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James Reimer: Thethemewill not so much be Bonhoeffer as Hauerwas, on
thisoccasion. I'd like to begin by asking you to tell usalittle bit about your
life, how you began in Texas, how you grew up, how you got to know John
Howard Yoder, and how you became a pacifist.

Sanley Hauerwas: Well, | think 1’'m a theologian because | couldn’t get
myself saved! | wasraised in an evangelical Methodist church in the South
where you joined the church on Sunday mornings but everyone knew that
didn’'t have anything to do with being a Christian — you had to get saved on
Sunday night. And you’d go and you' d sing hymns for almost an hour and
then you’ d listen to the sermon, which had to beforty-five minutes— | mean,
no one could get saved in athirty-minute sermon— and | wanted to get saved
but it just did not happen. | didn’t think you should fake it, and finally, | was
about fourteen or so and there had been some life dedications to the ministry
in the church and | thought, “Well, hell, if God isn't going to save me, I'll
dedicate my life to the ministry and that will mean he'll have to pay some
attention!” So that's what | did. We were singing “I Surrender All” for the
twenty-third timeand | thought, “Thisisgoing tolast all night!” so | went up
and dedicated my lifeto the ministry.

We' d gotten an associate pastor in the church who actually read books
and he’d gone to seminary — his name was Raymond Butts — and I'd
started asking Raymond what | should read. | read David Makier’'s From
Faith to Faith and discovered the Bible wasn't true. We weren’t
fundamentalists, weweren't that smart. | mean, you’ ve got to bereal smart to
be afundamentalist, and we weren’t up that high. Wejust thought you ought
to take the Bible seriously, and | discovered it wasn't true.

And then | read a book by Nels F.S. Ferré called The Sun and the
Umbrella. He was an early Barthian from Sweden and he suggested that
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religion probably did as much to hide God as it did to reveal God, and |
thought, “ That'strue!” and | gaveit up. So | went to Southwestern University
in Georgetown, Texas. We thought of it as Texas's oldest Sunday school, a
little Methodist school with 435 students when | was there. | majored in
philosophy. | wasthe only philosophy mgjor at Southwestern. Therewasthis
terrific guy there named John Score who had just come from Duke, working
on his Ph.D. He was basically a theologian but he taught me — and there
would beafew othersin the class. We read Copleston’sHistory of Philosophy
and read the primaries aswe went through. | did that for six semesters. What
aterrific education! | slowly beganto understand that | didn’t know enoughto
say God didn't exist, and so | decided to go to Yale Divinity School to discover,
or to continue to think about, whether this stuff was true.

| left Southwestern thinking that if | wasgoingto beaChristian|’d bea
liberal Christian because | figured it must be the best way to go, more or less.
But I’d also become convinced that — 1'd read a lot of Nietzsche — the
crucia issue about Christian truthfulness is that Christians don’t look very
much like Christians. Particularly the Holocaust was a peculiar horror that
stood in the way for meto be a Christian.

When | got to Yalel was stunned to discover that it wastheliberal sthat
had given the Jews up and it was Karl Barth that had stood against them. |
started reading Barth and the rest is history! I’m aBarthian. I’ ve always one
way or the other been within the Barthian framework . . . . Philosophy for the
Germans always meant Kant and | don’t think Barth really knew Aristotle
existed in that [same] way, so partly I'm akind of Aristotelianizing Barthin
terms of the way | work.

When | |eft Yalethe only job | could get was at Augustana Collegein
Rock Island, Illinois. I’ d never been around the Lutheransand | wasthefirst
non-L utheranto ever teach theol ogy there; that was an ecumenical excessthat
they would not soon repeat. | went there and said, “Listen, you know, you've
got to understand as someone that is a committed theologian, | must destroy
the law/gospel distinction!” | discovered they didn’t care much about the law/
gospel distinction, but they cared alot about manners, and | didn’t havethose
and | gotintoalot of trouble. | wasgoing to befired, but | got thisjob at Notre
Dame as a“visiting assistant instructor,” if you want to know how doubtful
my standing was. | took it, and it was awonderful, wonderful time for me.
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| had read John Howard Yoder’s Karl Barth and the Problem of War
— if some of you remember, it was alittle 11 by 12 inch peace pamphlet
originally. It wasin the Yale Divinity School bookstore and it cost adollar. |
still have my copy. | read it, and | thought, “ That’s the best critique of Barth
I’ve ever read, but you'd have to be crazy to buy that ecclesiology!” Then,
when | went to Notre Dame, | drove out to Goshen because | thought he was
at the College. | discovered hewasin Elkhart, but | did buy some of hisother
pamphlets, “ Capital Punishment,” the one on Reinhold Niebuhr, and | think
there was another one on Barth that were at the back of the College Church.
Then | went and met him in Elkhart.

John certainly never won any convert through charm. I came bopping
into hisoffice over at Associated Mennonite Bible Seminary, and I’ m sure he
thought | was another Yale wiseacre, and | said, “What are you working on
now?’ He gave me a whole list of stuff, including the manuscript of The
Palitics of Jesus. | took those pages home, read them, and therest is history.
| dedicated Against the Nations to Paul Ramsay and John Howard Yoder. |
really do believethat it wasthe serious engagement with Ramsay’ s attempt to
recongtitutejust war reflection that madeit possiblefor meto begin to appreciate
just what an extraordinary set of reflections Yoder had devel oped.

| didn’t want to be a pacifist. | remember | was riding over to Notre
Dame with Robert Wilken, who was then a Lutheran but is now a Roman
Catholic, ahistorical theologian who had goneto Chicago . . . . (By that time,
John was on the faculty at Notre Dame; John MacKenzie, the year before,
had gotten John teaching a course at Notre Dame. MacKenzie was a great
Jesuit New Testament scholar who was also a pacifist. | had been leaning on
David Burrell and | said, “Listen, this guy is one of the major minds of our
time, and we need to get him on thefaculty here,” and that’show wedid, only
John insisted that he be appointed in peace studies. That was part of what he
wasto do.) | wasdriving over to Notre Dame with Robert, who said, “What
doyouthink of thisguy Yoder?’ | said, “Well, I’'mreally very impressed. I’ ve
been deeply influenced by him.” He said, “Well, surely you can’t believe any
of this stuff about the early church. That’s just golden age stuff.” | said, “No,
| think that’sareally crude reading of what he’sabout, and asamatter of fact,
| find him very persuasive. I’ m apacifist. He'sconvinced meto beapacifist.”

That wasthefirst timel’d ever said that, and | really didn’t like it. Of
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course, no one knows what you mean when you say you are committed to
non-violence. No one can anticipate what the implications are for your life
when you so declare that yourself. It's an ongoing negotiation that one is
never finished, because it’s not like we know what violence is. One of the
problems with pacifism isit too often sounds too sure of itself, like it really
knowswhat non-violenceis. Thisiswherel’ m Augustinian. You cannot know
what it means to be non-violent by being against violence, because sin is
aways parasitical onthetruth. So unlesswe actually havethe embodiment in
our lives of Christ’s peace, we will not be ableto locate the violencesthat lie
within our lives and that we do not know how to name.

It's very important that we always be ready to be challenged about
where our violencesmay lie, often by peoplewho areviolent. One of the great
accomplishments, | think, is the awareness by women of how certain
presumptions [have] provided men with protection from having to ever get to
know awoman. | think any man that thinks that he's ever gotten to know a
woman is crazy as hell, because Freud was right to ask, “What do women
want?’ I’m not sure that women know, but they sure ashell keep usguessing.
| think that’s part of the kind of negotiationswe haveto do with non-violence.

I never know how to characterize the kind of work I’ve done. Like
Yoder, most of thewriting I’ ve done has always been under assignment. That
was very important, that is, John always understood he was writing under
assignment; it meant that he wasn’t an intell ectual because none of hiswork
was self-generated. It svery interesting to watch how he worked; John would
absolutely go crazy when he didn’t know what you wanted him to do. That's
why so many of his essays start, “My assignment is . . .” and he would
delineateit and thentry to respondtoit. That’swhy hiswork isnot dialectical,
it'salways part of an ongoing conversation. It's always unfinished. It's very
important that it be unfinished.

I hope my work has some of that sensetoit. | don’t have much usefor
the notion of systematic theology. You learnfromit, but you don’t want to do
it, because systematic theology for me is just the other side of empire —
you' retrying to put everything initsplace. | think that peopleforget — thisis
Maclntyre's argument in Three Rival Versions of Moral Inquiry, about the
form of Aquinas's SummaTheol ogicabeingimportant becauseitisintrinsically
unfinished — there can always be another question to which you need another
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response. So when the summa gets turned into system in neo-scholasticism,
it'sdead, and you get over-reifications of nature, grace, and that kind of thing.

It was redlly Calvin's Institutes, which after all was a catechism, that
started the process we call systematic theology. People began to mimic the
Institutes by making this or that locus of the faith “fundamental” to try to
make [theology] systematic in that way. Hopefully, as German theology fades
into the dusk, we will be through with [that] idea — where every German
theologian hasto overcomethelast generation by having their own “ doctrine”
and “theology” identified by its difference from the previous generation’s. |
mean, that's state theol ogy. German theol ogy was ableto be redone year after
year because [theol ogians] were paid by the state and weren't responsive to
the necessity of the actual living church. Of course, right now, asfar as| can
tell, the actual living church in Germany is pretty well gone. At least, my
German friendstell methat’sthe case.

That's the reason why | like places like Conrad Grebel College —
becauseyou’ re dependent on actual congregations. | wasoncegiving lectures
at Bethel College when it was still in Oak Brook . . . and | said, “Thisis
terrific!” Bethel being the only seminary of the Brethrenin Christ, | said, “You
guys can really see within ten years the results of your curriculum . . . . |
mean, what'sreally happening out therein the churches? Doesn't that frighten
you? It makesyou realize thisis not agame.”

DaleBrownsaid, “Yeah, it'spretty frightening.” | say thisbecausel’m
not convinced that we know what we' re doing in seminariestoday in termsof
the curriculum that was set primarily by Schleiermacher. Why isit that we
teach Old Testament — of course we don’t often teach Old Testament at
Duke, weteach “Hebrew Bible,” which makes sure that the seminarians that
comethrough our coursesin Hebrew Bible never preach on the Old Testament
again. Why don’t wejust teach Christian scriptures? And why do we separate
the study of Scripture from the Fathers? Why wouldn’t a good way to learn
Scripture be by reading Origen’s commentary on Genesis? Why do we keep
replicating these disciplinary divisions? Because that’'s how our Ph.D.s got
structured. Whether that’s good for the church or not is another matter, it
seemsto me, and those are the kinds of questionsthat we' retrying to pressat
Duke.

For example, think about the very notion of “Christian ethics.” Why
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“Christian ethics’ ? We have Christian ethics because of the development of
protestant liberalism that didn’t want to take Jesusthat serioudy but still wanted
to talk about peace and justice. So we end up with variousversions of Reinhold
Niebuhr being taught as*“ Christian ethics.” It'stimeto givethose projectsup
asfar as|’m concerned. Indeed, | think that we're at a point whereit’'s very
important that we teach a certain mode of forgetting. Every education depends
upon forgetting, and we need to forget Reinhold Niebuhr. What is the most
destructive book that has been written, the one that makes it very hard for
Anabaptiststo understand their own tradition? Christ and Culture. It ought to
beburned! And of coursel assumeyou’ refor censorship, sincel can’'timagine
any seriousintellectual tradition that doesn’t believein censorship. Jewswon't
let you read certain prophetic bookswhen you' retoo young, because it might
invitemystical tendencies. | think those are exactly the kinds of decisionswe
need to make. You shouldn’t be able to read this book because you’ re not
ready to read it yet.

Theology is not a discipline that is for the training of people for the
ministry. Theology isadiscipline of the church, for al peoplein the church,
for the formation of holy community. That seminaries have now been
determined primarily astraining people for the ministry seemsto meto bea
kind of overdetermination of what we should be about for the building of the
church. For example, who do you writefor?1 try to write booksthat | think of
as Sunday school literature for the laity of the Methodist church, God help
them. Books like Resident Aliens. Will Willimon said he was going to make
me famous, and he did when heand | wrotethat little book together. Heand |
have also written a book on the Lord’'s Prayer, and a book on the Ten
Commandments. . . . Ministersin the Methodist church hate Resident Aliens,
but the laity find it interesting. They say, for instance, “No one ever told us
Christianswereodd!” That'sterrific!

That also involves how you think about the genre of theology today.
What genre should it take? Academic articles, of which I’ ve written my fair
share, arewritten mainly for other academics. It’sappropriate that wetest our
refl ections among people who know what we know, because we can get away
with murder if we don’t try to do that. But how to recover — for the church
— thework we do astheol ogianswhether in New Testament, Old Testament,
or church history isone of the big challenges before us.
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Questioner: | wasthinking about what you said last night, imagining how that
would be received — about the centrality of Christ and the distinctiveness of
the church, the epistemological priority of the church, the onus being on the
present ageto justify itself to the church rather than the church justify itself to
the present age— those kinds of remarks, politics being first about the church
and secondly about theworld. Intheideology of religiouspluralism or religious
relativism that we live in, we're encouraged to think theocentrically, not
christocentrically, we' re encouraged to think about the good of al humanity,
common humanity. So the kind of statements that you’' re making would be
unthinkably presumptuous and elitist and imperialistic — all that stuff. How
do you respond to that kind of reaction?

Hauerwas: Yeah. You can’t be arrogant enough today, ismy opinion. Christian
humility cannot help but appear — Christian humility whichistherecognition
of our sinfulnessin thelight of the cross— arrogant in theworld in which we
find ourselves, and what that meansisthat Christianstoday are in aconstant
battle of disciplining our speech in a manner that lets us locate the lies that
speak us. Take, for example, the notion you just used of “common humanity.”
| don't believe in common humanity. | don’t know what people are talking
about when they talk about common humanity. The only notion that Christians
have that we share alife in common is the life we share with God. That is,
eschatologically, common humanity is the humanism of modernity that
presupposesthat we' red| the samefrom abiologica or evol utionary perspective.
Common humanity from the Christian perspectiveisonly known in thelight
of the eschatological hope of the kingdom of God.

How Christians can resist being seduced into the subtle humanisms of
modernity is aconstant battle. You take aword like “ pluralism.” Americais
alwaysdescribed aspluraistic. Pluralismisawaystheideol ogy of peoplewho
havewon. It isthe speech of those at Harvard or Chicago— “Well, welivein
apluraist world. We Christianscan’t go out there and talk about Jesus because
we' |l offend people.” And | alwayssay, “ Oh. | thought you said it waspluralism.
Why do Christians have to keep their mouths shut about Jesusif the Jews get
totalk about the Torah, the Muslims get to talk about Allah?” Well, I’ ll tell you
why. It’s because pluralism is the ideology of those who think they’re still
winning and therefore keep their mouths shut about their particularitiesas a
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way of controlling everyoneelse. If you go to Harvard, remember you' re till
being educated to run an empire. That's true of the Harvard Divinity School
too. And so of coursethey want to be pluralist! What weliveinisaworld of,
in Maclntyre’ sunderstanding, “fragments.”

If you want to talk about pluralism, that’srabbisarguing Torah. That's
real pluralism. Everything elseisjust shouting at one another. Of course, as
Christiansrecover who weare, it will sound offensive to people. So what?

Yesterday in Toronto, [Donald] Wiebe— I’ ve had several run-inswith
him — asked about Christianity’s relationship with other faiths, and | said,
“Well, you know Judaismisredly different, the relationship between Chrigtianity
and Judaismisreally different. Therelationship between Christianity and Ilam
isreally different. | don’'t know what to make of Hinduism. It's different.”
And so Wiebe suddenly thought, “ Oh, thisisterrible. He' sdumping on Hindus.”
No. | mean, what do | know about Hindus? It is a Constantinian project to
presuppose that Christianity has to have atheory in which it will determine
how to place all other faiths.

| gavethe example of when | wasdown in Conway, Arkansas, anumber
of yearsago, lecturing at Hendrix College, whichisalittle Methodist school
down there, avery good school. After | finished my lecture, Jay MacDonald,
who is a student of John Cobb, thought that what | had said was the worst
thing he' d ever heard, and said to me, “Well, your problem, Hauerwas, isthat
you don’t give usany theory in order to be ableto talk with Buddhists.” And |
said, “Well, gee, Jay, I'm sorry. How many of them do you have here in
Conway?And by theway, if you have some of them around here, what good
would atheory do you? I’ d just assume you'd go talk to them! [You'd ask,]
‘“What do you guysbelieve?”

At Harvard, they say you can’t go into the public arena without a
theory of rights, auniversal languagethat will give ustrandation possibilities
away from particularitiesin away that we can have somekind of co-operative
arrangements. Have you ever tried to talk to a Muslim about rights? They
don’t know rights. They know Jesus, and they really know Mary. You can
talk to a Muslim about Jesus and Mary, but they’ re not too high on rights.
They understand that it’sjust the imperialistic ideology that the west wantsto
impose on them. We Christianshave just got to get over thisideathat somehow
we'rein control. We renot in control! What the M ennonites have beentelling
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usall of theseyearsistrue. We' re not in control. We finally lost. We' re free.
Thisisterrific! Of course, thereis appropriate etiquette of speech when you
aretrying to begin conversationswith peoplewith whom you' re not familiar.
Of course, and you don’t want to just be stupid.

Questioner: Last night, you identified yourself very much asaBarthian, and
you've also talked about the fact that you learned a great deal from John
Yoder. A week ago, there was a symposium on the legacy of John Yoder at
Notre Dame, and one of the papers presented there talked in appreciative
terms about how Yoder’s thought is very much apologetic, in that it takesits
cue from the conversation. On the other hand, Barth — at least if | can
remember from my reading of Barth, and especially hisargument with people
like Brunner and so on — believes that apologetics is the worst thing going.
Sometimes, when | hear you talking now, you sound very much like you want
to say, “Nein, nein, nein” all the time to anybody who wants to let the
conversation partner determine the conversation. If you're still speaking on
thisbasic point, can you tell usalittle bit about where you come down onthis?
How missionary are you?

Hauerwas: | don’'t know. Yoder’s" apol ogeticsof conversation” wascondtitutive
of hisunderstanding of peacewitness. It wasn’t that he thought that he needed
to, asthe apol ogists thought, accept the questions of hisinterlocutor in order
to have a conversation. It was rather he never knew where God and Christ
would show up. So you need to listen. | think Barth’s arguments against
apol ogeticswere basically arguments against Protestant liberalism that wanted
to let the world determine the questions of which Jesus getsto bethe answer.
The Bonhoeffer quote that | gave last night that | like so much — that the
resurrectionisnot an answer to the problem of death— that’ s anti-apol ogetics
of the sort that Barth would encourage.

| think that Barth’'s enemies did not give him space, given the task
before him, to say in what way the work he was doing might help the kind of
response John was engaged in. But | don’t think it would excludeit. Anyone
who reads Barth’'s Church Dogmatics knows that when Barth gives you a
paragraph on Nietzsche, which of course isforty pages long, there are few
people more sympathetic and better interpreters of Nietzschethan Barth. That's



78 The Conrad Grebel Review

akind of apologetics. Barth was often— and | engageinthis, oftentimes—in
what might be called “ negative’ apologetics. Namely, “If you gothisroute, let
me show you whereyou’ re going to end up.” Barth would do that. In terms of
the kind of listening in which John wasawaysinvolved, no one could be more
vicious about M ennonite farm Constantinianism than John, but | think that he
had agenerosity of listening .. . . that isreally admirable.

| do apologetics. You take abook like Suffering Presence, wherel say,
in the Preface — but no one ever pays attention — that thisis my form of
natural law reasoning. What | do in that book is explore why we think we
ought to be around people when they’ re sick. Why do you think you ought to
set aside awhol e group of people, nurses and doctors, to do nothing but to be
present to the ill when they can’t really do very much for them? Where do
you get that? Now, | think it comesfrom the Christian commitment to provide
hospitality to the dying. Just because you’ redying, we' re not goingto let you
die alone. We're committed to being present to the dying. | think that gets
corrupted in modernity to think the only way that we can bearound theill isto
try to cure them, and then that absolutely destroys everyone. That’sakind of
apologetic argument, to say, “You know, | think you should take seriously
Christian convictions congtitutive of the practiceto bearound the dying, where
we will be present to one another aswedie.” | think that people who are not
Christian will recognize themselves in those depi ctions because God created
us to be that kind of people, not to abandon one another in death. That's
natural all the way down. The Grain of the Universeisan argument that isa
kind of apologetic. . . . Those who work with the crosswork with the grain of
the universe. There is nothing more natural than that. That's why people
when they seeit embodied in lives say, “ That’s God!”

Questioner: | heard you mention several timeswhat freedomisnot. | would
likeyour interpretation of what freedomis.

Hauerwas: Perfect obedience. Freedom is being made part of away of life
that makesit possiblefor meto finaly claim my life as my own. The project
of modernity is to produce people who believe they should have no story
except the story they chose when they had no story. They call that freedom:
producing peoplewho believe they should have no story except the story they
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chose when they had no story. And you can see how deeply that story has
embedded itself in our livesif | asked you, “Do you think you ought to hold
peopleresponsiblefor decisionsthey made when they did not know what they
weredoing?’ Most people do not think you ought to hold people responsible
for decisions they made when they did not know what they were doing.

Of course, what that doesis make marriage unintelligible. Because how
would you ever know what you were doing when you got married? Even
more, it makes unintelligible having children — you never get the onesyou
want. It’s those aspects of our livesthat I’ m trying to help us recognize. We
Christians do not believe that we should have no story except the story we
chose when we had no story. We're creatures. We don’t get to make up our
lives. Weget to be peoplewho discover the story that makesour livesintelligible.
God's creatures. And that is a hard and painful discipline, such rediscovery.
That'swhy we only become what we are to the extent that we recognize our
livesare not our own, but are given. And that’s freedom.

Quedtioner: | wondered if whenwecriticizemodernity, especialy in anglophone
North America, when wecriticizetheworld, arewenot really also criticizing
ourselves?

Hauerwas. Thereisabook by Ephraim Radner — heisan Episcopd clergyman
who did hiswork at Yale and isaconvert from Judai sm — which argues that
almost all the arguments secularists use against Christianswerefirst used by
Catholics and Protestants against one another. 1t isa stunning book. It'svery
hard to read; his style is convoluted. Even though | am an unapologetic
Enlightenment and liberal basher, | actually believe that God gave us the
Enlightenment asajudgment on thefailure of Constantinian Christianity, and
that thisisagreat new opportunity for usto recover the gift that isthe church,
to make ushappy. | think Christians should be happy. | can’timagine anything
morewonderful than discovering that our lives matter to God.

I don’t bemoan our current malaise. | regard it as a great opportunity,
and part of the great opportunity is this rediscovery. | said at the Yoder
conference, God knows why God made some of us ecclesially homeless.
When | call myself “a high-church Mennonite,” | realy mean that I'm a
Methodist, because| think that M ethodism at its best isafree-church Catholic
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tradition. | hope that what that meansis at least God has made some of us
ecclesialy homelesstoday. | said at Notre Damethat | distrust the ecumenical
movement because it ends up being denominational executives having
negotiations about how to join headquarterswithout anyonelosing their job. |
don’t find that terribly interesting. Of course, churches are able to discover
they are quite similar because past differences, in the face of the challenges of
the present, no longer matter. Think about “ Free Will Baptist”: you' ve got to
make something out of “free will” as a mode of distinctiveness? So now
churches emphasi ze their distinctivenessjust enough to get their appropriate
market sharesin the buyer’s market.

Hopefully, oneof thethingsthat Godisusing inthistimeisarediscovery
of the unity of the church, which | think comes by us getting to know one
another, and for usto be locating one another. | don’t have any right to claim
Mennonitesfor my life, but I’ ve been gratified to have Mennonites claim my
life, and | hope what that also meansis that you have to deal with the David
Burellsand the Mike Baxters, Roman Catholic priests, who were at the Yoder
conference, who have been deeply shaped by your life. You haveto be deeply
shaped by their lives, and what that means as we go forward. There’'s no
going back. Peopleawaysask me, “Why aren’t you aRoman Catholic?’ | do
think that's a serious question. My own view is you need to stay with the
people that harmed you. It’s not easy if you' re aMethodist.

Inthelast chapter of my Gifford Lectures, | hold up two witnesses—
John Paul Il and John Howard Yoder. | try to Yoderize the Pope, which is
trying to show that John Paul 11’'s Papacy has an extraordinary Christocentric
character and that the Pope should be a pacifist. | then indicate that most
people do not think the Pope and John Howard Yoder can get in the same
body, but I can name a body that embodies them both, and that’s Dorothy
Day. Those are the kinds of hopeful judgmentsthat | hope we can liveinto. |
think God wantsusto liveinto that kind of unity as Christianswhowill not kill
one another.



