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LETTER

More on Elijah Ables

Additional research on Elijah Ables
provides an interesting glimpse of his
elusive Cincinnati years, discussed in
my previous publication: “‘A Negro
Preacher’: The Worlds of Elijah
Ables,” Journal of Mormon History 39,
no. 2 (Spring 2013): 165-254.

At some point in 1842, Ables relo-
cated from Nauvoo to Cincinnati,
which had the nation’s largest popu-
lation of free blacks and was the larg-
est trade center between the sea-
board and the frontier. Elijah, then in
his thirties, was single; but interracial
marriage would have violated
Nauvoo city law. Joseph Smith was
likely referring to Ables when he
commented: “Go into Cincinnati or
any city, and find an educated negro,
who rides in his carriage, and you will
see a man who has risen by the pow-
ers of his own mind to his exalted
state of respectability. "1 Ables moved
into east Cincinnati, a black ghetto
known for prostitution and gam-
bhng, but by the end of the decade,
Ables was married with a son and
lived a comfortable life as a carpenter
and an active member of the LDS
branch.

That spring, FElders Phineas
Young and Franklin D. Richards
were working in the Cincinnati
branch. By May, Richards was dis-
mayed by dissension “among the
Saints,” whom he found “discordant”
and “unworthy the name of Christ.”
Richards felt it was almost “as though
the council of Satan and his notaries

vi

had made an enactment that the
work of God should not prosper in
this City.”3 He sent Phineas to
Nauvoo for counsel from his
brother, Brigham Young.

The evidence suggests that the
rising troubles stemmed from an in-
tricate—and  tumultuous—relation-
ship between the Mormon and abo-
litionist communities in Cincinnati.
On March 14, 1842, Phineas in-
formed Brigham that he had bap-
tized a “very wealthy and a very influ-
ential man by the name of Colonel
Rees Price.”* City chronicler
Charles Cist wrote of Price as
though he needed no introduction;
his reputation was a “fixed fact of ab-
solute notoriety.” 5 Price, an 1834
delegate to a Whig convention in
support of the National Bank, was
honored by ofﬁc1al introductions at
public events. Wealthy from a ma-
sonry business that spanned the city,
Price had committed much of his
public life to the abolitionist cause.
He served on the executive board of
the Ohio Anti-Slavery Society and as
amember of its Committee on Polit-
ical Action.7 When anti-abolitionist
mobs attacked an anti-slavery news-
paper in Cincinnati in 1836, Price
publicly criticized their actions. The
mobs were indulging in “all abuses,
and tyrannies, and usurpations . . .
without shame or restraint” while
the “weak continue, without hope,
to be the prey of the powerful.”

This sentiment did not sit well
with Cincinnati’s racially charged
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environment. When Lane-educated
teachers took work instructing poor
blacks, locals often claimed that they
had “disgraced themselves by engag-
ing in such an employment.” When a
white Lane student gave directions to
a black woman visiting the campus,
“itwas regarded by the community as
part of a settled design to carry into
effect the scheme of equalization.”

In fall 1841, another race riot ex-
ploded in the city Mobs were target-
ing tPe city’s “prominent abolition-
ists.””” A mob seized the press of re-
cent abolitionist presidential candi-
date, ]ames Birney, and threw it in
the river.!' Another threatened the
store of William Donaldson.'? Price
had supported Birney’s presidential
candidacy in 1840 and also served
with Birney on the Ohio Anti-Slavery
Society general board.'® The Latter-
day Saints had witnessed the conse-
quences firsthand of being overly
welcoming to the black population.
Between Price’s abolitionist activities
and Ables’s preaching, Mormonism
could have seemed hardly different
from the radicals who had once filled
the halls of Cincinnati’s Lane Theo-
logical Seminary.

No other Mormon documenta-
tion of Price’s relationship exists, but
his obituary states that he believed
the time would come when human
beings would be “endowed with pow-
ers similar to those ascribed to Jesus
Christ,” provided they prove their de-
votion to eternal principles. ~ Price’s
rhetoric aligned with Mormon ideas
such as reverence for the Constitu-
tion, the imminent establishment of
Christ’s kingdom, and the forthcom-
ing destruction of the United States.
Price also shared the growing sense
of Mormon Anglophilia, arguing that

the “followers of the Lord will, next
to America, take the British Isles.”
However, he also claimed that “the
Zion of the Holy One of Israel will
be built in Ohio”—a clear deviation
from the conventional wisdom that
Zion would someday be built in Mis-
souri.'”” Price and Ables certainly
knew each other; Price joined the
Mormon community at approxi-
mately the same time that Ables ar-
rived in the city.

In June 1843, Ables found him-
self standing before an apostolic dis-
ciplinary council. Apostles Orson
Pratt, Heber C. Kimball, and John E.
Page ordered Ables to restrict his
preaching to the African American
population.”” The exact nature of
the offense remains unknown, but
Price’s prominent abolitionism al-
most certainly affected the out-
come.

Unwilling to discipline Price for
views they themselves embraced but
frightened at the prospects of an-
other Missouri, the apostles felt
bound to distance the Mormon peo-
ple from the abolitionist Price lest
they should fall victim to more mob
violence like that experienced by
early Jackson County settlers in
1833. They probably believed that
restricting Ables’s preaching activi-
ties to fellow residents of the
Cincinnati slums would help to neu-
tralize criticism that Mormons were
promoting racial equality.

By January 1844, Price was being
identified as a “new prophet,” sug-
gesting that he had probably broken
with the Saints within months of the
apostolic ruling on Ables’s prosely-
tizing.”* Price may, in fact, have
been reacting to the apostles’ deci-
sion to restrict Ables’s preaching ac-
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tivities. In addition to clamping down
on Ables’s preaching activities, the
meeting had resulted in a reorganiza-
tion of the branch structure; Price
could not have avoided hearing of
the meeting’s proceedings.
Communitarian Christian An-
drew Smolnikar recalled visiting
“Gen. Rees E. Price, formerly an el-
der in the Mormon Church” in No-
vember 18441 By that point, “the

rich general” had “become a
prophet,” preaching that Jesus
Christ’s  “first birth” was near.

Smolnikar also reported Price’s dab-
bling in spiritualism; he observed
that Price had assumed the persona
of Napoleon I's generals and decreed
that Smolnikar was “Pope Andrew I,”
a move Smolnikar thought to be
merely an overture to win his
(Smolnikar’s) affections.

Smolnikar had a special hatred for
the Mormon faith. In 1864, he re-
called the dead Joseph Smith’s spirit
possessing a cow; “George K___ )" a
Smolnikar disciple, chased it, fell into
a river, and drowned. A month later,
an evil spirit attacked Smolnikar in
the night, its “ten fingers . . . infixed
into my neck.” He finally repelled
this “murderous spirit,” which he
identified as Joseph Smith’s. After a
conversation with Price, Smolnikar
described a lightning storm during
which an angelic companion di-
rected: “Go to Nauvoo, and the
whole mystery will be discussed.”
Smolnikar allegedly made the trip
and claimed to have discerned all of
Mormonism’s mysteries, which he
would make “known in due time.”?!

Price remained committed to his
radical principles. He and his family
regularly attended séances in an ef-
fort to speak with their kindred dead,

and abandoned American democ-
racy as “false to justice and righteous
liberty.” The “principles of democ-
racy are beastly. The body assumes
the sovereign, and the wicked head
assumes it lawful to yield obedience
to its impulses; and thus the federal
head yielded or gave power unto a
beast.” Price praised William Lloyd
Garrison as “the Abolitionist” who
had “shaken the Confederacy to its
centre, and made its heart qzuake
with a fear of a dissolution.”?? In
1849, an Anglican bishop called
Price “the most pleasantly deranged
man with whom I am acquainted.” A
friend observed that Price was “un-
doubtedly insane on religion; but in-
nocent tender-hearted, benevolent,
kind and harmless.” But on matters
of “justice, goodness, purity, consci-
entiousness, benevolence, harmless-
ness,” Price was “the sanest of the
sane.””

Ables stayed in Cincinnati until
1853, probably lacking the re-
sources to relocate. There is no evi-
dence of Ables aligning himself with
Price’s movement. He briefly gave
lodging to Joseph Smith’s brother,
William Smith, following the disso-
Iution of Smith’s church in
Covington, Kentucky.24 His deci-
sion to come to Utah reveals his in-
stitutional fidelity, even as his faith
community had begun to alienate
him.

Research on the relationship be-
tween race and Mormonism contin-
ues to grow in exciting ways. Max
Mueller’s forthcoming dissertation
promises to be highly illuminative
and contribute to the discourse in
unprecedented ways. Jared Hick-
man’s and Jared Tamez’s ongoing
work also has tremendous promise
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to promote a rigorous discussion of
Mormon racial constructs. As these
scholars flesh out Mormonism’s ra-
cial narrative, it will help the Mormon
people come to grips with their fu-
ture as a global faith community.

Russell W. Stevenson
Provo, Utah
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THE AFFAIR OF THE “RUNAWAYS”’:
UTtaH’s FIRST ENCOUNTER WITH THE
FEDERAL OFFICERS

PART 1

Ronald W. Walker

AT THE END OF SEPTEMBER 1851, four of the men appointed by
Washington to help run the affairs of the Territory of Utah left
their posts and charged the local people with misconduct and dis-
loyalty. Historians have been slow to take a serious look at the be-
ginning of the controversy. Who were these men? Why did they
choose to leave? Did their charges have merit? How did Mormon
leaders respond? The answers to these questions tell a great deal
about pioneer Utah—and about Mormons leaders and the men ap-
pointed by Washin%ton. These answers open a window to a distant
but important past.

The episode began early. Since its start, the Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter-day Saints, or Mormons, had been besieged and

RONALD W. WALKER {ronwwalker39@gmail.com} is an independent
historian, who has published widely in Mormon history. He is a former pres-
ident of the Mormon History Association.

IT owe debts to Matthew J. Grow for sharing with me his research
notes on Thomas L. Kane and to William P. MacKinnon, who read an early
version of the manuscript and offered many helpful suggestions. The fullest
previous treatment of the controversy remains B. H. Roberts, A Comprehen-
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threatened. Its storied hegira took members from New York to Ohio
and then to Missouri and Illinois. At each point, hostile officers, civil
and military, had stirred difficulties, and the Mormon leader, Brig-
ham Young, was determined never to fall under such influence again.
In 1846, when his people were on the plains of lowa en route to Utah,
their last stop in their mass migration, Young wrote U.S. President
James K. Polk. Young wanted Polk to know, unmistakably, how the
Mormons felt. His people were loyal Americans, Young insisted (they
had just enrolled about five hundred of their men to fight in the Mexi-
can War), and they wanted a U.S. territorial government once they ar-
rived in their new destination. At the time their hoped-for promised
land lay in the Great Basin and was part of upper Mexico, but every-
one assumed this land was destined soon to fall under American
sway. While a U.S. territorial government was “one of the richest
boons of earth,” Young told Polk that his people would retreat to
“deserts,” “islands,” or “mountain caves” rather than have Washing-
ton appoint men over them who might delight in “injustice and op-
pression, and whose greatest glory . . . [might be] to promote the mis-
ery of their fellows, for their own aggrandizement or lustful gratifica-
tion.”> The Saints were looking over their shoulder. Rumors had
reached them that their old opponent, Lilburn W. Boggs, a former
governor of Missouri, was seeking appointment in the West.?
Young’s letter showed how fragile the Mormon psyche was. As
Young told Polk, his people’s troubled past had left their “love of coun-
try or rulers . . . well nigh extinguished.”4 Yet at the same time, Mor-
mons saw themselves as patriots and responsible citizens. These two
opposite tugs—alienation and love of country—could push the Saints

sive History of the Church of Jesus Christ, 6 vols. (Salt Lake City: Deseret News
Press, 1930), 3:520-44, although in subsequent years historians have ad-
dressed some features of the episode. See Leland H. Gentry, “The Brocch-
us-Young Speech Controversy” (M.A. thesis, University of Utah, 1958), and
Wayne K. Hinton, “Millard Fillmore: Utah’s Friend in the White House,”
Utah Historical Quarterly 48 (Spring 1980): 112-28. This article is the first in
a two-part series; a second article will deal with the national crisis that fol-
lowed the departure of the officers.

2Brigham Young, Letter to James K. Polk, August 9, 1846, Brigham
Young Office Files, LDS Church History Library.

31bid.
Hbid.
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in polar directions, especially when one of their orators stood behind
a podium or pulpit. Young’s letter to Polk, full of these opposites, nev-
ertheless came down on the side of working within the American sys-
tem. His plaintive hope was to have Washington appoint men from
among the Mormons—or at least men who were not opponents.
Young, like many in the West, wanted home rule.

During the next several years, the Saints made this same ap-
peal to Washington again and again. In April 1847, just as their pio-
neer parties were about to strike out for Utah, they renewed their pe-
tition for a friendly territorial government and once in Utah, in Feb-
ruary 1848, they tried another time.”> When Washington turned a
deaf ear, the Saints prepared a gigantic petition that ran twenty-two
feet and contained 2,270 51gnatures apparently hoping that size
might count for something.® It asked for the appointment of Church
officers to political office, beginning with Brigham Young, who was
proposed for governor. Apparently rank-and-file Mormons needed
reassurance: “The Gentile ceremonies will have an effect because
the Priesthood is not regarded,” Young told a congregation.7 As al-
ways during this early history, the Saints wobbled between their mil-
lennial hopes of their theocracy and the practical need to stay in the
mainstream. As usual under Young’s leadership, they opted for the
latter.

The second counterpoint was the fear of outsiders running
Utah’s government, which was a troubling possibility during the sum-
mer of 1850. As the political rumors grew louder and more ominous,
Young took a new tack. He withdrew the petitions for a territorial gov-
ernment and threatened Washington with an independent Mormon
state. While this option would end the hope of financial aid from

5Thomas L. Kane, Letter to Willard Richards, April 25, 1847, Brig-
ham Young Office Files; and Brigham Young, Letter to Thomas L. Kane,
February 9, 1848, Brigham Young Draft Letterbook, LDS Church History
Library. For a more extended treatment of these efforts, see Ronald W.
Walker, “Thomas L. Kane and Utah’s Quest for Self-Government, 1846-
51,” Utah Historical Quarterly 69 (Spring 2001): 100-119.

6Dale L. Morgan, The State of Deseret (Salt Lake City: Utah State Histor-
ical Society, 1940), 26.

7Brigham Young, Remarks, March 12, 1849, General Church Min-
utes, LDS Church History Library.
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Congress, it had the appeal of avoiding outside magistrates.8 The
people called their proposed new provisional state “Deseret,” after a
passage from their Book of Mormon that suggested cooperation and
work (Ether 2:3). The Mormons were following a time-tested tactic.
By threatening independence, they were trying to get Washington to
organize a favorable local government. Tennessee, Texas, and more
recently Oregon had used the same ploy, while New Mexico and Cali-
fornia were employing it, t0o.”

To represent them in Washington, Utahns would eventually
have three men. The first was Dr. John M. Bernhisel, who had been
sent east when the Mormons were still hoping for a territorial govern-
ment. He was everything that supposedly the first generations of
Mormons were not: He was refined, temperate, and educated (he re-
ceived medical training at the University of Pennsylvania), and he
knew how to work behind the scenes. One of his friends described
him with an apt metaphor: Bernhisel was like a plough horse, he
said—patient, reliable and never making a misstep. But a quarter
horse—sleek and fleet—he was not. !

The second delegate was Almon W. Babbitt. Young had chosen
him when looking for a Democrat to balance Bernhisel’s Whig loyal-
ties—and, possibly, to counter Bernhisel’s bland and quiet-working
personality. Babbitt knew how to mix and mingle. He claimed to have
influence with such senators as Stephen A. Douglas and Augustus C.
Dodge, who, according to Babbitt’s own telling, had promised to use
“all their influence” against any motion regarding the Latter-day
Saints that was not personally and formally endorsed by Babbitt.!! Tt
is likely that Young knew what he was getting. “I dont care if he drinks
Champagne & knocks over a few Lawyers & Priests all right—he has a
right to fight in hell,” Young told a congregation when Babbitt was

SPeter Crawley, “The Constitution of the State of Deseret,” BYU Stud-
ies 29 (Fall 1989): 7-22.

9Morgan, State of Deseret, 7-8 footnote.

10Thomas L. Kane, Letter to Brigham Young, January 5, 1855,
Brigham Young Office Files, LDS Church History Library; Gwynn W.
Barrett, “Dr. John M. Bernhisel: Mormon Elder in Congress,” Utah Histori-
cal Quarterly 36 (Spring 1968): 143-67.

HRobert Campbell, Statement, October 19, 1849, Brigham Young
Office Files, Reel 86, Box 74, fd. 1.
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sent east.'? Three times the Church had disciplined Babbitt, and Jo-
seph Smith had received a revelation that pointed out his faults. “He
aspireth to establish his counsel instead of the counsel which I have or-
dained,” said the revelation, “even that of the Presidency of my
Church; and he setteth up a golden calf for the worship of my people”
(D&C 124:84). After serving as one of the Church’s property manag-
ers in Nauvoo, Babbitt had almost given up on Mormonism and was
making his way to the California goldfields when Young learned that
Babbitt was in Salt Lake City and reached out to reclaim him. It was an
act that later Young may have come to regret.

The third representative was neither a Mormon nor a lukewarm
Mormon. Thomas L. Kane was a young, wellborn Philadelphian, who
first came to know the Mormons during their 1846 trek west when he
had visited their camps in Iowa. To his surprise, Kane found that he
liked these people and especially Young, despite not having much
sympathy for their religion. After several weeks, the romantically in-
clined Kane decided to make the Latter-day Saints one of the great
causes of his life, much to the mild chagrin of his family. For the next
three and a half decades, this small-framed, intense man worked in
the Saints’ behalf, usually behind the scenes and without any formal
appointment or portfolio. It was enough for him to sense a need and
then meet it.'?

At first, U.S. President Zachary Taylor appeared ready to help
the Mormons.!* “Old Rough and Ready” Taylor, whose fame rested
upon the battle laurels of Palo Alto and Monterrey during the Mexi-
can War, was hoping to finesse the growing sectional disputes about
slavery in the western territories. Taylor’s idea was to admit the provi-
sional governments of New Mexico and California into the Union and
thus avoid a contentious debate in Congress. Utah might also be ad-
mitted as an eastern part of California, with the understanding that

12Brigham Young, Remarks, July 8, 1849, General Church Minutes.

li)’Matthew\]. Grow, “Liberty to the Downtrodden”: Thomas L. Kane, Ro-
mantic Reformer (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 2009); David J.
Whittaker, ed., Colonel Thomas L. Kane and the Mormons, 1846-1883 (Salt
Lake City: University of Utah Press, 2010).

14Joseph Young, Letter to Brigham Young, June 13, 1849, Brigham
Young Office Files.
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the Saints would soon have their own star on the American flag.!?
The unwieldy scheme went nowhere; and Taylor, after listening to bill-
ingsgate about the Mormons, developed reservations. When Bern-
hisel visited the Executive Mansion in March 1850, he described Tay-
lor as “an exceedingly plain man in the fullest sense of the term, in
person and intellect.” He would not now, it was clear, be offering the
Saints any favors.!® Babbitt confirmed Taylor’s opposition. “Before
twenty members of Congress,” Babbitt told Young, Taylor had said
that “he would veto any bill passed, state or territorial, for the Mor-
mons—that they were a pack of outlaws and had been driven from two
states and were not fit for self-government.”17

Taylor’s words became the reason for much pique and anger in
Utah, and for several months the Mormons despaired of ever receiv-
ing a friendly government. Then the political landscape suddenly
changed. Taylor took ill after presiding over a fund-raising event for
the Washington Monument; and less than a week later he was dead,
probably a victim of food poisoning.!®

Mormons saw no reason to mourn. “The late illustrious chief
magistrate entertained some strong prejudices and used much harsh
language against our community,” said Bernhisel. “Poor man! He had
gone to give an account of his deeds done in the body, and has, 1
doubt not, ere this, learned that Mormonism, so called, is as true and
enduring as the throne of the most High.”!?

Upon the death of Taylor, Vice-President Millard Fillmore as-
sumed the presidency. His political resumé was not especially distin-
guished. He had first been elected to the New York State Legislature

15Roberts, Comprehensive History of the Church, 3:437-40; Edward Leo
Lyman, Amasa Mason Lyman: Mormon Apostle and Apostate (Salt Lake City:
University of Utah Press, 2009), 178-80.

16]ohn M. Bernhisel, Letter to Brigham Young, March 21, 1850,
Brigham Young Office Files.

17Almon W. Babbitt, Letter to Brigham Young, July 7, 1850, Brigham
Young Office Files.

18«Death of the President of the United States,” Boston Daily Evening
Transcript, July 10, 1850, quoted in “Zachary Taylor,” Wikipedia (accessed
April 29, 2013).

19John M. Bernhisel, Letter to Brigham Young, August 9, 1850,
Brigham Young Office Files.
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in the early 1830s as a member of the Anti-Mason Party. He next
served four terms in the U.S. House, where he transformed himself
into a Whig. Still later he became New York State’s first elected comp-
troller and made an unsuccessful bid to become governor. He was put
on the Whig ticket in 1848 when the party needed an anti-slave north-
erner to balance Taylor, a Louisiana planter and slave-owner.2’ While
serving as vice-president and presiding over the Senate, Fillmore had
watched the chamber’s bitter debates over slavery. After becoming
president, he put his political weight behind conciliation and the pro-
posals that eventually became known as the Compromise of 1850. As
part of the log-rolling, Utah was finally recognized as a U.S. territory,
with the right to decide slavery for itself. Politicians knew, however,
that geo§raphy and climate made Utah an unlikely place for slave-
holding.*!

After more than five years of sending petitions to Washington,
the Saints at last had a territorial government, although it came with
the usual losses and compromises. Illinois Senator Stephen A. Doug-
las, in a personal letter to the Mormons, explained some of the back-
ground. He claimed that some of President Taylor’s furious anti-Mor-
monism had survived him; and when it came time to choose a name
for the territory, Congress had supplanted “Deseret” with “Utah” in
an effort to neutralize opponents. He hopefully suggested the distinc-
tive name might be restored once statehood was achieved.?” Doug-
las’s friendliness dated back to when the Saints were headquartered in
Mlinois.

The new territory cut the huge land claims of Deseret down to
size. From a Texas-sized territory occupying the middle of the Great
West, Utah was given the land between the Green River on the east
and the great Sierra Nevada on the west, and with the north-south
borders provided by the 42nd and 37th parallels of latitude. These
last boundaries followed no natural landmarks, and Bernhisel grous-
ed, “The ignorance of the collected wisdom of the nation in regard to

20Hinton, “Millard Fillmore, 112-14.

2IHolman Hamilton, Prologue to Conflict: The Crisis and Compromise of
1850 (Lexington: University of Kentucky Press, 1964).

22Stephen A. Douglas, Letter to Brigham Young, Heber C. Kimball,
and Willard Richards, March 6, 1851, Brigham Young Office Files.
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our region of country . . . is most profound.”?

Congress had left the most important question hanging. Were
Utahns going to get their own civil leaders in the new territorial gov-
ernment? During the anxious time before the great compromise,
Young had laid out the Mormon argument. Some of the “ablest Politi-
cians” have forgotten “that all Republican Government emanates
from the people,” he wrote Bernhisel in a revealing passage. “The
people have the “right to dictate. . . . [T]hey are the Parents and not
the child.”*! Young’s views were similar to those of Douglas, who was
championing the constitutional theory of “popular sovereignty” or
local decision-making to keep the slave question out of the halls of
Congress.

The ink on the Compromise of 1850 was hardly dry when the
Mormons began to lobby. “The people of Utah cannot but consider it
their right, as American citizens, to be governed by men of their own
choice, entitled to their confidence, and united with them in opinion
and feeling,” Bernhisel wrote to Fillmore. This “right” of self-govern-
ment was important because of “the peculiar circumstances of the
community of Deseret,” Bernhisel said, referring, of course, to the
long-standing anti-Mormonism.2®

Bernhisel had been cultivating relations with Fillmore from the
time Fillmore was vice-president and found him to be friendly and co-
operative.?® The president acknowledged that the Saints had been
“shamefully abused” and promised to nominate territorial officers
“from among your members.” As the negotiations continued, Fill-
more wanted to know whether Young, if appointed as Utah’s gover-

23]ohn M. Bernhisel, Letter to Brigham Young, September 7, 1850,
Brigham Young Office Files.

24Brigham Young, Letter to John M. Bernhisel, July 29, 1850, Copy-
book, LDS Church History Library. I have corrected the spelling and gram-
mar of this letter, which, in its archival form, appears to be a preliminary or
draft copy.

25]ohn M. Bernhisel, Letter to Brigham Young, September 12, 1850,
Brigham Young Office Files, and John M. Bernhisel, Letter to Millard Fill-
more, September 16, 1850, Journal History of the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints (chronological scrapbook of typed entries and newspaper
clippings, 1830-present), LDS Church History Library.

26John M. Bernhisel, Letter to Brigham Young, March 21, 1850,
Brigham Young Office Files.
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nor, would politically support his administration. Fillmore also
wanted to know if Utah would return a Whig as its delegate to Con-
gress. “It had been intimated to me in high quarters,” Bernhisel told
Young in a letter marked “strictly private and confidential,” “that if the
people of Utah wish any favor of this Administration, they should
electa Whig delegate to Congress.” Bernhisel knew that this informa-
tion, conveyed by him to Young, might be seen as personal ambition.
“I have no aspiration for that office,” he assured Young.27

It took two months for Bernhisel’s letter to reach Young, but
once Young got it, he quickly responded. “We feel inclined, as soon as
an organization [of the territory] can be gone into under the [or-
ganic] act to elect a delegate,” Young told Bernhisel. “We think some
of nominating a Whig for delegate who is now in Washington City,
feeling assured that although he may have no aspirations to that of-
fice, yet that we can rely upon on his eminent capability and accep-
tance.”® Young’s words, while jocular, were also serious. He was tell-
ing Washington that he was willing to meet Fillmore’s concerns.?’

Although Young’s letter failed to reach Washington in time to af-
fect negotiations, they were moving forward. By late summer, Kane
had joined the talks. Although his doctors had told him sternly to go
to the West Indies to recuperate from one of his sick spells, he had re-
mained in Philadelphia to monitor events. He won his stubborn gam-
ble; and while still weak, he left Philadelphia for Washington in the au-
tumn to try and get Mormons appointed to the territorial offices.

Kane and Fillmore had become acquainted when both worked
in the anti-slavery “Free Soil” movement a few years before. They
found that they liked each other.’® Now, when Kane met with Fill-
more at the Executive Mansion, the president was still deciding
whether he should appoint Young. While opposing the “principle of

27]ohn M. Bernhisel, Letter to Brigham Young, September 15, 1850,
Brigham Young Office Files.

28 irst Presidency, Letter to John M. Bernhisel, November 20, 1850,
Brigham Young Office Files.

291bid.

30Thomas L. Kane, Letter to Brigham Young, Heber C. Kimball, and
Willard Richards, July 29, 1851, Thomas L. Kane Papers, L. Tom Perry Spe-

cial Collections, Harold B. Lee Library, Brigham Young University, Provo,
Utah.



10 The Journal of Mormon History

monarchy and centralism by naming a Viceroy or Governor-General
over the Mormons as a subject people,” Fillmore knew that the choice
of Young would be unpopular, in ;)art because it would mix the Mor-
mon Church with the Utah state.”!

Fillmore had a counterproposal: Would Kane accept the Utah
governorship? The nomination would please the Mormons, yet
avoid the political shoals. Kane declined, perhaps because of per-
sonal and family reasons but mainly because of loyalty to Young. The
refusal led back to Young. Was Kane willing, as a gentleman, to
vouch for Young, the president asked? The question, now quaint,
came when the ideals of courtly behavior still guided men.?? In re-
sponse, Kane praised Young’s “excellent capacity, energy and integ-
rity” and his “irreproachable moral character,” ajudgment based on
his “intimate personal knowledge.” The chivalrous give-and-take
had an unspoken subtext: Rumors were circulating that the Saints
had a secret plural wife system, and Fillmore wanted to know if these
were accurate. Kane’s honor-bound statements were convincing,
however, and before the interview was over, Fillmore pronounced
himself “fully satisfied.”>® Kane gave similar assurances to members
of Congress, who were also concerned about possible Mormon plu-
rality.?* As improbable as it may now seem, Kane did not know
about the Saints’ polygamy. He had apparently let his sentimental
belief in Mormon innocence get the better of him, though he had
the opportunity of knowing better had he looked around. Nor had
the Mormons been forthcoming. Perhaps they assumed, or hoped,
that Kane knew but was honoring their own policy of publicly saying

3lThomas L. Kane, Letter to Franklin Pierce, September 3, 1854,
“Correspondence between Thomas L. Kane and Brigham Young and
Other Church Authorities, 1846-1878,” Thomas L. Kane materials, Edith
Romney typescript collection, LDS Church History Library.

32Bertram Wyatt-Brown, Southern Honor: Ethics and Behavior in the Old
South (New York: Oxford University Press, 1982); Bertram Wyatt-Brown,
The Shaping of Southern Culture: Honor, Grace, and War, 1760s-1860s (Chapel
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2001).

33Kane to Pierce, September 3, 1854.

34John W. Gunnison, Letter to Albert Carrington, December 25,
1852, in Brigham D. Madsen, ed., “John W. Gunnison’s Letters to His Mor-
mon Friend, Albert Carrington,” Utah Historical Quarterly 59 (Summer
1991): 280.
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little or nothing about their practice. From the time polygamy had
been introduced at Nauvoo, everything had been a “wink and a
nod.”%

The failure to inform their most influential man in the East
was full of possible embarrassment. Equally troubling was the
wheeling-and-dealing of Almon Babbitt, who was proving that
Young had chosen too well when seeking a partisan. Writing to
Young, Kane described Babbitt as a “small politician but a rough
one of the Missouri Stamp”—apparently a reference to Missouri’s
tumultuous senator, Thomas Hart Benton.?® Kane believed that
Babbitt was continually “weaving paltry[,] peter funk combina-
tions, incubating trivial[,] five pennybit leagues, making declara-
tions and pledges whose inconsistency he was at no pains to recon-
cile, and confiding to everybody the keeping of secrets that he had
no power to keep himself. One could have believed nature to have
gifted him with a kind of instinct opposed to truthfulness.”®” This
severe criticism was echoed by Bernhisel, who was staying at the
National Hotel (“the centre of politics, fashion and folly”®® ) and
who knew what some of the other Congressmen were saying. “The
Senators in Congress,” he would later say, “could not comprehend
how . .. [the Mormons] came to elect such an immoral man.”? It
was not just turpitude, but Babbitt’s energy in working at cross-pur-
poses, which during a time in late 1850 threatened the slate of Mor-
mon candidates. Babbitt’s maneuvers had already cost one of two

351bid., 280. I describe the subsequent Fillmore-Kane episode at
some length in Part 2.

36«Text of Conversation between Thomas L. Kane and Wilford
Woodruff, November 25, 1849,” Thomas L. Kane materials, Edith Romney
typescript collection, LDS Church History Library.

37Thomas L. Kane, Letter to Brigham Young, Heber C. Kimball, and
Willard Richards, February 19, 1851, Brigham Young Office Files. See also
Thomas L. Kane, Letter to Brigham Young, September 24, 1850, Brigham
Young Office Files.

38Bernhisel to First Presidency, March 21, 1850.

39ohn M. Bernhisel, July 19, 1851, Church Historian’s Office Jour-
nal, LDS Church History Library. “History of Brigham Young,” July 19,
1851, 21:55, Brigham Young Papers, LDS Church History Library.
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appointments, Kane said, and “nearly lost the whole.”*’

Others had a more favorable view of Babbitt. Texas’s Senator
Samuel Houston, writing to Young, claimed that Utahns had “every
reason to be proud of the able & energetic manner” of Babbitt. Bab-
bitt’s “prudent and discreet course” had removed “much of the preju-
dice previously imbibed against the People of Utah,” Houston be-
lieved.*! When the dust settled and the Senate had finished its work,
Utahns had five of the territorial appointments and outsiders four.
Young was governor and superintendent of Indian Affairs, the last of-
fice being ex officio. Zerubbabel Snow of Ohio, recently rebaptized, was
one of the three district judges. Other Mormons given office included
Seth M. Blair (U.S. attorney), Joseph L. Heywood (U.S. marshal), and
Stephen B. Rose (U.S. Indian subagent). “The appointing power has
been far more liberal to us, than it has ever been to any other Terri-
tory,” Bernhisel told Young.*? The non-Mormons included Territorial
Secretary Broughton D. Harris, Indian Subagent Henry Day, Chief Jus-
tice Lemuel G. Brandebury, and Utah Judge Perry E. Brocchus.

News of the appointments reached Utah after the usual trans-
continental delays. The first hint came when a Utah citizen read a re-
port published in a California newspaper and told Church leaders
upon returning to Salt Lake City. Then, on a “dull” and “muddy” win-
ter day at the end of January 1851, the eastern mail arrived with the
more certain reports of the New York City newspapers. Young at the
time was about a dozen miles north of the Mormon headquarters. A
military escort and a band of musicians was dispatched to give him
the news. Young’s return to Salt Lake City was a personal triumph,
with speeches and serenades in one village after another. He reached
headquarters shortly after sundown, perfect timing for the skyrockets

40“History of Brigham Young,” quoting Church Historian’s Office
Journal, 21:55; also see Kane to Young, Kimball, and Richards, February 19,
1851, Brigham Young Office Files. Babbitt had his own version of events,
complaining that he had encountered difficulties during the selection of of-
ficers from “the House of our friend,” a possible reference to the friction be-
tween himself and Kane. Almon W. Babbitt, Letter to First Presidency, Feb-
ruary 14, 1851, Brigham Young Office Files.

41Samuel Houston, Letter to Brigham Young, February 18, 1851,
Brigham Young Office Files.

42John M. Bernhisel, Letter to Brigham Young, November 9, 1850,
Brigham Young Office Files.
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and fire wheels fired from the roof of the merchant establishment of
Livingston and Kinkead. When the celebration ended, Young thank-
ed everyone for their attentions and blessed them. He then retired
with about a dozen Church leaders for dinner and “agreeable conver-
sation.”®3

The long quest for a local, U.S.-sanctioned government had
been realized. Yet the times were uncertain. Bernhisel, in another of
his reports, feared that the Compromise of 1850 had just papered
over difficulties between North and South, and the United States was
still heading for a breakup.44 His dire forecast fit the Mormons’ views
of the last days, which held that events were on the precipice. One op-
tion for the Mormons was to retreat into their own world and await
Armageddon, like many other millennial-believers in history. A lead-
ing LDS historian, Klaus Hansen, suggests that the idea of a millen-
nial kingdom is “by far the most important key to an understanding of
the Mormon past,” and Hansen’s argument has been taken up by
later writers in one form or another. Hansen argues that the Saints es-
tablished a Council of Fifty that seemed to have an independent, mil-
lennial stir about it.*®

Yet at every point in their quest for a territorial government,
Church leaders remained actors in the present-day drama. They in-
tended to participate in real events until the Lord and the final days
overtook them, and there were solid, practical reasons for doing so.
When Douglas wrote to the Mormons about their territorial status, he
held out the prospect of federal funds for land survey and roads; he
also said that the future could be enhanced by a Washington-funded
national wagon road, a transcontinental telegraph, and perhaps a rail-
road to Utah and to the Pacific.*® Meanwhile, the organic act—Utah’s
charter for government—provided $20,000 as a down payment to

43Brigharn Young Office Journal and Historian’s Office Journal,
both January 28, 1851, LDS Church History Library.

44Bernhisel to First Presidency, March 21, 1850.

45Klaus J. Hansen, Quest for Empire: The Political Kingdom of God and the
Council of Fifty in Mormon History (East Lansing: Michigan State University
Press, 1967), preface. For a more recent formulation, see David L. Bigler
and Will Bagley, The Mormon Rebellion: America’s First Civil War, 1857-1858
(Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 2011).

46Douglas to Young, Kimball, and Richards, March 6, 1851.



14 The Journal of Mormon History

build a territorial capitol building. It also promised an annual appro-
priation of $20,000 or more to run the government, and another
$5,000 for a library. These outlays, when calculated in the values of
the time, were liberal.*?

Utahns responded with symbols of their own. During the awk-
ward period between the old and new governments, the State of
Deseret lawmakers authorized the cutting of a block of marble “from
the best stone to be found in the State” for the new Washington Mon-
ument. Finally, the legislature confirmed the previous laws of Deseret
insofar “as they do not conflict with Federal law.” Utahns wanted east-
erners to know that they recognized national sovereignty. Then the
legislature dissolved itself into that of the new Territory of Utah, sine
die.®®

A few days after learning of his appointment, Young went before
Daniel H. Wells, the chief justice of the old State of Deseret, and took
the oath of his new office. Critics would later complain that this move
showed a disdain for territorial procedure and that Young should
have waited for the arrival of the new territorial secretary. Babbitt,
writing from Washington at about the same time that Young took his
oath, warned that nothing should be done about organizing the terri-
tory’s government until the new officers arrived.* The local people,
however, were acting according to their reading of the organic act,
which prescribed that the governor’s oath could be taken before any
judge or justice “authorized to administer oaths and affirmation by
the laws now in force therein.”®’ Young was trying to get the new
government up and running as quickly as possible.

The organic act set out other procedures. Executive power lay
with the governor, who had the authority to command the territory’s
militia and supervise Indian relations (the joining of these two offices
was unusual in U.S. territorial history) . He also had the authority to
approve local laws, grant reprieves and pardons, and grant the com-

47“An Act to Establish a Territorial Government of Utah,” September
7, 1850, printed in Orson F. Whitney, History of Utah, 4 vols. (Salt Lake City:
George Q. Cannon & Sons, 1892-1904), 1:447-49.

4BIbid., 1:454, 456-57, 479.

49Babbitt to First Presidency, February 14, 1851. For recent criticism,
see Bigler and Bagley, The Mormon Rebellion: America’s First Civil War,
1857-1858, 43.

50“An Act to Establish a Territorial Government of Utah,” 1:447.
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mission for the officers in the territory. The governor was also re-
quired to take a census prior to the territory’s first elections to make
sure that the districts for the new legislators were properly drawn with
an equal number of voters.

The duties of the territorial secretary were those of a recorder
and treasurer. He had the territorial seal, which, in theory, meant that
no state paper was legal without its stamp. In addition, the secretary
paid the government’s expenses and sent copies of local laws to Wash-
ington for deposit and review. The legislature had two branches—a
thirteen-member Council and a twenty-six-member House of Repre-
sentatives. The territory’s most important federal judicial officers
were the chief justice and two district judges. These men each pre-
sided over one of Utah’s three judicial districts and heard the most
important cases of civil and criminal law. They also heard appeals
from county probate and justice-of-the-peace courts and were autho-
rized to come together as the territory’s three-man supreme court.5!

Senator Douglas was proud of his role in getting Utah’s new
charter through Congress. “I prepared, reported, & [sustained] your
Territorial Law,” he told Young. “You will find it [to be] a very liberal
charter—at least as liberal as any that were passed [previously by] the
Congress of the United States.”> However, the question was not the
generosity of the organic act, but whether it could work in Utah,
which depended upon the men chosen to administer it.

k ok ok

The first of the outsider officers to arrive in Utah was Utah’s new
chiefjustice, Pennsylvania lawyer Lemuel G. Brandebury. Before his ap-
pointment, he had lobbied to serve as recorder in the U.S. Land Office
in Washington, D.C., and had the support of almost a dozen attorneys
in Carlisle, Pennsylvania, who called him “a gentleman of intelligence
and business capacity.” Members of the state senate and Governor Wil-
liam F. Johnson also wrote letters of recommendation. Disappointed
when the Land Office appointment failed to materialize, he received a
position in the Solicitor’s Office of the U.S. Treasury before seeking a
new position in Utah. Significantly, the wheeler-dealer Almon Babbitt
placed a favorable letter in his file. Brandebury was selected when an-
other Pennyslvanian withdrew, and the state’s patronage spot became

511bid., 1:444-49.
52D0uglas to Young, Kimball, and Richards, March 6, 1851.
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empty. During the nomination process, Brandebury twice withdrew his
application.® His indecision was not unusual. Washington found it
hard to find firstrate men to serve in the distant and rough-and-tumble
West. Many who did come left their families in the States, accepted ap-
pointments limited to only a few years, and often requested extended
leaves—or they might be bachelors, like Brandebury, which was one rea-
son they were available in the first place.

Brandebury arrived in Salt Lake City on June 7, coming across
the plains with frontiersman Ben Holladay. From the start, Brande-
bury and the Mormons failed to establish a good working relation-
ship. Brandebury would later blame Young. Twice, he said, he tried to
make an appointment with the governor, and on the second attempt
he had come into Young’s outer office only to be turned away by a sec-
retary. He believed that Young had intentionally tried to humiliate
him, and he cited whispers that he later heard in the community:
Young supposedly had told subordinates that he did not want to meet
the new chief judge “for none but Mormons should have been ap-
pointed to the offices of the Territory, and none but d—d rascals
would have come amongst them.” Young’s suapposed discourtesy “af-
forded much merriment” among the Saints.>*

Young insisted that he had been ready to receive Brandebury at
any time, but that the new judge had retreated to “some private cor-
ner, some nook, or way side restaurant” and never made the attempt.
To support his case, Young mentioned his usual policy of keeping his
office open “more hours than in any other state officer on the
Globe,” where he greeted all comers.” However, Young made no ef-
fort pay a call of his own.

A month after the judge arrived, the Mormons held a fete in his

53Thomas G. Alexander, “Carpetbaggers, Reprobates, and Liars:
Federal Judges and the Utah War,” Historian 70 (Summer 2008): 209-38;
Millard Fillmore, Nomination, to Senate of the United States, March 12,
1851, Journal of the Executive Proceedings of the Senate of the United States, 32nd
Congress, 8:327, 331, www.memory.loc.gov/ammen/amlaw/lwejlink.
html (accessed March 22, 2013).

54“Report of Messrs. Brandebury, Brocchus, and Harris to the Presi-
dent of the United States,” December 19, 1851, in Message from the President
of the United States, January 9, 1852, 32d. Congress, 1 session, Ex. Doc., Num-
ber 25, House of Representatives, pp. 9-10.

55Brigham Young, “Beating against the Air,” June 11, 1852,
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honor. However, when Young’s private carriage arrived for Brande-
bury, he could not be found, and a two-hour search was required to
find him. Perhaps Brandebury was making a point, or perhaps he had
misunderstood his invitation; Mormon parties began early in the af-
ternoon. Once the event began, Mormon chronicles attest that it was
a grand one, with “orchestral symphony,” quadrille dancing, and a
menu of frontier delicacies, including exotic bear meat. The Saints re-
membered that the judge wore a soiled shirt and seemed socially in-
ept, but was warmed by the friendliness of the ladies. When the event
ended at 2:00 A.M.,, he was overheard saying, “This is the people for
me.”%0

A fortnight later in early July, another party of officers arrived,
led by Almon Babbitt. It numbered almost two dozen members and
included most of the new territorial offices and their families: Judge
Zerubabbel Snow, Territorial Secretary Broughton D. Harris, and
two Indian subagents, Stephen B. Rose and Henry Day. The ranks
also included Bernhisel, which made for an interesting dynamic. Bab-
bitt and Bernhisel, possible rivals for Utah’s new seatin Congress, car-
ried with them the ill feelings of the last year’s lobbying.57

Sarah Harris, Broughton’s wife, wrote a memoir of the trip,
which suggested that it had often been unpleasant. At Kanesville (now
Council Bluffs in western Iowa), her family had been herded into an
overcrowded hall, with only a few feet to spare, where they were ex-
pected to live for several days. It was apparently the best the Mormons
could do. “It is not to be wondered that some tears were shed by the
Secretary’s wife as nightfall came on, or that misgivings began to arise
in the Secretary’s mind as to the wisdom of bringing . . . [his] young

unpublished manuscript, 15, Brigham Young Office Files. Both the draft
and polished copies of this document are valuable; my citations are from
the latter.

56Willard Richards, Letter to Thomas L. Kane, February 29, 1852,
Willard Richards Files, LDS Church History Library; “To the Saints, Deseret
Neuws, June 12, 1852, p. 2, cols. 2-4; page and columns hereafter cited as
2/2-4.

57Sarah Hollister Harris, An Unwritten Chapter of Salt Lake, 1851~
1901 (New York: Privately printed, 1901), 9, 25; Brigham Young History,
September 11, 1851, 78, LDS Church History Library. The latter citation is
sometimes labeled “History of the Church.”
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girl [wife] into the midst of such unexpected scenes.”® In addition,
Sarah and Broughton had two young children to care for.

Near the Elkhorn River in today’s Nebraska, the travelers en-
countered heavy rain, which continued for several days. The rising
water around them meant little grass for their animals, and for a time
it seemed that the party might be stranded. Three times during the
three-week ordeal, Babbitt returned to Kanesville for provisions. Sev-
eral of the overlanders, apparently teamsters, were fatally struck by
lightning. Rattlesnakes, driven from their holes by the rising water,
appeared on every side. “It is no wonder we almost lost heart,” Sarah
remembered.’” If Sarah’s memories were accurate, the women in the
party approached Zion with curiosity and fear, which centered on
Mormon polygamy. Were the rumors true? The Mormons they met
on the trail were closely watched for telltale clues. “Many were the
conferences we had upon the subject,” Sarah remembered.%

As the party approached Salt Lake City, Young sent a welcoming
committee to greet them. The committee carried preserved fruits
and champagne, the last item apparently from Salt Lake City mer-
chants James M. Livingston and Ben Holliday, who seemed anxious to
please the new officers. The hospitality continued in the Mormon
city. The Harrises were placed in the home of the good-natured and
idiosyncratic Fanny Young Murray, the sister of the Prophet. Soon
Brigham Young himself came by. He gave Sarah a peach that had
been “ripened to perfection in Young’s orchard.” Young “thought it a
notable event,” said Sarah, “and so it must have been to have re-
mained in my mind fifty years.”®! Utahns were just beginning to grow
fruit locally.

The officers brought with them the in-coming mail, which may
have included Kane’s letter about Babbitt’s maneuvers, along with an-
other message from Kane that refused fully to endorse the new ap-
pointees. “I cannot speak with full confidence of persons not individ-
ually known to me,” Kane had carefully written, “still less of the class
of persons who are the customary applicants for Executive favor at

58Harris, Unwritten Chapter of Salt Lake, 1851-1901, 5, 8.

59bid., 10-12; “Report of a Company Going West,” Frontier Guardian
[Kaneville, Iowa], May 30, 1851, 2, in Journal History, May 30, 1851.

60Harris, Unwritten Chapter of Salt Lake, 1851-1901, 15.
611hid., 30-31, 33.
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Washington.” Nevertheless, Kane wanted the new men to be cordially
received, and every sign suggests that they were.%?

Babbitt was another matter. For several days, he had delayed
making a report to Young of his activities in Washington, which left
the Mormons wondering if Babbitt might be playing another of his
political games.e’3 Was he seeking political support to become Utah’s
representative to Congress? When he finally met with Young a few
days later, he was a whirlwind of trouble.

First, he claimed for his own use $2,000 of the $20,000 Congress
had appropriated for the new territorial capitol building—apparently
to reimburse his recent traveling expenses—and then refused to turn
over the rest. He explained that Secretary of the Treasury Elisha
Whittlesey had told him not to release the funds until the new territo-
rial capital was established. Since this last step required the action of
the legislature, which was not scheduled to meet until January 1852,
Babbitt was laying claim to the entire appropriation for the next half
year.

He also opposed two of Young’s recent decisions. Young, who
wanted to hold elections as soon as possible in order to get Bernhisel
in Congress before its next session, had drawn up election districts
based upon a census recently completed by the State of Deseret.®
Moreover, he had issued the legally required election proclamation
by having Willard Richards, the former secretary of Deseret, validate
the document. Young’s actions skirted the provisions of the organic
law, first by not undertaking a new census and, second, by not having
the proclamation notarized by Harris, the new secretary. Young justi-
fied his acts by insisting that he was within the spirit of the law. A new
census would be costly, redundant, and time consuming; and in fact,
the necessary census forms did not arrive in the territory until the

62Thomas L. Kane, Letter to Brigham Young, April 7, 1851, Brigham
Young Office Files, Church Historian’s Office Journal, July 14 and 20, 1851;
Journal History, July 19, 1851.

63Church Historian’s Office Journal, July 19, 1851; “History of
Brigham Young,” July 19, 1851, 21:55.

64Meeting in Office, abbreviated minutes, July 23, 1851, General
Church Minutes; Brigham Young Office Journal, July 20, 1851.

65Brigham Young, Letter to Millard Fillmore, September 29, 1851,
Brigham Young Office Files.
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end of September.% Likewise, Harris’s signature and seal seemed to
Young to be a technicality, the result of the uncertain conditions of a
new territory. When Young issued his proclamation, Harris had not
yet arrived, and no one knew when he might assume his duties.
Babbitt may have been trying to pressure Young to support his
candidacy, or at least not to support Bernhisel’s. Whatever the mo-
tive, Young was furious and his tongue sharp. “The great policy in the
political world will damn you,” Young told Babbitt during a stormy
session held in Young’s office in July. “You are rotten now with ‘Gen-
tileism’ . . . . I just feel like this: go to hell and be damned [and] don’t
come here to dictate.” Young understood that Babbitt was challeng-
ing his leadership and concept of Zion. “I will not have law and the
devil,” Young went on. He was willing that the judges should have
their salaries and their positions, but he wanted them to have no
“quarreling” cases—and for that matter, if he had a say in the matter,
probably no cases at all. He continued to hope for early elections.
“Why are you not with us?” Young asked Babbitt plaintively.67
Babbitt’s rebuttal confirmed Young’s suspicions. Babbitt was
against what the Mormons called “theo-democracy”—Young’s prac-
tice of uniting church and political authority.®® Making his case, Bab-
bitt related a visit that he and Douglas had made to the Executive
Mansion. Fillmore had expressed concern about Young’s possibly be-

66‘]ournal History, September 30, 1851.

67Brigham Young’s Office Journal, July 20, 1851; “Meeting in Of-
fice,” July 23, 1851, General Church Minutes; Journal History, July 23,
1851.

68Joseph Smith had used this term when running for the U.S. Presi-
dency in 1844. “I go emphatically, virtuously, and humanely for a THEO-
DEMOCRACY,” Smith said, “where God and the people [jointly] hold the
power to conduct the affairs of men in righteousness.” Joseph Smith Jr., un-
titled announcement, Times and Seasons [Nauvoo, Il1.], 5 (April 15, 1844):
510. Apostle John Taylor later clarified the doctrine. “The proper mode of
government is this—God first speaks, and the people have their action.”
John Taylor, April 6, 1861, Journal of Discourses, 26 vols. (London and Liver-
pool: LDS Booksellers Depot, 1855-86), 9:9-10. In practice, Young and
Church leaders nominated men for office, and the people usually agreed
with these recommendations, which left non-LDS Utahns complaining
about not having a voice. Theo-democracy, for them, had too much theo-
cracy and not enough democracy.
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coming “the Prince of this world and the Prophet of the next.” Taking
his opposition further, Babbitt wanted the census and early election
issues decided by the territory’s new supreme court, where he ex-
pected he might have some influence. Some of these judges owed
their appointment to Babbitt’s political dealing, or at least they
thought that they did.%

At the time, the supreme court was unable to function until its
third judge, Perry Brocchus, arrived on the scene. Babbitt clearly was
pushing for delay on every front and issue. But his motives were more
than tactical politics. He and Young profoundly disagreed not only
about nature of power in Zion, but also on such matters as law and law-
yering. Pettifoggers had been salt in the Mormon wounds from the
Church’s beginnings, and Young did not like them any better than
many Americans did. “There has come up over the land a swarm of
lawyers, like the frogs out of the river of Egypt in the day of Moses,”
said one local historian, who was not a Mormon and who lived half a
continent away from Utah, “that penetrate into the kitchens, closets
and bedchambers, and, with a few honorable exceptions, are found at
marriages in search of divorce cases, and at funerals, hunting partition
suits, button-holing clients at market, church and cemetery, ‘instant in
season and out of season,” [and] kicking for a job.”70 Scriptures were
no more encouraging. Jesus accused lawyers of withholding from the
people the “key of knowledge,” and the Saints’ Book of Mormon told
of one case after another of lawyers and judges twisting the law to
bring social unrest (Luke 11:46, 52; Alma chs. 10, 14; 3 Ne. 6).

The State of Deseret did not require lawyers for the judiciary;
and when appointing men to Deseret’s courts, Young chose nonlaw-
yers. Likewise the legislature of Deseret swept aside English common
law in favor of simple equity. The Mormons’ bishops’ courts, led by
the men who headed the local congregations, gained a good reputa-
tion even among many forty-niners passing through the territory.71
Young wanted tribunals that could decide a case without the “laby-

69Brigham Young’s Office Journal, July 20, 1851; [Meeting in Office],
July 23, 1851, General Church Minutes, and Journal History, July 23, 1851.

70W. H. McIntosh, The History of Darke County, Ohio (Chicago: W. H.
Beers & Co., 1880), 231.

71Brigham D. Madsen, Gold Rush Sojourners in Great Salt Lake City,
1849 and 1850 (Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1983), 79; Howard
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rinths of technical pleadings and learned opinions” which inevitably
raised “the spirit of contention, division and litigation, until unity and
fraternity become a proverb and truth a nullity.”’? As he told one con-
gregation, “We have sent one [Mormon] justice on a mission, and if
the other justice don’t look out, we shall send him on a [proselyting]
mission to save him [too].”73

Babbitt may have been working behind the scenes before he and
Young had their argument. While Young had not invited the new offi-
cers to the meeting, most of them dropped by Young’s office for at
least part of the exchange, as if by a prior understanding. Secretary
Harris told Young that, while he didn’t want to take sides in the argu-
ment, he intended to be punctilious with the Treasury Department’s
funds. If the bills of the legislators were too high, Harris warned, he
would reject them. It was a curious comment: the legislature was not
expected to meet for six months. Babbitt, in a private aside to Young,
suggested that Harris’s feelings actually ran deeper. If Harris spoke
his “true mind,” Babbitt told Young, the new territorial secretary
would not pay out a single dollar for the territorial expenses in the
coming election. Babbitt and Harris had obviously talked the matter
over, and Harris was on Babbitt’s side.

The twenty-eight-year-old Harris was a Dartmouth College grad-
uate and, by training, a lawyer and a newspaper editor. He had been
appointed when other Vermonters refused the patronage slot.”* A
Vermont community history written later in the nineteenth century
lauded him as a man of “mental strength,” who possessed “keenness

Stansbury, Exploration and Survey of the Valley of the Great Salt Lake of Utah
(Philadelphia: Lippincott, Grambo & Co., 1852), 130-31; John W. Gunni-
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Co., 1852), 64-65.

72Brigham Young, Letter to John M. Bernhisel, February 28, 1852,
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73Brigham Young, Remarks, General Church Minutes, January 12,
1851, LDS Church History Library.
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ing the Administrations of James Polk, Zachary Taylor, and Millard Fill-
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andindependenceofthoughtandconvkﬁ0n775Beﬁneleaﬁngthe
East, Harris had received the help of Mormon leader Jesse C. Little,
who apparently knew Harris’s father.”® He had also traveled to Wash-
ington to meet with President Fillmore, Secretary of State Daniel
Webster, and other administration officials. One later rumor in Utah
said that during these conversations he had been told to watch the
Mormons carefully and to make sure that territorial business was
“strictly legal.”77 Harris later denied the rumor.”

“A new scene for Mr. Harris to behold the Power of the Priest-
hood,” wrote one of the Church’s secretaries of the dressing-down
that Young gave Babbitt.”? Harris, however, was not favorably im-
pressed. When he told of the event several months later, he claimed
that Young had attempted to browbeat him “by violently abusing a
third person in his presence.” He believed the episode had been
stage-managed “to let the [new] Secretary know what kind of people
he had to deal with.”®

Young’s storm and temper were not that unusual. It was some-
thing that the local people came to expect as Young, the “Lion of the
Lord,” used harsh language to reprove and get his way. He often bal-
anced these remarks with kindness, as he did on this occasion. “You
never had a better friend than I,” Young had told Babbitt in the mid-
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dle of the argument. His cajoling seemed to work. Babbitt turned over
the appropriation for the new territorial capitol building to Young, in-
cluding the money that he claimed was his. The two men outwardly
patched things up, but the incident continued to fester.

The next day was Pioneer Day, which celebrated the fourth an-
niversary of the arrival of the Saints in Utah. It began with an elabo-
rate parade. Bernhisel, Harris, Brandebury, and Snow were given
prominence between the general and local Church leaders. When
the procession reached the Bowery, the makeshift, outdoor struc-
ture the Mormons used for their public meetings, the officers were
given seats on the long raised platform that overlooked the gathered
thousands.

Daniel Wells, the jutjawed general of the militia, was the main
orator. Some of his remarks were intended for the officers behind
him. If these men should find that “we vary in our views, in our senti-
ments and policy, from that to which they have been accustomed,” he
said, it was because of the many difficulties the Saints had experi-
enced. While the nation may have sealed its own destruction because
of how they had treated the Mormons, still, the local people bore no
grudges and their American loyalty was unchanged. “Never! No
never! Will we desert our country’s cause, never will we be found ar-
rayed by the sides of her enemies, although she herself may cherish
them in her own bosom.”®! Wells could not stay away from the injury
he felt. His words became a jeremiad, one phrase after another tum-
bling out in accusation. Because of its persecutions of the Saints, the
nation was under the “withering curse” of Jehovah. The Saints’ “inno-
cent blood” and “insulted innocence” stood in accusation. After the
Republic’s punishment of turmoil and difficulty, he predicted that
Americans would turn to the Saints, who, “panoplied in the power of
righteousness and truth,” would step forth to the rescue. “Then will
the patriotism of the Saints shine forth, and the ship of State glide
swift on the pathway of honor and reknown, emitting glory on all
around, and being guided by those who are not ashamed to seek
counsel from Him, who is eternal.”®?

Wells’s words lacked caution, although many Saints shared his
views, including Young. Persecution as well as apocalyptic vision had

81«Celebration of the Twenty-Fourth of July, 1851, in G.S.L. City,”
Deseret News, August 19, 1851, 306,/1-3.
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crafted among them a super-patriotism. The outside officers, unfa-
miliar with the Saints, were offended by the thoughts of American de-
cay and Mormon superior virtue. They were also offended by how the
assembled people appeared to hang on Wells’s words, cheering him
on. Later when telling of their experience in Utah, the officers made
this speech a part of their indictment. It showed, the officers said, the
Saints’ disloyalty and their gullibility.®?

When the Pioneer Day speeches ended, the officers were ush-
ered to one of Young’s homes for dinner, along with a group of
Church leaders, Gentile merchants, and the wives of Harris, Snow,
and Babbitt. Fifty men and three women, Sarah Harris huffed, noting
as a further gender offense that it was Young’s wives who served the
dinner. Nor was she softened when Young seated her and Broughton
next to him and tried to make agreeable conversation.>*

Sarah had another chance to observe Mormon customs a few
days later when a second public ball honored the officers. “You [may]
see many strange things in this valley, Mrs. Harris,” Young said, intro-
ducing one of his plural wives. Young apparently was seeking to open
a discussion about Mormon plurality, but Sarah closed it. “Yes,” she
said, deflecting Young, she and her husband had been to the hot
springs north of the city and visited the Great Salt Lake. “His counte-
nance changed,” she recalled, “and I was glad there was no further
time for conversation.”8

There was a final attempt at social intercourse. The Harrises
were invited to a private tea at the home of prominent Church leader
Heber C. Kimball. Sarah had previously met Mrs. Vilate Kimball and
one of her daughters and found them to be pleasant and intelligent.
But her attitude changed when Mrs. Kimball introduced six of her
young sister wives, three of whom were carrying babies. Later in the
evening, Young gave a heavy, kneeling prayer. Sarah was overcome
with emotion once she got back to her rooms. Her “pent up feelings
of disgust, indignation and horror, found vent in a severe attack of
hysterics, quite frightening my young husband,” who promised Sarah
that she would not be subjected to another such ordeal. Eventually,
she and Broughton left Fanny Young Murray’s home to lodge with

83“Report of Messrs. Brandebury, Brocchus, and Harris,” 86-90.
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some of the other officers, to “be entirely free from Mormon environ-
ment and espionage.”°

Perry E. Brocchus, one of the new judges, was the last to arrive
in Utah, about a month after the rest. Brocchus was a Virginian,
about thirty-five years old, who had settled in Alabama where he
practiced law and became a leading Democratic Party newspaper
editor.3” More recently he worked with Brandebury in the Treasury
Department’s Solicitor’s office. For five years, Brocchus had been
seeking a judgeship in one of the western territories. Brocchus, a
Democrat who was appointed during a Whig administration, may
have owed his position to Babbitt and Douglas.88 Douglas, in fact,
warmly recommended Brocchus as one of his “most desirable
friends,” an “accomplished gentleman,” and a “sound lawyer,”
whom he predicted would discharge his duties in a most “satisfac-
tory” manner.®

One Democrat partisan lauded Brocchus for his “liberal and ele-
vated impulses,” who “opposed proscription for opinion’s sake,” ap-
parently a recommendation that was meant to open his way to serve
with the Mormons. Another testimonial described him as a “jolly fine
fellow” with a “very extensive acquaintance,” a description which may
have come closer to the truth.? Later, Mormons would hear rumors
of Brocchus’s heavy debts and sexual adventures. Brocchus had man-
aged “horses and stallions to drive lewd women about,” said one of
these whispos:rs.91 There was also talk that he had taken liberties with a
chambermaid in St. Louis and with still other women on a boat com-
ing up the Missouri River, “crowding himself into ladies state rooms,
and stealing kisses in their berths, asleep and awake.” The Mormons
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at Kanesville also noticed his wandering eye.”?

The Mormons apparently did their best to overlook Brocchus’s
raffish reputation. At Kaneville he was warmly toasted: “Justice,
Peace, and Truth,” said one Mormon, raising his glass, “may they walk
hand in hand with the [Utah] people, the Judge and his associates,
whilst they sojourn in Utah’s fair Vales.” Brocchus’s response report-
edly was as generous. His repartee was “a charming combination of
that soul-stirring eloquence that charms and enchains the senses; wit
that enlivens, and humor that moves the passions, and is the pith of
enjoyment to a company,” said an effusive local newspaper.”

The trip to Utah was less happy. Not many miles into the over-
land trail, Brocchus’s party was raided by Pawnees, who took $1,000
and everything else they could get their hands on, including his
clothes down to his underwear. The Indians had to be argued out of
taking these. “As the Indians would say, [they] swapped shirts with
them, neglecting to present their blankets in return,” said one ac-
count.” One of the Mormons traveling with Brocchus continued the
irony. The raid had “lightened the load of the teams,” he said.”

The Mormons in the party did not get along with Brocchus. “I
have never seen so lazy & shiftless & no account an individual in all my
travels,” wrote future LDS apostle Albert Carrington in his diary.”
The judge expected the men to wait upon him: “Bring me my gloves,
the mosquitoes are biting my hands.” He ordered the men to fire the
government’s howitzer as an Independence Day salute, despite the
party’s limited supply of gunpowder. And Brocchus talked endlessly—
about his sexual conquests, about his availability to serve as Utah’s
delegate to Congress, about his opportunities in Iowa, and about his
power to “crush” the Mormons politically if the occasion arose. “If
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Utah ever sends such a poor, corrupt, venomous curse as a delegate,”
Carrington wrote in another passage in his diary, “I shall be exceed-
ingly surprised, & I pray God the Eternal Father in the name of Jesus
to avert such a calamity, even so, Amen.”’

Reports of Brocchus’s character quickly reached Young’s office.
His Office Journal, a daily posting of events, noted that Brocchus was
experiencing poor health. But the wisecracking secretaries thought
that his illness was more than physical: The judge had heard “that the
Election for Delegate was over” and in despair had taken to his bed.”
Bernhisel, about two weeks after the Pioneer Day celebration, had al-
ready been elected with lockstep unanimity, receiving every one of
the 1,259 votes cast.” Members of Utah’s new territorial assembly
were elected with similar unanimity. The outsiders had a new glimpse
of Utah’s unusual ways.

The lopsided votes masked a growing opposition, small in num-
bers, but nevertheless with the power to influence events in the East.
This opposition included many of the city’s Gentile merchants, who
bristled at Young’s complaints of their high prices, money-making,
and high living. It also included the outside officers, who found Utah
to be strange, a world apart. Babbitt, one of the few Mormons with
whom the Gentiles felt comfortable, was probably a part of the coali-
tion, too. Young privately viewed him as a catalyst. “A certain lawyer,”
he would later say, “that is the biggest stink in the Territory” had
stirred the opposition.!?

The officials’ complaints included such things as the tone of
Wells’s speech, the lack of a new census, and subsequent elections.
But underlying all of these things was pioneer Mormonism itself—its
theocracy, its plural marriage, its opposition to petty lawyering, and
its social and political unity. Young aroused feelings, too, because of
his outspoken language, his power, and his gubernatorial failure to

97Ibid.,july 23, 1851; see also entry for July 20, 1851.

98Brigham Young Office Journal, August 17, 1851. Hyde no doubt
immediately reported Brocchus’s conduct to Young. Hyde’s report must
have been confirmed the following day when Young visited with Carring-
ton. Carrington, Diary, August 18, 1851.

99“Brigham Young History,” September 22, 1851, LDS Church His-
tory Library.

100The quotation is from the later Brigham Young, Remarks, Febru-
ary 28, 1855, General Church Minutes.
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consult and communicate with the officers. As the outsiders huddled
together at their boardinghouse, removed by their own choice from
Utah’s people and speaking mainly to themselves, their suspicions
grew like a hothouse plant. Every unfavorable rumor they heard in
the city about the Mormons became grist for discussion, belief, and
then embellishment. One of these claimed that, during the Pioneer
Day celebration, Young had mocked the memory of Zachary Taylor.
He is “dead, and in Hell, and I am glad of'it,” Young supposedly had
said. This rumor said Young had raised his hands toward heaven and
prophesied “that any president of the United States who lifts his fin-
ger against this people shall die an untimely death, and go to hell.”1%!
Bernhisel, who was present during the celebration, denied that
Young ever made these remarks. Young called the charge a “palpable
falsehood.”'"? More likely, the remarks, or something like them,
came from Wells.!%?

There was another, more serious rumor. After Babbitt surren-
dered the money for the construction of the territorial capitol build-
ing, officers learned that specie for the first time in months was circu-
lating in the city and that money was going east, apparently to meet
Church debts. They assumed the worst—that Young had embezzled
the federal funds.

There was another explanation more in keeping with Young’s
honesty in his business dealing, but open to confusion and criticism.
Sometime during the summer, Young, acting in his dual roles as gov-
ernor and Church president, apparently used the government money
to buy from the Church its Council House with the promise that the
transaction would be reversed once the new building was ready to be
built, probably in the coming spring.104

For several years, Utah had enjoyed a healthy supply of money.
California emigrants, traveling through the territory, had paid good
prices for local food and services. But these funds were drying up as

101“Report of Messrs. Brandebury, Brocchus, and Harris,” 87.

102¢The Mormons in Utah,” New York Daily Tribune, January 13, 1852,
6; Young, “Beating against the Air,” 10.

103Daniel H. Wells, Pioneer Day Oration, General Church Minutes,
July 24, 1851.

104Brigham Young, Letter to James Guthrie, July 31, 1854, Young Pa-
pers.
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fewer forty-niners came to Utah. The result was a money crunch, local
stagnation, and unpaid bills. Young explained the situation in his offi-
cial history: “The exportation of cash having been far greater than
the importation, the past year, it is to be feared that many articles will
remain unsold.”'% In short, Utah had what modern economists call a
“colonial” economy—more money was going out of the territory to
buy manufactured goods than coming in, and the local markets were
collapsing. Young’s move actually had three factors to recommend it.
For the short term, the government had, rent free, the only large
building in the territory capable of housing the legislature and the
new territorial library. The Council House had two large rooms and
four offices. Washington’s interests were secured by owning a build-
ing worth twice its purchase price; the Mormon building had cost
more than $45,000 to construct. %6 Meanwhile, the funds could help
the flow of local commerce and pay Church notes in the East.

The Mormons acted in good faith. They drew up plans for the
new building and were anxious to get it started. On the day Bernhisel
left for Washington in late September, “a commencement was made”
to put the building on Salt Lake City’s Union Square, now the site of
West High School. (Later the legislature moved the site to Fillmore
City in the center of the territory.)107 They also sought more federal
funds for the project and said they were willing to pay for some of the
cost of construction by using their own money, if necessary.'% Unfor-
tunately, however, Young never explained these steps to the outsiders
or to his governmental superior U.S. Secretary of State Daniel Web-
ster, which left federal authorities deeply suspicious. Nor could they
have been pleased with the rumors they were hearing about how he
had mingled his Church and political offices in other situations.

By the end of August, there were signs that relations were break-
ing down. Secretary Harris, custodian of another badly needed

105“Blrigham Young History,” September 22, 1851.

106Brigham Young, Letter to John Bernhisel, February 28, 1852,
Brigham Young Office Files.
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$20,000 in hard currency, refused to pay out a single dime.'% This
money had been earmarked by Congress to pay the territory’s ex-
penses. He was apparently warned off by the things he was hearing
about Young’s use of the other federal money. In turn, Young warily
asked for a formal document to be written and placed in Church files
about Brocchus’s behavior while coming west, to be used in case there
was an open break. What was lacking, on both sides, was the ability to
look past differences to find enough common ground to build a rela-
tionship. Yet when Willard Richards, Young’s first counselor, wrote to
Thomas Kane at the end of August, at a time when local news might
be shared, he said nothing about the growing tension.!'’ The Mor-
mons apparently hoped that matters could still be worked out.

On August 29, Brocchus dropped by Young’s office and left his
card. M A day or two later, on Sunday, he sent a note. “Judge Brocch-
us tenders his compliments to Gov. Young and begs leave to say that
he would be glad to accompany his Excellency to Church this morn-
ing,” it said. Brocchus explained that he remained in poor health and
“could not with propriety venture to walk.” 12 The distance was onlya
few city blocks. The note arrived as Young was stepping from his door
to walk to the service, and he saw no reason to change his routine. But
he did send a carriage. Young was surprised when he arrived to see
Brocchus already sitting on the speakers’ stand, along with the other
outsiders, one of the few times that they had shown an interest in mix-
ing with the Mormons. During the service, Brocchus used a fan to
brush flies from his shirt ruffles, a display that the local leaders sus-
pected, was a “disguised opportunity of getting a fair view of every
beautiful lady that passed within the scope of his penetrating vi

109According to some sources, the amount of the Congressional ap-
propriation may have actually been $24,000. See, for instance, “Joint Reso-
lution Pertaining to the Secretary of Utah Territory,” September 24, 1851,
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112Perry E. Brocchus, Letter to Brigham Young, August 31, 1851,
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sion.”"1¥ When the meeting concluded, he stood for another hour
talking with his friends on the street. He seemed in good health.
Young gave one of his forceful appraisals. Commenting upon the
judge’s immaculate dress, Brocchus, he thought, was a “band box
Dickey just arrived from city stores.”!!* (The reference was to the de-
tachable shirt fronts that eastern dandies wore.)

The officers’ trip to the Church meeting apparently had been a
reconnoiter to get the lay of the land for a possible public confronta-
tion they were planning. Brocchus’s later account probably can be
taken at face value. “I suggested to a number of my official associates
the propriety of making an effort to correct the prevailing errors of
opinion which were assuming a fearful reign over the minds of the
people—exciting them to feelings of enmity toward the General Gov-
ernment, and of intolerance towards us as its official representatives.
This suggestion met the cordial concurrence of all the officers of the
Territory then present who were not Mormons.”!1® The officers had
come to believe that the Mormon leaders were guilty of “willful[,] de-
liberate[,] malicious sedition” and that Young and his associates
wanted “to alienate the affections of the people from the Government
of the United States”—shepherds leading the flock astray, although
they also had serious questions about the sheep themselves. One goal
was to test “the character of the people.”! The idea was for Brocch-
us to give a speech at one of the Saints’ public meetings, taking an ad-
versarial position to Young. Brocchus would later insist that his re-
marks, “in all its parts, was the result of deliberation and care—not
proceeding from a heated imagination or a maddened impulse. . . . I
intended to say what I did say.”117 He underlined most of these words
to emphasize his point.

H3Gene A. Sessions, Mormon Thunder: A Documentary History of
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The officers were aware that Young had called a special general
conference, in part to deal with the economic situation. But how
could Brocchus get permission to speak? During the first week of Sep-
tember, he met with Young and explained that the Board of Managers
of the Washington Monument had authorized him to raise funds. He
asked permission to make an appeal at the conference.!1® Tt was a pro-
ject the Saints fully supported. Yet Young cautiously asked for an out-
line of what Brocchus planned to say, although when none came, he
personally introduced him to the congregation of more than three
thousand. Young had “full confidence that . . . [Brocchus] was too
much of a gentleman to introduce anything inappropriate to the ec-
centric religious occasion.”!1?

Brocchus’s two-hour speech, delivered on September 8, became
one of the most sensational in Utah’s early history. No stenographic
account of it exists, although a clerk provided a short report. Fortu-
nately, Wilford Woodruff also gave a summary, as did Brocchus,
Young, and several others. There can be little doubt as to the thrust of
what was said, although the sequence and details of his remarks are
more difficult to establish.

He began by currying favor. The local people “have lavished
their kindness on me,” he said, praising the ladies who had nursed
him in his recent illness. “A Sainted woman came to my bedside and
swept the flies away from my burning side. . . . She wept over a
stranger. Can I forget such kindness?” He quoted from the Book of
Mormon and praised the way the Saints settled their disputes instead
of relying upon the “long, flowery, opinions of law.” He took a with-
ered sprig from his pocket. He explained that he had sent for it from
the burial grounds at Winter Quarters, where so many Mormons had
died while attempting to come to Utah. He carried it as a reminder of
the Saints’ past difficulties.!?’

Turning to his fellow federal officers seated behind him, he an-
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nounced that he would miss them: He had decided to return east,
probably for good. His decision, which came after being in Utah for
only three weeks, during which time he had not heard a single case,
had nothing to do, he insisted, with the lost Congressional seat, al-
though he hinted at some private anguish. Had he been elected, he
might have been “able to do some good,” he said.

He used the Washington Monument as a text for proper patrio-
tism, which was the bulk of his remarks. During his long address, he
praised George Washington and Zachary Taylor as two great “men of
the sword,” inaccurately putting Washington at the Battle of Bunker
Hill.'>! He claimed that the Mormons who had enrolled in their
famed Mormon Battalion during the Mexican War may have been
hoping to pick up some California gold, even though battalion veter-
ans had actually helped to find the gold that started the gold rush. 122
And he openly challenged Wells, whose Pioneer Day oration had
claimed that Polk’s request for the battalion had been an unsympa-
thetic test of Mormon loyalty. “I disapprove of the sentiment and
char, 26%,” Brocchus countered, “but admire the language of the ora-
tor.” =

“The government of the United States has not wronged you,” he
went on, claiming that most Americans had been indignant over how
the Saints had been treated for so many years. The blame lay with Mis-
souri and Illinois, and for redress they should turn to the judges and
legislators of these states. This last comment, so out of touch with the
anti-Mormon feeling existing in Missouri and Illinois, ended the pa-
tience of the congregation. Men and women began to hiss and groan.
They had endured Brocchus’s lavish attempt to ingratiate himself.
They had fidgeted uneasily through his lecture about their own his-
tory. His comments about President Zachary Taylor and the Mormon
Battalion, they understood, were aimed at their leaders. But his
smooth assurances of the good feeling of the people of the United
States and the possibility to getting Missouri and Illinois to recognize
the wrongs done to the Saints were too much. The cries from the
congregation grew louder.

Off balance and red-faced, Brocchus probably said some things

121Brigham Young, Letter to Perry E. Brocchus, September 30, 1851,
Brigham Young Office Files.

1221pid.
123Brocchus, Remarks, General Church Minutes, September 8, 1851.
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that he had not planned. While coming west, he heard the Mormons
say that “the U.S. was going to hell as fast as it could,” he complained.
Upon reaching Utah, he heard street talk that the federal government
was “a stink in the nostrils.”'?* Such remarks “deeply pained” him.
And if his later memories were accurate, somewhere in his speech he
made clear his allusion to President Zachary Taylor. I “alluded boldly
and feelingly to the sacrilegious remarks of Governor Young towards
the memory of the lamented Taylor,” he said. “I defended, as well as
my feeble powers would allow, the name and character of the departed
hero from the unjust aspersions cast upon him, and remarked that, in
the latter part of the assailant’s bitter exclamation that he ‘was glad that
General Taylor was in hell,” he did not exhibit a Christian spirit, and
that if the author did not early repent of the cruel declaration, that he
would perform that task with keen remorse upon his dying pil-
low.”% Finally, he had a word to say about the ladies in the audience,
whose voices could be heard in the outcry. An acceptable gift to the
Washington Monument committee required the people to become vir-
tuous, he said, and for the women to “teach your daughters to become
virtuous, or your offering had better remain in the bosom of your na-
tive mountains.” 2 Brocchus, of course, was referring to polygamy.
By now the women were ready to strip him into “ribbons and
shoe strings,” Young later said, and the people were standing and call-
ing on Young to reply.127 He needed no encouragement. He shared
his people’s anger, but he must have been embarrassed, too, by his
failure to foresee and control events. Brocchus had deceived him by

1241pid.
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being allowed to speak before a Church audience of thousands.
“Judge Brocchus is either profoundly ignorant or corruptly wicked,
one of the two,” he began and said that there were men ready to tes-
tify about the latter. As Young talked, he paced back and forth. “By
this time the passions of the people were lashed into a fury like his
own,” Brocchus remembered. “To every sentence he uttered, there
was a prompt and determined response, showing beyond a doubt that
all the hostile and seditious sentiments we had previously heard, were
the sentiments of this people.”1?8

If Brocchus saw and heard sedition, the fragmentary reports
of Young’s speech failed to record it, though Young scored the
“damned rascals” who held too many government posts.'?’ He
touched on his usual themes: his patriotism, his affection for the
U.S. Constitution, and a denial of a desire for political independ-
ence. For one thing, trade tariffs might be a disaster. For Brocchus
there was scorn. Young did not want national political parties intro-
duced into peaceful Utah, as Brocchus had proposed, because of
their bickerings. Moreover, Young argued, it was an outrage to be-
lieve the national government had been sympathetic during the
Saints’ ordeals. Washington’s silence during these episodes was
refutation enough, and the highest levels had sometimes had been
outspokenly antagonistic. By the minute growing more furious,
Young said the damning words about Zachary Taylor that Brocchus
had already put into his mouth: “I know Zachary Taylor,” Young
said. “He is dead and damned, and I cannot help it.” The Church
leader was irate that a man like Brocchus had come to Utah to lec-
ture on morality and virtue. “I could buy a thousand of such men
and put them into a bandbox. Ladies and gentlemen here we learn
principle and good manners. It is an insult to this congregation to
throw out such insinuations. I say it is an insult, and I will say no
more.” 13

Several days later, the conference ended on a high note. Young,
lifting his hands above his head, blessed the people by the power of his
priesthood. “We had a glorious revival,” remembered one Mormon.
Young had spoken with “more power and decision than I ever before
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witnessed.” 131 During its sessions, the cash-strapped Church asked its
members to pay a special tithing of one-tenth of their total worth in-
stead of the usual one-tenth of their annual increase.!®? It also voted
to take more seriously the laxly observed Word of Wisdom. Its re-
quirement to abstain from—or at least cut back on importations of tea,
coffee, tobacco, and alcohol—would thus improve Zion’s balance of
trade.!%

But the outsiders spoke only of Young’s rebuttal. Soon they an-
nounced they all, not just Brocchus, were planning to leave the terri-
tory. Young understood that their departure threatened the terri-
tory’s relations with Washington and convened an emergency session
of the Council of Fifty to consider what steps should be taken. The
council came down on the side of making peace. 3 Young and other
Church leaders left the council meeting and walked to the boarding-
house where they were staying. Sarah Harris remembered the inter-
view as “long and exhaustive,” with Young offering the officers
wealth, women, and political position if they would remain. “Brigham
humbled himself'in the dust at their feet,” Sarah said, “and offered to
black their boots. Incredible as this may seem, it was literally true.”13°

Sarah had a gift for overstating things, but there can be no doubt
Young wanted to patch things up. More likely, he had offered the offi-
cers full status in the community. The next morning, preaching to the
Saints, Young was anxious. He was “a law abiding man” and willing to
answer for his acts, he told his congregation. He was ready “to suffer
my right arm and then my left” to be lost before dishonoring the Con-
stitution. But he also believed that he had a right to speak his mind
about Zachary Taylor. “If that is treason, I am a treasoner.”!

On the next day, the Mormons wrote to Kane, warning of possi-
ble difficult times to come. Their dispute with the outsiders, they be-
lieved, was about truth and falsehood, another battle in their cosmic
war. A full explanation would require “some able historian” in the fu-
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ture. It was as though, the Mormons, overtaken by events, did not
know how to explain them to themselves.'%’

Nine days after Brocchus’s speech, Young called a special ses-
sion of the legislature. Reading the organic law and broadly interpret-
ing the doctrine of popular sovereignty, he believed the legislators
had the right to force Harris to surrender his $20,000 before leaving
the territory, along with his official papers and the territorial seal.
Was not the voice of the legislature supreme?

The Mormons and Harris gave conflicting accounts of what
happened next. The local people claimed that Harris grudgingly
stamped Young’s proclamation calling the legislature into session
with the official seal, although he misdated his signature in the hope
of delaying implementation. The exasperated Mormons put the
proper date on the proclamation and sent express riders throughout
the territory. They hoped that the legislature could meet and take ac-
tion before Harris and the other officers left the territory.!*® Harris,
in a different version, claimed that the proclamation was cloaked in
secrecz and that he found out about it two days after it had been is-
sued.!%9

As the legislators were gathering, Young once more tried to
make peace. Writing to Brocchus, he said that he was “ever wishing
to promote the peace, love & harmone[y] of the people, and to culti-
vate the spirit of charity & benevolonce to all, and especially toward
strangers.” Young suggested that each man apologize for their lan-
guage at a special public meeting and then let the matter be forgot-
ten. “I shall esteem it a duty and a pleasure to make every apology &
satisfaction for my observations which you as a gentleman can claim
or desire at my hands,” Young wrote. In return, Young wanted
Brocchus to explain his words about the lack of virtue of the Mor-
mon women—everything else that Brocchus had said on September
8 could be forgiven except that provocation. Young promised
Brocchus freedom of the Bowery—no Mormon would offer a rebut-
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tal to anything the judge might say.!*”

Brocchus replied with a formal letter of his own. While saying
that he had never wished to cause any “painful or unpleasant emotion
in the hearts of the ladies who honored me with their presence and
their respectful attention on that occasion,” he saw no need to recon-
cile with Young. He reminded Young of some of the President’s most
unpleasant words—about the peril of the angry congregation pulling
Brocchus’s hair or cutting his throat. His address, he said, had been
prepared to vindicate the United States “from those feelings of preju-
dice, and that spirit of defection [disaffection] which seemed to per-
vade the public sentiment.”!*!

Brocchus’s answer spurred the Church president to write two
scathing letters over the next two days and a third before the end of
the month. Young refuted Brocchus’s speech point by point, making it
a valuable source for knowing what had been said on September 8.
On the question of whether Brocchus had insulted the ladies in the
congregation—a question that some historians have doubted—Young
was apoplectic. “You expressed a hope that the ladies you were ad-
dressing, ‘would become virtuous,”” went one passage. “Sir, your hope
was of the damning die, and your very expression, tended to convey
the assertion that those ladies you . . . addressed were prostitutes. . . .
Could you have committed a greater indignity and outrage on the
feelings of the most virtuous and sensible assembly of ladies that your
eyes ever beheld?” 142

Both men were writing not so much to each other but for a pub-
lic relations campaign that was likely to begin once the officers left
Utah and returned to their homes. These letters might then be re-
leased to the public and printed. Brocchus, in fact, was working on a
public letter indicting Young and Utah. “I am sick and tired of this
place,” it said.!*?

The meeting of the legislature on the morning of September 22
was an achievement. Within less than a week, the citizen-legislators
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had been summoned and came, at harvest time, some from more
than a hundred miles and traveling over poor roads. Every man was in
his place, except the legislators from distant Iron County in southern
Utah. Young opened this new round of conflict by asking Chief Jus-
tice Brandebury to issue a judicial opinion whether the legislature
could restrain Harris and his money. Brandebury refused to com-
ment. Harris obstructed, too, by declining to enroll the legislature,
one of his nominal duties, on the grounds that the body had been im-
properly elected and convened because Young’s election proclama-
tion had lacked his seal. Nor would he pay the legislators’ travel ex-
penses, per diem expenses, or even the small costs of operating ex-
penses, like printing laws. For the Mormons, these acts continued the
obstruction begun from the time the officers arrived in the territory,
“hedging and hatching and laying traps, playing sly-attorney’s tricks,
giving advice and getting crooked law papers out of honest, straight-
forward citizens.”!

Two days after being called into session, the legislature per-
formed its reason for meeting by demanding Harris turn over the
$20,000 and threatened to send the territorial marshal to arrest him if
he disobeyed. The supreme court, awakening from its slumber, re-
sponded by issuing a restraining order “not to touch Harris, [the]
money, or [Harris’s] documents.”'** The court’s opinion was fore-
gone: It had the majority votes of Brandebury and Brocchus, while
Judge Snow either dissented or absented himself from the decision.
After three months of jostling, “the affair of the runaways” had reach-
ed a final turn, which was about fundamental constitutional ques-
tions. Could the local legislature, supposedly the supreme voice of
people and supported by the governor—an officer nominated by the
president and confirmed by the Senate—control the acts of another
territorial officer? Or did final power rest with the territory’s su-
preme court, also appointed by Washington? Did the final say belong
to local citizens or with two federally appointed judges?

144jedediah M. Grant, “Letter from the Mayor of Salt Lake City,” New
York Herald, March 9, 1852, 6/3-6.

145Brigham Young Office Journal, September 24, 1851; Brigham
Young, Letter to Millard Fillmore, September 29, 1851; Brigham Young
Journal, September 26, 1851, LDS Church History Library. See also
Jedediah M. Grant, “Defence of the Mormons,” New York Herald, March 9,
1852, 6/3-6.



RONALD W. WALKER/THE “RUNAWAY” FEDERAL OFFICERS 41

As Young and legislators considered these questions, Almon Bab-
bitt left town. Was he trying to smuggle out the $20,000? Traveling with
Babbitt was a kinsman, perhaps a son or nephew, who had lefta debtin
Salt Lake City, and a constable was dispatched to make the collection.
Babbitt, however, believed he was being harassed and drew a pistol and
told the lawman to withdraw. The act deepened Mormon suspicions
about Babbitt having the territorial funds. Within hours a posse of
thirty men was on the road; and when it caught up with Babbitt forty
miles from the city, his carriages and tents were ransacked. Although
the posse failed to find the territorial money, Babbitt was arrested for
resisting an officer and brought back to the city.*® The event may have
been more than about just the congressional appropriation. Emotions
in the community were high, and some citizens believed Babbitt had
some responsibility for everything that had taken place. The search
and arrest may have had an element of payback.

Brandebury released Babbitt on a writ of kabeas corpus, and
Babbitt and his family resumed their travel east. He appeared at
peace when he arrived at Kanesville. He told the local Saints that he
was going to Washington to “plead the cause of his people in such a
manner that they [the Saints] would confide in him again.”147 Per-
haps Babbitt, in whose blood politics ran deep, knew that he could
have no future in Utah unless he patched things up. When Young
gave his account of the case, he claimed that the order to arrest Bab-
bitt had not come from him but from a local court justice. He
blamed the incident on frontier emotions, which sometimes led to
direct and rugged action.!*® The officers saw it differently. The
“outrage,” they said, had been “perpetrated by the command of the
governor.” 149

“These were exciting times for the young bride,” Sarah Harris
said. Isolated at their boarding house, the outsiders saw dark shadows
everywhere, especially after what had happened to Babbitt. In these
anxious days, Broughton Harris decided to remove the government

146“Report of Messrs. Brandebury, Brocchus, and Harris,” 18-19.

147willard Snow, “Account of Trip across the Plains,” November 3,
1851, Journal History.

148Young, “Beating against the Air,” 63-67.
149“Report of Messrs. Brandebury, Brocchus, and Harris,” 19.
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specie from the safe at James Livingston’s store. 190 During “one dark
night,” Harris and Livingston got the chest containing the money to
the boardinghouse, staggering and “perfectly exhausted” under its
weight. It was another step in the officers’ planned departure from
Utah.'"!

By the end of September, it was a time for making decisions.
Babbitt had made his by clinging to the hope that his political future
lay in Utah. Zerubabbel Snow remained in Utah despite the pleas of
the departing officers and his wife for him to join them in their return
to the East. The Mormons had a major decision to make, too. Should
the territorial funds be taken by force? For several days, Young and
Church leaders may have weighed this possibility, but finally Harris
was allowed to take his gold and silver coins and leave the territory.'5?
After reaching this decision, the First Presidency made it clear that it
had no interest in seeking political independence: a Churchwide cir-
cular had a clause supporting territorial government.158 Utah con-
cluded that its best interests lay in the East and had acted to preserve
that future.

What had been the decisive factors in the “affair of the ‘run-
aways’”? Young’s interview with Babbitt, Wells’s oration, Brocch-
us’s speech, and the officers’ rejection of the Mormon olive
branch—as well as other minor events—had built upon each other.
The abrasive personalities of Babbitt, Brocchus, and Young also
had a role. Much of the difficulty, however, came from the men
sent by Washington, who showed their limited judgment and their
inexperience. Instead of trying to work with Utah’s unusual ways,
they had shown how easily they could be provoked and how shallow
their roots were in their new home. Brocchus’s excesses weighed
heavily in the failure.

As the officers prepared to leave at the end of the month, Young
visited Brocchus and found him cordial. The judge said that he was

150 arris had brought a safe with him from Washington, which he
may have loaned to Livingston. Almon W. Babbitt, Letter to Brigham
Young, October 17, 1853, Brigham Young Office Files.

I51Harris, Unwritten Chapter of Salt Lake, 1851-1901, 52-52.
152Brigham Young Office Journal, September 24, 1851.

153«General Epistle of the First Presidency,” September 22, 1851,
Journal History.
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willing to “bury the hatchet, shake hands, forget the past, and be
friends” and asked Young to apologize to the ladies in his be-
half.'%* As Young was conveying these regards during the next morn-
ing’s worship service, Brocchus was making a dash for Utah’s eastern
frontier. Apparently the judge was hoping that Young, if he had any
thoughts about taking action against him, would let down his guard.
Almost two dozen Gentile citizens, mainly the city’s merchants, trad-
ers, and their employees, rode with Brocchus to prevent another inci-
dent like the one that had befallen Babbitt. By now most of the
non-LDS community were on the side of the departing offi-
cers.'® There was one last-minute alarm, however. The Harris’s car-
riage broke down while still in Salt Lake City—the weight of their
cargo apparently had been too much. In addition to the government’s
money, the carriage carried Livingston’s recent profits—another
$16,000 in hard specie. Only Livingston and Brandebury stayed be-
hind to help the panic-stricken Harrises, who felt betrayed by the
flight of the others. However, once repairs were undertaken, the
Harrises rode to Fort Bridger to began a “long toilsome journey back
across the plains.”1%® So much had happened in so little time. Most of
the officers had been in Utah less than three months.

“May the devil take them,” Young said when he learned that they
had left. !’

[Part 2 will follow in the winter 2014 issue.]

154Young to Brocchus, September 30, 1851.

155Ballantyne to Taylor, September 23, 1851, Journal History.
156Harris, Unwritten Chapter of Salt Lake, 18511901, 59-61.
157Brigham Young Office Journal, September 28, 1851.



New York jowrnalist Isaac Russell, ca. 1914. Courtesy Samuel Russell Collec-
tion, Special Collections, Marriott Library, University of Utah.
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Isaac RUSSELL:
MORMON MUCKRAKER AND
SECRET DEFENDER OF THE CHURCH

Kenneth L. Cannon 11

We believe that public opinion will change in regard to the Mor-
mon Church and the Mormon people and that the slanders and
falsehoods that have been told concerning us will yet be the means
of bringing to light our true character, which, we are pleased and
thankful to say, will always be found ready and prepared to stand
the light of scrutiny.—Joseph F. Smith to Isaac Russell, June
19111

KENNETH L. CANNON II {kcannon@djplaw.com} is a lawyer in private
practice in Salt Lake City, adjunct professor of law at the S. J. Quinney
School of Law at the University of Utah, and an independent historian. He
is a member of the Mormon History Association’s board of trustees, of Sig-
nature Books’ advisory board of editors, and is chairman of the National
Advisory Council of BYU’s College of Family, Home, and Social Sciences.
Ken’s current historical research focuses on Isaac Russell and George Q.
Cannon’s three oldest sons. Russell and the Cannon boys did not like each
other very much, but Ken likes all four. He hopes to finish that research
sometime in the present century. He has published historical articles most
recently in Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought, Jowrnal of Mormon History,
and Utah Historical Quanrterly.

Joseph F. Smith, Letter to Isaac Russell, June 13, 1911, Joseph F.
Smith Letterpress Copybooks, in Richard E. Turley, ed., Selected Collections
of the Archives of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 2 vols., DVD
(Provo, Utah: BYU Press, 2002), 1:30; hereafter Selected Collections.

45



46 The Journal of Mormon History

It is hard to reduce this matter to words but I have a strong
sub-consciousness that in all this anti-Mormon agitation here
there is a Guiding Hand and that its purpose is to open the minds
of the people to receive what will in a little while from now be an
overwhelming message. —Isaac Russell to Joseph F. Smith, 191 3°

ISAAC RUSSELL WAS AN UNUSUALLY GIFTED New York City newspaper
reporter and editor, muckraking journalist,3 public relations mav-
en, intellectual, and historian who just happened to be a Mormon
born and raised in Utah. Russell straddled the two worlds of big-
city journalism and Mormondom, succeeding in a national market
at the same time defending the church and culture of his youth.
For a period of time, during most of the 1910s and again briefly in
the 1920s, he was secretly assigned by the Church’s president to
protect and improve the Church’s public image by responding to
media attacks and publishing positive stories about the Church, its

2Isaac Russell, Letter to Joseph F. Smith, February 11, 1913, Scott G.
Kenney Collection, Special Collections, J. Willard Marriott Library, Uni-
versity of Utah, Salt Lake City; hereafter Kenney Collection. Russell pic-
tured himself as the person who would lead the response to the “anti-Mor-
mon agitation” and thereby open the minds of the populace at large to the
LDS Church.

3“Muckraker” is an ill-defined term primarily used to describe certain
reform-minded investigative journalists who wrote for Progressive maga-
zines in the first fifteen years of the twentieth century. The 15¢ magazines,
made possible by newly inexpensive paper, enjoyed unusual popularity, par-
ticularly among middle-class Americans. The term was applied to a certain
kind of writer by Theodore Roosevelt, who referred to John Bunyan’s “man
.. . with the Muckrake in his hand” who refused to look up from his dirty
task to find better things. Theodore Roosevelt, “The Man with the Muck-
rake,”  www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/teddyrooseveltmuckrake.
htm (accessed September 2012); John Bunyan, The Pilgrim’s Progress, Ox-
ford World’s Classics edition (Oxford, England: Oxford University Press,
1998), 164. There was a broad range of muckraking, from “accurate and
penetrating reportage,” that appeared in the quintessential muckraking
magazine, McClure’s, to the “irresponsible sensationalism” of the Cosmopoli-
tan. Louis Filler, Appoiniment at Armageddon: Muckraking and Progressivism
in the American Tradition (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1976), 248.
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leaders, and its members. He fulfilled his assignment brilliantly.
Isaac Russell was born in 1879, a grandson of Parley P. Pratt on
his mother’s side and of prominent early Mormon missionary (and
eventual dissident) Isaac Russell on his father’s side.*From an early
age, he was known as “Ike,” a nickname he retained throughout his
life. One account noted that, while a student, he was also called “Fossil
Ike” “on account of his studious habits and somewhat eccentric
ideas.” Russell volunteered and served with distinction as part of the
Utah Light Artillery under Richard W. Young in the Spanish-Ameri-
can War in the Philippines. In hand-to-hand combat while freeing a
fellow American soldier from native belligerents, Russell killed two
“roaming Filipinos” and “received an ugly wound over the head”
which required hospitalization. However, he suffered no long-term
physical effects from his injury. In the Philippines, he also started and
edited an army newspaper called the American Soldier and worked as a
“staff correspondent of the New York Journal.”® After the war, he
stayed in Manila for two years as a civilian emgloyee, serving as Gen-
eral John Pershing’s personal stenographer.” Charles Mabey, later
governor of Utah, who served with Russell in the war, believed that,

4Family Group Records of Parley P. Pratt and Hannahette Snively,
Isaac Russell and Mary Walton, Samuel Russell and Henrietta Pratt,
www.familysearch.org (accessed August 2011).

5“Utah Newspaper Men in the Philippines,” Deseret News, June 3,

1890, Sect. 2, 1, 11. The article includes a nice illustration of Ike in his army
uniform. Russell was not particularly impressed by Richard W. Young, a
well-known graduate of West Point and Columbia Law School, and a
“bosom friend” of Heber J. Grant, either in battle in the Philippines or in
Utah. Andrew Jenson, ed., Latter-day Saints Biographical Encyclopedia: A
Compilation of Biographical Sketches of Prominent Men and Women in the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 4 vols. (Salt Lake City: Andrew
Jensen History, 1901-36), 1:671; Heber J. Grant, Letter to Isaac K. Russell,
July 14, 1922, Isaac Russell Papers, Department of Special Collections,
Stanford University Libraries, Stanford, California (hereafter Russell Pa-
pers).Isaac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, June 12, 1920, B. H. Roberts
Collection, Special Collections, Marriott Library (hereafter Roberts Col-
lection).

6«Isaac Russell Funeral Sunday,” Deseret News, September 10, 1927,
Sect. 2, 1; John J. Pershing, Letter to Isaac Russell, July 6, 1900 (hereafter
Russell Papers). Pershing noted how pleased he was with Ike’s work in his of-



48 The Journal of Mormon History

during Ike’s newspaper work in the Philippines, “he developed a ge-
nius for newsgathering that was almost uncanny.”7 On his way home,
Russell stopped in the Bay Area and scheduled an interview with Da-
vid Starr Jordan, president of Leland Stanford Jr. University in Palo
Alto. Ike told President Jordan that he desperately wanted to attend
Stanford but worried that courses he had taken at the University of
Utah prior to his military service were insufficient to prepare him for
the rigors of the West Coast university. Jordan was sufficiently im-
pressed by Ike’s initiative and the results of a test he had him take that
he offered admission to Stanford.®

Russell performed exceptionally well at Stanford, becoming
“the most popular man on campus,” a legendary two-year editor of
the Chaparral, the school’s humor magazine, a favored protégé of Da-
vid Starr Jordan, and a well-loved perpetrator of practical jokes and
“battles” in connection with those who worked for the school’s liter-
ary magazines and in defense of his fraternity, Kappa Sigma.9 Salt
Lake newspapers often described what Ike was doing, whether it was
in the Philippines, California, Utah, or New York, either because he
had close friends who were reporters or because of his unusual talents
(or both).

fice and offered to recommend him “most heartily” in any matter.

7“High Tribute Paid to Isaac K. Russell at Funeral Rites,” Deseret News,
September 12, 1927, 2.

8Guide to Isaac Russell Papers, 1898-1927, www.oac.cdlib.org/
findaid/ark:/13030/tf6f59n8h4, Department of Special Collections, Stan-
ford University Libraries (accessed January 2012).

Nrene Wright, “Salt Lake Seniors at Leland Stanford University,”
Deseret News, January 9, 1094, 12; “Russell Again Chosen as Editor,” Salt
Lake Herald, January 11, 1903, i; “Trouble at Stanford: War between Editor
Russell and the Juniors Has Broken Out Afresh,” Salt Lake Herald, October
23,1903, 3. An amusing sidelight to Russell’s service as editor of the Chap-
arral is that he engaged in a good-natured (and probably not-so-good-na-
tured) competition with Rube Goldberg, the editor of the Pelican, the Uni-
versity of California’s humor magazine. The two developed a “fierce” ri-
valry. Fifteen years later, Russell and the future Pulitzer Prize-winning
political cartoonist known universally as the creator of overly complicated
contraptions became close friends as colleagues on the staff of the New York
Evening Mail. Elsie Greene, “Utahns in New York,” Salt Lake Telegram, April
3, 1921, 7.
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After graduating with highest honors from Stanford in 1904,
Isaac spent five extremely unhappy years as a reporter, first for the
Salt Lake Tribune and the Salt Lake Herald, but mostly for the Deseret
News, where he felt he was overworked, underappreciated, and un-
derpaid, though he “filled every assignment with signal ability.”1°
During these years, he published a number of short articles in Collier’s
Weekly, one of the most popular national weeklies, and impressed its
legendary editors, Norman Hapgood and Mark Sullivan.!! He began
a serious study of Utah history and published a number of articles on
the history of Utah and the West in local newspapers and in Goodwin’s
Weekly. In June 1907, he married Althea (“Allie”) Farr, alovely and tal-
ented young woman from Ogden. The first of their three children,

lO[Ben L.] Rich, Letter to Ben E. Rich, December 2, 1908, copy in
Russell Papers; Isaac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, November 8, 1909,
Kenney Collection; Isaac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, February 2, 1910,
Kenney Collection; “Isaac Russell,” Deseret News, September 8, 1927, 4. Ben
L. Rich’s letter to his father, then serving as Eastern States Mission presi-
dent for the LDS Church in New York City, provides important insights into
Ike’s personality. Rich hoped his father would watch out for Ike in the big
city.

11[Ben L.] Rich, Letter to Ben E. Rich, December 2, 1908; Mark
Sullivan, Letter to Isaac Russell, May 20, 1907, Russell Papers; Mark
Sullivan, Letter to Isaac Russell, July 9, 1907, Russell Papers; Mark Sullivan
to Isaac Russell, November 9, 1908, Russell Papers; Norman Hapgood, Let-
ter to Isaac Russell, March 16, 1909, Russell Papers; “Sea-Gull Story Arouses
Interest,” Deseret News, April 1, 1908, 6. It did not hurt that David Starr Jor-
dan and Arthur Ruhl had sent the Collier’s editors letters of recommenda-
tion about Russell. Isaac Russell, Letter to Norman Hapgood, November
28, 1923, Russell Papers. Norman Hapgood and Mark Sullivan were ex-
tremely influential editors and crusaders for Progressive reforms. Hap-
good served as the editor-in-chief of Collier’s Weekly from 1902 to 1912 and
later as the editor of Harper’s Weekly, Mark Sullivan served as the edi-
tor-in-chief of Collier’s from 1914 to 1917. A graduate of Harvard Law
School, Hapgood was described as a “remarkable combination of scholar,
journalist, and connoisseur of the arts,” though he was “singularly humor-
less.” Sullivan, who also held a law degree from Harvard, was stationed in
Washington, D.C., and led most of the journalistic crusades of the maga-
zine. Frank Luther Mott, A History of American Magazines, 1885-1905, Vol. 4
of A History of American Magazines (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1957), 453-65.
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Althea, was born in October 1908.2 Fed up with the conservative
limitations of the Deseret News and the low pay, and ambitious to make
his mark in the writing world, Ike moved to New York City in early
1909 to pursue a writing career.'® President Jordan wrote support-
ively, “Of course, I know and you know that Salt Lake City could not
be a permanent place for you.”!* Though Russell felt isolated and
worried about finding employment in New York, within thirty days he
had landed a full-time job as a reporter with the New York Evening Sun
and sent for Allie and their baby daughter.15

Ike did freelance work for various Progressive magazines in ad-
dition to full-time employment with the Sun. He published three arti-
cles in as many months in Pearson’s Magazine, a popular national mag-

12¢Married in Temple, ‘Tke’ Russell of the Deseret News Staff Joins
the Benedicts,” Deseret News, June 26, 1907, 2; “Society,” Intermountain Re-
publican, July 12, 1907, 5; “City Briefs,” Intermountain Republican, October
3, 1908, 2.

I3«Ike Russell Goes East,” Utah Chronicle, March 1, 1904, 4; [Ben L.]
Rich, Letter to Ben E. Rich, December 2, 1908, Russell Papers; “Isaac Rus-
sell,” The Progressive, November 1, 1913, 1; “Ike’ Russell, Writer, Dead,”
Ogden Standard Examiner, September 8, 1927, 6.

Mpayid Starr Jordan, Letter to Isaac Russell, March 19, 1909, Russell
Papers. Russell and Jordan remained close over the ensuing years. In 1914,
Russell wrote an admiring biographical piece on Jordan, noting how he had
made Leland Stanford Jr. University “one of the great institutions of learn-
ing of the world, practiced a democratic ideal with both students and fac-
ulty in which everyone was inspired and those with the greatest abilities
were rewarded irrespective of background, and pursued a course promot-
ing world peace.” Isaac Russell, “David Starr Jordan,” The World’s Work 27
(April 1914): 649-55. Jordan, an eminent scientist as well as an interna-
tional peace advocate, later wrote the introduction to Isaac’s The Romance of
the Holes in Bread: A Plea for Recognition of the Scientific Laboratory as the Test-
ing Place for Truth (Easton, Pa.: Chemical Publishing, 1924), iii-v, on the sci-
ence of nutrition. Russell wrote a second book, with Howard R. Driggs, Hid-
den Heroes of the Rockies (Yonkers-on-Hudson, N.Y.: World Book, 1923).

I5[saac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, April 1, 1909, Kenney Collec-
tion. Almost immediately upon arriving in New York, Isaac began placing
freelance articles with the New York World. Ibid. Allie left Ogden with their
six-month-old daughter, Althea, on April 25, 1909, to join Ike in the big city.
“Society,” Ogden Weekly Standard, April 25, 1909, 2.
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azine published in New York City.!® The articles were on subjects to
which Russell devoted substantial efforts over the ensuing years: la-
bor, Mormons and the West, and politics. One, a substantial piece ad-
dressing the relationship between E. H. Harriman, who controlled
the Union Pacific and Southern Pacific Railroads, and the West, an-
noyed many in Utah because it contained relatively volatile allega-
tions about the relationship between President Joseph F. Smith and
Harriman, and by extension, between the Church and “big business.”
The teaser title on the magazine cover proclaimed: “What Harriman
and the Mormon Church Are Doing to the West.”!7

Russell struggled with how negatively he should portray the
Church in the article, fighting his inclination to try to reform aspects

161saac Russell, “The First Professional Strike Maker,” Pearson’s Maga-
zine 22 (August 1909): 269-75; Ike Russell, “The West Vs. Harriman,”
Pearson’s Magazine 22 (September 1909): 335-44; Ike Russell, “What Wo-
men Have Done with the Vote,” Pearson’s Magazine 22 (October 1909):
537-46. Russell wrote that these “articles I consider the best things I have
ever had a chance at.” Isaac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, July 15, 1909,
Kenney Collection. During this period, Russell vacillated between using
“Ike” or “Isaac” professionally. He subsequently wrote muckraking articles
on subjects as varied as counterfeit goods from expensive gin, to cigars, to
clothing labels; dentists and dental hygiene; falsifying documents in the war
effort by William Randolph Hearst’s publications; charities more interested
in donations than in the victims they sought to help; use of German Zeppe-
lins in the early stages of World War I; the Roman Catholic Church; and
Theodore Roosevelt. See Isaac Russell, “Common Imitations,” Pearson’s
Magazine 26 (December 1911): 659-66; “Our Teeth and Our Dentists,”
Pearson’s Magazine 28 (July 1912): 113-22; “HearstMade War News,”
Harper’s Weekly 59 (July 25, 1914): 76-78; “The Charlatans of Charity,”
Harper’s Weekly 59 (August 15, 1914): 159-60; “Wilhelm’s Nighthawks,”
Harper’s Weekly 59 (October 3, 1914): 320-21; “The Anti-Catholic Flare-
back,” Harper’s Weekly 60 (January 30, 1915): 106-7, 119; “A Card from the
River of Doubt,” Harper’s Weekly 60 (May 15, 1915): 471. By the time Russell
started placing articles with Harper’s, Norman Hapgood had become the
editor (and part-owner) of that publication. John A. Widtsoe, Letter to
Isaac Russell, August 11, 1913, Russell Papers.

17Tke Russell, “The West Vs. Harriman,” Pearson’s Magazine 22 (Sep-
tember 1909): 335-44. A negative reaction appeared in “Isaac Russell and
His Talent,” Intermountain Republican, August 25, 1909, 4.
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of the institution he found distasteful but concerned about what
friends and family back home might think. Eventually, his impulse to
improve the Church won out. As he wrote to long-time friend and
mentor, B. H. Roberts:

But as to Pearson’s.—It was a hard, hard question as to decide
how hard to hit there. I may have done entirely wrong. But I wanted to
hit hard enough to make the present Church policy one in which they
go ahead from now on knowing how their acts appear to the other
side. They can’t plead ignorance of the sly games played in their name
from now on. I hope they can’t pound upon you in their hearts with
such vigor,—that they will see that other voices are raised from a hori-
zon they would like to think serene.

...Idon’t even know if you will approve all of the article, but it was
a hard thing to tell just where to lay on and take off.18

Russell grew up believing that the LDS Church “had struck an
ideal working basis between cooperation and individual initiative.”
He had believed that this “Mormon philosophy was going to edge its
way in with compelling force,” but the “close partnership between the
Mormon leaders and the exploitive program being carried out there
in the salt, sugar, coal, and smelting” industries caused him to “cease
to go within a church.”!¥ Tke even confessed to B. H. Roberts that “ex-
cept as Mormonism is a big new cause in the world permeating its phi-
losophy with new light I have no interest in it.”?" To Episcopal Bishop
Franklin Spalding, Russell described his lack of faith more explicitly:
“My whole attitude towards religion—I am outside of all churches, ex-
cept for a very nominal membership in the Mormon church due to
birth therein,—is that since it affords a certain spiritual consolation to
some folks who need such a thing, it is a good force.”?!

By late 1909, Ike’s work at the Sun on labor issues and politics
had drawn the attention of the New York Times, and he soon accepted a

I81saac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, August 26, 1909, Kenney Col-
lection.

191saac Russell, Letter to Bishop Franklin S. Spalding, June 28, 1910,
Episcopal Diocese of Utah Collection, Special Collections, Marriott Li-
brary (hereafter Utah Episcopal Collection).

20Isaac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, August 10, 1909, Kenney Col-
lection.

21 saac Russell, Letter to Bishop Franklin S. Spalding, December 3,
1912, Utah Episcopal Collection. Evidence of Russell’s subsequent church
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job as areporter there, sitting at a desk near fellow Salt Laker, “Gene”
Young.22 Ike Russell’s talent was quickly recognized at the Times, and
he was soon the aviation editor, covering the new industry’s develop-
ments, including the competition between the Wright brothers and
Glenn Curtiss. He also covered labor strikes, military affairs, national
political campaigns, and other assignments.?® In a letter to Salt Lake
Episcopal Bishop Franklin Spalding, Russell described a typical eve-
ning’s reporting assignments: “Just a word from the office between

attendance, participation in Mormon activities, and the baptism of his chil-
dren, suggests that his faith likely waxed and waned over time.

22Russell noted to B. H. Roberts that he would have preferred to
have shifted to the New York Morning Sun, which he believed handled
stories “with the finest literary polish, but, because of politics be-
tween the affiliated Evening Sun [where he was working] and Morning
Sun, that was not possible,” so he took the offered job at the Times.
Isaac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, February 23, 1910, Kenney Col-
lection; “Janet” [Jeanette Young Easton], “Salt Lakers in Gotham,”
Deseret News, August 6, 1910, 19. I am indebted to Ardis Parshall for
providing information regarding Easton’s columns in the Deseret
News, because they provide a rare personal view of Ike and Allie Rus-
sell’s social and personal lives. Gene Young was the son of Brigham
Young’s oldest son, Joseph Angell Young, and Clara Stenhouse Young,
the daughter of T.B.H. and Fanny Stenhouse. Gene Young had moved
to New York years earlier to pursue a career as a writer and sometimes
participated in matters important to Utahns, as when he spoke pas-
sionately against the seating of B. H. Roberts in Congress at a rally
where he and famous Evangelical leader Josiah Strong were the princi-
pal speakers. Individual Record of Eugene Jared Young, Family Group
Records of Joseph Angell Young and Clara Federata Stenhouse,
www.familysearch.org (accessed April 2012); “Women Fight Mor-
monism, Board of Home Missions of the Presbyterian Church Meets.
Bitterly Opposes Roberts. Eugene Young, Grandson of Brigham
Young, Makes an Address against the Representative-Elect from
Utah,” New York Times, December 21, 1898, 12.

23 Alexander Graham Bell, Letter to Isaac Russell, Aviation Editor,
March 19, 1914, Russell Papers; [Isaac Russell], “Curtiss Flies, Albany to
New York, at the Speed of 54 Miles an Hour,” New York Times, May 30, 1910;
Orville Wright, Note to Isaac Russell, n.d., Russell Papers; “Janet” [Jeanette
Young Easton], “Salt Lakers in Gotham,” in the following Deseret News col-
umns, cited by section and page: July 10, 1909, 17; August 21, 1909, 17; June
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reporting a dinner to Ambassador Bryce and starting out on a whole-
sale gang shooting on the East Side.”?*

Yet despite his talents, hard work, and periodic successes, a life
pattern began manifesting itself. Ike did not always get along with
those in authority, and his superiors sometimes chafed at his periodic
insubordination. As his friend Ben L. Rich noted, “[Ike] has the old
fight with jealousy, and stupidity for proper recognition which every
capable fellow without financial backing has to encounter.”?® He lost
his position as aviation editor of the Times three times because he re-
fused to “cook” stories for editors.?® In 1912, he was almost excluded
from the Times’s coverage of the Titanic disaster because his editors
were annoyed with him, though by pluck, talent, and good fortune, he
ended up playing a crucial role in the paper’s coverage and ghost-writ-
ing the most famous eyewitness account of the sinking of the great
ship based on his remarkable interview with Harold Bride, sole sur-

11, 1910, 24; July 25, 1910, 16; April 27, 1912, Sect. 2, p. 6; January 4, 1913,
Sect. 2, p. 5; August 30, 1913, Sect. 2, p. 5; July 4, 1914, Sect. 2, p. 7; July 10,
1915, Sect. 2, p. 4; September 18, 1915, Sect. 2, p. 3; March 11, 1916, Sect. 2,
p- 6; July 29, 1916, Sect. 2, p. 4.

241saac Russell, Letter to Bishop Franklin S. Spalding, December 13,
1912, Utah Episcopal Collection. Isaac was also frequently required to
travel out of town on assignment.

25[Ben L.] Rich, Letter to Ben E. Rich, December 2, 1908, Russell Pa-
pers. Ben Rich also described Ike as “sincere” and noted that he “has the
courage to express his convictions, because of which he has been de-
nounced as a radical writer. . . . If he is radical sometimes, it is because he is
courageous. If he has been undiplomatic in some of his utterances, it is be-
cause he hates sycophancy, cowardice, duplicity, and stupidity. . . . He is a
good, clean, capable, and honest man and a true friend.” Consistent with
the view of pulling himself up by the bootlaces, the Utah Chronicle referred
to Russell as “Ike Hardscrabble,” and described how he had come to the
University of Utah in his teenage years as a “green lad, with a fixed habit of
arguing every question that appeared. With a strong determination, at all
times protuberant, he has risen from an uncertain place near the foot of his
classes to a position too large for Utah.” “Ike Russell Goes East,” Utah Chron-
icle, March 1, 1909, 4.

261saac Russell, Letter to Norman Hapgood, June 21, 1914, Russell
Papers.



McClure’s articles were the most careful and the Cosmopolitan’s “Viper on
the Hearth” articles the most outrageous in the “magazine crusade” against
Mormonism.
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viving Marconi wireless operator of the Titanic.”’ In spite of occa-
sional insubordination, Ike’s unusual talents and hard work generally
brought him back into the good graces of those in authority over him.
After his Titanic reporting, his star once again rose with management
and senior editors and remained ascendant with other work he did
until he was fired over a report he wrote of a speech given by Amos
Pinchot in mid-1915.%

In late 1910, about a year after moving to New York, Russell’s
role in defending the LDS Church began. The September 1910 issue
of Pearson’s Magazine included an article “The Political Menace of the
Mormon Church” by Richard Barry. Over the next eleven months, ar-
ticles critical of the Church appeared in no fewer than four popular
national Progressive magazines in what B. H. Roberts later referred
to as the “magazine crusade” against the LDS Church.?

Though Russell himself sometimes wrote critically of the

27[Isaac Russell], “Thrilling Story by Titanic’s Surviving Wireless
Man, Bride Tells How He and Phillips Worked and How He Finished a
Stoker Who Tried to Steal Phillips’s Life Belt—Ship Sank to the Tune of ‘Au-
tumn,” New York Times, April 19, 1912, 1; [Isaac Russell], “Marconi Pays
Visit to the Rescue Ship, Inventor of the Wireless Deeply Touched by Scenes
He Witnessed on Cunard Pier, Rules Suspended for Him, Allowed on
Board without Formality of a Pass after Guards Learn His Identity,” New
York Times, April 19,1912, 7; Susan E. Tifftand Alex S. Jones, The Trust: The
Private and Powerful Family behind the New York Times (Boston: Little Brown
& Co., 1999), 88-89, 804-5. For the full story of Isaac Russell’s reporting on
the Titanic, see Kenneth L. Cannon II, “Isaac Russell’s Remarkable Inter-
view with Harold Bride, Sole Surviving Wireless Operator of the Titanic,”
Utah Historical Quarterly 81 (forthcoming Fall 2013).

28 Arthur Greaves (New York Times city editor), Letter to Isaac Russell,
April 23, 1912, Russell Papers; Carr Van Anda (New York Times managing
editor), Letter to Isaac Russell, June 1, 1915, Russell Papers; Carr Van
Anda, Letter to Isaac Russell, July 26,1915, Adolph S. Ochs papers, New
York Times Archives, as quoted in Tifft and Jones, The Trust, 805; Adolph S.
Ochs (New York Times publisher), Letter to Isaac Russell, February 13, 1917,
Russell Papers.

29Richard Barry, “The Political Menace of the Mormon Church,”
Pearson’s Magazine 24 (September 1910): 319-30; see Kenneth L. Cannon
II, ““And Now It Is the Mormons’: The Magazine Crusade against the Mor-
mon Church, 1910-1911,” Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought 46
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Church in muckraking magazines, he was outraged at the venom di-
rected at the Church. Russell closely followed Barry’s subsequent arti-
cles in Pearson’s, as well as “Under the Prophet in Utah: The National
Menace of a Political Priestcraft,” a series of articles written by Frank
J. Cannon and Harvey J. O'Higgins for Everybody’s Magazine, Burton J.
Hendrick’s McClure’s Magazine articles, and finally, Alfred Henry
Lewis’s outrageous “Viper on the Hearth” articles published in the
Cosmopolitan Magazine.?’ 0

Isaac Russell knew most of the editors of these magazines and
began writing letters to them, complaining that the articles were nei-
ther accurate nor fair.%! Though none of his many letters to editors
was published, some may have given pause to the editors, who knew

(Spring 2013): 1-63; B. H. Roberts, A Comprehensive History of the Church, 6
vols. (Salt Lake City: Deseret News Press, 1930), 6:413-17.

30See Cannon, ““And Now It Is the Mormons,” 25-26; Richard
Barry, “The Mormon Evasion of the Anti-Polygamy Laws,” Pearson’s Maga-
zine 24 (October 1910): 443-51; and “The Mormon Method in Business,”
24 (November 1910): 571-78; Frank J. Cannon and Harvey J. O’Higgins,
“Under the Prophet in Utah: The Political Menace of a National Priest-
craft,” Everybody’s Magazine 23 (December 1910): 722-37,99-104 (advertis-
ing section); 24 (January 1911): 29-35; 24 (February 1911): 189-205; 24
(March 1911): 383-99; 24 (April 1911): 513-28; 24 (May 1911): 652-64; 24
(June 1911): 825-35; “The New Polygamy,” 25 (July 1911): 94-107; “The
Prophet and Big Business,” 25 (August 1911): 209-22; and the following ar-
ticles in McClure’s Magazine: Burton J. Hendrick, “The Mormon Revival of
Polygamy,” 36 (January 1911): 245-61; 36 (February 1911): 449-64; and
Cosmopolitan Magazine’s publication of Alfred Henry Lewis’s trio: “The Vi-
per on the Hearth,” 50 (March 1911): 439-45; his “Trail of the Viper,” 50
(April 1911): 693-703; and his “The Viper’s Trail of Gold,” 50 (May 1911):
823-33.

31Russell noted in correspondence that he had written dozens of let-
ters to the editors of Everybody’s, Pearson’s, and McClure’s. Isaac Russell, Let-
ter to B. H. Roberts, January 16, 1911, Kenney Collection; Isaac Russell,
Letter to B. H. Roberts, February 8, 1911, Russell Papers. Though none ap-
pears to have been published, copies of several letters are in Russell’s pa-
pers. Isaac Russell, Letters to John O’Hara Cosgrave, Editor, Everybody’s
Magazine, February 21, 1911, April 22, 1911, Russell Papers. The letters
identified alleged “lies” in the articles. From his experience writing for
Pearson’s, Isaac Russell knew the magazine’s editors Arthur W. Little and
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the care and tenacity lke employed in his research. Burton J.
Hendrick, who wrote the carefully researched and crafted series of ar-
ticles in McClure’s, pushed back against Ike’s letters, however. S. S.
McClure, publisher and editor of McClure’s, passed Russell’s letters
on to Hendrick, who told the young DS defender: “I am perfectly
willing to take up any special charges you may care to make, but you
must make them specific. You have not yet called attention to a single
error of fact in the two articles.”®? Russell did just that, though unfor-
tunately, his letters to Hendrick do not appear to survive. Isaac re-
ported seeing Thomas Kearns at the offices of McClure’s Magazine a

John Thompson well. He was annoyed by the articles in the magazine and
wrote the editors that he believed the articles contained numerous errors.
Unfortunately, Russell’s letter to the editor of Pearson’s is apparently not ex-
tant but references to its contents are in correspondence between Russell
and B. H. Roberts. After Russell described the letter to Roberts, Roberts re-
sponded that he “was perfectly delighted with what you had to say on the
Barry article and would be more than pleased if it were possible to have a
copy of your letter to the Editor of Pearson’s, as it might be helpful to me to
see your analysis of it and it might be helpful in my hands since it would en-
able me to drop a word in your favor should criticism of you appear in quar-
ters with which I am sometimes in contact.” B. H. Roberts, Letter to Isaac
Russell, September 9, 1910, Russell Papers. The criticism was no doubt left
over from Russell’s time at the Deseret News and his article in Pearson’s about
Harriman and the LDS Church.

32Burt0n]. Hendrick, Letter to Isaac Russell, February 1, 1911, Rus-
sell Papers. Hendrick continued to respond at length to Russell, stating at
one point that a letter from Joseph F. Smith that Isaac had shown him “only
confirms again my impressions that the heads of the Mormon Church are
absolutely crooked, and can think of no way of doing things unless that way
is crooked.” Burton J. Hendrick, Letter to Isaac Russell, June 14, 1911, Rus-
sell Papers; see Burton J. Hendrick, Letter to Isaac Russell, May 23, 1911,
Russell Papers. Willa Cather was managing editor of McClure’s at the time.
Ike Russell and Burton Hendrick subsequently developed a cordial rela-
tionship and occasionally discussed Mormon leaders Hendrick got to know
while researching his articles. Isaac Russell, unpublished review of “Polyg-
amy” (a Broadway play co-written and produced by Harvey O’Higgins in
1914-15), which was written for Harper’s Weekly but apparently never pub-
lished, 9, Russell Papers; Isaac Russell, Letter to Burton J. Hendrick, No-
vember 24, 1922, Russell Papers. Burton J. Hendrick, Letter to Isaac Rus-
sell, November 29, 1922, Russell Papers, noted that he hadn’t “the slightest
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few months before Hendrick’s articles on the Mormons began ap-
pearing and clearly assumed that Kearns had urged the magazine to
publish the articles. John Thompson, a senior editor at Pearson’s, told
him that Barry’s “data was furnished in large part by Col. [William]
Nelson,” long-time managing editor at the Salt Lake Tribune, who was
“the most envenomed enemy the Mormon Church has known in re-
cent years.”>?

And then, in January 1911, Russell developed a brilliant strategy
for combating the magazine crusade. He later recalled that a “Guid-
ing Hand” had led to the “anti-Mormon agitation” present in the mag-
azine articles and “that its purpose is to open the minds of the people
to receive what will in a little while from now be an overwhelming
message.” He also felt that he had been inspired by the same “Guiding
Hand” to seek Theodore Roosevelt’s help.?* Presumably, people
would become interested in the LDS Church through reading the
anti-Mormon articles and Ike would then steer them to a more accu-
rate understanding.

Russell had met and interviewed Roosevelt after the former
president returned from a year-long hunting safari in Africaand knew

idea of ever taking up the question of Mormonism again. One dip into that
subject was quite enough for a life-time.”

33Russell kept watch for Salt Lakers who might be instigating or sup-
porting the magazines’ attacks, reporting to Church leaders such as Eastern
States Mission president Ben E. Rich and B. H. Roberts. Isaac Russell, Let-
ter to B. H. Roberts, January 16, 1911, Kenney Collection; Isaac Russell,
Letter to Theodore Roosevelt, February 2, 1911, Kenney Collection. An in-
teresting sidelight to Russell’s relationship with the authors of the “maga-
zine crusade” articles is that the lead article of the December 1911 issue of
Pearson’s, published the same month that the book version of Under the
Prophet in Utah hit bookshelves, was Isaac Russell’s piece on counterfeit
goods. That same issue carried Richard Barry’s article on the Vanderbilts’
rise to prominence, and an installment of Alfred Henry Lewis’s famous
“The Apaches of New York” series. Isaac Russell, “Common Imitations,”
Pearson’s Magazine 26 (December 1911): 659-66; Richard Barry, “The Four
Hundred,” Pearson’s Magazine 26 (December 1911): 703-16; Alfred Henry
Lewis, “The Apaches of New York,” Pearson’s Magazine 26 (December
1911): 717-26.

3saac Russell, Letter to Joseph F. Smith, February 11, 1918, Kenney
Collection.
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that Roosevelt liked Senator Reed Smoot and had on occasion said
positive things about the Mormons.*> Russell wrote Roosevelt, de-
scribing inaccurate statements in the articles and noting that most of
the information in the magazine articles had emanated from the
anti-Mormon Salt Lake Tribune. He played to Roosevelt’s personal
sympathies by reminding the former president of the rumors started
by Frank Cannon at the Salt Lake Tribune of a “corrupt bargain” be-
tween Roosevelt and the Mormons, and told Roosevelt that the first
Pearson’s article and a recent letter to the editor of the Times from the
president of Westminster College had made the same allegation, as-
serting that then-President Roosevelt had agreed with the LDS
Church to actively support Smoot’s retention in the Senate and to per-
mit Church leaders to dictate who would be appointed to federal of-
fice in the Mountain West in exchange for the Mormon vote.*® Rus-
sell asked Roosevelt if he would “be so good as to assist me in an effort
I am making to have the record made more straight as to Mormon
events, by characterizing for me the particular phase of the general

35Russell was credited with writing a “remarkable” news report of
Roosevelt’s “famous African trip.” “Isaac Russell Dies in Chicago,” Salt Lake
Telegram, September 8, 1927, 2; “Ike’ Russell, Writer, Dead,” Ogden Stan-
dard-Examiner, September 8, 1927, 6.

36There are several versions of Russell’s letter to Roosevelt, suggest-
ing that both contemplated eventual publication of some of the correspon-
dence. Isaac Russell, Letter to Theodore Roosevelt, February 2, 1911,
Kenney Collection; Isaac Russell, Letter to Theodore Roosevelt, February
8, 1911, Russell Papers. The allegation of Roosevelt’s unholy alliance with
the Mormons is made in Barry, “Political Menace of the Mormon Church,”
Pearson’s Magazine 24 (September 1910): 327; and R. M. Stevenson, “Mor-
monism To-Day: A Political Power That Is Spreading Over Many States,”
New York Times, December 29, 1912, 10. Stevenson was the president of
Westminster College in Salt Lake City, a Presbyterian institution. Cannon
and O’Higgins subsequently made the same allegation about Roosevelt.
Cannon and O’Higgins, “Under the Prophetin Utah,” Everybody’s Magazine
24 (June 1911): 827-30. They added that Mormons circulated among them-
selves a story that Roosevelt, after discussions with Ben E. Rich, whom Roo-
sevelt found delightful, was fascinated by Mormon theology; in it, he saw “a
possible continuation throughout eternity of the tremendous energies of
his being! He was to continue to rule not merely a nation but a world, a sys-
tem of worlds, a universe of worlds.” Ibid., 830.
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situation in which bitter enemies of the Church have constantly used
your name.”? 7

Roosevelt quickly took Russell’s bait and was outraged to un-
derstand that some of the same people who had attacked him were
employing similar stratagems against the Mormons. He summoned
Ike to his offices at Outlook Magazine on Fourth (now Park) Avenue
for a short meeting. The brief meeting turned into a three-hour dis-
cussion, resulting in a letter by Roosevelt attacking Pearson’s and its
editors, and R. M. Stevenson, president of Westminster Col-
lege.?® Roosevelt sent Russell several drafts of a letter defending
himself and the Mormon Church. Isaac sent one of these drafts to
Ben E. Rich, Eastern States Mission president, who then forwarded

it to the First Presidency, asking for instructions on how to direct
Russell.*? Although Ike had earlier alerted Rich and B. H. Roberts
about his plan, they did not believe that he would be successful in ac-

37Isaac Russell, Letter to Theodore Roosevelt, February 2, 1911,
Kenney Collection; Isaac Russell, Letter to Theodore Roosevelt, February
8, 1911, Russell Papers.

38Theodore Roosevelt, Letter to Isaac Russell, February 4, 1911,
Kenney Collection. The original February 4 letter has a number of hand-
written interlineations by Roosevelt but is otherwise identical in many re-
spects to the letter dated February 17, 1911, that was published two months
later in Collier’s Weekly Magazine. There were, however, several important
changes: Roosevelt originally referred specifically to magazine articles and
to aletter to the editor written by R. M. Stevenson but removed these refer-
ences in the printed version. More important, Roosevelt initially wrote Rus-
sell that he believed it would be a mistake to respond publicly to the maga-
zine articles; Roosevelt believed that it would only draw more attention to
the anti-Mormon articles. Roosevelt also hand-wrote the following note at
the top of the February 4 letter: “Private: not for publication.” Russell wrote
Roosevelt several letters after Roosevelt’s initial letter to him in an effort to
convince Roosevelt that he should authorize publication of his letter. Isaac
Russell, Letters to Theodore Roosevelt, February 8 and 14, 1911, Russell
Papers.

39Theodore Roosevelt, Letter to Isaac Russell, February 13, 1911,
Russell Papers. This letter is identical to the February 4 letter, except that
the hand-written corrections on the earlier version had been made and this
version had a slightly different hand-written instruction at the top: “not to
be referred to in print.” Ben E. Rich, Letter to First Presidency, February 20,
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Ike Russell induced Theodore
Roosevelt to write a letter re-
sponsive to the “magazine
crusade” articles against the
Mormons, which was pub-
lished in Collier’s Weekly in
April 1911.

tually convincing Roosevelt to write a letter. %"

To Russell, matters continued to play out as his inspiration had
anticipated. As he later wrote Joseph F. Smith “an inspiration came to
me to write the letters when the magazine onslaught [against the
Church] occured [sic] and to go to Col Roosevelt as the one man who
could help out most. I felt the way would be opened and when he sent
for me, on receipt of my letter, and showed me his long manuscript in

1911, Kenney Collection. By this cover letter, Rich transmitted the original
of Roosevelt’s February 13 letter, making clear that no one was authorized
to publish the letter but that Russell hoped to receive a letter from Roose-
velt that could be made public.

40[saac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, February 8, 1911, Kenney
Collection. Roberts believed that Roosevelt had been involved in a deal
with the Mormons and responded to Ike that “I am anxious to learn the out-
come of your letter to Roosevelt. My forecast is that he will not answer. He
was deeper in that I think than he would dare to have known. He has also
been thrown overboard here by the Smoot stand-pat division of the Repub-
lican party, and by Smoot himself, as I understand.” B. H. Roberts, Letter to
Isaac Russell, February 13, 1911, Russell Papers.
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reply, it was as if a clear previous vision had been fulfilled.”*!

In Salt Lake City, LDS Church President Joseph F. Smith was de-
lighted. Though Reed Smoot worried about a warning Roosevelt had
included in his letter that, if the Mormons were continuing to per-
form polygamous marriages, he and the rest of America would with-
draw any support for them, the prophet soon quieted the apostle/
senator and excitedly instructed Rich to encourage Russell to publish
the letter. In the meantime, Russell had convinced Roosevelt to au-
thorize publication of a final version.*?

President Smith had had doubts about Isaac Russell before the
reporter convinced Roosevelt to write in favor of the Mormons, but
he quickly changed his mind about the journalist when he read Roose-
velt’s letter.*> Again feeling that he had been guided to do so, Isaac
convinced his friend and sometime mentor, editor Norman Hap-

41 saac Russell, Letter to Joseph F. Smith, February 11, 1913, Kenney
Collection.

42Theodore Roosevelt, Letter to Isaac Russell, February 17, 1911,
Russell Papers. This final version removed references to specific magazines
and individuals, removed his discussion of why the letter should not be pub-
lished, included a warning to the Mormons that they absolutely needed to
follow the law, but did not include an instruction that the letter could not be
published. The February 13 letter that Smith and Smoot read contained
only a mild warning to the Mormons. The final version had a more serious
warning that must have worried Smoot more. Smoot knew that new mar-
riages had been sanctioned by senior Church leaders until atleast 1904, and
he feared that Roosevelt would turn on the Church if he learned this. For his
part, Russell believed that, if the Mormons were continuing to authorize
new polygamous marriages, Roosevelt and the rest of the country should
turn on them. Isaac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, May 6, 1911, Kenney
Collection. Smoot had been trying unsuccessfully for months to persuade a
national magazine to print a response to the magazine crusade articles and
was also probably slightly jealous that Russell had found an effective way to
respond. Smith did not share Smoot’s concerns. Smith and Smoot were also
planning a public response to the magazine crusade at April general confer-
ence, and Smith believed that publishing a letter from Roosevelt at about
the same time would be extremely helpful in battling back. Cannon, “‘And
Now It Is the Mormons,’” 29-35.

43Russell had been critical of Joseph F. Smith in his Pearson’s article
on E. H. Harriman. Russell, “The West Vs. Harriman,” 335-44, which no
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McClure’s Magazine published
this portrait of Joseph F. Smith,
LDS Church president, in its
January 1911 issue.

good, to publish the letter in Collier’s Weekly because it was “good
copy.”**Joseph F. Smith was even more pleased when the Roosevelt
letter and Russell’s accompanying “explanatory note” appeared to-

doubt annoyed the Church president. President Smith had also not re-
sponded to Russell’s numerous letters to him in which the reporter had
written on a variety of matters, some not very kindly. Isaac Russell, Letter to
B. H. Roberts, February 2, 1910, Kenney Collection. This lack of response
led Russell to believe, correctly no doubt, that Smith had less than warm
feelings for him. Nevertheless, information Russell had shared with Smith
in some letters had made its way into the Salt Lake Herald-Republican, frus-
trating Russell because he had not authorized publication of the informa-
tion. Isaac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, February 2, 1910, Kenney Col-
lection.

4 5aac Russell, Letter to Norman Hapgood, March 2, 1911, Russell
Papers. Hapgood had earlier told Isaac that he was “quite curious to know
how the Roosevelt Mormon matter came out.” Norman Hapgood, Letter to
Isaac Russell, March 1, 1911, Russell Papers. Hapgood felt “that we ought
not to go into the Mormon game while all the other magazines are specializ-
ing on it, unless we contribute something of decided importance.” Norman
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gether in the April 15, 1911, issue of Collier’s Weekly. Russell was told
to obtain at least 6,000 copies that could be mailed to dignitaries in
the United States and Great Britain.*5

Other Church leaders were equally happy. At a jubilant meeting
of the First Presidency, a number of apostles, and Ben E. Rich, Heber
J. Grant may have expressed everyone’s feelings best when he said “he
thought the effect of the Roosevelt article was as though one of the an-
cient Roman Emperors had written an epistle defending the early
Christians, on the ground that Roosevelt is the most powerful figure
in the whole world.”*® Though Isaac Russell had ably defended the
Church, he later worried that his actions had si _gnificantly harmed his
future career as a magazine writer or editor.*

After the Roosevelt/Russell piece appeared in Collier’s Weekly’s,
Harvey J. O’Higgins, co-author of “Under the Prophet in Utah,” vis-
ited the Collier’s offices and was so apoplectic with rage that “he
couldn’t talk, he could only stutter.”*® O’Higgins’s anger was based
on his recognition that Russell had successfully gotten Theodore
Roosevelt to respond to one allegation contained in two of the anti-

Hapgood, Letter to Isaac Russell, March 3, 1911, Russell Papers. Ike later re-
called in a letter to Joseph F. Smith that “it was the same when I followed a
similar premonition to proceed to Collier’s and ask them to print it. Their
immediate acceptance seemed exactly in keeping too.” Isaac Russell, Letter
to Joseph F. Smith, February 11, 1913, Kenney Collection.

45[saac Russell, “Mr. Roosevelt to the Mormons: A Letter with an Ex-
planatory Note,” Collier’s Weekly, 57 (April 15, 1911): 28, 36; Joseph F.
Smith, Letter to Isaac Russell, April 25, 1911, Russell Papers; B. H. Roberts,
Letter to Isaac Russell, April 20, 1911, Russell Papers. Roberts hoped that
the copies would be sent to members of British Parliament, because the
anti-Mormon crusade was picking up in Great Britain. B. H. Roberts, Letter
to Isaac Russell, April 20, 1911, Russell Papers.

46Charles S. Burton, Letter to Isaac Russell, April 29, 1911, Russell
Papers. The letter was marked “strictly confidential.” Russell had lived with
Burton as a teenager, and Burton had acted essentially as a second father to
Ike. The candid correspondence between the two men provides important
insights into Russell.

4T saac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, June 12, 1920, Roberts Col-
lection; Isaac Russell, Letter to Joseph F. Smith, May 17, 1913, Russell Pa-
pers.

48Russell, “Theodore Roosevelt—Staunch Friend of Utah,” Deseret
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Mormon articles, that the former President and the LDS Church had
entered into a corrupt bargain, while appearing to criticize the allega-
tions in all the articles about the Mormons.*? The editors of Every-
body’s and McClure’s pressured Collier’s editor Norman Hapgood to re-
tract the Roosevelt/Russell article; but Russell, after working “night
and day for a month on the Smoot reports,” showed Hapgood all the
data he had found supporting his defenses against allegations in the
other magazines; Hapgood “became my real and true friend” and re-
fused to retract either Roosevelt’s letter or Russell’s accompanying ar-
ticle, agreeing to publish only a letter from O’Higgins.50

O’Higgins carefully avoided criticizing the hugely popular Roose-
velt but asserted that Joseph F. Smith was, in fact, fully aware of new po-
lygamous marriages and that Roosevelt’s letter did not add to the dia-
logue about “new Mormon polygamy.”51 In point of fact, O’'Higgins
was correct that Roosevelt’s defense of the Mormons was limited and

News, December 20, 1919, Christmas News section, 12. Russell gave his
own, after-the-fact rendition of the story in the Deseret News of how Roose-
velt came to write in support of the Mormons. He included details not
found in contemporary documents.

49Years later, O’Higgins was still angry about the Roosevelt letter and
Russell’s article about it in Collier’s. In 1918, Russell obtained a job as a la-
bor mediator for the war labor board of the federal government. O’Hig-
gins, who had become the associate chairman of the U.S. Government’s
Committee on Public Information and as such was the chief propagandist
for the United States, writing the “daily German lie” during the latter stages
of World War I, opposed Ike’s being hired. O’Higgins wrote that he be-
lieved that Russell arranged for the Roosevelt letter “either as a Mormon
agent or out of pure love of duplicity. In either case, you were crooked. . . .1
do not feel you are a safe man for such a position as you occupy in the gov-
ernment service. I considered it my duty to say so, and I said it. If the matter
comes up again, I shall say so again. . . . I told [Upton] Sinclair that I could
not see how you could act as you had acted in honor and defense of the Mor-
mon Church and still be a friend of industrial democracy that you say you
are. I do not see it now.” Harvey J. O’Higgins, Letter to Isaac Russell, Octo-
ber 9, 1918, Russell Papers.

50Isaac Russell, Letter to Joseph F. Smith, May 17, 1913, Russell Pa-
pers.

5IHarvey J. O’Higgins, “A Reply to Colonel Roosevelt,” Collier’s
Weekly 47 (June 10, 1911): 35-37. In later correspondence, O’Higgins also
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also that President Smith was aware of the new polygamy, but it did not
matter. Roosevelt had written a letter supportive of the Mormons in the
anti-Mormon “magazine crusade,” and the Church, with Isaac Russell’s
help, capitalized on that fact. Russell even convinced Joseph F. Smith to
prepare a reply to O’Higgins that he arranged to be published in the
August 12, 1911, issue of Collier’s. This personal letter in a national
magazine by a sitting Church president is almost unprecedented.52
Although Russell’s letter to Joseph F. Smith is not extant,
Smith’s response to Russell makes it clear that Isaac was troubled
about several issues involving polygamy after the Manifesto and asked
Smith to address them. From Smith’s answers, it is evident that Rus-
sell had asked about Anthony W. Ivins’s role in performing new
sealings in Mexico, about the Salt Lake Tribune’s lists of “new polyga-
mists,” and about the discipline of John W. Taylor and Matthias F.
Cowley. In a letter reminiscent of his less-than-frank testimony before
the U.S. Senate Committee on Privileges and Elections in 1904,
Smith wrote that the Church had taken no action against Ivins be-
cause the reports of his performing plural marriages had come from
an “entirely unreliable source.” Because no reliable source had “sub-
stantiated” the reports, Ivins should not be required to “prove a nega-
tive.” According to President Smith, the lists published in the Tribune
contained only “echoes of gossip and scandal unworthy of serious
consideration. Some of the persons named therein never were mar-
ried at all, others are known to be monogamists in the strictest sense
of the word. A large number of them have long since been dead, and
the greatest portion of the lists refers to alleged unions occurring be-

accused Russell of having manipulated matters so that Roosevelt’s letter,
which was principally a reply to certain of Richard Barry’s allegations in
Pearson’s, was used “trickily” as if it were a reply to the articles in Fverybody’s.
Harvey J. O’Higgins, Letter to Isaac Russell, October 9, 1918, Russell Pa-
pers.

52Joseph F. Smith, “The Mormons To-Day,” Collier’s Weekly, August
12,1911, 26-27, 29; Joseph F. Smith, Letter to Isaac Russell, June 15, 1911,
Selected Collections. Smith’s draft reply to O’Higgins’s Collier’s letter (which
was subsequently published in Collier’s) was attached to his letter to Russell
dated June 15. Ironically, given that Russell later ghost-wrote many letters,
articles, and speeches for LDS Church leaders, this letter appears to have
been written by the Church president.
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fore Utah became a State in the Union.”>?

As for Taylor and Cowley, they had resigned their positions in
the Quorum of the Twelve in 1906 because they “were out of har-
mony with their brethren in regard to the scope and extent of the
manifesto of President Woodruff, and the established and accepted
meaning thereof.” One (Taylor) had recently been excommunicated,
the other (Cowley) “deprived of all authority in the Priesthood,” with
the different treatment attributable to Elder Cowley’s “frank and full
acknowledgements and explanations and pleas for forgiveness.”>*
Smith further noted “the difficulty of obtaining proof of these clan-
destine ceremonies is explained, with some exaggeration, by the writ-
er in Collier’s [O’Higgins], but he fails to note that similar hindrances
are in the way of Church investigations.” He claimed sweepingly that
there had been

no plural marriages since the manifesto by the authority, consent or
connivance of the Church. Those that have been entered into have
been hidden from Church as well as State. The Church has no racks, or
thumbscrews, or even moral or religious modes of coercion to force
confessions but concedes the rights of defendants to challenge proof

53Joseph F. Smith, Letter to Isaac Russell, June 15, 1911, Selected Col-
lections. In fact, Joseph F. Smith knew that most of those listed in the Tribune
had entered into polygamous marriages after 1896. The Tribune should
have been accurate, given what it reportedly paid to obtain the data. FrankJ.
Cannon later told Chautauqua audiences that the newspaper paid $60,000
to collect information on new polygamous marriages. Address given by
Frank J. Cannon at the Baptist Church in Independence, Missouri, Febru-
ary 25, 1915, typescript, 19, LDS Church History Library, Salt Lake City.
Carmon Hardy has shown that the lists were largely correct. B. Carmon
Hardy, Solemn Covenant: The Mormon Polygamous Passage (Urbana: Univer-
sity of Illinois Press, 1992), 389-92.

5Joseph F. Smith, Letter to Isaac Russell, June 15, 1911. Taylor and
Cowley tendered their resignations in late 1905, but they were not an-
nounced until the following spring. Kathleen Flake, The Politics of American
Religious Identity: The Seating of Senator Reed Smoot, Mormon Apostle (Chapel
Hill, N.C.: University of North Carolina Press, 2004), 105-7, 139-44. For an
excellent collection of primary documents from the Church trials of John
W. Taylor and Matthias F. Cowley, see Drew Briney, Apostles on Trial: Exam-
ining the Membership Trials of Apostles Taylor and Cowley (Spanish Fork, Utah:
Hindsight Publications, 2012).
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and make defense. If there were any proofs of these unlawful marriages
to be obtained by newspaper accusers, they would be forthcoming at
once and prosecutions would follow.

Only by divorcing the Church entirely from its earthly leaders
could the president of the LDS Church make this extraordinary state-
ment. Members of the First Presidency and Quorum of the Twelve
had taken an active role in post-Manifesto polygamy, but Smith was
claiming that such involvement did not constitute “the authority, con-
sent or connivance of the Church.” As for Anthony Ivins’s involve-
ment in performing post-Manifesto plural marriages, the Church
president had only to ask Elder Ivins, who had received numerous
“recommends” from First Presidency counselor George Q. Cannon
authorizing such marriages. He likely also received some “recom-
mends” from Joseph F. Smith after President Cannon’s death.’® B. H.
Roberts knew that Joseph F. Smith was stretching the truth and wor-
ried that, if O’Higgins replied to President Smith’s “personal explana-
tion,” “I fear he will have the advantage of the President in two or
three things.”>

After the success that accompanied the publication of Roose-
velt’s letter, Isaac Russell approached his friend Charles Burton (who
had a close relationship with several senior Church leaders), asking
that he be authorized to establish a “press bureau” in New York on be-
half of the Church to keep a “line on who’s who in the [anti-Mormon]
crusading game, and where they are at work and who helps them.””
Burton soon responded that Russell’s plan had “been approved.” He
would be paid up to $2,000 a year, not to “stir up the fight, but to de-
cently, honorably and vigorously swat the liars and tell the facts and
the truth through mediums that the intelligent, thoughtful people of
America will respect.” How Isaac would accomplish this goal was left
entirely to his “judgment and discretion.” Although a handwritten
note in the margin stated “Ike this is strictly confidential and between

55]oseph F. Smith, Letter to Isaac Russell, June 15, 1911, Selected Col-
lections.

56p. Michael Quinn, “LDS Church Authority and New Plural Mar-
riages, 1890-1904,” Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought 18 (Spring
1985): 85, 93, 96.

57, H. Roberts, Letter to Isaac Russell, August 19, 1911, Russell Pa-
pers.
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you & me only,” subsequent events soon made it clear that it was far
from a private arrangement. Burton was acting as the agent (and
would continue to do so as the person sending money to Russell) for
none other than Church President Joseph F. Smith.%

President Smith, a staunch, “stand-pat” Republican, might have
been less inclined to employ Isaac Russell had he known about Ike’s
political and cultural leanings. Russell was a member of the infamous
Liberal Club in Greenwich Village and often covered characters and
events in the Village.” He was periodically a member of the Ameri-
can Labor Party and often wrote and lectured on the social and indus-
trial problems in society.bo Over the years, he became well acquainted
with such muckrakers, free thinkers, socialists, anarchists, reformers,

58Charles S. Burton, Letter to Isaac Russell, September 18, 1911, Rus-
sell Papers. Russell’s letter to Burton is not extant, but Burton quotes from it
in his letter of response. Russell later indicated that this offer was a salary of
$300 a month, an office, and a stenographer. Isaac Russell, Letter to B. H.
Roberts, September 1, 1921, Roberts Collection; Isaac Russell, Letter to
Heber J. Grant, January 22, 1922, Roberts Collection. Russell decided not
to rent an office, deciding instead to move into a larger house (where he
would also pay more rent), not have a stenographer hired for him, and re-
ceive only $100 per month, which covered the expenses of a clipping ser-
vice, buying anti-Mormon books as they were published, and subscribing to
magazines that carried anti-Mormon articles. In January 1912, Burton
wrote that he had given “the President, confidentially, a little hint of some
of the things that you mention in your letter, and it pleased him very much;
butat the same time, I impressed him with the confidential nature of the in-
formation.” Charles S. Burton, Letter to Isaac Russell, January 23, 1912,
Russell Papers. Periodically, Burton would refer to being authorized by “Ar-
thur” or “Arthur Winter” to make payments to Russell. Charles S. Burton,
Letter to Isaac Russell, July 23, 1918, Russell Papers. Arthur Winter served
for thirty-three years as the First Presidency’s chief clerk, which included
overseeing its finances. Ida Freeman Winter, “The Life of Arthur Winter,”
www.timeforitnow.com,/ genealogy,/ histories/arthur-winter (accessed April
2012).

59saac Russell, Letter to Bishop Franklin Spalding, June 28, 1910,
Utah Episcopal Collection (on Liberal Club stationery); Liberal Club, Let-
ter to Isaac Russell, July 23, 1915, Russell Papers.

60A merican Labor Party, Letter to Isaac Russell, n.d., Russell Papers;
American Labor Party of Greater New York, Letter to Isaac Russell, August
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and birth control advocates as Upton Sinclair, Leonard Abbott,
Franklin Spalding, Becky Edelsohn, Frank Tannenbaum, Margaret
Sanger, Max Eastman, Floyd Dell, Emma Goldman, Henrietta Rod-
man, Bouck White, Alexander Berkman, and Ida Tarbell, among oth-
ers.%!

Ike began immediately to monitor and respond to articles and
lectures and meetings in which the LDS Church was attacked or criti-
cized. He also planted positive articles about Utah and the Mor-
mons—for example, a letter to the New York Times that he ghost-wrote
for his uncle-in-law, Ben E. Rich. This was the first of many letters and

13, 1919, Russell Papers; Handbill, “Hear Mr. Isaac Russell of the New York
Sun in the Congregational Church on “The Social Crisis,” Sunday Eve. Jan.
16, 1910,” Russell Papers; Handbill, January 28, 1917—Free Synagogue,
Carnegie Hall, “The second speaker, Isaac Russell, Esq., whose work as spe-
cial writer and reporter has brought him into close contact with New York’s
industrial and social problems for the past ten years,” Russell Papers.

61Russell’s unpublished autobiographical manuscript, “Greenwich
Village,” written in the 1920s as a first-person reminiscence by Ike’s alter
ego, “Jeremiah McArdle, Late Social Reformer and Swatter of the Rich”
(preface, 3); for his experiences with the “Villagers,” see chaps. 1,4, 6, 7, 8,
9,10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 23, 24, 25, Russell Papers. See also
Leonard Abbott, Note to Isaac Russell, n.d., Russell Papers (Abbott was in-
viting Ike and Allie to a Fourth of July party at his Wild Hedge Cottage to
which all of the “Free Speech League” members were invited, including
Upton Sinclair, Alexander Berkman, the “Tarrytown prisoners,” and
friends from the Ferrer School); Margaret Sanger, Letter to “Comrades and
Friends,” October 28, 1914, Russell Papers; Upton Sinclair, Letters to Isaac
Russell, May 18, 1914, July 27, 1914, May 10, 1915, February 13, 1919;
Upton Sinclair to Ike Russell, n.d., Russell Papers; Ida Tarbell, Letter to
Isaac Russell, January 17, 1911 [sic; the date should almost certainly be
1912], Russell Papers; K. R. Chamberlain (an art editor of The Masses), Let-
ter to Isaac Russell, n.d., Russell papers (complimenting Russell for a “very
good article”). Sinclair discussed Isaac Russell as one of the intelligent jour-
nalists who presented matters in an open, honest manner but who had to
fight with editors “strangling the news.” Sinclair, The Brass Check: A Study of
American Journalism (Pasadena, Calif.: Author, 1919), 149, 190, 192, 330,
415-17. Russell occasionally wrote for The Masses, the quintessential Green-
wich Village publication of the period which was edited by Max Eastman.
I[saac] R[ussell], “Query for a Philanthropist,” Masses 6 (January 1915): 6;
copy in Russell Papers.
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Ben E. Rich, Isaac Russell’s un-
cle-in-law, was president of the
Eastern States Mission in New York
City when Ike began his writing ca-
reer there. Rich was a big fan of
Russell; and even though Rich was
a gifted writer himself, he had Rus-
sell ghost-write articles for him.
Courtesy LDS Church History
Library.

articles Isaac wrote for presidents of the Eastern States Mission. In the
letter over Rich’s signature, Russell recalled how the Times had de-
fended the Mormons when the Utah Expedition approached the ter-
ritory in 1857. This support represented “the first ray of light cast ona
very dark background.”62 Charles Burton soon sent Russell a letter in-
dicating that “our friends . . . stated everything was entirely satisfac-

62Ben E. Rich [Isaac Russell], “The Mormons. Recalls the Times’s
Protest When Johnston’s Army Entered Utah,” New York Times, September
25,1911, 8. Drafts of many of the letters Russell wrote for the mission presi-
dents are in the Russell Papers at Stanford; in addition, Ben E. Rich’s suc-
cessor, Walter P. Monson, thanked Russell in a number of letters for pieces
that Russell had written for him. For example, Monson wrote: “Accept my
heartiest thanks for the copy of your article bearing my signature, sent to
‘Life’, in which you quote verbatim ex-President Taft’s letter.” W. P. Monson,
Letter to Isaac Russell, April 15, 1919, Russell Papers. Monson would occa-
sionally make small corrections to errors that Russell would include in
drafts of letters he wrote for the mission president. See Walter P. Monson,
Letter to Isaac Russell, May 9, 1914, Russell Papers: “Your article prepared
for Harper’s Weekly came to me this evening. . . . Great credit will be due
you if you are successful in getting it published. I revised two or three por-
tions, which I think put it more on the order of being individually written by
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tory,” and based on reports to them by “Uncle Ben” Rich, those
friends were “well pleased.”63 Aletter sent a month earlier by Joseph
F. Smith to President Rich made this approbation clear: “I want you to
give my congratulations and an expression of high appreciation to
Isaac Russell for the interest he is taking in our affairs in New York and
for the masterly way he appears to be managing the business.”%!

Many opportunities for Isaac Russell to defend and protect the
Church followed. In 1911 two men, Gisbert Bossard and Max Flor-
ence, attempted to sell to the New York Times photographs that Bos-
sard had secretly taken of the interior of the Salt Lake Temple. Russell
made sure he was assigned to the story. Bossard and Florence had no
idea that Russell was a Utah Mormon who persuaded the Times to nei-
ther purchase nor publish the photographs. Bossard and Florence
rented a hall to show the photos and lecture on the Mormons, but
Russell and Rich made sure its run was very short and the photo-
graphs never were published in New York.®

Over the next seven years, Isaac Russell wrote hundreds of let-
ters to newspapers and magazines around the country in his secret as-

tions, which I think put it more on the order of being individually written by
myself.” See also W. P. Monson, Letter to Isaac Russell, February 19, 1919,
Russell Papers. Examples of letters written by Isaac Russell but published
under the name of Ben E. Rich or Walter P. Monson include Ben E. Rich,
“The Mormon Voters, Not Influenced by the Political Views of President
Smith,” New York Times, October 1, 1912, 12; Walter P. Monson, “No Mor-
mon ‘Invasion.” Church Contemplates Only a Little Meeting House in New
York,” New York Times, December 20, 1914, C2; Walter P. Monson, “The
Unkilled Roots of Polygamy,” New York Times, July 17, 1915, 6; Walter P.
Monson, “Concerning Mormon Clergymen,” New York Times, November
15, 1915, 12. The journalistic ethics of Isaac Russell, a full-time Times re-
porter when many of these letters were published, in ghost-writing manu-
scripts to be published in the Times under others’ names, may be quest-
ionable, but the letters’ effect was substantial.

63Charles S. Burton, Letter to Isaac Russell, November 11, 1911, Rus-
sell Papers.

64]oseph F. Smith, Letter to Ben E. Rich, October 20, 1911, Joseph F.
Smith Letterpress Copybooks, Selected Collections.

65Kent L. Walgren, “Inside the Salt Lake Temple: Gisbert Bossard’s
1911 Photographs,” Dialogue: A _Journal of Mormon Thought 29 (Fall 1996):
6-11. On Bossard and Florence’s plot either to blackmail the LDS Church
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signment for the Church. In one instance, Russell utilized his exten-
sive contacts in an effort to try to convince national motion picture
censors to ban anti-Mormon films.?® He issued favorable press re-
ports about Utah and the Mormons, touting such developments as
Utah’s election in 1916 of Jewish entrepreneur Simon Bamberger as
governor.67 He suggested that an annual pilgrimage program for Lat-
ter-day Saints to Palmyra, New York, be sponsored by the Church, a
proposal James E. Talmage opposed.®®

As Ike Russell provided extraordinary services as a secret de-
fender of the LDS Church, his professional writing career ebbed and
flowed. As noted earlier, in 1912, he played an unanticipated though
crucial role in the New York Times’s coverage of the Titanic disaster.
Russell doggedly covered many of the important stories surrounding
Bohemian Greenwich Village and its denizens from 1910 through
1915 and, in the process of doing so, developed friendships with

into paying for the photographs or to publicize and otherwise profit
from the photographs, see also Gary James Bergera, “I'm Here for the
Cash’: Max Florence and the Great Mormon Temple,” Utah Historical
Quarterly 47 (Winter 1979): 54-63; Nelson B. Wadsworth, Set in Stone,
Fixed in Glass (Salt Lake City: Signature Books, 1992), 355-78. The con-
troversy over Bossard’s photographs led the Church to commission
James E. Talmage to write The House of the Lord, complete with high-qual-
ity photographs of the temple’s interior. Talmage, The House of the Lord:
A Study of Holy Sanctuaries Ancient and Modern (Salt Lake City: Deseret
News, 1912).

66Brian Q. Cannon and Jacob W. Olmstead, “‘Scandalous Film’: The
Campaign to Suppress Anti-Mormon Motion Pictures, 1911-1912,” Journal
of Mormon History 29 (Fall 2003): 42-76.

67]ames E. Talmage, Letter to Isaac Russell, December 13, 1916,
Russell Papers. Talmage congratulated Russell “on your splendid article
relating to the election of a Jew to the governorship of Utah. Your article
cannot fail to do much good, and I am very glad it has been copied so
widely.” Ike had ghost-written the letter for Walter P. Monson; it was pub-
lished in the Jewish Morning Journal, November 18, 1916, copy in Russell
Papers.

68Talmage, Letter to Isaac Russell, December 13, 1916, Russell Pa-

pers. Talmage suggested instead that Russell write a “graphic story” about
Mormons visiting the Hill Cumorah.



Isaac Russell wrote this long feature article on the Book of Abraham for the New York
Times in December 1912, though he did not write the somewhat inflammatory head-
lines.

75
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many of these influential people.*’In spite of the high regard in
which Ike was held by New York Times publisher Adolph Ochs, legend-
ary managing editor Carr Van Anda, and long-time city editor Arthur
Greaves, Russell was fired in June 1915 over his coverage of a speech
given by Amos Pinchot, the less famous of the prominent Pinchot
brothers. Russell had reported (apparently accurately) that Amos
Pinchot had indicated that he and his brother Gifford (who had
served as Theodore Roosevelt’s secretary of interior) would not con-
tinue to support Roosevelt unless he changed certain of his political
positions. Carr Van Anda told Ike that he had reported “a conclusion,
not a fact,” a sufficient reason for firing Russell in light of the Pinch-
ots’ extraordinary power and inf luence.”” Characteristically, Ike bris-
tled at being treated unjustly and railed against Ochs and Van

69A few of the articles written by Ike Russell on activities in Green-
wich Village and those who lived there are [Isaac Russell], “Just One Police-
man Stops 2,000 Anarchs,” New York Times, January 30, 1911, 1; “In Aid of
Free Speech,” New York Times, April 9, 1911, 9; “Police Won’t Check Union
Square Talks, No Limit Will be Put on Free Speech, but Any Disorder Will
Be Put Down Sharply,” New York Times, April 11, 1914, 5; “Rockefeller Balks
Sinclair Mourners, Crepe-Adorned Pickets Neither See Him Enter Nor
Leave His Broadway Office, Five of Them Arrested, Sinclair Writes a Song
in Jail and All Are Paroled—Calls It ‘Free Silence Movement,”” New York
Times, April 30, 1914, 5; “Sinclair Mourners Split by Discord, Socialists and
Anarchists Have Separate Rockefeller Programmes for To-Day,” New York
Times, May 3, 1914, 3; “I. W.W. Bomb Meant for Rockefeller Kills Four of Its
Makers, Wrecks Tenement and Injures Many Others,” New York Times, July
5, 1914, 1; “Raise a Fund for Sanger, Free Speech Argument for Man Ar-
rested by Comstock,” New York Times, February 6, 1915, 12. As noted above,
Russell later wrote a fascinating manuscript about those he knew and had
reported on in “Greenwich Village,” Russell Papers.

70Carr Van Anda (New York Times managing editor), Letter to Isaac
Russell, June 1, 1915, Russell Papers; Carr Van Anda, Letter to Isaac Russell,
July 26,1915, Adolph S. Ochs Papers, New York Times Archives, as cited in
Tifft and Jones, The Trust, 805. Upton Sinclair noted that Isaac had reported
that Amos Pinchot was going to stop supporting Roosevelt, “whereupon the
‘Times’ fired Russell. But very soon afterwards Amos Pinchot broke with
Theodore Roosevelt!” Sinclair also wrote that he believed that Times manage-
ment was unhappy about Russell’s article on “Hearst-made War News” pub-
lished by Harper’s Weekly in July 1914 “and took the first opportunity thereaf-
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Anda.”! Isaac later remembered the episode as the “most disastrous
of my life.””? Ironically but appropriately, Theodore Roosevelt,
whose patience with the Pinchot brothers was exhausted, learned
that Isaac had been “summarily fired” for writing the article and
“never paused until he had hunted me up and got me a new job. And
then for two hours he told me all of his dealing with the Pinchots.”
Ike’s new job was with the New York Evening Mail, which was pub-
lished and edited by Roosevelt devotee Edward A. Rumely. Russell
was soon city editor and food editor.”

There were a few challenges in Russell’s relationship with
Church leaders along his way to becoming the principal defender of
the Church in New York. Isaac’s personal intellectual and religious
odyssey with Mormon theology and practice continued during this
period. He developed an even deeper interest in Mormon and West-
ern history than he had had earlier and became a collector of rare
books and documents dealing with Mormonism.” For several
years, he corresponded with Utah Episcopal Bishop Franklin S.
Spalding, who had a special interest in the Egyptian facsimiles from

ter to get rid of him.” Sinclair, The Brass Check, 416.

Tsaac Russell, Letter to the Editor, New York Times, n.d., Russell Pa-
pers; Isaac Russell, Letter to Carr Van Anda, June 7, 1915, Russell Papers;
Isaac Russell, Letter to Adolph S. Ochs, June 29, 1915, Russell Papers; Isaac
Russell, Letters to Adolph S. Ochs, February 12, 14, 1917, Russell Papers;
see also Isaac Russell, Letter to Arthur Greaves, June 15, 1915, Russell Pa-
pers.

"2Isaac Russell, Letter to David Starr Jordan, April 3, 1923, Russell
Papers.

731saac Russell, Letter to Mr. Vail, November 1, 1921, Russell Papers

T4Russell wrote to Utah’s Episcopal Bishop Franklin Spalding, De-
cember 3, 1912, Utah Episcopal Collection: “Unfortunately for my own phi-
losophy in such matters I came up with David Starr Jordan some years ago
and so was alienated from any belief in the existence of a supernatural
power such as might permit a so-called Divine translation of any book. It
was not a shock to me to learn that the Mormon leaders had been self-de-
ceived in their so-called translation. And at the same time I must say from
wide experience among the descendants of these people that it is an honest
concession to them to use the term ‘self-deception.’ I cannot possibly feel
that in aim or purpose they were consciously tricky or dealt crookedly with
their followers. I have resented attacks upon them based upon this premise.



78 The Journal of Mormon History

which Joseph Smith drew the Book of Abraham in the Pearl of Great
Price. On assignment from the 7imes, Russell had Egyptologists
from the Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York review and ana-
lyze the portions of the facsimiles that were extant and the illustra-
tions taken from the facsimiles. Russell then wrote a two-page article
on the subject for a Sunday features section of the Times indicating
that the Book of Abraham could not possibly be a translation of the
facsimiles.”

Not surprisingly, this article annoyed Joseph F. Smith and even
B. H. Roberts; but correspondence with the Church president and an
article Russell published soon afterward in the Improvement Era de-
scribing the Semitic figures in the Egyptian facsimiles (and thereby
providing some support for the Hebrew origins of the facsimiles)
seem to have reconciled the Mormon leaders to their young charge.76
Joseph F. Smith also probably disliked many of Russell’s columns in

My whole attitude towards religion—I am outside of all churches, except for
avery nominal membership in the Mormon church due to birth therein,—is
that since it affords a certain spiritual consolation to some folks who need
such a thing, it is a good force.” See also John A. Widtsoe, Letter to Isaac
Russell, November 25, 1919, Russell Papers. From Russell’s correspon-
dence, it appears that his faith waxed and waned over the years. It is also evi-
dent that he would sometimes say different things to different audiences.

75]saac Russell, Letters to Bishop Franklin Spalding, December 3, 13,
and 20, 1912, Utah Episcopal Collection; [Isaac Russell], “Museum Walls
Proclaim Fraud of Mormon Prophet, Sacred Books Claimed to Have Been
Given Divinely to the First Prophet Are Shown to Be Taken from Old Egyp-
tian Originals, Their Translation Being a Work of the Imagination—What a
Comparison with Metropolitan Museum Treasures Shows,” New York Times,
December 29, 1912, magazine sect. 5, 1, 3. To Joseph F. Smith, February 11,
1913, Kenney Collection, Russell explained that, while he had written the
text of the Times article, he had then been called away to cover “Gov. Wil-
son” (who had just been elected president) and had not written the some-
what inflammatory introduction or headlines for the article.

76]oseph F. Smith, Letter to Isaac Russell, February 2, 1913, Russell Pa-
pers; Isaac Russell, Letter to Joseph F. Smith, February 11, 1913, Kenney Col-
lection; Joseph F. Smith, Letter to Isaac Russell, April 9, 1913, Russell Papers;
B. H. Roberts, Letters to Isaac Russell, December 27, 1912, January 20, 1913,
Russell Papers; Isaac Russell, Letter to Joseph F. Smith, June 29, 1914, Russell
Papers; Isaac Russell, Letter to the editor of the Deseret News, October 19, 1913,
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Salt Lake City’s Progressive newspaper, some of which were quite crit-
ical of stand-pat Republicans such as Reed Smoot and George Suther-
land.”” These columns do not belie Ike’s more radical political activi-
ties in which he was involved in New York at the time.

Despite such obstacles, the personal relationship between Ike
Russell and Joseph F. Smith warmed. Smith’s salutations to Russell
changed from “Elder Russell” to “My Dear Brother Isaac.””8
Shortly after Ben E. Rich’s unexpected death in September 1913,
Smith wrote a letter thanking Russell “for the many favors I have re-
ceived from you,” noting that more of Russell’s writings would be
published in the Deseret News and instructing Russell “to become ac-
quainted with Brother Walter Monson, now in charge of the East-
ern States Mission.””

Like Joseph F. Smith, Isaac Russell did not like Frank Cannon,

Russell Papers; Isaac Russell, “Joseph Smith, Jr. as a Translator; A Further Dis-
cussion of Bishop F. S. Spalding’s Pamphlet,” Improvement Era 16 (September
1913): 1092-99. In his February 11, 1913, letter to President Smith, Russell ac-
knowledged that his article had had “some nasty flings in it” that he “could
have avoided, but it has opened up a good field.” It also probably helped that
Russell sent Church leaders a copy of a letter he had written to Bishop Spalding
about what he had learned at the Metropolitan Museum in preparation for his
article in the Times. Isaac Russell, Letter to Bishop Franklin Spalding, Decem-
ber 24, 1912, Roberts Collection.

77Isaac Russell was listed as a “contributing editor” of the Bull Moose
Party’s local Utah publication, which lasted from 1912 into 1916, and sub-
mitted many columns on political issues of the day. “Isaac Russell,” The Pro-
gressive, November 1, 1913, 1. A few of Russell’s many contributions to The
Progressive included: “Concerning Venal Newspapers,” February 15, 1913,
8; “The Federal Bunch and President Wilson,” April 5, 1913, 5-6; “To Par-
son Simpkin—A Few Kind Words,” April 19, 1913, 5-6; “Senator Suther-
land—Doctorer of Laws,” October 11, 1913, 9, 19; “A Smoot Hero and Bull
Moose Standard,” October 18, 1913, 3, 6; “Seven Keys to Baldpate and One
to Senator Smoot,” April 11, 1914, 4-5; “On Fighting Smoot with Moyle,”
August 15, 1914, 6-7.

78]oseph F. Smith, Letter to Isaac Russell, April 25, 1911, Russell Pa-
pers; Joseph F. Smith, Letter to Isaac Russell, November 22, 1913, Russell
Papers.

79Joseph F.Smith, Letter to Isaac Russell, November 22, 1913, Russell
Papers. Ben E. Rich died on September 13, 1913. Jenson, “Benjamin
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and he waged war against the former senator’s anti-Mormon cam-
paign, ensuring that missionaries and other members of the Church
shadowed Cannon in an effort to counteract his activities. In April
1914, in an important attack on anti-Mormon efforts, Ike sent Mor-
mon agitators to Carnegie Hall, where Cannon was leading the kick-
off of the National Reform Association’s campaign to eradicate Mor-
mon polygamy. The mission president, Walter P. Monson, showed up
with 100 Mormons, including missionaries and LDS students at Co-
lumbia College, to talk to reporters after Cannon, prominent Social
Gospeler Josiah Strong, and National Reform Association executive
director James Martin each had “made a fierce arraignment of the
church and its teachings.” The Mormons received more attention
than their attackers.® Strong, a principal leader in the Social Gospel
movement, had written critically of the Mormons since at least
1885.31 At the National Reform Association meeting, Strong pre-
sented and elicited adoption of resolutions calling for the passage of a
constitutional amendment prohibiting polygamy and urging New
York City’s mayor, John Purroy Mitchel, to ban street meetings by
Mormon elders in the city. Another resolution petitioned Woodrow
Wilson to prevent practicing Mormons from holding federal office.
Frank J. Cannon had then given a rousing version of his speech
against the “Modern Mormon Kingdom.”®?

Mormons in attendance waited quietly as Cannon and Strong
spoke. They then “called [Cannon] ‘liar,” ‘ingrate,” and many other
epithets, and called upon him for proof of his sweeping statements.”

Erastus Rich,” LDS Biographical Encyclopedia, 3:206.

80K enneth L. Cannon 11, ““The Modern Mormon Kingdom’”: Frank
J. Cannon’s National Campaign against Mormonism, 1910-18,” Journal of
Mormon History 44 (Fall 2011): 94-95; “Mormons Break Up Enemies’ Meet-
ing,” New York Times, April 24, 1914, 14.

81osiah Strong, Our Country, Its Possible Future and Its Present Crisis
(New York: American Home Missionary Society, 1885), 59-68.

82“Mormons Break Up Enemies’ Meeting.” Joseph F. Smith had by
this point sufficiently warmed to Russell that he confided: “We are forcably
[sic] reminded by clippings from the newspapers and quotations from the
discourses of the infamous liar, adulterer, hoarmaster [sic] and vilest of trai-
tors, Furious Judas C[annon] that he is still plying his poisonous tongue in
the vilest of slander against Utah and her people.” Joseph F. Smith, Letter to
Isaac Russell, November 22, 1913, Russell Papers.
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A young man, identified as Ashby Snow Thatcher, son of Moses
Thatcher and a student at Columbia, challenged Cannon to substan-
tiate his assertions that Moses Thatcher had turned on the Church.
Ashby then shouted that his father “went to his grave sticking to his
beliefs, and that is more than you [Frank] ever did.”® In another re-
sponse to Frank Cannon’s accusation that the Mormons were plan-
ning to build a large tabernacle in New York, Russell published a se-
date letter over Monson’s signature explaining that the Mormons
had rented space for years and should be entitled to build their own
small meetinghouse in the city.®* Russell had quietly neutralized the
opening rally of the National Reform Association’s anti-Mormon
crusade.

Russell maintained his busy career as a newspaper journalist, of-
ten traveling on extended assignments, and had to fulfill his obliga-
tions as defender of the Church by devoting “Saturdays and Sundays
to the anti-Mormon propaganda study. Getting at the charges, one by
one, I had to dig like sixty into Church history for answers. So I accu-
mulated a fine library and gradually our early history came alive to

83“Mormons Break Up Enemies’ Meeting.” According to one ac-
count, a number of “respectful questioners” surrounded young Thatcher
and asked him about the Church. Following the meeting, Mayor Mitchel de-
clined to restrict Mormon street meetings. Ibid.; “Cannon’s Tirade in Car-
negie Hall,” Deseret News, April 28, 1914, 3. “The Mohammedan Mormon
Kingdom,” Christian Statesman 48 (June 1914): 281, reported: “Suffice it to
say that Senator Cannon and [NRA leaders] Drs. Martin and Coyle . . . were
more than a match for the Mormons.”

84\Walter P. Monson [Tsaac Russell], “No Mormon ‘Invasion,”” C2. In-
terestingly, the interior of the LDS Church that was subsequently built in
1917 on the corner of Gates and Franklin avenues in the Bedford-Stuyves-
ant neighborhood of Brooklyn had coved ceilings reminiscent of the Salt
Lake Tabernacle. Scott Tiffany, City Saints: Mormons in the New York Metropo-
lis (New York: New York Stake History Group, 2004), 39-40. This lovely Prai-
rie School-style church, reputedly the first new LDS chapel in the East after
the Saints’ removal to Utah, was dedicated by Reed Smoot in February
1919; it and the historic Eastern States Mission home next door are still
standing. The church building is now the Evening Star Baptist Church.
“Building of the Day—269 Gates Avenue,” www.brownstoner.com,/blog/
2010/11/building-of-the-175 (accessed April 2013).
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me in perfectly astounding ways.”®® He also busied himself with mak-
ing his world better by actively supporting political causes such as la-
bor and prison reform and was credited with helping in the creation
of Palisades Park.%® His magazine writing suffered, however, and the
number of muckraking articles Ike published in national magazines
trailed off as he used much of his free time defending the Mormons
and dispatching positive articles about the Church, its leaders, and its
members. As Russell later summed up his work on behalf of the Presi-
dent of the Church:

My heart was in my work in New York and I was very proud of
the way it beat down anti-Mormon activities before they even got
started. I had made my way into clubs where the leaders worked and
got on committees with them, and thus drained off from them ad-
vance knowledge of what they were attempting. . . . Some of the edi-
tors started a friendly correspondence with me and I always kept it
up, responding to each inquiry with material that was asked for. Of
course, I had to study our history intensively to be able to answer on
all points brought up.

Ike paid a price for his work on behalf of the Mormons. Editors
knew he was a Mormon from his attacks on the magazine crusade ar-
ticles and his article that appeared with Theodore Roosevelt’s letter.
Though most of his public relations work on behalf of the Church
was conducted in secret, some of it was done openly. Many expected
him to become the editor or a marquee writer for one of the major
magazines in spite of his affiliation with the Mormon Church, but
some worried about whether that would hinder his rise in the maga-

851saac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, September 1, 1921, Roberts
Collection.

86Edward A. Rumely, Letter to Mrs. Russell, September 12, 1927, Rus-
sell Papers. Rumely, the publisher and editor-in-chief of the New York Eve-
ning Mail during most of the time Ike was a reporter and editor there,
mused to Allie shortly after Ike’s death: “Whenever I pass through Palisades
Park and see the thousands of children and young people and adults playing
there, enjoying the sunshine of the open; whenever I see the beaches, I re-
member Ike’s great campaign to give to New York its playground.”

87Isaac Russell, Letter to Heber J. Grant, November 26, 1923, Russell
Papers.
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zine world.®® Russell later lamented that, by attacking Frank Can-
non and others, he had “sacrificed” an extremely promising maga-
zine career and made himself a “constant target for anti-Mormon
manoeuvers [sic].”® He also believed that his magazine writing ca-
reer had been stunted because magazines such as Collier’s would not
employ him full time “for fear of the fight women’s organizations
would make upon them for hiring a Mormon” as part of their
anti-polygamy policy.”

Eventually, James E. Talmage, who had become an apostle in
late 1911, began working closely with Isaac Russell in defending the
Church and often acted as his liaison with the First Presidency, re-
sponding to Ike’s suggestions about articles that would portray Utah
and the Church in a positive light. He was generous in his praise for
Russell’s articles written in his own name and ghost-written for oth-
ers. The apostle passed on kind words from President Smith and the
First Presidency, who continued to appreciate Ike’s successful ex-
ploits. Talmage also reported on his own activities and the favorable
publicity he received from those activities.”! Tke viewed Elder Tal-
mage as a co-worker in the work of promoting the public image of the
Church.

88Upton Sinclair, Letters to Isaac Russell, May 11, 1915, February 27,
1919, Russell Papers; John Thompson (editor of Pearson’s), Letter to Isaac
Russell, May 21, 1909, Russell Papers; John A. Widtsoe, Letters to Isaac Rus-
sell, March 20, 1913, August 11, 1913, Russell Papers; Isaac Russell, Letter
to Joseph F. Smith, May 17, 1913, Russell Papers. Widtsoe consistently ex-
pected to learn that Ike had been named to a high-profile editorship and he
was sometimes considered for such positions. Russell’s association with
Mormonism likely made such a rise more challenging, but his sometimes
iconoclastic actions probably also hampered him in obtaining more impor-
tant (and remunerative) editorial jobs.

891saac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, June 12, 1920, Roberts Col-
lection.

90[saac Russell, Letter to Joseph F. Smith, May 17, 1913, Russell Pa-
pers; Joan Smith Iversen, The Anti-Polygamy Controversy in U.S. Women’s
Movements, 1880-1925: A Debate of the American Home (New York: Garland
Publishing, 1997), 239-56.

91James E. Talmage, Letter to Isaac Russell, June, 22, 1916, Russell Pa-
pers; James E. Talmage. Letter to Isaac Russell, December 13, 1916, Russell
Papers; James E. Talmage, Letter to Isaac Russell, January 29, 1918, Russell

83
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Russell believed that James E. Talmage
was jealous of him and actively worked
with Heber . Grant to end Russell’s
New York press bureau assignment.
Courtesy Utah State Historical Society.

Because of Russell’s secrecy, it is hard to gauge the full extent
of his impact on the Church’s public image during this critical pe-
riod when opposition came from the national press and the lecture
circuit. His influence was, however, large, and Joseph F. Smith clear-
ly came to rely on the young reporter in New York to defend the
Church and its leaders, and to spread favorable reports about Mor-
mons and Utah.

During most of 1918, President Smith suffered from various ill-
nesses and died in the influenza epidemic on November 19 of that
year.”? By then, Russell had not been paid for his services or reim-
bursed for expenses for nearly half a year, and this stung. He com-
plained to a correspondent: “Well they even cut off the period of Pres.

Papers; James E. Talmage, Letter to March 1, 1918, Russell Papers. In this
last letter, Talmage informed Isaac that the First Presidency was very satis-
fied with his article “published under President Monson’s signature.” Later,
Russell came to believe that Talmage was sometimes jealous of Ike’s success
in defending the Church and used his ghost-writing of articles for Church

leaders as an excuse to undermine Ike’s “press bureau” with Heber J. Grant,
who succeeded Joseph F. Smith.

92D. Michael Quinn, The Mormon Hierarchy: Extensions of Power (Salt
Lake City: Signature Books, 1997), 694-97.
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Smith’s final illness, leaving me high and dry with a lot of expenses on
my hands, refusing even to answer any letters asking where I stood. 1
finally wriggled out and am just getting my teeth into new efforts till 1
can care for my family rightfully again.””> More important, however,
although Walter Monson continued to use Russell’s substantial tal-
ents after Joseph F. Smith’s death, leaders in Salt Lake did not. Mon-
son was replaced in April 1919 by George W. McCune,*who in-
formed Isaac that Church leaders had instructed him not to deal with
Isaac.” Russell wrote bitterly to Talmage: “Well then came the dark
days when you swooped down on me with that charge of ‘improper
authority to sign a mission president’s name,” and the mis-focusing of
the whole issue of my work upon that foolish item, so that my author-
ity was taken away from me and the mission president so warned
against me that I wouldn’t even get a handshake, for fear he was get-
ting in wrong with you.”%

As Heber J. Grant later told Russell, Joseph F. Smith had not in-
formed his successor of Isaac’s assignment. Russell sarcastically com-

93Charles S. Burton, a Salt Lake banker and intimate Russell friend,
continued to be the financial go-between in Isaac’s assignment from the
Church. The fact that Burton did not pay Russell because Joseph F. Smith
had not authorized it (he was too ill or distracted to do so) clearly illustrates
that Russell was acting in an official capacity under the president’s direct
supervision. Burton would not pay Isaac for the six months unless and until
authorized by Arthur Winter, chief clerk to the First Presidency. Charles S.
Burton, Letter to Isaac Russell, July 23, 1918, Russell Papers. Isaac Russell
to B. H. Roberts, November 21, 1921, Roberts Collection. When Heber J.
Grant authorized Burton to release funds to Russell (though not until
1921), Burton thought it important enough that he telegraphed word to
Russell, November 22, 1921, Russell Papers. Burton followed with a letter
the next day, explaining that he had “quite a long talk with the President in
which he expressed a very kindly feeling toward you. The records indicate
there was about five months before President Smith died during which time
no remittance had been made, but President Grant concluded to make it
just even two quarters.” Charles S. Burton, Letter to Isaac Russell, Novem-
ber 23, 1921, Russell Papers.

94‘]enson, “George W. McCune,” LDS Biographical Encyclopedia, 4:331.

95Tsaac Russell, Letter to James E. Talmage, February 15, 1924, Rus-
sell Papers.

961hid.
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plained to B. H. Roberts: “The grand charge” that Talmage had made
against Russell to Heber J. Grant “was I had signed the names of mis-
sion presidents—a heinous thing. A most awful offense. I had got the
mission president, each one in his turn, onto the front pages and edi-
torial pages of papers all through the east. By shaping articles and let-
ters for him to sign that struck affairs at psychological moments. And
landed in the midst of passing events. A little experience with each
one had resulted in his telling me to ‘fire ahead and sign his name’
and I did it when the president was away, as often happened, when the
moment to strike occured [sic]. And when waiting would have let it
pass unused.”’

Russell also believed that Talmage was jealous of his activities,
success, and even his close relationship with Joseph F. Smith, and that
the apostle actively worked to ensure that Ike would have no continu-
ing relationship with the new Church president, Heber J. Grant.”?® As
Russell later angrily wrote Grant:

Nothing could be more funny than the way doors that had always
been open wide closed the minute it was known that President Smith,
who had always countenanced and loved me, was fatally ill. Until then,
Bro. Talmage had always held out the broad hand of fellowship and
love and I regarded him as one of my best friends. And went to see him
in Utah only to have him leap on me in all the coercive power of one
who could not assert himself freely, and who seemed to want no com-
petition with himself in literary work and in work dealing with charges
against the church.?

Although Grant and others encouraged Russell to continue to
write about the history of the Church and to submit articles to the

97Isaac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, September 1, 1921, Rob-
erts Papers.

98Russell maintained his correspondence with such prominent
Church members as long-time friend, mentor, and confidant B. H. Roberts
and John A. Widtsoe, both of whom clearly viewed Russell as bright, cre-
ative, and talented. John A. Widtsoe, Letter to Isaac Russell, November 22,
1919, Russell Papers; B. H. Roberts, Letter to Isaac Russell, January 3, 1920,
Russell Papers.

99saac Russell, Letter to Heber J. Grant, July 18, 1922, Russell Pa-
pers.
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Deseret News, the special press bureau relationship dissolved.!?
Devastated, Russell blamed Talmage and wrote biting letters, accus-
ing him of petty jealousy and of hindering Russell’s activities.
Talmage had convinced Grant that journalists, even those as gifted
as Russell, should not be ghost-writing letters and articles and
speeches for Church leaders and therefore should not be engaged
by the Church.

Restless and resentful, Ike moved to Chicago. As he later wrote
Talmage:

I'boxed up my books and crated my files on all these issues and fled
New York to get away from the haunting taunts of a million things that
needed doing and the knowledge that to take a hand any more was tres-
pass and butting into forbidden ground—all that you might have the joy
of traducing a work you might have comprehended if your mind had
not been poisoned jealous against it. And you had the advantage of a
new president who was a stranger to it . . . as your field for fertile sowing
of misinformation.

Russell also accused Heber J. Grant of being part of what he

100Russell “had organized a big work in shooting at the anti-Mormon
propaganda,” but when it was cut off, few thanked him. Isaac Russell, Letter
to B. H. Roberts, September 1, 1921, Roberts Collection. Russell noted that
he had written “constantly” to President Grant to learn whether he would
continue in his assignment but “got no answer whatever.” Isaac Russell, Let-
ter to John A. Widtsoe, May 8, 1923, Russell Papers. In fact, Grant had writ-
ten Russell January 12, 1922, Russell Papers, stating that, given Russell’s
move to Chicago, Grant did not think it would be “wise and profitable to
continue the arrangement that President Smith had with you.” Russell
moved to Chicago at the beginning of 1922, more than three years after Jo-
seph F. Smith’s death.

1011gaac Russell, Letter to James E. Talmage, February 18, 1924, Rus-
sell Papers. Russell probably also worried about financial security as his
children were growing up and he faced increasing expenses. The loss of the
First Presidency compensation increased those worries. He had also wit-
nessed the end of the golden era of the muckrakers and felt less unwilling to
leave New York as a result. Russell wrote Heber J. Grant, November 26,
1923, Russell Papers: “Now as to Bro. Talmage I love him for many fine
qualities and he is of enormous service to the Church. And in speaking of
the one phase of his work that blots others out, I don’t want to have you
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General Authorities B. H. Roberts and John A. Widtsoe both believed that Isaac
Russell was one of the most gifted young Mormons and expected great things
Jrom him. Courtesy Utah State Historical Society.

called the Church’s “Young-Cannon financial oligarchy.” As such,
Russell believed that Grant was not supportive of Mormon intellectu-
als, writers, historians, and artists.'92 Russell sometimes sent John A.
Widtsoe copies of letters he had written to President Grant. Widtsoe

think I depreciate his character as a whole. I will love, respect and honor
him in every way that concerns his major services, while feeling I have been
of real service to him in pointing out the folly of harsh belittlement of an-
other whose works he has not comprehended.”

1021gaac Russell, Letter to Heber J. Grant, January 22, 1922, Roberts
Collection; see also Isaac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, June 12, 1920,
Roberts Collection; Isaac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, September 2,
1920, Roberts Collection; Isaac sent both John Widtsoe and B. H. Roberts a
copy of his January 22 letter to Grant. Widtsoe was alarmed and outraged
and asserted that no one had been more supportive of or generous to Mor-
mon writers and artists than Heber J. Grant. Grant also responded vocifer-
ously, arguing every point raised by Russell. John A. Widtsoe, Letter to
Isaac Russell, February 6, 1922, Russell Papers; John A. Widtsoe, Letter to
Isaac Russell, March 6, 1922, Russell Papers; Heber J. Grant, Letter to Isaac
Russell, February 15, 1922, Russell Papers; Heber . Grant, Letter to Isaac
Russell, February 17, 1922, Russell Papers; Heber J. Grant, Letter to Isaac
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was taken aback by the tone of the letters and counseled Russell to
dial down his rhetoric with the prophet.!®®

B. H. Roberts was upset and sad that Ike had been cutloose with
so little thought and sorrowfully wrote Russell:

I am sorry more than I shall be able to tell you at the loss of you
from your important station at New York. I had come to look upon
things as reasonably secure with you there on the outlook, and I shall
miss that feeling of security with you away. But I suppose the change
under the circumstance of non-appreciation was inevitable. Yet one
would think that with your achievements—the Roosevelt interview and
the knocking out of I. Woodbridge Riley, to mention no others, would
have pleaded hard for your retention in a generous fashion. . . . I can
only say that I deeply regret the closing up, at least for the present, of
your work. Yet even as I write, I seem to feel that it will not be the last of
it, that there will be a come back to it.lo4

Russell had always had an interest in science and nutrition, and
he soon found what he referred to as an “industrial” job in Chicago.
Employed by the American Institute of Baking, he conducted public
relations, organized conferences, and edited a new magazine, Baking
Technology, for the institute. 195 He told friends that this job was more

Russell, February 23, 1922, Russell Papers; Heber J. Grant, Letter to Isaac
Russell, July 14, 1922, Russell Papers. Roberts, on the other hand, had an
entirely different reaction. He thought the letter was “temperate under all
the circumstances.” B. H. Roberts, Letter to Isaac Russell, January 30, 1922,
Russell Papers.

1O?’]ohn A. Widtsoe, Letters to Isaac Russell, February 6 and March 6,
1922, Russell Papers.

104 H. Roberts, Letter to Isaac Russell, January 30, 1922, Russell Pa-
pers. Woodridge Riley had written a psychological biography of Joseph
Smith and probably wrote about Mormonism in his periodic musings on
“historical contributions” in a journal he edited, Psychological Bulletin. 1.
Woodbridge Riley, The Founder of Mormonism: A Psychological Study of Joseph
Smith, Jr. (New York: Dodd, Mead & Co., 1902). I have not yet discovered
when or how Isaac Russell “knocked out” Riley.

105 A merican Institute of Baking, Letter to Isaac Russell, November
28, 1921, Russell Papers; B. H. Roberts, Letter to Isaac Russell, January 30,
1922, Russell Papers.
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remunerative than his newspaper jobs.!%® By now, daughter Althea
(born in 1908) had been joined by sons Robert (1911) and Don
(1913).197 Allie regretted leaving New York, where she was beloved
and sang often, not only in her Mormon congregation in Brooklyn,
but also in churches of other denominations.!”® They left many of
their possessions, including her piano, in New York City until they
acquired a domicile large enough to house them; and this was also
hard for Allie.!%Tke developed new relationships, by all accounts did
asuperb job as editor of the magazine, defended the bakers of Amer-
ica against Robert M. La Follette’s allegations of trying to increase the
price of bread, and wrote a fascinating book, The Romance of the Holes
in Bread, about the science of nutrition. But he also sensed a funda-
mental change from the services he had rendered in New York and
felt that he had been displaced from what he viewed as his life’s most
important work.!'? He began going professionally by Isaac K. Russell,
or even I. K. Russell, rather than as Isaac Russell, presumably to dis-
tinguish between the old and new stages of his life, even though I have

106Russell noted that he had had many opportunities for higher-pay-
ing jobs, but had not taken them because he was too busy defending the
Church. Isaac Russell to B. H. Roberts, January 22, 1922, Roberts Collec-
tion. Living expenses, especially for housing, were more expensive in Chi-
cago, however, and the Russell family’s lifestyle probably decreased slightly.
Isaac Russell, Letter to Carl Beck and Frances Beck, January 2, 1923, Russell
Papers; Isaac Russell, Letter to Richard W. Burton, March 9, 1924, Russell
Papers.

107Family Group Records of Isaac Russell and Eleanor Althea Farr,
www.familysearch.org (accessed November 2011).

108fanet” [Jeanette Young Easton], “Salt Lakers in Gotham,” Deseret
News, May 28, 1910, 20; Elsie Greene, “Utahns in New York,” Salt Lake Tele-
gram, April 3, 1921, 7.

109[saac Russell, Letter to Carl Beck and Frances Beck, January 2,
1923, Russell Papers; Isaac Russell, Letter to Richard W. Burton, March 9,
1924, Russell Papers.

110Among other actions he took in defense of the American baking
industry were articles and letters to the editor of major newspapers re-
sponding to allegations that the industry was attempting to increase the
price of bread through a monopolistic structure. “Bread to Stay at 10
Cents, Bakers Say, Despite Increase in Wheat Prices,” New York Times, Sep-
tember 23, 1924, 1; “Dr. Walker Says Investigation of Bread Industry Will



KENNETH L. CANNON II/ISAAC RUSSELL, MORMON MUCKRAKER 91

By the 1920s when this photograph of
Ike Russell was taken, he was living
in Chicago doing public relations and
publishing a magazine for the Ameri-
can Institute of Baking. By this time,
he had begun to use “I. K. Russell” or
“Isaac K. Russell,” presumably to in-
dicate a separation from his earlier
life in New York City.

found no evidence that Russell actually had a middle name.'!!

Although Russell’s letters to Heber J. Grant were often quite
acerbic, the Church president remembered Russell’s role in enlist-
ing Theodore Roosevelt as an advocate for the Mormons, and was
slow to take offense at Russell’s tirades. Many of the criticisms Rus-
sell voiced involved James E. Talmage. Grant, perhaps tellingly, as-
signed John A. Widtsoe to interface with Ike and eventually made
sure that Talmage had no part in advising him about what to do with
Russell.!'? Russell’s blunt letters had the unexpected effect of
warming Grant’s feelings toward Russell. After one particularly bit-

Be Fair,” New York Times, September 26, 1924, 44. Russell also published
widely in other periodicals on issues important to bakers. I. K. Russell,
“That Loaf of Bread, 1924 Model,” Nation’s Business 12 (December 1924):
13-16; I. K. Russell, “Why the World Celebrates Pasteur’s Birthday,” The
Independent 107 (December 23, 1922): 375-76; Russell, The Romance of the
Holes in Bread.

117 believe that Isaac Russell adopted the middle initial “K” because
“I.LK.” sounds like “Ike.”

H2Grant found it difficult to respond to Russell’s letters when they
were angry (though he almost always did). “I have decided to stop writing
you letters and to turn over all your communications to Brother Widtsoe
who is your friend and therefore, I don’t believe that you can accuse him of
misinterpreting your language or your motives.” Heber J. Grant, Letter to
Isaac K. Russell, February 23, 1922, Russell Papers. Russell wrote his old
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ing missive, Grant responded that he needed to meet with Russell so
he could “look you in the eye.” After they spent two days together,
their relationship improved considerably. Thereafter, President
Grant instructed Charles Burton to pay Russell the funds he was
owed before Joseph F. Smith died.!!?

Between leaving the time-intensive world of big-city journalism
and no longer spending his spare time finding ways to defend the
Church, Russell had more leisure time to research and write more ac-
ademic historical works. During this period, he maintained a good re-
lationship with Widtsoe, who would be appointed an apostle in 1921
and who found Russell one of the brightest and most creative people
he had ever known. When Widtsoe was president of the University of
Utah, he wrote to Russell:

Now do notrise up in fury when I'say that it is a great pity fora
mind and temperament like yours to have been dedicated all these
years to the newspaper profession, desirable and delectable as the
work in that field may be. You should have been a delver into for-
gotten records, a restorer of the past, a teacher of young people
the lessons of yesterday for the glory of today, and the writer of
books popular and scientific for the guidance of generations to
come.

Your letter is one of the most remarkable that I have had for
some time. Each of the half-dozen suggestions that you make could
well be developed into a volume of living interest for those of us of
this age who like to feel the continuity of thought and purpose
throughout the increasing ages.114

Russell also continued to correspond with B. H. Roberts and

friend, Walter P. Monson, June 17, 1922, Russell Papers: “I got after Bro.
Talmage in three or four letters assailing him directly for his conduct. He
was foolish enough to take them to President Grant thinking thereby to get
me chastised and perhaps cut off for effrontery. But Bro. Grant let Tony
Ivins read them and Tony Ivins is not being fooled by any of these ‘wise guys’
on any of this business. He told Bro. Grant I had written the truth, I think.
Atany rate I got a warm and friendly letter from him and one also from two
other apostles and all blamed ‘bad advice’ for some of the things Pres.
Grant has done.”

131saac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, November 7, 1921, Roberts
Collection; Charles S. Burton, Letter to Isaac Russell, November 23, 1921,
Russell Papers.

114‘]ohn A. Widtsoe, letter to Isaac Russell, November 25, 1919, Rus-
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Heber J. Grant initially found Isaac
Russell’s letters worrisome but even-
tually was drawn to the journalist
and reengaged him as a defender of
the Church. Courtesy Utah State His-
torical Society.

others, always seeking new opportunities to write about the Mor-
mons and their literature and history. He also sought to cajole
Heber ]. Grant into reopening his press bureau,'1? Eventually, in
July 1924, Grant decided that Russell should be reengaged to defend
the Church. Amusingly, Grant’s agreement was that Russell would

sell Papers. Widtsoe thanked Russell for helping to develop the collection
of Western books for Utah State Agricultural College when Widtsoe was its
president and to express the hope that he would do the same for the Univer-
sity of Utah’s collection. Russell eventually published a book on the West, in
collaboration with Howard R. Driggs, a University of Utah professor: Hid-
den Heroes of the Rockies (Yonkers-on-Hudson, N.Y.: World Book, 1923). He
also published serially a book-length manuscript: “Joseph Smith—And the
Great West,” Improvement Era 28 (August 1925): 932-40; 28 (September
1925): 1037-45; 28 (October 1925): 1155-63; 29 (November 1925): 61-66;
29 (December 1925): 158-65; 29 (February 1926): 324-30; 29 (March
1926): 476-83; 29 (April 1926): 560-66; 29 (May 1926): 653-60; 29 (Sep-
tember 1926): 1011-19; 29 (October 1926): 1137-43; 30 (December 1926):
108-16; 30 (January 1927): 220-29; 30 (March 1927): 419-26; 30 (May
1927): 627-35; 30 (July 1927): 769-79. An unfulfilled plan was writing
more important books on the West. Isaac Russell, Letter to John A.
Widtsoe, May 8, 1923, Russell Papers.

115‘]ohn A. Widtsoe, Letters to Isaac Russell, November 25, 1919, and
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be compensated $100 per quarter in cash and $200 per quarter in
“tithing credit.” 110 As they warmed to each other, President Grant
sent Russell copies of books of poetry and periodically gave Isaac
personal advice, for example, suggesting that he use “Isaac Russell”
or “Isaac K. Russell” because the initials “I. K.” might leave the im-
pression that he was a woman named Ida.''7 Grant also increased
payments to Russell, recognizing his unusual worth in defending the
Church and advancing its mission. For example, in 1925, President
Grant had Charles Burton send a $2,000 draft for unidentified ser-
vices. It fulfilled Widtsoe’s advice to Isaac that if he did his press bu-
reau work “loyally and well,” he would find “that President Grant is
one of the most generous and appreciative of men, and will support
you fully in the work that may be established.” Widtsoe concluded:
“President Grant asked me also to convey to you his hearty good
wishes. I am happy to know that your desires are to be gratified in
this way and that the Church is to have the help of your abilities.” 8
Ike and Allie bought a relatively expensive ($12,000) house in the
Rodgers Park neighborhood in northern Chicago, which Grant felt
was “a very reckless thing.”!!¥ Tke needed space to lay out his re-
search and writing and a cramped apartment with Allie and their

January 27, 1920, Russell Papers: “As I read your letters, it seems to me that
you are combining well a deep respect for truth with a clear and vivid imagi-
nation, together with the power of saying what you mean—all of which
should make your serious historical endeavors when you tackle them of
great and permanent value.” See also John A. Widtsoe, Letter to Isaac Rus-
sell, December 30, 1921, Russell Papers.

116Ryssell had heard more than two years earlier that President Grant
intended to renew the “old relationship, . . . but never got around to it.” Isaac
Russell, Letter to Charles S. Burton, May 19, 1923, Russell Papers.

17 eber J. Grant, Letters to Isaac Russell, February 18, 1920, and
February 8, 1922, Russell Papers.

118john A. Widtsoe, Letter to Isaac Russell, July 18, 1924, Russell Pa-
pers. The $2,000 draft was sent at about the same time Isaac was changing jobs
from the Baking Institute of America to Westinghouse; as a result of the ad-
dress change, the payment did not immediately reach Russell. Grant sent a
worried telegram, June 9, 1925, Russell Papers, confirming the payment. See
also Heber J. Grant, Letter to Isaac Russell, March 27, 1925, Russell Papers.

19Nevertheless, Heber J. Grant, on May 10, 1925, Russell Papers, ex-
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three children made it difficult.'"? The new house eased the diffi-
culty considerably.

In mid-1925, Ike left the Baking Institute, mostly because he
had predictably found it somewhat difficult to get along with his em-
ployers. He took a higher-paying job overseeing public relations for
Westinghouse Electric and publishing a magazine for that company
called Public Relations: A Journal for the Executives of Big Busi-
ness.'?! He had an interest in the development of the electric indus-
try and the industry’s treatment of consumers. Westinghouse was
willing to have him edit a magazine that addressed issues in the
young electric industry and that also included articles that execu-
tives would find interesting. A good friend from New York City
wrote, supporting Isaac’s idea (related to the friend) to broaden the
focus of the magazine and change its name to “American Relations”
to wipe “out all the atmosphere of corporation interest or fla-
vor.” 122 Tke took up his new position with characteristic enthusiasm
and was soon shuttling around the country discussing electricity
and how utilities could help people understand and wisely utilize
electricity. At about the same time, Russell received a letter from a
New York publisher indicating serious interest in Ike’s idea for anew
book on the history of America and the West.!??

But as 1927 progressed, Ike’s health went into serious decline.

pressed satisfaction that reengaging Russell as a secret press bureau for the
Church would help him “cover your monthly purchase price of the new home.”

12015aa¢ Russell, Letter to Richard W. Burton, March 9, 1924, Russell
Papers. Ike complained that an expensive, four-bedroom apartment was not
large enough to permit him to have a work room, “and getting ahead at writ-
ing needs that.” Allie was also unhappy to be “pianoless” because they had
had to leave their possessions in storage in New York until they could find a
larger residence. Isaac Russell, Letter to Carl Beck and Frances Beck, Janu-
ary 2, 1923, Russell Papers.

121 5aac Russell, Letter to Lewis Bolser, April 25, 1925, Russell Pa-
pers; Heber J. Grant, Letter to Isaac Russell, May 10, 1925, Russell Papers.
The description of the magazine comes from Ike’s business card, which lists
“LK. Russell” as the editor of Public Relations, Russell Papers.

122Rebert E. Livingston, Letter to Isaac Russell, June 29, 1927, Rus-
sell Papers.

123F, H. Balch, Letter to LK. Russell, March 21, 1927, Russell Papers.
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On September 7, 1927, he suffered a fatal heart attack and died at
home at 10:10 A.M. He was forty-seven; Allie was left as a widow at
age forty with three teenaged children.!* About five years earlier
on December 22, 1922, Isaac had expressed a premonition of his
early death to his friend and mentor, B. H. Roberts: “I have always
had one supreme wish—that if something untoward should take me
off before your days are fulfilled that you should say my funeral ser-
mon.”12® Roberts had been called as Eastern States Mission presi-
dent in New York City shortly after the Russells moved to Chicago,
but he had been released in April 1927. For some reason, however,
he was still in New York when he learned of Ike’s serious illness and
wrote urgently to bestow a priesthood blessing by letter just a few
days before Isaac died.'?® Allie took Isaac’s body back to Salt Lake
City for the funeral and burial.'?

B. H. Roberts was not able to return to Salt Lake City for the fu-

Sadly, there is nothing in Ike’s papers to suggest that he had gotten very far
on this project before his death.

124«1 K. Russell Found Dead, Editor of Magazine Public Relations—
Was Native of Utah,” New York Times, September 8, 1927, 8; “Death Closes
Writer’s Work. Isaac Russell, Newspaper Man, Soldier, Passes in the East,”
Salt Lake Tribune, September 8, 1927, 20; Obituary, Chicago Post, September
8, 1927.

1251saac Russell, Letter to B. H. Roberts, December 22, 1922, Russell
Papers.

1268, H. Roberts, Letter to Isaac Russell, August 30, 1927, Russell Pa-
pers. Roberts’s letter was mailed from 620 West 115th Streetin New York City.

127 Allie’s life after Ike’s death was not easy, but she managed. Though
she had many close relatives and friends in Utah (and had often spent sum-
mers in Ogden during the 1910s), she and the children remained in Chi-
cago, then eventually moved back to New York. Janet” [Jeanette Young
Easton], “Salt Lakers in Gotham,” column in Deseret News: June 25, 1910, 16;
February 25, 1911, 17; July 8, 1911, 21; November 9, 1912, Sect. 2, p. 5; Au-
gust 30, 1913, Sect. 2, p. 5; June 13, 1914, Sect. 2, p. 5; November 21, 1914,
Sect. 2, p. 5; January 2, 1915, Sect. 2, p. 3; June 19, 1915, Sect. 2, p. 3; Sep-
tember 18, 1915, Sect. 2, p. 3; October 16, 1915, Sect. 2, p. 5; April 22, 1916,
Sect. 2, p. 5; December 30, 1916, Sect. 2, p. 7. She died on March 4, 1945, at
age fifty-seven at the home of their older son, Robert, in Greenwich, Con-
necticut, where she had resided for about two years. “Eleanor A. F. Russell,”
Salt Lake Telegram, March 9, 1945, 21; Family Group Records of Isaac Rus-
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neral, and thus Ike’s “supreme wish” was denied. Heber J. Grant,
John A. Widtsoe, former Governor Charles Mabey, and Church lead-
er and history professor Levi Edgar Young were the speakers at his fu-
neral. All of them praised Russell’s writings and his character but, not
surprisingly, none made reference to his secret public relations work
for the Church over the previous fifteen years.!*® Edward A. Rumely,
his former publisher and editor at the New York Fvening Mail, wrote
this tribute: “I know what a struggle he has lived through, with his
warm-hearted enthusiasms, his faith that a better world could be built.
... Aslong asIlive, I shall remember Ike. The fact that such a man ex-
isted, made the world richer.”!?? Though Russell had had an unusu-
ally abundant life full of experiences and service and had had a pro-

sell and Eleanor Althea Farr, www.familysearch.org (accessed November
2011). Itis telling that Allie had been away from Utah long enough that the
newspaper did not know that she never used her first name, Eleanor. Two
years later, her ashes were spread over Ike’s burial plot in Salt Lake. Utah
State History Burials Database, www.history.utah.gov/burials (accessed
November 2011). Ike and Allie Russell currently have a daughter-in-law in
her nineties, four grandchildren, and more great-grandchildren, and the
family remembers them very fondly. See Steven Goff, “Getting to Know
D.C. United’s Robbie Russell,” Washington Post, January 26, 2012,
www.washingtonpost.com/blots/soccer-insider,/post/getting-to-know-dc
uniteds-robbie-russell/2012,/01/26/glQAKSvITQ_blog.html  (accessed
July 2012). Professional MLS soccer player Robbie Russell is a great-grand-
son of Tke and Allie.

l28“High Tribute Paid to Isaac K. Russell at Funeral Rites,” Deseret
News, September 12, 1927, 2. Heber J. Grant was quoted as praising Ike’s
writings on Joseph Smith and the West, which had been serialized in the Im-
provement Era for the prior two years.

129F dward A. Rumely, Letter to Mrs. Russell, September 12, 1927,
Russell Papers. Rumely noted in this letter of condolence to Allie that he
knew how devotedly she had worked beside her husband in the “strug-
gle” to make the world a better place. Uncharacteristically, the Salt Lake
Tribune included an unusually complimentary editorial after Ike’s death,
noting that he gained a “reputation as a brilliant and forceful writer,” and
that he then “contributed articles to the foremost magazines and gained
additional fame.” The editorial concluded by stating: “Now that he has
been summoned by the Angel of Death and his wonderful mind has
ceased to function, Isaac Russell will be mourned by friends all over the
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found influence in certain realms, one can only imagine what he
might have accomplished had he lived longer.

United States. To the sorrowing wife, children, brothers and sisters The
Tribune tenders its heartfelt sympathy.” “Isaac Russell,” Salt Lake Tri-
bune, September 9, 1927, 6.
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A NUMBER OF YEARS AGO, WHILE ATTENDING the Mormon History As-
sociation’s annual conference, I began to notice how often the
Mountain Meadows Massacre was a topic for discussion. Traveling
to the site after the 2007 Salt Lake City conference, I noted the in-
tense feeling that this topic produced among Latter-day Saints.
While respecting the importance—and, indeed, the horror—of that
bloody event, I found that the passion aroused by the topic seemed
a bit disproportionate. Without meaning to sound insensitive, I
puzzled over the fact that the massacre occurred in the 1850s, long
before any of us were alive. Why did it still have such a hold on my
Mormon friends? Why, after millions have died in countless wars,
the Shoah, and the Rwandan and Cambodian genocides, were my
LDS friends so focused on the death of about 120 people in a rela-
tively remote part of southern Utah, in the nineteenth century?
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In some ways the answer is easy. After all it was Mormon history
we had come to study; and the massacre was really not that long ago.
For some of the people to whom I was listening, there was a genealog-
ical connection to the perpetrators. Perhaps they were a bit like the
young German man who told me how he tried to deal with his grand-
father’s enthusiastic membership in the SS.

But there is, I think, another factor involved. The people who
committed this crime were, at least ostensibly, devout and believing
members of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. The fact
that this crime was committed by co-religionists makes it unusually
painful. The fact that some even detected, or were afraid they might
detect, the hand of Church leaders in the event or in its cover-up made
this particular atrocity a threat to deeply held beliefs.

As I pondered these matters for several years, it occurred to me
that I, too, belong to a church whose members have been implicated in
horrendous deeds over the course of centuries. Like the LDS Church,
the Catholic Church is structured hierarchically and values legitimate
authority; it sees itself as the church established by Jesus Christ; but its
leaders and members have not only committed murderous deeds,
some have boasted of them. So why did I not wrestle with the Inquisi-
tion the way my friends were struggling with Mountain Meadows?
Why was I able to sleep soundly, though my own ancestors may have
been perpetrators and/or victims in some of history’s bloodiest
crimes? Was there something in me that had become hardened to his-
tory’s dark side? Was there something in my church that had made me
callous? Or, did our two churches have something to learn from each
other about dealing with institutional and communal evil?

At the outset, let me state a few obvious facts. The Catholic
Church is over two thousand years old. Some of the evil that has been
perpetrated by Church members and Church leaders happened so
long ago that there is not the same effect on the present generation.
For example, it is regrettable that some of my ancestors were probably
converted by force, or converted others by force, but it has no visceral
or conscious effect on me today. In many cases the details are un-
known; and it is hard to even picture those long-ago people, whether
perpetrators or victims, who were Franks, Vikings, Celts, or Saxons.

Second, the Catholic Church has such a large and widespread
membership that even believing members of the Church do not al-
ways think of our worst sinners as co-religionists. For example, who
thinks of Napoleon, Mussolini, or Hitler as Catholic dictators? Yet they
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were certainly all baptized Catholics. To some extent, Catholic history
blends with human history in a way that makes it difficult to separate
them. Had Hitler been a Latter-day Saint, I am sure he would be la-
beled as a notorious “Mormon dictator.”

And, of course, one of the very reasons some of us like to study
Mormon history is that we can get our arms around it in terms of
place and time; but this ease of access undoubtedly makes the mis-
deeds of members more glaringly “Mormon” in the eyes of members
and outsiders alike.

Perhaps a significant difference for American Catholics of this
generation is the result of the presidential election in November of
1960. Prior to the election of John Kennedy, I remember reading
texts in my Catholic elementary school that were rather defensive.'
These books would, for example, boast of the percentage of Catholics
who fought in World War I; if Protestants had largely founded the
country, remember they would not have been here had it not been for
the Catholic Columbus. We were in the Southwest before the Pilgrims
ever set foot on Plymouth Rock; and if Castro must be considered
Catholic—well, he wasn’t, not really. Evil deeds committed by Catho-
lics only counted if they were “practicing Catholics” at the time of
their transgressions. Until 1960, this was a nation in which Catholics,
like Mormons, had to prove their patriotism and have explanations
for all of the dark corners of their past. In those days, American Cath-

I An example of such a text, which was even then quite dated, had a sec-
tion entitled “Discoveries and Inventions of Catholics.” After listing a variety
of things such as the thermometer invented by Galileo and the discovery of
the solar system by Copernicus, it went on: “When we add to all this the aboli-
tion of slavery in Europe, the civilization of the barbarians, the softening of
manners, the elevation of woman, the Magna Charta, trial by jury, the habeas
corpus, the Common Law, and the sanctity of home—all the direct results of
the teachings of the Catholic Church during the Middle Ages—it will be seen
that not only has the Church been no obstacle to progress, but her children
were the pioneers of every branch of science. Yes, every branch of modern
science owes, not only its origin, but the main part of its growth, to Catholic
scientists, so that it can be said with sincerest truth that the scepter of Science
belongs to the Church.” Right Rev. Richard Gilmour, D.D., Bible History Con-
taining the Most Remarkable Events of the Old and New Testaments, to Which Is
Added a Compendivm of Church History for the Use of Catholic Schools in the United
States (New York: Benzinger Brothers, 1923), 290.
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olics probably were more defensive about things like the Inquisition
than I am today. The election of a Catholic president changed things,
for better and/or for worse. We are now part of the mainstream—at
least much of the time. Indeed, within Catholic ranks today, there is
sometimes defensiveness about the extent to which we have been
“Americanized,” or even “Protestantized.” Perhaps the near-election
of Mitt Romney, or the future election of a Mormon to the White
House, will cause members of the LLDS Church to enter a similar era.
Oddly enough, pride in a Mormon president might allow for a more
dispassionate attitude toward something like Mountain Meadows.

Still, the more I pondered these matters, the more I felt that a
comparison of our two traditions might be instructive about how peo-
ple of faith cope with the dark side of reality.

THE DEPTHS OF EVIL

It may not be entirely necessary to state the obvious, but the level
of evil that I am concerned with is not trivial. None of us is overly con-
cerned with human foibles, lapses in etiquette, or simple misunder-
standings. We are concerned with egregious errors and murderous or
despicable acts. This, for example, is a description of Catholic Cru-
saders in Mainz who decided, in 1096, that they should murder their
Jewish neighbors before they left home to kill Muslims:

Emico and the rest of his band held a council and, after sunrise, at-
tacked the Jews in the hall with arrows and lances. Breaking the bolts
and the doors, they killed the Jews, about seven hundred in number,
who in vain resisted the force and attack of so many thousands. They
killed the women, also, and with their swords pierced tender children
of whatever age and sex. The Jews seeing that their Christian enemies
were attacking them and their children, and they were sparing no age,
likewise fell upon one another, brothers, children, wives, and sisters,
and thus they perished at each other’s hands. Horrible to say, mothers
cut the throats of nursing children with knives and stabbed others, pre-
ferring them to perish thus by their own hands rather than to be killed
by the weapons of the uncircumcised.

Sadly, this was not an isolated event in our history; and though

2Albert of Aix, quoted in The First Crusade: The Accounts of Eyewitnesses
and Participants (Princeton, N.J., 1921), 54-56, www.Fordham.edu/
halsall/source/1096jews.html (accessed May 29, 2009).
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the circumstances are very different, there is an eerie resonance with
some of the descriptions of Mountain Meadows. In 1859 Brevet Ma-
jor J. H. Carleton of the U.S. Army, was commanded to take a burial
party to the Utah Territory. His report of May 25 stated: “General
Clarke, commanding the Department of California, directed me to
bury the bones of the victims of that terrible massacre which took
place on this ground in September, 1857.” His description, like that
of the events in Mainz, is chilling:

I saw several bones of what must have been very small children.
Dr. Brewer says from what he saw he thinks some of the infants were
butchered. The mothers doubtless had these in their arms, and the
same shot or blow may have deprived both of life.

The scene of the massacre, even at this late day, was horrible to look
upon. Women’s hair, in detached locks and masses, hung to [sic] the
sage bushes and was strewn over the ground in many places. Parts of lit-
tle children’s dresses and of female costume dangled from the shrubbery
or lay scattered about; and among these, here and there, on every hand,
for at least a mile in the direction of the road, by two miles east and west,
there gleamed, bleached white by the weather, the skulls and other
bones of those who had suffered. A glance into the wagon when all these
had been collected revealed a sight which can never be forgotten.4

HiISTORY AND THEOLOGY

To understand further our respective attitudes to such evil, I will
address issues of theology and doctrine; but I do so with the under-
standing of Richard P. McBrien who writes, in his two-volume work
Catholicism, that “the relationship between the Church and historyisa
theological one. It has to do with the presence of grace in the world,
with the direction and destiny of the world toward the Kingdom of
God, and with the role of the Church in proclaiming, celebrating, ex-
emplifying, and serving that grace, as personified in Jesus Christ, by
which the world is alive and in movement toward perfection.”” I trust
that this statement is one with which Latter-day Saints might be com-

3Brevet Major J. H. Carleton, U.S.A, “Special Report on the Mountain
Meadows Massacre,” May 25, 1859, http://law2.umkc.edu/faculty/projects/
ftrials/mountainmeadows,/ carletonreport.html (accessed April 11, 2013).

bid.

5Richard P. McBrien, Catholicism, 2 vols. (Oak Grove, Minn.: Winston
Press, 1980), 2:605.
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fortable even if we disagree on the meaning of some of the terms.

So how do we who are believers come to grips with the evil in our
histories? How do we square our reality with our theology? How do we
continue to have confidence in the divinely sanctioned roles of our
leaders? When, if ever, do we say no to our leaders? What does serious
wrongdoing say about ourselves and the testimonies that we bear? In
dealing with all this there are, essentially, three options: we can try to ra-
tionalize the evil and explain it away; we can abandon our respective
faiths and deal with, or ignore evil, from the perspective of outsiders; or
we can try to admit and understand the evil and look for ways our tradi-
tions can help us cope with the aftermath and prevent recurrences.

In both of the cases that I have cited above, Catholics and Mor-
mons can, and have, looked for extenuating circumstances that help
explain or even explain away these evils. This is a very human and, in-
deed, an appropriate response, and Catholics are as good at this as
anyone. In the case of the 1096 massacre quoted above, for example, a
bishop, a highly placed Church authority, had placed the Jews in that
hall to attempt to save them. A few centuries later, even though Joan
of Arc was condemned and burned by the leaders of the Church, she
was posthumously rehabilitated and declared a saint by higher au-
thorities. Adolf Hitler may have been baptized Catholic but, after all,
he was not really a churchgoer and probably planned to destroy the
churches once he was done with the Jews.

Likewise there were Latter-day Saints who were appalled by what
happened at Mountain Meadows and had a need to explain it. One
can imagine—and there have actually been—a variety of responses:
Perhaps the victims had really pushed the Saints to the limit; maybe
victims had taken part in, or approved, the killing of Joseph and
Hyrum Smith. Perhaps, being from Arkansas, they had been com-
plicit in the murder of Parley P. Pratt. Certainly Brigham Young must
have been saddened and outraged by the killings, etc.

But while nuance and understanding are very important, our
minds and consciences are not that easily assuaged. Whether Catho-
lics or Mormons, whatever the rationalizations or caveats, we have not
always felt at ease with the actions, or inactions, of our forebears and
leaders in the faith.

I'will try then, to look at several areas in our respective churches
beliefs and structures that may relate to the question of evil and our
communal and historical participation in it. I will start by looking at
the statements and actions of our authorities; I will then look at our
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anthropologies—what we each claim to believe about the human per-
son; I will touch on the role of family as it colors our respective faiths;
and I will briefly look at ways in which our churches have recently
tried to confront our painful pasts.

THE STATEMENTS AND TEACHINGS OF OUR LEADERS

Even when Church authorities cannot be held accountable for
atrocities, we all know of cases where their inaction or their words
have caused us embarrassment. I present two, roughly contemporary,
examples.

In the nineteenth century, American Catholics, who at the time,
like Mormons, were undesirable outsiders, were no doubt chagrined
by the words of Pope Pius IX in his Syllabus of Errors. In it the pope
condemned the following beliefs. He said it was wrong to believe or
teach that:

Good hope at least is to be entertained of the eternal salvation of
all those who are not at all in the true Church of Christ.

Protestantism is nothing more than another form of the same
true Christian religion.

The Church is not a true and perfect society.

The Roman pontiffs have, by their too arbitrary conduct, contrib-
uted to the division of the Church into Eastern and Western.

Catholics may approve of the system of educating youths uncon-
nected with the Catholic faith and the power of the Church.

The Church ought to be separated from the State, and the State
from the Church.

In the present day it is no longer expedient that the Catholic reli-
gion should be held as the only religion of the state.

The Roman Pontiff can, and ought to, reconcile himself, and come
to terms with progress, liberalism and modern civilization.%

Note that these are all statements of “errors.” One can imagine
the effect of such condemnations on Catholics who were trying to as-
sert their loyalty to democracy and the American republic. With such
help from Rome, who needed enemies? These same teachings neces-
sarily became an embarrassment to subsequent generations and,
even as Pius IX inches closer to sainthood, to Catholics today.

The Syllabus of Errors was issued in 1864. On February 8, 1857, in

6“The Syllabus of Errors Condemned by Pius IX,” www.
papalencyclicals.net/Pius09,/p9syll.htm (accessed June 9, 2009).
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Pope Pius IX (1846-78),
authored the Syllabus of Er-
rors (1864), condemning
liberalism and modernism.
Currier & lves lithograph,
LC-USZC2- 2924, Library of
Congress Prints and Photo-
graphs Division
Washington, D.C.

the Tabernacle at Salt Lake City, Brigham Young shared some reflec-
tions that would later prove embarrassing to many Latter-day Saints:

I have known a great many men who have left this church for
whom there is no chance whatever for exaltation, but if their blood
had been spilled, it would have been better for them. The wickedness
and ignorance of the nations forbid this principle’s being in full force,
but the time will come when the law of God will be in full force.

This is loving your neighbor as ourselves; if he needs help, help
him; and if he wants salvation and it is necessary to spill his blood on the
earth in order that he may be saved, spill it. Any of you who understand
the principles of eternity, if you have sinned a sin requiring the shed-
ding of blood, except the sin unto death, would not be satisfied nor rest
until your blood should be spilled, that you might gain that salvation
you desire. That is the way to love mankind.

Of course, in both cases, the context is lacking. The leadership
of both churches faced serious challenges from hostile powers. Per-
haps we are misreading these two men. Furthermore, doctrine is dy-

7Brigham Young, February 8, 1857, Journal of Discourses, 26 vols. (Lon-
don and Liverpool: LDS Booksellers Depot, 1854-86), 4:220.
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trait from title page of
Brigham Young Family
Association (www.
brighamyoungfamily.org).

namic; it does have a tendency to become more nuanced over time.
Still, the faithful cannot help but wonder. Their faith cannot help but
be challenged, when things that seem so totally at odds with our expe-
rience or our concept of an all-loving God are there on the pages of
history in black and white.

UNDERSTANDING POPES AND PROPHETS

Perhaps we who believe can understand the parsing of words by
theological experts; perhaps we can appreciate the necessary distinc-
tions that are drawn by hierarchs; and maybe we can understand things
said or written in haste. After all, as divinely ordained as our churches
may be, they are made up of fallible human beings—and “All have
sinned and come short of the glory of God” (Rom. 3:23, KJV). Yet I
imagine we still get uneasy when the talk turns to controversies over
Brigham Young and Mountain Meadows, or Pius XII and the Holocaust.

In looking at leadership, it is possible that many have misunder-
stood or misinterpreted the doctrinal status of prophets and popes in
the LDS and Catholic Churches. For example, as I watched people of
good will struggle with Mountain Meadows in 2007, I felt the underly-
ing presence of Brigham Young. I sensed that some feared, and others
hoped, that President Young would be found to have been complicit
in the massacre or in its cover-up. It is one thing to admit that leaders
make mistakes—but what if the massacre was, in any way, the doing of
Brigham Young? What if it was a prophet of God who was complicit in
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these murders? How could a prophet, seer, and revelator be involved
in something so vile? How could the Church still be true?

There is a similar situation for Catholics. Is not the Pope infalli-
ble? Is he not the Vicar of Christ on earth and the successor of Peter,
the rock upon whom the Church is built? If that is so, how do I explain
away the words of Pius IX? More importantly, what about warrior
popes like Julius II? Or the notorious renaissance popes like Alexander
Borgia? Why didn’t Pius XII speak out more forcefully against Hitler?

As a Catholic, I sometimes smile when people bring up scandals
involving popes. It’s not that some of the stories are not horrific, even
blood-curdling. It’s just that, thanks to my theological and historical
education, I have probably learned more about the evil done by popes
than they have. A particularly good example of papal depravity was
John XII who reigned from 955 to 964. The 1910 edition of the Catho-
lic Encyclopedia refers to him as “a coarse, immoral man.” He was
elected pope at the age of eighteen, his Lateran palace was described
as a brothel, he loved war and hunting more than his spiritual respon-
sibilities, he betrayed his allies, and a Church synod of bishops ac-
cused him of simony, perjury, murder, adultery, and incest. He or-
dered the amputations of hands, noses, and ears of his enemies, he
had at least one bishop scourged, and he allegedly died several days
after suffering paralysis in the very act of adultery. So evil was his rep-
utation that, according to one medieval chronicler, he died because
the devil came and dealt him a blow to the head.®

A problem for Catholics is that even some of our own people
misunderstand the doctrine of papal infallibility. It does not mean
that a pope is always correct—even when he teaches doctrine. His
teaching is infallible only under severely limited conditions. In a sense
the infallibility is not his but the Church’s and ultimately the Holy
Spirit’s. So if Pope Francis told me the sky was green, it would still be
blue; if he told me to wage war against Mormons or Muslims or Hin-
dus, I would feel perfectly free to defy him. And just as papal teaching
has been wrong, so some popes have been among the most immoral
of persons. Infallibility says nothing about the morals or leadership of
a John XII; to the contrary, it assures us that the Church will survive
and transcend someone like him.

A better understanding of the papacy liberates the member of

8]. P. Kirsch, “ John XIIL,” The Catholic Encyclopedia, 15 vols. (New York:
Robert Appleton, 1910), 8:426-27.
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the Church from unnecessary guilt over papal wrongdoing. My faith is
not destroyed by the likes of John XII. Popes are people; people sin; and
with their great power over the centuries, popes have been in a position
to do both good and evil on a grand and dramatic scale. Remember, as
far as Catholics are concerned, the first pope, Peter, denied Christ.

Among Mormons I sense a similar difficulty. What happens to
the faith if a prophet is wrong? How can a prophet, seer, and revelator
be wrong? If a prophet can err, how can the Church be true? The LDS
situation may be somewhat akin to that of the early Christians who
seem to have been genuinely puzzled by the possibility of post-baptis-
mal sin. As shown in 1 John 2, it soon became clear that even baptized
believers might fall: “My little children, these things write I unto you,
that ye sin not. And if any man sin, we have an advocate with the Fa-
ther, Jesus Christ the righteous.” In a more recent work, Douglas J.
Davies noted that evil within the fold may have been, and perhaps still
is, inconceivable for Latter-day Saints: “In a Mormon context . . . the
very phrase ‘the problem of evil’ is incongruous. This is partly due to
the fact that, for early Mormonism, the problem of evil was the prob-
lem of identifying the true church from all the false ones. Once that
decision is removed from consideration, as it is for those who are al-
ready in the Church, a major source of evil has been overcome.””

So a Mountain Meadows Massacre is similar to the first time that
the earliest Christians noticed truly sinful behavior in a baptized
member. Both cases were shocking and incongruous.

What does this say about the leadership? In terms of doctrine, I
think of the controversy over the Adam-God doctrine. According the
Journal of Discourses, Brigham Young stated that Adam “is Michael, the
Archangel, the Ancient of Days! About whom holy men have written
and spoken—He is our father and our God, and the only God with
whom we have to do.”!%Is this LDS doctrine? If not, was Brigham
Young wrong? If he was wrong, how could he have been a prophet,
seer, and revelator? Or, as in Catholicism, is the exercise of the pro-
phetic ministry something that happens only in very defined situa-
tions? While doctrinal controversies are not in the same category as
murder and other foul deeds, the question is still relevant, for how
Latter-day Saints deal with errors gives a clue as to how they might

9Douglas J. Davies, The Mormon Culture of Salvation (Burlington, Vt.:
Ashgate Publishing, 2000), 61.

10Brigham Young, April 9, 1852, Journal of Discourses, 1:50.
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deal with wrongdoing on the part of a prophet. Perhaps a better ex-
ample here might be the previously mentioned concept of “blood
atonement.” Could a prophet, even theoretically, commit a great sin?
If so, how is a member of the Church to deal with it? Of course, the
president of the Church is just one of the General Authorities; but
how one would deal with evil at the highest level will help to deter-
mine how one deals with it further down the hierarchical chain.

Interestingly, in a recent online article by Jeffrey Dean Lindsay,
author of a blog entitled Mormanity, one finds that the Mormon posi-
tion may indeed be almost identical to the Catholic. Lindsay quotes
God’s chastisement of Joseph Smith in Doctrine and Covenants 3; he
makes reference to the Adam-God doctrine; and he explains how Jo-
seph Fielding Smith claimed that men would never go to the moon.
He shows how, beginning with Joseph Smith himself, Church presi-
dents admitted their human limitations and the fact that they were
sometimes wrong. His conclusions could apply to either church: “I. ..
realize that the Church is permeated with fallible human beings, yet I
recognize that such a thoroughly human organization can be divine
(in fact, I know that it IS divine)—not because of who we humans are,
but because of Who Christ is, the Leader of all humans who will come
unto Him and the ultimate Leader of the Church. He gives man free
agency, and even when we come unto Him and seek His spirit, He
does not turn us into mindless robots.”!!

Understanding that I would be referring to a different “true
church,” I could have written that same statement.

OUR RESPECTIVE ANTHROPOLOGIES

Another factor that influences our reaction to evil in the
Church is anthropology—our foundational doctrine of what consti-
tutes a human being. I would contend that both Mormons and Catho-
lics differ, in this regard, from traditional Protestantism—especially in
its Calvinist formulation.

Jean Calvin, basing his ideas on St. Augustine, believed that
some people, possibly very few in number, based on no merit of their
own, are chosen for salvation; all others are a “mass of damnation” and

Ufeffrey Dean Lindsay, “On the Fallibility of Inspired Human Lead-
ers in the True Church of Jesus Christ,” March 20, 2004, http://www.
jefflindsay.com/fallible.shtml (accessed June 8, 2009).
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are destined for hell from the beginning.12 If this is the case, the evils
of the past make a lot of sense. We should not be at all surprised by cru-
sades, inquisitions, massacres, and holocausts. After all, what can one
expect from those who are bound for hell? In contrast, both Catholics
and Mormons have a more positive anthropology; we see people, even
in their natural state, as capable of great good. Richard McBrien, a
Catholic theologian, wrote of a world moving toward perfection:

God is active in our behalf: first in creation, then in redemption,
and finally in the consummation of all things in Jesus Christ, by the
power of the Holy Spirit. That active love is an incarnate love. God be-
comes present to us, again not only as individuals but in our total hu-
manity, in our world, in our history. God is the active, incarnate power
of love by which we, our brothers and sisters, our world, and our his-
tory are healed, renewed, and brought to the fullness of perfection.
And this is precisely what the Kingdom of God is all about.'?

And, please pay close attention to the phrase of Pius IX cited earlier
wherein he calls the Church “a true and perfect society.” I suspect
that this is not too far from the LDS view of the Church and of the
human person. Latter-day Saints speak about “eternal progression”;
and both of our churches even have good things to say about the fall
of Adam. Latter-day Saints are quite familiar with Lehi’s explanation
in the Book of Mormon: “Adam fell that man might be; and man is
that he might have joy” (2 Ne. 2:25). For their part, Catholics are
used to hearing the Exultet sung every year at the Easter Vigil. The
Exultet is a hymn from about the sixth century, in which we find the
words: “O happy fault, O necessary sin of Adam, which gained for us
so great a redeemer.” 1

Unlike those who see humankind as a “mass of damnation,” we

12Thus Jean Calvin can state: “We say, then, that Scripture clearly
proves this much, that God by his eternal and immutable counsel deter-
mined once for all those whom it was his pleasure one day to admit to salva-
tion, and those whom, on the other hand, it was his pleasure to doom to de-
struction.” Jean Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, translated by
Henry Beveridge, Book 3, Chap. 21, Sect. 7, http://www.reformed.org/
calvinism/ (accessed April 11, 2013).

IBMcBrien, Catholicism, 2:1102.

MMarcellino  D’Ambrosio, “Exultet-The Easter Proclamation,”
www.crossroadsinitiative.com/library_article/42/Exultet_The_Easter_
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who are LDS and Catholic have a different sort of challenge: to recon-
cile our more positive view of the human person with the actions of
baptized brothers or sisters who commit unspeakable acts.

ORIGINAL SIN

For Catholics however, even if Adam’s sin is “necessary,” I suspect
that something like Mountain Meadows would evoke the doctrine of
original sin. McBrien defines original sin as “the state in which all hu-
man beings are now born. Itis a situation or condition in which the pos-
sibility of sin becomes instead a probability because grace is not at our
disposal in the manner and to the degree that God intended.”!?

While an average Catholic may not have theological expertise, he
or she may look at something like Mountain Meadows without undue
astonishment. In a certain way, evil is expected—even from our very
best.

A Catholic, while believing that all men and women are created
in the image and likeness of God—and thus always capable of great
good—would still take original sin very seriously. In this sense, Catho-
lics might not be as optimistic as Latter-day Saints, though we would
tend to see this view as realism rather than pessimism. The Catechism
of the Catholic Church distinguishes between original sin and that sin
which a person commits individually and consciously:

Although it is proper to each individual, original sin does not have
the character of a personal fault in any of Adam’s descendants. It is a
deprivation of original holiness and justice, but human nature has not
been totally corrupted: it is wounded in the dominion of death; and in-
clined to sin—an inclination to evil that is called “concupiscence.” Bap-
tism, by imparting the life of Christ’s grace, erases original sin and
turns a man back toward God, but the consequences for nature, weak-
ened al%d inclined to evil, persist in man and summon him to spiritual
battle.

Interestingly, for Latter-day Saints, the doctrine of original sin is
not as dissimilar as one might expect; at least not according to the En-
cyclopedia of Mormonism, which notes that “the transgression of Adam

Proclamation.html (accessed June 2, 2009).
I5McBrien, Catholicism, 2:x1.

16The Catechism of the Catholic Church, 2d ed. (Vatican City: Libreria
Editrice Vaticana, 1997), 102.
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and Eve brought death into the world and made all mortals subject to
temptation, suffering and weakness. . . . All are subject to physical
death, and all will sin in some measure.”!’

What might be difficult for Latter-day Saints to accept is that
“some measure” of sin would include something as terrible as Moun-
tain Meadows. While Catholics might look to “concupiscence” to ex-
plain the inexplicable, I am not as sure that members of the LDS
Church would turn to this particular belief. And, of course, there is
the danger that we, Catholics or Mormons, could use original sin as
an excuse, or allow the doctrine to make us complacent in the face of
evil. Nevertheless, I have personally found that it helps me to account
for horrific evil while still recognizing it for what it is.

THE FAMILY

As noted earlier, it may be that members of the Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter-day Saints are sensitive to the Mountain Meadows
Massacre, because many members today can find a direct, and not so
distant, ancestor among the perpetrators (and sometimes among the
victims as well). Connected with this is the well-known place of the
family in LDS doctrine.

Sophia L. Stone, a disaffected Mormon, was able to appreciate
the connection between family and history in the Latter-day Saint
tradition:

Mormons draw on history to affirm our faith. They feel the angst
of young Joseph Smith Jr. as he kneels in the grove of trees, the worry
of his wife Emma when her husband is imprisoned, the hope and fear
of men and women as they cross the plains in search of religious free-
dom.

These things are in our past, but many of us feel them in the pres-
ent. The pain and anguish of our ancestors become our own pain and
anguish, cementing us together not only as a people who believe in a
similar theology, but as a people grounded in a common past.

Catholics and Mormons have strong similarities and some sig-
nificant differences in this regard; for while both churches see the

17Byron R. Merril, “Original Sin,” Encyclopedia of Mormonism, 4 vols.
(New York: Macmillan Publishing, 1991), 3:1052-53.

18Sophia L. Stone, Mormon Diaries (Salt Lake City: Pioneer Press,
2012), 136, Kindle Edition.
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family as the bedrock of society, the LDS Church places family at the
very heart and center of its teaching in a way that no other church
does. How are the churches similar? Both Catholics and Mormons
laud the institution of marriage; the leaders of both churches con-
demn abortion; both oppose the legalization of same-sex marriage;
both are uncomfortable with divorce; and both have what are thought
by many to be conservative, even outdated, ideas about sexuality in
general. One can sometimes read statements by Church authorities
and be unable to distinguish which of the two churches issued them.
Catholics express devotion and admiration for the “Holy Family” and
hold up the family of Jesus, Mary, and Joseph as an example for our
own families. Each year in January, Catholics celebrate the Feast of
the Holy Family. In 1995 the LDS First Presidency and Council of the
Twelve Apostles issued The Family: A Proclamation to the World which
begins: “We, the First Presidency and the Council of the Twelve Apos-
tles of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, solemnly pro-
claim that marriage between a man and a woman is ordained of God
and that the family is central to the Creator’s plan for the eternal des-
tiny of his children.”!?

In 1981 Pope John Paul II issued an apostolic exhortation enti-
tled Familiaris Consortio. He made statements similar to those that
would later be issued by the LDS Church. Among the statements in
the Catholic document is this one: “The family finds in the plan of
God the creator and redeemer not only its identity, what it is, but also
its mission, what it can and should do. The role that God calls the fam-
ily to perform in history derives from what the family is; its role repre-
sents the dynamic and existential development of what itis. Each fam-
ily finds within itself a summons that cannot be ignored and that spec-
ifies both its dignity and its responsibility.”20

And yet, there are major differences. If one continues to read
the Catholic document, the Pope goes on to speak of those called to
virginity or celibacy; while for members of the LDS Church, marriage
and family are eternal and an essential part of achieving exaltation in

19The Family: A Proclamation to the World (Salt Lake City: Church of Je-
sus Christ of Latter-day Saints, September 23, 1995) http://www.lds.org/li-
brary/display/0,4945,161-1-11-1,00.html (accessed June 19, 2009).

20John Paul 11, Familiaris Consortio: Apostolic Exhortation of His Holi-
ness Pope John Paul II on The Family, http://www.familylifecenter.net/
consortio.asp (accessed June 19, 2009).
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the celestial kingdom. It would be strange for members of the LDS
Church to take vows of celibacy, or to choose—deliberately, and with-
out necessity—a single life. Even stranger to them would be the opin-
ion of some Protestant and Catholic thinkers that the family itself
might become an idol.2! After all, did not Jesus say: “I am come to set
a man at variance with his father, and the daughter against her
mother, and the daughter in law against her motherin law. . . . He that
loveth father or mother more than me is not worthy of me” (Matt.
10:36-37).

The point is not that our churches disagree on marriage and the
family; but that the centrality of family in the LDS plan of salvation
might lead to greater cognitive dissonance for a Mormon whose
great-grandfather committed murder than it would for a Catholic. I
am sorry if my ancestors did evil things; but after a while it is more in-
teresting than embarrassing—and it is not particularly connected, in
my mind, with my own salvation. Though I hope I will be reunited
with those I'love in eternity, I do not really expect a re-creation of the
earthly family exactly as I have known it here. Though I believe in the
Communion of the Saints, my connection comes more from the Eu-
charist than from genealogy—as fun and as interesting as the latter is.

I have tentatively come to think that our respective views on the
family might have more to do with how Catholics and Mormons look
at past evil differently than any doctrines about original sin or author-
ity. Or, could it be that history itself plays a different role in Mormon
consciousness? Whatever the differences, how do we move forward?

APOLOGIES

At the institutional level, one obvious step in overcoming past
evil is at least to recognize and apologize for past actions. Something
like this has been tried by both churches, but not without difficulty. In
1992, the Catholic Church apologized for its condemnation and treat-
ment of Galileo who died back in 1642.22In 1999, Pope John Paul IT
issued a document entitled “Memory and Reconciliation: The

21See, for example, Matthew Kelly, Idolatry a Thing of the Past?,
http:www.catholicdestination.com/article_info.phprarticles_id=25  (ac-
cessed June 19, 2009).

22M\ichael N. Marcus, “1992: Catholic Church Apologizes to Galileo,
Who Died in 1642,” in For the First Time (or the Last Time, When Things
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Church and the Faults of the Past,” in which he apologized, among
other things, for the misdeeds of those who had acted against the Jews
and for sins against “separated brethren” within the Christian
world.? Ttis also, unfortunately, not uncommon to see headlines like
“L.A. Catholic Church Apologizes for “Terrible Sin and Crime’; Pays
Record Amount to Victims.”** For Latter-day Saints there are head-
lines like “LDS Church Issues Apology over Mountain Meadows.”??

But these apologies do not solve the problem entirely, and they
sometimes raise deeper issues. Some note that these “apologies” are
very carefully, perhaps too carefully, worded; others feel they do not
deal with contemporary issues such as the treatment of gay and les-
bian members; the role of women; or, in the case of the LDS Church,
the exclusion until recently of worthy black men from priesthood or-
dination. Apologizing for past mistakes only seems, for better and/or
worse, to highlight current controversies.

In part, this issue has been with us since the early Church. It is
again the ancient problem of post-baptismal sin. David Morrison, a
professor of English with roots in both the Catholic and Orthodox
Churches, in an online article titled “Sin, Pardon and the Kingdom of
a Merciful God,” points to what is, at least for Catholics, a decisive
turning point:

In AD. 217, the deacon Callistus became Pope and Bishop of
Rome. To the horror and shock of many “puritans” of the day, Callistus
proclaimed that the church had power on earth to forgive any and all

Changed in Society and Technology, September 10, 2007, http://4the first
time.blogspot.com/2007/09,/1992-catholic-church-apologizes-to.html (ac-
cessed May 29, 2009).

23John Paul II, Memory and Reconciliation: The Church and the Faults of
the Past, December 1999, http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congrega-
tions/ cfaith/cti_documents/rc_con_cfaith (accessed November 30, 2012).

24Daniel Blake, “L.A. Catholic Church Apologizes for ‘Terrible Sin
and Crime’; Pays Record Amount to Victims,” CP Politics: The Christian Post,
July 16, 2007, http://www.christianpost.com/news/l-a-catholic-church-
apologizes-for-terrible-sin-and-crime-pays-record-amount-to-victims-28467
(accessed November 20, 2012).

25Carrie A. Moore, “LDS Church Issues Apology over Mountain
Meadows,” Deseret News, September 12, 2007, http://www.deseretnews.
com/article/695209359,/LDS-Church-issues-apology-over-Mountain-Meadows.
html?pg=all (accessed November 20, 2012).
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sins, even the worst ones of apostasy, murder, and sexual sin. . . . If the
church was to continue to grow and thrive, it had to be realistic. People
sin and the church could no longer be seen as a club for perfected
saints but rather as a school for sinners being saved. Of course sinners
had to do penance, make confession to God and His Church, and re-
ceive absolution . . . but the doors of mercy had been thrown %pen and,
in the Catholic Church at least, would never again be shut.2

Latter-day Saints and Catholics understand that people err. Our
churches stress, in LDS terms, “moral agency” and, in Catholic termi-
nology, “free will.” But the claim that the Church itself is without
blame is often unconvincing to our contemporaries.

Here I again sense that the problem for the LDS Church may be
similar to that faced by the Catholic Church. The Catholic Church
teaches that, as the Body of Christ, the Church, as Church, is never sinful.
A Catholic doctrine known as indefectibility teaches that the church can
never be wrong in essentials. A very nice wording of this dogma is that
“members of the church hold an abiding confidence, based on the re-
membered words of the church’s founder, that it is incapable of com-
plete failure in its primary mission of spreading the gospel of Jesus
Christ.”?” This is why John Paul II drew a certain amount of criticism for
his apologies. He apologized for the acts of “sons and daughters of the
church”—but not for the church per se. In the case of the LDS apology
for Mountain Meadows, critics have noted that the Church issued “an
expression of regret” which they see as something different from an
apology. And the LDS Church has never, to my knowledge, apologized
for the exclusion of black men from the priesthood.

Whether it should do so is a matter I will leave to Mormons; but
itillustrates the inherent obstacles once authorities go down the path

of apology.

CONCLUSIONS

Where does all of this leave us? Both churches, it seems to me,

26David Morrison, “Sin, Pardon and the Kingdom of a Merciful
God,” Ancient and Future Catholics, www.ancient-future.net/sin.htm (ac-
cessed June 2, 2009).

27Burke Ronald, “The History and Future of Papal Infallibility,” Cen-
ter for the Study of Religion and Society 8, no. 1 (Fall 1996), http//mo-
ses.creighton.edu/CSRS/news,/F96-.html (accessed November 30, 2012).
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have important tasks ahead of them. In terms of authority, we must
continue to define, as carefully as possible, the prerogatives and lim-
its of our leaders—for surely there must be limits for them if they are
human beings like the rest of us. It would be very helpful if Church au-
thorities could dispel some of the exaggerated notions and expecta-
tions of faithful and critics alike—particularly in regard to the ministry
of popes and LDS presidents. Are they limited? If so, how and when?

When exactly are the leaders’ utterances to be treated as in-
spired? How do we discern, at any given moment, what truly correct
behavior is? And correct teaching? Such precise clarifications may
not always be possible; not every eventuality can be foreseen, but it
would be very helpful in avoiding a situation where our leaders, and
not Christ, are the center of the universe. It would help Church mem-
bers to avoid what sometimes borders on idolatry in regard to our
all-too-human leaders; and it might even remove an intolerable and
unnecessary burden from the leaders themselves.

Catholics and Mormons should rejoice in our positive anthro-
pologies, in Mormonism’s call to “build Zion,” and Catholicism’s
openness to the kingdom of God; but we should also maintain a realis-
tic attitude toward human frailty and sin. And we should be prepared
to leave our ancestors to the mercy of God—whatever their trans-
gressions.

While apologies and statements of regret can be insincere or
overdone, we should continue to issue them whenever necessary. We
cannot completely control the ways in which our apologies are or are
not received, but this is the price we bear for the sinfulness of our
brothers and sisters. In the end, we are left with the ancient, and inex-
plicable, mystery of sin and suffering. In the end, we will always find
ourselves alone with our own individual consciences. Most of us, in
whatever faith, take pride in our heroes. Catholics celebrate the he-
roic deaths of the early Roman martyrs; Mormons refer to the “mar-
tyrdom” of the Prophet Joseph Smith and his brother, the Patriarch
Hyrum. Catholics tell the story of St. Isaac Jogues and the North
American martyrs who suffered excruciating tortures in the wilder-
ness of New France and New York; Mormons have never forgotten
Haun’s Mill, or the mobs that drove their people from Nauvoo.

But if we enjoy our solidarity with those who have preceded us in
faith, perhaps itis good and necessary to also hold before our eyes the
brothers and sisters who were the persecutors. The result might be a
new humility and a salutary reminder that, as correct as our religion
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might be, we do not cease to be members of the human race when we
are baptized—and neither do any of our leaders. And we who fancy
ourselves historians have an added obligation to truth—truth that is
not always and immediately “faith enhancing.”

Several years ago, at our MHA conference in Kirtland, Commu-
nity of Christ President W. Grant McMurray noted that: “Apologists
have been guilty of the same shortcomings as the critics, using his-
tory, not as a marvelous mosaic of exploration and searching, but as
an absolute pathway to eternal truth. In other words, our history be-
comes our theology, and therein lies great peril.”?3

Finally, we must find ways to ritualize our repentance and our
hopes for forgiveness. In Catholicism this might take the form of a
creative use of the Sacrament of Reconciliation combined with some-
thing like John Paul II's “Memory and Reconciliation.” For the Lat-
ter-day Saints, a first step might be something similar to the gathering
at which Apostle Henry B. Eyring, speaking for the First Presidency,
issued a statement of “profound regret” for what happened at Moun-
tain Meadows, as well as for the ways in which the Paiute Indians
“have unjustly borne for too long the principal blame.”?” Such rituals
are not enough and are never really complete; but if they are done
publicly, in a true spirit of repentance, they may, over time, provide a
sense of peace and a testimony for future generations.

Perhaps an honest confrontation of our dark side, made with the
help of honest historians, can make us more careful in the way we
treat all of God’s children in the centuries to come. We may find, as
governments did at Nuremburg that, even in the Church there is a
time to say no. That, it seems to me would be a marvelous use of our
history.

28W. Grant McMurray, “A ‘Goodly Heritage’” in a Time of Transfor-
mation: History and Identity in the Community of Christ,” Journal of Mor-
mon History 30, no. 1 (Spring 2004): 65.

29«1 DS Church Expresses ‘Regret’ for Mountain Meadows Massacre,”
Sunstone, Issue 147 (October 2007): 74-75, https://www.sunstonemagazine.
com/wp-content/uploads/sbi/articles/147-74-79.pdf (accessed Novem-
ber 30, 2012). Elder Eyring was then second counselor in Gordon B.
Hinckley’s First Presidency.



Mary Ann Burnham Freeze in 1884. The photographs in this article were sup-
plied by Robin Russell from internet sources.
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“IT WAS AWFUL IN ITS MAJESTY”:
MAaRrRy ANN BURNHAM FREEZE’S
1892 MISSION TO SAN JUAN

Robin Russell

INTRODUCTION

MARY ANN BURNHAM WAS BORN October 12, 1845, in Nauvoo, Illinois,
to her very recently widowed mother, Mary Ann Huntly. Just four days
previously, Mary’s father, James Lewis Burnham, had died from com-
plications of his work quarrying stone for the Nauvoo Temple. Four
months later, on February 6, 1846, her mother became the fourth wife
of Joseph Young, an older brother of Brigham Young although he
does not figure directly in Mary’s diaries. After five years in Nauvoo,
Winter Quarters, Iowa, and eastern Nebraska, Mary arrived in the
Salt Lake Valley with her mother and siblings in October 1852. She
lived in Bountiful until she was sixteen, then moved to Richmond in
Cache County in 1861.!

Her childhood has been characterized as filled with “poverty
and sorrow and suffering.” In her usual self-effacing manner, she said

ROBIN RUSSELL {rsrusselll?@gmail.com} is a writer and editor living in
Minneapolis, Minnesota. He delivered a shorter version of this article at the
Mormon History Association annual conference in May 2011. ACKNOWL-
EDGMENTS: My thanks to Gary Topping for information and references
concerning the history and geography of the San Juan area, and for his en-
couragement, and to Lisa Olsen Tait for directing me to Mary’s published
account of this journey.

1Mary E. Connelly, “Mary A. Freeze,” Young Woman’s Journal 22
(March 1912): 124.
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that her “childhood days were not as happy as might have been on ac-
count of our exceeding poverty.”® Because her mother needed her
help, Mary could often attend school only part-time. Yet even with
that hindrance, she received a “good common school education” and
“thoroughly enjoyed her school work.” She was advanced enough in
her learning to become a school teacher in Richmond while still a
teenager. Her love of learning and of intellectual matters in general
appears throughout her diaries.

The school principal in Richmond was a recent emigrant from
Pennsylvania, James Perry Freeze, and they were married March 8,
1863, when Mary was seventeen. They soon moved to Salt Lake City’s
Eleventh Ward where James operated a store. He characterized him-
self in the 1880 census as a “merchant.” Other than two years and
three months spent in Logan while her husband was on a mission
(and even then with frequent trips back and forth), Mary lived in Salt
Lake City’s Eleventh Ward for the rest of her life.*

Mary kept her diaries primarily in small account ledgers she got
from her husband’s store. The extant diaries cover 1875-78, 1882-84,
and 1886-1899, though some of these years are partial because of ab-
sent journals.®

She bore four sons and four daughters, three of whom died
while young—two of them before the first extant diary. Mary became a
participant in plural marriage in June 1871 when James married Jane
Granter as his second wife. She said: “It tried my spirit to its utmost
endurance.”® Yet she is a strong defender of plural marriage through-
out her diaries, and her ability to perform her extensive Church, polit-

2Ibid.
3Thid.
Hbid.
5Mary Ann Burnham Freeze, Diaries, MSS 993, Box 1, L. Tom Perry

Special Collections, Harold B. Lee Library, Brigham Young University,
Provo, Utah.

6Quoted in Augusta Joyce Crocheron, Representative Women of Deseret:
A Book of Biographical Sketches to Accompany the Picture Bearing the Same Title.
Comp. and Written by Augusta Joyce Crocheron, and Dedicated to the Originals of
This Picture and Book, Their Co-Laborers in the Church and Every True Heart
That Will Recetve Their Testimonies (Salt Lake City: Printed by J. C. Graham &
Co., 1884), 54.
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ical, and social duties, especially the travel, was due, in no small part
to this plural marriage family structure. By the time the diaries begin
in 1875, she was the first of four wives.

As a somewhat prominent member of the Church and one of'its
auxiliaries, Mary regularly associated with members of the Church hi-
erarchy. Maureen Ursenbach Beecher uses Augusta Joyce Croch-
eron’s 1884 Representative Women of Deseret to correctly place Mary in
the second tier of the nineteenth-century Mormon “female hierar-
chy,” primarily because of the p051t10n of the Young Ladies organiza-
tions in the hierarchical rankmgs However, Mary associates con-
stantly, both ecclesiastically and socially, with the highest tier of the hi-
erarchy, and she often records detailed lists of “many of our leading
sisters” and brethren at the meetings and events she attends. Perhaps
the strata of the female hierarchy were more fluid than those of the
current more-rigid male hierarchy, on which our views of nineteenth-
century power and social structure are no doubt based.

The Young Woman’s Journal praised her: “She took an active in-
terestin . . . the Suffrage Movement and in everything looking to the
betterment of her sex.”® During the period covered by her diaries, she
was president of her ward’s Retrenchment Society and the first presi-
dent of the Young Ladies’ Mutual Improvement Association of the
Salt Lake Stake. She also was an aid to the association’s general board.
These positions required her to travel extensively, and she seems to
have been something of a traveling missionary for the general board.
Her diaries recount many of her travels throughout the Salt Lake Val-
ley, along the Wasatch Front, as far south as the San Juan Stake in
southeastern Utah and New Mexico, as recounted here,” the Sevier
Stake in central Utah, the Uintah Stake in eastern Utah, and north
into Cache Valley and southeastern Idaho, among others. Much of

"Maureen Ursenbach Beecher, “The ‘Leading Sisters’: A Female Hi-
erarchy in Nineteenth-Century Mormon Society,” in The New Mormon His-
tory: Revisionist Essays on the Past, edited by D. Michael Quinn (Salt Lake
City: Signature Books, 1992), 153-68, and Crocheron, Representative Wo-
men of Deseret.

8Mary E. Connelly, “Mary A. Freeze,” Young Woman’s Journal 22
(March 1912): 126.

IMary A. Freeze, “Our Visit to San Juan County,” Young Woman’s Jour-
nal 11 (August 1892): 515-21. Although the title uses “County,” throughout
her diary entries, Mary refers to the San Juan “Stake” and her “mission.” Ex-
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her best and most beautiful writing recounts these “missionary” jour-
neys.

Mary’s primary method of keeping her diaries seems to have
been to make notes in small “note books”, one of which survives, and
then, to copy the notes in expanded form in the journals. Periodically,
she has entered a date and left a space for the entry that remains unre-
corded. On Monday, December 28, 1888, she noted: “Have been
copying into my diary all day.” In March 23, 1891, she “wrote a letter
East & did some copying.” However, when she travels, she seems to
write directly into the journals themselves, at least some of the time,
thus providing a quite contemporary account. On Friday, April 15,
1892, while she was traveling to San Juan, “I have been picking gum
while sister Howard picked flowers. Now ready to start.” On Sunday,
May 8, also while traveling in San Juan, she notes:

We came over here to Bp Halls where I am now writing, stayed all
night. . ..

Sunday, May 15, 1892.... We are 9,000 feet above sealevel, . . . had
a nice supper & shall retire early, folks now making beds.

In the diary below, the entries include standardized dates and
spacing between words. Each day’s entry begins a new paragraph and
ends with a period (Mary almost consistently uses periods where we
would use commas and vice versa). On-the-line dashes are moved into
conventional position when she means them for hyphens, and the few
words she has added interlinearly have been moved into the text. Be-
tween Wednesday, April 20, and Friday, April 22, she mistakenly gave
the day of the week incorrectly but made the correction herself,
which is how the entries now appear. Her spelling, other punctuation,
and capitalization are unchanged. Even with this editing, my hope is
that Mary’s voice will speak unobstructed and as clearly as possible.

Preparation

Wednesday, October 14, 1891. Sister E. B. Wells called to ask me if
I could go to the San Juan Stake as a missionary, I told her yes. altho it

cept for more formal language, as befitting an official “report,” the pub-
lished account follows the diary structure (dates and episodes on those
dates). It omits only two entries that appear in the diary, and they are short,
personal, and of very little importance to the visit itself. However, as dis-
cussed below, there are two exceptions to this correspondence between her
private entries and the published account.
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was a great trial, to leave baby. I had been talking of & longing to go, yet
when it came I shrank from it.

Mary’s brothers, Luther and George Burnham, had helped set-
tle northwestern New Mexico beginning in 1881. This was the south-
eastern corner of the area covered by the San Juan Stake. They and
their families lived there at the time of Mary’s mission. The town was
even called Burnham, New Mexico, and Luther was the bishop at the
time of Mary’s visit.!?

Thursday, October 15, 1891. Began making preparations to Go
that night, but bro, Hammond™ " who is to travail with me did not
come.

Friday, October 16, 1891. Continued packing altho Bro H. had not
come, Went over to see Sister Engberg who is very sick, found her some
better, Bro. Wm J. Smith was there, He gave me one of the grandest
blessings I ever heard especially for my mission, It will be a comfort to
me all the way on my mission.

Mary continued with her usual activities for several more days.
Then, nearly a week after their planned departure date, she called on
President Hammond to find out when they would finally start:

10Andrew Jenson, Encyclopedic History of the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints (Salt Lake City: Deseret News Press, 1941), 100-101. For
additional information on the Burnhams in New Mexico, see Frank McNitt,
The Indian Traders (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1963).

[t would be difficult to overstate the importance of Francis Asbury
Hammond in the history of the colonization of the San Juan. From 1880 to
1886, the Hole-in-the-Rock settlement struggled because the San Juan
River’s devastating floods made agriculture nearly impossible. In 1886,
Hammond visited the community and assured the settlers that they would
still be faithful to the mission if they moved up on to White Mesa. Thus, the
town of Monticello was first laid out in 1887, and Blanding was founded in
1905. See Robert S. McPherson, A History of San_Juan County: In the Palm of
Time (Salt Lake City: Utah State Historical Society/San Juan County Com-
mission, 1995), 104-7, 226-27, 301, and Andrew Jensen, Latter-day Saint
Biographical Encyclopedia: A Compilation of Biographical Sketches of Prominent
Men and Women in the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (Salt Lake
City: Andrew Jenson Memorial Association, 1936), 1:135. Hamm