
ON OUR STORY whether it is possible for a sense of 
community to  be sustained unless 
it is united around a common 
myth. Should narrators of the 
drama try to retain these useful 

Paul M. Edwards myths? Or is this yet another case 

A 
s a compulsive reader it is conflict-a sort of predetermined of the provider of service being the 
my custom to avoid jour- set of "Slim Lines"-which pre- one most concerned with restrict- 
neying to those places vents historians from doing what ing its use? Seemingly forced to 
where one responds to the they are called to do. I think the choose between telling our story 
call(s) of nature without problem lies in the nature of the and recording our history, we have 
plenty of reading materials. institution. failed at a critical task, that of con- 

There I count among my accom- Let us take a brief look at insti- veying the original experience of 
our heritage and offering an insti- PIishments the fact that read an tutional churches. The founder of tutional meaning for an age which IS SBT~OUS entire volume of Ayn Rand's work any religious movement is that 

during a long and traumatic bout person who tells others how to desperately needs it. 
question with Montezuma's revenge. On their previously existing I feel our institutional story- 

whether it is those rare occasions when no such spells. This person makes it possi- tellers tend to assume the role of 
materials are available, I survey ble for people to free themselves the archaic person, terrified of 

being separated from their myth. i ~ O S S ~  ble for a the scene for bits of eternal wis- from traditions that control their Such an approach annuls histork dam carved on the walls or take a thinking and feeling, in order that time, Either it creates a conception "ens8 of cam- cbser look at those devices de- might think anew-might be of a present in each event is 
I 

munity to be signed torestrict the use converted. The institutional 
paper. a repeat of an eternal model, that 

I 
I 

church On the other hand must 
is, a periodic regeneration in which sustained While these machines annoy me, present its founder's knowledge 

they are unique. Some, like the esentially in reverse; that is, from each year provides a new begin- 

! unless it is "Paper Saver," are designed so ritual to event rather than event ning. Or, on the other hand, in 

united around that the slightest pull will tear the to ritual The church that is the to preserve the it 
I tissue leaving you with a single, or organizational embodiment of the abolishes the potential of a future 

a Common perhaps graciously, two sheets. original understanding, is faced 
by demanding a prescriptive past. 

I 
I Others, like theC‘Waste Nots," are with the task of developing its In either case, the Mormon move- 

myth- created to prevent you from rol- own spells. These are designed to ment at large has'maintained a 

ling the wheel more than one represent what was new and mys- myth designed to provide buoyancy 
I turn, thus requiring the deter- tical in the experience of the and hope, as well as an escape from 

mined user to thread the paper founder. Yet, in stressing the new the responsibilities of living at the 

1 backwards through a slit between spells, the original knowledge and cutting edge of growth. We have 

I the rolls. The modern "Slim Line," experience becomes abstracted and tended to record institutional life as 

obviously the product of a fiendish nearly secret. archetypes of "exemplary models." 

mind, is a horizontal dispenser To the extent that this is the jux- 
The deep drama of the original taposition of events with any uni- which releases not only a single conversion experience is thus versa1 or intrinsic value, it is not sheet but one folded into several often replaced by a new drama history. In our narratives, persons corners. reflecting the institutional reac- and events become real only when 

I have been an administrator tion. Such a drama seems to they cease to be themselves and 
long enough to realize the excuses satisfy US when daily community become a repetition of the arche- 
given for the purchase of such experiences can't-when for type. Institutional stories (in both 
equipment. I confess during one example, we do not see the per- RLDS and LDS) often assume the 
very long year in the wilds of sons we want to seer nor discover narrative requirements of a philoso- 
Wyoming, I purchased several events we wish to experience, nor phy of history. such a view, like 
such devices after finding no paper feel the emotions we expect in the ~ l i ~ d ~ ~ ~  u ~ y t h  of the Eternal Re- 
in one of the historic sites under normal course of our days. turn," provides an escape from pro- 
my control. This, along with vot- Because the human mind has fane time; that is, from history as 
ing for Eisenhower, is one of those more difficulty retaining profane modern persons know it. ~~t there 
things for which I seek reality than archetypical forms, really is a difference between a phi- 
forgiveness. the dramas first become ritual and losophical awareness history and 

Consider, however, the close then archetypical. People generally fad thinking reduced to a bumper 
relationship between this adminis- Crave belonging more than they do sticker, and this is one of them. 
trative phenomenon and that of, understanding. And in this drama Using the terminology of the 
the institutional historian. The of the Church, the mysticism sociologist, I would suggest that 
former has the job of distributing inherent in the Process joins and the Mormon movement fits the 
materials they apparently do not unites, just as reason and inquiry Sect-Denomination model. This 
want people to use. The latter has divides and Hence the suggests that the Church is moving 
the function of telling the story of prominent and from a sect-carrying a unique 
the Church without using the the limited role of reason in either message (truth) to a special 
facts, the chronological events, or the presentation or understanding people-into a denomination shar- 
the documents related to the nar- of the institutional narrative. ing a more common message pre- 
rative. There seems to be a There is serious question sented in a peculiar but more 
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paternalistic manner. In.our narra- 
tive this message is progressive, 
i.e., based on the general assump- 
tion that gersons are slowly 
advancing in a definite and desira- 
Me direction. I suspect, however, 
that such progress cannot be 
assumed until advancement is 
identified, and at best the idea of 
pragress is a hazy a priori form of 
historical attitude. 

There arc a variety of progres- 
sive views among those who har- 
bor expectations for our institu- 
tional s'tory. One b found in the 
guise of modern Christian theolo- 
gians who, wearing their Augusti- 
nian garb, have k o m e  zealous 
defenders of p g r e s s  through 
sophisticated myth. They feel 
incumbent to rescue the holy grail 
of the institutional narrative they 
caIl history horn the hands of the 
heathens and secularizers. I am 
willing to acknowledge their theo- 
logical license, if they will 
acknowledge their arrogant pre- 
sumpkjm that the purpose of his- 
tory lies outside the scope of self 
and the bounds of our terrestrial 
sphere. Another p~gress ive  nar- 
rative is found in the generally 
undefined schwl of philosophical 
life scientists, represented by de 
Chardin, who are fond of writing 
cosmic histmy. While the thealo- 
glans inject their myths into his- 
tory in terms of eternity, the evo- 
Iutionists modestly restrict 
themselvm to speaking in terms of 
billions of years. 

Consider if YOU will how such 
understanding promises some of 
the answers, but restricts the user 
to unserviceable participation. His- 
tory is based on archaeological and 
historical facts, none of which 
indicate succession, let alone direc- 
tion. True. every story provides a 
sequence of events. But order is 
one thing and successive action is 
yet another. The prtagressive §to- 
ryteller views history as a kind of 
connnect-the-dots picture. He 
assumes that tho progressive ser- 
ies of events are e W y  there and 
mty n& te  be dlscoverd, like 
following the order of the num- 
bered dots. But the numbers in a 
dot picture are not the cause; they 
are the reconstructian. The origi- 
nal picture was formed in the 
mind csf the aitist. What I am sug- 
gesting is that hisrory"~ order is an 
assumed one that is n ~ t  inherent 
in the nature af things. Thus, it is 

not a violation of the myth or the The meaning of the  past of CYU; 

story to investigate it, alter it, or myth-rather than the myth of 
reinterpret it. our past-rests in our vision of an 

Time itself is a convention eternal progression emerging out 
rather than a discovery. That is, it of the value we have for'the 
is a matter of imposing a conven- present. 
ience upon events, allowing them 
to exist in an order and in an 
assumed equality. It is not some- 
thing that exists and is discovered 
in the process of living. The idea 
that history is our description of 
the changing nature of public time 
emerges from the intellectual life 
of the nineteenth century. It sug- 
gests that events move in some 
sort of direct and linear pattern 
from one event to another. The 
four faces that we give time-past, 
present, future, and eternity- 
were set up so as to measure 
(almost to objectify) our brief 
period of existence: To gauge that 
brief moment and to make it 
amear im~ortant.  After all. it is 

In the perennial discussion of 
institutional history, secular v. 
sacred histories, emerges the 
question of history v. story, narra- 
tive v. chronology. Like the admin- 
istrators who, responsible for pro- 
viding paper in instititional 
bathrooms, can't bring themselves 
to allow individual discretion the 
freedom to do the job, we protect 
our narrative from history. And 
we do so by assuming common 
needs, insisting on programmed 
use, and forcing expectation on 
results. Our conversion is reduced 
to drama, our sacred space to 
institution, our responses to 
ritual. 

t G  time iA which we live, 6nd 
thus must be significant. 

In the same sense our institu- 
tional feelings for the past-either 
those experienced or manufac- 
tured in our myth-owe much less 
to any knowledge of events, or 
progress, or linear unfolding, than 
they do to faith in our duration. 

Can our history and our story 
be the same? Can we understand 
as well as know? Or ~ e r h a p s  the 
safe and economic role is one that 
requires the administrator of our 
story to provide only historical 
Waste Nots, progressive Papet 
Savers, and convictional Slim 
Lines. 

EXPENSIVE AGENCY 
Marvin Rytting 

he first sample of my 
writing to find its way into 
the Mormon underground 
press was a letter to the 
editor which I wrote to 
Dialogue in 1972. It was 
outrageously long for a let- 

ter, but the editor was gracious 
enough to run it in the "Notes and 
Comments" section and I broke 
into print without even risking a 
rejection letter. It was a nice way 
to begin. 

In that First note, I commented 
upon a dialogue in previous issues 
on the best way to handle sexu- 
ality. I argued that our sexual 
behavior is largely determined by 
the way we define sex and that 
with an appropriate definition, we 
can control it. This means that 
men and women can become in- 
volved in intellectual, emotional, 

spiritual, and even some limited 
physical intimacy without becom- 
ing involved sexually ahd that 
such involvement with each other 
might be a better strategy than 
compulsively avoiding contact out 
of fear of being overcome by the 
irresistible sex drive. For a dozen 
years now, I have been exploring 
this idea in my academic work and 
occasionally in the pages of 
SUNSTONE and Exponent 11. My expe- 
rience convinca me that It is a 
valid perspective. 

Over the years, hawever, I have 
noted that although this point d 
view makes sense to some people, 
it is completely foreign to  others. 
It was not surprising, therefore, 
that an essay in the sexuality issue 
of Exponent 11, which questioned the 
rule against a man and a woman 
riding alme together in a car on 

SUNSTONE 41 

When 
we protect 
our narrative 
from hlstary. 
our conversion 
9s reduued to 
drama, our 
sacred space 
to institu- 
tion, our re- 
sponsss to 
ritual. 



l finally 
decided free 

I 
! agency is only 
! half true. We 
f 
1 have our ability 
/ to make choices, 
1 but it always 
1 

i costs some- 
thing, and 

sometimes it 
is very 

expensive. 

Church business promptly evoked 
a letter to the editor citing an 
example of how sharing a car ride 
led two good people into an adul- 
terous relationship which shat- 
tered two families. My first inclina- 
tion was to reply to the letter by 
pointing out how many other steps 
along the road to adultery there 
had been besides the car ride and 
how many opportunities there had 
been to avoid the final outcome 
(both before and after the fateful 
decision to ride to Church meet- 
ings together). Particularly in light 
of the number of people who ride 
together without becoming sex- 
ually involved, it seemed simplistic 
to posit a direct relationship. 

I did not write the letter, how- 
ever. I decided that the people who 
see avoidance as the only form of 
sexual control-i.e., staying away 
from all potential sexual opportuni- 
ties-might need that approach. 
They may simply be too intensely 
aware of the power of sexual 
arousal to imagine being able to re- 
sist it. At first I blamed it on astrol- 
ogy. Perhaps Scorpios are natu- 
rally more passionate than Geminis. 
Recently, however, I have found a 
more reasonable explanation. 

For the past two issues, I have 
been describing Jungian person- 
ality types and their implications 
for our spiritual paths. One of the 
dimensions in this model asks 
whether we perceive the world 
through sensory or intuitive 
modes. Sensing people tend to be 
more aware of the body. As an 
intuitive, I am usually only 
vaguely aware of my body and not 
in touch with a lot of the sexual 
feelings and messages that sensing 
people notice immediately. 

I remember visiting some friends 
at Berkeley in the late sixties. One 
of our friends mentioned that he 
went crazy every time he was on 
the campus because so many 
women did not wear bras, a 
fashion he found sexually arous- 
ing. I wondered at the time if 
there was something wrong with 
me because I had not noticed that 
the women were braless. I did see 
a streaker who wore no bra, but I 
was unaware of being surrounded 
by liberated breasts conspiring to 
arouse my passion. Because my 
natural tendency does not auto- 
matically associate the amount of 
attire with an urgent need for 
sexual release, obsessive concern 
with modesty has never seemed 
important to me. If sensory people 
are innately more aware of the sex- 

ual potential, however, such con- 
cern would make sense for them. 

This idea was reinforced in a re- 
cent conversation two friends had 
about the danger of sexual arousal 
through rock music and dancing. 
When the intuitive friend said that 
it does not have that effect for her, 
the sensory friend replied, "Maybe 
not for you, but it does for me." 

Perhaps we differ significantly in 
susceptibility to erotic stimulation. 
It would be simplistic to assume 
that there are two groups-those 
who are easily aroused and those 
who are not. There is probably a 
continuum of threshold levels 
where it takes a different amount 
of stimulation to trigger the re- 
sponse in each person-something 
like a thermostat where some 
people are set to turn on at 60°, 
some at 75O, and others at 90°. 

If this is true, it creates a 
dilemma: Is there a strategy that 
can keep us from crossing the 
threshold at inappropriate times 
and places? The Church has taken 
the position that the safest thing 
is to assume that we all have a low 
threshold and therefore makes 
policies to keep us at the level that 
everyone can resist-complete 
avoidance of potential sexual 
situations. In my work, I have 
suggested that we set our thermo- 
stats high to provide the safety we 
need to explore relationships. I 
know that the Church's strategy 
does not fit for me, but now I 
must admit that mine might not 
fit for other people. 

This gives me a clearer sense of 
responsibility for what I write. My 
ideas might be useful for intuitive 
types, but others may be well ad- 
vised not to take me seriously. 
Perhaps I should include a dis- 
claimer: WARNING-This column may 
be detrimental for certain personality 
types. And to be fair, maybe the 
Church should do the same thing. 
In any case, we all need to be aware 
that what works for us might not 
work for others and be wary of 
exerting undue influence on them. 

This dilemma raises an impor- 
tant quesiton: To what extent can 
we change our thresholds? Last 
year I perplexed some people while 
providing comfort to others when 
I wrote that perhaps it is unrealis- 
tic to expect gay people to change 
their sexual orientation. While I 
still strongly believe that we do 
untold damage by trying to force 
everyone to fit into a heterosexual 
mold, I also recognize the danger 
of concluding too quickly that 

change is impossible. I suspect this 
is another dimension upon which 
we differ. For some, change may 
be fairly simple; for others, practi- 
cally impossible. 

Several years ago, I had a con- 
versation with some non-Mormon 
friends in which they asked why I 
stayed in a church that generated 
such internal conflict. I explained I 

that I really had no choice-I simply 
could not be anything other than 
Mormon. This bothered my thera- 
pist friends because they believed in 
our ability to choose and to 
change-and so did I. Both my 
Mormon belief in free agency and 
my espousal of humanistic person- 
ality theories convinced me I could 
choose and change, but something 
inside said that I could not. 

I finally decided free agency is 
only halt true. 1 believe that we 
have our agency-our ability to 
make choices-but I do not think 
that it is free. It always costs 
something and sometimes it is very 
expensive. When I say that I cannot 
change something about myself, I 
am saying that I have assessed the 
costs and benefits of changing and 
determined that it would cost too 
much. My analysis may be purely 
subjective and even unconscious. 
But at some level, I know I cannot 
afford to pay the price. 

This way of reframing the ques- 
tion makes me aware that what is 
easy for me may be difficult for 
others because of differences not 
in ability or will power or right- 
eousness, but in the costs of mak- 
ing the choice. That is, what is 
good for me to do might be harm- 
ful for someone else. Maintaining 
sexual limits, for example, may be 
more costly (i.e., require more 
psychic energy) for someone who 
is intensely aware of physical 
arousal. Such a person should 
probably use a different strategy 
than I do. Similarly, the cost of liv- 
ing as a heterosexual would be sig- 
nificantly lower for someone who 
is bisexual than for someone who 
is exclusively and emphatically gay. 

Likewise, some people resolve 
religious dilemmas more easily 
than I do because the costs are dif- 
ferent. Chaim Potok put this into 
perspective when he made a dis- 
tinction between core-core con- 
flicts and core-periphery conflicts. 
I am deeply invested in the 
Mormon culture, both with inter- 
nal emotional cords and with 
familial and friendship ties which 
bind me to it. I am Mormon at my 
core and to sever these ties would 
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be very costly. At the same time, I 
am heavily invested in the broader 
culture, especially in my profes- 
sional academic life. The costs of 
denying the trans-Mormon parts 
of myself would also be high. 
Thus, my dilemma is more intense 
than those who are less invested 
in one or  the other sphere. 

It is important, however, to dis- 
tinguish between a decision being 
costly because it would require 
much time and energy and one 
which has the psychic cost of 
inner conflict. It is sometimes valid 
to assess the importance of chang- 
ing versus the energy required 
and conclude that the benefit to be 
gained is not worth the effort, but 
this can degenerate to simply tak- 
ing the path of least resistance and 
not being willing to pay even a 
price worth paying. O n  the other 
hand, a decision which requires 
that outer behavior be out of har- 
mony with inner reality can have 
devastating consequences. This 
observation can, of course, be used 
as a rationalization, but when it is 
true, the cost can be so high that it 
is no overstatement to  assert the 
impossibility of change. Even if 
the cost is a failure to become all 
we are meant to be, o r  to touch all 
the lives we are meant to touch, it 
may be too high'a price. 

It is often difficult t o  assess the 
costs of our decisions. It is impos- 
sible, however, to judge accurately 
the costs of a given course of- 
action for someone else. No two 
people ever make the same deci- 
sion because the costs for each 
person are different. This should 
make us cautious when judging 
others-not that we say that every 
decision is acceptable, but that we 
be cognizant that there may be 
costs we are not aware of for the 
other person. It is also likely that 
we never make exactly the same 
decision twice because over time, 
the cost, or our awareness of the 
cost, can change-sometimes 
enough to reverse the decision. 

Life is not easy. If there were 
rules that fit for every person in 
every situation, it would be simple 
to make decisions and to  evaluate 
our own behavior and that of oth- 
ers. But it is more complicated 
than that. The most important 
decisions are usually based on 
insufficient information. We often 
can only estimate what the  respec- 
tive costs of two options will be. 
And so we must often make a leap 
of faith-and take the  responsibil- 
ity of paying for our  agency. 

ANNOUNCEMENT AND CALL FOR PAPERS 

THE WASHINGTON 0.C 
SUNSTONE THEOLOGICAL SYMPOSIUM 

MAY 17-1 8,1985 

T he Sunstone Foundation announces the first 
Sunstone Theological Symposium to be held in 
Washington D.C., on May 17-18, 1985. The pur- 

pose of the symposium is to better understand our 
Mormon heritage and to provide a forum for the dis- 
cussion of Mormon theology. We are seeking thought- 
ful papers on a variety of topics related to Mormon 
doctrine, culture, arts and literature, and history. 

We will consider proposals on any subject related 
to Mormon theology in the following fields: 

1. History of Religion 
2. Philosophy of Religion 
3. Doctrinal Development and Analysis 
4. Scripture 
5. Comparative Studies 
6. Religion and the Social Sciences 
7. Ethics 
8. Contemporary Religious Issues 
9. Culture 

Abstracts of prospective papers should be received 
no later than February 1, 1985. Invitations to submit 
papers will be based on the attractiveness and rele- 
vance of the proposal. Selection of papers for presen- 
tation will depend on the quality of research, thought, 
and expression in the finished paper. Papers should 
be between 10-15 double-spaced typewritten pages, 
capable of being read comfortably in about twenty 
minutes. Final drafts must be submitted in duplicate 
by April 1, 1985. Sunstone reserves the right to pub- 
lish all papers presented (unless otherwise agreed in 
advance) but is not obligated to do so. 

In addition, we are accepting proposals by individ- 
uals and groups for panel discussions, round-table 
discussions, special sections, and debates. Propos- 
als should include a suggested topic, a description of 
the format, and biographical information about the 
participants. 

All abstracts and other proposals should be sentto: 

Elbert Peck Jay Bybee 
Symposium Chair Program Chair 
8513 Electric Avenue 625 G Street SW 
Vienna, VA 22180 Washington, D.C. 20024 
(703) 560-6790 (202) 554-0578 
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