
Ajunior high school student was once
having problems learning math. His

teacher struggled with him day after day and
assigned him extra work to do each evening.
The student would always return the next
morning with the assignment uncompleted.
After this had gone on for some time, the
teacher vented his frustration by asking the
student in an irritated tone, “What is it with
you? Are you really ignorant or just apathetic?”

The student casually shrugged his shoul-
ders and replied, “I don’t know, and I don’t
care.”

I am going to talk today about knowing and
caring, the relationship between those two con-
cepts, and what that relationship means to us
at this university. My starting point is a pas-
sage from the New Testament—1 Corinthians
8. In this portion of his epistle to the members
of the Church in Corinth, Paul is answering a
series of questions apparently put to him by
the Saints in an earlier communication.
Chapter 8 specifically addresses the propriety
of eating meat that has been offered as sacrifice
to idols.

A bit of background concerning this prac-
tice helps us understand both the nature of the
Corinthian inquiry and the true significance of
Paul’s response. The sacrifice of animals to the

pantheon of Greek and Roman gods was a
well-established part of Greco-Roman life long
before Paul arrived in Corinth.1 At the time
Paul was writing, such sacrifices were per-
formed not only for purely religious occasions,
but also at state festivals and various private
functions, such as birthday and wedding cele-
brations.2 Thus, as Bible scholar Richard B.
Hays explained:

For those few Corinthian Christians who were
among the wealthier class . . . , their public and pro-
fessional duties virtually required the networking
that occurred through attending and sponsoring
such events. To eat the sacrificial meat served on
such occasions was simple social courtesy; to refuse
to share in the meal would be an affront to the host.3

Many scholars agree that this group of
more educated, socially conscious Corinthian
Church members was the likely source of the
inquiry to which Paul was responding in
chapter 8.4
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Being familiar with these customs, Paul
addresses the propriety of eating meat sacri-
ficed to idols from two perspectives: that of
knowing and that of caring—or, to use his
terms, knowledge and charity. The former is the
perspective apparently taken by the Saints who
made the inquiry; the latter seems to be the one
Paul hopes to persuade them to consider. As
several scholars have suggested, Paul seems to
restate the contention of the Corinthian inquir-
ers concerning what knowledge teaches them
about the issue and then to respond to their
position from the perspective of charity.5

Using the perspective of knowledge, Paul
states:

We all have knowledge. . . .
As concerning therefore the eating of those

things that are offered in sacrifice unto idols, we
know that an idol is nothing in the world, and that
there is none other God but one.

For though there be that are called gods, whether
in heaven or in earth . . . ,

But to us there is but one God, the Father. . . .
But meat commendeth us not to God: for nei-

ther, if we eat, are we the better; neither, if we eat
not, are we the worse. [1 Corinthians 8:1, 4–6, 8]

In other words, Paul acknowledges—at
least for the sake of his response—that the
Corinthian inquirers “know” that the idols to
whom the meat is sacrificed are not real, that
there is but one true God whom they worship,
and that it does not really matter whether the
meat has been prepared as part of what is
essentially a meaningless ritual. It is still meat.
Thus the “knowledge” that the Corinthian
inquirers possessed had freed them—at least
in their eyes—to make an enlightened choice
about whether to eat the meat sacrificed at
these social occasions.

This part of Paul’s response would
undoubtedly have pleased many of his more
educated inquirers, because it placed such a
high premium on knowledge or gnosis, to use

the Greek term. There were few, if any, things
in Greek culture that exceeded gnosis in
importance. Thus, as Hays observed, the
Corinthian inquirers might well have thought
that “the strong Christian, armed with the
appropriate gnosis, can go without compunc-
tion to the pagan temple and eat whatever is
offered there; indeed, doing so may be a way to
demonstrate one’s spiritual maturity and free-
dom.”6 Further, Hays theorizes the inquirers
“probably appealed to Paul to set the record
straight by encouraging the weak to overcome
their qualms and enter the world of spiritual
freedom enjoyed by those who possess
gnosis.”7

If that was in fact the motive of the
Corinthian inquirers, they were to be sorely
disappointed by Paul’s response, which high-
lighted the difference between the perspective
of knowledge they had adopted and the per-
spective of charity Paul advocated. Without
contesting the correctness of what the
Corinthian Saints knew, Paul invited them to
look at the issue from another point of view.

Paul first reminds them, in chapter 8, that
“there is not in every man that knowledge”
and that “some with conscience of the idol
unto this hour eat it as a thing offered unto an
idol” (v. 7). He then warns them to “take heed
lest by any means this liberty of yours become
a stumblingblock to them that are weak” (v. 9),
explaining that

if any man see thee which hast knowledge sit at
meat in the idol’s temple, shall not the conscience of
him which is weak be emboldened to eat those things
which are offered to idols;

And through thy knowledge shall the weak
brother perish, for whom Christ died? [vv. 10–11]

Paul thus appeals to the Corinthians who
thought they had full knowledge concerning
the subject to consider the impact of their
actions on their fellow Saints. Although the
“educated” might well understand that there
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was no religious significance to the consump-
tion of meat offered to dumb idols, others
might not have the same knowledge, and see-
ing the well-educated Saints eating at the idol’s
temple, these so-called “weaker” Saints might
well assume that there was something to this
idol worship. Thus the knowledge of the
inquiring Corinthian members of the Church
might lead to the destruction of their fellow
Saints for whom Christ had given his life.

Given the differences in these two perspec-
tives, Paul informs the Saints of the course that
he will follow: “Wherefore, if meat make my
brother to offend,8 I will eat no flesh while the
world standeth” (v. 13). Having the perspec-
tives given by both knowledge and charity,
Paul apparently opts for the course indicated
by the latter. He seems to be saying that
although knowledge may teach that one can
eat meat offered to idols without incurring any
spiritual damage, charity demonstrates that
such conduct may constitute a “sin . . . against
the brethren” (v. 12). Given that choice, Paul
not surprisingly decides that he will eat no
meat offered to idols, even if he “knows” in
one sense that it does not really matter whether
or not he does.

Although Paul saves his personal resolution
of the issue until the last verse of chapter 8, he
had clearly indicated to the inquirers where he
was headed with his summary of the matter in
verse 1 when, in answer to their assertion that
“we all have knowledge,”9 he stated,
“Knowledge puffeth up, but charity edifieth.”

Paul’s message at this point seems fairly
clear. He appears to be saying that having
charity is much more important than having
knowledge. Indeed, he seems to imply that the
two are polar opposites. Knowledge artificially
inflates or puffs up one’s selfish ego and leads
one to “sin . . . against the brethren, and . . .
against Christ” (v. 12). Charity, on the other
hand, edifieth, or, to use the Greek term
oikodomeo, “builds up” or “strengthens” the
entire community of Saints.10

Given this seemingly clear message, we at
a university dedicated to the acquisition and
advancement of knowledge must pause some-
what and ask ourselves two questions. First, is
it possible that caring is that important? And
second, is it possible that knowing is that
harmful?

Let’s consider each of these questions in
turn. First, is caring, or charity, that important?
The scriptures amply demonstrate that the
answer to that question is an unequivocal yes.
Paul himself addresses the issue in words that
are familiar to us all:

Though I speak with the tongues of men and of
angels, and have not charity, I am become as sound-
ing brass, or a tinkling cymbal.

And though I have the gift of prophecy, and
understand all mysteries, and all knowledge; and
though I have all faith, so that I could remove
mountains, and have not charity, I am nothing.
[1 Corinthians 13:1–2]

The ancient American prophet Mormon
picks up the theme in words recorded by his
son, Moroni: “Wherefore, my beloved brethren,
if ye have not charity, ye are nothing, for char-
ity never faileth. Wherefore, cleave unto char-
ity, which is the greatest of all” (Moroni 7:46).

Nephi made a similar observation when he
said, “The Lord God hath given a command-
ment that all men should have charity. . . . And
except they should have charity they were
nothing” (2 Nephi 26:30).

In his abridgement of the Jaredite record,
Moroni sums up the matter, stating that
“except men shall have charity they cannot
inherit that place which [Christ] hast prepared
in the mansions of [his] Father” (Ether 12:34).

Clearly, charity is very important. In fact, it
is essential to our exaltation. Without it we are
nothing compared to what we could be. It is
the “very core” of the gospel,11 the very core of
the exalted life to which we all aspire.
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Thus far, Paul’s apparent message to the
Corinthians seems to be right on target.
Charity is that important. But, turning to the
second question, is it also true that knowledge
pales by comparison, that it is indeed harmful
because it inevitably gets in the way of charity,
as Paul seems to suggest? To put it more
bluntly, are we all wasting our time here at this
university where we are expected to expend so
much effort in studying and acquiring knowl-
edge? Isn’t it enough if we just learn to be
really nice to everyone? Again, scriptural and
prophetic statements supply the answer—but
this time the response is an emphatic no.

The Doctrine and Covenants informs us
that “it is impossible for a man to be saved in
ignorance” (D&C 131:6). Similarly, the Prophet
Joseph Smith taught that “a man is saved no
faster than he gets knowledge, for if he does
not get knowledge, he will be brought into cap-
tivity.”12 Furthermore, the knowledge we are to
acquire is not limited to what we might nar-
rowly classify as religious matters. In section 88
of the Doctrine and Covenants, the Lord
instructs us to learn

of things both in heaven and in the earth, and under
the earth; things which have been, things which are,
things which must shortly come to pass; things
which are at home, things which are abroad; the
wars and the perplexities of the nations, and the
judgments which are on the land; and a knowledge
also of countries and of kingdoms. [D&C 88:79]

This sounds like a description of general
education courses at most universities.

It therefore appears that both charity and
knowledge are important—indeed, that both
are essential to our exaltation. So why does
Paul seem to go to such great lengths to
disparage knowledge in his response to the
Corinthians’ inquiry about eating meat offered
to idols? Why does he not simply inform them
that it is not the charitable thing to do and,
therefore, not advisable?

The answer, I believe, is that Paul wanted
to teach the Corinthian Saints about more than
the propriety of eating meat offered to idols.
He wanted to teach them something about
knowledge and its relationship to charity. It
seems that the Corinthian inquirers had con-
fused awareness of factual information with
complete knowledge. Paul does not dispute the
fact that idols are not real or that there is only
one true God. But mere awareness of these fac-
tual realities—which the Corinthians appar-
ently thought constituted complete knowledge
of the matter—was only a partial or incomplete
knowledge, a kind of knowledge that puffs one
up in an artificial way. Thus Paul warns the
inquirers, “If any man think that he knoweth
any thing, he knoweth nothing yet as he ought
to know” (1 Corinthians 8:2). True knowledge
does not puff up; it humbles. When we have
true knowledge, we are not so much impressed
by all that we know as we are humbled by all
that still remains for us to learn. Accordingly, if
we think we know everything on a subject, it is
a pretty good sign that we really know “noth-
ing yet as [we] ought to know.” And Paul
seems to indicate that the missing link—the
element that transforms the mere accumulation
of factual information into complete knowl-
edge—is charity.

To understand how this works, one might
view factual information as isolated, random
dots on a page. Knowledge consists of making
connections between the dots in such a way
that an ordered picture appears, as in a dot-to-
dot puzzle. When we begin to see connections
between the various bits of factual information
we have at our disposal, we begin to acquire
knowledge. However, if we do not consider the
impact our actions and knowledge have on
others, we will see neither all the dots on the
page nor the multitude of connections that
might be made to give more clarity and texture
to the picture.

The perspective of charity thus allows us to
see things in a new and more complete way. It
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permits us to make connections that we would
not otherwise make. The result is a more
detailed, accurate picture of things—one that
may differ as much from that produced by
incomplete knowledge as a Rembrandt differs
from a child’s simple stick-figure drawing.
Charity can therefore provide the context in
which our knowledge can become complete. It
was only when the Corinthian inquirers began
to place the facts they “knew” in the context of
their impact on others—when they began to
look at the matter from the viewpoint of char-
ity—that they could begin to see that their
knowledge was not as certain or complete as
they had initially thought.13

Paul therefore seems to be teaching the
Corinthian inquirers the same thing Peter
taught the members of the early Church when
he directed them to add to their knowledge
“brotherly kindness” and “charity,” among
other things (2 Peter 1:6–7). “For if these things
be in you, and abound, they make you that ye
shall neither be barren nor unfruitful in the
knowledge of our Lord Jesus Christ” (2 Peter
1:8). Although Peter may have been talking
about a specific kind of knowledge, the lesson
seems to apply to all learning. It is only when
factual information is coupled with charity that
it can be fully productive and complete; other-
wise it too often remains mere awareness of
“barren” and not fully connected items of data.

Similarly, Paul seems to be saying not that
knowledge is bad, but that it is unproductive,
barren, and incomplete without charity. He
seems to be saying there is some kind of critical
relationship between knowledge and charity.

And just what is that relationship? I confess
at the outset that I do not have the complete
answer to that question. But I do have some
thoughts that I hope will lead you to consider
more fully and accurately what that answer
might be.

First, I suggest that there is some kind of
symbiotic relationship between knowledge and
charity, that they feed one another, that the

possession of knowledge helps us be more
charitable, and that the attribute of charity
helps us be more knowledgeable. Let me illus-
trate with a couple of simple examples.

In a 1988 address to the Democratic
National Convention, the Reverend Jesse
Jackson told about his mother, “a working
woman,” he said, who on “so many of the days
. . . went to work early, with runs in her stock-
ings.”14 He implied that others made fun of
her because of the condition of her nylons.
Although he does not elaborate, given the
era and the coldheartedness of some human
beings, one can imagine that some of her
coworkers might well have whispered to one
another behind her back, in tones just loud
enough for her to hear, “Look at that dumb
woman. She doesn’t even know enough to
wear good stockings to work.” Apparently
responding to such observations, Reverend
Jackson stated, “She knew better, but she wore
runs in her stockings so that my brother and I
could have matching socks and not be laughed
at at school.”15

A charitable act? Undoubtedly. And, I sug-
gest, made more so by the fact that Reverend
Jackson’s mother did indeed know what was
proper work attire. Had she been completely
unaware that wearing nylons with runs in
them was not the style, her act, although still
laudable, would not have been quite as self-
less—not quite as charitable. Her knowledge of
the way things were, though perhaps making
her choice a bit more difficult, allowed her to
exercise charity at a higher level than would
have been possible had she been ignorant of
the price she was being asked to pay. The same
is true of our charitable offerings: When we see
things as “they really are” (Jacob 4:13), we are
in a position to give an even greater gift than
when we see “through a glass, darkly”
(1 Corinthians 13:12).

Moreover, knowledge can make our chari-
table acts more productive and fruitful.
Although all our hearts may go out to a person
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who has been deprived of sight, an ophthal-
mologist with knowledge of the workings of
the human eye is in a much better position to
do something about it. Jesus’ charitable com-
passion for the blind was made all the more
powerful and productive because of his knowl-
edge of the principles concerning how such
defects could be cured.16 Knowledge can there-
fore both deepen charity and make it more
productive.

Conversely, charity can both deepen knowl-
edge and make it more productive. This is
demonstrated by the story of Bartolomé de Las
Casas, who in 1514 was a rather ordinary 40-
year-old Catholic priest living what was the
typical gentlemanly life of a Spaniard on his
estate in Cuba. Like many of his fellow coun-
trymen in the Americas at the time, he owned
ample land and numerous Indian slaves.
Although he was a university graduate, he had
not, up until that time, shown much interest
in, or aptitude for, scholarly things. Fifty-two
years later, when he died at the age of 92, Las
Casas had become one of the greatest scholars
of the Spanish empire, producing thousands of
pages of materials, including works on law,
history, anthropology, political theory, and the-
ology.17 Moreover, Las Casas’ scholarship was
as productive as it was extensive, and he
became a vocal advocate of the Native
American people. His scholarly reputation was
such that when the king of Spain convened a
conference in 1550 to consider the most press-
ing issue of the day—the manner in which the
Spanish should deal with the indigenous pop-
ulation of the New World—Las Casas was one
of only two scholars invited to debate the
matter.18

What triggered this sudden outburst of
scholarly productivity, this seemingly
unquenchable search for knowledge? It was
Las Casas’ arrival at the conclusion that the
indigenous people of the New World were
being treated unjustly and that they, of all peo-
ple, were in need of the love of Christ. The way

in which Las Casas arrived at that conclusion
demonstrates how charity can transform
awareness of factual information into the kind
of deep and productive knowledge that only a
lifetime of dedicated searching can produce.

Shortly before Christmas in 1511, Las Casas
was part of a congregation in Hispaniola that
heard a stern sermon from the Dominican friar
Antonio de Montesinos concerning the
Spaniards’ mistreatment of the indigenous
people. Although Las Casas remembered
Montesinos’ words well enough to record them
in a work he began more than 16 years later,19

they had no immediate impact on him. Las
Casas “took no steps to change his way of life
and for more than two years after the sermons
continued to play the role of comfortable
gentleman-ecclesiastic.”20 Without charity, Las
Casas’ awareness of the plight of the Indians
remained unconnected and isolated dots of
information. He had, at best, incomplete
knowledge of the matter.

Yet something began to work within Las
Casas once he began to view this information
from the perspective of charity. While prepar-
ing a sermon to deliver at the Pentecostal mass
at the newly established settlement of Sancti
Espiritus in 1514, Las Casas came upon a verse
from chapter 34 of Ecclesiasticus:21

Tainted his gifts who offers in sacrifice ill-gotten
goods! . . .

Like the man who slays a son in his father’s
presence is he who offers sacrifice from the posses-
sions of the poor.

The bread of charity is life itself for the needy, he
who withholds it is a person of blood. 22

These powerful words greatly affected Las
Casas. As historian Lewis Hanke explains:

Pondering on this text for several days and
turning over in his mind the doctrines preached by
the Dominicans, Las Casas became increasingly
convinced “that everything done to the Indians thus
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far was unjust and tyrannical.” The scales fell from
his eyes, he saw at last what was to be forever after
the truth for him, and experienced as complete a
change of life as did Saul of Tarsus on the road to
Damascus.23

Once Las Casas viewed the information he
had from this new perspective, previously
unperceived connections began to appear
everywhere. Thus he said, more than four
decades later:

Never have I read a book . . . all these interminable
forty-four years, in which some argument or
authority was not adduced to prove and corroborate
the justice of these Indian peoples and to condemn
the injustices and evils and harm done to them.24

The same charitable impulses also moti-
vated Las Casas to make this more expanded
knowledge productive. He not only preached
the sermon at Sancti Espiritus, he immediately
gave up his Indian slaves and embarked on a
lifelong journey to acquire and use all the
knowledge he could on behalf of the Indian
people, making repeated arduous trips across
the Atlantic to persuade the Crown to alter its
policies toward them.

Sparked by what he called “the charity of
Jesus Christ, which knows no measure nor
seeks any rest while on this pilgrimage,”25 Las
Casas’ knowledge was both deepened and
made more productive.

Near the end of his life, Las Casas wrote:
“For forty-eight years I have studied and
sought to make clear the law; I believe, if I do
not deceive myself, that I have penetrated to
the pure waters of principle.”26 How many of
us can say that we have worked hard enough
on a subject that we have penetrated to “the
pure waters of principle”? If we have not,
perhaps we need to work as hard at acquiring
more charity as we do at gathering more
factual data.

I do not mean to suggest by these simple
examples that only those who are charitable
can gain knowledge or that only those who are
knowledgeable can have charity. It only takes
one as brilliant and yet uncaring as the
Unabomber to make it clear that the relation-
ship is a little more complex than a one-to-one
correlation between knowledge and charity.
However, it is still possible to conclude that
knowledge allows one to be more charitable
than one otherwise could be and that charity
can lead one to be more knowledgeable than
one would have been in the absence of that
attribute.

Moreover—examples such as the
Unabomber notwithstanding—it is still
possible to conclude that one cannot possess
full knowledge without charity and that one
cannot possess full charity without knowledge.
It may well be that the Savior’s atoning sacri-
fice—the epitome of charity—became possible
only when he fully understood what was going
to be required of him in order to carry out that
sacrifice. Perhaps only when he completely
realized the full measure of the pain he was
being asked to bear was it possible for Christ to
exercise the kind of pure love that constitutes
full charity. And conversely, some aspects of
the full knowledge the Savior possesses may
have been obtained only because he had the
charity required to make that atoning sacrifice.
Perhaps his full understanding of how to suc-
cor each individual in each individual trial
came about only as a result of the love that
motivated him to shrink not from drinking
even the dregs of that bitter cup.

Indeed, the relationship between charity
and knowledge may be even deeper than that.
It may well be that charity is a large part of that
which distinguishes knowledge from the more
complete and divine attribute of intelligence,
the attribute that makes God a god. As we at
this university are well aware, the Lord states
in the Doctrine and Covenants that “the glory
of God is intelligence” and that intelligence is
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“light and truth” (D&C 93:36). The Lord also
explains that “truth is knowledge of things as
they are, and as they were, and as they are to
come” (D&C 93:24; emphasis added). And
what is the light component of the equation?
Although I am sure the matter is complex and
that I am far from understanding it in even the
most elementary way, I suggest that at least a
portion of that light—a portion of the power by
which all things exist (D&C 88:7–13)—is the
divine attribute of charity.

After the apostle John informed the Saints
in his first epistle that “God is light” (1 John
1:5), he stated that “God is love” (1 John 4:8),
using the Greek term agape, the same term that
is translated as “charity” in 1 Corinthians,27

thereby suggesting some critical link between
light and charity. Distinguishing intelligence
from mere knowledge, Elder Bruce R.
McConkie stated, “Knowledge can be obtained
and used in unrighteousness. . . . But intelli-
gence presupposes the wise and proper use of
knowledge, a use that leads to righteousness
and the ultimate attainment of exaltation.”28

Could any more wise, proper, and exalting use
be made of knowledge than to effectuate a
comprehensive atonement for all mankind, an
act that was clearly motivated by charity, or
“the pure love of Christ” (Moroni 7:47)?29

If charity is indeed an essential component
of the intelligence equation, Elder McConkie’s
observation that “the devil has tremendous
power and influence because of his knowledge,
but . . . is entirely devoid of the least glimmer-
ing of intelligence”30 could highlight the power
implicit in the attribute of charity and explain
why Paul, Mormon, and others view it as so
critical. Seen from this perspective, the pres-
ence or absence of charity may be the key fac-
tor in determining whether our knowledge
exalts us or condemns us.

Regardless of the exact relationship
between charity and knowledge on the one
hand and intelligence, or light and truth, on the
other, it is clear that charity and knowledge are

both essential to our exaltation and that the
two are related to each other in a profound
way. The last thing I want to consider then is,
What does all this mean to us at BYU today?
Let me make three suggestions.

First, as we engage in this lifelong process
of acquiring knowledge, we should consider
the impact our knowledge has on others, keep-
ing in mind that our knowledge will likely be
incomplete and unproductive if we do not
view things from the perspective of charity.
Bruce C. Hafen, a former dean of the BYU Law
School, illustrated how incomplete knowledge
can manifest itself when he wrote about the
way some students react to the knowledge
they acquire in law school.

I have seen some of them try out their new intellec-
tual tools in some context like a priesthood quorum
or a Sunday School class. A well-meaning teacher
will make a point they think is a little silly, and they
will feel an irresistible urge to leap to their feet and
pop the teacher’s bubble. If they are successful, they
begin looking for other opportunities to point out
the exception to any rule anybody can state. They
begin to delight in cross-examination of the unsus-
pecting, just looking for somebody’s bubble up there
floating around so that they can pop it with their
shiny new pin of skepticism.31

When we begin to use knowledge in this
way, we can rest assured that we have neither
charity nor complete knowledge. The acquisi-
tion of both will be enhanced if we remind our-
selves of the need for caring and humility in
our educational endeavors.

Second, even though the acquisition of
knowledge is properly a major focus of our
lives, we should make equal efforts to acquire
charity. It requires just as much energy and
perseverance to acquire charity as it does to
obtain knowledge. It requires that we “keep
the commandments of God,” as King Benjamin
told his people, for such actions cause us to “be
filled with love towards God and all men”
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(Mosiah 2:4). Moreover, according to Mormon,
it requires that we pray “with all the energy of
heart, that [we] may be filled with this love”
(Moroni 7:48), for, ultimately, charity, like
knowledge, is a gift from God (see 1
Corinthians 12:8, D&C 46:18).

Third, in order to make the knowledge we
acquire more productive and to increase our
charity, I suggest we look for ways to use the
knowledge we have to help others and that we
regularly do so without monetary remunera-
tion. After making clear the need to develop
charity, Nephi observes that if we “labor for
money [we] shall perish” (2 Nephi 26:31). This
implies that we can never fully develop charity
nor make our knowledge fully productive if
we do things for others only when we expect
monetary compensation in return.

My colleague Cole Durham once told me
of an important lesson he learned about such
things from Lowell Bennion, who at the time
was the director of the LDS institute of religion
at the University of Utah. When Cole was
growing up, his father suffered from multiple
sclerosis. Cole’s father was able to provide for
his family because he was a lawyer, but there
were still some things his physical limitations
prevented him from doing. On one occasion,
when Brother Bennion saw that the Durham
house was in need of a new coat of paint, he
offered to perform the task, knowing that
Cole’s father was physically unable to do so.
After working long hours, Brother Bennion
finished the job. As he was cleaning up, Cole’s
father asked him, “How much do I owe you,
Lowell?”

“You don’t owe me anything,” came the
reply.

Cole’s father protested, “But we can afford
to pay.”

Brother Bennion kindly responded, “But I
couldn’t afford to do it for money.”

I suggest that all of us would do well to
adopt that same principle—that we all commit
to use the knowledge we acquire to help

others, and that at times we do so without pay-
ment. Among lawyers there is a professional
obligation to provide a certain amount of pro
bono, or free, legal work each year. Although
I admit there are a number of lawyers who do
not fulfill this obligation and an even larger
number who do so grudgingly, a personal com-
mitment to provide pro bono service would be
appropriate for all of us, regardless of the occu-
pation we choose. On one occasion when we
were discussing the lawyer’s obligation to per-
form pro bono work, one law student resisted
the notion by stating, “Why should we have to
provide services for free? No one expects the
local grocer to give away groceries for free.”
Although no one may expect it, nothing
prevents anyone, including grocers and others,
from providing their services and their knowl-
edge for free.

For nearly 40 years a man I know and
respect greatly operated a store in the coal-
mining community of Price, Utah. The store
was somewhat akin to a general store, stocking
everything from hardware and hunting equip-
ment to furniture and fishing poles and plenty
of toys at Christmas. When the store closed on
Christmas Eve, there were sometimes toys,
bikes, and other goods that had earlier been
placed on layaway that had still not been
retrieved, often because those who, a month
or two earlier, had hoped to give these items
as gifts had discovered there was simply no
money to pay for them. On numerous occa-
sions this man made a detour or two on his
way home on Christmas Eve to anonymously
drop off items that would never be paid for but
that would also never be forgotten. Such acts
and such an attitude are critical components of
charity and, I suggest, of true knowledge.

We should always remember that we need
to know and we need to care. And we need to
know and care in the most profound ways if
we are to succeed in what is our ultimate pur-
pose in this life. We should realize that such
deep knowledge and charity come about only
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as a result of hard work on our part, work we
should be anxiously engaged in at this univer-
sity. But just as important, we need to remem-
ber that all this is possible only because
someone else cared in the most profound way.
Charity, after all, is “the pure love of Christ”
(Moroni 7:47). Without his love, and the aton-
ing sacrifice that it produced, we truly would
be nothing. Knowledge of that fact is the most
important knowledge we can have because it
becomes the building block and the motivating
factor for all other important knowledge we
can acquire.

May we ever strive to be like him—perfect
in both knowledge and charity—is my prayer,
in the name of our Savior, Jesus Christ. Amen.
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