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communal solidarity, and if the apostles’ encounters with the resurrected Christ
revealed the inherently communal character of personal resurrection, the return
of the resurrected Christ to the Galilee in which he was raised and exercised his
ministry will reveal the precise sociohistorical character of the new community
into which he is resurrected, the ekklesia which will henceforth define the
Christian disciple. That community is the multicultural, mestizo community of
the borderland. If to be a person is to accompany and be accompanied by others,
thereby transgressing the artificial borders that separate autonomous individuals,
then the post-Resurrection community must also be one which transgresses the
artificial borders which prevent such accompaniment. As the reality of the
Resurrection is revealed in the interstices between Jesus Christ and his
companions, so will the reality of the Church be revealed in the interstices
between cultures, peoples, religious traditions, and nations.

If the unity of Jesus’ death and Resurrection affirms an essentially
communal anthropology, his Galilean identity and mission prevents us from
defining that communality in either exclusivist or abstract terms; the paradigmatic
community is the mestizo, hybrid community. And that hybridity will necessarily
be reflected and expressed in the religion of the new community; if the Church
must somehow bear the mark of Galilee, the place from which Jesus comes and
to which he will eventually go, then the Church must itself witness to its hybrid
roots in the Galilean borderland. If the truth of the Crucifixion and Resurrection
can only be known in community, that community, like Jesus Christ himself, will
be defined by the border. It is there, ultimately, that we accompany the crucified
and risen Jesus, for it is there that he bids us follow him.

Consequently, to assert that the person is intrinsically relational is not
sufficient; we must define the sociohistorical character of that relationality.
Having already argued that, for the Christian, that relationality is made concrete
in the invitation to see and touch the wounds on the Body of Christ, and that
such relationality is essentially ecclesial, I now suggest, further, that the
relationality which defines a Christian theological anthropology will also be
characterized by a racial-cultural mestizaje, or hybridity.

Like Galilean Jews, U.S. Hispanics are defined by the mestizo reality of the
border, the border that represents the wounds on the resurrected body of Western
civilization. “The U.S.—Mexico border,” writes Gloria Anzaldia, “es una herida
abierta [is an open wound] where the Third World grates against the first and
bleeds. And before a scab forms it hemorrhages again, the lifeblood of two
worlds merging to form a third country—a border culture.”™

Yet it is precisely in the midst of impurity that, in the person of Jesus Christ,
God’s love and power are made manifest: “He has risen from the dead, and

“Miguel H. Diaz, “Dime con quien andas,” 1.
“*Gloria Anzaldtia, Borderlands/La Frontera: The New Mestiza (San Francisco:
Spinsters/Aunt Lute, 1987) 3.
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behold, he is going before you to Galilee; there you will see him” (Mt 28:7). The
chosen place of God’s final self-revelation is there where the history of conquest
has produced a mestizo population, where Israelites and Gentiles live side by
side, where Jewish religious practices incorporate Hellenistic influences, where
popular Judaism remains outside the control of Jerusalem’s “official” Judaism,
“where the Third World grates against the first and bleeds.” The mestizo culture
of the borderland is at the very heart of God’s self-revelation. Galilee will be to
the newly formed ekklesia what the wounds on Jesus’ glorified body are to the
Resurrection, namely, the locus of its fullest historical revelation.

At a time when many in our own nation are tempted to think that we are at
the end of history, that we live in post-Easter times, a fundamental role of
Latinos and Latinas—indeed of all marginalized peoples—is that of bearing
witness to the wounds, remembering and recounting the passion, giving voice to
the memories of suffering, thereby reminding contemporary men and women
that, in the words of Walter Benjamin, “every great work of civilization is at the
same time a work of barbarism,” that the resurrected Body of Christ will
always—must always—remain marked by the violence of Calvary, just as the
bodies of all mestizos and mestizas remain marked by generations of violent
conquest. To seek the resurrected Jesus in Galilee, among its peoples, without
acknowledging their history of suffering would be to crucify the victims once
again, to abandon them a second time, this time by forgetting their passion. Jesus
refused to allow the apostles to forget what they had done to him, and that
refusal to forget became the precondition for reconciliation, the precondition for
new life. A Resurrection without wounds is not possible any more than it is
possible to “leave behind” those relationships that have defined who we are as
persons, as communities. The entire U.S. Hispanic experience—from the mestizo
heritage and the experience of exile to the popular religion of our Latino
communities—makes manifest those wounds and, in so doing, reveals the
inescapability of our collective identity.*’

The memories of crucifixion inscribed on the bodies of mestizo peoples and
imprinted on our cultures, are what Johann Baptist Metz has called “dangerous
memories, memories which make demands on us. . . . Every rebellion against
suffering is fed by the subversive power of remembered suffering.”** No amount
of progress, success, or liberation ever extinguishes those memories anymore
than Jesus’ Resurrection extinguishes his own wounds:

“Walter Benjamin, quoted in David Tracy, Plurality and Ambiguity: Hermeneutics,
Religion, Hope (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1987) 69,

“Justo Gonzilez, Majiana: Christian Theology from a Hispanic Perspective
(Nashville: Abingdon, 1990) 40.

“Johann Baptist Metz, Fuith in History and Society: Toward a Practical Fundamental
Theology (New York: Seabury Press, 1980) 109-10.
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The history of freedom remains much more and always a history of suffering.
Pain, sorrow, and melancholy remain. Above all, the silent suffering of the
inconsolable pain of the past, the suffering of the dead continues, for the greater
freedom of future generations does not justify past sufferings nor does it render
them free. No improvement of the condition of freedom in the world is able to
do justice to the dead or effect a transformation of the injustice and the non-sense
of past suffering. Any emancipative history of freedom in which this whole
history of suffering is suppressed or supposedly superseded is a truncated and
abstract history of freedom whose progress is really a march into inhumanity.*

However much we may want to “put the past behind us,” however much we may
hope for a Resurrection that leaves Calvary behind, to do so would be to put
behind us the struggles of our own fathers and mothers, our grandfathers and
grandmothers, the communion of saints who came before us and gave us birth.
We, however, know that the memories of suffering will always remain a part of
who we are, and who our children and grandchildren are. Like the wounds on
Christ’s body, the memories are the evidence of our communal identity,

The dangerous character of those memories is encountered “between”
Calvary and Galilee, “between” Jesus and us, “between” Tijuana and San Diego,
“between” San Juan and New York City, “between” Havana and Miami. The
memoria passionis is “neither One nor the Other but something else besides, in-
between.” And that is precisely what makes it dangerous.

The liberative power of the Crucifixion-Resurrection lies in its affirmation
of the indestructibility of communion as what defines human life. Yet that
communion is not an ahistorical abstraction; it is the communion effected as
Christ accompanies us on Calvary, is resurrected in the borderland, and invites
us to touch his wounds, the “herida abierta where the Third World grates against
the first and bleeds.” Insofar as communion is intrinsic to resurrected life, that
communion is mediated, not by the resurrected body of Jesus Christ as such, but,
more particularly, by the interpersonal praxis that constitutes resurrected life. The
communion represented by the Resurrection takes as its starting point the
concrete, historical memories of suffering inscribed on the Body of Christ, and
the conversion effected through the practical encounter with those wounds, Thus
the epistemological privilege of the poor, of those who continue to bear the
wounds even in the midst of historical progress, even in the midst of resurrec-
tion, is itself implied not only by the Crucifixion but, more specifically, by the
unity of Crucifixion-Resurrection. And it is implied in a communal, or relational
theological anthropology. We affirm our identity as persons, as communio, as
Church when we walk in solidarity with the victims of crucifixion, when we

“Ibid., 128-29.
**Homi Bhabha, The Location of Culture, 219.
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accompany them from Calvary to Galilee, where together we encounter the
crucified and risen Christ. “Dime con quien andas y te diré quien eres.”
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