of tar,also in families often

encouraged by traditional institutions which thetetolerate$>?

The world is facing the inconvenient fact that gag between human rights
norms and actual practice must be attributed taeeror less conscious complicity
with violence. This complicity may even be said lie behind the tolerance of
hunger, poverty and disease for millions. Irene iKiaites in the Foreword of the

Amnesty International Annual Report of 2005:

Despite the promises in the UDHR and internatidmahan rights treaties that every
person shall have the right to an adequate starmfaliging and access to food,
water, shelter, education, work and health caregertttan a billion people lack clean
water, 121 million children do not go to school, sh@f the 25 million people
suffering from HIV/AIDS in Africa have no accesstiealth care, and half a million
women die every year during pregnancy or childbiftie poor are also more likely
to be victims of crime and police brutali}

12 Amnesty InternationalAnnual Report 200%covering events of the previous year, accessed 25
January 2005); available from http://web.amnestyreport2005

153 |pid., in the Foreword.

60



Moreover, torture and cruelty cases still numbeh&tens of thousands, and
millions of children are abused globally. Despibe fprohibition of genocide and
slavery by international law, these practices hasebeen abandoned. If we add the
millions of refugees and displaced persons, maaa tivo hundred million children
working as slaves in sweatshops, in the sex tradeas child soldiers trained to
kill, ™% plus those who suffer in forced labor camps, onstrask whether humanity
is making real human rights progress. More spetdlfic even if human rights are
recognized at supra-national level, as the drafietee UDHR had envisaged, in the
light of the failure of international law to dealtivthese issues, is not our hope in
this mechanism misplace’&?Cumper noted that in Guatemala, for instance, &her
“‘insidious, brutal structures of repression” hawifited the nation for forty years,
“[ilnternational human rights standards ... had bec@ma&hema to and destructive
of local faith in the rule of law, with lawyers gwing cynical about the long-term
effectiveness of human rights pressures in the naimeternational law”, because
the ruling military deceived the international coomity with human rights

vocabulary while continuing its murderous pracfite.

What marks the human rights landscape today, no#ee Khan, Secretary-
General of Amnesty International, is the “lethairdmnation of indifference, erosion
and impunity ... Human rights are not only a promiséuliilled, they are a promise

betrayed™>’

Many examples could be cited to illustrate the ksterality of the gap
between human rights rhetoric and action. The humgduts machinery malfunctions
in many areas. Country after country fails to répon their human rights
performance and the Special Rapporteurs of the URIGHe often barred from

visiting signatory countries and precluded fromreiging their function. The task of

1% UNICEF has estimated that approximately 250 millihildren between the ages of five and
fourteen work in developing countries, of which Imillion work in hazardous conditions such as
mining or with hazardous machinery (accessed 20 e JuR005); available from
http://www.unicef.org/protection/index_childlabdutml; see also Human Rights Watch at
http://www.hrw.org/children/labor.htm

155 Cumper, “History, Development and Classificatiobl.,.

1%6 jennifer Schirmer, “Universal and Sustainable HuRaghts? Special Tribunals in Guatemala”, in
Human Rights, Culture and Contest]. Richard Wilson (London: Pluto Press, 1997)-183.

7 Amnesty InternationaAnnual Report 2005
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the Commission has been undermined by “erodingilwfitdd and professionalism”
as states have sought [and obtained] membershipheéo Commission not to
strengthen human rights but to protect themselgasnat criticism or to criticize

others®®

Seven years ago, Mary Robinson, former U.N. Highm@dssioner of
Human Rights, freely admitted that the human rigintgect was in crisis. She noted
that the U.N. had “lost the plot” due to complacgrmureaucratization, being out of
touch and resistant to changé.The U.N. came under even stronger criticism in
more recent years. While some criticisms may haenbintended to weaken the
U.N., the reform proposals of the High-Level Pasiggest that most of them were

justified.

The question remains open whether the compreheasidegglobal agenda of
the human rights agenda is realistic. Certainlyméan rights abuses, torture,
genocide, violence against women, arbitrary uséoafe and so on must never be
tolerated. In addition, human rights issues canpetreduced to humanitarian
measures separated from politics, as Ignatieff, l&ébn and others have
emphasized‘.30 Nevertheless, it is true to say that human rigatguage always
points ambiguously in several directions at ondee fhotion of equal rights for all
entails an enormous promise, as well as the reletionfrontation with the “other”,
the competitor for limited resources. At the saimeet these implied promises raise
expectations beyond what any institution, includihg U.N., its member states and
the best of the NGOs, can deliver. As we shall ls¢er, these tensions, while
providing the context of the crisis, do not accot@mt the institutional failures

described above.

1%8 United NationsA More Secure Worldg9.

1% Mary Robinson, “Addressing the Gap Between Rhetand Reality”, inThe Universal
Declaration of Human Rights: Fifty Years and Beyoed. Yael Danieli, Elsa Stamatopoulou and
Clarence J. Dias (New York: United Nations, by Bapg Publishing Company Inc., 1999), 423-29,
425.

180 Mullerson, “Fifty Years of the United Nations”, 45Ignatieff, Human Rights as Politics and
Idolatry, 9, 20-21.
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MOUNTING THREATS

International Terrorism

Terrorism violates the most elementary values ah&iu co-existence and the rules
of the national and international order. Terrorismot just a problem for internal
security, but has a highly significant foreign-ggldimension. Given the number of
conflicts around the globe, the deterioration @testcontrol in many parts of the
world, the increased mobility provided by commutimas technologies, the

globalization of terrorism is becoming a univertméat.

The attacks of 11 September 2001 in New York Qitpleened the world to
the immediacy of terrorism. It also changed thefiler@f the typical terrorist. The
world is not dealing with impoverished, oppressed aectarian individuals and
groups, but with loosely knit affiliations based aeligious or ideological
affinities’®* Their international network is widely disperseddaknown to have
sophisticated links to international finance. Tad#srrorist organizations are less
dependent on state sponsorship than in earlierddsca& heir members are usually
well-educated and fully integrated in Western siycielThe perpetrators of the
September 11 attack struck without warning in tlegoeh of inflicting as much

damage as possible. This has become the typiderpat

If terrorism had previously been something of ade topic of international
diplomacy, the September 11 attack raised its pyisharply. Ever since, the topic
of terrorism runs like a threat through the disauss of nearly all international fora

and organizations.

The U.N. High-Level Panel report expresses the hdpat more
comprehensive counter measures will be developad #n exclusive focus on
military, intelligence and police action. It stredsthe need for the promotion of

“social and political rights, the rule of law, adémocratic reform; working to end

161 National Commission on Terrorism, Pursuant to Rubaw 277, 105th Congres€pountering the
Changing Threat of International Terroris(h3 July 2000).
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occupations and addresses major political griev@ncembating organized crime;

reducing poverty and unemployment; and stoppinig stallapse™®?

Yet, despite this universal threat, the report sidgteat “far too many states
remain outside the [twelve U.N. anti-terrorist] gentions and not all countries
ratifying the conventions proceed to adopt inteera@lorcement measures”. It notes
the same lack of resolve in relation to the fregzoh terrorist funds. In the three
months after the September 11 attack the natimmefUS $124 million, but only
$24 million in the two years following. Here agdfre culpable ambivalence of the
nations becomes apparent. While this moral vacuasitérnished the image of the
U.N., it is also a sign that the problem of violenin the mode of international
terrorism has deeper and more complex roots thanfdahure of the nations to

implement certain norms.

Douglas Jehl of the New York Times is closer to m@k when he speaks
about the “awful utility of a common tactic”, emptal by different group¥> But
one wonders whether behind this “common tactic” @adoroven utility does not
lurk an awful reason for engaging such deadly #@gtiAre we perhaps dealing with
all-too-common human attitudes such as resentnesety hatred manifesting in a
death wish towards others? Or from a wider anglewe witnessing a perverse form
of hope that wills the demise of the hated objéobugh the terror thus inflicted?
Such questions will come into focus when we exarttieephenomenon of terrorism

from the perspective of mimetic theory.

Here it is noted that the grim vision of terrorissna chilling reminder of
earlier totalitarian systems. Terror, then and naw, the principal tool of
totalitarianism. The contemporary terrorist seelugh the trauma of barbaric
violence to bring down governments, entice othereammit acts of terror, and
intimidate those who do not share their view ofistyc This makes terrorism an
ideological movement rather than a military onethiase battles conventional “rules
of engagement” do not apply. These “non-state attoto use the official

euphemism, will not be reined in by internatioreddl norms. They have no territory

182 United NationsA More Secure Wor|8.

183 Douglas Jehl, “Many Bombs but Links Are Uncledfew York TimeéNew York), 24 July 2005.
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to defend, no population to protect. The battless/tmust win are fought not in the
open field but in the arena of public opinion, ahéir ultimate weapons are not
bombs but satellite dishes and TV screens. The wesigtence of international

terrorism is a powerful indicator of the crisis @ndhvestigation.

Micro-Nationalism versusthe Nation State

The modern nation state is an institutionalized @ogroup with the monopoly of
force within its territory. It seeks to prevent ather groups (including individuals)
within the state from using force, be they politiparties, unions, organizations, or
ethnic groups. But such groups have in many pdrtiseoworld begun to assert their
rights against the state, often by force. The reacdf the state has been one of

relentless intolerance in the name of law and order

This highlights another aspect of the human rightsis. How is a state to
deal with dissidents, for instance an ethnic miyatat demands self-determination
or a secessionist movement that could destabilieestate®* The experience of
history shows that even a liberal state becomerezagiye when threatened, and the

more it is threatened, the more it will retain ®@&s a political resource.

During the last century, the ideal of cultural ecipation has added fresh
fuel to this inherent conflict of national politick generated a movement that runs
against the grain of national and cultural cohesioesulting in widespread
separatism. Everywhere ethnic and language gromgpsut for regional power and

cultural recognition.

This phenomenon of re-tribalization has spreadraidbe globe. Its ferment
manifests in Kashmir as well as in Sri Lanka arelaind. It raises its head in
Germany, Switzerland, Spain and France; in the éor&oviet Union, in the Balkans,
in Turkey, in Iraq and Indonesia, not to mentioni@d. Dr. Boutros-Ghali, former

U.N. Secretary-General, in his keynote addreskeadQultural Diversity Conference

164 Turkey, Serbia, Russia, some parts of Africa amtdlsly China need to be mentioned as states who
justify repressive practices by the danger of aiak.
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in Sydney (1995), spoke of an “explosion of micedionalism” as a “new troubling

phenomenon®®® pointing out:

Ethnic religious and cultural separatism threatanseturn to some of the worst
problems of the past: intolerance or antagonisnatda/other cultures; opposition to
practices unlike one’s own; and inability to condpmoductive dialogue across the
global range of diverse cultur&s.

At a time when the world economies are headingdiobal integration,
national unity seems to be under threat to devalwag tribal lines, which in some
cases such as Canada, has been attributed to @meSaiye commitment to
multiculturalism” which has allegedly lent impetuso increasing social
fragmentatiort®’ Everywhere people are striving to re-establislr theritage, even
groups that for centuries had their identity withitlarger national entit}f® Barzun
notes the same trend, adding that even the USACamé&da are not immune to the

malaise'®®

The weaker the nation state, the more securityaouns it becomes, while
the tendency on the part of the people to resortséd-help will increase,
undermining the state even further. But weakenirggriation state has implications

for the future of human rights.

The advantage of the nation state is, of coursahtlity through legislative
and police powers to reduce open violence withsntétrritory (which it does not
always do) provided its citizens recognize the mfi®ne law. But, in recent times,
argues Barzun, open violence is returning for almemof reasons, one of them being
that in this era of heightened individualism, suped (at least in the West) by an

almost unlimited welfare system, the institutioristtte state are showing signs of

%5 joseph Wayne Smith, Evonne Moore, and Graham lyGhsbal Meltdown Immigration,
Multiculturalism, and National Breakdown in the Né&Morld Disorder(Westport, Conn.: Praeger,
1998), 17, citing R. O’Neill, “UN Chief Warns on @wth of Separatism,The AustraliarApril 27:4.
186 | bid.

%7 bid.,19.

188 |bid., 18-20 offers a detailed account.

169 Jacques Barzurkrom Dawn to Decadence: 500 Years of Western Qalltuife; 1500-Present
(New York: HarperCollins, 2000), 776-77.
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decadence as good intentions outrun the capacitystifutions to fulfill them:° It
manifests as “failure of the will”, the “wish witho the act™’! Given its all-
encompassing agenda of “all human rights to dllis not surprising that the human

rights system mirrors the symptoms of the natiatestwhich it is monitoring.

Demographic Change

Another destabilizing factor that contributes toe thhuman rights crisis is
demographic change. While the phenomenon of miatmmalism stands in stark
contrast to the internationalist “one-world” soautj the latter often overlooks the
fact that humanity’s problems remain decidedly lo€me of the trends that causes
local dislocation is population growth and consequdemographic change. After
three decades of debate, a clearer picture emeifgd® complex question how
demographic shifts affect the potential for outkeeaf violence either between states
or as a result of intra-state conflict. Despiteuazt population growth rates overall,
Goldstone reports that many countries may well agpee “collision between their
agrarian population and access to land, betweeénrtsieg labor force and educated
and aspiring élites, urban populations and youtiods ... ; and between migrants
and resident populations that inflame ethnic angior&l tensions”. This threat
applies even to countries with relatively low grbwates, for it is not the absolute
rate population growth but the imbalances creatgaiémographic change which
increase the risk of political instability and cliets.* " In Europe, for instance, with
its large Muslim population, fear of Islamic fundamalism is rising. The integration
of non-EU migrants is slow and costly, and immignatiaws have become stricter.
The rising tension may be gauged not only by thergence of right-wing groups
and by recent remarks by the US envoy to the EU‘dmdi-semitism is nearly as bad

as it was in the 1930$*? but also by outbreaks of spontaneous mass vialence

170 Barzun,From Dawn to Decadeng&79.
1 bid., 781.

172 Jack A. Goldstone, “Population and Security: Hoenidgraphic Change Can Lead to Violent
Conflict”, Journal of International Affair®6, no. 1 (2002), 3ff.

73 3ohn Chalmers, Reuters, 12 February 2004.
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Today, one half of the world’s population livesdities whose populations
are growing at an alarming rate. If current treodstinue, the urban population will
rise to two-thirds of an even larger global popolat At the same time, the affluent
are deserting the cities, while in hope for a lvdifie ever larger numbers of the rural
poor take their place. This trend will produce thkenomenon of the mega-
metropolis. It is estimated that by 2015 Mumbai wdual the population of Tokyo,
now the largest city in the world. Moreover, urlzation is occurring at its fastest
pace not in the developed nations, who are begigipped to deal with it, but among
the poorest. Today, of the ten largest cities dhige are located in the developed
world — Tokyo, New York and Los Angeles. By the iy@®20, only Tokyo will

remain on that list, while three of the ten larggses will be from India aloné&”*

That such shifts will generate unpredictable imbeds and, therefore,
heighten the risk of instability, goes without sayi How city infrastructures will
cope, how water supply, waste removal and sanitatitl keep pace even in the
cities of the developed world, how governments wilintain order under prolific
city growth rates are still open questions. Catgdtic outcomes are not
inconceivable. Under such conditions, riots andevice cannot be excluded and the
traditional response of governments to such oukisrbas been repression. What will

become of human rights? Order will have to coms.fir

In a security analysis Professor John Orme calfhi@on to the possibility
that during the twenty first century “the intermatal arena could return to a
Hobbesian state of war” due to a coming surge iddyoopulation:” He argues that
the confluence of several factors will favor suckcanario: a revolution in military
affairs, population growth and scarcity of resogrdeor instance, by 2030 China’s
demand for grain will double and the prospects &enhihis demand from domestic
sources are not favorable. As the land base inldjewg countries is also shrinking,

there may be less grain available on world markeétiéna’s domestic production will

" The Population Institute, “Urbanization” (access&® June 2005); available from
http://www. populationinstitute.org/teampublish/7 842 1058.cfm also United Nations, Department
of Economic and Social Affair§)orld Population to 2300New York, 2004, accessed 22 June 2005)
available from http://www.un.org/esa/ populatiorglications/longrange2/WorldPop2300final. pdf

175 3ohn Orme, “The Utility of Force in a World of $ciay”, International Security22, no. 3 (Winter
1997, accessed 25 July 2005), 1-21; available frtyp//www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/orme.htm
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fall short of demand in respect of two other comitesl water and crude oil. Given
that China will by then have added almost 500 aonillio its population, shortages on
world markets are likely to affect its domestic ipcal stability. Orme makes the

following ominous comment:

When the empire of man over nature can no longe&alséy extended, then the only
way for one people to increase its standards ofdiis by redistributing the sources
or fruits of industry from others to themselves.eTéurest way to do so is by
extending man’s empire over maA.

When populations increase, nations may again ghe@mpath of expansion to
relieve domestic stress, and thus become enemsesjoébes predicted. When
interests collide, as has been the case many imi® past, passions will prevail,
not human rights norms. From this perspective,hipe that humanity is heading
into a future of international cooperation and feclive security”, as some
internationalists would have us believe, seemseiory indeed to the realm of the

utopian imagination.

CONCLUSION

Many factors characterize the human rights crisgart from philosophical, political
and epistemological problems, what is of gravesicem is growing institutional
decadence. Present reform proposals are certaundjgble; addressing the credibility
deficit is another matter. Indifference to the esufig of millions through poverty,
hunger, inequality and infectious diseases as dstraiad by the unresponsiveness
of the U.N. and the nations to their plight, flieshe face of an avowed commitment
to international human rights. Moreover, pledges 8peak of the “human family”
simply do not ring true as long as the nations ba@mnarsenals of weaponry

designed for its wholesale destruction.

The continuing widespread use of torture and rejmas of acts of tyranny
and military conflict and of violence against womand children, is morally
intolerable and inconsistent with governments’ psm® to safeguard people’s

dignity and welfare, and to refrain from doing hatm one’s neighbors. This

76 Orme, “Utility of Force” 14.
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discrepancy more than anything conveys a poweressage, penned in trauma-
laden language, that human life is worth littlegtthi is dispensable at will, and that
might trumps humanitarian concerns, despite proateoms and pledges to the

contrary.

In short, victims of violence, not idealistic wordsre the most powerful
symbols of the human condition. In the light of #nv&dence, the conclusion could
quite reasonably be drawn that the human rightprdas been reduced to a kind of
Orwellian parlor game. After all, have not the oa$ too often turned the ethos of
human rights into a weapon of political propagamdiicizing the violations of
others while concealing their own? Has not thetakah of the powerful led to the
betrayal of the poor and oppressed? Or to put &niother way, since no state can
exist without force, and if out of fear of oblitéicm the nations retain violence as a
means to political power, does not this logic renttee human rights project

illusionary? And yet, how else is violence to bstrained?

Questions such as these will receive attentiomastudy unfolds, beginning

with an inquiry into the anthropology of human eote.
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CHAPTER 3
VIOLENCE IN ANTHROPOLOGICAL PERPSECTIVE

INTRODUCTION

Although violence is one of the most pervasive antbtionally charged phenomena
in human society, it has only in recent times ree@iprominent attention in social
research. Until the turn of the twentieth centuthe social sciences had taken a
narrow evolutionist view. Violent conflicts in palar — it was said — had their
origin in human primordial aggressiveness and wameinstrument of natural

selection. More recently a broader range of vieas émerged.

A review of the literature shows that the categofy“violence” is not
supported by a commonly agreed theory about itsningaor function. Difficulties
arise over the complex intermingling of the dedigcas well as the constructive
aspects of violence. Then there are semantic difies in how to recognize in the
notion of “damaging force” also such elements as/pcation or legitimacy. That
these aspects vary from culture to culture onlysamidthe complexity. If psycho-
dynamic and pathological factors were included,l@ipg the notion of violence

would have to follow a labyrinthine path indeed.

Manageability dictates that our anthropologicalveyrbe limited to three
significant schools of thought: The first is thecisd resource theory of violence, the
usefulness of which has been widely acknowleddé®ince, however, this theory
can only describe certain functional categories fails to explain the strangely
enthralling power of violence and human impotengecontrolling it, two other
theories are also examined: the hunting hypotrefsi®alter Burkert and the theory
of mimetic desire of René Girard. Both of theseoties go beyond the social role of
violence and explain its phenomenological and malig dimensions. Mainstream

anthropological discourse locates the meaning dfleace where semantic

7 Proponents are David Riches, but by implicaticsoaBoelkins & Heiser, Felson & Tedeschi,
Schroéder & Schmidt.
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considerations, the nature/nurture debate and riblelgmatic of cultural relativism

intersect.

VIOLENCE IN ANTHROPOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE

Semantic Considerations

The commonsense Anglo-Saxon definition of violememters on the idea of a
deliberate infliction of harm on another which isothh unacceptable and
illegitimate’® It relates to a range of behaviors and images ¢haty strongly
negative moral connotations and are associatedw¥itit is “disturbing, unpleasant,
and illegal”!”® Some may say violence is irrational, even besTiaérefore, as David
Riches notes, it is a word that is used ratherhoge who witness or suffer acts of

violence than by those who perform th&th.

The primary meaning of the English noun is moralytral in the sense that
it does not necessarily imply victimization. It gilg means “rough force or action”
[from the Latin violens, or vis = force, strength]. But its secondary meaning
associates it with harmful action through the unared illegal use of physical force
that causes or threatens damage or injury. Thismmgas more strongly evident in
the verbal form “to violate” [from Latviolare], which is derived from the same root
[Lat. vis]. While it originally meant “to treat with force’it has acquired in modern
English the meaning of “to break, to act contraryrule, law, agreement, promise,
etc.), to trespass, to infringe on, to break inrugwith weapons), to treat with
disrespect, to disturb, to use force against a womagpe, to assail or abuse a person,

to treat something sacred with contemt”.

178 bavid Riches, “The Phenomenon of Violence”Time Anthropology of Violenced. David Riches
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1986), 1-27.

1 Garry Marvin, “Honour, Integrity and the Problem\éiblence in the Spanish Bullfight”, ithe
Anthropology of Violengeed. David Riches (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 19862,1.

180 Riches, “The Phenomenon of Violence”, 3.
181 «v/iolence”, in World Book Dictionary ed. Clarence L. Barnhart (Chicago; London; RoFietd

Enterprises Educational Corp., 1973), 2321; alsttaiV&V. SkeatAn Etymological Dictionary of the
English LanguaggOxford: Clarendon Press, 1963), 692.

72



The unacceptability and illegitimacy of violencepled in the usage of the
term arises as a value judgment either from thadenithe “space” whose integrity
is being violated or from an outside observer wbta$ identical or at least similar
values. While these implications are not necegsabsent in the one who carries out
the violation, its very performance reveals thathie perpetrator factors other than
social “unacceptability” or “illegality” predominat This renders the notion of
violence paradoxical and ambiguous. Semanticallynveet the ambiguity in such
paired attributes as legitimate/illegitimate, sbaeder/disorder, peace/war. Each of
these pairs points to the problematic status déwice in terms of its meaning as well

as in its relation to power.

The Nature/Nurture Debate

The question which the “nature/nurture” debate kot resolve was at what point
in human bio-social nature biology turns into stmgy. In relation to violence, the
“nature” theory holds that aggressive behavionisin rather than acquirétf It is
derived from drives that are innate or instinctarel possess definite survival value
for the species in its struggle for existence. &gl is thus a behavioral subset of
aggression (something like aggression gone awag)ltelongs to the range of inborn
drives like eating and mating. It excludes the aloenvironment and learning as

factors in the development.

Ethology fleshed out the biological conception @fgeession. Its leading
exponent was Konrad Lorenz who accounted for behaniterms of action-specific
energies that are released once certain mechaaisntsiggered® As a Darwinian
naturalist, Lorenz held that humans possessed gresgive instinct that can be
traced from the lower to the higher species antlaiaed natural selection. However,
humans had difficulties in controlling the aggressinstinct, because they possessed
no innate inhibitors. He correlated fighting belmavand aggression with usefulness

to survival and evolutionary adaptation, but alssognized among animals the

82 The term “aggression” is not limited to the meanof physical attack but encompasses the full
range of assertive, intrusive and dominance behavio

183 Konrad LorenzOn AggressiorfLondon: Methuen & Co, 1966).
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aggression-inhibiting function of submissive bebavivhich has apparently no

counterpart in humans.

Robert Ardrey, another proponent of the ethologiwew, hypothesized that
man’s drive to fight his own kind is rooted in hisedatory past* While it is
generally agreed that the capability for aggresaiwh violence is biologically based,
it is still unclear whethelbehavioralmanifestations are equally intrinsic or dependent

on external stimulft®

The genetic view of aggression came under criticismm the behaviorist
school. They charged that it ignored environmemélences, the possibility of
learning, and the cherished idea that with risiogsciousness the rational capacities
are able to bring human instincts under controh&orists also believe that each
person starts out in life (metaphorically speakiag)a blank sheet of paper on which
experience writes its story and determines what itidividual will become.
Proponents like Skinner, Maslow and Rogers rejéet instinct theory mainly
because it cuts across the idea of human freedainpanfectability. They are
convinced that humans, when suitably conditionedy nhe shaped into non-
aggressive agents and that, therefore, the proliewiolence in society can be

solved, at least in principf&®

Social learning theorists like Albert Bandura haagued along similar
lines®” In their view, violence is more likely to manifast behavior if the person
has been exposed to violent models and has beemdegvfor their imitation. They
argue that, just like any other human responsdend@ can be learned from one’s

environment®® Because learning takes place by observation arithtion, an

184 Robert ArdreyAfrican GenesigLondon: Collins, 1961).

1% gee also George F. Solomon, “Psychodynamic Aspéasggression, Hostility, and Violence”, in
Violence and the Struggle for Existenesl. David N. Daniels, Marshall F. Gilula and Hav.
Ochberg (Boston: Little Brown Company, 1970), 56.

18 Morton T. Kelsey, “Aggression and Religion: They&mwlogy and Theology of the Punitive
Element in Man”Religious Educatioryol. LXVIII, No. 3 (May-June 1975), 366-86.

8"Albert Bandura,Aggression: A Social Learning AnalygiEnglewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall,
1973).

18 Frustration and anger are not necessarily comdifimecedent.
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avenue exists for the control of violence throughaation'®® However, the greater

concern for society must be about the modelingppir@priate behavior through the
mass media, peer and reference groups and pacmidlct. As these three are

critical, their violence, if not curbed, is likely be replicated in sociefy’

Psychologists, on the other hand, have argued dhaibrganism seeks
gratification of essential needs. It is therefoqeiipped with a certain non-hostile
assertiveness, which, when the path to gratificaisoblocked, results in frustration,
anger and hostility. This “primary aggression” asisn proportion to the eliciting

191

event.”" But this view, known as the frustration-aggresdigpothesis, still relies on

the genetic assumptidf

The Problem of Cultural Relativism

Most anthropologists agree that societies diffeth&ir manifestation of violence and
attribute these differences without much disagreeneea range of cultural elements
such as child-rearing, social organization andgi@lis beliefs. However, they
disagree sharply over the usefulness of violencea astegory for cross-cultural

comparisort?®

Some question whether violence can be objectifireaugh to function as a cross-
cultural measure. Heelas gives two reasons why Betause anthropologists are

confronted with a variety of cultural conceptualiaas of violence, there are

18 Bandura looks to such devices as stimulus conmnotleling influences, aversive treatment and
instructional control plus various forms of reirfement (Banduradggression68).

1% R. Charles Boelkins and John F. Heiser, "BioldgRases for Aggression,” iiolence and the
Struggle for Existengeed. David N. Daniels, Marshall F. Gilula and Favi. Ochberg (Boston:
Little Brown Company, 1970), 79-95.

91 By contrast, secondary aggression is violent tienatat bears no relation to the provocative
event. It is “stored” hostility that compulsivelgeks to manifest at any opportunity. It belongtht®
category of psychopathology (cf. Solomon, “Psychadyic Aspects of Aggression,” 60-61).

192 Neal Miller, “The Frustration-Aggression Hypothédsim Aggression, Hostility and Violenced.
Terry Maple and Douglas W. Matheson (New York: HBlinehart and Winston, 1973), 103-07.

198 Heelas takes the view that “it is impossible to/ise an objective measure or definition [of
violence] that can be applied cross-culturally’ (Pdeelas, “Anthropology, Violence and Catharsis”,
in Aggression and Violenced. Peter Marsh and Anne Campbell [Oxford: BBsickwell, 1982],
47).
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difficulties of interpretation. What may be violentn one culture may be seen as
endearment in anoth&¥ Second, the study of violence proceeds on thes lndigivo
frames of reference, that of the observer anddh#te participant. The unavoidable
discrepancy between the two results in a considerariation of cross-cultural data
which, when coupled with culturally specific contgglizations, precludes the

formulation of independent criterfd>

To overcome this relativism and to establish soare & universal baseline,
objectivists have tried to anchor criteria in tregunal order. Taking violence as a
genetically programmed tendency, they have attesnjotdink it causally with inner
emotional or mental states, but have failed on oddlogical grounds. Objectivists
have been left with only one option, to seek aatérom naturalbehavioralsigns,
like “the infliction of physical hurt”. Since thessigns” also need to be interpreted,
this path is equally culture-dependent. In shanglihg objective criteria for what
constitutes violence from behavioral events haseuirout to be epistemologically

inadequaté®

David Riches argues similarly but from a differaangle. He notes that
“violence” is a term used only by witnesses andiwis of certain acts but not by
those who perform them. Since it is the very acpeifformance that needs to be
explained in cross-cultural comparisons, and itenoe is minimally understood as
the “intentional rendering of physical hurt on dmthuman being”, the perspective
needs to be changed from that of the witness anairwvto that of the performer. This
produces a significant shift in meaning. In thisftsthe connotation that violence
represents disorder is lost. The idea of disordexchanged for the practical and

symbolic goals the performers of violent acts seelachieve when they employ

194 For instance the practice of wife-beating amoregyAmomamé Indians of Amazonia. Even such
categories as homicide or violent death are noteusally valid yardsticksilfid, 48-50).

1% Heelas, “Anthropology”, 49.

196 |pid., 52.
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violence'®’ From the performer’s point of view, then, violerassumes the role of

“strategic purpose” rather than “loss of ord€P".

This reveals that the core purpose of violence ased on an inherent
contradiction. The performer seeks to advance icediaanges to which witnesses
and victims are opposed. At the same time, theye liavbe “persuaded” that the
intended acts are legitimate. Violence is thus attarized, according to Riches, by
opportunity and influence by practical results and expressive poWerOther
scholars have acknowledged the value of this soiutb the problem of cultural

relativism?°°

The survey of three specific anthropological apphea that follows should

be read with the forgoing discussion in mind.

THREE ANTHROPOLOGIES OF VIOLENCE
CONSIDERED

The Social Resource Theory of Violence

At the most generalized level of understanding, levioe is perceived in
anthropological literature as a specific form ofrfan interaction. It might even be
said that it is a form of communication. The takaothropology then is not only to
describe the process involved in this interactiant &lso to explain it within the
socio-cosmological context of that cultdPé While its form varies from culture to
culture, violence exhibits several common dimersioit is firstly a social

phenomenon, certain expressions of which may biéneged and put to use for the

7 In revolutions as well as in acts of terrorisne tibsence of this notion holds true even when the
goal envisages deliberate disturbance to the soalak in the process of changing it.

1% Riches, “Phenomenon of Violence”, 4-5.

%9 pid., 11

20 gchmidt & Schroder acknowledged the explanatoryegoof Riches’ approach (see Ingo W.
Schréder and Bettina E. Schmidt, “Introduction”, Amthropology of Violence and Conflicgd.
Bettina E. Schmidt and Ingo W. Schréder [LondonwNéork: Routledge, 2001], 1-24).

201 Erpst Halbmayer, “Socio-Cosmological Contexts aodnis of Violence: War, Vendetta, Duels

and Suicide Among the Yupka of North Western Vee&Zly in Schréder & Schmid#nthropology
of Violence 49-75.
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maintenance of society so that, regardless ofateating power, violence is seen as

a fundamental necessity or an essential socialireet™

Thus we observe an inherent paradox in the funatioation of violence. It
is capable of destroying the existing order blsb maintains it, an aspect that we
shall meet again in Girard’s theory under anotl@n& This means that violence is
more than just instrumental behavior. It is alsaasertion and expression of power.
Since institutional usefulness and destructive doflow from the same source,
violence is a Delphic sword that turns against ¢heo wield it. When power
structures enlist violence in their service, irgditElisabeth Copet-Rougier, violence

invariably inverts the relationship, and turns agathem without their knowingf*

It is this force that is capable of delivering picgs hurt which the performer
of the act (as well as some witnesses) deem legitinat least in Anglo-Saxon
terminology. Because these acts are easily perfbrfa¢ the minimal level of
resource deployment they require as little as thsigal strength of a human body),
and because such acts are at the same time higidlevand dramatic, they produce
immediate concrete results which makes violencerg gfficient way of affecting a

social environment.

The evocative imagery of violence has also beed tsenake statements of
political power. A state may use the symbol of @atdinary violence as a
demonstration of its willingness to employ violenes an ordinary means of
authority. In this context, violence stands as &aieor of political superiority or as
a symbol of the enforcement of retributive justi@ne only has to think of public
floggings, executions and, indeed, of recent imajansilitary bombardments to see

the point. According to Riches, this efficacy resisits pre-emptive potentidl’ The

22 Halbmayer notes that in societies without a statided legal system, the abstract question of
legitimate (legals.illegal) violence does not arise because retaliaéind revenge is the appropriate
response to injuryilfid., 68). Schmidt’s observation that Caribbean canisitral'almost always” has

a social function in the community also supports tiotion of violence as a resource (Bettina E.
Schmidt, "The Interpretation of Violent World VieWsn Schroder & Schmidt, 76-77).

23 Elisabeth Copet-Rougier, “Le Mal Court: Visibland Invisible Violence in an Acephalous
Society”, inThe Anthropology of Violenced. David Riches (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 19863.

204 The kind of violence that best meets the definitid “resource” (i.e. advancing the cause and
delivering the needed measure of legitimacy) iidacpre-emption. From the performer’s viewpoint
pre-emption is vital and its power two-fold: it cle justified as unavoidable and it immediately
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public demonstration of violence is intended to-@nept violent acts of a would-be
perpetrator by disabling his physical and psychicldgcapability to engage in it so
that the expressive power of violence serves itstfanal end. For this reason,
violence communicates widely across cultural boueddike no other projection of

social image$®

In short, acts of violence done or threatened agaithers speak a strange
symbolic language that enthralls the imaginationt®fagents while (and perhaps
precisely because) it also traumatizes its recipiefhe infliction of violence arises

out of a view of other human beings that is prottiyrconflictual.

The idea of conflict as an instigator of violenamattires prominently in
Schréder & Schmidt®® The authors distinguish overlapping spheres whigm to
encompass the “whole spectrum of violence as isgnes itself to anthropological
analysis”, namely the material and political caus®s conflict, its cultural
construction (including war) and the experienceviolence as related to individual
subjectivity that affects society even in the aloseof conflict or waf®’ From this
perspective, violence as a means of conflict remwiudisplays another side of its
strange character. Its power to generate symbaliseg from a violent tradition lays
claim to an air of legitimacy that aligns all futuconfrontations with the same
historical trajectory. Violent conflicts have thidkree elements in common: an
unambiguous “we-they” polarization; the moral suqety of the cause of those who
wage the war; a claim to “totality” in the sensatthotal victory is essential for

survival, which implicitly calls for the eliminatioof the opponent.

But this functional view of violence is incompletathout reviewing briefly

two other variants, the theories of social learrang of social influence.

impairs the faculties of the recipient of the preptive strike (Riches, “Phenomenon of Violence”, 4-
5).

205 Riches, “Phenomenon of Violence”, 13.

2% One of the reasons cited for the use of violemce&dmpetitive struggles over resources, for
instance, is its efficiency in that it “confers atige benefits to the successful party” (Schroder &
Schmidt,Anthropology of Violenges).

27 presumably this last category includes the ideeeagmonial killing and “sacrifice”, i.e. violence
inflicted upon animals or humans in the contextaigious ritual. These aspects of violence will
receive attention in later sections.
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Learning theorist Albert Bandura is of the viewttluman aggression is
acquired, not inborn, and that most aggressivevities require an intricate array of
skills based on extensive learning. But he adrhiéé biological factors play a role
inasmuch as they are responsible for the learrétg and for how responses are
activated. While biological factors set limits teetacquisition of aggressive behavior
and coordinate aggressive responses through néwysigpgical structures like the
subcortical glands and the limbic system, these safectively activated through

social and cognitive responsi&g,

In this view, cognitive control over aggressive &dbr may be weakened
through loss of self-consciousness and self-evialnatoupled with a diminished
concern for negative evaluation from others. Thisoty also holds that modeling
influences can function as “teachers, elicitoranslus enhancers, and emotions
arousers”. However, these influences work as itdnibias well as dis-inhibitors of
aggressive behavior depending on the social aduiépteof the model. Modeled
activities also focus attention on the implemer#sduin aggression and may prompt
people to use the same instruments in carryingtlieitaggressive act in the same

imitative way?%

The social influence theory of aggression focusethe power-play in social
relationships and redefines aggression not as @aonagut as a “label” applied by
observers when they perceive that someone intends harm to others in situations
where the legitimacy of the action is not clearisTtheory tries to explain why
coercive power is used to influence the social remvnent on the basis of an
attribution of values to certain actions, aspinagi@nd outcomes. It posits a series of
possible reasons why a person might choose cogromer as a mode of influence:

lack of self-confidence; time perspective and fa&lto perceive the costs; fear; self-

208 Bandura,Aggression 53-59; also “Psychological Mechanisms of Aggressi in Aggression:
Theoretical and Empirical Reviews Vol.ed. Russell G. Geen and Edward I. Donnersteindbo:
Academic Press, 1983), 4.

29 pDolf Zillman discusses conditions under which a@lifacilitates aggressive behavior with special
attention to interdependencies between cognitivk extitatory processes including the role arousal
plays in impulsive reactions of aggression. Théamobf arousal has two conceptual antecedents — the
idea of ‘drive’ and that of ‘activation’, but we ahnot follow his argument further (Zillman, “Areal

and Aggression” in Geen & Donnersteap. cit.,78).
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presentation and face-saving; maintenance of aitfheonflict intensity; norms of

defence and reciprocity; modeling and learningeeiered injusticé®

While it is the goal of the social influence thedoyoffer a radical critique of
biological, psychoanalytical and learning approache the final analysis it explains
aggressive or coercive behavior as a human resoaoted in social determinants

with some concessions to internal tension statdsarnogical factors.

In sum, it is noted that violence, although oftemtested on grounds of
legitimacy, due to its dramatic and traumatic iafiae is capable of communicating
socio-ideological messages to the onlookers. Maeawe capacity of leveraging
minimal resources to perform acts of high impacttba social and ideological
environment makes violence an efficient and potesburce that may be employed

strategically, but not without the danger of a Fansbargain.

In the next two sections the focus shifts to anl@gtion of the relationship

between violence and the sacred, that is, to thlent origin of religion and culture.

The Hunting Hypothesis of Walter Burkert

Burkert's point of entry is classical Greek cultumad its religious/mythological
expression. What is of special interest is the ge®f why certain practices, like
the practice of sacrifice, have been preserved tvay spans of time from pre-

history to the present day.

Burkert sets aside the explanation of traditiomdigious theories which see
sacrifice as an attempt to appease the gods. Hdri® Necan&e adopts instead the
controversial thesis that sacrifice is derived friommting and religion from sacrificial
ritual. ! He sees prehistoric man as a hunter and postulaéshe hunt required
new behaviors of cooperation and planning whictum demanded the sublimation
of intra-group aggression. The development of mgntools and weapons made the

reduction of violence through sublimation all thene necessary. Since the hunt

210 Richard B. Felson and James T. Tedesdugression and Violence: Social Interactionist
Perspective§Washington, D.C.: American Psychological Assdoigt1993), 135-137.

21 \Walter Burkert,Homo Necans: The Anthropology of Ancient Greek ifigiat Ritual and Myth
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1983).x
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brought about a differentiation of the social spate prehistoric group had to
distinguish between the “outside” (the world of thenter and provider of food) and
the “inside” (the domestic world of the woman resgble for the rearing of

children). These developments affected all intraugrrelationships, male to male as

well as male to femaf&?

Burkert does not insist that sacrificial huntinwals were universal activities
that reflected the experiences of all prehistoumhns. Rather, his point is that some
of these practices became embedded in traditisynaesd formative influence on
emerging high cultures and are, therefore, opehigtorical inquiry”*® As to the
origin of violence, Burkert relies on the Lorenziassertion that aggression and

violence are innate drives in the human being.

The hunting of large mammals was a communal enserind the success of
prehistoric groups depended on their ability to kvoooperatively. This, Burkert
argues, was made possible by the development ofvdinag submission to “rules of
cultural tradition” that allowed them to regulatestinctive behavior. In this process,
ritualizing the kill as sacrifice played a speaiale. It required a learning experience
that was on the one hand facilitated by the hunrapenmsity for imitation, and by
“imprinting” on the othe’** However, it was the climactic moment of the kilat
released a cluster of tensions between instinctthechew forms of behavior and
propelled the event into psychological pre-emineseehat it became central to all
forms of social behavior. In addition, the huntedgntified deeply with their prey,
observing anatomical and behavioral resemblancéselba themselves and their
quarry, like movements in fear and flight, but esaky their “faces”, and most
significantly their “warm running blood®® This brought about a new existential

awareness.

212 Burkert, Homo Necans18. The bloody work of killing was men’s work, igh included the
external protection of the group’s territory as vee its expansion.

213 | pid., Xiv-xV.
24pid., 19.

45 These aspects of the hunt, Burkert argues, acdoutie “exchangeability of man and animal in
sacrifice” to which the mythology of ancient Greerl of other cultures amply testifieligl., 20].
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As Burkert sees it, not only was the hunters’ segisdentification with their
prey heightened when the animal died, but alsoutweed, men had to overcome
their natural life-preserving inhibitions againgtiling blood. Once this boundary
was breached, this “overstepping” elevated the @onsness of a profound
antithesis between the “within” and the “withouifreensions of their existence. The
killing that occurred “without” offended the peatt&at must reign “within”. While
life needed to be nurtured and cared for “inside’prder to survive, this rule had to
be transgressed “outside”. In this outside sphHeveapons, blood and death” gave
meaning to the activities of men which contradictieel caring “inside” activities of
their women. Thus, the kill produced profound tensiand turned into “a formative
experience for all participants, provoking feelimjdear and guilt and increasing the

desire to make reparations, the groping attemgsadratiort**®

By the same token, these contradictions gave oisertew order in which the
power to take life and to preserve it had to bel lrela creative tension to which the
development of ritual was the creative respdnsélow the ritual defines the group
and its members. Those who submit to its rules sutlive, while those who do not
conform are treated as outsiders, so that thel {t@@omes the protective covering
that ensured survival as well as the ever-preseaat of exclusion spelling personal

disaster’!®

The act of killing was the decisive and central neoimof the sacrifice. Its
climactic horror — mingled with ecstasy over thdease from danger and the
anticipation of devouring the prey — brought abtih& experience of the “sacred”.
The ensuing sacrificial ritual gave rise to religiand to its enduring presence in
cultural and religious history. So deeply “insceigt is the act of ritual killing that it
has not just survived from prehistory to the préskay, but in certain folk religions

216 Burkert,Homo Necans21, 27.
217 | pid.

218 |bid., 26.
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has even defied two thousand years of Christignizawhich in the theology of

redemption brought “sacrifice” to its own climaX.

The hunting hypothesis may be a sufficient explanator Burkert’s claim
that hominization required the persistent re-enaatnof the original event that was
generative of religious socialization around thérig, distribution and eating of the
prey. However, it does not explain the deviant egpion of violence that human
history has revealed unless one assumes a degeaeramivement from the normal
to the abnormal, that is, from animal to humaniiaerand from the abnormal to the
bizarre, that is, from human sacrifice to canngrali Burkert himself admits to such
as a possibility, but does not elabor&fdn the same article, he makes the point that
is close to the crux of this thesis, “we are apptydess able than before to control

violence, which remains both real and fascinatﬁ?b”.

At the conclusion oHomo Necan8urkert laments the escalation of violence
in our time and the loss of conscience in sociéty; leaves these phenomena
unexplained. At the same time, he does not leaventiely without clues as to how
he sees the human being: a deep existential arb@styts the human race and drives
its members to violence and war. But accordingisotheory, it was the hunt that
made proto-humans human as they began to regulateracial aggression through
religious ritual. In shortHomo sapienss at one and the same time aldomo

necansand it is to this terrible paradox of human estisie that | now turn.

The Mimetic Theory of René Girard

Girard’s approacti® to the subject of violence differs radically fromat of the
theorists reviewed so far. He first noticed thaeractions of human beings, as
reflected in the great literary texts from antiguid the present, were based on the

interplay between imitation and desire. Girard falated his insights in what has

219 \Walter Burkert, “The Problem of Ritual Killing"niViolent Origins: Ritual Killing and Cultural
Formation ed. Robert Hamerton-Kelly with an Introduction Byrton Mack and a commentary by
Renato Rosaldo (Stanford, Cal.: Stanford UniveBigss, 1987), 162-63.

20 Burkert, “Ritual Killing”, 176.

221 pid.

222 A fuller exposition of Girard’s theory will be mented later in this chapter.
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become known as “mimetic theory”. Methodologicatlg lets the texts speak and
deliberately avoids all reductions to categories.&Aliterary critic, Girard does not

ground his hypothesis on the propositions and nustlod the social sciences.

Girard confronts us with the inconvenient realhwgitviolence with its “blind
brutality”, “fundamental absurdity” and “raging hyer” belongs to all humanity
everywheré? Once aroused, it is unstoppable. In archaic spcigte slightest
outbreak of violence spelt disaster. Consequeihilynanity was faced from the
beginning with the ever-present threat of intemab-violence and self-destruction.
This dynamic gave rise to sacrificial practice. Thelence of the community, its
inner tensions, feuds and rivalries were ventetecvely upon a less valuable and
dispensable victim as a substitute for the wholaranity, shielding it from its own
violence??* Thus, in Girard’s definition, sacrifice is an adtviolence inflicted upon
a victim in order to prevent further violence, arthus an act of ritualized

vengeance.

In some respects this theory is not unlike Burlanthere the catharsis at the
point of the kill becomes the “scene of origin” thie sacrificial system built on a
substitutionary resemblance of the sacrificial alirwith its human sacrificers.
Girard would certainly agree that in order to maubstitution possible victims must
resemble what they replace, and that animals rdeembmans to a degree. But
despite these parallels, Girard’s position diffewusdamentally from Burkert's. In
Girard’s proposal the “scene of origin” lies in therror of an outbreak of
unstoppable violent reciprocityithin the archaic community, not in the cathartic
experience of the kill during the hunt. It is timernal crisis, the spilling over of
violence into the interior of their social spacet the catharsis experienced in the
exterior, that fills the group with dread and bsngbout the perception of an

encounter with the so-called “sacred”.

The genius of Girard’s approach is that he seeksitfiversal dimension not
in violence as such but in the choice of the victifinis line of reasoning flows

logically from his thesis that sacrifice is noteigious exercise aimed at “making

222 René GirardViolence and the Sacrettansl. ofLa violence et le sacr@altimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1977), 4.

224 |pid., 7-8.
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contact with the gods” (as traditional theory ofligien sees it) but an
anthropological one in the guise of religious rit@amed at the prevention of

recurring violent reciprocit*>

Having surveyed a range of scholarly views on gentaanthropological
theories of violence, | now turn my attention taletailed exposition of Girard’s

theory of mimetic desire.

GIRARD’S MIMETIC ANTHROPOLOGY

Over the years, others have written comprehensivenrgries of Girard'®evreas
well as book-length introductiori$® To create the theoretical context for this study
we can more selectively engage with his work. Beigio with the trajectory of
Girard’s intellectual quest, | shall outline fitste main features and implications of
his theory, followed by an account of typical @igims. Then | shall contrast
Girard’s ideas with models of the social scienceging the failure of the latter to
elucidate the phenomenon of violence. This wilbiéa the argument that causes for
the human rights crisis are to be sought not in d&umiolenceper sebut in the
dynamism of mimetic desire and the mechanism ofifgaal scapegoating. If, as
Girard posits, these are indeed the anthropologicaindations of cultural
institutions, the implications for the human rightsoject are far-reaching. For
instance, one could argue on anthropological grsuthdt the world’s trust in

political, juridical and pedagogical solutions asswaers to the problem of human

% The important question why violence is recipraaradl cannot be appeased will be addressed when
Girard’s notion of mimetic desire is explored.

2% Chris Fleming,René Girard: Violence and Mimes{€ambridge: Polity Press, 2004Ylichael
Kirwan S.J.,Discovering Girard(London: Darton Longman and Todd, 2004); Raymuoldw&ger,
Must There Be Scapegoatg®an Francisco: Harper & Row, 1987); Robert HaameKelly,
“Religion and the Thought of René Girard”,@Quring Violenceed. Mark I. Wallace and Theophus H.
Smith (Sonoma, CA: Polebridge Press, 1994), 3-@he3 G. WilliamsThe Bible, Violence and the
Sacred: Liberation from the Myth of Sanctioned ¥fgle (Valley Forge, Pa.: Trinity Press
International, 1995); Anthony W. Bartlet€ross Purposes: The Violent Grammar of Christian
Atonement(Harrisburg, Pennsylvania: Trinity Press, 2001});3Z; Burton L. Mack, “The Innocent
Transgressor; Jesus in Early Christian Myth andadry8, Semeia33 (1985), 135-65. Most articles in
Wallace & Smith’sCuring Violencecontain brief summaries of Girard's theory. Foroaprehensive
exposition in German see Wolfgang PalavBené Girard's Mimetische Theorie: Im Kontext
Kulturtheorethischer und Gesellschaftspolitischeaden Beitrage Zur Mimetischen Theorie, vol. 6
(Munster; Hamburg; London: LIT Verlag, 1998).
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rights violations may be misplaced, the unprecestedievelopment of human rights

jurisprudence in the second half of thd"2@ntury notwithstanding.

The Trajectory of Girard’s Thought

The milestones of Girard’s intellectual quest a#ected in his major publications:
Mensonge romantique et vérité romanes(L@61),La violence et le sacrl972),
Des choses cachées dépuis la fondation du mdmh€é@8), Le bouc émissaire
(1982)% In Mensonge@Girard links mimesis with desire and discerns fi@ngular
structure or derivative nature. This discovery éedlhim to unravel the hidden plot
behind the human drama. Having located the motiaati centre of humanity in
mimetic desire and rivalry, Girard uses this insighre-read cultural history in its
entirety. InLa violencehe proposes the theory of the sacrificial crisml dhe
collective killing of a victim as its resolution.erthen claims that this mechanism lies
at the root of all religion and culture. In his @qation of this anthropological
phenomenon and its socialization, he acknowledgesnbebtedness to Freud (but
also criticizes him) and discusses the relationvbeh mimesis and rivalry and how
overcoming difference (which is the object of asguie imitation) also leads to
rivalry. From this he concludes that, for the irtota the end of mimetic desire is the
appropriation of the identity of the model. Becauke imitator re-presents this
appropriated identity as distinct or different frahe original?®® such appropriation
“eliminates” the other. According to Girard, thigevitable result of mimetic desire
and its escalation becomes the defining act of imiiyaTragically, this cuts across
the grain of social formation. Since conflict onodeashed will run its course until a
victim is slain, sacrifice becomes the saving evientommunities threatened by
mimetic violence. The mechanism of mimesis assthas victims are seen as
“monsters” responsible for the crisis. Their lynaithus promises a new beginning
for the community after the chaos. Once slain,imistalso become the saviors of the

community.

221 A bibliographical record of Girard’s work, inclutdj contributions to collective works, is included
in the Bibliography. The French titles have beemtioaed here for chronological reasons. Future
references relate to the English translations.

28 Burton L. Mack, “The Innocent Transgressor”, 138.

87



In his later works, especially ine bouc,Girard is no longer concerned with
the definitive act of humanitgr the “originary scene” but with testing his thgas
he relentlessly probes many texts in relation ® shapegoat mechanism and the

mythical concealment of violence.

In Des choses cachéasd also irLe boug Girard turns his attention to the
Judeo-Christian scriptures. In his view, the Olgthment begins a prophetic process
that critiques the ancient mythological mindsethef sacrificial culture which always
tells the story from the perspective of the persasu For Girard, this process comes

to full fruition in the New Testament.

Main Features and Implications

In Girard’s proposal, the “scene of [human] origifies not in the cathartic
experience of the kill during the hunt as Burkeas Isuggested, but in the horror of
an outbreak of unstoppable violeneghin the archaic community. It is the internal
crisis, the spilling over of violent reciprocitytmthe “interior” of their social space,
not the catharsis experienced in the “exteriorat thlls the group with dread and

now brings about the perception of an encountdr thieé “sacred”.

This notion has important implications for Girardigterpretation of the

origin of sacrifice and the nature of religion.

First, sacrificial ritual originates with a humanctum, not with animal

sacrifices. For Girard, animal sacrifices belondpter substitutionary development.

Second, Girard perceives violence as a reciprolsah@menon, which, like
vengeance, lends violence its self-perpetuating anikrminable character.
Therefore, the function of sacrifice and victimabstitution is the transmutation of
reciprocal violence into a culturally “safe” rituélly venting it on a victim from
whose death no one needs to fear reprisals. Asdsrbis act is perceived by all as

“sacred violence”, it breaks the destructive momenbf vengeance and transposes
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it into a protective one. In other words, in privet society sacrifice holds the

impulse for revenge in check in the guise of religi violencé?

Third, this understanding throws light on the cleoaf sacrificial victims. To
be *“sacrificiable”, victims had not only to be dokntly similar to allow
substitution, but also sufficiently different andarginal to make them legitimate
targets of collective violence that would draw theus away from the community
proper. This explains why slaves, prisoners of wihe deformed and children
qualified. As they were not fully integrated intbet community, their slaughter

would not pose a reciprocal threat of revenge oodfeud®*°

It is often thought (as in Burkert's scheme) tredrgice was associated with
the notion of guilt. Girard denies this link. Sdice is ritualized vengeance, and not
an act of expiation. In primitive society the otigtion is not towards a wrongdoer
but towards a victim designated to absorb the conainuiolence. Girard argues that
the question of guilt only arises in judicially wttured societies with their
orientation towards the concepts of transgressmheaguilty party. The idea of guilt
and transgression could not have arisen in primisociety for the concept of
“justice” was quite unknowf* This explains the puzzling practices in some triba
cultures of our day where attention is deliberatdiyerted away from the guilty
party toward an innocent victim out of fear thainging the wrongdoer to justice

might ignite the contagious fires of vengeafite.

22 Girard, Violence and the Sacred2-14, 21. Religion, in Girard’s terminology,aaother word for
the “obscurity that surrounds man’s efforts to ddf@imself by curative or preventive means against
his own violence”ipid., 23).

20 |pid., 12-15. Girard makes an interesting comment reggrthe sacrificiability of kings and
married women. In his view, kings were ‘sacrifidigibecause their existence was not integrated with
the rest of the community in that their positiomladed and ‘marginalized’ themis-a-vis the
community as a whole. Married women, by contragtiennon-sacrificiable’, for even after marriage
they remained part of their father’s clan and theiath subject to vengeance.

1 pid., 21.

2% Girard, Violence and the Sacre@2. This pattern may be observed in the fundaatignfeudal
structure and the factionalism of political elitesCambodia which makes it extremely difficult to
bring the former leadership to justice for KhmeruBe violations of international criminal law (see
Craig Etcheson, “Dealing with Human Rights Violaisofrom the Previous Regime: Dilemmas of
Accountability in Cambodia”, irHuman Rights Commission and Ombudsman Offices:ohiti
Experiences Throughout the Warléd. Kamal Hossairet al [Hague; London: Kluwer Law
International, 2000], 115-29).
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Girard draws attention to the similarity betweee tacrificial system of
earlier civilizations and the judicial system of madvanced societies. He argues
that they are functionally identical in that bothififl the same purpose: to save
society from its own violence. However, both wit6rk” only as long as they are
perceived as having exclusive access to the medavsngeance. In the case of the
sacrificial system this is established by the a@dityrof the “sacred”, and in the case
of the judicial system by the “independent authdrtf the law. While each system
declares its own violence “holy” and legitimate pesd against any other source of
violence, each equally obscures the fact that humeargs need protection from their
own reciprocal violence. Should this veil be liftdubth systems lose their efficacy.
Or in another way, demystification robs both systewh their power to break the
cycle of reciprocal violence. The ensuing weakeronghe victimage mechanism
leaves society open to loss of identity and to waks of undifferentiated violence
or anarchy, a point to which | shall return shortynder such conditions, society
enters what Girard calls the “sacrificial crisiSVhen the notion of legitimate
violence is lost, society is exposed to the irrepitde powers of reciprocal violence
and its contagious escalation. Then, writes Girardn’s desires are focused on one
thing only: violence®*® The key to an understanding of this startling dosion lies

in Girard’s notion of desire and its relation toleince.

To understand Girard’s notion of desire, it is impat to grasp that in his
scheme desire is “mimetic”. With this qualifier &id means, on the one hand, that
desire is distinct from appetite or biological neexich as hunger or thirst. On the
other hand, it is to say that human beings imitdeh other. They copy not only
gestures, language and other cultural expressiomsalso each other’s desires.

Conflict results when this process leads to coremcg of desires on the same object.

If desire is mimetic, the conflictual nature of hamninteractions may be
explained. It is a well-known tendency in etholdgyextrapolate animal behavior
into the human sphere. The idea that human aggreasd violence are “instinctive”
owes its existence to this tendency. However, witdein animals rarely leads to the
death of an opponent or rival. A built-in mechanirminates the combat before it

reaches the lethal stage. Such a constraint isnlg@k humans. Consequently, when

233 Girard,Violence and the Sacre#2-30, 145.
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faced with a rival, humans are defenseless agtiastown impulses which they do
not know how to control. However, before we can arsthnd Girard’s notion of
“desire”, we need to trace his thoughts about tivetpl role he ascribes to the

“rival” in relation to desire and its violent maedtations.

In other words, in Girardian thought, desire doesarise in a subject as an
autonomous and spontaneous attraction to an olmjeither is a rival defined as the
result of two autonomous desires spontaneouslycandurrently converging upon
the same object. Ratheithe subject desires the object because the rivedies
it.”3%In other words, the desirability of an object foe subject lies not in the object

itself, but in its desirability in the eyes of ahet. Girard explains:

In desiring an object the rival alerts the subjedthe desirability of the object. The
rival, then, serves as a model for the subject,ombg in regard to such secondary
matters as style and opinions but also, and maenéslly, in regard to desiré¥.

We will not understand the intensity and significarof this “imitation of
desire” until we see its essential motif. Desiré oaly seeks to possess the object to
which the model points, but also seeks to be “msex¥ by it, for the acquisitiveness
of desire is not primarily directed at the objaself but at what it signifies, namely
the model proper. In other words, this acquisite@naims at the vetheingof the
one who finds the object so desirable. According toa@lr it is the imitator’s
perceivedack of beingor his sense of ontological emptiness that drikkesntensity
of acquisitiveness. An existential void which theesessful acquisition promises to
remedy appears at the core of human déiréhis acquisitiveness is therefore, as
Fleming explains, “merely a path, the perceivedif@ged route, to the attainment of

the ontological self-sufficiency detected in theati.?®’

This dynamic renders desire essentially conflictaad the ensuing conflict

is irreconcilable, except at the expense of the ehod a substitutionary victirfte

%4 Girard, Violence and the Sacreti45 (original emphasis).
25 bid.
% |bid., 146.
237 : A H
Fleming,René Girard 24.

238 Girard, Violence and the Sacreti46.
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What is more, the outworking of this conflict locksth model and imitator into
what Girard has called tldouble-bindin which they constantly signal contradictory
messages to one another — “imitate me, but donZirelemy object”. This
phenomenon, Girard contends, forms the basis diwatian relationships and is, in
the final analysis, the instigator of the sacrélarisis where desire and violence are

no longer distinguished.

At the point of a “mimetic crisis”, violence begatsore violence as each
participant resorts to more violence to overcongeuviolence of his opponent. Under
the dynamics of the double-bind, the distinctionwsen model and imitator
vanishes so that the mimetic crisis becomes ascoéi non-differentiation that
threatens the cohesion of the community (whichuiét lon distinctiveness) unless at
the height of undifferentiated violence a surrogattim is arbitrarily slain. The
unanimity of the collective murder causes the vio& to subside and the vicious
cycle of mimetic violence to be broken. This deatl the ensuing peace (absence of
violence) transmute the energies of reciprocalevioé into sanctioned ritualistic
forms so that their later performances occur asnestments of the scene of origin
through which the cultural order is preserd&Religion is thus not an attempt to

contact “the gods” but ritualized vengeance thavents its destructive outbreak.

We may summarize the five chief elements of Gimrdmimetic

anthropology” as follows.

Mimesis

In Girard, mimesis is not the copying of actiong the imitation of desire, or the
replication of another’s attraction towards an objén this definition, mimesis is
acquisitive and desire is “suffered desire” thasem spontaneously when the object
is valued by a mediator. Girard distinguishes betweexternal and internal
mediation. The greater the distance between thecund the mediator, the freer is
the relationship between them from the possibitifyrivalry. In that case, Girard
speaks of external mediation. If the distance dishies, not only does the possibility

of rivalry increase but its intensity also risesgwrtionately. Then Girard speaks of

2 Girard,Violence and the Sacre49.
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internal mediation, in which case the model or ratdi has also become the
obstacle. He or she now obstructs the desired sitigni while constantly signaling

the desirability of the object. This model/obstadigmamic shifts the value from the
object itself to the obstruction which also expsawhy prohibition heightens the

object’s desirability.

Metaphysical Desire and Transcendence

When mimesis progresses towards rivalry, the objeetomes less and less
important as desire focuses on the mediator beaastacle. At the height of the
conflict the object is forgotten altogether. At shpoint, desire has become
metaphysical and now seeks to possess not thetdhjethe being of the other, in

fact to become the other. The conflict is over geation and prestige.

Since human desire is mediated desire, i.e. it doeésirise from within but
from an external source, Girard interprets itsnigislar nature to mean that human
beings are structured towards transcendence. Hulasire is to be mediated by a
truly transcendent spiritual source. Therefore, etimrivalry is the pathological
variant of desire awakened by a false transcendéehaeis, by the proximity of the
desire of another human beiffd.Hence, Girard’s anthropology is one of human

fallenness.

The Mimetic Crisis

A further progression of mimetic conflict leads ttee formation of doubles. The
subject and the mediator of desire become morename like each other. In this
instance, the rivals copy each other’s desire anbld process erase their differences.
Girard calls this point in the progression the “rafin crisis”?** Since mimetic desire

is highly infectious, it affects groups and socigtythe point where it can spin out of
control and threaten the existence of communityweéieer, the operation of mimesis

ensures that at the extreme the total reciprocdénce is vented unanimously on a

240 Robert Hamerton-Kelly, “Religion and the ThoughRené Girard”, inCuring Violenceed. Mark
I. Wallace and Theophus H. Smith (Sonoma, CA: Ridgk Press, 1994), 8.

211t is present where distinctions become so bluthad one can no longer tell the difference either
between the sexes, or between humans and animdjsiraour time, even between humans and
machines.
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surrogate victim which is killed. The murder of thetim brings peace. But if the
cause for their unanimity is misattributed to thetiin rather than to the function of
mimesis aroused by the victim mechanism, the pisdeased on a delusion. Because
the resolution of the crisis demands the blood wiicdm, the mimetic crisis is also

called “sacrificial crisis”.

The Victim and the Sacred

According to Girard, this misattribution occurs sEmeously at the height of the
crisis when the group transfers its violence toweéim. Violence is not repressed,
but through the process of transference it becddesched”. This turns the victim
into a god who miraculously transforms the desivactiolence of the conflict into

legitimate violence for the sake of peace in themminity?*? The result is a double

delusion. The victim is seen as “supremely activé powerful’?*3

while its corpse

has become the transcendent signifier of the “séiamaose violence, like a double-
edged sword, cuts both ways: it ensures the orfdgaiety but also has the power to
destroy i?** Under this delusion, the “sacred” masqueradeseasause as well as
the cure of mimetic violence and as such represéhts transcendental pole of

primitive religion”**

The Scapegoat

The term relates to the unconscious transferene@tEnce onto another along with
its associated guilt. In myths, the scapegoatpsesented by “texts of persecution”,
similarly in stories which tell the tale from therspective of the persecutdf§.it is

both a term in common language as well as a riacalthat communicates the

242 Girard,Violence and the Sacreti36.
%3 Girard, Things Hidden52.
24 Girard,Violence and the Sacredl.

245 Hamerton-Kelly, “Religion and the Thought of Re@&ard”, 13. Because they are in essence
sacred structures that exist to restrain mimetitevice, the repute and influence of all institugiion
hierarchies are based on unacknowledged violewcerding to the theory. In other words, the power
of the “sacred” is rooted in fear which generates drdering elements of culture: prohibition, ritua
and myth.

246 persecution texts are texts that conceal thentel®f the persecutors and describe the persecution
of Jews, witches, heretics or other ‘outsiderdeggimate.

94



dynamic and result of transference. By pointingirgxtly to the need for
transference, however, it partly discloses the tyiahg problem of the human
subconscious which, since the originary scene rngcsired on the basis of a
lynching, seeks to rid itself of violence and gt laying it on other$!’ In short,
Girard rejects the idealistic notion that it isural for human beings to live in peace

with each other.

Girard’s seminal thinking has had wide-ranging ictpan the debate about the
origins of civilization and religious theory. Buisa other disciplines have found his
thoughts attractive and the growing secondaryadlitee is an indication that a new
interdisciplinary discourse is emerging. On theeothand, his sweeping claims (all
violence is rooted in mimetic desire, and humanilization is a prophylactic

structure, a form of organized, albeit sophistidatactimage that prevents mimetic

violence) have understandably not met with unieasaeptance.

Typical Criticisms

Girard’s wide-ranging theory has caught the attentof a growing number of
scholars. Not only has his work been widely reathi;nnative France, but also the
English-speaking academy has begun to draw onnsights across a range of
disciplines. International conferences have explones ideas and the interpretive
literature is growing’® Girard’s collaboration with French psychologistsad-

Michel Oughourlian and Guy Lefort has produced aycpslogy of the

“interdividual” that radicalizes the social dimemsiof the human self. Ourghourlian
even attributes phenomena like hypnosis to humamesis. Economist Paul
Dumouchel and others have applied Girardian thoughsuch issues as market
competition and scarcity. The Journal of the Callaqn on Religion and Violence,

Contagion regularly publishes findings of research conddistéh and on Girard’s

27 As Hamerton-Kelly puts it, “it is half-way betweehe pole of concealment and the pole of
complete disclosure” (Hamerton-Kelly, “Religion athé Thought of René Girard”, 22).

248 Note particularly the diversity of titles emergifigm biblical scholarship. The theological faculty
of the University of Innsbruck regularly update® thibliography of literature on mimetic theory;
available from http//theol.uibk.ac.at/mimdok
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theory. Biblical scholars Hamerton-Kelly and Jaréfiiams have applied Girard’'s
theory to the interpretation of the Bible, while tR@ic systematic theologian
Raymund Schwager makes wide use of the Girardi@hnimgris theological project.
James Alison has examined the doctrine of origsimafrom a Girardian perspective
while Gil Bailie has undertaken to bring Girardeory to a wider readership outside

the academy.

While Girard has, no doubt, presented a most inimiy and compelling
hypothesis, it is also controversial. When he arl followers proffer it as the
ultimate explanation for all institutions of culeuand religion, questions arise about
the validity of assumptions, the nature of the emimk and the scientific method by

which his arguments are sustained.

One of Germany's foremost Catholic theologians d&bdardini Award
winner, Eugen Biser, dismisses Girard’'s theoryraSadsurd thesis” and combines
his criticism with a sharp attack on Raymund Sctevaand his schodf? German
scholar Markwart Herzog has criticized Girard forawing the Totalitdt der
Geschichtdrom a single event-type. While he concedes thaar@ihas assembled
much empirical material from mythology to suppa# ‘iKultopfer”- theory, Herzog
remains skeptical whether the same material isbiap# validating the assumption
of an“Uropfer” the historicity of which cannot be validat®d He also argues that
Girard’s system is scientifically unsound in th&nbt open to critical evaluation and
cannot be falsified by empirically grounded objens. This immunity comes at the

price of being unscientifie:*

29 Eugen Biser, “Die Stimme der Antigone: zu Georgudars Untersuchung tiber Gewalt und
Gewaltlosigkeit in Religion und ChristentunTheologische RevU&9, no. 9 (1994), 355-64; 367-68.

20 Markwart Herzog, “Religionstheorie und Theologierfé Girards”Kerygma und Dogmas, no. 2
(April/Juni 1992): 105-37. See also Leo D. Lefehtxéctims, Violence and the Sacred: The Thought
of René Girard”The Christian Centuryll December 1996, 1226-28; likewise Walter Winksinot
believe that all myths “are lies masking eventgerferative violence”, but offers no evidence f& hi
view (Walter Wink,Engaging the Powers: Discernment and Resistance World of Domination
[Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1992], 153).

%1 Herzog writes: “... wenn es zu den Minimalbedingemgvissenschatftlicher Theoriebildung gehért,
dass sie an den Gegebenheiten, die zu ihrem Geagedsbereich gehoren, tberprift, modifiziert und
auch widerleget werden kann, dann ist diese Unébgrkeit teuer, eben um den Pries der
Unwissenschaftlichkeit, erkauft worden” (Herzoggtigionstheorie”, 131). On the same point, John
Howard Yoder laments, “the way Girard selects wdett to use and how to read it goes beyond my
capacity to evaluate. | here report on his synthesthout being clear how one might expertly
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Girard’s Totalsanspruchmust logically encompass also natural dynamics
such as feeding, sexuality or play. Since nonebmmexcluded, Girard proposes a
monism of violence, despite attempts to refute thiarge?>> Moreover, Herzog
raises theological objections to Girar@®ttesgedankerAccording to Herzog, it is
illustrative at best and structurally irrelevantr fahe theory, and Girard’s
anthropocentric starting point is to be blamedHisrdistortion of “revelation”. Also,
atonement dynamics are seen merely sociologigadllyjin terms of what is really at
stake, namely the personal relationship between @oad the human creature.
Finally, the divinity of Jesus is explained not ofithis relationship to the Father but
as a function of his relation to violence. If rext&n is no more than the space of
God’s negative reaction to mimetic violerfcd Girard has reduced Christology to

anthropology>*

In an attempt to answer these charges, James Mélliand Raymund
Schwager have come to Girard's defence. If Girasl d¢alled his theory “scientific”,
it should be understood in the sense that it iefdic” and not positivistic. Girard
himself admits that his theory is not verifiable ty criteria of Karl Popper. James
Williams has been careful to avoid the term “safent and presents Girard’'s
proposal as a “heuristic model”, whose interprefnever should be tested rather
than its factual accuracy. By the same token, #mathd that it should account for

every cultural detail is absurd simply because iticaehl variations inevitably

validate or invalidate it. That absence of a recghdisciplinary grid obligates the reader to ente

an amateur way the conversation Girard has opemetithereby justifies my amateur access, despite
the difficulty of such an enterprise ...” (John Hodayoder, "Chapter Ill: After Antisthenes",
unpublished paper, accessed 23 June 2002); awildbbm _http://www.nd.edu/~theo/
research/jhy2/writings/punishment/scapegoat.htm

252 Herzog, “Religionstheorie”, 13; for a refutatiorhieh in Herzog's opinion fails, see Schwager,
Must There Be Scapegoat&5-42.

%3 gee also Leo D. LefeburBevelation, the Religions and Violen@éaryknoll, New York: Orbis
Books, 2000), 16-20.

%4 Hans Urs von Balthasar too has subjected Girasdk to a theological analysis and while he
values Girard’s idea of the scapegoat mechanisnhasecriticized Girard for his limited view of
Christ’s saving work, which, he argues, becausitsdfinitarian nature, cannot be understood merely
from an anthropological point of view (Hans Urs \Balthasar;Theo-Drama)ol. IV [San Francisco:
Ignatius Press, 1994], 298-313; also George Hussintihe Politics of the Non-Violent God:
Reflections on René Girard and Karl BartBtottish Journal of Theolodi, no. 1 [1998], 61-85).
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develop over timé® In this light, the charge of nomism does not hdlthreover,
Girard has not claimed to write as a theologiar, lms attempted to present an
“anthropology of the cross”. Schwager has also mfd Girard along
anthropological linés® and taken Girard’s model deeply into his dramtkt&ology,

as we shall see later.

Peter Oberhofer has recently taken up the quesfithe scientific status of
Girard’s hypothesis again and observed that to plesentithesis of a “scientific”
and an “hermeneutical” reading of mimetic theorysmuemain unsatisfactory
because the “scientific” issues raised are notlike be cancelled by treating the
theory as a heuristic model. This, however, istoosay that the latter negates the
scientific character of the theory. It only drawtgeation to the inadequacies of its
“scientific” categories to deliver on its own an eadiate anthropological

interpretation of its findings>’

Bruce Chiltod®® has been much more reserved in his evaluationireid
especially in respect to the notion of sacrifice. &lso noted that Girard is frequently
charged by his critics with “an excessively genetiacern with origins”. Given that
Girard himself has charged others, notably Freutth mythologizing distant events,
this would be a grievous allegation. But Chiltoedits Girard’s genius with taking
the analysis deeper than Freud. For Girard, thamigvent has power because it is
not merely primeval but primordial, which meanstthais “capable of renewing
itself as psychological conditions demaridf Girard’s brilliant insight that mimesis
is a renewable resourt®, however, prompts the question whether humanity is

inexorably tied to violence. Girard deniest.While scapegoats may be found as

25 James G. WilliamsThe Bible, Violence, and the Sacred Liberation ftbw Myth of Sanctioned
Violence Pbk. ed. (Valley Forge, PA: Trinity Press Intdioaal, 1995), 13-14.

26 schwagerMust There Be Scapegoat&B-27.

27 peter Oberhofer, “Mimetische Theorie als Hermeik&uin COV&R ConferencéPassions in
Economy, Politics and the Media”, 20 June 2003slimack University.

28 Bruce Chilton, The Temple of Jesus: His Sacrificial Program withire Cultural History of
Sacrifice(University Park: Pennsylvania State Universitgd3; 1992).

29bid., 20-21; also Girardyiolence and the Sacre@d7, 140f.
20 |pid., 21.

%1 Hamerton-Kelly (ed.), “Discussion”, iiolent Origins 123.

98



required (even mythological ones such as Freudds Bnd Thanatos), it is mimesis,

not violence, that plays a primordial role.

John Dunnill offers a similar view, albeit from aher angle?®? While he is
impressed by the elegance of Girard's theory agigeh and by his “acuteness as a
reader of texts”, Dunnill questions whether Girartheory of sacrifice is capable of
encompassing all sacrifices under his two-stagemmehof mimetic violence and
transference to the scapegoat. He echoes theueritf|French anthropologist L. de
Heusch who criticizes Girard for presenting a “arlged Durkheimian theory” and

for his “neo-Christian, somewhat heretical theolo®§

Commenting on Girard’s methodology, Cohen findsaiis admiration for
Sartre revealing and explanatory of his “Byzantideconstructivism” (in a
methodological sense). He takes Girard to task dwsr“myopic addiction to

narration, slighting the holistic and visionary espof life and art®®*

Cheryl Kirk-Duggan, after examining Girard’'s propbsfrom a black-
feminist perspective, echoes the concern that Ggdheory is reductionist and one-
dimensional. Despite its claims to universalityaitks the capacity for an “adequate

critique of women as protagonists and victirfs.”

Theophus Smith has observed that Girard is disiedlito enter the realm of
praxis and seems to leave the emergence of noertioliltures to chanc& while

John Darr believes that Girard’s unique approach“aliered the landscape of such

262 john Dunnill, “Methodological Rivalries: Theolognd Social Science in Girardian Interpretation
of the New TestamentJournal for the Study of the New Testan&h{1996), 105-19.

283 Cf. L. de HeuschSacrifice in Africal(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1985), 71

%64 Robert Greer Cohn, “Desire: Direct and Imitativehilosophy Today4, no. 4 (Winter 1989),
318-209.

25 Cheryl A. Kirk-Duggan, “Gender, Violence, and Tséarmation inThe Color Purpl® in Curing
Violence ed. Mark Wallace and Theophus H. Smith (Sonon#a,Rblebridge Press, 1994), 266-86.

%6 Theophus H. Smith, “King and the Black ReligiouseSt to Cure Racism”, iBuring Violence
ed. Mark I. Wallace and Theophus H. Smith (Sondd#s, Polebridge Press, 1994), 244.
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diverse fields as sociology, psychology, philosqplitgrary theory, and religious

studies™?®’

These are important observations. The questiorsaahisw, while remaining mindful
of these concern, Girard’'s theory may serve th@gese of this study. Most scholars
acknowledge the significance and provocative natfréiis contributions, while
rejecting the universal nature of his claims. Girdras certainly provided the
discourse on violence and religion with many profbunsights and with a useful
vocabulary. As the emerging literature shows, he $tamulated many disciplines
including Christian theology to rethink certain asehat have been left unattended or
excluded from the discussion. Because Girard'gyfsiinto mimetic conflict and
the scapegoat mechanism must be ranked among thepapetrating intellectual
discoverie€® | propose to adopt an approach others have foeffuh, namely to
appropriate the results of Girard’s synthesis whalsmaining open to the possibility
that the scapegoat phenomenon may not be theviimad on the origin of culture
and religion. At the same time, | note that Girartheory, while elucidating the
phenomenon of collective violence and envious nmird#goes not account

satisfactorily for the depth of human evil.

From the foregoing, we can assume with good redisanGirard’s model
will yield fresh perspectives on the crisis of dime, a point Hamerton-Kelly's

comment certainly affirms:

Mimetic desire is infectious on the group level; watch it from one another.
Fashion, the arms race, and the market are driyeniimesis. The market defines in
large measure our likes and dislikes; it is a netwaf bondage to one another’'s
imagined wants, an essentially fantastic web ofiggfe to the phantoms of desire.
Mimesis thus generates violence in groups throbghcbmpetition for objects and
for prestige. Unless this violence can be contaihadll make culture impossibI&®

%7 John A. Darr, “Mimetic Desire, the Gospels, andl¥€&hristianity: A Response to René Girard”,
Biblical Interpretationl, no. 3 (1993), 357-67.

%8 Walter Wink, Engaging the Powers: Discernment and Resistance iworld of Dominion
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1992), 155.

%9 Hamerton-Kelly, “Religion and the Thought of ReBi¢ard”, 9.
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How Girard’s discovery undermines the intellectimindations of religious
relativism that currently dominates the culturadlifical and religious discourse,

including the human rights discourse, is the qoad which we now turn.

GIRARD AND THE JUDEO-CHRISTIAN TRADITION

Differentiating Myths and Judeo-Christian Revelation

In approaching the thought-world of the Judeo-Giams tradition, Girard has
rigorously maintained his anthropological focusff@ling from Schwager, who
emphasizes the theological application of miméteoty). What has occupied Girard
in his later work has been the question of religioeiativism and the truth claims of

the Judeo-Christian tradition. This section wiide his thoughts?

Already in antiquity paganism tried to relativizehr@Stianity's claim to
uniqueness by pointing to the similarity betweemlibal stories and mythical
accounts. The Passion account of Christ, it wasrtesk differed little from the
myths. Members of the pagan pantheon like Diony$dsiyis and Adonis also
suffered martyrdom at the hands of a frenzied mdis violence too occurred at the
height of a social crisis, and was followed by tii@mphal reappearance of the slain

victim. This “resurrection” was then interpretedaaevelation of its deit§/*

In search of a global, unifying theory of religicethnologists of the 1and
early 20" century drew similar conclusions. Although suchempts never
succeeded, they displayed a form of intellectuaednalism reflective of the political
and colonial imperialism of their time. Girard ngtehat although many of these
ethnologists were anti-colonialists, they were rbekess motivated by the double
passion typical of Darwinism: a passion for sciencapled with a passionate anti-
religious bias. Both motivated their search for éssence of “religion” in order to
discredit Christianity’'s claim to uniqueness, terepeatability and particularity. The

contemporary relativist claim that insists on thmikrity of all religions has

2% For the substance of the following | rely on Gitar‘Mimetische Theorie und Theologie”, WYom
Fluch und Segen der Siindenbgald. Joseph Niewiadomski und Wolfgang Palaver {Thidultur
Verlag, 1995), 15-29.

21 |bid., 16.
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identical roots. From Girard’s view point, even whdifferences between religions
are discussed, they tend to miss the point bedheseomit the one difference that
really counts, so that the conversation always evitdsthe similarity between myths
and Christianity. Since these are too numeroustemabvious, the possibility that

Christianity is unique is rejected?

What is then the essential difference between Gdunisy and myths? In the
Christian presentation the victim is innocent andlective violence is self-evidently
guilty, while in mythology the crowd is always incent (even when the victims — as
is sometimes the case — are also portrayed asantjo©edipus is really guilty and
the crowd of Thebes has good reason for expelling But the Servant of God

(Isaiah 53) and Jesus are indeed innocent. Thathde portrayed as an injustié&

According to Girard, Nietzsche has overlooked stingt decisive. The
morality on which the Judeo-Christian defence ef ithocent victim is based is not
Nietzsche’s “slave morality”, that is, the malic®lust for vengeance of the weak
against the strong. It is instead a morality whadirelates to the truth that the
victims are indeed innocent. This congruence othtrand morality escaped
Nietzsche and those who follow him in his anti-Ghan bias. What these critics of
Christianity overlooked is the unanimity that tleagegoat engenders and its moral

implications.

In other words, mimetic theory lays bare what goedehind the superficial
similarity of myths and the Judeo-Christian tramfiti The chaos that precedes
collective violence is the disintegration of humsociety which is the fruit of
mimetic rivalry. To this all people are prone ahdcause it is contagious, rivalry and
thus violence escalates. But mimesis also unitegetgoagainst the “scapegoats”,
who are thought to be responsible for the disorfleis apparent lucidity as to who is
responsible is in fact the result of a delusionver from mimetic contagio?f,4 a
point to be borne in mind when considering the humights system and the

apparent social unanimity it engenders.

22 Girard, “Mimetische Theorie”, 17.
3 bid., 18.

274 |bid., 18-109.
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The myth then is a phenomenon of the crowd. Thigsitenary construal is
incapable of unveiling even the most improbableuaations which always centre on
“oedipal” crimes, patricide, incest and plague-¢raission. These crimes are
projected on victims in an attempt to cover theanat's persecutor mentality. Myths
deceive in that they reverse the real and inesdapaation between isolated,
powerless victims and society which persecutes thEne Judeo-Christian texts,
however, unveil the truth of that relation whicle tmyths seek to conceal. These
texts re-establish the right relationship. ThusXhideo-Christian tradition shakes the

mythical system in its entirety.

But this lie so exposed plays an important roleutture. Anthropologically,
both the myths and the Christian story have theimé in the same type of crisis. It is
the same mechanism that produces the victims. Wiséinguishes the Christian
tradition is its reaction to the crisis. In the mmgjtthe mechanism (Girard calls it “the
machine”) works so efficiently that the unanimitygenerates is total. No one is
exempt from the violent contagion of the mob sd thaery opposition is excluded.
The results are portrayed by the myths as “purthtriBut under the impact of
Judeo-Christian revelation, the “machine” no longerks efficiently. Indeed, in the
Gospel§™ it works so badly that the whole truth of the segmat mechanism is
exposed?’®

Girard argues that the extraordinary nature of teeelation is not
undermined by the fact that in a global sense eeithewish nor Christian
communities have been more efficient than mythecahmunities in their resistance
against violent contagion. That small minoritiesrgyenowever, able to achieve it,
testifies to the effectiveness of the revelatioa itwofold way: it lends uniqueness to
the tradition itself and then comes to life atvexy centre when minorities resist
contagion with mimetic violence. While they wer® temall to carry the victory in
history, they were nevertheless powerful enouglintibence the redaction of the
Christian texts decisively. Compared with mythigedsentations, which always seek

to preserve the unifying and purifying effect ofolence, the Judeo-Christian

25 The word is capitalized when it refers to a NT lboo collection of books, e.g. Matthew’s Gospel
or the Synoptic Gospels; when it refers to the gbepessage it is typed in lower case.

28 Girard, “Mimetische Theorie”, 20.
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narrative reveals that collective acts of violetead to a “division” even in the
gospel text itself. For instance, the synopticsJesus say that he brings war not
peace, while the fourth Gospel depicts Jesus awgibhg division wherever he
presents his message. In other words, the reveld&gonstructs a social harmony
that is based on the lie of violent unanimity. éspect of the crisis, the myths only
represent the passive reflex, while the Judeo-tmidradition actively reveals the

collective scapegoat-producing machine behidd it.

This truth is inaccessible to myth. At the sameetitowever, according to

Girard, the Judeo-Christian tradition is fully coiwas of it. That tradition is

neither an ethnocentric stupidity nor rivalry witdther religions from which it
monopolizes and cashes in this truth claim. Nidt@s@as correct on this point: No
other religion defends victims in the same mangethe Judeo-Christian tradition.
But if Nietzsche saw in it the mark of inferiorityye see in it an expression of
superiority. Religious relativism is thus defeatexits own turf — anthropologfy?

However, from the perspective of incarnationalgieln, this anthropological
emphasis cannot be thought of as independent dh#dwogical dimension. As far
as desacralization is concerned, Christianity gelitsomewhat problematic. Is not
the Passion story a throwback on archaic pattefmsreby the saving activity of
Jesus is mediated through a rehabilitated scapegodt is not Jesus himself a
sacralized scapegoaf? If this were the case, argues Girard, the deityChbfist
would have its roots in violent sacralization, thigtnesses to his resurrection would
have been the crowd that demanded his death riiera small group of individual
followers who protested his innocence, and the @eddChrist would be the same
peace the world gives, namely the surrogate pdaefollows the slaying of an
innocent victim. The contrary is true. The Gospelsclaim an undermining of that
false peace and the fragmentation of a socialiiif ba violent unanimity. In other

words, the NT completes the process of desacralizddy revealing the mimetic

277 Girard, “Mimetische Theorie”, 21.
28 1bid., (my translation).

219 |pid., 22.
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genesis of scapegoats and their founding and stingt function in human

culture?®®

Mimetic Theory and Historical Christianity

As we have seen, Girard’'s theory understands tfextebf the Judeo-Christian
tradition on history as one of a progressive dedizetion of culture. This process is
gradual and comprises several components. Mythe@alenger being generated and
give way to texts of persecution, sacrificial prees disappear, and surrogate
victimage fails to bring social order even when thelence committed by

persecutors is regarded as divinely ordained.

But it would be a serious mistake to understandar@is argument as an
apologetic for historical Christianity. For that,gaes Fleming, it had too readily
absorbed into its own practices the sacrificialictres unveiled by the Gospels so
much so that historical Christianity becan@né of the principal mechanisms for

hiding its own revelatioh®*

That the non-violent praxis of the early Church fe
victim to the interests of the Empire under the rfotcentury Constantinian
alignment of state and church, is historically doemted. In the context of
examining the violence committed in the name ofigiamity, this phenomenon has
recently received renewed critical attention, stated largely by Girard’s
anthropology’®? Fleming’s comment that “Christianity absorbed €fsiteaching in
perhaps the only manner that it could: through duoetrine of the sacrificial
atonement” may serve as an apt summary of thedingjs”®* This discovery does
not excuse or minimize the atrocities of Christend@he fact, however, that in the
course of history Christians should have badly akish the message of Jesus does

not subvert the message but rather corroborates it

20 Girard, “Mimetische Theorie”, 23.
1 Fleming,René Girarg 144 (original emphasis).

22 Anthony W. BartlettCross Purposes: The Violent Grammar of Christiaon&meni(Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania: Trinity Press, 2001) who exposeswvdeior ethos that had entered the church, pp. 96-
139. Also Charles Bellinge,he Genealogy of Violen¢®xford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 98-
112, and Denny Weaverhe Non-Violent Atoneme(Brand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Company,
2001), 82-86. Both authors link Christian violeiagost-Constantinian atonement theology.

8 Fleming,René Girarg144.

105



[bly attesting historically to the insidiousnessernyasiveness and seeming
intractability of violence in culture. Indeed, pagds the character and intensity of
Christian violence itself is related to the fachttit was first in ‘Christian’ cultures
that the initial, intense conflicts between a gmgvawareness of scapegoating and
the biblical demand for giving it up were felt mastutely?>

Yet the process of desacralizing the culture da¢smean that scapegoating
has come to an end. What it means is that the poiviae scapegoat mechanism to
unify the community and to hide its true origin Hasen permanently subverted
manifesting as an inability to resacralize violendéis powerlessness Girard
attributes to the constraining influence of theelu€hristian scriptureS> However,
this influence does not mean that a reduction olevice or of its intensity will
follow in the foreseeable future. To the contrahe ongoing failure of victimage
will engender more violence as the mechanism needlsnction at higher levels of
intensity as the social cohesion of collective efae loses efficacy. Because
desacralization engenders a social environment evhkengeance is more readily

possible, humanity will experience heightened pnddion and fragmentation.

At this point of the discussion questions may bigedh that highlight the
severity of the current global crisis. If the geatere mechanism of victimage has
been unveiled, what is there to restrain the fietation of violence? If rules of law
are what holds modern society together, will theserta the crisis which the
revelation of the victimage mechanism has let I8da&ll human rights law prevent

society from falling into apocalyptic violence aadarchy?

Today, humanity has at its disposal technologicaapons capable of
planetary destruction. For the first time in hunhastory, the possibility of “limitless
violence” exists. Girard calls it “absolute vengeanformerly the prerogative of the
gods”. According to strategists, this “pending” leiace will — under the auspices of
the United Nations and various non-proliferatiorstinments predicated on the
values enshrined in the UDHR — keep global violenagheck. Yet in the light of the
foregoing, this is a fallacious conclusion. Modernctimage no longer unifies
society. Such “unsuccessful victimage” leads toreasing tribalization. This

demythifying result of Christian revelation genesattoncomitant pressure to use

4 Fleming,René Girarg145.

28 Girard, Things Hidden138, 161.
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more violence. However, growing concern for victimsespecially in the age of
annihilation — also leads to pressure to renoutalence altogether. It is from this
perspective that we must understand Girard’s arguirtfeat humanity faces the
fundamental choice between “total destruction ahé total renunciation of

violence”2%6

CONCLUSION

Why Conventional Models Fail

In his essayModernity and the Holocausfygmunt Bauman has taken sociology to
task over its failure to submit its model of sogi&t a more rigorous critique in the
light of the Jewish Holocau$t’ He charged that either the Holocaust was treated
merely as an “extreme case” of otherwise famil@gial categories we must learn to
live with because of our natural propensity to @ggion and prejudice, or it was cast
into the frame of a horrific but logical consequenof a long history of
discrimination against Jews in Christian Europe.ifplication, the social sciences
claimed that their conceptual framework was quitkecmate toexplain and
understandthe phenomenon of the Holocaust, and neither Empionor the theory

of civilization needed revision.

Because sociology adheres to the belief that ralityrrules, says Bauman, it
saw it as its task to describe the “dirty” tendescand come up with predictive
parameters which — based on certain causal redtijpps — would enable society to
prevent nasty behavior from expressing itself. tmeo words, behavioral norms and

better social engineering will stop future holodaus

But as recent history has shown, this instrumeraéibnalism is deeply
flawed. Exorcising our “dirty” tendencies and tiagtthem as no more than an
ignoble aberration along the path of human progisseo longer a persuasive
argument. The alternative would mean to elevatentte the level of normality on

the premise that modern society inevitably contauash “products” at least as a

26 Girard,Violence and the Sacre#40.

87 7zygmunt Baumanylodernity and the Holocau§Dxford: Basil Blackwell, 1989).
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possibility. But both routes fail to address the kgiestion, “What have they to say

about us?” which was, of course, Bauman's maifcisin 258

This brief excursus was to illustrate a pointslan article of faith in modern
society that a value-free scientific mentality tinge with efficient technology will
lead to a more humane world. Yet, what made theoténist possible were these
very pillars of our civilization, providing a detaed scientific view, good systems
design and efficient processes to the Final Salutibthe Jewish question without
ever contradicting the principles of rationality. dther words, the Holocaust was not
an irrational leftover of an earlier barbaric stagduman development which we are
in the process of outgrowing. Rather, it belongsertban we are prepared to admit
to our own age. It depended on at least two rdlimatgons: (1) violence as a
functional resource it may be used for the impletaon of a supreme task in ethnic
hygiene, and (2) and orders of superiors as thermsokal virtue (which concentrates
the means of violence absolutely in the hands efghrpetrators). This example
reveals the inherent problematic and the explagdtortations of a functionalist
view of violence. Or, from Girard’s perspectives iitilitarian rationalism fails to

recognize the mythical and sacrificial core of giude.

Auschwitz poses the inescapable and perhaps udtiotatllenge for mainline
anthropology and the social sciences. It calls gmofounder reflection upon the
nature of the human being than their view of vickeseems to allow. The noticeable
and inexplicable silence in the anthropologic&rhture over the Holocaust signifies
a crisis of sorts — at best it is an admissionedplessness and at worst a scandalous

but unconscious complicity with the forces thatdureed it.

But even at the current level of anthropologicdlection, must we not ask
what it means for the human condition when in thee of objective knowledge we
refer to the infliction of hurt on others as a “Bdaesource”, when we look to the
pre-emptive strike as a means to solve our cosflimt to the shedding of blood as a
way to forge identities? When violence is ratioredi as instrumental and thus is
seen as socially “valuable”, its true identity i®soured, not to mention the

implications for social ethics.

8 BaumanModernity and the Holocaus2-6.
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What the social sciences are left with is the banaf violence in the hands
of the perpetrators and sympathetic onlooR&dzrom the literature it becomes
obvious that anthropology offers no answer to tbeiad problem of endemic
violence. Riches’ comment may be symptomatic ferwhole. He offers little hope
when he reminds us of the fragility of human contreer the practice of violence
and that the results from its deployment are “dyosapredictable’®® Again on the
question of solutions, Schroder & Schmidt remaiensi altogether while Kloos
observes that the outlook for conflict preventiengloomy and that attempts to
intervene early between groups with conflictingenests (where there is the potential
of it turning into armed conflict) may “not be félale, [and are] perhaps ...

irrational”.2%*

One could argue that if the social sciences tooknian’s critique to heart,
they might discover in this challenge an opportuiit transcend the limits of their
own principles by reflecting on the society thabguces them. As it is, the social
sciences regard violence as incidental to socisgmething that needs to be
“managed” while we are growing out of it (we justvien’t figured out how, but we

are getting there).

However, if — as Girard’s hypothesis suggests s-desumption is invalid and
violence is both foundational to and constitutivietiee present order, then any
sociological solution to the problem of violencedgls as more human rights norms,
more legal remedies, more education, more expetsweith sociological structures)

will be flawed?®?

%9 This is not the place to ask whether or not tf@a$aciences unwittingly keep society from seeing
its own violence. It may not be possible for themoffer a thoroughgoing critique of violence and
culture from within the framework of their criterend conceptual tools, a point which Girard has
repeatedly emphasized in his critique.

2% Riches,Phenomenon of Violenc@-10.

21 peter Kloos, “A Turning Point? From Civil Strugdie Civil War in Sri Lanka”, inAnthropology
of Violence and Conflicted. Bettina E. Schmidt and Ingo W. Schréder (landNew York:
Routledge, 2001), 194.

22 1n the same vein, it is difficult to see how thegosal advanced by Krohn-Hansen that a violent
discussion of legitimacy and illegitimacy by thosdio question the reality of society’'s social
processes would solve the problem of violence &ilan Krohn-Hansen, “The Anthropology of
Violent Interaction” Journal of Anthropological Resear&® [1994], 376).
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With this we return to the anthropological questwmetherHomo sapienss
in reality alsoHomo brutalis When ethologists speak of human violence in tesis
aggression and of aggression as an instinct, theg b point as far as comparative
zoology goes — animals do not show a desire fdtifig.?>> But the problematic of
collective human violence goes deeper than thaneMNd the anthropological models
are able to explain the mass murders in Nazi GeymanStalinist Russia, in Pol
Pot's Cambodia nor all the other genocidal atresitommitted during the twentieth
century and since the beginning of the twenty-fiidteir origin cannot be attributed
to a certain biologically conditioned aggressiviguen a more encompassing notion
that human aggression is the consequence of “luatoselection pressures that
fostered the evolution of aggressive behavittirmisses the point. Factors other
than those in vogue with mainline anthropology mustsummoned to account for
intra-human violence of such incomprehensible pri@aality and unimaginable

scale.

According to Girard, neither scarcity nor so-caliealent impulses lie at the
core of human violence, but the highly developedatic structure of the human
being. At the hub of the anthropological puzzles lfendifferentiation”, the chaos,
the absence of ordevithin the human being which mimesis evokes. In otherdsior
the peculiarity that distinguishes us from the aisremerges in Girard’s thought as
our most fearsome burden: uncontrollable rivalrgusied by the presence of the
“other”, who appears as our mimetic double, thenttiat mimics and claims our
being. It constitutes, so to speak, the epicenteyuo condition. When distinctions
are obliterated, without which neither self nortaetd can exist, our constitutional
crisis is revealed. The shock waves register asimpurity” that needs to be
expelled at the expense of the other. And the cualyural mechanism we have to

restore distinctions is scapegoating victimagensth Girard, sacrificial violence as

2% Animals will get agitated when they are deprivddvbat they need (food, mate, nest), but not
when they are deprived of an enemy (Wallace Craihy Do Animals Fight?” inAggression,
Hostility and Violence: Nature or Nurturedd. Terry Maple and Douglas W. Matheson [New York:
Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1973], 68).

2% Boelkins & Heiser, “Biological Bases for Aggressip22.
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the collective attempt of a community to “purifgetf of its own disorder through the

unanimous immolation of the victint>®

Ontological Sickness at the Root of Human Violence

By uncovering this “ontological sickness” at there®f human violence and its
resolution through sacrificial ritual, Girard hast@a hermeneutic key that opens
unexpected windows on ourselves as humans and ahlwesets us as a species. If
the intense, yet undifferentiated, desire for bestiganother’'s presence unleashes
conflictual rivalry and substitutional victimage ang us, the common root of such
ethnographically diverse phenomena as the Spanitfight, wife-beating practices
among Amazon Indians, head-hunting, men’'s cultgarbé cinematography,
cannibalism and genocidal massacres is unveiled Gi@ard the first murder was
certainly accidental and its discovery horrible t Bus special “originary” moment,
the foundational violence occurred only once. Allel repetitions as ethnography
describes them were subjected to countless mytlEboeations and ritualistic

obfuscations.

Once this point is grasped, all forms of human enck take on a new
meaning. They are desperate and quasi-religioempts to rid ourselves of our own
violence through the victim who reveals the truthowat the human condition.
Victims, not persecutors, emerge as the signifieruo metaphysical desire. They are
a true representation of the way things are withwsans. In short, the phenomenon
of violence remains unintelligible until one undarsls the fundamental mimetic

make-up of human beings and the sacrificial medmant engenders.

In the next chapter, | shall elaborate on theseclosions by bringing a
Girardian perspective to bear on certain humartsigisues. If it can be shown that
functionally speaking the human rights project @inescape the generative
mechanism that demands victims, new insights magéieed about causes for its

failure to produce the desired effects.

2% Girard, The Girard Reader1l. See also Robert Hamerton-Kellfhe Gospel and the Sacred
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1994), 1-14.
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CHAPTER 4

HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES IN GIRARDIAN
PRESPECTIVE

INTRODUCTION

On the occasion of Girard’s admission to the FreAcademy on 15 December
2005, philosopher Michel Serres, in his addresth¢odistinguished assembly, paid
tribute to the extraordinary intellectual depthGifard’'s work. Speaking to Girard

directly, Serres’ oration eloquently expressed historical relevance of Girard’'s

achievement?® The following excerpt shall set the tone for ittimpter:

One day historians will come to you and ask yowexplain the inexplicable: this
formidable wave that submerged our Western worlthduhe 20th century, whose
violence sacrificed not only millions of young péopluring the first world war and
then tens of millions during the second, in acaeitti the only definition of war that
holds, and according to which bloodthirsty old men, both sides of the border,
agreed that the sons of the ones should really weaptt to death the sons of the
others in the course of a collective human saeificke the great priests of an
infernal cult, these enraged fathers, whom histatis the heads of state, and who,
in order to crown such abomination with a peak todaty sacrificed ... not only
their children but ... also their ancestors ... thepbedo whom the West owes, in
the figure of Abraham, the promise to end all husaerifice.

Serres continued,

In the dreadful smoke exiting from the death canspsopke that suffocated both of
us at the same time in this atmosphere of the Wastaught us to recognize what
issues from the human sacrifices perpetrated by piblgtheistic savagery of
Antiquity. You taught us to recognize very pregsathat it is that the Jewish
message first, then later the Christian messatgnpted desperately to deliver us
from. These abominations largely surpass the caps@f historical explanation. In
order to attempt to comprehend this incomprehelityibione needs a tragic
anthropology with the dimensions of yours. One daeywill understand that this
century broadened, to an inhuman and worldwideesgalur societal and individual
model.

According to Girard, all institutions are based sacrifice, and to be effective, the

sacrificial mechanism must remain hidden. In thapter | shall ask whether this

26 This is a slightly edited version of the one psibéid in the COV&R Bulletin No. 28 (March 2006),
3.
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assertion also applies to the human rights sys@tmers have written extensively
about the importance of the human rights movement elebrated its gairfs’
Because this study calls for a more critical appinp& shall not attempt to add to the

chorus; instead | shall subject certain human sigggues to a Girardian reading.

When we think of the human rights crisis, we usuagjnore our own
participation in it. Although we all know what iteans to beat a rival at his own
game, we are generally unaware of our natural msipe for imitation and its
potential for rivalry. According to Girard, this igerative principle operates
unconsciously in each one of us and functions asrthisible hand in culture and
society. It turns the spiral of the crisis throumir scapegoating tendency that seeks
the problem first in others. One reason that weaiartargely ignorant of its presence
is that it is also the force behind our striving f@appiness, equality and recognition.
In other words, mimetic desire and the rivalistinicts it generates lock us into an
inescapable collective enterprise of never-endiegiprocal demandS® This
perspective renders the idea that a “social cotitigcthe mother institution of

human society highly implausible.

The more we try to achieve happiness, equality r@edgnition, the more
conflict-prone our efforts become — a paradox alyelanown to de Tocquevill&®
Girard has noted how mimetic desire increases ioctidll behaviour in formerly
oppressed groups following their liberation. Theser they came to the realization
of equality, the more they became sensitized to diightest inequalities. This
heightened awareness releases the passion of wimgh in turn increases their

readiness to engage in conflfef.Since our modern world is driven by competition

%7 See Chapter 1, n. 12.
2% Girard, Girard Reader 266-68.

29 De Tocqueville wrote: “The same equality that &HBoevery citizen to conceive ... these lofty
hopes renders all the citizens less able to re#iem; it circumscribes their powers on every side,
while it gives freer scope to their desires. Ndiyare they themselves powerless, but they areamet
every step by immense obstacles, which they hadimsttperceived. [...] The desire of equality
always becomes more insatiable in proportion asaldguis more complete. Among democratic
nations, men easily attain a certain equality ofdition, but they can never attain as much as they
desire” (Alexis de TocquevilldDemocracy in Americaed. P. Bradley [New York: Vintage Books,
1990], 137f).

300 Gjrard, Deceit, Desire and the Novel.
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and unashamedly venerates envy as a means to suticesunleashing of this
collective passion in the form of demand for mareterial and positional good®*

intensifies the struggle and threatens society wiobbesian crisis.

Hobbes certainly understood the causal link betwsempetition, envy and
war-making. His answer to the threat of a war baghinst all was the absolute state.
While his solution may be unpalatable today, higlgsis remains remarkably
relevant for the contemporary crisis. It is alswiobs that the modern nation state
has not solved the mimetic problem Hobbes addregse&Gebrewold has observed,
the state has merely relocated it to the internatioscene where power is

concentrated in the hands of a few who vie for nitfe

At one level, this struggle is over the distribatiof goods; at another it is a
metaphysical struggle for recognition by individialr groups with special interests
as rights-bearers and legal subjects. Given ouretiinmake-up, as recognition
among people increases, not least due to the mfuef the global human rights
project, the probability also rises that all wilesire what others value, be it

livelihood, life-style, positional goods or humaghts.

Since mimetic desire causes us to perceive thedwawla system of limited
supply, we regard rivalry as “natural” and are #fiere unaware of the insidious
dynamic of the double-bind with its potential faolkence that drives our economic
and political life including the acquisition of ham rights®°® Palaver sums it up well
when he writes, “We live in a world that promisegppiness and recognition to

everybody, but the more we try to reach these galadsmore we become obstacles

%1 Wolfgang Palaver, “Envy or Emulation: A Christiariew of Economic Passion”, iCOV&R
Conference 21-23 June 2003, Innsbruck University. See alsmsHMagnus Enzensberg&ivil
Wars: from L.A. to Bosnjdrans. P. Spence and M. Chalmers (New York: N&w& Press, 1994).

%2 Belachew Gebrewold, “Passion, Politics and Stat#diig: The African Case”, inCOV&R
Conference21-23 June 2003, Innsbruck University.

%3 This is not to say that all competition is to bgarded as sinister. Whiettbewerbis desirable to
hone those human capacities that create wealthwatidire, there is an undeniable dark side to
competition. Its force does not hesitate to desthaypossibilities of economic, social, familialdan
physical existence. It occurs whéfettbewertspirals into the vortex of mimetic violence wherevy

and competitiveness are no longer distinguishe@revacquisitiveness becomes deadly and conflicts
of interests are resolved at the expense of “sciafile” victims.
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to each other causing frustration and resentmextting easily to violence of all

sorts”304

From these brief comments it becomes clear thataheepts and vocabulary
of mimetic anthropology permit a fresh look at teman rights project, its global
claims and limitless promises. In the followingha#l pursue the question whether
the human rights system is capable of transcentliegynergy of acquisitive desire
which we have identified with Girard as the prideigause of human violence. |

begin the investigation with the text of the UDHR.

THE TEXT OF THE
UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS

For Nobel Prize Laureate Nadine Gordimer, the UDBIfhe “essential document,
the touchstone, the creed of humanity that sunetgssup all other creeds directing
human behaviour®®® Elie Wiesel has called it the sacred text of a fldrvide
secular religion®® Eleanor Roosevelt hailed it as the “internatioialgna Carta of
mankind”3®” Michael Ignatieff refers to its language as thiegua franca of global
moral thought”, but warns that it would undermihe purpose of human rights if it

were turned into a creed or secular religith.

This rhetoric highlights the extraordinary esteemvhich the UDHR is held.
To view this text, unique as it is in the histofyideas, through the lens of mimetic
theory rather than through familiar interpretivebite may well be deemed an act of

sacrilege. But since we are faced with the contigupossibility that even this

3% palaver, “Envy or Emulation”, 10.

%05 Nadine Gordimer, “Reflections by Nobel Laureates’, The Universal Declaration of Human
Rights: Fifty Years and Beyoned. Y. Danieliet al. (Amityville, NY: Baywood, 1999), vii.

3% Elie Wiesel, “A Tribute to Human Rights”, ifhe Universal Declaration of Human Rights: Fifty
Years and Beyonad. Y. Danieliet al (Amityville, NY: Baywood, 1999), 3.

%7 Geoffrey RobertsonCrimes against Humanity: the Struggle for Globastite (London: Allen
Lane, 1999), 30.

3% Michael IgnatieffHuman Rights as Politics and Idolaf§3.
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venerated teXf° may be misused in an ever more subtle processlbéleception
and violence (e.g. the achievement of human righthe expense of others), new

ways must be tried.

It is the quasi-sacred status of the UDHR that sesususpicion. Given the
inability of victimizers to acknowledge that victiation is actually taking place (let
alone that they are participants in it), thereashaps no more probing question one
can ask of the UDHR than whether it is a text aspeution in disguise. One might
object that, since this document above all othersgritten from the victim’s point of
view, how then can it be a text of persecution?t \Buat if the polished surface of
Enlightenment rationality hides a hollow moral cdr&hat if the structuring
principle behind the text uncannily conceals underds of peace, justice and
brotherhood the deep inner divisions of the woildfat if the nations presented a
facade of superficial unanimity to hide their femiven reciprocal hostility? Does

not the very existence of the text testify to afpuadly disrupted relationality?

In order to sharpen further the Girardian anglengfargument, let me ask in
another way: was the UDHR creatit human rights or was it merely a reaction
againstthe tyranny and racist ideology of Nazism? Waes dpllective act of a self-
righteous expulsion of evil that made an examimabb the nations’ own violence
unnecessary? Conversely, if the text of the UDHRhd®ed the measuring rod for
post-war decency among the nations, should onexméct to find such espousals
reflected in their dealings with each other anchwiiteir people? If not, would it not
lend support to the thesis that behind this “ggasred” text lurks the ancient

scapegoat mechanism merely posing as “an angegjhtf2

The Text in Context

Since we treat the text of the UDHR as a Magna&Caftsorts, we have become
accustomed to read it in a certain way and we \easirlook that it has become a
text severed from its past, even from its origiert@inly, the crisis that had engulfed

the world in the 1940s still lingered during thefting process. The post-war years

%91t has been translated into three hundred languaige found its way into over ninety national
constitutions.

116



were an extremely fluid and complex period. Theamstwanted peace, yet they also

struggled vociferously for self-identity. They loedyfor a new world order but could

not escape the old. The Western nations asserteérship of the Enlightenment
legacy emphasizing Euro-American individualism, lehthe Soviet Union was
committed to a most dehumanizing form of oppresskate socialism. The bitter
battles that ensued over ideology and hegemony feeght on many fronts, which
makes it on the one hand all the more remarkablkestidocument such as the UDHR
should have emerged at all. On the other hand, venveve see the strange mix of
similarity and difference that characterizes theggatuan struggle of mimetic
doubles whereby each one is model as well as desth®ne and the same time,
demonizing each other in the process. While the BOifiojects a world order built
on the principle of inclusion and the transcendesfcboundaries (e.g. the spirit of
brotherhood), the superpowers hardened their diffsgs along ideological lines
setting in motion a world-wide double bind: imitaie, but don’t desire the object of

my desire.

If the nations had entertained hopes that a nevidvwosder would follow the
adoption of the UDHR!® the prospects for this were abruptly shatteredthgy
Korean War (1950-53) in which over one million pkoplied and unspeakable
atrocities were committed by both sides. Carpetlioghof civilian targets (against
the Geneva Convention) by the US Air Force tookaosinthe same tonnage as was
used in World War Il. At the same time, Stalirgsgn of terror oppressed the people
of the USSR and Eastern Europe until his deat®881only to be continued by his
successors:! The nuclear arms race was keeping the world onife ledge since
1949 and, even as the U.N. General Assembly meaiis to adopt the UDHR, the
Berlin airlift had begun in response to Stalin’seft to starve the city's two million
inhabitants. The flagship instruments of humantsgthe UDHR and the Genocide

Convention, proved utterly powerless in changinggrimational attitudes towards

101t is important to note that within a few monthistoe adoption of the UDHR the nations also
adopted the four Geneva Conventions that requirgtized treatment of civilians, prisoners, the
wounded and other victims of war.

31 Aleksandr I. SolzhenitsynThe Gulag Archipelago 1918-1956: An Experiment iterhry
Investigation(New York: Harper & Row, 1974-75); also ZbigniewzBzinski, Out of Control:
Global Turmoil on the Eve of the Twenty-First Ceypt{New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1993).
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genocide or any other form of gross human rightdations, either at that time or

during the ensuing fifty years.

One could go on recounting the sorry story of tagoms’ disregard of their
self-avowed human rights norms — from Stalin’'s shwoials to massive racial
discrimination in the USA; from the torture andagipearance of thousands at the
hand of US-backed dictatorships in South Americath® violent repression of
dissidents under apartheid in South Africa; from ¢lltural revolution in China that
killed over a million people to the Berlin wall wleeGermans shot Germans who
exercised their right of mobility; from Hungary trague; from the bombing of
Vietnam with Agent Orange and Napalm to Pol Potlkng fields in Cambodia;
from Pinochet’'s regime of terror in Chile to the ssacres of Rwanda, Kosovo,
Sierra Leone, Irag, Somalia and Sudan. To this wstradd the permanent failure of
the Human Rights Commission. Geoffrey Robertsonments, “Most of the states
that belong to the Human Rights Commission havevish to create precedents for
investigation or enforcement procedures which mighit be used against an ally, or

against themselves™?

It is also instructive to recall that the text astands is a composite both as a
text and as an historical account. The latter gmesses the unresolved conflicts as
well as the diplomatic solutions the nations hattenapted in solving them. But
according to Robertson, diplomacy has always beerehemy of justic&:® being
inclined to let victimage remain arbitrary. Girazdlls this scheme the “wisdom of

4 ts

Caiaphas” where it is always “expedient for one ramlie for the people™
surrogate peace at the expense of others is alaalystemporary and masks the

underlying victimage mechanism.

%12 RobertsonCrimes against Humanify0. According to U.N. procedures, the UNHRC meetly
once each year for a few weeks and refuses toitieatiof states or those in power. Block-voting
ensures that the political gamesmanship and whileweantinues even when flagrant violations by
member states are open knowledge.

33 As brokers of trade-offs, Robertson writes, diphtsn “always allow oppressors to escape
punishment” jbid., xvii].

814 John 18:14.
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Flawed Justice, Deceit and Desire

But why should all this surprise? Was this conduzt already inherent in the so-
called “Nurnberg legacy” on which international hamrights law enforcement is
based? At the Nirnberg trials, the Allies prosetutazi war criminals who were
guilty of crimes against humanity. By doing so,)tl®ped to put agents of states on
notice that those responsible for torture, genoaiut® other crimes against their own
populations might be punished by an internatioriblinal®*® But this precedence-
setting legacy was itself deeply flawed by the hlymmy of the victors. Stalin’s
regime of terror had committed and continued to minarimes against humanity on
a scale well exceeding that of Nazi GermaWyCertainly, in Nirnberg the
punishment fell on the guilty, but we easily oveKkothat this precedent in
international law enforcement owed its force toassive outpouring of violence that
gave the Allies exclusive access to the meanssbitgr But whose justice? The real
moral outrage is that neither Stalin nor any of thidurers and executioners were
ever indicted or brought to trial. The veiled megs#o the international community
was this: military might trumps morality. Thus tlemphatic reference to the
“outraged conscience of mankind” engraved with spathos into the text of the
UDHR®' reflected the scapegoating hypocrisy of the natidNith self-righteous
rhetoric and under the cloak of justice they codeoeer the reality that the new
order was not going to be so new after all, aspifieciples of power politics and
with them the inevitable victimization of the weakd unwanted would simply

remain in force.

This fact became quite evident during the draftprgcess. Political and

ideological conflicts were still smoldered undes #urfaceé’® and even the structure

%15 One important result of the Niirnberg trials wast fhom a legal point of view they established for
the first time the principle that individuals hathrgding in international law (Robertso@rimes
against Humanityxiv).

36 Brzezinski has estimated that Hitler caused appfdx million deaths, Stalin 20-25 million.
(Brzezinski,Out of Contro) 10-11).

37 Appendix 1, second Recital.

318 The force of that reality comes home when we a®rshat during the first half of the 2@entury
alone such conflicts had been responsible for dhibetate killing of 80 million people, not in aetu
combat, but for ideological and religious reasdfiam 1915-1945 Europe, the cradle of Western
civilization, experienced “sustained destructionl anassive killings”, and so did China and Japan.
None of this was anticipated at the start of thetwgy. How is such profound moral blindness and

119



of the document was shaped by these antagoriSii$e drafters were certainly

aware that human rights could be realized only mneavironment of genuine

international cooperation and trust. Yet the ineepewer struggles that flared up at
almost every turfi® rendered such an assumption absurd if not deeepfiiRawe

sums it up well when she writes:

The final Universal Declaration is deceiving, nea$t because it evinces an apparent
consensus on the position of human rights and pleaiding in a new world order
which clearly did not exist. Instead, this consangunly papered over a substantial
lack of agreement and merely postponed, until afteradoption of the text, the
settlement of all the problems, nuances and cosdbat the Universal Declaration
was intended to overconig.

Behind this self-deception lurked a common anxietige fear of intervention
with state sovereignty. This fear gave rise to deé&nsive and moralizing posture
with which the nations conducted the whole humghts business in the fora of the
United Nations. It corrupted the relationships agtre players including the nature
of the UDHR itself; instead of a code of condue tfations forged an instrument of
accusation and scapegoating. In the ensuing wiéraofie, victims would become

their new weapons.

Angstover Sovereignty and the Misuse of the UDHR

Since the same conflicts are with us today, itugegqobvious that the self-regulation
of the states has failed to bring about order agat@. From a Girardian perspective,
the global crisis is a crisis of reciprocity rootiedexistential anxiety that spawned
eine Politik der AngstThe nations’ conflictual desires keep convergamgthe one

object whose loss they fear most: their sovereidhtyrings into play the scapegoat

political insanity to be explained? Brzezinski kirdt the emergence of meta-myth, a form of
transcendental fiction that blends “the religioompillse to seek salvation ... [with] nationalisticfsel
identification and utopian social doctrines redutethe level of populist slogans” (Brzezins®iyt of
Control, 19).

%19 Note the prioritization of civil and political figs over economic and cultural rights in the UDHR.

320 This became particularly obvious during the delmter the priority of economic righteersus
civil rights.

%1 Mary O’'Rawe, “The United Nations: Structure verSisbstance”, irHuman Rights: An Agenda
for the 21st Centuryed. Angela Hegarty and Siobhan Leonard (Londoygn8y: Cavendish
Publishing Company Ltd., 1999), 24.
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mechanism with its characteristic manifestationgefeit and the exclusion, even
the death of disposable victims. Because theseifisas” fail to purge the nations
of their violence and do not deliver the desirednimity, we are faced with what
Girard has called a “sacrificial crisis”, to whitie human rights agenda has added

conflicts of its own over the scope of the righitsrhselves??

In their ideological and geopolitical confrontatipnthe nations have
continued to pay lip service to the UDHR, misusivigat was to be the measure of
their conduct as a cover for their own culpabitityd complicity with violencé?® In
the process, human rights language has becomeaage of power and instead of
fostering a “spirit of brotherhood”, it has becoraemetaphor of exclusion and

victimization, i.e. an instrument of the scapegoathanism itself.

What is being celebrated as humanity’s heighteaédmality fails to provide
immunity against the mimetic impulse. Instead icelees us about our innate
propensity to locate the problem first in othersitidut a common enemy or
“sacrificial victim”, humans left to their own desgs simply do not reach unanimity

or function in a “spirit of brotherhood” as the UBRHleclares. This tragic fact also

322 peter Cumper writes, “Regrettably ... the unanirbiggween states in the area of human rights
clearly ends when one seeks to define, clarify gumatitize specific human rights. There is evetidit
agreement over the scope of what constitutes pertiegomost basic of all, the right to life”. This i
despite the fact that this right is guaranteed mumber of international human rights instrumetits,
UDHR in §3; thelnternational Covenant on Civil and Political RigtiCCPR) in 86; theAmerican
Convention on Human Righ{&merican CHR) in 84; thé\frican Convention of Human Rights
(African CHR) in 84. One of the most heated cotdlin the Western world rages over the question
where life begins and who has the right to takevitfully (see Cumper, “History, Development and
Classification”, 1-11).

323 The case of indigenous peoples may serve asrayfittustration. Given their original exclusion
and the slow-moving ritualistic U.N. bureaucracye@ould argue with Girard that their status i tha
of sacrificial victims ‘slain’ at the foundation ¢fie human rights agenda and whose cries are still
being muffled by the labyrinthine procedures of ieey system that was established to work on their
behalf.The litany of their grievances lodged with the Ufdt.over twenty years still sounds as at first,
as a review of Work Group reports shows. What stamd as particularly dismaying is the abstract
bureaucratic language in which the suffering ofolchinumbers of the poorest people is being cast.
The following is a typical extract: “The Working @rp noted the comments provided by indigenous
participants relating to the impact of globalization their livelihoods, economically self sufficten
ways of life, cultures and political organizatiorend the lands and resources. It also noted the
concerns expressed about forced displacement dfieindus peoples due to natural resource
extraction and other developments on their land] #me unjust relations prevailing between
indigenous communities and large corporations impl&ing projects on their territories...” (United
Nations, Economic and Social Council, PreventiorD@fcrimination and Protection of Indigenous
Peoples, Report of the Working Group on Indiger@apulations on its 21Session, 11 August 2003,
item 101).
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explains why the pagan ethos of the scapegoat reidls in international (and

domestic) politic$?*

In the next section the focus shifts from the tektthe UDHR to the

interactions between players and constituentseohtiman rights arena.

TRAFFICKING IN TRAUMA : THE HUMAN RIGHTS M ARKET

Many networks and exchanges mobilize, organize iafidence the human rights
movement. Baxi has argued that to disregard thgsamics would mean to ignore
an important reality. He characterizes them in s&eohorganizational behaviour and
as such as a “human rights market”, defined astwork of transactions that serves
the contingent and long-term interests of humaimtsignvestors, producers and

consumers®?®

Baxi notes that this market has at all levels bex@m capital-intensive that
the protection and promotion of human rights nogunees the mobilization of vast
resource inputs including funding from governmemd @rivate sources. A market-
driven mobilization of capital, however, calls farbusiness-oriented approach to
human rights promotion and protection. It requinggnagement, consumer loyalty,
public relations, careful product and portfolio kaging, and the monitoring and

influencing of market dynamic&®

This global reality, however, modifies the condastwell as the responses of
governments and human rights activists as theyerédaeach other. It influences the
very nature of human rights as the violators anel ddvocates of the victims

negotiate tolerable outcomes in order to maint#ie integrity of the network”. The

24 This is reflected in the reprehensible duplicitythe part of the nations in their dealings withrea
other and with their constituents, a judgment westnmome to if we take the words of the UDHR
seriously.

3% Upendra Baxi, "Voices of Suffering, Fragmented Wénsality, and the Future of Human Rights,"
in The Future of International Human Rightd. Burns H. Weston and Stephen P. Marks (Ardsley
New York: Transnational Publishers, 1999), 1015#].

%6 Baxi, “Voices of Suffering”, 145.
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market also dictates that the “raw material” forran rights products is “provided”
by the victims of human rights abuses. In otherdgphuman suffering becomes a
commodity that is sold for what the market will heAccording to Baxi, a new,
more market-friendly paradigm of human rights iseegng that is no longer
primarily concerned with the well-being of the imidiual victim of abuses, but with

the investment performance of human rights comriesdit’

Since gruesomeness attracts (in Girard’'s languages ithe fascinating
appearance of the “sacred”), in an effort to conthahan suffering its images must
be constantly repackaged for mass media consumplioa headline potential of
human suffering exists, according to Baxi, becaoséy in this form can it
momentarily scandalize human sensibilities. The ynalayers in this arena must
keep constantly alert for how best to keep thisketasupplied with instant news. In
short, a global human rights culture has emergedhwik sustained by a competitive

diffusion of horror storied?®

| am not offering a judgment on the ethics of fisgl" suffering, but simply
seeking to highlight that the interplay of confiig interests and advances in human
rights are tied to certain producer/consumer bahmaviwhich, if seen through
Girard'’s filter, must be called mimetic. Baxi spsaitmost Girardian language, when
he observes that the success and failure of NG@sndleon their ability to move the
conscience of the players and the bystanders throdgechniques of
scandalization®®® In other words, the task of mediating the “desiigh of human
rights under competitive conditions requires mone anore resources, especially

news about their violation.

But, like the nations they scrutinize, NGOs expareeexistential anxiety and
seek to guard their own “sovereignty”. They too @eéensive of their turf. That they

%27 Baxi, “Voices of Suffering”, 146 ff. It is interéiag to note that Amnesty International started out
as a group of loosely affiliated volunteers whodjpidd” individual prisoners of conscience in the
1960s. Since then they have left this grass-rootk fargely behind and transformed themselves into
a global advocacy organization with a staff of oeee thousand who participate at the highest
diplomatic level in all fora of the U.N. bureaucyad oday, Al is the superpower among the NGOs
with an annual budget in excess of $500 millionatTits Chief Executive bears the title “Secretary-
General” looks more like an imitation of its UN eaarpart than like a coincidence.

328 |bid., 147.

29 |pid., 149.
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are engaged in fierce competition with each otheroi secret’® NGOs are engaged
not only in competition with other NGOs but withas players claiming
representative status alongside elected governméhis blurring of distinctions is
typical of the mimetic process. In this case, thsiidble object, which NGOs covet
and the desirability of which governments constamtiediate, is policy-setting

power and representative legitimacy — preciselgéhelements of recognition NGOs
lack.

The mimetic dynamism involved has several implaagi for NGOs and for
the inability of human rights to transcend conéiittmimetic desire. Individual
representatives on the staff of NGOs, while theysiize those with whom they
confer — bureaucrats, diplomats and politicians the need for human rights, will
also increasingly emulate their behaviour, while®&zas organizations will tend to
act more like businesses competing for market siidre human rights market now
exists as a constituent element of the global systehuman rights in which politics
have become commerce and vice versa. Under suclitioms, truth and objectivity
will suffer, while NGOs are set to depend for theingoing existence on a
continuation of human rights problems. The moreN&Os serve the “good cause”,
the more they will unwittingly perpetuate violat®onwWhen examined through the
Girardian lens, the unpalatable reality emergesttieavictimage mechanism trades
in this market with the symbolic capital of humaights and in the tangible
commodity of human trauma. It thus lends its owntipalar shape to the current
crisis where violators, the violated and their athtes are locked into a co-dependent

cultural system that is unable to heal itself.

In the next section, | shall review the effectsgbalization on the human
rights crisis from a Girardian perspective provigdinrther evidence that the human

rights paradigm does not offer immunity againstrimetic impulse.

330 |gnatieff, Human Rights as Politics and Idolatr§.
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GLOBALIZATION , ENVY AND ELITES

That globalization poses significant challenges fiee human rights regime is
undisputed. Scholars have argued that these fqregsetuate and even increase
poverty, estrangement and violeri¢eEvans notes that there is case after case where
multi-national corporations are exploiting workensluding hundreds of thousands
of children in Asia, India and South America in lpaid jobs and where Third
World governments, signatories to the internatiohaman rights conventions,
follow the principles of self-advantage inherentlie laissez-fairemarket economy
and ignore their obligations. If their own peopletest against the denial of human
rights, they take punitive actions against tHém.

At the same time, the fundamental ideas of the ULAAR the politics of and
for human rights have under the influence of glaadibn, taken on a transnational
character. Many networks and transactions of aiguadsical nature have come into
existence that constitute and influence the glayatem of human rights, just as

human rights have become a global ideol&y.

Because we live in a shrinking world, global awassrises constantly along
with a growing immediacy and concurrency of evemtsund the globe. This multi-
layered interconnectedness which transcends natianendaries also intensifies the
mediation of desirability across a wide range oddg both material and positional.
This feature, a function of mimesis, also unleas®already noted such passions as

resentment and envy. It explains the paradox thatam rights abuses have increased

%1 Jan Art Scholte, “Towards a Critical Theory of Batization”, in Globalization in Theory and
Practice ed. Eleanor Kofman and Gillian Youngs (Londorinfer, 1996), 51.

332 Evans The Politics of Human Rightg2-75.

%3 Foreign exchange markets move daily over $1 drilliwell in excess of fifty times the size of
world trade. Multi-national corporations account tloirty percent of world output, seventy perceht o
world trade and eighty percent of internationakstinent. Already ten years ago, the top one hundred
multi-nationals controlled sales that almost eqiidtee size of the US economy. World trade has
doubled since 1950 and the majority of nations Hze@me dependent on it for economic survival.
Hundred years ago it took days, even weeks to aemeéssage to India by telegraph; today it takes
minutes by e-mail (McGrew, “Human Rights in a Glohge”, 189-90).
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— contrary to expectations — in the face of growilegnocratization which spreads
the idea of right33*

While McGrew explains this development in part asuaction of rising
nationalism and the politics of ethnic recognitisach expedient terminology does
not do justice to the deeper causes. These argliroulight when the problem is re-
interpreted through Girardian categories. In thi®n¢ one might perceive an
underlying political Manichaeism that divides thend into “good and evil” and
insinuates a power struggle between these forceselli one must overthrow the
other, leading to political self-righteousness whlegitimizes the use of violence

against the “evil people” on the other side.

In other words, the categories of mimetic deshe,“monstrous double” and
of the scapegoat explain more fully than the abstr@tions of nationalism and
ethnicity the phenomenon of people turning intoclytmobs under the influence of
nationalistic or ethnic propaganda. In short, glization does not necessarily lead to
greater emancipation, freedom and prosperity botentikely, to greater inequality
and repression. We recall Evans’ assessment tkat thade trumps moral and
humanitarian issues every time. At the core of tkmie we encounter another

manifestation of acquisitive mimetism — the élites.

Under conditions of market competition, states edeccivil and political
rights only to the degree that their satisfactioronpotes rapid economic
development. This strategy favors the élites wlay ply the rules of global capital.
These are highly educated groups in charge of tgenm politico-economic system.
They mobilize the international money flow, makeid®mns about policy and capital
investment, and know how to compete for power awcdnemic rewards. In
democratic society they act as representativeshefmajority, and without the

formation and function of élites the modern stateunthinkable, as Gebrewold

334 According to Papadopoulos, following Merkel (199Bptween 1974 and 1996 no less than 89
states or about half of U.N. members shifted frarharitarian to democratic regimes in what has
been called the Third Wave of democratization (YariPapadopoulos, "Populism, the Democratic
Question, and Contemporary Governance,De#mocracies and the Populist Challengsl. Yves
Mény and Yves Surel [Houndmills, Basingstoke UKwNéork: Palgrave, 2002], 58).
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notes33®

Their members are socially superior to the reghefpopulation and, even
when they belong to poor nations, their lifestydealways commensurate with their

glite status®

In the context of human rights, political élitesaplgenerally a subversive
role. For instance, in developing countries élttat against neo-colonialism and
advocate the protection of traditional cultureg,byetheir lifestyle they model which
of the two is more desirable. Elites negotiate withch institutions as the
International Monetary Fund and the World Bank aaddo profit from their
programs, while the poor and uneducated sufferctmsequences’ These élites
become instruments of arbitrary victimization wheworld financial institutions
withdraw aid funds from poor nations as a sancagainst falling human rights

standard&®®

From studies of African nations, the Rwandan casgarticular, Gebrewold
writes about elites, “... they are the ones who pertsetheir own people in the name
of state building, national unity and economic depenent”. In Rwanda, their hate
propaganda along with a deliberate manipulatiopaditical power for the sake of
economic gain was instrumental in unleashing theogele. By demonizing the
Tutsis as the obstacle to a better future for ther pmasses of the Hutus, they
triggered a bloodbath. Any underlying racial preépederupted apparently out of an
insurmountable economic crisis into which the sliganted hate messages through

the media and publicly named the scapegoats. Gelitewites:

The propaganda [to kill the Tutsi] included expliahd a regular incitation to mass
murder, verbal attacks on Tutsi, the publicationlists of names of ‘interior
enemies’ to be killed, and threats to anyone haviglgtions with Tutsi. Thus
genocide and extremist voices were not only todebatout also morally and

3% Belachew Gebrewold, “Passion, Politics and Statédig, the African Case”, inCOV&R
Conference21-23 June 2003, Innsbruck University.

%8 bid.

337 Gebrewold pp. cit

3% See Kamal Hossaist al, ed. Human Rights Commissions and Ombudsman Officesoréat
Experiences throughout the Woilldague London: Kluwer Law International, 2000)377
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financially supported by people at the highest Iewd the establishment including
the government>®

But the dangers of elitism are by no means limteedhird World countries.
Gebrewold is concerned that growing globalizatimmbined with élite-guided
systems in the modern mega-states will also retluogan passions into the passion
for war, greed and envy unless they can be chashriele more legitimate political
outlets. Yet, it is these destructive passions Wwiie élites tend to model in society.
Hence, elitism is likely to heighten the dangemumetic conflict and violence, a
constellation that will leave national and intefoaal conflicts increasingly
unresolved, even irresolvabt¥. Should such crises deepen, élites are likely to
behave like warring tribes. Van Creveld’s warnihgtt future conflicts “will have
more in common with the struggle of primitive trébéhan with large scale

conventional war” echoes the thrust of this possibi*!

These examples offer additional strength to mytmosthat from a Girardian
point of view the increase in human rights violasounder globalization is
attributable to the operation of the sacrificial an@nism in modern form leading
potentially to a snowballing of mimetic violence e the human rights system is

incapable of restraining.

Here we note the added dynamism brought to bearhdoypan rights
professionals on the already mimetically chargedcess. They themselves
constitute a new, supra-national €lite comprisetighily educated, politically astute
and media-savvy individuals who are able to mobitonsiderable public pressure.
Their work too may be characterized as “exclusighar that it seeks to shame state
authorities into compliance with human rights semndd. Moreover, their interaction
with counterparts at state and U.N. level exertsnflnence that tends to diminish
differences (the goal of mimesis) which will, inder to restore differentiation, also

generate its own antagonism and resistance to NSB@tp

339 Gebrewoldpp. cit.
340 | pid.

%1 Cited in Robert D. KaplariThe Coming Anarchy: Shattering the Dreams of thst Rmld War
(New York: Vintage Books, 2000), 48.
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The inability of the human rights system to chanlge structural fixities
inherent in the mimetic nature of desire will betfier amplified in a brief Girardian
excursus into international terrorism, followed lan examination of the

indeterminacy of the law in relation to the violertbat legitimates its “deeds”.

TERRORISM: |CON OF RESENTMENT

The world will face continued growth in terroristtacks in the next decade, and
large-scale incidents involving hundreds of deatlisbecome more common, wrote
Brian Jenkins, former advisor to the US Nationah@®aission on Terrorism almost

twenty years agd*’ Since then, his prediction has become an uglytyeal

Terrorism, one of the complex and contradictoryrmmeena at work in the
contemporary world, defies one-dimensional explanat That its arbitrary violence
causes unspeakable suffering and catastrophic huights violations needs no
elaboration. What requires foregrounding, howevwerthe question how mimetic

theory may be applied to this aspect of the hungnig crisis.

While, compared with Western culture, terrorismiesl to a different world
from ours, it would be fallacious to seek the erption in this differenc&® From
the perspective of secularized culture, one ofdifferences is the terrorists’ openly
confessed religious motivation and the claim thairtviolence is “sacred” and thus

beyond human judgment and reason.

Hence, terrorists are easily written off as religidanatics. Others see in it,
like Glucksmann, the nihilism of an anti-LiberaiptaWestern and anti-capitalist
revolution that engulfs the planet. In his viewe ttame nihilism that once fed the

fanaticism of Nazism and Communism now feeds Idamivhich he labels the

342 Brian Michael Jenkins, “The Future Course of In&ional Terrorism”The Futurist,July/August
1987.

33 Although we may unconsciously use what seems ttexteaordinary otherness” as a pretext for
not admitting what we have in common.
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“local dialect of a globalized, destructive statenoind” whose logic absolutizes

terror and reveres the desire for annihilafiéh.

But if, as | have attempted to show with Girard,man relations are
essentially relations of imitation, whereby mimesieks to possess what others
have, violently if need be, and if this competitiglement exists not only between
persons but also between countries and cultures, dhdifferent picture emerges.
The present crisis takes the “form of mimetic niyadn a planetary scale,” where a
frustrated and victimized third world rallies undée banner of Islam in mimetic
rivalry with the West. Paradoxically, in terms dfeetiveness, sophistication, and
training the terrorists, far from being memberstitéd victimized underclass, are a
product of Western educational and technologicaloopinities®** In other words,
terrorists are not turning away from the West. Mtrehe point, they cannot avoid
imitating its values. It is no coincidence that thgack on the twin towers in

Manhattan resembled the imagery of American dis#gtes.

What defies explanation is their attitude to deadtbung men go to their
death not only to annihilate others, lubrder to be copiedwWhile they may model
a form of saintliness, at least in terms of sagdfireligion, it is a model that in its
nihilism remains incomprehensible, and Girard qoastwhether this is truly Islam.

In any case, it differs fundamentally from Christimartyrdom.

It raises the question why the calljtbad resonates so powerfully with the
longings of relatively well-off and educated youmgn in middle-class suburbs of

the Middle East as well as of Western cities.

The concept ofihad as “holy war” arises from controversial interptetas
of a religious doctrine which at root means “stiyifor a better life.” It also involves
such notions as effort, exertion, strain, diligenoet also fighting to protect one’s
life, land and religion. Muslim mystics have empghed “inner jihad” rather that

outward fighting. At the same time, the Muslim ¥herted to strive for justice by

344 \Watch, “Interview with André Glucksmann”Le Figaro (March 21 2004, accessed
13 September 2004); available from http://watchdsofchange.net/2004/04_0315_0321.htm

%5 Henri Tincq (e Mond®, “An Interview with René Girard” (6 November 2Q04ccessed 13
September 2004); available from http://theol.whblat/girard_le_monde_interview.html
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action. Sohail Hashami notes three interpretatitms:apologist, the modernist and
the revivalist approach. The revivalist argues thath apologists and modernists
have vitiated the true meaning of jihad which sHolle understood as the
“overthrow of un-Islamic regimes that corrupt theacieties and divert people from
service to God”. For revivalists, “un-Islamic regigi include those that rule in
Muslim countries today. Replacing “hypocritical dess” with true Muslims is their

goal3*®

Jihad is perceived as a “divine institution” for the peevation and
propagation of the “true faith” that justifies “sad violence”, at least in the minds of
some. Youssef Ibrahim, former Middle East corresigm of the New York Times,

wrote recently in an opinion piece in thiddle East Times

The latest reliable report confirms that on averd8éraqis die every day, executed
by Iragis and foreign jihadis and suicide bombar, by US or British soldiers. In
fact, fewer than ever US or British soldiers arengysince the invasion more than
two years ago. Instead, we now watch on televisiondreds of innocent Iraqis
lying without limbs, bleeding in the street deadwsyunded for life. If this is jihad
someone got his religious education completelydgpdbown®*’

Comparing the religious practices of terroristthwnodern Satanists, Dawn
Perlmutter has noted some striking parallels, whieh“compelling and numerous.”
Their use of violence, regardless of whether foispersonal gratification or for the
establishment of a better world, is characterizgdre principle: the end justifies the
means. Her investigation showed tha@lries in both Satanism and terrorism are
“relative concepts determined by theological, maopalitical, and legal perspectives
of each group intertwined with issues of religioarsd political freedom”. Both
groups also deploy amodelscertain cultural conceptualizations as they afiieen
“antithetical ideologies”, while thegacred violencalways seems to be justified, no
matter how “heinous, irrational, or inexplicableFrom the view point of the

practitioners of such violence, it is never regdrdes “violation”. According to

36 Sohail H. Hashami, “Jihad”, ifEncyclopaedia of Politics and Religioed. Robert Wuthnow
(Washington D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Inc., 899425-26. See also Dawn Perimutter,
“Skandalon 2001: The Religious Practices of Modgatanists and Terroristsfnthropoetics7, no. 2
(Winter 2002, accessed 18 March 2003); availablemfrhttp://www.anthropoetics.ucla.edu/
ap0702/skandalon.htm

%7 youssef M. Ibrahim, “Opinion: The Muslim Mind isnoFire”, Middle East TimegNicosia,
Cyprus), 26 July 2005, International Edition.
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Perlmutter, both groups make absolutist demands fandtion in a context of
perpetual conflict with other ideologies that mag bqually absolutist, be they

Jewish, Islamist or Christia#? In short, it is the outworking of mimetic rivalry.

In his interpretation of this phenomenon McKennérsf another nuance,
which he calls “symbiotic dependence”. Terroristsemble the Western campus
radical in their anti-nuclear, anti-establishmetainse: these also depend on real or
imagined victimization as a basis for their “sacr@entity”. The terrorist needs the
rival image of the oppressor to authenticate histitmary theology®*® It is the
attempt to forge an identity out of resentment, @uan “over and against” hostility
that guards the self from falling into the abysdailed rivalry. The terrorist is both
attracted and repelled by the West. Scandalizedsbyower and decadence, he is
caught in the model/obstacle dynamic of the mimadiable. The terrorist represents
the icon of resentful humanity, the man of vengeamar excellence, who
unconsciously yet nonetheless deceptively projéuss violence as redemptive

violence, which he believes is able to transforentiorld.

Paradoxically, this vengefulness is aimed at lilges McKenna — not at life
per se but at the inability to find real life in the miplicity of choices in a world
where an abundance of commodities is marketed getebof desire but identity

must — at the same time — be found only in therofhleis is how McKenna sums it

up:

Islamism stands out ... as a scandalized reactiédstern culture in its manifold
idolatries ... But we need Girard’s notion of scaridafjrasp the mimetic dimension
of this reaction, its literally morbid fascinatievith its antagonist>°

We can conclude that terrorists are captive tontmesis of competitive
rivalry to whose violence there is no rational ol Since this kind of violence is
highly contagious and may spin out of control wilteprovokes violent retaliation,

important questions arise about the response. deeth point when the reaction

348 perimutter, “Skandalon 2001".

%9 Andrew J. McKenna, “Scandal, Resentment, Idolatfjte Underground Psychology of
Terrorism”, Anthropoetics8, no. 1 (Spring 2002, accessed 19 March 2004iladole from
http://www.anthropoetics.ucla.edu/ap0801/resent.htm

%0 |pid.
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becomes so forceful that it emulates the terronste of violence? In that scenario,

when is the price in terms of innocent victims kogh?

For now, the international community considers tise of force by state
actors more legitimate than that of non-state acteimply because its use by state
actors is supposedly better regulated by internatimorms. In the light of the
nations’ readiness to break them at will, this agstion is not much comfort and
possibly a case of special pleading. In any casen the foregoing it would appear
that international law makes little difference two$e caught in the thrall of the
mimetic crisis and its contagion. It raises thestioa of how “deeds of the law” are

related to the crisis and it is to this issue thatargument now turns.

THE FATEFUL ROLE OF THE L AW

In a fitting sequel to the foregoing, | shall examihere the relations between legal
remedy and violence, hoping to show from yet anoémgle that the human rights
project itself is a self-justifying structure thennot transcend mimetic desire. To
put the argument into context, the question is reby resorting to law in the
combat against human violence we are not wieldimtpable-edged sword which,
while potentially cutting against the perpetrat@iso legitimizes violence in other

ways, thereby perpetuating violence in history.

When we think of law and the rule of law, we assun@vely perhaps, that
its operation and effects will be beneficial in isbg in that people will be able to
live together in a community of relative peace vehdisputes are capable of being
settled on the basis of appropriate rules of conddowever, this assumption is
contingent on two other assumptions, namely thatatv which regulates society is
in itself just and that lawful government will jlisienforce it. By extrapolation, we
tacitly assume that the rule of law is beyond wvicke But is this so? Is it indeed
possible to posit a genuine antithesis between dad violence? Wolch&t' has

*1 Louis E. Wolcher, “The Paradox of Remedies”’Haman Rights in Philosophy and Practieel.
Burton M. Leiser and Tom D. Campbell (Aldershot UKshgate Dartmouth, 2001), 549-586.
Wolcher's article is based on the text of a lecttive author gave to the judges and staff of the
European Court of Human Rights in Strasbourg, Fraon 19 March 1999. He is Professor of Law,
University of Washington, School of Law, Seattl&A)
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examined this question in relation to legal remedieder human rights law and what

follows is largely based on his reasoning.

Wolcher begins by pointing to the existence of rdiaelaw or legal texts
that have the role akstraining the methods of laim advance as the best example
for the admission that law is legitimate coercidn.the context of rights and
remedies it poses the question “which comes firdt?ights exist first and are then
violated, no sanctions could be imposed without ékistence of remedy. On the
other hand, legal rights cannot come into existemitigout the presence of remedial
promises in advance. However, the distinction graduces the paradox of rights
and remedies disappears, says Wolcher, when omgesahe frame of reference by
asking not “which comes first?”, but how officiakcta of violence (i.e. the
enforcement of rights by means of remedies) gajititeacy. This question, argues
Wolcher, goes to the heart of the issue: “What dules official violence play in the

ceaseless cycle of violence we call history?”

From the perspective of human rights law, two asp@cust be held in
tension. In the context of national law, the argotrier coercion is derived from
Hobbes’ concern that, without the violent meanshef law, people might fall into
even deeper violence and anarchy. In the contexttefnational law, this supra-
national institution seeks to limit state violenpeyticularly in cases where the state
considers such violence legitimate and where ibaqdishes its task also by means
of violence. The difference is that in the lattase the origin is consensual in that the
authority for enforcement “lies in the prior consefnthe state” (e.g. the ratification
of a U.N. Convention for example). In other wortégp mutually dependent systems
of official violence operate. On the one hand, shera-national law system which
needs state violence to maintain its authority aseans to limit the use of official
violence in the system; on the other, the natitanalsystem which needs the official
violence of the supra-national order to make sh&é most of its acts “go undetected

as violence®>®

352 \Wolcher, “Paradox”, 551.

3 |bid., 553. Note here the element of concealment whithtg to its mythical and sacrificial core.
Girard wrote along this line, “as soon as the jiadicystem gains supremacy, its machinery
disappears from sight ...” (René GiraMiplence and the Sacred?).
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Wolcher also notes with concern that the “commaesbect” which the
substantive law creates, and from which legal sghte derived, has had its
substance “utterly penetrated and determined byed&s from the very outset”.
Traditionally, however, “rights” were understoodaaises for remedy so that in the
above context the notion of a “right” has been pedlito an expression of the
existence of a remedy. In other words, when rensedre put before rights, the
coercion lies in the remedy itself and the wordyliti becomes a name for the
courts’ inclination to grant or to withhold the redy. These implications can only be
avoided if law is backed up by a credible promiSerdorcement. This reiterates the
point of my argument that coercion lies at the he&the law. Yet, history provides
ample evidence that the human response to lawnmstef a moral duty is less than

compliant®®*

For Wolcher, the problem of legal violence is theestion of how the actions
of the state are legitimated and the measuresfof@ament set. In Girardian terms,

this creates the double bind:

Too much force is illegitimate violence by the etatioo little force is the state’s
illegitimate retroactive authorization of the vioteoverthrow of rights that public
remedies are supposed to recf’ﬁ?/

By relying on Walter Benjamin’€ritique of Violence Wolcher then tackles
the deeper issue of founding violence. AccordingBemjamin, while one kind of
violence enforces the law and thereby conservesexigting law order, there is
always an antecedent violence that was resporfsibleriginating the legal order in
the first place that relies for its legitimacy othé brute historical fact that it

succeeded”. Wolcher writes:

Law is thus founded in a spasm of violence thaeisher legitimate nor illegitimate,
but rather a kind that transcends the distincthord now that it has been founded in
blood ...law seeks above all else to preserve itself —taisdmeans to preserve its

%4 To make his point, Wolcher quotes Wittgensteinpwalautely locates the real problem in human
rebelliousnesyis-a-vis ethical demands: “When an ethical law of the fofffmou shalt ..." is laid
down, one’s first thought is, ‘And what if | dontdo it?"” (Wolcher, “Paradox”, 561; Ludwig
Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicusvith an Introduction by Bertrand Russell [London;
New York: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co., LtRA7], 6.422).

35 Wolcher, “Paradox”, 562. Why is this important® goon as remedial law enters the “calculus of
legitimacy” in terms of “too much” or “too little’the distinction between right and remedy collapses
and substantive law and remedial law have becostdgw that ought to be obeyed.
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status as the only grammatically correct noun taclwhhe descriptive phrase
“legitimate violence” may be applieﬁﬁ.6

From this viewpoint, argues Wolcher, the law is netessarily interested in
legal outcomes, but in keeping its monopoly of éorand to conserve its hold over
the word “legitimate” it must seek to “deny or obee its origins”. In Girard’'s
language, the law order is “mythical’” and as subleys the logic of the founding

murder.

Its radical indeterminacy lies in the fact that laumbeings are the ones who
commit acts of violence against other people when&ww enforcement is practiced.
The more plausible the application and scope afeds authority, says Wolcher, the
greater the violence. But such “enforcing violerfeds to ground itself in any

authority beyond its own performance. It is naked Eterally lawless violence®’

By identifying the problematic of law’s violent gins and its resultant
indeterminacy, Wolcher describes one of the cerigalures of the human rights

crisis.

To be sure, there is an “enabling aspect of vi@énehich also Girard
acknowledges. It is the sacrificial violence offaic society which later evolves into
the judicial systems of legally structured civitioas. Enabling violence is carried
out so vigorously that victims or potential victimEhuman rights abuses can live in
the hope that the law will correct the injustice.that case, violence restrains and
coerces us for our benefit as we rightly fear theater violence that might ensue in
its absence. But since mimetic human agents (igbtsiand duties) carry out the
“deed of the law”, the violence that through minsesialready inherent in the deed
has the potential to get out of hand. Thereforelevice, the good and the bad,
continues to “play its fated role in constitutingdaperpetuating the ... ceaseless

cycle of violence” of human history®

56 Wolcher, “Paradox”, 563.
%7 bid., 570.

%8 |pid., 578.
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These observations lend even greater poignandyetodnclusion of previous
sections, and underscore one of the main tendteahvestigation as a whole. From
the evidence presented, we must seriously quedtien proposition that the
institution of human rights is capable of libergtithe world from violence, cruelty
and other abuses, let alone usher in a civilizatibmutual respect and dignity “in
the spirit of brotherhood” as the UDHR declares.

CONCLUSION

The Anthropological Significance of the Crisis

At this point we can draw several conclusions #ratcritical for an understanding of
the contemporary crisis and lend support to myisheldimetic anthropology reveals
the universal in the victimary mechanism rathemtha violence has such. The
function of this “sacrificial” process is not primig religious but anthropological
(although in religious disguise) aimed at the waifion of the community: it is to

keep human vengeance in check.

Like sacrifice, the judicial system represents evpntive procedure against
man’s own violence. However, it conceals even adsib reveals its resemblance to
vengeance and differs only in that its verdictsipluthe truly guilty and that its force
discourages reprisals. It too must declare itsevio¢ “holy” and legitimate in order
to oppose successfully the violence that is iliegite and “unholy”. In other words,
to be effective a judicial system must take upselita monopoly on the means of
vengeance. This exclusive access to violence mdepends on a firmly established

political power which can liberate as well as ogpre

According to Girard’s thesis, it is the hidden degence on the victimary
mechanism that makes the system effective. Onsev#il is pulled aside and the
concealing function of the system has been disdlosgns of disintegration will
appear, as this analysis has attempted to show.eXpiains the enormous difficulty
of humanity to acknowledge its own complicity witfolence. Scapegoating is just
another name for our first impulse to conceal @rtipipation in it and to project our

hostility onto another.
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As the underlying truth comes into the open, humyams increasingly

confronted with its own propensity for reciprocahgeance.

Since the judicial system is the heir of the sauaf order and bound to
violence just as its predecessor was, violence iramthe ultimate means of
legitimizing the authority, now through “deeds bétlaw”. From this | conclude that
the human rights system belongs structurally tostiree order as the system it seeks
to correct.

Faced with a rising tide of human antagonisms hetléast caused by envy
as a result of the proliferation of desire mediabgda globalization of rights, the

peril in which humanity finds itself cannot be ostated.

Mimetic anthropology has demonstrated that, whenaveeconfronted with
our own chaos, we will try to stop the freefalldrits vortex sacrificially, that is, by
taking the life of others. This propensity is othByotency that even human rights

mechanisms are powerless.

It may be instructive to extrapolate from the abowatext. Suppose that the
world-wide human rights project were to engagecis af self-renewal and shift the
emphasis from norm-setting to the prevention ofsalsu In that case the nations
would have to confront the question of how to sthi@ motivation of the global
political and economic order, which is presentlyvein by self-advantage, from
dealing with symptoms in a palliative sense to altyufixing causes. They would
have to address the question of what alternativéiqad, economic and social

attitudes would have to be cultivated to induce @ashtain such a shift.

In a world that spends twenty times more on weappoas on the economic
development of poor nations for fear that the neayhmight strike first, where
human suffering is being turned into bargainingpshior political and economic
gain, it is hard to imagine that the players inealwvill turn around out of purely
moral motives>® In any case, it should have become clear thatabecause of the

crisis lies in our conflictual mimetic impulse aitd victimizing consequences. As

%9 For instance, what would motivate China, the sdaoost powerful nation on the planet, to move
towards more tolerant policies while its leaderstemains convinced that their current policy of
repression serves internal stability better?
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Girard has shown, such dynamics defy our best motetions. To suggest that all
it takes for the world to get out of this entrapmisnto step up to a higher moral

commitment would be an inadequate response.

The preceding account leads to the thought thateabkzation of the wholeness to
which we aspire must be sought ultimately not praliferation of legal norms (as
important as they are), but in the liberation ofman desire. From this perspective,
the words of the UDHR might take on a fresh meanimg longer to be read as
answers, but as humanity’s search for a soteriodoglyas mediating elements of our
transcendent desire for a new civilization. Howewerch a civilization would have
to be contingent on an important caveat. It musthee product of a soteriology
whose doctrine no longer presumes that human inyecan succeed in forging our

“salvation”, as Glenn Tinder reminds us:

Those who envision man [sic] as a potential creaft@n ideal order construe human
perversity as temporary and relative. In view @& thillennia of disorder behind us,
and of the human traits most conspicuous in our @ge of disorder, that

interpretation must be regarded as a daring adnidi rather than a reasonable

calculation *®°

This chapter began with puzzlement and was an ptteém gain new
perspectives. Before drawing this part to a clase more point needs to be made.
Let us recall Bauman’s charge that the Holocausesl®ur familiar explanations.
With their philosophical roots in the Enlightenmewhich sought to repudiate the
Judeo-Christian tradition that gave Western cultiisespiritual centre, familiar
categories about humanity as rational beings sinfply in the light of such
horrendous acts of collective violence as the Halst or Rwand®" This failure
points to the failure of the Enlightenment projéself, despite its achievements.
Today's massive cultural disarray, world hungerviemmental degradation,
proliferation of bloodshed and the prospect of gladnarchy make the claims that
we can govern ourselves, handle political powerelyisand exercise benevolent

prudence in economic affairs no longer crediblee ideals of Locke and Kant who

%0 Glenn Tinder, “Against Fate”, ilgainst Fate: An Essay in Personal Dignityoyola Lecture
Series in Political Analysis (Notre Dame: Univeysif Notre Dame Press, 1981), 153.

%1 Bauman might say that the Holocaust was reasordst rthoroughgoing project of social
engineering.
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saw the human being as a disengaged, self-resgmagient imbued with reason and

volitional freedom simply ring no longer true desphe words of the UDHR.

What then will become of our hope for a better warlf we follow Tinder,

the admission that as a race we are incapableostising our own demons may be a
good starting point. However, despite ominous sigrere is the sense of a persistent
hope in the world that humanity is not destinedetf-extinction. This hope beckons
us to take up the historical challenge all overimgdo doubt, the success of the
human rights project will be judged by history. Bva provisional verdict must
remain untrue if it proceeded only from a theomsdficrhetorical and political
viewpoint. To be truthful the human rights projectist also take into account the
condition of the human heart as well as the vieiwh® victims of abuses. If Girard
is correct that mimesis is the mark of our humamity that we are structured
fundamentally towards transcendence, the socaktyong for must be a civilization
of a different order. If human society in its pneiseorm is the work of the mimetic
process disciplined by “the law”, would it be t@o fetched to envision a civilization
founded on a higher order mimesis that is free floomdage to vengeance and

mimetic violence?

The exploration of this possibility will be the fag of the ensuing chapters as
| pass from the anthropological to the theologiealalysis. Because of the
importance ofmimesisas an anthropological datum, the next chapter prdbe its

theological foundations.
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CHAPTER 5

HUMAN MIMESIS IN THEOLOGICAL
PERSPECTIVE

INTRODUCTION

As we have seen in Chapter 3, human mimesis cotegtithe central anthropological
datum in Girard’s theory. Because human beingaimibne another’s desires, which
are in themselves mimetic, mimesis leads to cdnflied violence. However, this
aspect must not obscure the positive dimensionsniofiesis. For instance, all
learning is imitative. Humans imitate one anotheg&stures, language and other
cultural signifiers aiding socialization. PsychisttrJean-Michel Ourghoulian, one of
Girard’s collaborators, is convinced that mimesis i‘nature’s constant” comparable
to gravity. As a psychological movement, it notyoglves “rise to the self, and ...
animates it” but, just as gravity assures the doheef the universe, so mimesis
keeps the social fabric together by holding humainds “together and apart” at the
same timé®? Girard has described this positive mimesis as‘dyaamic enabling”
that opens humans up to the world and allows themerigage in loving
relationships®® It is the aim of this chapter to grasp this “opesst theologically so
that the theological part of our investigation naalglress the human rights crisis in a

critical yet hopeful manner.

Since we must be selective in the choice of thesescial attention will be
given to four aspects. First, by relying on a radiag of the creation account in
Genesis with special reference to tilmago Dej | shall explore the idea that
humanity’'s mimetic capacity is derived from a cependence between the Creator
and the creature. Next, | shall show that botHiteeof Jesus as reflected in the text,
together with the testimony of the Pauline corresigmce, where multiple references
to mimesismay be found, offer further evidence for this thesastly, and more

speculatively, | shall explore the possibility ofirhan mimesis being grounded

%2 jean-Michel OurghouliariThe Puppet of Desire: The Psychology of Hysteri@ssession, and
Hypnosis(Stanford, CA: Stanford UP, 1991), 11-12.

%63 Girard Readey 62-65.
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ultimately in the divine life itself, namely in theternally self-constituting mutuality
within the Trinity. This multi-dimensional pictur@f human mimesis as a
constitutive structure of the “image of God” pregmthe ground for an exalted vision

of human creatureliness.

It is my assumption throughout that the human @eas characterized by a
capacity to desire God beyond all other desirind #rat humanity is authentically
(re)constituted only by mimesis understood in thiay. In other words, the
realization of our creatureliness is bound up wiith discovery of who God is and

with humanity becoming true to the Creator.

THE IMAGO DEI AND THE REPRESENTATIONAL
GROUND OF M IMESIS

Before exploring the “image of God” metaphor inat&n to mimesis, it may be

helpful to explain how | read the creation narrativ

The doctrine of creation is traditionally articidtin terms of causation and
control. This view seems to fall far short of tiehty dynamic and interactive model
suggested in the biblical text. In this light, ibwd be a distortion to understand

God’s creation as an already finished product wihdifiat and transcendent power.

As Michael Welker has pointed out, one of the sigkfeatures of the
Genesis account is the responsiveness betweeno€rad creatiof>* Creation
appears in response to divine utterance. Yet, Gso @sponds to what he has
created: seven times he pronounces it good, oa thzeasions he names what he has
created, and he continues to remain engaged véthdndiwork by observation and
evaluation (Gen 1 and 2). Apart from causing amdpcing, God also confronts
what he has created in its otherness and potémtiapendence with ongoing acts of
shaping and divine blessing. At the same time,nm@ants creaturely activity (not
just human) in the process of creation so that \Wwhatbeen created emerges as a co-

creator with him. In other words, it is not only avho causes and produces, but

%4 Michael Welker, “Creation and the Image of GodeiftUnderstanding in Christian Tradition and
the Biblical Grounds”Journal of Ecumenical Studi€gl, no. 3 (1997), 436ff.
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creation itself participates in the rhythms andcesses of unfolding and ruling.
What comes into view is a much richer matrix ofenaction than that of the
causation/dependence model. Welker notes that evesne-to-one reciprocity
between God and individual aspects of creationnmifficient, as God brings
“diverse creaturely realms” into “fruitful, life-pmoting associations of
interdependent relations” with each otf&r Briiggemann makes a similar point
when he writes that the “interpretive center” ofn@gis is God’s call and promise
designed to provoke a faithful response on the glatte creation to its Creatd?:

Turning to the human creation, Donald MacKay reminds that God himself
remains active within the drama of human existetireugh self-disclosure, and

even dialogues with his creatuifé.

It is from the perspective of a responsive and w@lituparticipative
relationship between God and his creation on treel@nd, and between creaturely
domains on the other that | propose to discusswtiien of human mimesis. In this
context, it must be noted, however, that “recigydcdoes not mean reciprocity in
the strict sense, especially in relation to divimeian interaction. It is to be
understood in terms of a *“dialogical responsivehesbereby the qualitative
difference of God'’s relation to the human creaaod of the human response to God
is recognized. On the Creator’s part, an infingkatedness is exercised while human
relationality either in regard to God or more getigr to the “other”, is
circumscribed by a particular embodiment includimgr historical, cultural and

sinful condition®¢®

The Imago Dei

Over the centuries, the study of iheagohas had an important cultural influence. Its

interpretation has largely shaped the Western sta®ting of humanity and, as one

35 Welker, “Creation and the Image of God”, 436ff.

36 Walter BrueggemanrGenesis.Interpretation: A BibleCommentary for Teaching and Preaching
(Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1982), 1-3.

%7 Donald M. MacKay,The Open Mind and Other Essays: Donald MacKay, iarffist in God's
World, ed. Melvin Tinker (Leicester, England: Intervéy$Press, 1988), 187.

38 Catherine Mowry LaCugnaGod for Us: The Trinity and Christian Lif€San Francisco: Harper
Collins, 2000), 292.
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would expect, a wide range of exegetical opinios éxolved around the subject, and
the literature is vast® Many proposals of the exact meaning of the imag€anl

have been offered. To survey them would go beybadstope of this examination.
My heuristic procedure in search for imitative pats is descriptive rather than

exegetical.

Modern scholarship has asserted that a variety oafak and religious
traditions lie behind the text of the creation agwo But despite this “admixture” the
ancient texts as we have them tell a remarkablyamstory which is not historical
in the modern scientific sense, but nonethelesstdhylike”, set as it is within a
narrative that in powerful imagery relates humanitythe divine work of creation.
From this, Old Testament scholars such as BruaehBiave concluded that, as part
of an immemorial cultural tradition, we can takei®esly these accounts of ancient
generations who have transmitted and celebratstbity and song their relationship

with the God of Israef’®

The text of Genesis 1:26-28 announces the origith@fhuman race, and in
daring language it declares something of crucigdartance to our understanding of

humankind and its divinely appointed mission.

Then God said, “Let us make man in our image, aftngrto our likeness; let them
have dominion over the fish of the sea, over tihdsbof the air, and over the cattle,
over all the earth and over every creeping thirad tireeps on the earth.” So God
created man in his own image; in the image of Gedrieated him; male and female
he created them. Then God blessed them, and Gddsahem, “Be fruitful and
multiply; fill the earth and subdue it, have doroimiover the fish of the sea, over the
birds of the air, and over every living thing thmbves on the earth” (Gen. 1:26-28
NKJV).

By virtue of its location in the creation accouthis text must be regarded as

announcing the climax of God’s creative work. Mandistinct from all other

%9 The career of this text in exegetical history baen as colorful and diverse as the history of
interpretation itself, influenced as much by thareleteristics of the times as by the favorite rsatiff

its interpreters. An extensive body of literatuess laccrued on the question what may be meant by the
“image of God” and the subject is still an impottéotus for theological discussion, although insére

in its exposition has waxed and waned in the coofskistory. See A. Gunnlagure Jonssdhge
Image of God: Gen. 1:26-28 in a Century of OT Rege&Stockholm: Almquist & Wiskell, 1988),
also a recent article by W. Sibley Towner, “Clonéssod: Genesis 1:26-28 and the Image of God in
the Hebrew Bible”]nterpretation59, no. 4 (October 2005): 341-356.

370 Bruce Birchet al, A Theological Introduction to the Old TestaméNashville: Abingdon Press,
1999), 40-44.
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creatures because of the “image” that is in himrédwer, the term “man” is to be

understood as a collective category, which modamstations render “humankind”.

The primary evidence in the Old Testament for tbengound phrase “the
image and likeness” is relatively sparse. The fieference occurs in the above
passage. It follows a solemn self-exhortation o’&part: “Let us make man...”
Taken as a theological statement, this reflectCitgator’s intent that human beings
should have dominion over the rest of creafidriThe second reference appears in
the context of procreation and the succession@fgdnerations. The third presents
the human being as especially dignified (albeitnaexr by now) whose blood may

not be spilt because of the image of God that lirm(Gen 5:1-3; Gen 9:5-6).

In parallel with ancient mid-eastern ideas of rosgpresentation, von Rad
proposed that “man” as the image of God was toessmt and “enforce his [God’s]
claims to dominion over the eartff2 Connecting the “image” to “having dominion”
in terms of representation intertwines two straofimeaning — the “royal” and the
“functional” — which locate meaning in the purpadehumanity’s creation (to have
dominion). In this interpretation, the “image of €Gsuggests a vice-regal position,
which in turn points to God’s sovereign rule andnesses to his presenité Today,
the majority of scholars emphasize the functiotans®’* Another proposal sees in
the “image” a reflection of the human capacity étate to God, thus emphasizing a
divine/human partnership. God and human beings mésract in covenantal

dialogue with each othéf?

31 Towner points to recent scholarship which reaastéixt “Let us make man ... so that they have
dominion ...” (Towner, “Clones of God”, 348).

32 Gerhard von Rad3enesigLondon: SCM Press, 1972), 60.

378 smith and Wildberger pioneered the royal intemien, while Holzinger and Hehn emphasized
the functional view of the “image”, which interpeet man’s role as one of stewardship. The latter
gained little support initially, but has now gainfadvor with most OT scholars, e.g. Brueggemann,
Clines, Dumbrell, Gross, Klein, von Rad, W.H. Smittenham, Wildberger, Wolff and Zimmerli.

3741, Hart, “Genesis 1:1-2:3 as a Prologue to thelBufiGenesis”Tyndale Bulletim6, no. 2 (1995),
315-336.

875 Barth, Brunner, Hessler, Horst, Stamm, Vischeligxén and Westermann are among its main
proponents.
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Westermann argued that the Biblical text speakanoction only on God'’s
part. Therefore, the “image” has meaning only & tlontext of the primeval event.
Because the text focuses on the beginning of hugahis the act of creation that
enables an interaction to take place between Gddchenhuman creation. In short,
the meaning of thanago is derived from the creation event. Moreover, tivd is
not concerned with the individual but with the spscfor it is humanity as a whole

that is created in correspondence to the Cré&tor.

Firmage, on the other hand, takes the priestly @@@ro account and sees as
the central feature of the “image” the twin idedsi@liness and humanity. Humanity
“‘in the image of God” is suggestive of human pdsdntealized by imitating the
Creator, yet with a divine enablement, and by shsrg worship. God puts humans
in charge of his creation in the hope that, aidedlikine gifts and instruction as to

God’s nature, humanity will enter its holy vocatiamd “mirror its Creator>’

Mimetic Humanity: God’'s Counterpart

In its interpretation of the “image”, Christian tlegy has traditionally placed its
emphasis predominantly on timmagotext of Genesis 1:26-28. As a result, God is
seen as the omnipotent and “radically transcend@itier who works in total
independence from creation. However, when thisitetdken together with Gen 2, a
picture emerges that resembles the one | havehsdtn the introduction. In this
broader field of interpretation, the creation, faom being a finished state, is
generatively interactivd’® God is seen as producing diversity and relationadither
than a finished entity. The process of creationas merely an act of causation, of
bringing forth, but an unfolding that includes jp@pation of creaturely activity at
manifold levels. Again, the picture shifts from ahse initiative and omnipotent

control to power-sharing. Instead of a single evanprocess of interaction comes

376 Claus Westermani@Genesis 1-11: a CommentaiMinneapolis: 1974), 158.

7" Edwin Firmage, “Genesis 1 and the Priestly Agendalirnal for the Study of the Old Testament
82 (1999), 97-114.

8 Birch et al, A Theological Introduction to the Old Testamet@.
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into view that suggests divinely ordained openn@ssluding freedom and

independence for the sake of such relational intiena®"

This emphasis on relationality is also reflectedhia creation of humanity as
male and female in their mutual relatedness anunaaty. Therefore, it is not
unreasonable to hypothesize that creation at tvieedhuman interface is similar to
human coexistence in that it includes responsiweneimitative, elements and
structures. Since every human being is createldeinlivine image, not just kings, the
text also subverts all hierarchical interpretatiansl royal pretences, and infuses all
humanity with an inalienable dignity and resporiibwithin the divine ordering®®

a point to be explored more fully in later chapters

It follows that God in creating humanity had crelate genuine counterpart
able to respond to the Creator. Yet only if thepoese of this being also reflects
God’s character would it be the representationadgen oreikon of the invisible
God ! This image was to be lived out in a corporate soulal existence compatible
with the divine presence, in an abiding consciossmé the Creatd? who called his
creature to fidelity (Gen 5:24; 6:8-9).

Yet, as Vawter points out, such a relationship tml@nd to others implies
reciprocal consciousness. To act responsibly in relation ad &nd, by implication,
to other human beings and the rest of creation,amioonsciousness must in some

manner “mirror” the supreme consciousness of theator’®® For humanity to

79 Birch et al, A Theological Introduction to the Old Testamé.
380 | pid.

%! However, since God is infinite, he cannot impamdelf to his finite creature “directly” without
exposing the creature to extreme tensions. Onpiist Schwager writes, “Gerade weil Gott kein
Rivale der Menschen ist und ihnen alles, was éesaln unendlicher Gite hat, schenken mochte,
muss er ihnen notwendigerweise auch das Risik@dgegnung mit ihm zumuten, obwohl dies ihre
Kréafte Uberfordert” (Schwager, “Neues und Altes Zahre von der Erbsiinde,” 1-29).

%2 3. D. McBride Jr., “Divine Protocol: Gen 1:1-2:8 Rrologue to the Pentateuch”, God Who
Creates ed. W. Brown and S. D. McBride Jr. (Grand Rapkgstdmans, 2000), 29.

33 Bruce VawterOn Genesis: A New Readifigopndon: Geoffrey Chapman, 1977), 57.

147



replicatethe divine life in creaturely mode it must discoaed adapt to the character

of its Maker in an existence of perpetual recipgotd*

That the Old Testament intuition perceived the ti@ship with Yahweh
along these lines is magnificently affirmed in Rsal04. The psalmist, while
meditating on the great works of God, recognizesdivine order in all that exists.
Through his personal conformity to the divine pleas(v. 34), he expresses his
relationship to God in praise and worship (v. 1,33, 35b).

The creation mandate regarding human “dominion’r dle rest of creation
can be likewise understood along such intenselgtiozlal, even imitative lines.
Human dominion was to be modeled on God’s dominWiifong puts it this way:
“If humankind is to carry out the task of dominiaa God’s representative, then the

exercise of human dominion shourditate God’s own ...” (emphasis added).

As God’s counterpart, humanity was to be the regniasive link between
God and creation. By reproducing the divine life earth through faithful
reciprocity, humanity realizes its calling to “mirrGod to the world®** To be in
“the image of God” means not only to be blessed whie power to procreate, but
also with the responsibility to “rule” so that theorld may be the place that God
intends it to be. In Cotter’s analogy: as God ighentire creation, so was humanity

to be to the world®’

And so, to be in God’s image means mediating hesgmce to the world by

imitatively replicating the divine life at the elly level. However, such reciprocity

384 Cf. Karl Barth,Church Dogmaticslli-1 (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1956), 184-185.

35 Marsha Wilfong, “Human Creation in Canonical ConitéSen 1:26-31 and Beyond”, iod who
Creates46. By implication, Vawter makes essentially thmsgoint that this dominion was not to be
exploitative: food had been restricted to plants, humans were not allowed to kill animals fordoo
(cf. Vawter, On Genesis60; also Douglas J. Hallmaging God as StewardshiGrand Rapids
Eerdmans, 1986]). According to Hall, a right redaghip with God results in right relationships with
the rest of creationk{id., 98).

36 Birch, et al, A Theological Introduction to the Old Testamés.
%7 David W. Cotter 0O.S.B, edGenesis Berit Olam: Studies in Hebrew Narrative and Poetry

(Collegeville, Min.: Liturgical Press, 2003), 18hi$ almost holographic language will give rise to
further hypothesizing in the Trinitarian sectiortlof chapter.
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was always to be subject to divine sovereigfifyHumanity so understood is
therefore defined by the categories of divine seiggity and loving responsiveness

or obediencé®

Mimesis as Mark of the Maker

Given the pathos of the Genesis story as it nafadenankind’s origin and role and
emphasizes a relationality that is intensely muttre question must be asked what
other such allusions to mimesis may be hiddenenctieation account beyond what
we have already noted. If one assumes that mingesise of God’s finger prints on
humanity, more evidence may be detectable in thichl description of the day-to-
day life centered on a primal correspondence betvi@ed the worker and human

work 39

In Genesis 2:7 we see God as the potter metaphgmnaigh his hands in the
clay forming from the dust of the ground a maleufg to which he imparts
“something of God’s own self [as] an integral paift human identity ...%%
Similarly, God acts as a gardener planting trees art of his fount of knowledge
sets boundaries to creaturely desire and actizty6(17). When we consider the
nature of human work (tilling and keeping), it sesetm parallel such divine activities

of creating and maintainirij?

Robert Banks has argued that other images of Gold asl artist, composer,

potter, metal-worker, garment-maker, shepherd, bodder, cannot simply be

8 Hamerton-Kelly suggests that God exercises hisrepynty by drawing to himself “all of human
desires” (Robert Hamerton-Kellgacred Violence: Paul's Hermeneutic of the Crddgneapolis:
Fortress Press, 1992], 105).

%9 \Walter BrueggemannTheology of the Old Testament, Testimony, Dispatgl Advocacy
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1994h4. As | have already indicated, this keenly gsemsiand
passionate relationship had obvious moral impliceti It demanded form as well as integrity. Both
found their reflection in the covenant experientésmael. It meant that the fulfilment of humangy’
role (including the enjoyment of God’s benevoleneay set on a footing of obedience and, one might
say, a continuing imitative adaptation of humanrabger to the will of God.

3% Robert BanksGod the Worker: Journeys into the Mind, Heart amégjination of GodSydney:
Albatross, 1992), 10.

%1 Birch, et al, A Theological Introduction to the Old Testamesit.

392 \Westermann@Genesis 1-11221.
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dismissed as anthropromorphic projections. Ratlieey ought to be seen as
analogies formed by the theological intuition afals into the revealed character of
God. An important dimension of God’s revelation Wbbe missed, suggests Banks,
if these analogies did not engage the imaginatomraw us deeper into God’'s
pattern of life. They are designed as “a journeynto ithe heart of God’s creative
work. It is a journey that takes place not foraten sake, but that we might become

imitators of God” 3%

Birch and other commentators have also drawn &itembd the doxological
language of the creation account with the Sabbathha most notable liturgical
marker. The Creator worked for six days and restedthe seventh. Without
participation in the Sabbath celebration, humasitgiandate was not complete.
Humanity was to emulate the rhythm of the creatdris creative activity and follow
the pattern of work and celebratidfi.Moltmann has called the Sabbath “the feast of

creation®%®

with worship rather than rest at the centre otbsdibal activity. Thus,
keeping the Sabbath emerges as a symbol of hurisainityative participation in the

life of God, while their work finds its meaningialation to worship of the Creator.

Another imitative example is the music-making afd. The very existence
of music points to the creative/artistic side ofidé creation and ongoing inspiration.
In the Psalms, the interplay between the life odGmd the invitation to sing is
constant. Spontaneous worship often results. Irerofitaces, the Old Testament
pictures all creation singing together with the eélieghost (Job 38:7) and even God
sings over his people with joy (Zeph 3:17). Humamsio and song are images of
divine artistry. Humanity's worshipful participatian God'’s creative activity occurs,
therefore, on the basis of “good mimesis” for whibbhmans were especially

equipped above all other creatures to be the im&G®d in this way®

3% Banks,God the Worker23 (emphasis added).

394, Hart, “Genesis 1:1-2:3 as Prologue to the Bob&enesis”Tyndale Bulletin46, no. 2 (1995),
315-336.

3% Jiirgen MoltmannGod in Creation(San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1985), 5.

%6 n the patristic period, Origen stands out for fpésception of the mimetic character of thego
Dei. While the number of allusions to mimesis is rerabt&, even more surprising is an apparent
presence of all the elements that are now to bedfan Girard’s mimetic anthropology. It is beyond
our scope to explore Origen’s perception in depgthbrief remark shall suffice. Origen’snago
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In sum, the theology of the “image of God” is basedthe conception of
God’s relation to the human creation such thatii®an being grows in conformity
to the divine reality through ongoing imitative dag). From this point of view,
human mimesis is an aspect of God’s ordering otwe so that the human can
assume its mediatorial and representative role. &ty is the finite temporadikon
achieved through mimetic desire in order to confthemnhuman to the divine. As the
image of God, the human being worships God, thenéiprototype, and relates to
the rest of creation, and, above all, to other hubregings. Human existence is thus a
reciprocal, mimetic process and event. While igioates in the creative desire of

God to create a counterpart, it is fulfilled ormyworshipful response to the Creator.

THE CHRISTOLOGICAL GROUND
OF MIMESIS

Jesus: the Perfect Reflection of the Father

In the Gospels®®’ God — the Father — remains invisible. He is “repreed” by the
incarnate Son who had entered the world to makeF#tber known. His works
testify to the Father’'s reality and immanence (In23) and are signs of the
closeness between the Father and the Son. In wtiress, the Gospels portray Jesus

as theeikonof the invisible God.

The “Prologue” of John’s Gospel (Jn 1:1-18) maledsnence to theogosas
being that which was with God, that which is expres of God. Thé.ogospertains

to the divine eternity, “predating” both time ancation. This intimation of a pre-

interpretation (see H. Crouz@yigen[Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1989]) alludes to all tkey elements

of mimetic theory: the model, reference to imitatiand above all the notion of possessive or
acquisitive desire. Origen was apparently also ewhat under the deceptive influence of selfish
desire what is perceptible to the senses is capdldtwlatrously replacing the true image of Go& H
writes: “In the divine thought ... the aim of the peptible is to point the soul in the direction loét
true realities and ... to inspire in the soul theiefor these. There is, however, the risk, becadse
the weakness of selfishness of man that it wilettke place of its Model and arrogate to itself the
adoration due to the Truth, which it figuresbi¢., 138-39). When what is perceptible to the senses
becomes man’s imitative centre, a false image eesess the object of humanity’'s transcendent
desire. For Origen, the human propensity for degivias by divine intention to be directed towards
God. This internal core remains present even dfterfall, and through it human beings may
recognize and imitate the true model, Christ, wihéells to a growing conformity with the Creator.

397 Except for the temptation account, | shall limiggelf in this section to references from the Gospel
of John.
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existent relationality involves both distinctnessl ainion which will be the particular
focus of the trinitarian section of this Chapteerél | simply highlight the divine

communication of this relationality to the worldtime person of Jesus.

The ineffable and invisible Father, whom no one baer seen, is made
known by the incarnate Son who was “in the bosorthefFather” (Jn 1:18). Only
the Son reflects the full representation of théhes life and light, even in the midst
of darkness and rejection. Yet, this “knowledgea igift that may be received at the
human level. Through the Son’s self-giving to thetHer, all those who “receive
him”, who accept the gift become “children of Godrhis gift in turn communicates
a new reality. It reconstitutes those who are tedchy its creative presence so that
they are “born anew” (Jn 3:3). As Anthony Kelly &dps, “the hitherto closed world
of the ‘flesh’ is broken open in two directionsprin above and from within. The
incarnate Word [from above] provokes humanity toea self-appropriation of itself

within the universe that coheres in hif{®.

As the Father gives his only Son for the life of thorld (Jn 3:16), the Son
not only manifests the Father’s work in creation &lgo replicates and continues it
in the drama of re-creation. As thegos,he is the source of life and being for “in
him was life ...” (Jn 1:4) communicating the deathleEsg of the Father in perfect
replication. In this way, Jesus presents to hurgaanit image of God that subverts
every false perception of deity. The Father’s galing love has nothing to do with a
representation of the divine that springs from Bective imagination steeped in the

death-orientation of sacred violence.

It is the mission of the Son as the incarnate Wortlake away the sin of the
world” and to create within the realm of human ®a€e an entirely new
imagination. Its origin is not of this world butroes from the bosom of the Father
who in the Son gives himself for the salvation isffallen world. When the disciples

questioned him about the Father’s identity, Jespsed,

He who has seen me has seen the Father; how casayashow us the Father? Do
you not believe that | am in the Father and théa&rais in me? The words that | say

3% Anthony J Kelly C.SS.R and Francis J. Moloney 8,[Experiencing God in the Gospel of John
(New York; Mahwah, NJ.: Paulist Press, 2003), 47.
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to you | do not speak of my own authority; but Fether who dwells in me does his
work (Jn 14:9-10).

The disciples were incapable of perceiving Jesetationship with the
Father. It was a reality outside their religiousl aultural horizons. It is accessible
only through the witness of Jesus himself. He deslan effect that in word and
work he was manifesting who the Father is, as ththaaity legitimizing his words
and actions. On the part of the religious estabiesht, such claims would inevitably
provoke an accusation of blasphemy punishable laghd& heir way of imagining
deity was the product of a paternity different frtmat of the Father of Jesus. It arose
not from the Father but appealed to another kintmigdom” as represented in the
words of Caiaphas (Jn 18:14), a violent paternioynf below that sees violence as
necessary for the bringing and maintaining of lifae more Jesus emphasized his
intimacy with the Father, the more he encountepgabsition from the world, which

led in the end to his condemnation and the cross.

In his life, especially in the event leading to Kassion and death, Jesus
exemplified his unreserved non-rivalistic imitatioh the Father: “the Son can do
nothing of his own accord, but only that which kbesthe Father doing; for whatever
he does, the Son does likewise” (Jn 5:19). As tbe, $ie comes forth from the
Father (Jn 16:28). Yet, Jesus does not seek te fangidentity over and against the
Father. In reliance on the Father’s self-giving,pefectly imitates this in his own
self-giving, even unto death. By refusing to grasier God-likeness through self-
promotion and rivalry, Jesus not only exhibits tleeessity of human mimesis but
also actualizes, in the realm of human experietice, exemplar and source of

transformed existence.

With the arrival of “his hour”, the Gospels depitte extent of Jesus’
conformity to the Father (cf. Jn 13:1-3) and theipeocity of glorification taking
place between the Father and the Son (Jn 17:1figrefore, knowing Jesus means
knowing not only his origin but also his destiny (I3:36-14:5). He appears as the
perfect eikon of the Father and the mediator of a life flowingrh his eternal
communion with the Father (Jn 14:2). As the inceenangos, Jesus is the self-

revelation of the Father. Consequently, his selingj love “unto the end” (Jn 13:1)
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embodies the unreserved self-giving of the Fathiéhpugh it by no means exhausts
it.399

Jesus and the Paradox of Mimetic Desire

This brings us to the point where we can ask on&hefcentral questions. Given
Jesus’ union with the Father’s will, and yet histofiction from the Father as his Son,
how does the mimetic anthropology we have beenoedding have christological
application? Or, to put the question in its mostegal sense, how can human beings
love God without being jealous of him? Since we oafy know what we desire
through models, could Jesus as a human being leetlly become entangled in
a double-bind whereby the Father would have be@erenced as an obstacle or
rival?4%°

The temptation accounts suggest that Jesus unddrstee underlying
dynamic of mimesis very welP* The first temptation is introduced following Jesus
baptism (Mt 4:1-11) when he hears the voice froraveea: “This is my beloved
Son”%? Soon after, the tempter approaches him with thesels, if you arethe
Son of God ... ** By questioning Jesus’ Sonship, thus accentuatinddsirability,
the tempter not only insinuates an ontologicalaieficy but also subtly suggests that
Jesus needs to reach for its realization on his iowiative and on his own terms.
Had Jesus followed this satanic invitation, he widudve repeated the pattern of the
fall referred to in Genesis 3. Several similar samas which humanly speaking
would have meant mimetic temptations in the lifeJesus, are recorded in the gospel

texts. Three such incidents stand out: the episeden the crowd, having been

39 See also James AlisoRhe Joy of Being Wron@9.

“% For a more detailed exploration of the double-bmthe spiritual life see J. Grote, “The Imitation
of Christ as Double-Bind: towards a Girardian Spality”, Cistercian Studie9, no. 4 (1994),
485ff.

“01 As Girard has noted, the reason that Jesus npoke s$n terms of prohibitions, but only in terms of
models, is that he wanted his followers to turnyafvam the mimetic rivalry which prohibitions such
as “thou shall not covet” would have aroused. Thetation “follow me” means, mimetically
speaking, that Jesus invites us to imitate hisreési“resemble God the Father as much as possible
(Girard,| See Satan Fall like Lightnirfiylaryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis Books, 2001],13).

”

402 Mt 3:17.

403 Mt 4:3; 4:6.
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miraculously fed, sought to make him king by ac@#on (Jn 6:15); the moment
when the possibility of a political uprising arosier the cleansing of the Temple
(Mk 11:15-19; Lk 19:45-47; Jn 13:17); and at tinfehes arrest when Jesus refused
to draw on the angelic host to rescue himself aisdnfission through an act of
messianic violence (Mt 26:53). In each case Jesgmonds with a gesture that shows
his authority. At the same time, he refuses toragsersonal power whenever he
encounters the rivalry of earthly powers or riviidisatanic modeling. He conquers
the possibility of a mimetic crisis in his own bgiby rejecting the temptation to
pursue the desirability of personal power for it8nosake, keeping faith with the

Father’s will.

In this respect, the Cross represents a final dihdaie trial. At this extreme,
he is tempted to discontinue his steadfast trutterFather and take matters into his
own hands. Yet, he does not respond with scandafezsentment. He does not take
offence at the Father’s demand or at his silenaérésponds in loving obedience,
embracing the unspeakable tension. On the one Hends violently expelled by
human agents. On the other, he bows to the Fatheli’shat these same human
agents be not excluded from the realm of salvatiorthis way, the power of the

mimetic paradox is overcome.

By maintaining a stance of radical non-violencesudeexposes as well as
criticizes all cultural systems that rely on viadenand offers a new approach. As the
temptation accounts show (Mt 4:8-9), he had se¢hn piercing clarity the nature of
all the “nations of the world”, that is, all humanltural systems in the light of their
deceptive lure and illusionary availability. Thetasdac attempt to undermine Jesus’
proclamation of the kingdom of God by mediating tthesirability of another
kingdom — “these [kingdoms] | will give you, if yowill fall down and worship me”
(Mt 4:9) — reveals both the mimetic character of temptation as well as the
diabolic mechanism that builds and drives humatucel But Jesus’ reaction shows
that for him the centrality of these idolatroustprees come to an end: “Begone,
Satan! For it is written, you shall worship the dgour God and him only shall you
serve” (Mt 4:10).

Matthew's Gospel uses two terms for this cultureggating principle,

diabolosandsatan According to Girard, this complementary vocabylaelongs to
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a language that articulates the operation of theeslaat work in the disintegration of
communities as well as their subsequent recorisiitéit* Synonymous with the
scapegoat mechanism, these terms refer to theajameprinciple at work not only
behind archaic cultures but also behind all humdtues. At the time of crisis, this
principle creates its own antidote, bringing abauemporarily pacifying unanimity

following the expulsion of an innocent victim.

Thus, a consideration of mimetic clues in the Gbepgatives discloses that
the structure of mimesis operated in the life ofu¥e Through mimesis Jesus
perfectly imitated the Father and represented ikimel life in the human world.
Because Jesus resolutely demonstrated mimesisasifitomode”, the possibility of
overcoming “rivalistic mimesis” is a real human pibdity, as will be further
highlighted in the next section. These reflectiaiso raise the further theological
question of whether the structure of mimesis hasottgin in the very triune
character of God. Later in the Chapter, | shaletfsomewhat speculatively on this

possibility; for now, we turn our attention to misiein the Pauline correspondence.

M IMESIS IN THE PAULINE CORPUS

The Pauline correspondence is believed to be tHeestalayer of New Testament
writing. Apart from testifying to the conversion diis prolific New Testament
author from zealous persecutor of the young Chtocdrdent apologist for emerging
Christianity, his writings form an important link the period of the Christ-event

itself.4%°

404 See Girard| See Satan Fall82.

“%5 Bartlett, Cross PurposesL94.

156



The Pauline corpd® may be divided into two groups, letters written to
churches (97 and letters to individuals (#f. Six of the former contain direct
references to the notion of mimesis. In each chser¢ferent is a model whose
conduct Paul's readers are to imitate either noinahe future'®® In two instances
Paul wrote in order to bring correction (Corinttsaand Galatians); in others he
wanted to encourage his readers towards greatetuapimaturity in conformity to
Jesus Christ (Philippians and Thessalonians). antsthe theme of imitation is quite
explicit in Paul's letters. It also encompassesidewange of behavioural situations

relevant to our theme.

Before going further into the notion of mimesisie Pauline context, it may
be helpful to recall the theological discussiomaman mimesis. As we have seen, it
refers to the human capacity to be radically opetiné Creator and to the world and
thus potentially to engage in loving relationships what Girard calls “good
mimesis”. As an unconscious mechanism it obscureddct that people’s desire is
not their own and that it reflects the desire omadel. From this perspective,
mimesis operates as a hidden motivation beforegbimes individual or communal
action. A similar understanding of the word “imitat’ is detectable in Paul's usage.
When Paul, for instance, urges the church in Epghssbe “imitators of God as dear

children” (Eph 5:1), he obviously does not meaneximanical replication of actions.

“% The Pauline epistles were written with certainuations in mind, either relational problems or
spiritual or moral matters that needed speciahtitte. Thirteen letters bear his name as authdr, bu
not all enjoy scholarly consensus as to the auitignif Pauline authorship. While there are no
doubts about Romans, 1 & 2 Corinthians, Galati@tslippians, 1 Thessalonians and Philemon,
Pauline authorship of the remaining letters remalisputed, including the pastoral letters (1 & 2
Timothy and Titus). Some scholars believe thatehgsre written pseudonymously by someone of
the ‘Pauline school’ who wrote in the Pauline ttiadi (cf. Pheme Perkins, “The Letter to the
Ephesians”, inThe New Interpreter's Bible: A Commentary in Twéhadumes, Vol. Xled. Walter
Harrelson [Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press, 2000]13%6). Others hold to a more traditional view
and attribute Pauline authorship to all letterg t@ry Paul’'s hame in the canon (cf. Peter O'Brien
Letter to the Ephesiani&rand Rapids, Eerdmans, 1999]; A. Skevington Wdaghesians”; Curtis
Vaughan, “Colossians”; Ralph Earle, “1 & 2 TimothyD. Edmond Hiebert, “Titus”, all inThe
Expositor's Bible Commentargd. Frank E. Gaebelein [Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zowdn Publishing
House, 1978], 3-92). From the perspective of thigys the distinction between Pauline and Paulinist
authorship is of secondary importance. The ordewtiich the mimetic references are examined is
chronological.

47 Romans; 1 & 2Corinthians; Galatians; Ephesiangigplans; Colossians; 1& 2 Thessalonians.
408 1 & 2 Timothy; Titus; Philemon.

‘9 See 1 Cor 4:16; 1 Cor 11:1; Gal 4:12; Eph 5:1t i7; 1 Thess 1:6; 1 Thess 2:14; 2 Thess 3:7; 2
Thess 3:9.
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Instead he appeals to their filial piety which wigly and implicitly trusts God’s
paternal will and seeks to be conformed to it. Tisisalso the case with Paul's
“kenotic” relation to Jesus Christ. He proposes dath for imitation in that,
possessed as he is by the love of Christ, he lmamted all things as loss for the sake

of knowing him [Christ] in his suffering and resection” (Phil 3:17).

Mimesis and the Outworking of Salvation

For Paul, the Christian life is shaped by confoymat Christ. Faith in Jesus Christ
crucified and risen is on the one hand a transfogneivent. On the other, this new
existence must be worked out during the life ofltleéever “in fear and trembling”

(Phil 2:12), to be completed at the resurrectiothefbody (Rom 8:22-23; 2 Cor 5:4).

By being one with Christ crucified, the believeipexiences the “destruction”
of the flesh in order that the “body of sin may destroyed so that we might no
longer be enslaved to sin” (Rom 6:6). While thisame the deathblow to the “old
nature”, the effective outworking of this “deathdim” as a “life onto righteousness”
(Rom. 6:7-14) will take time. Conformity to Christ his death releases the believer
from the domain of sacred violence and offers a newlerstanding of human
existence. In other words, Paul's soteriology meaves two faith transactions
which work both diachronically and synchronically the life of the believer.
Through mimetic conformity to Jesus Christ crucifi¢he “old man” or the self that
is determined by the mimetic desires mediated lsyafe is rendered powerless. The
body of sinful flesh is “destroyed” (RSV) or robbef its efficacy, without
destroying the believer in the process. At the s@ime, the risen Christ as the
representative “new man” makes possible a higheel lenimesis. While Paul's
exhortations direct his readers towards this “itrotg” they call for a continual
“yes” in the life of the believer to Christ in daaind in resurrection, or for a radical
repudiation of the “old” as well as for an equaidical appropriation of the “new”

at one and the same time.

Because Christ's death and resurrection represkat in-breaking of
eschatological reality into the here and now, thisis reconstitutes time and space
so that he, as the mediator of a new mimesis, esealso an unbridgeable gulf

between the believer and the things of this wdrdother words, the Christian can
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no longer enter into a relationship with them excttpough Christ's mediation,
otherwise this relation would again be exposuregh® enslavement of mimetic
contagior*'® Only through the acknowledgment of Christ as tbev mediator of

desire can the believer be separated from thectittnaof the world and rendered

immune to the “old” mimesis.

This transformation has nothing in common with agpnatic calculus that
weighs one ideal against another, in which thesBian ideal might or might not win
the day. Rather, it derives from the radical judgtmat all the kingdoms of the
world are at root built on an illusion. The deceptconsists in the assumption that
creation may be grasped directly and in a way ¢kaludes the Creator. In Girard’s
language, any concession to acquisitive mimesik st dazzling display of power
derived from the death-dealing mechanisms of swalidesire is incapable of

providing cohesion to human self and society.

The Context of Paul’'s Mimetic Exhortations

The call of the apostle to “imitate” him as he iags Christ is related to specific
experiential contexts. In every one of his letteeil exhorts his readers to a life of
unity, humility and godliness. In some cases, #dails correction of specific
problems: e.g. those occasioned by factions, imhiyréawsuits between believers,
the abuse of the Lord’s Supper among the Corinshiaand legalism in the
congregation of the Galatians. To understand theahaspects of Paul’'s meaning of

mimesis, we need to examine some of these instanoes closely.

1 Thessalonians 1:6; 2:14

Paul begins the letter to the Thessalonians with affirmation of their election.
“Brothers loved by God, we know that he has chogen because our gospel came
to you ...” (1 Thess 1:4). But this coming was aoly in words, but in thelynamis

of the Holy Spirit which brought “deep convictiortb them because of the

“10 Dietrich Bonhoeffer in hiThe Cost of DiscipleshifLondon: SCM Press, 1959; 1976), 84ff. offers
profound insights into Christ's mediatorial roledaime radical re-arranging it implies for his follers
regarding every aspect of their relationship whit world.
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accompanying demonstration of a transformed I¥au know how we lived among

you for your sake” (1 Thess 1:5Y-

As the first evidence of their “chosenness” Pauhisao the agency of God’s
love that had brought the gospel to the Thessatsraad was further manifested in
the life the missionaries had lived among them. 3édmnd mark of their chosenness
resided in the effectiveness of the gospel in tmeidst. The Thessalonians had
received the message with joy and become “imitatwir®aul; yet, this response had
meant “severe suffering” for them (1 Thess 1:6).ré&bwer, their enthusiastic
adoption of Paul as their model, himself seekingattern his life after Christ’s,
testified to their conversion. At the same timeirtioy in the midst of suffering had

no natural explanatiot?

While they had become “imitators” of Paul, we mugit miss Paul's
qualifying note here, “and of the Lord” (1 Thes§)1:According to Robert Thomas,
Paul's reference to “imitating God and Christ” telespecially tdoliness(1 Pet
1:15, 16),love (Mt 5:43-48; Lk 6:36; Jn 13:34; 15:12) asdffering(Mt 16:24, 25;
Mk 10:38, 39; Lk 14:27; Jn 15:18-20; 1 Pet 2:18:21§ Philip Esler, on the other
hand, not only highlights these theological virtumgt also notes that they had
become “badges” of group identity. While their faih Christ led to persecution, it
knitted them closer togeth&r: As a result these believers had themselves beeome
model fypon for others to imitate as they reproduced in ttiegs what had been
modeled before them (1 Thess 1:7). Welcoming tlepegband enduring suffering go

together (1 Thess 2:14), and it is precisely tlisnection that marks out those who

“1 The “we” refers to Paul, Timothy and Silas.

“12 Robert Thomas, “1 Thessalonians,"Tihe Expositor's Bible Commentavipl. 11, ed. Frank E.
Gaebelein (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan Publisitouse, 1978), 229-89, 246.

43 Thomas, “1 Thessalonians”, 245.

“14 Philip F. Esler, “1 Thessalonians”, Fhe Oxford Bible Commentargd. John Barton and John
Muddiman (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001)99-212.
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are both exemplars and imitators of the new “fifeThese were “echoing’

(execheoma) the word of God in other parts of Macedonia amdaia®'®

Such modeling and imitation cannot be explaineduman terms. As grace-
empowered transformation, it began with the chiieg shifted their allegiance from
worshiping idols (or “the sacred” in Girard’s temology) to the living God (1 Thess
1:9). While even this step could not have beenrtakéhout prevenient grace, it

nevertheless involved a step of obedience on gaeir

1 Corinthians 4:14-16

| do not write this to make you ashamed, but to @ueh you as my beloved
children. For though you have countless guides nst you do not have many
fathers. For | became your father in Christ JebBumugh the gospel. | urge you, then,
be imitators of me.

The immediate context of this mimesis-exhortat®Raul’s spiritual paternity of the
Corinthian congregation. He was the founder ofdherch in Corinth and asserted
certain rights to correct thet. But Paul goes beyond this historical aspect off the
relationship. He was their father in Christ, he Haegotten” them €genneg), and
now speaks to them from a parental position, qditieerent from that of a mere
“childminder” (paidaggoi), the slave employed to guard children or to dsboys

to and from school. Paul addresses the Corinthénsheir “father” who could
rightfully ask them to “imitate” him as a child naally imitates the parent. Such
learning from a parental model occurs at first sapeously and unconsciously.
However, by using the device of an explicit exhioota Paul turns the spontaneous
unconscious dynamism of mimesis into a conscioosgss with significant moral
connotations which the wider context of the firsttér to the Corinthians makes
clear. In order to correct the factional splitstie community and the resultant

disorder, Paul addresses the underlying mimetialr§ivon several fronts. As

15 Only in suffering are Christ's followers tested taswhether they are indeed willing to become
scapegoats and innocent victims.

418 Note the mimetic connotation underlying the idé&esho” (Abraham Smith, “The First Letter to
the Thessalonians”, ifhe New Interpreter's Bible: A Commentary in Twakadumes, Vol. Xled.
Walter Harrelson [Nashville, TN: Abingdon PressQ@[) 673-737, 694).

417 John Barkley, “First Corinthians”, ifthe Oxford Bible Commentargd. John Barton and John
Muddiman (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001008-133.
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Hamerton-Kelly has showh? Paul begins by reminding them that the Christian
community is akoinonia; that they are partakers of a sacrificial mealvbich the
Crucified One is the centre. Since Christ is neiddid, there cannot be factions in
the Christian community. However, this “sacrificéiffers from all other sacrifices,
in that its victim did not die to placate a hostileity. Instead, the victim died in
order that human beings might transfer to him thaired of God and of each other.
By presenting the victimary death of Jesus as thedation of communal unity,
Paul appeals to his readers to identify by faitthwie victim and thereby overcome
the mimetic crisis affecting them. It was theiretjon of the Cross which meant
their refusal to be “victimized” that had led tcethdestructive imitation of each
other and caused their disunity and factiousnes$.bB “imitating” (like Paul) the
Crucified One, the community also takes on the senagacteristics as the One who
was despised and rejected by men. In other wohes, identification with Christ
makes them all victims. When this reality infornfeeit self-understanding, all
mimetic rivalry comes to an end. Before the croBssttus-seeking and self-
promotion ceases. Sectarian identities based ondmes such as Apollos or Cephas

are false, for the apostles themselves share iistGhvictimhood:

[Llike men sentenced to death; ... a spectacle tavibréd, to angels and to men. We
are fools for Christ's sake ... weak ... in disrep(ie.the present hour we hunger
and thirst, we are ill-clad and buffeted and hosgbnd we labor, working with our
own hands. When reviled, we bless; when persecutecgndure; when slandered,
we try to conciliate; we have become, and are rasmhe refuse of the world, the
off-scouring of all things. (1 Cor 4:9-11)

According to Girard’s model, the apostles are sgapts from whose role the
community benefits. By acting pacifically, they attkeeping with their new Christ-
conformed nature. This becomes particularly manikdgen, in situations that would
usually provoke the “old man” to retaliation andngeance, they reject mimetic
rivalry. To become imitatorsn{imegtes) of Paul, then, means to become what no
human being wants to become by nature — the viofimthers, the scapegoat, who

willingly bears the malice and violence of otheigheut complaint or resistance.

418 Robert Hamerton-Kelly, “A Girardian Interpretatiof Paul: Rivalry, Mimesis and Victimage in
the Corinthian CorrespondenceSemeia33 (1985), 65-81. The author’s close reading @& th
Corinthian correspondence led him to conclude Bail understood the Corinthian situation in the
same way as an analysis based on Girard’s gridestgg
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Philippians 3:17-18

Brethren, join in imitating me and mark those whe las you have an example in
us. For many, of whom | have often told and nowyel even with tears, live as
enemies of the Cross of Christ.

While most commentators read this exhortation, sindlar instructions elsewhere,
as Paul's urging the Philippians to imitate hisdwet, Hooker has asked whether it
should not be read as an exhortation to be imgatdh him rather than imitatorsf
him.**? But this nuance disappears in light of the higtityistological perspective
from which Paul writes. Whether they are to imitBeul's conduct (patterned as it is
after Christ), or join him in imitating Christ isohsignificant for our argument. What
is important, however, is that this exhortation laastrong communal bearing. It
addresses the Philippians as a community whileeptegy Paul and his companions,
Timothy and Epaphroditus, as models to follow. Piautoncerned to distinguish
between legalists and antinomians on the one haddrae followers of Christ on
the other. Although the former two groups might éndneen professing Christians,
Paul was concerned that the legalists sought tertréy Judaism, while antinomians
lived for the indulgence of their physical appetit®oth presented a doctrinal and
moral danger to the Philippian chuf@A.To counteract these trends, Paul speaks in
stirring language of his own radical commitmentatal desire for Christ (Phil 3:8-
11). It is to this latter emphasis that we musklém understand Paul's meaning of
mimesis. Such an interpretation is not only coasistwith the emphasis of the
Pauline correspondence as a whole, but especiglyRaul's exposition of Christ's
kenosis(Phil 2:5-8), to which he refers when he writesatth might know him ...
share in his sufferings ... becoming like him in heath” (Phil 3:10). For Paul to
“know Christ” means to be “conformed” to him and @émulate increasingly the

quality of Christ’s life in his own.

19 Morna D. Hooker, “The Letter to the Philippiansi, The New Interpreter's Bible: A Commentary
in Twelve Volumes, Vol. Xéd. Walter Harrelson (Nashville, TN: Abingdon $%e2000), 469-549,
534.

420 Cf. Homer A. Kent Jr., "Philippians,” iThe Expositor's Bible Commentargd. Frank E.
Gaebelein (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan PhinlgsHouse, 1978), 95-159.
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Ephesians 5:1

Since it is God'’s ultimate purpose to “bring ailnps in heaven and on earth together
in Christ” (Eph 1:10), Paul's understanding of neq¢ion includes all of creation,
not just the Church. Hence commentators have regddtt letter to the Ephesians as
a “hymn of unity” with a decidedly corporate empkd$" However, humanity's
universal longing for unity is not realizable thgbuphilosophy, Stoic or otherwise,
but only in Christ where the barriers to commuihigywve been abolished (Eph 2:12-
18)#?2 In other words, this unity is already foreshadowrethe universal Church as
believers participate in Christ’'s triumph over thatagonistic principalities and
powers!?® Hence Paul's emphatic contrast between the newalifd the old: the
“old” or unregenerate existence is characterizedsdparation from the life of God
and, consequently, by insatiable desire (Eph 4R8).those who are “in the Lord”
must abandon this futile quest for satisfactionl@gire at the merely human leV#].
There are those who have abandoned themselves folitindulgence of their lower
nature, and have lost all moral sensitivity (Eph94: Moral degeneration has set in
so that they have become instruments of inordidasire, the desire of “treacherous

duplicity” or the “desire of deceit” (Eph 4:28%

Yet this mental fog of unruly desire can and mustpierced if a radical
transformation is to take place. Conversion leadshe restoration of the divine
image in human beings. Shattered in the fall, divene image is renewed under the
influence of the Holy Spirit. God’s own righteousseand holiness are imparted as
moral capacities to the believer, producing hawédin and love of what is right
(Eph 4:24). The fact of this moral and psycholobicansformation is behind Paul's

exhortation to be “imitators of God” as belovedidien.

“2L A, Skevington Wood, “Ephesians”, ithe Expositor's Bible Commentasd. Frank E. Gaebelein,
Vol.11 (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan Publishingusle, 1978), 3-92 (following H. von Soden,
The History of Early Christian Literature: The Wrigs of the New Testameghbndon: Williams and
Northgate, 1906], 18).

422 pheme Perkins, “The Letter to the EphesiansThie New Interpreter's Bible: A Commentary in
Twelve Volumes, Vol. Xéd. Walter Harrelson (Nashville, TN: Abingdon $&,€2000), 351-466, 435.

“23\Wood, “Ephesians”, 47-48.
“24 paul uses the termataioes which is sometimes associated with idolatbyd., 62].

2 |pid.
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Therefore, putting away falsehood, let every oneakghe truth with his neighbor,
for we are members one of another. Be angry butaiesin; do not let the sun go
down on your anger, and give no opportunity to diegil. Let the thief no longer
steal, but rather let him labor, doing honest wwith his hands, so that he may be
able to give to those in need. Let no evil talk eaoat of your mouths, but only such
as is good for edifying, as fits the occasion, thahay impart grace to those who
hear. And do not grieve the Holy Spirit of Godwhom you were sealed for the day
of redemption. Let all bitterness and wrath andearzgnd clamor and slander be put
away from you, with all malice, and be kind to @vether, tenderhearted, forgiving
one another, as God in Christ forgave you. Theedderimitators of God, as beloved
children And walk in love, as Christ loved us and gavedathup for us, a fragrant
offering and sacrifice to God. (Eph 4:25 — 5:2, bagis added)

Paul's conception of mimesis in this context ilhasés the accuracy of the
Girardian hermeneutic. First, we note Paul's emighas relationality as he extols
the Christian attitude towards others. This refalattitude is free from all elements
of rivalry such as duplicity, slander, misapprofpoa of the neighbour’s goods,
bitterness, revenge or malice. The Christian, auttés to seek the advantage of the
other by truthfulness in speech, honesty in wort apen-handedness towards the
needy, along with kindness, tenderheartedness angivéness. Secondly, we
observe the spiritual dynamic that propels the outimg of this new “imitation” as
the very antithesis of acquisitive mimesis. Throtigh operation of the Holy Spirit,
the “new man” comes to recognize a new model oriab@d Christ, who arouses in
human experience a new mimesis which totally subvée “old”. Once the believer
is no longer identified with sin but with Chrishet “old” dies and a new desire
oriented towards God and his reign mediated thralegtus Christ pervades the life
of the believer.

The Cross: Antidote to Rivalistic Mimesis

From the preceding analysis of Paul's view of misesnd its christological
foundation, we note that Paul is not exhorting lileéevers to imitate the historical
Jesus. Rather he urges them to live in the dajpeeance of a “crucifixion” of the

cravings which would produce the fruit of rivalstesire.

Those who indulge their natural propensities ddrey Crucified. They will
fall back into rivalry and divide the community. d$e who crave status cannot do
what Paul demands, namely, “in humility count oshieetter than yourselves” (Phil

2:3). Those who boast of accomplishments are irgapaf identifying with the
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weak and the vulnerable. Those who do not becokeetlie innocent Victim will
forge a distorted identity based on the rivalistipulses of envy and the exclusion
of others. In short, for Paul the Cross is thedai# to poisoned relationships based
on rivalry. Accordingly, his entreaty to his reaslés enter into a new mimediews
from an embrace of the Cross not as a form of eatenortification but as an inward
renunciation of those impulses that resist the-eidicement that is inherent in
allegiance to the Crucified. In a famous passageytites: “For the sake of Christ
then, | am content with weaknesses, insults, hgzdspersecutions, and calamities,
for when | am weak then | am strong” (2 Cor 12:18)ich a disposition of
“weakness”, which the identification with the Crieid infuses in the believer,
leaves no room for rivalry. Those who are conterivie in this “weakness” are not
only able to sympathize with those who suffer Hab @xemplify the essence of the
new life by considering the interests of othersvabibieir own.

Let me summarize the foregoing discussion of Paupreparation for the
following reflection on intra-divine relationalitye note that mimetic desire is
insatiable and without limit, a striving after temendence. The indeterminacy of this
desire does not distinguish between “having” areiriy”, although it seeks to secure
the latter by means of the former. Mimesis is mben imitation in the strict sense.
Even in rivalistic mode its underlying strivingtise basis of all self-transcendence,
including the transcendence of desire itself. Fig transcendence is to occur, the
“default setting” of desire needs to be invertedcqéNsitiveness needs to be
transmuted into open receptiveness, and graspireflsnéo give way to a
“peholding”. As long as human desire seeks to @ssaat is perceived as filling up
an existential neediness, human beings remain aidapof receiving love, openly
and freely. Conversely, such “gratuitous receiviigyby no means a state of inner
passivity, for even the gift of grace must be pesiy accepted. Further, when the
structural openness of mimesis is presupposetraivs light both on why humans
are so susceptible to the influence of others amdtheir potential for genuine
accessibility, artless simplicity and childlike $tu Here we touch on that
incommunicable core of the person, that inmost ldé&mm which arise true human

longings for life and love.
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We have reached the point at which a more nuarfesuldgical exploration
of the meaning of human mimesis may be possibleusguing the question whether
the notion of pure mimesis can have a place invtag we conceive of God as a

communion of Life and Love.

THE TRINITY OR THE DOXOLOGICAL
GROUND OF M IMESIS

As the history of theology shows, any attempt teceé on God’s intra-divine
relationality poses complex semantic and epistegicdd issues. Here, | must limit
myself to making connections between mimetic amgblmgy and some examples of
recent trinitarian theology. | will not attempt ansprehensive analytical exposition
but confine the exploration to setting side by sibese quite different trinitarian

approache&?®

The idea that the Trinity might be conceived asimeticcommunity of Love
has been pursued quite explicitly by James Alisohis Joy of Being Wronghile
his primary focus is not the Trinity but the dowg&riof Original Sin, his trinitarian
approach witnesses to the continuing theologiaatfiiness of what is termed the
“psychological analogy”. In this regard, he suggesmulti-dimensional relationality
as a more adequate trinitarian analogy than ttditivaal analogy of “persons” in

hypostatic relation&’’

The late Raymund Schwager, whose dramatic theolegywill encounter
more fully in Chapter 7, has presented in Jesus in the Drama of Salvati@m

% Although two of these (David Coffey and H. U. vBalthasar) have rejected the traditional
psychological analogy, the analogical imaginati@s fits merits. Analogy answered the question
which Thomas Aquinas and Augustine before him &ea as to which aspects of human experience
offer (albeit imperfect) comparisons for an undamging of the Trinity. It helped to elucidate the
divine Being whose self-disclosure is expressethebiblical data. Analogy works because of the
proportionality present in the attempted comparismmething is similar but also dissimilar. On the
one hand humans correspond to God because thehisrereatures. On the other, God is the
incomparable other who is ontologically differeitence the analogical method speaks from the
creature’s point of view about “knowing God” (angilcally) while asserting in the same breath that
God is unknowable. It speaks meaningfully (with Iffications) about God by endorsing a method of
signification without being able to fully delineatbe reality that is being signified. (See also
Catherine Mowry LaCugnaiod for Us: The Trinity and Christian LiffSan Francisco: Harper
Collins, 2000], 330).

“27 Alison, Joy of Being Wrong49-53.
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attempt to unite biblical and systematic theolaggin overall view of the doctrine of
redemption. He is primarily indebted to two thirkeRené Girard for the victimage
mechanism at work in the death of Christ (Schwagetorses Girard’s underlying
anthropology, but not necessarily all of his thgatal conclusions), and Hans Urs
von Balthasar for his dramatic conception of thgglaHowever, in his treatment of
the Trinity, Schwager departs from von Balthasarfalow David Coffey, an

outspoken critic of the latter. In order to giveeddth to our inquiry into mimetic
allusions, | shall probe the models of Coffey armwh \Balthasar in addition to

Alison’s trinitarian model (with his obvious Giraath leaning).

Mimesis and the Analogical Imagination — James Alsn

Alison begins his reflection from a dogmatic pedpe, but later anchors it in the
Gospel narrative as he teases out the changingrsiadding of God among the
apostolic group after the resurrection of Jesuss $hift in understanding, he argues,
involved a complete undoing of what the group atbtime apostles had thought
about God and about human beings in relation to. @éidon calls this emerging

consciousness “the intelligence of the victim”, aelhbecomes the determining factor

behind the actions and articulations of the fissteresurrection communify/®

Until the resurrection of Jesus, death represahedefining datum and limit
of the human story. Death colored every aspedfefihd culture. But the vision of
the crucified and risen Jesus offered a new heraotEnenot only for the
understanding of the Scriptures of Isfa&but also for human existence as a whole.
Until the resurrection, Jesus’ followers posseskitié comprehension of God’'s
salvific plan, as the Gospels repeatedly stt&s@nly in the light of the resurrection
were they able to see the life and death of Jesus &nother perspective altogether.
Not only did this new understanding mean the decocson of the principles that

had heretofore governed their lives, namely activesidesire with its resulting

428 Alison, Joy of Being WrongB1.

29 plison refers to the Old Testament as the “Heb@uwriptures”. To clarify: they constitute an
inspired and inseparable part of the Christian é8dahd were written both in Hebrew and Aramaic
(and in Greek as LXX).

430 Cf. Mk 9:30-32; Lk 9:44-45; Jn 10:1-6; 12:12-16;29-20.
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rivalry, but it also meant the re-constitution béir way of thinking and being. Death
was no longer the defining limit. Jesus’ followengre now able to see now
everything from the “insider’s view”, that is, frothe viewpoint of the risen victim.
Another crucial dimension of the reality of Jeslii®, death and resurrection also
became clear: the one who all along had been theventorce of Jesus’ life and
mission was the Father, while Jesus himself, asitigue and beloved Son, was the

Father'seikon,or perfect imitation.

Alison arrives at this understanding through a @lien interpretation of both
the biblical data and the dynamics inherent in hureaistence. Personhood is
presented, not as “punctual’ or static, but moreaalsolistic and developmental
Gestalt Human persons are “being brought into, and mimethin being by another
anterior to ... [them] and to whom ... [they are] camsly related™>! Following
Jean-Michel Oughourlian, Alison posits a new analegeferring to “holons” rather
than “persons**? Holons are perceived at the human level as psygiwll entities
reciprocally constituting each other's existence fmpdes of interaction and
continuous exchange. They an¢erdividual selves whose existence is not disclosed

by introspection but in “mimetic rapport®®

Alison appeals to this notion of the relationalfs#$ a key analogy for
trinitarian theology. He approaches the trinitarraystery in this way: God the
Father is the origin of all desire, unoriginateddand pure giving. And, since there
is no other source of desire either human or angélie Father is beyond all

rivalry.*** Alison writes,

The Father loves his image, his likeness, one whexactly like him in all things

except being unoriginated. The Son is not unorigithabecause that would give two
origins, and unoriginated giving can only be oneydnd number. He is not exactly
unoriginated either for he shares completely inghee gratuitous givenness (itself
originated) of the Father. He receives it complgtbkecause he is the exact image

431 plison, The Joy of Being Wrong0.

“32bid.; also OurghouliarPuppet of Desirel6-17.

433 Alison, The Joy of Being Wrond1. In the language of organic systems the natifomimetic
rapport may be equated to the mechanism of “adapésonance” which is achieved through a loop
of generative reciprocity between initiating andp@nding elements such that each functions in a
mode of perpetual perception of and (rapt) attentevards the other.

3 |bid.
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and likeness of the Father, able therefore to vectie Father and, as a perfect
likeness, completely reciprocate the giving.

Alison continues,

The holon Father and the holon Son are therefonmestitoted by arapport
interdividuel,[which is also a holon] called the Holy Spirit. $hs the unoriginated
love giving and imitating that giving (reciprocagithat love) fully and perfectly and
simultaneously?>®

In keeping with traditional theology, Alison invteus to understand this
reality of God spiritually. In the generation ofetlson, God the Father is not to be
understood to produce a creature in an Arian séxisen is equally careful to avoid
any modalistic implication, as though God were edéhtiated in reaction to an
external stimulus, or in regard to successive tealgzhases. Instead, he regards the
divine persons as inner realities that belong td (Bcse. In other words, this intra-
trinitarian “mimesis” is to be understood in termsimmanent acts of the divine
transcendence. The unoriginated love of the holeatlier” generates the holon
“Son” and theirapport interdividuelflows as perfect mutuality whereby the Father’'s
giving (of the Son) and the Son’s imitation (of father) are the same thing, so that
all share in the same giving, except that the Soth #e Holy Spirit are not

unoriginated origing®°

The key to a trinitarian understanding of holorthie idea of imitation that
allows for no difference between holons and is theidect and free from any “over
and against”. It only knows the “distinctness” th@mimes from acceptance and
enjoyment of giving. These divine holons, Alisorgues, “constantly foster and
cherish one another in ever more joyous imitatibradical self-giving to the other”.
He is convinced that his analysis is able to “biar full weight of the Church’s
doctrine on the Trinity at least as well as ‘pefson with fewer misleading

connotations™®’

“% Alison, The Joy of Being Wron§0.
% bid., 52.

47 |bid., 53.
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Alison thus presents the dynamism of inner-trimgiarmutuality as mimesis
between holons. It is giving and receiving, knowamgd being known, loving and
being loved, surrender and attraction. This is aogaizable feature of the
Augustinian/Thomist tradition of trinitarian thegip Though there is no implication
of a “state of becoming” within the Trinity, contporary theology, as Kelly has
noted, takes advantage of a certain “holographieldement in our theological

understanding and in our capacity to express wimbleen understood®

The Mutual Love Theory — David Coffey

We begin with a brief description of Coffey’'s modahd nomenclature. While
Coffey admits that the traditional psychologicadlagy has some merit, he (like von
Balthasar) rejects metaphysical categories. Insheatboks for his starting point at
the trinitarian structure in the scheme of salvatitiHe is convinced that the biblical
data permit a more comprehensive trajectory thantthditional taxis of Father
Son> Spirit. Schwager, too, notes that this traditiomaddel does not explain the
reciprocal behavior between the Father and the tBainis evident in the biblical
data?*® Coffey calls this model the “model of mission” whiat the level of the
immanent Trinity becomes the “model of processid#dwever, since this is not the
only model to which the New Testament data poimtrtjpularly in the Synoptic
Gospels), he posits a second, complementary mattekhe taxis of Father > Spirit
> Son > Spirit > Father. While this model has b&anwn since Augustine and

Richard of St. Victor, it has been largely ignonedystematic theolog$*

438 Anthony Kelly, “A Multidimensional Disclosure: Aspts of Aquinas’ Theological Intentionality”,
The Thomis67 (2003), 235-74.

4% David Coffey, Deus Trinitas: The Doctrine of the Triune G¢Mew York; Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1999), 148. Coffey employs Loaetg three-layered epistemology, arguing that
doctrinal thinking moves from the encounter withdGio the biblical data (‘experience’ in Lonergan)
to an ontological articulation (‘understanding’)dareturns with a deepened grasp to the biblica dat
which becomes in trinitarian reflection the “econchTrinity (‘judgment’).

0 schwagerJesus in the Drama211. He observes: “The particular difficulty withe procession
and mission model is that the Holy Spirit procefedm the Father and the Son as a single principle”
(ibid., 212).

441 schwager makes a similar point when he says #@tuse the Spirit was sent after the incarnation,
crucifixion and resurrection, traditional theologgs always seen the Holy Spirit as operating “after
the Son as far as salvation events are concerngdhan this sequential thinking has influenced
traditional theology in the way inner-trinitariaelations were perceived. But the Spirit plays a lmuc
more prominent role not only at Pentecost but dutire entire mission of the Son, as such passages
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Because the Holy Spirit is bestowed by the Fatimethe Son and by the Son
on the Father, Coffey calls this model the modelmiitual bestowal**? At the
level of the economy, it is the “model of returfdr it is concerned with the return of
the Son in the Holy Spirit to the Father. While gh@cession model grounds the
distinction of the “persons”, it is the return moddich, at the level of the immanent
Trinity, becomes the “distinction model” that illumates their relations and grounds
their union with each other in a dynamic equilibniuFor Coffey, the procession
model is inadequate because it “remains unincotpdramto a larger and altruistic
project of other-directed lové*? In short, it cannot answer the question with whom
God, as Be-ing-in-Love, is in Love, except in a amsistic way. The two

complementary models may be summarized as folféWs.

Mission/Procession Model

— Outward movement of Son and Holy Spirit

— Presents Trinityab extra, but alludes to Trinityab intra (see below)
— Partial

— Descending theology (from above)

— Unfolding of unity into diversity

— Appeals to Western thought

Return/Distinction Model

— Concerned with Son’s return to the Father; pressppdhe mission/procession
model

— Trinity ab intra

— Comprehensive

— Ascending theology (from below)

— Model of union and relations

— Corresponds to Eastern emphasis

With this understanding of Coffey’'s nomenclature, turn to the main point

of our inquiry, his conception of inner-trinitaria@lationality. He writes,

as Mk 1:1-11,12 ff and parallels; Isa 61:1ff; LK@:21; Acts 4:27, 10:38; Rom 1:4; 1 Pet 3:18 show.
Because the perspective that the Spirit operatdy afier the resurrection was too one-sided,
contemporary trinitarian theology has begun to esklit, e.g. Coffey (Schwagdesus in the Drama,
210).

“42 This is not to say that two origins are attributethe Holy Spirit.

443 Coffey, Deus Trinitasg0.
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The initial personal love of the Father for the $®identical with the Father's own
person. Similarly, the purely personal answeringel@f the Son for the Father
would be identical with the Son’s own person, wieraot for the fact that in the
meeting of the two loves, their mutual love, thgeobvization that takes place
becomes a reality that transcends its constituentents, that reality being the Holy
Spirit proceeding from the Father and the $6n.

Coffey locates the Holy Spirit in thautual lovebetween the Father and the
Son. However, what points most promisingly to oypdthesis is the circularity of
this love. As mutual love, this love is “a doublesbobwal”, both “simultaneous and
coincident” with, and yet predicated on the priprif, the Father's bestowal to
which the Son’s love is always the perfect resppasd it is in that response that this
love becomes mutuéf® Put another way, it is the Father's love thatscédirth the
Son’s love in response to the Father's persondbies of himself. In his response
the Son’s love and the Father’s love become one, Igat without exchange of roles
in giving and responding, because the Son foregeaw's his entire existence from

the Father and hence remains always in an attifidesponse to him*!’

Coffey sees very clearly, though, that the Sonspoase is alsdis own
giving as he bestowss love upon the Father, which is the return of tp&itto the
Father. In the perfect adaptation of Father andtS8@ach other, they each “breathe”
the Holy Spirit as their mutual love, although treways remain distinct in the act
of their bestowaf?® These acts may also be understood as absolupraeai self-

communication as each bestows on the other evagythat they are, yet remaining

44 Coffey, Deus Trinitas43-52. According to Coffey, the dogmatic intenttloé Filioque typified in
Western theology by Augustine and Aquinas belongké procession modeb{d., 47).

445 Coffey, Deus Trinitas50.

46 Coffey distinguishes between two stages in theiffti“in the process of becoming” and “already
constituted” which are necessary because bothdhea8d the Holy Spirit draw their origin from the
Father. But this “prevenient” bestowal by the Fatise‘only formal”. Once the mutuality of love is
established “it [the prevenient bestowal] playsfumther role”. In the same breath, Coffey admitstth
“this distinction cannot be real in God in whom rihés no succession in time. His being is
paradoxically eternally the same and yet dynanm@giffey, Deus Trinitas51). Yet, in the process of
generation one cannot speak of giving and receiwnog of “generation and being generated”
(SchwagerJesus in the Dram&14).

7 Coffey adds, “... admittedly this response is alising, that is, the bestowal of the Holy Spiriteth
return of the Spirit to the Fatherb{d., 51).

448 Coffey, Deus Trinitas58.
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who they are in the absolute freedom of their efiepersonhood’® Schwager’s

comments are instructive at this point.

The model of reciprocal bestowal proves, then, vgeited to bringing out the
innermost dimensions of the dramatic salvation ev&nthe same time it becomes
clear how reciprocal love flows into such an evehtelease that we can no longer
speak of two acts in opposing directions, from Eath Son and from Son to Father.
Each one lets go of his love as his own in favathefother, so that this love can be
constituted as one common love and can becomesamper. The Holy Spirit is pure
letting go ... Communication tales place at the leofelhese persons and their free
existence and not at the level of one essentiagfe]

If the Holy Spirit is the transcendental love oé thternal Son for the Father,
the intimate love between the Father and the Sahdrfreedom of the Holy Spirit
points, on the level of the economy, to a paralfed identical movement: the Son’s
perfect “answering love” culminating in Jesus’ saifiptyingin his mission as he
willingly surrenders to the Father. Moreover, Jesus the incarnation, is
ontologically identical with the eternal Son whorfpetly receives the self-
communication of the Father. From this Coffey cadeis that Jesus’ divinity is the
same as that of the eternal Soh.

The Inner-Trinitarian Event — Hans Urs von Balthasar

Von Balthasar's work belongs to a recent develogrire@atholic theology which in
its treatment of the Trinity rejects the classicalin starting-point. Anne Hunt notes
that a “sophisticated critique of the Augustinidmdmistic trinitarian theology

pervades ... [his] work?>?> While von Balthasar’s approach may be loosely geou

449 gchwager offers an insightful amplification of ghireedom in the context of absolute self-

communication. “The Father releases from the ulenaepth of his person the Son, and the latter is
entirely constituted by what he receives. Despits, the two of them do not become absorbed into
the event. The Father is not dialectically transiked into the Son, so that he ceases to be therFathe
nor does the Son change back into the Father. édthdhe Father gives everything, he remains
distinct from what he gives, and although the Sexeives everything, he remains equally distinct
from the giver” Gchwager, Jesus in the Draned,3).

40 phid., 216.
41 pid., 216-17.

52 Anne Hunt, “Psychological Analogy and Paschal Mggtin Trinitarian Theology”;Theologicall
Studies59, no. 2 (1998): 1971f; also by the same authioe Trinity and the Paschal Mystery: A
Development in Recent Catholic Theololyew Theological Studies, vol. 5 (Collegeville,iMi The
Liturgical Press, 1997). Anne Hunt's study, parécly its section on von Balthasar, has greatlyedas
the task of navigating the volume and complexityvoh Balthasar's thought as he connects the
paschal mystery to the Trinity.
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among the “social models” of trinitarian theologyis his doxological emphasis that

concerns us in the present cont&kt.

Von Balthasar’'s project aims to acknowledge thenthiic character of
trinitarian revelation as it culminates in the pgedcmystery of Christ's death,
descent and resurrection. Von Balthasar asks wheéibe can stand on the periphery
of the “play” (theo-drama) or whether he must bé&satentre. Supposing this latter
alternative, can it be established that God’s #ilife, which is the archetype of all
being and hence of all history, finds expressiothaglay unfolds, and “be mirrored
there”?>* Von Balthasar addresses such questions in the digthe pathos of the

Old and New Testament witness.

What sets him apart from and at odds with Coffepd awith the
Augustinian/Thomist starting-point in trinitariaheology, is his view that “God is
known in the true dimension of his love, not bylagg, but in the contradiction of
the Cross ...” which von Balthasar sees as a kenatigooiring of divine lové>®
And further, “an essentialist ontology even if cdempented by an understanding of
the Three as subsistent relations simply failsolovey adequately the sheer glory of

the divine being revealed in the paschal mystét3.”

Von Balthasar works, however, within the traditibpeocession model. This
implies an eternal movement in God which von Baltnacalls “the eternal event of
divine processions®’ It encompasses not only the possibility of theaination and
the paschal mystery, but also of all creationsrcibntingency and in God’s dramatic

relation to it.

453 Seeing the glory of Jesus Christ in the paschateny is the same as beholding the icon of the
triune God. Hence, no analogy can compare withrefielation of this inner-trinitarian love and the
relationality of God's being.

44 Hans Urs von Balthasafheo-Drama: Theological Dramatic Thegryans. Graham Harrison,
Vol. lll, the Dramatis Personae: Persons in Cl{stn Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1992), 505.

45y0n BalthasarTheo-DramaVol. IV, 322.
“%6 Hunt, Trinity and Paschal Mystery57.

" Hans Urs von Balthasaklysterium Paschale: The Mystery of Easteans. with an Introduction
by Aidan Nichols (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1990)jivi
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That God (as Father) can so give away his divitligt God (as Son) does not
merely receive it as something borrowed, but peeses in the equality of essence,
expresses such an unimaginable and unsurpassepéeasion’ of God from Godself
that every other separation (made possible byet¢n the most dark and bitter, can
only occur within this first separatiérf

As the Father brings forth the Son’s consubstardialnity, the Father

“empties himself” of what is his own. In thkenosisthe separation and union of the

paschal mystery is grounded in this primordial ‘fsuemporal” inner-trinitarian

event. Since God “has nothing apart from what Gs¥¢f°P the Father’skenosis

expresses from all eternity a radical opennesghich every possible unfolding of

the drama between God and the world is alreadywaliofor and transcended,

including the possibility of sin. Von Balthasar &ips:

We are saying that the ‘emptying’ of the Fatheear in the begetting of the Son
includes and surpasses every possible drama bet®@diand the world, because
the world can only have its place within the difiece between the Father and the
Son which is held open and bridged over by theitSBir

In the radical self-giving of the Father, all thenddalities of love” are

contained. These include both the interpersonabtienelations within the Godhead

and the Son’s suffering, death and separation fBod as they are experienced in

the incarnation, crucifixion and descent into h&he idea that all forms ddenosis

ad extraare contained within the primkénosis ad intrauns like a refrain through

von Balthasar's work. This suggests, according tmtHthat the inner-trinitarian

event “expresses the divine essence as constlyttds eternal relational process of

reciprocal self-surrender, this unceasing givingl aeceiving, offer and response

between the divine person€

“%8 Hunt, Trinity and Paschal Mysteny60, citing von Balthasar from the German origiflaéodramtik
[, Die Handlung(Einsiedeln: Johannes Verlag, 1980), 302.

49y0n BalthasarTheo-DramaVol. IlI, 518.

460y,0n BalthasarTheo-DramaVal. I, 20.

61 This notion also pervades von Balthasar's intégtien of the Cross which he understands as
mutual self-surrender. The Cross is the place wiBsrd's love and justice coincidegntra Coffey

and Schwager). According to von Balthasar, everasihits consequences are included in the “space”
that the self-emptying of the Father “opened” im&elf; and that the obedience of Jesus is the
freedom of the eternal Son who lays his life dowroive for the Father. Because the Son’s mission
and Person are identical, his action in the econtmepresents the kenotic translation of the eternal
love of the Son for the ‘ever greater’ Father” (HuFrinity and Paschal Mystery0).
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Some striking parallels between our understandihgnenesis and von
Balthasar's meta-theological proposal are notdliftito see. Since he argues that the
divine self-opening embraces all possibilities amhtingencies of the world and
God’s dramatic and loving relation to it, his pasitthrows light on the character of
the trinitarian mimesis considered above. The ppss of limitless desire in accord
with the Other in the exchanges of trinitariae l&re the eternal condition of God'’s
creative openness to the world and of the divindityabto engage in loving

relationships with what is other to the point df-seirrender.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter, | have focused on a multi-dimenalip theological grounding of
human mimesis in God’s self-revelation in relati@psto humanity understood as

God'’s representative and co-creator.

In a survey of allusions to human mimesis in then€ss account it was
noted that the theological intuition behind the dme of God” bears on the dynamics
of mimesis inherent in reciprocity of relationshipstween the Creator and the
creature. Human mimesis may therefore be regardedcnstitutive part of God’s
creative plan for the fulfilment of the human is inediatorial and representative
role. In other words, mimesis and representatioma@uad in hand. It is a gift of the
Creator to his creature and touches on the pumbkaman personhood. It inspires
in the human person the kind of learning and adfiegnanded in the vocation to be
God’s counterpart. When human existence expredsef in speech and song
joyously resonating with the Creator’s benevolemiemtion in every aspect of
creation, it fulfils its calling and does so mineetly. In this light, human
personhood cannot be understood in an externalsaiit fashiori®® Nor, at the
other extreme, is human existence totally selftheiteng and autonomous. In

another way, the inner core of fundamentally Gadrded beings consists of a

%2 See the “interdividual” psychology developed byrghoulian (following Girard), according to
which the principle of mimesis is ontologically graded in creation and governs the genesis of
holons (OurghoulianrRuppet of Desirel6-17).
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divinely ordained indeterminacy that longs for hett determination by means of a

Spirit-guided mimesi&?

Next, we surveyed the life of Jesus for mimeticesluWe saw how his life
and mission were structured mimetically through uniseserved conformity to the
Father’s will. This christological note reinforcdte perception that mimesis belongs
to humanity as a distinctive element to which theaton account and the humanity
of the incarnate Son bear testimony. This was @&urédvidenced in a number of key
passages drawn from the Pauline correspondencé.uBasi mimetic terminology,
and intensifies it in his treatment of kenotic misdeeferring, for instance, to himself
as “a libation poured out ...” (Phil 2:17; 2 Tim 4:&).two cases the exhortation to
imitate is specifically offered as the moral ant&lto mimetic rivalry, that is to say,
as a remedy to relational disorder. Christ's selfng love is the exemplar at the
heart of Christian existence as the apostle present

In the trinitarian section we presented a more oedn specifically
theological understanding of human mimesis. Thremdets of inner-trinitarian
communion were briefly examined: Alison’s “hologhegy model, Coffey’s “return
model” and von Balthasar’s “inner-trinitarian eventodel. The following points

stand out.

Broadly speaking, in all three proposals an intespeal dynamic vision with
emphasis on perichoretic exchange is undeniableh Haits own way speaks of
differentiated inner-trinitarian movements chareegtsdl by reciprocal giving and
receiving, by mutual self-communication, desiringd ébestowal of “interdividual”
triune love for which “mimesis” may be a fitting @ogy. A trinitarian ontology of

mutual love illuminates a theology of human mimésisat least three reasons:

o Coffey's ontological presentation of the divinity &esus can be effectively
linked to the role of mimesis in Jesus’ life andhisiry (see Christological
section). Thus, what is incarnate in Jesus Clsigtérnally verified in the
Godhead itself.

83 schwager puts it well when he writes, “Life intfadloes not mean playing a role which is strange,
but being addressed by the role (mission) in thieterminacy at the center of one’s person and
challenged to a new self-determination and freedasde possible by the Holy Spirit” (Schwager,
Jesus in the Drama&20).
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o Von Balthasar’s vision of the Father’s radical s#i#fpossession in a supra-
temporal, inner-trinitarian event may be effectywéihked with theimago
Dei. In that case the structural “openness” and thesité according to the
other” of human mimesis can be thought of as oaigiy in that exemplary

event.

0 The mimetic character in Pauline theology providedid clues for an

integration of mimesis with human morality as canidy to God and Christ.

Von Balthasar’s “event model” also supports an usideding of the nature

54 For his part,

of love “not just to give love, but to create thpase for its receptio
Alison treats of “the intelligence of the victimhisuch a way that it can be
understood as the effect of divine love creatingmmoin conflict-laden human
consciousness such that human self-assertive addictjive way to an existence

characterized by “gratuitous” receiving and givisfdove.

Coffey's model of “mutual bestowal” introduces alaodoxological note.
Mimesis exists as a structure of empowerment forship, that is, the bestowal of

worth and love.

This brief summary of the main points covered sodads to the following
concluding remarks. Girard’s contemporary undeditejnof mimesis as openness to
the world seems to support a version of a longstan€hristian intuition. For
example, Pascal spoke of the “God-shaped vacuuheiheart of man that only God
can fill’. Human mimetic desire, indeterminate i longing and aspiration, awaits a
final conformity to the divine as its fulfilmentn ithis regard, mimetic openness has
its origin in the heart of the inexhaustible, sssimmunicative love of the Three,

particularly in the primordial self-emptying of thather.

As a result of a divine gift, human beings, despitel even within their
entangled historical experience, are in the finahlgsis more determined by a
yearning for wholeness than by rivalistic distongoIf love creates the space for its

reception, and if mimetic “openness” is underst@sdthe structure of receptivity,

64 Damien Casey, “Luce Irigaray and the Advent of Digine: from the metaphysical to the
symbolic to the eschatologicaPacifica,vol. 12 no. 1 (Feb. 1999), 27-54.
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then this space anticipates the fulfilment of whibk pleromaof Biblical promise
(Col 1:27; 2:9) speaks. In other words, Christiapdnlives from the assurance that

humanity's deepest longings are not in vain.

However, because of the presence of evil, the “daninlife” which Jesus
promises (Jn 10:10) is lived in time under the Gras sacrificial love. Only
redemptive suffering in the face of evil makes sep$ the human story. In a
dramatic perspective, human “openness” is thus ‘@mace” in which the
divine/lhuman drama is being played out as humairstyinvited in Christ to
participate mimetically in the perfect community God. Kelly refers to this
community as “Be-ing-in-love” by which he means ooty the transcendent Being
in love with himself, but a “communion in self-gng”. In other words, divine life is
understood as being incorporated into the altaigiroject of God’'s “self-
transcendence toward the world”. This understandewgs the ground for a
transposition of the doctrinal formula that “Godlave” to the phenomenological
affirmation of Christian faith experience as comiounn As a psychological
movement this experience calls for an enablingensiad structure within the human

creation that makes such an experience pos¥ble.

According to our hypothesis, this structure is give the form of mimesis
and has its origin within the infinite transcendeeality of the Creator. Mimetic
desire can, therefore, never be satisfied at thigefimaterial, sensual or political
level. As humanity's ultimate longing is groundedthe loving community of the
Three, it cannot reach its transcendent end threwvaghistic striving. Such desiring
must first be dispossessed of its illusionary dftiveautonomy, a process that poses

formidable spiritual challenges, as we shall se@hapters 6 and 7.

This chapter has tried to present certain datahois@an faith and relate them
theologically to the reality of mimetic desire. e degree that our thinking unfolds
within the horizon of faith, our paradigm of the nigbaround us shifts. We begin to

“detect the trace of the divine three in the uree&r and in ourselves. In God’s

“85 Anthony Kelly, The Trinity of Love[New Theology Series, vol. 4] (Wilmington, DeMichael
Glazier, 1989), 147-49.
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creation we live out a “gifted existence intrinsiganarked with its trinitarian origin

and destiny™®®

Against the background of such an exalted visionushanity, | will consider
in the next chapter the outworking of mimetic pesi@n, its implications for
humanity as a whole and specifically for the regatimpotence of the human rights

project to rectify this fundamental disorder.

46 Anthony Kelly, “A Multi-Dimensional Disclosure: Amcts of Aquinas's Theological
Intentionality”, The Thomis67 (2003), 335-74.
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CHAPTER 6

VIOLENCE AND THE PERVERTED IMAGE
OF GOD

INTRODUCTION

Previous chapters have attempted an anthropologicallysis of the human
condition. Mimetic theory was capable of critigadixamining not only the politics
of cruelty and violence but also the human rightgqet itself. Now, in this chapter,

we go further.

Christian theological tradition insists that thegmnal and social realm of the
human species is no longer what it was createdetoAlihough created in God's
image and therefore “very good”, humanity is “fallend estranged from Godhis
chapter will extend the discussion by means ofealtgical analysis of the reasons
that human sociality is so often resistant to theirit of brotherhood*®” | hope to
show that the malfunction of human sociality is geaelated. It inheres in a
perverted view of God that casts the Creator ih®iimage of an envious rival. |
will also argue, again on the basis of mimetic tigethat this perverted image has
corrupted the personal and structural dimensiorgiaian sociality of which the so-

called “human rights crisis” is but a contemporamnifestatiori.’®

Estrangement from God, or “sin”, is not a populapi¢*®® A pluralistic
culture glosses over and deliberately suppressegdhlity that confronts us on a

daily basis. Yet, this doctrine is the one aspéc€lwistian faith that is empirically

“" UDHR, Article 1 (see Appendix 1).

%8 The Report of the UN Secretary-General’s Highd®anel on Threats, Challenges and ChaAge,
More Secure World: Our Shared Responsibilltyited Nations, 2004) lists the following clustef
threats and challenges which make up to a largsuneavhat | have called the “human rights crisis”:
war between States; violence within States inclydiivil wars; large scale human rights abuses and
genocide; poverty, infectious disease and envirortahelegradation; nuclear, chemical and biological
weapons; terrorism; transnational organized criilvie.( “Executive Summary”, 2).

91t is outside our scope to discuss either the Idgmeent of the doctrine of original sin or whether
the first sin was also the originating sin, or wiegtthe first falling away was human or angelic.
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most verifiable by simply reading the newspapewatching TV*"® To be sure, it

challenges our fondest illusions of autonomy, awnénd moral rectitude. More
significantly, the doctrine of human sinfulness @aaus for our intractable bias
towards our shadow, explains the experience ofcahdevil, and addresses the
question why even our best efforts towards thelideay already the seeds of their
decline. | contend that an analysis of the humghtsi crisis must take into account
realms of the spirit and of faith that the liter&tthas so far largely ignored. But
before proceeding, | want to close a methodologieal left open for tactical reasons

in Chapter 3.

MIMETIC THEORY AS BIBLICAL HERMENEUTIC

Girard’s theory is able to shed new light on Billitexts. The meaning of certain
Biblical themes which Christian theology up untibwa could never adequately
explain, such as violence, aggression and sacrlfieeomes clear when read through

the Girardian lens. Speaking of his methodologthis regard, Girard writes:

| believe ... that the end of philosophy brings wiitla new possibility of scientific

thinking within the human domain; at the same tithewever strange this may
seem, it brings with it a return to religious faithhe Christian text returns in a
completely new light—not at all buttressed by sa@wisting science that would be

exterior to it, but as incidental with the knowledgf man that is surfacing in the

world today**

Here Girard claims that his theory is both “scigcitiand “religious”. He
claims that it is scientific because it is concermgth a rigorous application of the
victimage mechanism. It is religious, because itveils the root of human
mythmaking, religion and culture. This dual thrd&closes humanity’s entrapment
in mimetic reciprocity on the one hand and the fmagy of its liberation through

the “unveiling” of this condition on the other. Thaith of our mimetic predicament

479 A sample of recent headlines in the New York Tir{#&December 2004) tells its own story about
the deep divisions and violence of the worRitter Divisions Rife in Ukraine as Voting Nears
Remembering the Dead and the Horror of Mpsslinmen Kill 28 on Bus in Hondurabl.S. Can
Beat Insurgents, Rumsfeld Tells Troopfemorial to Berlin Wall Victims Divides the City &ig;
$6.3 Million to Be Paid to Settle Abuse CéiseCatholic boys schoqgl)China's Elite Learn to Flaunt

It While the New Landless Wedflay Furor Exposes Deep Rifts in Britain.

"L Girard, Things Hidden438.
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and our liberation from it is, according to Giranohecisely the message of the

Biblical text as we find it in the Gospels.

However, these two claims have proven controversian among Girard’s
followers. Bartlett, for instance, has noted thHa¢cause the mode of Christian
discourse is primarily persuasion and proclamatignyould be a serious mistake”
to consider Girard’s anthropological underpinnirigChiristian doctrine “scientific”.
He writes: “Biblical faith is almost as a matter adfinition a pathway where at a
certain moment all reference points disappear heddurneyer is asked to continue
purely on trust”. He adds that the attempt to #tiinto “scientific objectivity would
create a monstrous hybrid® Oberhofer raises another fundamental question.
Because of Girard’s reliance on texts for the dpson of life situations on which
his theory is based, he asks how an anthropologfyahly knows “the imitation of
desire” may be reconciled with a Christian viewtthasits “freedom” as its central
anthropological categofy> These concerns highlight also in this present exdnt
certain inadequacies in Girard’s categories (asth@reviously). Nonetheless, they
do not negate the interpretive power of his themsyMark Wallace acknowledges

when he writes:

This is the challenge of Girard’s anti-violent hemautic ... : to read the Bible with
an eye of towards the exposure of, and complicitis,wthe victimage system, not to
celebrate it for its own sake as a self-enclosetha¢ic preserve cut off from the
world outside its literary horizon. With this chedige, Girard’s hermeneutic is well-
disposed to advance a habit of critical reading ihaleftly aware of the Bible's

ontological worth as an insightful portrayal of ogredispositions towards

scapegoating in order to preserve our tenuousralildiifferentiations?’*

In other words, when Girard’s reading is appliedht® Biblical text, the same
“unveiling” of the scapegoat mechanism is achievt is, the mimetic crisis
leading to the collective expulsion of an arbitrargtim as is the case with non-
biblical texts. What Girard has shown, howevethe unique standpoint the Biblical
text assumes in relation to the victims: God iglmir side. Although not present in

all Biblical narratives, this theme constantly eges. A key instance is the story of

472 Bartlett, Cross Purposesl64, especially n. 46.
43 Oberhofer, “Mimetische Theorie als Hermeneutit ( cit).

4" Mark 1. Wallace, “Postmodern Biblicism: the Chalie of René Girard for Contemporary
Theology”,Modern Theolog (1989), 323.
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Cain and Abel (Gen 4:1-15). Compared with non-bdlfounding myths like that of
Romulus and Remus, this Biblical text not only deis a moral judgment (Cain is
identified as a murderer, despite the fact that &ddcommunicates with him), but
also reveals God to be unmistakably on the sid&bet, whose “blood cries from the
ground” (Gen 4:10). Other examples of scapegoabaund: the story of Jacob and
Esau (Gen 25:27-36; 27:1-45), of Joseph and higelbrothers (Gen 37:1-36), even
the Exodus account. In the latter instance, theeepeople of Israel function as the
scapegoalvis-a-vis the Egyptians who expel thetfr. Further references in the
Psalms and the prophetic writings suggest a swestagnitique of the victimage
mechanism — a unique feature in the literary hjsmir the ancient world’® As
Girard puts it, “Throughout the Old Testament, arkvof exegesis is in progress,
operating in precisely the opposite direction t® tisual dynamics of mythology and
culture”. Yet the Old Testament image of God neyeite arrives at a point that is

free from sacred violencéé’

In the New Testament, examples of the critical ilmge of the victim
mechanism are even more starkly presented. We steothem in the “woes”
against the Pharisees who “killed the prophets fAdral to Zechariah” (Matt. 23:34-
36), in the Sermon on the Mount and in the parabldsch record Jesus’
denunciation of a society that relies for its cotveson “a more or less violent
disavowal of violence®® However, it is in the Passion narrative that teatal
unveiling of the scapegoat mechanism occurs. Itsbée proof of its truth within its
own structure: Jesus, in his Passion, experierfeesittmost consequence, even the

retaliatory outworking of the very mechanism he badelentlessly criticized.

475 Girard Reader153. For an exposition of Girard’s reading of tlidibal narrative as a whole, see
Girard, Things Hidden141-44; 146-49; 151-79; alsGjrard Reader145-176.

" These texts are very explicit and too many to nenmBelevant examples are Isa 10 —17; Jer 6:20;
Hos 5:6; 6:6; 9:11-13; Amos 5:21-25; Mic 6:6-8. ad von Rad notes that th@ﬁentury prophets
Amos and Isaiah so vehemently criticized “everyrf@f miscarriage of justice and of exploitation of
the weak on so broad a front and with such a pastat an even earlier tradition of such a crigqu
may be safely assumed (von Ratie Message of the Proph@t®ndon: SCM Press, Study Edition,
1976], 120).

477 Girard Reader1509.

478 Ipid., 165.
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From these examples we may conclude that mimeéorth as a Biblical
hermeneutic, helps us to see the truth of themit¢hrough the veil of the mythical
elements. In this regard, the testimony of the de@eristian scriptures needs to be
set against the background of a world structurethbymyths and laws of violence.
Theologically speaking, new windows of interpretatare opened: the image of God
is aligned to the non-violent witness of JesusigmMAassion and resurrection. He is
the One who is utterly free from sacred violencéisTperspective locates the
perpetration of violence and vengeance in the wenkitely in sinful human activity.

We turn, then, to the notion of sin itself.

SPEAKING ABOUT SIN

Difficulties

Any discourse about sin faces several difficulti®se is terminology. In general
parlance, sin is often confused with “error”, “nais¢” and “folly.” It is often taken
for “sins”, that is, individual transgressions ofr@ral code such as indiscretions, or
failures to adhere to certain religious observanBddically speaking, however, the
category of “sin” is inseparable from reference@od. In our specific context, it
means the mimeticly induced turning from God to theature and the implicit
rejection of creature/Creator relationship. Specifins” such as theft, lying and

violence are merely symptomatic of this alreadging state of affairs.

Another difficulty arises from the overlap of sintlvevil. The latter term is
sometimes applied to concepts such as “traged{fiaural disaster” — natural evils.
Sin must also be distinguished from “crime”. Ndtadfences against the state offend
the will of God. Public protest against an oppnessiegime, for instance, may
actually conform to the divine will, despite its digiical criminality” in such
jurisdictions. A further distinction must be madetween evil committed out of
blindness in pursuit of the good, and “radical 'ewilled deliberately for its own
sake?’® Furthermore, many people may share with Christemsndignation over

injustice, growing societal lawlessness, globalgvby terrorism, genocide and so

4" Ted PetersSin: Radical Evil in Soul and Socidgrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994),

186



on, but as convinced secularists or adherentshefr daith traditions may reject any
Christian moral presuppositions. Still, the mogngicant difficulty is caused by sin
itself through its inherent irrationality. By deng the truth, sin seeks to destroy the
good while masking its intentions under a veneergobdness. Sin deceptively
perverts the relationship with God, with others ariith the world, enticing its agents
into swallowing its toxic substance in a benignriear As Ted Peters puts it,

“Wherever we dig, lies rush in to fill the hol&*®

But there remains a positive aspect. Unlike othescdptions of the human
condition, the language of sin has spiritually andrally clarifying effects. On the
one hand, it unveils the human condition at itsecddn the other, it promises

deliverance and forgiveness of guilt through thecgrof God in Christ.

The Notion of Sin in Biblical Perspective

In Biblical literature, the meaning of “sin” may ryadepending on the intended
emphasis. For instance, it can mean failure, ityguirespass, lawlessness,
unrighteousness and more. But because “law” isnstmled as a reflection of God's
perfection, any transgression, failure or lawlessnés principally an action or
attitude directed against God (Psa 51:4).

Sin makes its first appearance in the Bible inttivel chapter of Genesis. It is
portrayed as an act of disobedience on the pafidaim and Eve. Traditionally the
text is understood to refer to a violation whiclvesed the relationship with God,

disrupted the natural and social order, and pregrely contaminated the entire race.

In the Old Testament, the most frequently used elglwords for sin (out of
about twenty) are clustered in four distinct megsinThe first meaning designates
sin as missing the target. Sin fails to follow peoprder or to comply with moral law
or to meet obligations to God or others, partidylés parents, spouse or superiors.
Sins such as murder, robbery, adultery, obstruatiojustice and false witness fall
into this category. The second meaning focusesherrdlational impact of sin; it
means breaking the covenant or dissolving theiosisiiip with God. It is the state of
rebellion against God. The third emphasizes thedmtandency to bend the rules,

40 patersSin, 9.
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including the guilt that follows. The fourth meagipoints to human lostness; it

means to err, to go astré.

In the New Testament, terms for sin carry almoshiital meanings as in the
Old Testament. They stress “missing the mark”, fé&msness” and “injustice”. The
New Testament also refers to the “unpardonable” thiat is, sin for which there is
no remedy (Mt 12:32; Lk 12:10). This implies théergless refusal to accept God’s

offer of reconciliation and eternal life.

The Pauline epistles develop an understandinghrodsisomething more than
personal moral failure or transgression. Sin isspnéed as a malignant force in
human nature and in the world. Its malign influercese as a result of Adam’s
rebellion which brought death, the “wages of sintp the world (Rom 6:23). Sin is
understood as rebellious human self-assertion sig&ad. According to Paul, it is
tantamount to rejecting God. Both Jews and Gengles guilty. The Jews had
rejected the law even though God had revealedtiteém; the Gentiles “knew God”
through the witness of creation but had refusedcdknowledge his “eternal power
and deity”. As a result, all humans are enslavesiripand God has given them up to

a debased mind (Rom 1-2). The consequences areitaia. Paul writes:

They were filled with every kind of wickedness, lewovetousness, malice. Full of
envy, murder, strife, deceit, craftiness, they gossips, slanderers, God-haters,
insolent, haughty, boastful, inventors of evil, ellous toward parents, foolish,

faithless, heartless, ruthless. They know God'saiecthat those who practice such
things deserve to die — yet they not only do tham dven applaud others who
practice them (Rom 1:28-32).

Further on in Romans, Paul's exposition of sin sutm the unique role the
first Adam occupied in the economy of creation (R&m2; 14-19). It is this
solidarity with Adam that “through the one tresgabsought condemnation and
death to the entire human race. However, the sath@asty also works in the
economy of salvation as the righteousness of teectsd Adam” is imputed to those
who believe in Jesus Christ. As J. Murray has notedman history is subsumed

under two complexes, sin — condemnation — deatlrighteousness — justification —

1 paul L. Redditt, “Sin”, in John K. Roth (edInternational Encyclopaedia of Ethigd.ondon:;
Chicago: Salem Press, 1995), 804-807.
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life. The former arises from our union with Adanhgtsecond from union with

Christ. These are the only two orbits within whigé live and move*#?

The foregoing suggests that a Biblical view of aiways implies that a
malign element is at work that is more than merividual volitional failure. Sin
refers to a deeply embedded perversity in humaoryisshaping the mind, will and
conduct of the individual. The text of Gen 6:5 pittgather strikingly: “every
imagination of the thoughts of [man’s] ... heart veady evil continually”. We find
similar language in Jeremiah: “the heart is degk@ibove all things and desperately
wicked” (Jer 17:9), or in Ezekiel's lament over $kovho have “taken idols into their
hearts” (Ezek 14:1-5). Such references leave ndtdalbout the dark side of human
nature and its profound influence on soul and $pci@he Bible describes
humanity's spiritual condition as lost, spiritualtiead, hostile to God, ruthless to
fellow human beings and unable to save itself. Hitganow loves sin and hates
God. In other words, sin has defaced the image af B which humankind was
created. In the language of our earlier exposifGhapter 5), the human mimetic
imagination, the “mirror of God’s glory”, has be&rned away from the original
light, perverting the one relationship on which atlher relationships to the human

and non-human creation depends.

Human Culpability and Divine Indignation

Sin against God renders human agents culpableeSinmay, of course, be more
victims of sin rather than its active agents, and sin may be more grievous than

another*®

But the central issue is whether a human attitudact is in agreement
with the divine will or not. From that perspectitbere are no degrees of culpability.
As Paul writes, “... all have sinned and fall shorttleé glory of God” (Rom 3:23).
Even if people are caught mimetically in a webatial evil and their actions are the
fruit of their conditioning, they are neverthelegsponsible participants. Plantinga

writes, “The paradigm case is the doctrine of madisin ... human beings have a

82 3. Murray, “Sin”, inThe New Bible Dictionaryed. Douglas J. Det al. (Leicester, England:
Intervarsity Press, 1962), 1189-93.

“83 For a biblical warrant of this point see Mt 10:18::20-24 and parallels. Judicial practice in the
application of legal remedy takes into account Wwaean act was premeditated or involuntary, as well
as the amount of damage it has caused. Similadthdlic tradition distinguishes between mortal and
venial sins.
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biblically certified and empirically demonstrablaa® toward evil. We are all
complicitous in and molested by the evil of oureraiVe both discover evil and

invent it; we both ratify and extend {t®*

While the final judgment of human culpability is od’s hands, he has
placed in our hands means of self-judgment whichcewenot sidestep: conscience
and the moral traditions arising from Scripture.nkin agents may not always be
aware of the sinful patterns inherited from th@rebears but, unless conscience is
totally atrophied, they know when they do wronglestroy what is good. This inner
witness clearly signals our culpability. Moreovéne language and teaching of
Scripture reveal the serious plight of the humanddmn and of our need to be

rescued form it.

It would certainly be erroneous to deny God thakatte of “emotion”; but it
would be equally erroneous to interpret his indigmmawith sin as merely affective

expressions such as “anger”, “vindictiveness” oalignant hatred”. Nor must it be
reduced to the will to punish sinners. Rather,divine “wrath” is the procession of
supreme holiness and goodness toward the preseloupastate of the beloved
creature. It is the expression of God'’s infiniteside to overcome sin, to bring good
out of the evil we have chosen and to free us fitsrbondage. Guilt and torment of
conscience characterize the experience of beingfoudrmony with God’s will and

signal the need to conform ta*f

THE PERVERSION OF THE |IMAGE

Reading the Story of Adam and Eve Differently

The story of Adam and Eve in the Garden of Edgreitiaps the best-known story of
the Bible, and we are going to read it from thespective of mimetic theory. First
the text:

484 Cornelius Plantinga, JiNot the Way It's Supposed to Be: A Breviary of (B&icester, England:
Apoallos, 1995), 26.

“8 Murray, “Sin”, 1189-93. In the same article, Murraffers a helpful exposition of Old and New
Testament terms describing God’s displeasure witbrshis wrath.
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Now the serpent was more crafty than any other ailignal that the ©RD God had
made. He said to the woman, “Did God say, ‘Youlshai eat from any tree in the
garden?”*The woman said to the serpent, “We may eat of tthi¢ 6f the trees in
the garden?but God said, ‘You shall not eat of the fruit oktlree that is in the
middle of the garden, nor shall you touch it, on ghall die.”“But the serpent said
to the woman, “You will not die*for God knows that when you eat of it your eyes
will be opened, and you will be like God, knowingagl and evil.”So when the
woman saw that the tree was good for food, anditheds a delight to the eyes, and
that the tree was to be desired to make one wisegtamk of its fruit and ate; and she
also gave some to her husband, who was with hdrharate’Then the eyes of both
were opened, and they knew that they were naked); they sewed fig leaves
together and made loincloths for themselves ... dmd rhan and his wife hid
themselves from the presence of tl@Rb God among the trees of the garden. (Gen

3:1-8)

It is not difficult to spot the mimetic triangle érthe mirroring dynamism of
mimesis. It is triggered by mediated desire whiokntseeks to reflect the desire of
the model. The woman's desire is awakened through rmesmeric serpent’s
reference to the fruit. The desire to possess Wwaatbeen forbidden is invoked in
her. Some Girardian commentators regard the gasdeme as the perfect example of
contagious desire. Gil Bailie writes: “Here, thaes,the fall: mimetic desire and
resentment even in a situation in which there isinsatisfied appetite and only One
Transcendent Being against whom resentment maydluesasd”‘.186 In Bailie's view,
all it took to propel the human race on the patmonhetic rivalry was to mesmerize

it with the display of rivalrous desire of anotloeeature.

Robert Hamerton-Kelly, in his study of Paul's imgestation of Adam’s sin,
takes a different route. He begins with Paul’s feamh reference. The true account of
the human condition is only accessible in the lighGod’s revelation in Christ. This
revelation discloses the murder of the innocentimion the cross. Since Adam is
the representative of the old order, the gardery staist be read in the light of the
violence that the Adamic race has unleashed ircttheifixion.*®” From this vantage
point, Hamerton-Kelly argues that the sin of Adarad be understood as “violent
desire” aroused by turning from God to the creat@®& becomes “deviation of
desire” which corrupts humanity’'s view of God. Gisdnow seen with the eyes of
envy. Adam’s sin turned God into “the primitive sat and the prohibition into

486 G| Bailie, Violence Unveiled137.

87 Robert Hamerton-Kelly, “Sacred Violence and Sirdeksire: Paul's Interpretation of Adams Sin in
the Letter to the Romans”, ithe Conversation Continues: Studies in Paul andhJoHonor of J.L.
Martyn, ed. R. Fontana and E. Gaventa (Nashville: Abingdess, 1990), 35-54.
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envious exclusion’®® thus perverting the image of God from benevolent

transcendence into an inimical rival force.

Raymund Schwager also sought to explicate thesandigs?®® Like Girard,
he noticed the recurring pattern of mimetic rivailnythe first chapters of Genesis:
the temptation to imitate God rivalistically (Ge)) 8e first murder out of envy (Gen
4:8), and the “law” of sevenfold vengeance (Gerd}®hich spread violence over
the whole world (Gen 6:11), the deep-seated hunmemdency to shift the
responsibility for evil unto others (Gen 3:12-18pd, after the expulsion from the

garden, the practice of sacrifi¢&’

Schwager also draws special attention to the ceatien between the
woman and the serpent in Genesis 3. He sees toinplex mimetic interplay. “The
temptation is from the beginning an imitation ofdsahich, however, is focused
exclusively on a single aspect of his speaking @lgnhis prohibition) so that it
appears as that of a perverse id8t. The “perverse” image of God emerged as the
result of the mimetic exchange which directed theiré of the woman towards the
forbidden tree. What seduced the woman was nofrtiieitself, but fruit shown to
be desirable. In the process, the seductive voiesepts itself as mediating God’s

desire worthy of imitation. Thus the serpent becethe symbol of a mimesis which

“8 Hamerton-Kelly, “Sacred Violence and Sinful Desirl-42.

489 Schwager, Erbslinde. See also Nikolaus WandingeBie Sindenlehre Als Schliissel Zum
Menschen Impulse aus der Theologie Karl Rahners und Ragim@&chwagers, Beitrage Zur
Mimetischen Theorie, vol. 16 (Munster: Literatur r\ag, 2003), 257-268; Stanislaw Budzik,
“Perversa Imitatio Dei: Zum Begriff der Erbsiindé Aagustinus und Schwager”, Mom Fluch und
Segen der Sindenbocled. Jozef Niewiadomski and Wolfgang Palavera(ifh Kultur Verlag,
1995), 93-109.

4% When reading the Genesis account through the fikenimetic theory, the only crucial element
that seems to be missing is tbellective murder of an innocent victim. Duff and Hallman bav
examined the Hebrew text for clues. Their reseanggests that the Genesis account may be based on
an original myth that had a polytheistic contexdflected in Ezek 28:12-29). This original story
involved the collective murder of an individual. i§hmakes plausible an interpretation that casts
Adam into a scapegoat figure. Such a reading weugjest that the “godselphimin Gen 3:22) are
concerned with the possibility that Adam might efiaie all differences between them. Hence,
Adam’s punishment ought not to be interpreted aguht desert for a transgression but as the sesult
of the envy he had aroused. But since a societlowit differences would invite the destructive
contagion of mimesis, the collective murder or #iregle victim mechanism saved the community
from this danger (Paul Duff and Joseph Hallman, ftéun in the Garden? The Envy of the Gods in
Gen 2 and 3"Contagion: Journal of Violence, Mimesis, and Cut8i{Spring 1996], 1-20).

“91 schwagerErbsiinde24 (my translation).
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succumbs to desirability when its mediation sugg@sharrowing of the focus of

imitation %2

According to Genesis 3 — 11, the effects of thisv@esion now work their
way into human relations. They lead first to riyairetween husband and wife, then
in their offspring, to rivalry between brothers,daaventually to envious murder.
God’s prediction that eating from the tree woulddeo death fulfils itself in human
experience. Though spoken as a warning, God’s warelsbecause of the distorted
image of the divine, heard as a threat: “in the gay eat of it you shall die” (Gen
2:17). With these words, God posts a sign pointtghe predictable consequences
of sin. A process will be set in motion by the dyna of mimetic desire, once the
boundary is transgressed. In this regard, thessecpuences occur as concretely and

practically inevitable, without the implication, wever, of absolute necessity.

Because sin is tied to mimesis, it is bound tonsify. As violent conflicts
spread, more fearsome mechanisms are necessamgttol¢hem. These in turn feed
the spiral of violence so that in Genesis 6 viodeiscspoken of as the very essence of
evil. It eventually reaches such proportions thaténtire created order is called into
question. After the flood, human corruption conéisu“the imagination of man’s
heart ... [was still] evil from its youth” (Gen 8:21jet, even in the light of universal
sin, the flood story opens a new chapter in the Wayl deals with the human
condition. He gives a new promise never again tose the ground because of man”
(Gen 8:21).

In summary, six points may be noted:

0 A mimetic interpretation of sin is consistent witie Biblical intuition and

with human experience.

o This mimetic hermeneutic explains complicity in leloce through the innate

tendency to find and “eliminate” scapegoats whewirsg conflicts.

492 SchwagerErbsiinde 25.
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o Inthe Genesis account (Gen 3:22), likeness witll Ssought by eating the
forbidden fruit. It was “stolen”, not received figeAs Bultmann puts it, life

is “livfed] from one’s self rather than from Gotf®

o The falsifying mimetic interplay perverts the imageGod into that of the

ultimate rival.

o Sin may therefore be understood in terms of aibxaof that image; or, in
Girardian terms, the idolatrous attachment of oumetic capacities to a

spurious projection of the transcendent Other.

o Since sin turns imitation into envy, human freedoranifests as desire to
usurp the place of God, and nourishes a secreh gdsh against this envied
Other.

Law, Prohibition and the Distortion of Desire

Whether or not we read the story of Adam and Eveutjh the Girardian or the
traditional lens, the prohibition against eating thuit plays a crucial role. By
imposing limits, the prohibition expresses the willGod negatively. Overstepping
it, we are told, has serious consequences. Thisgtiicform belongs to the wider
category of “law” whose diverse meanings we canegplore here. We can,
however, remark on the hidden and paradoxical dioaithe law that so baffled
St. Paul as he pondered on the interplay of lawdesite under the influence of sin.
In his systematic treatment of this theme in Ronmn®, 3 and 7, Paul shows how

the law may be used by sin to corrupt human desiewrites:

What then should we say? That the law is sin? Byneans! Yet, if it had not

been for the law, | would not have known sin. | Yeboot have known what it is

to covet if the law had not said, “You shall notveb” But sin, seizing an

opportunity in the commandment, produced in mekadtls of covetousness.
Apart from the law sin lies dead. | was once ahpart from the law, but when
the commandment came, sin revived and | died, lmad¢ry commandment that
promised life proved to be death to me. For siigisg an opportunity in the

commandment, deceived me and through it killed(Rem 7:7-11)

“% Rudolf Bultmann;Theology of the New Testaménondon: SCM Press, 1952), 232.
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With the story of the fall in mind, Paul wrestlesré with one of the most
deceptive characteristics of sin, this sinistecéothat lies dormant in a person’s life.
“Had it not been for the law”, he writes, “I wouitht have known [sin]”. In other
words, only through the demands of the law is aisad to personal and existential
consciousness. To get to the heart of the problRam] turns to the Decalogue and
chooses as his focus the prohibition of covetoissoesrivalistic desire”. When the
law, by prohibiting covetousness, gave the oppdgusin sprang into action “for

apart from the law sin lies dead”.

Up to this point, the unconverted Saul had beemr@nt of the dormant
power of sin that lay coiled up in his inner beirBlinded by his legalistic
righteousness and impeccable religious observaree, considered himself
“plameless” before the law (Phil 3:6), seeing oitdyvs in others, not his own moral
faults. The violent zeal with which he persecutbd early Christian community
looked to him like the will of God. Only after honversion to Christ did the
commandment strike him with its full force. Thus lbame to recognize sin’'s
deceptive nature: for the first time he saw thafuihumanity was unable to do the
will of God as expected by the law. The basic itieerality of human desire was

corrupted'®* Bornkamm’s comment is helpful here:

The deception of sin can only consist in the faet it falsely promises life to me.
This it cannot do by itself, but only with the helpp the divine commandment.
Deceptively it appropriates the call to life, whiabtually declares God’'s law: do
that and you will live. What it quietly and deceqaiy conceals from me is simply
this, that it has now usurped this call to liveddherefore the encounter with the
divine command is no longer direct. Sin always d$aimn between and has
fundamentally perverted my relationship to God'snamandment. This perversion is
both deception and deatf.

Because the law is holy, it reveals by contrasttwhaopposed to it. By
searching out sin, it brings us face to face with ioability to fulfill the law, even
though it forbids sin and thus condemns it. Trad@l exegesis of Paul's view of
desire often comes close to identifying sin asenok. It is understood as the desire

“to be as God". Hence, it is driven by rivalry. Bhese interpretations never quite go

494 gee also Everett F. Harrison, “Romans-GalatiainsT,he Expositors Bible Commentary Vol,, 10
ed. Frank E. Gaebelein and J. D. Douglas (GranddRagondervan, 1976), 3-171.

“% Guinther BornkamnEarly Christian ExperiencéNew York: Harper & Row, 1969), 91-92.
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far enough, as Hamerton-Kelly has remark&dThe crucifixion of Jesus unveiled
the “unrestrained and merciless” nature of humaolewce. Paul, after his
conversion, saw the fall no longer as the transgyasof an individual command but
as the shift of human desire towards rivalry. Ttwrysof the fall, Hamerton-Kelly
argues, is the “account of a corruption and deftionaof desire into mimetic

violence”*®’

One can understand Paul's dilemma. What could bee mperplexing for a
Jew than the realization that the law which is $hgust and good” (Rom 7:12)
should bring forth the very conduct it prohibitshl® when Paul perceives the
presence of two orders in the world, the ordehef“primitive sacred” and the order
of “righteousness through faith in Christ”, didshpuzzle find a solution. Rather than
keeping mimetic rivalry in check, the law begins work in the sphere of the
primitive sacred. By amplifying and intensifyinigetdynamics of primitive violence,
the law now produces an effect contrary to itsiaafpurpose. As long as humanity
remains within the sphere of the primitive sacq@ahibition will produce the very
thing it outlaws. Prohibiting mimetic rivalry wilhot curb desire. It so increases
envy, rivalry and resentment that the law is readencapable of fulfilling what it
was designed to do, namely, to bring about resptnsiestraint. Instead, it
establishes a domain of its own based on its pawvbend desire towards envy and

e498

mimetic violence™ As a result, the law becomes the ambiguous imstni of its

own contradiction.

This raises two questions in relation to the humghts crisis. First, given
the paradoxical function of the law under the ctiadiof estrangement, what are the
implications for the ability of human rights law folfill its function in the world?
Secondly, since humans are inclined to idolatrougeptions, how can any system of

human rights bring peace and security?

4% There is general scholarly consensus of the dégitodithe cross in Paul’s theology. It followsath
the cross must be also central to Paul’s readirigeoRdam story (Hamerton-Kelly, "Sacred Violence
and Sinful Desire”, 35-54).

“7bid., 41.

%8 |pid., 47-50.
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The core of the argument is this: human produeshby in terms of power,
national security, technological, economic, padditior judicial systems, can become
the objects of our ultimate concern and trust. Bypeeting them to deliver
humankind from its existential precariousness, msnaake them into idolatrous
objects. Therefore, all attempts to “fix” the humeondition that fail to take the
question of idolatry seriously will experience thesbjects of trust as sources of a

progressive corruption that subverts even humamnityost sophisticated solutions.

THE PERVERSION OF DESIRE:
PERSONAL DIMENSIONS

The best attempts of the social sciences, of psygkoin particular, to heal the
social and personal aspects of humanity’s patholiagjyshort of the mark. The
predominant model of self-love/self-mastery/seditmation has turned out to be a
false hope. In any case, to the degree that thategaries deny the connection
between the human condition and transcendent ye#hiey are deficient from the
perspective of this study. This is not to say thsychological insights may not be
helpful in describing the human predicam&dtOne author who maintains a
theological view while looking at psychological tsoof violence is Charles

Bellinger>®

The Psychology of Violence

Bellinger begins with Kierkegaard’'s conception arfgst It is the experience of
being called by God into authentic human existesrcgreater spiritual freedom and

maturity. The awareness even of the alternativenss present condition produces

499 Cf. Ernest BeckerEscape from Evi(New York: Free Press, 1975Jhe Structure of Evi{New
York: Free Press, 1976 (1968)). For a more biblicgdtment of sin in a psychological context see
also Karl MenningerWhatever Became of SifRondon: Hodder & Stoughton, 1975) and M. Scott
Peck,People of the Lie: The Hope of Healing Human Bvindon: Century Hutchinson, 1983).

*®© Charles BellingerThe Genealogy of Violen¢®xford: Oxford University Press, 2001).
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anxieties as the individual faces the unknown, thedabyss of trusP? Angst is thus

the “misrelation” of the self to itself and to otha"

Kierkegaard assumes that the Creator is contineallyng his creature into
deeper and more mature selfhood so that the ingabithces ever new possibilities
for growth and hence ever-recurring states of apxieo reduce the discomfort, the
person seeks to maintain control by actively resjsthe voice of the Creator. This
turning away from God produces inner conflict. Hneful human being “hates the
pressure being placed upon him to become a morarengerson. He hates this
possibility”. This response, says Bellinger, i®me sense the dread of losing the self
by being “recreated in a more mature formation”e Tesponse results in a defensive

kind of self-protectiori®®

Here Bellinger spots the most basic root of vio&engostility towards the
authentic self, leading to a form of spiritual sdé& aimed against the self, the

Creator and others.

In its desire for egocentric mastery, the self algly attempts to justify
autonomous existence by a repeated turning away the voice of the Creator. But
such egocentricity reaps a deceptive fruit: theesults a “hardening of the
individual's psychological structure”. The defiaslf is not only scandalized by the
sheer givenness of creaturely life (which it waistshape for its own purposes), but
is also threatened by the presence of God anchef®tvhom it ought to respect and
love. Thus the inner strategy of ego-protectiorresents the power struggle between
the self and the Creator over the right to crelagesel* In its attempt to become its
own creator, the defiant self inverts the doctohereation by persistently drowning
out the voice of the Creator who invites it to mdeeward to become a more
authentic self. Atheist philosopher Bertrand Rus$etorically lauds this attitude of

defiance:

%1 Bellinger, Genealogy of Violenc&8.
%% |bid., 65.
% |bid., 67.

% Libuse Miller,In Search for SelfPhiladelphia: Muhlenberg Press, 1962), 256.
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... proudly defiant of the irresistible forces thaterate, for a moment, [man’s]
knowledge and his condemnation to sustain aloneawbut unyielding Atlas, the

world that his own ideals fashioned despite thenpling march of unconscious

power>%

In this state, the individual resents gratuitousstexnce and “would rather
rage against the universe than do anything é¥%eSuch is the virulence of this
condition. It refuses to be drawn into repentam@aling and transformation, which
would totally undermine the defiance and the salkge forged over and against that

of the Creator.

What comes into view is the mimetic intensificatiohsin. Scandalized by
the life-promoting voice of the Creator (who cale self forth into new life), the
self hates this call because it engenders the sehsexistential neediness or
inadequacy. Hence, it seeks to do away with thasipdity by denying the voice and
by joining with others to form a crowd which suffeirom the same sickness and
seeks ego-protection in similar ways. Such comsamyes only to reinforce itself. If
the process of defiance is repeated ever more,ddtestate of radical resistance is
reached in which the self now hates God withousealis natural consequence is
violence, argues Bellinger. Thadividual is so enraged over its inability to site or
kill the voice that “it develops a need to kill ethhuman beings”. Bellinger

continues:

He [the defiant self] subconsciously construes rotteiman beings as a
representation of that which he is trying to kiithin himself. Instead of addressing
his internal alienation as his own problem, he gotg his anger out into the
world.”*’

Let me sum up Bellinger’s point, which reinforcey garlier argument. The
root of humanity’s spiritual sickness is hostiliigwards the Creator. At the same
time, human beings cannot escape the voice whiomsns to self-transcending

life. They either answer this call and live, orus$ and die. In the latter case, they

%5 Bertrand RussellWhy | Am Not A Christiar{Simon & Schuster, 1957), 115-116.
%% Bellinger, Genealogy of Violencds8.
7 Ibid., 67. Eric Voegelin has called this condition “#agophanic revolt”, by which he means the

eclipse of the epiphany of God in human consciastey the epiphany of the ego (Eric Voegelin,
Autobiographical Reflection®aton Rouge: Louisiana Sate University, 1989}687.
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are compelled to justify their rejection of God, thbmselves and of others. The

result is an ever increasing corruption, violeraeg, ultimately, spiritual death.

Many social phenomena powerfully illustrate thisognession. Televised
violence is such an example. Brutality is increghiron display as entertainment
modeling aggressive styles of conduct, desengitizand habituating people to
violence, altering modes of restraint and perpetgathe myth that violence can
bring peace. Bandura cites a range of studies Hg aa the 1970s that have
demonstrated a marked increase in interpersonalesgign as a result of TV
influence®® Since TV programming follows the market, one massume that
society insists on screening details of how togase one’s tolerance of, and skill in
executing, inter-human brutality. Spanish philosaphlosé Ortéga Y Gasset
characterized modern humanity &sfus[ing] to accept any order superior to
himself° This “mass man”, wrote Ortéga, also proclaims kifnt® be “common”.
But in the light of increasing consumption of violeentertainment, the systematic
desensitization of children to violent solutionslife’'s problems, and the degenerate
lyrics of the hip-hop culturg® such an assessment must surely be revised.

“Common” humanity increasingly appears as “violemmanity.

Seven Steps to Radical Evil

This progression towards radical evil or “maximunofpnity” has been studied by

Ted Peter8'' Like Girard and Bellinger, Peters begins with tiagion of existential

%% Bandura, “Psychological Mechanisms of Aggressidr40. Wink has shown that all TV cartoons
and most movie plots are based on the ancient hogital structure of redemptive violence.
Children and adults have been led by role modealsgonatewith this mythic structure that inculcates
and constantly reinforces the values of dominancthé psyche of society, yet it is the “simplest,
laziest, most exciting, uncomplicated, irrationad gorimitive depiction of evil the world has ever
known” (Wink, Engaging the Powerg?2).

9 Jose Ortega y Gass@he Revolt of the Massgdondon: Allen & Unwin, 1951), 102 (emphasis
added).

%10 Lyrics by “D12”, the American hip-hop groufl’ m past my limit of coke, I think I'll up my gh

by slitting your throat, push a baby carriage intioe street 'til it's minced meat’Despite the
sickening style of this subculture and its operiasefe of human values, the Australian government
supports with grant funds studies of how to “indige” hip-hop in Australia (Andrew Bolt, “D for
Degenerate”Sun HeraldSydney], 16 December 2004).

511 peters Sin10-17. On the theological difficulties connectedhathe concept of “radical evil” see
John Milbank,Being Reconciled: Ontology and Pardfiondon: Routledge, 2003), pp. 1-25.
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precariousness or anxiety. He alaoknowledges the operation of the scapegoat
mechanism and, what is more, he clearly links husiafulness with the kind of
personal and social ills we have called the hunigimtg crisis. Peters’ book-length
treatment contains an insightful ladder of “seveps to radical evil” which | now

summarize*?

Anxiety

Anxiety or fear arises at the prospect of humiliationsithe fear of loss or loss of
face, of dropping out of existence, of being naghi@ompactly expressed, it is the
fear of death. It tempts the human agent to ridskiimof this perceived threat by
taking a preemptive strike at others; it leads ggrassion and the impulse to

expropriate the glory, money and power that areotijects of envy.

Unbelief

Failure in faith follows on. We will only give irotthis temptation when we do not
trust. Only trust makes us fearless in the facexadtential threats. Trust overcomes
the temptation to strike out against God and neaghW/ithout the spiritual power of
trust, which is another way of saying without faithGod, we live in a perpetual
state of unbelief and its inevitable consequenice,fear of loss which we try to
overcome by the preemptive strike against othempleem its many destructive

forms.

Pride

When we cover this anxiety by denying its existenee enter the state of pride or
ego-centrism. Like narcissism, it pretends to Gkeress by seeing itself as the life
source. Traditionally, pride has been seen as s$eenee of sin, for it is a turning
away from the divine center which is our originid@ris the substitute of the human
for the divine and is therefore idolatrous. It gadicts the first commandment of the
Decalogue (Ex 20:3-4). For Augustine, pride arosa isoul that was inordinately

enamored of its own powgF Thus pride relies on its own achievements, reftises

12 While Peters presents his model in form of a pession, he does not wish to imply a
chronological path. He notes: “Evil is not simplsogressive ... [a]lthough most of us who sin stop
well short of blasphemy, nearly every step is pregearly all the time”ibid.,17).

%13 AugustineCity of God,12.6; 14.13.
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accept limits, arrogantly elevates itself aboveeoth even into the sphere of the
divine, is insensitive to the suffering of otheemd is unable to enter into a
sympathetic understanding of their needs. The afvdride fragments communities

and leads to repression, nepotism, exploitatioalusion, violence and war?

Concupiscence

The state of pride has another face: concupiscerltus. is the desire to make the
soul secure against all contingencies through gsgses. It manifests in the
tendency to keep up with the Joneses, in over-gahde and in the desire to possess
for the sake of possession. It seeks to profit fiatirer people’s loss and favors an
economic system that exploits the poor. It is imgrdatand wants what it wants now.
The inflamed passions of sexual lust and its dediteeand destructive pursuit also
belong to this condition.

Self-justification

When pride and concupiscence are at work, theytleanscendent desire, wanting
to possess what God possesses, namely his goaaim#ds ascribe it to ourselves.
This attempt to make ourselves good or “righteogstalled self-justification. Its
surface expression is scapegoating. We seek teeext@nourselves at the expense of
others, which in individuals and society often wkbhe form of political ideology,
racial prejudice, religious intolerance or simplgrbe-mongering in any form. It is

deceitful, and denies its own sinfulness, off-loadi onto others.

4 In the 2" century war casualties increased from approxima2él million to 108 million, a
fivefold increase compared with the previous centuhile the ratio of casualties to world populatio
which had been static for 300 years, more than léduim that period (based on statistics on war
casualties found in WinlEngaging the Power221 in combination with data on world population in
Raymund PealNatural History of PopulatiofiOxford: Oxford University Press, 1939], 238 Fa&R).
According to Wink, more people died in war in tt&'Zentury than in the last 5000 years combined.
While these statistics speak for themselves abautiolent propensities, there is nothing more @vil
modern preparation for war than the retention ameelbpment of nuclear weapons, especially the
black market in radioactive material and weaponhrelogy recently uncovered by the International
Atomic Energy Agency. Yet investigations are beimgmpered by conflicting political interests
between Pakistan where this clandestine operatgarb more than thirty years ago, and the USA
(accessed 26 December 2004); available from  hitgw/.nytimes.com/2004/12/26/
International/asia/26nuke.html
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Cruelty

When through self-justification we reject the pbsiy that there is any goodness
outside and independent of ourselves (the grad@oof and of others), we remove
ourselves from the possibility of forgiveness. Tleiads to a hardening of the heart,
which means further loss of empathy. The resudtuglty, or the ability to ignore the
suffering of others. It shows in the willingnesgndict bodily and emotional pain on
animals or people so as to cause anguish andTaa.unconscious by-product of
unbelief (or “unfaith” as Peters calls it) also ri@sts in a conscious infliction of
suffering. Cruelty will abuse and kill deliberatelgnd even enjoy it. A cruel state

will pursue a policy of abuse, torture, disappeeearand murder.

Blasphemy

The last stage in this progression is the sin agphemy/lt is the sin of radical evil.
Peters defines it as the “misuse of divine symbsts as to prevent the
communication with God’s grace”. It is the mostisier expression of self-
justification. In its overt form, it uses the synibof God to justify human action by
appealing to the divine right of kings or the u§&oripture to justify oppression and
slavery. Covertly, it prevents access to the messdgedemption, and creates soul-
destroying associations between the symbols ofegeanxd practices of oppression.
Consequently the message of redemption and haps jsist denied but deliberately
“pressed into service of violence and destructianiing at the spiritual death of the
victims.>*> With blasphemy, sin has evolved into radical etfie overt and satanic
enmity towards God which even enjoys deliberatdation of the divine image and

values.

What this analysis has made clear is that sin beafar more virulent
connotation than that of an occasional personaselapr misdemeanor. It has
unmasked it as a deep-seated spiritual phenoméadmaot only opposes the good,
but even aims at its destruction. Radical manitesia may surface at the individual
level as callousness and cruelty towards otherserWthis kind of evil rules

collective structures, it appears as genocideprism, the Mafia, the sex industry,

°15 peters refers here to the practice of ritual afsBatanist cults where all symbols of Christian
hope are prostituted to function as symbols ofits@ik death, robbing the victims of all access to
transcendent comfort.
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the illicit drug and weapons trade, fraudulent arploitative business organizations,
oppressive political and religious systems. Thisneg to say that other social
structures are immune. If, as | have argued, timeamucondition is universal as well
as systemic, the entire fabric of global societgffected to a greater or lesser degree
and thus even contributes, often unknowingly, t® pmopagation of such evils as
political oppression, economic and ecological eitptmn, religious persecution, the
arms race, terrorism, world-wide hunger and so Ibnis to these structural

manifestations of sin that we now turn.

THE PERVERSION OF DESIRE:
STRUCTURAL DIMENSIONS

The Dominance Systertt®

For archaic society violence was not a problemyats primordial. According to
Mesopotamian and Babylonian mythology, chaos prstedder and it took violence
to establish the latter. Evil too was primordianstitutive of deity itself. In the epic
myth Enuma Elist?"” Marduk, the god of Babylon, was enthroned as theesue
god after having vanquished the old gods by muasher combat. Deicide preceded
the creation of the cosmos which Marduk formed ftbexmonster corpse of Tiamat,
“the mother of them all®’®* Even humanity’s origin was violent, “created frahe
blood of an assassinated gé#* Thus “the chaos of violence is in our blood” and
violence must continually be imposed to curb itthe system of dominance that was

set up in the heavens. It was no coincidence, Wotks, that the myth of Marduk’s

518 The term “dominance system” was coined by Wink whalied the structural manifestation of evil
in his trilogy, Naming the Powers: the Language of Power in the NeatamentPhiladelphia:
Fortress Press, 1984)nmasking the Powers: the Invisible Forces Thatebeine Human Existence
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 198&)gaging the Powers; Discernment and ResistaneeWorld of
Dominion(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1992).

¥ For a profound commentarf. Paul RicoeurThe Symbolism of Eyitrans. Emerson Buchanan
(New York: Harper & Row, 1967), 175-210.

%18 The contrast to the biblical story could not berenstriking. It tells of a good God who brings fort
a good creation not through combat and violencettough sovereign utterance. The God of Israel
is a God who speaks.

19 Wink, Engaging the Powerd/4.
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elevation to supremacy among the gods appeared ®&&leylon gained ascendancy

over neighboring city state8’

Girard has argued that archaic society survive@b®e it was able to manage
its violence, and the key was the discovery of shapegoat mechanism. As a

societal structure it limited the escalating reti@in from mimetic contagion.

Whether human social evolution featured a “goldg@”af non-violence as
some anthropologists have suggessedebatablé?’ The “original” (pre-fall) society
of the Biblical account is certainly portrayed gsléarian, agricultural and free from
sacred violencé?? However, Genesis 3 — 6 describes how jealousypasdessive-
ness eventually led to a violence-sanctioned patiedominance on a global scale.
As the human population grew, war and conquest wendgtable. Violence between
groups caused conditions of chaos that could lwves only by dominance of some
over others. In Girardian terms one could say ithafis the mysterious dynamic of
the mimetic double that propelled civilization ihet direction of power and
dominance. The more successful a society was igusring its external threats, the
more it would have imitated its aggressors. It elsed dominance, not by merely
matching, but by exceeding, the military prowess giolence of the other. In short,
power and dominance became iméispensablendconstitutivestructures of human

survival®?®

The New Testament equivalent for the dominanceeryss “the world”
(kosmo} Its predominant characteristics are pride andetmusness (1 Jn 2:16)
which is idolatry (Col 2:16). Tasker holds thatstkosmoss pervaded by a “spirit of

its own” which “dominates human reason and undedstay”.>** while Albert C.

2 bid., 15.

521 Michelle Zimbalist Rosaldo and Louise Lampheres(gd‘introduction”, inWomen, Culture, and
Society(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1974) antllég Montaguel.earning Non-Aggression
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1978); PeggyeRes SandayFemale Power and Male
Dominance(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981).

%22 The central position of the woman in the storyr{@¥and her bold initiative in relation to theifru
make certainly sense if seen in the context ofggit@tural society.

2 Wink, Engaging the Powerg§9-43.

4 R. V. G. Tasker, “World”, imhe New Bible Dictionaryed. J. D. Douglast al. (1962), 1338-40.
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Winn refers to it as “a series of ordered, struedyrinterlocking systems that are
actually and potentially destructive of human valeé¢ the most basic kind ... and
therefore opposed to God who is the source of safies”® In other words, the

world system presents itself in various forms. Puditical, social, economic and

cultural institutions cohere by the mimetic unartintiuilt around opposition to God.

According to Wink, the “dominance system” appeairechuman history at
least some five thousand years ago with the greatjuests in Mesopotamia. Its
appearance coincided with the taming of the horgkthe invention of the wheel,
which ushered in epochal change. This system igsegbetuating. What is more, it
evolves towards a maximization of pow&Since it is not intrinsically hostile to the
human affairs internal to it, culture and commeiloarish under its patronage, at
least for the élite. Tragically, it permits no attstructural option to exist alongside
it. The implication is clear: participation comdstlae price of total complicity with
its mechanisms of dominance through conformityt$oethos. Wink describes “the

system” in these terms:

It is characterized by unjust economic relatiompressive political relations, biased
race relations, patriarchal gender relations, hiéiaal power relations, and the use
of violence to maintain them all. No matter whaasé the domination system takes
(from the ancient Near Eastern states to the PawaRa to feudal Europe to

communist state capitalism to modern market capitg] the basic structure has
persisted now for at least five thousand year¥”..

This system functions anonymously. No one in paldic has designed or
chosen it, yet all humanity seems to have comerutsleway. Without realizing it,
even top-echelon decision-makers are subject tcefothey do not control in the
realms of international affairs, the economy ohtexdogy. This web of interlocking
dominant structures derives its strength from azspence accorded to it by all
concerned? In the next section, we shall explore what gives tleceptive power

the appearance of sovereignty that demands a ysaedtural allegiance.

525 Albert C. Winn,A Sense of MissiofPhiladelphia: Westminster Press, 1981), 70, ditedink,
Engaging the Power$1 n. 3.

5% Wink, Engaging the Powersi0.
527\Wink, The Powers That B&9-40.

528 A phenomenon strikingly exemplified by the “Ausdtmdoctor” syndrome.
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The Figure of Satan

In order to appreciate the system of dominancear@imaintains, it is necessary to
re-familiarize ourselves with the biblical depictiof Satan as the power behind the
present world order. Girard is not suggesting thate exists a metaphysical entity
called Satan. Rather, in HiSee Satan Fall like Lightninge is drawing attention to
the presence of an uncanny, seemingly transcenu®mer operating within the

structures of societ}f’

The Biblical terminology associates the figure @fte® to the role of “the
deceiver”, “the accuser” (Rev 12:10), “the tempt@t 4:3; 1 Thess 3:5), “the father
of lies” (Jn 8:44), “the prince of this world” (I2:31; 14:30; 16:11). These different
satanic activities, when examined from the perspecof Girard’s theory, are
manifestations of the typical mimetic structurestsas self-justification, accusation
of the other, scapegoating and so on. From thispeetive, the personified depiction
of Satan is itself the projection of such mimetiwstures. As James Williams notes,

Satan has only a parasitic existence in regarato fumanity and Gotf°

The satanigersonais paradoxically at the same time both the sedeaodr
the adversary. He first appeals to mimetic desiven, suddenly transforms himself
into the adversary. The meaning of this contragiitbecomes clear, however, when
it is viewed as the model/obstacle dynamic of thenatic double’*! This is to
suggest that Satan is simply identical with theimiage mechanism which generates
disorderas well asviolently establishing order. In a divided comniynithe satanic
influence creates unanimity. It transforms the mewable pent-up conflicts and
scandals by bringing into being a functional ond&hin a given culture or society. It
achieves this through the dynamics of victimarylemee which perpetuates the
social order even as it contains the barbarousefowf destruction. Structurally
speaking, these found expression in the ancienylBaian combat myth. To bring

about the new order, the “old gods” (regime, cleader, religion...) of previous

529 Cf. Girard,| See Sataftall, op cit.

530 3ames Williams, “Foreword”, in GirartlSee Satan Fallii. For a more detailed exposition of the
figure of Satan see also Winldpnmasking the Power8;40.

3! Girard,| See Satan FalB3.
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allegiance must be destroyed by violent me&&hghis form of self-expulsion and
victimary violence makes the satanic figure angpdnsable force in a sinful world.
Hence, Satan is called the “prince” of a world pdaped by subjects that assent to

violence as the path to peace. Speaking of Saiear,dGwrites,

If he would not protect his domain from the violenihat threatens to destroy it,
even though it is essentially his own, he would metit the title of prince, which
the Gospels do not award him lightly. If he wereghyia destroyer, he would have
lost his domain long agt®

Satan is also called “the god of this world” (2 Gb4). This title describes
the spiritual dimension of this figure. It points the interiority of a society that
willfully seeks its own good without reference tood> Humanity's hostile
disposition towards the Creator generates its oestirdctive counterforce. Wink
believes that this arises from alignment of “ournomarcissistic anxiety with the
spirit of malignant narcissism itself®* This “spirit” is diametrically opposed to the
Creator's design (see the exalted vision of hurgapitesented in the previous
chapter). But humanity by its own devising has afegt Satan to the place of
sovereignty. He is “the god of this world” by humamnsent. This spurious form of
transcendence is culturally effective. Satan ndwesahe place of God. The rights of
the Creator are made to yield to the rights ofdteature. This leads to an ethos of
self-sufficiency and independence from God chareeté by the idolizing of power

and domination.

Satan, like God, seeks out his worshipers and fdh@s in his own image.
He is the personification of the mesmeric forceeakry and unrestrained desire.
Palaver points to the inner connection between ljorand imitation on the one
hand and idolatry and envy on the other (see als®@@E4, 17; Col 3:5>° The

3 Interestingly, much of what goes by the name ofifm policy follows the same structure (Wink,
Engaging the Power29).

533 Girard,| See Satan FalB35.
%3 Wink, Naming the Power24.

% palaver writes: “As soon as we are no longer the¢owards God, we begin to worship our
neighbor and through imitation we finally long fus goods” (Palaver, “Envy and Emulations”). The
fact that this principle keeps the world economingas not totally immaterial to our argument as it
only demonstrates the ambiguity and paradox optiveer which the New Testament calls the “prince
of this world”. Also, if Satan is the prince of shglobal system of fallen mimetic desire, it is no
surprise that advertisers should ever more brazényenvy’s praise.
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imitation of this perverted divinity leads to thadéess violence that poses at the
same time as the foundation of social cohesion.clifteire it generates, as Ignatieff

perceptively noted, puts bloody social orders fitst

CHRISTIAN REALISM :
THE DOCTRINE OF THE FALL

Despite humanity’s ruin in the fall, the image abdsthat is stamped on them cannot
be effaced entirely, for it is part of humanitytmstitution. It manifests in the pursuit
of knowledge, in the drive to harness the powensatdre, and in the development of
art, culture and civilization. But because of afieih condition, humanity experiences
frustration in the midst of these endeavors. Asdaarlier, even humanity's best
efforts contain already the seeds of their declirtee very discoveries that promise
the most good become through misuse candidategréaiucing the greatest harm
(see Weizsacker's prediction of the use of nucleshnology in Chapter 1).
Moreover, mimetic intensification of sin produceslical evil in soul and society, the
outcome of a mysterious progression beginning watixiety and ending in
blasphemy. While evil exists in people and ingtiis, neither of them are eyier se
Rather, evil is a disorder, an unnatural phenomehancannot exist without a host

feeding parasitically on what is good.

Christian realism thus expresses the reality of ewiile preserving the
sovereignty and goodness of God. It offers an gWfeantidote to several fallacious
assumptions that feed an unwarranted secular gptimi counters the fallacy that
human society can indeed be built without takingspeal and structural sin into
account. It spoils the myth of human perfectibjlitycluding the perfectibility of
human institutions, and sets us free from thetesce of a false universalism that we

are responsible for everythird.

Moreover, if we follow our analysis, it reveals whyechanisms of culture

and social organization are inadequate to delivememity from its systemic

5% |gnatieff, Politics and Idolatry 172.

%37 See Wink Engaging the Power$9-73.
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entrapment in and addiction to mimetic scapegoatamgd why eventually no

creaturely arrangement holds. Nations fall, empiresnble, corruption is found in the
U.N.;>38 all this is unavoidable. And as the doctrine &f flll shows, much of it is the
fruit of humanity’s resistance to God's orderingnisT fissure runs through every
human endeavor, including the human rights progmhfronting us with our

impotence to heal it. But this does not mean, askWéminds us, that “everything we
do is evil, vain, or hopeless, but merely thatisllambiguous, tainted with ego-
centricity, subject to deflection from its divin@a), or capable of being co-opted

toward other ends™®

Taking our cue from Wink’s remark, the next taskiasconsider how the
human rights project is being deflected from iteetgoal to resist evil and to bring
justice to the oppressed in a world of dominatidin. describe the underlying
“institutional fallenness”, | have singled out tareymptoms: the moral devaluation

of the word, striving for omnipotence, and the retof the primitive sacred.

HUMAN RIGHTS IN CRISIS:
SYMPTOMS OF INSTITUTIONAL FALLENNESS

Devaluation of the Word

From the opening verses of the Bible we are cotddmwith the metaphor that God
speaks. God creates through the word, bestows lseidg by naming things, he
differentiates, grants identity and attributeshri@ontrary to ancient combat myths, he
does not overcome chaos in a gargantuan struggeGod of Israel simply speaks and
what he utters comes to pass. He creates timd, Bgld cosmic realities, placing
himself in an indissoluble covenantal relationshith his creation through the word he

speaks. God's words are words of performative peec

In the New Testament, God is identified as “the wWddn 1:1). This Word
was made flesh (Jn 1:14). Jesus heals the sicl8(®413), raises the dead (Lk 8:54;
Jn 11:43), grants forgiveness (Mt 9:2 and parlietel promises eternal life to those

% The “Oil for Food Scandal” implicated the higheffcials.

39 Wink, Engaging the Powerg’3.
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who believe that his inspired words come from th&hér (Jn 6:63; Jn 8:28). Here again
the performative character of God’'s speaking isdemi, and it is through this
performative power of the word that God brings di@a — freedom form sin, slavery,
oppression, even from death. In biblical terms,rgWeng is brought back to the
revelation that God speaks and, through speechjrabts creation, directing, judging,
restoring, governing. Because God’s word is a cantl word, it testifies to the
character of God as revealed in Christ who declaremlbe the truth, and faithfully

“performed” the Father's word even unto death.

Through the word God calls people to “imitate” hiy relating to the world
through language as he does, thereby fulfilling ithage of God. Hence language
can never be without meaning; what measures itsdtpotivity” is the trustworthiness
with which it reflects God's character (see Chap@gr for when word and
authenticity become disconnected, representatfaifate ensues which bears its own

consequences (Mt 12:31-37).

It is this realm of human speech which, accordmgMul, is in a deplorable
state. On the one hand, “... all human language/siies nature and value from the
fact that it both comes from the Word of God ancth®sen by God to manifest
himself’>*° On the other hand, “the habit of speaking withsaying anything has
eaten away at the word like a canc¥”As a result, speech has become increasingly
useless, because “we have an excess of talk defoidaning and veracity”. Humanity
drowns in a “flood of deceptive verbiage”. Not onhas excessive information
destroyed the quality of words but, more signifttganlanguage has become
anonymous. There is no relationship. When thene ionger a person behind the word
and if no responsible life backs up human speectmaral weight can be attributed

to it; then language becomes mere noise and itii&fo

This devaluation of the word is the reason thatae no longer look for moral

weight in political, commercial or diplomatic disase, for the words proclaimed have

540 E|lul, Humiliation of the Word109.
*11bid., 155.

%2 |pid., 156-157.
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become separated from the persons who speak thesnbrings me to the point of my

argument.

The language adopted in the UDHR was given the fofrfperformative
speech®™*® However, as | pointed out in Chapter 4, some guwents saw it as a
rhetorical device to help secure publicity in cagegross human rights violations by
other nations. Others, like the Soviet Block, uséar propaganda purposes on behalf of
socialist ideology. Nations with autocratic goveamts such as the Islamic states were
not serious about standards that would redefineelagionship between the individual
and the state that challenged the nature of thdarship. Even democratic nations,
like the USA and the UK, refused to deal with theearn contradictions. To this day,
the nations behave as if the words of the UDHRthode of its treaty instruments were
divorced from what they signify. For one thingisitanonymous language. There are
no persons, only “state parties”. Moreover, thespeal element is entirely absent
from the deliberations of the Human Rights CommissiA typical sentence reads,
“The Committee is concerned that according to mfaiion supplied by non-
government organizations torture may be practiced ao widespread basis in

China”>*

But when language is treated as if it were devoidneaning, moral

devaluation occurs. Let me illustrate by taking pnempt from the above reference

53 s Preamble reads:

“Now, therefore, the General Assembly proclaimbis Universal Declaration of Human Rights as a
common standard of achievement for all peoplesnatidns, to the end that every individual
and every organ of society, keeping this declaramstantly in mind, should strive by teaching and
education to promote respect for these rights matiéms and by progress of measures, national
and international, to secure the universal anct#fe recognition and observance, both among
the peoples of member states themselves and arhengeoples of territories under the
jurisdiction”.

Performance language is also found in the Reol#e International Covenants (ICPCR and ICESCR):

“Recognizing that, in accordance with the UniveBetlaration of Human Rights, the ideal of free
human beings enjoying civil and political freedond dreedom from fear and want can only be
achieved if conditions are created whereby everyaaneenjoy his civil and political rights, as well
as his economic, social and cultural rights, camsid the obligation of States under the Charter of
the United Nations to promote universal respectfod observance of, human rights and freedoms,
realizing that the individual, having duties to ethindividuals and to the community to
which he belongs, is under a responsibility tovstifior the promotion and observance of the
rights recognized in the present Covenant, Agree thge following ...”

** This example was taken from Paragraph 148 of CASEtiig report on China, April 22 and 23,
1993.
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torture. The prohibition against torture is amohg tights so fundamental to the
preservation of human dignity that there can bg@ustfication for its violation, even
in a climate of international terrorism. Yet, natlyis there widespread use of torture
among certain states who are signatories to the RIiHd the U.N. Convention
Against Torture (CAT), but also those states whaobpractice torture routinely have
been reported to transfer terror suspects to deanthere they are at risk of torture and
ill-treatment, in exchange for diplomatic assurantat the persons concerned will not
be so treated. Governments from which such assesarmve been sought include the

most abusive countries in the world.

It is a matter of public record that such assuranaee empty promises.
Governments routinely flout their binding obligat® under international law, let
alone the non-binding promises of their diplomatsn short, words — whether spoken
or written — are abstracted from what they signifhey become mere “diplomatic
noise” devoid of meaning. Such words are therefteeeptive words that devalue
human speech as moral speech. Instead, languegpused to the level of technique,
propaganda and illusionary rhetoric. But this deatibn of language constitutes a
fundamental betrayal of humanity, for when the rhagaality of language is
destroyed, the possibility for the developmentriérinational goodwill and trust on
which the entire human rights edifice rests is reedo Since dysfunctional
communication is indicative of a subversion of tiefaships, the probability of human
violation which thrives under such conditions igghéened as was pointed out already

in Chapter 4.

Finally, since the human word is the analogue efdlvine word, its moral
devaluation devalues the word’s eternal refererdt #ms testifies to a profound
alienation from humanity’s ultimate source. Humigihtis rhetoric under such conditions

becomes futilé*®

5 See Human Rights Watch, “Global Torture Ban Undiereat”, (New York) 12 May 2005
(accessed 16 June 2005); available from http:oligvienglish/docs/2005 05/12/ecal066I_txt.htm
It is instructive to note that the subtitle of #ticle reads, “Governments cannot hide underithiedf of
diplomatic assurances”, making direct referendbediblical story of the fall.

%% Statesman and politician Vaclav Havel eloquentiytshat this connection when he writes,
“Politicians and international forums may reiteratthousand times that the basis of the new waoddro
must be universal respect for human rights, buiilitmean nothing as long as this imperative dogs n
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Striving for Omnipotence

Wherever the language of rights is spoken, it pceducertain effects in the
surrounding culture. It both reflects and distattsThis has become nowhere more
apparent than in American rights talk where it srbs/ the political process and

deconstructs human personhodd.

According to Glendon, the assertion of rights filegan to surge with the civil
rights movement in the 1950s — 1960s resultingrnininerease in litigation and a
growing recognition of rights claims by the cou#s.long as rights were understood
as being protected by the structure of the politegime, individual rights litigation at
the US Supreme Court was rare. Today, such libgatepresents the bulk of the
Court’s constitutional workload so that more andrendecisions confer rights on
individuals under state and federal constitutifisWhen discriminatory and
oppressive practices were removed through effectivet action, the general public
began to believe that litigation was the path tmetier society. Social concerns were

increasingly articulated in terms of conflict agfits, and rights violations:’

Since historically the American understanding aglits” was more than any
other shaped by the notion of property, protecpngperty rights not only governed
the conception of individual rights but also lintitethe powers of popular
government® Glendon notes that this vision has “promoted thbeb... that an

absolute or nearly absolute, individual right weeseby created™®*

derive from respect for the universal miracle ahBe.. ”, in The Art of the Impossihleited in Jonathan
SacksDignity of Differenceop. cit. 45.

7 Mary Ann GlendonRights Talk: The Impoverishment of Political Diss®i(New York: Free
Press, 1991).

58 |bid., 4-5.

59 |pbid., 6-7. Glendon observes that it is more efficientdotivists to go to court and obtain an instant
victory than to embark on the longwinded and offetile process of raising support for their
grievances among the rigid power blocks of the randy system.

0 |pid., 25.

1 |bid., 43. The American paradigm of property goes backdcke’s assertion that “man has a
property in his own person” and “in the labor o hiands”. Locke proposed that ‘man in the state of
nature’ by mingling his efforts with what was anbafish, game, land, etc.) turned these goods into
“property” by appropriation. Protecting propertghits governed not only the conception of individual
rights, but also limited the powers of popular goveent. It implied a vision of freedom and security
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But the perception of an “absolute right” has estdanary effects not only on
the law but also on the self-understanding of tidvidual. It pictures the human
subject as an insular and autonomous rights-bedrese privacy is paramount, and
who does not bear enforceable social/moral respititiss towards others except to do
them no harm. What is more, rights are paramoumt averride every other
consideration. Rights promise the fulfilment of ides and the legal conception of
freedom demands the absence or removal of obstatlése path towards their
realization. Thus the principle of “winning” becoméhe deciding factor invoked
against the rights, freedoms and dignity of oth@&iss conception of the human
person is eloquently described by the historiargJdes Barzun who speaks of the
appearance in the West of the “demotic individualho is consumed with an
insatiable desire for a life free from the consemes of its choices. This individual
“wants to act as if nothing stood in the way ofweish. Such an attitude expects no

rebuffs and overlooks those it provokés”

We may thus conclude that a society whose socitgabllanguage casts its
members in the “image” of autonomous rights-beaoaily renders their rivalistic,
litigious perception of reality more intractablesflecting humanity's metaphysical
beatitude to be like God and to possess all thiogdly. In this paradigm, the process
of “acquisition” assumes a quasi-soteriological dmerefore idolatrous function: it
“saves” the post-modern self from the abyss of bemg, substituting a spurious

salvation for the redemptive work of God.

This problematic becomes even more apparent when examines the
universalism of human rights. As a political instibn human rights cannot deliver all
rights for all. However, this inability is presuropusly perceived as a mere
temporary limitation which can be overcome giverowgh time and effort. But

trying to achieve the impossible the political pese is perverted by declaring the

based on freehold title that allowed the ownersxercise the full scope of citizenship with additt
dependence on others as they should choose (pTt2iS)background explains why American rights
language has tended from the beginning to exprglstsrwith an absoluteness that is absent in other
democracies. This type of categorical and ungedlifanguage was already present in the American
Bill of Rights. Glendon draws particular attentianthe First Amendment free speech provisions, to
the arms-bearing provision of the Second Amendnamd to the way in which judges have
interpreted them.

%52 Barzun,From Dawn to Decadenc@81.
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universalism of human rights, a problem alreadyddty Hans Magnus Enzensberger

who offers the following penetrating insight:

The obligation [the UDHR] places on all of us, msgrinciple, unlimited. Here the
declaration reveals its theological origins whichvdr survived all attempts at
secularization. We should all be responsible fergwone else; this implies that we can
all become more like God; it presupposes omnipi@seor even omnipotence. But
since our scope for action is finite, the gap betwkhe claim and the reality opens ever
wider. Soon you cross over into objective hypocasy, in the end, the universalism
reveals itself as a moral trap.

In other words, living in the consciousness of ithealistic demand that all
dimensions of life are to be structured by thista@motion of universal human
rights creates such an overwhelming sense of dldigahat it must either lead to
nihilistic despair or to the call for excessiveipcdl power to perform what the ideal
requires.”* Neither moralizing solutions nor the rigorous apgtion of legal remedy
can obscure the real issue that human rights pragea fallen structure constitutes an
ideological weapon of extraordinary poterityThe more it seeks power, the more —
one may conjecture — it may turn into an idolatraugrumentality of humanity's
striving after omnipotence, in which case its &pito resist evil will be critically

compromised.

Epiphany of the Sacred

Wherever mimetic violence occurs it is accompatiganythological thinking and by

the loss of historical perspective. The formerasmly embedded in our psychological

%3 Hans Magnus Enzensberdewil Wars: From L.A. to Bosni&tans. P. Spence and M. Chalmers (New York:
The New Press, 1994), 58.

** The political agenda of neo-right-wing groupingsHurope reflect already such a proposal. They
advocate a return to pagan values where the sbotupy the center of the cultural-political visifam
only they can bring about true possibilities fot @lézef Niewiadomski, “Menschenrechte: Ein
Gordischer Knoten der Heutigen GnadentheologiédfPQ 45 [1997], 269-80). With this another
aspect of the argument comes into view, which Adasillacintyre addresses in the closing pages of
After Virtue the nature of modern politics in a society tla@ks moral consensus. He notes that while
certain societal functions such as dealing withistices and unwarranted suffering require the tise o
governmental institutions, “systematic politics [afatever color] has to be rejected from the
standpoint that owes genuine allegiance to theitivadof the virtues; for modern politics itself
expresses in its institutional forms a systemagjeation of that tradition” (236-237).

%% Upon the adoption of the UDHR in Paris on 10 Deloeni 948, Charles Malik made an important
point along these lines when he said, "Whoeveregtaan and his individual freedom above everything
else cannot fail to find in the present Declaratigpotent ideological weapon ... " (accessed 21 April
2005), available from http://www.udhr.org/historigBraphies/biocm.htm
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reflexes and even heightened rationality (represehy the human rights discourse) is
no immunity against a pagan, ahistorical impulse seeks to unify society by centering
its energies on a guilty victim. As an ethos thipulse is alive and well in international
politics, albeit with reduced effectiveness comgareith its archaic predecessor,
because the scapegoat mechanism of the primittvedshas been compromised. But in
contemporary society, the sacred reappears in dthens: in the sexual and
technological explosions. In their all-encompasdiremzy these phenomena express
human striving for omnipotence as well as the retorthe sacred, but with an important
nuance that cannot be overemphasized: what appedine sexual revolution, notes
Jacques Ellul, is the “sacred of transgressiorg” ttansgression of order — not of a
“moral” kind, bourgeois or otherwise — but of theler of technological organization.
By throwing themselves into the sexual revoluticzople seek to break free from
technology’s fetters>® Yet with uncanny reciprocity, sex and technology eharged
with erotic and existential powers which in the gonx of mutual attraction and
repulsion generate a unifying social dimension canaple to the orgiastic whirl of the

primitive sacred.

This unifying element could not exist without adina and devotion so that
society’s infatuation with sex and technology takea deeply religious meaning. And it
is their all-embracing claim along with the termfy oscillation between “order” and
“transgression of order” that draws society insovibrtex with frenzied abandon. People
and nations willingly and zealously sacrifice terthas if they were gods. This re-
sacralization of society through sex and technolegyeeply interwoven with “rights-
thinking”. It produces socio-political ambiguity@empanied by institutional decadence.
Liberalism, for instance, characterized by its-aatirificial stanc&”’ (the rights of the
individual may not be sacrificed) will readily “s#ice” humans to the sacred of sexual
and technological revolution and in proclaimingeitdred “freedom”, it loses the ability
to distance itself from the objects of its worsHipis is not a new relation with reality.
By placing its hopes for the structuring of a figeciety in the “new sacred”, this
delusion will reduce that which is human to theeleaf sex and technology. Even the

heightened rationality of the human rights disceucannot break the power of

%6 Jacques EllulThe New Demon@.ondon: Mowbrays, 1977), 78-79.

" Wolfgang Palaver, “Schmitt's Critique of Liberali§ Telos no. 102 (Winter 1995), 43-72.
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mythological thinking that attaches to these “gotksiving the mimetic cycle unbroken

and humanity’s violent propensities intact in theef of a sacrificial crisis.

HUMAN RIGHTS IN CRISIS:
SUMMARY OF LIKELY CAUSES

In the preceding discussion | have argued that humalence is grounded in a
perverted image of God which casts the Creator tinéorole of an envious rival.
According to Girard, such an image belongs to #am of mythical projection. Its
destructive effect on the personal and structuimkedsions of human existence is

radical. Let us review some of the key points.

| began by demonstrating the hermeneutic value ohetic theory for
Biblical texts. It demythologizes the rubric of gfice, and — as in non-biblical
contexts — detects the victimage mechanism thefabyitating a non-sacrificial
reading of the Biblical material. It makes possiafealignment of the divine image
with the non-violent witness of Jesus as portragethe Gospels, particularly in the
account of his Passion and the resurrection appessaAs the One who is utterly
free from sacred violence, Jesus contradicts aniicioes the world’s power

structures which rely for their self-justificati@m the myths and laws of violence.

Our discussion then turned to the Christian conoégin. It was defined not
merely as personal moral failure or transgressigrals a malignant entity in human
nature and in the world. This malignancy was seetha collective expression of
humankind’s rebellious assertion against God ordiléerate attempt to expel him
from the human sphere. Sin, therefore, refers peraerse disposition towards the
Creator which now shapes humankind’s mind, will @odduct. This corruption has
defaced the image in which humanity was createdh sthat our “mimetic
imagination” now reflects humanity’s resentful capscence rather than its desire
for God. By projecting human envy on the transcetalescreen and reading it back
as the true divine image, humanity created a cofaitteleity (the primitive sacred)

that would lead inexorably to a murderous mimeggsiring even the death of God.

Psychologically this deathwish against God surfasesy time humans resist

the call to deeper and more mature selfhood.théasattempt to undo the call to life.
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But to desire something other than the life of Gedthe same as desiring an
absurdity, namely his absence, even his death.ddath wish is the most basic root
of violence, as Bellinger notes. By the same toka®,image bearers, we are
conformed to the image of the one by whom we ardem#f humanity desires the

death of God, it consigns itself to rivalrous s##fstruction unless such murderous

desires towards God are transformed.

Since this deep-seated malignancy is not only lddgendividuals but also
in the structures of society, humanity brings foathhost of social evils such as
genocide, terrorism, endemic violence. Theseiin toenace life itself through often
consequential phenomena such as worldwide starvatid ecological degradation.
Admittedly, the human rights project seeks to oware these radical threats to our
humanity. However, when we critically examine themfan rights paradigm, an
utopian, systemic presupposition is disclosed.chetl of the UDHR affirms as the
basis of peaceful human sociality “the spirit ofottherhood”. This interior
disposition, it is presumed, will progressively egeewithin the “the human family”
to the degree the collective implementation oftibenan rights agenda is perfected.
However, such an expectation lacks proper foundstié\ccording to Girard, the
judicial system is the heir of the sacrificial ordBecause the human rights system
places its trust in the “rule of law”, it belongsusturally to this sacrificial order. The
human rights system, in order to legitimize itselst retain violence as a means of
last resort, for without the authority of violentiee rule of law is meaningless (cf.
Chapter 4). This compromise with violence, howewawitting, suggests that the
“spirit of brotherhood” referred to in the UDHRIisfact relying on the unanimity of
the victimary mechanism. While it generates a kafigpeace, it owes its origins to
the victimary principle. Thus it rules out the pibdgy of even approximating the
ideal promulgated by the UDHR. Girard writes: “wiggtes now as human rights is
an indirect acknowledgement of the fact that eviedividual or every group of
individuals can become the ‘scapegoat’ of their avammunity”>>® Not only is
there a fundamental flaw in the system in that isamnceives the reality of the

human condition, but by placing emphasis on hunigints it claims the impossible

%58 Girard,| See Satan Falll67-168.
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of mounting “a formerly unthinkable effort to cootruncontrollable processes of

mimetic snowballing®>°

What this analysis has identified are likely yetegognized causes for the

human rights crisis. They may be summarized asvicl

0 The unconsciously held envious and murderous irtehttmanity toward the
Creator works as a causally effective influencenthividuals and society. It
manifests as the irrepressible tendency to mimgtisaapegoat others which
is functionally identical with the unwillingness twring envy and violence
into the open at personal and systems level. Itgepdase is an untruth,
collectively held, which deceives humanity to plaest in the possibility of
meeting its ontological neediness without a refeeeto the Creator. This
condition renders all members of the human raceepless to transform

human desire into non-rivalistic and benevolent esod

o Since the human rights project belongs structutallthe same order, it lacks
the Archimedean point outside the system it seelsstutinize. Moreover, as
a system of rights it cannot make people bettely orore envious. This
feature is conditioned by an inherent weaknest®fitule of law” in a fallen
world. Since law depends on the dominance systerfefitimacy, it cannot
constrain its evolution towards the maximizationpoiwer. This weakness
derives from the mimetic influence of envy working the law itself. It
intensifies the desirability of the very thing taev prohibits. In short, the law
— weakened by sin — works against itself. Moreotlex,human rights system
leads to self-assertive claims to sovereignty wittoncomitant bias towards

violent resolution of conflict&%°

This result of our analysis raises the questiohagfe. The conclusion of this

chapter offers a preliminary reflection to be dewgukin the remainder of the study.

9 Girard,| See Satan FallL68.

0 See Chapter 2, “Arsenals of Annihilation”.
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CONCLUSION

Whence Our Hope?

Judging from the foregoing, the answer to this jaess bound up with the relation
of between violence and the social order. As inteédaviolence left unappeased will
rise within a community and eventually overflow yiceisly fixed boundaries. Since
the sacrificial mechanism is compromised by iteldisure, it can no longer “redirect

violence into ‘proper’ channels®!

On the surface it would appear that such a neegtdatly diminished in
modern society through the pervasive presence ef“thle of law”. Yet, the
scapegoat archetype is nevertheless at work ipsiehological underground of the
self and society. This presents the twofold problefnhow to dismantle this
archetypal structure and how to set people freenfrthe envy that drives it.
Theologically, it is a question of addressing huityés ontological neediness
including the recovery of the true image of Godsuing a Girardian reading of the
doctrine of redemption, the gospel answers to he#ds, because in the Christ event

God broke the cycle of vengeance.

That this liberating effect is actually occurrimgthe world may be seen in a
phenomenon which appears to be unique in humanorjistthe modern
preoccupation, even obsession with victims. Ginaritles, “No historical period, no
society we know, has ever spoken of victims as we.dExamine ancient sources,
inquire everywhere, dig up the corners of the plaaed you will not find anything
anywhere that even remotely resembles our moderoetn for victims ... It is the
secular face of Christian lové®? Girard observes that a slowly accelerating socio-
cultural revolution has been under way since theldi# Ages. In its wake, social
evils such as public executions, slavery, serfdamid labor and many other social

injustices have been gradually abolished, whilee dar the sick, the disabled, the

%61 Girard,Violence and the Sacreti(.

%62 Girard,| See Satan Fall 161, 165.

221



hungry and homeless is at an all-time high. Conéarivictims makes this stage of

society unlike any othef?

Certainly, the human rights paradigm including itgernational legal
framework and concerns must be seen in this ligbtvever, there is another side to
this hope-inspiring picture. Concern for victims, James Williams has pointed out,
is a value which the Judeo-Christian ethics hasctef into society that has become

the newabsolutevalue of the modern (Western) worf.

The influence of the tradition emanating from JeSusist is apparent when
even the lowliest member of the human race is teghias a person of value and
dignity. While the UDHR reflects this view, a sar®distortion results when this
absolute value takes the form of a new politicaloidgy that exploits the status of
the victim>® Then the political determination of “victim statusecomes the new
moral and political high ground, with the resulatiself-seeking concern for power

overrides any true concern for victims.

Why would this be so? Given the context of our gsial so far, it would
seem that neither the scapegoat mechanism (nguaiver of sin that drives it) is
quite dead, even if it is now more clearly ideetfi Humans are still subject to
mimetic desire, engage in retaliation and give wayiolence despite this obvious
and progressive political identification with viets. Expression of this ambiguity is
not the voice of undue pessimism but of desirentbeustand the obstacles blocking a
more humane future. | have already pointed to Hwvrioble initial goals enshrined
in the UDHR have moved in the direction of poweelseg (cf. Chapter 4). Sixty
years after the UDHR, even though the concern ifdinvs now determines ‘what is
right' in all spheres of life, there is good readon Mary Robinson’s lament. As
Girard notes, the arrival of “victim power” and theovement towards a planetary

civilization is not coincidental®®

%63 Girard,| See Satan Falll61-169.
564 Williams, “Foreword”, in Girard’d See Satan Falkxii.
%65 | pid.

%66 Girard,| See Satan Falll77.
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If human violence is indeed rooted in a pervertedge of God, it is logical
to suggest that only the restoration of the truagenof God can bring healing and
lasting peacé®’ As we shall see in the remainder of the studyetlaee social, even
political implications of a theology of redemptioaspecially when it takes into
account the mimetic character of human identitythis light, the inherent logic of
God acting in history for our salvation will appearthe next chapter as we deepen
the theological inquiry into the restoration of tineage of God in the realm of the
human creation.

*7n this context it is noted that Girard has ciaitl the church for failing to read the gospel mgss
in non-sacrificial terms. As a result, a distortéology held (and continues to hold) sway. It
permitted God to be still seen as one who demanitidns. This left the scapegoating mechanism

intact for centuries, so that Christendom untilergty continued to scapegoat others, especially Jew
and heretics.
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CHAPTER 7
RESTORATION OF THE IMAGE OF GOD

INTRODUCTION

The two preceding chapters developed a multi-lalgheological perspective of
human mimesis and of its sinful distortion. Thegoahlluded to the possibility of
conflictual desire being pacifically transformedhi§ chapter aims to explore the

possibilities of transformation with reference taygund Schwager’s theology.

Since Schwager addresses theologically thgsterium tremendum et
fascinansof human culture — the internalized structuresadpegoating which we
have identified as the principal cause of inter-anniolence — his work is of special
value for our thesis. He provides a new perspediveur central question: “Is there
an answer to human violence?” With Schwager, waeatgat the Christian gospel is
able to breach the ancient system of retributiah\@ngeance and restores the image
of God. It subverts through forgiveness the scaaegoechanism inscribed into

human experience by “satanic accusation” thus foamsng human desiré’?

THE DRAMATIC THEOLOGY OF RAYMUND SCHWAGER

Theology as Drama

The centre of Schwager’s theology, in regard taritthod and content, is without
doubt “the drama of Jesus”. His is a deeply smititheology, lived and grounded in

the experience of the Ignatian exerci¥@$uided by the Old Testament, Schwager

%8 Since Schwager adopts Girard’s mimetic theoryh&e been subjected to the same criticism that
Girard has received. While Girard has been acco$gubor biblical exegesis, it must be noted that
Schwager does not rely on Girard for the interpiataof scripture, but only on his anthropology |
relation to human desire, Schwager holds (and &3 @irard) that God is the true object of human
desire. Since, in the present state of humanityetic desire is resentment against God (Chapter 6),
it is ultimately futile unless it is redeemed.

** Roman Siebenrock, “Theologie aus unmittelbarerté8etfahrung — oder von der gefahrlichen
Faszination der Sunde fir die Theologie”, \flom Fluch und Segen der Siundenbpaa Jozef
Niewiadomski and Wolfgang Palaver, Beitrage Zur Miischen Theorie vol. 1 (Thaur: Kultur
Verlag, 1995), 69-91, 72.
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detects a particularly privileged entry point irttee “problematic of God” in the
history of the Jewish people, whose faith traditieass radically transformed through
violence experienced as well as commift€dlhey were both victims of violence as
well as perpetrators to which the drama of Jesstsfigs with particular poignancy.
Thus both testaments provide Schwager with theocwstof a single drama that is

being played out between God and humanity.

In his Brauchen wir einen Stindenbockghwager presents a new biblical
hermeneutic based on the categories of Girard'sryhan which he spells out the
problematization of violence in the Old Testaméfahweh was believed to be the
perpetrator of violence par excellence. Yet, stgystep, this perception was being
recognized as an illusion as violence was radica@lyestioned through the
presentation of a non-violent image of God. Howeasr Niewiadomski points out,
this “falsification” of the issue of violence inlation to the divine image does not
solve the problem of violence, for even a non-viblémage of God does not

necessarily remove violent human condiitt.

Yet it is precisely the drama of the life and deaftdesus that is, according to
Schwager, centrally inscribed in the history ofsttiansformation. He proceeds to
explore the history of that transformation througke message of a radically non-
violent God, which renders Schwager’'s dramatic lttggp of the utmost relevance
for our thesis. He posits a transformation of thené image in Jesus Christ such
that it rectifies what human sin had perverted. e image of God as an envious
rival is transformed, a new possibility for a pacgociality within the human sphere

is opened up.

Like von Balthasar, Schwager sees the drama enagthoh the process of
salvation history as a field of tension betweenreated and created freedom. God
acts, but humans fail to respond. Schwager disshgs between different acts

within the redemptive action of God. There are pecsators, only actors who

570 36zef Niewiadomski, “Das Drama Jesu: Raymund Schviaéruzformel Des Glaubens”, WVom
Fluch und Segen der Siindenbdaa J. Niewiadomski and W. Palaver (Thaur: Kulterlag, 1995),
31-47.

5 |bid., 31-32.
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determine how the drama will unfold. Future eveartstherefore by no means fixed

but emerge in response to the proclamation of ithgdlom or reign of God’?

The thematic of the “actions of God” in history égentral to Schwager’s
theology. Yet it is the pathos of God as it is egsed in the biblical text that renders
it “dramatic”. The drama is reflected in the temsletween God’s goodness and the
severity of his justice. This dominant theme in Dl Testament gives rise in the
New Testament to a particular hermeneutical problaow can we relate the
ostensible severity of Jesus’ judgment sayings it rfon-violent teaching and

conduct and the post-Easter gathering of the nemnaanity?

Schwager sees a dramatic view as a necessary orebl&tveen systematic
theology and an historical-critical exegesis ofiwitlial texts as it “gathers larger
groups of texts under key words and coordinatesitha the model of conflictual
action”>’® The dramatic view also forestalls any reading taf biblical text as a
series of disjointed episodes which would missdhe story the text wants to tell.

Applied to the account of the life of Jesus Chitgtroduces a drama in five acfs.

572 Schwager, Raymund Schwagéesus in the Drama of Salvation; Towards a Biblidalctrine of
Redemptior{New York: Crossroad, 1999)0-12. The kingdom of heaven or the kingdom of @God
the central theme of Jesus’ preaching in the Syn@aispels. The concept originated with late Jewish
expectations of a decisive intervention of God thatild restore the former glory of Israel, espégial
the liberation from oppressive foreign occupatidinis Israel’'s expectation for the future par
excellence for which the coming of the Messiah gaimg to prepare the way. By the time of Jesus,
this expectation had taken on many different forommbining national, eschatological and
apocalyptic elements. When John the Baptist andsJpsoclaimed, “the kingdom is at hand” (Mt
3:2), it was “an awakening cry of sensational and/ersal significance”. The great turning point in
history had arrived. But Jesus’ proclamation dédtefrom that of John the Baptist in two respects.
Jesus emphasized the saving aspect of the kingdibroutvrelinquishing the need for repentance, and
the kingdom was not aeventof the (immediate) future but was present ingesson preaching and
ministry, cf. casting out demons and forgiving sivith authority. Jesus himself was the embodiment
of the kingdom (H. Ridderbos, “Kingdom of God, Kd@m of Heaven”, inThe New Bible
Dictionary, ed. F. F. Brucet al [Leicester: Intervarsity Press, 1962], 693-9have used the terms
“kingdom of God” and “reign of God” synonymouslytWwiSchwager’s term “the basilea”.

°3 schwager,Jesus in the Dramd,6.

5 |bid., 29-158; interestingly, New Testament historiaff.NVright sees the entire biblical story as
God’s drama in five acts (WrighPaul: Fresh Perspective4,71).
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The Problematic of Divine Violence

As indicated, one of the foremost questions in &aer's theology is why divine
violence should play such an explicit role in thiel @estament’® From Genesis to
Malachi, over one thousand passages speak of dwolence. No other theme
occurs more frequently. Schwager distinguishes fmategories: (a) irrational and
incomprehensible outbreaks of divine violence; fleysonal revenge for evil acts
committed by humans; (c) venting anger on evilddsréianding them to others for
cruel treatment; (d) punishment of the wicked bitilg their deeds recoil on

them?>’®

Because modern Old Testament theology does not khow to deal
satisfactorily with this phenomenon, Schwager tutasGirard for answery.
Girard’s theory implies that any reading of biblitexts which speak of arbitrary
outbreaks of “divine” violence must be correlatethvspontaneous occurrences of
human violence. To the mind of the primitive comityneven when the true God
begins to reveal himself, he will be first undecstan terms of the sacred, which

presumes unpredictable violence.

But what of the repeated references to divine betion and vengeance
which occur in the writings of both testaments? &ding to Schwager, when
passages in which “Yahweh appears as a consumiagafid as an angry and
avenging god” are correlated with the idea of shaielence, it can be shown that
the humans who “aroused” his anger are also the evieo committed acts of
violence®’® In other words, in all such cases divine violeand vengeance represent

the phenomenon of the sacred in the context of titr®lence®’®

" Raymund Schwagekust There Be Scapegoaté&an Francisco: Harper & Rowe, 1987), 66.
56 Schwager,Jesus in the Dran§1-62.

" bid., 67. Schwager admits that not all such events meaglassified in this way. The destruction of
Sodom and Gomorrah is one such example. Sincertiphgtic books speak a different language on
the question of God’s violence (while Yahweh maytlweeatening avenging action against human
misconduct, the prophets only record human violeagainst each other) Schwager concludes that
these stories may be remnants of an older myttradition.

> |bid.

™ The language of vengeance and retribution ressr@geply with the human psyche. It easily
evokes an archaic image of the divine (Schwalgsys in the Dramadl7). This arouses moral protest
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As Girard has pointed out, ancient communal idgnias deeply rooted in
the sacred system of revenge and retribufiindeed, it is embedded in Israel's
legal structure. However, Israel did not tracedbetrine of retribution to a mythical
past but to the giving of the covenant. Accordindsyael's common perception of
divinity was of Yahweh as its redeemer. Divine avdrlasting love overflowed with
compassion towards the covenanted people. Everiifedretribution should bring
devastation to land and livelihood, Israel's faiththe goodness of Yahweh was
paramount. Schwager seeks to explain this obvensidn by suggesting that where
the biblical text retains the language of retaltimjury, we may be dealing with a
linguistic relic. The idea of retribution belongttee very core of the sacred order and
has thus shaped the language accordingly, yetdhigaic survival®®* may be open
to new meaning, if indeed, as Schwager holds, ystem of vengeance is actually

breached in the New Testament.

From this point of view, we detect in the biblidahguage of vengeance and
retribution outcrops of an archaic substrate. tkeg a mythic “sacred order” which
in more literal interpretations has been acceptedeaelations of the true God.
However, the God of the sacrifices is not a wrdtlity, nor were the sacrificers

particularly wrathful in performing the act. Rath#rey slaughtered the sacrifice in a

in the modern mind. Here we meet one of the fureddah questions which this study seeks to
address, namely, whether it is not precisely oroaetof such an unconscious image of the sacred
(the perverted image of God) that vengeful violehas remained for so long a determining element
in human history.

580 SchwagerJesus in the Dramdl7. Schwager refers here to the work of R. Ver(Re Verdier, ed,

La VengeangeEtudes d’ethnologie, d’histoire et de philosopidiell. Exchanges] Vol. 1, ed. Verdier
[Paris, 1980] ; R. Verdier, e engeance et Pouvoir dans quelques sociétés otaldgrivol 2, ed.
Verdier [Paris, 1980]; R. Verdier, edengeance, pouvoir et idéologies dans quelquekseitidns de
'Antiquité, Vol 3, ed. Verdier et J. Poly [Paris, 1984]; Rertfier, edLa Vengeance dans la Pensée
Occidentale Vol 4, ed. G. Courtois [Paris, 1984]). In thehligof these findings, Schwager has asked
whether the interpretation of the Christian doeriof redemption can rightly be situated within a
framework of divine retribution or whether it adiyebreaches the system. In this context it is also
noted that Verdier's studies have shown that retidn and vengeance are far from arbitrary affiairs
tribal society. They are subject to strict rulesl ane carried out in a ritual fashion accordinghte
norms of sacred tradition. Vengeance is “sacredy dand contributes to the identity of the groups It
always carried out between primary groups, not betwindividuals. It is a form of exchange so that
vengeance becomes “retaliatory injury”. While thetadies allege a correlation between examples
and images of vengeance in tribal society and thotiee Old Testament, they make no allowance for
the development Israel’s faith under the influeot¥ahweh (Schwagedesus in the Drama. 8-19).

%8 As Gerhard von Rad has pointed out, “archaic satst are known in all religions and Israel was
no exception (Gerhard von Rathe Message of the Prophé¢t®ndon: SPCK, Study Edition, 1976],
66).
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dignified manner and in so doing evoked an unconscichanneling of their own

violence. The prophets first thematized this vickEemhen they criticized the temple
cult and denounced as religious fiction the exgertathat peace and security will

issue from sacrificial practice. They began to panthe oppressive social order.
Against this, they invoked the “wrath” of the Gofitlee Exodus whose promises still
stood. For Schwager, therefore, the wrath of Gatwisa mere projection of a violent
human imagination but a necessary stage in regaldiistory which is transcended
in the drama of Jesus. Before we turn to this aenimlet us seek to understand

more clearly Schwager’s position on some of theiters involved.

The Dialectic of Justice and Mercy

Neither the OId nor the New Testament offers aniabs/ solution to the tension
between God’s mercy and God'’s justice. On the t#dg both Testaments present
an image of God that is merciful as well as wrdth@ontrary to popular views,
Schwager suggests that it would be more consistéhtthe biblical text to posit a
fundamentally more severe image of God in the Nesgtdment than in the Old.
Many Old Testament passages show God as punishthgemgeful. But its severest
judgments often meant “early and violent death”lyOn the New Testament do we
encounter the threat adternal punishment. From this perspective, the retributive
justice of the New Testament is far more severen thaything in the Old

Testament®?

Beginning with Marcion, the history of theology h&sown numerous
attempts to resolve this problem. Marcion advocategjection of the OT altogether.
Irenaeus, however, taught that God’s severity wasncilable with his love because
he punished humans for their good. As plausiblsua$ an interpretation may have
been for the patristic mind, Irenaeus did not amstve more far-reaching question of
the pedagogical value eternalpunishment. Nor did he consider how fallen human
beings could possibly “stand the test of God’sijest’®® Augustine, on the other
hand, held that both incomprehensible kindnessratahtless severity belonged to
the eternal God. In his soteriology he resolvedtémsion by proposing a [double?]

%82 gchwager,Jesus in the Dramé.

% |bid., 3.
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predestination. Because of original sin, all peopland under God’s punitive
judgment. But only some — in the sovereign gradc8ad — experience his kindness.
The rest are left in their reprobate state andigoes to eternal damnation without

escape®

According to Schwager, Augustine’s solution is coemgnsible only in a
dualistically framed theology. Only if the oppositi of good and evil is necessary
for the perfection of God does the doctrine of pstithation make sense. Schwager

writes,

This view of the world, which sees evil in innendgeon with good and which must

correspond to a deep human perception, makessbrite measure understandable

why the problematical doctrine of predestinatiors waerable and even almost self-
evident, not only to Augustine but also to West@fmistianity over a very long
: 585

period:

At this point it is noteworthy that the New Testarhaowhere portrays God
as a cruel tyrant who demands the suffering anthdgfean innocent victim in order
that the guilty party may escape his anger. RatheZhrist, God himself entered the
drama of history in order to take upon himself do&sequences of human sin and
unbelief.He allows himself to be exposed to the destruantons directed against
him. He accepts his death not in order to gathapeg for the vine-press of divine

vengeance, but to offer forgiveness to all.

For Schwager, the wrath of God is always a figdréaod’s goodness, that is,
the positive outgoingness of his supreme holinelsglwis profoundly dissatisfied
with the present state of his beloved creatureinBiwrath can only be understood in
the context of humanity’s violent history. As theepious chapter has shown, the
reality of God confronts and negates all humanreffof self-salvation. It follows
then that, ultimately speaking, genuine salvatisnonly thinkable against the
background of God confronting humanity with its daion, as also Ralph
Miggelbrink reminds ug®in order to open up possibilities of healing.

%8 schwager,Jesus in the Dramd.
%85 | pid.

%% Ralf Miggelbrink, Der Zornige Gott(Darmstadt: Wissenschatftliche Buchgesellschaf®22a39-
41. He writes, “Der Zorn Gottes ist somit bei Schjeraeine Gestalt der Erscheinung seiner Giite in
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THE UNFOLDING OF THE DRAMA

Jesus — The Divine Image

According to Christian understanding, Jesus Chsishe guarantor of the unity of
the Old and New Testaments. Furthermore, in acedtd a constant Johannine
theme, his words and actions are the direct revelatf the Father®’ As the self-
revelation of God, he is the interpretive key te trama. In him the divine author’s
intent is to be found. In this perspective, all meeof revelation history ought to be
interpreted “backwards” from the Christ-evéfft.But Schwager moves cautiously
here. He treats Jesus’ claims initially as a wagknypothesis that needs to be tested
for coherence against the post-Easter reports. &itdy this assessment will he relate
the claims of the earthly Jesus positively to theai of the “author’s appearance” in

the drama®®

The centrality of Jesus in the God-drama (in whdmother actors and
actions find their coherence) produces severaleguesnces for the interpretation of
both Testaments. If Jesus is thele hermeneutic key through whom the whole
drama becomes intelligible, it is arguable that @id Testament (even though as a
whole it is “the word of God”) must consist of texthat mingle revelation with
human projection3® In other words, an intelligent reading of the Hibl text
requires that it be interpreted in the light of twerds and actions of Jesus Christ

who claims to speak and act completely in concéth the author® At the same

dem speziellen menschlichen Kontext der charakiszis menschlichen Gewaltgeschichte, die
resultiert aus der Konfrontiertsein des Menschender Wirklichkeit Gottes”.

%87 Cf. particularly John 8:54; 10:15, 30, 38; 12:58:6, 9-13, 20; 15:9-11; 15:23; 17:1-5, 24-25.

%8 See Raymund SchwageDer Wunderbare Tausch: Zur Geschichte und Deutursy d
ErlésungslehréMiinchen: Késel Verlag, 1986), 8-30.

%8 schwager,Jesus in the Dramal 53-158.
0 The latter still bear important albeit indirectetatory functions (Wandinge§iindenlehre]85).

%1 Raymund Schwager, "Biblische Texte als MischteKias Hermeneutisch-Spirituelle Programm
der Entmischung,'Katechtische Blatterl9 (1994), 698-703; also Wanding&iindenlehre 184.

“Mischtexte” are texts which contain both divinevetation and human projections. Given the
presence of the author on stage, notes Wandirtgernot essential that the words and actions ef th
support cast always express the view of the auffmdiscover his view, it suffices to compare their
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time, Jesus’ claim to be the self-revelation of Gad only be sustained if it can be
shown that he presents an unchanging and non-cafliimage of God. Otherwise
his claim would be open to question. However, there tension in that Jesus
introduces “countless small shifts in meaning” frawthin the faith tradition of
Israel. These add up to his representation of @oal iew way>? This new image
will come into sharper focus as we follow Schwaiipeough his interpretation of the

divine drama itself.

Drama in Five Acts
Act 1 — The Message of the Kingdom

Jesus’ proclamation that the “kingdom of God ihand” (Mk 1:15) inaugurated a
new move on God’s patt® The God of Israel was about to reign. The intimacy
between Jesus and the God he invoked as “my Fathetcording to Schwager, the
most plausible basis of his proclamation. Everyghifowed from his “Abba-
experience®® Jesus’ proclamation of the imminent reign of Goasvauthenticated
by many signs: the blind received their sight, liree walked, the dead were raised
and the poor were given good news (Isa 61:1-2; 116-21; Lk 7:22). Physical
healings were accompanied by a radical overthrowwidf powers when they had
taken possession of human beings (Lk 11:20). He“Satan fall like lightning from
heaven” (Lk 10:18-19)%° These two factors, healing of the sick and theaming

of evil powers were the sign that the long-expeti®e had arrived. However, Jesus

was concerned not with miraculous events as sughwlth the “spark of faith” he

words and actions with the central figure in thanda; even the very notion of drama is derived from
the implied tensionilfid.).

%92 schwageryJesus in the Dramal 12.

3 Already the prophets foresaw such a “new” act ofl Ghowever, with the proviso that the “old”
had not become entirely obsolete. The old offetr israel should be God's people and obey him was
still valid. Rather, the newness, as Gerhard vod Rates, was to be expected in the human sphere
(Jer 31:31). Ezekiel, too, spoke of a human reimeatwhile Isaiah sees the renewal in a new
covenant (von Radihe Message of the Prophe286-237).

%% SchwagerJesus in the Drama0.

%% Schwager sees in this text a major shift away ftom traditional image of God. He writes,
“According to the Jewish imagination, Satan wasgteat prosecutor of humankind (see Job 1:6-20;
Zech 3:1-2; Rev 12:10). Through his fall from heavieom the place where God was imagined to be,
the element of prosecution was eliminated fromittieege of God” ipid., 31-32).
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sought to ignite in his hearers. Their responseldvdatermine how the drama would

unfold in detalil.

For Schwager the central issue is God's decisivairtlg towards sinful
humanity. This was the good news, not the fulfilinef Israel's eschatological
vision. Those who on the basis of rabbinic intetatien of the law had been
excluded from the community were now invited intdimate table fellowship. In
this context, Jesus was criticized for “eating wiélx-collectors and sinners” (Mt
9:11 and parallels). But he insisted that the tiorethe forgiveness of their sins had
arrived. Yet God’s turning towards sinners in a veay was not an end in itself. For
it was the will of the Father to create a new comityuto be characterized by love,
forgiveness and healing of the ravages of sin aad This new community was to
be gathered around the central figure in the dralesys himsef?® He sought out
weak, lost and alienated human beings in orderntegrate them into a new
community in which violence was no longer the dmieing factor. In short, God

was acting in and through Jesus’ proclamation efréign of God.

Yet there are questions. Niewiadomski observeefarence to the kingdom
Jesus announces, that “the undeniable presencelehee [in the words of Jesus]
does not only pose ethical challenges, but alscairesma theological thorn in the
flesh of the message itsef®’ How can the “violent words” of Jesus be related to
God’s ‘unconditional” turning towards sinners? Certainly, Jesus aimepraeoke
an appropriate reaction from his hearers. But witthaey refuse or if they — because
of their entanglement with sin — are too “sick” tespond? And, given Jesus’
command of unconditional love of enemies, what Wdppen to his enemies? Are
they also liberated from the diabolical circle oémdacity and violence? Will they
be excluded, because of their rejection of Jesos) the new community he calls
into being? If so, it would mean that the kingdommsvestablished on the principle of
expulsion, and the scapegoat mechanism would bénsgiffect. On the other hand,
can the kingdom of God be totally without bounds®?iéfter all, Jesus himself spoke

of insiders and outsiders.

% schwager,Jesus in the Drama6-44.

597 Niewiadomski, “Das Drama Jesu”, 33-34.
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These are crucial questions. In his efforts to @nghem, Schwager ventures
outside the circle of scholarly consendisevoking predictably considerable

criticism.

Act 2 — The Rejection of the Message and Judgment

The “big [and] unsettling problem” in any theologlredemption is the relationship
between Jesus’ offer of salvation and his thre&tsidgment and hell-fire to those
who refuse i£% In the light of the first Act, Schwager asks whetthis undeniable
harshness is attributable to God or to the humarsida of “rejection”. Jesus is
intent on provoking a decision on the part of hearers. In this regard, Polag
discerns two levels of communication at w8tkOne level relates to the proclaimer
and his message; the other to the situation oftieje Following Polag’s distinction,
Schwager considers that these two levels shouldbeotonfused. The offer of
salvation belongs to the realm of God's will whidlesus obeys by offering
forgiveness whether the sinner was prepared topadter not. By contrast, the
judgment sayings are to be situated in the realmnejettion and alienation. They are
inevitable negative consequences of human decisidresjudgment sayings are thus
put in perspective. The offer of grace does nosyppose repentance, but seeks to
kindle it. But if its potential recipients rejedt they alone bear the consequences of
their choices. In short, the judgment is not fromodGbut results from human
decisions®* The judgment sayings, then, reveal not the hasshoé God but an
inner dimension of rejection. On the one hand, tbayeil the consequences of

opposition to the reign of God, on the other theynpto the dramatic situation in

% Niewiadomski writes: “Mit solchen inhaltlichen Zutzungen bleibt Schwager nun auf weiten
Strecken in der gegenwartigen Diskussion alleiloid(, 34).

9 schwager notes that these have not been suffigieken into account in modern exegesis. Either
they have been ignored or attributed to the postédEacommunity without dealing with them
theologically so that the tension with the messafg@od’s goodness remains (Schwagdesus in the
Drama, 53).

%0 A. Polag,Die Christologie der LogienquellefiNeukirchen-Viuyn, 1977), cited in Schwagaesus
in the Drama 54.

%1 schwager,Jesus in the Drama5-57.
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which the kingdom of God finds itself — uncondit@dly promised by God, yet

rejected by those who were to be its recipiéfs.

Even though Jesus faced rejection early in hisecareotably from the
Pharisees, he continued to present the unconditaffex of salvation. Only when
Jesus perceives the “unyielding rejection” doebémgin to speak of judgment. Since
the offer was at least initially made to God’s @dmgeople, the “house of Israel”, its

acceptance or rejection is not a private affaiiis &n event in salvation histo?$?

While Jesus laments over Jerusalem in its rejeatibmis message (Mt
23:37), the most explicit example of rejectionasirid in the parable of the “wicked
wine growers” (Mk 12:1-12 and parallels). It exm®s an open violence, first
towards the emissaries of the vineyard owner, &ed towards his son. Schwager
considers that this pattern is the hermeneutic tkefthe entire Scripture$®’ It
describes humanity’s “systematic obstinacy” towattie messengers of God,
beginning with Cain and throughout all Israel'stbig. While the Reign of God
meant salvation to those who embraced it, it algamh judgment on the entire
history of human rebellion against God. Schwagemssut up this way: “The
imminent expectation in the basileia message cporeds to animminent

expectation of judgmenwhich draws in the whole of past histof{j.

Jesus pronounces a number of “woes” against theideka, provoked, in
Schwager’s explanation, by their self-deceptioreiftendency to turn the failure of
others into occasions for self-approbation hasoitds in the mechanism of expulsion
that blinds them to their own violen€®. The prophetic voice in Israel's history

should have led to their conversion; instead it wasd to reinforce their self-

92 schwager,Jesus in the Drama8.

%% |bid., 57.

%% |pid., 59.

%5 bid., 60 (original emphasis).

%% |hid., 62-63. In this context, Schwager criticizes recerégetical attempts to demythologize

apocalyptic texts for failing to see the apocalypliements in contemporary history; thus they seeem
fall also under the critique of Jesus in his sayiagout the tombs of the prophets.
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righteousness. Jesus’ “woe” sayings, then, ardmbe interpreted as curses but as

the cry of grief that still hopes to move their Hiea

As Jesus encounters a fundamental opposition batweeial and cultural
dynamics of the world and the values of the kingdd@mmesults in a situation of
judgment upon the world and its ways. Yet sin teta#tensify (cf. Chapter 6).
Every decision against the offer of salvation pratua further hardening of he&Ht,
a deeper self-deception and defensiveness. Impnisoinin the diabolical circle of

envious rivalry and violent expulsion makes theofif salvation unacceptabfé®

Yet the judgment on the unmerciful wine-growersed to be understood as
contradictory to the offer of salvation. It can pile understood in the contexts of
God’s radical call to conversion: his judgment afsr@emains entreaty. It aims at a
change of heart. The judgment sayings of Jesugeftte, are not verdicts
pronounced against people as punishment but theuasement of unavoidable
consequences of human decisions, rebellion andrabguThey are integral to the
call for repentance and conversion to the will @dGThis is also borne out by Jesus’
rejection of Torah’dex talionis “an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth”. The
imitative mechanism implied in this law of retrit could lead only to a mirroring
of the adversary. It was useless in breaking thiws circle of evif®® The Sermon
on the Mount is in direct opposition to the dynasnaf mutual scapegoating (Mt
5:38ff). We conclude, therefore, that the judgmsayings do not invalidate the

message of salvation, but serve to highlight iitscedt nature.

897 For examples see Ex 5-11; Isa 6:8-13; Mt 7:2412743-45.

%8 As a result, there occurs what Schwager calls tiebling of sin and hell’Jesus in the Drama,
63). In the parable of the talents the master jddag steward not for the failure to act but onhhsis
of the cruel image of his master the steward hdtivated in order to justify his failure to act (Mt
25:26-27). Other passages with the same meaninlyllaré:10-12; Mt 18:23-35. In Lk 6:37, Jesus
points to the opposite dynamic.

8 schwager sees the Son of Man sayings of Jesusiadigect strategy that channels the energy of a
potential confrontation away from his person. Ima@lian terms, the Son of Man appears as a third
person in the conflict in order to avoid the dangérthe mimetic double. This leaves open the

possibility for the adversary to come to a non-tonfal view about a matter of truth. If Jesus was

aware of the mimetic dynamics involved, there magnebe a deeper reason for the Son of Man
strategy: the monstrous mimetic double ultimatelyumes demonic proportions (Schwagdesus in

the Drama 79).
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Yet, as Schwager points out, a major ambiguity remdt seems to make
little difference as far as results go whether angty” God condemns people or a
“kind” God looks on as people condemn themselvegrthiér, if judgments
pronounced on others always rebound on the onejwdges, does not this apply to
Jesus himself? At this point of aporia, the cruc@nnection is made between the

judgment and suffering of Christ, as the next Adhe drama show?&?

Act 3 — The messenger is judged

The third Act dramatizes the heightening conflietveeen Jesus and his adversaries.
It culminates in his arrest, trial and executianisldriven entirely by the envious
initiative of his opponents to get rid of him. Jesumself appears as the one “acted

upon”. 611

What underlies the action taken against Jesuseidatmiliar mechanism of
expulsion. It issues in lies and violence, and terajty unites otherwise hostile
parties in their designs against an innocent victoillowing the court hearing, mob
violence emerges as a factor (Mt 26:67-68; Mk 1}:6bhe Romans are coopted by
playing on their political fears of Messianic mowams®*? What may look like
accidental banding together of various groups toutsto be, from a dramatic point
of view, a specific moment in history when Jews @wehtiles are gathered against
Jesus (Psa 2:1). Even the disciples are affectetidoynimetic pressure of rejection

which is at work.

Instead of a gathering of his flock, Jesus faceghthering of another kind:
the forces of the world were aligning against higtructurally, this universal

gathering of all against one is an instance of sbapegoat mechanism. Jesus is

610 schwager,Jesus in the Drama31.

11 For Schwager, as for Karl Barth before him, thet that the one who announced judgment is
himself put to judgment “deserves the greateshtttie” (SchwagerJesus in the Drama2; see also

K. Barth,CD 4/1:248). This focus is closely related to the nreguof Jesus’ death. The long debate in

theological history of this question has produceghynanswers: Jesus bore our sins (Luther, Barth);
Jesus took the punishment we deserved (AthanaBlagjmus the Confessor, Grotius); Jesus

performed a vicarious act of atonement for the foelgt we deserved (Anselm of Canterbury). In

Schwager’s view, unless one comprehends the judgegainst Jesus as part of a “comprehensive
dramatic process”, the necessary experiential bagkg for an understanding of later theological

theories would be lacking (Schwagéesus in the Drama89).

612 Cf. the Barabbas incident of Mt 27:15-23 and peisil
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scapegoated because of the sins of oftféidowever, there is a difference in the
peculiar mechanism at work. The gathering agalasus was not an arbitrary and
spontaneous confluence of hostile powers. As piraelaof the Reign of God, Jesus
had awakened the very forces that were now toestoiick at hind™* Note the
relevance at this point of the accusation of blasph It raises indirectly the
question of who in this instance speaks truly otiGe accusers or the accused. The
whole drama turns, then, on different images of Gsde, the all-merciful Father
whom Jesus proclaims, or is he the rival, the attigtic God, who wills the death of

his blasphemous adversarié5?

What is crucial for the revelation of the true @wer of God is the total
absence of resistance on Jesus’ part. He doeebts prevent his death. He is not
simply overpowered, but refuses to meet his oppsheiolence with more violence.
His mission was not against his enemies but fantl&ather, forgive them, for they
do not know what they do” (Lk 23:24). Jesus mirrthe Father’'s image, not the
projection of human vengefulness. He makes God krasvthe source of mercy and

forgiveness™®

However, up to this point Schwager has not acceufae Jesus’ prayer at
Gethsemane. Here Jesus submits himself to theofuitle Father and the path to the
cross. Christian tradition has always interpretessia divinely appointed necessity.
But if this is so, then Jesus was not so much #@nviof his enemies but of the God
who demanded his death. It is therefore vital fehvwager’'s analysis to show in
which way the death of Jesus was “necessary” amditwas “the Father’s will”. In
other words, the role of the heavenly Father indfe@ma has yet to be elucidated,
and the meaning of atonement clarified. The folloyvidense passage is a good

indication of Schwager’s explanation at this point.

He [Jesus] allowed himself to be drawn into thecpss of self-judgment of his
adversaries, in order, through participation inrtha, to open up for them from the
inside another way out of their diabolical circledahence a new path to salvation.

613 schwager,Jesus in the Drama®3.
4 bid., 93.
515 hid., 87.

516 |pid., 101-113.
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He ... turned around the intensified evil and gavédtk as love redoubled. He
made himself a gift to those who judged him anddboed him with their guilt. His
atoning deed was not re-imburseni&hfor sins, so that the heavenly Father would
forgive, but an act in the place of those who stidialve welcomed the kingdom, but
who from the beginning rejected’it

In his total identification with sinful humanity,ven with his executioners,
Jesus experienced death as caused by human sihwmdhared the destiny of all
human beings. It was not a question of the heavEakyer forgiving only after
substitution for sinners, but of how Jesus repldlbesvarped image of God with the
reality of divine love and mercy. He is so idemdfiwith sinners even as they reject
him that their hostile rivalry is exploded. It os@ans an even greater outpouring of

self-giving love. Schwager further explicates tbke rof the Father:

From this perspective it cannot be said that thédfehanded over the Son because
he wanted to judge and punish him in place of sgn€he judgment did not start
from God but from humankind, and the will of theth&a was only that the Son
should follow sinners to the very end and sharg #isandonment, in order thus to
make possible for them again a conversion fromwbdd of hardened hearts and
distance from Goé*®

The death of Jesus was indeed the Father's wili,dmly as a means of
reaching into human hearts. The Son’'s death wase$sary” in accomplishing the
Reign of God, although the conditions which prordptes “necessity” were dictated
by fallen humanity. God allows himself to be thebjsat of attack as a divine
scapegoat. His merciful love is not changed intmething else by the violence and

resentment of humankind.

Love keeps on being love unto the end. Christ' Isva love that transcends
conventional morality: no morality, no examinatioof conscience and no
psychological analysis will disclose human resemtm&gainst God. Only when
contrasted to God’'s love — totally free from riyakind violence — as revealed in

Jesus Christ does our secret enmity come to 4f§i#ct 3 closes with the death and

67 Although “re-imbursement” is the best possible [&hgequivalent of the originaErsatzleistunt
the subtle substitutionary meaning that attachése@erman is lost.

518 |bid., 117-118.
519 bid., 118.

20 gchwager, Scapegoats 197. Schwager comments that the conflict betwdesus and his
adversaries reveals the “unfathomable chasm dfitinean heart” more deeply than Girartli®lence
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burial of Jesus. This constitutes the critical pamthe revelation of God’s saving

intention. The Cross reveals both our hidden malaml its remedy.

Act 4 — The judgment of the Father

We now turn to the Easter-evéft.For Schwager, it too is to be understood as a
judgment. According to 1 Pet 2:23, Jesus entrusi@delf to the righteous judge to
adjudicate between his claims and those of his opms. In this context, the
resurrection is not only the Father's judgment avar of the Son. It is also a
judgment in favor of sinners unwittingly caught wp a diabolical circle of
destruction. In his response to the murder of tbe, $he Father did not resort to
retribution and vengeance, but sent the resurrested back with the message of
peace (Lk 24:36; Jn 20:19, 26). This is the keofi¢he Good News.

In the Easter-event, God had acted in a “new” fasloince again. He raised
Jesus from the dead, the one who had been condemnméer the law as a
blasphemer and as an apparent failure in his rmsslowever, in this act the Father
answers the prayer of the Son for the forgivendédssoexecutioners and for those
who had previously rejected his message. Therersaghat Schwager terms “the
redoubling of ... [the] readiness to forgivV&¥: God’s saving action is extended to all
those who had already hardened their hearts aghms$on. Consequently, the Old
Testament formulation “the stone that builders ateid became the head of the
corner” emerges as the hermeneutical key for tispgjqPsa 118:22; Mt 21:42). As

Schwager sums up:

A rightly understood doctrine of the atoning deathlesus is therefore, even when
seen form the viewpoint of Easter, not in oppogitio Jesus’ proclamation of the
kingdom of God. On the contrary, it is preciselg feace of Easter which shows
how the Father of Jesus willingly forgives, eventhe face of people’s hardened
hearts’*?

and the Sacredllows us to see. At the same time, he pointsé@tienness of Girard's theory. On the
one hand, the NT throws new light on it, on theeotthe theory may be understood in new ways in
this other contextilfid., 198).

621 schwager,Jesus in the Dramd,19-135.

%22 |bid., 136.

623 |pid.
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Since the Father at no point is reduced to thd lefvenswering violence with
violence, Jesus was destined to inevitable defeatthe world of violence.
Nonetheless, he represents the non-violent imagleeofFather in the face of human
violence. The post-resurrection appearances arenatked with a display of divine
power and messianic violence. They take place digbretion, for in raising his Son
from death and defeat, God is not bringing humatohy to an end, but enabling it

to move forward in a new way?

Through the post-resurrection appearances, théptéiscwere brought to a
new understanding of the Old Testament. The im&@od was made more explicit,
and the prophetic “predictions” appear in a nevtliyvandinger observes that these
messianic prophecies were not seen & janori legitimation of Jesus’ messiahship.
Rather, the post-resurrection faith in Jesus iespa creative re-reading of the Old
Testament in the light of what had taken placehe tleath and resurrection of

Jesud?®

Act 5 — The new gathering of the people

Schwager locates the beginning of Act 5 in the pmatic experience of the post-
resurrection community at Pentecost. This eventkshaa quite extraordinary
transition from fear and apprehension (Mt 28:17; M&8; Jn 20:24-29) to a
confident and courageous testimony on the pati@fisciples (Acts 2:29; 4:13, 29,
31; 28:31). This fearless emergence of these eathgsses in the drama is the result

of a new inner reality. Schwager summarizes aevial

They had always perceived the message of Jesuswviitiraut, and even with the
appearances of the risen one they encountered lsiogpethich appeared to them at
first strange, as it clearly proved by their reawtof shock, fear and doubt. Very
different were the pneumatic experiences, whichtwegether with the stepping of
the disciples into the open ... [these] must havehed the inmost being of each
person and thereby have created that new certanftigh made possible a
confrontation with the worl&°

624 This aspect poses difficulties for the historicdtical method with its insistence on “objective
fact” compared with the evidence the NT offershas functure — inner coherence and eyewitness
accounts.

625 Wandinger Stindenlehre230-31.

626 schwageryJesus in the Dramal42.
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The community of those Jesus had first gathereldpsdd at the time of his
arrest. But now it is revived to evidence a fresbmentum in the power of the Holy
Spirit. It is the dramatic continuation of what Haglgun in Act 1. Yet now there is an
element of newness in response to the decisivet®edrihe cross, the resurrection
and the sending of the Spirit. This new experienicthe Spirit was understood by
the community as emanating from the Father. Godg @f acting is not manifest as
a victorious act of divine power overpowering hiemies. A new image of God and
new sense of history are in evidence. In the lighEaster and Pentecost “this-
worldly success was no longer decisive”, while tiots, persecutions and defeats

took on a new meanirfg’

Those such as Burton Mack who seek to explain #ve community as a
purely sociological phenomenon resist Schwageréoltgical account. Yet apart
from it, there can be no satisfactory natural exaiemn of the eruption of joy,

confidence and hope in the face of formidable #eethreatening oppositioff®

The disciples’ experience of the Holy Spirit wag ae the end of the drama.
It continued now on a different plane. Despite rth@evious weakness, they were
now removed from the pre-Easter fear which previobad caused them to side at
least indirectly with Jesus’ enemies. Saving gnaaes at work nown them, despite
their previous participation in the ongoing rejentand condemnation of Jesus in the
world ®* They were empowered to live differently, in shgridesus’ fate and in

rejecting the way of violence despite its mimetid|.p

In this new community, former social, language,dgrand religious barriers
were overcome (Acts 2:46; 4:32; Gal 3:58)As Schwager explains it, all this was

made possible because Jesus “let himself be dratenthe dark world of his

627 schwager,Jesus in the Dramal 44ff; also WandingeSiindenlehre234ft.
628 |bid., 146-49.
529 bid., 156-57.

5% pid., 144. In this context, Schwager makes much o&thergence of glossolalia not only as a sign
of pneumatic experience but as the means of tradsug natural divisions. While the Spirit was
bestowed from above, the workings of the Spiritktptace deep within and welled up as praise to
God. It did not lead to a “life in a sect for thasbo took part in it; rather it brought about theps
into the open and promoted the growing missianitl(, 143). Whatever else Schwager meant by this
remark, it lends credence to the neo-Pentecospariexces of the church in recent times.
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adversaries”. Yet, despite the violence he sufiehedemained faithful to the Father.
Therefore, these “deep godless realms of the humeant” may now become the
place where the Spirit can “reach and touch pedpl¢dowever, this new gathering

is only a sign of the final eschatological gathgrimis not the final gathering itself.

BARTLETT 'SOBJECTION

Schwager’s theology has not been without critias. IRstance, his view that God
forgives sins without demanding satisfaction ormpemgt in return and that such an
idea “is of heathen origifi®? has earned him the criticism of von Balthasar w&sks,

“why the cross if God forgives in any cas&?"Balthasar is equally critical of
Schwager’'s (and Girard’s) demythologizing of thed Olestament by which the
image of God passes progressively from a God dénee and wrath to a God “who

does not engage in retributiof

Von Balthasar is not alone in pointing to what PZahl calls “the Austrian
allergy” against attributing anger, wrath and juggmto God>®> He believes that
Schwager simply exchanges one problem for anothesuse he does not explain the
relationship between God's love and his justicehia cros$>® Also, the assertion
that Jesus became “the target of hostility and .owadtd himself to be made the
scapegoat” is far too weak. After all, the BookRédvelation with its visions of

divine wrath cannot be set aside as “being ofritet®*’

831 schwager,Jesus in the Dramd.44.
632 SchwagerScapegoats207.

833 yon BalthasarTheo-DramaV, 312.
%% |bid., 311.

635 paul F. M. Zahl, “Review: Jesus in the Drama d¥/&on”, Anglican Theological Revie2/4
(2000), 841-2.

836 yon BalthasarTheo-DramaV, 312.

87 1bid., 313; In Schwager’s view, the wrath of God comssestclusively in the fact that God “respects
human activity right up to its ultimate and bitteonsequences” and he is convinced that this
interpretation fully agrees with the Pauline vieMoreover, there are at least two reasons that one
ought to be careful about interpreting the Rewetaif John as saying that God’s wrath is a force
coming down from heaven. First, the book is writetirely in the language of Jewish apocalyptic
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Howard Marshall, too, has criticized Schwager f@r ferrow conception of
“judgment”. Reduction seems to be involved in dpparent ease with which God
gives up his anger against sin on the grounds ofyn&od'’s judgment is reduced to
the mere self-judgment on the part of human beifide role of the Cross in
transforming evil and the way Christ actually sases too vague. Furthermore, the
important Pauline proposition, “for our sake he flcmade him to be sin who knew
no sin, so that in him we might become the righseess of God” (2 Cor. 5:18-21),

has been left unexplorédf

However, the weightiest critique comes from Anthd@ayrtlett. It goes to the
core of Schwager's methodolo8%. Bartlett argues that a Girardian understanding of
drama lead®o ipsoto a sacrificial plot, that is, to a “final expids by which the
whole violent structure, and the structure of vicke itself, continues to stand”.
Therefore Schwager’'s “methodological victory is ...llbw".%* Irrespective of
claims to the contrary, Bartlett argues, Schwagersject is predicated on the
Anselmian method of harmonizing the tension betw&wd’s justice and his
goodness, despite Schwager attempts to puCily Deus Homo?of its feudal
connotations by taking it to a higher level, “highiean which nothing greater can be
thought”®** From Bartlett’s criticism it would appear that Saiger's model cannot
get beyond the dialectic inherent in the Anselnsielleme. Although it is beyond our
scope to discuss Bartlett’s criticism at length,niee attempt to put his objection in

perspective.

Schwager, following recent studies by M. Corfi,allows that the

“outstanding depth” of Anselm’s doctrine had reneaifargely misunderstood. Later

rendering the distinction between “such time-cdodiéd imagery and the actual message” difficult.
Second, other apocalyptic passages, in the SynGutspels for instance, do not show a single text
that speaks of direct violent action on God’s j@chwagerScapegoats216-17).

8% | Howard Marshall, “Review: Jesus in the DramaSafvation,”Journal of Theological Studies,
51/2 (2000), 589.

639 Bartlett, Cross Purposes’6 n. 90, 224-225.
840 pid., 224.
841 SchwageryJesus in the Dramd,3, 197.

642 M. Corbin, “La Nouveauté de L’Incarnation. Intratiion a I'Epistola et AlCur Deus Homa? in
L'oevre de S. Anselm de Cantorb¢t@88), 3:11-163 (Schwagelesus in the Drama&-6).
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established interpretations bore, in fact, no rddante to Anselm’s thinking.
Concepts such as God’'s anger and divine offence wemi-pagan in their origin.
But they “entered under Anselm’s name into the omjstof Christian piety”.
According to Schwager, Anselm’s genuine thinkingsoich issues was more deeply
coherent. He purified the different divine attribsitof human limitations, motivated
by a converted way of thinking for the thought wdodf biblical images does not
“reflect the full understanding of the faith”. Arse expected of his believing
readers, writes Schwager, “a conversion of theiy afathinking ... so radical that it
can be compared with the conversion of a non-balit Christian belief®*®

First, some obvious parallels. For Bartlett, thevear to all violence is the
“radical gentleness of the Lamb entering and t@msing the depth of the human
condition”®** Schwager too sees the answer to violence in tteeFa unconditional
love of those opposed to him, with Jesus as theegat of their violence and guilt.
For Bartlett, the “undecidability” of boundless ham desire and the resultant
apocalyptic violence is the abyss of the human ttimmdinto which Christ enters
with “abyssal compassion” to transform humanity nirowithin. For his part,
Schwager understands that apocalyptic images aheadijudgment in the New
Testament point to a form of collective self-cond@tion and to the possibility of
self-destruction. Yet he hastens to show that is ywaecisely from within this
apocalyptic tradition that the hope of the resuioecfrom the dead arose. For both
writers, the death of Jesus follows the age-oltepabf the scapegoat. This time, the
crisis that provoked the killing was met by a lilesis response of trust and surrender
on the part of the victim, bringing forth somethiegtirely new in the range of

human possibility.

The underlying thought in dramatic theology is diohfand its resolution.
Since the biblical drama is not any drama, andraésolution (Easter) is beyond
natural human reasoning, dramatic theology worlksipely on a theological level.
The mystery of the Cross surpasses the reasoningtofal theology. Moreover, a
theology of God is analogical, attributing to Gagtls perfections as goodness and

justice in an analogous manner, which means that vghsaid of God is both like

643 SchwagerJesus in the Dramd referring to Corbin, “La Nouveauté de L’Incarati, 32-41.

644 Bartlett, Cross Purposed}.
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and unlike its human analogate. Problems of comeation result when it is not
clear whether the “likeness” or the “unlikenessthe focus. The linguistic situation
is one of undecidability. Schwager argues that Ansgoints a way out of this
problem. Initial linguistic or conceptual antithesead to a deepened understanding
and the possibility of a higher level synthesiswdger, Schwager’'s “higher level
synthesis” is more than an intellectual processmi&sitioned, “a conversion ... of
thinking” is involved comparable to the believecsnversion from unbelief to faith.
In other words, something more than compellingoraw refined conceptuality is at
stake, namely a new level of spiritual insight: @ri&energized cognitive leap akin
to that experienced by Jesus’ disciples in thestyesurrection encounter with the
risen Christ. Suddenly, all of Jesus’ pre-Eastacheng which had heretofore been
inaccessible to them became integrated at a higlet, that is, at the level of the

resurrection.

No doubt, Anselm grounds his reflection in dominaunttural experiences,
such as “offence, honor, punishment and satisfattibhe contemporary equivalent
in Schwager’s case must surely be “violence andahging for peace”. If projected
against the background offered below (cf. n. 646 can argue that Schwager is
adapting Anselmian categories only in a very amalsgashion. This would lead to
the conclusion that Schwager’s reading of Anselny im@ far more nuanced than
Bartlett allows. This leads to another questionrepayment for sin was neither
necessary nor even possible, as Schwager woulé andwy then the redemptive act?
From Schwager’'s perspective, only one answer cagiyen: our resentment and
hatred of God made it impossible for us to retarhitm. It was not God who needed
to be appeased, but human beings who needed teliberdd from their perverted
image of him. If they were to be rendered “capadfieaccepting the pure gift of
freely offered love”, human beings needed to beastd from the prison of rivalry.
Their inclination towards violence made necessheypresence of a universal Victim
on whom they could off-load their wickedné83.However, the question stands
whether Schwager’s reinterpretation of Anselm remmaiovertly dependent on the

dynamics of sacred violence. To answer it wouldirega separate study.

645 SchwagerScapegoats209.
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THE HEURISTIC VALUE OF DRAMATIC THEOLOGY

God'’s Image and Action in History

Dramatic theology sees God’'s actions always a®mtin history. The temporal
unfolding of the drama of salvation precludes aetyeexistential understanding of
God’s action. A definite “hour” characterizes thédr{St-event. Jesus’ offer of
forgiveness, his re-interpretation of the law ansl felation to the temple cult, all
belong just as much to this “hour” as his healinmistry, the overcoming of

demonic forces and the initial gathering of the gdeaf God. In other words, the
presence of Jesus is the presence of God actualizéds one historical person.
Schwager writes: “Jesus gave expression to hisemia¥ather as a God who turns

in a new way towards sinner&:®

The way God acts is made explicit in the words deéds of Jesus who
claimed that he and the Father were one. From Spfwgaperspective we can argue
that the image of God as evidenced in the salwfick of Jesus is structured on the
notion of “victim”. At the crucifixion, Jesus becanthe victim of his executioners —
or, more generally speaking, of human violence sind But in his dying moment
“by the power of the eternal Spirit” (Heb 9:14), kerrendered and entrusted his
Spirit to the Father (Lk 23:46). Yet, his dying wast simply something he endured
as part of our common human lot. Jesus’ death wasgof deliberate surrendéf.
At this point, he yields himself totally to the Rat and gives up any possibility of
self-determination. His total self-abandonmentis ¢ondition for a sovereign action
of the Father, who raises him from the d&&dBy turning his violent death into a
deliberate surrender, Jesus became the Scapegb#teahamb of God in one and
the same act. When the sinful deeds of his enedrgege him to the extreme, they

wrung from his being nothing but limitless self-igig love. By killing him, they

646 schwager,Jesus in the Drama8.

547 bid., 188. See the words of Jesus, “Therefore the Fhilies me, because | lay down my life, that
| may take it again. No one takes it away from nd, | lay it down of myself. | have power to lay it
down, and | have power to take it again. This comanaent | received from my Father” (Jn 10:17-
18).

848 schwager,Jesus in the Dramal.89.

247



unwittingly generated the possibility of their owmansformation due to his
identification with them. In other words, the deafilesus has nothing to do with the
sacrificial cult of the Old Testament. Rather, tliess is the dramatic and violent
unleashing of malicious resentment from the humearthand its overcoming
through love. Jesus’ cry from the cross was notdfyeof an innocent victim for
justice, but a prayer for his persecutors: “Fatlergive them, they do not know
what they do” (Lk 23:34).

If this is the true image of God, the questionexmifiow this image may be
subjectively appropriated as the “restored imagg’tiose for whom Jesus died.
Here we recall Schwager’'s emphasis on Christ'stifiestion with others “in so far
as they are victims”. In each person there is aalorof individual responsibility

inviolable,” and “original”. It @mits of no substitute. It may never

be simply replaced or marginalized even by a dlyirerdained “substitute®*°

which is “holy,

God'’s respect for this inner sanctum of libertymeonditional. Nonetheless, it is not
without effect. As the Easter event shows, Godigelavill not abandon sinful

humanity to its own fate. On the cross, Jesus sidhto the abuse of human
freedom (sin). As the embodiment of divine goodnhkssnvolved himself to the end
for the sake of our deliverance. Through the restion, Jesus, the Victim, re-enters
the world of human self-will and violence as thepsyond it. The prison doors are
opened from within, thus offering human freedom wWeey out. In this Victim we

find the image of God as one with victimized hunafi°

However, the fallen human creature is not only @imi of sin but also its

active agent. Out of limitless goodness God actgeatively in Christ to deliver

649 schwageryJesus in the Drama 94.

%0 Since the Spirit is the love between the Father the Son, whereby both act as free persons in
love towards each other in a deliberate act of trauself-giving” that includes their communication,
the Spirit's work in conversion must be understood the same way. This reciprocity of
communication and surrender was especially vidiblthe dramatic progression of Jesus’ ministry.
The rejection of the kingdom called for an ongointgraction between the Father and the Son and
involved the latter in giving his consent to themdads of every new situation in complete freedom as
the Father desired. The freedom by which Jesusrsdered himself at the human level corresponds at
the divine level to God’s freedom in the eternalmsel of his will. In other words, freedom is more
than “freedom of choice” manifesting in particulacts of obedience, rather an all-encompassing
freedom capable of surrendering the whole beingkcf., 209-217).
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both victim and perpetrator alike from §H.In Christ, the Victim, the objective
work of God and the subjective experience of salmatome together. Schwager

writes,

Through his identification with his opponents hgaainfiltrated their world in which
their evil will had imprisoned itself and by hissisforming power opened it up once
again from its new depth to the heavenly Fatffer.

God uses the victim image, the image of the credifiwhich resulted from
the founding mechanism of archaic religion), as yanlsol of his own self-
communication. By acting in his Son, God is so td&d with human beings that he
himself becomes the victim of their sin. In Chrigt is made vulnerable to the
destructive powers. Jesus tastes death not beti@ugestice of the Father wills the
death of the Son, but because he so gives himset axhaust the power of sin, to
undermine universal victimage and its death-deatiogsequences. This objective
aspect of salvation is subjectively appropriatedulgh the victimal symbol of the
old order: God “infiltrates” human existence in tngise of a familiar sign. Through
the grace of the Spirit, the human heart recogrtizisssign; and when it receives it,
it collaborates with God in a grace-enabled acsto be conformed to Christ. Thus
the human person begins to act in “pacific imitatiof Christ. The divine image
actualized in human liberty is reconstituted inadcwith the Creator’s original
intention. In other words, this new image of Godasualized in history through acts
of faith and obedient “imitation” of the One who as once the form and goal of

authentic human existence.

Let us take this reflection one step further. Asheee seen in Chapter 6,
original sin is to be equated with man’s presumpsuand limitless striving towards
independence, self-sufficiency, god-likeness anel ittolatrous worship of self.
Jesus was charged with blasphemy for making himsa# with God” (Mt 26:64-66
and parallels). The perverted state of the humant tveas projected onto him. He

was understood to be not only usurping a divineustebut as realizing in himself

1 Yet Schwager is careful not to blur the distinatibetween responsible human agency and
victimhood. Even after the redeeming action of Gochrist, personal conversion is necessary. To
make effective what has been achieved on humanitgtsalf, a deliberate act of consent and
appropriation is necessary.

2 schwager,Jesus in the Dramd,89.
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what others were secretly desirous of being. Thees@genda of human desire in its
envious hostility towards God was brought to lighitt God continues to allow for
the full working out of human liberty. Created ino®s image, humanity's
transcendent longing, however perverted, stillec8 its true calling. Its fulfillment,
however, is not to be found along a path directe@yresping self-assertion. It is
realizable only in the way of filial obedience ahdmble conformity to the self-

giving love of the Father and the Son.

In this context, Sebastian Mo8t&offers an important insight of the radical
transformation that the crucifixion of Jesus evoikethe human heart. If humanity is
to enter into full participation of the life of Gptuman desire has to experience an
unprecedented crisis: “the total desolation and tgimg of the soul which alone
ready it for the influx of God®®* The human heart has to be emptied of its “infinity
of desire”. However, to remove this (mimetic) olot#a God himself must become
powerless, even dead. In his death, rivalisticrdasndergoes the “crisis of deaffi®,
that is, the collapse of the perverted image of @dnich is the precursor to its
restoration. Schwager would certainly agree withokdts affirmation that the cross
needs to be “understood as the act of a 1088rand that such an understanding is
only possible after the resurrection in the expe@eof a new desire that emanates
from an encounter with God as surrendering lovew Nalividuals and communities
may be liberated from the cycle of mimetic accusat@nd polarization. But this
liberation is conditioned by the call to faith: emes can be reconciled and victims
can receive justice only in the imitative iden@ion with the true image, the non-
violent suffering Servanand the peace-bestowing risen Christ. Moreover, this
experience is mimetic. Just as their encounter thighrisen Christ was “contagious”
for the first disciples, so it is for all those wigive themselves to this redeemed
mimesis. They experience God in a new way as thevho accompanies them with

Goodness and Love in person, a relational experi¢hat decisively affects their

%3 For the references to Sebastian Moore | am indefate)lames F. Hulber§oteriology Based on
Reformation of Human Desire: Sebastian Moore anginiRend Schwagel.ST Thesis (Mundelein,
lll.: University of St Mary of the Lake, 1991).

64 Sebastian Mooréhe Inner LonelineséNew York: Cross Road, 1984), 3.

%3bid., 81, 89.

6% Sebastian Mooréhe Fire and the Rose are Ofiéew York: Seabury, 1981), 90.
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relationship with other human beings and the rdstreation, having become

mediators of a new way of being.

The dramatic model thus provides a new reading ofl’'& working in
salvation as triumphant reversal of humanity's emlhistory. This history is re-lived
in the history of Israel and eventually condensedhe drama of Jesus. His brief
earthly existence is recapitulated and made presece more in history through
Spirit-empowered proclamation of the kingdom, ttensformation of human desire
experienced in discipleship, in the emergence @iaeific community and in the

celebration of the Eucharistic méaf.

Dramatic Soteriology and Global Responsibility

From a Christian perspective, sin and salvationyafgphumanity as a whole. The
universal co-responsibility which such a view inegliis quite incomprehensible in
contemporary Western culture that thinks in “systeand sees life predominantly
as a physico-chemical process. Nonetheless, thetigneof co-guilt and co-
responsibility cannot be avoided simply becauseerbporary society has created
the possibility of global self-annihilatiofi® It is here that we encounter humanity’s
double-bind. On the one hand, the possibility df-destruction makes denial of
global responsibility impossible. On the other hatite universal sweep of this
burden may well be beyond human capacity. | alluettis problem already at the
end of Chapter 6 in the context of humanity’s stigvfor omnipotence. It is at his
point that Schwager alerts us to the need for dedfeernment: contemporary
society by relinquishing their spiritual facultigakes the possibility of self-

annihilation beyond its mere violent foff.But this condition increases the need for

57 schwagerErbsiinde74.
8 |bid., 144.

%9 Schwager writes, “In the light of evolution ane ttadical mandate for freedom in particular, as it
is inherent in the Christian message, the tendembyild one self up and assume a fresh position on
the entire evolution up to the present must notdtegorically dismissed as a mere aping of God’s
creative activity, and therefore as devilish. Ag thkame time, one cannot overlook that this self-
reflexive process of modern society mimics humaimdsein so far as they are physico-chemical
organisms. This tendency goes in the directioneakisig to gradually replace this living, feeling,
suffering, rejoicing, and therefore also unpredi#zeing with another that is more controllabld an
hence a more predicable one. Such a being woulthpsradapt itself better to the demands of the
(insect) state, but would have lost its spirituatehsion” (bid., 147, my translation).
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universal responsibility, which — in the absenceglobal solutions — can only lead to

resignation, apathy, and loss of hope.

According to Schwager, this is precisely the contexwhich a dramatic
soteriology shows its heuristic value. The earagss of salvation history (the story
of Abraham) centered on such salvific goods astdeeyrand off-spring which were,
analogically speaking, also important in the anikiabdom. From there, the drama
of God’s action in history leads into ever new eawes and deeper
disappointments to a “radical transformation of ¢higinal image of God and thus to
a new understanding of the original promi€¥”.But in each case, every new
beginning receives its true meaning only in retex$pThrough thdasileamessage
Jesus unleashed an uncontrollable self-reflexivegss that rebounded upon him.
Yet, its hostility did not throw God’s plan of sahon off course. Instead, Jesus used
the backlash to live his own message with totagnty. Even in the ultimate crisis
he entrusted himself entirely to the Father, whisexh him from the dead and
elevated him to his “right hand” from where thegether sent the Spirit into the
world. The Spirit was given so that the work ofukeswhich he had begun in the
same power, may be completed and given meaningspectively while revealing in
the process its universal scope. Only faith inahencompassing work of God in
history can free humanity from being overwhelmedtbhg colossal crisis which
seems to rebound upon it at this time as a forn(seff)-judgment. Schwager

concludes,

According to this faith, it is enough to trust cdetply in the nearness of the true
God, and as disciples of Jesus follow the worldcess with intense spiritual

discernment trusting that this faith itself willitiate its own process that works its
way into the world®?

Far from suggesting an irresponsible stance oftigtiipassivity, Schwager
urges us to believe that this God who raised Jé&sums the dead is able to bring
unimaginably new beginnings out of our worst fasir Even if anti-christlike
dominance systems resembling “apocalyptic animatse to rule the planet (which

Schwager thinks is entirely possible), they willfgkestruct in the long term. Since

60 schwagerErbsiinde. 149.

1 bid., 149-50 (my translation).
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Christ wrought a complete salvation, even deadhflmts cannot nullify his promise

of eternal life®®?

In short, the hope this faith position inspiresreunded as it is in God’s
action in history — is more than futurological @cjon or wishful thinking. We find
its significance in the enabling power for actidnreleases in a contingent and

ambiguous world®®

Significance of Hope

As may be readily inferred from Schwager's modkeé biblical witness forges a
direct link between hope and salvation. Hope scetstdod is hope for a future good

not attainable by human effort.

In the Old Testament, this hope is set on Yahwehpn material possessions
that spoil (Psa 52:7), nor on places of worshig (@4; 48:13), nor on military
alliances (Isa 31:1; Hos 10:13) but on God’s cowatafidelity. In other words, in
Hebrew thought hope is a gift from God (Psa 62&5;2P:11) and is conceivable

only in the context of Israel’s relation to God.rdaBietenhard writes,

In place of something that is hoped for stands dhe from whom it is hoped.
Yahweh is he whose very being is help and salvatitenis thus hope for Israel. The
goal of hope is Yahweh's kingdom, his reign on tiesv earth, the conversion of

Israel and the peoples, the new covenant (Isa 2ZR%; 65:17-25; Jer 31:31-34;

Hos 3:9)%%

The New Testament presents us with distinct pdsalldope is not set on
anything which human effort or ingenuity can praeudope is understood as a mark
of love which in turn cannot be separated fromhfalhdeed, authentic Christian
existence depends on the presence of the threlgied virtues of faith, hope and
love (1 Cor 13:13) whose object is Christ and tigeial the realization of the life that

began with the believer’s baptismal incorporatiato iChrist’s death and resurrection

€2 schwagerErbsiinde 150.

83 Anthony Kelly, Touching on the Infinite: Explorations in Christidtiope (Melbourne: Collins
Dove, 1991), 1-3.

¢4 Hans Bietenhard, “Hope”, ifihe Encyclopaedia of Christianjtgd. Erwin Fahlbuskt al. (Grand
Rapids, Mich.; Cambridge, U.K.: Eerdmans/Brill, 2D0693.
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(Rom 6:3-5). Initiated by a conversionary encountérthe individual with the

gospel, this life stands in need of constant rehewa perseveration in history.

Biblically speaking, then, hope is inconceivableapfrom God and his
activity in history. In the Christian conceptios #piphany — as the work of the Holy

Spirit — is inseparably linked to the Easter event.

This understanding of hope contradicts any ideckigor merely process
oriented conception of hope as in Ernst Blocit® Principle of Hopevhere hope is
presented as the “utopian surplus” in history. Whtis expression he does not mean
an impossible ideal but a concrete possibiliBegimdglichke)t in form of an
ultimate politically achievable goal. Since in Bfdg understanding history moves
forward in possibility, and since “possibility” is itself an open process that inheres
in both the hoping subject as well as in the obgddiope, it is therocessthat will
produce a synthesis between the subjective andbjeetive and thus the progressive
realization of the worlG°® It presupposes an open orientation towards thecolof
hope, in which, according to Bloch, layers of pb#ity reside already as a yet
unrealized future. This future beckons and “ragfiaia stream of hope towards the
present and impels its transformatf8hHence hope is the stuff of social revolutions.

But Bloch’s scheme remains a fundamentally matstiabncept of hope.

The well-known French existentialist philosopherb@eal Marcel offered a
different conception of hope. His “metaphysics op&” centers on human relations

where he discovers such qualities as fidelity,ttamsl hop&°” Marcel writes:

We might say that hope is essentially the availgbdf a soul which has entered
intimately enough into the experience of commuri@accomplish in the teeth of
will and knowledge the transcendent act — the sietidishing the vital regeneration
of which this experience affords both the pledge e first-fruits®®®

5 Ernst Bloch,The Principle of HopeAmerican Edition. Studies in Contemporary GerrSamial
Thought (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1995), xxviii

6% See also Jirrgen Moltmanfihe Experiment HopeTranslation of “Das Experiment Hoffnung”;
foreword by M. Douglas Meeks (Minneapolis: Fortresess, 1975), 30.

67 Gabriel MarcelHomo Viator: An Introduction to a Metaphysic of Hpprans. Emma Craufurd
(New York: Harper, 1962).

58 |hid., 67.

254



For Marcel, the phenomenon of hope is thus deepiyn up with the
notion of “communion” which is conceived as a newlity at the level of being to
which hope is directed. By distinguishing betweets af hope and hope as such,
Marcel asks whether hope is indeed the meaninifeotihus attempting to reconcile
an ultimate metaphysical hope with historical atti®ince the ground for such
hope can only be a “deathless source of power aidghbthat can be trusted
absolutely”, he asks whether hope is the “final nieg and validity of life” or “an
ultimate illusion”. Here we meet the fundamentalesfion of hope, whether —
despite the ambiguity of human experience — redktyessentially good and

trustworthy®®°

Only the Christian understanding of hope can offesatisfactory answer.
Here hope is not an abstract category but a pedssus Christ crucified and risen.
Nonetheless, the point of Marcel's argument thaieh a relational phenomenon

and as such subject to the “unpredictability oéérem®"

is highly perceptive, for
hope thus becomes hope for the offi&rSuch a relational conception of hope
reflects the hope of the church, grounded asitit ike life, death and resurrection of

Christ.

This hope is hope lived by faith. The difficultifsat arise in attempting to
live this life of faith and hope are not necesgaobvious. How shall this hope
which “is not of this world” find tangible expressi in the midst of the crisis as the
action of God remains “deeply hidden under theesirfgs of time”?’? So when
Christians attempt to give an account of their h@p®et 3:15), it is precisely the
mystery of the resurrection that poses the greablem, as Anthony Kelly has
noted.

While the resurrection breaks into human histotrysinot contained by previous
expectations or present categories. Where theaolguage was the product of other

689 Zachary Hayes O.F.MVisions of the Future: A Study of Christian Eschady, New Theology
Studies (Collegeville, Min.: The Liturgical Pre4€89), 73.

70 pid.
71 Or in the words of Marcel’s famous one-liner: tigre for thee for us” (MarceHomo Viator,60).

672 Konrad Stock, “Hope”, inThe Encyclopaedia of Christianjted. Erwin Fahlbustet al. (Grand
Rapids, Mich.; Cambridge, U.K.: Eerdmans/Brill, 2D0695.
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more limited expectations, its singularity demandethething new. Christian hope
had still to seek its proper expression. For whHilstorical investigation can

document all the ways in which the ancient worlolugpht of life beyond death, and
the variety and development of Israel’s own expoessof hope, while it can make a
judgment on the emptiness of the tomb and congdeence of vitally transformed

community, it can go no further. For the resuratts a divinely wrought event. As
such, it radiates its own evidence in those whorearive it as a divine act. Here it

claims its own witnesses to solicit a response @rop the kind of ultimate reality it

673
IS.

While the quest for answers is not without ultimatechor, our answers
remain provisional. Kelly writes, “... always failinglways necessary searchings of
theology,” as we testify to the God who “has giwastence ... and inspired the
long journey of history ... [has] compassionatelyctezd into the whole human

agony of our problem of evil, [and] met us in threahl point of death®™*

The resurrection then, as the ultimate triumphfefdver death wrought in
the crucible of trinitarian love draws in a metasuc movement the entire creation
into Christ who is the goal and destiny of God’'sative and redeeming action in
history. Such a theology can only do justice totésk when it witnesses to its
biblical foundations while encompassing three intgar dimensions which will

occupy our attention in the last chapter.

The first is that of the social and political spherecognizing that Christian
hope is not a matter of private piety but has pratb social and political
implications. The second is the personal dimensibich acknowledges that the
“other” is neither a rival nor an abstract colleityy such as “victims of human
rights violations” but that humanity consists ofitig and feeling individuals who
are loved by God in their particularity and othessieand thus exalted. Lastly, there
is the eschatological horizon which raises the tprediow a new world may be
possible while refusing to settle for a provisiomatsion of humanity (1 Jn 3:2).

673 Kelly, Touching on the Infinitel16.

574 bid., 117.
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CONCLUSION

It is time to look back over the theological terrave have traversed. This discussion
began in Chapter 5 with the biblical creation aectoand the purpose of human
personhood. Created in the image of God, humargbeuere destined for an exalted
mediatorial and representative role in creationdjwaed on a highly relational
correspondence between the Creator and his creafsreGod-oriented beings,
humans in their inner core reveal a divinely orddiropenness that is capable of
further determination through Spirit-guided mimesi§o corroborate this
anthropological thesis we traced allusions to ¢iaigacity in the creation account, in
the life of Jesus, and in the Pauline corpus. We déveloped a nuanced theological
understanding of human mimesis from exemplars ef dbntemporary trinitarian
discourse. Taken together, these clues supportedation that human desire had its
ontological origin within the infinite transcendamiality of the Creator. It existed to
inspire and enable at the human level an uncom@itiand worshipful response to

the trinitarian love of God.

This exalted view of humanity was contrasted witin historical experience
steeped in mutual rejection, domination, recipra@lence and death. We examined
this strange phenomenon in the light of Girard'sotty and the Christian
understanding of sin. Such a reading pointed teraguted image of God as the root
cause of human antagonism and violence. Insteadfletting the desire of and for
God, our mimetic capacity now “mirrors” resentfudncupiscence. Human envy,
projected on the transcendental screen, is reakl dmthe divine image resulting in
the rivalistic distortion of mimesis. Humanity's stde disposition towards the
Creator generates its own destructive counterfartieh exists parasitically within
the structural framework of a society that seeksoivn good without reference to
God.

| have argued that only the re-generation or retwa of the image of God
will meet humanity’s deepest need. With the helpSahwager’'s theology, we
examined this possibility and concluded that thantitic view demonstrated a
conception of God that — although not indifferemthtman sin — was utterly free of

sacred violence. Jesus, the risen Victim, had bezhand transcended the vengeful
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mechanisms of envious rivalry. Through the workited Holy Spirit in history, he
now gathers around himself as the new centre iddals whose desires are being
progressively transformed towards a mimesis thi¢¢ats a renewed image of God.
However, the formation of this new community liagside the scope of human of
achievement. It is the work of God who in Chrisdhadically turned towards
sinners to open the prison of envious rivalry fraithin, through the grace of mercy
and forgiveness. This action of God generatededptnew possibilities of pacific

transformation at the core of human beings.

Behind this transformation lies the ultimate growfdhuman knowledge of
God, the incarnation. In becoming human, the segmrdon of the Trinity crossed
the chasm between the Creator and the creaturewviitreaching the mutual delight
of inner-trinitarian communion and intimacy. In timearnation, the very life of the
triune God entered human existence so that Chrigésconstitutes the human
possibility of knowing God as Father, Son and Hepyrit. In Jesus Christ, who is of
the same being with the Fath&o(moousios to Pafriand “in whom all the fullness
of Deity dwells bodily” (Col 2:9), God became wiva¢ are in order that everything

he is may be shared with his beloved creature.

The Father sent Christ into the realm of humantemce not because of the
need to appease his wrath, but because of Loveisside “yes” to humanity
(synonymous with the equally decisive “no” to evesstructive consequence of the
fall). It is this love that Christ mediates to wsalll its inner-trinitarian intimacy and
delight of eternal self-giving. After the Eastereay, this perichoretic love gathered
out of the world a new community whose life, lityrgnd sacraments would be

inexplicable without the reality of Jesus Christ.

In other words, the answer to the human condiomoit the law (in whatever
form).”> but human existence placed face to face with JE$mist whose risen life
models the very nature of God (Jn 6:68; 17:3) dngwiuman hearts into a new
imitation. Thus the dramatic self-revelation of Gad Being-in-relation in its
trinitarian understanding emerges as humanity' sc®wof healing of its imitative

propensities from rivalry to peace.

57 For the law’s violent role in history see Wolctseargument (Chapter 3).
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But if humanity refuses Jesus’ terms of peace dminot depend on “the
sword” (Jn 14:27), the radical effect of the gospehe world will manifest through
unprecedented violence because humanity has, asdGuuts it, “no sacralized

victim to stand in the way of its consequenc¥$”.

The next chapter will explore restorative implioat of God's image as
“political” action in history. Without attemptingptbe comprehensive, | shall again
pay attention to the human rights project. In tgbtlof its crisis, the implications for

the future still need to be assessed.

676 Girard, Things Hidden203.
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CHAPTER 8

THE CRISIS OF HUMAN RIGHTS AND THE
‘POLITICS’ OF GOD

INTRODUCTION

In order to reflect on the implications of our gmsi so far outlined, let me offer a

brief summary.

Chapters 1 — 4 described the nature of the hungdutsrcrisis. In subsequent
analyses, | related it to the willful denial of hamcreatureliness. As a result, the
image of God was perverted into that of an enviaual, leaving healing and
liberation beyond the scope of self-contained huoegracities. This led me to argue
that the moral demand implicit in the revelatiortleé true image of God revealed in
Christ must be recognized as a precondition foroaenpacific sociality. In a world

that imposes “bloody social orders first”, thessuiss are of central importance.

In 1945 the founders of the U.N. affirmed “faith fandamental human
rights”. Yet, in the ensuing decades, threats tmdmu existence on a global scale
have intensified. This state of affairs raises gjuestion as to whether the human
rights paradigm possesses sufficient transformgioeer to bring about a political,

economic and social order that reflects its values.

In analyzing the crisis anthropologically, | haygpaaled to Girardian theory.
From this perspective, the source of the crisisois as is generally assumed, innate
human aggression but humanity's highly developedetic capacity. According to
Girard, humanity’s profoundest threat arises whénesis, by obliterating differences,
provokes an experience of inner chaos in respomsthe “other”. For this other
appears as our “twin” who mimics and claims oumpeiSince the only cultural
mechanism we have to restore the space of differenscapegoating victimage, we
resort to “sacrificial solutions” or “redemptiveokence”. Thus, the victimization of
others must be seen as the desperate and qug&usliattempt to rid ourselves of

our own violence.
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This enigmatic dynamism has, therefore, propelledlization in the
direction of power and dominance. At the same tithe,victimary mechanism has
become constitutive of human society itself. Hetioe theological horizon of my
thesis: something other than the articulation dkrimational human rights and
juridical systems of enforcement must be recognizémimanity is to be delivered

from what threatens us at the deepest level.

Passing from the anthropological to the directlgotbgical analysis, | have
attempted to show that human mimesis, in its fonm arigins, has its source in the
divine creator. Humankind, made in the divine imaggflects the loving community
of the Trinity itself. When the mimetic structureexistence is so understood, we begin

to have some insight into the human longing fangce&ndence.

This, however, is not to assume that mimesis isicgirally innocent.
Theology speaks of “fallen human nature” and oagsin with its profound personal
and social consequences. According to Girard’'srihdmman rivalry is projected on
the religious screen, thence to appear as theirtmage of God. In this manner, it
generates the “primitive sacred”, the image ofyd#iat demands blood sacrifices. In
this apprehension, God appears as the ultimate Titags perverted image engenders
an unconscious deathwish towards the Creator, thwedn which becomes active in
individuals, society and culture as a whole. As ansequence, a deep-seated
malignancy works parasitically in the social bodgpable of producing all manner of
evils such as personal rivalries, mutual enmitgesnic violence, terrorism, genocide,
even environmental degradation. While the humantgigaradigm seeks to counteract
these evils in global society, it finds itself polgss to control the humanly
uncontrollable, that is, the power of sin manif@sinimetic snowballing of rivalistic
desire®”” Thus the fulfillment of humanity’s longing for pesy welfare and security,
while this has reached historic expression with #néculation of human rights,

presupposes a dynamic of a different kind.

In the “drama of salvation”, Jesus Christ restdiedlimage of God on earth
by “imaging” in the Easter-event the self-givingréoof God. This is understood to

break the power of sin and to unmask the myth @émgotive violence. Consequently,

577 Girard,| See Satan FallL68.
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individuals and communities may by grace, the diwgift, enter their true destiny of
sharing imitatively in the divine purpose of bringirenewal to the world now in the

thrall of mimetic violence.

We now proceed to offer some theoretical and pralctimplications

reinforcing the position summarized above.

THE UNCERTAIN FUTURE OF HUMAN RIGHTS

Processes of Decay

The contemporary conceptions of human rights andir tharticulations in

international law have been for the last sixty gean important source of hope for
the powerless, the marginalized, the disenfrandhiskat is, for all victims of

oppression, discrimination and abuse. The langodgeman rights has brought into
the global realm the political dialectic inherentthe confrontation of domination
and resistance to it. Today, legal human rightsumnsents abound. For the first time
in history, a global ethical discourse has beetiateid which claims to be able to

restrain the politics of oppression and repressi@h, its future is in serious doubt.

Earlier chapters have highlighted a number of factinat endanger this
project in one way or another: post-modernist stigpiof meta-narratives, politics
of difference and identity, unresolved questionsuaiversality in the context of
cultural relativism, and the proliferation of humaghts norms. Stackhouse has
noted that “concern for universal human rights esanly when the social system is
informed by a specific creed and successfully naamed by an effectively organized
constituency®’® This is to admit that the human rights project higays been a
highly contingent one. But, as we shall see, itsatgst danger arises from the politics
of concealment or from what Baxi terms “acts of tifigation of how human
suffering is produced®’® In other words, the human rights paradigm is ingéa of

being subtly ingested by the system of dominance¢haseffects of globalization

678 StackhouseCreeds 31.

679 Upendra Baxi,The Future of Human Righi{®©xford: Oxford University Press, 2002), ix. Baxi
notes that any spectacle of human suffering pratiligethe mass media must “divest itself of any
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subvert the core values of human rights, and Itlageecognition of human dignity

underlying the paradigm of the UDHR superseded.

Despite much ambiguity, human rights instrumentssttute an “appeal to
public virtue”. These remain a necessity, if ordy their symbolic potential to speak,
as Baxi observes, with the clarity of convictionaagt the “brutal clarity [that]
characterizes regimes of political cruelf§®.Can, then, the integrity of human rights
be maintained, especially when their future depemdan ever-resilient commitment
to uphold freedom, and to protect itself from desgating into the political rhetoric

of manipulation?

Meanwhile, the phenomenon of globalization is hguegative results. On
the national level, the state on which human rigmgplementation depends
continues to find a fundamental ethics of socistige elusive. Consequently, the
vast panoply of human rights instruments does nowige effective protection
against such evils as oppression, deprivation aptbiéation. Moreover, NGOs are
not ideologically innocent of propaganda, as wheernational meetings (often held
under the auspices of the U.N.) may be turned piaiforms for scapegoating
polemics of various kind®* A further deterioration occurs when the concresera
human suffering fails to be addressed. The phrdseman rights”, sounds as an
abstraction in the ears of the suffering, while tweguish of their plight is
dehumanized by impersonal generalizations such ragté violations™® The
human rights system is further subverted when somates with the dominance

system whose social order is built on victimageome form or another: every

structural understanding of the production of girifg itself ... the community of gaze can only be
instantly constructed by the erasure of the sligftaevareness of complicityitid., 86 n. 27].

%80 Baxi, Upendra BaxiThe Future of Human Right®xford: Oxford University Press, 2002), 4-5.

81 Kim & Gottdiener refer to the international meetiof NGOs called by the U.N. (Durban, S.A.,
2001) to address urban problems which “rapidlyndegirated into a shameful and mindless exercise
in the virulent condemnation of Israel to the eszan of addressing the terribly pressing urban
problems that NGOs once engaged”. The authors@reetned that openly anti-semitic sentiments
were able to “hijack” this international meetingthut apparent censure (Chigon Kim and Mark
Gottdiener, “Urban Problems in Global Perspectivai, Handbook of Social Problems: A
Comparative International Perspectived. George Ritzer [Thousand Oakes: Sage Publisati
2004], 172-92, p. 189).

%82 Baxi, The Future of Human Right$7-18.
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negotiated compromise with a social order thasftl respond to those who most

suffer within it simply perpetuates abuses.

In any case, as Baxi points out, the future apftioaof human rights is a
developing system of legal and moral values. It rhayunderstood as a kind of
“cultural software” that may be re-written, a presewhich takes place at many
levels®®? At the level of the U.N., for instance, the formtibn of human rights
norms is the outcome of a vast array of interastidretween “international
diplomatic and civil service desires in an everanging U.N. system®®* These
negotiations have been subject to a number ofgorand economic policy pressures
that seek to legitimate themselves in the langwddriman rights under the guise of
international consensus. At state level, these spafthough meant as “obstacles to
the free play of power”, provide also opportunitiesit. The same “rule of law” that
legitimates the affluence of the few also gives tis the poverty of the many; hence
Baxi's conclusion that the rule of law “combineddae-combines with the reign of

terror” 58°

The human rights rhetoric is, in fact, passionapetisan, reflecting a highly
competitive culture in which proponents struggle fecognition in the multi-
dimensional world of human rights. Since “confliofsrights beget conflicted NGOs
... [who pursue] their versions of social and gloledefinitions of the content and
scope of human right$®° all participants are subject to mimetic contagisnthey

present diverse (and competing) paths to a batteah future.

The crucial question from the view-point of thisesis is whether this
diversity is driven by a passionate concern fotivis or whether it is fueled by
resentment towards competitors in the human rigteiket and by hostility towards

the “oppressors” whose power these various deferafdiuman rights seek to limit.

683 Baxi, The Future of Human Right$2.
4 pid., 9.
885 | pid.

885 |hid., 44.

264



While it may be argued that concern for victims naayimes justify the use
of “symbolic” violence (in NGO protests for insta)cone must view with suspicion
the claim that NGO morality legitimatespriori the use of “symbolic” violence. The
achievement of a just social order by violent meatsds equally condemned
whether the violence is perpetrated by the stateydiGOs®’ In the context of this
analysis, this is further evidence of subversivenatic contagion as the politics of

resistance echoes with the logic of the dominagstem itself.

While this subversion of human rights ideals hasuoed since the inception
of the human rights era (cf. Chapter 4), it waswhr into even starker relief in the
aftermath of the Cold War, as Baxi has shown. Duthme ensuing ideological re-
alignment, the non-aligned nations created thein tsoft” version of human rights.
They sought thereby to justify their own human tsghiolations committed during
the superpower struggle for world dominance. At shene time, the Third World
nations, by calling their violations “nation buitdy’, deployed an identical
stratagenf® This international practice of concealment is égatiive of the victimage
mechanism. It fractures the universality of humigits and robs its ideals of moral
authority. The same argument may be leveled aldmean rights system as a whole
for its failure to charge the world powers, whosachinations dictated the context,

with the massive violations that occurred during @old War>*®

%7 As Baxi notes (not without concern), some NGOsisas their specific mandate to get involved
with insurgent activities, referring to Ravi Nafiluman Rights and Non-Nation State Paramilitary
Organizations”,Yale Human Rights Development Law Jourhaho. 2 (1998), 2il§id., 44). Another
telling example of the conflicted nature of humaghts activism comes from the writings of Petra K.
Kelly, the founder of the German Green Party and-kwewn international human rights activist.
Kelly wrote:

The vision | see is not only a movement of direstndcracy, of self- and co-determination
andnon-violencg but a movement in which politics means the pawdove and the power
to feel united on the spaceship Earth. ... In ddvstruggling in violence and dishonesty, the
further development of non-violence not only aségsophy but as a way of life, as a force
on the streets, in the market squares, outsidmitbgle bases, inside the chemical plants and
inside the war industry becomes one of the mostnirpriorities. ... The suffering people of
this world must come together to take control @irtHives, to wrest political power from
their present mastersushing them towards destructian (Extract from a tribute in memory
of Petra Kelly, emphasis added, accessed 12 Fegbr2@05); available from
http://www.macronet.org/women/petra.html

Almost as a tragic twist of her self-contradictersion, in October 1992 Kelly was found dead in her
apartment together with her long-time partner, doable murder/suicide that was never solved.

%88 Baxi, The Future of Human Right36, also n. 26.

89 |bid., 22.
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This complicity with the power structures still peats the violated from
having a real voice. It is also the reason whyigesand reparations are denied to
them. Failure to acknowledge the victims, let altmeir innocence, belongs to the
politics of concealment. It is the attempt of th@mtive sacred to reassert itself at
the centre of human culture, still seeking to iptet history from the view-point of
the persecutors. In part this complicity with tfemdnance system occurs through the
“bureaucratization” of human right&? According to Baxi, many NGOs believe that
the best way forward towards the fulfilment of humahts is the proliferation of
human rights agencies at state level. However,Iyigisible government agencies,
their generous funding and expansion are by no smaajuarantee that human rights
protection will occur. In fact, the opposite is t@se. Such agencies not only conceal
human suffering in bureaucratic procedures, but @grison the true aspirations of

the victims under the ever-present influence aksteology.

As has been shown in the theological analysis €hristian revelation that
has robbed the victimage mechanism of its integgatiower by breaking the mythic

cycle of retribution, thus enabling Western culttoelemystify its own violenc&*

However, where — through the politics of concealinenthe victimage
mechanism holds sway the future of human righkdeiak. It is certainly true that the
politics of human rights seek to take human victmaseriously. It is equally
important to acknowledge (with Baxi's candor) thdten human suffering is turned

into marketable commodities, obfuscation of victymancreases.

The ongoing deterioration of the human rights piarad is further
exemplified by two seemingly counter-current treneigch bearing in its own way
upon the interpretation and application of humats in the future: the declining
influence of the West and the growing influenceglmbal capital. A word, then, on

each of these.

90 Baxi, The Future of Human Right84-65.

1 That this question may be raised in the first @lawicates the dysfunctionality of this cultural
mechanism.
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The Declining Influence of the West

The human rights paradigm is a product of Westeiitization. There is considerable
historical evidence that such fundamental valudsuasan dignity, equality, neighborly
welfare and brotherly solidarity are deeply roatedudeo-Christian tradition. Without
such values, Western civilization is inconceivabfeAlthough it is beyond our scope
here to review Christianity’s cultural influence tire formation of the North-Atlantic
civilization that had provided the social, moratflamstitutional womb out of which the
human rights project was born soon after World Warended, Christianity’s
significant contribution at the dawn of the humaghts era cannot be denied. It
represented the culmination of a seventeenth geRuritan/Liberal attempt to fuse
Christian spiritual aspirations and political reali into an institutional innovation.
During the twentieth century, as Nurser documehesyise of the ecumenical Christian
movement in Europe and the USA played a criticid, rduring the drafting stages of
the UDHR and contributed significantly to the enmaggglobal order centered on the
U.N. and its human rights ageritia.

While it is true that the church was late to redogrthe articulation of human
rights, difficulties arise when human autonomyasasserted that the meaning of human
rights is uncoupled from the biblical vision andnfr all reference to the transcendent

order.

In recent years, the influence of the West on ptorgdiuman rights has been
declining. This decline, according to Huntingtoalldws a more general pattern in
intercivilizational politics which has been in timeaking for almost a century. The

“expansion of the West” was followed by “revolt ags the West”. Although Western

%92 Max L. StackhouseCreed, Society and Human Rights: A Study in Thrdeutes(Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1984). Stackhouse seesimah rights “a world-wide rhetoric and legal
agenda” that is ... “most deeply grounded in a highfined critical appreciation of Biblical
traditions”. As a defender of human rights agaitigise who doubted their validity on biblical
grounds, he nevertheless concedes that an autosoommeception of the human person “cannot
supply a full ethic for humanity and a just andqeal society for a global era” (Max L. Stackhouse,
“A Christian Perspective on Human RightSocietyJanuary/February 2004: 23-28, p. 25-26). See
also Roger Rustorkluman Rights and the Image of Gfidondon: SCM Press, 2004). His critical
analysis of the relationship between Christian lhggo and the notion of human rights clearly
identifies the “prophetic critique” in defense afdigenous rights as it emerged in Catholic theology
after the conquest of the Americas in th& &éntury.

59 John S. NurseEor All Peoples and All Nations: The Ecumenical €£huiand Human Right§oreword
by David Little (Washington, DC: Georgetown Univgr&ress, 2005).
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influence on non-Western societies still continuemn-Western societies are
increasingly asserting their own history and inficee in world politics, particularly since
the Cold War®%

The West, through the political ideologies it proeld in the twentieth century,
shaped not only the political landscape of the évbt also the nature of the “universal”
state®® In this way, it substantially reconfigured the doamce system as empires gave

way to democracies.

But if there was an expectation among the Westatioms that the end of the
Cold War would usher in the “democratic revolutiotiiat is, the uninhibited spread of
Western style democracies and of human rightsiditndt materialize. Non-Western
nations were resistant to pressure from the Westrtorace democracy. The strongest
resistance came from Asian and Islamic states.selbeth asserted the value of their
religious and cultural roots and sought to givertgewing (economic) independence
from the West more positive expression. By the tfrtihe millennium, the influence of
the West which had dominated the world when the BDMas first drafted was
disappearing. This “altered distribution of powertiuced Western influence, especially
in Asia’%® Western pressure to bring human rights standarbear, for instance, on the
conduct of the military government of Burma (nowavisnar) was resisted as meddling
in national sovereignty’’ Significantly, too, Japan withdrew its supporinfrémerican
human rights pressures on China after the TianarBgaare massacre with the remark
that they would not let “abstract notions of humghts” get in the way of their relations
with China. Huntington writes, “... Western efforts promote human rights in U.N.
agencies generally came to naught. With few exgepti.. human rights resolutions

were almost always defeated in U.N. vof&8”.

% samuel P. Huntingtorf;he Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of \W@rder (London; New
York: Touchstone Books, 1998 [1997]), 50-53, 192-86e “West” means two geo-political entities,
the nation states of Europe and North America &). 5

% bid.

% Huntington,Clash,193-94.

71n 1990, Sweden submitted a resolution on belatf/enty Western nations condemning the junta,
but opposition from Asia “killed it”ipid., 195).

5% |bid., 194-5.
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The assumption that all elected governmentspaefactgpro-Western and pro-
human rights has become untenable. The democréatcion has turned out to be a
double-edged sword for the West. Democraticallgtete governments in non-Western
societies are more likely to be anti-Western antinegessarily supportive of human

rights practice in the Western mould.

According to Huntington, this waning influence dietWest is in no small
measure due to Western “moral decline, culturaidej and political disunity” — so that
its manner of coping with this inner crisis willtdemine the future of its influence on

other societies — with consequences for the futfireiman right§2°

The Subversive Power of Global Capital

As | have argued in Chapter 4, globalization gygatluences the politics of the human
rights culture. Under the banner of an inevitalld desirable globalization, all manner
of transnational entities from multi-national fircéad institutions and corporations to
transnational NGOs exert increasing influence andwrights. In this context, | pointed
out that the nation state is beginning to losedgulative power, not only over the
transnational flow of capital, but also over certauman rights responsibilities assigned
to it by the UDHR. With international financial angements (World Bank and IMF),

the state no longer fully controls the necessanyettic distributive functions

The role of the nation state is further diminisheslys Baxi, by the pressure of
international capital to “deregulate” the domesttonomy and remove itself more and
more from the role of regulator of goods and sesi@t the same time, global capital
seeks to secure, by putting pressure on the stategulative regime that protects its
global interests. Consequently, the state becoma®asingly disengaged from its
constituency. As its dependence on internationdiigad and financial networks
increases, its distributive role at home is dinfiimg. In other words, the qualities of the
new state that is emerging may be gauged, no ldngés political commitment to a
just social order, but by the performance of thatestwithin the framework of

globalization’® One consequence is that many NGOs have soughiepsitips with

9 Huntington,Clash,304.

" Baxi, The Future of Human Right$36-38.
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transnational financial institutions such as therld/8ank, and are thereby coopted into
advancing the interests of global capital to thériment of local need€' This
involvement tends to undermine both the power dedlégitimacy of Third World

governments, while jeopardizing locally financediabwelfare efforts.

The influence of this trend on human rights is puofd. Not only does it play
into the hands of global capital by untying it freine international human rights code, it
also fosters an asymmetrical partnership betweesriiational corporations and nation
states so that such powerful corporations aretatdbape domestic policy for their own
benefit. Baxi writes, “Naturally, the production ebft states is its [global capital's]
strategic high priority agendum, which craftily ¢y the language of human

development and governance, and human rights alitbeireg”.”*?

If this trend is disturbing, it must be rememberbdt it is the “natural’
outworking of the liberal logic of the UDHR flowirfgom the right to property “alone
as well as in association with others of which me enay be arbitrarily deprived”
[Article 17, UDHR]. The scope of this property rigbrotects business corporations and
shareholders under existing human rights law, ladtthe national and international
level. Consequently, the institutions of global itdpmay even claim human rights

protection in pursuit of their international frearket agend&’

That the U.N. not only fully subscribes to globatian, but actively encourages
it, was evident from a speech by the Secretary-@éme January 1999 when he
proposed at the World Economic Forum in Davos, &#iiand, a “Global Compact”
between the U.N. and the world business commufiitis Compact was to “enable
all the world's people to share the benefits obglzation and embedding the global

market in values and practices that are fundamentaheeting socio-economic

1 As Kim & Gottdiener have noted, in commenting o Bank projects designed to assist the
urban poor, these projects showed a high degréerelievancy ... and often foster the interests of
global capital” (Kim & Gottdiener, “Urban Problemsl'89).

92 Baxi, The Future of Human Right$42.

703 Ibid., 144. Protagonists of globalization argue that filee market is best for human rights.

Without it the benefits of modern pharmaceuticaight to well-being), agri-business (right to fopd)
bio-technology (reproductive rights, improved epdiment) and so on would not be availalitbéd,
146). This argument tends to overlook the fact ihi@rnational trade agreements effectively remove
the bargaining power of the developing nations.
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needs”’® By proposing a partnership with global capitale th.N. negates the
possibility of calling one of the chief perpetratosf human rights violations to

account, if not voiding the meaning of Art. 30 bétUDHR which reads:

Nothing in this declaration may be interpreted mplying for any State, group or

person any right to engage in any activity or tofgren any acts aimed at the

destruction of any of the rights and freedoms sehfherein’®

In other words, the ideologies of economic progeass globalization have,
in fact, become enshrined in U.N. policy. The ditug therefore, will continue to
produce states that favor the interests of globpltal, with a resultant undermining
of the UDHR’% Baxi’s comment on the Vienna Declaration on HurRaghts sums
up how conflicted the paradigm of human rights Ihesome: “The ‘spirit’ is human
rights, the ‘realities’ are furnished by headlongdaheedless processes of
globalization creating in their wake cruel logick social exclusion and abiding

communities of misfortune’®’

From the Girardian perspective we have adopteds ihot difficult to
recognize the operation of the sacrificial mechani®oreover, in the inability of
the human rights system to escape the entanglemém very structures it aims to
criticize, the interplay of the “mimetic double” temes apparent. Global capital,
from the position of its dominance, now claims “ramrights” on its own behalf,

while the values of human rights are reduced tcerobiects of exchange.

Must we then conclude that the human rights progetitile, that there is no
escape from the politics of cruelty and that ouivistg in the pursuit of “good”
within the present course of history is wastedBdllsreturn to this question at the
end of the chapter. For now | shall leave asideptlgics of human rights, and turn
to the “politics” of God, that is, God’s action imstory, especially the political

significance of his kingdom.

"% The Office, United Nations Secretary-General, ‘@loCompact” (accessed 12 February 2004);
available from http://www.un.org/news/ossg/sg/pésgesoffice.html

% Appendix 1.
% Baxi, The Future of Human Right$44-149.

7 |bid., 154.
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THE ‘PoLiTics ' oF GOD AS THE ANSWER
TO VIOLENCE

The Political Meaning of the Kingdom

As the previous chapter has shown, the proclamatid®od’s kingdom stood at the
center of the Christ-drama. In the mind of Jedwes,kingdom was both present and
future, an “event [as well as] a sphere of exist¢A® Yet more important from the
dramatic viewpoint is the revelatory character leé kingdom and its “political”
meaning in history. The kingdom reveals who Godsighe creator, ruler, sustainer
and redeemer of his entire creation. It also revélaht God is on the side of the

victim and stands opposed to human oppressiorstioguand exploitation.

In proclaiming the kingdom, Jesus, who embodiednitited all humanity into
the privilege and responsibility of acknowledgingd3 rule. Through faith in him,
human beings are offered adoption into divine sipnén 1:14). The resurrection of
the crucified One validates his claim as the Ldrdlb At Pentecost, a new gathering
of God’s people began. It continues in historyhesHoly Spirit of Christ empowers
the new community in its witness to the truth amdhe reality of the kingdom. But
the new community is not identical with the kingdofhrough this community’s
common testimony God summons all humanity to endthe way of Christ in

anticipation of God’s universal rule.

The summons to enter this kingdom has social afliticpb dimensions. By
being conformed to the self-giving love of Christis followers are called to
renounce allegiance to the dominance system wheredapegoat mechanism holds
sway. While this step involves human participatioolJaborating in the cause of the
kingdom lies beyond human capability alone. Itiieeg as the free gift of God who

is acting in human history.

%8 Stanley GrenzTheology for the CommunitfNashville, TN: Broadman & Holman Publishers,
1994), 618.
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This call echoes that ancient summons which fieshe to the people of
Israel’® Through the voice of Moses, God summoned a digssss people who
suffered under Egypt's domination into freedom aesponsibility. In their exodus
from the slavery of Egypt, the people of God erdergo a covenant relationship
with the God of their liberatioft’ and so came to acknowledge the divine will and
their role within it. This awareness found expressin their communal practices
designed to preserve their new-found freedom,gnity and solidarity. Thus, within

this action of God in history the basis of “humaghts” thinking was established.

The Social Vision of Ancient Israel

When King Josiah, under the military and culturassure of Assyria, sought to reform
Israel's society in the™ century BC, he turned to Israel's ancient sociaion.
Israel's theology cannot be separated from its danon experience. Its central values
were rooted in a tradition that reached back toBkedus. Their laws projected a new
social order which Yahweh had inaugurated. Sinegy tbwed their freedom to
Yahweh'’s liberating action — not to a self-initidteevolt against a repressive regime
— only a thoroughly theological interpretation @balccount for Israel's existence and

sociality.

According to Deuteronomy scholar Georg Braulikaédis vision of society had
from the start been pregnant with the triadic noté “liberty, equality and brotherly

solidarity”.”** For our discussion, several points are relevant.

To begin with, Yahweh liberates Israel from slavier{egypt and grants Israel
new social space in the Promised Land. Througheittisyahweh becomes their “new

master” which cancels Egypt’s lordship, and withlitother human lordship, over his

"t is important to distinguish biblical Israel frothe modern state.

" Brueggemann writes, “The assertion that the @iatiip of God and Israel is so radically bilateral
as to make God a genuine party to the interaci@nstep Christian theology characteristicallystssi

It is a step, however, that Jewish thought canr&ité (Walter Brueggemanntheology of the Old
Testament: Testimony, Dispute, Advodadinneapolis: Augsburg Press, 1997], 30 n.8).

"1 Georg Braulik, 0.S.B., “Das Deuteronomium und diienschenrechte” in hiStudien zur
Theologie des Deuteronomiurg&uttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1988), 301-E3. Georg Braulik
0.S.B, “Deuteronomy and Human Rights,” trans. @liiindbad, inTheology of Deuteronomy: Collected
Essays by Georg Braulikpl. 2, BIBAL Collected Essays (N. Richland Hill§X: BIBAL Press, 1994),
131-64.
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712
e

people.
but were inherent in Yahweh's unique historicaliomctall at once love-gift and

Any consequent “human rights” were therefore ooted in human nature

inheritance’*®

By liberating Israel, God founded an equitableraliéve social structure of
community in contrast with Egypt's oppressive sbaaler. Israel's tribal society
conceived of itself as a politico-theological eptitased on God's justi¢es’dagah).
Israel was to preserve the freedom Yahweh had eptdny “doing justice”. Since the
Decalogue originated directly from Yahweh's saviagtivity, its laws must be
understood not as the “sum of a universal humaosgtbut as “thematized elementary
demands” that have to be met in order to preséméilierty which these instructions
presuppose. Ethical conduct would emanate not fremmposition of legal obligation
but would flow directly from faith in Yahweh who thdreely intervened for the sake of
Israel's liberation. Not to acknowledge the libergtwill of God would be to forfeit

freedom and to return to slavery.

Moreover, this liberating action of Yahweh is nohed at isolated individuals
but forms a people. This people of God had asmsritance Yahweh's promise to
their forefathers, as the “we” and “us” of the D=wnomic credo make plalft’ Its
very formulation is constitutive of their solidaritlt also enunciates the justice that
was to govern and sustain their life as a peoplerasas they kept their social order
according to Yahweh’'s benevolent will. Furthermareorder to achieve equality
and counteract societal stratification, Israel wessructed to participate at Yahweh's
feasts in a manner that eschewed status and pevil&ince all were equally

important to Yahweh, all members were invited — meomen, children, slaved®

"2 Braulik writes that this act “bewirkt die Aufhebyimenschlicher Herrschaft'ip{d., 306).
"3 Braulik, “Das Deuteronomium’305-307; ET 135-136.
"1bid., 305; ET, 135.

5 The passage reads, “We were slaves of Pharaobyipt,Eand the orD brought us out of Egypt
with a mighty hand; and theorb showed signs and wonders before our eyes, greasevete,
against Egypt, Pharaoh, and all his household. Fedorought us out from there, that He might bdagn,

to give us the land of which He swore to our fathénd the. orRb commanded us to observe all these statutes, to
fear theLorD our God, for our good always, that He might presess alive, as at this day. Then it will be
righteousness for us, if we are careful to obsalvthese commandments before tbep our God, as He
has commanded us” (Deut 6:21-25).

6 Braulik, “Das Deuteronomium”309-10; ET 136-138. From a human rights perspectitve
provision for “servants” is noted. While the mosistt meaning of the Helebedis “slave” or bonded
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Levites (who did not enjoy residential rights inralutowns), the underprivileged,
strangers, orphans and widows. All were to enjayadity by jointly celebrating their
relationship with Yahweh. The liturgical forms obwghip inspired and nourished a

society of equalS:’

Lastly, Yahweh's gifts of liberty, equality and peipation were inseparable:
when Torah emphasizes one, the other two still remmafull view. The experience
of being the one people of God is implicit in theedlom and equality it had received.
Indeed, this relational emphasis constitutes theessary hermeneutic for the
interpretation of Israel's history. As with its éom, the Deuteronomic ideal of
solidarity was a product of the Exodus — or morecsjeally, of the non-hierarchical

tribal society that ensued from this founding event

We can thus entertain the judgment that Old Testafheman-rights-thinking”

is unique’™® It revolves around an “Other-constituted” sogjalit which consequent

servant, it would be misleading to suppose thatiitied the same irksome overtones of the modern
meaning (see R. Laird Harriglied, in Theological Wordbook of the Old Testaméfdl. 2, ed. R. L.
Harris, L. Archer Gleason and Bruce K. Waltke [@g Moody Bible Institute, 1980], 639-40). On the
one hand slavery signified employer/employee matatiips in general; on the other, slavery in Israel
functioned as a social safety net that protectgawerished families from destitution and alloweghtito
survive. Slaves were not without rights. For ins&rfellow Israelites could not be bonded indedlyit
They were to serve six years and then go free (D&uf2-15). This is to say that the Deuteronomic
tradition was not exploitative. Rather, it humadizbe then universal institution of slavery frone th
standpoint of “brotherhood”. Because even slaves Weothers, the title “master” was avoided. A slav
never sold his person, only his ability to work.eThights of masters were circumscribed while slaves
retained the right to extract themselves from tigjiisations by running away legally, which lateveloped
into asylum laws. Masters were reminded that tleywere once slaves in Egypt and out of this
experience they were to treat their fellow-Israglitvith dignity and respect. Moreover, it was the
master’s responsibility at the end of the conttaansure through generous gifts that the slavarbec
economically re-integrated in society. This geniggyosas understood as participation in the divine
blessing of Israel. In short, the slave remainddgally competent subject at both ends of the acntr
(ibid., 311-14; ET, 136-146).

7 bid., 318-19; ET 136-146. If their new “social spacefeoéd freedom of movement, the Sabbath
even guaranteed “free time”. Under Yahweh, Isragjjbt to leisure (which in ancient society onlyeth
wealthy were privileged to enjoy) was availableatbb Moreover, the sabbatical work prohibition was
directed at the original community of work, the iagitural household. It included husband, wife,
children, servants, and the animals associated twthwork process and represented a revolutionary
creation of faith in Yahweh. It stood not only asyanbol of their freedom but above all as an exwaof
obedient trust. This new pattern disrupted therabttycles of times and seasons and demonstrag¢d th
Israel’s agricultural life was not beholden to theythical powers of the earth but was solely
dependent on the saving acts of their God who lefideced them from all oppressive and exploitative
systems.

"8 While one cannot prove a direct influence of Deartemy on modern human rights formulations,
the parallels of Braulik's analysis are certainlysinstriking. See also Braulik's attempt to cotecthe
content of the UDHR Article by Article with the gtilations of Deuteronomyb{d., 301-302; ET, 131-132).
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human rights weré be granted to otherfer the preservation of the freedom secured
through Yahweh's liberating action on Israel's HehH Israel reflected a social
order that recognized such concerns, this was ecduse these notions were derived
from natural law thinking, but from the outworking history of God’s freedom-
granting activity which had brought about sociatie. In short, Israel's Deuteronomic
tradition is inexplicable without its claim regandi the origin of this tradition: the
original and abiding relationship with Yahweh. Aetsame time, the history of Israel
dramatically exemplifies a condition in which thealization of liberty and
community involves a struggle against an oppressgame by responding to, and

collaborating with, the liberating will of God.

However, there is another side. The large bodywfih the OT projects the
fundamental assumption that obedience is possiidetizat an obedient people can
build a community whose future and well-being isaséd by its responsibility
towards this community and its covenantal obligegioYet, the Old Testament
testifies in many places to Israel's frequent desbbnce and the experience of
disaster that followed® Birch notes, “[They were] deeply inclined to digdty that
they were not finally able to control their own dug or create the order the law
suggested they can. Both law and liturgy will beg@ing witnesses against their

ability to do so™?°

A contemporary parallel might be drawn in respdcthe human rights era.
After World War 11, the world held high hopes fomaw beginning. Certainly, the
pathos and high-sounding ideals of the UDHR gaveevto the expectation that
from a world in ruins a new order might emerge. ¥Weéhin the next fifty years the
nations exhibited such a profound infidelity to ithewn human rights ideals and
covenants that the large body of human rights law testifies to the infidelity of
this generation subverting the confidence in thiétalof the nations to bring about
the order they thought they were able to creatthdfBiblical story of Israel's early
history casts a shadow over our ability to shapeftiiure on our own terms, then

only to open blind eyes to humanity’s solidaritysin and covenantal infidelity.

"9 Birch, et al, A Theological Introduction to the Old Testamet@9-71.

20 |pid., 169-70.
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At the same time, the story of Israel and the dramiesus show that God’s
action in history sets people free from the wapdbkiare. The new path to liberation,
as it opens up, calls for new ways of acting. T® eitent that this means engaging
the world and the powers that shape it, such actiag be called “political’. Yet,
this way, because of its dependence on the caBad, differs radically from the
politics of the world. In the Old Testament, thifetence was rooted in the story of
the Exodus; in the New Testament it is foundedhie Easter-event. The social
structures of enmity and domination are subverted] the politics of rivalistic
opposition are called radically into question. A¢ same time, there emerges a new

social meaning in the community it calls into esiste.

Predictably, difficulties arise when we attemptttanslate this new reality
into concrete political action. An essential pdrthe problem is the way the image
of Jesus is reduced to an abstractly “religiouglife. A depoliticized gospel has no
political or economic bite. Recent scholarship ourgs to give a fresh focus in this

regard’** with “political” consequences for the Christianynaf life.

Such considerations are not absent in Schwagedrdisatic approach tends
to favor a political rather than merely “religiou3gsus, which is not to say that his
project fully develops the political nature of Jgsactions and the highly politicized
context in which Jesus proclaimed the kingdom ofl Gito further the discussion of
the political implications of the kingdom Jesusgammed, | shall look briefly at his
political response to the oppressive forces thidriPalestine in his day. As Luise
Schottroff has shown, the understanding of Jesuthenearly church cannot be
properly understood, except by relating his commanidve enemies to the context
of the power structures that determined the sozality at the time of his

ministry.”?? Indeed, John H. Yoder has contended for an evere pwlitical reading

2L Richard A. HorsleyJesus and Empire: The Kingdom of God and the NewdWaisorder
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2003he Message of the KingdofiVinneapolis: Fortress Press,
2002);Jesus and the Spiral of Violence: Popular Jewissigkance in Roman Palesti(Minneapolis:
Fortress, 1993); John Howard Yod&he Politics of Jesus: Vicit Agnus Nost2nd Edition (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1995).

22 | uise Schottroff, “Gewaltverzicht und Feindesligheder Urchristlichen Gemeinde, Mt 5:37-48;
Lk 6:27-36", inJesus Christ in Historie und Theologie: FS Hans zzbmann ed. Georg Stecker
(Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1975), -PZ1.
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when he earlier wrote that the total moral witnesshe New Testament is political

in nature’®® Let me highlight some of the main points of tfeisent discussion.

The Politics of Jesus

Life in Galilee at the time of Jesus was condittbiyy Roman occupation. Horsley
writes, “In the decades before Jesus was born, Ramaies marched through the
area, burning villages, enslaving the able-bodidting the infirm.”"?* First Herod,
and later his son, Antipas, ruled the land withran fist as puppet kings under the
Romans, while governors appointed and deposed lathei high priests from the
Jerusalem élite who ruled the religious life of traion from their power-base, the

Temple.

The subjugation of conquered people was for Romeat@gonal security
measure. Any sign of weakness on Rome’s part wasidered “an invitation to
disaster”. Mass-slaughter, enslavement, and massaaiere standard military
procedures, terrorizing and even annihilating whptgulations® Consequently
every town and village was affected, including sytéces as Nazareth, so as to

leave “mass trauma ... in its wak&®

Jesus’ mission and movement must be understoodisighis background.
The proclamation that “the kingdom of God is at dianssumes an all the more

significant political meaning. How, then, did Jeseispond?

Horsley concludes that Jesus must have spearh@apedphetic program of
God’s judgment against the imperial order in orttemdvance the renewal of the

people of Israel”?’ His first targets were Rome’s client rulers, tighhpriesthood

"2 yoder, The Politics of Jesusii.

24 Horsley,Jesus and Empiré.5.

2 |pid., 27-28.

2 bid., 29-30.

" Horsley is careful not to suggest that this matesi a transcript of what Jesus has said, but ket

taken as cumulative “representation” of his oppasito the Temple and the high priesthood from
perhaps repeated “speech-actsid;, 97).
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and the Temple apparat(fé.He delivered God’s judgment in a series of spesche
healings, exorcisms, and condemnations of the Temfd high priests and the
scribes. According to Horsley, Jesus’ entire migistvibrates with Israelite
prophetic tradition” as he communicates in word dadd a prophetic disapproval of

the ruling élites together with their oppressive amploitative practice&”’

In his attitude to Caesar Jesus was equally okéspaChurch tradition has
usually interpreted Jesus’ famous response to ulestigpn about tribute — “render to
Caesar what is Caesar’'s and to God what is GoMsitK 12:17 and parallels) in a
manner that did not suggest his condemnation ofRbeman Empire, but rather
asserted the primacy of a spiritual kingdom. Accaydo Horsley, this is a “later
self-protective and accommodationist Christian gobpn”. Jesus’ listeners,
including the Pharisees, would have understooiher, as a rejection of Caesar’s

claim, because God was their exclusive riiér.

In a like manner, Jesus implicated Roman impenmlis his exorcisms. From
a contextual survey of Jesus’ practice, Horsleyesgthat these exorcisms meant
that “God’s kingdom is defeating Roman rule”: demavere identified as legions.
Only our distance from the text prevents us froeirggthese connections. The same
is to be said for episodes such as the crossinpeosea and the feedings in the
wilderness. Ancestral memory would tend to identigsus as a prophet in the
lineage of Moses and Elijah who withstood intoldéeamperial powers and renewed
the people of Israéf' In respect of the constructive aspect of Jesuission
Horsley writes,

In the confidence that the Roman imperial ordeodgtonder the judgment of God’s

imminent kingdom, Jesus launched a mission of tgeimewal among subject
peoples’®

2 |bid., 86-104.

2 This stance provokes the resolve of the Templabishment to destroy Jesus. It highlights the
fundamental conflict of the kingdom with an oppressystem, into which must not be read a conflict
between Judaism and Christianity (Horsldgsus and Empir®3).

70 |pid., 98. Notice that already in the Exodus traditionré¢heras clear reference that God's action
canceled not just Egypt’s but all other peopleshitoon over God’s people.

1 pid., 99.

32 |pid., 105.
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We note here that Jesus was not waiting for Gagdematural intervention
to bring Rome to its knees. Despite the fact thatitnperial order was still firmly in
place, he inaugurated a program of healing thelitilng effects of imperial
oppression. He restored people’s lives and comnesnin the basis of the principles
of equality and mutual cooperation that were deédptiged in Israel's covenantal

heritage’®?

This community-building emphasis stands in sharpntrest to the
individualistic focus of contemporary Western cudtuJesus was not a teacher of
individuals, urging them to leave their homes aingkethonored social customs in
order to follow him into a radical “alternative dstyle”. In fact, the Gospels show
Jesus’ ministry as firmly embedded in a communakext. Here, there is evidence
of unusual spontaneity of those involved. Foumidie bring another through the roof
into the house to be healed. There is mention iotildbeggars, anguished parents,
grieving sisters, and demoniacs, yet these areyalwarrounded by the community.
In all these cases, Horsley notes, Jesus is nbtcjugng common human ills so
much, as healing the communal and relational datiast that had resulted from
Roman imperialism. He heals “social relations imiabcontexts™>* For example,
his exorcisms expose and expel the demonic inflr@fdhe occupying forces. He
heals the social body in “representative figurefsisoael, such as the hemorrhaging
woman and the twelve-year-old girl. He instills ldpy blessing those who mourn,
by making the lame walk and the blind see, by gre@cgood news to the poor, by
removing the paralyzing sense of self-accusatianvidg from the belief that the
people were punished for the sins of their forehEar Further, in touching
individuals in the particularity of their anguishe works to renew the covenant
community to counteract social disintegration dfage life, redirecting his hearers
to such values as family, marriage, the forgiveradssiutual debts and solidarity in

mutual assistance. In all this, he is acting astient of God’s will.

3 Horsley,Jesus and EmpirQ6.
*bid., 106-14.
% 0On this point Horsley writes, “Jesus breaks thasalysis by healing the man lowered into the

house by his friends, “son, your sins are forgivéWark 2:1-9), thus freeing up life that had
previously introjected in self-blame and dysfunetibparalysis” ipid., 110).
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Jesus political and economic “prophetic stafitefesonated deeply within
the common memory of the people. In this, he demnatesl in action the tangible
nearness of the kingdom. God'’s deliverance washenmay. But if people were to
receive it as an ongoing experience, they had tormeto divinely established
priorities. If they were to receive deliverancenfréheir sense of moral failure, they
had to deal with the rivalries based on their dcama economic differences. Even if
outward circumstances were not going to change umtely, healing at the level of
their personal and communal attitudes had begususJéas initiated a social

revolution against the armed violence and oppregsiperialism they suffered.

This perspective on the activity of Jesus does hotyvever, permit a
triumphalist reading. Whatever the different patseof Christology that arise from
the New Testamerif’ Jesus’ social ethic presupposes self-renunciafiba. history
of salvation and liberation has always been onesuffering’*® Every prophetic
stance entails the risk of suffering and death, ifogxposes the hidden roots of
human dominance and violence; and this has consegsie Concealed in the
structures of the domination system, even undergthse of religion, is a politics

which must oppress the other.

But if the prophetic stance is to be maintainedyiil always depend on
conforming oneself to the “politics of God”. Theskaof this disposition is to unveil
the victimary mechanism in the teeth of all hegeimefaims. Because it witnesses
to the will of God, this stance is non-negotiabtereveals the character of God
embodied in Jesus as a vulnerable love for the gm@am as renouncing all forms of

oppressive dominioft® The prophetic stance renounces both violence and a

3 This is Glenn Tinder’s term. Apart from its critiej of oppression, the prophetic stance recognizes
the impossibility of a just society. While partlyalto the needs of society, the main cause ligglgim

in the unequal capacities of human beings to duuiii to society. For the sake of justice this
inequality cannot be ignored, even if one holdthprinciple of equality and the infinite valuedan
dignity of the individual (Glenn TindefThe Political Meaning of Christianity: An Interpedton
[Baton Rouge; London: Louisiana State Universitg<$Ry 1989], 61-99, especially 68-80).

87 Nancey Murphy and George Ellis, F.FOn the Moral Nature of the Universe: Theology,
Cosmology, EthigsTheology and the Sciences (Minneapolis: FortRrsss, 1996), 177 n. 7, 178-9.

738 Johann Baptist Metz, “Erlésung und Emanzipation"Erlésung und Emanzipation: Quaestiones
Disputatae 61 ed. Karl Rahner and Heinrch Schlier. Theologis&tedaktion Herbert Vorgrimler
(Freiburg; Basel; Wien: Herder, 1973), 121-40.

39 Murphy & Ellis, op. cit., 178.
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accommodation to the politics of expulsion; and thidoes on behalf of those who

are victims of that violence and expulsion.

The commitment to non-violence must be properlyasstbod. It is not the
passive resignation of a subservient morality, thet deliberate refusal to justify
violence. Schottroff notes, “The ‘yes’ to non-viodée is only credible within the
context of the praxis of resistance as a combaiive missionary means for the
salvation of all’’*® While called “combative”, the core of this staniseneither
hostile nor the frustrated reaction of the weakilag out against the powerful. It
entails, nonetheless, a pacific commitment to @oifrthe power structures that

determine the way things are. Let us take thistplittle further.

Non-Violence as Kenotic Action

As shown in Chapter 6, the “principalities and pmsidorm a system. Wink relates
this Pauline designation of world-structuring fagde a system of domination which
emerged some 5000 years ago and whose mythologyehaeated Western culture.
It is repeated today in countless forms througbkrditure, drama and popular
entertainment, still exerting massive influerie. Its plot is derived from ancient
combat myths dealing with the establishment anchteaance of order by means of
violence. | have argued, with Girard and Schwadkat the Easter-event has
unmasked the underlying ontology of violence. Yis, logic so continues to

influence many even Christian responses to warpitical expediency that any

form of radical pacificism is generally considetede impracticable.

However, God’s redemptive answer to humanity' sagmrent in systems of
violence has not changed. Hope for redemption dsrikxom the way God has acted
in history. Through Christ, God has redefined thené image so as to undermine
the idolatrous projections of both politics andgiein. Only a God who is revealed in
an absolute renunciation of violence and threatbeman effective answer to human
violence. The God who is revealed as vulnerableunnonditional love for all,

including those who reject him, is able to insghe construction of a world of non-

740 sehottroff, “Gewaltverzicht und Feindesliebe”, 221

"1 Wink, Engaging thePowers 1-42; Also, WinkThe Powers That B4-62.
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rivalistic relationships. By participating in thksnd of kenotic love, individuals and
communities have a healing and creative task ipiaathe world in accord with a

new kind of politics.

The renunciation of the right to self-defence ikey element. By looking
beyond the mere cessation of hostilities, Richardg@ describes this non-violent

stance in the following terms:

As to the outcome of a struggle waged by non-vigéerwe must understand one
point thoroughly. The aim of the non-violent resist not to injure, or to crush and
humiliate his opponent, or to “break his will,” &s violent fight. The aim is to
convert the opponent, to change his understandiddhes sense of values so that he
will join wholeheartedly with the resister in seegisettlement truly amicable and
truly satisfying to both sides. The non-violentises seeks a solution under which
both parties can have complete self-respect andahtgspect, a settlement that will
implement the new desires and full energies of Ipatfties. The non-violent resister
seeks to help the violent attacker to re-estatilisimoral balance on a level higher
and more secure than that from which he first laedchis violent attack. The
function of the non-violent type of resistance @ to harm the opponent nor impose
a solution against his will, but to help both pestinto a more secure, creative and
truthful relationshig*?

Gregg's ideal of non-violent resistance may sewaraeloquent analogy of
God’s non-violent “politics” toward sinful and hdsthumanity. God’s aim is not to
overpower or harm his creatuf€. Instead, he seeks their full restoration to a
mutually satisfying relation involving the conversiof their hearts. He loves them
unconditionally before they love him. Through tledf-gjiving mission of the Son and
the regenerative power of the Holy Spirit he dralaem into his life, not imposing
“solutions” against their will, but transformingetin desires. They now participate in
the divine nature (2 Pet 1:4) and willingly implemheheir regenerated desires
according to God’s character which restores thelirrespect and moral integrity.
This non-violent “politics of God” was perfectly mhenstrated in the life, death and

resurrection of Jesus Christ.

Despite the stance just described, it is posshae @an aggressor will despise
a non-violent opponent. This may cause a greasgiad of violence on the part of

the aggressor in order to purge himself of a falsesciousness by projecting his

2 Richard GreggThe Power of Non-Violenc@nd revised ed. (New York: Schocken Books, 1969),
51 cited in Murphy and Ellis, p. 137-8.

™3 The reference to “no harm” is not to say that tbaversion experience of sinful creatures is
“painless”, situated as it is in the dialectic beémn cross and resurrection.
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own violent proclivities onto the opponent who agseto be without guile. But it is
also possible that the patience and conciliatotiyude of this victim will evoke in
the aggressor new desires and an anticipationiofagined possibilities. This would
bring into being the pattern of a new mimesis — elggmone based on the model of
the Crucified, furthering the cause of salvationthis instance of the non-violent
“politics of God”. Only a God whose self-giving lewvill absorb in his own person

the violence of his creature can break the cycleuofian retaliation and violence.

FrRoOM LIBERTY TO HOPE

Liberty, Community, and Power

The points made above come into sharper focus hgidering more explicitly the

notions of liberty, community and power.

In contemporary society, the rhetoric of libertynist without ambiguity. In
popular parlance, it is understood as the powguitsue one’s own goals for one’s
own purposes. A more nuanced understanding incledeh qualifications as
freedom from a determinism that limits human paksés in history. It thus
connotes the positive freedom of self-determinatadong with the negative freedom
of deliberately refraining from certain coursesaation. Thus freedom to choose
appears on the one hand as an integral part of tagaity, and, on the other, the
recognition of a context complicated by the sodatt of other individuals
exercising, by right and in practice, their owreflem of action. There is thus some

limit on the scope of individual liberty but not ¢me value of liberty itself*

In the Christian perspective, liberty is understaocklation to the God-given
liberation from sin and evil that faith briné‘g’.As a result, Christian freedom is not
reducible merely to humanistic-political forms @fifsexpression which are part of
the problem in the first place. Hence, as Tindeseokes, this indeterminate freedom

is not an “indisputable good” in the Christian urefending of liberty. It gives rise to

44 Cf. K. Rahner and H. VorgrimleGoncise Theological DictionarflLondon: Herder, Burns &
Oates, 1965), 178-79.

5 Tinder, Political Meaning 101-149.
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a moral dilemma for Christians and thus for therchuln acknowledging the value
of free self-determination as integral to humamdig they consent to the possibility
of a world that structures itself “unformed and awerned by faith”. Yet, consenting
to secularism runs counter to their convictionsabknowledging liberty, Christians

must also uphold the right of the world to rejestH.

Tinder resolves this dilemma in a stark fashion.ddserts that “[liberty is
for sinful beings”, thus making way for secularigm a manifestation of human
fallenness and siff® The more secularity progresses, he argues, the ingives
rise to the repudiation of transcendence and ofstendent values that are at the
heart of Christian tradition. The world’s aims cenye on what is visible and
pleasurable, on what is attainable through outwaodtrol and human powét’

Tinder writes,

Modern history ever since the time of the Refororatind Renaissance has been a
venture in liberty and secularity. It has seennmpiant creativity in art and
philosophy, in science and technology. The chadhefwentieth century, however,
is indicative of the profound dangers that libedyd secularity bring .... The
dangers are evident in the state, the main institat results of Christian
acquiescence in secularity. The affirmation of filbeleads inevitably to the
affirmation of the state. Where there is libertylahe church is not sovereign, this
task is necessarily undertaken by a secular ag@hay.agency is the stat®.

Here, we touch on the problem which surfaced inprewvious discussion of
systems of domination and the scapegoat mechafisnttionally, the state cannot
be understood apart from this. Although the resibdity of the state in a fallen
world is the resistance of evil, it has shown ft$btoughout history as one of the

chief perpetrators of evil, on occasion, the verypediment of demonic powers.

But this is not the only reason for the Christiasgcion of the ambivalent
character of liberty. By consenting to liberty, theor is not only opened to
secularization, but to the necessity of livinghe world that emerges, and to consent

to the logic of its understanding of freedéth.For example, Christians must consent

"6 Tinder, Political Meaning 102.
"7 bid., 102-3.
8 bid., 103.

™9 |pid.
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to laws built on the secular determination of humaghts, and thereby align

themselves with its secularizing influences.

In short, the notions of liberty, freedom and tiicalation of human rights

present a considerable dilemma for those committéhristian faith.

Likewise, the notion of community presents its peots. According to
Tinder, the two predominant models of community atke “organic
interdependence” model and the “justice” model.t Both these fall short. The first
assumes that community exists as an organism irchwimdividual members
cooperate as they do in a healthy body. Despiteptesumed interdependence of
members, this model tends to depersonalize indalkdiby emphasizing their
functionality. The Christian tradition contains bu@ conception, notably in 1
Corinthians, chapters 12 and 14. Here Paul spdéake anner structure of the church
in terms of the organic model as he lists severattions and gifts of its members
for the ruling, administration and building up d@ietbody. Yet Paul himself goes
further when he points tagapeas “a more excellent way” (1 Cor 12:31), for withou

lovethe functional model of community is seriously digfit.”>°

As regards the “justice model” of community, Tincertes that it too fails for
similar reasons. It devalues the individual throumgipartiality. While society must
strive to remove injustices, justice cannot be &spiavith communityAgapemust
look beyond justice if “compromising our conscioess of the ontological and moral
ultimacy of the individual human being” is to beoiled>* How then is community
to be defined if both these models are inadequatecauseagapeprecludes treating
persons only according to their social functioraerdepersonalized recipients of an

abstract justice?

As we saw in what we termed the politics of Jetiesdemonstrated that
covenantal love demanded more than an abstracttdmmnism. He confronted
human neediness at a number of different levelsluding the physical, the

communal and the spiritual. By exhorting his hester “seek first the kingdom of

0 Tinder, Political Meaning 118.

1 pid., 119.
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God” (Mt 6:33), he made it clear that there aredsethat transcend the mundane if
human beings are to live fully. A central considierais the need for meaning and
truth, for as John’s Gospel has it, “the truth wél you free” (Jn 8:32). For Jesus, the
will of God and truth were identical, for truth usderstood in reference to God and

living according to the divine will in a covenantalationship.

As we have seen in Chapters 5 and 7, a dialogioattare underlies both
revelation and community. It is a question of beaogpformed to the divine image
grounded in the mutual love of the Trinity as tlsismes to expression in the
incarnation of the Word. The incarnation is thel@jaal actpar excellenceas God
seeks out and befriends his erring and idolatroeatare. If, then, this dialogical
relationship is the framework of God’s presencehs world, it cannot permit any
form of coercion. Christian realism, in its awarenef the power of evil and the
structures of violence, does not expect the praseritl-order simply to evolve of its
own accord into a realm of peace and the absencentlict. Acquisitive desire will
always produce a degree of social disorder thaemsakrrective action necessary on
the part of the social institutions whose mandgis to exercise legitimate power,

lest society collapse in a welter of conflict anflistices.

The use of force in maintaining the civil order teeen the focus of debate
within the Christian community. Two complementaigws may be discerned. On
the one hand, the sword is legitimate only becaGsel accommodates sin.
Therefore, its use conflicts with Christian disegghip. On the other, the sword while
representing an expression of fallenness is diyinetiained for the sake of justice.

Its use does not conflict with Christian discipligsti?

In any case, social realism — Christian or otheswisaccepts that violent
forms of evil must be resisted if civilized life i fallen world is to be possible.
There is, nevertheless, place for a certain kin€Clofistian skepticism and reserve,
even given the legitimate use of power in someasitns. Tom Frame, for example,

writes, “Knowing the time and the place in whicle ttsword’ can or ought to be

2 Nigel G. Wright, Disavowing Constantine: Mission, Church and the i&o©rder in the
Theologies of John Howard Yoder and Jirgen Moltm#nRadicalBaptist Perspective on Church,
Society and State, Paternoster Biblical and Thecdbd/lonographs (Carlisle, UK: Paternoster Press,
1999), 170.
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drawn will continue to determine whether its usdl Wiing humanity nearer to

heaven or to hell*>®

Because evil makes necessary the use of forcegatagacifism is not an
option for the state without opening the door te greater evil of anarchy. While
granting the impracticality of radical pacificisnm the part of the state, the extent of
its use of power provokes enormous questions givercapacities it possesses in this

age of nuclear and bio-chemical weaponry.

Despite admitting that the occasional and conttalise of force by the state
may be unavoidable, prophetic voices must be heBingse speak from a deep
commitment to another possibility. The church agoashipping community witness
to the action of God in history in order that regsige institutions may be converted
to a sociality that acknowledges the transcendigmity of each person and hope for
the fulfilment of human history in God? This vision and hope shape Christian
political thinking — including its discernment die uses of power. Tinder offers a

valuable summary statement when he writes,

Christians look on power from the vantage point agfape Power degrades
individuals, however provisionally and benevolenthgapeexalts them. It is true
that agape often needs power to attain its purposes, butithgies simply that
within history pureagapeis not possibleAgapeand power have to be combined,
and the greatest political leaders are those whaespond to this tragic necessity,
using power as circumstances require but subordmétto love’®®

Needless to say, as the above passage suggestsistim® possibility of an
overarching political theory or systematic compredien of how Christian love and
the use of power are compatible. How all this warks in practice can be resolved
only in concrete political situations. But the rgodion of this tension is necessary
in the constitution of any community that seekscherish the values of truth and
freedom. Problems are inescapable for power ibterrAs Ellul has long argued, in

the name of power rational persuasion deterioratés propaganda, so that

3 Tom FramelLiving by the Sword? The Ethics of Armed Intenam(Sydney: University of New
South Wales Press, 2004), 243.

4 For an exposition of practices see John Howard eY,oBody Politics: Five Practices of
Community before the Watching Wor{flashville, Tenn.: Discipleship Resources, 199%x0
Murphy & Ellis, Moral Naturg 190-192.

5 Tinder, Political Meaning 135.
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calculable political outcomes matter more thanftekedom of individuals to pursue
the truth in freedom®

Since the New Testament does not present a onegiomal attitude to
power, the community of Christ lives in an uneasiationship with the stat&’ On
the one hand, the church cannot do without it ®pkerder in society. It must leave
the responsibility for wielding the sword in thenda of the state, where it functions
as the “symbol of our fallenness” (Rom 13:1-7). e other, it must renounce the
possibility of furthering its mission by means betstate. By the same token, the
church is also called to political engagement liyniga critical-prophetic stancas-
a-vis the power structures of the world. Therefore, isinkeep its prophetic
distance, without resorting to the voice of doethia certainty. It must speak and act
from a place of brokenness, knowing that its oweald cannot be achieved in
history except “occasionally and fragmentarily?.Yet, as the bearer and steward of
God’s promise of future fulfillment, it must alwagpeak in hope in the One who
sustains it in the midst of these tensions, whilthizhurch and world are on the way

to the consummation of God’s purpose.

As it progresses through history — despite its nfaiyres to be faithful to its
calling — the church is nonetheless God's “primaepicle for mirroring the divine
image.”® Its very existence signifies a “spiritual templéhe habitation of God
through the Spirit (Eph 2:19-29). In the midst obrken and divided world, this
pilgrim-community is called to serve as a prophstgn through its surrender to the
grace of God above all. Drawing its life from theanpordial community of the
Trinity, it expresses before the “principalitiesdgoowers” the character and wisdom

of God (Eph 3:10) through community and kenotiv®er.

In this prophetic engagement with the world, tharch also reveals the truth

of Christian convictions. This truth resides, adwog to Hauerwas, in the power of

6 Jacques EllulThe Humiliation of the Wor¢Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1985)ie Subversion of
Christianity (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1986).

" See Walter E. PilgrimiJneasy Neighbors: Church and State in the New Tresta Overtures to
Theology (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1999).

8 Tinder, Political Meaning 139.

9 Grenz,Theology for the Communjt§37.
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the Christian story to “form and sustain a commuwsitfficient to acknowledge the
divided character of the world”. In other wordsg tlexistence of this pilgrim-
community in the world is evidence for the trutHweof its claims. The church is,
therefore, not a contingent social phenomenon @ dlvine economy; rather, it
constitutes a reality that is “other” than the wigptecisely because the drama of God
has formed it. While it does not insist on theifglsf all other positions, the church
witnesses to a reality that cannot be ignored heddith built on it (Eph 2:20) flows
from the self-revelation of the one, true G8YFar from requiring withdrawal into a
ghetto, the church is called into active engagemmtii the world. Because this
engagement has a prophetic edge, the church aatpanticular manner. Hauerwas

writes,

[Wihile still God’s good creation, [the world] iBeé realm that knows not God and is
thus characterized by the fears that constantlytfgefires of violence. We live in a
mad existence where some people kill other peopieabstract and unworthy
entities called nations. The church’s first taskds to make the nation-state system
work, but rather to remind us that the nation—emstlgcas we know it today—is not
an ontological necessity for human living. The djras an international society, is
a sign that God, not nations, rules this wdffd.

This calling of the church to be a sign is inhenenthe proclamation of the
kingdom of God, which in itself constitutes the mias-reaching political claim. The
universal scope of the reign of God relativizesregvather form of rule, whether
these derive from claims of the state, culturaditran and social custom, or of any
other form of exercising authority in the world;dathis includes claims to authority
stemming from the system of human rights. The WofdGod as the word of

liberation from death and from the fear of deatlsal such claims to accouff?

% Stanley Hauerwas, “The Church in a Divided Worltie Interpretive Power of the Christian
Story”, Journal of Christian Ethic8, no. 1 (1980), 55-82.

1 |bid., 75.

2|t may be plausibly argued that there is a certiinger for the church of Jesus Christ to deploy
human rights language uncritically, especially atural human rights are fiction (Maclntyr&fter
Virtue, 64-67). When the church speaks with the vocapuhuman rights it seems to undermine its
cause simply by endorsing the liberal presuppasitib the human rights agenda which sees the
human person as an autonomous individual over gathst others, and whose independent moral
standard is taken to transcend all cultural andicels differences. See also the preceding disonossi
on liberty and community.
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Although the church often fails at the prophetiskighrough concessions to
expediency, even complicity with violence, it cahiimit God’s action in the world.
Through the activity of the Holy Spirit he may nurg a “remnant” which in turn
may become the source of renewal of the churchiwiction that it must take the

narrow path.

Human Rights or Call to Pro-Existence?

Both Israel's social vision and the politics of ugdave resonances in the modern
articulation of human rights. However, the paradigrh human rights whose
anthropology turns living, breathing, feeling humbaings into an abstraction,
cannot be related in an unqualified manner to ihd kf existence to which Jesus
summons his followers. Ever since the Easter-enmewthopes have become possible
for the entire human race through the vivifyinggemece of the risen Jesus and the
indwelling Spirit. When the vast potentialities foealing and wholeness inherent in
this event begin to take hold of the imaginatiorhope, life-giving possibilities of
personal and communal transformation occur withimén history, as the Marxist

philosopher, Ernst Bloch concedes in his monuméwal Prinzip Hoffnund®®

The creative reach of hope is nowhere more raglieaticulated than in the
Sermon on the Mount. In this paradigmatic utteradesus sharpens our understanding
of the inadequacy of former conventions; and theaints to the possibilities of the
transformation of desire, in its hungering andsting for true justice and peace. This
righteousness names covetousness as idolatry (156;1€o0l 3:5), unchaste looks as
adultery (Mt 5:27-28), and anger as deserving juelgniike murder (Mt 5:21-22).
Jesus makes plain that God’s liberating grace sumsrhis followers to renounce the
demands of the old order and to live an authemyidaiman existence based on a
social ethic rooted in the imitation of him whos&okle existence was given for all.
In this regard, his “pro-existence” distinguishé® tfollowing of Jesus from the

paradigm of human rights. Three aspects stand out.

First, in the drama (Chapter 7), Jesus Christ ®tienself as the sufferer for all.
In his Passion, he stands in the place of all wieo appressed, who are bereft of

%3 Ernst Bloch,The Principle of HopeAmerican Edition. Studies in Contemporary GerrSamial
Thought (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1995).
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dignity and fundamental rights. Afflicted as he vigsstate and religious powers, he is
at once most human in suffering the loss of digaity rights, and yet he is at the same
time the embodiment of divine pro-existence. Hes dmtneficently towards all by
offering forgiveness to all, even as he suffergvioe from their hands. Empowered by
his Spirit, his followers are called into imitatiaoi him. Yet, such a form of pro-
existence runs against the grain of human selfepvation and the self-promoting
individualism of our day with its implicit rejectioof the other through an ideology
of individual rights which demands that others aersiced.

Moreover, Christ's Sermon on the Mount addressdg those who have
responded to his call. It does not directly beartloa “inherent dignity ... of all
members of the human family ...” (Preamble of the UDH®& the same time, the
Sermon is pronounced against the background airtheersal presence of sin which
produces socio-historical conditions that contratioman existence, dignity, liberty
and brotherly love. Those, who through faith hasesented to open themselves to
Christ’'s redemptive work, also participate in hizetating activity. They take to heart
the struggle against the old oppressive order. Byrihg the word of Christ they
respond to it by sharing in Spirit, and so embday ¢thos of Sermon in a mimetic

following of Jesus.

Through this new form of mimesis, Christian hopeppses a far-reaching
alternative to atheistic conceptions of the fututespeaks of destiny, not fate, of
redemption, not of an historical process; it goditgs the kingdom of God, and does not
look to moral progress as humanity's ultimate aemgent. These different approaches
have profound implications for the perception oiviibe human condition may be altered.
For instance, contemporary society, including tn@émn rights system, may feel justified in
rejecting the Christian option while at the sam®etpresuming to maintain its goals of a
meaningful destiny and a community of love and if@ngess. Glenn Tinder considers,
however, that without Christianity “the logical grals for attributing a peculiar dignity to
every individual, regardless of outward charactmappear”® If values associated with
human dignity begin to suffer from the removalleit “logical grounds”, the foundations

of human rights and of the political and moral omie which Western civilization is built

% Tinder, Political Meaning 48. For a wider discussion of this issue see RoBettraynak and
Glenn E. Tinder|n Defense of Human Dignity: Essays for Our Timesyola Topics in Political
Philosophy (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notrarme Press, 2003).
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begin to crumble. | shall demonstrate the samet froim the position of mimetic theory

shortly.

When the Sermon on the Mount declares that humaaitynot serve two
masters (Mt 6:22-24), it clearly recognizes thesraftitives involved. The call of
Christ involves a radical choice. Human life ieit lived out in surrender to God, or
subjected to the dark urges of acquisitive degesponding positively to Christ's
summons, in an attitude of creaturely simplicityéods the Creator, frees human
beings from the compulsion to grasp and posses$ (®4iff). Refusing Christ’s call,
on the other hand, means that the drive to sebargdods of life is infected by the
dynamics of rivalrous acquisition, as mammon ruitsving renounced the deceptive
security of mammon, those who follow after the teetighteousness” (Mt 5:20), are

called both “poor” and “blessed”.

The contrast between pro-existence and the paradigmman rights can be
taken further. The Christian vocation affects thaywn which even lawful rights
claims may be asserted. Jesus exhorts the disciptet® respond to injury with the
lex talionisdemanding “a tooth for a tooth”, which in the Opresented legitimate
violence, but by turning the other cheek (Mt 5:33-4The former way of settling
disputes protected personal rights (Ex 21:24; Le&”2@, Deut 19:21), making
community life possible by delimiting vendettasptecting people against personal
injustice and ensuring commensurate punishmentfehaders. When Jesus sets his
teaching over and against this former way, he tdtegrinciple of non-retaliation to a
higher level. We would miss the point of Jesus’llelmge if his injunction “not to
resist an evil person” were to be interpreted gsdicial substitute for personal
revenge. The follower of Christ is not to fight lawth law, thus opening the way to
violent forms of litigation and more general atligs of litigiousnes&® As Carson
makes clear, the import of Jesus’ words could essed as saying, “do not resist

in a court of law”®®

%5 Given human vindictiveness, any law designed rtit lvengeance may be used for its justification,
which remains one of the besetting problem of tiradmn rights project.

6 This interpretation, Carson argues, is supportethe instruction to yield gladly what people were
legally entitled to keep: the “inalienable possaessiof a cloak (D. A. Carson, “Matthew”, ifithe
Expositors Bible Commentary: Matthew, Mark, Luda, Frank E. Gaebelein [Grand Rapids: Zondervan
Publishing House, 1984], 155-156).
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Jesus, therefore, de-legitimates for his follovaersappeal to the legal system
as a means of settling disputes. He addresses rdespes affecting the human
condition, in the name of a justice based on [§Uawnhile the law may keep
covetousness and even violence within manageanis, lultimately legal remedy is no
answer to “the river of violence which flows frornet human heart”, to use Piper’s

phrase’®®

As with many of Jesus' utterances, his rejectibthe law in the name of
another justice has a peculiar shock value. Bibliogerbole often points to an
eschatological meaning, and especially in this .casthe new age predicted by the
prophets (Jer 31:31-34; 32:37-41; Ezek 36:46),va Ineart and a new spirit will be
given to enable God's people to live out a newigestAgainst this background of
expectation, Jesus is expressing the characteemiine freedom from retaliatory
attitudes. This freedom will manifest itself in §oreness, that is, in the new mimesis

based on conformity to the crucified and risen ixfict

Called to share in his death (Mt 10:38-39), Clsiftllowers experience a kind
of dying to any reliance on human schemes for ttananent of peace and security to
the exclusion of God. This kind of loss is inherenGod’'s promise of eternal life.
Carson speaks in terms of “principial death” tof-ggkrest, and of a “principial
commitment” to Jesus Christ himsé&if,where the neologism “principial” connotes
not only the principle, but the actual life-transfong reality of the principle itself,
that is, Christ. While a new order of life is theomise, any system that it contests
will be provoked to violent reaction (Mt 10:24-29)hose who “hunger and thirst

after righteousness” do not have a place in theesyshey call into question.

" paul makes a similar point in 1 Cor 6:1-7 wherechiicizes the practice of the Corinthian
congregation to settle non-criminal property casefere non-Christian judges according to Romanl lega
standards rather than standards of God (W. HaraddeM'l Corinthians," imhe Expositor's Bible
Commentaryed. Frank E. Gaebelein, vol. 10 [Grand Rapidsd&ovan Publishing House, 1976], 175-297,
p. 221-223). Since the very existence of disputes roperty as a sign of covetousness is spilkefaht for
them, as Paul writes in v.7, they should have hékimg to suffer wrong rather than insist on acty legal

way of settling such cases. At least they shoule letempted to settle them among themselves. Like
Jesus, Paul advocates justice grounded in loveit@i cases, however, were to be tried beforeNegal
constituted courts.

%8 John Piper‘Love Your Enemies”: Jesus’ Love Command in thedBtio Gospels and in the Early
Christian Paraenesis: A History of the Traditiondamterpretation of Its UsefCambridge: CUP,
1979), 90.

%9 D.A. Carson,Jesus’ Sermon on the Mount: His Confrontation wita World (Grand Rapids:
Global Christian Publishers, 1978, 1987, 1999), 270
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While the Sermon on the Mount is not inimical t@ tonging that found
expression in human rights, in light of two thousaears of proclamation the notion
of universal human rights “appears to be a novathag of dubious origin” as
Roger Ruston puts it. There can be no doubt thiah&church a “deep ambivalence
remains” in relation to the human rights movemewen though the church has
largely embraced #’° In the ambiguities inherent in a fallen world, theman rights
project seems to be a necessary structure, andauie go as far as saying that it
affirms what the Sermon implicitly proclaims, namehe possibility of a new order.
However, hope for a new order is in the Christiggion not located in any form of
self-redemption, but in God's action in history. aththe followers of Christ
participate in such action is part of the mystefyaith that receives its light and
energies from God. Communal transformation is, éftee, not a merely human
possibility in the way the human rights projeciraffs it. Indeed, given the presence
of human sin, championing the rights of the oppéssithout repentance and grace

too readily turns into an exercise in self-righteself-magnification.

Finally, the Christian existence is radically di#fat from atheistic
conceptions of social thought — even if the starpoint is, as Habermas proposes, a
dialogical model of human intersubjectivity. Fomhisecularization has meant that
the integrative power of religion is replaced byofftmunicative action®’*
Admittedly, Habermas’ understanding of “religiors’ inore in accord with what, in
Girardian terms, is simply the primitive sacred,contrast to the Judeo-Christian
tradition. Habermas cannot, therefore, apprecia¢eability of the Judeo-Christian
narrative to critique collective communicativitypmoffer a radical critique of

structural violencé’?

To sum up, these theological reflections have shdhat, despite the
undeniable echo of the Judeo-Christian traditioncamtemporary human rights

thinking, the Christian view of humanity, its ungnding of human liberty, dignity

" Ruston Human Rights and the Image of GBe4.

e Jurgen Habermasjoral Consciousness and Communicative Acticems. Christian Lenhardt and
Shierry Weber Nicholsen, with an Introduction byofies McCarthy (Cambridge, UK: Polity Press,
1990).

"2 Wolfgang Palaver, “Macht und Gewalt”, theologische Ethik Im Diskurs: Eine Einfihruregl.
Walter Lesch and Alberto Bondolfi (Tibingen; Basalancke Verlag, 1995), 191-211.
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and community differ considerably from atheistiaxceptions of life, and so does its
vision of the future and its source of hope. Thek#erences have serious
implications for the way the present crisis, paacly the question of human
violence is addressed. In this respect, the stwdyditempted to demonstrate the

explanatory power of mimetic theory in conjunctieith Christian truth claims.

CONCLUSION

Dignity and Destiny

As we have seen, at stake is the restoration ofrtteeimage of God. The value of
the human is gauged by the depth of God’s affiromatif human existence in Christ,
in a divine intention operative “from before thaifmation of the world” (Eph 1:4).
Although fallen, human beings are beloved and edalNVhile they are sinners, they
are justified — as bearers of God’s image, no matie/ perverted, they are destined
for glory. Since God promises to conform human gito the image of his Son
“that [the Son] might be the firstborn among mamngtbren” (Rom 8: 29-30), human
destiny becomes the “drama of discovery and re@izaof which Christ is the
underlying principle’”® Destiny, therefore, is not fate with its deterrsiiui
connotations. Destiny, rather, presents an opeardutvhich, although divinely
ordained, invites free and active human particgpatHuman destiny is fulfilled by

entering the drama of salvation in response to &odil in history.

The God-given dignity of human beings has implmasiin our discussion of
human rights. The UDHR can speak of such valuesia&nherent dignity” and our
“equal and inalienable rights” as the “foundatidrireedom, justice and peace in the
world”. However, it is rarely considered that thesdues, which lend shape to our
political and legal order, have a theological foateh. These values stand opposed
to all forms of victimization. But if these valueme presented as the signal
achievements of “enlightened reason”, the fact thiat“enlightenment” is gained at
the expense of the innocent Victim and thus remigasto the victimary mechanism

is obscured. When the divine/human drama cead®s tice theological foundation of

3 Tinder, Political Meaning,29.
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human dignity, human liberation is reduced to ibnsry processes such as humanly
activated “emancipation” and humanly engineered ogpess”. But neither
“emancipation” nor “progress” can deliver from thetrapment to mimetic violence
or bring freedom from the associated guilt andekistential “angst” that is rooted in
the fear of death. As Metz reminds us, “No innemdly improvement in the
conditions of liberty is sufficient to grant justico the dead, nor does it touch

redemptively the injustice and absurdity of pastees”.”

What then of the future of human rights? Here umetto the question left
open at the beginning of the chapter whether theamurights project is futile

because it cannot breach the vicious circle opttigics of cruelty.

Penultimate and Ultimate Hope

Implicit in the above question is again the quesbtbhope. Cast in this wider
context, we can ask, what hope can a world viewraffChristian hope is rejected?
As pointed out, the human rights discourse conseigé human existence in
autonomous terms, while it derives its hope frofiebe human progress as a result of

the dialectic between the politics of power andstasce’”

Hence humanity interprets
itself according to human possibilities. In thelneaf social ethics these possibilities
are given by the categories of “good and evil” dfietn humanity has become the

creator and judge.

The world, however, cannot escape the influenc&at’s self-revelation in
Jesus Christ. Throughout the Christian era, condernvictims has shaped the
world’s cultural evolution to the point where tliencern has become, according to
Girard, the central value of a planetary cultureatTthe world is becoming one
culture, he writes, “is the fruit of this concerndanot the reverse. In all areas of
activity — economic, scientific, artistic, and evegligious — it is the concern for

victims that determines what is most important”eTieason that the concern for

" Metz, “Erlésung und Emancipation”, 131 (my tratisia).

5 It is worth emphasizing that the human rights grbjs methodologically atheistic. It entertains no
apocalyptic vision and no imminent expectationyam evolutionary conception of time.
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victims appears in full view at this stage of cudtus that “all the great expressions

of modern thought are exhausted and discredit€d”.

While powerful forces in the West have sought imiglate Christianity, the
more the Christian foundations have been deniedntbre this concern for victims
has been radicaliz€d’ not the least through the universal claims of humights.
What remains hidden from view, however, is the that the human rights paradigm
is foundationally dependent on the Christian comcéor victims. Yet, the
international human rights discourse, while mamitag concern for victims as its
fundamental value, tends to adopt a thoroughly-@htistian stance. But an anti-
Christian position logically demands the “revaloatpf all values” as Nietzsche saw
with unsurpassed clarity. Especially the concern viwtims would have to be
renounced. Whether human rights theories acknowlédy not, the denial of Christ
as the source of this concern has consequences.oOrkem is the gradual
devolution of a loving concern for victims into ageological focus which is

threatening to turn into a new totalitarianism.

Girard sees in this ideological movement a “mostntng and malicious”
force that no longer “opposes Christianity openly butflanks it on the left wing”
by radicalizing the concern for victims “in order paganize it”’® It cannot offer
forgiveness nor can it heal the torn fabric of hanexistence. It can only offer
“human rights as trumps”. It is precisely in suctriamphalist shift that we witness
the re-appearance of the ancient combat myth. brtslthe attempt to expel
Christianity must be recognized for what it realdy the relentless presence of

mimetic violence.

But, as we saw in Chapter 6, mimetic violence entified with the figure of

Satan, whose deceptive dynamism can only be efedgtinmasked by the gospel. If

7% Girard,| See Satan Fall178.
bid., 179.

%8 |bid., 180.
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this is so, we may conclude with Girard that anlyeotbelief system that poses as a
bringer of peace and security effectively seekssiarp the place of Chrisf?

There is no doubt that the church has grosslyddite live up to its own
ideals, and through guilt has become open to méatipa by the accusing polemic
and the furious rhetoric of the anti-Christian fescin the world who present
themselves as liberators of humanity. That thisy¢pslogical violence” is also a

form of mimetic violence is seldom recognized.

Wink's explanation of the powers is helpful in t&& to the human rights
project. He writes:

The Powers are at one and the same time ordainedollyand in the power of
Satan. They can, to some degree, be humanizethdyuare still fallen. They can be
open to transcendence, but they will still do eVthey may be benign, but within a
Domination System of general malignari€$.

The implications of this view for an understandiaofy the human rights
paradigm and its future are important. This perspedrees us from the naive notion
that the paradigm of human rights is intrinsicéigpod” and capable in itself of
transforming society. It also removes the miscotioapthat such a capability may
be realized by radicalizing the concern for victioisby appropriate reforms. Its
limited viability as a transformative power and smui of hope is determined at

another level. To illustrate, let us consider omzee the issue of mimesis.

When the collective consciousness that manifestshas human rights
paradigm imitates Christian values as a mimetialrimitates a model, it is in order
to defeat the rival. Such an imitation would makenian rights not benign. Besides,
the attempt to defeat Christ is futile, for Chrshaving been raised from the dead —
cannot be defeated. This affirmation expressedenidiom of the New Testament

reads:

‘Behold, | am laying in Zion a stone, a cornerstat®sen and precious, and he who
believes in him will not be put to shame.” To ydwerefore who believe, he is
precious, but for those who do not believe, ‘Theywstone that the builders rejected

™ Girard,| See Satan FallL80-81.

"8 Wink, Engaging the Powerg0.
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has become the head of the corner,” and ‘a statenil make men stumble, a rock
that will make them fall’. (1 Pet 2:6-8a)

In other words, the futility of the attempt to daffeChrist will become
apparent in history. In this key, then, the futafdhuman rights remains suspended
between divine judgment on the forces of mimeti@lry and the promise of the
gospel which announces the coming of a not yettiegigeality, a future that is

rooted in God himself.

This limit of the secular scheme becomes apparewther ways. For it to
emerge, one has only to extend the time horizoth@fquestion of hope. Scientific
cosmology paints a rather gloomy picture of thegiterm future. The cosmos will
either continue to expand until all energy is giased, or contract causing the
universe to implode in a cosmic meltdown. But theegjion of ultimate hope
confronts the human race long before the demigbeotosmos — at the moment of

death. Polkinghorne sums it up well when he writes,

Whatever hopes there might be of human progressnilitistory, they can amount
to no more than a stay of execution of a sentehogewitable futility ... Eventually
[carbon-based life] will prove only to have beentransient episode in cosmic
history.781

In other words, a world-view that relegates thdityeaf the living God to the
place of an auxiliary hypothesis at best leads h® nihilism of an ultimately
meaningless existence. Strictly speaking, what sakase in such a scheme are not
equal dignity and human rights but a Nietzschealh tavipower with its inherent

disregard for such values.

The Christian view offers yet a further conclusionrespect of the limited
effectiveness of human rights as a source of Hbgee death of Christ is understood
as God’s ultimate “no” to sin and radical evil (Bkeng its power), and if this death
revealed the exorbitant cost to God of human salvand thereby the inestimable
value of each human person, then the “no” of humgints to radical evil is too
human a “no”. Human solidarity with sin renders th®” of the politics of

resistance, taken by itself, an ever ineffectua because the ideological concern for

"8 John PolkinghornéThe God of Hope and the End of the Wdtldndon: SPCK, 2002), 11.
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victims obliterates in the final analysis the distion between the politics of

resistance and the politics of concealment.

As this study has attempted to show, it is trusthi revelation of God that
lends credibility to hope beyond death, even beyuoistbry. Such hope embraces a
new vision of humanity in which God no longer apseas a rival. Because in Christ
the divine image has been restored, a new visiohdmanity is possible: supposed
human rivals — even enemies and persecutors -earer® longer in their menacing
otherness but as brothers. This view is, howewds, possible where the deception
of self-centered existence, of rivalistic conscimass with its hostile projections on
others has been overcome. Now others are lovedhtsir own sake, and find
protection for their dignity, for their rights afides, even for the lives of enemies. In
other words, faith in the living God means beingigiat up in God’s action in
history. It brings forth the mimesis of the divifyes” in Christ which broke into
human history out of a world beyond this world. 8ese in the advent of Christ the
divine has been actualized in the human, hist@sffits being transformed. Hence
there is hope that even in their penultimate emstehuman beings and their
institutions may become oriented towards God’s psepsuch that tyrannical powers

lose their grip and new opportunities for commuHhitylding open up.

Jesus witnessed publicly in a prophetic critiquetloé social, political,
religious and economic structures of his time, d@ndvas in this tradition that
Mahatma Gandhi, Martin-Luther King and many, matheos have been non-violent
witnesses to the hope that social transformatiopossible. Two recent examples
come to mind: the costly “kenotic politics” thataished apartheid in South Africa
under the leadership of Bishop Desmond Tutu anddweMandela in whom the
peaceful movement towards reconciliation found agaous expression; and the
non-violent mass movement led by Cory Aquino andd®al Sin that brought the
Marcos regime in the Philippines to its knees. &checase, the new community

played a restorative and re-creative role.

Golda Meir, former Prime Minister of Israel, alssstifies eloquently to the
“politics of love”. In 1948, she was appointed asakl's first ambassador to the
Soviet Union. The State of Israel was brand newalirdém was at its peak. Although
the USSR was a signatory to the U.N. Charter, Jeass no rights. Stalin had
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proclaimed war on Judaism, Zionism was a crime taedJews of the Soviet Union
had been cut off from fellow-Jews since the SoRevolution in 1917. The study of

Torah was banned. This is her account:

The first Shabbat after | had presented my credisntny embassy staff joined me
for services at the Moscow Great Synagogue. Itprastically empty. But the news
of our arrival in Moscow spread quickly, so thatemhwe went a second time, for
the festivals, the street in front of the synagogas jam packed. Close to 50,000
people were waiting for us — old people and teersadmbies carried in parents'
arms, even men in officer uniforms of the Red Ariespite all the risks, all the
official threats to stay away from us, these Jead tome to celebrate the Jewish
state's establishment and to demonstrate theihikingith us. Inside the synagogue
the demonstration was the same. Without speechemrades, these Jews were
showing their love for Israel and the Jewish peoptel | was their symbol. | was
caught up in a torrent of love so strong it litgrébok my breath awagf.32

Whether they were conscious of it or not at theetithese Jews also stood in
silent protest against oppression and tyranny eweeye. In this sense, they stood in
solidarity with the revelation of the God of Abramalsaac and Jacob whose
liberating action in history is so deeply woverpitheir faith tradition. Convinced of
the worthwhileness of their action they had comshiow their love, hoping that their
risky prophetic stance would not be in vain. Anthagelly affirms for us the

importance of such hope from the perspective oitéiian love:

The worthwhileness of all our efforts to create labgl humanity of peace and
justice will find its ultimate value in the Loveat continues to give itself. Our
limited horizons are expanded into an overarchingzbn of hope, in adoration,
even now, of the God who will be ‘everything to Eyme.’783

Because the God of history has in Christ recondiledvorld to himself, there is
only one reality, only one realm, and God’s “yesitgaces both the victims of human
violations as well as their perpetrators in justeed love. Each, in their own
particularity, is addressed by the word of ChtfSpme unto me, all you who labor and
are heavy laden, and | will give you rest... ” (Mt28). His gracious invitation does not
accuse, does not seek personal or political adyentather it beckons, offering
forgiveness and restoration to victims and perfmsalike. Wherever, therefore, truly

kenotic action takes place that works justice aclies the rights of the oppressed,

82 yehudi Avner, “Once Upon a Succa Tim&he International Jerusalem Posgt7 October 2005,
Features, 13.

8 Anthony Kelly, The Trinity of LoveNew Theology Series, vol. 4 (Wilmington, Delawavichael
Glazier, 1989)27.
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wherever steps are taken that heal the torn fabliaman existence, wherever dignity is
bestowed by one human being on another, wheresdiidden urges of mimetic rivalry
and resentment are brought into the light and huso#fering is experienced as shared
anguish leading to repentance and compassionattcprahere the Spirit of the living
Christ would say, “You are not far from the kingdarh God” (Mk 12:34). In this

kingdom, where forgiveness heals the wounds ofpémt, Cain and Abel may be

brothers once more.

The next and final chapter presents a thematic sugniof the conclusions
reached in this study.
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CHAPTER 9

THEMATIC SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

This chapter draws together the main themes ofpfogect. | offer the following
twenty three theses as a convenient summary oitike and the conclusions it has

reached.

THE TRIUNE GoD"®

Thesis 1: The doctrine of the Trinity is the ground of all Gistian
theology, for a Christian understanding of the imagf God, of creation, the moral

and social order, of human personhood, freedom aights.

Because the triune God has revealed himself aslfdiving Being, from which the

w5 the doctrine of the Trinity elucidates both the

gifts of creation and grace flo
foundation and form of creation and, at the hunesell the moral and social order.
Here, “gift” is understood firsad intra as the reciprocal bestowal of Love and the
yielding of divine persons to one another. Thenawil intrinsic to the trinitarian
Being, namely the mutual participation in “pericét relationality”®® (of which the
Father is the originating origin), is perceivedls finite level as a dynamic view of
creation with its diverse life-promoting associasand interdependencies, including
human participation in God’s creative activity thgh “good mimesis”. Human

beings, | have argued, were especially equippedealhdl other creatures to be the

8 The exploration of the doctrine in Chapter 5 saugtground the notion of human mimesis in the
divine life. Here | merely highlight pertinent pténthat emerged from the theological and
anthropological discussion.

8 Anthony Kelly, “A Trinitarian Moral Theology”Studies in Moral Theolog$9 (2001): 245-89, p.
268-69. Kelly writes, “The eternal self-constitutiof the Trinity as Father, Son and Spirit ... thus
determines the giving and form of and circulatidnttee gift to the order of creation. A univocal
notion of ‘gift’ is not the all-embracing concepiat determines our understanding God'’s self-gift to
creation, but the Trinity, confessed in faith antlerstood analogically, that affords the deepest
intelligibility of the gift and its manifold, anafjical forms”. When this “immanent reality of God”
breaks into the economy of human giving, it makdgfarence (p. 269).

"8 |pid.
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“‘image of God” in this way. Indeed, human existentits entirety i€apax Deiand

mimesis is the enabling (doxological) structure.

The call to “be God’s image”, that is, mediating Ipresence to the rest of
creation has distinctly moral dimensions. It regsirconformity to the divine
character. Human mimesis, as an aspect of God&riaglof creation, facilitates this
conformity by allowing human moral agents — divinehabled through the Spirit
and the word — to participate mimetically in theipieoretic and moral relationality

of the divine life through grateful receiving angitous giving’®’

The Trinity is absolutely free of sacred violen¥et, in his love, God must
confront humanity with its death-prone conditiorhriStian theology acknowledges
two interactive movements: on the one hand, th&ipe®utgoingness of the divine
being in purity and goodness which conflicts witle fpresent state of the beloved
human creature; on the other, the effects of hutyiamebellion against the Creator.
Their painful consequences are designed to leadahitynto God’s abundant life
through repentance of simétanoid, relinquishment of the old ordeexodu} and
into new mimesis (th@mitatio of Christ). Since God longs to be “Abba” to every
human being, we can also speak about “wrath” im$eof God’s experience. If
human rebellion is foremost an offence against L@ not a legal transgression,

then “wrath” is the anguish of unrequited love.

Because the Trinity is the foundation of all redaslity, the doctrine
illuminates also the relational character of pemsad. A trinitarian understanding
leads to an interdividual anthropology which preels a reduction of personhood to
“‘individual self-consciousness”, yet without dowayhg uniqueness and integrity.
The doctrine thus functions as a wholesome critiofugelf-serving cultural norms of

personhood®®

8" As Origen clearly perceived, human beings arenddfiat their deepest level by their relation with
God, “and by the movement that leads to [their]olbbeiag more like [their] model, thanks to the
divine action ...” Participation in God was to be dymically understood, “the image tends to rejoin
the model and to reproduce it” (Crouz@kigen,95).

"8 See Catherine Mowry LaCugr@pd for Us: The Trinity and Christian Li{@an Francisco: Harper
Collins, 2000), 292.
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The doctrine of the Trinity also elucidates the i€ttan understanding of
freedom and rights as gifts. Theologically, theidad freedom is the creation of
humankind in the image of God. Freedom is thudioglal. The relational aspect of
freedom appears in human experience as the aldityespond to God’s self-
revelation and to form social relationships. Thieness is the essence of human
mimesis. It is reflected in the notion of covenarttich presupposes the status of

“freedom”. Thus freedom belongs to the categorgifif'°

The issue of “rights” only emerges when “free” humizeings are called to
express — through personal choices — the statusvioes on them by divine action in
history. As a call to covenantal faithfulness nipiicitly demands the freedom to act
counter-culturally, making necessary the possipibf claiming the right to be
different (e.g. the prophetic stance). Such a ridike freedom, is also a gift.
Correlated to the call and commitment to covenaindality, the exercise of rights
thus assumes the character of virtue, the “stagobel’’®® of free human beings

under God’s moral ordering.

MIMETIC HUMANITY

Thesis 2: The origin and mimetic form of human desire lies thin the

infinite transcendent reality of the Creator.

Human beings exist as Trinity-oriented beings whasger core consists of a
divinely ordained indeterminacy that longs for heit determination. This condition
is experienced as emptiness and existential precavess, as desire to be filled by
another, as longing for transcendence. Because titysaultimate longing is
grounded in the loving community of the Trinity,ist insatiable. It can neither be
satisfied at the finite, material, sensual, or t&i level, nor must it be confused

with appetites or biological needs.

8 Freedom is therefore a privilege, not a right e claim (CroninRights and Christian Ethics,
18). Cronin stresses this point as follows: “No b@as the right to be created, much less to beedteat
in God's image. Nor has humanity any claim to eintier covenant with God or to be redeemed by the
Messiah, and thus liberated from the slavery df sin

90 |pid.
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Thesis 3: Human desire is suffered desire. It arises when aodel
mediates the desirability of an object. Yet, theamasis of desire does not primarily

aim to possess the object, but what the objectifigm— the model proper.

The intensity of this process becomes clear whenutiderlying acquisitiveness is
understood as response to the perception of omtalogmptiness or “lack of being”
at the presence of another, which the acquisitimmgses to remedy. Acquisition
thus aims at ontological self-sufficiency which ders desire essentially conflictual
and potentially idolatrous. The ensuing conflichieh locks model and imitator into
a double-bind is irreconcilable except at the expense of thelehoThis dynamic,
according to Girard, is the basis of all humantmeships (in a fallen world), and
paves the way for the sacrificial crisis where that height of the conflict — desire
and violence can no longer be distinguished. Tigral sacrificial crisis ended in a
collective murder of an innocent victim so that haopologically speaking the
elimination of the “other” is humanity’s definingcta Where does this leave such
descriptors aslomo sapiensind Homo necansr, for that matter, the interpretive
scheme of the social sciences? If Girard is cortbettermHomo mimeticusvould
not only be more fitting but also suggestive of arenpenetrating analytical grasp
through mimetic theory of the human condition, jgatarly the phenomenon of

violence, in comparison with that of the sociakscies.

SIN AND HUMAN FALLENNESS

Thesis 4: The doctrine of original sin if interpreted throughthe
mimetic hermeneutic explains the root of inter-humaviolence as a malignant
disposition towards the Creator. God is seen asi@ns rival. This perverted image
becomes causally and structurally effective in imgiuals and society to the point

of self-destruction.

Humans were created to function in particular walisey were to worship the
Creator and out of that mode of “being-in-love” tate him. In abandoning this
mode of being, they gave themselves to an absuttigyabsence of God, which is

also their own decay and death.
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Humanity although created in God’s image and tloeesfvery good” is now
“fallen” and estranged from God. Adam’s sin coregptthe image of God. Seen
through the eyes of envy, the “image” is perveftedh benevolent transcendence to

an inimical rival force.

The Christian concept of sin goes beyond the natiqrersonal moral failure
and explains it as a malignant entity in human nea&und in the world that works as a
collective expression of humankind’s rebelliousesissn against God. It is the
deliberate attempt to expel him from the human sphEhis hostile attitude towards
the Creator shapes humanity’s mind, will and condlite mimetic imagination now

reflects humanity’s resentful concupiscence rathen desire for God.

Since sin turns the “imitation of God” into envyrhan freedom is corrupted.
It now manifests as a desire to usurp the plac&auf. This “acquisitive” mimesis
brings forth a host of social evils such as (crafliroffences against persons, war,
genocide, terrorism, endemic violence, exploitgtidarge-scale poverty, even
environmental degradation. Seeking to substitigehtiman for the divine, humanity
asserts its own (political, economic, technologigaldicial, cultural, religious)

solutions to the human condition, idolizing powed aominion.

Sin may therefore be understood as an idolatraasrahent of humanity’s
mimetic capacities to a spurious projection, thenpive sacred. It produces the
innate tendency to find and “eliminate” scapeg@etshe first solution to relational
crises. The unanimity of the sacrificial order,Ibas it is around the opposition to
God, lends coherence to the political, social, econ, and cultural institutions, but
fails to bring true peace. Because of the indeteawy of human desire, the same
mimetic violence that generates coherence throtighvictimary mechanism also

subverts the surrogate peace of the world.

Sin also corrupts human communication and socraicsires. Under the
influence of sin, words become deceptive instamdesere technique, propaganda
and illusionary rhetoric. With this devaluationthe word, human speech ceases to
be moral speech and humanity’s most distinguisfeagure is dehumanized. Since

the human word is also the analogue of the divinerd)Vits moral devaluation
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devalues the divine referent, testifying to thefpumd alienation from humanity's

trinitarian origin, that is, from its ultimate saerof moral and social cohesion.

Because of the solidarity of all human beings m #his solidarity is not only
spatial but also historical going back to the bemig. In the age of globalization,
more and more sin becomes collective. Individuaysyirtue of their participation in

the affairs of the world, are forced into colleetisin.

The doctrine of sin is not an invention of theolw but an expression of the
biblically certified and empirically demonstrableirhan bias toward evil. It is a
statement about reality: this is the way thingsveith us humans. All human beings
without exception are culpably complicit with it.h@y invent and extend the
presence of evil in the world, so that all standne@ed of being set free from its

cumulative guilt as well as from sin’s power andgance.

Thesis 5: Sin obeys the law of mimetic escalation. It thushds to

maximum profanity feeding the spiral of violence drihe radicalization of evil.

From the perspective of this study, the entire eaafjpersonal and social ills that
constitute the “human rights crisis” is attribultd the presence and power of sin
and its mimetic escalation in the world. Psychatafly these ills are the fruit of ego-
protection when faced with the contingencies oé.liDeceived by sin, humans
attempt to meet their perceived existential neestirecquisitively and possessively.
By coveting material and positional goods (modededdesirable in the eyes of
another), they seek to substitute the human fordilime — often violently so —
feeding the perpetual vortex of evil. From the seed unbelief and anxiety,
humanity reaps an explosive harvest of pride, cpiscence, self-justification, and

blasphemous cruelty.

Thesis 6: If the root of human violence is a perverted imagé God,

only the restoration of the image can bring healiragnd peace.

The answer to human violence lies not in an abistrerality but in God’s saving
activity in the realm of human creation. This aityitakes into account the mimetic

character of human identity (see Theses 10-14 helow
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THE SociAL ORDER

Thesis 7: In the present state of humanity, the scapegoat heetsm
rules the social order through the power of death.is the essential clue to the
fallenness of nations and their institutions as wWehs to the fallenness of
individuals in their profound alienation from Godfrom themselves and from one

another.

The power of the scapegoat mechanism to unify gdmeneunity and to hide its true
origin (the foundational murder) has been permadyentbverted by the revelation of
God in Jesus Christ. Yet, the mechanism itsell silerates as the organizing
principle behind the dominance system which rutes world through a series of
interlocking sub-systems built on unanimity in oppion to God. Hence, widespread

reduction of violence in the world cannot be expdct

To the contrary, owing to the desacralization okure, the incidence of
intra-human violence is likely to increase for saleeasons. As collective violence
loses efficacy in providing social cohesion, thechaism needs to function at
higher levels of intensity making more violence essary. At the same time, a
corrupt understanding of freedom makes vengeance neadily possible resulting

in heightened levels of polarization, fragmentatoal violence.

For the first time in human history limitless viote has become feasible
through weapons capable of planetary destructidre present state of humanity
heightens the risk of their deployment owning te tklative powerlessness of the
social order to keep the mimetic escalation of abquisition and development of

such weapons in check.

Thesis 8: The social order is to be understood in trinitarislerms and
within the context of God's work of creation, presation and redemption in

history. In this light, the social order is goodt is fallen, but can be redeeméd:

"1 Adapted from WinkEngaging the Power4,0.
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Christian theology is conscious of the fallennesBuwman sociality on the basis that
humanity is individually and corporately at enmityth God. At the same time,
theology recognizes the social order as inherenteation itself, and thus trinitarian

in origin and structure.

Only community makes humane existence possible. fBeserves the social
order for this purpose. His saving and freedom-gngractivity in history is directed

toward the preservation and healing of communel lif

God’s cultural mandate includes respect for cultdigersity including its
development and expression. Since human culturetsunastitutions are also fallen,
institutions of communal life stand in need of leiiberated from rivalry. If the
interiority of the social order is to be reorientidvards God’s purpose, it needs to

become energized by a mimesis of pro-existencesalfigjiving love’??

Thesis 9: The state is an ambiguous secular entthat belongs to this
world. The powers of the state are a temporary ekpecy relativized by the
revelation of Christ as Lord and Savior. Consequignteither the state nor any of
its instrumentalities and doctrines can lay claira tltimacy or to being the means

of liberation.”®®

The demythologizing effect of Christian revelatidtas unmasked the state’s

pretensions to ultimacy as idolatrous, and theonatif redemptive violence as false.

In a fallen world the mandate of the state is tase to evil. However,
throughout history it has shown itself as one ef¢hief perpetrators of evil, and, on
occasion, the very embodiment of demonic powersiceléhe Christian suspicion of

the aspirations of the state.

2 This must not lead to a reductionist reading altiveglines that “if all people became Christians
today, the problem of violence would be solved”eTpreservation of the world is undergirded by
God’s covenantal promises. Their fulfilment presoggs the presence of a growing community in
whom the Spirit of pro-existence and self-givingdas at work. | have argued that if Girard’s theo
is correct, the institution of human rights canextract humanity from the mimetic impulse that kad
to violence. This impotence has been further emplhiby the theological position taken. The latter
also pointed to the ultimate (eschatological) hfopea sociality whose interiority will indeed bes#r
from violence.

%3 See also Nigel G. WrighBisavowing Constantind,81.
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The Christian notion of the limited state whichetglimates the imposition
by the state of the norms of an established religenders the state “secular”. It is,
nonetheless, recognized as a “servant of God”"Hercommon good (Rom 13:4). It
holds the monopoly of force in its territory andclsarged with the restraint of chaos
and lawlessness by means of the rule of law. Ttasdate includes the power of
“legitimate force” for the purpose of achieving amdhintaining a just society. As
such, the state is a permissive ordinance of Gatl fihints to humanity's fallen

condition.

Yet, even in the age of human rights, the nati@testinds a fundamental
ethics of social justice elusive. It consequertlysfto provide effective protection of
human rights. Moreover, mimetic desire producesoeiat disorder that makes
corrective action necessary on the part of those eldim the mandate of legitimate
coercive force. To the degree that the influenceglobalization causes the state’s
efficacy toward its constituents to declifié the social order moves further in the
direction of fragmentation. Consequently, confliaighin states rather than between
states are increasing, giving rise to a dilemma homan rights: more frequent
outbreaks of “illegitimate” violence will have teebmet with more “legitimate” force.
Under conditions of fragmentation the state willthe name of peace and security
become more coercive which cuts against the natidruman rights and liberties. If
the social order is indeed ruled by the sacrifiai@chanism that relies on victimage
to bring peace and security, the rejection or nisgaition of this phenomenon has

serious consequences for the discovery of whaediive present crisis.

DELIVERANCE FROM EVIL

Thesis 10: The world is both loved and lost. It always tendsvards
death, but it is the will of God to preserve life.

" Van Creveld has noted that in comparison withsita$ Greece where the public domain was first
recognized, it enjoyed high esteem. Today the dation "public" is synonymous with second rate.
This applies to education, health services, s@aalrity and public administration in general. This
decline of state capability is further indicatedthyg trend toward privatization, by the prevalen€e
high tax rates despite growing GDP whereby the modete keeps "demanding more and delivering
less” (van CreveldRise and Decline of the Sta##)9-411).
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God'’s outgoing goodness manifests in history as @icself-disclosure and liberation
towards his fallen creature. The tension betwesmgbodness and the severity of his

judgment signifies the pathos of God which rendeich actions “dramatic”.

God’s universal mission to save the world took #petcalized form in
history when he acted in the incarnation reveahngself in a particular human
being, Jesus of Nazareth. The story unveils Jes@od’s Messiah, the true Lord of
the world, who is also the climax of history, thenger of restoration and justice,
and the king of God’'s peaceable kingdom. Theref@hristian faith cannot be

generalized into mere “religious consciousness”.

Christ is thesole hermeneutic key through which the drama of salwatio
becomes intelligible. In the incarnation, God tutnsa sin-infested world in a new
way. He enters the drama of history in order teetakon himself and absorb the
consequences of human rebellion and unbelief. Tieudlows himself to be exposed
to humanity’s destructive actions directed agahmst in order to offer forgiveness to

all.

The offer of salvation belongs to the realm of Godwill. It is
“unconditional” in that forgiveness is offered whet the sinner is prepared to accept
it or not. To become effective in human life, thi#ep calls for the surrender of

autonomous claims and reconciliation with God.

The drama reveals the Father's way of creating & m®mmunity
characterized by love, forgiveness, and healingoddh the Spirit's action, the
ravages of sin and death are transformed as hergatlound the central figure in the
drama — the Son — those who respond to the divitiative and begin to imitate the

new image of God in Jesus Christ.

Thesis 11:  In the drama of salvation the ancient system of ribtition
and vengeance is breached. The dynamism of forgesnsubverts the scapegoat

mechanism inscribed in human experience by “sataniccusation”.

Jesus dies as the ultimate scapegoat. On the Gasneets human mendacity and
hostile resentment with unbounded love, revealioghénity’s hidden malaise as

well as its remedy. By meeting human hostility wathyssal love, the satanic cycle is
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breached and the scapegoat mechanism is robbedpmfwer. When Jesus turns his
violent death into a deliberate surrender to thiadtahe becomes the Scapegoat and

the Lamb of God at the same time.

By unleashing the totality of human violence on himmanity generated
unwittingly the possibility for its own transforman. By making himself a victim of
their sin, God turns the victimary symbol of thel okder into a form of divine self-

communication, thus infiltrating their world to umd from within.

In the drama of salvation, God allowed for the follt-working of human
liberty. If humanity’s grasping self-assertion haerverted the image of God, Jesus
restored it by following the path of filial obed@nand humble conformity to the

self-giving love between the Father and the Son.

God reveals in Christ that he acts in history bsspasion and regeneration
through the Holy Spirit, not by the imposition ofiéssianic power” and divine
violence. In other words, faith in the triune Godshnothing in common with
religions that are rooted in the primitive sacr&hristian revelation effectively

deconstructs paganism both religious and political.

Divine kenosis and human mimesis are thus dimessibthe “space” where
the divine/human drama is being played out and &/h@manity may participate in

the perfect community of God who is “Being-in-love”

Thesis 12: In the resurrection Jesus re-enters the world of tman self-

will and violence as the way beyond it.

In the Easter-event, the Father raised Jesus tnerddad. This too was a new action
of God towards sinners. Instead of bringing humiaiohy to an end in response to
the killing of his Son, the Father enables humatohy to move forward in a new

way.

Through the presence of the risen Victim in histangold possibilities for
healing and for new beginnings for human sociadipen up which have yet to be

explored.

314



The restoration of the “image of God” in individeand the transformation
of human sociality as it appears in the gatherindp® “new community” lie beyond
the scope of human achievement. They are the wbréaa who in Christ so
radically turned towards sinners that he becamet wea are so that we might
become what he is. It is in the intimacy of failfatt the perfection of God’s love
relationship toward his creature swallows up thpenfections and waywardness of

human relationality.

In the resurrection a new humanity is inaugurat@djumanity restored,
forgiven, liberated from guilt and shame, and fré®ean its own obsessive memory
of suffering. This liberation is not achieved bynare overlooking of the past, but by
its transcendence. In the drama of salvation Clwistvealed asur victim and our
violent ways are transformed as the models andctstres that have dominated
human consciousness are reconfigured through &Hé®ging encounter with the

crucified, risen and forgiving victim.

Thesis 13:  Jesus’ invitation to imitate him means to imitateohonly his

desire, but also his mode of imitation.

Mimetic anthropology holds that human beings canmotate God directly. While
they are equipped with a capacity for transcendetitey need a model. This
characteristic certainly places humanity into a&gaty of its own but also opens the
door to conflictive mimesis that seeks to be likedGrivalistically. As the line
between emulating God as we should and rivaling (tima primordial sin) is very
fine, humanity needs a perfect model of human temdence toward GJ& This
model was given to humanity in Jesus Christ whasgrewas to imitate the Father

and resemble him perfectly. Imitating him transferhuman mimesis.

In his emulation of the Father Jesus transposemhaiattributes from the
metaphysical-ontological to the personal-human lle¥e¢ the divine level, the

perfection, sovereignty and omnipotence of the &meagiving is eternally matched

795 Wandinger, Siindenlehre;also his “No-one Has Ever Seen God: Problems ofating the
Invisible God”, in COV&R Conference 2005accessed 15 August 2005); available from
http://www.cla.purdue.edu/academic/engl/confereftoesr/Program/speakers.htm St. Paul
expressed this idea of Christ's perfection in thelippian letter in these words: “... not making
equality with God a thing to be grasped” (Phil 2:6)
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by their perfect abilityin receiving In the incarnation, the Son’s imitation of the
Father at the human level required that the Fatheetfection in giving be met by
the Son’s perfect receptivity and the Father’s quotence by the Son’s total
dependencé® In other words, Jesus’ imitation of the Father wadically non-

rivalistic, and therefore pacific. To make way the perfect love of God in human
experience, Jesus’ call to discipleship involvé&swise an imitation that knows no

rivalry with God or with each other.

Thesis 14:  Christ’s victory over the sacred order is workedtan history
by faith in response to Christian proclamation anthe symbolism of a shared

meal.

The coming into being of the “new humanity” in iation of the risen Christ is
accomplished through the inward effectiveness windi grace through faith. That
Christ’s victory encompasses the entire span ofdwimstory is made strikingly
visible in the invitation to the Last Supper and gymbolism. By inviting his
followers to “eat his body” and “drink his bloodJesus reaches back into the distant
past when humans literally consumed their (sad@ijiwictims. At the same time, he
points forward to an ultimate future when in thessianic age the Passover meal
will be transformed into the “marriage supper @& ttamb” (Rev 19:9). Bailie puts it
more eloquently: “The sacramental alpha and omegss redolent with the most
ancient and gruesome of sacrificial images — edtesh and drinking blood — and
graced by allusions to the most glorious of esdbgical horizons — the messianic

banquet”®’

When received by faith, divine grace is capablamfoing the structures of a
human consciousness with its propensity to makictins as foundational to the old
order. The gift of God radically transform thesthérito violent structures according
to the image of love-filed fellowship around a rhdable, and so realizes

communion with the crucified and risen Christ inowh God is revealed. This God-

"6 Wandinger, “No-one Has Ever Seen God”.

7 |n the abstract of his “From the Sacred to the&aental: the Eucharistlmitatio at the Heart of
the Historical Drama” inCOV&R 2005 Conferencéaccessed 15 August 2005); available from
http://www.cla.purdue.edu/academic/engl/conferehcegar/Program/speakers.htm
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initiated transformation appears in history asghaleptic enfleshment of the divine
promise: God, in an eschatological fulfilment, willake his dwelling with human

beings where he will be “all in all” (1 Cor 15:28).

THE SUBVERSIVE MEMORY OF THE CHURCH

Thesis 15: By remembering the Passion of Christ, the churchserts a
subversive memory into the world. This memory cemata social and political

conscience expressed as concern for the sufferihgthers.

Suffering in the Christian sense is not the samé¢haspassive endurance of the
sacrificial victim of the mythical order. Jesus, taking the place of others, revealed
the victim's innocence. At the same time, the memuoir his suffering frees and

protects political life from totalitarianism. Theh@stian stance is prophetic in that it
anticipates God'’s future, and is thus able to oppdslatrous attempts of social or

political ideologies to usurp that place in histerich belongs to God alone.

The consciousness of Christ emerges in history usecahe Holy Spirit
“convict[s] the world of sin, of righteousness asfdudgment” (Jn 16:8). The Spirit
inspires the church to be conformed to Christ, niedel of the new humanity.
Although the new community possesses no authdriiyh or holiness of its own, it
has power through the eternal Spirit of the gogpedclamation and sacrament) to
unmask the dark forces that hold humanity captvéhé old order. This critical role,
however, depends entirely on the community’s hudynllefore God. The church is
called to judge its own collusion with sin and eiote, lest its calling to be salt and
light in the world is diminished. Only a peniteritucch can authentically testify to
the gospel as an explosive force able to give smbstto the vision that the new
community is also the bearer of a new history v@ihd. At the same time, it must
not succumb to the temptation of political and eouit ideologies that categorize

all suffering as “oppression” which can and shduddremoved.

Thesis 16: The memory of the church and its praxis are mimetily
linked.
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There is no imitation without memory, and no memwithout imitation. In other
words, the praxis of mimesis belongs to the knogdedf God in practice. This
memory is manifested through a public propheticnsta This, in turn, puts
Christianity on trial if it is to justify its resignce to the old, and its hope for the new.
These trials are analogues of the eschatologicdltefore Christ at the end of time
(2 Cor 5:10).

Thesis 17:  The imminent expectation of the kingdom of God alagh

apocalyptic conception of time belong together.

The emancipatory logic that underlies the humahtsigaradigm negates the God of
the living and the dead. The God who redeems tise grad even calls the dead to
account has no place in a world-view that proclamsnanity as the subject of

history, and moral evolution as the mechanism ofdu progress.

Since the coming of the kingdom of God is not thdfililment of an
evolutionary process, but the imminent expectatiba profound discontinuity that
points to the “catastrophic nature of time”, ipiecisely in this discontinuity that the
future loses its evolutionary character “of timslasfinity into which the presence

may be projected ... at will", as Metz points St

Paradoxically, it is this imminent expectation betkingdom which offers
true hope. This hope thrusts the church into theggte for an authentic solidarity
with the oppressed, the disgraced, the sick angdoe (Mt 25: 31-46). It is a task
which, although it has never been a marginal ferdhurch, must feature ever more

centrally in its praxis today.

The church must demonstrate (at least in the What)it is more than the
religious superstructure of middle-class socieiya greater or lesser extent complicit
with its materialist-consumerist ethos. Given tmeminent expectation of the
kingdom, what ought to emerge is a church growmg the world-wide solidarity
with that underclass to which the vast majorityhef world’s population belongs. To

the degree the church fails to reflect the nonenblnature of God and to take its

%8 Metz, Faith in History and Societyl,76.
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place in the spiritual, political and economic gugie for a global community,
especially alongside and on behalf of the despgrator, it ceases to be true to
itself. It can no longer sit at the same tablédhwigsus Christ in his solidarity with the

oppressed.

HUMAN RIGHTS — CRISIS AND FUTURE

Thesis 18:  The human rights crisis is neither an accident narshortfall
in “techniques of implementation,” but reflects theubconscious and collective

structures of civilization.

Mimetic anthropology reveals the ancient mecharo$mictimage as the dynamism
behind the crisis we have been examining. The weons dependence of society
on this mechanism for cohesion makes it systenyi@fiective in culture. It is just
another name for humanity’s first impulse to cohdesacomplicity with violence

and to project its hostility on others.

The UDHR, which is being celebrated as humanitggyhtened rationality
and as thdingua franka of moral thought fails to provide immunity agairtbe
mimetic impulse. Instead it deceives us about ounate propensity to locate the
problem first in others, and that humans simplyndbreach unanimity or function in
a “spirit of brotherhood”, as the UDHR declaresthout a common enemy or
“sacrificial victim”. This tragic fact also explanwhy the pagan ethos of the

scapegoat still rules in international politics.

Hence, the peril in which humanity finds itself nah be overstated. The
world is replete with rivalry, rejection, hate, léace and terror which drive it deeper
into ruin. Faced with a rising tide of politicaltagonisms, humanity is in danger of
succumbing to unstoppable or “apocalyptic” violenEeonomic globalization has
much the same effect. It too is driven by the wmetiy mechanism. Rivalry for
competitive advantage is a struggle in which ohly stronger, the faster, the more

innovative competitor survives. Concern for victiorxshuman rights plays no part.

When this logic is applied to solving social anditaml conflicts, it may
result in temporary subservience, but not in pesatply because it is rooted in the

deeply disturbed relationality of resentment andyen
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Thesis 19: The human rights agenda is paralyzed by the mimetic
interplay between the human rights project and tleero-sum model of the

dominance system.

Many of the human rights issues on the internati@ggenda are so systemically
entrenched and involve such far reaching internatianplications that they remain
untouched. Some are fraught with vast instituticrmhplexities that member states
are reluctant to examine publicly. This reluctargaralyzes the human rights
community. Instead of addressing them, member sstadde refuge in glib

propaganda formulas and ritualistic incantationBwhan rights. A similar paralysis
reigns among the NGOs. Some are concerned thtie iflebate on critical issues
resumes, opponents to human rights will redrawrthp and the movement will lose

ground.

It is worth noting that this paralysis signals de bne hand the loss of hope
that the status quo may be transcended. On the, dthgoints to the operation of
mimeticism as the cause. It is linked to the notlwat “human rights are trumps”. As
the governing metaphor of NGO activity, the idea“wbimps” locks them into
mirroring the zero-sum game of winners and losessfwhich there is no escape.
Because NGOs not only imitate their opponents bug another, this mutual
mimeticism is the cause of the homogeneity of N@otics and approaches,
resulting in wasteful duplication of effort and Zem functional forms. One may
prognosticate that in conflict situations, energl e diverted from aiding victims

of oppression to eliminating rivals in the humaghts arena.

Thesis 20:  The influence of global capital renders the futarof human
rights uncertain, possibly bleak.

Ideologies of economic progress and globalizatidnaoconsumer mentality (a
symptom of humanity’s insatiable desire for moredduce world-wide conditions
that favor the rich and the powerful. This stateafféirs prevents the violated from
having a real voice, despite the human rights sys#es a result, their suffering goes
largely unnoticed by the political mainstream. Theiacknowledged anguish, quite
apart from the growing institutional decadence & United Nations Organization

itself, undermines confidence in human rights anthe UDHR. As this process of
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decay is allowed to continue, the future of humahts becomes increasingly
uncertain. One of the contributing factors is theclothe of the North-Atlantic
civilization as a moral force. How the West copdth is own inner crisis is likely to
influence in decisive ways what will become of hanmghts. What further undermines
faith in human rights is the fact that the process¢ economic and cultural
globalization are allowed to create “abiding comitias of misfortune™® These
products of decay are evidence that the humansrigygtem is unable to free itself
from the entanglement with the dominance systemtlamdictimage mechanism that
drives it. From the perspective of this study, timsapacity renders the future of
human rights doubtful, if not bleak. It also dentoaies the theoretical and practical
limit for the human rights paradigm to functionesftively as a bearer of hope for a

truly humane future (see also Thesis 21).

Thesis 21:  The real goal of the nations is revealed as the guit of

power capable of inflicting limitless death.

Victims of violence rather than words of pledgesl groclamations signify the
human conditionFrom Verdun to Darfur, the killing fields of recehistory give

bitter testimony that an age of annihilation hawmkd, while the magnitude of the
underlying hatred motivating it discloses the halloore of Enlightenment ideals

and of theories of “moral progress”.

Many factors characterize the human rights crigis)e more than the mass-
violations of human beings, either committed oretaled by states which have

undertaken to protect human rights and comply witérnational norms.

Yet, what shapes this crisis at its core is théslgmof desire” itself. It arises
when infinite desire meets with the incapacity tmdy about its own fulfilment. This
crisis gives rise to the nations’ desire for irEnpower, the power of inflicting
limitless death. This explains why members of thecalled “human family” design,
develop, manufacture and otherwise acquire largatifies of weapons capable of
eliminating entire populations within minutes, amdy the nations are so reluctant to

surrender their arsenals of annihilation. Since dmumghts affirmations are simply

9 Baxi, “Voices of Suffering”, 154.
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incapable of undoing this “crisis of desire”, pregggons for mass destruction are

more likely to escalate than diminish in the future

Thesis 22:  The human rights crisis is significant, serious dn

subversive, but not without creative possibilities.

The deep significance of this crisis is relatea@ wrisis of identity. Humanity is faced
with its powerlessness to overcome its own violescethat fundamentals of ‘who

we are’ as human beings need to be (re)established.

The crisis is serious because it is a crisis amalte meaning. Human desire
obeys the law of mimetic escalation. In the presembiguous state of humanity, this
escalation manifests as the desire for limitless/gyp particularly the power of
limitless destruction. Not only the future of humaghts but also the future of the
entire human race is at stake. If a deepeningeottisis is to be averted, questions of

ultimate meaning must be raised with candor andnay.

The crisis is subversive because the global thread dynamisms that
constitute it call into question the assumptiont tfee human rights paradigm can
bear the weight of its own ideals. As it is, huntsings as human beings suffer

expulsion on a global scale by the forces of dotigna

While crises such as the one we have been examamangeeply unsettling,
they also contain their own creative possibilitespecially when considered through
the lens of mimetic theory and Christian hope: esiagery rival is also a model who
begins to entice our desire for imitation, the magorously the world rejects Christ,

the more it will be drawn to imitate hiffi°

8% john Holdsworth speaks of major crises as “exiiperiences”. See hBwelling in a Strange
Land: Exile in the Bible and the Chur¢Norwich: Canterbury Press, 2003). On this undeiding,
only if the church allows itself to be profoundiguthed and changed by the crisis, will it become a
more authentic sign of the kingdom. Perhaps it muperience anew the state of “homelessness” to
be spiritually effective in the world.
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PEACE AND HOPE

Thesis 23:  Since God launches humanity on a new trajectoryttwthe
resurrection of Christ, the Christian story is unigely able to inject into a world of

victimage a new vision of peace and hope.

| have argued that it is the task of the prophstance to evoke an alternative
consciousness to the consciousness of the domimaticee. Christian revelation is
of a higher order than the scapegoat mechanismhwihidelegitimate§®* When
Jesus takes death into his own person, he annotheeehd of the order of death.
The crucifixion of Jesus constitutes the ultimat®pbetic critique of the old
consciousness of fear and condemnation. But wedvouss the character of this
stance if it was understood in terms of a heroitadee. Rather, the crucifixion
brings a critique of passion and compassion thadees impotent the old order of
power and competition based on human achievemeith e resurrection of the
Crucified, God launches humanity on a new trajgcttis mediator models God'’s
self-giving love as the true object of human deghmat is able to swallow up

humanity's deepest fears and anxieties (1 Jn £18).

But there can be no peace unless also the crighose with unresolved
forgiveness have been heard. Guilt belongs to tlde consciousness, so does
unforgiveness. Only the love of God can, when reskin faith, undo both. Only the
suffering of God in Christ can inspire the massuéfering of brutalized humanity
with new meaning. Only the assurance that ultiniatgiveness is available can meet

the deepest needs of perpetrators and victims. alike

These privations of the human heart cannot be nyeeuen the most

sophisticated human rights system. Confined topthigical/judicial order, all it can

801 paul writes in Rom 8:2, “For the law of the Spaftlife in Christ Jesus has set you free from the
law of sin and death”.

802 The biblical text reads, “There is no fear in lpbet perfect love drives out fear. Fear has to do
with punishment and he who fears is not perfeatddve”. Although in the past the church has often
instilled fear in people (qualms of consciencer fafadeath and hell), “Christianity in its origis the
religion of overcoming fear,” notes Eugen Biserhis article "Only Peace Can Save the World”,
Current ConcerngEnglish Edition of Zeit-Fragen), no. 4 (2002).
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offer is to turn human suffering into a tool forligoal mobilization within the
dialectic of resistance and dominance, in the hapeit leading to more

comprehensive human rights standards and {&ivs.

Finally, only Christianity can witness to the heglieffect flowing from
God’s presence and liberating action in historye Tfristian story proclaims that, in
the midst of its own suffering, humanity may endeurin the crucified and risen
Christ the God who is invocable as the Father bfTdlis God is turned towards
humanity, not as a rival but as the source, forohgwal of true life. Hence the tasks
of the prophetic stance is to nurture the realirathat only the experience of the
“Fatherhood of God” can give rise to the “Brothesoof Man” as a peace-

sustaining reality.

EPILOGUE

When the nations entered into covenants with eattteroto confirm their
commitment to human rights, they chose a form @&tienality that, in the Judeo-

Christian tradition, is freighted with extraordiitarich meaning.

The term “covenant” is related to the sovereign iatstration of God’s grace
towards human beings, and to the security thaesfisom the fact it is God who
establishes it. Hand in hand with the administratmf God’'s grace goes his
forbearance. In the Old Testament, the immutablaraghier of the covenantal
promises is confirmed by God swearing a self-inig\oath of fidelity, while, in the

New Testament the new covenant is embodied in Chirisself. Since the blessings

803 Even though I have argued that the human rightsdigm has limits in that it cannot breach the
mimetic cycle of violence, it does not mean thatught to be abolished. Given the present state of
humanity, the human rights paradigm is — like theutar state — a “permissive ordinance” of God
designed to restrain violence by “deeds of the ladBwever, when its impotence is reduced to a
mere “failure of implementation”, the world closis eyes to the revelatory power of the Gospel
which unmasks the myth that humanity is able te lip to its own ideals. Such myth-making keeps
the scapegoat mechanism hidden which, accordir@grard, drives the diabolical cycle of mimetic
violence in the world.
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of the covenant are conditioned on perseverancebedience, maintaining intimate

communion with God is indispensable for their ration®*

Whether or not the nations were aware of it attithe, when they expressed
their intentions in covenantal terms, they creaedlational reality of great moment.
Indeed, so profound is the bond implicit in sucboaenant that the closest human

analogy one can think of is that of matrimony.

Some striking parallels come to mind. Like partnersharriage, the nations
find themselves on a life-long journey “for betterfor worse, for richer, for poorer”.
They must prove their commitment to each othehendrises of life. Their existence
is deeply reciprocal and as their relationshipslahfthey are destined to discover
that their future depends, paradoxically, “uporsthalmost impossible times when it
is perfectly clear ... that nothing else but pure i§a@l love can hold them
together®®® Finally, breaking the covenant has destructivesegnences which may

lead to permanent estrangement.

Yet, in the midst of their sometimes arduous stlegjgwhat awaits them is
the revelation of a stupendous truth that whileasnddgment and caught in the
schemes they have devised, they are not condenutddved; that on their journey
into the future they need neither be alone nor authhope, for the ever-greater
reality of God’s faithful and forbearing love accoamies them, holding together

their fractured relations.

Our culture forcefully exemplifies the post-modemrsion of the doctrine of
sin according to which all humans, along with theindeavors and cultural
institutions, are radically flawed. Against thisckground, the Christian story is of
particular relevance. It announces that God’s loas come to us in the mystery of
the incarnation as “bone of our bone and flesh wf ftesh”; that God in Christ
comes to us to share our crises, even our deathing/dis resistant creature to desire
him above all desiring as the ultimate answer to entrapment in the diabolical

circle of resentment and violence. But his graceascheap. He also invites us to

84 E_ F. Bruce, “Covenant”, iThe New Bible Dictionaryed. J.D. Douglas (Leicester, England:
Intervarsity Press, 1962), 264-69.

85 Mike Mason,The Mystery of MarriagéSisters, Oreg.: Multnomah Press, 1985), 28.
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identify with the sorrows of the world in a way poofound that only communion
with him will sustain us as he invites us to bda tross without bitterness and
revenge. Those who have experienced his love ith tawe willing to abandon
themselves to this love as their new desire bemirignitate” his. By his Spirit they
know themselves empowered to proclaim healing wodd that is discovering its
fallenness. Moreover, they live out of a new hdpegt God, when he consummates
his work of grace, will do for them what he has egmoleptically in Jesus Christ
when he raised him from the dead. In the midsthefdrisis they retell this unique
story of divine love, which, in the biblical metaphis the story of a bridegroom
who will not cease loving his estranged “bride”iLiavery resistance to their union
melts away in the presence of his love. Already nosv beatitude is a mimesis that
is not her own, conforming her to the same lovalints divine intimacy and joy of

eternal self-giving.
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APPENDIX 1

UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS

PREAMBLE

WHEREAS recognition of the inherent dignity and tbe equal and inalienable
rights of all members of the human family is theridation of freedom, justice and

peace in the world.

WHEREAS disregard and contempt for human rightssha@gulted in barbarous acts
which have outraged the conscience of mankind,tla@cdvent of a world in which
human beings shall enjoy freedom of speech anefbetid freedom from fear and

want has been proclaimed has the highest aspirafithe common people.

WHEREAS it is essential, if man is not to be corlgzklo have recourse, as a last
resort, to rebellion against tyranny and oppresstbat human rights should be

protected by the rule of law.

WHEREAS it is essential to promote the developnudritiendly relations between

nations.

WHEREAS the peoples of the United Nations havehi ¢harter reaffirmed their
faith in fundamental human rights, in the dignindavorth of the human person and
in the equal rights of men and women and have ohéted to promote social

programs and better standards of life in largezdian.

WHEREAS member states have pledged themselveshtevac in cooperation with
the United Nations, the promotion of universal extfor and observance of human

rights and fundamental freedoms.

WHEREAS a common understanding of these rightsfeeetioms is of the greatest

importance for the full realization of this pledge.
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Now, THEREFORE, THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY PROCLAIMS

This Universal Declaration of Human Rights as a ©mn standard of achievement
for all peoples and nations, to the end that evedwidual and every organ of
society, keeping this declaration constantly in amishall strive by teaching and
education to promote respect for these rights arddbms and by progressive
measures, national and international, to securerh@rsal and effective recognition
and observance, both among the peoples of mendies shemselves and among the

peoples of territories under the jurisdiction.

ARTICLE 1.

All human beings are born free and equal in digaiy rights. They are endowed
with reason and conscience and should act towaedamother but in a spirit of
brotherhood.

ARTICLE 2.

Everyone is entitled to all the rights and freedoses forth in this Declaration,
without distinction of any kind, such as race, cpl@ace, sex, language, religion,

political or other opinion, national or social arigproperty, birth or other status.

Furthermore, no distinction shall be made on th&sbaf the political, jurisdictional
or international status of the country or territtoywhich a person belongs, whether
it be independent, trust, non-self-governing or ernény other limitation of

sovereignty.

ARTICLE 3.

Everyone has the right to life, liberty and seguait person.

ARTICLE 4.

No one shall be held in slavery or servitude; stawend the slave trade shall be

prohibited in all their forms.
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ARTICLE 5.

No one shall be subjected to torture or to crugluman or degrading treatment or

punishment.

ARTICLE 6.

Everyone has the right to recognition everywhera person before the law.

ARTICLE 7.

All are equal before the law and are entitled withany discrimination to equal
protection of the law. All are entitled to equabfaction against any discrimination

in violation of this and against any incitemensteh discrimination.

ARTICLE 8.

Everyone has the right to an effective remedy leydbmpetent national tribunals for

acts violating the fundamental rights granted hintie constitution or by law.

ARTICLE 9.

No one shall be subjected to arbitrary arrest,rdiete or exile.

ARTICLE 10.

Everyone is entitled in full equality to a fair apdblic hearing by an independent
and impartial tribunal, in the determination of hights and obligations and of any

criminal charge against him.

ARTICLE 11.

(1) Everyone charged with the penal offense hagitie to be presumed innocent
until proved guilty according to law in a publidgair at which he has had all the

guarantees necessary for his defense.
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(2) No one shall be held guilty of any penal offelms of any act or omission which
did not constitute penal offense, on a nationahtarnational law, at the time when it
was committed. Nor shall any heavier penalty beosgd than the one that was

applicable at the time the penal offense was cotacit

ARTICLE 12.

No one shall be subject to arbitrary interferenctn Wwis privacy, family, home or
correspondence, nor to attacks upon his honourr@pdtation. Everyone has the

right to the protection of the law against suclerfgrence or attacks.

ARTICLE 13.

(1) Everyone has the right to freedom of movemeudt i@esidence within the borders

of each state.

(2) Everyone has the right to leave any countrgiuiding his own, and to return to

his country.

ARTICLE 14.
(1) Everyone has the right to seek and to enjoytimer countries asylum for

protection.

(2) This right may not be invoked in the case afggcutions genuinely arising from
non-political crimes or from acts contrary to thergoses and principles of the

United Nations.

ARTICLE 15.

(1) Everyone has aright to a nationality.

(2) No one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his ioaality or denied the right to

change his nationality.
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ARTICLE 16.

(1) Men and women of full age, without any limitatidue to race, nationality or
religion, have the right to marry and have fourfdraily. They are entitled to equal

rights as to marriage, during marriage, and atigsolution.

(2) Marriage shall be entered into only with theefiand full consent of the intending

spouses.

(3) The family is the natural and fundamental gromg of society and is entitled to

protection by society and the state.

ARTICLE 17.

(1) Everyone has a right to own property alone el & in association with others.

(2) No one shall be arbitrarily deprived of thisperty.

ARTICLE 18.

Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, cemee and religion; this right
includes freedom to change his religion or belaig freedom, either alone or in
community with others and in public or private,@nifest his religion of relief in

teaching, practice, worship, and observance.

ARTICLE 19.

Everyone has the right to freedom of opinion angression; this right includes
freedom to hold opinions without interference amd seek, receive and impart

information and ideas through any media and regasdbf frontiers.

ARTICLE 20.

(1) Everyone has the right to freedom of peacedsémbly and association.

(2) No one may be compelled to belong to an assBonia
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ARTICLE 21.

(1) Everyone has the right to take part in the gowveent of this country, directly or

through freely chosen representatives.
(2) Everyone has the right to equal access to psblivice and his country.

(3) The will of the people shall be the basis @& #uthority of government; this will
shall be expressed in periodic and genuine electidrich shall be by universal and
equal suffrage and shall be held by secret voteébyrequivalent free voting

procedures.

ARTICLE 22.

Everyone, as a member of society, has a right émlseecurity and is entitled to
realization, through a national effort and intermaal corporation and in accordance
with the organization and resources of each Stditiie economic social and cultural

rights indispensable for his dignity and if redegrhent of his personality.

ARTICLE 23.
(1) Everyone has the right to work, to free choafeemployment, to just and
favorable conditions of work and to protection agaunemployment.

(2) Everyone, without any discrimination, has tight to equal pay for equal work.

(3) Everyone has the right to form and to join &athions for the protection of his

interests.

ARTICLE 24.

Everyone has the right to rest and leisure, indgdieasonable limitations of

working hours and periodic holidays with pay.
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ARTICLE 25.

(1) Everyone has the right to a standard of livagquate for the health and well
being of himself and his family, including foodpthing, housing, and medical care
and necessary social services, and the right wrisge the event of unemployment,
sickness, disability, widowhood, old age or otfaaki of livelihood in circumstances

beyond his control.

(2) Motherhood and childhood are entitled to sdecere and assistance. All

children, whether born in or out of wedlock, steijoy the same social protection.

ARTICLE 26.

(1) Everyone has the right to education. Educastball be free, at least in the
elementary and fundamental states. Elementary &docshall be compulsory.
Technical and professional education shall be ngeterally available and higher

education shall be equally accessible to all orbdsgs of merit.

(2) Education shall be directed to the full devetemt of the human personality and
to the strengthening of respect for human rights famdamental freedoms. It shall
promote understanding, tolerance and friendship ngmall nations, racial or
religious groups, and shall further the activitiek the United Nations for the

maintenance of peace.

(3) Parents shall have a prior right to choosekthd of education that shall be given

to the children.

ARTICLE 27.

(1) Everyone has the right freely to participateha cultural life of the community,

and to enjoy the arts and to share in scientifi@adement and its benefits.

(2) Everyone has the right to the protection of theral and material interests

resulting from any scientific, literary or artisfcoduction of which he is the author.

333



ARTICLE 28.

Everyone is entitled to a social and internatioaeder in which the rights and

freedoms set forth in this declaration can be fréiglized.

ARTICLE 29.

(1) Everyone has duties to the community in whidbna the free and full

development of his personality is possible.

(2) In the exercise of his rights and freedomsyyuee shall be the subject only to
such limitations as are determined by law solelytfee purpose of securing due
recognition and respect for the rights and freedofrsthers and of meeting the just
requirements of morality, public order and the gehevelfare in a democratic

society.

(3) These rights and freedoms may in no case beisgd contrary to the purposes
and principles of the United Nations.

ARTICLE 30.

Nothing in this declaration may be interpreted raplying for any State, group or
person any right to engage in any activity or tofgren any acts aimed at the

destruction of any of the rights and freedoms @ehfherein.
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APPENDIX 2

GLOSSARY OF GIRARDIAN TERMS #%®

Difference  Distinction arising from victimage, the “they” @n“us”
syndrome, which could have been originally a meestge or sign. All other
distinctions (language, roles, cultural institusoand rules) have their origin in this

first victimary distinction.

Double Bind This term relates to the experience of confloct
paradox when mimesis is blocked by prohibition (tate me in this but not in
that”). The same experience arises when the defin@o subjects converges upon
the same object and the mimetic process turns dwator/model into a rival. This is

also referred to as Mimetic Double (see dimesisandMode).

Culture: All structures and arrangements as well as tlmncon ideas
and rules, which allow people to live together with being consumed by chaos,
violence and random Killing. It is the result oktfunctioning of the non-conscious

mechanism of scapegoating that actually maintdiesystem.

Mimesis Synonymous with mimetic desire, i.e. the non-canss
imitation of others, which in mimetic theory alwagsrries the connotation of
“acquisitive” or “appropriative”. As a “dynamic eplng” that allows human beings
to open themselves up to the world and engagevindaelationships, mimesis is not
inherently destructive. Mimetic desire is mediatekire. The desirability of an
object is not vested in the object but in the mdHat desires it. It is the function of
culture to regulate the potential conflict betweamls who desire the same object.
Since human beings are constituted as “interdivgiuthey live from the reality of

the model or mediator. This involves them in themetic paradox where they

806 Adapted from WilliamsGirard Readey 289-294.
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become so fascinated with the model that they @ésirvery being, which results in
the experience of thmimetic doublelt occurs when the other becomes either an
obstacle that needs to be eliminated or so inteedthat the distinction between the
self and the other is no longer experienced. Trssipdities range from murder and
schizophrenia to conversion through love and fagess. In the latter case, Girard

speaks of “good mimesis”.

Model/Mediator Whatever or whoever we are in a mimetic relatiop
with. It may be an individual, a group, culturabasiptions or settings with which
we resonate. The model mediates reality for usvemdre constituted by the model
such that the self is a set of past and presentetiimelations. If the model is a
person (authority figure, parent, or an importaeen the model and the one
imitating are also potentially rivals. At the sarime, every rival may be also a

model who begins to entice our desire for imitation

Religion: The cultic expression of mimetic desire, which archaic
societies regulates its rivalistic form throughuait prohibition and sacral violence
associated with sacrifice; a mechanism for presgrarder by protecting society

from destructive mimetic crises.

Sacrifice Originally the cultic immolation of humans or amls (as
substitutes for humans) during religious victimiaat In the negative sense sacrifice
means scapegoating, in the positive sense unddragoostly and loving self-giving

as in the case of Christ.

Scapegoating The mechanism by which societies obtain unarimit
and/or surrogate peace or release from mimetiened through the killing of an
arbitrarily chosen victim. It involves always themconscious convergence upon the

victim as an object of collective “wrath”, retaiah or vengeance.
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