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Faith and Scholarship:  Standing as a Witness of God 
Edwin E. Gantt 

Brigham Young University 
 

 Let me begin my brief remarks here today by expressing my gratitude for the invitation to 
participate in this excellent seminar on scholarship and faith.  For reasons that I hope will 
become more apparent in a moment, I believe that seminars and symposia such as this are of 
vital importance, both intellectually and spiritually.  I commend the Jacobsens and my other 
colleagues here for their willingness to wrestle with the many issues involved in navigating the 
often turbulent waters of the intersection of faith and scholarship. 
 As a Latter-day Saint, I find my perspective on the question of the relationship between 
scholarship and faith fundamentally shaped by and firmly grounded in specific covenants that I 
made upon being baptized as a member of this Church.  Perhaps the best articulation of the 
covenant of which I speak is found in the Book of Mormon, in the 18th chapter of Mosiah, verses 
8-10, where the prophet Alma gathers his small band of fugitive Christians in the wilderness at 
the waters of Mormon and invites them to be baptized to signify their willingness to enter into a 
sacred covenant with the Lord and do His will.  This covenant is the same one that all Latter-day 
Saints enter into at the time of their own baptisms. 

 And now it came to pass that he said unto them:  Behold, here are the 
waters of Mormon (for thus were they called) and now, as ye are desirous to come 
into the fold of God, and to be called his people, and are willing to bear one 
another’s burdens, that they may be light; 
 Yea, and are willing to mourn with those that mourn; yea, and comfort 
those that stand in need of comfort, and to stand as witnesses of God at all times 
and in all things, and in all places that ye may be in, even until death, that ye may 
be redeemed of God, and be numbered with those of the first resurrection, that ye 
may have eternal life – 
 Now I say unto you, if this be the desire of your hearts, what have you 
against being baptized in the name of the Lord, as a witness before him that ye 
have entered into a covenant with him, that ye will serve him and keep his 
commandments, that he may pour out his Spirit more abundantly upon you?  
(Mos. 18:8-10) 

Among the many elements of this baptismal covenant, the one that stands out to me as most 
relevant for our discussions at this seminar is the one in which we covenant “to stand as 
witnesses of God at all times and in all things, and in all places that [we] may be in” (Mos. 18:9).  
The implications of such a covenant, not only for the daily conduct of our lives but also for the 
scope and nature of our scholarship are, I believe, profound, extensive, and radical.  
Unfortunately, however, time limitations will not allow for a full exploration or articulation of 
these precise nature and scope of these implications, so I will instead confine myself to a few 
quick remarks about four basic areas of concern in which I believe a covenant such as this must 
impact on our intellectual activities and our conceptualizations of the relationship between our 
faith and our scholarship. 
 The first matter of scholarship that I see this covenant impacting is the way we as Latter-
day Saints need to consider the purpose of scholarship.  There are, of course, many purposes for 
which one might undertake the life of a scholar or a particular line of scholarly study – e.g., the 
satisfaction of one’s curiosity, a strong sense of wonder at the world, personal vanity, pride, and 
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ambition, a need to be of some service to others, a desire to be recognized for one’s insights or 
intellect, a sense of obligation to knowledge, truth, science, history, or humanity, and so forth.  
For the Latter-day Saint, I would argue, the covenant we enter into at baptism provides us with a 
different purpose for our scholarly endeavors:  to stand as a witness of God.  Now, by this I do 
no necessarily mean that our scholarship must only be devotional in nature, or that our scholarly 
writings must be peppered with relevant scriptural references and authoritative quotations drawn 
from the writings of this or that ancient or modern prophet – though I certainly wouldn’t want to 
declare such things inadmissible in principle.  What I do mean, rather, is that no matter what the 
area of our scholarship or topic of interest or expertise may happen to be we must never lose 
sight of the fact that the Lord expects us to think, speak, act and write truthfully about whatever 
scholarly matter lies at hand, and not only in ways that bear witness of His goodness and loving 
involvement in the affairs of His children and His creations but also in ways that can serve as 
invitations to others to greater relationship with Him.  While at times it may be a challenge to 
know exactly how one’s scholarly work is to achieve such an aim – particularly in areas of study 
that are especially technical, mechanical, or abstract in nature – I am convinced that a loving 
Father in Heaven will not leave us comfortless, without direction, or guidance in how to fulfill 
the terms of the very covenants He has invited us to make with Him.  Indeed, we may well find 
that He has been waiting patiently for us to seek Him out so that he can provide us with new and 
penetrating insights that we would never have arrived at on our own, as well as provide us with 
the means of expressing such insights in appropriate, acceptable and sophisticated ways.  The 
important thing is – first, last, and always – to be very clear about why exactly it is we are doing 
the sorts of things we as scholars are doing, whatever those things might happen to be in a given 
instance.  
 This leads me to a second concern of scholarship in the light of our LDS faith and the 
covenants we make:  Process.  For many in the scholarly world, the process of scholarship is 
typically seen to be essentially either a matter of making the precise empirical measurements that 
are demanded by the canons of methodological or experimental rigor or of the careful application 
of the reasoned intellect to some knotty problem of history or logic or literature or what have 
you.  For the Latter-day Saint, however, scholarship must always be more than just these things.  
We have been enjoined by the Lord on more than one occasion in sacred writ to “seek learning 
even by study and also by faith” (D&C 109:7; see also, D&C 109:14 and D&C 88:118).  What I 
take this injunction to mean, at least in part, is that we are to seek out the Lord and rely on his 
guidance and inspiration as we go about our scholarly endeavors, to partner with the Lord in a 
very real union of God and Man as we seek understanding in our various disciplines and areas of 
research interest or practice.  Indeed, I take this injunction to imply that genuine learning can 
come about only in the union of study and faith that comes about in our own union of heart and 
mind with the Lord.  Clearly, a process of scholarship envisioned in this way is one in which 
more is required of us as scholars than simply the occasional prayer for “a little extra divine 
help” when the intellectual going gets tough or the philosophical puzzles seem impossible to 
solve on our own.  I believe that our covenants as Latter-day Saints require that we take our 
commitment to and engagement with our God every bit as seriously as our commitments to and 
engagement in our disciplines and their traditions of scholarship, and that we do so “at all times 
and in all things, and in all places” (Mos. 18:9). 
 Any discussion of the process of scholarship will, I believe, be necessarily incomplete 
and ultimately fruitless without a concomitant discussion of the content of scholarship.  After all, 
while we might be able to disentangle matters of process from matters of content in the abstract, 
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or for analytic or pedagogical purposes, it is nonetheless the case that in very important and 
fundamental ways process and content cannot be meaningfully separated.  However, I wish to be 
clear that, at least for the purposes of my brief remarks here today, in speaking of “content” I do 
not mean the particular content areas of our various disciplines and sub-disciplines.  I also do not 
intend to delve into the question of the content of the natural sciences versus that of the 
humanities as a way of discussing the relative ease or difficulty of “getting spirituality” into this 
or that course offered in this or that college.  I readily admit that such issues and such questions 
are important and worthy of our careful and sustained attention.  However, I wish to speak of 
content in terms of the underlying assumptions of our disciplines – irrespective of the particular 
college or department in which we might find ourselves being housed.  I wish to draw our 
attention to the underlying (and often hidden) assumptions that shape and give direction to our 
scholarly practices, methods and disciplinary claims to knowledge or truth, particularly where 
such assumptions may not only be at odds with certain basic premises of the Gospel of Jesus 
Christ, but in ultimate effect toxic to that Gospel. 
 Because I must be brief, let me just quickly suggest that to be concerned with the content 
of our scholarship is not simply to be concerned with solving this or that equation, demonstrating 
this or that effect, mapping this or that demographic trend, or offering support for one or another 
historical or literary interpretations.  Rather, it is, at the same time, to be concerned with the 
founding assumptions of our disciplines and their prevailing theories, methods, practices, and the 
worldviews that give rise to them, and to be willing to engage in serious and critical scrutiny of 
those assumptions in light of the often competing assumptions of the Gospel of Christ.  For 
example, in my own discipline of psychology, a “central dogma” upon which the majority of 
intellectual understanding and professional practice is built is the philosophy of naturalism.  This 
grounding philosophical commitment to naturalism has consistently guided the discipline in its 
deliberations about and formulations of research methods, strategies of data interpretation, 
personality and motivational theories, and clinical practices.  As I and others have argued 
elsewhere, concomitant with its adoption of naturalism as a philosophical foundation, 
contemporary psychology (in the mainstream of its theories and practices) has also endorsed 
forms of explanation that actively deny the reality of human agency, rely solely on hedonism to 
account for motivation, invoke biological reductionism to account for emotion, reason, and 
meaningful intention, champion thorough-going moral relativisms, and render the central claims 
of religion as nothing more than the product of unconscious psychological need, and thus, deeply 
suspect – if not impotent.  One cannot, I submit, genuinely stand as a witness of God in one’s 
scholarship and let such assumptions – and the theories and practices that grow in such 
problematic intellectual soil – pass without serious and sustained challenge. 
 In closing, let me mention one last area of concern that should be of vital importance to 
the Latter-day Saint scholar:  Quality.   If we are to make some manner of difference in the world 
of scholarship as witnesses of God, if our covenant is to have any visible effect in the manner of 
our intellectual work and service to the larger communities of which we are a part, then our 
scholarship must be of the highest quality and the most careful sophistication.  It must be work 
worthy of the Father who has called us to such work, who sustains us in such work, and who has 
blessed us with the talents and abilities, as well as the opportunities, to engage in such work.  As 
a means of actualizing covenant, our scholarship must be an act of sacred consecration, a selfless 
gift on the altar to the God who made us and invites us to His service.  Such a gift must not be 
shabby or slipshod or the product of ethically suspect shortcuts.  It must be pure and the best we 
have to offer.  While the quality of such work, though likely to shine and bring recognition (even 
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in the controversy it may sometimes spark), the purpose of our scholarship can never be to 
simply further our career ambitions.  Rather, covenantal scholarship is yet one more way of 
witnessing not only of God but to God that we are willing to follow His commandments and are 
humbled by and grateful for His loving sacrifices on our behalf.  As such, scholarship of this sort 
will no doubt, in the words of Elder Neal A. Maxwell (1976), “exert an increasing gravitational 
pull on some of our thoughtful nonmember colleagues in the years ahead.  Perhaps there will 
even be the academic equivalent of what Isaiah foresaw, and thoughtful souls will say in various 
ways, “Come ye, let us go up” to the Lord’s house of learning to be taught and shown his ways 
(see Isa. 2:3).  If we are not ashamed of Jesus Christ and his teachings, he will not be ashamed of 
us.” (p. xx). 



 

Faith and Scholarship     6 
 

Thoughts on Faith and Scholarship 
George Handley 

 
As a Mormon scholar, I like the guideline Elder Holland provides for parenting:  
 
“In this Church there is an enormous amount of room—and scriptural commandment—for 
studying and learning, for comparing and considering, for discussion and awaiting further 
revelation. We all learn “line upon line, precept upon precept,” with the goal being authentic 
religious faith informing genuine Christlike living. In this there is no place for coercion or 
manipulation, no place for intimidation or hypocrisy.”  He goes on to say, however, that children 
should know something of the parents’ convictions about the most fundamental doctrines of the 
atonement and the restoration.  
 
I believe that nurturing a witness of those fundamentals and living a covenanted life on the basis 
of that testimony is the foundation for faithful scholarship.  I also believe, however, that those 
beliefs and commitments may very well have no direct, or at least discernibly direct influence on 
the intellectual content, methodologies, or choice of specialization we opt for.  This should not 
bother us.  We are entitled to personal revelation about such matters, of course, starting with 
what we study in college, what career path we choose, and we may very well receive promptings 
and inspiration to find certain books, make certain contacts, and develop certain ideas, but this 
does not mean that every thought we have, every article we publish should have to be subject to 
a litmus test to determine its harmony with revealed truth. The reason I say this is because such 
tests has led historically in Christianity and even at times here at BYU to misjudgment and the 
premature dismissal of ideas that were not as threatening or as wrong as was believed.   
 
The Lord wants us to succeed as scholars, and I have often felt inspired to look at certain books, 
to make contact with certain scholars, and I believe there was a reason why I was sent to the 
schools where I received my education.  But I would be a fool to imagine that others going in 
other directions are necessarily following the wrong spirit.  One of the paradoxes of a theology 
of personal revelation is that you and I might receive divine inspiration to do precisely opposite 
things, whether it is how we vote, how we enact church policy as a church leader, or what we 
argue in our professions.  We are unified by faith in Christ and by our covenants, but we don’t 
have to be unified by all of our ideas.  In fact, to the degree that we try to narrow the spectrum of 
those ideas in the interest of forging unity, we are failing in one of our most fundamental 
Christian duties. Acceptance of honest intellectual differences is a test of our faith and charity.  
Which means we must learn to see that the truth is much larger than we tend to believe.  We 
don’t have to take ourselves too seriously and we certainly shouldn’t assume ecclesiastical 
authority when we don’t have it.  A Christian scholar should not be above self-doubt and self-
criticism, or be impervious to criticism from others or uninterested in genuine dialogue. 
 
I like what Elder Maxwell said: “We can meekly let our ideas have a life of their own without 
oversponsoring them. Rather, let the Spirit impel our worthy ideas.”   
 
I have found that my covenants and my core beliefs anchor me and thus, paradoxically free me to 
explore ideas without fear, trusting that I can test a wide range of ideas.  Over time I have felt the 
Lord’s help in separating the wheat from the chaff. I am always amazed at the amount of good a 
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holy man can wring from the most paultry ideas and, by the same token, how shallow and 
unworthy of admiration the deepest truths can sound in the hands of a less than honest thinker.  I 
like the statement by Hugh B. Brown:  “We must preserve freedom of the mind in the church and 
resist all efforts to suppress it. The church is not so much concerned with whether the thoughts of 
its members are orthodox or heterodox as it is that they shall have thoughts.”  I think that what 
this means is that our Christianity is determined by our commitments to the commandments, our 
beliefs about the Savior and his church, and the cultivation of our character.  Our Christianity is 
not defined by the content of our ideas.  After all, even those with the right content who say, 
“Lord, Lord” are not guaranteed entrance to heaven. 
 
Research is, as the word implies, a searching again, a rereading, an investigation, a testing of 
ideas.  It implies rethinking. And according to Mormon, it should be motivated by charity, which 
moves us to “lay hold of every good thing.”  Charity requires an intellectual spirit of openness 
and respect for the fact that, as Milton once said, “opinion in good men is but knowledge in the 
making.”  For Milton, the earnest Christian’s duty was to “hear… all manner of reason” and a 
commitment to read books “promiscuously.” Milton understood what Brigham Young and 
Joseph Smith both taught, that Truth had been scattered throughout the world and that its broken 
body must be searched for aggressively and with love and reassembled in a gathering of insights 
from all books. Mormon suggests that human judgment is flawed by two fundamental errors: 
judging that which is evil “to be of God and that which is good and of God to be of the devil” 
(Moroni 7: 15).  Dismissing error erroneously is as morally dangerous as failing to dismiss error 
correctly.  The countless truths that have been buried by such mistaken judgments historically 
have been ruinous and arguably the very reason why a dispensation of Restoration became 
necessary.  As Milton notes, “revolutions of ages do not oft recover the loss of a rejected truth 
for the want of which whole nations fare the worse.” The only way he could imagine that we 
could fight against these consequences was to adopt a spirit of anticipation: “The light which we 
have gained was given us, not to be ever staring on, but by it to discover onward things more 
remote from our knowledge.”    
 
We might be saints, but we are still men and women, capable of misunderstanding things, even 
the things of God.  In fact, on some level it is inevitable.  To be a Christian involves a perpetual 
willingness to be corrected, to repent.  It requires humility.  We run the risk of “wresting the 
scriptures,” bending doctrine to our professional biases. I prefer to let our faith and our scholarly 
views to stand somewhat independent of each other in a perpetual dialogue.  When they do come 
together, I will know it wasn’t because I was overeager to oversponsor my revelations but 
because truth emerged gradually.  We need patience with this process, charity to maintain 
openness to contradiction. As scholars, we would do well to consider that it is more important to 
be good than to be right, that while the truth lies in the doctrines of the restored gospel, we are 
part of a great gathering of knowledge. To believe in continuing revelation and the final 
gathering of all that is good in the world, in the earth, in the heavens, in the distant past is to be a 
part of a work far greater than any of us can possibly understand and it certainly means that the 
work of gathering is far more important, vast, and complex than our puny contributions might 
seem to us at the moment of publication or when we receive adulation from professional 
colleagues.   
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Excerpts from the Q&A 
 

Question 
 [Paraphrase]  In our department most but not all of the faculty are LDS and even the ones 
who aren’t LDS are pretty active Christian people.  Everyone is trying to be good, but there are 
serious theoretical disagreements between us. At some level we all want the same thing but at 
another level there is some disagreement. I wonder how do you navigate that so it doesn’t get 
personal or like I’m questioning your religious commitments.  How do we work together and 
figure something out? 
 

George Handley  
I think my comments were intended to suggest the danger of sort of calling somebody out 

on their worthiness because they have a different theoretical [viewpoint]. That’s problematic and 
we have to be really careful about that.  I was talking about unity of faith and unity of covenant 
that is different than unity of ideas.  I think one of the greatest things about being at BYU is that 
sense that even if I’m on the other side of the aisle on a theoretical issue (and there are similar 
kinds of divides in the Humanities that have caused tension over the years in our college) I might 
be in the same stake or I might be the home teacher of someone, my chair was my bishop at one 
point.  So I mean I’ve had situations like that that have reminded me, “Okay if this is true with 
this one person, I have to envision myself attending church weekly or home teaching that person 
with whom I have very strong disagreements professionally,” and I think that tends to temper 
how I might engage in disagreement. I’m a very passionate person about my own intellectual 
convictions, as many people who know me would agree, but I think and I haven’t always 
achieved this model that I’m describing, but I think we have to be always aware of that sense of 
fraternity or sense of belonging in the same family of Christ that is the Gospel.  I don’t think that 
ever means that we shouldn’t argue or feel passionate about our points of view.  I think it’s sort 
of a weird paradox that we do believe in the integration of faith and scholarship and most of us, 
because we’re prayerful, we’re thoughtful and we’re trying to live consecrated lives, feel pretty 
strongly about a lot of our professional convictions.  And all I’m trying to say is we have to be 
careful to make sure that that’s not the same thing as knowing that President Monson is a prophet 
of God or the Book of Mormon is the word of God.  It doesn’t involve the same kind of acts of 
persuasion and so on, and I suppose if there is some crucial truth at stake in the debates between 
different theories, those truths will come out over time through genuine dialogue and 
argumentation and debate and possibly through spiritual means as well. I’m just a little 
suspicious when people start making it sound as if God has an opinion on a certain theory in a 
certain professional field, because I would have to guess that God’s understanding is much 
bigger than those theories, which are all human constructs.  These are tools we’re using to try to 
understand things that I don’t think He’s using, I don’t know, right?  We have to recognize 
what’s not part of revealed truth and feel comfortable sort of toning down the rhetoric a little bit 
so that we don’t create those kinds of tensions.  But that’s not an argument to say we shouldn’t 
argue vehemently.  I just think that argumentation is very very healthy. 
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Question  
 It seems like there’s a sense [that] some of these other ways of going about it are a little 
relativistic in the sense that, “It’s just okay we’re Christians, and we’re scholars, so just do 
whatever you want,” versus “Is there like something worth shooting for as far as how well we 
can be a Christian scholar?”  We want to be tactful about it, but don’t we actually want to 
promote a certain level of integration here, or isn’t there a better or worse way of being a 
Christian scholar? 
 

George Handley 
We have standards of scholarship that are very clear on that, and we also I think have 

standards in the church about how to define what a Christian means.  I think we can come up 
with a list.  President Uchtdorf talks about how he wishes Mormons were known for love and 
service.  We can look for scriptural comments from King Benjamin and from the New Testament 
that answer that question in a Gospel sense, and we have answers in a scholarly angle, and I 
think the problem is if we try to define too strictly what a Christian scholar means exactly in 
terms of these standards you’re looking for, my argument is that we may end up eliminating all 
kinds of really fruitful possibilities.  One of the things in the Jacobsen book that I love is 
Christian scholarship should be interdisciplinary.  If nothing else even if our scholarship isn’t 
interdisciplinary, we should be aware of those disciplinary differences as much as we can.  We 
should be in dialogue with each other because when you start hearing how it works for Ed in 
Psychology versus how it works for me in Humanities or how the disciplinary assumptions are in 
the Biological Sciences, my formula doesn’t translate necessarily, maybe it does or maybe it 
doesn’t, or maybe it needs some adjustment.  I just wouldn’t really want a rigid definition of that.  
That’s how it’s felt to me the way BYU functions: “We want you to be temple worthy and we 
want you to be good scholars--go for it.”  We’re not going to tell you exactly how you end up 
defining that combination of being a Christian and a scholar.  But when we do see that 
happening, we can point to successful models and say, “This is where we see the energy 
working.”  And in all cases, I can’t imagine that you would ever compromise on either of those 
two standards of scholarship.  The secular one in the scholarly field that you’re in or the 
Christian one that’s part of being a member of the LDS faith, but you might end up with a 
myriad of kinds of scholarship that come out of that. 
 

Ed Gantt 
I would just echo a lot of things that George just said.  I think that a rigid definition or a 

set of tenants that you have to sign off on to qualify as a Christian doing Christian scholarship is 
problematic.  I don’t think it should be infinitely elastic, but I would be opposed to that for the 
same reason that I’m opposed (in a lot of the academic circles that I travel in) to the very rigid 
definition of what counts as real science and what doesn’t and if you don’t match up to this, then 
it’s not real science.  I would chafe under that. I think I would chafe under the same “this is real 
Christian scholarship and that’s not” sort of thing.  I would want to avoid at the other end of the 
spectrum the “whatever you’re doing is fine” approach, as well.  I think there might be some 
common concerns perhaps that Christians or Latter-day Saints would share.  But again setting 



 

Faith and Scholarship     10 
 

that out—we’re really good at committees but getting the committee together to decide that as 
long as you espouse this, then you have a testimony.  I find that horrible. 

 
Question 

George said in the very beginning, “It’s better to be good than right.” We’re using those 
two words together--Christian scholar--and I don’t know if I’d like to be faced with a choice of 
having to be one or the other, but I think in maybe proposing that, there’s going to be evidence of 
what it means to be a Christian scholar.  If we were faced with having to either respond as a 
Christian or respond as a scholar, which would carry more weight?  Perhaps we might not ever 
be faced with having to do that, but perhaps we might.  And the tendency in our exchanges 
maybe this is a response to that being on one side of the fence or the other if we agree to 
disagree, but are we Christian in our behavior.  That to me is at the root of being what a Christian 
is and still being a scholar. Not abandoning the one for the other in some respects.  But if we had 
to, would you stand by scholarship and abandon the covenants that Paul is talking about his faith 
as being the foundation for his Christian scholarship in the name of being a scholar or would we 
do the opposite?  It poses an interesting question. 

 
George Handley 

 Just a quick anecdote, I had a job interview and I desperately wanted this job at the time 
and was giving my job talk, and someone asked a question about a scholar whom I did not 
recognize.  I didn’t even know the name.   They said, “What do you think about the book by so 
and so?”  And I was probably a little bit naïve, and I’m not trying to make myself out to be 
Christian in the way I responded, but it was an honest response, and I said, “I don’t know, I’ve 
never read the book. I don’t know the scholarship so I can’t answer the question.”  I thought that 
was a pretty simple thing, but afterwards, the chair of the hiring committee said to me, “I’ve 
never seen a scholar say he didn’t know something and just leave it at that. I was so impressed.”  
It didn’t get me the job, but it was a lesson to me about the importance of intellectual honesty.  
There’s sort of an unspoken code about scholarly excellence that is not all that honest in terms of 
giving a spin to something when you’re really not knowing what you’re talking about or not 
acknowledging the fair ground or common ground that you share with somebody who seems to 
be coming from a different point of view.  So I think that has to be something we actually do 
practice, and I have found over the years that just trying to practice that both in terms of 
interpersonal communications at a conference but even in the way I write, the way I disagree 
with another scholar in my footnotes.  At BYU your chair could be your bishop, the guy who’s 
making you really angry in front of you on the road could be your home teacher, so on and so 
forth.  Academics is not that small of a world where you could write something about 
somebody’s point of view and you end up meeting them.  If you can’t say what you said in print 
to them in their face, you probably should have written it differently.  I feel like that’s a basic 
Christian ethic, and I know that’s also a secular ethic in lots of other circles, it’s not unique to 
Christianity.  I think that’s an important practice and I think that actually shapes the way you 
think. 
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Comment 
I appreciate that because to me you’re saying you’re a disciple first.  You adhere to those 

principles first and foremost and that shapes your scholarship and it’s not that you would be any 
less of a scholar because that would make me less of a disciple, but you are a disciple first. 

 
Ed Gantt 

 In my own experience I’ve had those moments where I’ve really worried, “What’s going 
to happen if I say this?”  I feel like I have to.  I’ve gone back to the Lord several times:  “Do I 
have to?”  Thus far, to say it like my dad would say, “He’s going to save my bacon.”  I haven’t 
had to be in a situation and something has worked out and things have resolved themselves.  But 
I had an experience in graduate school of listening to a man who was in a situation where he 
chose to make a stand.  I did my graduate work at a Catholic school back in Pennsylvania.  There 
was a presentation on campus.  A Catholic Bishop had come from Rwanda and he had been 
involved there in the civil war there between the Hutus and the Tutsis and the mess there.  At one 
point the villagers had found out that the Tutsis were going to come and gather everybody up and 
take them to a so-called relocation camp, which really meant that they were just going to pile 
them in trucks and execute them.  And so they all came to this Bishop’s church seeking 
sanctuary and protection, and he herded everyone into the church until it was totally filled and 
then he had them close the doors and lock them behind him.  And as he finished this up, the 
soldiers come with their trucks and their guns and the officer leading the soldiers comes up and 
says, “We know you’re hiding them here, they have to get on, I have the order from the 
government, this is to be done, step out of the way.”  And the Bishop said, “You’re not going 
into my church with hate in your heart.”  And they argued back and forth about that, and he 
would not step out of the way and eventually the officer pulled out a pistol and held it at his head 
cocked and ready and said, “I could just shoot you, and we will burn the church.” The bishop 
would not relent.  “You’re not getting into my church with hate in your heart.”  And after a tense 
moment, the officer shouldered his weapon and gathered his men and left.  It was a powerful 
story to have him telling us. At the end in the question and answer session someone stood up in 
the back and had their question and said, “Bishop that was a profound story, it was powerful, but 
weren’t you afraid that he was going to kill you?” The Bishop’s response to that question has 
been a profound lesson to me that I’ve gone back to many times.  He said, “As a Christian, I 
know that there are some things that are worse than death.”  I’ve always taken that to be as a 
Latter-day Saint there are some things that are worse than professional suicide.  Fortunately the 
Lord has opened the pathway to me and hasn’t put me in that situation yet.  But if He does, I 
hope that I have that kind of faith and commitment. 
 


