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INTRO 

The trouble begins with a photograph. A perfectly ordinary 

family photograph, taken at the end of a holiday gathering, 

featuring eleven smiling relatives, a suspiciously enthusiastic dog, 

and a table that has survived several hours of aggressive 

hospitality. Everyone looks happy. Then the family group chat 

receives a message: "Lovely picture! Although I noticed you didn't 

join us in prayer. Is everything all right between you two?" 

Suddenly, an innocent photograph becomes evidence in an 

investigation nobody authorized. One partner feels embarrassed. 

The other feels judged. Somewhere in the background, an aunt is 

preparing a follow-up question with the determination of a 

detective who has finally found a promising suspect. 

Welcome to the complicated, occasionally ridiculous, and deeply 

human experience of loving someone whose religious beliefs differ 

from yours. Perhaps you believe in God while your partner doesn't. 

Perhaps you belong to different religious traditions, or one of you 

practices regularly while the other considers faith a private matter 

requiring no formal participation. You might both describe 

yourselves as religious yet disagree profoundly about what that 

means for marriage, family celebrations, or raising children. These 

differences may have seemed manageable when your relationship 

consisted largely of romantic dinners and conversations about your 

future. Then the future arrived, brought relatives, produced a 

calendar full of ceremonies, and began asking extremely specific 

questions. 

The difficulty is that religious disagreements rarely concern 

religion alone. A disagreement about attending a service may 

involve belonging, identity, freedom, and the desire to feel 

supported. A discussion about celebrating a holiday may conceal 

competing expectations inherited from childhood. Decisions about 
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religious education can raise questions about parental 

responsibility, personal conscience, and a child's developing 

independence. Even seemingly small choices carry different 

meanings for different people. One partner sees a familiar gesture 

of gratitude. The other sees a declaration of belief they cannot 

sincerely make. Both may be genuinely trying to do the right thing, 

yet each experiences the other's position as an obstacle to 

something important. 

You have probably already discovered that love does not 

automatically resolve these differences. People can be 

tremendously affectionate, loyal, and considerate while still 

disagreeing about what happens after death or whether a child 

should participate in a particular religious ceremony. Being in love 

does not install matching convictions in two separate minds. 

Unfortunately, this hasn't prevented generations of couples from 

attempting the installation manually, usually through repeated 

discussions, strategically selected reading materials, and 

increasingly ambitious arguments delivered after dinner. If 

enlightenment could be achieved simply by explaining the same 

point seventeen times, most relationships would be considerably 

quieter. 

Avoidance is another popular strategy. You agree not to discuss 

religion, hoping that your differences will remain peacefully in their 

designated corners. This can work temporarily when few practical 

decisions are involved. But silence creates its own complications. 

One person assumes that a future child will naturally follow the 

family's religious traditions. The other assumes that no such 

decisions will be made without the child's eventual consent. 

Neither realizes how different their expectations are because both 

believe the subject has already been settled. Years later, an 

apparently routine decision reveals that their agreement consisted 

mainly of two people nodding politely while imagining entirely 

different futures. 
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Then there is the strategy of surrendering for the sake of peace. 

You attend an event you would rather avoid, agree to a practice you 

don't fully understand, or keep quiet when relatives make 

uncomfortable assumptions. Occasional flexibility can be generous 

and appropriate. The trouble begins when voluntary kindness 

becomes an expectation, or when silence is mistaken for 

wholehearted agreement. Resentment grows quietly because the 

person making concessions feels increasingly invisible, while the 

other believes everything has been settled. Neither necessarily 

intends harm. They simply discover, rather late, that peace 

purchased by suppressing important convictions can come with 

surprisingly expensive emotional interest. 

This book takes a different approach. You will learn to 

distinguish genuine disagreements about conscience from practical 

problems that happen to involve religious customs. You will 

explore how to communicate expectations without turning 

requests into tests of love, how to recognize pressure disguised as 

concern, and how to make decisions when neither partner can 

honestly adopt the other's beliefs. Practical examples will address 

family celebrations, shared routines, parenting, financial 

commitments, and changes in religious identity. The goal is not to 

produce two people who agree about everything. It is to help you 

understand what you are deciding, why it matters, and how to act 

without humiliating, manipulating, or misleading each other. 

Children deserve particular care in these conversations. When 

parents have different convictions, a child should not become the 

referee of their disagreement or the prize awarded to whoever 

presents the most persuasive worldview. Children ask questions, 

absorb traditions, develop relationships, and gradually form their 

own understanding of important matters. Parents still have 

responsibilities and decisions to make, sometimes long before a 

child can fully understand their implications. The challenge is to 

provide guidance without using a young person's curiosity to settle 
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an adult dispute. A child wondering why one parent worships and 

the other doesn't needs an understandable answer, not an 

emergency conference involving three theological authorities and a 

family vote. 

The extended family introduces another layer of complexity. 

Relatives may have sincere religious convictions and powerful 

emotional attachments to particular ceremonies. Their 

disappointment can be painful, especially when they interpret 

changing traditions as rejection. Nevertheless, loving your family 

does not mean granting every relative decision-making authority 

over your relationship. You can appreciate someone's faith, 

understand their hopes, and still decline their expectations. That 

distinction becomes especially important when family pressure is 

presented as affection. "We only want what's best for you" may be 

completely sincere, but it does not automatically establish that the 

speaker knows what is best for everyone involved. 

There are also circumstances in which compromise has genuine 

limits. Some practices require personal commitments that cannot 

honestly be made by someone who does not share the relevant 

beliefs. Some decisions carry lasting consequences, particularly 

when children or formal religious obligations are involved. A fair 

outcome does not necessarily mean dividing everything equally or 

alternating whose conscience takes precedence. Sometimes an 

acceptable solution exists. Sometimes further information helps. 

Occasionally, the disagreement reveals fundamentally incompatible 

expectations. This book will not pretend that every difficulty 

disappears if you choose sufficiently gentle words. Understanding 

one another is valuable, but it does not guarantee agreement. 

Respect must also be distinguished from tolerating coercion. 

Religious conviction never gives one partner unrestricted authority 

over the other's freedom, finances, relationships, or personal 

decisions. Nor does skepticism justify ridicule, deliberate 

humiliation, or treating a believer as intellectually inferior. When 
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disagreement becomes intimidation, controlling behavior, or abuse, 

communication techniques alone are not the answer. Safety and 

appropriate professional support matter more than preserving the 

appearance of harmony. A healthy relationship requires room for 

genuine disagreement, and that room cannot exist where one 

person is afraid of the consequences of saying no. 

Perhaps the most useful change begins when you stop 

approaching your partner as a person who will eventually become 

more suitable once their worldview has been corrected. You can 

remain curious about beliefs you don't share. You can acknowledge 

disappointment without turning it into an obligation. You can 

celebrate important moments together without pretending every 

moment has identical spiritual meaning for you both. Over time, 

you may discover that the strongest part of your relationship is not 

the absence of differences but the confidence that neither of you 

must disappear to accommodate them. 

Imagine returning to that family photograph and the awkward 

question beneath it. You might still feel uncomfortable. Your 

relatives may still be curious, and some may remain disappointed. 

But instead of accusing each other of causing the problem, you can 

decide together whether the question deserves a response and 

what you are comfortable sharing. The photograph can remain 

what it was supposed to be: a record of people gathering together, 

not a referendum on the religious legitimacy of your relationship. 

You do not need identical answers to life's biggest questions to 

treat each other with honesty and care. You need the freedom to 

have those questions, the courage to discuss their consequences, 

and enough respect to remember that the person sitting opposite 

you is your partner, not an opponent awaiting conversion. 

And if you can manage all that, perhaps one day your family will 

finally discuss something less controversial at dinner. Like politics. 
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Chapter 1 - We Share a Life, Not 

Necessarily a Worldview 

The disagreement began in the supermarket, between the pasta 

and the breakfast cereal. Hannah had suggested visiting her parents 

on Saturday, and Ethan had agreed. Then she mentioned that they 

would probably attend a religious service together before lunch. 

Ethan stopped pushing the trolley. He had assumed that visiting her 

parents meant having a meal, exchanging news, and perhaps 

enduring her father's enthusiastic explanation of a home 

improvement project nobody had requested. Hannah had assumed 

that everyone would participate in the service because it was an 

ordinary part of her family's weekend. Neither had deliberately 

misled the other. They had simply attached different meanings to 

the same invitation. By the time they reached the checkout, they 

were no longer discussing Saturday. They were discussing whether 

Ethan respected Hannah's faith, whether Hannah respected his 

independence, and whether two adults who loved each other could 

possibly have misunderstood something so basic. The cereal was 

the only participant that remained neutral. 

Situations like this reveal an important truth about relationships 

between people with different religious convictions: the 

disagreement we can see is not always the disagreement we need 

to understand. Ethan doesn't necessarily object to spending time 

with Hannah's family. Hannah doesn't necessarily want to control 

his beliefs. Yet their expectations collide because neither has clearly 

distinguished a family visit from participation in a religious 

practice. Each interprets the other's reaction through an existing 

understanding of love, loyalty, and respect. What looks like an 

argument about a weekend activity quickly becomes a question 

about whether they truly belong in each other's lives. 
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The first challenge, therefore, is discovering what your 

differences actually consist of. This may sound absurdly 

elementary. Surely two people who share a home, a bed, and an 

increasingly complicated collection of kitchen equipment know 

whether they believe in the same things. But religious identity is 

rarely as simple as the labels people use to describe themselves. 

Someone can identify with a religion without regularly 

participating in its practices. Someone else may observe many 

traditions while privately questioning their beliefs. A person who 

calls themselves spiritual may have a structured understanding of 

the sacred, while someone who identifies as religious may regard 

certain doctrines as open to interpretation. Even the word "atheist" 

tells you less about a person's attitudes toward ceremonies, family 

customs, and spiritual conversations than you might imagine. 

The labels are smaller than the lives they describe 

Consider three people who all describe themselves as Christian. 

One attends worship regularly, follows particular religious 

teachings, and regards participation in the community as an 

essential responsibility. Another maintains a personal faith but 

rarely attends organized services. A third identifies strongly with 

Christian family traditions while holding significant doubts about 

theological claims. Their answers to a survey might look similar. 

Their expectations of marriage, parenting, and household routines 

could be dramatically different. The same complexity exists within 

other religious traditions and among people who do not identify 

with any religion. A label may help begin a conversation, but 

treating it as a complete description is rather like ordering food 

simply because the menu says "something delicious." You may 

eventually be pleased, but considerable uncertainty remains. 

A more useful understanding separates several dimensions that 

frequently overlap. There are convictions about what is true. There 

are practices through which people express those convictions. 

There is belonging to a family, culture, or religious community. And 
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there are personal boundaries concerning what someone can 

sincerely do. One partner might share a religious community's 

values while questioning its teachings. Another might accept a 

particular belief but prefer to practice privately. Someone may 

enjoy traditional celebrations without assigning them spiritual 

meaning. These differences matter because a couple can agree in 

one dimension and disagree in another. Assuming that agreement 

about belief automatically guarantees agreement about practice is a 

remarkably efficient way to create a surprise later. 

Hannah's family illustrates the problem. For her mother, the 

weekend service is an expression of devotion. For her father, it also 

provides a valued connection with friends and neighbors. Hannah 

appreciates both aspects, although her personal religious 

convictions have changed over time. Ethan, meanwhile, has no wish 

to participate in worship, but he enjoys meeting people from 

different backgrounds and has no objection to religious 

communities existing. Their disagreement is therefore more 

specific than "religion versus no religion." They need to establish 

what attending would mean for each of them, what behavior might 

be expected, and whether an alternative arrangement would 

respect everyone's convictions. Without those distinctions, they 

risk debating beliefs that neither person is actually asking the other 

to change. 

Emotional history adds another complication. A religious song 

might remind someone of a grandparent who offered comfort 

throughout childhood. The same song might remind another 

person of an environment where questioning authority was 

discouraged. These associations don't establish whether the beliefs 

connected with the song are true. They help explain why people 

respond so differently to an apparently simple experience. When 

partners fail to recognize this layer, they may argue about the 

objective importance of something that carries a deeply personal 

meaning. One says, "It's just a tradition." The other hears an 
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attempt to dismiss a cherished memory. Or one says, "It's sacred to 

me," while the other feels that their discomfort has been declared 

morally irrelevant. 

There is no need to invent a dramatic explanation for every 

conviction, either. Some people arrive at religious belief through 

reflection, experience, and sustained commitment. Others conclude 

that they are unconvinced by religious claims without suffering a 

traumatic encounter with religion. A partner who doesn't believe is 

not necessarily hiding a spiritual wound. A partner who does 

believe is not necessarily frightened of uncertainty. Searching for 

the supposed psychological defect behind a loved one's worldview 

can become an elaborate method of refusing to take their stated 

position seriously. Curiosity is valuable. Amateur diagnosis 

disguised as curiosity is considerably less charming, particularly 

when delivered over breakfast. 

Discover the meaning before negotiating the action 

A practical starting point is to examine one recurring situation 

without immediately trying to decide its outcome. Choose 

something that genuinely affects your relationship, perhaps a 

regular religious practice, a holiday tradition, or the way you 

present yourselves at family gatherings. Ask what the activity 

means to each of you personally. Then distinguish what you would 

like your partner to understand from what you are asking them to 

do. These are not interchangeable requests. Hannah may want 

Ethan to understand why worship matters to her family without 

requiring him to participate. Ethan may want her to recognize that 

declining worship doesn't mean he dislikes her parents. 

It helps to speak in terms of actual behavior. "I need you to 

respect my religion" expresses an important concern but leaves 

considerable room for interpretation. Does respect mean listening 

without ridicule, attending ceremonies, allowing time for personal 

practice, or adopting certain household rules? Likewise, "I need 

religious freedom" could mean maintaining the right to decline 
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worship, avoiding particular symbols, or ensuring that children are 

not automatically assigned a religious identity. Until you define the 

relevant behavior, you may believe you have reached an agreement 

while imagining different arrangements. Both partners will later be 

shocked when reality turns out not to have attended their private 

negotiations. 

Suppose Hannah tells Ethan that she hopes he will join the 

family for lunch after the service. Ethan agrees readily. She then 

explains that her parents might ask why he wasn't present earlier. 

Together they can consider how to answer without pretending that 

he shares their faith. Perhaps Hannah will simply say that Ethan 

doesn't participate in worship but looks forward to seeing 

everyone afterward. That is a specific arrangement. It doesn't settle 

their entire philosophy of religious freedom, and it doesn't need to. 

Its usefulness lies in identifying the practical expectations that 

previously remained hidden. 

Some disagreements resist this kind of straightforward 

arrangement. A religious ceremony might require a declaration 

that one partner cannot honestly make. A family tradition might 

have a significance that cannot be separated from its spiritual 

content. You should not force a neat compromise merely because 

the problem looks manageable from a distance. Understanding 

what an action means sometimes reveals that the available options 

are more limited than you hoped. That discovery may be 

disappointing, but it is far better than obtaining agreement through 

ambiguity and discovering the consequences after commitments 

have been made. 

Another distinction worth making is between respecting a 

conviction and accepting its authority over your own life. You can 

recognize that your partner sincerely regards a practice as 

obligatory without agreeing that you must perform it. You can 

believe that a religious teaching is mistaken without treating its 

followers as foolish or morally inferior. Respect does not erase 
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disagreement. It determines how you behave while disagreement 

remains. This matters particularly when couples confuse emotional 

reassurance with compliance. Your partner may want to know that 

you take their faith seriously, but the evidence of that seriousness 

need not be your adoption of their religious practices. 

Shared values can have different foundations 

Couples sometimes discover substantial agreement about 

everyday ethics despite holding different religious views. Both may 

care deeply about honesty, responsibility, generosity, and treating 

others fairly. One understands these commitments primarily 

through religious teachings, while the other draws upon human 

relationships, moral reflection, and concern for suffering. Their 

reasons may differ while many of their choices converge. 

Recognizing this overlap can be encouraging, provided you don't 

turn it into the claim that their worldviews are essentially identical. 

They may disagree about other moral questions, and those 

disagreements deserve equally serious consideration. 

The reverse is also possible. Two people can use the same moral 

vocabulary while attaching different obligations to it. Both may say 

that family comes first. One interprets that principle as 

participating in significant religious traditions; the other 

understands it as protecting each family member's freedom of 

conscience. Both may value responsibility while disagreeing about 

what responsible parenting requires. These differences become 

visible only when abstract values are applied to actual choices. 

Declaring shared values is a promising beginning, not a substitute 

for discovering what those values demand in practice. 

This is especially important before making long-term 

commitments. A couple may agree that religion will remain a 

private matter, only to discover that they understand privacy 

differently once children arrive. One partner thinks it means that 

each adult can practice independently while the children 

participate in the family's inherited tradition. The other believes it 
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means that neither parent will establish religious commitments on 

behalf of the children. Both may have sincerely believed they 

agreed. Neither is necessarily being dishonest. They have simply 

allowed a broad expression to conceal incompatible expectations. 

The remedy is not to interrogate each other about every 

hypothetical event that could occur over the next forty years. That 

would require an impressive amount of free time and possibly 

professional catering. Instead, identify the decisions likely to have 

lasting consequences and discuss the expectations behind them. If 

marriage, children, community obligations, or important 

ceremonies are part of your shared future, investigate what each 

person regards as essential. You don't need an immediate answer 

to everything. You do need to know when an apparent agreement 

rests on assumptions that have never been examined. 

Religious convictions can also develop over time. Someone may 

become more observant, reconsider an inherited belief, or 

gradually step away from organized religion. A relationship cannot 

guarantee permanent philosophical consistency. What matters is 

whether partners can speak honestly about significant changes and 

their practical consequences. It is unwise to build your future 

around the expectation that the person you love will eventually 

adopt your worldview. Loving someone's imagined future 

replacement is not quite the same thing as loving the person 

currently sitting beside you, even if that replacement seems 

wonderfully cooperative. 

For now, consider one question: do you know what your partner 

means by the words they use to describe their faith or lack of faith? 

Not what you assume they mean, or what other people with similar 

labels believe, but what those words mean in their everyday life. 

Ask about one specific practice, experience, or expectation. Listen 

for the significance underneath the description. You may discover a 

difference you hadn't recognized, or find that something you feared 

was less threatening than you imagined. 
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Hannah and Ethan's supermarket disagreement doesn't need to 

become a referendum on their entire relationship. They can learn 

that a Saturday visit contains several separate choices and that love 

doesn't oblige them to experience each one identically. Their 

convictions remain different, but their understanding becomes 

more accurate. That is meaningful progress. Before two people can 

decide how to share a life, they need to stop assuming that sharing 

a life means inhabiting precisely the same inner world. 

And if the discussion begins to wander into the meaning of 

existence while you're standing beside the frozen vegetables, 

consider postponing it until you get home. Spiritual questions can 

be profound. Melted ice cream, unfortunately, is considerably more 

immediate. 
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Chapter 2 - Why Talking About Faith Can 

Become an Argument in Thirty Seconds 

There is a particular kind of silence that follows the sentence, "I 

thought you knew how important this was to me." It is not an 

ordinary silence. It contains several unspoken accusations, an 

alarming quantity of disappointment, and the unmistakable 

suggestion that somebody is about to review the entire history of 

the relationship. The original subject might have been a religious 

observance, a family expectation, or a question about how to 

celebrate an anniversary. Within moments, however, the discussion 

becomes a dispute about selfishness, loyalty, and whether either 

partner has ever truly listened. Nobody intended to conduct an 

examination of the relationship's moral foundations. Yet there you 

are, defending your character when all you initially wanted was to 

discuss Friday evening. 

Religious disagreements can escalate so rapidly because people 

often hear much more than the literal words being spoken. A 

statement about an activity may sound like a judgment about 

someone's identity. A practical question can be interpreted as a 

challenge to cherished beliefs. Even a harmless expression of 

uncertainty may appear threatening if a partner has previously felt 

dismissed. Understanding this process does not mean treating 

emotions as irrational interruptions to an otherwise perfect 

discussion. Emotions often reveal what matters. The problem 

arises when we mistake our immediate interpretation of someone's 

intentions for reliable evidence of what they actually meant. 

Imagine Serena telling her husband, Adrian, that she plans to 

observe a religious fast during the weekend of their anniversary. 

Adrian has already booked a restaurant with a special tasting menu 

and spent considerable time arranging the evening. His first 

response is, "You could have told me before I made all these plans." 
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Serena hears something different: "Your religious obligations are 

inconvenient and unimportant." She replies, "You never take my 

faith seriously." Adrian then hears, "Nothing you do for me is ever 

good enough." Suddenly both are defending themselves against 

accusations that were never explicitly made. The restaurant 

reservation remains unresolved, but the relationship has acquired 

several new injuries at no additional charge. 

The argument beneath the argument 

What makes this situation difficult is that neither partner's 

feelings are necessarily unreasonable. Adrian may genuinely be 

disappointed that his effort went unnoticed. Serena may have 

experienced previous occasions when her religious commitments 

were treated dismissively. Their reactions have histories, but those 

histories don't establish that every new disagreement is a 

repetition of the old one. When Adrian complains about the late 

notice, Serena needs to determine whether he is objecting to her 

faith or to the practical consequences of not being informed. When 

Serena explains the significance of fasting, Adrian needs to hear the 

explanation without assuming it is a deliberate rejection of his 

anniversary plans. 

A useful distinction is the difference between an observable 

event and the meaning we assign to it. "You told me about the fast 

after I booked dinner" describes something that happened. "You 

deliberately kept it from me because you don't care about our 

anniversary" attributes an intention. Likewise, "You questioned the 

timing of my fast" is an observation, while "You want me to 

abandon my religion" is an interpretation. Interpretations may 

sometimes be accurate, especially when they are supported by a 

pattern of behavior. But treating them as established facts before 

checking can transform a manageable disagreement into an 

argument about personal worth. 

You can interrupt this process by replacing an accusation with a 

question that investigates the uncertainty. Adrian might ask, "Did 
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you know about the dates before we made our anniversary plans?" 

Serena might ask, "Are you upset about the booking, or do you also 

feel uncomfortable with the fast itself?" These questions are useful 

because the answers could genuinely change what happens next. A 

question whose only acceptable answer is an admission that your 

partner was wrong is not an investigation. It is an accusation 

wearing a more respectable grammatical outfit. 

Religious conversations carry additional emotional weight 

because convictions often contribute to a person's sense of moral 

responsibility. Someone may experience a challenge to their 

religious practice as a suggestion that they are foolish, disloyal, or 

insufficiently committed. A nonreligious partner may experience 

persistent requests to participate as a suggestion that their 

conscience is defective. Neither person wants to feel morally 

inadequate in the eyes of someone they love. Consequently, they 

may defend their identity before determining whether it is actually 

being attacked. The conversation becomes less about the decision 

at hand and more about preserving dignity. 

This defensive reaction can be intensified by the words people 

choose. Consider the difference between "I find that teaching 

difficult to accept" and "I can't believe an intelligent person would 

accept that." The first challenges an idea. The second attacks the 

person who holds it. Similarly, "I don't want to participate in that 

ritual" communicates a personal boundary, while "Only someone 

with no respect for family would refuse" transforms participation 

into a test of character. Once disagreement has been framed as 

evidence of stupidity, immorality, or insufficient love, listening 

becomes considerably harder. Nobody enjoys considering a 

practical suggestion while being informed that their character is 

currently under investigation. 

When the discussion acquires an audience of ghosts 

Many arguments involve people who aren't physically present. 

There is the parent who once criticized a partner's beliefs, the 
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religious teacher whose comments caused embarrassment, the 

relative who asked an intrusive question, or the former partner 

who dismissed spirituality altogether. These experiences can shape 

how someone hears present conversations. If Serena has 

repeatedly been expected to justify her religious observances, 

Adrian's frustration may sound like another demand for 

justification. If Adrian has often been accused of disrespect 

whenever he raises practical concerns, Serena's response may 

confirm his fear that ordinary questions aren't permitted. 

Recognizing this history doesn't require either partner to accept 

responsibility for everything another person once did. It creates an 

opportunity to distinguish previous injuries from current behavior. 

Serena could say, "When you reacted that way, I remembered times 

when people treated fasting as ridiculous. I realize you may have 

been asking about the reservation." Adrian could acknowledge that 

her experience explains the sensitivity without agreeing that his 

original question was inappropriate. Both then have a better 

chance of addressing the actual problem. Otherwise, the 

relationship becomes an unfortunate venue where every past 

argument is entitled to return for an encore. 

There is another reason religious disagreements become 

unusually stubborn: the participants often enter the conversation 

with different purposes. One person wants emotional reassurance, 

another wants a practical decision, and a third objective, usually 

supplied by someone's internal debate champion, is to establish 

which worldview is correct. These purposes can coexist, but they 

cannot always be pursued simultaneously. If Serena wants Adrian 

to understand why her observance matters, an immediate list of 

alternative restaurants may feel dismissive. If Adrian needs to 

cancel a reservation before a deadline, a lengthy discussion of the 

spiritual history of fasting may leave him increasingly anxious. 

Before beginning a sensitive conversation, it can help to 

establish what you are trying to accomplish. Are you sharing an 


