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they, unlike the elders, aren't expected
to serve and therefore may come to mis-
sionary service with higher levels of mo-
tivation than most elders.

My point is that it would be a mis-
take to think elders need martial pep
talks while sisters need to discuss their
feelings of inadequacy. The dominant
rhetorical strategies for motivating mis-
sionaries are problematic for highly mo-
tivated individuals, regardless of gen-
der. And this rhetoric is implicated in
corporate and militant styles of religios-
ity that are arguably unhealthy for ev-
eryone.

John-Charles Duffy
Salt Lake City

Response to Tobler
Douglas Tobler's letter to the editor

("Writing Something That Matters,"
Spring 2003) demonstrates, I believe,
that the adjustment back to "civilian
life" after a mission is a difficult one.
When I was serving in the presidency
of the Baltic States Mission, I remem-
ber feeling that the experience of trying
to make the gospel work in the former
Soviet Union reduced my spiritual life
to its essence. When my wife, Ruth,
and I first went to Lithuania, we were
the only members of the Church in the
entire country. In those first months,
not only did we face the challenges of
finding enough food and keeping our
apartment warm (and praying for hot
water), but we found our spiritual lives
reduced to the fundamentals. I remem-
ber writing to a friend that, in trying to
plant the seeds of the restored gospel in
a land that had lain barren for nearly a
hundred years (the restored gospel had
first been introduced to western Lithu-
ania at the turn of the last century), we
didn't have the luxury of worrying
about some of the problems that had
occupied us at home. In the face of

finding places to meet, supervising
translation of Church materials, fac-
ing hostile media, working with
young missionaries, etc., intellectual
complexities, doctrinal nuances, or
questions about ecclesiastical practice
just didn't seem that important.

Perhaps some of this explains the
substance and tone of Professor
Tobler's letter; and yet it is surprising,
that having lived in a country (Po-
land) in which the suppression of per-
sonal expression, the manipulation
of history, and the repression of intel-
lectual inquiry not only retarded Pol-
ish culture but, I would guess, also
made it more difficult to spread the
gospel message there he could be so
starkly anti-intellectual. In fact, I
would characterize his sentiments as
not simply anti-intellectual but an-
grily so. How else explain such expres-
sions as "self-styled intellectuals,"
"worldly intellectuals," "know-it-all
intellectuals," "intellectual drivel,"
"intellectual fads," "arrogant intellec-
tual pride," and "intellectual . . . im-
maturity"?

Tobler's characterization of natu-
ralist intellectuals is not softened by
any qualifiers: "All lack the absolute
prerequisites for saying something
true, wise, or significant: faith in God
and Jesus Christ, a living testimony of
the gospel and the Restoration, real
experience in responsible Church
callings, and the living companion-
ship of the Holy Ghost" (emphasis
mine). According to Tobler, intellec-
tuals lack "any form of meekness and
humility" (emphasis mine). This kind
of anti-intellectualism is dangerous,
for it stereotypes intellectuals as ene-
mies of the Church at a time when
anti-intellectualism is on the rise.

Tobler goes beyond attacking the
scholarship and thinking of intellectu-
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als who represent "a purely naturalistic
viewpoint" to attacking their spiritual-
ity. He sees them as "faithless," as seek-
ing "the applause and honor of other
worldly intellectuals and secular fame,"
as "worldly," as "spiritual pygm[ies],"
and as lacking "any kind of spiritual
qualification" (emphasis mine). He
seems to argue that intellectuals have no
role in the Church: "The world of faith
is a world they know nothing about";
they are "without the Holy Ghost and a
living testimony"; and "most do not be-
lieve . . . that the Lord plays a role in hu-
man history generally and especially in
the direction of his church."

While I do not personally know all
of the scholars Tobler lists, I do know
several quite well and feel that his char-
acterization of them is unfair and inac-
curate, not to say uncharitable. How
does Tobler know whether these people
have the Holy Ghost or whether they
"believe . . . that the Lord plays a role in
human history"? Over the past thirty
years, the Church has had no better
friend than Jan Shipps. Besides being
an excellent historian and commenta-
tor on Mormon culture, Jan is a believ-
ing Christian. She has made an invalu-
able contribution to Mormon history,
especially in helping outsiders see some
of our more positive characteristics.
The same could be said for Michael
Quinn. Although he has been excom-
municated (unjustly, many of us be-
lieve), Michael has retained his testi-
mony of the gospel and his belief in the
historicity of the Book of Mormon.
(See Quinn's "Apologia Pro Mea Via"
in the December 2003 Sunstone.) In ad-
dition, he has written some of the most
important studies on Mormon history
in the past several decades. While I may
not always agree with his conclusions, I
have had no reason to question his in-
tegrity as a historian or as a believer.

One wonders how Tobler arrived
at such a portrait of intellectuals,
many of whom are committed Lat-
ter-day Saints with profiles of faithful-
ness that match or even exceed those
of the general Church population.
This isn't to say that, in the Mormon
intellectual community, there are not
those who may have some of the char-
acteristics Tobler lists, but it is to ar-
gue that most do not. Some of those
who publish in Dialogue and Sunstone
might be characterized as antagonis-
tic to the Church and some might
clearly be said to have anti-Mormon
biases, but most with whom I am ac-
quainted are honorable and honest
and appear to be attempting to un-
derstand Mormon history and cul-
ture with the best tools they have, in-
cluding spiritual tools.

Anyone who has read very much
Mormon history over the past three
or four decades knows that some of
our worst history has been written by
faithful members (those Tobler char-
acterizes as having the Holy Ghost)
and some of the best by those Tobler
denigrates as faithless. Apostates,
excommunicants, and nonmembers
as well as faithful members are capa-
ble of writing good or bad history.
Some of the most significant insights
into the Mormon experience in mod-
ern times have come both from those
who write "faithful history" as well as
those who write from a more skepti-
cal, naturalistic scholarly position.
Both are limited and yet both can en-
lighten us. We should be open to
what each can teach us.

On a recent trip to Washington,
D.C., I saw Brecht's Galileo (David
Hare's translation). Galileo is a good
example of the problem we some-
times have with determining truth.
The Catholic Church insisted on its
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