


9Clark Memorandum

Perception 

Reality

versus 
by Frederick Mark Gedicks

Photo Illustrations by Brad Slade

In the late 1970s, there drifted into legal scholarship some philosophical

ideas grouped under the term “postmodernism.” Always on the lookout for

something new and trendy, legal scholarship quickly found a place for

these ideas, and they now inhabit a well-established (if slightly disrep-

utable) wing of the legal academy. To the delight of some and dismay of

many, postmodernism has had significant impact on legal scholarship, par-

ticularly in jurisprudence, constitutional theory, and legal interpretation.1
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Postmodernism is not well understood
within the legal academy, even by some of
its proponents. Because postmodernism
questions traditional concepts of law and
truth, conservatives—especially religious
conservatives—tend to dismiss it as
nihilistic, relativistic, or just plain crazy,
while those on the political left too often
embrace postmodernism with naive
enthusiasm, believing they have found the
intellectual key to life.

Given postmodernism’s contemporary
influence, it is important for us as lawyers
and Latter-day Saints to understand its

claims and the potential impact of
those claims on our political com-
mitments and religious beliefs.
Whether one believes (as I do) that
there is something important we can
learn from postmodernism, or
whether one is unequivocably
opposed to it, we must still have a
clear idea of what we’re talking
about. Unfortunately, a full account
of the many philosophical approaches
that pass under the name of postmod-
ernism is impossible in a short essay.
So I will focus on two aspects of
postmodernism that I think are par-
ticularly important to Latter-day
Saint lawyers: (1) epistemology, or
how postmodernists approach the
problem of how we know what we
say we know, and (2) interpretation,
or how postmodernists approach the

problem of what a text means. I will first
outline postmodern epistemology and
interpretation and their relation to mod-
ernism and follow that with some specific
examples of how these aspects of postmod-
ernism have influenced legal scholarship
these last 20 years. I will close by consider-
ing what Latter-day Saints might learn
from postmodernism.

Modernism

As the “post” in postmodernism suggests,
it can be defined by contrast to something
called “modernism.” Separating intellectual
or chronological periods is always some-
what arbitrary, but modernist thought
would date roughly from the beginning of
the Enlightenment in the mid-17th century
until the mid-20th century.

Modernism assumes that the observer
is separated from the object of observa-
tion. Modernism considers the human
subject as if it were in a mental box, “in
here,” so to speak, while the world pro-
ceeds along its course outside the box
“out there.” (This view is usually attrib-
uted to Descartes, although there is some
question whether Descartes himself actu-
ally conceived of the world this way.)
“Knowledge” for the modernist consists
in a mental picture or symbol “inside the
box” that accurately represents the world
“outside the box.” For example, analytic
philosophy, the most sophisticated vari-
ant of modernism, assumes that the world
can be accurately represented linguistical-
ly—that is, that language is adequate to
capture the essential nature of the world
“outside the box.” Another variant of
modernism is the “correspondence theory
of truth.” This theory defines a true idea
as one that corresponds to how the world
really is, and additionally maintains that
this correspondence between mind and
world can be decisively demonstrated
through human reason and empirical
investigation.2

Until recently, the quintessential mod-
ernist discipline was natural science. By
performing experiments that carefully
control the variables, science confirms
hypotheses about the world. Hypotheses
that cannot be disproved or “falsified” are
assumed to represent essential attributes
of the world, the “way it really is.” In the
popular mind, science has long been
thought to be “objective”—that is, it is
thought to reveal the reality of the world
neutrally, without coloring or shading
that reality with the subjective attributes
or biases of a human investigator.3

This view of science grew out of the
Enlightenment. The notion that one
might uncover reality neutrally and objec-
tively was intensely liberating in contrast
to the medieval church’s insistence that a
proposition had to be consistent with the
church’s theology to be counted as true,
regardless of rational or empirical proofs.
For example, in medieval times it was the-
ologically unthinkable that the earth
might rotate around the sun, regardless of
the strength and number of Galileo’s con-
firmations.4 Galileo was only one of many
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medieval scientists who ran afoul of the
church while investigating the world. In
the end, the church lost its battles with
science, unable to maintain the validity
of its geocentric theology in the face of
scientific demonstrations that this theol-
ogy did not reflect reality. By the middle
of the 19th century, natural science had
replaced theology as the “prestige dis-
course” of the time—that is, the intellec-
tual discipline that revealed truth and
reality.

Installing science as the principal
means of discovering reality had implica-
tions for the so-called “human sci-
ences”—law, literature, and theology.
The human sciences investigate the
meaning of human texts like laws, poet-
ry, and scripture. A correct understand-
ing of these texts had long been thought
to be a matter of judgment and taste, of
an aesthetic sense that could not be
replicated by objective method or proce-
dure.5 By the 19th century, however,
Kant’s Critique of Judgment was under-
stood to have established the subjectivi-
ty of aesthetics. Thereafter, judgment
and taste were considered more reflec-
tions of the interpreter’s personality and
character than independent means of
evaluating the text being interpreted;
they could tell us much about the inter-
preter, but little about the text. If judg-
ment and taste—the basis of knowledge
in the human sciences—were mostly
functions of the interpreter’s personal
character without a scientific or other
“objective” dimension, then the scholar-
ship of the human sciences could not
count as real knowledge. Philosopher
Jean Grondin argues that Kant’s placing
judgment into a subjective realm denied
any cognitive value to the human sci-
ences: “Whatever did not measure up to
the standards of the objective and
methodical natural sciences was there-
after considered merely ‘subjective’ and
‘aesthetic’—that is, excommunicated
from the realm of hard knowledge.”6

The epistemological success of the
natural sciences combined with Kant’s
subjectification of judgment led those in
the human sciences to attempt to develop
a “science of interpretation”—an “objec-
tive” approach to interpretation in the

human sciences that would put them on
the same epistemological footing as the
natural sciences. If one could only uncov-
er the “laws of interpretation,” it was
thought, then these laws would yield
objectively valid interpretations, enabling
the human sciences to be sources of truth
and knowledge equally as valid as the nat-
ural sciences.

In sum, modernist epistemology
assumed that the way the world “really
is” could be accurately and reliably repre-
sented. Similarly, modernist interpreta-
tion held that the true meaning of a text
could be demonstrated with certainty.
These are assumptions that postmod-
ernism places in question.

Postmodernism

It is difficult to pinpoint postmod-
ernism’s origin in the work of a single
philosopher. The work of most philoso-
phers in the continental tradition, from
Kant and Hegel in the late 18th century
through Husserl in the early 20th centu-
ry, has contributed to postmodernism.7

There are even postmodern readings of
Aristotle and Augustine, among other
classical philosophers. A good starting
point for postmodern philosophy, how-
ever, is the work of Martin Heidegger,
particularly Being and Time, which was
published in 1927 but was not widely
read outside Germany until after World
War II. Heidegger questioned the validity
of the Cartesian box, the subject “inside”
who represents the objective world “out-
side.” Heidegger asserted that there is
never a time when subjects are unin-
volved in the world, that it is never pos-
sible to investigate the world without
simultaneously influencing it and being
influenced by it. Instead, Heidegger
described humans as having been
“thrown” into a particular situation in
the world—always being in relationships
with things before our investigations of
those things—placing in question our
ability to see the world “as it really is.”8

Ironically, some of Heidegger’s argu-
ments in Being and Time were consistent
with contemporaneous developments in
the natural sciences. For example,
Werner Heisenberg’s uncertainty princi-

ple states, among other things, that
whether a subatomic particle exhibits
the character of a particle or a wave
depends on whether one is measuring
its mass or its momentum. If one mea-
sures the location of an electron, it
exhibits the characteristics of a particle.
If one measures how the electron is
moving, however, it exhibits the charac-
teristics of a wave.9 How can an elec-
tron be both particle and wave? Even
more perplexing, why should the char-
acteristics displayed by an electron vary
according to what the scientist is
attempting to measure? Heisenberg
himself believed that how the world
appears to us depends on what we want
to know about it: “Natural science does
not simply describe and explain nature;
it is part of the interplay between
nature and ourselves; it describes
nature as exposed to our method of
questioning.”10

Hans-Georg Gadamer, a student of
Heidegger’s, extended Heidegger’s gen-
eral insights to interpretation in the
human sciences. In Truth and Method,
published in German in 1960 and trans-
lated into English in 1975, Gadamer
made a clean break with the 19th-centu-
ry search for objective certainty in inter-
pretation by arguing that there is no
such thing as an “objective” meaning
that resides in a text independent of an
act of interpretation. An interpreter
always brings his or her concerns and
biases to the text being interpreted, and
interpretive meaning is produced by the
interaction of these concerns and biases
with the text. Gadamer argued that it is
not possible for an unengaged subject
neutrally to extract from a text a pristine
objective meaning:

A person who is trying to understand a text
is always projecting. He projects a meaning
for the text as a whole as soon as some ini-
tial meaning emerges in the text. Again, the
initial meaning emerges only because he is
reading the text with particular expecta-
tions in regard to a certain meaning.
Working out this fore-projection, which is
constantly revised in terms of what emerges
as he penetrates into the meaning, is under-
standing what is there.11
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Postmodernism and the
Public/Private Distinction

Liberal political theory—which, incidental-
ly, is subscribed to by Republicans as well
as Democrats—depends on a division of
human life into mutually exclusive public
and private spheres.12 Among other things,
liberal theory provides that government can
properly regulate public matters but not
private ones. In contemporary life, private
life is usually protected by individual rights;
government regulation is permissible if it
does not cross the boundary marked by
individual rights into private life.

Conceptually, the boundary between
the public and private spheres tracks the
Cartesian division of the world into sub-
jects and objects. In private life, individuals
have what might be called “subjective free-
dom”: If they do not harm others, they are
free to do whatever they please for any rea-
son (or for no reason) without having to
justify their conduct to the government or
to other people. In public life, on the other
hand, government and individuals are oblig-
ed to serve the collective “public interest”
rather than the idiosyncratic tastes and

preferences of a particular person. Unlike
choices in private life, choices in public
life must be justified objectively—that

is, empirically or rationally.
For liberal theory, the

threat posed by activities in
private life is that they will
spill over into public life,
subverting its institutions
and actors to a set of idio-
syncratic values. Public life
is equally threatening, how-

ever; whenever public life
encroaches upon private life, it

infringes upon individual liberty.
The purpose of government is to
preserve the objectivity of public
life from the subjectivity of pri-
vate life, while nonetheless ensur-
ing that there remains sufficient

private space for the contin-
ued pursuit of subjective

values outside the pub-
lic sphere. The state
accomplishes this by
remaining ideologi-

cally neutral—that is, by refusing to oppose
or endorse values in private life, and acting
in public life only on objective facts rather
than subjective beliefs. If individual values
are merely a function of individual tastes
or preferences that cannot be measured or
explained, as liberal theory maintains, then
no single set of values can be objectively
shown to be better than any other set, and
government must remain neutral with
respect to all sets of values. It follows that
the most uncontroversial kinds of govern-
ment actions in a liberal democracy are
those perceived to be based on objective
facts, and the most problematic actions
those based on subjective values.

A key task of liberal political theory is
to police the boundary between public
and private life by distinguishing subjects
from objects—that is, values from facts
and desires from reasons. Beliefs or values
that reside in private life are suspect as a
basis for government action unless they
can be plausibly recharacterized as facts
or reasons. Only if a belief is confirmed
by widely held experience or scientific
investigation, or by reasoning that is con-
sistent with such experience or investiga-
tion, does it qualify as knowledge on
which government legitimately can act.

This account of liberal political theory
helps to explain why religious belief and
practice are so controversial when manifest
in politics and other areas of public life.
Religious belief and practice are forced into
private life by the way the public and the
private are defined in contemporary
American society. Particularly in conserva-
tive religions like the Latter-day Saint faith,
reason and empiricism are ultimately sub-
ordinated to authority, tradition, and faith
as ways of knowing. By its nature then,
religion cannot satisfy the objective tests
that would give it proper public status.

Keeping religion and religious belief
confined to private life enables liberal
political theory to marginalize religion
without having to eliminate it. For exam-
ple, Marx argued that we can emancipate
ourselves politically from religion by “ban-
ishing it from the sphere of public law to
that of private law.”13 Explaining the force
of this point, Elizabeth Mensch and the
late Alan Freeman, two prominent post-
modernists in the American legal academy,
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observed that by confining religion to pri-
vate life, rather than abolishing it outright,
government reduces religion to “a private
whim, an expression of purely subjective
individualized values.”14 As such, religion
and religious belief need not and cannot be
considered by those who act in public life.

Liberal political theory purports to
treat religion and religious belief neutral-
ly—as subjective value preferences restrict-
ed to private life like all such preferences,
rather than as objective knowledge proper
to public life. However, this position can
be genuinely neutral only if the boundary
drawn between the private world of sub-
jective preference and the public world of
objective fact accurately represents the
world. As I have explained, postmod-
ernism casts serious doubt on the proposi-
tion that things in the world can be
objectively categorized as “public” or “pri-
vate.” The public or private character of
any activity depends not only on apparent-
ly “objective” attributes of the world but
also on the classifier’s subjective percep-
tion of these attributes; most activities can
be plausibly characterized as both public
and private. Postmodernism thus enables
criticism of the confinement of religion to
private life as not being the natural or
inevitable result of the objective reality of
the world, but merely a particular experi-
ence of the world filtered through the
premises of liberal political theory.

Postmodernism and
Originalist Interpretive
Methods

Critiques of “originalism”—the view that
the Constitution should be interpreted as
it was understood when it was drafted and
ratified—are by now well known.15 Most of
them center on the impossibility of dis-
covering the framers’ intent—for example,
the minutes of the Constitutional
Convention and the legislative histories
generated by the Congresses that passed
amendments are often obscure, unreliable,
or nonexistent; the framers themselves
were often uncertain or conflicted about
what they meant to accomplish with
respect to certain constitutional provi-

sions; and so on. Other critiques focus on
the self-contradictory nature of originalist
claims—for example, the framers them-
selves may not have intended that the
Constitution be construed according to
their intentions, and certain constitutional
texts like the Fifth, Ninth, and Fourteenth
Amendments may reflect the framers’
intention to extend constitutional
protection to rights not enumerated
in the Constitution or otherwise
contemplated by the framers.

Postmodern criticism of original-
ism is deeper than either of these
arguments. Even if comprehensive
legislative history exists, so that there
is no question what the framers were
thinking, and even if this legislative
history presents a complete and
coherent expression of the framers’
intent not to protect unenumerated
rights, postmodernism holds that we
cannot understand these materials as
they were understood by the framers. That
is, we cannot ignore the effects of the histo-
ry that interposes itself between them and
us. No matter how hard we try, we will
never understand the Constitution as it was
understood in a preindustrial, agrarian soci-
ety that presupposed a common religious
morality, yet nevertheless enslaved African
Americans, dispossessed Native Americans
of their homelands, and imposed civil dis-
abilities on other racial, ethnic, and reli-
gious minorities as well as women. We can
only understand the Constitution as the
people we have become—a post-industrial,
technologically advanced, egalitarian soci-
ety that is religiously and morally frag-
mented to the extent that government is
largely prevented from acting on most
moral bases. In short, when we interpret
the Constitution, we cannot isolate our-
selves and our experiences of contempo-
rary life inside the Cartesian box, any more
than we can ignore the various interpreta-
tions of the Constitution that have been
passed on to us in the last two centuries.
There is no question that originalism yields
answers to questions about the meaning of
the Constitution, but the claim that these
answers are “objective”—free of the biases
and motivations of contemporary inter-
preters—is rendered deeply problematic by
postmodernism.
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This suggests another postmodern
insight about legal interpretation: that con-
stitutional language is always ambiguous
and thus susceptible to more than one
plausible interpretation. Critics of post-
modernism often deride this claim, and it
is admittedly oversold by many postmod-

ernists. A better way of putting the
point is that the ambiguity of consti-
tutional language increases in direct
proportion to what is at stake in
interpretation—the higher the stakes,
the more likely the presence of ambi-
guity, and vice versa. For example,
critics of postmodern interpretation
often point to Article II, §1, clause 5
of the Constitution, which restricts
the Presidency to “natural born
Citizen[s]” having “attained to the
Age of thirty-five years,” as an exam-
ple of constitutional language that is
not in the least ambiguous. Of
course, there is currently no shortage
of candidates over 35, and there is no
one under age 35 who is trying to run
for president; the language appears

clear and unambiguous because there is
no current need to interpret the language
as meaning anything different from what
it is currently understood to mean.

Suppose, however, that as the fulfill-
ment of every 1960s hippy’s dream, a virus
were to strike the United States killing
every person over the age of 30.16 Now
there is something at stake in interpreting
this provision, because if the provision
truly means what it appears to mean, there
is no one eligible to be president. My sug-
gestion here is that this previously unam-
biguous language would immediately
become less clear, because there is now a
strong motivation for a different interpreta-
tion than that of the so-called “plain mean-
ing,” a motivation that didn’t exist before.

Consider another, less fanciful situa-
tion. For almost two centuries, the phrase
“natural born Citizen” was generally
understood to mean “born in the United
States.” In the early 1960s, however,
George Romney ran for president.
Romney had been born to u.s. citizens
residing in the Mormon Colonies in
Mexico; such persons are usually held to
have dual citizenship in both the country
of their parentage and the country of

their birth until they make a choice at
adulthood. A few political pundits raised
the question whether Romney was consti-
tutionally qualified to be president, since
he was born outside the United States.
Now is it so clear what this provision
means? So long as no one born outside
the United States ran for president, there
was no ambiguity in this clause because
nothing was at stake, but when a citizen
born outside the United States sought the
presidency, then the stakes were raised
and ambiguity immediately appeared.
(The consensus, incidentally, was that
Romney was qualified; the meaning of the
clause was refined to mean “citizen by
birth,” as opposed to “citizen by virtue of
birth within the geographical confines of
the United States.”)17

Political conservatives are suspicious of
postmodernism because it places in ques-
tion the rule of law—that is, the belief that
liberal democracies are governed by the
force of impersonal law and not by the will
of a king or other tyrant. Robert Bork, for
example, argues that only an interpretive
methodology like originalism can preserve
the rule of law by excluding the value pref-
erences of the judge from the task of legal
interpretation.18 Postmodernism argues,
however, that the interpretation of law is
unavoidably connected to the attributes
and situation of the interpreter—that is,
that it is not possible to uncover an “objec-
tive legal meaning,” but only legal meaning
that is the result of a complex interaction
of textual object and interpreting subject.
As postmodernists might predict, original-
ist judges regularly abandon originalism
when it leads to results that contradict
their personal views about political theory.
Chief Justice Rehnquist, for example, has
written a majority opinion upholding an
understanding of presidential power in for-
eign affairs far broader than that envi-
sioned by the framers, based on historical
developments occurring long after the
founding era.19 Similarly, Justice Scalia
found that the free exercise clause preclud-
ed judicial exemptions because of the evils
of judicial balancing, without a single refer-
ence to the framers’ views on the matter.20

Postmodernism helps us to see that consti-
tutional and other kinds of legal interpreta-
tion are not neutral and objective processes
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of discovery, but rather political processes
laced with the biases and ideologies of
judges on both the political left and the
political right.

Postmodernism and 
the Gospel

One occasionally finds Latter-day Saints
who talk about postmodernism as if it
were the embodiment of the gospel. This
is silly. Much more commonly (especially
at byu), one finds Latter-day Saints talking
about conservative Republicanism or some
other political ideology as if it were the
embodiment of the gospel. I think this is
just as silly. More than silly, both attitudes
indicate a fundamental misperception of
what the gospel is. The gospel does not
depend for its validity on any human ide-
ology nor is it an ideology itself. The
gospel stands on its own as the revelation
of God to his children; it doesn’t need to
be propped up by human argument, and
there is some danger in doing so.

This doesn’t mean that there isn’t
much to learn from human ideologies; to
the contrary, the world has much to teach
us. I think this is the meaning of the scrip-
tural counsel that we look for wisdom
“out of the best books,” and that we “seek
learning, even by study and also by
faith.”21 It is worthwhile to study human
ideologies because of the broadened per-
spective and insight they might enable us
to bring to our understanding of the
gospel. Even Marx got a few things
right—a broken clock tells the right time
twice a day—and these things are worth
learning. So when I discuss what post-
modernism might teach us about the
gospel, I do not mean to suggest that it
replace or substitute for the gospel, that
we somehow “postmodernize” the gospel,
but only that postmodernism can illumi-
nate some aspects of the gospel in ways
that modernism doesn’t, thereby deepen-
ing our understanding of our faith.

For example, postmodernism highlights
the extent to which Latter-day Saints, like
most conservative believers, have allowed
modernist assumptions to dictate their
understanding of their religious beliefs.

Take the so-called conflict between cre-
ationism and evolution, creationism being
the creation of the world and its first
human inhabitants by the divine and
miraculous intervention of God, whereas
evolution is such creation by the random
interaction of wholly natural forces. The
conflict usually centers on which side “has
it right” about how the earth was “really”
created, the evolutionists or the creation-
ists. Both sides regularly trade accusations
about bad science, usually mixed in with
not-so-subtle insinuations of bad faith in
interpreting the data. Why is the conflict
framed in this way? Why should we care
what evolutionists or creationists think?

The answer is that creationists have
bought into the assumption that science
accurately represents the world “as it real-
ly is” (or, at least, “as it really was creat-
ed”). Evolution, therefore, is perceived by
creationists to be an objective explanation
of how the world and its inhabitants came
to be. Given this assumption, the logical
creationist response is to attack the quali-
ty of evolutionary science so as to divest
it of its credibility as knowledge.

My own view is that evolution is pretty
good science, and creationism hardly sci-
ence at all.22 But I hasten to add that this
does not mean that evolution is an accu-
rate account of the creation—and creation-
ism inaccurate; one has to remember how
“science” is defined. Science seeks to
uncover the reality of the world by ratio-
nally and empirically testing hypotheses.
This means that a hypothesis that is nei-
ther rationally nor empirically testable—
say, “God created Adam and Eve through
supernatural forces”—is scientifically use-
less, because there is no way to falsify it. If
one insists on an explanation of the origin
of human beings and the universe that is
composed only of testable hypotheses,
then something like evolution is the
inevitable result. “Godless evolution” is an
accurate description, not because scientists
are conspiratorial atheists, but because the
scientific requirements of rationalism and
empiricism leave little room for God to do
anything. Creationism can’t be science,
because it depends on a hypothesis—the
existence of God and his miraculous inter-
vention in the world—which is neither
rationally nor empirically falsifiable. This

doesn’t mean that creationism isn’t true,
only that it isn’t scientific—that is, rational
and empirical.

Postmodernism helps us to see that cre-
ationism and evolution are alternative
accounts of the same data. There is no way
to prove that the data “really” support one
and not the other. Because we live in a
post-Enlightenment world in which sci-
ence has long been the prestige discourse,
however, we unthinkingly step into the
trap of assuming that evolution is fact, and
therefore threatening to creationist beliefs.

Much of the conflict between religion
and secular knowledge derives from the
habitual association of objectivity with
truth. On modernist premises, the truth
of something depends upon its being
objectively demonstrable. This is what
makes scientific method so powerful; it
purports to free scientific investigation
from the biases of the investigator. From
this assumed dependence of truth on
objectivity it follows that any proposition
whose validity derives from a subjective,
nonmethodological judgment cannot
count as knowledge, but only belief.
Hence many Latter-day Saints desire to
bolster the secular credibility of our faith
by “proving” the truth through the objec-
tivist conventions of secular knowledge.
Ironically, this may lead to loss of faith
when such proofs are found to be impos-
sible or, worse, to lead to conclusions that
contradict Latter-day Saint beliefs.

Because postmodernism rejects the pos-
sibility of objective truth, it is often reject-
ed in turn by Latter-day Saints and other
religious conservative believers as nihilistic
(that is, claiming that there is no truth) or
relativistic (that is, claiming that what is
true depends only on one’s individual per-
spective). To deny objectivity, however, is
not to deny truth. The world undeniably
exists in a certain way no matter how or
what we think of it; the most fervent com-
mitment to postmodernism will not pre-
vent someone who jumps off a 20-story
building from falling to her death. But to
acknowledge that the world has certain
attributes that are independent of human
thought is not to concede that secular
methodologies necessarily give us an accu-
rate or reliable view of these attributes.
After all, humans have known for millen-
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nia that things fall “down” rather than
“up,” but accounts of what this means and
why this occurs have been legion.

Latter-day Saints claim that all human
beings are the spiritual children of a
Heavenly Father, that through the atone-
ment his Son Jesus Christ saved us from
death and redeemed us from sin, and that
the gospel of Jesus Christ was restored to
the earth through the prophetic mission
of Joseph Smith and continued by succes-
sors also endowed with a prophetic call-
ing. Secular knowledge about these claims
is worth pursuing because it can illumi-
nate our understanding of them (and it is
undeniably satisfying when secular
knowledge points in the same direction as
our spiritual beliefs). Ultimately, however,
we believe the claims of the gospel—
indeed, we know their truth—because we
have received the testimony of the Holy
Ghost that they are true, a testimony
whose reality and validity are nonetheless
neither rationally nor empirically demon-
strable. Were it otherwise, we would not
need faith, because the truth of all things
could be indisputably laid out before us.

“Not everything in reality,” wrote
Protestant theologian Paul Tillich, “can be
grasped by the language which is most
adequate for the mathematical sciences.”23

Instead, we must hope for things whose
outline we only dimly perceive, which we
nonetheless know are real.24 To the extent
that postmodernism reminds us that the
truth of the gospel does not depend on
the proofs of secular knowledge, and may
even contradict them, it is truly something
worth knowing.
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