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Do You
Teach the

Orthodox
Religion?

A
pproximately one year ago I had a conver-
sation with a close friend that lasted into
the wee hours of the morning. Somehow
we hit on the topic of missionary work.
During our discussion my friend asserted

that missionary work would be of greater value if
we spent the bulk of our time simply "doing
good’~showing kindness to the disadvantaged,
teaching basic skills, helping people in a Christian,
nonsectarian way, like Mother Theresa~rather
than actively trying to convert them to our faith.
If they never entered the Church (as of course
most people don’t), we would nevertheless have
done them much practical good. I argued for the
more traditional approach~actively teaching the
gospel.

As we talked, it seemed to me that our
contrasting approaches to the subject reflected a
different mindset regarding the gospel. Moreover,
it is my observation that more and more LDS
intellectuals are adopting the viewpoint of my
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friend. But as an overview of this approach will
show, this trend can lead to some serious
consequences, including not only the abandon-
ment of our missionary duties but the break-
down of our entire religion.

Before demonstrating this, I ought to make it
clear that both my friend and I are active members
of the Church, for whom the gospel is important.
Additionally both of us could be considered
Church "liberals," or "intellectuals" in the sense
that we both enjoy examining, discussing, re-
searching, questioning, and reflecting on every
aspect of the Church and the gospel.

The speculative freedom that we both exper-
ience in Mormonism can be traced to two
doctrines. ’The first stems from the Lord’s
declaration :in the Doctrine and Covenants that
"it is not meet that I should command in all
things" (D&C 58:26). Consequently, Church
leaders must frequently use their own intel-
ligence in making decisions governing the Church.
Indeed, he instructs seekers to "study it out in
your mind" before even asking the Lord (D&C
9:8). Though Church leaders may properly seek
inspiration in all their decisions, the Lord is
simply not disposed to instruct them on every
point. As a result, it is no surprise to see various
programs and doctrines changed, dropped, or
modified, including the duration of missions,
Sunday meeting schedules, temple recommend
requirements, Word of Wisdom emphasis, and so
forth.

Not only won’t the Lord tell us everything to
do, but, as Joseph Smith made quite clear, not
everything the Lord intends to tell us has yet
been told: He will yet reveal "many great and
important things pertaining to the kingdom of
heaven" (A of F 9) in a progressive fashion:
precept upon precept, line upon line. Thus,
additional enlightenment on issues of major
consequenoe is not only possible but is to be
expected. Perhaps the most memorable example
of this doctrine is the landmark revelation giving
the priesthood to worthy black males.

The exist,ence of so many teachings, policies,
and practices stemming from (to quote Ronald
Poelman’s October 1984 conference address)
"traditions, customs, social practices, and person-
al preferences of individual Church members"
leaves ample room for individual interpretation,
speculation, and decision in this area, subject to a
responsibility to support Church leaders in carry-
ing out Church programs.

Unfortunately, such a high degree of"academic
freedom" in the gospel is heady stuff for LDS
liberals like myself, and I fear the intoxicating
effect has created a tendency among many to
push the notion too far. A recent letter to the
SUNSTONE editor is instructive in this light. The
writer first asserts that Mormonism is "founded
upon the notion of flux--the supreme reality
that everything in the cosmos changes with
time." In a "real world of incessant flux" the

author continues, "truth" is the "eternal plan of
salvation, where only birth, death, and resur-
rection are mandatory, all else being left to
personal free choice and individual respon-
sibility." (Letter of Gerry Ensley, January-
February 1984, pp. 2-3.)

For that writer, the entire gospel seems
tentative. Although few others I know are
overtly willing to take the open-ended notion to
such extremes, I pel:ceive an unhealthy and
unwarranted trend in that direction. Indeed,
though the idea of Mormonism’s "speculative
theology" is not particularly new, it has been
much more widely acknowledged, discussed, and
written about in the last several years, due in no
small part to independent LDS publications and
symposia.

Consider, for example, a 1981 SUNSTONE article
by Michael Hicks with a title almost identical to
my own: "Do You Preach the Orthodox
Religion?" Focusing on"the Idea of Heresy in the
Church," Hicks debunks the notion that heresy
refers merely to disbelief and states that such a
definition works only if there is in fact a "fixed
and stable orthodoxy" by which to measure
belief or disbelief. In the restored Church, says
Hicks, Joseph Smith "refused to establish a
pattern of orthodox belief for Latter-day Saints,"
and in fact "evolved .an all-embracing policy of
tolerance toward many divergent beliefs." As
evidence of this, Hicks relates an incident in
which an 1843 high council attempted to censure
Pelatiah Brown for his interpretation of the
biblical Book of Reve![ation. Joseph rebuked the
council, saying that "correct knowledge on the
subject is [not] so much needed at the present
time." Furthermore, "it does not prove that a
man is not a good man because he errs in
doctrine." In fact, Joseph related, "I want the
liberty of thinking and believing as I please. It
feels so good not to be trammeled." (HMory of the
Church, 5:340.) Joseph, says Hicks, "was compelled
to take such a [tolerant] stance," since his
progressive revelations produced an evolving
theology that "led his doctrinal thought from
something akin to Ca:mpbellism to a revolution-
ary spiritual and communal philosophy."

Hicks goes on to say that because of Joseph’s
open-minded views and his "aversion to a sense
of orthodoxy," the only creed he ever propounded
was the Articles of Faith. And those were so
broad (e.g., "We bellteve in God, the Eternal
Father") as to be nearly useless. Hence, Hicks
notes, they were little, used in Joseph’s time and
the so-called "Mormon creed" was preferred: "let
every man mind his own business."

Through all of this, Hicks creates the same
impression as the previously mentioned letter to
the editor: for Mormonism, there is no heresy,
because there is no orthodoxy. Do your own
thing--anything goes; rather than being offended
at what anyone else in the Church believes, we
should mind our own business.
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If we
cannot state

our funda-
mental beliefs

with certainty,
the signi-

ficance of the
gospel message

is lost.

Hicks goes on to disabuse us of any notion that
the standard works or modern revelation could
possibly provide us with some sort of certain
orthodoxy. Even ignoring problems of an unstable
canon of scripture, Hicks avers, we are. left with
the inherent w~gueness of the revealed word.
Modern revelations likewise provide no hope
since, to quote Brigham Young, "it is impossible
for the poor, weak, low, groveling, sinful inhabit-
ants of the earth to receive a revelation from the
Almighty in all its perfections" (Journal of
Discourses, 2:314.). Thus, there is no way to be
certain about any Church doctrine. Hicks buttres-
ses the point by citing B. H. Roberts’ injunction
"never to look for finality in things for you will
look in vain."

What is left? For Hicks, only reason (or what
he deems a "sanctified form" of reason) which is
"elevated... to the highest position" in his view
of the gospel. True orthodoxy, Hicks assures us,
has nothing to do with holding a certain set of
beliefs, but simply consists in "continual acqui-
sition" of knowledge. The real heresy is to
"retard the mind." (SUNSTONE, SeptemberOctober
1981, pp. 29-34.)

A similar effect emanates from D. Jeff Burton’s
paper, "The Phenomenon of the Closet Doubter,"
which played to a packed house at a Sunstone
symposium a few years ago. Burton discussed a
group of members who secretly disbelieved in
one or more doctrines that the average, member
views as fundamental gospel tenets, such as
Joseph Smith’s first vision or the divine auth-
enticity of the Book of Mormon. Though the
paper took an analytical tone, neither criticizing
nor lauding the phenomenon, the clear unspoken
premise was that since such doubters were
nevertheless active Church members, it really
made little practical difference whether or not
they believed in the doctrine. Certainly this was
how the paper was received, and there was a
general sigh of (intellectual) relief..Again, the
essay and the response exemplify a movement in
which it: is increasingly acceptable--indeed,
admirable--to doubt everything in the. Church.
(SUNSTONE, September-October 1982, pp. 34-38.)

Cole Capener’s article, "How General the
Authority," also fits into this trend. After noting
two "conduits" of revelation ~that given through
the prophet and passed down through the hier-
archy, and thai: given to individuals--Capener
points out the inevitable doctrinal conflicts this
produces. These conflicts stem, according to
Capener, both from revelation’s inability to
convey "absolute truth" and from the fallibility
of mortals, including Church leaders. He then poses
the question of how we should act when our
conscience runs contrary to the teaching of
Church authorities. To resolve this, Capener
distinguishes between Church doctrine, which rep-
resents "unchallengeable dogma," and Church
"policy," which represents changeable teachings
and practices, lit is all right, Capener says, to

challenge or disagree with policy, but actual
doctrine should be accepted.

That point I accept wholeheartedly. Unfort-
unately, Capener gives only ]Iip service to the
point, then proceeds to denigrate and cast
uncertainty on every possible test for distinguish-
ing between "doctrine" and "policy." He examines--
and rejects~the "general conference test," the
"thus-saith-the-Lord test," the "First Presidency
signature test," the "standard works test," and
the "personal revelation test." Though Capener
is willing to acknowledge tha~t some "certain"
doctrine exists (for Capener, this is--"at a
minimum"~"The acceptance of the existence of
a personal god, the divinity of Jesus Christ, and
of the prophetic calling of Joseph Smith’"), his
ultimate proposal for distinguishing between
doctrine and policy is an excommunicatioln, test:
As long as what you think doesn’t get you
excommunicated, you are all right. Capener’s
message is finally that there is little if any
essential doctrine and in any case no way to tell
what doctrine is essential. (SUNSTONE, Autumn
11984, pp. 26-30.)

Scott Dunn’s essay, "The Dangers of Revel-
ation," also continues this trend. In it, Dunn
systematically excoriates any :reliance on ~:evel-
ation by addressing himself to eight "dangers" of
inspiration. He begins with wha, t for some liberals
is the cardinal sin: the intolerant and arrogant
thought that "we are right and they are wrong."
Moreover, reliance on the revelations of others
leads to"unhealthy devotion" to Church adrninis-
trators. Make no mistake, though; according to
Dunn, this does not mean that we should rely on
our own. inspiration~that is danger number
three and leads to "agonizing confusion" or to
danger number four, "self-deception," or even
:number five, "unrighteous dominion." Tl~te sad
fact, asserts Dul~n, is that "revelation often
emerges in great variety, resulting in conflicting
doctrines and troubling inconsistency." And it is
of no help to say that we will only follow the
revelations of LDS prophets; that ignores the
"’basic problem," which is, "Why should Joseph
Smith’s inspiration be considlered superior to
that of Ellen White? Or Mary Raker Eddy?... or
the Pope?" And don’t think you can solve that
problem by revelation: for Dunn, a revelation
"’isn’t an objective solution at all, but only
continues a vicious circle created by the fact of
conflicting inspiration." In short, Dunn’s paper
holds out no hope in the q~est for anything:
certain or essential in the gospel. Rather the.
thesis of the paper is that any such certain belief:
would be arrogant and intolerant. (SUNSTONE,
November-December 1982, pp. 25-29.)

Significantly, this attitude reflects a similar
trend in the sectarian world. Kenneth Woodward,.
Newsweek’s religion editor, voiced this view in a
Sunstone symposium address entitled, "The Use
and Abuse of Religion." In it Woodward draws a
distinction between "certainty" and "humility’"
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and refers to certitude as the "enemy of faith."
"No one," says Woodward, "knows God with
certitude":

Every tradition, being a human response to the divine,
conceals even as it reveals his face. We cannot be certain of
God any more than we can be certain of ourselves or of those
we love. Indeed, as theologian John Donne has amply
demonstrated, the more we try to make sure of another’s
friendship or love, the more uncertain we become. And the
more we try to make certain of ourselves, the more we lose
ourselves in uncertainty. How much more true is this of God
who so transcends all our categories of thought and desire?

But the kind of religion we hear about today, the kind that
is sold on television and door to door is the kind that appeals
to insecure people seeking false certitude. In short, it is false
religion. Jesus did not teach certitude but understanding.

I disagree with just about every line of this
quote. For me the logical conclusion of such
sentiments is that since no religious doctrine
may be known with certainty, no religious
doctrine may be considered wrong or right. To
do so would be "arrogant and intolerant."

To understand just how tentative this leaves
things, consider Sterling McMurrin. McMurrin
is a baptized member of the Church. He has not
been excommunicated and considers himself a
Mormon. Yet in an interview conducted by Blake
Ostler and published first in the Seventh East Press
and later in Dialogue, McMurrin made clear that
he thinks Joseph Smith’s story about the angel
and the gold plates is ridiculous; he does not
believe in the divinity of Christ and is agnostic
regarding the existence of God! (Seventh East Press,
11 January 1983, p. 5, passim.)

If these writers are at all representative it is
apparent that many Mormon liberals have focused
on the changeable or uncertain elements in the
Church and gospel to such an extent that they
have come to feel less and less sure about what if
anything is certain or essential. But the con-
clusion that everything is open to change or
challenge has dramatic implications, as Sterling
McMurrin seems to realize. In that interview,
Blake Ostler asked McMurrin whether the
"uniqueness of the Mormon faith" wouldn’t be
compromised if a "normative, systematic the-
ology were developed." Though I suspect Ostler
was looking for an affirmative answer, McMurrin
answered in the negative: "It is quite true that
theology carl destroy much of the character and
quality of religion. But religion without theology
tends to be just a matter of superstition and
emotional excess. In my opinion, theology is a
very important thing for Mormonism, and
Mormonism has a very good and strong theo-
logical base.’" Then he added this significant
statement: "’If a Church is to survive as a viable and
strong institution, it must have some quite clear set of beliefs
and a firm basis for those beliefs (emphasis added)."

The message should be clear: if all it means to
be a Mormon is to be able to believe anything and
everything, ’then our teachings are no different

than those of any other religion, and Mormon-
ism loses its meaning. If we cannot with reason-
able certainty state what our fundamental
principles are and assert that those doctrines are
transcendent and necessary to the faith, then the
significance of the gospel message is largely
eviscerated. The "good news" becomes no news.

There might, I suppose, be little cause for
alarm if this stance uniformly resulted in a
collection of Burton’s "closet doubters," who,
while disbelieving every doctrine, actively part-
icipated in and supported the Church and its
goals. Unfortunately, the results of this mindset
do not stop there. Just as my friend argued for
general humanitarian missionary service in
preference to proselytizing, I believe one con-
sequence of the trend toward doctrinal uncer-
tainty is an aversion to missionary work. Indeed,
this conclusion follows logically and perhaps
inescapably. With such an uncertain, open-ended
view of the gospel, how can one in good faith
spend time trying to convert people? What does
one try to convert them to? How can you teach
the gospel if you are uncertain what "the gospel"
is, or believe that it .cannot be defined in any
lasting or certain way?

A clear example of this is Sterling McMurrin,
who in his interview relished the fact that he had
"never had any disposition whatsoever to argue
for or against a person’s religious beliefs or to try
to change another’s religious views." McMurrin
felt that was why he was never called on a
mission. In his words, "To be a good missionary,
you have to be sure that you have the truth and
that the other person is in error." That, McMurrin
said, "is a qualification that I do not possess." My
fear is that an ever-increasing number of LDS
liberals likewise lack that qualification and are
similarly disinclined to perform missionary work.

But such liberals do not stop at oppposing
missionary work; the trend toward uncertainty
also frequently results in a tendency, exemplified
in Dunn’s and Woodward’s papers, to disparage
those who claim certainty, especially those who
attempt to convince others that their view is
right. Kenneth Woodward, for instance, expressly
denounced those who "insist on peddling religion
door-to-door."

I have a dual concern regarding this increasing
disdain for missionary work. My first is for the
value of the work itself. I have seen the gospel
message change lives for the better in a way I
don’t think anything else could. To the extent
that Mormons are not motivated to share the
gospel with others, fewer people will be helped.

My second concern relates directly to my topic:
It is my experience that missionary work tends to
strengthen an understanding of and a belief in
certain fundamental doctrines. Other callings in
the Church apparently do not achieve this effect
to the same degree as missionary work. This is
because standard missionary work involves (1)
teaching people the foundational doctrines of the

if being a
Mormon means
believing
anything and
everything,
then our
teachings are
no different
than those
of any other
religion.
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Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints and
(2) teaching people why they should join that
church. Very little of what missionaries teach (or
should teach if they do the job properly) can be
considered anything other than gospel essentials.
At least in their teaching activities, missionaries
talk, think, and study about God, Christ, the
purpose of life, revelation, faith, baptism., and the
Atonement. As a result, they are forced to
consider the possible significance of these doc-
trines in the lives of others as well as in their
own.

On the other hand, it seems to me that most
Latter-day Saints who are involved in other
Church programs spend relatively little of their
time exploring the essential principles; of the
gospel. Intstead, much of their time is spent
confronting what Elder Poelman termed "trad-
itions, customs, social practices, and personal
preferences"--that is, those elements of the
Church subject to change and most vulnerable to
the imperfections of its members.

For example, I once served as the Young Men’s
president and priests quorum advisor. Although
I had many" rewarding experiences working with
the young men, I was often frustrated by what to
me were confusing, changing Church programs
and policies relating to what was then the Mutual
Improvement Association. I was also frustrated
by the constant stream of activities I was expected
to plan and participate in and the frequent (and
frequently fruitless) meetings I was supposed to
attend. It was easy to come away from that
experience with some doubt about the inspiration
of Church programs. The experience also made it
easy to wonder what if anything in the Church is
eternal and unchallengeable. When people feel
that they .are involved in Church programs that
are not inspired, eternal, or unchangeable, even
while maintaining a belief that the organization
in general is good, their motivation to conform
or to actively serve that organization may be
weakened. For me, missionary work helps counter-
act that problem.

For the past five and a half years, I have been
involved ~n various aspects of the stake mis-
sionary p:rogram, including serving as a stake
missionary and ward mission leader. I have
found that experience spiritually enlivening for
both myself and those whom I’ve taught. I’ve also
come to feel more strongly than ever that the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints has
something unique and important to offer the
world and that both the Church’s uniqueness
and its importa~ce flow from a group of clear,
revealed, eternal and elemental principles that
lie at the heart of the gospel~the gospel essentials.

I choose the term essentials since it denotes the
intrinsic, fundamental, and distinctive nature of
something; it includes those properties or char-
acteristics that are necessary to a thing’s exis-
tence, identity, and definition. Hydrogen, for
example, is an essential element of water~

remove hydrogen from water, and you no longer
have water. In a similar fashion, the "gospel
essentials" are those principles ,and concepts that
cannot be removed or changed without destroy-
ing "the gospel."

Similarly, I believe in a relatively small number
of core teachings which are essential and fund-
amental; beyond these, there remains much
room for doctrinal evolution, progressive revel-
ation, speculative theology, and so forth. Of
course, a number of Church intellectuals have
given lip service to this idea. Davis Bitton, for
example, alluded to this in his 1980 address to the
B. H. Roberts Society when he quoted one of
Roberts’ favorite aphorisms: "Unity in essentials;
liberty in non-essentials" (SUNSTONE, March-
April 1981, pp. 50-51). Cole Capener examines a
comparable concept ira his paper, "How General
the Authority?" And even Mic]hael Hicks’ essay
allows that there are some doctrines in the
Church of which, as Hicks says, "we may and
must be certain." Unfortunately this raises a
troubling question: What doctrines constitute
this indispensible core?

For me, no teaching in the Church can be
considered a "gospel essential" unless it has been
revealed. That is, our distinctive message is that
the Church was established not by man, but by
God. Because God’s ways and thoughts are not
man’s, He must reveal them. As Joseph Smith
organized the Church under the direction of
heavenly messengers, we depend on the Pro-
phet’s revelations as a source of gospel principles.
Joseph taught that the Bible was generally in-
spired, but problematic in its current form. He
brought forth the Book of Mormon and taught
that it was God’s word and inspired both ira the
initial writing and in the translation. He also
produced numerous revelation:;, many of which
are incorporated into the Doctrine and Cove-
nants and Pearl of Great Price. With various
qualifications, we accept these inspired volumes-
the Bible, the Book of Mormon, the Doctrine and
Covenants, and the Pearl of Great Price--as
scripture, the word of: God.

There is, of course, no way to prove Joseph
Smith’s divine calling. That must come through
individual inspiration, study, and faith. My point
is that if one accepts Joseph Smith’s divine call-
ing, then the revelations he brought forth possess
sufficient internal consistency to allow the
derivation of certain key points of doctrine.
Admittedly, much of tlhe scriptural writing Joseph
produced is either difficult to understand or
ambiguous. Nevertheless on a number of basic
issues, I believe his teachings and those of his
successors are sufficiently clear and harmonious
to determine the essentials of the gospel with
practical certainty.

Of course, it may be complained that practical
certainty falls short of the absolute certainty we ,often
hope for as disciples. My response is that nothing
in life is known or understood with absolute
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certainty. ]Imagine a spectrum consisting of
degrees of certitude. At one end of the spectrum
is bare possibility. You believe something might
conceivably be possible, but you have no feeling
either for or against it. As you proceed along the
spectrum, you acquire higher degrees of certitude.
Perhaps you begin to suspect something is true,
then actually believe in it; as your degree of
certitude grows you develop an active faith in the
thing. Finally, at the far end of the spectrum, is
knowledge. When you know something, you feel
so certain it is true that you are willing to
completely rely on that knowledge. This does not
necessarily mean you are absolutely certain of the
thing--perhaps niggling doubts will on occasion
present themselves. Or perhaps you even ac-
knowledge a small possiblity that you are
wrong--though the possiblity is so minute as to
be meaningless to you. That is what I mean by
"practical certainty."

It does not take a great deal of sophistication to
cast doubt on things. My eleven-year-old son
enjoys going the rounds with me on how we can
know anything with absolute certainty. I will say
something like, "Before we moved to Boston, we
believed that it existed, since we had read about it
in books, and everyone we knew believed there
was a place called Boston. When we actually
arrived there, we knew for certain it existed." Then
my son will counter with this argument: "But
Dad, maybe we don’t really live in Boston. Maybe
this is all a dream (perhaps a nightmare!), or
maybe someone cleverly delivers us a Boston Globe
each day and has changed all the signs so that we
think we are in a place called Boston, but really
we’re still in Phoenix?"

This type of philosophizing has been going on
for a long time. It took Rene Descartes a while to
satisfy himself that he even existed. But
practically speaking, I don’t think he entertained
any serious doubts. In similar fashion, I believe
the fundamental principles may be derived from
the scriptures and the teachings of modern
prophets, with practical certainty.

What then are the gospel essentials--the core
doctrines that must be believed? I don’t pretend
to be able to produce a definitive list. Frankly, I
think the active realization some "gospel es-
sentials" do exist may be more important than
unanimous agreement on what they are. And of
course, our understanding of the significance of
various doctrines may vary over time. But since
producing .a minimal list may help stimulate
discussion on the matter, I offer the following:
1. I believe in a personal, tangible God who

organized the world from existing materials,
and who, though incomprehensibly glorious
and powerful, is in some respects limited by
the nature of the universe.

2. I believe that man is the offspring of God.
3. I believe happiness is the aim of existence.
4. I believe true happiness comes only in being

and acting like God.

5. I believe Christ i~ the physical son of God.
He lived on earth, suffered in some way for
our sins, gave up His life for us, and was
resurrected. His actions make our reunion
with God and ultimate happiness possible,
though Christ’s sacrifice alone will not save
US.

6. I believe Joseph Smith communicated with
God and Christ. He restored Christ’s Church
to the earth.

7. I believe the Book of Mormon is divinely
inspired.

8. I believe those who succeeded Joseph Smith
are also prophets who can speak for and with
God.

9. I believe that to achieve happiness and
exaltation, one must keep certain command-
ments, including those relating to chastity,
honesty, and active love of neighbor.

10. I believe that in order to achieve the highest
degree of exaltation and happiness, we must
participate in certain saving ordinances such
as baptism and temple ordir~ances.

11. I believe this church is the only one with
authority to perform those saving ordinances.

What of Mormons like McMurrin or the "closet
doubters" who don’t believe all or some of the
above? Should they be removed from the Church?
No. I do not believe someone should be excom-
municated merely for what I would consider
doctrinal error. That doesn’t mean I think the
error harmless or meaningless--on the contrary,
belief in certain core principles is important, as I
have tried to demonstrate. I simply think we
should be tolerant of those who are still weak in
the faith: We can accept those who may not
clearly see the light wilthout denying or doubting
the clarity of our own vision. The gospel and the
Church are here to help us grow to perfection,
and all of us fall short of that in some respects.

The trend toward doctrinal uncertainty which
has seized so many of today’s Mormon intel-
lectuals originated from the accurate perception
that LDS theology is both expansive and
expanding. But I be][ieve we have taken that
trend too far and have lost our balance. It is time
to "correct the course" by giving more attention
to those crucial elements of our theology--the
gospel essentials--that make our religion what it
is.

I suspect there arc: many LDS liberals who
have been caught up iin this "uncertainty trend"
without fully realizing it or without recognizing
the troubling implications of that tendency. This
is perhaps the greatest danger of all: since it has
now become fashionable to be doubtful and
uncertain about everything, many people are
doing so unthinkingly.

It is time to think about it.
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