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ABSTRACT: 

Jean Baudrillard’s essay “The Gulf War Did Not Take Place” is argued on several levels, but the thrust of his argument is that technology or virtual reality is replacing  reality.  “This war.” he wrote (alluding to the first Gulf War) is not a war, but this is compensated for by the fact that information is not information either”  (81). Guy Debord has argued that we live in a society of spectacle, and that if an event is not a spectacle, it is not real for us.  War itself has become a spectacle. Susan Sontag, writing on the same subject, and arguing in a much different vein says, “To speak of reality as becoming a spectacle is a breathtaking provincialism. . . .It assumes that everyone is a spectator, that there is no real suffering in the world.”


This essay (paper) is about the problem of spectacle and reality.  I examine the issue through Arthur Miller’s most recent play Resurrection Blues, produced in November 2002 at the Guthrie Theater in Minneapolis, Minnesota.  Miller’s argument must be interpreted on its own terms: the play, the characters, the resolution.  His attack on the viewing habits of the middle classes, the cultural amnesia and psychological dissolution that follow from unremitting but still deceptive spectacles of violence, and his apparent despair of any religious resolution to our contemporary political and cultural dilemmas–all find expression in this extraordinary drama.  I offer as my own commentary the argument that Christian revelation and Christian belief  responds to Miller’s dark vision, but that. his view of western-- especially American–culture, is both provocative and disturbing.

MEDIA AND MIMESIS

SACRIFICING REALITY: ARTHUR MILLER=S RESURRECTION BLUES

The refusal of the real is the number one dogma of our time.  It is the prolongation and perpetuation of the original mythic illusion.

Rene Girard

In the first scene of Arthur Miller=s Resurrection Blues,
 a tragic farce situated in a mythical Latin American country, the chief-of-state, General Felix,  refers to a captured revolutionary peasant as Ahistory.@  AHe is historyBall done.@  Henri, the  interlocutor, objects: AThey keep candles lit before his photograph, you know.@    

As the conversation continues, it is evident that General Felix intends a macabre punishment for his prisoner.  The popular hero, whom the peasants believe is the Messiah, will be crucified.  The argument runs as follows:

Shooting doesn=t work! People are shot on television every ten minutes; bang-bang, and they go down like dolls, it=s meaningless.  But nail up a couple of these bastards, and believe me this will be the quietest country on the continent and ready for development.

The stage is set for sacrificeBan appropriate remedy for a country plagued with illness, economic injustice (two  percent of the people own ninety-six percent of the land) and narcotic addiction.  The water is polluted, people=s teeth are rotting, and the General himself is impotent.

The advantages of sacrifice are augmented considerably when an American firm offers the government $25 million to televise the crucifixion on condition that commercials advertising personal hygiene  products will be inserted into the televised spectacle every ten minutes. This crucified messiah will be in classic terms, a modern-day  pharmakos.  The money, moreover, offered to the head of state, General Felix, will restore the economy.  According to one argument, the alleged Messiah should agree to the crucifixion on the argument that his death would benefit everyone.  Besides, according to the Chief-of-State, this crucifixion will have no serious moral consequences. Ralph, the idol of the peasants, is not really a Messiah--he=s not even Jewish. 

But the young messiah confounds the General=s plansBat least momentarily.  He escapes from prison by walking through the walls.  The mysterious light signaling his presence every time the door to his prison cell was open had disappeared.  The search for Ralph-- as he is known in the opening scenes of the play-- begins, and when he is captured, the crucifixion will take place.

Enter Arthur Miller=s commentary on reality television, the corruption of vision, cultural amnesia, the dissolution of the self, the commercialization of violence, and the advantages of postponing the Second Coming.

Not all of these themes can be examined at length in this paper, but all of them can be subsumed under what Daniel Boorstin calls Athe menace of unreality@(240).  This is not to say, as Jean Baudrillard argues, that reality has dissolved into simulacra or hyperreality
-- but to suggest that media in general, and television in particular, can eviscerate our sense of reality. We don=t recognize an illusion when we see one (Boorstin 240).   The primary illusion of television is that the world one chooses to view is reality and not the mirror of desires that selects and defines every radio and television audience. This audience demands that news be exciting, novel, interesting, and distracting.  If there is no exciting, interesting, and distracting news, enterprising reporters and newsmakers will create it. Electronic versions of the worldBthe translation of word into imageBare designed to satisfy our desires, and to the degree that news is commodified, to excite desires. Viewers to this world are bystanders without presence who are not called to responsibility for what they see or what they choose to turn away from.  One does not have to act or interact.  One needs only to watch, knowing that one watches with invisible others.  

The proposed crucifixion in Miller=s play  would capitalize on the pervasive appetite for watching what is believed to be reality orBbecause human behavior changes when it is being observedBpseudo-reality television.  The structure of this genre, moreover, must be shaped like a drama or a contest, especially a sacrificial contest, such as ASurvivor@ and its sequels if it is to be entertainment.  AReality is rambling, observed John Langley, the creator of ACops,@ the longest running entertainment show on television, A so we have to find a beginning, middle, and end with some sort of recap@ (Langley, quoted in Mason 3).  Thus the distinction between drama and reality becomes blurred, as producers try to elicit some kind of catharsis. But viewers of the genre now known as  reality television enjoy an additional voyeuristic pleasure: the prurience of watching without being seen, of watching another suffer without feeling guilty. Guilt is assuaged because the suffering on reality television is planned and accepted by the performers and thus somehow under quasi-artistic control.

Even at a different level of viewing, that of drama or film, a similar abstraction occurs. Michael Haneke commented at the Graz COV&R conference in 1997, AThe businessman who defines and produces film as merchandise, knows that violence only sells, but then very well, when it is deprived or there is an absence of the main elements that make up reality: the deeply shaking fear of the suffering and pain. @ . . . He adds,

It is the form of representation which determines the effect of content . . .During the striving [of media operators] to continually intensify the effect of form, content has become an interchangeable dimension. This applies to violence just as much as to its opposite, to victims of war just as much as to the stars of TV series, to cars just as much as to toothpaste.  The absolute equivalency of their content, devoid of reality, guarantees universal fictionality of what is shown, and thereby that ardently sought feeling of security of the part of the consumer (Haneke, unpublished).

Images of real pain and deathBas distinguished from media- induced suffering --fail to stir compassion, moreover,  because in many cases, viewers perceive the scene as an Aintellectual construction,@ as fiction, in other words. According to Luc Boltanski, viewers can relieve their anxiety about their own helplessness to do anything about what they see by directing their attention to the medium rather than to the scene transmitted by the medium(177).    But,  A. . .what looks like callousness,@ argues Susan Sontag, Ahas its origin in the instability of attention that television is organized to arouse and to satiate by its surfeit of images.  Image glut keeps attention light, mobile, relatively indifferent to content. . . The leaching out of content contributes most to the deadening of feeling@(105-106).

In Resurrection Blues Arthur Miller savages the deadening of feeling, the leaching out of content and thus the corruption of vision in a dialogue between the account executive financing the proposed crucifixion and the film director, Emily Shapiro. Summoned from New York, unprepared for this important assignment, she looks into the distance toward the high mountains that surround this South American land.  AThis is absolutely awesome,@ she says, AHow pure.@
She and the executive  in charge of  filming the crucifixion then comment on the resemblance of the mountains to the Ivory Soap commercial they had once filmed in Nepal. They argue about whether the film shoot in the Himalayas was used for the Alka Seltzer commercial or the Efferdent ad.[ It is difficult to realize that this dialogue is satirical since in January of this year a commercial for Metamucil was filmed in front of the American geyser known as AOld Faithful@Bthe point of the commercial being that even AOld Faithful@Ba naturally recurring phenomenon-- required medecine to be Aregular.@]

Emily, initially charmed by the commercial possibilities of the South American landscape, resists the idea of filming a real crucifixion: AMy genius is to make everything comfortably fake, Skip. No agency wants real. You want a fake-looking crucifixion?BCall me.@Skip Cheeseboro, however,  the advertising executive, wants reality television, but, as the play reveals, his Areality@ is not based on an event in the past, but on images of the event.  There would be no doctor at the proposed crucifixion because there is never a mention of a doctor in the Gospel accounts. The victim, moreover, should not be allowed to scream because all of the artistic representations of the original crucifixion show the victim looking relatively calm and serene.  Skip=s problem is essential to understanding Miller=s thesis: Reality and representation have become so indistinguishable that cultural memory has faded into myth, the kind of myth that occludes what really happened and leaves us in noetic innocence.  Vision has been corrupted and memory eroded. Without memory, both society and self disintegrate.

Arthur Miller=s objections to American taste for violence, both simulated and real, and the incapacity to distinguish one from the other, was expressed in Swiftian fashion in a 1992 essay published in the New York Times.  That essay suggested that at Shea Stadium there be public executions with ringside seats, ranging from $200 to $300 and the bleachers going for a bargain $25.  An electric chair could be located on second base and the execution preceded by a tasteful rendition of AThe Star Spangled Banner.@  Children should attend, accompanied by their parents, so that they could learn the evils of crime, as well as the virtues of capitalism (Miller, quoted by Bigsby 5).  

Commenting on the morose parallelism of Miller=s op-ed satire to present-day commodification of suffering and death, Christopher Bigsby in the program notes for the play, wrote that Aas Miller finished the first draft of Resurrection Blues, Benneton ran an advertising campaign in which photographs of condemned killers on America=s death row were used to sell sweatshirts@ and that bids had already been submitted to carry Timothy McVeigh=s execution on television@ (5).  Other examples of macabre viewing opportunities are readily available.  In November 2002  a German physician performed a public autopsy on a commercial station in Britain.  The dissection was conducted before an audience that had each paid $19 to attend . The televised autopsy was part of a promotion for an exhibit in London of preserved human cadavers, referred to by the celebrated mortician as Aplastinated@-- in various poses of running, swimming, and fencing.  These human cadavers would presumably bring more of a frisson to visitors to the exhibit than the less Arealistic@ wax figures of Madame TussaudBalso almost indistinguishable  from their living counterparts (Burt 11).

More recently, the television coverage of the American military=s newest bomb, quaintly entitled  Athe Mother of All Bombs,@ featured awed observers watching the mushroom cloud as if the explosion of 21,000 pounds of ordnance  were a kind of planetary fireworks display designed to impress but not to destroy.  The news correspondent smiling brightly, questioned the Air Force commander at the scene: AYou=re not really going to drop this on Baghdad, are you?@  They both smiled. Presumably their happy faces were designed to assure the television audience that bombs are not really bombs.  They just pretend to be bombs on television(ABC News).

The first Gulf War featured a dashingly attractive foreign correspondent announcing the news against a backdrop of U.S. missiles launched to intercept scuds. The handsome correspondent, Arthur Kent, became known subsequently as the Ascud stud,@ and attracted considerable audience attention, including fan mail.  The memorable moment of his coverage of the Persion Gulf War occurred when he was filmed waving his gas mask, frantically trying to get the attention of NBC=s New York office. He didn=t know that the camera was still rolling:  

AHello, New York! They=re firing Patriots! This is not a drill!@  He had trouble getting the attention of the New York office because technicians were watching 40 different monitors, and Kent=s reportage was being transmitted during half-time of the Raiders-Bills AFC Championship football game( Rosenberg).

Harold Rosenberg commented on media coverage of that first Gulf War. 

AIn fact, what Americans witnessed on TV through much of the conflict were not troops in combat, but favorable sky views of U.S. bombings and journalists in Saudi Arabia jumping for cover when sirens blew, usually in response to false alerts. >We were about 200 miles away from anything even remotely approaching the front, >recalled Kent.@
Not surprisingly, other networks wanted comparable stars for the next war and sent appropriately attractive reporters to Kuwait for the purpose of entertaining the television audience with their bravado in the midst of violence, but the question was always AHow much violence can be endured on television?@  Embedded reports were grittier than the coverage of the first Gulf War, and the lives of journalists  were clearly endangered.  There were relatively few camera shots, however, of Iraqi civilians suffering or of Iraqi  military personnel who had died by the thousands. 

The desires of the viewing audience limited reportage. Pleasing that audience was a political necessity.

In Miller=s latest play, the question of what an audience can endure surfaces. ACan a televised crucifixion be a real crucifixion?   Can bleeding and screaming be suppressed? @ His stock political type, General Felix, and the advertising executive, Skip Cheeseboro, argue the advantages of a  real crucifixion, even though the case against the so-called revolutionary whom they have in mind for a sacrificial victim is decidedly shaky.  Ralph, as the prisoner is called in Act One, is actually non-violent, his crime consisting in his compassionate response to the human suffering around him and his sympathy for the poor. Because his compassion is directed toward the peasants, it is assumed that he is merely one more rebel.  Henri, the brooding pseudo-Hamlet of the play and the cousin of Felix, describes the composure of the presumed Messiah as he was being arrested, beaten, clubbed, and dragged into the police van:

AHis poise was chilling; as though he knew all this had to happen.  He seemed to transcend everything.@ 

The non-violent lover of peasants had been known to cure people, to weep over injustice. This kind of vision disturbs  Henri, who owns the pharmaceutical company sponsoring the crucifixion.  He argues that Ralph really feels everything. He really reveres life and that kind of reverence will eventually destroy the state. In his words:

AGovernments would collapse, armies disband, marriages disintegrate.@ One could add, bombs will really be bombs.    Reverence for life, in other words, means resistance to the sacrificial violenceBnow disguised as entertainment-- that preserves cultural stability.  Henri=s words are Miller=s commentary on cultural blindness: the illusions that sustain politics,
 the entertainment industry, and the media audience.

Other characters in the play represent different perspectives on the presumed Messiah, and thus different perspectives on the possibility of a sacrificial resolution to the social and political crisis of the troubled country. Emily Shapiro continues to resist the idea of a real crucifixion, and her career hangs on the possibility that it will not take place.  Appalled by the idea of a crucifixion which she will witness-- but not through the lens of a camera-- she threatens to walk off the set.  Since she had once refused to televise the massacre of baby seals, this second refusal will jeopardize her career.  Her plan: seduce General Felix, cure his impotence, and talk him out of the execution.  Sleeping with the enemy has its advantages. She is not interested in the economic reform of the country, nor in its people. 

Jeanine, Henri=s daughter, is a reformed revolutionary who in despair at the failure of the revolution, once leaped out her window in an attempted suicide.  She was saved from death and drug addiction by the alleged Messiah whose healing presence gave her a reason to live. She is interested only in the survival of the one she has learned to love, the one she believes is God.

Stanley, the hippie, is fascinated by Ralph, but has drifted to discipleship only after trying various old and new age fads: alcoholism, narcotics, alfalfa therapy, and rolfing,. His plea to Felix is to ignore Ralph. Since the appearance of the Messiah, he argues, the crime rate has dropped, and people are starting to brush their teeth and boil their water.  He urges Jeanine to persuade Ralph to forget about agitating people. Everything would be fine if the one she loves would just disappear.

Felix, the head of state, modifies his plan to arrest and crucify RalphBnow referred to as CharleyBif the latter would consent to accept a position in the government. Emily=s seduction has temporarily modified his sacrificial impulses. 

Henri, the intellectual, the aristocrat, heir and owner of the pharmaceutical company, and father to Julia, drifts from idea to idea, deciding finally against the crucifixion on the argument that it will destroy, rather than help the economy. 

The young Messiah himself, considers the advantages of Crucifixion.  We hear his thoughts from Stanley, his temporary confidante. The Messiah has changed his name frequently from Ralph to Jack to Frederico and finally to Charley at the end of the play because, as Stanley says, AHe doesn=t want to be a celebrity.@  This rejection of celebrity status is a  further indication of his reality. As Boorstin argues, the celebrity is simply another pseudo- event,  one who is known for his well- knownness (57).   It has been argued, in fact,  that the emergence of celebrity as a public preoccupation is in part the result of the decline in organized religion 
 That Charley resists this particular kind of attention is the clue to his reality as well as to his transcendence. A major motif in the play is the fluidity of the Messiah=s name. The present day cultural economy is called a Aname economy@ for a good reason.  Television celebrities are constructed.  Their personalities are designed to give the illusion of familiarity, so that viewers will identify easily with the sponsors of the program and their products. Celebrities are as fictitious as the names that sell products. Charley, who began the play as Ralph, does not want a name. 

 Other characters in the play have permanent names but impermanent selves. They are distinguished from Charley by  their moral fluidity. Skip has just been divorced.  Emily comments that she doesn=t know who the father of her unborn child is, adding,: AI can=t imagine being the same person all my life.@  And Stanley, momentarily a disciple of Charley says, AWith a background like mine, How do I know what I=m going to believe next week? @ 

Charley=s character, however, never changes.  All he wants, says Stanley, is to change the world.  Will his Crucifixion accomplish that?  

The first reference to Charley in the first scene of Miller=s play is the Chief-of State=s comment: AHe is historyBall done.@ That the plot presumes the Crucifixion of Jesus Christ is evident. What the plot implies is that the Crucifixion of Jesus Christ has been forgotten Bor was itself such a pseudo-event that it had no effect on world history. Like Charley, Christ is historyBall done.  Part of Miller=s argument is the line he gives to Felix at the beginning of the play ABelieve me, Henri, in politics, there is only one sacred rule.  Nobody clearly remembers anything.@   

This theme of cultural amnesia, the dissolution of memory, is emphasized in a debate between Henri and Skip, who questions the reality of the money offered  to General Felix for the television rights to the Crucifixion. Miller structured into the play an allusion to the infamous Tonkin resolution, suggesting that the Vietnam War might have been initiated on the basis of something that never happened: Henri delineates  the consequences of narrative unreality: 

A. . .a night attack upon a United States warship by a Vietnamese gunboat in the Gulf of Tonkin. It=s now quite certain that attack never happened.  This was a fiction, a poem; but 56,000 Americans and two million Vietnamese had to die before the two sides got fed up reciting it.

 A long uncomfortably sententious argument in the middle of the play is another speech given to Henri, who argues that there is no historical evidence for classical biblical narratives such as the Exodus, that believers respond not to the event, but to the narrative of the event.  The event itself may not have occurred.  Or as the program notes observe: AHave we consigned transcendence to a history in which we no longer believe?@   

And what are the consequences of the dissolution of history into myth?

Christopher Bigsby argues that Miller in Resurrection Blues is allegorically revisiting the crucifixion. But what is  Miller is saying about the Crucifixion?  That it never happened?   I would argue that Miller=s thesis is that it did happen, but no one remembers it. But that is precisely the argument for myth.  Something happened, but no one remembers what happenedBonly that someone had to be killed.. Content was leached out. Does cultural amnesia create the kind of distorted vision that characterizes a contemporary mob--what I described earlier as Abystanders without presence@? Or, in other words, has the Crucifixion become such a pseudo-event in people=s minds that its meaning is only marginally accessible in fading images and forgotten narratives?   The elegiac tone of Miller=s play, its movement from satire to lament can be accounted for on this basis.
    

More to the point, I would argue that Miller is revisiting not only and not primarily the Crucifixion, but rather the prison of the Grand Inquisitor.  His messiah will also go away, but for a different reason. Miller=s messiah never speaks and raises the same questions as Dostoevsky=s Christ.

AIs it you? AYou? But receiving no answer, he quickly adds. ADo not answer, be silent.  After all, what could you say?  I know too well what you would say. And you have no right to add anything to what you already said once.  Why, then, have you come to interfere with us?  For you have come to interfere with us and you know it yourself.  But do you know what will happen tomorrow? I do not know  who you are, and I do not want to know: whether it is you or only his likeness, but tomorrow I shall condemn you and burn you at the stake as the most evil of heretics, and the very people who today kissed your feet, tomorrow at a nod from me, will rush to heap the coals up around your stake, do you know that? Yes, perhaps you do know it.@ (250).

AThe very people who have kissed your feet@ are, in Miller=s play, the peasants who burn candles before the photograph of the one they believe is the Son of God.  And how do they respond to the possibility of their hero=s crucifixion, because it is their response that determine=s Charley=s willingness to die for them. Stanley speaks:

This thing is getting pretty nasty out thereBA lot of the folksBthey don=t say it out loud, but they=re hoping their village will be picked. . . .

   Let=s face it, once it=s televised they=ll be jamming in from the whole entire world to see where it happened.  Tour buses bumper to bumper across the Andes to see his bloody shorts? Buy a souvenir fingernail. . .?  It=s a whole tax base thing, y=know?  Like maybe a new school, roads, swimming pool, maybe even a casino and theme park. . . .

But Charley=s problem goes beyond sacrifice for tourism and economic revival:  will people remember the one who died for them ? A. . In a couple weeks, continues Stanley, Apeople=ll forget why he done it, you know? They=ll cover him over with smoke and music and every kind of hallelujah, but justice babyByou won=t be hearing that word.@ 

Dostoevsky=s argument is that Christ brings freedom, and that people do not want freedom.  Miller=s argument is that the Messiah brings reality, and that people do not want reality. They want their vision transformed into unreality so that suffering itself becomes unreal, fidelity unnecessary, and compassion impossible.  At the end of Dostoevsky=s imagined conversation  between the Grand Inquisitor and Christ, the prisoner is freed, but ordered never to come back:

AGo, and come no more . . .come not at all, never, never!@ At the end of Miller=s play, the light intensifies as Charley mysteriously reveals his presence.  The cast of characters plead with him.  Skip Cheeseboro wants him to return to custody so that he can be crucified. He assures Charlie that everyone in his companyBespecially the stockholders-- will be everlastingly grateful for his willingness to be crucified and will mourn his passing all the days of their lives.  Felix argues:

Listen Charley, get on TV, on that cross and it means ten thousand jobs.  I=m talking hotels, I=m talking new construction, I=m talking investment.  You care about people? Here=s where you belong!

No one else wants him to return. Emily=s line is telling: AYou will stay alive in our imaginations where all the great images never die.@  Henri worries about a crashing chaos that could kill the economy.  Stanley argues that there=s plenty of hunger and the courts stink but says: ADo you want to light a match that=ll explode the whole place again?@  Sensing Charley=s hesitation, Felix decides to keep the money and forget about the crucifixion.  AI never want to see that bastard again!@ Skip and Charley turn on each other, their angry voices rising.  There will be no sacrifice to unite them.

Not surprisingly, Charley disappears as the light indicating his presence fades.  All the characters weep in relief saying: AGoodbye, Charley. Goodbye.@
Like Dostoevsky=s Christ, Charley is not welcome.  No one, including the representative of the stateBwants to see him again.  Dostoevsky=s Grand Inquisitor representsBin Wolfgang Palaver=s argument-- the katechon, the force that keeps societal violence at bay (60 ff).  But the state in this play has no comparable force. Chaos has erupted and cannot be quelledBthe plan to sacrifice for the sake of the state is not resisted but embraced by the very people it is designed to terrify.  Can it be argued from this play that sacrifice doesn=t work anymore because of the residual effect of the real crucifixion? 
  But  Miller=s argument is that the real Crucifixion is myth, pseudo reality.  It is Charley who is real, and this Areal@ Messiah, decides against offering himself for the people  because he knows selfless love will merely be commodified. If love is useful only for profit, what are we left with?  The conclusion of the play is accompanied by the fading light of Charley=s presence and the illumination of the house lights.  Miller=s thesis is that we have no Messiah who will save us, no state to resolve chaos, no light other than electricity.  We have only one another: viewers in a culture that dissolves both reality and memory, where  violence is entertainment and personal hygiene products are salvation.  This dark vision is satirical exaggeration, but the darkness is itself revelatory.  

The War in Iraq began after Resurrection Blues closed in Minneapolis in the fall of 2002.

In the following spring we were again witnesses to pseudo-reality television. According to the New York Times, the beginning of the war Acaused businesses at movie theaters to drop by 25 percent . . .as people stayed home to watch the war, and snack-food sales and restaurant deliveries thrived.@ Viewers of CNN and FOX News had to be reminded that the live scenes of the war were not a movie even as  reporters consistently alluded to ASaving Private Ryan,@ and the HBO film,@ Band of Brothers.@  Iraqi television played music from the movie AGladiator@ to stir up patriotic fervor in Baghdad residents (Kakutani, E1,E5). Even the titles of news programs mimicked catastrophe films:@The Final Hour@; AShock and Awe@; and  AThe Ultimate Sacrifice.@  My own local television station called its studio AThe War Room@-- complete with dramatic logo and martial music.

That Middle Eastern viewers saw a different war was clear from all reports.  Al Jazeera and Abu Dhabi focused on the suffering of civilians and the resistance of the fedayeem.Citizens of Baghdad watched an information minister tell them that the airport had not been taken, that coalition troops were being defeated. Jordanian newspapers featured pictures of a damaged American helicopter shot down, according to the caption, by a farmer . Viewers in East Jerusalem watched anti-war demonstrations in New York City (Kuttab 44-47).  Television and especially television news continues to bring us self-reflecting reality, mirroring the desires and expectations of its audience.
  

A Christian reading of Miller=s text would argue that memory is salvific, that the living memory of a real Crucifixion Band Resurrection-- would rescue us from the unreality of sacred violence, the meaninglessness of politics, and the moral indirection of contemporary culture.  Without such a memory, we do well to postpone the Second Coming and like the Grand Inquisitor, say, A Go, and come no more . . . .@  Without the memory of the transformation of violence into love, we will continue to transform violence into profit, reality into myth, and human sacrifice into a theme park.

To consider how the memory of the Crucifixion and Resurrection is for Christians the memory of a real event and how that real event is a fixed point in history is the subject of another paper.  It must be said, however, that Christians see salvation history as present reality, made accessible through narrative and sacrament. Memory is not the recall of information or the mythic retelling of what might have happened, but the experience of real presence and the desire for real presences. Christian prayer is anamnesis. History is not Aall done@ or even illusory unless we choose to forget what makes history real: the innocence of the victim and his living presence. Christians gather around the body of the victim not to stare and enjoy privately, but to weep and give thanks together. They are not a group of bystanders without presence, not an audience, but a community that has been transformed by self- offering and forgiveness into an ecclesia, a gathering of witnesses.  The memory of the community is the source of its life and vision, as well as the hope that longs for the return of the one who was really slain and who dies no more.  
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�This analysis on the script of Resurrection Blues produced by the Guthrie Theater in Minneapolis, Minnesota, opening August 9,2002.  It does not include any later changes made during the rehearsal and production process.


�See Jean Baudrillard, The Vital Illusion.  AIf the Real is disappearing, it is not because of a lack of itBon the contrary, there is too much of it.  It is an excess of reality that puts an end to reality@(65-66).


�See on this point Jacques Ellul, The Political Illusion, trans. Konrad Kellen (New York: Knopf, 1967).


�See Brian Moeran, ACelebrities and the Name Economy,@ forthcoming in Review in Economic Anthropology, vol.22 (November 2003). Much has been written on the (in)significance of celebrities in contemporary culture.  See also Richard Schickel, Intimate Strangers: The Culture of Celebrity in America (Garden City: Doubleday, 1985, 2000); P. David Marshall, Celebrity and Power: Fame in Contemporary Culture (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997;2001).


�Cf. Ellul. AThere is no politics where there is no grasp of the past, where there is no continuity . . . . But current events obscure everything, even for the specialists.  Current news pre-empts the sense of continuity, prevents the use of memory, and leads to a constant falsification of past events when they are evoked again in the stream of the news@ (62).


�See Gil Bailie, Violence Unveiled: Humanity at the Crosssroads, (New York: Crossroad,1995). 


�  Boorstin comments on the social imitation evidenced in contemporary media: AThe world of our making becomes ever more mirror like. . .the images themselves become shadowy mirror reflections of one another: one interview comments on another; one television show spoofs another; novel, television show, radio program, movie, comic book, and the way we think of ourselves all become merged into mutual reflections.@B258.
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