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RECORDING COMMENCES:  
 

Dean Richard Hayes:  
Good afternoon, everybody. Welcome to this session. I’m going to say a brief word of welcome 
and introduction and then turn it over to David Crabtree, who’s going to share the conversation. 
I’ve had several people ask me about what occasioned this event. I will say that this has come 
about because of an initial suggestion from Dr. Hall, who felt, and she’ll be able to say more about 
this in the discussion, but who is concerned that in general public discourse, people really are not 
given an opportunity to hear a nuanced and reasoned presentation of the case for Christian 
pacifism. And so, that’s the main purpose of this panel. It is not intended to be a panel that presents 
both sides of an issue. It doesn’t intend to be representative of different perspectives within this 
community. It’s simply within this one, short, 50-minute window, an opportunity for you to hear 
aired out the case for how this particular group of theologians has come to think about the case to 
be made for what is usually called Christian pacifism, although that’s actually a term that I, myself, 
don’t like very much as a description. I would prefer to speak about the case for nonviolent 
reconciliation as the heart of Christian mission. But we’ll come to that in due course. 
 
I take it that what you’re going to hear today is part of a contribution to a much larger and wider 
and longer conversation that we need to have within this community, and there will be other 
occasions for trying to promote that conversation. I actually met, earlier this morning, with several 
members of the Milites Christian Organization, and we were discussing how we might begin to 
think about creating a venue where we could have a much more sustained and engaged 
conversation than we can do in one lunch hour. So, we’re going to work on that.  
 
And least of all, I want you to hear this clearly, I would not want anyone to hear anything that will 
be said here today as a criticism of or attack upon those members of this community or members 
of any Christian community who have, in fact, served in the military. That’s not the purpose of 
this discussion. The purpose of this discussion is to talk about how scripture and Christian theology 
inform how Christians ought to think about issues of war. And I would therefore want to begin by 
distinguishing clearly two quite –two issues that need to be separated from one another so that we 
don’t talk past one another. The first issue is the issue of what is, or should be, the normative 
Christian theological teaching on how the church positions itself in relationship to war and 
violence. That’s the first question. The second question is what is the church’s pastoral response 
to veterans, and how can we wisely and compassionately deal with people in our midst who have 
in fact, as members of the Body of Christ, either currently or in the past, served in armed forces. 
Those are two distinguishable questions and one has implications of some sorts for the other. 
They’re to be distinguished.  
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And we’re not really here today to talk about that pastoral issue. This is a theological discussion 
as I understand the purpose of this about what the church’s teaching is on war and violence. So, 
with those preparatory remarks I want to thank David Crabtree for being here, for agreeing to chair 
this panel. As you know, David is the news anchor at WRAL, and has been a long time person 
involved in public issues in the state of North Carolina. He’s also taken, I believe the number you 
told us was now ten courses in the Divinity School, and is very much a part of this community, as 
well, and we’re particularly grateful to you, David, for taking time out to be here with us on this 
Election Day when I know you will have responsibilities that will keep you long into the evening 
tonight. So, with that, I turn it over to you, David. Thank you. 
 
David Crabtree:  
Dean Hayes, thank you, and thank you for allowing me this opportunity on this Election Day, also 
a week before veterans day. The timing of this is, I think, interesting, and I hope we have a good 
conversation. All three of the panelists are going to give you their perspectives on the biblical 
approach to pacifism and then I’ve got a couple questions and we’d like to hear from you, so we’ll 
be coming into the audience to get your feedback and your questions, as well.  
 
I think it’s important, as we begin, to think about war as a word that we all need to talk and think 
about, both as human beings and Christians, and just very briefly, again, on this Election Day, 
when we hear this word, this term, war, tossed about from party to party, whether it’s an actual 
war with military involvement or so easily use it in the term of “the war against women”. I 
questioned Kay Hagan a couple of months ago, as this country’s military was about to begin air 
strikes in Syria, where that was war on humanity, was it proper to use the term “war on women”. 
And I’ll save the response until we get on into this. But it’s not an easy topic to talk about, so, 
again, all three of the panelists are going to give you their perspective first. The biblical approach 
to pacifism. Dean Hayes, we’ll begin with you. 
 
Dean Richard Hayes:  
Thank you. We’ve all agreed that we’re going to try to speak for five to seven minutes to present 
what we have to say and it concentrates the mind nicely to offer you a biblical perspective on 
issues of war and violence in five to seven minutes, but here goes. I begin with the Sermon on the 
Mount, Matthew 5:9, Jesus in the Beatitudes says Blessed are the peacemakers, for they will be 
called children of God. I want to present you with three basic claims about the overall shape of the 
big, canonical, biblical story, and its implications for Christian ethical teaching, and I’m obviously 
going to have to do this without much nuance, but here goes.  
 
First, number one, Jesus rejected violence. Jesus taught the love of enemies, and he lived it out in 
radical obedience, to the end, precisely by submitting to crucifixion, even though he could have 
called upon 12 legions of angels to come to his aid, legions, of course, being the Roman military 
term. Precisely by submitting to crucifixion, Jesus identified purely with the powerless, and with 
the victims of violence. He rejected—this is important, both the coercive military power of Rome, 
the dominant military power of his day, and he also rejected the violent resistance to that power, 
which many of his Jewish contemporaries thought was necessary. In fact, he chose another 
alternative, which wasn’t very much on the map of most people in his time, but he chose the way 
of the cross. That’s the first point, about Jesus himself. 
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The second point is that this rejection of violence, according to the New Testament, is not just 
something that was a special role for Jesus and Jesus alone, but it was, according to his own 
teaching, the normative pattern that he called his disciples to follow, living out the gospel of peace, 
seeking reconciliation, choosing to suffer rather than to inflict violence on others, even when that 
suffering was, of course, unjust. So, if that’s right, nonviolent reconciliation is not some sort of 
optional political preference or some marginal choice for a few pacifists, but it’s something that is 
at the heart of Christian discipleship.  
 
And third, and this is the critical point, I think, this fundamental imperative makes sense only in 
light of a very particular ecclesiology, a conception of the people of God as called to live out a 
special vocation, a special vision of transformation, in light of God’s new age. Or to say that more 
simply, it makes sense only in light of a vision of the Church as a radical countercultural 
community. The Church as a community that’s called to witness to the world about the reconciling 
power of God, in the midst of a world of violence. Further on in the Sermon on the Mount, 5:14, 
Matthew 5:14 and following, you are the light of the world, a city built on a hill cannot be hid.  No 
one after lighting a lamp puts it under the bushel basket, but on the lamp stand, and it gives light 
to all in the house. Jesus, of course, was not talking about community folk singing and improv 
comedy, he was talking about this radical discipleship to which he called—by the way, I love Live 
at the Lampstand, as I think you know. But in the same way, let your light shine before others so 
that they may see your good works and give glory to your Father in heaven, that’s the vocation of 
the church, is to be a community that’s a radical alternative to the world’s ways of violence.   
 
You all know, in view of limitation on my time, I’m not even going to read the whole passage, but 
when you come to the end of the Sermon on the—of chapter 5 in Matthew, you have the call to 
Jesus—call of Jesus to his disciples not to resist an evil doer but if any one strikes you on the right 
cheek turn the other, also, and to love your enemies and pray for those who persecute you so you 
may be children of your Father in heaven. Now this sounds like a counsel of perfection, but the 
whole logic of the portrayal of discipleship in Matthew’s gospel calls the church actually to do 
these things, not just to say Lord, Lord, but to actually follow these teachings. That’s the witness. 
One last text. Do I have time, David, for one more text? 
 
David Crabtree: 
Briefly. 
 
Dean Richard Hayes: 
Briefly. Romans 5: How does God treat enemies? God proves His love for us in that while we were 
sinners Christ died for us. If while we were enemies we were reconciled to God through the death 
of his Son, much more surely, having been reconciled will be saved by His life. That’s God’s 
response to enemies, not to kill them, not to oppose them with violence, but through an act of 
extraordinary paradoxical self-offering, to give Himself up to death.  
 
David Crabtree: 
Dr. Hauerwas? 
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Dr. Stanley Hauerwas: 
At the heart, as Richard has just suggested, of Christian nonviolence, and again, I don’t like the 
language of pacifism, either, because it makes it sound like there’s a position called pacifism which 
you then know separate from your Christological display. So, the kind of commitment to Christian 
nonviolence I represent is Christological all the way down. If Christ had not been raised from the 
dead, then clearly what people committed to nonviolence represent is immoral, because at the heart 
of Christian nonviolence is the quite startling commitment that, as someone committed to Christian 
nonviolence, you may have to watch the innocent suffer for your convictions. This is harsh and 
dreadful love. And that harsh and dreadful love is found—the debate about which texts are decisive 
is unending. What is central is crucifixion, and the crucifixion is not that someone had to pay the 
price of a just God’s righteousness, but rather that the crucifixion is God’s justice, in a way that 
God refuses to pass on our violence as part of the redemption of the world. 
 
So, the crucifixion and resurrection mean that, as John Yoder puts it in The Politics of Jesus, “cross 
and resurrection determine the future of the world, not cause and effect.” And so the kind of radical 
re-narration of all that is is determined by cross and resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth. What that 
does is then put a very different spin on how you think about war. One of the problems that pacifists 
face, and I also hate being thought of as a pacifist because it’s just so passive, and any commitment 
to nonviolence that isn’t truthful is accursed, so you’re always going to be a conflictual person if 
you are committed to nonviolence.  
 
But if you—the right problem is that the commitment to nonviolence always sounds like you’re 
such a self-righteous person, and that it puts people that have conscientiously participated in war 
as somehow unjust and wrong. Look, we’re all complicit, whether you are nonviolent or 
participating in war. We’re all complicit. It’s not a question you’re bad and I’m right, but rather, 
how the perspective of the Gospel helps us narrate the kind of reality war represents, and the kind 
of reality that war represents, I think, particularly in the American context, is it’s the great liturgical 
event in which a nation renews itself through the sacrifice of the young to ensure itself that the 
past sacrifices of the young are justified. So war becomes an ongoing sacrificial system in which 
Christians are seduced into letting that sacrifice determine how we read the sacrifice of Christ. The 
problem with the American flag in the chancel is not that it’s just idolatry, but that it is too powerful 
a symbol of sacrifice that too often defeats the sacrifice of the Eucharist.  
 
Now, so what I think in terms of what Richard was saying about the radical ecclesial presumption 
is that Christians must come to terms with the sacrifices of those that have gone to war in a manner 
that’s reconciled, and the deepest sacrifice is not the possibility that they will be killed and their 
friends will be killed, but the deepest sacrifice of people going to war is the sacrifice of their normal 
unwillingness to kill. And then, we ask them to come home and not tell us. Now, that is how the 
church has to begin seeking to be a reconciled people who, nonviolent and participant in war, are 
able to come to truthfulness with one another, to say even if you’ve killed, God will hold out the 
possibility that you will be reconciled, finally, to the one you’ve killed. That is the strongest 
eschatological claim one can possibly make, but yet, that’s what we believe, and that means we do 
not have to pass the justification of our past killing on to future generations. 
 
One last point. David’s question of what makes war war. Ask yourself, and this depends very much 
on how you read just war traditions, if a war is not just, what is it? If a war is not just, what is it? 
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What if we talked—because description is everything, the cross and resurrection determine how 
we read the world. What if we called it World Slaughter I? What if we called it World Slaughter 
II? What then, because, in so far, if you’re just worried where you say, oh, three out of six criteria 
isn’t too bad, I guess we can participate, but a crucial question is not how many criteria you fit, 
but rather, what was your preparation and discipline necessary for a war to be limited in a way that 
is appropriately called war? Because if you just think it only needs to meet a few of the criteria, 
and you can still call it war, that’s still legitimating. So the question becomes how do we Christians 
understand that we too often have accepted the description of war in a legitimating way, even for 
those of us who are committed to nonviolence? So the question is, there’s no deeper question than 
what makes a war a war.  
 
David Crabtree: 
Dr. Hall? 
 
Dr. Amy Laura Hall: 
Okay, so I do want to clarify that I asked if Richard Hayes and Stanley Hauerwas would speak, 
and then Richard graciously asked if I would speak also. I realized at a certain point last year that 
my teaching—can you hear me? I’ve got bronchitis… Okay, so I realized at a certain point last 
year that my teaching had depended on their teaching, that not only had I learned from them, 
because both of them have taught me a great deal, as teachers and as colleagues, but that I had 
been kind of parasitic on your teaching, because I would get students who were part of a 
conversation here at the divinity school and I have a sense that that conversation is not happening 
as much as it used to, so I’m having to start from scratch in a way that is really tricky. So, I’m 
learning new tricks. But, I wanted to say a few things. 
 
Given what they’ve said, you’ve heard Professor Hayes and Professor Hauerwas on scripture and 
on tradition, and there’s much that they’ve written that I would recommend to you, and if you want 
what I think is best that they’ve written, I’m happy to give them. But I want to say a few things 
that I—a few stumbling blocks that I’ve come across as I’ve taught young students. So this is 
especially young divinity students when we’ve talked about war. There’ve been a few things that 
I’ve just hit up against that I wanted to name, as far as just even having a conversation about war 
and American culture.   
 
First, if I start making connections between the way that popular culture functions, like let’s say 
first person shooter game, and the war on terror, or if I talk about which songs were highlighted at 
the Country Music Awards the year after 9/11, I get back the tinfoil hat thing, over and over again. 
And it’s a phrase for—to label somebody who’s a conspiracy theorist, so I’ve gotten to the point 
now where I just tell them to envision President Eisenhower with a tinfoil hat, and to hear this 
speech he gave. So this is President Eisenhower delivering his farewell speech in 1961. “Until the 
latest of our world conflicts, the United States had no armament industry. American makers of 
ploughshares could, with time and as required, make swords as well, but now we can no longer 
risk emergency improvisation of national defense. We have been compelled to create a permanent 
armaments industry of vast proportions. Added to this, three and a half million men and women 
are directly engaged in the defense establishment.”  This is 1961. “ We annually spend on military 
security more than the net income of all United States corporations. This conjunction of an 
immense military establishment and a large arms industry is new in the American experience. The 
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total influence, economic, political, even spiritual, is felt in every city, every state house, every 
office of the federal government. We recognize the imperative need for this development yet we 
must not fail to comprehend its grave implications. Our toil, resources, and livelihood are all 
involved. So is the very structure of our society. In the councils of government we must guard 
against the acquisition of unwarranted influence, whether sought or unsought, by the military 
industrial complex.” Did you know that President Eisenhower’s the one who coined that term? I 
find a lot of my younger students don’t even know that he’s the one who used that term first. “The 
potential for the disastrous rise of misplaced power exists and will persist. We must never let the 
weight of this combination endanger our liberties or democratic processes. We should take nothing 
for granted. Only an alert, annoying,” annoying—that’s my word, sorry, “and knowledgeable 
citizenry can compel the proper meshing of the huge industrial military machinery of defense with 
our peaceful methods and goals so that security and liberty may prosper together.” End of quote.  
 
There’s also a really good quote from President Kennedy’s speech two years later in 1963. It’s a 
commencement speech at American University and I’m going to let you all look that up and read 
it, but he’s got some very important words to say about how peace has become a concept, has 
become a word that seems ludicrous, that seems implausible, and what would it mean to consider 
it plausible again.  
 
Second is that I have found that students of a Facebook generation are hesitant or they’re basically 
generally are very comfortable with a sense that everyone should be transparent, that everybody’s 
lives should be open for anyone’s scrutiny, so when I start talking about the national surveillance 
apparatus, what I get back from many of my younger, Christian students is well, if you’re not 
willing to open up to God all that you have, then what’s wrong? Like, basically, unless you have 
something to hide, you shouldn’t have a problem with the National Security Administration. So, 
that’s just a trick to try to figure out how do I explain to students who have been brought up not 
just on television but brought up hoping to see their own faces on a screen and here Marshall 
McCluhan comes to mind, “the medium is the message”, the medium of seeing ourselves on a 
screen and hoping to see ourselves being seen, has left it—it’s difficult then to explain to young 
students why it’s problematic that there is this mass surveillance of our conversations on the phone 
or through email or whatever. So that’s been another tricky piece, to try to explain why this 
surveillance state might be a problem for you, not just for those who have something to hide.  
 
There’s a lot to talk about with that, but then finally I wanted to tell you that the last—well, one of 
the times I taught about war, a student who is currently in the military, said clear as day to the 
whole class, “it’s all well and good we’re talking about the Department of Defense, but we haven’t 
said anything about the Department of State, and State Department has a whole lot to do with the 
way the United States functions abroad in ways that are violent.” And so he said, “We need to be 
reading something that connects those dots, and we’re not connecting those dots and we need to.” 
He said it clear as day, so then I went looking, well, what am I going to teach next time to try to 
connect some of those dots, and the book that, I’m sure everybody will be pleased in my class, to 
know, I’m going to ask everybody to read is something like this with tiny words, but it’s called 
The Shock Doctrine: The Rise of Disaster Capitalism, and—am I done, or do I have time to read? 
 
David Crabtree: 
One minute. 
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Dr. Amy Laura Hall: 
Okay. So, I was just going to read to you the very first little bit. I’ll just tell you. She opens looking 
at Katrina and what happens after Hurricane Katrina, and some of you may have followed in the 
news that Blackwater, there was just seven members of Blackwater, not the head of Blackwater, 
he’s in, I think, Qatar now, but seven members of Blackwater were convicted. And Blackwater 
was in New Orleans right after Katrina. Many, many companies were in New Orleans right after 
Katrina. She follows—Naomi Klein follows in this book, ways that different nongovernmental 
organizations, including some that call themselves Christian, make use of what she calls disaster 
capitalism, to go into regions that have suffered, like, for example, a tsunami, and clear the way 
for a new form of consumer capitalism that benefits some people, but certainly doesn’t benefit 
many of the people who ostensibly your mission dollars, you’re hoping, will serve. So that’s a lot, 
I get that, but that’s what I brought. 
 
David Crabtree: 
I want to hear from you, one question I have before we begin. We have about 20 or 22 minutes or 
so for questions. Dean Hayes, you talked about the church and the radical counterculture. And I 
want to—six, seven weeks ago, I listened to a homily where the priest was proclaiming the radical 
grace of God, and she said this extends even to members of ISIS. This was after the second 
beheading had been publicized. She went on to very quickly say, “I in no way endorse any of the 
tactics, obviously, but either grace is radical enough to be for all of us, or none of us.” I felt as 
Deacon in that parish that Sunday that for some reason I needed to stand with her in the narthex, 
which I rarely do. And I did, and one of the first comments that came was to her, was, “You know 
what I think? We need to bomb the hell out of them.” Now this is in the narthex of St. Michael’s 
Episcopal Church. And I thought, how would young students, if they were interning, and might 
have been standing there, what type of preparation would they have had to respond, whether the 
response was quietness, compassion, to both the parishioner and the priest, in this radical 
counterculture, because this will happen. 
 
Dean Richard Hayes: 
Well, the first preparation they will need is to be able to ask the question, “Who is the we in that 
sentence? Who is the subject of the sentence? We, the Church, the followers of Jesus, need to 
bomb the hell out of them?” You’ve probably seen these bumper stickers, Who Would Jesus 
Bomb? That’s part of the problem, is it seems to me that statement conflates the church with the 
American state, with political society, which is I take, part of the burden that Dr. Hall’s comments 
were about. The student would need to have a preparation to be able to discern that in the context—
especially in the context of worship on Sunday, but extending out of there into our whole lives, we 
are part of a people who have a distinct vocation to think about how we respond to the challenges 
of violence in ways that are not simply determined by the imperatives of the American state. So 
that would be the first thing I would say was needed. 
 
Dr. Stanley Hauerwas: 
I’m preaching on Christ the King at Christ Church Nashville in a few weeks, and Christ the King 
was a feast day established in 1925 by Pius the 11th in response to World War I. He thought we 
needed a festival to redirect our lives in a manner that we wouldn’t get a World War I again. But, 
and so I start the sermon by saying, “I am an advocate of Christian nonviolence and I want you to 
be an advocate of Christian nonviolence, too. But I can’t use this sermon to ask you to be an 
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advocate of Christian nonviolence because you don’t get to talk back, and therefore I would be 
coercing you to be a member, or sign up in Christian nonviolence if I use the sermon to try to show 
that you were wrong in not being for Christian nonviolence.” It’s a tricky business. When I taught 
core course, I had to be very careful even though I wanted students to be for Christian nonviolence, 
I couldn’t—anyone that’s a professor has power in a way that the student doesn’t. So you can’t 
use the classroom coercively, and because you are committed to Christian nonviolence. All of 
which is a way to say that nonviolence isn’t just about war, it’s about what we’re doing right now, 
in terms of speech and how we have to learn to speak to one another in the Christian community 
because we need to tell one another the truth in love. So how to do that is always, it must be done 
very carefully, I always say the way porcupines screw, very carefully. And that is an ongoing 
training. Since I’m from Texas I confuse being candid with being truthful, and we need to be very 
careful in terms of how we attend to our speech with one another as a way of exhibiting what it 
means to be nonviolent. 
 
Dean Richard Hayes: 
David, could I say one other thing quickly on this bombing question? It’s fresh in my mind. I’ve 
been invited to give a talk, a lecture this coming April in Nagasaki, Japan, at a conference 
sponsored by our center for reconciliation here in the divinity school, a group of Christian leaders 
from different countries around Asia. And of course, 2015 will be the 70th anniversary of the 
dropping of an atomic weapon on Nagasaki by the United States military. I must confess, I’m 
going to find this rather difficult lecturing assignment. What am I to say about reconciliation in 
light of the gospel, to a community that has had an atom bomb dropped on its civilian population? 
That’s going to be an interesting challenge. I’d be happy for any wisdom any of you could 
contribute to me. Charley? 
 
Audience member: 
North Carolina had billboards put up across the state a few years ago, I don’t know if some of them 
are still there, calling us the most military friendly state in the nation. Have you heard that? So that 
puts us in a kind of unique stand. Dr. Hauerwas has said very often his opposition to having the 
symbol of our nation, the American flag, in sanctuaries. Grace [ph Hackman 38:07], some of you 
know, leading groups, as a friend, and I remember her very fine paper about why they didn’t have 
it in the sanctuary of her church. Dr. Hauerwas has said that it’s too strong a symbol and competes 
with the cross, and yet, most of us in this room are going to go in churches and sanctuaries and 
perhaps serve as pastors, and it may never have come up as something to question. I’m wondering 
if right there, in that one little important symbol, is not kind of a statement about how we have a 
hard time separating nation worship and worship of God, and how can we work on that to start this 
conversation within the church. 
 
Dr. Stanley Hauerwas: 
That’s very interesting to ask. When did southern churches take out the Confederate flag and put 
in the American flag? [laughter] And, the answer is World War I. World War I was the great event 
in American life that reunited the country.  
 
Dr. Amy Laura Hall: 
Except for the Wobblies. 
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Dr. Stanley Hauerwas: 
Except for the Wobblies. [laughter] Let me read you this quote. This is from Marvin and Ingle, 
Blood Sacrifice and the Nation. “In an era of western ascendency, the triumph of Christianity 
clearly meant the triumph of the states of Christianity, among them the most powerful of modern 
states, the United States. Though religions have survived and flourished in persecution and 
powerlessness, supplicants never the less take manifestation of power as blessed evidence of the 
truth of faith. Still, in the religiously plural society of the United States, sectarian faith is optional 
for citizens, as everyone knows. Americans have rarely bled, sacrificed or died for Christianity or 
any other sectarian faith. Americans have often bled, sacrificed and died for their country. This 
fact is an important clue to the country’s religious power. The denominations are permitted to exist 
in the United States, they are not permitted to kill, for their beliefs are not officially true. What is 
really true in any society is what is worth killing for, and what citizens may be compelled to 
sacrifice their lives for.”  
 
If you want to know why Christianity is unintelligible as a truth-making condition today, it is not 
because science has challenged what we believe, it is because we, as Christians, have not been 
willing to die for the faith, rather than kill for it. And that that is—that is at the very heart of the 
tension between America, where we die for America, we kill for America, but we don’t die or kill 
for being Christian. Now that, which is the reason we need to hold up to people around the world 
that do, in terms of where we are today. 
 
David Crabtree: 
[pointing to audience members] Here, then here. 
 
Audience member: 
I have a question. What does the panel discussion is a pacifist perspective. What does it mean to 
be that here, at the divinity school, where there’s no bullets, no bodies flying, there’s no air raid 
sirens going on, what does it mean to hold that position when you don’t get—where you have the 
privilege not to experience it? 
 
Dr. Stanley Hauerwas: 
It’s too easy. I mean, there’s no question about it, it’s too easy. But simply because it’s too easy 
doesn’t mean it’s wrong. We don’t—I mean, you know, I guess when the first Gulf War broke out, 
and you know, there might be the return of the draft—I’m for the draft, by the way. 
 
Dr. Amy Laura Hall: 
It would change things. 
 
Dr. Stanley Hauerwas: 
I told, well, let me put it this way. During Vietnam, when my son was six, and Richard Nixon 
bombed Cambodia, I told my son, when Richard Nixon’s name was mentioned in elementary 
school to raise his hand and say, “Oh, you mean the murderer?” [laughter] I knew that that would 
not make his life easy. But I didn’t want to make his life easy, I wanted to make it difficult. I would 
like, I mean, you know, it’s too easy to be a pacifist, but you’ve got to start somewhere.  
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Audience member: 
I think that there’s a lot of debate about what sort of recreational activities fuel the war machine in 
the United States, like video games and creating violence in movies, but I think it’s actually for it, 
and what do we have in society that will—like how do we, living in a society that justifies violence 
committed by athletes domestically in America against people, women, or in any way, when we 
justify that violence on the field, how then do we commit anyone to show mercy to an enemy 
around the globe, across the ocean, you know?  
 
Dr. Amy Laura Hall: 
There’s a really good piece by Frank Deford, who’s my favorite sports commentator, like may he 
live to be 105, please, or 110, but so Frank Deford wrote a really good piece. I think maybe we 
read it, in the class—it’s short. But he writes about how the way that violence in the NFL on the 
field has been heightened and highlighted and showcased in the midst of two wars and now a third, 
where there’s no clear victory. So, that we’re playing out on the field a desire for definitive victory 
and some sort of redemptive, cathartic violence.  
 
I also want to say something about it being too easy. I will say that—don’t ever assume that any 
of us in this place haven’t dealt with violence in one way or another and tried to figure out how to 
be reconciled, be Christian, in the midst of that. I reject the assumption that just because a student 
or a colleague hasn’t served in the military, they haven’t in some way dealt with violence and tried 
to think through how to be a Christian in the midst of that. So, I haven’t found it terribly easy to 
be a witness for nonviolence in my life, and I have two daughters, as Kara Slade and I wrote at 
one point, the question what would you do if someone tried to harm a loved one? 
 
Audience member: 
If someone were attacking a loved one. 
 
Dr. Amy Laura Hall: 
If someone were attacking a loved one, well, I’m 5 foot 2, I mean, who’s the attacker, what’s the 
assumption behind each one of the words in that sentence, and I can’t say I’m a pacifist because 
otherwise I’d beat the stuff our of people, as [inaudible 0:46:10] and Alasdair MacIntyre said 
because what, with my knitting needles? [laughter] It just doesn’t work, right? So, I am supposed 
to be—my body is marked in such a way that I am supposed to be the damsel in distress who’s 
grateful for people who have gone into ROTC, and instead, what I’ve had in my classes is people 
who have gone into ROTC who have wanted to talk, wanted to talk in class about what they’ve 
seen, wanted to talk about the lack of equipment. They are—many of them really angry at Donald 
Rumsfeld, much more than I have the capacity to be because it’s first hand. So, I’m teaching about 
war from the perspective of someone who cannot defend myself if someone tried to attack me, and 
as someone who has heard enough stories over my 15 years of teaching here, from people who 
have served in the military, and from serving in a church with veterans from World War II who 
will say war is hell and it doesn’t solve anything. And who don’t like Veterans Day celebrations 
on Sunday, many of them, because they feel like there’s a kind of occlusion of what they’ve seen. 
So, that’s why I teach about war. It’s not been easy. 
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Dr. Stanley Hauerwas: 
Let me, one of our problems is peace just sounds so damn boring. When was the last time you 
went to see a movie about peace? And what, therefore, is one of the challenges, is to help us see 
how interesting lives committed to nonviolence are. There is a movie about peace, it’s called 
Babette’s Feast, and how extraordinary and difficult that was. There is a community that you can 
participate in. It’s called L’Arche, and you will see how difficult it is to be with people who don’t 
understand the way we understand, and that’s peace. So, how you discover pictures of peace, and 
how much, how dramatic they are, is one of our challenges. 
 
[unknown 0:48:43] 
Yes, go ahead Ray. 
 
Audience member: 
So my question is about how our commitment to nonviolence might shape or form as to whether 
or not Christians are obligated to or should or should not vote, and the reason I ask this, is because 
when I became convinced of it while I was pastor, youth pastor of a church in Tennessee, and as I 
tried to teach, as I tried to convince teenagers that we ought to become nonviolent, I found that 
often things that I would say to them would be reduced into existing political categories, of being 
liberal or conservative, in the way that Americans try to think. So I started—I decided I was not 
going to vote anymore, because I wanted the word God gave me to not so easily be dismissed. I 
think the point here seems to be that what seems to me to be the same about war and voting, and 
it turns out that people are really pissed off after they hear that you don’t vote, too, [laughter], is 
that this seduction to influence change quickly and on a massive scale. So, we must vote, if we 
must influence this thing called America, and we must have, at 16, we must be able to put an 
end…I know it’s not that simple, but I’m groping to try to understand how these two things relate. 
 
Dr. Stanley Hauerwas: 
Very complex question. Mike Baxter, one of my former students, always said “Don’t vote. It only 
encourages them.” [laughter] And voting, interestingly enough, is a coercive practice, where 51% 
gets to tell 49% what to do. But, voting, the end is not voting. What is supposed to happen is voting 
is the condition that requires a discussion to occur through which a people are able to discover 
goods in common that otherwise could not be discovered. The only problem with that is 
commercials. And we no longer elect people, we elect commercials. And there’s a kind of violence 
in that, itself. I voted this time but I never take it too seriously. 
 
Dean Richard Hayes: 
I don’t know if you can see, I have my little “I Voted” thing on my lapel, I voted this morning. I 
guess I think of it partly as a very minor act, if it’s done well and conscientiously, a minor act of 
Christian witness. You know, my vote is an attempt to support people whose policies I think might 
help rather than hurt the poor in this state, in this country. It’s an attempt to move the needle a little 
bit one way or the other but I don’t suppose that it is an act that is going to have redemptive 
consequences finally. It’s, as Stanley said, I wouldn’t want to think that I bring in the kingdom of 
God by electing one candidate over the other, because everybody’s so compromised by the system. 
If I can—one quick story about your experience of having what you say being reduced to the 
conservative-liberal polarity that the media has created for us. Not long after I published this book, 
Moral Vision of the New Testament, 500 pages, or whatever it is, I was giving a lecture at another 
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university and at the end of the lecture a man came up to me and said, “Professor Hayes, I read 
your whole book, I just love it, and it’s so helpful to me. I just have one important question I want 
to ask you.” I said, “Oh yes, okay, what is it?” I assumed it was, you know, challenging me on 
war, sex or something. He said, “Here’s what I want to ask you. Are you a conservative or a 
liberal?” and the thing I loved was that he couldn’t tell. [laughter]   
 
Davie Crabtree: 
We’ve got to wrap up because a class is coming in in just a few minutes, but I am deeply 
appreciative of what each of you have shared today and the challenges, and particularly Dean, to 
begin with Sermon on the Mount, Blessed are the peacemakers, and the challenge is that we have 
to carry out to understand that in ways, living in this country, where war continues—every 
generation continues to be an answer, that is never an answer. It will forever be with us and this is 
the community that has to push back an explanation in congregations, in their workplace, wherever 
it may be. And as you mentioned, Dr. Hauerwas, to remember those who have come back and how 
they have been trained which was against everything within them to begin with. And then to be 
told not to talk about this. This is brutality with people. Once we are aware of it, it’s up to us to 
show that awareness. And so I am grateful, again, on this election day, on this week before 
Veterans Day, that we’re not talking about war and veterans in the abstract, which is very easy to 
do. People have been directly impacted and each of us will continue to be. So, my thanks to all of 
you.  
 
Dr. Stanley Hauerwas: 
This Sunday in England is Remembrance Day. So, it’s very powerful.  
 
Dean Richard Hayes: 
Could I have one last comment, David? 
 
David Crabtree: 
You’re the dean of the school, you can do whatever you want to do. [laughter] 
 
Dean Richard Hayes: 
It’s an act of coercive…I really want to come back to the point that Stanley and I made that the 
whole question about how Christians position themselves in relation to war is finally 
Christologically determined, and if we don’t keep that in focus we get confused, because the 
argument very quickly slips into a kind of consequentialist argument, that if we don’t do X, Y will 
happen and so on. And as David said, that calculation is often wrong. But it’s really important to 
recognize when the question is framed Christologically, it also means that Christian nonviolence 
can never be seen as a strategy, and it can’t be seen as something that will suppose that if we are 
just nice to other people they’ll be nice to us, too. It didn’t work that way for Jesus, did it? And I 
think that has to be kept in mind. If we think that pacifism is a way to save our skins and prevent 
us from getting involved in suffering, it’s a really stupid strategy. It doesn’t work. The only reason 
that we’re committed to seeking Christian nonviolent reconciliation is because we’re trying to do 
what Jesus taught and exemplified. That’s the heart of the matter. 
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Dr. Stanley Hauerwas: 
Let me just add real quick that Christians are not called to nonviolence because we believe 
nonviolence is a strategy to end war. But rather, in a world of war, we cannot imagine being 
anything other than nonviolent as faithful followers of Jesus. And that may well mean that the 
world may be made more violent by our nonviolence, because the world does not want the order 
it calls peace exposed for the violence that it is.  
 
David Crabtree: 
Go in peace to love and serve the Lord. 
 
[applause]  
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