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Faith is the first principle of the gospel of Jesus Christ. So what happens when a person has
doubts?Questioning is not the problem, according to authors Terryl and Fiona Givens. “After all,”
they write, “the Restoration unfolded because a young man asked questions.” The difficulty
arises when questions are based on flawed assumptions or incorrect perceptions, which can
“point us in the wrong direction, misdirect our attention, or constrain the answers we are capable
of hearing.”This insightful book offers a careful, intelligent look at doubt—at some of its common
sources, the challenges it presents, and the opportunities it may open up in a person’s quest for
faith. Whether you struggle with your own doubts or mostly want to understand loved ones who
question, you will appreciate this candid discussion. You’ll come away feeling more certain than
ever of the Lord’s love for all of His children.

About the AuthorHarry J. Rosenblatt is a professor of information systems at College of the
Albemarle in Elizabeth City, North Carolina, where he has taught for over 16 years. His
background is in management and computer systems consulting. He has co-authored the last
six editions of Systems Analysis and Design for the Shelly Cashman Series(R).
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who laughsTable of ContentsStarting Off on the Wrong FootThe Use and Abuse of ReasonOf
Life’s Fundamental IncompletenessThe Role and Function of the ChurchThe Use and Abuse of
ScriptureThe Perils of Hero WorshipThe Ring of PharaohHoly Persons “Ye Know Not Of”Find
Your Watering PlaceRethinking Being “Overcome with Evil”“Speak, Lord, for Thy Servant
Heareth”Belief as RiskDoubt and DiscipleshipIt is not like a child that I believe in Christ and
profess faith in Him, but rather, my hosanna has come through the great crucible of doubt.—
Fyodor Dostoevsky1Crucible, n. [LL. crucubulum, a hanging lamp, an earthen pot for melting
metals]A vessel used for melting or refining substances which require a strong degree of heat,
as metals, ores, etc.Notes^1. Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Unpublished Dostoevsky: Diaries and
Notebooks (Ann Arbor: Ardis, 1976), 175.IntroductionParadigms and Premises:Starting Off on
the Wrong FootIn the area known as the Netherbow, located along the Royal Mile in Edinburgh,
Scotland, there is a magnificent restored house, built shortly before Columbus sailed for the
New World. It is called the John Knox house, but that great reformer lived in it only briefly, if at all.
The house was actually occupied in the sixteenth century by James Mossman, goldsmith to
Mary, Queen of Scots. Mossman was, as one might expect, a man of great wealth. He was also
a brilliant craftsman and artificer. On the third floor of his substantial home is a room protected
by a heavy oak door. Off center, on the right of a large iron panel that conceals the locking
mechanism, is a keyhole.It does not appear to be a lock that would be more resistant than most
to tampering or picking, but it is. No burglar, no matter how ingenious, ever did or ever could gain
access to the room by manipulating the mechanism accessed through this keyhole. No skeleton
key—no, not even the master key itself—will turn the heavy tumblers and open the lock that
guards the room. At least, not via this keyhole.For the keyhole is a dummy keyhole. The
ornamental bar next to it conceals the real keyhole and the location of the true lock.It is



impossible to know how many would-be thieves dulled their picks and rubbed their fingers raw in
a fruitless effort to gain access to the riches on the far side of Mossman’s door. Their assumption
would have been reasonable enough: Here is the door, here is the keyhole, this is the way to the
treasure. But their assumption would have been wrong.We all inhabit geographical, linguistic,
and social worlds that shape our vision and our impressions of what is normal, what is real. Our
worldview is a collective set of assumptions we carry with us that condition every question we
ask. These “paradigms” make it possible to guide inquiry, but they can also limit and impede our
inquiry. They can get us off on the wrong foot, obscure our line of sight, or simply misdirect our
focus. This is because, all too often, we don’t realize the limiting assumptions with which we are
working.We can’t easily step outside most such preconceptions. Even recognizing the extent of
our unexamined assumptions can be the hardest thing of all. It is like asking a fish what it is like
to be wet. “What is wet?” even a miraculously verbal fish would reply. Our assumptions, like the
ocean in which a fish swims, are the invisible background to our thinking, waking existence. Only
when we have left a misguided assumption behind are we able to see it clearly. Then we no
longer ask why ships do not fall off the edge of the world. We don’t bind women we don’t like,
throw them into a pond, and watch to see if they float or sink. Neither do scientists try to measure
the earth’s motion relative to the space through which it speeds. Flat earths, witchcraft, and the
cosmic ether are no longer part of our intellectual universe. We now see them for the erroneous
frameworks they were. They have gone the way of alchemy and philosophers’ stones. It should
not be that difficult to recognize the implications of these transformations for our present
circumstances and lives; we are inevitably living under the burden of some paradigms,
individually and collectively, that will one day be relics with other conceptual assumptions we
have cast off. It is only with hindsight that we can see the paradigms of the past for the
intellectual straitjackets they were.The important point, however, is that those frameworks are
not just themselves error-laden. Erroneous assumptions do not just forestall truth and progress,
although that would be cause enough to lament their malign influence in our lives. They are like
the dummy lock of Mossman’s home. They point us in the wrong direction, limit our
understanding, and even warp the questions we ask. Worse, they create the conditions for faulty
reasoning and disastrous conclusions. In past ages, bad paradigms led well-intentioned
physicians to bleed to the brink of death and beyond millions of the already sick and enfeebled.
No scientist had reason to seek for the sources of disease in filth, fleas, or dirty water in a world
where the four humors were believed to govern all physical and emotional health.In the realm of
religion and spirituality, as in the areas of science, medicine, and public order, wrong
assumptions can provide invisible deterrents to a life of religious devotion. Such flawed
paradigms have been known to trouble even stalwarts of the faith. Great Christian thinkers of the
past have operated with assumptions—some of them deeply ingrained, sanctioned by long
tradition, by ecclesiastical authority, and by scripture—that made answers difficult or impossible
to obtain. At the least, such assumptions can delay prayerful responses to earnest questions,
even by decades.One such example involved one of the greatest mystics of the Middle Ages.



Julian of Norwich was a model of piety. Living in England’s second-largest city in a time of
rampant plagues, she fell gravely ill in her thirtieth year. As her sickness reached a crisis in 1373,
she experienced a series of heavenly visions. She recovered her health and retreated into
solitude in order to meditate upon the sixteen revelations, or “showings,” she had received.
Catholics, Anglicans, Lutherans, and others revere her today as a holy woman, a faithful disciple
of the Gentle God. It is impossible to read Julian and not be profoundly affected by a version of
the Father’s love that has rarely been expressed so vividly and movingly and convincingly. In
reading her, one is immersed in the experience of Divine Love.Julian spent the next twenty years
in voluntary seclusion, continuing to ponder and reflect upon the outpouring of light she had
experienced in order to determine its full meaning. As she struggled to reconcile her visions with
the religious tradition in which she had been raised, a few questions in particular came into
urgent focus. For the sake of clarity and inner resolution, she asked God (1) to show her hell and
purgatory and (2) to explain the nature of sin. Isolated from all distractions, she spent her days in
fasting and study and prayer. Months became years, and still no illumination came. After two
decades, the light at last broke through the darkness. Twenty years it took for her to escape the
confines of her preconceptions and realize the answers were delayed because her questions
were wrong.Raised a severe Catholic, Julian had been taught that sin was a cosmic catastrophe
and a damnable defect in each human heart. Hell, she had learned, was the fitting fate of the
depraved sinner, and purgatory a nether world of punishment in which the penitent anxiously
awaited their redemption. But that was a view wholly out of keeping with the nature of the God
who had manifested Himself in her visions. This God now revealed to her that the hell and
purgatory expounded in her faith tradition did not exist. As for sin, she learned that there is “no
harder hell than sin.”1 Hell was not a fixed place of retribution, but the experience of our own
alienation from God. In other words, hell is the condition of suffering that results from sin.Here,
too, Julian was schooled in a radical reconstruction of her assumptions. “I thought if sin had not
been,” she wrote, “we should all have been clean and like unto our Lord as he made us.” He
could have, He should have prevented our sinning, she reasoned. “For then, I thought, all should
have been well.” To her surprise, she learned through the parable of the Lord and His servant (in
her Revelation 14) that “sin is behovely,” or necessary.2 God’s mercy and Christ’s Atonement
can make sin an occasion for “profytable” learning rather than “dyspeyer.”3In Latter-day Saint
culture, many stumble over the declarative tone of “Be ye therefore perfect” (Matthew 5:48). Two
considerations soften the command: First, the wording in 3 Nephi 12:48 is different—and in an
important way. “I would that ye should be perfect,” Christ implores, in what sounds like gentle
beckoning to join Him rather than a daunting order across infinite distance. Second, Joseph
Smith loved Luther’s translation of the Bible, in which the word usually rendered perfect (teleioi)
is rendered as vollkommen, that is, complete, whole, entire. The Atonement is not a backup plan
in case we happen to fall short in the process; it is the ordained means whereby we gradually
become complete and whole, in a sin-strewn process of sanctification through which our Father
patiently guides us.Humans courageously venture forth into mortality, Julian was taught, and as



they experience sin and error, they learn to cleave to the virtuous and holy (“they taste the bitter,
that they may know to prize the good”).4 From God’s perspective, sin is a vital, necessary
component of the learning process of life that He, as master gardener, will prune and forgive. It is
not a damnable malice on our part that elicits God’s anger. Sin, along with the pain it entails, is
the great educator. Mortality is the school in which we learn to eschew evil and to inculcate the
attributes of the Divine. It is instructive, in this regard, that it was after Eve and Adam had eaten
the fruit in the garden that God said, “Behold, [they have] become as one of us, to know good
and evil.”5What we learn from Julian’s experience is that clarity and enlightenment often require
that we first relinquish our paradigms, no matter how dearly held. Julian’s twenty-year quest to
see the lakes of fire and brimstone and fathom the mystery of human depravity could unfold no
faster than she was willing to let go of her premises. That can be a wrenching process, requiring
much time—and much humility.In the modern Church too, stalwarts have sometimes found their
operating frameworks an impediment rather than an aid to faith, as the example of B. H. Roberts
demonstrates. From his first experience debating a Campbellite minister on the Book of Mormon
in 1881, Roberts was devoted to defending the Mormon scripture. While in England as a Church
mission president in 1887 and 1888, he studied in the Picton Library, collecting notes on
American archaeology that could serve as external evidence in support of the Book of Mormon.
The three volumes of the work that resulted, New Witnesses for God, appeared in 1895, 1909,
and 1911. Then on August 22, 1921, a young member wrote a letter to Elder James E. Talmage,
a member of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles, that would shake up the world of Mormon
apologetics and dramatically refocus Roberts’s own intellectual engagement with
Mormonism.The brief letter sounded routine enough. “Dear Dr. Talmage,” wrote W. E. Riter, one
“Mr. Couch [a friend of Riter’s] of Washington, D.C., has been studying the Book of Mormon and
submits the enclosed questions concerning his studies. Would you kindly answer them and send
them to me.”6 Talmage forwarded the five questions to the Church’s Book of Mormon expert,
B. H. Roberts, expecting a quick and routine reply. Most of the questions dealt with
anachronisms that one could explain as near-equivalents employed by the translator. But one
that had Roberts stumped was this question: “How [are we] to explain the immense diversity of
Indian languages, if all are supposed to be relatively recent descendants of Lamanite origin?” To
put the problem in simple terms, how, in the space of a mere thousand years or so, could the
Hebrew of Lehi’s tribe have fragmented and morphed into every one of the hundreds of Indian
languages of the Western Hemisphere, from Inuit to Iroquois to Shoshone to Patagonian.
Languages just don’t mutate and multiply that quickly.Several weeks after Talmage’s request,
Roberts still had not responded. In late December, he wrote the President of the Church,
explaining the delay and asking for more time: “While knowing that some parts of my [previous]
treatment of Book of Mormon problems . . . had not been altogether as convincing as I would like
to have seen them, I still believed that reasonable explanations could be made that would keep
us in advantageous possession of the field. As I proceeded with my recent investigations,
however, and more especially in the, to me, new field of language problems, I found the



difficulties more serious than I had thought; and the more I investigated the more difficult I found
the formulation of an answer to Mr. Couch’s inquiries to be.”7Roberts never found an answer to
that question, and it troubled him the rest of his life. But here is the lesson to be learned from this
story. Roberts’s dilemma was born of a particular view he held about the occupants of the New
World. He believed that Lehi arrived on an empty continent, and that his descendants and his
descendants alone eventually overran the hemisphere from the Arctic Circle to the Straits of
Magellan. If that had been the case, then the language problem—along with a good many others
—is indeed insoluble. Everything from the DNA of all Native Americans to several hundred
languages spoken throughout the pre-Columbian hemisphere to a New World panoply of
cultural artifacts would have to point to one and only one point of origin: a small, Hebrew-
speaking colony over two millennia ago.However, the actual text of the Book of Mormon does
not require that we read Lehi as entering upon an uninhabited continent. In fact, the record itself
contains the materials to read a very different context behind the Lehite settlement. As early as
Jacob 7, that record keeper mentions one Sherem “who came among the people of Nephi.” And
this stranger, apparently unexpectedly, “had a perfect knowledge of the language of the
people.”8 One would hardly trouble to mention that someone spoke perfect Hebrew if he were
from a Hebrew-speaking background. The reasonable inference that follows from this, in other
words, is that Sherem came from an indigenous people or a different group of settlers than the
Nephites. And his was unlikely to have been the only non-Nephite or non-Lamanite group.In fact,
there are alternative points of view about the geography of the Book of Mormon, including the
notable work of John Sorenson, who has examined the record’s seven hundred references to
geography and constructed a self-consistent map with an area of Nephite and Lamanite
habitation some five hundred miles long and perhaps two hundred miles wide (or about the size
of Palestine).9 And though as late as 1981 the Book of Mormon introduction referred to
Lamanites as “the principal ancestors of the American Indians,” nothing in that book of scripture
necessitates such a claim. That is why, as of 2007, the Church changed the wording to “the
Lamanites are among the ancestors . . .” In other words, more recent critical thinking about the
Book of Mormon has resulted in the recognition that its geographical scope may be much
narrower and its cast of characters much broader than most Mormons were accustomed to
believe. The Book of Mormon itself permits the reasonable inference that Lehi’s colony
represented one of any number of migrations by sea and by land bridge. His descendants,
according to readings of the text now prevalent, likely occupied a relatively small region and
intermingled and intermarried with other peoples and cultures over succeeding generations.
Roberts couldn’t figure out how Inuit and Patagonian languages derived from Hebrew for a
simple reason: they probably didn’t. And there was no necessity to try to make that square peg fit
into that round hole. It was like trying to make the tumblers turn in the James Mossman door. The
faulty question itself had no answer any more than Mossman’s dummy keyhole had a key.Daniel
Dennett wrote, “Philosophy . . . is what you have to do until you figure out what questions you
should have been asking in the first place.”10 Disciples too must persevere until we get the



questions right. If a devout visionary and an ordained Seventy can ask the wrong questions, it is
likely that many of us do as well. We are all prisoners of our preconceptions and faulty models.
Those are frequently the problem in faith crises—not the questions that arise from them. After
all, the Restoration unfolded because a young man asked questions. The scriptures are replete
with encouragement to question—“ask that you may know the mysteries of God” is a common
injunction, as is the oft-quoted verse from James 1—“If any of you lack wisdom, let him ask of
God, that giveth to all . . . liberally . . . ; and it shall be given”—and we also receive many
assurances that questioning will bear fruit: “surely shall you receive a knowledge of whatsoever
things you shall ask in faith.”11 The unexamined paradigms with which we begin can negatively
affect a healthy propensity to question. They can point us in the wrong direction, misdirect our
attention, or constrain the answers we are capable of hearing. In those circumstances, as
Joseph Smith learned, some people “will fly to pieces like glass as soon as anything comes that
is contrary to their traditions.”12Various faulty conceptual frameworks, or paradigmatic
pathogens, may undermine our spiritual immune systems and create an environment where the
search for truth becomes all search and no truth, where we find ourselves “ever learning, and
never able to come to the knowledge of the truth.”13 To be open to truth, we must invest in the
effort to free ourselves from our own conditioning and expectations. This means we have to
pursue any earnest investigation by asking what the philosopher Hans Georg Gadamer calls the
“genuine question.” And that is a question that involves openness and risk. As he explains, “our
own prejudice is properly brought into play by being put at risk.”14 With the faith that is open to
any answer, we can never be sure what we will learn next. As the seed of faith sprouts and
grows, we cannot know how the branches will bend or where the roots will twist. The genuine
question yields results we could seldom anticipate—if we can but find a vantage point where the
spiritual chambers of our soul are sufficiently still and the mental terrain is adequately clear.
Claustrophobic assumptions extend far beyond the supposed geography of hell or of the
Nephites. In what follows, we will reexamine a number of paradigms that may make the quest for
faith and the path of discipleship more painful and tortuous than it need be.Notes^1. Julian of
Norwich, Showings, ed. Denise N. Baker (New York: Norton, 2005), XIII.40, p. 55. We modernize
some spellings and occasionally syntax.^2. Julian, Showings, XIII.27, p. 39.^3. Julian, Showings,
XVI.78, p. 117.^4. Moses 6:55.^5. Genesis 3:22.^6. W. E. Riter to James E. Talmage, 22 August
1921. In B. H. Roberts, Studies of the Book of Mormon, 2nd ed., ed. Brigham D. Madsen (Salt
Lake City: Signature, 1992), 35.^7. B. H. Roberts to Heber J. Grant et al., 29 December 1921. In
Roberts, Studies of the Book of Mormon, 46.^8. Jacob 7:4.^9. For the number and discussion of
geographical references, see John Sorenson, “The Book of Mormon as a Mesoamerican
Record,” in Noel B. Reynolds, ed., Book of Mormon Authorship Revisited: The Evidence for
Ancient Origins (Provo, UT: Foundation for Ancient Research and Mormon Studies [FARMS],
1997), 392.^10. Daniel C. Dennett, Intuition Pumps and Other Tools for Thinking (New York:
Norton, 2013), 20.^11. D&C 8:11; 8:1.^12. Andrew F. Ehat and Lyndon W. Cook, eds., The
Words of Joseph Smith: The Contemporary Accounts of the Nauvoo Discourses of the Prophet



Joseph Smith (Orem, Utah: Grandin, 1994), 319.^13. 2 Timothy 3:7.^14. Hans Georg Gadamer,
Truth and Method (London: Continuum, 2004), 299.Chapter 1Of Method and Maps:The Use and
Abuse of ReasonO WORLD, thou choosest not the better part!It is not wisdom to be only
wise,And on the inward vision close the eyes,But it is wisdom to believe the heart.Columbus
found a world, and had no chart,Save one that faith deciphered in the skies;To trust the soul’s
invincible surmiseWas all his science and his only art.Our knowledge is a torch of smoky
pineThat lights the pathway but one step aheadAcross a void of mystery and dread.Bid, then,
the tender light of faith to shineBy which alone the mortal heart is ledUnto the thinking of the
thought divine.—George Santayana1Then beneath the color there was the shape. She could
see it all so clearly, so commandingly, when she looked: it was when she took her brush in hand
that the whole thing changed. It was in that moment’s flight between the picture and the canvas
that the demons set on her who often brought her to the verge of tears and made this passage
from conception to work as dreadful as any down a dark passage for a child. Such she often felt
herself—struggling against terrific odds to maintain her courage; to say: “But this is what I see;
this is what I see,” and so to clasp some miserable remnant of her vision to her breast, which a
thousand forces did their best to pluck from her.2We know more than we think. And we know in
more ways than we sometimes realize because different ways of knowing abound. The call of
the beautiful, the vision granted by love, and the voice of conscience are merely three examples.
All give us glimpses of realities not otherwise available to us. The poet and the artist anciently
had something approaching a sacred status in the world. The Greeks so revered the literary arts
that Sophocles was chosen to be a leader of Athens purely on the strength of his success as a
playwright.3 The Greeks sensed that the best art does not take us away from reality into the
dreamy realms of fantasy—though some may do that. On the contrary, the best art penetrates
the hard shell of habit to reimmerse us in the depths of experience, “refining the sense of beauty
to agony,” “ making the stone more stony,” creating “anew the universe, after it has been
annihilated in our minds by the recurrence of impressions blunted by reiteration.”4 A Mozart or a
Milton, like a Moses or the Psalmist, approximates a reality we sense is true, though prophets
and artists alike struggle to capture in language just what it is that has been unfolded to their
vision. Like Virginia Woolf’s Lily Briscoe in the passage above, who can intuit but not capture the
truth before her, we want to get to the bottom of it all, to make sense of a life far too nuanced and
complex to capture with a simple brushstroke. William Wordsworth spent the greater portion of
his life wrestling with one question in particular: how do blood and bones, friends and family,
childhood terrors and early loves, a favorite toy and the ghosts of past melodies, all come
together and blend into a coherent self, an “I”?Dust as we are, the immortal spirit growsLike
harmony in music; there is a darkInscrutable workmanship that reconcilesDiscordant elements,
makes them cling togetherIn one society. How strange, that allThe terrors, pains, and early
miseries,Regrets, vexations, lassitudes interfusedWithin my mind, should e’er have borne a
part,And that a needful part, in making upThe calm existence that is mine when IAm worthy of
myself!5Like Wordsworth’s poem itself, art becomes a vehicle not just for describing life but for



interpreting life, revealing its hidden patterns and purposes. The quest for, and recognition of,
what is beautiful—is that not a search for knowledge and understanding of the highest kind? Do
we not have a sense, in the presence of Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony, or Michelangelo’s David,
or Van Gogh’s Starry Night, that we have arrived at something that is neither instrument nor
pastime but an end perfect in itself? Great art takes us to a place where we realize the need for
another kind of language to capture the deepest realities. Watching a performance of Othello
tells us more about how the worm of jealousy can be insinuated into a man’s heart and destroy
his marriage than any psychology textbook could. Uncle Tom’s Cabin did more to inflame a
society against the evils of slavery than any cost-benefit analysis of the Southern economy
could. Picasso’s Guernica is a more powerful indictment of the horrors of war than the most
carefully compiled tables of statistics. And Charles Dickens did more to animate Christians
against the evils of child exploitation and institutional brutality than any government report by
experts.Another way of saying this is to note that Albert Einstein’s breakthroughs made
Hiroshima possible. John Hersey’s book of that title convinces us why Hiroshima must never
happen again. None of this is because art merely entertains us or indulges our imagination. And
it is certainly not because art takes emotion out of the picture so we can judge and act with
prudent objectivity. On the contrary—the best art gives human emotion its due. In each of the
examples mentioned, the artist’s depiction of human emotion, informed by moral conscience, is
shown to be one of the greatest mechanisms in civilization’s arsenal against the evils of this or
any time.Can any claim be more specious than to suggest that we want more objectivity, and
less emotion, in guiding the course of our personal and collective lives? Emotion is not a defect
in an otherwise perfect reasoning machine. Reason, unfettered from human feeling, has led to
as many horrors as any crusader’s zeal. What use is pity in a world devoted to maximizing
efficiency and productivity? Scientific husbandry tells us to weed out the sick, the infirm, the
weak. The ruthless efficiency of euthanasia initiatives and ethnic cleansing are but the
programmatic application of Nietzsche’s point: from any quantifiable cost-benefit analysis, the
principles of animal husbandry should apply to the human race. Charles Darwin himself
acknowledged that strict obedience to “hard reason” rather than sympathy for fellow humans
would represent a sacrifice of “the noblest part of our nature.”6 It is the human heart resonating
with empathy, not the logical brain attuned to the mathematics of efficiency, that revolts at cruelty
and inhumanity.In Byron’s great tragedy Cain, Lucifer convinces the title character that for the
teeming miserable of the world, the calculus of human suffering suggests it were better never to
have been born. When Cain expresses his agreement in the presence of his sleeping child, his
terrified wife snatches the baby boy to protect him from where her husband’s frightful logic
seems to lead. “Why so fearful?” a bewildered and hurt Cain asks his wife. “I would not accost
the sleeping infant with anything ruder than a father’s kiss.”7 For it is with the eyes of a father, not
of a cold calculator, that even the ill-starred Cain beholds his son.In most of life’s greatest
transactions, where the stakes are the highest, it is to the heart that we rightly turn, although not
in utter isolation from the rational and reasonable. But whom to marry, when to discipline a child,



when to let go of a dream, what sacrifices to make and promises to keep—these are decisions
best made when emotion is moderated but not obliterated by reason, by logic, by “scientific”
thinking. And these decisions are certainly made, not in the absence of truth, but in recognizing
those very truths which logic and science may be powerless to detect.To take one of the most
important instances of this fact, we may look to the insight of the philosopher William Luijpen.
Luijpen points out that “we must consider love as an attitude by means of which certain aspects
of reality become visible. The true meaning of the other as other, i.e., the meaning of the other as
subject, becomes visible only through love. An attitude of preoccupation with ourselves, with our
own desires and interests, precludes our access to the true meaning of the other.”8 This is not
just metaphoric language. In the most emphatic and urgent meaning of the word, love reveals
truth. It does not create the impression of truth; love does not merely endow something with a
subjective truth—love is the only position or emotional disposition from which we become fully
aware of the already present reality of the other person as more than a mere object among other
objects in a crowded universe. Love alone reveals the full reality and value of the other person.
We have all known the experience of waiting at a crowded intersection for the traffic to clear.
Vehicles and their drivers meld into simple impediments, things, impersonal obstacles to our
purposes. Common sense reveals that farther down the road, I myself become one such simple,
soulless interruption to some other weary traveler. But my mind revolts at the notion that to other
drivers, as to the earth’s teeming billions, I am a thing, a nuisance, a paltry digit in an almost
infinite sequence of numbers, an “it” rather than an “I.”The same violent jolt to my sense of self
occurs when I enter a store and see myself on the closed-circuit monitor. An icy, awkward
moment of unease. I stare in quasi-unbelief. It is not the simple response to an appearance that
disappoints or surprises me. It runs deeper. It is my dismay at the utter inadequacy of the
representation. For there I am, appearing to all the world as an object, an externality, a mere
shape with opaque surfaces and outsides. But my experience of myself is radically different—
radically fuller, more expansive, interesting, complete. My self as I experience it is inseparable
from my past, my memories, my experiences, my thoughts, my love of Cadbury’s chocolate and
my dislike of Adam Sandler movies. I know that this self, the one I live as and through, with an
interior world as big as the cosmos, is the real self, not that collection of atoms passing across
the monitor. You may ask, but what am I objectively? Is not such a qualifier misleading? Do a
camera, a DNA sequencer, and a full-spectrum lab report provide the truest, the richest account
of who I am? Or do my spouse, my children, and my circle of friends? Love does not blur the
reality behind the appearance. Love reveals reality. So why would we privilege scientific
rationality over our intuitive, emotion-laden ways of perceiving truth? As the philosopher Hans
Georg Gadamer argued, “Bracketing out human meanings from human science means
understanding nothing at all.”9One form that love takes is a grateful heart. Gratitude itself is a
conduit to the True. “Thanking,” wrote Julian of Norwich, “is a true inward knowing.”10 The
Mormon scholar Philip Barlow writes:My grateful mental state lets in a different view of reality
than is otherwise possible. . . . And when I am thus conscious of my life and the world as a gift, I



am less preoccupied with self. My attention focuses elsewhere. I am more alert to other people’s
needs and virtues. I find my wonder awakened by just about everything: the engineering behind
the physique of a cricket or a fly, for instance, or the beauty in even a pebble. In other words,
when I am grateful, I tend toward a higher mental (and spiritual) state. I take things—people,
order, air, roundness, everything—less for granted. Hence I notice things otherwise invisible to
me. It is as if I have a sixth sense, taking in more context, more reality. If my temporary taste of
gratitude becomes a disciplined habit, an ongoing attitude and state of mind, I am “smarter,”
more aware, than if this were not so. To the extent that I become a habitually grateful person, I
engage a different and richer reality than the “me” who is less grateful.11Science can tell us a
great deal about the world. It can tell us what the stars are made of, explain how a lightning bug
flashes in the night sky, and describe the process of cell division that leads a zygote to become
a baby girl. But it does not tell us why we should care about the nature of stars, why the staccato
flash of insects in the night delights us, or how the child should live. The error of believing that
science represents the highest, or purest, or only reliable guide to truth is the error of scientism.
Philosophers like Maurice Merleau-Ponty have pointed out that the problem is not science itself,
one of the greatest and most fruitful of all human enterprises. The healthy stance is not “to
question the validity of physical laws or the veracity of mathematical equations, but rather . . . to
break the dictatorship and absolutism of scientific thought over all other forms of human
thinking.”12 This is perhaps why many of science’s most brilliant figures, past and present, are
critics of the supposed conflict between science and religion and are themselves perfectly
comfortable espousing religious belief. As Freeman Dyson, one of the world’s most esteemed
theoretical physicists, explains, “Science is a particular bunch of tools that have been
conspicuously successful for understanding and manipulating the material universe. Religion is
another bunch of tools, giving us hints of a mental spiritual universe that transcends the material
universe.”13 Contrary to prevalent myth, a recent, large study revealed that, in the U.S. at least,
“scientists are only a bit less religious than the average American.”14Crucible of
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a child that I believe in Christ and profess faith in Him, but rather, my hosanna has come through
the great crucible of doubt.—Fyodor Dostoevsky1Crucible, n. [LL. crucubulum, a hanging lamp,
an earthen pot for melting metals]A vessel used for melting or refining substances which require
a strong degree of heat, as metals, ores, etc.Notes^1. Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Unpublished
Dostoevsky: Diaries and Notebooks (Ann Arbor: Ardis, 1976), 175.It is not like a child that I
believe in Christ and profess faith in Him, but rather, my hosanna has come through the great
crucible of doubt.—Fyodor Dostoevsky1Crucible, n. [LL. crucubulum, a hanging lamp, an
earthen pot for melting metals]A vessel used for melting or refining substances which require a
strong degree of heat, as metals, ores, etc.Notes^1. Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Unpublished
Dostoevsky: Diaries and Notebooks (Ann Arbor: Ardis, 1976), 175.It is not like a child that I
believe in Christ and profess faith in Him, but rather, my hosanna has come through the great
crucible of doubt.—Fyodor Dostoevsky1Crucible, n. [LL. crucubulum, a hanging lamp, an
earthen pot for melting metals]A vessel used for melting or refining substances which require a
strong degree of heat, as metals, ores, etc.Notes^1. Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Unpublished
Dostoevsky: Diaries and Notebooks (Ann Arbor: Ardis, 1976), 175.IntroductionParadigms and
Premises:Starting Off on the Wrong FootIn the area known as the Netherbow, located along the
Royal Mile in Edinburgh, Scotland, there is a magnificent restored house, built shortly before
Columbus sailed for the New World. It is called the John Knox house, but that great reformer
lived in it only briefly, if at all. The house was actually occupied in the sixteenth century by James
Mossman, goldsmith to Mary, Queen of Scots. Mossman was, as one might expect, a man of
great wealth. He was also a brilliant craftsman and artificer. On the third floor of his substantial
home is a room protected by a heavy oak door. Off center, on the right of a large iron panel that
conceals the locking mechanism, is a keyhole.It does not appear to be a lock that would be
more resistant than most to tampering or picking, but it is. No burglar, no matter how ingenious,
ever did or ever could gain access to the room by manipulating the mechanism accessed
through this keyhole. No skeleton key—no, not even the master key itself—will turn the heavy
tumblers and open the lock that guards the room. At least, not via this keyhole.For the keyhole is
a dummy keyhole. The ornamental bar next to it conceals the real keyhole and the location of the
true lock.It is impossible to know how many would-be thieves dulled their picks and rubbed their
fingers raw in a fruitless effort to gain access to the riches on the far side of Mossman’s door.
Their assumption would have been reasonable enough: Here is the door, here is the keyhole,
this is the way to the treasure. But their assumption would have been wrong.We all inhabit
geographical, linguistic, and social worlds that shape our vision and our impressions of what is
normal, what is real. Our worldview is a collective set of assumptions we carry with us that
condition every question we ask. These “paradigms” make it possible to guide inquiry, but they



can also limit and impede our inquiry. They can get us off on the wrong foot, obscure our line of
sight, or simply misdirect our focus. This is because, all too often, we don’t realize the limiting
assumptions with which we are working.We can’t easily step outside most such preconceptions.
Even recognizing the extent of our unexamined assumptions can be the hardest thing of all. It is
like asking a fish what it is like to be wet. “What is wet?” even a miraculously verbal fish would
reply. Our assumptions, like the ocean in which a fish swims, are the invisible background to our
thinking, waking existence. Only when we have left a misguided assumption behind are we able
to see it clearly. Then we no longer ask why ships do not fall off the edge of the world. We don’t
bind women we don’t like, throw them into a pond, and watch to see if they float or sink. Neither
do scientists try to measure the earth’s motion relative to the space through which it speeds. Flat
earths, witchcraft, and the cosmic ether are no longer part of our intellectual universe. We now
see them for the erroneous frameworks they were. They have gone the way of alchemy and
philosophers’ stones. It should not be that difficult to recognize the implications of these
transformations for our present circumstances and lives; we are inevitably living under the
burden of some paradigms, individually and collectively, that will one day be relics with other
conceptual assumptions we have cast off. It is only with hindsight that we can see the paradigms
of the past for the intellectual straitjackets they were.The important point, however, is that those
frameworks are not just themselves error-laden. Erroneous assumptions do not just forestall
truth and progress, although that would be cause enough to lament their malign influence in our
lives. They are like the dummy lock of Mossman’s home. They point us in the wrong direction,
limit our understanding, and even warp the questions we ask. Worse, they create the conditions
for faulty reasoning and disastrous conclusions. In past ages, bad paradigms led well-
intentioned physicians to bleed to the brink of death and beyond millions of the already sick and
enfeebled. No scientist had reason to seek for the sources of disease in filth, fleas, or dirty water
in a world where the four humors were believed to govern all physical and emotional health.In
the realm of religion and spirituality, as in the areas of science, medicine, and public order,
wrong assumptions can provide invisible deterrents to a life of religious devotion. Such flawed
paradigms have been known to trouble even stalwarts of the faith. Great Christian thinkers of the
past have operated with assumptions—some of them deeply ingrained, sanctioned by long
tradition, by ecclesiastical authority, and by scripture—that made answers difficult or impossible
to obtain. At the least, such assumptions can delay prayerful responses to earnest questions,
even by decades.One such example involved one of the greatest mystics of the Middle Ages.
Julian of Norwich was a model of piety. Living in England’s second-largest city in a time of
rampant plagues, she fell gravely ill in her thirtieth year. As her sickness reached a crisis in 1373,
she experienced a series of heavenly visions. She recovered her health and retreated into
solitude in order to meditate upon the sixteen revelations, or “showings,” she had received.
Catholics, Anglicans, Lutherans, and others revere her today as a holy woman, a faithful disciple
of the Gentle God. It is impossible to read Julian and not be profoundly affected by a version of
the Father’s love that has rarely been expressed so vividly and movingly and convincingly. In



reading her, one is immersed in the experience of Divine Love.Julian spent the next twenty years
in voluntary seclusion, continuing to ponder and reflect upon the outpouring of light she had
experienced in order to determine its full meaning. As she struggled to reconcile her visions with
the religious tradition in which she had been raised, a few questions in particular came into
urgent focus. For the sake of clarity and inner resolution, she asked God (1) to show her hell and
purgatory and (2) to explain the nature of sin. Isolated from all distractions, she spent her days in
fasting and study and prayer. Months became years, and still no illumination came. After two
decades, the light at last broke through the darkness. Twenty years it took for her to escape the
confines of her preconceptions and realize the answers were delayed because her questions
were wrong.Raised a severe Catholic, Julian had been taught that sin was a cosmic catastrophe
and a damnable defect in each human heart. Hell, she had learned, was the fitting fate of the
depraved sinner, and purgatory a nether world of punishment in which the penitent anxiously
awaited their redemption. But that was a view wholly out of keeping with the nature of the God
who had manifested Himself in her visions. This God now revealed to her that the hell and
purgatory expounded in her faith tradition did not exist. As for sin, she learned that there is “no
harder hell than sin.”1 Hell was not a fixed place of retribution, but the experience of our own
alienation from God. In other words, hell is the condition of suffering that results from sin.Here,
too, Julian was schooled in a radical reconstruction of her assumptions. “I thought if sin had not
been,” she wrote, “we should all have been clean and like unto our Lord as he made us.” He
could have, He should have prevented our sinning, she reasoned. “For then, I thought, all should
have been well.” To her surprise, she learned through the parable of the Lord and His servant (in
her Revelation 14) that “sin is behovely,” or necessary.2 God’s mercy and Christ’s Atonement
can make sin an occasion for “profytable” learning rather than “dyspeyer.”3In Latter-day Saint
culture, many stumble over the declarative tone of “Be ye therefore perfect” (Matthew 5:48). Two
considerations soften the command: First, the wording in 3 Nephi 12:48 is different—and in an
important way. “I would that ye should be perfect,” Christ implores, in what sounds like gentle
beckoning to join Him rather than a daunting order across infinite distance. Second, Joseph
Smith loved Luther’s translation of the Bible, in which the word usually rendered perfect (teleioi)
is rendered as vollkommen, that is, complete, whole, entire. The Atonement is not a backup plan
in case we happen to fall short in the process; it is the ordained means whereby we gradually
become complete and whole, in a sin-strewn process of sanctification through which our Father
patiently guides us.Humans courageously venture forth into mortality, Julian was taught, and as
they experience sin and error, they learn to cleave to the virtuous and holy (“they taste the bitter,
that they may know to prize the good”).4 From God’s perspective, sin is a vital, necessary
component of the learning process of life that He, as master gardener, will prune and forgive. It is
not a damnable malice on our part that elicits God’s anger. Sin, along with the pain it entails, is
the great educator. Mortality is the school in which we learn to eschew evil and to inculcate the
attributes of the Divine. It is instructive, in this regard, that it was after Eve and Adam had eaten
the fruit in the garden that God said, “Behold, [they have] become as one of us, to know good



and evil.”5What we learn from Julian’s experience is that clarity and enlightenment often require
that we first relinquish our paradigms, no matter how dearly held. Julian’s twenty-year quest to
see the lakes of fire and brimstone and fathom the mystery of human depravity could unfold no
faster than she was willing to let go of her premises. That can be a wrenching process, requiring
much time—and much humility.In the modern Church too, stalwarts have sometimes found their
operating frameworks an impediment rather than an aid to faith, as the example of B. H. Roberts
demonstrates. From his first experience debating a Campbellite minister on the Book of Mormon
in 1881, Roberts was devoted to defending the Mormon scripture. While in England as a Church
mission president in 1887 and 1888, he studied in the Picton Library, collecting notes on
American archaeology that could serve as external evidence in support of the Book of Mormon.
The three volumes of the work that resulted, New Witnesses for God, appeared in 1895, 1909,
and 1911. Then on August 22, 1921, a young member wrote a letter to Elder James E. Talmage,
a member of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles, that would shake up the world of Mormon
apologetics and dramatically refocus Roberts’s own intellectual engagement with
Mormonism.The brief letter sounded routine enough. “Dear Dr. Talmage,” wrote W. E. Riter, one
“Mr. Couch [a friend of Riter’s] of Washington, D.C., has been studying the Book of Mormon and
submits the enclosed questions concerning his studies. Would you kindly answer them and send
them to me.”6 Talmage forwarded the five questions to the Church’s Book of Mormon expert,
B. H. Roberts, expecting a quick and routine reply. Most of the questions dealt with
anachronisms that one could explain as near-equivalents employed by the translator. But one
that had Roberts stumped was this question: “How [are we] to explain the immense diversity of
Indian languages, if all are supposed to be relatively recent descendants of Lamanite origin?” To
put the problem in simple terms, how, in the space of a mere thousand years or so, could the
Hebrew of Lehi’s tribe have fragmented and morphed into every one of the hundreds of Indian
languages of the Western Hemisphere, from Inuit to Iroquois to Shoshone to Patagonian.
Languages just don’t mutate and multiply that quickly.Several weeks after Talmage’s request,
Roberts still had not responded. In late December, he wrote the President of the Church,
explaining the delay and asking for more time: “While knowing that some parts of my [previous]
treatment of Book of Mormon problems . . . had not been altogether as convincing as I would like
to have seen them, I still believed that reasonable explanations could be made that would keep
us in advantageous possession of the field. As I proceeded with my recent investigations,
however, and more especially in the, to me, new field of language problems, I found the
difficulties more serious than I had thought; and the more I investigated the more difficult I found
the formulation of an answer to Mr. Couch’s inquiries to be.”7Roberts never found an answer to
that question, and it troubled him the rest of his life. But here is the lesson to be learned from this
story. Roberts’s dilemma was born of a particular view he held about the occupants of the New
World. He believed that Lehi arrived on an empty continent, and that his descendants and his
descendants alone eventually overran the hemisphere from the Arctic Circle to the Straits of
Magellan. If that had been the case, then the language problem—along with a good many others



—is indeed insoluble. Everything from the DNA of all Native Americans to several hundred
languages spoken throughout the pre-Columbian hemisphere to a New World panoply of
cultural artifacts would have to point to one and only one point of origin: a small, Hebrew-
speaking colony over two millennia ago.However, the actual text of the Book of Mormon does
not require that we read Lehi as entering upon an uninhabited continent. In fact, the record itself
contains the materials to read a very different context behind the Lehite settlement. As early as
Jacob 7, that record keeper mentions one Sherem “who came among the people of Nephi.” And
this stranger, apparently unexpectedly, “had a perfect knowledge of the language of the
people.”8 One would hardly trouble to mention that someone spoke perfect Hebrew if he were
from a Hebrew-speaking background. The reasonable inference that follows from this, in other
words, is that Sherem came from an indigenous people or a different group of settlers than the
Nephites. And his was unlikely to have been the only non-Nephite or non-Lamanite group.In fact,
there are alternative points of view about the geography of the Book of Mormon, including the
notable work of John Sorenson, who has examined the record’s seven hundred references to
geography and constructed a self-consistent map with an area of Nephite and Lamanite
habitation some five hundred miles long and perhaps two hundred miles wide (or about the size
of Palestine).9 And though as late as 1981 the Book of Mormon introduction referred to
Lamanites as “the principal ancestors of the American Indians,” nothing in that book of scripture
necessitates such a claim. That is why, as of 2007, the Church changed the wording to “the
Lamanites are among the ancestors . . .” In other words, more recent critical thinking about the
Book of Mormon has resulted in the recognition that its geographical scope may be much
narrower and its cast of characters much broader than most Mormons were accustomed to
believe. The Book of Mormon itself permits the reasonable inference that Lehi’s colony
represented one of any number of migrations by sea and by land bridge. His descendants,
according to readings of the text now prevalent, likely occupied a relatively small region and
intermingled and intermarried with other peoples and cultures over succeeding generations.
Roberts couldn’t figure out how Inuit and Patagonian languages derived from Hebrew for a
simple reason: they probably didn’t. And there was no necessity to try to make that square peg fit
into that round hole. It was like trying to make the tumblers turn in the James Mossman door. The
faulty question itself had no answer any more than Mossman’s dummy keyhole had a key.Daniel
Dennett wrote, “Philosophy . . . is what you have to do until you figure out what questions you
should have been asking in the first place.”10 Disciples too must persevere until we get the
questions right. If a devout visionary and an ordained Seventy can ask the wrong questions, it is
likely that many of us do as well. We are all prisoners of our preconceptions and faulty models.
Those are frequently the problem in faith crises—not the questions that arise from them. After
all, the Restoration unfolded because a young man asked questions. The scriptures are replete
with encouragement to question—“ask that you may know the mysteries of God” is a common
injunction, as is the oft-quoted verse from James 1—“If any of you lack wisdom, let him ask of
God, that giveth to all . . . liberally . . . ; and it shall be given”—and we also receive many



assurances that questioning will bear fruit: “surely shall you receive a knowledge of whatsoever
things you shall ask in faith.”11 The unexamined paradigms with which we begin can negatively
affect a healthy propensity to question. They can point us in the wrong direction, misdirect our
attention, or constrain the answers we are capable of hearing. In those circumstances, as
Joseph Smith learned, some people “will fly to pieces like glass as soon as anything comes that
is contrary to their traditions.”12Various faulty conceptual frameworks, or paradigmatic
pathogens, may undermine our spiritual immune systems and create an environment where the
search for truth becomes all search and no truth, where we find ourselves “ever learning, and
never able to come to the knowledge of the truth.”13 To be open to truth, we must invest in the
effort to free ourselves from our own conditioning and expectations. This means we have to
pursue any earnest investigation by asking what the philosopher Hans Georg Gadamer calls the
“genuine question.” And that is a question that involves openness and risk. As he explains, “our
own prejudice is properly brought into play by being put at risk.”14 With the faith that is open to
any answer, we can never be sure what we will learn next. As the seed of faith sprouts and
grows, we cannot know how the branches will bend or where the roots will twist. The genuine
question yields results we could seldom anticipate—if we can but find a vantage point where the
spiritual chambers of our soul are sufficiently still and the mental terrain is adequately clear.
Claustrophobic assumptions extend far beyond the supposed geography of hell or of the
Nephites. In what follows, we will reexamine a number of paradigms that may make the quest for
faith and the path of discipleship more painful and tortuous than it need be.Notes^1. Julian of
Norwich, Showings, ed. Denise N. Baker (New York: Norton, 2005), XIII.40, p. 55. We modernize
some spellings and occasionally syntax.^2. Julian, Showings, XIII.27, p. 39.^3. Julian, Showings,
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Premises:Starting Off on the Wrong FootIn the area known as the Netherbow, located along the
Royal Mile in Edinburgh, Scotland, there is a magnificent restored house, built shortly before
Columbus sailed for the New World. It is called the John Knox house, but that great reformer
lived in it only briefly, if at all. The house was actually occupied in the sixteenth century by James
Mossman, goldsmith to Mary, Queen of Scots. Mossman was, as one might expect, a man of



great wealth. He was also a brilliant craftsman and artificer. On the third floor of his substantial
home is a room protected by a heavy oak door. Off center, on the right of a large iron panel that
conceals the locking mechanism, is a keyhole.It does not appear to be a lock that would be
more resistant than most to tampering or picking, but it is. No burglar, no matter how ingenious,
ever did or ever could gain access to the room by manipulating the mechanism accessed
through this keyhole. No skeleton key—no, not even the master key itself—will turn the heavy
tumblers and open the lock that guards the room. At least, not via this keyhole.For the keyhole is
a dummy keyhole. The ornamental bar next to it conceals the real keyhole and the location of the
true lock.It is impossible to know how many would-be thieves dulled their picks and rubbed their
fingers raw in a fruitless effort to gain access to the riches on the far side of Mossman’s door.
Their assumption would have been reasonable enough: Here is the door, here is the keyhole,
this is the way to the treasure. But their assumption would have been wrong.We all inhabit
geographical, linguistic, and social worlds that shape our vision and our impressions of what is
normal, what is real. Our worldview is a collective set of assumptions we carry with us that
condition every question we ask. These “paradigms” make it possible to guide inquiry, but they
can also limit and impede our inquiry. They can get us off on the wrong foot, obscure our line of
sight, or simply misdirect our focus. This is because, all too often, we don’t realize the limiting
assumptions with which we are working.We can’t easily step outside most such preconceptions.
Even recognizing the extent of our unexamined assumptions can be the hardest thing of all. It is
like asking a fish what it is like to be wet. “What is wet?” even a miraculously verbal fish would
reply. Our assumptions, like the ocean in which a fish swims, are the invisible background to our
thinking, waking existence. Only when we have left a misguided assumption behind are we able
to see it clearly. Then we no longer ask why ships do not fall off the edge of the world. We don’t
bind women we don’t like, throw them into a pond, and watch to see if they float or sink. Neither
do scientists try to measure the earth’s motion relative to the space through which it speeds. Flat
earths, witchcraft, and the cosmic ether are no longer part of our intellectual universe. We now
see them for the erroneous frameworks they were. They have gone the way of alchemy and
philosophers’ stones. It should not be that difficult to recognize the implications of these
transformations for our present circumstances and lives; we are inevitably living under the
burden of some paradigms, individually and collectively, that will one day be relics with other
conceptual assumptions we have cast off. It is only with hindsight that we can see the paradigms
of the past for the intellectual straitjackets they were.The important point, however, is that those
frameworks are not just themselves error-laden. Erroneous assumptions do not just forestall
truth and progress, although that would be cause enough to lament their malign influence in our
lives. They are like the dummy lock of Mossman’s home. They point us in the wrong direction,
limit our understanding, and even warp the questions we ask. Worse, they create the conditions
for faulty reasoning and disastrous conclusions. In past ages, bad paradigms led well-
intentioned physicians to bleed to the brink of death and beyond millions of the already sick and
enfeebled. No scientist had reason to seek for the sources of disease in filth, fleas, or dirty water



in a world where the four humors were believed to govern all physical and emotional health.In
the realm of religion and spirituality, as in the areas of science, medicine, and public order,
wrong assumptions can provide invisible deterrents to a life of religious devotion. Such flawed
paradigms have been known to trouble even stalwarts of the faith. Great Christian thinkers of the
past have operated with assumptions—some of them deeply ingrained, sanctioned by long
tradition, by ecclesiastical authority, and by scripture—that made answers difficult or impossible
to obtain. At the least, such assumptions can delay prayerful responses to earnest questions,
even by decades.One such example involved one of the greatest mystics of the Middle Ages.
Julian of Norwich was a model of piety. Living in England’s second-largest city in a time of
rampant plagues, she fell gravely ill in her thirtieth year. As her sickness reached a crisis in 1373,
she experienced a series of heavenly visions. She recovered her health and retreated into
solitude in order to meditate upon the sixteen revelations, or “showings,” she had received.
Catholics, Anglicans, Lutherans, and others revere her today as a holy woman, a faithful disciple
of the Gentle God. It is impossible to read Julian and not be profoundly affected by a version of
the Father’s love that has rarely been expressed so vividly and movingly and convincingly. In
reading her, one is immersed in the experience of Divine Love.Julian spent the next twenty years
in voluntary seclusion, continuing to ponder and reflect upon the outpouring of light she had
experienced in order to determine its full meaning. As she struggled to reconcile her visions with
the religious tradition in which she had been raised, a few questions in particular came into
urgent focus. For the sake of clarity and inner resolution, she asked God (1) to show her hell and
purgatory and (2) to explain the nature of sin. Isolated from all distractions, she spent her days in
fasting and study and prayer. Months became years, and still no illumination came. After two
decades, the light at last broke through the darkness. Twenty years it took for her to escape the
confines of her preconceptions and realize the answers were delayed because her questions
were wrong.Raised a severe Catholic, Julian had been taught that sin was a cosmic catastrophe
and a damnable defect in each human heart. Hell, she had learned, was the fitting fate of the
depraved sinner, and purgatory a nether world of punishment in which the penitent anxiously
awaited their redemption. But that was a view wholly out of keeping with the nature of the God
who had manifested Himself in her visions. This God now revealed to her that the hell and
purgatory expounded in her faith tradition did not exist. As for sin, she learned that there is “no
harder hell than sin.”1 Hell was not a fixed place of retribution, but the experience of our own
alienation from God. In other words, hell is the condition of suffering that results from sin.Here,
too, Julian was schooled in a radical reconstruction of her assumptions. “I thought if sin had not
been,” she wrote, “we should all have been clean and like unto our Lord as he made us.” He
could have, He should have prevented our sinning, she reasoned. “For then, I thought, all should
have been well.” To her surprise, she learned through the parable of the Lord and His servant (in
her Revelation 14) that “sin is behovely,” or necessary.2 God’s mercy and Christ’s Atonement
can make sin an occasion for “profytable” learning rather than “dyspeyer.”3In Latter-day Saint
culture, many stumble over the declarative tone of “Be ye therefore perfect” (Matthew 5:48). Two



considerations soften the command: First, the wording in 3 Nephi 12:48 is different—and in an
important way. “I would that ye should be perfect,” Christ implores, in what sounds like gentle
beckoning to join Him rather than a daunting order across infinite distance. Second, Joseph
Smith loved Luther’s translation of the Bible, in which the word usually rendered perfect (teleioi)
is rendered as vollkommen, that is, complete, whole, entire. The Atonement is not a backup plan
in case we happen to fall short in the process; it is the ordained means whereby we gradually
become complete and whole, in a sin-strewn process of sanctification through which our Father
patiently guides us.Humans courageously venture forth into mortality, Julian was taught, and as
they experience sin and error, they learn to cleave to the virtuous and holy (“they taste the bitter,
that they may know to prize the good”).4 From God’s perspective, sin is a vital, necessary
component of the learning process of life that He, as master gardener, will prune and forgive. It is
not a damnable malice on our part that elicits God’s anger. Sin, along with the pain it entails, is
the great educator. Mortality is the school in which we learn to eschew evil and to inculcate the
attributes of the Divine. It is instructive, in this regard, that it was after Eve and Adam had eaten
the fruit in the garden that God said, “Behold, [they have] become as one of us, to know good
and evil.”5What we learn from Julian’s experience is that clarity and enlightenment often require
that we first relinquish our paradigms, no matter how dearly held. Julian’s twenty-year quest to
see the lakes of fire and brimstone and fathom the mystery of human depravity could unfold no
faster than she was willing to let go of her premises. That can be a wrenching process, requiring
much time—and much humility.In the modern Church too, stalwarts have sometimes found their
operating frameworks an impediment rather than an aid to faith, as the example of B. H. Roberts
demonstrates. From his first experience debating a Campbellite minister on the Book of Mormon
in 1881, Roberts was devoted to defending the Mormon scripture. While in England as a Church
mission president in 1887 and 1888, he studied in the Picton Library, collecting notes on
American archaeology that could serve as external evidence in support of the Book of Mormon.
The three volumes of the work that resulted, New Witnesses for God, appeared in 1895, 1909,
and 1911. Then on August 22, 1921, a young member wrote a letter to Elder James E. Talmage,
a member of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles, that would shake up the world of Mormon
apologetics and dramatically refocus Roberts’s own intellectual engagement with
Mormonism.The brief letter sounded routine enough. “Dear Dr. Talmage,” wrote W. E. Riter, one
“Mr. Couch [a friend of Riter’s] of Washington, D.C., has been studying the Book of Mormon and
submits the enclosed questions concerning his studies. Would you kindly answer them and send
them to me.”6 Talmage forwarded the five questions to the Church’s Book of Mormon expert,
B. H. Roberts, expecting a quick and routine reply. Most of the questions dealt with
anachronisms that one could explain as near-equivalents employed by the translator. But one
that had Roberts stumped was this question: “How [are we] to explain the immense diversity of
Indian languages, if all are supposed to be relatively recent descendants of Lamanite origin?” To
put the problem in simple terms, how, in the space of a mere thousand years or so, could the
Hebrew of Lehi’s tribe have fragmented and morphed into every one of the hundreds of Indian



languages of the Western Hemisphere, from Inuit to Iroquois to Shoshone to Patagonian.
Languages just don’t mutate and multiply that quickly.Several weeks after Talmage’s request,
Roberts still had not responded. In late December, he wrote the President of the Church,
explaining the delay and asking for more time: “While knowing that some parts of my [previous]
treatment of Book of Mormon problems . . . had not been altogether as convincing as I would like
to have seen them, I still believed that reasonable explanations could be made that would keep
us in advantageous possession of the field. As I proceeded with my recent investigations,
however, and more especially in the, to me, new field of language problems, I found the
difficulties more serious than I had thought; and the more I investigated the more difficult I found
the formulation of an answer to Mr. Couch’s inquiries to be.”7Roberts never found an answer to
that question, and it troubled him the rest of his life. But here is the lesson to be learned from this
story. Roberts’s dilemma was born of a particular view he held about the occupants of the New
World. He believed that Lehi arrived on an empty continent, and that his descendants and his
descendants alone eventually overran the hemisphere from the Arctic Circle to the Straits of
Magellan. If that had been the case, then the language problem—along with a good many others
—is indeed insoluble. Everything from the DNA of all Native Americans to several hundred
languages spoken throughout the pre-Columbian hemisphere to a New World panoply of
cultural artifacts would have to point to one and only one point of origin: a small, Hebrew-
speaking colony over two millennia ago.However, the actual text of the Book of Mormon does
not require that we read Lehi as entering upon an uninhabited continent. In fact, the record itself
contains the materials to read a very different context behind the Lehite settlement. As early as
Jacob 7, that record keeper mentions one Sherem “who came among the people of Nephi.” And
this stranger, apparently unexpectedly, “had a perfect knowledge of the language of the
people.”8 One would hardly trouble to mention that someone spoke perfect Hebrew if he were
from a Hebrew-speaking background. The reasonable inference that follows from this, in other
words, is that Sherem came from an indigenous people or a different group of settlers than the
Nephites. And his was unlikely to have been the only non-Nephite or non-Lamanite group.In fact,
there are alternative points of view about the geography of the Book of Mormon, including the
notable work of John Sorenson, who has examined the record’s seven hundred references to
geography and constructed a self-consistent map with an area of Nephite and Lamanite
habitation some five hundred miles long and perhaps two hundred miles wide (or about the size
of Palestine).9 And though as late as 1981 the Book of Mormon introduction referred to
Lamanites as “the principal ancestors of the American Indians,” nothing in that book of scripture
necessitates such a claim. That is why, as of 2007, the Church changed the wording to “the
Lamanites are among the ancestors . . .” In other words, more recent critical thinking about the
Book of Mormon has resulted in the recognition that its geographical scope may be much
narrower and its cast of characters much broader than most Mormons were accustomed to
believe. The Book of Mormon itself permits the reasonable inference that Lehi’s colony
represented one of any number of migrations by sea and by land bridge. His descendants,



according to readings of the text now prevalent, likely occupied a relatively small region and
intermingled and intermarried with other peoples and cultures over succeeding generations.
Roberts couldn’t figure out how Inuit and Patagonian languages derived from Hebrew for a
simple reason: they probably didn’t. And there was no necessity to try to make that square peg fit
into that round hole. It was like trying to make the tumblers turn in the James Mossman door. The
faulty question itself had no answer any more than Mossman’s dummy keyhole had a key.Daniel
Dennett wrote, “Philosophy . . . is what you have to do until you figure out what questions you
should have been asking in the first place.”10 Disciples too must persevere until we get the
questions right. If a devout visionary and an ordained Seventy can ask the wrong questions, it is
likely that many of us do as well. We are all prisoners of our preconceptions and faulty models.
Those are frequently the problem in faith crises—not the questions that arise from them. After
all, the Restoration unfolded because a young man asked questions. The scriptures are replete
with encouragement to question—“ask that you may know the mysteries of God” is a common
injunction, as is the oft-quoted verse from James 1—“If any of you lack wisdom, let him ask of
God, that giveth to all . . . liberally . . . ; and it shall be given”—and we also receive many
assurances that questioning will bear fruit: “surely shall you receive a knowledge of whatsoever
things you shall ask in faith.”11 The unexamined paradigms with which we begin can negatively
affect a healthy propensity to question. They can point us in the wrong direction, misdirect our
attention, or constrain the answers we are capable of hearing. In those circumstances, as
Joseph Smith learned, some people “will fly to pieces like glass as soon as anything comes that
is contrary to their traditions.”12Various faulty conceptual frameworks, or paradigmatic
pathogens, may undermine our spiritual immune systems and create an environment where the
search for truth becomes all search and no truth, where we find ourselves “ever learning, and
never able to come to the knowledge of the truth.”13 To be open to truth, we must invest in the
effort to free ourselves from our own conditioning and expectations. This means we have to
pursue any earnest investigation by asking what the philosopher Hans Georg Gadamer calls the
“genuine question.” And that is a question that involves openness and risk. As he explains, “our
own prejudice is properly brought into play by being put at risk.”14 With the faith that is open to
any answer, we can never be sure what we will learn next. As the seed of faith sprouts and
grows, we cannot know how the branches will bend or where the roots will twist. The genuine
question yields results we could seldom anticipate—if we can but find a vantage point where the
spiritual chambers of our soul are sufficiently still and the mental terrain is adequately clear.
Claustrophobic assumptions extend far beyond the supposed geography of hell or of the
Nephites. In what follows, we will reexamine a number of paradigms that may make the quest for
faith and the path of discipleship more painful and tortuous than it need be.Notes^1. Julian of
Norwich, Showings, ed. Denise N. Baker (New York: Norton, 2005), XIII.40, p. 55. We modernize
some spellings and occasionally syntax.^2. Julian, Showings, XIII.27, p. 39.^3. Julian, Showings,
XVI.78, p. 117.^4. Moses 6:55.^5. Genesis 3:22.^6. W. E. Riter to James E. Talmage, 22 August
1921. In B. H. Roberts, Studies of the Book of Mormon, 2nd ed., ed. Brigham D. Madsen (Salt
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Roberts, Studies of the Book of Mormon, 46.^8. Jacob 7:4.^9. For the number and discussion of
geographical references, see John Sorenson, “The Book of Mormon as a Mesoamerican
Record,” in Noel B. Reynolds, ed., Book of Mormon Authorship Revisited: The Evidence for
Ancient Origins (Provo, UT: Foundation for Ancient Research and Mormon Studies [FARMS],
1997), 392.^10. Daniel C. Dennett, Intuition Pumps and Other Tools for Thinking (New York:
Norton, 2013), 20.^11. D&C 8:11; 8:1.^12. Andrew F. Ehat and Lyndon W. Cook, eds., The
Words of Joseph Smith: The Contemporary Accounts of the Nauvoo Discourses of the Prophet
Joseph Smith (Orem, Utah: Grandin, 1994), 319.^13. 2 Timothy 3:7.^14. Hans Georg Gadamer,
Truth and Method (London: Continuum, 2004), 299.IntroductionParadigms and
Premises:Starting Off on the Wrong FootIn the area known as the Netherbow, located along the
Royal Mile in Edinburgh, Scotland, there is a magnificent restored house, built shortly before
Columbus sailed for the New World. It is called the John Knox house, but that great reformer
lived in it only briefly, if at all. The house was actually occupied in the sixteenth century by James
Mossman, goldsmith to Mary, Queen of Scots. Mossman was, as one might expect, a man of
great wealth. He was also a brilliant craftsman and artificer. On the third floor of his substantial
home is a room protected by a heavy oak door. Off center, on the right of a large iron panel that
conceals the locking mechanism, is a keyhole.It does not appear to be a lock that would be
more resistant than most to tampering or picking, but it is. No burglar, no matter how ingenious,
ever did or ever could gain access to the room by manipulating the mechanism accessed
through this keyhole. No skeleton key—no, not even the master key itself—will turn the heavy
tumblers and open the lock that guards the room. At least, not via this keyhole.For the keyhole is
a dummy keyhole. The ornamental bar next to it conceals the real keyhole and the location of the
true lock.It is impossible to know how many would-be thieves dulled their picks and rubbed their
fingers raw in a fruitless effort to gain access to the riches on the far side of Mossman’s door.
Their assumption would have been reasonable enough: Here is the door, here is the keyhole,
this is the way to the treasure. But their assumption would have been wrong.We all inhabit
geographical, linguistic, and social worlds that shape our vision and our impressions of what is
normal, what is real. Our worldview is a collective set of assumptions we carry with us that
condition every question we ask. These “paradigms” make it possible to guide inquiry, but they
can also limit and impede our inquiry. They can get us off on the wrong foot, obscure our line of
sight, or simply misdirect our focus. This is because, all too often, we don’t realize the limiting
assumptions with which we are working.We can’t easily step outside most such preconceptions.
Even recognizing the extent of our unexamined assumptions can be the hardest thing of all. It is
like asking a fish what it is like to be wet. “What is wet?” even a miraculously verbal fish would
reply. Our assumptions, like the ocean in which a fish swims, are the invisible background to our
thinking, waking existence. Only when we have left a misguided assumption behind are we able
to see it clearly. Then we no longer ask why ships do not fall off the edge of the world. We don’t
bind women we don’t like, throw them into a pond, and watch to see if they float or sink. Neither



do scientists try to measure the earth’s motion relative to the space through which it speeds. Flat
earths, witchcraft, and the cosmic ether are no longer part of our intellectual universe. We now
see them for the erroneous frameworks they were. They have gone the way of alchemy and
philosophers’ stones. It should not be that difficult to recognize the implications of these
transformations for our present circumstances and lives; we are inevitably living under the
burden of some paradigms, individually and collectively, that will one day be relics with other
conceptual assumptions we have cast off. It is only with hindsight that we can see the paradigms
of the past for the intellectual straitjackets they were.The important point, however, is that those
frameworks are not just themselves error-laden. Erroneous assumptions do not just forestall
truth and progress, although that would be cause enough to lament their malign influence in our
lives. They are like the dummy lock of Mossman’s home. They point us in the wrong direction,
limit our understanding, and even warp the questions we ask. Worse, they create the conditions
for faulty reasoning and disastrous conclusions. In past ages, bad paradigms led well-
intentioned physicians to bleed to the brink of death and beyond millions of the already sick and
enfeebled. No scientist had reason to seek for the sources of disease in filth, fleas, or dirty water
in a world where the four humors were believed to govern all physical and emotional health.In
the realm of religion and spirituality, as in the areas of science, medicine, and public order,
wrong assumptions can provide invisible deterrents to a life of religious devotion. Such flawed
paradigms have been known to trouble even stalwarts of the faith. Great Christian thinkers of the
past have operated with assumptions—some of them deeply ingrained, sanctioned by long
tradition, by ecclesiastical authority, and by scripture—that made answers difficult or impossible
to obtain. At the least, such assumptions can delay prayerful responses to earnest questions,
even by decades.One such example involved one of the greatest mystics of the Middle Ages.
Julian of Norwich was a model of piety. Living in England’s second-largest city in a time of
rampant plagues, she fell gravely ill in her thirtieth year. As her sickness reached a crisis in 1373,
she experienced a series of heavenly visions. She recovered her health and retreated into
solitude in order to meditate upon the sixteen revelations, or “showings,” she had received.
Catholics, Anglicans, Lutherans, and others revere her today as a holy woman, a faithful disciple
of the Gentle God. It is impossible to read Julian and not be profoundly affected by a version of
the Father’s love that has rarely been expressed so vividly and movingly and convincingly. In
reading her, one is immersed in the experience of Divine Love.Julian spent the next twenty years
in voluntary seclusion, continuing to ponder and reflect upon the outpouring of light she had
experienced in order to determine its full meaning. As she struggled to reconcile her visions with
the religious tradition in which she had been raised, a few questions in particular came into
urgent focus. For the sake of clarity and inner resolution, she asked God (1) to show her hell and
purgatory and (2) to explain the nature of sin. Isolated from all distractions, she spent her days in
fasting and study and prayer. Months became years, and still no illumination came. After two
decades, the light at last broke through the darkness. Twenty years it took for her to escape the
confines of her preconceptions and realize the answers were delayed because her questions



were wrong.Raised a severe Catholic, Julian had been taught that sin was a cosmic catastrophe
and a damnable defect in each human heart. Hell, she had learned, was the fitting fate of the
depraved sinner, and purgatory a nether world of punishment in which the penitent anxiously
awaited their redemption. But that was a view wholly out of keeping with the nature of the God
who had manifested Himself in her visions. This God now revealed to her that the hell and
purgatory expounded in her faith tradition did not exist. As for sin, she learned that there is “no
harder hell than sin.”1 Hell was not a fixed place of retribution, but the experience of our own
alienation from God. In other words, hell is the condition of suffering that results from sin.Here,
too, Julian was schooled in a radical reconstruction of her assumptions. “I thought if sin had not
been,” she wrote, “we should all have been clean and like unto our Lord as he made us.” He
could have, He should have prevented our sinning, she reasoned. “For then, I thought, all should
have been well.” To her surprise, she learned through the parable of the Lord and His servant (in
her Revelation 14) that “sin is behovely,” or necessary.2 God’s mercy and Christ’s Atonement
can make sin an occasion for “profytable” learning rather than “dyspeyer.”3In Latter-day Saint
culture, many stumble over the declarative tone of “Be ye therefore perfect” (Matthew 5:48). Two
considerations soften the command: First, the wording in 3 Nephi 12:48 is different—and in an
important way. “I would that ye should be perfect,” Christ implores, in what sounds like gentle
beckoning to join Him rather than a daunting order across infinite distance. Second, Joseph
Smith loved Luther’s translation of the Bible, in which the word usually rendered perfect (teleioi)
is rendered as vollkommen, that is, complete, whole, entire. The Atonement is not a backup plan
in case we happen to fall short in the process; it is the ordained means whereby we gradually
become complete and whole, in a sin-strewn process of sanctification through which our Father
patiently guides us.Humans courageously venture forth into mortality, Julian was taught, and as
they experience sin and error, they learn to cleave to the virtuous and holy (“they taste the bitter,
that they may know to prize the good”).4 From God’s perspective, sin is a vital, necessary
component of the learning process of life that He, as master gardener, will prune and forgive. It is
not a damnable malice on our part that elicits God’s anger. Sin, along with the pain it entails, is
the great educator. Mortality is the school in which we learn to eschew evil and to inculcate the
attributes of the Divine. It is instructive, in this regard, that it was after Eve and Adam had eaten
the fruit in the garden that God said, “Behold, [they have] become as one of us, to know good
and evil.”5What we learn from Julian’s experience is that clarity and enlightenment often require
that we first relinquish our paradigms, no matter how dearly held. Julian’s twenty-year quest to
see the lakes of fire and brimstone and fathom the mystery of human depravity could unfold no
faster than she was willing to let go of her premises. That can be a wrenching process, requiring
much time—and much humility.In the modern Church too, stalwarts have sometimes found their
operating frameworks an impediment rather than an aid to faith, as the example of B. H. Roberts
demonstrates. From his first experience debating a Campbellite minister on the Book of Mormon
in 1881, Roberts was devoted to defending the Mormon scripture. While in England as a Church
mission president in 1887 and 1888, he studied in the Picton Library, collecting notes on



American archaeology that could serve as external evidence in support of the Book of Mormon.
The three volumes of the work that resulted, New Witnesses for God, appeared in 1895, 1909,
and 1911. Then on August 22, 1921, a young member wrote a letter to Elder James E. Talmage,
a member of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles, that would shake up the world of Mormon
apologetics and dramatically refocus Roberts’s own intellectual engagement with
Mormonism.The brief letter sounded routine enough. “Dear Dr. Talmage,” wrote W. E. Riter, one
“Mr. Couch [a friend of Riter’s] of Washington, D.C., has been studying the Book of Mormon and
submits the enclosed questions concerning his studies. Would you kindly answer them and send
them to me.”6 Talmage forwarded the five questions to the Church’s Book of Mormon expert,
B. H. Roberts, expecting a quick and routine reply. Most of the questions dealt with
anachronisms that one could explain as near-equivalents employed by the translator. But one
that had Roberts stumped was this question: “How [are we] to explain the immense diversity of
Indian languages, if all are supposed to be relatively recent descendants of Lamanite origin?” To
put the problem in simple terms, how, in the space of a mere thousand years or so, could the
Hebrew of Lehi’s tribe have fragmented and morphed into every one of the hundreds of Indian
languages of the Western Hemisphere, from Inuit to Iroquois to Shoshone to Patagonian.
Languages just don’t mutate and multiply that quickly.Several weeks after Talmage’s request,
Roberts still had not responded. In late December, he wrote the President of the Church,
explaining the delay and asking for more time: “While knowing that some parts of my [previous]
treatment of Book of Mormon problems . . . had not been altogether as convincing as I would like
to have seen them, I still believed that reasonable explanations could be made that would keep
us in advantageous possession of the field. As I proceeded with my recent investigations,
however, and more especially in the, to me, new field of language problems, I found the
difficulties more serious than I had thought; and the more I investigated the more difficult I found
the formulation of an answer to Mr. Couch’s inquiries to be.”7Roberts never found an answer to
that question, and it troubled him the rest of his life. But here is the lesson to be learned from this
story. Roberts’s dilemma was born of a particular view he held about the occupants of the New
World. He believed that Lehi arrived on an empty continent, and that his descendants and his
descendants alone eventually overran the hemisphere from the Arctic Circle to the Straits of
Magellan. If that had been the case, then the language problem—along with a good many others
—is indeed insoluble. Everything from the DNA of all Native Americans to several hundred
languages spoken throughout the pre-Columbian hemisphere to a New World panoply of
cultural artifacts would have to point to one and only one point of origin: a small, Hebrew-
speaking colony over two millennia ago.However, the actual text of the Book of Mormon does
not require that we read Lehi as entering upon an uninhabited continent. In fact, the record itself
contains the materials to read a very different context behind the Lehite settlement. As early as
Jacob 7, that record keeper mentions one Sherem “who came among the people of Nephi.” And
this stranger, apparently unexpectedly, “had a perfect knowledge of the language of the
people.”8 One would hardly trouble to mention that someone spoke perfect Hebrew if he were



from a Hebrew-speaking background. The reasonable inference that follows from this, in other
words, is that Sherem came from an indigenous people or a different group of settlers than the
Nephites. And his was unlikely to have been the only non-Nephite or non-Lamanite group.In fact,
there are alternative points of view about the geography of the Book of Mormon, including the
notable work of John Sorenson, who has examined the record’s seven hundred references to
geography and constructed a self-consistent map with an area of Nephite and Lamanite
habitation some five hundred miles long and perhaps two hundred miles wide (or about the size
of Palestine).9 And though as late as 1981 the Book of Mormon introduction referred to
Lamanites as “the principal ancestors of the American Indians,” nothing in that book of scripture
necessitates such a claim. That is why, as of 2007, the Church changed the wording to “the
Lamanites are among the ancestors . . .” In other words, more recent critical thinking about the
Book of Mormon has resulted in the recognition that its geographical scope may be much
narrower and its cast of characters much broader than most Mormons were accustomed to
believe. The Book of Mormon itself permits the reasonable inference that Lehi’s colony
represented one of any number of migrations by sea and by land bridge. His descendants,
according to readings of the text now prevalent, likely occupied a relatively small region and
intermingled and intermarried with other peoples and cultures over succeeding generations.
Roberts couldn’t figure out how Inuit and Patagonian languages derived from Hebrew for a
simple reason: they probably didn’t. And there was no necessity to try to make that square peg fit
into that round hole. It was like trying to make the tumblers turn in the James Mossman door. The
faulty question itself had no answer any more than Mossman’s dummy keyhole had a key.Daniel
Dennett wrote, “Philosophy . . . is what you have to do until you figure out what questions you
should have been asking in the first place.”10 Disciples too must persevere until we get the
questions right. If a devout visionary and an ordained Seventy can ask the wrong questions, it is
likely that many of us do as well. We are all prisoners of our preconceptions and faulty models.
Those are frequently the problem in faith crises—not the questions that arise from them. After
all, the Restoration unfolded because a young man asked questions. The scriptures are replete
with encouragement to question—“ask that you may know the mysteries of God” is a common
injunction, as is the oft-quoted verse from James 1—“If any of you lack wisdom, let him ask of
God, that giveth to all . . . liberally . . . ; and it shall be given”—and we also receive many
assurances that questioning will bear fruit: “surely shall you receive a knowledge of whatsoever
things you shall ask in faith.”11 The unexamined paradigms with which we begin can negatively
affect a healthy propensity to question. They can point us in the wrong direction, misdirect our
attention, or constrain the answers we are capable of hearing. In those circumstances, as
Joseph Smith learned, some people “will fly to pieces like glass as soon as anything comes that
is contrary to their traditions.”12Various faulty conceptual frameworks, or paradigmatic
pathogens, may undermine our spiritual immune systems and create an environment where the
search for truth becomes all search and no truth, where we find ourselves “ever learning, and
never able to come to the knowledge of the truth.”13 To be open to truth, we must invest in the



effort to free ourselves from our own conditioning and expectations. This means we have to
pursue any earnest investigation by asking what the philosopher Hans Georg Gadamer calls the
“genuine question.” And that is a question that involves openness and risk. As he explains, “our
own prejudice is properly brought into play by being put at risk.”14 With the faith that is open to
any answer, we can never be sure what we will learn next. As the seed of faith sprouts and
grows, we cannot know how the branches will bend or where the roots will twist. The genuine
question yields results we could seldom anticipate—if we can but find a vantage point where the
spiritual chambers of our soul are sufficiently still and the mental terrain is adequately clear.
Claustrophobic assumptions extend far beyond the supposed geography of hell or of the
Nephites. In what follows, we will reexamine a number of paradigms that may make the quest for
faith and the path of discipleship more painful and tortuous than it need be.Notes^1. Julian of
Norwich, Showings, ed. Denise N. Baker (New York: Norton, 2005), XIII.40, p. 55. We modernize
some spellings and occasionally syntax.^2. Julian, Showings, XIII.27, p. 39.^3. Julian, Showings,
XVI.78, p. 117.^4. Moses 6:55.^5. Genesis 3:22.^6. W. E. Riter to James E. Talmage, 22 August
1921. In B. H. Roberts, Studies of the Book of Mormon, 2nd ed., ed. Brigham D. Madsen (Salt
Lake City: Signature, 1992), 35.^7. B. H. Roberts to Heber J. Grant et al., 29 December 1921. In
Roberts, Studies of the Book of Mormon, 46.^8. Jacob 7:4.^9. For the number and discussion of
geographical references, see John Sorenson, “The Book of Mormon as a Mesoamerican
Record,” in Noel B. Reynolds, ed., Book of Mormon Authorship Revisited: The Evidence for
Ancient Origins (Provo, UT: Foundation for Ancient Research and Mormon Studies [FARMS],
1997), 392.^10. Daniel C. Dennett, Intuition Pumps and Other Tools for Thinking (New York:
Norton, 2013), 20.^11. D&C 8:11; 8:1.^12. Andrew F. Ehat and Lyndon W. Cook, eds., The
Words of Joseph Smith: The Contemporary Accounts of the Nauvoo Discourses of the Prophet
Joseph Smith (Orem, Utah: Grandin, 1994), 319.^13. 2 Timothy 3:7.^14. Hans Georg Gadamer,
Truth and Method (London: Continuum, 2004), 299.Chapter 1Of Method and Maps:The Use and
Abuse of ReasonO WORLD, thou choosest not the better part!It is not wisdom to be only
wise,And on the inward vision close the eyes,But it is wisdom to believe the heart.Columbus
found a world, and had no chart,Save one that faith deciphered in the skies;To trust the soul’s
invincible surmiseWas all his science and his only art.Our knowledge is a torch of smoky
pineThat lights the pathway but one step aheadAcross a void of mystery and dread.Bid, then,
the tender light of faith to shineBy which alone the mortal heart is ledUnto the thinking of the
thought divine.—George Santayana1Then beneath the color there was the shape. She could
see it all so clearly, so commandingly, when she looked: it was when she took her brush in hand
that the whole thing changed. It was in that moment’s flight between the picture and the canvas
that the demons set on her who often brought her to the verge of tears and made this passage
from conception to work as dreadful as any down a dark passage for a child. Such she often felt
herself—struggling against terrific odds to maintain her courage; to say: “But this is what I see;
this is what I see,” and so to clasp some miserable remnant of her vision to her breast, which a
thousand forces did their best to pluck from her.2We know more than we think. And we know in



more ways than we sometimes realize because different ways of knowing abound. The call of
the beautiful, the vision granted by love, and the voice of conscience are merely three examples.
All give us glimpses of realities not otherwise available to us. The poet and the artist anciently
had something approaching a sacred status in the world. The Greeks so revered the literary arts
that Sophocles was chosen to be a leader of Athens purely on the strength of his success as a
playwright.3 The Greeks sensed that the best art does not take us away from reality into the
dreamy realms of fantasy—though some may do that. On the contrary, the best art penetrates
the hard shell of habit to reimmerse us in the depths of experience, “refining the sense of beauty
to agony,” “ making the stone more stony,” creating “anew the universe, after it has been
annihilated in our minds by the recurrence of impressions blunted by reiteration.”4 A Mozart or a
Milton, like a Moses or the Psalmist, approximates a reality we sense is true, though prophets
and artists alike struggle to capture in language just what it is that has been unfolded to their
vision. Like Virginia Woolf’s Lily Briscoe in the passage above, who can intuit but not capture the
truth before her, we want to get to the bottom of it all, to make sense of a life far too nuanced and
complex to capture with a simple brushstroke. William Wordsworth spent the greater portion of
his life wrestling with one question in particular: how do blood and bones, friends and family,
childhood terrors and early loves, a favorite toy and the ghosts of past melodies, all come
together and blend into a coherent self, an “I”?Dust as we are, the immortal spirit growsLike
harmony in music; there is a darkInscrutable workmanship that reconcilesDiscordant elements,
makes them cling togetherIn one society. How strange, that allThe terrors, pains, and early
miseries,Regrets, vexations, lassitudes interfusedWithin my mind, should e’er have borne a
part,And that a needful part, in making upThe calm existence that is mine when IAm worthy of
myself!5Like Wordsworth’s poem itself, art becomes a vehicle not just for describing life but for
interpreting life, revealing its hidden patterns and purposes. The quest for, and recognition of,
what is beautiful—is that not a search for knowledge and understanding of the highest kind? Do
we not have a sense, in the presence of Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony, or Michelangelo’s David,
or Van Gogh’s Starry Night, that we have arrived at something that is neither instrument nor
pastime but an end perfect in itself? Great art takes us to a place where we realize the need for
another kind of language to capture the deepest realities. Watching a performance of Othello
tells us more about how the worm of jealousy can be insinuated into a man’s heart and destroy
his marriage than any psychology textbook could. Uncle Tom’s Cabin did more to inflame a
society against the evils of slavery than any cost-benefit analysis of the Southern economy
could. Picasso’s Guernica is a more powerful indictment of the horrors of war than the most
carefully compiled tables of statistics. And Charles Dickens did more to animate Christians
against the evils of child exploitation and institutional brutality than any government report by
experts.Another way of saying this is to note that Albert Einstein’s breakthroughs made
Hiroshima possible. John Hersey’s book of that title convinces us why Hiroshima must never
happen again. None of this is because art merely entertains us or indulges our imagination. And
it is certainly not because art takes emotion out of the picture so we can judge and act with



prudent objectivity. On the contrary—the best art gives human emotion its due. In each of the
examples mentioned, the artist’s depiction of human emotion, informed by moral conscience, is
shown to be one of the greatest mechanisms in civilization’s arsenal against the evils of this or
any time.Can any claim be more specious than to suggest that we want more objectivity, and
less emotion, in guiding the course of our personal and collective lives? Emotion is not a defect
in an otherwise perfect reasoning machine. Reason, unfettered from human feeling, has led to
as many horrors as any crusader’s zeal. What use is pity in a world devoted to maximizing
efficiency and productivity? Scientific husbandry tells us to weed out the sick, the infirm, the
weak. The ruthless efficiency of euthanasia initiatives and ethnic cleansing are but the
programmatic application of Nietzsche’s point: from any quantifiable cost-benefit analysis, the
principles of animal husbandry should apply to the human race. Charles Darwin himself
acknowledged that strict obedience to “hard reason” rather than sympathy for fellow humans
would represent a sacrifice of “the noblest part of our nature.”6 It is the human heart resonating
with empathy, not the logical brain attuned to the mathematics of efficiency, that revolts at cruelty
and inhumanity.In Byron’s great tragedy Cain, Lucifer convinces the title character that for the
teeming miserable of the world, the calculus of human suffering suggests it were better never to
have been born. When Cain expresses his agreement in the presence of his sleeping child, his
terrified wife snatches the baby boy to protect him from where her husband’s frightful logic
seems to lead. “Why so fearful?” a bewildered and hurt Cain asks his wife. “I would not accost
the sleeping infant with anything ruder than a father’s kiss.”7 For it is with the eyes of a father, not
of a cold calculator, that even the ill-starred Cain beholds his son.In most of life’s greatest
transactions, where the stakes are the highest, it is to the heart that we rightly turn, although not
in utter isolation from the rational and reasonable. But whom to marry, when to discipline a child,
when to let go of a dream, what sacrifices to make and promises to keep—these are decisions
best made when emotion is moderated but not obliterated by reason, by logic, by “scientific”
thinking. And these decisions are certainly made, not in the absence of truth, but in recognizing
those very truths which logic and science may be powerless to detect.To take one of the most
important instances of this fact, we may look to the insight of the philosopher William Luijpen.
Luijpen points out that “we must consider love as an attitude by means of which certain aspects
of reality become visible. The true meaning of the other as other, i.e., the meaning of the other as
subject, becomes visible only through love. An attitude of preoccupation with ourselves, with our
own desires and interests, precludes our access to the true meaning of the other.”8 This is not
just metaphoric language. In the most emphatic and urgent meaning of the word, love reveals
truth. It does not create the impression of truth; love does not merely endow something with a
subjective truth—love is the only position or emotional disposition from which we become fully
aware of the already present reality of the other person as more than a mere object among other
objects in a crowded universe. Love alone reveals the full reality and value of the other person.
We have all known the experience of waiting at a crowded intersection for the traffic to clear.
Vehicles and their drivers meld into simple impediments, things, impersonal obstacles to our



purposes. Common sense reveals that farther down the road, I myself become one such simple,
soulless interruption to some other weary traveler. But my mind revolts at the notion that to other
drivers, as to the earth’s teeming billions, I am a thing, a nuisance, a paltry digit in an almost
infinite sequence of numbers, an “it” rather than an “I.”The same violent jolt to my sense of self
occurs when I enter a store and see myself on the closed-circuit monitor. An icy, awkward
moment of unease. I stare in quasi-unbelief. It is not the simple response to an appearance that
disappoints or surprises me. It runs deeper. It is my dismay at the utter inadequacy of the
representation. For there I am, appearing to all the world as an object, an externality, a mere
shape with opaque surfaces and outsides. But my experience of myself is radically different—
radically fuller, more expansive, interesting, complete. My self as I experience it is inseparable
from my past, my memories, my experiences, my thoughts, my love of Cadbury’s chocolate and
my dislike of Adam Sandler movies. I know that this self, the one I live as and through, with an
interior world as big as the cosmos, is the real self, not that collection of atoms passing across
the monitor. You may ask, but what am I objectively? Is not such a qualifier misleading? Do a
camera, a DNA sequencer, and a full-spectrum lab report provide the truest, the richest account
of who I am? Or do my spouse, my children, and my circle of friends? Love does not blur the
reality behind the appearance. Love reveals reality. So why would we privilege scientific
rationality over our intuitive, emotion-laden ways of perceiving truth? As the philosopher Hans
Georg Gadamer argued, “Bracketing out human meanings from human science means
understanding nothing at all.”9One form that love takes is a grateful heart. Gratitude itself is a
conduit to the True. “Thanking,” wrote Julian of Norwich, “is a true inward knowing.”10 The
Mormon scholar Philip Barlow writes:My grateful mental state lets in a different view of reality
than is otherwise possible. . . . And when I am thus conscious of my life and the world as a gift, I
am less preoccupied with self. My attention focuses elsewhere. I am more alert to other people’s
needs and virtues. I find my wonder awakened by just about everything: the engineering behind
the physique of a cricket or a fly, for instance, or the beauty in even a pebble. In other words,
when I am grateful, I tend toward a higher mental (and spiritual) state. I take things—people,
order, air, roundness, everything—less for granted. Hence I notice things otherwise invisible to
me. It is as if I have a sixth sense, taking in more context, more reality. If my temporary taste of
gratitude becomes a disciplined habit, an ongoing attitude and state of mind, I am “smarter,”
more aware, than if this were not so. To the extent that I become a habitually grateful person, I
engage a different and richer reality than the “me” who is less grateful.11Science can tell us a
great deal about the world. It can tell us what the stars are made of, explain how a lightning bug
flashes in the night sky, and describe the process of cell division that leads a zygote to become
a baby girl. But it does not tell us why we should care about the nature of stars, why the staccato
flash of insects in the night delights us, or how the child should live. The error of believing that
science represents the highest, or purest, or only reliable guide to truth is the error of scientism.
Philosophers like Maurice Merleau-Ponty have pointed out that the problem is not science itself,
one of the greatest and most fruitful of all human enterprises. The healthy stance is not “to



question the validity of physical laws or the veracity of mathematical equations, but rather . . . to
break the dictatorship and absolutism of scientific thought over all other forms of human
thinking.”12 This is perhaps why many of science’s most brilliant figures, past and present, are
critics of the supposed conflict between science and religion and are themselves perfectly
comfortable espousing religious belief. As Freeman Dyson, one of the world’s most esteemed
theoretical physicists, explains, “Science is a particular bunch of tools that have been
conspicuously successful for understanding and manipulating the material universe. Religion is
another bunch of tools, giving us hints of a mental spiritual universe that transcends the material
universe.”13 Contrary to prevalent myth, a recent, large study revealed that, in the U.S. at least,
“scientists are only a bit less religious than the average American.”14Chapter 1Of Method and
Maps:The Use and Abuse of ReasonO WORLD, thou choosest not the better part!It is not
wisdom to be only wise,And on the inward vision close the eyes,But it is wisdom to believe the
heart.Columbus found a world, and had no chart,Save one that faith deciphered in the skies;To
trust the soul’s invincible surmiseWas all his science and his only art.Our knowledge is a torch of
smoky pineThat lights the pathway but one step aheadAcross a void of mystery and dread.Bid,
then, the tender light of faith to shineBy which alone the mortal heart is ledUnto the thinking of
the thought divine.—George Santayana1Then beneath the color there was the shape. She could
see it all so clearly, so commandingly, when she looked: it was when she took her brush in hand
that the whole thing changed. It was in that moment’s flight between the picture and the canvas
that the demons set on her who often brought her to the verge of tears and made this passage
from conception to work as dreadful as any down a dark passage for a child. Such she often felt
herself—struggling against terrific odds to maintain her courage; to say: “But this is what I see;
this is what I see,” and so to clasp some miserable remnant of her vision to her breast, which a
thousand forces did their best to pluck from her.2We know more than we think. And we know in
more ways than we sometimes realize because different ways of knowing abound. The call of
the beautiful, the vision granted by love, and the voice of conscience are merely three examples.
All give us glimpses of realities not otherwise available to us. The poet and the artist anciently
had something approaching a sacred status in the world. The Greeks so revered the literary arts
that Sophocles was chosen to be a leader of Athens purely on the strength of his success as a
playwright.3 The Greeks sensed that the best art does not take us away from reality into the
dreamy realms of fantasy—though some may do that. On the contrary, the best art penetrates
the hard shell of habit to reimmerse us in the depths of experience, “refining the sense of beauty
to agony,” “ making the stone more stony,” creating “anew the universe, after it has been
annihilated in our minds by the recurrence of impressions blunted by reiteration.”4 A Mozart or a
Milton, like a Moses or the Psalmist, approximates a reality we sense is true, though prophets
and artists alike struggle to capture in language just what it is that has been unfolded to their
vision. Like Virginia Woolf’s Lily Briscoe in the passage above, who can intuit but not capture the
truth before her, we want to get to the bottom of it all, to make sense of a life far too nuanced and
complex to capture with a simple brushstroke. William Wordsworth spent the greater portion of



his life wrestling with one question in particular: how do blood and bones, friends and family,
childhood terrors and early loves, a favorite toy and the ghosts of past melodies, all come
together and blend into a coherent self, an “I”?Dust as we are, the immortal spirit growsLike
harmony in music; there is a darkInscrutable workmanship that reconcilesDiscordant elements,
makes them cling togetherIn one society. How strange, that allThe terrors, pains, and early
miseries,Regrets, vexations, lassitudes interfusedWithin my mind, should e’er have borne a
part,And that a needful part, in making upThe calm existence that is mine when IAm worthy of
myself!5Like Wordsworth’s poem itself, art becomes a vehicle not just for describing life but for
interpreting life, revealing its hidden patterns and purposes. The quest for, and recognition of,
what is beautiful—is that not a search for knowledge and understanding of the highest kind? Do
we not have a sense, in the presence of Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony, or Michelangelo’s David,
or Van Gogh’s Starry Night, that we have arrived at something that is neither instrument nor
pastime but an end perfect in itself? Great art takes us to a place where we realize the need for
another kind of language to capture the deepest realities. Watching a performance of Othello
tells us more about how the worm of jealousy can be insinuated into a man’s heart and destroy
his marriage than any psychology textbook could. Uncle Tom’s Cabin did more to inflame a
society against the evils of slavery than any cost-benefit analysis of the Southern economy
could. Picasso’s Guernica is a more powerful indictment of the horrors of war than the most
carefully compiled tables of statistics. And Charles Dickens did more to animate Christians
against the evils of child exploitation and institutional brutality than any government report by
experts.Another way of saying this is to note that Albert Einstein’s breakthroughs made
Hiroshima possible. John Hersey’s book of that title convinces us why Hiroshima must never
happen again. None of this is because art merely entertains us or indulges our imagination. And
it is certainly not because art takes emotion out of the picture so we can judge and act with
prudent objectivity. On the contrary—the best art gives human emotion its due. In each of the
examples mentioned, the artist’s depiction of human emotion, informed by moral conscience, is
shown to be one of the greatest mechanisms in civilization’s arsenal against the evils of this or
any time.Can any claim be more specious than to suggest that we want more objectivity, and
less emotion, in guiding the course of our personal and collective lives? Emotion is not a defect
in an otherwise perfect reasoning machine. Reason, unfettered from human feeling, has led to
as many horrors as any crusader’s zeal. What use is pity in a world devoted to maximizing
efficiency and productivity? Scientific husbandry tells us to weed out the sick, the infirm, the
weak. The ruthless efficiency of euthanasia initiatives and ethnic cleansing are but the
programmatic application of Nietzsche’s point: from any quantifiable cost-benefit analysis, the
principles of animal husbandry should apply to the human race. Charles Darwin himself
acknowledged that strict obedience to “hard reason” rather than sympathy for fellow humans
would represent a sacrifice of “the noblest part of our nature.”6 It is the human heart resonating
with empathy, not the logical brain attuned to the mathematics of efficiency, that revolts at cruelty
and inhumanity.In Byron’s great tragedy Cain, Lucifer convinces the title character that for the



teeming miserable of the world, the calculus of human suffering suggests it were better never to
have been born. When Cain expresses his agreement in the presence of his sleeping child, his
terrified wife snatches the baby boy to protect him from where her husband’s frightful logic
seems to lead. “Why so fearful?” a bewildered and hurt Cain asks his wife. “I would not accost
the sleeping infant with anything ruder than a father’s kiss.”7 For it is with the eyes of a father, not
of a cold calculator, that even the ill-starred Cain beholds his son.In most of life’s greatest
transactions, where the stakes are the highest, it is to the heart that we rightly turn, although not
in utter isolation from the rational and reasonable. But whom to marry, when to discipline a child,
when to let go of a dream, what sacrifices to make and promises to keep—these are decisions
best made when emotion is moderated but not obliterated by reason, by logic, by “scientific”
thinking. And these decisions are certainly made, not in the absence of truth, but in recognizing
those very truths which logic and science may be powerless to detect.To take one of the most
important instances of this fact, we may look to the insight of the philosopher William Luijpen.
Luijpen points out that “we must consider love as an attitude by means of which certain aspects
of reality become visible. The true meaning of the other as other, i.e., the meaning of the other as
subject, becomes visible only through love. An attitude of preoccupation with ourselves, with our
own desires and interests, precludes our access to the true meaning of the other.”8 This is not
just metaphoric language. In the most emphatic and urgent meaning of the word, love reveals
truth. It does not create the impression of truth; love does not merely endow something with a
subjective truth—love is the only position or emotional disposition from which we become fully
aware of the already present reality of the other person as more than a mere object among other
objects in a crowded universe. Love alone reveals the full reality and value of the other person.
We have all known the experience of waiting at a crowded intersection for the traffic to clear.
Vehicles and their drivers meld into simple impediments, things, impersonal obstacles to our
purposes. Common sense reveals that farther down the road, I myself become one such simple,
soulless interruption to some other weary traveler. But my mind revolts at the notion that to other
drivers, as to the earth’s teeming billions, I am a thing, a nuisance, a paltry digit in an almost
infinite sequence of numbers, an “it” rather than an “I.”The same violent jolt to my sense of self
occurs when I enter a store and see myself on the closed-circuit monitor. An icy, awkward
moment of unease. I stare in quasi-unbelief. It is not the simple response to an appearance that
disappoints or surprises me. It runs deeper. It is my dismay at the utter inadequacy of the
representation. For there I am, appearing to all the world as an object, an externality, a mere
shape with opaque surfaces and outsides. But my experience of myself is radically different—
radically fuller, more expansive, interesting, complete. My self as I experience it is inseparable
from my past, my memories, my experiences, my thoughts, my love of Cadbury’s chocolate and
my dislike of Adam Sandler movies. I know that this self, the one I live as and through, with an
interior world as big as the cosmos, is the real self, not that collection of atoms passing across
the monitor. You may ask, but what am I objectively? Is not such a qualifier misleading? Do a
camera, a DNA sequencer, and a full-spectrum lab report provide the truest, the richest account



of who I am? Or do my spouse, my children, and my circle of friends? Love does not blur the
reality behind the appearance. Love reveals reality. So why would we privilege scientific
rationality over our intuitive, emotion-laden ways of perceiving truth? As the philosopher Hans
Georg Gadamer argued, “Bracketing out human meanings from human science means
understanding nothing at all.”9One form that love takes is a grateful heart. Gratitude itself is a
conduit to the True. “Thanking,” wrote Julian of Norwich, “is a true inward knowing.”10 The
Mormon scholar Philip Barlow writes:My grateful mental state lets in a different view of reality
than is otherwise possible. . . . And when I am thus conscious of my life and the world as a gift, I
am less preoccupied with self. My attention focuses elsewhere. I am more alert to other people’s
needs and virtues. I find my wonder awakened by just about everything: the engineering behind
the physique of a cricket or a fly, for instance, or the beauty in even a pebble. In other words,
when I am grateful, I tend toward a higher mental (and spiritual) state. I take things—people,
order, air, roundness, everything—less for granted. Hence I notice things otherwise invisible to
me. It is as if I have a sixth sense, taking in more context, more reality. If my temporary taste of
gratitude becomes a disciplined habit, an ongoing attitude and state of mind, I am “smarter,”
more aware, than if this were not so. To the extent that I become a habitually grateful person, I
engage a different and richer reality than the “me” who is less grateful.11Science can tell us a
great deal about the world. It can tell us what the stars are made of, explain how a lightning bug
flashes in the night sky, and describe the process of cell division that leads a zygote to become
a baby girl. But it does not tell us why we should care about the nature of stars, why the staccato
flash of insects in the night delights us, or how the child should live. The error of believing that
science represents the highest, or purest, or only reliable guide to truth is the error of scientism.
Philosophers like Maurice Merleau-Ponty have pointed out that the problem is not science itself,
one of the greatest and most fruitful of all human enterprises. The healthy stance is not “to
question the validity of physical laws or the veracity of mathematical equations, but rather . . . to
break the dictatorship and absolutism of scientific thought over all other forms of human
thinking.”12 This is perhaps why many of science’s most brilliant figures, past and present, are
critics of the supposed conflict between science and religion and are themselves perfectly
comfortable espousing religious belief. As Freeman Dyson, one of the world’s most esteemed
theoretical physicists, explains, “Science is a particular bunch of tools that have been
conspicuously successful for understanding and manipulating the material universe. Religion is
another bunch of tools, giving us hints of a mental spiritual universe that transcends the material
universe.”13 Contrary to prevalent myth, a recent, large study revealed that, in the U.S. at least,
“scientists are only a bit less religious than the average American.”14Chapter 1Of Method and
Maps:The Use and Abuse of ReasonO WORLD, thou choosest not the better part!It is not
wisdom to be only wise,And on the inward vision close the eyes,But it is wisdom to believe the
heart.Columbus found a world, and had no chart,Save one that faith deciphered in the skies;To
trust the soul’s invincible surmiseWas all his science and his only art.Our knowledge is a torch of
smoky pineThat lights the pathway but one step aheadAcross a void of mystery and dread.Bid,



then, the tender light of faith to shineBy which alone the mortal heart is ledUnto the thinking of
the thought divine.—George Santayana1Then beneath the color there was the shape. She could
see it all so clearly, so commandingly, when she looked: it was when she took her brush in hand
that the whole thing changed. It was in that moment’s flight between the picture and the canvas
that the demons set on her who often brought her to the verge of tears and made this passage
from conception to work as dreadful as any down a dark passage for a child. Such she often felt
herself—struggling against terrific odds to maintain her courage; to say: “But this is what I see;
this is what I see,” and so to clasp some miserable remnant of her vision to her breast, which a
thousand forces did their best to pluck from her.2We know more than we think. And we know in
more ways than we sometimes realize because different ways of knowing abound. The call of
the beautiful, the vision granted by love, and the voice of conscience are merely three examples.
All give us glimpses of realities not otherwise available to us. The poet and the artist anciently
had something approaching a sacred status in the world. The Greeks so revered the literary arts
that Sophocles was chosen to be a leader of Athens purely on the strength of his success as a
playwright.3 The Greeks sensed that the best art does not take us away from reality into the
dreamy realms of fantasy—though some may do that. On the contrary, the best art penetrates
the hard shell of habit to reimmerse us in the depths of experience, “refining the sense of beauty
to agony,” “ making the stone more stony,” creating “anew the universe, after it has been
annihilated in our minds by the recurrence of impressions blunted by reiteration.”4 A Mozart or a
Milton, like a Moses or the Psalmist, approximates a reality we sense is true, though prophets
and artists alike struggle to capture in language just what it is that has been unfolded to their
vision. Like Virginia Woolf’s Lily Briscoe in the passage above, who can intuit but not capture the
truth before her, we want to get to the bottom of it all, to make sense of a life far too nuanced and
complex to capture with a simple brushstroke. William Wordsworth spent the greater portion of
his life wrestling with one question in particular: how do blood and bones, friends and family,
childhood terrors and early loves, a favorite toy and the ghosts of past melodies, all come
together and blend into a coherent self, an “I”?Dust as we are, the immortal spirit growsLike
harmony in music; there is a darkInscrutable workmanship that reconcilesDiscordant elements,
makes them cling togetherIn one society. How strange, that allThe terrors, pains, and early
miseries,Regrets, vexations, lassitudes interfusedWithin my mind, should e’er have borne a
part,And that a needful part, in making upThe calm existence that is mine when IAm worthy of
myself!5Like Wordsworth’s poem itself, art becomes a vehicle not just for describing life but for
interpreting life, revealing its hidden patterns and purposes. The quest for, and recognition of,
what is beautiful—is that not a search for knowledge and understanding of the highest kind? Do
we not have a sense, in the presence of Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony, or Michelangelo’s David,
or Van Gogh’s Starry Night, that we have arrived at something that is neither instrument nor
pastime but an end perfect in itself? Great art takes us to a place where we realize the need for
another kind of language to capture the deepest realities. Watching a performance of Othello
tells us more about how the worm of jealousy can be insinuated into a man’s heart and destroy



his marriage than any psychology textbook could. Uncle Tom’s Cabin did more to inflame a
society against the evils of slavery than any cost-benefit analysis of the Southern economy
could. Picasso’s Guernica is a more powerful indictment of the horrors of war than the most
carefully compiled tables of statistics. And Charles Dickens did more to animate Christians
against the evils of child exploitation and institutional brutality than any government report by
experts.Another way of saying this is to note that Albert Einstein’s breakthroughs made
Hiroshima possible. John Hersey’s book of that title convinces us why Hiroshima must never
happen again. None of this is because art merely entertains us or indulges our imagination. And
it is certainly not because art takes emotion out of the picture so we can judge and act with
prudent objectivity. On the contrary—the best art gives human emotion its due. In each of the
examples mentioned, the artist’s depiction of human emotion, informed by moral conscience, is
shown to be one of the greatest mechanisms in civilization’s arsenal against the evils of this or
any time.Can any claim be more specious than to suggest that we want more objectivity, and
less emotion, in guiding the course of our personal and collective lives? Emotion is not a defect
in an otherwise perfect reasoning machine. Reason, unfettered from human feeling, has led to
as many horrors as any crusader’s zeal. What use is pity in a world devoted to maximizing
efficiency and productivity? Scientific husbandry tells us to weed out the sick, the infirm, the
weak. The ruthless efficiency of euthanasia initiatives and ethnic cleansing are but the
programmatic application of Nietzsche’s point: from any quantifiable cost-benefit analysis, the
principles of animal husbandry should apply to the human race. Charles Darwin himself
acknowledged that strict obedience to “hard reason” rather than sympathy for fellow humans
would represent a sacrifice of “the noblest part of our nature.”6 It is the human heart resonating
with empathy, not the logical brain attuned to the mathematics of efficiency, that revolts at cruelty
and inhumanity.In Byron’s great tragedy Cain, Lucifer convinces the title character that for the
teeming miserable of the world, the calculus of human suffering suggests it were better never to
have been born. When Cain expresses his agreement in the presence of his sleeping child, his
terrified wife snatches the baby boy to protect him from where her husband’s frightful logic
seems to lead. “Why so fearful?” a bewildered and hurt Cain asks his wife. “I would not accost
the sleeping infant with anything ruder than a father’s kiss.”7 For it is with the eyes of a father, not
of a cold calculator, that even the ill-starred Cain beholds his son.In most of life’s greatest
transactions, where the stakes are the highest, it is to the heart that we rightly turn, although not
in utter isolation from the rational and reasonable. But whom to marry, when to discipline a child,
when to let go of a dream, what sacrifices to make and promises to keep—these are decisions
best made when emotion is moderated but not obliterated by reason, by logic, by “scientific”
thinking. And these decisions are certainly made, not in the absence of truth, but in recognizing
those very truths which logic and science may be powerless to detect.To take one of the most
important instances of this fact, we may look to the insight of the philosopher William Luijpen.
Luijpen points out that “we must consider love as an attitude by means of which certain aspects
of reality become visible. The true meaning of the other as other, i.e., the meaning of the other as



subject, becomes visible only through love. An attitude of preoccupation with ourselves, with our
own desires and interests, precludes our access to the true meaning of the other.”8 This is not
just metaphoric language. In the most emphatic and urgent meaning of the word, love reveals
truth. It does not create the impression of truth; love does not merely endow something with a
subjective truth—love is the only position or emotional disposition from which we become fully
aware of the already present reality of the other person as more than a mere object among other
objects in a crowded universe. Love alone reveals the full reality and value of the other person.
We have all known the experience of waiting at a crowded intersection for the traffic to clear.
Vehicles and their drivers meld into simple impediments, things, impersonal obstacles to our
purposes. Common sense reveals that farther down the road, I myself become one such simple,
soulless interruption to some other weary traveler. But my mind revolts at the notion that to other
drivers, as to the earth’s teeming billions, I am a thing, a nuisance, a paltry digit in an almost
infinite sequence of numbers, an “it” rather than an “I.”The same violent jolt to my sense of self
occurs when I enter a store and see myself on the closed-circuit monitor. An icy, awkward
moment of unease. I stare in quasi-unbelief. It is not the simple response to an appearance that
disappoints or surprises me. It runs deeper. It is my dismay at the utter inadequacy of the
representation. For there I am, appearing to all the world as an object, an externality, a mere
shape with opaque surfaces and outsides. But my experience of myself is radically different—
radically fuller, more expansive, interesting, complete. My self as I experience it is inseparable
from my past, my memories, my experiences, my thoughts, my love of Cadbury’s chocolate and
my dislike of Adam Sandler movies. I know that this self, the one I live as and through, with an
interior world as big as the cosmos, is the real self, not that collection of atoms passing across
the monitor. You may ask, but what am I objectively? Is not such a qualifier misleading? Do a
camera, a DNA sequencer, and a full-spectrum lab report provide the truest, the richest account
of who I am? Or do my spouse, my children, and my circle of friends? Love does not blur the
reality behind the appearance. Love reveals reality. So why would we privilege scientific
rationality over our intuitive, emotion-laden ways of perceiving truth? As the philosopher Hans
Georg Gadamer argued, “Bracketing out human meanings from human science means
understanding nothing at all.”9One form that love takes is a grateful heart. Gratitude itself is a
conduit to the True. “Thanking,” wrote Julian of Norwich, “is a true inward knowing.”10 The
Mormon scholar Philip Barlow writes:My grateful mental state lets in a different view of reality
than is otherwise possible. . . . And when I am thus conscious of my life and the world as a gift, I
am less preoccupied with self. My attention focuses elsewhere. I am more alert to other people’s
needs and virtues. I find my wonder awakened by just about everything: the engineering behind
the physique of a cricket or a fly, for instance, or the beauty in even a pebble. In other words,
when I am grateful, I tend toward a higher mental (and spiritual) state. I take things—people,
order, air, roundness, everything—less for granted. Hence I notice things otherwise invisible to
me. It is as if I have a sixth sense, taking in more context, more reality. If my temporary taste of
gratitude becomes a disciplined habit, an ongoing attitude and state of mind, I am “smarter,”



more aware, than if this were not so. To the extent that I become a habitually grateful person, I
engage a different and richer reality than the “me” who is less grateful.11Science can tell us a
great deal about the world. It can tell us what the stars are made of, explain how a lightning bug
flashes in the night sky, and describe the process of cell division that leads a zygote to become
a baby girl. But it does not tell us why we should care about the nature of stars, why the staccato
flash of insects in the night delights us, or how the child should live. The error of believing that
science represents the highest, or purest, or only reliable guide to truth is the error of scientism.
Philosophers like Maurice Merleau-Ponty have pointed out that the problem is not science itself,
one of the greatest and most fruitful of all human enterprises. The healthy stance is not “to
question the validity of physical laws or the veracity of mathematical equations, but rather . . . to
break the dictatorship and absolutism of scientific thought over all other forms of human
thinking.”12 This is perhaps why many of science’s most brilliant figures, past and present, are
critics of the supposed conflict between science and religion and are themselves perfectly
comfortable espousing religious belief. As Freeman Dyson, one of the world’s most esteemed
theoretical physicists, explains, “Science is a particular bunch of tools that have been
conspicuously successful for understanding and manipulating the material universe. Religion is
another bunch of tools, giving us hints of a mental spiritual universe that transcends the material
universe.”13 Contrary to prevalent myth, a recent, large study revealed that, in the U.S. at least,
“scientists are only a bit less religious than the average American.”14
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C. Dunham, “Powerful and enlightening. I recommend this book to everyone I talk to, and want
my family members to have a copy or borrow mine. It is essential in understanding our spiritual
struggles and navigating through them. Anything by Terrell and or Fiona Givens is on my 'must
have' list.”

Tarik D. LaCour, “Is this book about doubt?. I had wanted to read The Crucible of Doubt:
Reflections on the Quest for Faith by Terryl and Fiona Givens for some time, especially since I
was so impressed with Terryl's earlier book By the Hand of Mormon (which I reviewed here).
Also, considering that Terryl co-authored the book with his wife (who is a convert from Roman
Catholicism), I was especially intrigued. However, since the book itself is less than 150 pages, I
was a little surprised that they could tackle such a broad issue like doubt in so few pages.As it
turns out, my surprise was warranted because the book has little to do with the subject of doubt
and skepticism as much as it has to do with asking the right kind of question and believing for its
own sake at times. The book does start out strong, showing that some of peoples doubts come
from asking the wrong kind of question or making false assumptions. For instance, the Givens
use the example of B.H. Roberts, one of Mormonism's premier philosophers and theologians,
and how he was once asked how the tribes of North America, who the Book of Mormon taught
were descendants or a remnant of the Nephites/Lamanites, could have so diverse languages
and they shared a common ancestry of just 2,000 years. Roberts, who was usually quick to
answer critics, was never able to answer this question during his lifetime.However, the premise
of the question was flawed; the Book of Mormon does not teach that all inhabitants of North
America prior to the arrival of Christopher Columbus were descendants of the family of Lehi.
Rather that is something that certain members chose to believe, and they read their belief into
the text. So, there was really no conflict after all.One of the best chapters in the book is titled
"Mormons and Monopolies: Holy Persons You Know Not Of", where the Givens tackle the issue
of religious pluralism, which is the subject of whether one religion is true, or whether all are true
in some way. While the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints may be the Church that has
priesthood keys, there is truth in other religions, and their sacrifice and worship is acceptable to
God as well. Also, a key element of this chapter that might be overlooked is that often times
members of the Church tell an incorrect narrative of the Restoration. The common message is
that the Church established by Jesus of Nazareth in the first century was lost and taken from the
earth not long after that, but that is not the case. Rather, it retreated and was held from view for a
time, but it was still there.Also in this chapter, the theme of judging religions at their best is
repeated, one that was first enunciated by Krister Stendahl, former Bishop of Stockholm in the
Lutheran Church. Often we judge a religious tradition at its worst (such is the case with the so
called "New Atheists") rather than at its best. A duty of anyone making judgement on the value of
a tradition must judge it at its best.Most of the book in some is not written to those who doubt



whether or not God exists or have troubles with certain matters of Church history (blacks and the
priesthood, polygamy, etc). In fact, the book is not really about doubt as much as it is about
paradigms, or ways of looking at things. However, the last chapter does address those with
serious doubts.On this subject of doubt, the Givens offer the example of Pascal's wager
(although they don't mention Pascal by name), that it is better to believe for beliefs sake and
possibly be wrong because in the end what you gained will be better than what you lost. I
disagree. You should believe what you have evidence or warrant to believe, not because
something makes you happy or not happy. If you find life miserable because there is no God, do
what Alex Rosenberg suggests in his book The Atheist's Guide to Reality: take Prozac. If a
person cannot bring themselves to believe, and the Doctrine and Covenants state that to some it
is given to believe and to some it is not, then a loving God who weeps at our pain will accept the
honest persons unbelief and skepticism more readily than a person who believed only to get
gain.However, the Givens do make a great point in the epilogue:"Not once, but twice the Lord
prefaced His commandment that we strengthen each other with this explanation: "As all have not
faith." He thus acknowledged that even among His modern disciples, there would be-and must
be-room for those who live in doubt."In the modern Church where many Mormons do not know
much about their history and theology and then squirm when they hear it the first time, the
reaction cannot be to judge and dismiss them or to say that they do not have a testimony; the
reaction should be to help them, weep with them, and shoulder their burden. After all, that is
what Jesus of Nazareth would do if he were present with them. Can his disciples do any less?
Whether or not one is impressed with the arguments (or lack thereof) presented in this book, the
Givens are splendid writers, and a joy to read for their own sake. If you have a friend who is
doubting, or if you doubt yourself, this book is for you. Even if you don't doubt, there is something
in this book for you as well. 4 out of 5 stars.”

Lyssa, “The authenticity of doubt. This book expresses well the challenge of understanding that
having faith is not to have a perfect knowledge, and that ultimately our belief system is a choice.
Highly recommend for sincere, honest seekers of truth”

D2Quilter, “Questions can strengthen our understanding.. I was hesitant to read this book. I
previously felt that questions in regards to religion are not good and means you’re flailing.
However thanks to this book I see how it can help me strengthen and grow my testimony. And
even live my religion without completely understanding every aspect of it.”

Jeremy Michael Patton, “Moving me toward faith. very profound and insightful and it was a
restorative experience to my faith. I especially liked the teaching on what it means to worship. I
attend church differently after having read The Crucible.”

InventBrain, “A Wonderfully Difficult Book to Read Because it Challenges Your Soul to Look



Deep into the Blessings of Faith Despite Doubt. I’ve read several other books by the same
authors and decided to read this one based on how good I felt throughout reading the others. I
was soon surprised that this had quite the opposite effect at first and ground out of me in
excruciating layers many of my long-held beliefs about God and faith and especially my false
understandings toward the concept of doubt. But then the book suddenly shifted course for me
in its final chapters and eloquent epilogue to overcome me with a resilient feeling of wonder and
faith that I will likely not ever forget!”

winslow, “Amazing. I don’t think that I have ever read a book that is so beautiful to read. The
concepts it cover are poetic in nature and created a wonderful reading environment. A must read
for any religious scholar or anyone who wants to understand the truth of the restorations
message”

Magotsi, “Excellent Read. Thoroughly enjoyed this book. Thought provoking. It has helped me to
understand that a one dimensional approach to the gospel, deprives me of the opportunity to
grow and develop.”

Caroline, “A must-read. This book is beautifully written and contains many profound spiritual
insights and gives a wide view of life and the gospel.  It is faith affirming.”

David Elton, “Doubt - a reason to believe!. This book makes more sense to me than any I've ever
read. The Givens provide not only a reason to believe, but also an explanation of why one can
doubt and believe simultaneously. The three views of the world outlined in the second last
chapter are a wonderful summary of three dominate belief systems - that of the athiest and
agnostic, that of traditional christianity, and that of the mormon faith. I have never read or heard
anyone encapsulate mormonism so well as the Givens do with the five principles outlined in the
second last chapter.  Read them and rejoice in the eternal journey we are all on.”

Linda.E, “"Almost thou persuadest me...". An eloquent book that offers a fresh and hopeful
perspective for those willing to think deeply about matters of faith. If only it didn't fly against so
much lived experience, so many conference talks, Ensign articles and Sunday School lessons
which promulgate much more rigid, black-and-white requirements for what it means to be
"faithful."”

Zufo, “a very important book. A very intelligent and insightful discussion of easily misunderstood
concepts and principles. Very enjoyable reading.”

The book by Terryl Givens has a rating of  5 out of 4.6. 324 people have provided feedback.
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