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I remember the telephone call well. Picking up the receiver, I heard
my secretary’s voice telling me of an incoming call. “Brother

Walker,” she said, “Grover Cleveland is on the phone and wants to
speak with you.”

In a way, that phone call began this book.
Of course, Grover Cleveland—the long-deceased President of

the United States—was not on the telephone. My caller was actually
Leonard J. Arrington, Church Historian at the time, and he was
phoning in his usually cheery way to ask me to join his staff. At the
time, I was working at the Salt Lake City headquarters of the Church
Education System, helping to write curriculum. Leonard, who enjoyed
a little of the cloak and dagger, used President Cleveland’s name as a
means to give privacy to our negotiation. My secretary, an able
worker but not much of a historian, never broke the code. After
several weeks of his entreaties, I finally joined his staff.

I was only a day or two on the job when Leonard gave me a
proposition. “How would you like to write a biography of President
Heber J. Grant?” he asked. “Look over the preliminary register of Presi-
dent Grant’s papers and give me an idea of how long it will take.”

Just beginning my career, I was hardly on scholarly speaking
terms with President Grant. However, there were some things that I
knew. I knew, for instance, that he had presided longer than any
other Church president, except Brigham Young, whose thirty-year
tenure exceeded President Grant’s by just three years. So long was

xi
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President Grant’s career and tenure, his life spanned Mormonism’s
second, third, and fourth generations, from 1856 to 1945. I also knew
my Primary stories about President Grant’s grit and persistence.
Also, I could recall, as a six-year-old living in Cedar Rapids, Iowa,
hearing the radio bulletin announcing his death. My mother said
that this news was important, and I knew that it must be so. News
about Latter-day Saints was an unusual in the mid-twentieth century
in the American Midwest. I understood this fact even as a small boy.

Yet, beyond such incidental and skeletal things, I knew little
about the man, though I understood the professional and religious
opportunity that Leonard was giving me. Here was a chance to get
acquainted with a major Church leader and to learn about Mormon
history for more than two-thirds of the Church’s existence. Fol-
lowing Leonard’s instruction about examining the register, I glanced
at its many pages and, hardly understanding the summit to be
climbed, told him that the research could be managed in two years,
with another year needed for writing. My rough estimate reflected
no reality except my own desire and ambition.

The mountain proved to be a steep one. The Grant papers
turned out to be monumentally large. Beginning with his call to
preside over the Tooele Stake in western Utah at age twenty-three,
President Grant kept a diary. It was a task he undertook with little
relish but with steeled determination. He felt that journal keeping
was a duty that he must answer. Readers of Grant’s diaries will find
in it many passages of complaint—no one, he thought, would possi-
bly wish to read his record. On other occasions, he asked why should
a busy man like himself, often juggling a half dozen Church or
business projects, keep a journal? Yet day after day and month upon
month, he carried on until his personal diary occupied more than
sixty years of Church history, an achievement that hardly can be
overstated. In scope and detail, Grant’s diaries are one of the
Church’s great treasures.

He was as careful with his correspondence, which again bulked
large. From his early twenties, he retained most letters sent to him,
and, still more impressive, he retained copies of his own letters.
On both accounts—incoming and outgoing letters—the volume of
material was large because he enjoyed an active and full career. But a
personal dimension also made his correspondence remarkable, too.
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Voluble and people-interested, President Grant liked to talk to others,
and in this case, liked writing to others—in fact, writing a great deal
to others. His lifelong insomnia furthered the inclination. Unable to
sleep but enjoying a good conversation, President Grant spent many
nights “talking” his correspondence into the various recording
devices he kept by his bedside, enough to keep a secretary scurrying.
These nocturnal dictations have proven extraordinarily important
to a historian and biographer. Often remarkably detailed, frank, and
personal—they are almost a stream-of-consciousness—they aid in
understanding Grant’s emotions, thoughts, and expectations and do
much to reveal and revive his character. For once, a biography is able
to get “inside” a character, beyond the usual, impenetrable shell that
conceals most historical figures from view.

To be sure, the Grant collection was an embarrassment of riches,
both in quality and in quantity. For a worker in the biographical
trenches, they represent extraordinary effort. Tens of thousands of
diary pages had to be read as well as hundreds of thousands of pages
of correspondence, and these estimates did not include President
Grant’s account books, the many pages of his published sermons,
photographs, and miscellany. Indeed, the voluminous Grant collec-
tion requires almost two hundred archival boxes, occupying an esti-
mated sea of almost one hundred linear feet of shelving. In addition
to Grant’s collection, auxiliary collections had to be looked at, not to
mention Grant’s extensive book collection (MSS 2853) housed in
L. Tom Perry Special Collections, Harold B. Lee Library at Brigham
Young University. When finished with all this research, my files
bulged with more than ten thousand five-by-eight-inch note sheets.

So rich a collection of information before me, I moved step-by-
step from my “hardly speaking acquaintance” with President Grant
to an easy but respectful familiarity, and I must say, in this case,
familiarity bred respect, not the opposite. I found my biographical
subject to be “human” in the best sense of the term. Certainly there
were frailties, but generally these were products of what I saw as
compounded virtues. President Grant’s rush and enthusiasm some-
times left behind him a stormy torrent that required calming. Deter-
mined to push “good causes,” he sometimes bore down hard and
demanded from others the same lofty standard of effort and giving
that he held for himself. No intellectual, he seemed uncomfortable
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with thoughts, ideas, distinctions, qualities manifest in his preaching:
he was always more an exhorter than a teacher or explicator. Yet at
the center of his person—President Grant would say, “in his heart of
hearts”—he had a remarkable charity for a man of fluctuating but
generally modest means. Rumors of his great wealth were largely the
creation of his open-handedness. Could a man be so free with his
means without an abundance, some asked? In fact, it was true, for
his life answered the measure of his religion, that men and women
must be judged by the abundance of their heart when dealing out
their means. In this great criterion, he was exemplary.

To uncover the “Heber J. Grant story,” I resolved on a piecemeal,
step-by-step strategy. I planned to write a series of articles—position
papers as it were—from which a larger, perhaps several-volume biog-
raphy could later be built. During the several years that I worked on
the project, I wrote more than a dozen articles about the man and
his times, mostly about his “early years.” Then, due to intervening
circumstances at the Historical Department, I was required to put
aside the biography and move to other publishing tasks.

Recently, I have looked back upon these early essays and won-
dered, pending my formal biography, whether they should be made
accessible to a general reader in a single volume. Considering the
idea, I realized these writings actually had about them a uniting
theme. They were largely about the making of the man, described by
a phrase used by President Grant himself at the time of his call into
the Quorum of the Twelve. At the time, he was a scant twenty-five
years old (no Apostle since has been younger). He was unseasoned
and unsure of himself, something of which he was acutely aware.
Musing on the theme, he wondered in correspondence to his boy-
hood chum and lifelong confidant, Richard W. Young, whether he
had “the qualities that count.” However, “there is one thing that sus-
tains me,” he told Young, “& that is the fact that all powers, of mind
or body, come from God and that He is perfectly able & willing to
qualify me for His work provided I am faithful in doing my part.”₁

That hope became a lifelong journey.
This book, then, is encompassed by its title. It is about “quali-

ties that count,” how qualities were planted by his parents, friends,
and early experiences; how qualities took root and grew in the course
of business, family, and church service; and how qualities grew and
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matured in the man who became the President of the Church. Some
still may remember him: his ramrod-straight posture at the pulpit,
his stentorian voice extending to the farther reaches of the Tabernacle,
and the fundamental values that he taught. During his lifetime,
detractors saw some of these qualities as old-fashioned in the New
Deal world of change; however, at the beginning of the twenty-first
century they appear traditional and time tested. Certainly, these
qualities helped to navigate the Church through the troubled sea of
economic bad times and world war. This book is about how these
traits came to be.

The story opens with a discussion of President Grant’s heritage,
especially the story of the tutoring of that unusual widow, Rachel
Grant—improvident, handicapped by a hearing loss, yet sunny in
disposition and brimming with social and cultural values that her
son would inherit and then later transmit in Church service to the
twentieth century. The essays “Heber J. Grant’s Years of Passage”
and “Growing Up in Early Utah: The Wasatch Literary Association,
1874‒1878” tell what it was like to be a boy and adolescent in
post–pioneer Utah, and they suggest that, despite the family’s rela-
tive poverty, Rachel and Heber were part of a growing social elite
that not only changed Utah and Mormon society but provided
young Grant a network of important contacts as he moved along in
his career.

The next section introduces one of the tugs that conflicted Grant
throughout his career. He came of age during America’s “Golden
Age of the Entrepreneur,” and he was unmistakably drawn to the
balance sheet and to business. This section displays President Grant’s
fascination with business and how he used his natural talent to save
or aid Church credit in the depressed 1890s, particularly when he
assumed the hero’s role in the Panic of 1893 when Mormon finances
stood at the brink of ruin.

The next section suggests a counterpoint. While Elder Grant
loved business activity, Church leaders saw the young man’s talent
and spirit and wanted to enroll him in Church matters. The resulting
tension is conveyed in the title: “Young Heber J. Grant and His Call
to the Apostleship.” While he enjoyed his ministry, there were also
times when Grant wondered if his Church service was almost unnatu-
ral and unreasonable. How could it be that someone of his inborn
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business relish and talent be taken from his element? Another essay
in this section, dealing with his marriage to Emily Wells Grant
during the anti–plural marriage crusade in the 1880s, shows Grant,
the Apostle, through the prism of his family life during this difficult
personal and Church era. Finally, the essay, “Heber J. Grant and the
Succession Turmoil of 1887‒1889,” reveals the tension among Elder
Grant’s competing loyalties—business, church, and family—during
an extraordinary episode in Church administrative history.

The last section of the book presents Elder Grant in the folia-
tion of vigorous manhood, serving proselytizing missions to Japan
and England.

Throughout, Elder Grant’s traits march across the page. He
is successively devoted, energetic, honest, and idealistic. He is also
direct and outspoken, perhaps to a flaw. An enthusiast, he enjoys a
campaign for a good cause. As he matures, he increasingly yields
himself to Church activity and to the requirement and restraints
placed upon him because of his calling. Whatever his earlier
ambivalence between business and religion, in later years it seemed
increasingly resolved, in part by events. He assumed Church leader-
ship in 1918 precisely at the time when his gifts could best be used for
his religion: Utah’s economic downtown in the 1920s and the Great
Depression of the 1930s.

In presenting this collection of essays, I have deleted some of
the redundancies that inevitably occur in articles written for a vari-
ety of purposes, and my editors have also suggested occasional minor
rephrasing for style and clarity. The articles have undergone minimal
editing for uniformity of style, and in a handful of places, new infor-
mation, which has become available since the essay was first pub-
lished, has been inserted to bring the piece up to date. Nevertheless,
the articles remain mainly as I first wrote them and contain my early
views. One exception to this rule is the previously unpublished
article dealing with Grant’s role in the Woodruff succession. Written
over a decade ago for presentation at a historical conference and
then set aside to fallow, as this book took form I felt the need to
smooth this story, although my original interpretation remains.
This important but largely untold story was pivotal in Elder Grant’s
early experience—and the Church’s as well—enforcing upon him
the need for apostolic collegiality. Finally, this book also includes
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“helps,” such as a family pedigree chart and numerous photographs
not used during the first publication of the articles.

Any book is an unconscious recipient of favors, and this one is
no exception. I am thankful to Leonard Arrington for asking me to
undertake this task, to members of the large and friendly Heber J.
Grant family who have indulged my requests for interviews and
comment, and to the small phalanx of research assistants, past and
present, who have aided me in so many ways. The staff of the
Historical Department of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints has been unfailingly helpful, most recently by allowing me re-
access to the Grant collection so that I might confirm the accuracy
of more than six hundred citations. This last endeavor required the
service of several people, including research assistants Benjamin
Austin and James Lambert. Over the years, my colleagues at Brigham
Young University’s Joseph Fielding Smith Institute for Latter-day
Saint History have read my Heber J. Grant essays and given me
helpful comments. Richard L. Jensen remains unexcelled for his
facility with a red pen; past and present directors of the institute,
Ronald K. Esplin and Jill Mulvay Derr, have generously offered
encouragement and assistance. However, as always, the usual and
necessary disclaimer must be made: I alone am responsible for this
book’s presentation and views.

In bringing the manuscript to publication, I have been par-
ticularly pleased to work with publication staff of Brigham Young
University Press. Professor John W. Welch, Director of Publications
for the Smith Institute and Editor in Chief of BYU Studies, lent his
support; Heather Seferovich, managing editor of the Smith Institute
Series, pushed the project along while at the same time allowing me
to profit from her invaluable eye for precision, clarity, and grace
in expression. Skilled editors are as rare. Kimberly Chen Pace, pro-
dution editor for the Smith Institute, made the volume look attrac-
tive—inside and out—prepared the illustrations for the press, and
even created the family tree (p.11) and the map (p.280). Stephen J.
Fleming, having an available summer to help before continuing
graduate study, played a key role in laying out the manuscript and
selecting photographs. Marny K. Parkin compiled an index, itself an
art form. Finally, the BYU Studies staff assisted with various editing
duties and production assignments.
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Qualities that Count is more than a title of a book or a
description of President’s Grant’s qualities. The phrase of course is
also a suggestion for proper living, and, as such, it is a reminder of a
past when books were read for personal “growth” as well as for
understanding a figure or an era. President Grant, we think, would
be pleased with such a phrase, for it captures much of what he and
his era were about.

Note

1. Heber J. Grant to Richard W. Young, November 16, 1882, Grant
Letterpress Copybook, 5:62‒63, Heber J. Grant Papers, Church Archives,
The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, Salt Lake City.
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On December 1, 1856, Elder Wilford Woodruff and Elder
Franklin D. Richards left the Church historian’s office for the

home of Jedediah Grant, less than a block away. The hour was late,
about 10:30 in the evening. It had snowed several inches during the
day, and the weather was turning cold.

For over a week Elder Woodruff had maintained a vigil at his
friend’s adobe home, constantly praying and blessing Jedediah’s weak-
ened body. Now he learned that there would be no recovery. Before
arriving at their destination, the two Apostles heard the dreaded news:
Jedediah Morgan Grant—one of President Young’s counselors and
the mayor of Salt Lake City—was dead. “Lung disease,” a combination
of typhoid and pneumonia, had taken him at the early age of forty.

Elders Woodruff and Richards hastened their steps. They found
the Grant household on Main Street in distress. Jedediah’s wives and
children were “weeping bitterly.”₁ They had lost a kind husband
and father but also their provider in Utah’s young and still uncertain
society. Less than ten years had elapsed since Brother Brigham and the
others had first entered the Salt Lake Valley. This year, 1856, had been
especially hard. Indian turmoil, handcart tragedies, and bad crops had
plagued the Saints. Now there was Jedediah’s death.

Upstairs, concealed from the view of the Apostles, lay another
grieving woman. Only nine days before, Rachel Grant had borne her
husband a son—her first child. Her labor had been difficult, and for
a time her attendants feared for her life. At the moment of Jedediah’s

1
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death, she remained bedridden,
recovering her strength. The
commotion downstairs must
have set her thinking. She had
left her home in New Jersey
for the gospel’s sake. Jedediah
had not been a wealthy man.
What might her future be? What
would become of her son?

On that dark, troubled
night, no one could have guessed
the answers to her questions.

Jedediah Grant—the Beginning

Both Joshua Grant and
Athalia Howard, Jedediah’s
father and mother, came from
families that had farmed
Connecticut’s stony soil for at
least four generations. They married in Sullivan County, New York,
and then frequently uprooted their growing household in a steady
westward migration. When the Latter-day Saint missionaries found
the Grants, Joshua and Athalia had twelve children. “Jeddy,” as he
was usually known, was their seventh (illus. 1-1).

Like many early converts, the family embraced the gospel after
a dramatic spiritual experience. During winter 1833, Elders Amasa
Lyman and Orson Hyde came to the Grant family home near Erie,
Pennsylvania. Athalia lay paralyzed with rheumatism. “I remember
how tall Elder Lyman looked as he stood by the side of Mother’s bed
telling us of the gifts and blessings of the restored Gospel and that these
blessings follow the believer,” a daughter recalled many years later.

My mother asked why she could not be blessed as she had per-
fect faith that God could heal her. The elders placed their hands
on her head and prayed for her recovery. Later that evening my
mother got up, dressed herself, went out of doors and climbed
the stairs, which were on the outside of the house and, with my
help, prepared a bed in which the elders slept that night.₂

2 Qualities That Count

Illus. 1-1. Jedediah Morgan Grant
(ca. 1856), counselor to Brigham
Young and father of Heber J. Grant.

Courtesy Church Archives, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints



By March 2, 1833, seventeen-year-old Jeddy had seen and heard
enough to desire baptism. The weather was not accommodating,
but Jeddy was determined. The winter temperature was so biting
that the young man’s clothing froze to his body after he came up out
of the river. Eventually most of the family, parents as well as children,
followed him into the new faith.

At first glance Jeddy seemed to offer little promise. “He was a
frontier boy,” his biographer wrote, “one whose hopes went no fur-
ther than the wrinkled face of his father and the earthy struggle for
life into which he was born.”₃ His nose, broken early in life,
descended properly to its bridge and then angled noticeably to the
left. His sinuous frame looked fragile, almost delicate.

But there was more here than met the eye. Frontier schooling
gave him only a shaky command of commas, periods, and the per-
plexing science of orthography; yet as a teenager he ambitiously
read from such religious and philosophical thinkers as Wesley,
Locke, Rousseau, Watts, Abercrombie, and Mather.₄ And he early
learned to make his slender body respond to his commands. Young
Jeddy could fell large trees single-handedly and more than keep pace
in his father’s shingle making business. He had intelligence, will-
power, and a flood of nervous energy.

Mormonism completely captivated him, and he enthusiastically
responded to its calls. A year after his baptism, he marched with
Zion’s Camp to Missouri. Winter 1835–36 found him working on the
Kirtland Temple. At nineteen he began the first of four proselyting
missions, which largely occupied the years 1835 through 1842. In 1843

he received the appointment of Presiding Elder of the Philadelphia
Branch and a year later became a member of the First Council of
Seventy and of Joseph Smith’s General Council at Nauvoo.

He found his talents multiplying. During his long missionary
tours in the Virginia and Carolina back country, Jeddy’s wit and
eloquence won scores of converts—and a preaching reputation
that became a local legend. He also earned high marks for loyalty
and leadership. “I think he has saved the church in Philadelphia,”
Wilford Woodruff wrote as dissension swept many of the eastern
branches following Joseph Smith’s death. “Elder Grant is a man
after my own heart. He is true in all things.”₅ Likewise during the
1847 migration to Utah, Jedediah was given responsibility. He
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captained the “Third Hundred” pioneers across the plains and
into the valley.

Only two members of his father’s family permanently followed
Jedediah to the West. The rough-hewn George D. distinguished him-
self as a scout and militiaman; Grantsville, Utah, was named in his
honor following an Indian skirmish. Joshua Jr., Jeddy’s frequent mis-
sionary companion, settled in Salt Lake City, where he died in 1851.

However, the remainder of the family stayed behind. Jedediah’s
parents had “gathered” at Kirtland and later in Far West, but for
them the Missouri persecutions were a searing experience. Joshua
and Athalia eventually located near Altona, Knox County, Illinois,
about sixty miles northeast of Nauvoo. Removed from the Saints,
their faith in the gospel gradually withered.

Jedediah’s other brothers and sisters followed a similar pattern.
Some drifted into Universalism. Two sisters successively married
William Smith, brother of the Prophet. Several accepted the reorga-
nized church’s doctrines of Joseph Smith III. When one of Jeddy’s
sons many years later visited his aging aunts and uncles in the
Midwest, he found them to be “good people,” but no different in
attainments and character than the folk that surrounded them.

Rachel Ivins

Rachel Ivins met the dramatic, twenty-three-year-old Jedediah
Grant when she was about eighteen.

She was the sixth of eight children born to Caleb Ivins and Edith
Ridgeway. Both parents had died before she was ten, and Rachel was
then raised by a succession of relatives.

The Ivins and Ridgeways were similar—serious-minded mer-
chants who had migrated to America in the late seventeenth cen-
tury. Rachel’s relatives generously filled her childhood wants and
instilled within her the virtues of hard work, neatness, discipline,
and Christian kindness.

However, Rachel had trouble accepting her family’s Quaker
seriousness. She saw herself as “religiously inclined but not of the
long-faced variety.”₆ Moreover, she liked to sing. While living with a
straight-laced cousin who banned music from his home, the orphan
would steal off to a small grove of trees where she sang as she sewed
for her dolls.
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When Rachel first heard Jedediah Grant and Erastus Snow
teach the restored gospel, she wondered if these might be the “false
prophets” that the Bible spoke of. She returned home after one
Mormon preaching session, knelt down, and pleaded for the Lord’s
forgiveness for deliberately listening to false doctrine on the Sabbath.₇

But more searching prayer and study convinced her otherwise. In
1840 she was baptized, and two years later, with relatives who also
had accepted the faith, she traveled to Nauvoo.

The well-bred Rachel Ivins, just twenty-one, must have turned
more than one head during her Nauvoo visit. A friend later
described her:

She was dressed in silk with a handsome lace collar, or
fichu, and an elegant shawl over her shoulder, and a long white
lace veil thrown back over her simple straw bonnet. She carried
an elaborate feather fan. . . . One could easily discern the sub-
dued Quaker pride in her method of using it, for Sister Rachel
had the air, the tone, and mannerisms of the Quakers.₈

Actually Rachel stayed longer in Nauvoo than she planned. She wit-
nessed the kaleidoscopic last days of Joseph and Hyrum Smith and
was present when Brigham Young spoke with the voice and manner-
isms of his predecessor. This last event long remained a testimony to
her. Some of her Ivins cousins were a part of the Nauvoo Expositor
intrigue, which eventually led to Joseph’s death, and they later
strayed into James J. Strang’s apostasy. Rachel herself did not doubt
where the Lord’s authority lay. She had seen Joseph’s mantle fall
upon Brigham.

Rachel did not follow the Saints westward at first but instead
returned to New Jersey. However, by spring 1853 she joined a com-
pany of New Jersey Saints in their migration west. Doctors warned
that the journey might turn a persistent cough into something dan-
gerous; her family had a medical history of “consumption,” or
tuberculosis. Most of Rachel’s relatives also attempted to dissuade
her. They even offered her a lifetime annuity if she would remain.

When the New Jersey pioneers arrived in Salt Lake City, they
turned up Main Street and found lodging with their old friend
Jedediah Grant. He had retained ties with his New Jersey flock and
had returned several times to his old missionary area to determine
their welfare.
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Rachel would return to Jedediah’s adobe house a little more
than a year later, this time as his seventh and last wife.

Jedediah Grant’s Children—the Second Generation

From the beginning, Rachel’s young son seemed a child of
promise. When Bishop Edwin Woolley christened him “Heber Jede
Ivins Grant,” the spirit of the occasion was unusual. “I was only an
instrument in the hands of his dead father . . . in blessing him,”
Bishop Woolley later remarked. Heber Grant “is entitled to be one
of the Apostles, and I know it.”₉

However, the childhood of Heber Jeddy Grant, time quickly
shortened his name, was not an easy one. After the death of Jedediah,
Rachel briefly married his brother George D. Grant. Their divorce
left her again impoverished.

Heber later looked back upon his youth. There were blustery
nights with no fire in the hearth, months with no shoes, never more
than a single homemade outfit of homespun at a time, and except
for an adequate supply of bread, a meager fare which allowed only a
pound of butter and not many more pounds of sugar for an entire
year.₁₀ Although Rachel’s education, personality, and intelligence
placed her among Deseret’s “first ladies,” sewing became her means
of avoiding charity. “I sat on the floor at night until midnight,”
Heber remembered of many evenings, “and pumped the sewing
machine to relieve her tired limbs.”₁₁ The machine’s constantly
moving treadles became a symbol of the Grant family’s stubborn
independence.

Young Heber J. Grant quickly displayed his talents in a remark-
able fashion. At the age of fifteen, he joined the insurance firms of
H. R. Mann and Company as an office boy and policy clerk. After
business hours, he marketed fire insurance. By nineteen, he had
bought out his employers and organized his own successful agency.
During his early twenties he broadened out into other business
activities. At twenty-three he was called to preside over the Tooele
Stake. And two years later, in October 1882, he filled the destiny
seen by Bishop Woolley when he was set apart as a member of the
Quorum of the Twelve.

While Rachel’s son became the most prominent of Jedediah’s
children, there were actually ten others from six other plural wives
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(Caroline Van Dyke, Susan Fairchild Noble, Rosetta Robinson,
Sarah Ann Thurston, Louisa Marie Goulay, and Maryette Kesler).
Two daughters died in their youth; the two other daughters, Rosette
(Marshall) and Susan Vilate (Muir), settled on out-of-the-way
Utah farms.

Jedediah’s seven sons pursued a variety of paths (illus. 1-2).
After a long and successful mission to England, George was killed in
a hunting accident a few months short of his thirtieth birthday.
Lewis McKeachie, an adopted Scottish orphan, managed the Grant
family lands in Davis County, Utah, where he also served as a justice
of the peace, county selectman, city judge, and bishop. Jedediah
Morgan Grant Jr. farmed for several decades in Rich County, Utah,
and later pioneered in the Big Horn Basin of Wyoming, concluding
his Church service as a patriarch.₁₂

Joshua, Joseph Hyrum, and Brigham Frederick played a role in
many of Heber’s businesses, but these brothers also made their own
way. Joshua helped found Utah’s largest wagon and implement busi-
ness, served on the Salt Lake Board of Education, and later managed
the American Steel and Wire Company.
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Illus. 1-2. Six of Jedediah Grant’s sons, 1877. Top row (left to right), Brigham F.,
Heber J., Joshua F. Bottom row (left to right), Jedediah M., Joseph H., George S.
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Hyrum’s fine eye and gentle way with horses made him for a
time the manager of the Grant Brothers’ Livery and Transfer Com-
pany. Later, while farming in Bountiful, he contracted jaundice. The
disease wasted his body to about seventy pounds, and doctors, fail-
ing to detect a pulse, pronounced him dead. Yet a priesthood bless-
ing promised him both life and the opportunity to serve as Davis
Stake President. Hyrum realized both promises.₁₃

The life story of B. F. Grant reads like a romance novel.
Abandoned by his mother as an infant and apprenticed to a stern
and heavy-handed Cache County farmer at six, the boy fled to
Montana as a stowaway in a freighter’s wagon at the age of twelve.
The lad then traveled throughout the West as a miner, cowboy, and
laborer. When B. F. arrived back in Salt Lake City at the age of about
fifteen, Brigham Young extended a helping hand, giving him work
and schooling. But it was not until B. F. was about forty—after
bankruptcy and thoughts of suicide—that he returned to the faith
of his father. B. F. concluded his career as a convincing preacher
to wayward youth, as Salt Lake City’s chief of police, and later as
general manager of the Deseret News.

Elder Marriner W. Merrill of the Quorum of the Twelve had an
explanation for B. F.’s return to Church activity. The night after his
Cache County neighbors learned that the boy had run away, Elder
Merrill had a dream about B. F. He saw him in all kinds of wicked
company, but B. F. was always surrounded by a light. When Elder
Merrill wondered about the meaning of the light, he was told: “It is
the influence of the boy’s father who, having been faithful, is per-
mitted to protect him from being contaminated with the sins of the
world, so that he can return to the fold of Christ.”₁₄

Whatever the reason, it is remarkable that despite the disinte-
gration of Jedediah’s family after his death, all his children except
Joshua became active Church members.

Moreover the Grant second generation achieved a remark-
able unity, particularly the sons. “We are all the very best of
friends and have never had any family difficulties to speak of and
we work with pleasure to aid each other in our business affairs,”
Heber said of the Grant boys’ relationship thirty-five years after
Jedediah’s demise. “There are none of us who have the same
mothers so it is not to be supposed we would be as much alike in 
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dispositions as some brothers are and yet I think that we are
greater friends and more united than many brothers where there
was but one mother.”₁₅

Jedediah would have been pleased.

Heber’s Family—the Third Generation

“What, are you writing home again?” Brigham Young Jr. asked
Heber J. Grant. “I must say that I have never seen a man so badly
cracked on the home question as you are.” The two members of the
Quorum of the Twelve were traveling through Arizona Territory,
and the new Apostle had taken every opportunity to write to his
family. Elder Grant admitted feeling homesick. “This is my first
experience in being away from home and I am free to confess that
I . . . long for the time that I can embrace my darling wife and
mother and kiss three little girls.”₁₆

Despite many subsequent years of Church travel, Grant always
felt lonely when away from his family. His return home was usually a
joyous occasion. “What a jubilant time we had when he came home!”
a daughter remembered. “We would all gather around and listen to
his experiences. I can see him now walking around the house with a
child on each foot, or tossing the children up on his knee.”₁₇

Grant came to have a large family—three wives and twelve chil-
dren (illus. 1-3). The lovely and hard-working Lucy Stringham was
his first wife. Young Heber vowed to capture her before his twenty-first
birthday and succeeded with three weeks to spare. Seven years later
he also married Huldah Augusta Winters and Emily Wells (illus. 1-4).

The three Grant wives were remarkably similar. They were well
educated for the times. All had taught school. Augusta in fact con-
ducted classes ten years before her marriage and was reputed to be
the ablest and highest-salaried schoolmarm in the territory. Each
of the women bore a quiet but firm belief in her religion, and each
descended from pioneer families. Lucy’s father was a former coun-
selor in the Thirteenth Ward bishopric, the taciturn Bryant Stringham.
Augusta came from early settlers who farmed in Pleasant Grove,
Utah. The shy Emily was the daughter of Daniel Wells, Jedediah
Grant’s successor in the First Presidency.

These three women, their husband, and Rachel, who lived into
her eighty-eighth year, set the tone for the Grant household. Church
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Caroline Van Dyke
(7⁄2⁄1844)

Susan Fairchild Noble
(2⁄11⁄1849)

Rosetta Robinson
(2⁄11⁄1849)

Sarah Ann Thurston
(12⁄15⁄1853)

Louisa Marie Goulay
(2⁄17⁄1854)

Maryette Kesler
(8⁄16⁄1855)

Rachel Ivins
(11⁄29⁄1855)

Jedediah Grant
(2⁄21⁄1816‒12⁄1⁄1856)

Caroline
(3⁄19⁄1845‒1⁄20⁄1863)

Margaret
(5⁄19⁄1847‒9⁄2⁄1847)

Joseph Hyrum
(10⁄17⁄1853‒11⁄17⁄1917)

Lewis McKeachie
(2⁄12⁄1839‒11⁄10⁄1902)
(Adopted)

Susan Vilate
(9⁄19⁄1855‒9⁄29⁄1896)

Jedediah Morgan
(10⁄9⁄1853‒1⁄11⁄1933)

Resette Henriett
(11⁄22⁄1855‒1⁄29⁄1915)

George Smith
(4⁄27⁄1855‒1⁄13⁄1885)

Joshua Fredrick
(4⁄15⁄1856‒4⁄15⁄1907)

Brigham Frederick
(10⁄17⁄1856‒8⁄30⁄1936)

Heber Jeddy 
(11⁄22⁄1856‒5⁄14⁄1945)

Lucy Stringham 
(11⁄1⁄1877)

Augusta Winter
(5⁄26⁄1884)

Emily Wells
(5⁄27⁄1884)

Heber J. Grant
(11⁄22⁄1856‒5⁄14⁄1945) 

wives & marriage date children with birth & death dates

Susan Rachel “Ray”
(8⁄30⁄1878‒8⁄10⁄1969)

Lucy “Lutie”
(10⁄22⁄1880‒5⁄27⁄1966)

Florence
(2⁄7⁄1883‒5⁄27⁄1966)

Edith
(4⁄2⁄1885‒8⁄20⁄1947)

Anna
(12⁄28⁄1886‒4⁄6⁄1970)

Heber Stringham
(12⁄9⁄1888‒2⁄27⁄1896)

Mary
(2⁄6⁄1889‒12⁄17⁄1955)

Martha Deseret “Dessie”
(4⁄21⁄1886‒9⁄18⁄1970)

Grace
(12⁄21⁄1888‒1⁄24⁄1973)

Daniel Wells
(11⁄21⁄1891‒3⁄10⁄1895)

Emily
(6⁄5⁄1896‒7⁄31⁄1929)

Frances Marion
(9⁄23⁄1899‒11⁄17⁄1995)

Illus. 1-4. Family Tree of Jedediah M. and Heber J. Grant



activity was always stressed. As one daughter said of the family’s
commitment to the Church: “In our home we seemed to observe an
unwritten law that Church service came first and home duties second.
We early became aware that the best way to show our love and
appreciation for our parents was to do our best to help in Church
organizations. There was no way we could make them happier than
to be faithful in Church duties.”₁₈

The children were also introduced to cultural influences. Elder
Grant for many years owned the controlling interest in the majestic
Salt Lake Theatre, and the family attended its performances at least
weekly. Following a play, the children were asked to discuss the pro-
duction at the family dinner table, a practice that led one Grant
child to “count the theater second only to [her] actual schooling in
educational value.”₁₉

The printed word likewise had a high place among the Grants.
Books filled Elder Grant’s homes. “It was as natural for us to read
as to eat or sleep,” Augusta’s daughter Mary later wrote.₂₀ Like the
morality plays of the Salt Lake Theater, the Grant library taught
“right and wrong.” Emphasis was upon Victorian didacticism rather
than “great works.”

The dictum “spare the rod and spoil the child” never had much
of a place in raising the Grant children, so Lucy recalls. Rachel had
indulged young Heber, balancing light discipline with loving but
demanding expectations. The formula was now tried upon another
generation. “They will only be children once,” Elder Grant explained,
“and I want them to get as much pleasure as they can out of life as
they go along.”₂₁

The Panic of 1893 removed any possibility of spoiling the chil-
dren. Wealthy before its onslaught, Elder Grant was left with crush-
ing debts. Nickels now seemed worth dollars. Domestic help became
an unaffordable luxury. The children, particularly Lucy’s older fam-
ily, rose to the challenge. They helped with household chores and
even with their father’s debts. “As soon as we were old enough,” one
remembered, “we started to work in his office, and it was the great-
est satisfaction of our young lives to feel that we were helping him by
caring for ourselves and in that way sharing his heavy burden of
debt.”₂₂ The depression of the 1890s brought increased family pur-
pose and solidarity.
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The Grant home life had other challenges. Elder Grant admitted
that even in the best of times plural marriage was difficult. And the
1880s and 1890s, with Congress and the federal courts attempting to
stop the practice, were not the best of times. While the Grants suc-
ceeded in achieving genuine love within the system, it also placed
great strain upon the family. At times there were weeks and even
months when Elder Grant was separated from his loved ones.

The Grant family felt the tragedy of death. Both of the Church
leader’s sons died in childhood. His beloved Lucy passed away at
the age of thirty-four, leaving five children between the ages of four
and fourteen (Anna, Edith, Florence, Lucy, and Rachel; Heber was
deceased). Emily’s early death in 1908 occurred when her two youngest
children were eight and eleven (Frances and Emily, the others were
Grace and Martha Deseret; Daniel had passed away). Yet the family
remained united, just as the second generation had. “Aunt” Augusta
(her child was Mary) helped raised Lucy’s family, while Emily’s young
children were brought up by older sisters.

The ten Grant daughters remembered a happy early life. There
were family outings such as picnics and drives through the city,
ward parties where their much-in-demand father danced only with
his children, and fatherly letters that counseled but never carped.

Indeed, Elder Grant always seemed to say the right things at
the right time. Once Augusta suggested that each of them point
out the annoying habits of the other. Her husband agreed. She
mentioned several of Heber’s idiosyncrasies and waited for his
suggestions. There was “a slight twinkle in his eye,” she remem-
bered, and then he replied, “You haven’t one.”₂₃

Such tact calms even the most troubled matrimonial waters.

The Fourth Generation—and Beyond

On November 20, 1978, 252 members of the Heber J. Grant
family met in the Federal Heights Ward building in Salt Lake City.
As part of the program, a pamphlet profiling the characteristics of
the family was distributed.₂₄ The pamphlet showed how this branch
of the Jedediah Grant family had multiplied and prospered. The
booklet recorded 454 descendants of Heber J. Grant (607 if spouses
were counted). There had been 166 marriages, but only 13 divorces—
less than one-fifth of the current United States national average. The
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family mirrored the Church’s post–World War II migration trends.
While 60 percent of the descendants continued to live in Utah,
Grants now resided in twenty-one other states.

The Grants have continued to serve their church. Five of
President Grant’s daughters were called either to an auxiliary gen-
eral presidency or a general board: Lucy Cannon, YWMIA General
President; Dessie Boyle, Primary presidency; and Rachel Taylor,
Mary Judd, and Frances Bennett of the YWMIA, Relief Society, and
Primary general boards. Two of the Grant daughters married men
who became General Authorities: Rachel, wife of John H. Taylor of
the First Council of Seventy, and Edith, wife of Clifford E. Young,
an Assistant to the Twelve. Florence Smith, another child, served as
matron of the Salt Lake Temple.

Later generations have also accepted calls at the general Church
level. Florence Jacobsen followed her aunt as a president of the
YWMIA. George I. Cannon, later President of the Salt Lake Temple
and an Area Authority Seventy, and Lucy Taylor Anderson, later part
of the Primary General Presidency, both worked as counselors in the
YMMIA General Presidencies. At least eight other descendants have
served on Church general boards, while another three have presided
over missions.

The Grants’ service at the local level has been even more exten-
sive. The family has served in callings ranging from YWMIA and
YMMIA president, to elders quorum president, to bishop and stake
president. As of 1980, President Grant’s descendants had filled
130 missions.

All this from a family whose beginnings in early Utah history
had seemed tentative and troubled. Despite their trials and in some
degree because of them, Jedediah, Heber, and the first Grant women
had created a family in the image of their own hopes, personalities,
and talents. Their concern for higher things—their church, family, and
the ideals of education and service—engendered a similar concern
in their descendants.
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We can imagine ourselves visiting Aunt Rachel Grant, long-
time president of the Thirteenth Ward Relief Society and one

of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saint’s “leading ladies,”
at her home on Salt Lake City’s Second East Street. In the year of
our visit, 1890, her two-story, plastered adobe home partakes of the
prevailing feminine ideal that stresses homemaking and handi-
craft. The stove is highly burnished, while the arms of each chair
are covered with homemade lace crocheting. A corner “whatnot”
meticulously displays pictures, small framed mottoes, wax and hair
flowers, and other curios. Rachel’s person also reflects her times.
Despite her sixty-nine years, her skin remains supple and clear. She
credits her preservation to a lifetime devotion to skin hygiene—no
sunlight without a protecting bonnet, no dusting or sweeping with-
out gloves.₁

We visit Rachel Grant not wishing to find fault with her domes-
ticity and primness nor with the other Victorian values she so fully
embodies. Rather, we seek to understand her and her age—and in a
sense, ourselves. Aunt Rachel may not be as celebrated a feminist
as her contemporaries Eliza R. Snow, Bathsheba W. Smith, or
Emmeline B. Wells, but she has influenced later generations certainly
as much and perhaps a great deal more. In our age, which often over-
looks the obvious, we forget the power that a nineteenth-century
woman often wielded from her home. Rachel’s only child, Heber J.
Grant, with whom she enjoyed a particularly close relationship, led

17

Rachel R. Grant: 

The Continuing Legacy of 

the Feminine Ideal



the Church for twenty-seven years of the twentieth century, preaching
and practicing the values he had learned from her.

To understand Rachel Grant is to learn something about the
personality of present-day Mormonism.

Rachel Ridgway Ivins was born at Hornerstown, New Jersey,
March 7, 1821, the sixth of eight children. She would have few
memories of her parents. Caleb, her father, evidently involved him-
self in the family’s expansive business concerns, which included
Hornerstown’s distillery, country store, and grist and saw mills. Due
to apparent sunstroke, Rachel’s mother, Edith Ridgway, died when
Rachel was six. To compound the tragedy, Rachel’s grandmother,
Keziah Ivins, described by her contemporaries as a “lovely, spirited
woman, liked by all,” died just four years later.₂

The orphan was subsequently raised by a succession of her close-
knit relatives. For several years she remained at Hornerstown with
Caleb Sr., her indulgent grandfather. However, she found the stringent
household of her married cousins Joshua and Theodosia Wright at
Trenton more to her liking. The Wrights’ home was set off by gardens
complete with statuary and wildlife and meant no diminution in her
lifestyle. Moreover, much to Rachel’s delight, the house was run by
cousin Theodosia with precision, industry, and regularity. Under the
older woman’s demanding, six-year tutelage, teenage Rachel learned
both personal discipline and the domestic arts. An able student, she
returned to Monmouth County when she was about eighteen as a
housekeeper for Richard Ridgway, her widower uncle.₃

She must have marveled at the religious changes in her neigh-
borhood. Like upstate New York’s earlier and more famous “Burned-
Over” district, central New Jersey experienced wave after wave of
religious excitement during the first half of the nineteenth century,
with the newfangled and despised Mormons competing with the
more established Methodists, Baptists, and Presbyterians. By the late
1830s, a cadre of some of Mormonism’s ablest missionaries, includ-
ing Jedediah Grant, Erastus Snow, Benjamin Winchester, Wilford
Woodruff, and Orson and Parley Pratt, had founded a half-dozen
Latter-day Saint congregations in central New Jersey, several with
their own unpretentious chapels.₄

Rachel’s kin played a major role in this activity. Young Israel
Ivins was the first Latter-day Saint convert from Monmouth County.
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Merchants Charles and James Ivins soon followed. Parley Pratt
described James as a “very wealthy man” and enrolled him, along
with himself, as a committee of two to reissue the Book of Mormon
in the East. But no conversion was as telling upon Rachel as that of
her older sister, Anna Lowrie Ivins. Optimistic and stoical, Anna
was her alter ego and would remain so to the end of Rachel’s life.₅

Whatever the sociology and psychology of conversion, Rachel,
despite her initial belief that the Latter-day Saint preachers were “the
false prophets the Bible speaks of,” seemed ideally prepared to accept
the new religion. She always had been “religiously inclined, but not
of the long-faced variety” and had enjoyed reading the Bible. Yet in
a century that cultivated such things, she was a young lady without
strong ties to a visible religious establishment. For generations her
progenitors had been practicing Quakers, but by the nineteenth
century this commitment had begun to wane; Rachel herself bridled
at the Friends’ prohibition against song. Therefore, at the straitlaced
Wrights’, who banned music from their home, she would retreat to a
small grove of trees where she would sing as she sewed for her dolls.
This penchant for music may have contributed to her conversion at
sixteen to the more musically inclined Baptists, though her commit-
ment failed to go very deep. She later claimed to have “never learned
anything from them.”₆

When Anna and a friend from Trenton told her that Erastus
Snow and Joseph Smith, the Church’s Prophet, would preach at the
“Ridge” above Hornerstown, she concluded after some hesitation to
go. Though she found Joseph to be a “fine, noble looking man . . . so
neat,” she was by her own account “prejudiced” and thus paid little
heed to his message. Only politeness to her Trenton friend per-
suaded her to return the following day, Sunday, to hear Joseph
Smith once more. Thereupon she returned to her room and pled
for the Lord’s forgiveness for deliberately listening to false doctrine
on the Sabbath. But Joseph Smith’s preaching planted a seed that
continued to grow. “I attended some more meetings,” she recalled,
“and commenced reading the Book of Mormon [so enthralled she
began reading one evening and did not stop until almost daybreak],
Voice of Warning, and other works,” and was soon convinced that
they were true. “A new light seemed to break in upon me, the scrip-
tures were plainer to my mind, and the light of the everlasting Gospel
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began to illumine my soul.” When a Baptist minister’s funeral ser-
mon consigned an unbaptized youth to hell she noted with favor the
contrast of Orson Hyde’s discourse on the innocence and salvation
of young children.₇

Rachel’s interest was neither isolated nor unique. A local histo-
rian wrote of Joseph Smith’s preaching foray, “Hundreds attended
the [Mormon] meetings,” and Joseph “sealed [in baptism] a large
number.” The drama of the moment was heightened when the
Prophet anointed a lame and opiated boy, promised him freedom
from both his pain and crutches, and saw the results as promised.
Alarmed at the rising tide, the old-line clergy used stern methods to
put down the new faith. Rachel’s Baptist minister admonished her
that if she continued attending the Latter-day Saint meetings, she
could retain neither her pew nor her fellowship in the congregation.
“This seemed to settle the question with me,” Rachel remembered,
“I soon handed in my name [to the Latter-day Saints] for baptism
and rendered willing obedience.”₈

“Oh, what joy filled my being!” she exclaimed. Her conversion
opened a floodgate of suppressed emotions that brought her Quaker
relatives to the point of despair: “When she was a Baptist, she was
better, but now she is full of levity—singing all the time.” She
delighted in the words of Joseph Smith and those of another
young dynamic preacher, Jedediah Grant, and became completely
enmeshed in the Saints’ close-knit society. In addition to the Ivinses,
of whom probably a dozen joined the new faith, many of her neigh-
bors were also baptized. “What good times we had then,” she pro-
claimed years later.₉

Nevertheless, Rachel wanted to settle in Nauvoo, Illinois, the
hub of Mormon activity during the early 1840s. Already Charles and
James Ivins had reconnoitered the area and returned with plans to
move their families there. Driven by “the spirit of gathering,” Rachel,
along with several of her Ivins relatives, ventured to the Mormon
capital in spring 1842.₁₀

“The first year of my stay was a very happy one,” she remem-
bered. Her cousins Charles and James Ivins rose to immediate promi-
nence. As two of the richest capitalists in the young city, they resumed
their merchandising, met in council with Church leaders, and even-
tually operated the Nauvoo ferry. Their imposing, Federal-style,
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three-building complex on the corner of Kimball and Main streets
was used for retailing and small community gatherings and served
as a home as well. Here, Rachel lived with James and his family in
comfort and relative high style.₁₁

Well-bred and in her early twenties, Rachel must have turned
the head of more than one admirer. While she herself denied having
been a belle, she possessed charm and quiet refinement. Emmeline B.
Wells remembered her Nauvoo appearance: 

She was dressed in silk with a handsome lace collar, or fichu, and
an elegant shawl over her shoulder, and a long white lace veil
thrown back over the simple straw bonnet. She carried an elabo-
rate feather fan . . . I recall the fascination of that fan. One
could easily discern the subdued Quaker pride in her method of
using it, for Sister Rachel had the air, the tone, and mannerisms
of the Quakers.₁₂

There was more than a subdued and attractive façade. While
little is known of her daily Nauvoo activities and interests, her bosom
companion was Sarah Kimball, which suggests a great deal. Several
years Rachel’s senior, this young and affluent matron entertained
Church leaders with memorable elegance. Significantly, Sarah was a
thoroughgoing feminist who sought stimulation beyond the thim-
ble and needle and who helped to initiate the Nauvoo Female Relief
Society. The intimate friendship of Sarah and Rachel would con-
tinue the rest of their lives.₁₃

During these Nauvoo days, Rachel came to see the Church and
its leaders at close view. Her understanding and acceptance of
Latter-day Saint teachings deepened. Because of her love of family
and tradition, she especially found the newly declared doctrine
promising salvation to the worthy dead “very precious to my soul.”
Yet, Joseph Smith proved to be an enigma. When he preached, his
power deeply affected her. But in private and informal moments,
he seemed distressingly “unProphet-like.” Outgoing and playful, his
personality was the polar opposite of Rachel’s—and contradicted
her view of what a prophet should be.₁₄

There were interludes when Joseph whittled away at her sectarian
seriousness, and she came to admire him, along with his brother
Hyrum, more than any men she had ever known. She was often
at the Prophet’s home for parties, although he was present only
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occasionally. “He would play with the people, and he was always
cheerful and happy,” she remembered of these occasions. Once
while visiting the Ivinses on the Sabbath, he requested the family
girls sing the popular “In the Gloaming.” Rachel believed singing
and newspaper reading breached the Sabbath and responded with
a mortified, “Why Bro. Joseph, it’s Sunday!” Smith swept her objec-
tions aside with a smile and the comment, “The better the day, the
better the deed.”₁₅

These pleasant moments were not long lasting. Smith’s oppo-
nents, some of whom were in Rachel’s own household, were gathering
force. Charles and apparently James Ivins joined the Law, Foster,
and Higbee brothers in resisting the growing economic and doctrinal
complexity of Mormonism. Charles, who, despite his original capi-
tal worth, had not prospered in Nauvoo and reacted with particular
outrage to rumors that some Church leaders were teaching and
practicing plural marriage.₁₆

Rachel also knew of these rumors in a very personal way. When
Joseph sought an interview with her, she believed he wished to ask
for her hand in plural marriage. Her personal turmoil over this pros-
pect must have been excruciating. Her initial response was offended
outrage, and she vowed with untypical shrillness that she would
“sooner go to hell as a virtuous woman than to heaven as a whore.”
On one hand, there was the weight of outraged tradition, her cau-
tious and puritanical instincts, and her family’s clamor that she with-
draw from the Church with them. (Charles Ivins’s name appeared
on the anti-Smith Nauvoo Expositor masthead as one of its publish-
ers.) Yet in other moments she must have considered her still-strong
feelings for Mormonism and her respect for Joseph. In her emo-
tional distress, Rachel found it impossible to throw off a persistent
fever that eventually threatened her life.₁₇

The historical record during these difficult times is inconsis-
tent, perhaps reflecting Rachel’s own ambivalence. She refused to
meet with Joseph Smith, yet years later she insisted that her faith
never wavered. In fact, she repeatedly requested that the elders
rebuke her illness; each time she felt strengthened. When Sidney
Rigdon sought to lead the Church after the Prophet’s assassination,
she saw Joseph’s mantle fall instead upon Brigham Young. “If you
had had your eyes shut,” she later testified of President Young’s
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remarkable speech, “you would have thought it was the Prophet
[Joseph]. In fact he looked like him, his very countenance seemed
to change, and he spoke like him.”₁₈

Notwithstanding these remarkable experiences, Rachel left
Nauvoo in late 1844 bewildered and emotionally scarred. As her son
later revealed, “When plural marriage was first taught, my mother
left the church on account of it.” She returned to New Jersey, ailing
physically as well as spiritually and planning never to mingle with
the Saints again. She would be gone almost ten years.₁₉

In Victorian symbolism, a dried white rose had an unmistak-
able meaning: better be ravaged by time and death than to lose one’s
virtue. While Church leaders insisted that plural marriage was
heaven-sent and honorable, Rachel, like most women of her genera-
tion, initially rejected the practice. She was, in fact, the quintessence
of the nineteenth century’s prevailing feminine ideal. Where and
how she absorbed these values can only be suggested. Her first school
was an eighteen-by-twenty-four-foot affair with a ceiling hardly
high enough for an adult to stand, but nothing is known about what
really counts—her teachers, primers, and curricula. She continued
her formal studies while living in Trenton. Schools for young women
in the area, like the Young Ladies’ Seminary at Bordertown, empha-
sized as their most important duty “the forming of a sound and vir-
tuous character.” Rachel was schooled in the heart, not necessarily
the mind. She also assimilated the ideal image of womanhood by
reading popular religious literature and almost certainly women’s
magazines and gift annuals—the common purveyors of the reigning
feminine ideal.₂₀

Following her Nauvoo experience and her return to the East,
Rachel first ran the old Hornerstown household. When her brother
Augustus married, she transferred her talents successively to the
homes of her sisters Anna, Edith Ann, and particularly Sarah. Very
much in her natural element, Rachel became a devoted spinster-
aunt. She sang to her nieces and nephews the melodies of her own
youth, sewed their clothing, and did more for them, according to
their hard-pressed mothers, than their mothers could do. There
were also times of inspiration. When consumptive Sarah lay dis-
couraged because of her daily fevers and chills, she asked Rachel to
pray and sing several Latter-day Saint hymns. When Rachel rendered
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“Oh, Then Arise and Be Baptized,” Sarah found the unexpected
strength to sing with her and, remembering the hymn’s message,
requested baptism. Thereupon Sarah’s fainting spells ended.₂₁

The New Jersey branches that previously had yielded Latter-day
Saint converts so bounteously still had some members. Sam Brannan
recruited some of the New Jersey Saints to join the Brooklyn’s 1846

voyage to California. Two years later Elder William Appleby returned
from the West to revive the local flocks and, incidentally, to adminis-
ter to Rachel for her periodic bronchitis. But this activity was a pale
imitation of the excitement that had once burned through the
region. Seeking to integrate the gospel more fully with their daily
lives, Anna Ivins, her husband-cousin Israel, and several other mem-
bers of the Ivins family still loyal to the new faith decided in 1853 to
join a large company of New Jersey Saints gathering to Utah.₂₂

The request forced Rachel into a final weighing of the Church
and plural marriage. For a time after Nauvoo she had compartmen-
talized the two. Even in her early distress about polygamy, she had
refused to listen to William Smith, Joseph’s schismatic brother, when
he had come to the Ivinses’ Hornerstown home preaching “another
Gospel.” When possible she continued her outward Latter-day Saint
activity. But for at least several years she struggled with plural
marriage, until at some point through prayerful self-searching she
found she could accept the doctrine. Although anti-Mormon family
members warned that the westward journey would endanger her
health and offered a lifetime annuity if she would stay, Rachel turned
her face once again to the Mormon promised land, and this time she
did not look back.₂₃

She prepared carefully. Anticipating frontier scarcity, she filled
a chest with bedding, wool and calico piece goods, and a practical
wardrobe of bonnets, gloves, and dresses. Other members of the
emigrating party, all relatively prosperous, were equally well stocked.
By their preparations they were in fact saying good-bye to their life
in the East.₂₄

The emigrants traveled comfortably. Rachel had the familiar soci-
ety of several of her Ivins relations, including her cousins Theodore
McKean and Anthony Ivins as well as Anna and Israel. Leaving Toms
River on April 5, 1853, the party—comprising “a large number of per-
sons from Toms River and other places in the state”—made its way
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to Philadelphia, boarded the train to Pittsburgh, and then floated on
river steamers via Saint Louis to Kansas City. After visiting sites of
interest in Jackson County, they purchased mule and wagon outfits
(remembered as “one of the best equipments that ever came to Utah
in the early fifties”) and began the trek west.₂₅

The two-and-a-half months on the plains passed equally pleasantly.
Anna and Israel traveled with a milk cow and two heavily provisioned
wagons. One of these was furnished as a portable room, complete with
chairs, a folding bed, and stairs descending from its tailgate. Rachel
walked, and while walking spent much of her time knitting, and when
tired mounted the stairs and the bed for a rest. Rachel believed the arid
Great Plains air permanently thinned and dried her hair, but it also
cured her long-standing bronchitis. After about a 130-day journey from
New Jersey the Ivins pioneers arrived in Salt Lake City on August 11
and turned up Main Street. There they found temporary lodging with
their preacher-friend from years before, Jedediah Grant.₂₆

Rachel was now a mature thirty-two. The bloom of youth had
passed, but her statuesque charm remained. In polygamous Utah,
where sex ratios were perhaps slightly in her favor, she must have had
her admirers. But the Ivinses seemed unhurried and cautious about
such things. Three of her four brothers never married, and the fourth
waited until he was in his thirties. Two of her sisters married cousins.
For Rachel’s part, she discounted romance or physical attraction.
“One could be happy in the marriage relations without love,” she
reportedly advised, “but could never be happy without respect.”₂₇

Whether seeking respect or more likely hoping to find a spouse
worthy of her own esteem, Rachel’s hopes were fulfilled by Jedediah
Morgan Grant. She had known him from her late teens when “Jeddy,”
as he was familiarly known, barnstormed through the New Jersey
camp meeting circuit as a missionary. His wit and eloquence won
scores of converts and his preaching reputation became a local leg-
end. A biographer has aptly labeled him “Mormon Thunder,” but he
was more than a religious enthusiast. As a teenager he ambitiously
read from Wesley, Locke, Rousseau, Watts, Abercrombie, and Mather.
In Salt Lake City, his charity was open-handed and widely heralded.
Brigham Young chose him as a counselor and as mayor of Salt Lake
City. Already much married, Jeddy sought out Rachel’s hand as his
seventh wife two years after her Utah arrival.₂₈
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Given Grant’s Church, civic, and connubial duties and Rachel’s
practicality, their courtship was probably unceremonious and per-
functory. Brigham Young insisted that she first be “eternally sealed”
by proxy to his predecessor, apparently to satisfy any obligation owing
Joseph. Then on November 29, 1855, Rachel left the home of Anna and
Israel, where she had lived for the last two years, and married Grant
“for time [in mortality] only” in the Endowment House.₂₉

Life at the Grant adobe home on Main Street (the site later
occupied by the Meier & Frank in Crossroads Mall) must have been
challenging to a woman so private and self-controlled (illus. 2-1). In
turn, her ways and presence unsettled others. When little Belle
Whitney was once sent to the Grant home for silk thread, she was
startled. “I saw this strange beautiful woman sitting there,” she recalled.
“She looked to me like a queen, and I really thought she was one.
I did not dare ask her for the silk. . . . I turned and ran [away].”
Initially the other Grant wives were also caught off guard. Instead of
exchanging close confidences as women of the century were prone
to do, Rachel was restrained. “She writes frequently [to you],” com-
plained one of Jeddy’s wives with some edge, “but does not see fit to
read them to us.”₃₀
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Courtesy Church Archives, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints



Rachel was not altogether happy at the Grant household.
“Remember the trials your dead grandma had and that she was only
a wife for a year,” wrote her son many years later to one of his own
children. The fault did not lie with Jeddy. Though he was often absent
on Church assignment, the two evidently enjoyed a satisfactory
relationship. She remembered her tendency to “lean” upon him—
perhaps too much she later wondered—and in later years she never
expressed a hint of criticism of her husband. In turn, one of Grant’s
few surviving letters expresses concern, cautioning her “not to work
to[o] hard.” On November 22, 1856, she bore him a son, Heber Jeddy
Grant, nine days before “lung disease,” a combination of typhoid and
pneumonia, took Jedediah’s life at the early age of forty.₃₁

For a time attendants also feared for the new mother’s life.
Rachel’s labor had been difficult, and the shock of her husband’s
sudden death weakened her further. Without him she had no tan-
gible source of security. Her cache of New Jersey “store goods” had
long since been personally used or distributed to those around her,
while Grant’s small estate would have to be divided with her sister-
wives. Her eastern relatives had promised that the latch-string would
always be out for her return—if she would renounce her religion. But
she rejected this; in matters of faith Rachel had made her decision.₃₂

Rachel eventually recovered, and because of the two dominant
forces that now shaped her life—her religion and her son—she
remarried. President Young promised the Grant wives that if they
would remain as a unit and accept George Grant, Jeddy’s brother, as
their new husband, they would successfully raise their children to
be faithful Church members. Rachel and several of the Grant wives
complied. However, Rachel’s preference was to return to Anna’s Salt
Lake household. She married George on February 17, 1858, resolute
in her religious obedience and hopeful for the future of her son
(illus. 2-2).₃₃

The union was a disaster. George, once a faithful Saint, Indian
fighter, and hero of the 1856 handcart tragedy was, unbeknown to
Church leaders, on a downward course. His erratic and immoder-
ate behavior, apparently due to alcoholism, soon became public.
Six months after his marriage to Rachel, George “committed an
unprovoked attack on Thos. S. Williams with [the] attempt to kill.”
The fracas ended in a street brawl. With such incidents and George’s
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drinking becoming more
common, President Young
dissolved the two-year-old
marriage, but Rachel’s hurt
never entirely healed. “It was
the one frightful ordeal of my
mother’s life, and the one
thing she never wishes to
refer to,” Heber remarked in
later years.₃₄

Rachel thereafter rejected
every opportunity for remar-
riage. Although prizing her
independence, her overriding
concern was Heber. Nothing—
not a new father nor any other
uncontrollable circumstance—
must inhibit his promise. For
several years she and her son
remained at the Grant home
on Main Street with a couple of the other widowed and now divorced
wives. But the lack of money forced the sale of that property and the
break up of their extended family. With President Young’s permis-
sion, Rachel took her $500 share of the transaction and purchased a
cottage on Second East Street (illus. 2-3).₃₅

The change in living standards was wrenching. The disap-
pointed and disoriented six-year-old Heber wandered back to the
Main Street home and vowed that some day he would live there
again. Certainly the new home had no luxuries. Rachel at first had
only six dining plates, two of which were cracked, an occasional cup
and saucer, her bed and bedding, and several chairs. There was a
meager diet, which allowed only several pounds of butter and sugar
for an entire year, and many blustery nights with no fire. One
Christmas Rachel wept because she lacked a dime to buy a stick of
candy for her boy’s holiday.₃₆

Poverty, or at least scarcity, was a part of pioneer living, and
Rachel’s situation differed from many others only in degree. Yet
being accustomed to relative affluence and to giving rather than
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Illus. 2-2. Young Heber and his mother,
Rachel.
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receiving, she must have found these trials poignant. Once while
visiting Anna, who had moved to St. George in southern Utah, she
firmly declined President Young’s offer of Church aid. Instead,
she supported herself and Heber by sewing, at first by hand in the
homes of others and later with a Wheeler and Wilcox sewing machine
in her own house. “I sat on the floor at night until midnight,” Heber
remembered many evenings, “and pumped the sewing machine to
relieve her tired limbs.” The machine’s constantly moving treadles
became a symbol of the Grant family’s stubborn independence.₃₇

Despite her financial distress, she retained her personal style
and preferences. A willing hostess, she often subjected Heber and
herself to a diet of “fried bread” (slices of bread warmed in a greased
frying pan) so she could “splurge” on entertaining her friends. And
she continued her fastidious habits. “She could wear a dress longer
than anyone I have seen and have it look fresh and nice,” a relative
recalled. “She always changed her dress in the afternoon and washed
herself and combed her hair, and if at home put on a nice white
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apron. . . . It would not look soiled [for several days].” Only her
providence allowed this. She often cannibalized several threadbare
garments to produce something “new” and usable.₃₈

About five years after moving to Second East Street, Rachel
began serving meals to boarders out of her small basement kitchen.
Alex Hawes, a New York Life insurance man, helped make her venture
successful. Attracted by her intelligence, charm, and culinary skill,
Hawes first boarded and then at his own expense outfitted a small
room at the Grants for his use. His rent and warm testimonials to
Rachel’s cooking provided her, as the boarding business increased,
with a growing margin of financial security.₃₉

Conversation at the Grants’ boarding table was interesting and
at times lively. “How I used to chaff her on matters religious or other-
wise,” Hawes recalled, “& how with her quiet sense of humor she
would humor my sallies! We even made bets on certain events then
in the future.” The intelligent, detached, and agnostic Hawes enjoyed
the iconoclast’s role. “I know I respected [Hawes],” remembered Miss
Joanna Van Rensselaer, a Methodist boarder, “notwithstanding his
belief or want of belief—and recall vividly an argument between him
and Miss Hayden—as to whether there was a real Devil.”₄₀

Rachel was Hawes’s antithesis. She permitted no smoking in her
home; gentlemen were told to indulge their habit on a tree stump in
the yard. She was equally firm in defending her religion before her
boarders, never neglecting, as she remembered, “any opportunity to
introduce Mormonism to them.” W. H. Harrington, an editor of the
Salt Lake Herald, recalled her kindly and repeated assurances of his
forthcoming but never realized conversion (“at which I would smile
quietly”). Her boarders came to call her “Aunt Rachel,” following
the lead of her two nieces who served the table.₄₁

Shortly after starting her boardinghouse business, Rachel was
“blessed and set apart” as the Thirteenth Ward Relief Society “presi-
dentess.” Relief Societies had been organized briefly in Nauvoo and
later in Utah during the middle 1850s, but not until a decade later
did the movement gain momentum. When it reached Rachel’s Thir-
teenth Ward, she fit Bishop Edwin D. Woolley’s bill of particulars for
the job. “It was not his habit to be in a hurry in his movements,”
Woolley told the women at their organizing session, and he wished
the Relief Society sisters to be likewise “cool and deliberate” and
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their leaders obedient in carrying out “such measures as he should
suggest from time to time.” His eye naturally rested upon Rachel.₄₂

The burden of leadership was often heavy. She trembled to
overcome her diffidence when speaking or conducting meetings. The
kind Scandinavian sisters unknowingly repelled her as they grasped
and kissed her hand. She “scarcely knew what to do” with some
women who behaved irrationally and then demanded the Society’s
charity. Rachel repeatedly gave herself solace by saying “it was not
the numbers that constituted a good meeting.” And there was
Bishop Woolley, whose bark was as legendary as his toothless bite.
He scolded them for having “left undone some things that he told
us to do, and we done some things that we ought not to.” But his
comments apparently were nothing more serious than passing irri-
tation, for he and his two successors retained Rachel in her position
for thirty-five years.₄₃

The detailed minutes of the Thirteenth Ward Relief Society sug-
gest she closely resembled the nineteenth-century ideal Latter-day
Saint woman. On occasion she prophesied. She experienced
uncommon faith and expression while praying. Following priest-
hood counsel, she used, when possible, articles manufactured in
Utah, and when Brigham Young requested women to abandon their
cumbersome eastern styles, she wore, despite ridicule from many
women, the simplified and home-designed “Deseret Costume.” Her
name appeared with those of a half-dozen other prominent Latter-
day Saint women protesting the passage of the anti-Mormon
Cullom Bill. Likewise, she was a member of a committee of leaders
representing the “large and highly respectable assemblage of ladies”
thanking Acting Governor S. A. Mann for his approval of the Utah
Woman’s Suffrage Act.₄₄

However, as her Relief Society sermons show, Rachel was more
a moralist than an activist. “We all have trials to pass through,” she
spoke from personal experience, “but if living up to our duty they
are sanctified to our best good.” Her tendency was to see only the
good in life. She called for obedience to authority and the avoidance
of faultfinding. God’s hand and his rewards were omnipresent.
“I am a firm believer in our being rewarded for all the good we do,”
she insisted, “& everything will come out right with those who
do right.” She had long since made her peace with plural marriage.
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While its practice might be a woman’s “greatest trial,” she rejoiced
that she herself had experienced the “Principle.” Propounding duty,
goodness, obedience, toil, and sacrifice, her Quaker-Mormon atti-
tudes blended comfortably with the era’s prevailing Victorianism.₄₅

Rachel and her Thirteenth Ward sisters did more than sermonize.
Notwithstanding “often having to endure insults,” the Relief Society
block teachers canvassed the congregation to discover the needy and
to secure for their relief an occasional cash donation. The sisters
were usually more successful in procuring yarn, thread, calico pieces,
rugs, and discarded clothing, which they transformed into stock-
ings, quilts, and rag rugs. The Relief Society women also braided
straw, fashioned hats and bonnets, stored grain, and sewed under-
wear, buckskin gloves, and burial and temple garments. On these
items the poor had first claim; the remainder were sold with most of
the proceeds going to charity. During Rachel’s three-and-a-half-
decade ministry, a time of scarcity and deflated dollars, the Thir-
teenth Ward Relief Society’s liberality in cash and goods exceeded
$7,750. The little money left she invested for her sisters in securities,
which appreciated spectacularly after her death. By 1925 the Thir-
teenth Ward Relief Society had assets worth $20,000.₄₆

Rachel Grant’s “greatest trial” during her years as Relief Society
president was her worsening hearing. She had noticed a hearing loss
in late adolescence, but when she was almost fifty, an attack of
quinsy₄₇ left her virtually deaf with what she described as a “steam
engine going night and day” in her head. No longer hearing melody,
much conversation, nor the proceedings of her Church meetings—
among the things she valued most—she nevertheless attempted to
carry on. In her Relief Society meetings she compensated for her
disability with what her friends felt to be an extra sense. “She often
picked up the thread of thought and conversation,” commented one
of her Relief Society coworkers “and voiced her own conclusions so
appropriately and so ably that her associates marveled afresh at the
keenness of her spiritual comprehension.₄₈

Because she led the women of the prominent Thirteenth Ward,
and in part because of her able manner, her influence in later years
spread. She became recognized as one of Mormondom’s “leading
sisters” who in lieu of a centralized Relief Society staff, traveled
throughout the territory speaking and advising on distaff questions,
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becoming “Aunt Rachel,” an honored pioneer title, to more than her
boarders. While never rivaling Eliza R. Snow, Bathsheba W. Smith,
or Emmeline Wells as women’s exponents (the latter two served under
her presidency during the Thirteenth Ward Relief Society’s early
years), she was nonetheless esteemed as a model of proper behavior.
Stately, serene, fastidious, and proper, Rachel came to be compared
with Victoria herself.₄₉

Rachel might have traveled and preached in the outlying settle-
ments, but she was always uneasy at center stage—restrained not
only by her natural hesitancy and lack of hearing but also by her
preoccupation with Heber. She never doubted that the boy’s destiny
would at least equal his father’s, and her urgent anticipations coupled
with her light discipline did much to forge his character. If in his
youth Heber took advantage of her leniency and proved to be very
much a boy, in later years his attitude toward her became reverential.
“There are many things about her that I could wish were different,”
he candidly declared in adulthood, apparently with reference to her
firmly programmed ways and mannerisms, “but mother is one of
the sweetest and kindest of women and as loveable as can be.”₅₀

In many ways, and especially in the ways most pleasing to her,
Heber proved a facsimile of herself. Neither prim nor systematic, he
accepted the Ivinses’ business-mindedness and Rachel’s Victorian
values. Above all, she bequeathed to him her towering commitment
to their religion along with her feelings of Latter-day Saint embattle-
ment and persecution. As Heber rose to commercial and Church
prominence, becoming during the last twenty-five years of Rachel’s
life a member of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles, his career was
the fulfillment of her own.

Her last years were again dominated by family concerns. Due to
the long illness and eventual death of Lucy Stringham Grant, the first
of Heber’s three plural wives, Rachel’s grandmotherly duties were
heavy. For a time, the seventy-year-old woman personally tended
Lucy’s six children. Later she moved to an upstairs room and surren-
dered much of this role to her son’s second wife, Augusta Winters
Grant. Yet she still darned, mended, and sewed for the family and
invited her grandchildren to her room for school study and silent com-
panionship—though they learned that Rachel’s displeasure might
easily be aroused if they wandered too close to her immaculate and
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painstakingly made bed. Her deafness insulated her from the family’s
quarrels and prompted occasional humor. The children “had no idea,”
she told them, “how funny it was to see their angry faces and hear
none of their words.”₅₁

Such a statement reveals a characteristic attempt to see the bright
side of her tormenting disability. To the end she refused to accept its
finality. She was repeatedly anointed and blessed. As a measure of
their regard, congregations from Idaho to Arizona in 1900 fasted
and prayed for her hearing. She repeatedly repaired to the temple,
hoping that health baptisms in a holy place—a common practice
at the time—might bring a cure. “I watched in breathless silence to
see the miracle performed,” Susa Young Gates recalled of one such
temple experience. “I saw my miracle . . . eight long agonizing times
[she was baptized with little effect] . . . the vision of Aunt Rachel’s
beaming smile at God’s refusal to hear her prayer gripped my soul
with power to bear.” The miracle, of course, lay in Rachel’s good
nature, despite her tormenting affliction.₅₂

Rachel Grant was equanimity personified. The financial panics
of the 1890s crushed her son’s ascendancy for several decades; to aid
him, she transferred to him the stocks and properties that he had
previously given her. She reacted with similar stoicism to the death
of little Heber, her semi-invalid grandson upon whom she had lav-
ished so much love and attention. In 1903 at the age of eighty-two,
she retired from the Thirteenth Ward Relief Society presidency.
“I am not one,” her resignation read, “who wishes to hold on to an
office when I can not do as I wish.” She thus conceded to old age
what she had steadfastly refused to grant to her deafness.₅₃

During her final five or six years Rachel retired from most pur-
suits—with the exception of her reading, meditating, and letter-
writing. She was honored by an annual “surprise” birthday party.
After one such fête, a reporter from the Woman’s Exponent found
her “the picture of health and happiness. . . . It can truly be said of
Sister Rachel, that she has grown old gracefully.” Yet her lifetime
of physical and psychological toil had its effect. Rheumatism, nerves,
and the constant cacophony within her head would often not allow
sleep until 3:00 or 4:00 A.M. Accordingly, she would take a hymnal
from under her pillow and sing the silent sounds of the past. “I was
awake early this morning & thinking of my past life,” she wrote
revealingly to Heber on such an occasion.
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When you were young I thought & prayed that I might live to see
you grown then I would be satisfied, if you wer[e] a faithful
L[.]D[.] Saint . . . when thinking of the many things I had passed
through hard & unpleasant how happy it makes me now that I
never complained . . . not even to my sister. I knew she would
feel bad. I can talk about them now without caring.

Clearly her outward serenity had often been a mask.₅₄

After fighting for a week with pneumonia, which brought little
actual suffering, Rachel died on January 27, 1909, at 1:10 A.M.—with
“absolute and perfect confidence” in what lay ahead. She was almost
eighty-eight. Heber, who would fulfill his mother’s faith by becom-
ing the president of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints,
was at her bedside. Through him and his administration of almost
three decades, her personality would touch yet another generation
of Saints.₅₅
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As Heber J. Grant came of age, Mormonism was as much a part
of the Utah landscape as the territory’s dusty valleys and vaulting

mountain walls. Young Heber met religion everywhere—in his Salt
Lake City home and neighborhood, at the Tabernacle on Temple
Square, in the offices of Church and civic leaders where he some-
times ventured, and certainly in his native Thirteenth Ward, one of
the most innovative and organizationally developed Latter-day Saint
congregations of the time. Slowly young Heber internalized his reli-
gious culture, but not before encountering the usual perils of adoles-
cence and coming of age. The process tells not only a great deal
about Heber himself, but also about the beliefs, rituals, and worship
patterns of early Utah Mormons.

Heber J. Grant was a second-generation Mormon, born Novem-
ber 22, 1856, at Jedediah Grant’s imposing Main Street home. His
father, Brigham’s counselor and Salt Lake City mayor, died nine days
later. In Jedediah’s stead, the boy was christened by Thirteenth Ward
Bishop Edwin D. Woolley, who found the spirit of the occasion to be
unusual. “I was only an instrument in the hands of his dead father . . .
in blessing him,” the bishop later remarked. That boy “is entitled
[someday] to be one of the Apostles, and I know it”₁ (illus. 3-1).

There were other harbingers of the child’s future. Once Rachel,
his mother, took the boy to a formal dinner at the Heber C.
Kimballs’. After the adults had finished dining, the children were
invited to eat what remained. Excited, little Heber was thoroughly
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enjoying himself when
Brother Kimball suddenly
lifted him atop a table and
began prophesying about his
future. The frightened child
especially remembered the
foreboding, coal black eyes of
President Young’s first coun-
selor.₂ Moreover, there was
the portentous Relief Society
gathering held at William C.
Staines’s home, where Eliza R.
Snow and Zina D. Young
spoke and interpreted in the
“unknown” tongue. Blessing
each of the women present,
they eventually turned to
Rachel. Heber, who was play-
ing on the floor, recalled hear-
ing something about his
becoming “a great big man.”
His mother’s understanding,
however, was more precise. “Behave yourself,” Rachel knowingly
told him as he grew to maturity, “and you will some day be one of
the apostles in the Church.’’₃

The Thirteenth Ward, the Grants’ home congregation, made
these auspicious predictions more likely. One of the largest and
most culturally diverse wards in the territory, the Thirteenth Ward
also boasted major human and economic resources. Among its mem-
bers were some of the most prominent men in the territory, includ-
ing General Authorities, prominent merchants, and land investors.
These in turn brought a high level of prosperity. “The 13th Ward,”
observed one contemporary, “was richer than all the Saints at Kirt-
land when the Temple was built.” Indeed, the Thirteenth Ward may
have enjoyed the highest income level in the Church during the
years when Heber J. Grant was growing up.₄

Such a ward was an ideal setting for the beginning of the
Church’s Sunday School movement. While churchmen had earlier
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organized a few scattered and short-lived Sabbath schools, the
Thirteenth Ward’s was the first established after the city’s bishops
agreed, in a major policy decision, to counter the post–Civil War
denominational academies with Mormon Sabbath schools.₅ A typical
Sunday might find the children meeting at the Thirteenth Ward
assembly rooms, where they listened to short talks, sang, and recited
inspirational prose and poetry. Leaders might also “catechize” the
youth with questions drawn from the Bible, Book of Mormon, or
Church history, liberally awarding prizes for both correct answers
and proper conduct.

Heber took advantage of the ward’s new school. In fact, the
ambitious and assertive boy was often at front stage. Excelling at
memorization, he quickly mastered the Articles of Faith; the first
five pages of John Jaques’s Catechism; and Joseph Smith’s health reve-
lation, the Word of Wisdom, a frequent Sunday School recitation.
“You were our prize Sunday School boy,” remembered a classmate.
“Bros. [Milton] Musser and Mabin [John Maiben] predicted great
things for you.”₆ On one occasion, Heber pitted his declamatory
skills against Ort [Orson F.] Whitney, whose rendition of “Shamus
O’Brien” proved superior to Heber’s “The Martrydom of the Prophet
and Patriarch.” But “Heber had another card up his sleeve,” Orson
Whitney recalled many years later. “He answered more questions from
the Catechism than any other student in school, and won a prize
equal to mine, which was the Autobiography of Parley P. Pratt.”₇

Yet Heber’s confident façade concealed a desperate shyness.
When first asked to pray publicly, he trembled “like a leaf” and
feared imminent collapse.₈ President Young’s 1868 reconnoiter at the
school had similar results. Unnerved, Heber stumbled badly in his
recital of the Word of Wisdom, causing his classmates great merri-
ment. Thoroughly confused, Heber had to begin his recitation anew.
President Young later salved the incident by highly complimenting
him. “I was my father’s own son by not being discouraged [and quit-
ting],” Heber remembered Brigham telling him, “but demonstrated
a true spirit of determination to accomplish the task given me.”
Heber never forgot his embarrassment nor President Young’s words
of praise.₉

As in Victorian England, Latter-day Saints used their Sabbath
schools for both moral and social uplift. Children were taught
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scripture study, Sabbath observance, honesty, family solidarity, obser-
vance of the Word of Wisdom, and, of course, general propriety.
At times the instruction on propriety was specific. Boys were told
to stop stealing peaches from neighborhood gardens and warned of
“the evil consequences of such evil conduct.” Moreover, they should
quit “throwing mud from the end of a stick which disfigured buildings
that had cost a great deal.”₁₀

Perhaps such a boyish misdeed almost drove Heber from the
school. Angered by a reproof, the youth stormed from the assembly
rooms, exclaiming that the school could go “plumb to hell.” “Being
raised as an only child,” he later explained, “I was . . . rather . . . hot-
headed . . . and I quit going.” After many entreaties to return,
including those of George Goddard, his neighbor and a member of
the school’s superintendency, Heber finally rejoined his classmates.
Brother Goddard “kept me from going where I said the Sunday
School could go,” Heber acknowledged.₁₁

Heber generally enjoyed the school and credited it as having a
major shaping influence on his character. Clearly its impact went
beyond rote learning and indoctrination. Goddard, Maiben, and
school librarian F. A. Mitchell—who was always on hand to lend
“good books to read”—were in fact role models that the fatherless
boy desperately needed.₁₂ “Your integrity and devotion . . . has been
an inspiration to me,” Heber wrote in mid-life to Maiben. “I look
back with pleasure to the happy associations that I have had with
you and Brother Goddard, Bishop Woolley and many other faithful
Saints when I was a young man.”₁₃

Heber’s youthful Thirteenth Ward experiences involved more
than Sunday School exercises. The Thirteenth Ward held a plethora
of meetings. Many of which, directly or indirectly, impacted on the
growing boy. These included youth meetings, women’s meetings,
men’s meetings, Quaker-type meetings that allowed broad-based
participation, and preaching meetings that were held during the
winter season as often as three times a week. Unlike most pioneer
Mormons, who were chronically lax in their meeting attendance,
Heber was often seated in a Thirteenth Ward pew. Indeed, some of
his fondest memories centered on “going to meeting.” There were
Brother Blythe’s interminable half-hour prayers and George Goddard’s
sweetly (and often) sung rendition of “Who’s on the Lord’s Side?”₁₄
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And then there was Bishop Edwin D.
Woolley (illus. 3-2). Charitable,
well-meaning, and firmly dedicated
to his religion, Bishop Woolley
could also be summary during a
preaching meeting. During one wor-
ship service, he “spoke warmly” of
those who accused him of failing
to act “the part of a Father” and
urged his critics to air their feel-
ings. When William Capener did
so, Bishop Woolley peremptorily
cut him off from the Church.
Members debated the action the
following week, with half the con-
gregation refusing to sustain the
excommunication. Bishop Woolley,
however, refused to budge. Railing
“about the whoredom and the

wickedness” of the ward, the bishop vowed “by the help of the Lord
and the brethern” to cleanse it.₁₅

Heber’s memory of Bishop Woolley focused on more prosaic
things—the bishop’s heavy emphasis on tithe paying or his control
of speakers and meetings. Bishop Woolley didn’t like meetings to
last longer than two hours and invariably warned his preachers
to limit their sermons to a single hour. Heber normally positioned
himself in the northeast corner of the assembly rooms where, after
the obligatory hour, he would periodically snap his watch crystal as
a reminder of the hour’s lateness. The act usually was unnecessary.
From his vantage point, Heber could witness the bishop’s surrepti-
tious hand reach out and tug at a long-winded preacher’s coattails.
But Woolley’s behavior was not automatic. A spellbinding speaker
like John Morgan, fresh from his Southern States mission, received
carte blanche. “Bishop Woolley knows whose coat to pull,” the boy
thoughtfully observed.₁₆

There were other speakers Heber remembered being drawn to.
Young John Henry Smith, only eight years Grant’s senior, seemed
always to carry “the inspiration of the Lord.” Joseph F. Smith, nephew
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of the founding Prophet and youthful counselor to President Young,
also spoke impressively. Even “as a little child . . . before I could thor-
oughly comprehend the teaching of the authorities of the Church,”
Heber recalled, President Smith’s Thirteenth Ward preaching would
“thrill my very being.”₁₇

Few speakers captivated him like President Young. Somewhat
over five feet eight inches tall (above average for the time), Brigham
Young carried himself with conscious presence. Observers who
watched his delivery emphasized his lips, which “came together like
the jaws of a bear trap” and conveyed “indomitable pluck.” While
young Heber probably failed to detect them, Vermont provincialisms
such as leetle, beyend, disremember, ain’t you, and they was gave color
to Brigham’s remarks and punctuated his easy, conversational
style.₁₈ Both Church members and those outside the faith generally
agreed on Brigham’s pulpit appeal.₁₉

Heber was enthralled by Young’s “wonderful capacity to hold
his audience” and his ability to inspire his listeners about “the prin-
ciples of life and salvation.”₂₀ Whether behind a Thirteenth Ward
pulpit or more frequently occupying the rostrum at Temple Square,
President Young stated and restated his themes: build Zion; sacrifice
time, talent, and means for the community; bear each other’s bur-
dens; become the Lord’s steward; be self-sufficient; avoid Babylon;
work hard; perform your duty; be obedient. So indelibly were they
impressed on Heber’s young mind that Young’s themes became his
own lifelong preaching texts.

Heber learned other lessons by attending the Thirteenth Ward’s
preaching meetings. One elder never used a simple word when
several larger ones might do. On one occasion after delivering a ful-
some sermon, the elder using expansive words was followed to the
speaker’s stand by the ungrammatical Millen Atwood. During
the first sermon, Heber, who was studying English at the time,
penciled on his removable cuff a long list of unfamiliar words that
required study. Eyeing Atwood, he proposed to continue his self-
improvement exercise by listing a few solecisms. “I did not write
anything more after that first sentence—not a word,” Heber vividly
remembered sixty-five years later. “When Millen Atwood stopped
preaching, tears were rolling down my cheeks. . . . [Atwood’s]
testimony made the first profound impression that was ever made
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upon my heart and soul of the divine mission of the Prophet
[Joseph Smith].”₂₁

Heber’s priesthood activity also helped mold him. Unlike young
men in the Church today, he apparently was never asked to break
and bless the sacramental bread.₂₂ He did, however, serve as one of
the ward’s block teachers, whom Bishop Woolley admitted were not
always the “best talents” or the “best men.” They were, in Woolley’s
mind, simply the best that would “work with him.”₂₃ This meant
occasionally asking a youth like Heber to labor with an experienced
companion like Hamilton G. Park. Heber’s teaching activity was of
more than passing importance. Park’s faith was deep and visionary—
he once announced that he had “seen the Savior and heard him
speak.”₂₄ As the man and boy walked around the block occupied by
the imposing Salt Lake Theatre, Brother Park plied his impression-
able companion with faith-promoting stories, many involving his
personal experiences as a missionary to Scotland. Such moments
convinced Heber that Hamilton Park was “one of the best spirited
men in the Church & one that would sacrifice Everything for his
religion.”₂₅ At a time when few teenagers served as block teachers,
Heber performed with uncommon diligence. In addition to his
monthly teaching chores, he regularly attended the twice monthly
bishops’ report sessions at the Council House.₂₆ Every bishop, bish-
opric counselor, and teacher in the city was invited to these sessions,
but leaders complained of “thin” and “woefully neglected” atten-
dance. Typical meetings might find half of the city’s bishops and only
a handful of teachers present—Heber of course being one of them.₂₇

Commensurate with this activity, young Heber was ordained a
seventy, nineteenth-century Mormonism’s most common lay priest-
hood office. At the time, Heber was very much a sapling among
mature men.₂₈ Most Thirteenth Ward priesthood bearers were in
their middle or late thirties. Even the few who held the “Lesser,” or
Aaronic, Priesthood were normally adults. In contrast, Heber was
ordained and assigned to the Thirtieth Quorum of Seventy when he
was about fifteen years old.₂₉

Lessons, meetings, and priesthood duties were not the only
shaping forces in the young boy’s life. Books also influenced him.
He found Parley P. Pratt’s Autobiography to be “intensely interest-
ing” and was “thrilled” by Pratt’s Key to Theology. The Thirteenth
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Ward library furnished Dr. Paley’s two works, Evidences of Chris-
tianity and Natural Theology, and Heber accounted David Nelson’s
work, Infidelity, as having made a “profound impression” on him.
However, none of these affected him as much as Samuel Smiles’s
chapbooks, Character, Thrift, and Self-Help, which in the Victorian
style of the time idealized the self-made man. Equally important
were his Wilson and National school readers. Their firm biblical val-
ues made such a powerful impact on the boy that he quoted from
these elementary readers for the rest of his life.₃₀

Then there was the Book of Mormon, which Anthony C. Ivins,
Heber’s uncle, first persuaded him to read. Pitting the fourteen-
year-old Heber against his own son, Anthony Ivins promised the
first boy to finish the book a pair of buckskin gloves, a wild frontier
extravagance. After the first day, Heber’s hopes were virtually
dashed. Heber’s young cousin had stayed up most of the night and
read 150 pages, while Heber, who hoped to read the scriptures
thoughtfully, had amassed only 25 pages. The incident, however,
had a “Tortoise and the Hare” ending. “When I finished the book,”
Heber remembered, “I not only got a testimony [of it] but . . .
the gloves as well.” After his fast start, Heber’s cousin never read
another page.₃₁

Young Heber, however, did not escape adolescence without its
usual trials. By his late teens, he obviously prized his indepen-
dence—even when dealing with the men whom he admired most.
For example, when Bishop Woolley asked him to manage a ward
social—a dance—Heber hesitated.

“I will do my best, but you need to agree to some conditions.”
A bond had grown between the boy and his bishop that allowed

such cheeky candor. Because of Heber’s marble playing and perhaps
his graver offense of ball-throwing against the Woolley barn, the
bishop had labeled Heber “the laziest boy in the Thirteenth ward.”
But Heber had earnestly mounted a successful campaign to reclaim
the bishop’s confidence.₃₂

Heber made his first request. The dance would require a smooth
dance floor, not the rough-hewn planks of the Thirteenth Ward
assembly rooms. Whittling candle wax into the cracks could make
the floor smooth. Bishop Woolley had long opposed the idea for
safety reasons. But he agreed to Heber’s terms.
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“And you must agree to pay the loss if there is one. You cannot
have the party in the Thirteenth ward and make any money,” Heber
complained. “The young people won’t come any more. . . . You have
got to have three waltzes.”

Neighboring wards permitted at least three of the new “round
dances” such as the waltz and polka each evening. But Bishop Woolley
insisted on quadrilles and cotillions, where dancers discreetly grouped
themselves in old-fashioned lines or squares instead of pairing off

in couples.
For a moment Bishop Woolley weighed philosophy and values

against the possibility of another unsuccessful dance. An earlier
party had failed to raise money for the St. George Temple fund, and
the ward’s proud reputation for always being in the lead had been
tarnished.

“Take the three waltzes,” Bishop Woolley conceded.
As his last request, Heber argued that they must hire Olsen’s

Band—the only ensemble in town that played the “Blue Danube
Waltz” to perfection. The problem lay with the band’s flutist, whose
drunkenness at an earlier ward engagement had caused a great deal of
disorder. As a result, Bishop Woolley had strictly forbidden the band
to return. But, once again, Heber won. “Take Olsen’s Quadrille Band,”
the bishop said. “Take your three round dances. Wax the floor.”

On the night of the dance, President Young himself came. “This
is for the benefit of the St. George Temple, isn’t it?” he asked Heber
at the door. Squeezing a ten dollar gold piece into the young man’s
hand, he asked, “Is that enough to pay for my ticket?” and entered
the well-decorated room.

That night the Thirteenth Ward raised $80 for the new temple.
No other ward earned half as much. “We scooped the town,” Heber
recalled years later, “and we had four round dances!”

When the unauthorized fourth round dance began, President
Young instantly recognized the change in the program and protested,
“They are waltzing.”

“No,” said Heber, only technically correct. “They are not
waltzing: when they waltz they waltz all around the room. This is
a quadrille.”

Heber’s sleight of hand brought a laugh from Brigham and the
mild rejoinder, “You boys, you boys.”₃₃
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A short time later President Young played a central role in one
of Heber’s greatest trials of faith. The Church leader had called the
seventeen-year-old into his office to discuss the future, and he quickly
focused their talk. “I think it is about time some of . . . [Jedediah’s]
boys were putting on the harness,” he told Heber. “Don’t you want
to go on a mission?”

“That is a splendid idea, and I approve of it,” Heber later recalled
saying, “but I have some brothers three years older than I, and I sug-
gest that you call them first.”

At length Brigham complied but found the Grant polygamous
half-brothers to be even more hesitant than Heber. As a result, Rachel’s
son was once more summoned to the President’s office, and this time
Heber agreed to accept a mission call the following spring.₃₄

Actually, there were good reasons for his misgivings and mock
resistance. He had left school at the age of sixteen to support his
mother—and to fulfill his desire for a commercial career. His
employers had promoted him rapidly, and now for the first time
Rachel and her son enjoyed a measure of prosperity. But Heber’s
feelings were by no means consistent. Patriarch Perkins had
promised him, while he was still an infant, that he would “begin the
ministry when very young.” Rachel and Heber had read and reread
this blessing repeatedly. Now with President Young’s call, the part
about a youthful ministry seemed fulfilled. Excited, Heber began
reading of the adventures of George Q. Cannon, Joseph F. Smith,
and Erastus Snow—other teenaged missionaries—no doubt
mentally comparing his skills and sinew with the young heroes who
had preceded him.₃₅ Heber paid his debts and prepared for an
immediate departure.

According to the custom of the time, formal missionary calls
were announced during the official proceedings of general confe-
rence, and Heber entered the Tabernacle in April 1876 fully expect-
ing to hear his name read. However, much to his bewilderment, the
clerk failed to do so. Heber was devastated. During the next several
days as he tried to complete his normal duties with Wells Fargo, he
frequently wept in disappointment and perhaps in embarrassment.₃₆

Years later he would learn why no mission call had come. Erastus
Snow and Daniel H. Wells had objected to his name when the list
of prospective missionaries was submitted for General Authority
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approval. The boy, they claimed, was already performing “a very
splendid mission” in providing for his widowed mother.₃₇

The wound was slow to heal. Unbeknown to his closest friends
and even to Rachel in whom he often confided such matters, during
the next four or five years the episode haunted him. The problem,
he believed, lay in the efficacy of Perkins’s blessing—and in the larger
question of religious revelation itself. Had not the patriarch erred?
How “sure” was prophecy’s “sure word”? “I was tempted seriously for
several years to renounce my faith in the Gospel because this bless-
ing was not fulfilled,” he admitted. “The spirit would come over me . . .
that the patriarch had lied to me, and that I should throw the whole
business away.”₃₈

The Word of Wisdom also challenged the young man’s faith.
While his Thirteenth Ward Sunday School tutors inveighed against
coffee, tea, tobacco, and alcohol, the prohibition of these commodi-
ties was never made to be a religious test. Church members could be
considered “good” Mormons and still occasionally imbibe. In fact,
devout Rachel’s boardinghouse first introduced Heber to the taste of
coffee. He soon became addicted, and despite Rachel’s gentle disap-
proval he found that he could not abandon it. Time after time he
quit, only to find his appetite uncontrollable. Finally, “Aunt” Susan
Grant, one of his father’s plural wives, served him a cup of her spe-
cial blend of creamed coffee. Heber demurred.

“Have you promised anybody that you would quit?”
“I have promised myself a number of times that I would quit,”

he allowed. But “now I have said I am going to take a cup of coffee
whenever I want it and I haven’t drank any for months.”

“This is a fine cup to quit on,” said the angelic Aunt Susan, who
was entirely out of character as a temptress.

“All right, my dear aunt.” Heber raised the cup to his lips, his
mouth watering. But after a moment the full and undrunk cup
returned to the table, and with that victory his craving for the bever-
age ceased.₃₉

The young man had an even greater difficulty with beer. Fearing
an early death like his father’s and convinced of the virtues of life
insurance, Salt Lake City’s youngest agent repeatedly sought cover-
age to protect his mother. Nineteenth-century actuarial tables, how-
ever, discriminated against slender girths and no company would
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issue Heber a policy. Determined to gain weight, Heber sought out
Dr. Benedict, who had an immediate solution. If Heber would drink
four glasses of beer daily, which Dr. Benedict prescribed, within two
years he would have the additional twenty pounds necessary for
coverage.

At first Heber found beer “bitter and distasteful,” like his mother’s
herbal “kinnikinnick” tea. But he quickly acquired both a business
and a personal taste for it. Within a year, he secured the fire insurance
business of most Salt Lake City saloons and Utah breweries, an addi-
tional ten pounds, and a growing relish for the savor of hops. His
daily four-glass limit became five, and occasionally grew to six.

He warred with his acute sense of conscience. Rereading the
Word of Wisdom, he resolved to abandon his drinking and place his
health and his mother’s future with the Lord, “insurance or no insur-
ance.” But resolutions were easier made than kept. “I wanted some
[beer] so bad that I drank it again,” he confessed. Finally, he found
strength in the same formula he had used with coffee. By telling
himself he was free to take a drink whenever he wished, he overcame
his obsession and ceased drinking. Just as quickly, he lost his trade
with the saloons and breweries of the territory.₄₀

During this time of personal struggle, Heber learned firsthand of
the apparent fallibility of Church leaders. With Rachel in St. George,
Utah, doing temple work, he and Frank Kimball kept “bachelor hall”
at the Grant home. Frank Kimball, a moral but not an outwardly
religious man, was summoned by the Fifteenth Ward bishopric and
tried for his membership. After attempting in vain to testify for his
friend, Heber perched himself on a fence pole outside an open win-
dow of the second-story hearing room. Kimball found it difficult to
make a confession of faith, but pled for a year’s probation to prepare
himself. In response the bishopric, ignoring President Daniel H. Wells’s
counsel “to go slow” with the case, demanded guarantees about his
future tithe paying and several other duties. Heber was outraged.
“No, I wouldn’t [agree], darn you,” he found himself saying under
his breath, still seated on his pole. Minutes later Frank Kimball was
excommunicated, a judgment which, at least according to Grant’s
understanding, breached fairness and Christian kindness.₄₁

Heber’s several problems and scarring experiences gnawed at
his spirit. Uncertain of his inherited faith, he attended at least one
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meeting at the freethinking Liberal Institute, probably more in
curiosity than in actual discontent.₄₂ He also became “greatly inter-
ested” in the writings of Robert G. Ingersoll, nineteenth-century
America’s antichristian curmudgeon.₄₃ Accordingly, his network of
friends reflected his growing religious ambivalence. Balancing the
young man’s many staunchly Mormon friends were others who he
later came to regard as disreputable. They “smoked a little, and did
things they ought not to do,” Heber recalled, “but I liked them, they
were jolly fellows.”₄₄ He later considered his situation to be grave.
“I stood as it were upon the brink of usefulness or upon the brink of
making a failure of my life.”₄₅

Heber credited the Thirteenth Ward for his salvation. Bringing
his Sunday School experience to full circle, the twenty-one-year-old
was appointed a teacher. As in the earlier days of Brothers Goddard,
Maiben, and Musser, Heber now stood before a congregation of “schol-
ars,” teaching, catechizing, praying, and serving as a role model. He
frequently asked questions drawn from the Book of Mormon or the
“Little Learner” section of the Juvenile Instructor. After several years’
service, his responsibilities were expanded to include assistant secre-
tary and eventually secretary of the school.₄₆

The Church’s first ward Young Men’s Mutual Improvement Asso-
ciation [YMMIA] also allowed him to serve. The Thirteenth Ward
YMMIA called Heber as a president’s counselor at its initial meeting
in 1875, and he continued in that capacity through a series of new
presidencies for the rest of the decade.₄₇ The YMMIA’s weekly sessions
were first designed to give men in their late teens and early twenties
the chance for self-study and speechifying, though exercises later
included readings, essays, music, lectures, and answering questions
on religious and cultural topics.

The Thirteenth Ward YMMIA meetings were often high toned,
though once the men peremptorily refused a member’s suggestion
to take “the round dance pledge.”₄₈ Gospel topics were the primary
staple, with each youth expected to speak. Since fifteen or twenty men
were usually present (out of an enrolled thirty-three), meetings the-
oretically could be long. In actuality, most participants talked briefly.
“Bro. H. J. Grant said he like the rest who had spoke before him was
unprepared,” the minutes of one meeting recorded, “but according
to the Book of Mormon he was satisfied that this was the Gospel of
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Christ restored.” On another occasion he was more loquacious. “If a
person had any sense at all,” Heber observed, “he could see that Tobacco
and Whiskey was not good for the human system as nearly any one
that used Tobacco had to make themselves sick the first time and[,]
Second[,] how disgraceful an intoxicated person made himself.”₄₉

Heber had other Mutual duties concurrent with his ward assign-
ment. He acted as Salt Lake Stake YMMIA secretary and as a Mutual
“missionary” in the emerging Churchwide youth organization. The
latter calling required him to speak before various Utah congrega-
tions. Unlike his later forceful, machine-gun style delivery, his first
effort was a halting, two- or three-minute affair, which no doubt
drew beads of perspiration. Lastly, the April 1880 general conference
sustained him as secretary to the General YMMIA Superintendency
of the Church. He thereby became associated with Elders Wilford
Woodruff, Joseph F. Smith, and Moses Thatcher, members of the
new superintendency.₅₀

Grant’s adult Sunday School and Mutual activities reinforced
the values and faith of his heritage and permitted him to navigate
successfully the difficult adolescent years of passage. No doubt he
inflated the seriousness of his early crisis of belief. Bright and curi-
ous, he was subjected to a man’s world when sixteen, yet his acts
never trespassed pioneer Utah’s basic religious norms (illus. 3-3). His
gambling was with matchsticks; he permitted himself no Sunday
baseball playing; and when friends offered him a sexual liaison, he
fled with the rapidity of Joseph of Egypt.₅₁ More than he knew, his
religious feeling was inbred.

“You must know[,] and I am the only person who would tell you
so,” he wrote to a friend, “I have got to be a very good boy. I attend
meetings Sunday, generally twice a day, [and] go to the Elders Quorum
[and my] Youngmen’s Mutual Improvement Asstn.”₅₂ While many
of Zion’s youth found it chic to renounce plural marriage, Heber
wrote a long, impassioned defense. Whatever it lacked in grammar,
orthography, and argument, this defense clearly set him apart among
his contemporaries. “Shall we the sons and daughters of these men
and women who have sacrificed so much for their religion resign
any portion of that religion [viz., polygamy] to suit the notions and
fancies of those who are our bitterest enemies?” He particularly scored
his disbelieving friends who claimed they would never enter into its
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practice. “Just stop and think for
one minute what must be the feel-
ings of a polygamist mother . . . [for]
one of her children speaking lightly
of an ordinance, by the practice of
which they were born.”₅₃ Rachel’s
influence was always close at hand.

Those who knew young Heber
best understood his religious com-
mitment. “He lives his religion,”
Richard Young reported, “but is
seldom able to warm himself unto
enthusiasm over a principle; his love
is a practical, everyday, common-
sense devotion to principles which
from their superiority to all others,
he chooses to believe are divine.”₅₄

Bishop Woolley was less analytical. When Heber was called to pre-
side over the Tooele Stake at age twenty-three (thereby fulfilling
Patriarch Perkins’s blessing in an unexpected way), Bishop Woolley
made a point of being at the conference. He wanted to assure the
people that they were “getting a man and not a boy.” Later the bishop
met John Henry Smith on a Salt Lake City street. Reaching up and
placing his arms around the large Apostle’s neck, Bishop Woolley
became emotional. “John Henry . . . [Heber J. Grant] is worthy to be
one of the Apostles, don’t you forget him. . . . I can’t remain here
much longer, but when I am gone don’t you forget Heber J. Grant.”₅₅
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One day in early February 1874, Jim Ferguson, sensing the forlorn
hope of advancing his courtship with Minnie Horne, suggested

to Ort (Orson F.) Whitney and another of the boys that they orga-
nize a reading society. Ferguson “had heard, no doubt, of fond cou-
ples ‘reading life’s meaning in each others eyes,’” Whitney later
mused, “and that was the kind of reading that most interested him.”
Since the seventeen-year-old Whitney found himself “in the same box
with Ferguson on the girl question,” the suggestion found a ready
response. Whitney immediately invited those who “would make
desirable members” to meet at the home of Sister Emmeline B.
Wells, his motherly confidante. It was there on Salt Lake City’s State
Street that the Wasatch Literary Society was born₁ (illus. 4-1).

From such modest roots flowered one of territorial Utah’s most
lively and far-reaching adventures with culture. Whitney confessed
that he and his friends had a long-standing interest in the highbrow.
“As for essays, declamations, and musical renditions, we had been
doing that all our lives.”₂ Prior to the Wasatch, Whitney and Ferguson
had drawn up constitutions for several cultural societies. Indeed,
Whitney and a dozen of the subsequent “Wasatchers” had previ-
ously affiliated with the intellectually stimulating and controversial
Zeta Gamma, Dr. John R. Park’s debating society at the University
of Utah and reputedly the first Greek-lettered group in the Inter-
mountain West. Some also had joined the short-lived Delta Phi, a
literary society that had flourished in 1873.₃
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The 1870s were ripe for cultural
societies. From the beginning the
Latter-day Saint settlers had fostered
as much culture as their pioneer
economy would permit. They had
sponsored the “Polysophical,” “Philo-
mathian,” and “Universal Scientific”
societies; they listened to the literary
and scientific “Seventies’ Lectures”;
and they built the Social Hall and the
Salt Lake Theatre to stage drama. The
1870s brought new wealth and a cos-
mopolitan spirit to this foundation.
The Union Pacific Railroad, the antago-
nistic Salt Lake Tribune, the Tintic
Mining District, the one-thousand-

seat Godbeite Liberal Institute each in its own way increased Utah’s
diversity and prosperity. The result was significant. Mormon cul-
tural traditions mixed with the new pluralism, and the stage was set
for unprecedented creativity and ferment.₄

The Wasatch Literary Association drew from both Mormon and
wider American legacies. With few exceptions, the sixty who eventu-
ally came to enroll in the society were first generation, native-born
Utahns. Many were scions with the bluest of Mormon blood. (Nearly
one-sixth were Brigham Young’s children, grandchildren, nephews,
or nieces, while seven were sons and daughters of Daniel H. Wells,
Brigham’s counselor.) However, an appreciation of culture, not wealth
or position, was the common denominator in the background of its
members. Many of their parents were longtime mainstays of the ter-
ritory’s Chautauqua programs and amateur theater.₅

The “Wasatchers” proved very much the children of their heri-
tage. According to its constitution and bylaws, the Wasatchers desired
“the social advancement and the improvement of its members in gen-
eral literature, music and drama”—no small task for unsupervised
youth in a semirural community of less than twenty-five thousand.
To fulfill the society’s mission, the usual complement of officers was
put in place. A president, vice-president, secretary, treasurer, and
chairman of the program committee were elected at first monthly
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and later every six weeks. A marshal and janitor were subsequently
added to provide much needed decorum—and probably a touch of
humor given the ignominy of such positions. The original ceiling
of twenty-five active members was once raised to thirty-two, but all
efforts to increase it still higher were soundly defeated. The bylaws
called for the society to meet every Wednesday evening in one of the
members’ homes.₆

The society, while dedicated to culture, had too much youth
and wit in the group to admit either pretension or gravity. Most
members entered the Wasatch when in their late teens or early twen-
ties. While occasional leeway was extended to venerability, as in the
brief membership of thirty-three-year-old Will Woods, exceptions
were usually on the side of precocity. “Hebe” Wells was fifteen when
he joined, Bud Whitney sixteen, and Dick Young just over seventeen.

With a “disposition to sacrifice everything for a laugh,” the
Wednesday evening programs were unpredictable. “J[ohn] B. Read,
Janitor, assumed the chair,” one meeting’s minutes began. “By over-
whelming majority vote of those present, Mr. Read was fined 50¢ for
this assumption of authority.” Normally the president—not the
janitor—called for a quorum and approved the minutes. A general
reading of literature began after the reading of the minutes. Each
member was required to participate. They studied the Mormons’
favorite Wordsworth ode, “Intimations of Immortality,” several
times, and they read the life or works of Byron, Goldsmith, Gray,
Longfellow, Pope, Scott, and Shakespeare, often drawing the selec-
tions from school readers.₇

Group reading proved too staid, however, so this portion of the
weekly program was soon abandoned in favor of spelling matches and
an expansion of the next portion of the meeting, individual cultural
exercises. (The first was apparently based upon genuine need, for the
secretary misspelled two words in the sentence recording the motion.)
Individual exercises were assigned to members in turn a week or two
prior to the scheduled performance. These might include declama-
tions, lectures, debates, and remarks; original essays, parodies, and
poetry; vocal or instrumental renditions; and dialogue, dramatic read-
ings, and even small scale theatrical productions.₈

The best exercises were remembered as “ambitious and merito-
rious,” a judgment that seems fully warranted at least on the first
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account. Without the light touch and quick humor of his friends,
H. J. Grant twice lectured on “Insurance” and backed up his
remarks with the solid credentials of owning, despite his youthful
nineteen years, one of the territory’s leading insurance agencies. The
half sisters Emily and Emmeline Wells, known as “Little and Big Em
of the Wasatch,” once debated “which has had the more ground for
complaint, the Indian or the Negro.” Ort Whitney, also versatile
with flute and guitar, whistled an obbligato to the “Poet and
Peasant” overture as Lena Fobes “brilliantly” performed the piece
on the piano. And Stan Clawson’s violin butchered the “Crystal
Schottische” with such great finesse that the performance became
an unforgettable memory.₉

Bud Whitney’s “The Desereted Village,” an extended parody of
Goldsmith’s “The Desereted Village,” also became a Wasatch legend.
Though subsequently lost, the text was partially reconstructed from
collective memory and passed in later years from member to member
like a Homeric epic. Telling of the hearth of Billy Dunbar and the
mien of Emily Wells, his belle, it captured the meter and idyll of
Goldsmith’s original:

Removed from Brigham Street a league or two,
The estate stands whereon our hero grew.
Not large the lands, nor spacious are the halls,
No costly chattels hang the simple walls.
No shimmering font the sportive eye delights,
No grassy lawn the travelers toil invites.
Far far from these, the vain display of wealth
Is here exchanged for free and rugged health.
. . . .
Each Sunday morn to visit Mrs. Sears,
The lovely form of little Em appears.
Unconscious, half of all her blooming charms,
Yet well inured to love and loves alarms.
White gauzy skirts pinned backward hard and tight,
Still other charms afford the eager sight.₁₀

The spell of the gaslights seemed to excite members most of all.
Their cultural exercises, filled with scenes and staging, soon required
a new Wasatch officer called “dramatic manager.” Popular dramas
became common. So did original productions that at times were
directed to the intrigues of the society’s current social situation.
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“The whole [of next weeks’ program is] to conclude with a scene
from the ‘fowl’ tragedy, Waiting for the Verdict—the Court Scene,”
the minutes read with apparent reference to an impending matri-
monial decision “by Messrs R. W. Wells, O. F. Whitney, Rud
Clawson, Stan Clawson, H. M. Wells, H. G. Whitney, Jno Horne,
Lorenzo Young and Miss Cornelia Horne.” The Wasatch’s devotion
to Shakespeare was more decorous. Dialogues and sometimes whole
acts were performed from Hamlet, Henry IV, Julius Caesar, King
John, the Merchant of Venice, Othello, and Richard III.₁₁

The quality of the cultural exercises varied widely, according to
the society’s candid minutes. “The regular exercises were . . . very
poor,” one entry declared. On another occasion they were “only toler-
ably well rendered.” The members’ busy schedules seemed to be the
chief difficulty behind failures to prepare and sometimes to per-
form. The society’s talent was sufficient to sponsor periodic public
exhibitions at the Social Hall, which generally were well received.
For example, an exhibition opened in February 1876 with the
society’s orchestra playing an overture, assisted by the cultured
schoolmarm Ida Cook and the budding vocalist B. B. Young.
Wasatch President John Caine then spoke. Next, Harry Culmer, May
Wells, and Bud Whitney read essays. The Wasatch chorus sang “Joy!
Joy!” after which Cornelia Clayton, Mattie Horne, Libbie Beatie,
Bud Whitney, Harry Emery, and Mary Ferguson provided several
musical numbers. The evening concluded with dialogue from the
second act of Libbie’s Marble Heart.₁₂

This performance was an embarrassment, however, at least in
the dour judgment of President Caine. “Our leader, the Grand,
Infallible, John T. Caine, is dissatisfied with our last,” Heber Wells
reported to Dick Young, then teaching school in Manti. He “has
willed that we must do something to redeem ourselves. . . . Of course,
the girls all melted at the sight of their ‘beau ideal,’ and of course they
all voted in the manner which ‘Johntee’ prescribed.” Caine in fact
called a special meeting of the Wasatch to insist that a redeeming
exhibition be scheduled, and, with the girls voting as a block, secured
the authority to manage the new production personally.₁₃

No Wasatch gathering was ever complete without good-natured
wrangling and practical joking. When the forgetful H. J. Grant
asked one Wednesday where the society was meeting, Jim Ferguson
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sent him to Kittie Heywood’s home high on a Salt Lake City hill. “It
was a good joke on me walking so far for nothing,” Grant admitted
after the wild-goose chase, “and I think I shall try & get even with
James for playing me so.”₁₄

Immediate recourse was always available through the society’s
celebrated “budget box,” the piece de resistance of each meeting. This
“budget box” was a box in which members could anonymously
place any composition, serious or most often otherwise. Edited and
selected by a reader appointed at the previous meeting, the box’s
contents were read following the general culture exercises. The idea
was not original. Will Woods, President Wells’s nephew from Iowa,
had suggested the society appropriate the plan from a club to which
he had once belonged.₁₅

The budget box “used to fairly scintillate with the brilliance of its
articles,” the Salt Lake Herald judged a decade after the Wasatch
Literary Association’s demise, “many of them—but for their rather
personal character—would adorn the pages of any of our brightest
periodicals of current literature.” After a Wastacher memorized but
badly executed the role of Claude Melnotte in Bulwer’s The Lady of
Lyons, the budget box began with what at first seemed a compliment:

Now Claude was well committed, too,
And doubly done—ay, this is true;
You first commit the part, to prove it,
And then commit the murder of it.₁₆

Spicy rumors of members’ social lives were a budget box staple.
Several squibs detailed an alleged hugging incident involving Rob
Sloan and the popular yet coquettish Emily Wells on her distin-
guished father’s front porch (illus. 4-2). They graphically continued
with the reactions of her distraught admirers Ort Whitney and H. J.
Grant threatening vengeance and Billy Dunbar, suicide. “I would
[have] given a dollar if you could have been there to hear them,”
Grant said when reporting the episode to a friend in the East. The
budget box pieces “were too good for anything.”₁₇

On another occasion B. B. Young must have thought otherwise.
Young apparently earned Wasatch displeasure by first affiliating
with and then openly censuring the society. The budget box
responded with a torrent of abuse. Bid Young, his half-brother, dis-
closed that B. B.’s “regular morning exercise was to run a chicken . . .
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until it sweat, so that he would
extract an egg without much
difficulty for his morning drink.”
Members refused to let the lam-
poon die. A week later they staged
a mock trial, with B. B.’s chicken-
running prosecuted as a crime with
“malice prepense.” Not under-
standing legal jargon, “the defen-
dant denied chasing the chicken
with ‘a mallet prepense,’ maintain-
ing that ‘it was a stick with a nail
in the end of it.’” Rule Wells, the
judge, swept the distinction aside
and sentenced the criminal to
death. Still later the society fired
another fusillade. Responding to
B. B.’s complaint that his calculus
studies were “using him up,” the
budget box wondered if the problem did not lie more realistically in
his “getting drunk.”₁₈

New members in particular were subject to attack. “Harry
Culmer,” Heber Wells reported to Dick Young, “is now a member
and on the next evening he may prepare to be slandered, laughed at,
abused, and culumniated at the pleasure of the budget box writers.”
The eighteen-year-old Wells could hardly still his enthusiasm—nor
keep his metaphors consistent:

He must go through the “kinks.” I have, and you have, and why
should he be exempt? Let us rally! and pour such hot words into
his burning ears as will scorch his very inners, and make his
blood run cold with fiery indignation. I will ransack the
remotest corner of my cranium for wit, and coupling this with
all the eloquence my soul posesses, I’ll “let him have it,” loud and
long, egad I will!₁₉

More and more, the budget box determined a meeting’s success.
The gathering at the Hornes’ was “‘way up,’ one [of] the best (if not
the best) we have ever had,” reported one member. “There was nearly
(if not quite) 50 budget box [pieces].” Contributions were vigorously
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solicited from out-of-town members (“Attack anybody, me if you
like”). Other members hatched a budget box conspiracy. Using Emily
Wells as amanuensis, signing themselves as Gax, Ginx, Iago, Pard,
Uebec, and Yoric, and further disguising their trail by occasionally
attacking themselves, they embroiled the society week after week
not only with their calumnies but by the aura of mystery surround-
ing their true identities.₂₀

While intended as “innocent merriment,” the Wasatch barbs
occasionally inflicted wounds upon the sensitive. For example, H. J.
Grant, a widow’s son without the opportunity for formal schooling,
remembered shedding “many bitter tears when my gramatical
errors & other mistakes were laughed at” and at times felt “the least
beloved and respected of any of the members of the Club.” Unfortu-
nately, many were not as resilient as Grant. After running the verbal
gauntlet, probably a tenth of the society’s incoming members quickly
dropped out. Realizing the excesses of the budget box, the fun-loving
Wasatch old-timers finally adopted a formal resolution declaring
“personalities” a misdemeanor and banned them, subject to fines,
from all proceedings.₂₁

However, the fines themselves became a source of amusement.
Assessed each meeting after the budget box reading, the fines often
touched most members’ pockets, as the minutes of October 21,
1874, testify:

Fine of 5 cents were imposed of Kate Wells, R. S. Wells, and Kittie
Heywood for not contributing to [the] B[udget] B[ox]. Fines of
20 cents were imposed on Kittie Heywood, H. G. Whitney, C. B.
Swift, Jote Beatie, Emily Wells, Nellie Whitney, R. S. Wells[,]
Emmie Wells & O. F. Whitney for disorder. It was moved and
seconded that O. F. Whitney behave himself during the remain-
der of the evening. Mr. Swift was fined 25 cts for rudeness.
Moved that Messr[s] Swift, H. G. and O. F. Whitney be fined
for disrespect for president, 10¢. H. G. Whitney was fined 15¢ for
disorder. Jote Beatie, Emily Wells & R. S. Wells were fined
for whispering.

The fines, added to the club’s dues, proved an ample revenue source.
During its four-year history, the society met expenses and main-
tained a burgeoning account at Zion’s Savings Bank.₂₂

The Wasatch’s prosperity occasioned an alleged letter from
John R. Winder, Salt Lake City’s Collector of Taxes. Members had
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not realized that their money was subject to levy. Concerned, the
society appointed a committee of Ort Whitney, John B. Read, and
D. C. Young to negotiate a settlement. Week after week passed with
the committee temporizing or making partial reports. Realizing he
could spin the matter out no further, Whitney finally admitted the
truth—the letter was a hoax.₂₃

The critic’s report, the final Wasatch agenda item, attempted
to conclude meetings on a decorous note. The “critic,” appointed
weekly at the outset of each meeting, judged both the culture exer-
cises and budget box reading. His animadversions could be delivered
“very sarcastically” and at times were “very plain and to the point.”
Once the budget box was judged to contain a number of meritori-
ous pieces “but its wit and interest were not equivilent to its length.”
After the Wasatch’s burlesque of B. B. Young, critic Emma Wells,
Emily’s half-sister, so railed at the abuse of “our friends” that
participants felt “like a Mexican dollar with seventy cents deducted.”
John Caine was equally scathing when ill-timed laughter marred a
dramatic dialogue between Iago and Othello. “You who have
laughed at these gentlemen and their commendable efforts to enter-
tain us this evening,” Caine opened, “have applauded worse acting
upon the boards of the Salt Lake Theatre.” Such a high-tone
demeanor, however, was not always maintained. Once when John
Read’s critique was called for, he sardonically refused any
response—and was fined 25¢ for neglecting duty.₂₄

Not surprisingly, given the society’s impetus, socializing played
an important role. Members might meet informally at the home of
Emmeline Wells or of the popular Beaties, where the parlor bulged
each Sunday evening with “the crowd.” On weekdays, members
pared apples or danced the slightly disreputable waltz. If the con-
versation lagged, Carl Young would play the William Tell Overture
or Ort Whitney would sing “Thoughts.” With autograph albums
the rage, swains vied to be sentimental and witty. Harry Emery,
quoting Othello, wrote in Jote Beatie’s album: “Excellent wench,
but I do love thee / And when I love thee not, chaos has come
again.” The charm was lost when he indelicately penned the same
lines in rival albums.₂₅

A year after its organization, the society officially started spon-
soring social activities. There were weekend outings to City Creek
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Canyon, Wells’s Farm, and Black Rock House on the Great Salt Lake.
On one occasion big, buff Harry Emery swam from the beach house
to Black Rock and back despite a raging storm—to the ladies’ admi-
ration but to the dismay of several men who nearly drowned trying
to also complete his feat. At Calder’s Park, now Nibley Park, the
Wasatchers alternately ice-skated or boated as the seasons permitted.
One time Mary Jones’s skiff capsized and she was rushed to the shore
to dry out. As her teeth chattered and body quivered from coldness,
Bud Whitney asked with more nervous sympathy than forethought if
she cared for ice cream. “Her reply,” a member recalled, “was an Artic
glance that ‘froze the genial current of his soul.’”₂₆

Members approved proposed social events only after “a lively
and lengthy discussion,” and there were times when their caution
appeared wise. In January 1876 the young women, supported by
John Caine and Harry Emery, hoped to stage a grand ball at the
Wasatch Hotel. The proposition had been approved and a commit-
tee on arrangements appointed when the men began to question the
plan’s feasibility. “The boys all know that we girls want to have
a party and we think it is mean in them to predict that it will be a
failure,” an impassioned Mary Jones declaimed. “We know that if
the boys want it to be a f[a]ilure and do all they can to make it one of
course it will be one.” Despite her forensics, the project was voted
down on basically straight male-female lines. The matter did not
end there. Although men and women usually shared leadership
positions in the Wasatch, at the next election of officers the women
vigorously exercised their franchise. An entire distaff slate was
elected—with four of the men receiving fines for disorderly conduct
during the election.₂₇

As the ladies’ reaction indicated, socials were serious busi-
ness—especially when directed toward courting. Victorian romance
and sensibility exaggerated emotions and stylized behavior. Wasatch
men openly pled their troths. In turn, the girls’ flirtatious glances
and carefully phrased letters dropped telltale hints of reciprocated
affection. Final marital decisions brought extravagant misery to
rejected parties. There was mock (and perhaps some real) fear that
Bud Whitney was suicidal when Alice Young eloped with Charlie
Hopkins. Luella Cobb plunged several Wasatch beaux into despair
by becoming the fifth plural wife of middle-aged John W. Young.
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Some pains did not heal quickly. In later years when members
recalled their Wasatch experience, memories of “heartaches” and
“upsetting love affairs” remained to taint their otherwise happy
nostalgia.₂₈

Church leaders and parents understandably had some misgiv-
ings about the association. Its activities were unsupervised, and its
spirit seemed too secular, carefree, and at times bruising. Too few
men within the society accepted mission calls. Others, like Ort
Whitney, appeared to postpone “real life” for prose and drama.
Many members rejected polygamy, the nineteenth century’s badge
of total Latter-day Saint commitment, and when they did marry,
some chose spouses who were lapsed Saints or not even Church
members.₂₉ When prominent Wasatcher John Read joined the staff

of the Salt Lake Tribune, the Mormons’ strident journalistic foe, the
worst fears of the older generation seemed confirmed.

“The Wasatch has already, through the gab and energy of cer-
tain mischief makers, attained in the eyes of our parents, the
unenviable notoriety of an institution for the promotion of
infidelity and sacriligiousness,” Heber Wells noted. But he insisted
parental concerns were overdrawn. Most of the Wasatch nonbe-
lievers were “of that cast . . . before they were Wasatchers. It is simply
absurd to think that an association where nothing of . . . [a reli-
gious nature] is discussed but where a few persons meet and go
through exercises for literary culture, could be the means of turn-
ing out nothing but infidels.”₃₀

In truth, in matters of behavior and religion the society left its
members largely as it found them. Certainly there was little outward
piety. When it was suggested that meetings be opened and closed
with prayer, the motion evoked so little support it never came
to a vote. Another suggestion that the society tithe its revenue met
a similar fate. Yet there were no carping complaints about the
Church either. For example, prior to Ort Whitney’s planned depar-
ture for a New York dramatic career, the society staged a farewell
benefit at the Social Hall. When a mission call intervened, they
cheerfully gave Whitney another testimonial in the Fourteenth
Ward Hall. When Rule Wells left on a mission, the group secured
a private railroad car and traveled to Ogden to see him off on the
Union Pacific₃₁ (illus. 4-3).
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Whatever its religious failings, the Wasatch excited “the admira-
tion and envy of the literary, dramatic and musical portions of the
town” and presumably the young social set as well. Its imitators were
numerous. Some youth organized a “reading association.” Others
formed the Azalea Society, a cultural group that divided its mem-
bership into the “Democrats” and “Republicans” more than a
decade before national political parties entered Utah. Each of the
latter groups then competed against the other in presenting cultural
exercises. Still more imaginative was the all-male Decennial
Philadelphian Society. It planned to meet each decade, “renewing
and perpetuating the friendship of early life.” Finally, the Church-
sponsored Mutual Improvement Associations (M.I.A.) began in the
middle 1870s. Sensing an obvious vacuum and wishing to avoid
the Wasatch’s excesses, Brigham Young called Junius Wells to rein-
vigorate the previously organized youth Retrenchment Societies and
commence Churchwide M.I.A. activity.₃₂

The organization of
the M.I.A. was a death
knell. With young Salt
Lakers being drawn
into Church youth
activities, the Wasatch
no longer had a pool
of potential new mem-
bers. For a time the
two rival organizations
existed side by side, but
by the winter of 1877–78

the Wasatch was losing
momentum. Meetings
were abbreviated so
members could leave
to make “Lasser Candy”
or canceled in lieu of
the St. Mark’s Cantata
or the “Kellogg Cary
Combination” appearing
at the Salt Lake Theatre.
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Illus. 4-3.  Rulon Wells (seated, center) and
Orson Whitney (standing, right) leaving for
their missions, ca. 1875.

Courtesy Church Archives, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints



As members married they resigned, and those who remained seemed
changed by time and new experiences. When Ort Whitney returned
from his mission, there was a new, unfamiliar gravity about him.
“Yes, I have been down East for the past year and seven months and
have not felt very well,” he typically replied to all inquiries with 
un-Wasatch seriousness, “but I hope soon with the help of Heaven
and the mountain air to . . . regain my native health.” This was
not the stuff from which the society had been built and was a sign
both of the members’ growing maturity and of the Wasatch’s conse-
quent decline.₃₃

For a time, the beleaguered association tried to regroup. Not
having met for several months, members in late spring 1878 drafted
a new constitution, pledged biweekly meetings, and elected new
officers. Ort Whitney, who had been the first Wasatch president
and—despite his several absences from Salt Lake City—once again
assumed the chair. But old enthusiasms could not be relit. The final
session of the Wasatch Literary Association met at the Wells’s South
Temple Street home on May 29, 1878.₃₄

Yet, it was not the last meeting. Twelve years later, in June 1890,
members held a reunion. Amid rose bowers, Chinese lanterns,
refreshment-filled tables, and wafting melodies of the band, the
Wasatch met at a familiar gathering place, Frank and Kittie Heywood
Kimball’s home on Heywood Hill. The intervening years had not
extinguished the Wasatch spirit. “It is to be hoped,” read the ludi-
crously printed formal invitation, that “the same rigid decorum
which formed so conspicuous a feature of the Wasatch in other days
will be observed at this meeting.”₃₅

Members were called to order by Ort Whitney. The roll was called
and the minutes of the May 29, 1878, meeting were read. Then Whitney
imposed wide-ranging fines and introduced the general exercises,
which included Stanley Clawson’s celebrated “Crystal Schottishe.” The
budget box contained “a host of humorous skits, poems and allusions
to the status of the members and their adventures, loves, courtships,
etc., of a dozen years ago.” Reportedly it was “immensely enjoyed by
all—even those who were hardest hit.” Sometime before 2:00 A.M. the
party concluded and the Wasatch adjourned sine die.₃₆

The reunion must have occasioned moments of personal reverie
and appraisal. In the past lay their youthful exuberance, when their
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exaggerated words and consciousness of style had become the foun-
dation for many members’ subsequent able prose. Likewise, the
Wasatchers must have realized that their amateur theatrics had
borne fruit. Nine former Wasatch members had formed the core of
the Home Dramatic Club, a stock company that contributed largely
to late nineteenth-century Utah drama.₃₇ Looking at the reunion’s
guest list, members must have also understood the importance of
the association’s socializing. Almost half of the society had married
fellow Wasatchers.₃₈

More dramatically, the Wasatch’s legacy was the success its
members enjoyed in adult life. The list is impressive. Art and archi-
tecture: J. Willard Clawson, portraitist; H. L. A. Culmer, civic
booster, editor, and landscape painter of the grandiose; and Don
Carlos Young, Church architect. Public Affairs: Heber M. Wells,
Utah’s first state governor and treasurer of the U.S. Shipping Board;
William W. Woods, Idaho legislator and magistrate; and Richard W.
Young, attorney, U.S. Commissioner of the Philippines, and Utah’s
first general of the U.S. Regular Army. Education: John T. Caine Jr.,
proponent of “scientific” agriculture and Utah State College professor
of history and English; and Joseph Toronto, University of Utah pro-
fessor of mathematics and history. Journalism: John B. Read, editor
of the Butte [Montana] Miner; Robert W. Sloan, Democratic State
Chairman, broker, editor of the Logan Journal; and Horace G.
Whitney, managing editor and nationally recognized dramatic and
lyric editor of the Deseret News. Businessmen: Charles S. Burton;
Laron A. Cummings; James X. Ferguson; John F. Horne; Frank D.
Kimball; and Herbert M. Pembroke.

In spite of their earlier unruly and profane reputation,
Wasatch members made their most distinguished contributions in
the field of religion. Kittie Heywood Kimball found a satisfying
faith in Christian Science, and she became Salt Lake City’s first
practitioner of the religion and its most forceful organizer.
Wasatch bete noir Bicknell (B. B.) Young worked in the same
movement on a broader scale. Abandoning a promising career as
a baritone vocalist, Young delivered Christian Science lectures in
Australia, England, and the United States, taught the denomina-
tion’s prestigious Normal Class, and later served as First Reader of
the Mother Church in Boston.₃₉
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Not surprisingly, Wasatchers were called to Latter-day Saint
ecclesiastical positions more than perhaps anyone, including them-
selves, foresaw. Cornelia Horne Clayton and Minnie Horne James
served on the Primary and Relief Society General Boards. Martha
Horne Tingey labored forty-nine years in the presidency of the
Young Women’s Mutual Improvement Association, including
twenty-four years as president. Richard W. Young and Brigham S.
Young led the Ensign Stake and the Northwest Mission, respec-
tively. Four Wasatchers were called as General Authorities: Rulon S.
Wells as Senior President of the First Council of Seventy; poet and
historian Orson F. (Ort) Whitney as a member of the Quorum of
the Twelve; Rudger Clawson as President of the Quorum of the
Twelve; and Heber J. Grant served twenty-seven years as President
of the Church.₄₀

The Wasatch Literary Association obviously played a role, how-
ever modest, in the remarkable achievement of its members. Probably
its members were ordained for “success” long before Jim Ferguson
talked to Ort Whitney on a Salt Lake City street. But the society
schooled its members in culture and trained them in public speak-
ing and writing. And during their careers, like the graduates of
British public schools, Wasatchers often turned to each other for
professional or financial help. In fact, in later years the association
became something of an alma mater, a halcyon time, “the happiest
days of my life,” wrote one Wasatch octogenarian. Heber Wells, who
usually said things best, albeit with hyperbole, admitted his Wasatch
days touched his senses like “the almost forgotten fragrance of burn-
ing sagebrush.” Or perhaps his memories were better expressed by
“the odor of the honeysuckles that used to grow in Uncle Brigham’s
upper garden.’’₄₁
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When lecturing at the Harvard Law School, Justice Oliver
Wendell Holmes told students they could do anything they

wanted to in life, if only they wanted to hard enough. Later in a
private aside he added, “But what I did not tell them was that they
had to be born wanting to.”₁

Heber J. Grant was born wanting to be an entrepreneur. Young
Heber consumed the commercial news of the New York Weekly
Ledger as avidly as other boys might have read the sports page. He
and his close companion Heber Wells ventured into an ambitious
but disastrous egg business (harried by neighborhood dogs and
infested with the pip, the hens refused to lay). Heber even became a
youthful employer. His keen eye and steady fingers won him a trove
of marbles, and he used his winnings with Tom Sawyeresque skill.
Less nimble companions were hired to cut wood, haul water, and do
his other distasteful chores.₂

Business ambitions boiled within the youth. “As a boy of seven-
teen, I dreamed in my mind about my future life,” he later recalled.
“I had never thought of holding a Church position; I had other
plans.” These plans he plotted with precision. First, he would master
the tasks of business clerk and bookkeeper while still a teenager.
Next, by his twenty-first birthday he would have his own business
concern. He projected that by the age of thirty he would be a director
of Zion’s Cooperative Mercantile Institution (ZCMI), Utah’s largest
wholesale and retail outlet. Other youthful plans were to found a
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local insurance company, preside over a Utah bank, or sit on the
board of one of the transcontinental railroads.₃

Why did Grant have such a passion for business? One obvious
answer to this question is that this passion was a part of the times.
During the last decades of the nineteenth century, the business of
America was business. Daring entrepreneurs reaped fortunes by
masterminding such exciting new industries as steel, oil, and elec-
tricity. These new captains of industry stamped their personalities
upon their era and made private property, competitive enterprise,
and corporate wealth appear as eternal verities. The cult of the 
self-made man arose. The English writer Samuel Smiles and his
American counterparts William Makepeace Thayer and Horatio
Alger wrote books that promised any determined, hardworking boy
material success. As Alger penned in a couplet that included 6 of his
119 book titles:

Strive and Succeed, the world’s temptations flee—
Be Brave and Bold, and Strong and Steady be.
Go Slow and Sure, and prosper then you must—
With Fame and Fortune, while you Try and Trust.₄

Smiles’s books on Character, Thrift, and Self-Help found their
way into young Heber’s hands, and the boy drank thirstily from the
self-help draught. Local schools taught such precepts as duty, success,
and moral truth from the widely used Wilson and National readers.₅

So indelible was the mark of these elementary school texts that Grant
quoted from them the rest of his life. The devout Rachel Ivins
Grant, Heber’s widowed and subsequently divorced mother, hoped
that her son might give himself to church service, but she by no
means resisted the prevailing commercial climate. She herself came
from a long line of Quaker merchants.

The nation’s business spirit spilled into Utah’s previously isolated
valleys. In the twenty years following its founding, Utah had been
a pioneer community. Survival, settlement, and the propagation of
Latter-day Saint ideals were its concerns. But during the 1870s, the
years when young Heber came of age, the territory began to enter
the American mainstream. Across the tracks of the recently com-
pleted Union Pacific Railroad flowed products and ideas. Utah’s
mines began to prosper and Salt Lake City acquired for the first time
a commercial district, which was rapidly growing. Many Latter-day
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Saint leaders caught the entrepreneuring fever, and their business
activities impressed young Heber.

Among the enterprising young men who provided the boy with
behavioral models was Joseph Elder, who owned a “little frame
grocery store” a half block down Main Street from where the Grants
lived. Heber, not yet six years old, spent hours at Elder’s store, listen-
ing, talking, and being initiated into the mysteries of commerce.
Another mentor was the crusty and indefatigable Edwin Woolley,
the Grants’ Thirteenth Ward bishop and a man of many business
endeavors. The bishop left such an impression that Heber later
described him as “a good man, an honest man, a hard-working
man—and a man I loved.” But no acquaintance exercised a stronger
business influence on Heber than the affable Alex Hawes. As the New
York Life Insurance Company’s agent for Salt Lake City and later for
the Pacific Coast and England, Hawes typified the hardworking and
principled nineteenth-century business ideal. For six months when
Heber was twelve years old, Hawes boarded at the Grants, beginning
a life-long bond between the two. Hawes recognized in the boy a
budding talent of the first order and for years afterward showered
letters of fatherly encouragement upon his protégé.₆

Of course Heber’s youthful experiences and contacts were not
an alchemy that mysteriously and automatically produced an entre-
preneur. Similar influences worked to no avail upon his boyhood
friends. Tony (Anthony W.) Ivins, Dick (Richard W.) Young, Hebe
(Heber M.) Wells, Fera (Feramorz) Young, Ort (Orson F.) Whitney,
and Rud (Rudger) Clawson, although they later would prove them-
selves to be remarkably talented, were not compulsively drawn to
the balance sheet or ledger like Heber Grant.

Clearly there was something in Grant’s personality that drew
him to business. Whitney bemusedly remembered the boy as “a per-
severing sort of chap whose chief delight seemed to be in overcom-
ing obstacles.”₇ Despite a natural clumsiness, Grant determinedly
set out to win the second base position with the Red Stockings, only
to lose interest when the team gained the territorial championship.
His fine penmanship developed only after classmates laughed at his
blots and scribbles. Never a serious reader or scholar, he neverthe-
less had no rival when a concrete task or contest lay at hand, such
as the memorization of the Deseret Alphabet or Jaques’s Catechism.
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After Bishop Woolley branded him a ne’er-do-well, Grant earnestly
set out to win the bishop’s approval and succeeded.₈ “I confess there
is something in being at the head,” the compulsive achiever later
admitted, “that has always favorably impressed me.”₉

Young Heber was also developing other entrepreneurial virtues.
His towering ambitions spoke loudly of his outward optimism and
cocksurety. Such traits were later diagnosed by the celebrated and per-
ceptive phrenologist Henry Fowler, who told the young man to
reduce his “bump of hope” by half and be satisfied. Moreover, Heber
embodied diligence. He found that he could not “help working and
that in a hurry.” Upon securing his first office job at fifteen, Heber
quickly mastered his tasks and asked for more. Four years later he
almost resigned because of nothing to do. The young man in fact
worked nights to complete his duties and was rewarded by his grate-
ful employer with a $100 bonus for industry. “I did it,” he explained
without acknowledging there was anything unusual in his behavior,
“because . . . I did not like to sit around idle.”₁₀

He learned self-reliance early, literally at his mother’s knee.
Despite her stately charm, Rachel Grant had not married until her
mid-thirties, only to be widowed when her only child was nine days
old. Although Rachel’s education, personality, and intelligence
placed her among Deseret’s “first ladies,” the death of her husband,
Jedediah Morgan Grant, and her unsuccessful remarriage to his dis-
solute brother, George D., left her impoverished. Young Heber
recalled blustery nights with no fire in the hearth, months with no
shoes, never more than a single homemade outfit of homespun at a
time, and, except for an adequate supply of bread, a meager fare that
allowed only a pound of butter and four pounds of sugar for the
entire year.₁₁ Sewing became Rachel’s means of avoiding charity.
“I sat on the floor at night until midnight,” Heber remembered,
“and pumped the sewing machine to relieve her tired limbs.”₁₂

The machine’s constantly moving treadles became a symbol of the
Grants’ stubborn independence.

“A man who has been the indisputable favorite of his mother,”
theorized Freud, “keeps for life the feeling of conqueror, the
confidence of success which often induces real success.” Indeed there
grew between mother and son a special bond that permanently
etched a spirit of independence upon Heber’s character (illus. 5-1).
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On the one hand she indulged him, an advantage the boy later
regretted exploiting. “Being both son and daughter to my mother,”
he remarked, “I suppose I may have been partially spoiled in the
raising.”₁₃ But on the other hand, she showered upon him her adult
interests and high expectations. She never doubted that the boy’s
destiny would exceed that of his father, who had served as mayor of
the city and as one of Brigham Young’s counselors. Her light disci-
pline and heavy confidence encouraged Heber in his experiments to
raise chickens and to hire other boys with marbles. The consequence
was a growing sense of mastery, a feeling that he could and should
get things done.

To help his mother, the boy at fourteen worked twenty straight
Saturdays at fifty cents a day to earn the ten dollars required to
insure her modest home. Although Bishop Woolley protested that
Rachel’s many friends would quickly rebuild her home in case of a
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disaster, Heber replied that the Grants could do without such help.
“I don’t care to live in a house built by charity,” he said. “I would be
a little pauper, living in a house not knowing who furnished the
money to build it, and therefore not being able to pay it back.”₁₄

Such fierce independence bred within Heber a resilience to
popular opinion. “When certain people start to say kind things about
me,” he confided many years later, “I say, ‘Heber Grant, what’s the
matter with you? If you were doing your duty that man wouldn’t say
good things about you.’”₁₅ His willingness to defend an unpopular
position had taken root early. While reading the Book of Mormon at
age fifteen, he strongly identified with the outspoken Nephi who
often preached against the popular grain. The Nephite prophet
became his hero, more influential in his life, he admitted, “than . . .
any other character in ancient history, sacred or profane—save only
the Redeemer of the world.”₁₆

The influence of Book of Mormon characters was only one part
of the Church’s impact upon Heber. “As a boy he was inclined always
to religion,” recalled his intimate boyhood friend Richard Young.
Rachel had nourished Heber from infancy upon Mormonism’s milk.
Some of his earliest memories were of “going to meeting” to hear
Brother Brigham. As a boy he proudly sat next to Bishop Woolley in
the Thirteenth Ward meetinghouse to time speakers and meetings.
When healthy and in town, the youth never missed attending gen-
eral conference. As a young man he was careful with his tithing and
donations. Nor could he remember an instance of playing Sabbath
baseball. At fifteen he was ordained an elder, several years later was
chosen as a seventy, and at nineteen was called as a counselor in the
first ward Mutual Improvement Association organized. “He lives his
religion,” Richard Young reported, “but is seldom able to warm him-
self unto enthusiasm over a principle; his love is a practical, everyday,
common-sense devotion to principles which from their superiority
to all others, he chooses to believe are divine.”₁₇

As well as supplying the young man with a system of religious
ethics, the Church gave purpose and energy to his life. While he did
not have an intellectual’s appreciation for his religion with its promises
of human worth and a divinely ordered world, he nevertheless felt
the empowering spirit of his faith. The sermons in the Tabernacle
taught him that Latter-day Saints were a special people with a special
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mission. Thus the character of Nephi appealed to Grant not simply
because of the ancient prophet’s outspokenness, but also because of
his sense of mission—“his faith, his determination, his spirit to do
the will of God.”₁₈ Grant became such a disciple himself, possessed
with the enormous energy given to those who are confident of their
providential duty and destiny.

In summary, a modern behaviorist might use Grant as a case
study of an innovative or entrepreneurial personality. Here was a
bright boy with the deep needs of an achiever. Buoyant, self-confident,
industrious, self-reliant, and tough-minded, he had acquired these
entrepreneurial traits in a nearly classic textbook manner. He was
the only child of a mature woman who had dominated him with
loving indulgence and high standards. Heber’s father figures—Joe
Elder, Bishop Woolley, Alex Hawes, and Erastus Snow, an Apostle
who took an unusual interest in the boy—supplied the quiet, pliant
paternal influence that usually characterizes an innovator’s childhood.
Like most contemporary entrepreneurs, Grant rose from the urban
middle class—if not in wealth, certainly in values and status. As was
also true of many entrepreneurs, Grant’s early reading and school-
ing taught him firm values, authority, and a beneficent and yielding
world. Lastly, Grant’s sense of religious mission followed closely the
general pattern. “Innovators in the early stages of growth seem to be
characterized by a common ethic which is appropriately termed
religious in nature, whatever their religious dogma,” Everett Hagan
has written. “They feel a personal responsibility to transform the
world that far transcends a profit motive.”₁₉

There was an additional ingredient in the boy’s motivation.
Hidden behind his brusque self-confidence and compulsion to
succeed were the fears and uncertainties of a poor boy proving him-
self. Anxieties usually push the highly motivated, and for Heber they
had begun early. When he was about six, he and his mother were
forced to move from the spacious home on Main Street that they
shared with Jedediah’s other wives and children into a widow’s
cottage. Later the little boy wandered back to his old home and
wept. Shaking his fist he vowed that someday as a man he would
possess the place.₂₀ In a sense he eventually did—not as a homeowner,
but as principal investor and chairman of the executive committee
of ZCMI, the large department store that came to occupy the old
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Grant homestead. The contrast symbolized much of Grant’s busi-
ness career. He was ever at heart a poor boy reaching uncertainly but
determinedly beyond himself.

The comet began its ascent early. On June 5, 1872, when only
fifteen years old, Grant found employment as a bookkeeper and
policy clerk at H. R. Mann and Company, Insurance Agents. The
position had not come by chance. The boy had prepared himself.
Several years earlier he was downtown playing marbles when a lanky
young man strolled past. “Do you see that chap there?” asked a com-
panion. “He works in Wells Fargo’s Bank and gets $150 a month.”
Heber’s quantitative mind quickly grasped what this meant. He
currently was shining shoes at a nickel a pair. To equal the bank
clerk’s salary, he calculated that he would need more than 240 feet of
shoes, 6 days a week, 4 weeks a month. He immediately enrolled in a
bookkeeping class.₂₁

To forego secondary and college education and enter business at
an early age was then not uncommon, but Grant had had an attrac-
tive educational option. He refused an appointment to the United
States Naval Academy (which would have required considerable
remedial schooling) because of his mother’s entreaties and perhaps,
one suspects, because of an accurate sense of his own limitations.

Heber found his first taste of insurance and financial matters
appetizing. He mastered his job easily and quickly. During the day
he worked tirelessly. At night he sold policies. Mann and Company
occupied the front basement portion of the banking firm A. W.
White and Company, and, when duties allowed, Grant volun-
teered his services at the bank. He offered “to do anything and
everything I could to employ my time, never thinking whether I
was to be paid for it or not, but having only a desire to work and
learn.” Mr. Morf, the bookkeeper of A. W. White, in turn schooled
Grant’s penmanship. Soon Grant’s Spencerian hand enabled him
often to earn more after office hours writing cards and invitations
than he gained from his insurance salary.₂₂ Three or four years
after coming to Mann and Company, Grant assumed the “entire
charge of the business” with the exception of writing an occasional
letter and actually signing the policies. He bought the company at
age nineteen, after Rachel Grant mortgaged her home to provide
the necessary $500.₂₃
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A less confident eye might have seen Grant’s purchase as fool
hearted. H. R. Mann and Company’s assets consisted entirely of good-
will, or the inside track in securing policy renewals. In this case
goodwill might have no value at all. Would policy holders trust their
future business to a nineteen year old? Would the national insurance
companies transfer their business from Mann and Company to Grant?
The young man might have customers but no insurance to sell
them. Also, there were piranhas waiting to strike. Four other insur-
ance companies in Salt Lake City now commanded the same volume
that Mann had once possessed. Agents like the vigorous and clever
Hugh Anderson could be expected to attack both Grant’s customers
and the seven national agencies supporting his business.

Grant quickly proved that he had talent to match his daring. He
strengthened his position by forming a partnership—Jennens, Grant
and Company—with another Salt Lake insurance agent, B. W. E.
Jennens. If Grant required the additional luster of Jennens’s maturity
and experience, the fast-selling Jennens needed access to the national
insurance policies offered by Mann and Company. Six of these Grant
managed to retain. To help him do so, Hawes and Henry Wadsworth,
Grant’s former employer at Mann and Company, actively pulled
strings in San Francisco, but Heber’s personality also played a key
role. When the field representative for one insurance firm arrived to
transfer his agency from Mann and Company to another local firm,
Grant personally met him at the railroad depot and dissuaded the
startled agent from his decision before he was able to lodge at a local
hotel. A month and a half after he began business, Grant’s corre-
spondence showed a firm hand at the helm. “You think when
Mr. Farr [the national representative] returns [to Salt Lake] he will
explain the matter to my satisfaction,” the adolescent wrote when
one insurance company and its representative attempted to defraud
him of a small premium. “The only way the matter can be explained
to my satisfaction is to have the draft paid. I shall forward it for
collection again and trust it will be honored.”₂₄

Heber found admiring friends in the Salt Lake business com-
munity. “Few young men here are held in higher esteem by all
classes than he,” the Salt Lake Herald wrote in praise of Mr. Grant
and his new insurance venture.₂₅ Prominent bankers Horace S.
Eldredge and William S. Hooper signed his insurance bonds.
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Businessmen Hiram Clawson, W. S. McCornick, and Thomas
Webber vouched for Grant’s ability and integrity. Webber went
further, promising him ZCMI’s insurance account. Even the Rev.
G. D. B. Miller trusted the youth’s salesmanship and insured the
St. Mark’s School.

Presiding Bishop Edward Hunter taught the fledgling a lesson
in public relations. The colorful bishop did not care for Grant’s
initial business advertisement. “H. J. Grant, H. J. Grant, insurance
agent, insurance agent,” Hunter spoke in his customary staccato
echoes. “Who is he? Thought I knew all the Grants, thought I knew
all the Grants.” When told that H. J. Grant was none other than
Heber J., Jedediah’s son, he commented in his terse double speak,
“Why don’t he say so, why don’t he say so? . . . Might mean Helen J.,
might mean Helen J.” When informed of the bishop’s views, Grant
immediately and permanently changed his business name to
“Heber J. Grant.”₂₆

Buying insurance in nineteenth-century Utah required a per-
sonal conversion tantamount to changing one’s religion. The indus-
try was only beginning to enter the Utah market, and many hard-line
conservatives saw an insurance policy as a violation of family and
social responsibility. Besides, Eastern- and European-based companies
drained dollars from Utah’s colonial economy, a practice despised
by Latter-day Saint leaders. Grant himself could not warm to life
insurance for many years. But fire protection made sense, and he
had few peers in the marketing of it. He sensed the psychological
moment to close a deal. The evening after Salt Lake City’s destructive
1882 fire, he recorded in his journal: “While standing watching the
fireman throwing water on the ruins, [today] I insured L[orenzo] D.
and A[lonzo] Young for 5000 and Jos[eph] L. Richards for 5000.”₂₇

Grant’s energy was inexhaustible. When he left the office one morn-
ing his partner challenged him to make $25 in premiums. “I told
him I could make twice that much. I started in at 9 a. m. and talked
until after 7 P.M. . . . The total profits for the firm were $101.”₂₈

He could be equally tenacious in defending a client’s claim. When
adjusters refused any settlement on a fire at the Woolley Brothers’
property in Paris, Idaho, Grant decided to make a personal appeal.
“Realizing my inability to fully explain the matter in a letter,” he
wrote the president of the German-American Assurance, J. F. Downing,
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“I have decided to visit Erie [Pennsylvania], feeling confident that
during a personal interview I can so plainly show to you the unjust
and arbitrary manner in which W. Bros were treated.”₂₉ As Grant’s
train sped eastward, Downing repeatedly wired that he would be
out of town and unavailable for an interview. Grant as persistently
telegraphed his prospective time of arrival. When the two finally met,
their strained relations rapidly improved, and the German-
American eventually paid two-thirds of the contested claim.

However, success with sales and claims did not immediately
bring personal prosperity. When Grant married Lucy Stringham on
November 1, 1877, over a year since the founding of Jennens and
Grant, he stood deeply in debt. The newlyweds therefore spent most
of their first year in Rachel Grant’s small home. Insurance success,
then as now, was a slow accretion, so Heber looked for supple-
mental income. Jennens, Grant and Company branched out to
peddle books. Grant also sought Utah retailers for the Chicago
grocery house Franklin MacVeagh and Company. He briefly con-
sidered a brokerage partnership with Richard Young. Grant did
odds and ends for the Deseret National Bank, and he taught penman-
ship and bookkeeping at the University of Deseret. Teaching gave
Grant one of his first opportunities to support home industry. Local
merchants had previously refused to sell George Goddard’s home-
made ink, describing it as inferior. “I know better,” Grant remem-
bered telling them, “I am a judge.” The professor insisted that his
students use the Goddard variety, and the merchants quickly stocked
the product to meet the unexpected demand.₃₀

However, the most important of these second jobs (it would
have occupied almost anyone else full time) was at the Church-
owned Zion’s Savings Bank and Trust Company (illus. 5-2). In
August 1877, with the vigorous support of the dying Brigham Young,
Grant was appointed assistant cashier. The position was literally a
one-man show: cashier, bookkeeper, paying and receiving teller,
after-hours note collector—and janitor. For a young man not quite
twenty-one, the selection was impressive, although Grant himself
took a different view. “I would not have had the job as a gift,” he
recalled, “had it not been that it gave me a chance to talk insurance
to the depositors.” His $75-a-month at Zion’s was only a third of his
other income.₃₁
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At Zion’s Savings, Grant received one of the major shocks of his
life. While reading the Deseret News one evening he learned for the
first time of his “resignation” from the banking concern. Zion’s
Savings had fired him. The bank board’s action probably owed less
to Grant’s selling of insurance during office hours than to the return
of Bernhard H. Schettler from a mission. Schettler had New York
banking experience and he had served as Zion’s assistant cashier
prior to his proselyting tour. With President Young now deceased,
the board apparently felt free to choose the more experienced of the
two men. The achievement-oriented Grant was shattered, although
he responded, typically, with even greater zeal. “I am half inclined to
think that the kicking me out of the Savings Bank was the making of
me,” he later reflected, “as it started me out to rustle with greater
energy than ever before.”₃₂

Grant’s hard work gradually began to pay handsome dividends.
A typical Utah wage earner of the time might make annually between
$400 and $600. In contrast Grant, still in his early twenties, earned
$3,800 in 1878, $5,480 in 1879, and over $6,800 in 1880. He opened
another agency in Ogden and dominated Utah insurance. At the same
time he began to fulfill his dreams of furthering home industry.
Along with Lorenzo W. Richards, he purchased the Ogden Vinegar
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Works. Grant invested $6,500 of his own earnings and borrowed
another $10,000 for the investment.

Grant’s business climb, however, was not without interruption.
On October 30, 1880, just before he turned twenty-four, Grant was
appointed president of the Tooele Stake. The new assignment proved
enormously difficult and trying. For one thing, Grant’s finances
deteriorated. His new ecclesiastical duties required much personal
time and energy, and his Salt Lake City business declined propor-
tionately. Nor was he able to find any supplemental income in his
village home. “I never made a dollar in Tooele during the two years I
was president of that stake,” Grant recalled, “and my expenses were
much greater than they had been before.” He was forced for the first
time to keep a team and buggy for his official Church travel within
the stake. There were also the costs of commuting between Tooele
and Salt Lake City. Whenever possible Grant spent weekdays in the
Utah capital, traveling to and from Tooele on Saturdays and Mondays.
In addition he found that as a leading citizen of both communities,
he was expected to donate freely in each.₃₃

Another far more serious factor in Grant’s strained finances
involved the Ogden Vinegar Works. The venture was not even meet-
ing costs. By November 1880, Lorenzo Richards had extricated him-
self from the operation, forcing Grant to incorporate the factory and
personally shoulder most of the financial burden. Utahns simply
refused to patronize the home-manufactured product. The harried
Grant ordered chemical tests on his imported competition and
announced that the rival brand was doctored with acetic acid. Still
merchants would not push his product. Grant facetiously asked one
businessman if he did not wish to purchase Utah Vinegar in two-
thirds-full barrels, add his own “mineral poison,” and make even
greater profits. “He thought that would be wrong,” Grant recounted,
“but he went on selling the stuff manufactured that way. I could not
get the patronage.”₃₄

Then, on April 22, 1881, the vinegar factory burned to the
ground, wiping out virtually all Grant’s assets. All that remained
were smoldering ruins with a salvage value of several thousand
dollars and $9,000 in debts. To add professional embarrassment to
his financial distress, the fire insurance salesman found that he was
underinsured! The vinegar works, worth between $16,000 and
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$18,000, was protected by only a $7,000 policy. And it was uncertain
whether this insurance was actually in force, for Grant had forgotten
to alter the policy’s beneficiary from his old partnership to the new
corporation. Furthermore he feared the possibility of arson. Had
Frank Rother, his manager, intentionally set the fire to conceal his
inability to turn a profit? Grant’s distress led some to wonder if there
might not be a higher meaning in the calamity. Elder Francis M.
Lyman bluntly told his friend that the fire was a possible heavenly
warning to keep his speculations within bounds and to give more
prayerful attention to gospel study.₃₅

Grant did see a few hints of hope among the dark shadows. Not
one of his creditors demanded payment upon his notes. Three of
them actually promised further credit, while a new creditor, James
Wrathall of Grantsville, began a long relationship with the business-
man by lending a large sum. “I found that I had much better credit
than I had ever expected,” Grant exulted.₃₆ Of course, his creditors
were not entirely selfless. By requiring payment they would have
invited Grant’s bankruptcy, a course that would have given them
only a fraction of the cash due them. They, along with Wrathall,
were betting their money on Grant’s skills and honesty to pay them
someday in full.

Grant was able to minimize the disaster at the Ogden Vinegar
Works. After seeking Lyman’s counsel, he decided to come clean to
the insurance carriers. He told the investigating adjustor the full
particulars of the improperly assigned beneficiary and was relieved
that the companies would pay regardless. Also the plant’s manager,
Frank Rother, promised several thousand dollars to buy the damaged
machinery and real estate.₃₇

Nevertheless, for a time Grant’s finances remained precarious.
Expenses continued to mount and his income continued to decline.
He had borrowed money to buy his Tooele home only ten days
before the Ogden fire, and Rother was failing to make his payments.
Grant’s friends now suggested that he make an assignment on the
vinegar works and throw the disastrous project to the wind. By
December 1881, in a desperate attempt to salvage his finances, Grant
was working almost every night until midnight and sometimes until
2 A.M. “I would be simply delighted,” he often told Lyman, “if [the
General Authorities] would call me on a mission for ten years, with
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the privilege after ten years of going back to Salt Lake to be born
again, financially speaking, instead of being buried alive out here.”₃₈

Grant’s image of death and burial was more than a passing
remark—it evidenced deep distress. He later admitted that during
his Tooele Stake presidency he felt so blue that he didn’t know “what
to do or where to turn.”₃₉ The fact that his insurance and business
dealings had not prepared him for his ministry threw him off balance.
And worse, serious illness now entered his home. After only a week
in their new Tooele residence, the Grants’ second daughter came
close to dying. Then Lucy, Heber’s wife, began a lingering stomach
illness and female disorder that twelve years later claimed her life.
These accumulated pressures finally brought Grant himself near to
death. His six-foot, 140-pound frame almost yielded to “nervous
convulsions,” after which an attending doctor solemnly warned if
the young man did not slow his pace he should certainly experience
a “softening of the brain.”₄₀

Less than two years after his arrival in Tooele and ten months
after his nervous collapse, Grant received a telegram that once more
affected his business goals. He was asked to attend a 3:30 P.M. council
meeting on October 16, 1882, in President John Taylor’s office. Taylor
announced a revelation concerning the filling of two vacancies in
the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles. As the document was read,
Grant learned of his own appointment. At twenty-five he was a
member of the Church’s second-ranking body.

There were whispers and innuendoes surrounding his selection
to the Twelve. While close associates like Anthony Ivins, Richard
Young, Edwin Woolley, Alex Hawes, and Charles Savage, the pioneer
photographer, had believed his appointment was only a matter of
time, Grant learned it had taken President Taylor’s written revela-
tions to convince others that he was apostolic timber.₄₁ No one
doubted his ability or integrity—only his business preoccupation.
Grant understood that President George Q. Cannon’s prayer of
ordination was more than a gentle reminder. “Thou must look upon
this calling and this Apostleship,” Cannon warned, “as paramount
to everything else upon the earth; money, stocks and all kinds of
property must fade into insignificance.”₄₂

Such comments weighed heavily upon Grant, and during the
next several months he experienced a dark night of the soul. To friends
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he acknowledged that perhaps he should place his business ambi-
tions aside. He resolved to follow the noble example of Elder Erastus
Snow, who labored impecuniously in the service of others. Grant
recognized that money had dominated his short career. Neverthe-
less he insisted that “never in my life have I seen the time that I was
not willing to change my plan of action at the word of command
from God’s servants.” To prove this he pointed out that he had gone
to Tooele at fearful financial sacrifice. And while there, he repeatedly
offered to sever his remaining Salt Lake City business ties if his
Church leaders so desired. “Cash has not been my God,” he stoutly
maintained; “my heart has never been set on it, only to do good with
what might come into my possession.”₄₃

At other moments Grant’s abnegation wavered. He wondered
whether he could cast himself in the image of Erastus Snow. Must
not he be himself? He understood that Apostles of his time were
allowed to do considerable private work. He also knew that he had a
rare business gift and enjoyed making money. Should he totally
ignore his talents and interests? Significantly, Grant occupied in the
Quorum of the Twelve the vacated seat of the scholarly Orson Pratt,
whose death had left his wives and children impoverished. The new
Apostle did not want a similar fate for his own family. He remem-
bered both his childhood poverty and his recent critical illness.
Might he be closer to Pratt’s example than he realized? Weighing
all these factors, Grant set for himself a new goal: whenever his
ecclesiastical responsibilities permitted, he would work at amassing
$100,000, then with that money in the bank, he would devote all his
time to the ministry.₄₄

While not personally avaricious, Grant did confess to a very
strong desire for wealth and believed that someday he would have
it. Yet he scrupulously insisted upon an accompanying proviso:
“Heavenly Father . . . [must] give me wisdom to make a proper and
beneficial use of the same.” His pet ambition was “to have a lot of
money and to have no love for it and to do good with it.”₄₅

Grant’s ideas on beneficial wealth were the Latter-day Saint ver-
sion of the Gospel of Wealth then sweeping America. The Reverend
Russell H. Conwell, who delivered his lecture Acres of Diamonds
some six thousand times, described the viewpoint of the Latter-
day Saint entrepreneur to a tee. “To secure wealth is an honorable
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ambition, and is one great test of a person’s usefulness to others,”
Conwell asserted.

Money is power. Every good man and woman ought to
strive for power, to do good with it when obtained. Tens of thou-
sands of men and women get rich honestly. But they are often
accused by an envious, lazy crowd of unsuccessful persons of
being dishonest and oppressive. I say, get rich, get rich! But get
money honestly, or it will be a withering curse.₄₆

Grant may have first received these doctrines from his exemplar
Brigham Young, who preached in a similar vein. But their populari-
zation throughout America at the time Grant launched his career
undoubtedly put resolve in his spine. The young man planned to
personify the proper uses of wealth.

From his youth he lived simply. Moreover, unlike many tycoons
of the era who spent lifetimes accumulating money and their few
last years dispensing it, Grant’s generosity bloomed early. For example,
when the boy-businessman heard Bishop Woolley appeal for dona-
tions, he gave $50 despite other pressing demands. At first Woolley
demurred, saying it was too much. Grant insisted and paid his
money.₄₇ Even when the debts of his vinegar works pressed upon
him, he donated liberally; almost one-fifth of his income in 1881

went to the Church, civic projects, and the needy.₄₈

During the 1880s his gifts to friends and worthy purposes were
often twice as great as his tithing—so his charity totaled over 30 per-
cent of his income. Even the liberal-minded Francis Lyman could
not fully approve Grant’s course. While Lyman believed that the
young man should do his full share in aiding others, he wondered
if Grant’s donations weren’t out of proportion to his means. Still
Grant continued to give. “I do try to feel another’s pain and to aid all
that I can to lessen it,” he wrote in his journal after a friend had writ-
ten expressing appreciation for an “anonymous” gift. “He [the friend]
is correct in thinking I aided him. . . . I sent his family $300 by James H.
Anderson while he was in the penitentiary [on cohabitation charges]
but I requested brother Anderson not to inform them from whom
the donations came.”₄₉ However, the scale of Grant’s giving some-
times made anonymity difficult.

Grant believed his capitalist stewardship involved more than
the giving of alms. In the decade following his call he embarked
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upon what he described as a temporal ministry, using his money
and talents to defend and prosper the Saints. First he preached and
continued to practice home industry. In sermon after sermon he
raised his voice to defend Brigham Young’s old battle cry to support
the local economy. Nor was he content with mere words. Grant-
manufactured and Grant-sold products became familiar Utah items.
He himself always tried to wear “homemade.” When the Utah
assembly fêted its Wyoming counterpart, Grant’s legislative duties
required that he purchase an imported black suit and Prince Albert
coat. However, fearful that his continued example might impair the
home-industry cause, immediately after the ball he gave the expen-
sive attire to a relative. “I have been called a crank on home made
goods,” he admitted, “and I am pleased to have the title.”₅₀

The second element in his temporal ministry was more com-
bative. During the 1880s the Church was pushed to the wall. Residents
of Utah who were hostile to the Church, and who were often mer-
chants, attempted to wrest economic and political control from Church
leaders, while congressmen in Washington passed punitive legisla-
tion against the Saints. Grant defended the Latter-day Saints by found-
ing “home institutions,” businesses that would deprive antagonistic
elements of their commercial profits and power. Of course, home
industry and home institutions went hand in hand. “I hope to see . . .
[home industries] come into general favor not only because they are
good and worthy of the support of the people,” Grant once explained,
“but because the money which is spent for them stops in the coun-
try and assists me and others to maintain home institutions and to
start others . . . that is the dream of my life in a business line.”₅₁

The tension between ministry and money continued to agitate
Grant for many years. However, once he came frankly to assess his
talents and embark upon his temporal ministry, his self-doubts and
melancholy noticeably lifted. Clearly this was not an Apostle in the
traditional mold. Other men might speak publicly on theology or
see visions and dream dreams. Heber, though he might have had
similar private experiences, expressed his religion publicly in duty,
observance, charity, and building the temporal kingdom. When a
newspaper caustically suggested that Grant’s favorite hymn was “We
Thank Thee, O God, for a P-r-o-f-i-t,” the Apostle cheerfully conceded
some truth in the remark.₅₂ Grant acknowledged that the Church
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required men of differing talents. His talent was financial. He would
improve the material well-being of the Saints.

Upon returning to Salt Lake from Tooele in 1882, Grant appraised
his moneymaking to date. His success had been moderate at best.
“I have had many ups and downs in the past five years,” he wrote his
cousin Anthony W. Ivins. “During the five years I have made, includ-
ing $2,000 from Father’s Estate, about $26,000—perhaps $27,000.” He
actually had little to show for his income. His assets might have been
valued at $6,000 or $7,000, with most of his cash tied up in the real
estate of the two homes occupied by his mother and his own family.
Grant took consolation for what he described as his poor showing in
knowing that during the period “I have paid a full tithing; donated
liberally to the poor, temples, assembly hall, missionaries, etc.—and
that none of my money has been spent in gambling, purchasing
liquor, [or] tobacco.”₅₃

He also had high hopes for his financial future. In addition to
his yearly General Authority living allowance of $2,000, he could
count on his insurance business annually netting him $2,500. Since
his original partnership with Jennens, Grant had taken his insurance
company through a series of reorganizations. Each had made it
more profitable. Furthermore, Grant had found a new investment.
His half-brother, B. F. Grant, had gratuitously given him a half share
in his forwarding and commission business at Milford in southern
Utah. This, Heber calculated, would bring in another $1,500 and
$2,000 a year. “I see no reason, provided I do not have to give up my
business[es],” he summarized, “why I should not have [saved] fully
$10,000 in hard cash when I am 30 years old.”₅₄ He was giving him-
self only four years.

Milford was a railroad terminus that served the wild and rich
Frisco Silver Mining district, less than twenty miles to the north-
west. Grant Brothers wholesaled and plied supplies to the mines.
For several months the Milford business seemed a bonanza. Heber
received his first intimation that the venture might be flawed when
he inspected its books and found that his half-brother had overpaid
$500 when buying the concern. The oversight was symptomatic.
Within less than a year B. F. Grant was bankrupt and his half-dozen
Milford businesses in disarray. From his distant office in Salt Lake
City, Heber for several years vainly tried to salvage something. But
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his new partner in Milford not only failed to collect the business’s
accounts, to Grant’s mortification he also rented part of its premises
to a saloon. Finally the Apostle cut his losses and sold out.

Grant could not have considered the Milford forwarding busi-
ness more than a commercial skirmish. In January 1844 he launched
what actually was his first major commercial venture. Along with
Joshua Grant (his half-brother) and George Odell (his cousin-in-law),
Grant purchased the implement business of B. Mattison and formed
Grant, Odell and Company. “The special legislation that has been
enacted against our people was the cause, as much as anything else,
which led me to engage in the wagon and machinery business,” he
later explained.

Prior to the formation of the firm of Grant, Odell & Co.
almost the entire control of the wagon and implement business
was in the hands of men whose interests were inimical to our
people; and in some cases these parties used a portion of the
means which they had made from the Mormon people to try to
procure special legislation detrimental to their interests.₅₅

Grant had surveyed a strategic salient, like a general reconnoi-
tering a battlefield, and then attacked. Grant, Odell and Company
was his first home institution.

The selling of buggies, wagons, and farm machinery in Utah
had a shaky history, and Salt Lake City bankers were cautious when
Grant asked for financing. The company was forced to turn to private
lenders such as James Wrathall of Grantsville and to pay usurious
interest. Within a year after its organization, without ample capital-
ization and financing, Grant, Odell and Company was almost at the
end of its financial tether.

But Odell proved an able manager, and business from the first
was unexpectedly brisk. By April 1885 the partnership was broad-
ened into a corporation. A year later the company was rechristened
the Cooperative Wagon and Machine Company, a change Grant
believed would improve its public image and marketing. “Human
nature is such that many men don’t like to see a firm succeed but
they don’t object to a Cooperative Company succeeding.”₅₆ By the
end of the 1880s bankers were asking the company to take loans, and
the conservative moneyman James Sharp climbed aboard as a major
investor. During its first seven years, the company became the largest
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wagon and implement dealer in Utah, accumulated $100,000 in
reserves, and consistently paid an annual 12 percent dividend. It
made Grant’s business reputation.

From its beginning the wagon company was a semireligious
venture, a business of the Latter-day Saint people. It paid tithing to
the Church before issuing dividends. Officials curbed swearing by
employees and threatened to dismiss the former muleskinner B. F.
Grant if he didn’t desist. One major reason for incorporating was
to attract prominent Church leaders as investors. Grant wrote stake
presidents offering them stock, reduced his own holdings to allow
others to invest, and personally guaranteed against loss stock options
for the First Presidency. Such action not only placed profits in the
proper hands but enhanced the firm in the eyes of Mormon con-
sumers. “I feel that the . . . men that are now associated together in
our firm are much more worthy of the patronage of the Saints than
those who are not of us,” Grant pointedly wrote to one local bishop.
“There has never in my opinion been a time when it was more nec-
essary for me to support our friends only, than now.”₅₇

The Cooperative Wagon and Machine Company provided Grant
an ample field for his salesmanship. But he insisted that there was
not religious arm twisting. “I know quite an amount of business
naturally comes to me on account of being an Apostle,” the young
businessman admitted. “This I am willing to accept but nothing that
comes because a person feels that he is under any obligations.”₅₈ The
Salt Lake Tribune had a more jaundiced eye. “Apostle Heber J. Grant . . .
sells wagons and mowing-machines to Saints on the score that he is
an Apostle and he will deal by the brethren better than any wicked
Gentile would,” the paper wrote with begrudging admiration. “He
sells threshing-machines and horse rakes to Gentiles on the score
that he has so great a custom among his own people that he can
afford to sell to Gentiles cheaper than any Gentile man or firm can.”₅₉

Grant would replay the wagon company scenario several times with
other companies: inadequate financing, desperate scrambling to meet
obligations, and then triumphant success.

In fall 1885, only a few months after the wagon and implement
company turned solidly into the black, Grant embarked on a still
more difficult mission—involvement in the newspaper business. The
Church’s Salt Lake Herald had threatened to suspend publication.
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Since 1870 Church leadership had informally sponsored the morn-
ing newspaper as a foil to the anti-Mormon press. By remaining in
private hands, the Herald could grapple with its opponents on their
own terms while the Church-owned Deseret News sedately preached
in the evenings. The Herald owners estimated that the newspaper
required a transfusion of $51,000, which they attempted to raise by
issuing new stock. But to invest invited future liability, and by the
middle of November the campaign for new investment money stalled
$16,000 short of the goal.

Grant and other Church leaders worked desperately to save the
newspaper. The anti-Mormon clamor of the 1880s was reaching tumul-
tuous proportions, and the kingdom needed a journalistic defender.
By November 15, President John Taylor issued a circulating letter
pleading for the Saints to take more stock. Four days later, Grant
asked the assembled Herald stock subscribers to dig deeper into their
pockets, but he found no takers. Grant himself was finding sleep dif-
ficult. In the early morning of November 20, he made a personal
resolve: “I would either go under with the Herald or save it.”₆₀

With that resolve came a plan of action. Grant offered personally
to raise the remaining money if paid $3,000 in Herald stock. His first
day of soliciting brought $11,200. He had already borrowed heavily to
invest in the wagon company but found that by mortgaging his home
he could raise $2,000 more. Grant, Odell and Company chipped in
another $3,000, and the rest came from men who had refused Grant
several days before. “Certainly I have great cause to be thankful to my
Heavenly Father for the success of today,” he penned in his diary.
“Only two persons have refused to increase their subscriptions.”₆₁

Within ninety days he completed his fundraising.
Heber had saved the Herald—at least temporarily—but the

question remained whether the newspaper would be as kind to its
new and now largest stockholder. It had never been consistently
profitable. Its owners bought stock out of civic and religious duty
and not because of hoped-for profits. Likewise Grant invested to
protect the kingdom, but his risk was far greater than that of the
other investors. He had imperiled his own credit and that of his
fledgling wagon company. If the newspaper continued to sink, it
could take him with it. It is no wonder that several days after Grant
decided to intervene personally he was prostrated by nerves. “I had
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intended to go to North Jordan to preach [today],” he wrote, “but
did not consider it wisdom to do so, on account of my extreme ner-
vous condition.”₆₂

During the late 1880s no business project claimed more of Grant’s
time than the Herald. First as vice-president and later as president,
he took charge. Within a year he had installed a new editor, Edward H.
Anderson, and a new business manager, Horace G. Whitney. Grant
himself wrote slashing, off-the-top-of-the-head editorials that sur-
prised his friends with his writing ability. In 1889 the newspaper
adopted a more pleasing format, and a year later it was printed on
a newfangled perfecting press. As profits began to accrue, Grant
expanded features and coverage. Within five years the Herald was a
new journal.

Grant later admitted that he felt “a particular charm” in con-
trolling the newspaper, a privilege he would willingly pay for.₆₃ But
by the end of 1889 his ownership was no longer a financial sacrifice.
Reflecting its new management and the territory’s booming economy,
the Herald now repaid what Heber described as immense profits.
On December 30, 1889, the firm’s directors surprised Grant with a
$1,500 bonus. Not only had he secured large advertising increases,
he also had netted the newspaper over $3,500 for its special Christmas
issue. He had personally authorized an increase for the issue from
10,000 to 25,000 copies—and then sold 13,000 of the papers himself.
The price of the Herald’s stock responded accordingly. From the
time Grant assumed control of the newspaper in 1886, its shares rose
almost four times in value.₆₄

This was a prologue to Grant’s greatest financial coup. In the
first days of March 1887, a month after completing the Herald sub-
scription drive, Grant offered to manage the sale of the Church’s
3,500 ZCMI shares, worth more than $300,000. Two weeks before,
by enacting the draconian Edmunds-Tucker Act, Congress had
threatened to seize all Church property in excess of $50,000. Church
leaders scurried to sell holdings so they would not have to turn them
over to the government. President Taylor had already tried to mar-
ket the ZCMI stock, but cautious financiers judged the times per-
ilous and demanded a large drop in the stock’s price.

In contrast, Grant ebulliently brushed these doubts aside. His
mission was to defend Latter-day Saint institutions. Besides, he saw
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a personal financial opportunity. The Edmunds-Tucker turmoil
had depressed the price of ZCMI stock, making it an irresistible
bargain—even if the price did not drop to levels demanded by the
more cautious.

On March 10, 1886, only three days after receiving President
Taylor’s go-ahead, Grant informed the First Presidency that he had
arranged the sale. He planned to take 500 shares himself and sell the
remaining 3,000 to a hastily formed investment syndicate, even-
tually known as Armstrong, Farnsworth, and Company. The latter
was composed of ten Mormon financiers, including Grant and such
prominent figures as Francis Armstrong, George Romney, Philo T.
Farnsworth, John Murdock, Francis Lyman, and John Henry Smith.
Grant refused President Taylor’s suggestions that the firm also include
Horace Eldredge, James Little, and Jesse Sharp—the most promi-
nent businessmen in the city. The benefits of the purchase, Grant
believed, should go to men “with more faith and less money,”
kingdom-builders of his own stripe.₆₅ The Armstrong, Farnsworth,
and Company partners paid a scanty 10 percent down and pooled
their credit for five years to meet the remainder of the purchase
price. They hoped that in the interval ZCMI’s annual 10 percent
dividend would more than meet the loan costs while the stock rose
to its actual value.

John Taylor responded warmly to Grant’s action. For the first
time since his appointment as a General Authority, Grant felt the
distance narrow between himself and his leader. Previously Taylor
had cautioned Grant for his business mindedness; Taylor’s manner
toward the new elder had seemed cold and unappreciating. But dur-
ing the ZCMI negotiations, the Church President cordially placed
his arm on Grant’s shoulder and praised his dedication to God’s
kingdom.₆₆ Grant never forgot the moment. It was one of those
spontaneous, private gestures symbolic of something larger than
itself. Grant’s religious leader—the man whose opinions he prized
most—had come to appreciate his temporal mission. The act seemed
to sanction Grant’s deepest drives and ambitions.

The late 1880s were kind to Grant and his enterprises. Utah pros-
pered as never before. Its mines enjoyed heavy demand and high
prices. The value of Salt Lake City real estate skyrocketed—two,
three, and in some cases more than six times their values of a decade
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earlier, and speculators declared even these prices to be cheap.₆₇

Credit was readily available. Banks might charge between 7 and
9 percent on loans, but a well-run business might annually return
10 percent on an investment. Reflecting the good times, the flagship
of Grant’s stock portfolio—ZCMI—navigated a steady upward course.
By 1891 the stock was selling at over $140 a share—twice what Grant
had paid for it.₆₈

With fortune so easily yielding her charms, the young businessman-
Apostle worked passionately. New inventions were an irresistible
lure (by 1900 he calculated that he had lost $2,000 in buying patents
that proved worthless).₆₉ He bought the Utah rights to make and
sell the Little Joker Washing Machine. He marketed Utah Southern
Railroad bonds. He considered and then rejected, for a variety of
reasons, building a Salt Lake City hotel, purchasing Idaho farm
lands, and starting a local jewelry store. Instead he invested in a Salt
Lake City mercantile business, Mexican timber lands, the Mountain
Summer Resort Company, an Idaho flour mill, beehives in Tooele,
a ranch in southern Utah, and Charles W. Nibley’s highly profitable
Oregon lumber business. He collected directorships as naturally as
Penelope gathered suitors. Zion’s Savings and Deseret National, the
two main Church-affiliated banks of the 1880s, claimed him as a
director. He also served on the board of the Contributor (a magazine
for young Latter-day Saint men), Zion’s Benefit Building Society
(a building and loan institution), the Social Hall Society (Salt Lake
City’s oldest recreational facility), and the Salt Lake Literary and
Scientific Society (a semi-Church holding company with title to such
properties as the Council House and the Deseret Museum).

However, these activities were sidelights to Grant’s main concerns.
He continued to found and maintain home institutions. Less than a
month following his ZCMI purchases, Grant was asked by his fellow
quorum member Wilford Woodruff to arrange “carriages from among
our friends” for his wife’s funeral cortege.₇₀ Grant found the request
difficult to satisfy. The Salt Lake livery business was tightly con-
trolled by Gentiles with a reputation for slandering the Church. In
fact, in the minds of the Latter-day Saint leaders, the city’s hack dri-
vers (along with the editorial writers of the Salt Lake Tribune and the
proprietors of local hotels) were largely responsible for the Church’s
tarnished public image.₇₁ Grant’s immediate frustration in securing
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“friendly carriages” sparked him to action. In April 1886 he organized
the Grant Brothers’ Livery and Transfer Company and began a furi-
ous war to control the local cab and transfer business (illus. 5-3).

The business actually had little to recommend it. Livery profits
usually were low, and in Salt Lake City the prospects of a company
owned by Church members were dim. The city’s main hotel owners,
who controlled a principal source of cab and transfer traffic, were
frequently hostile to the Church. Predictably, at the outset, Grant
Brothers Livery absorbed heavy losses, and after two years Latter-
day Saint leaders, who had invested $22,500 in Church funds in the
project, bailed out at eighty cents on the dollar.

But Heber plunged ahead. Grant Brothers Livery advertised vig-
orously, bought the latest equipage, including the magnificent forty-
passenger Raymond Coach. By the end of 1888, Grant played his
trump card. He dangled ZCMI’s profitable freight business before
the territory’s two competing railroads, the Union Pacific and the
Denver and Rio Grande, suggesting ZCMI’s contract might depend
on Grant Brothers receiving the railroads’ local transfer trade. The
tactic was decisive. By 1890 Grant had his railroad contracts and
Grant Brothers Livery was undisputed master of the terrain.
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A flurry of other home ventures followed. In fall 1886, Grant
organized the Home Fire of Utah and proceeded three years later
with the Home Life of Utah. The entrepreneur hoped that the two
insurance companies would plug the drain of insurance premiums
from the territory and also provide money for local investment. In
1888, when the Provo Manufacturing Company needed a transfu-
sion of cash and energy, the 125-man firm named Grant a director.
These woolen works were the largest producer west of the Missis-
sippi. By 1889, Grant secured control of the majestic but unprofitable
Salt Lake Theatre (illus. 5-4). The Church had built the playhouse
twenty-seven years earlier and had retained tacit control through a
series of friendly owners. With no one else willing to assume the
burden, Grant took control. And in 1890, when he sensed that the two
Latter-day Saint banks inadequately served their Mormon clientele,
he founded the largest capitalized bank ($500,000) in the territory,
the State Bank of Utah. “There is no business that can aid [home]
institutions . . . so much as a bank,” he wrote characteristically, “and
I think an effort should be made to retain as much as possible all of
the business of every class in the hands of our people.”₇₂
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By the end of 1890, Grant’s economic kingdom-building had
won him a remarkable array of titles and powers. As chairman of
ZCMI’s executive committee, he oversaw the territory’s largest whole-
sale and retail business. In addition he served as president of an insur-
ance agency, a wagon and implement dealership, and a livery stable—
each of which dominated their respective fields. He also headed two
insurance companies and one of Salt Lake City’s largest banks, pub-
lished the Mormons’ most influential newspaper, and owned the city’s
main recreational attraction. Grant had in fact amassed the $100,000

he had set out to obtain eight years earlier. His youthful ambitions
had not been in vain. At least for the moment, he had climbed the
summit of Salt Lake City’s commercial mountain.
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In late June 1893, Heber J. Grant, a pencil-thin, bewhiskered young
man, waited nervously in the downtown office of New York busi-

nessman John Claflin. Thirty-six years old and conservatively dressed,
Grant was a member of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles of The
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints and president or director
of at least a dozen Salt Lake City–based businesses. A financial panic
had struck the nation and the Mormon businessman was urgently
seeking a loan to save himself and his church from bankruptcy.
Although similar dramas were being enacted in business and bank-
ing houses across the United States during that summer, this episode
had special significance for the West. Grant’s loan efforts marked the
entry of Mormondom and Utah into the nation’s financial main-
stream. During the panic, the Mormon community in Utah discov-
ered that the premises of economic independence and isolation
upon which it had been founded fifty years earlier were now unten-
able. By the time the crisis had run its course, Latter-day Saints
would change their church’s public image as well as their own atti-
tude toward the outside financial world.₁

The Panic of 1893 was among the most disastrous in American
history. Stocks tumbled throughout the summer, and an unprece-
dented 15,252 businesses went into receivership. By winter 1893 about
18 percent of the national work force was without jobs. Those who
remained employed found their wages slashed by almost 10 percent.
The financial storm struck the West with particular fury. As Eastern
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money contracted, the normally cash-starved banks of the West col-
lapsed. Of the national bank failures in 1893, only 3 institutions in
the Northeast suspended operations, while 38 in the South closed
their doors. In the West, however, 115 banks went into receivership—
66 in the Pacific states and Western territories alone.₂

Even before the panic, Utah had experienced hard times. During
the territorial boom of 1889–90, the value of land and of business
and residential property had skyrocketed to as much as ten times
pre-1889 prices. Speculators reaped enormous paper profits, and
real-estate transactions in Salt Lake City alone reached an unprece-
dented $100,000 daily. To meet voracious demands for credit, nine
new banks opened in the city. Then, in December 1890, the collapse
of London’s Baring Brothers burst Utah’s speculative bubble, leaving
behind depressed prices, lowered profits, overextended credit, and
tight money. “The neighborhood seems to be infested with thieves,”
one diarist wrote in 1891, “as coal, wheat, lumber and many other
things have disappeared.”₃

The Church’s economic fortunes suffered along with those of
the territory. A drop in tithing revenue, from $878,394 in 1890 to
$576,584 in 1893, charted the general economic decline. But Church
leaders had to cope with more than diminishing revenue. The
Edmunds-Tucker Act of 1887 had financially crippled the Church.
The law stripped the organization of its legal standing and hindered
Church management, especially its ability to secure loans. By dis-
franchising some Saints and placing election machinery in the
hands of their opponents, the act enabled those outside the Latter-
day Saint faith to gain political control and to transfer city, county,
and territorial funds from Mormon-owned banks to other banks,
further undermining the Church’s ability to obtain local loans.
Moreover, by demanding the surrender of all Church assets in excess
of $50,000, the law deprived the Latter-day Saints of property worth
over $1,000,000, as well as revenue and possible loans derived from
Church property.₄

Initially, Latter-day Saint officials attempted to defuse the
Edmunds-Tucker Act by selling or giving in trust Church property
to faithful members who would act as stewards for the religious
community. The combination of government officers, the courts,
and court-appointed receivers, however, proved too powerful for
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Church leadership. By the early 1890s receivers controlled most of
the Church’s marketable property, including some $500,000 deposited
largely in Salt Lake’s non-Mormon banks. Meanwhile, lawyers’ fees,
lost revenues, and property manipulation due to the Edmunds-
Tucker Act plunged Zion $300,000 in debt. Denied legal standing
and the use of its own resources, the Church stood virtually defense-
less before the coming panic.₅

Although Church finances in the early 1890s demanded retrench-
ment, the venerable and otherworldly Church President Wilford
Woodruff, who from boyhood had avoided debt as a life-long rule of
conduct, added to the Church’s economic problems. For thirty-five
years he had quietly cherished the knowledge, given in visions of the
night, that he would complete the construction of the monumental
Salt Lake Temple. When the octogenarian Woodruff dedicated the
temple in April 1893, his administration alone had spent over
$1,000,000 on the $4,000,000 project. Woodruff’s social conscience,
moreover, led to other ambitious enterprises financed largely by
borrowed capital. As Woodruff’s second counselor, Joseph F. Smith,
explained: “We began to feel that there was a responsibility resting
upon us which required something to be done, in a small way at
least, in the direction of giving employment to our people.” As a
result, $1,000,000 was invested in public works projects such as the
Saltair Pavilion on the Great Salt Lake shoreline, the Saltair Railway
Company (later known as the Salt Lake and Los Angeles Railway),
and the Utah Sugar Company.₆

To meet the Church’s growing debt, leaders turned increasingly
to Heber J. Grant. During his short business career, Grant had pro-
moted insurance, soap, newspapers, machinery and implements,
horses and carriages, and even vinegar; now he was called upon to
promote loans. During autumn 1890, almost three years before the
panic hit, the dangerously overextended Salt Lake banks demanded
payment on outstanding loans, and Grant scrambled not only to meet
his own heavy financial obligations but also to rescue the two banks
that discharged the Church’s interests—Zion’s Savings Bank and Trust
and the State Bank of Utah (illus. 6-1 & 6-2). Grant had founded the
latter and was now its president.

Desperately needing $100,000, Grant grasped “at a straw” and
traveled east in late fall 1890. Omaha and Chicago bankers smiled at
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Illus. 6-1. Templeton building where the old State Bank was located
(bottom right corner).

Used by permission, Utah State Historical Society, all rights reserved.

Illus. 6-2. Detail of the Templeton building
showing the State Bank’s sign above the window.

Used by permission, Utah State Historical Society, all rights reserved.



his audacious request for a low-interest loan, pointing out that
short-term interest rates on the New York Stock Exchange had risen
to one-half of 1 percent a day or 182 percent per year. In New York,
however, Grant played several trump cards. He not only insisted
that bankers consider the State Bank’s past and future business but
also offered as security the highly regarded notes of the Zion’s
Cooperative Mercantile Institution (ZCMI), Utah’s multibranched
department store (illus. 6-3).

In the end, Grant’s grit and aplomb won over the New York
bankers. When J. H. Parker, vice president of the National Park
Bank, received him coolly, Grant addressed a personal message to
the bank’s directors:

I am offering you four notes of $12,000 each of Zion’s Co-operative
Mercantile Institution. These notes are guaranteed by thirteen
Directors and also by the State Bank of Utah, which has a capital
of half a million dollars. . . . These endorsers are worth at least
a couple of million dollars. If two million dollars of personal
endorsement, together with the endorsement of a half a million
dollar bank, with the note of an institution that has never failed
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to meet its obligations, is not considered good I will telegraph
and secure you some additional endorsement. If you do not care
to cash these notes take my advice and stop doing business with
people so far away from home as Utah.

The National Park Bank extended the loan and became one of
Grant’s warmest New York contacts. Within two weeks after his
arrival in the East, the Mormon businessman turned the key to a
total of eight New York and Hartford banks, wired $240,000 to Salt
Lake City, assisted in another $60,000 loan, and secured the promise
of yet another $36,000. “I think I can say,” he wrote one of his
daughters in early January 1891, “that the past seven days have been
as successful as any in my life.”₇

Grant’s spectacular success catapulted him into the center of
Latter-day Saint finance. When Grant returned to Salt Lake in early
January, President Woodruff asked him to raise money for the
floundering Utah Sugar Company. Sugar financing led in turn to his
appointment as the Church’s chief loan agent. Grant realized that the
Church’s short-term, constantly maturing debts created a precarious
financial foundation, which the slightest tremor could reduce to
rubble. As a possible remedy, he hoped to attract Eastern or British
capital to Utah by greatly increasing ZCMI’s capitalization. The
money from new investors would eventually flow into Mormon
banks, which could then lend to the Church. When ZCMI’s directors,
fearful of losing control to new stockholders, refused to cooperate,
Church leaders in July 1891 suggested an alternate plan: they asked
Grant to proceed to London or Paris and secure a $500,000 long-
term, low-interest loan. Due to the serious illness of his wife Lucy
(illus. 6-4), however, Grant repeatedly postponed the long trip.₈

Formation of the investment firm of Cannon, Grant & Company
(CG & Co.) provided a stopgap remedy for Church financial prob-
lems. Leading Mormon businessmen had for some time discussed
such an enterprise; but to get them to agree, Grant complained, was
like “the pulling of a cat by the tail over a carpet.” Finally, in Decem-
ber 1891—only hours before he was to leave Salt Lake City on one
of his money-raising missions—Grant organized the firm. He and
George Q. Cannon, First Counselor in the First Presidency, became
senior partners, with thirteen prominent Mormon financiers serv-
ing as associates in the venture.₉
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Illus. 6-4. Heber with his first wife, Lucy, and their children in 1887:
(left to right) Lucy “Lutie” (Cannon), Florence (Smith), Anna (Midgley),
Edith (Young), and Susan Rachel “Ray” (Taylor). The handwriting
across the top reads, “H. J. Grant & family 10th wedding anniversary.”

Courtesy Church Archives, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints



CG & Co. sought to strengthen the credit of Church-related
businesses by endorsing their financial paper. With the partners’
pooled stock as collateral, the signature of CG & Co. could place a
gilt edge on even an unattractive Utah Sugar Company note. In order
to secure maximum leverage, each partner also agreed to assume, if
necessary, the entire surety of the firm. Both R. G. Dun and John
Bradstreet granted CG & Co. a $1,000,000 double-A rating. With this
endorsement, Grant secured $232,000 in loans from San Francisco
banks, and in May 1892 returned to New York to ask for an addi-
tional $260,000.₁₀

Like the legendary Hudson’s Bay and East India companies,
CG & Co. mixed private and public affairs. The partners wel-
comed the prospect of personal profit, and much of their business
reflected the spirit of the Age of Enterprise. However, as the threat of
the Edmunds-Tucker Act forced the Church to conduct its business
informally through intermediaries, the investment firm also became
a semiofficial agency. During its brief period of prosperity in the early
nineties, the company often held meetings in President Woodruff’s
office and under his supervision. It signed Church-related loans,
which Eastern financiers considered morally binding upon the Mor-
mon community. Its directorship interlocked with those of most
other Mormon businesses, and the firm maintained an especially
close relationship with the two Mormon banks. CG & Co. invested
heavily in ZCMI and the State Bank of Utah and advertised itself as
“Financial Agents, with State Bank of Utah.” The firm also used
money borrowed from Zion’s Savings Bank to purchase over half of
that bank’s stock.₁₁

However, when signs of an economic contraction appeared in
late December 1892, CG & Co.’s power proved illusory. The State
Bank not only carried a large amount of past-due paper, but it also
had borrowed large sums payable “on demand.” Consequently, its
cash reserves were precarious. The bank’s cashier and Grant’s brother-
in-law Heber M. Wells, who soon would be Utah’s first state gover-
nor, confessed “trepidation” that CG & Co. might not be able to
resolve the financial crisis (illus. 6-5).₁₂

Wells’s apprehensions were well founded. The Church owed at
least $500,000 in short-term, rapidly maturing notes and had not
the slightest prospect of paying. Moreover, the insatiable Utah Sugar
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Company, on which the Church had
staked its reputation, continued to
devour cash. The only relief available
was to dip the bucket once again
into the financial well. On April 25,
1893, Church leaders authorized the
First Presidency and Heber J. Grant
to “raise means & handle stock of
the Sugar Co. . . . whether in the
States or in Europe.” CG & Co. part-
ners found it “imperatively necessary
to look hurriedly to our business
lest we be submitted to disgrace and
serious loss.”₁₃

By mid-May, Grant was aboard
a Denver & Rio Grande train bound
for New York. He carried $300,000

in notes to be renewed, $200,000 of
which bore the CG & Co. signature. A single defaulted note could
destroy the Mormon credit rating and make it impossible to arrange
further renewals and loans. Neither Grant nor his associates were
optimistic. “This is the most difficult mission bro. Heber has ever
undertaken,” Francis M. Lyman wrote on May 10, “now that finan-
cial affairs are tumbling in all directions.”₁₄

Two weeks later, Grant was exultant. Although finding the loan
market much worse than during the previous crisis and money
men “frightened half to death,” he nevertheless had renewed almost
$150,000 of the most pressing loans and had secured an additional
$25,000. The devout Grant saw in this the divine hand. Before leav-
ing Salt Lake City, President Cannon had pronounced upon him an
electrifying blessing that promised success. “I hope and pray that I
may never forget . . . the blessing promised me before I came away
from home,” Grant wrote in his journal. “Without the blessings of
the Lord. . . . I could not have succeeded with the market in the con-
dition that it is in.”₁₅

Outwardly, the situation in Salt Lake Valley was also encouraging.
Bank clearances in May increased slightly over the previous year,
business failures were relatively low, and newspapers speculated that
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Illus. 6-5. Heber M. Wells,
brother-in-law to Heber J.
Grant. Wells became Utah’s first
state governor.

Courtesy Church Archives, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints



the Panic’s destroying angel might spare Utah. Church leaders, mean-
while, continued their policy of enterprise to aid the region’s econ-
omy. On June 1 they decided to sponsor—but not underwrite—a
$75,000,000 railroad from Salt Lake to Los Angeles. To finance the
project, and to secure long-term loans for the Church itself, officials
revived their plan to obtain British capital. To this end, George Q.
Cannon was given power of attorney over all remaining Church
assets and was instructed to join Grant in New York. From there, the
two men hoped to proceed to London.₁₆

But beneath the business-as-usual atmosphere in Utah, the 1893

crisis was building steam. During the first week in June, local
bankers reported a run on the banks. “Never while reason lasts or
immortality endures do I wish to have repeated the experience I
have undergone the last two days,” a thoroughly agitated Heber M.
Wells informed Grant. “Our deposits melted down over $25,000 and
our available resources tonight have reached the minimum of 22%.
All day long I have sat and smiled and acted (thanks to my stage
experience) as if nothing unusual was happening. . . . You can not
realize what a plight we are in—it is simply terrible.”₁₇

Wells’s graphic prose revealed clearly the deteriorating condi-
tions at the State Bank. Within a year, the bank’s ratio of cash to
deposits dropped from 65 to 22 percent—and 22 percent was artifi-

cially high. Several years earlier the State Bank and Zion’s Savings
had agreed to share quarters and customers. The State Bank had
surrendered its savings accounts and Zion’s Savings had given up its
commercial business. Also as part of the agreement, Zion’s Savings
had deposited its cash reserves—over $125,000—with the State Bank.
A run on both banks would mean that the State Bank’s melting
reserves would have to supply each. Conceivably, several large with-
drawals from either bank could sink both. “Such a condition,” Grant
confessed, “is enough to make a man wild with the blues.”₁₈

Grant had long recognized that Church finances were jerry-
built, but he now knew how unsound the structure actually was.
Everyone intimate with Church finances realized that a single defaulted
note endorsed by CG & Co. could spell the end of Church credit. Now
it was suddenly apparent that the company’s shadow fell ominously
over the two Mormon banks as well. Because of the interlocking
directorates, the collapse of CG & Co. would ruin the reputation of
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the leading men connected with the banks—the partners were indi-
vidually responsible for the firm’s debts—and precipitate a panic.
Moreover, the Mormon banks had loaned CG & Co. at least $350,000.
If the company went to the wall, the banks’ uncollectible loans would
surely force them to follow.₁₉

The dominoes could also fall in the opposite direction. Bank
failures would probably destroy CG & Co., which had invested
heavily in the State Bank and Zion’s Savings and had used bank secu-
rities as collateral in securing loans. Although the Mormon banks’
assets outweighed their liabilities, even a temporary suspension due
to lack of liquidity would send shivers up the spines of Wall Street
capitalists, causing them to demand additional security for past and
future loans—security that CG & Co. could not provide. In short,
Latter-day Saint finances faced assaults from both directions and were
vulnerable at each point. The only recourse was another loan.₂₀

On June 7, 1893, Grant reappeared at the National Park Bank of
New York. In just ten days the hard-pressed New York bankers would
begin issuing clearinghouse loan certificates, rather than money, to
their depositors. Not surprisingly, E. K. Wright, the bank’s presi-
dent and chief stockholder, flatly refused a loan. Undaunted, Grant
expressed regret that the State Bank’s business would have to go
elsewhere and asked Wright’s permission to appeal to the bank’s vice
president and cashier. “I feel to thank the Lord that I captured them
completely,” he wrote Wells. “They put their heads together as to
how to capture Mr. Wright and while they were chatting together
Mr. Wright stepped up and said, ‘Mr. Grant if those men are favor-
able I shall say yes.’” Grant obtained $50,000.₂₁

For the moment, the new loan seemed an ample transfusion for
the Mormon banks. Relaxation might now be mixed with business,
and, on June 8, Grant wired his plural wife Augusta to join President
Cannon’s London-bound entourage. But before the Cannon party
arrived at New York, Grant decided that he could not desert his post.
The panic was raging in full force, and Church notes in Hartford banks
would soon mature. On June 17, Cannon’s party sailed without Grant.₂₂

Grant’s decision to remain in New York was providential. Four
days after Cannon departed for England, the damoclean sword poised
over Church finances fell. For months Church leaders had feared
that W. S. “Mack” McCornick, Salt Lake City’s friendly non-Mormon
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banker, would request payment on his “demand” loans. On June 22,
McCornick insisted that CG & Co. pay $20,000. Two days later, in
another transaction, he required and received $37,500 from the State
Bank. “Shakespeare says ‘MacBeth doth murder sleep,’” Wells mor-
dantly wrote Grant. “If he had lived till this day he would have made
it a different scotchman . . . ‘McCornick doth murder sleep.’” Wells
won a few days’ postponement by informing McCornick that the
$20,000 was deposited in New York, and that Grant was using
the money as leverage to renew the firm’s notes.₂₃

Even before McCornick’s payment demands, the situation in
Utah was critical. The run on Salt Lake City’s banks had accelerated,
and the banks in turn had closed the windows of their loan cages and
tightened credit. Even Elder Abraham H. Cannon, a director of both
the State Bank and CG & Co., found it impossible to obtain a loan.
Stringent banking, however, proved counter productive. By forcing
business to a standstill, it caused deposits to decline even faster. By
the end of June, the State Bank had lost $125,000. “To those who
knew the facts,” Wells wrote, “apprehension and dread of direful
consequences have been plainly discernible in every feature and
every look, like the faces of attendants in a sick room in the presence
of death, but as stated our outward demeanor has been full of buoy-
ancy and cold bluff.”₂₄

The Salt Lake news almost overwhelmed Grant, who had already
been driven to his physical limits. Expecting to be absent three weeks
from Utah, he had now spent six weeks in the East, and he wondered
whether his strength would allow him to continue his efforts. Each
Salt Lake letter and telegram had a bluer cast. The Mormon bank
vaults were emptying. Grant Brothers’ Livery Company, unable to
meet its notes, was threatened with bankruptcy. McCornick had
stayed CG & Co.’s execution four times but was growing ever more
impatient. Gladly, Grant thought, he would trade high finance for a
bookkeeper’s ledger—anything would be better than having once
again “to get down on one’s knees” before the bankers. Besides, he
had no idea where to kneel. The State Bank’s New York correspon-
dent had already refused his demand for special consideration.
“I think that I would almost be wild tonight,” Grant wrote George Q.
Cannon in England, “did I not know that the Lord has helped me in
the past and I have faith that he will do so in the future.”₂₅
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As a last resort, Grant turned to John Claflin, president of H. B.
Claflin Company of New York, the “leading dry goods merchant in
the United States.” In normal or even slightly difficult times, the
merchant might have rushed to the Mormons’ aid. He had previ-
ously dealt with Grant and trusted him. Moreover, while others
viewed the Mormons in far-off Utah as slightly bizarre if not down-
right disreputable, Claflin, interested in the exotic and the profitable,
had invested in them. In 1889 he had loaned the Saints $40,000, fol-
lowed two years later by another $100,000. His offer in 1892 of a
$200,000 standing or perpetual credit had been declined.₂₆

Grant did not come to Claflin empty-handed. He held as pos-
sible collateral $100,000 in ZCMI notes—the best security Utah could
offer. These had come from Thomas Webber, ZCMI’s manager and
an unpublicized CG & Co. director. Believing the times required that
“we must help one another,” Webber, without consulting his direc-
tors, had made the loan to the Church. Grant hoped these securities
would fortify his main argument that the State Bank–CG & Co.
directors were also the leading men in ZCMI, the company that
bought Claflin’s goods. Their ruin—or even disfavor—might destroy
H. B. Claflin Company’s Mormon business.₂₇

While Grant waited in Claflin’s office through the long after-
noon of June 27, the fate of both the Church and Grant’s businesses
weighed on his shoulders. Finally, after 4:00 P.M., the merchant lis-
tened to Grant’s impassioned appeal. In response, Claflin explained
that the season demanded that ice flow in the veins of even the most
favorably disposed merchant, and that a loan was “utterly impos-
sible.” Claflin softened his refusal by promising his good offices, and
the next morning he personally escorted Grant to several banking
firms. When the high-risk and high-profit Blake Brothers offered
to purchase a single $5,000 ZCMI note at an exorbitant 18 percent,
Grant grabbed the chance. Later, he extracted an additional $5,000

from Claflin, who had just penned a strong letter declaring: “If the
Z.C.M.I. is not good the merchants of the United States generally
might as well go out of business.”₂₈

Events in Salt Lake City, meanwhile, seemed to climax. Grant’s
efforts in New York left McCornick only half appeased—he still
demanded the $10,000 outstanding on his $20,000 loan to
CG & Co. On June 28, George M. Cannon, Zion’s Savings cashier,
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privately feared catastrophe “to many of our institutions.” On
Saturday, July 1, Heber Wells gloomily noted that the Mormon
banks had begun the day with $40,000 in their vaults and closed
with only $10,000 remaining. That same day two Provo banks col-
lapsed, while Salt Lake’s Bank of Commerce escaped failure only by
securing aid from the bankers’ clearinghouse. “Before you receive
this,” Wells wrote Grant, “it is possible—nay probable you will hear
of our suspension.”₂₉

Despite Wells’s dire prediction, the Mormon banks weathered
this wave of the storm. Beginning on Monday, July 3, Zion’s Savings
Bank, along with Salt Lake City’s other savings institutions, required
a thirty-day notice of withdrawal for deposits of less than $100 and a
sixty-day notice for larger sums. Although extraordinary, the action
was legal. “At first there was a lull,” Wells remembered,

then the storm broke in all its fury. Depositors swarmed around
Zion’s side [of the bank]. . . . Some went out sullenly muttering
that something was wrong, some said they expected it, some
stormed, demanded their money and said the bank must [be]
shaky; but the medicine worked. 

No one suspected that the problems of the city’s savings banks
touched the State Bank, which was actually able to increase slightly
its reserves.₃₀

Grant, meanwhile, was determined to secure money in the East.
On Monday morning, he unsuccessfully appealed to his insurance
friends; called at two banks; approached W. H. Coler, a New York
financier who for several days had considered making a $100,000

loan; and visited the New York Life offices, only to find them closed
because of the approaching July 4 holiday. Finally, he again tried
Blake Brothers, begging them “to find one of their customers who
would purchase the notes I had to offer at some price.” In a few
moments, he secured $20,000 at a whopping 24 percent discount.
Grant immediately wired news of his success to Salt Lake City.
Mindful of McCornick’s unpaid $10,000, Heber Wells dolefully
twirled his mustache—“the only remnant of hair I have left”—as he
opened the latest telegram from New York and saw the words
“GLORY HALLELUJAH.” Two days later, Grant was still celebrating
with friends over the popular nineteenth-century dessert, water ice,
at Delmonico’s.₃₁

128 Qualities That Count



The crisis of July 3 had passed, and for several weeks Grant felt
certain that the worst of his difficulties was behind him. Not only had
he resolved all the Church’s pressing obligations, but he had also
secured from several New York banks an additional $150,000. By the
end of July, however, Grant realized that his tour de force had only
postponed catastrophe. The panic still raged, and his new loans were of
only two, three, or at best four months duration. Furthermore, Grant
recognized that additional renewals probably would be impossible.
Like Zion’s Savings’ delayed deposit payments, the New York loans
were short-fused time bombs set to explode at the end of August.₃₂

For a while, Mormon fortunes seemed to rest with George Q.
Cannon’s English mission. On July 3, the day on which Church
finances were barely salvaged, Cannon had talked at Whitehall with
the Earl of Roseberry, the British foreign secretary. Although twenty
years had passed since their last meeting—apparently while Cannon
was serving as Utah’s territorial delegate in Washington—the foreign
secretary, soon to be prime minister, cordially received the Mormon
emissary and wrote a letter of introduction to Baron Rothschild.
On July 7 a tersely worded telegram—“UNSUCCESSFUL”—dashed
Mormon hopes for a long-term loan. Cannon had met with
Rothschild, his brothers, and other leading financiers, but the pre-
vailing American panic and the Europeans’ ignorance of Utah
affairs made a loan impossible.₃₃

Utah, meanwhile, was slipping into a severe economic depres-
sion. Banking contraction was only partly to blame. A late winter
had heavily damaged local agriculture, particularly the important
cash-producing wool clip, making 1893 Utah’s worst sheep year to
date. Moreover, the plummeting price of silver forced the closing of
many mines, further reducing the local money supply. By the end
of June, Utah businessmen began laying off workers and reducing
wages. Such prominent citizens as John Morgan, Abraham O. Smoot,
and Ben Rich went bankrupt, and real-estate speculator George A.
Meears committed suicide for the lack of $1,000. “From every side
arises the cry of hard times,” wrote one diarist.

I have never witnessed a greater stagnation in business enter-
prises than has manifested itself during the last month. Money is
not to be had, confidence seems to have disappeared, and credit is
denied by nearly all tradesmen. Public works are stopped, and . . .
thousands of men are out of employment.₃₄
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A kaleidoscope of personal, human acts reflected the hard times.
A needy seamstress, fearing starvation for her children, appealed to
the patriarchal Franklin D. Richards. “I encouraged her the best I
could,” Elder Richards remembered, “& she wiped away her tears &
went with apparently increased bravery.” The Salt Lake County tax
collector—also a bishop and a CG & Co. director—mismanaged
$32,000 in public funds and then asked protection from the General
Authorities to avoid embarrassing the Church. Elder Francis Lyman
spent one August morning in his bed, immobilized by the awful
prospect of bankruptcy and regretting his debts to family and friends.
George Q. Cannon, back from England, abandoned his multifamily
communal kitchen, kept his boys from school to do the work of
released hired hands, and transferred his few unencumbered assets
to his wives. By contrast, during the State Bank’s desperate days in
July, young George F. Richards bolstered its reserves with $1,500—
the bulk of his savings.₃₅

The depression paralyzed the Church. By late June, cash dona-
tions had almost ceased. On July 1 the Church failed to meet its pay-
roll, forcing the General Authorities to draw their living allowances
in tithing commodities. In Salt Lake City, mission president J. Golden
Kimball described himself as at “the end of the rope” and pleaded for
“anything” to aid him in returning to his assignment in the Southern
states. Appropriations for Church education were halted, twenty
schools were closed, and the opening of the new Church University
in Salt Lake City was postponed indefinitely. Clerks struggled to pay
even the low-priced fares of returning missionaries, and sometimes
failed. “Every day urgent demands for cash are made of us, which we
cannot meet,” wrote the First Presidency, “for the simple reason that
we have no money. . . . We never saw such a time of financial strin-
gency as there is now.”₃₆

Endeavoring to maintain the Church’s balance, leaders sent
letters to local congregations directing that tithing commodities or
other property be cheaply sold and the cash sent to Church head-
quarters. Buyers were few, however, and local charity consumed
most of the money raised. During a prosperous year, over 50 percent
of all tithing flowed into Church offices; in 1893 the Church received
only 19 percent. For several weeks the General Authorities considered
borrowing over $100,000 from 126 wealthy Saints, but they evidently
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realized that the plan would cripple the Mormon banks. There seemed
to be no solution, only a gaping crevasse.₃₇

On August 2 the leading Latter-day Saint money men met to
take “stock.” The weary Grant had returned the previous day from
New York, and at an 8:00 A.M. CG & Co. meeting he reported on his
labors. “We only live now on sufferance of those we owe such large
sums to,” Francis Lyman summarized after Grant’s narration. But
the investment firm had larger problems than note renewals in the
Eastern market. It had endorsed the paper of Burton-Gardner
Company, and the latter’s recent bankruptcy seemed a mortal blow.
CG & Co. directors decided to transfer the Sugar Company’s heavy
indebtedness elsewhere—perhaps, somehow, to the Church itself.
A joint meeting of the directors of the two Mormon banks that after-
noon was equally grim. Cashier Wells revealed that without new
deposits the banks would close within several weeks. He dispiritedly
wondered whether an earlier closing might not be the wisest course.₃₈

The Lord had given and now he seemed ready to take. Church
leaders solemnly entered their new temple and prayed for relief. “All
the Lord requires of us,” President Woodruff exhorted, “is to do the
very best we can, and He will then take care of the remainder.”
On August 12, President Woodruff made his last public attempt
to resolve the crisis. At a meeting attended by the First Presidency,
seven Apostles, the Presiding Bishopric, and nineteen stake leaders,
Woodruff reviewed the emergency and urged an increase in dona-
tions. When possible, the Church would borrow from the Saints
at 10 percent. Two weeks later, sublimely calm amidst the Church’s
crumbling finances, Woodruff appropriated $15,000 recently found
in the Church’s accounts in England and Hawaii, and led the rest of
the First Presidency and the Tabernacle Choir on a long-planned
public relations tour of the World’s Fair in Chicago. Before leaving
Utah, President Woodruff nominated Grant and George Q. Cannon
somehow to resolve the crisis. Since Cannon was part of Woodruff’s
party, the responsibility fell to Grant.₃₉

Again, Grant’s mission was critical. Within two weeks, Zion’s
Savings must begin paying the large withdrawals requested sixty
days earlier. And at about the same time, the Church’s many loans
would start to mature. Meanwhile, Wells Fargo had unexpectedly
demanded that the Church reduce its $25,000 overdraft privilege at
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the bank by $10,000. When, on August 24, the Brigham Young Trust
Company failed to pay $50,000 owed Wells Fargo, Heber Wells tried
to resolve the problem with a new loan from Mack McCornick.
“Yesterday we bearded the former lion in his den,” Wells related.
“We told him everything; pleaded, entreated, cajoled, warned, threat-
ened, and afterwards damned him. He was callous, obdurate, unyield-
ing.” Finally, with an eye on future Mormon business, McCornick
yielded $10,000 as a temporary sop. Toward the end of August, the
Church notified Wells Fargo in San Francisco that it would probably
default on its September 2 loan payment.₄₀

By August 24, Grant was back pounding the streets of New York
in search of a large, long-term loan. This time, he realized, a pound of
flesh would be necessary to save Church finances. With margins
of reserves to assets in New York banks at 20.5 percent in mid-
August—their lowest point of the crisis and well below the 24 percent
legal limit for national banks—nothing less than a huge bonus would
entice bankers into risking a long-term loan. But even when he promised
a 20 or 25 percent commission, Grant found no takers. “I am getting
blue by the hour,” he informed Wells. “I wish that there was some-
thing bright in the distance that I could look forward to.”₄₁

In Utah the final crisis was at hand. On Friday, September 1, the
Mormon banks held only $20,000, a scant 3 percent of deposits. By
closing time $5,000 had been drained from the vaults, and Wells
frantically wired Grant that the State Bank could not survive another
two days. Earlier that same day Grant had finally wrangled a promise
for a $100,000 loan. But he had pressed too hard, and the frightened
banker had delayed payment until Wednesday, September 6. Now
Grant learned that the Mormon banks could not last that long. He
had come so close!₄₂

Since arriving in New York, Grant had tried to follow President
Woodruff’s counsel to neither worry nor complain about the finan-
cial crisis. But as events pounded down upon him, he again won-
dered whether he might not break under the strain. He had
exhausted all possibilities for a loan; there seemed to be no stone left
to turn. Before him loomed the “perfect horror” of another Kirtland
Bank failure, which had rent Church finances and caused wide-
spread apostasy fifty-six years earlier. Several times during the early
morning of September 2, he shed bitter tears as he “supplicated the
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Lord with all the earnestness and power which I possessed.” After
3:00 A.M. he lapsed into a few hours of fitful sleep.₄₃

Events of the next day seemed drawn from a surrealistic drama.
Grant appeared to move in slow motion, almost in defiance of the
prevailing high stakes and emotions. Arising after 8:00 A.M., an
unusually late hour for the vigorous Grant, he knelt in morning
prayers and offered to forfeit his life in exchange for the preservation
of the banks. Experiencing a calming assurance, he bathed and break-
fasted deliberately and then, without a destination in mind, boarded
an elevated railway train. At the station nearest H. B. Claflin Com-
pany, he decided to stop and shake John Claflin’s hand. The mer-
chant was not in his office, but had left word that he wished to see
Grant. Grant proceeded on to the National Park Bank, but missed
the right station. Backtracking, he entered Blake Brothers, and there
found John Claflin with a proposition.

Claflin had watched closely over the past several weeks as New
York bank reserves finally stabilized and edged above the 24 percent
legal minimum. Recognizing that the worst of the national money
crisis was over, and aware of Grant’s willingness to pay an extrava-
gant bonus, the New York businessman sensed the time was ripe to
save the finances of his Mormon friends, secure for himself a hand-
some commission, and ensure for his company ZCMI’s lucrative trade.
His terms were terrifying: $500,000 for two years at 6 percent with a
$100,000 bonus going to Claflin—almost 33 percent of the loan would
be lost to interest or commission (illus. 6-6). A desperate Grant
refused to “split straws.” He asked only that the deal be halved: $250,000

for two years, same interest, with $50,000 given to Claflin. Within
hours the State Bank learned that it could draw upon its New York
correspondent for an initial installment of $50,000. The Mormon
banks were saved.₄₄

The attractiveness of Claflin’s loan varied with the beholder.
On the grounds of the Chicago World’s Fair, Grant explained his
actions to the First Presidency. “Prest. Woodruff did not appreci-
ate . . . getting only $200,000 and yet paying interest on $250,000,”
Grant remembered. In fact, the Church president found the loan’s
terms “fearful.” Although Church leaders formally approved the
note, and many personally signed it, the more cautious believed that
Grant had gone too far. In their eyes the loan had ruined Grant’s
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Illus. 6-6. The note, signed by the First Presidency and Twelve Apostles,
from H. B. Claflin Company loaning the Church money during the
economic depression of the 1890s.

Courtesy Church Archives, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints



financial reputation. “They did not comprehend the exigencies of
the case,” Grant later argued, “but I would gladly have given twice as
much had it been necessary in order to save our banks.”₄₅

Grant scarcely overstated matters. Although the Church would
require loan after loan during the troubled 1890s, the Claflin money
had allowed the banks to navigate their most dangerous passage.
The safety of the banks in turn had prevented the bankruptcy of
CG & Co., its individual partners, and—morally at least—the Church
itself. Such failures would have had far-reaching consequences of
their own. There is no possible way of estimating the eventual cata-
strophe had the floodgates not held.

The trauma of 1893—with its foundering banks, pinched finances,
and heroic loans—was never related publicly. As each new wave of
the crisis had threatened, the Salt Lake newspapers had reassuredly
pronounced the financial foundations of Zion as unshakable as the
granite walls of the Wasatch Range. Officially the Saints were never
told otherwise. When President Cannon addressed their October
conference, he stated only the obvious. “We have had, since we last
met,” he reported, “considerable trouble in financial matters. . . .
You have no doubt felt it individually, as we have felt it as a church.
Probably at no time in our previous experience have we had to con-
tend with pecuniary embarrassments as we have had of late.” Only
a few in the audience understood that Cannon spoke of more than
the Church’s unpaid bills. Nor did the Mormon public learn of the
Claflin loan. Fearing a reputation as a Shylock, John Claflin had
demanded secrecy.₄₆

This Mormon story had a sequel. Although Grant’s loans may
have saved Zion and its money men from bankruptcy, the panic was
ruinous. “A few years ago,” Grant admitted in 1898, “we thought less
of spending $100 than we do now of a $5 bill.” Although the pacified
national government returned what was left from the Edmunds-
Tucker confiscations, Utahns and the Church staggered through the
misnamed “Gay Nineties.” When the entire Claflin note fell due in
1895, the Church was able only to make the first payment on the
loan’s principal. It eventually canceled its debt largely by transferring
to H. B. Claflin Company some of the Church’s shares in the Saltair
Beach and the Salt Lake and Los Angeles Railway companies. Final
payment on the Claflin note was not made until 1899.₄₇
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Beyond contributing to the distress of the nineties, the panic
left a lasting imprint upon the Church. The Church in the nine-
teenth century had styled itself a unique religious commonwealth
apart from mainstream America. Grant’s own business career itself
had reflected Brigham Young’s preaching on Zion’s self-sufficiency
and independence. Yet Grant’s New York loans wrapped the cords of
American finance tightly around Utah’s Zion. Thereafter, Church
leaders would not only feel increasingly at ease with the ways of
American capitalists, but they would be beholden—at least in the
short run—for their services. Within another decade these influences
would go so far that muckraking journalists would begin to cast the
Church in the role of a Wall Street plutocrat. Along with other eco-
nomic forces working to nationalize America, the Panic of 1893

changed not only the economics of the Church but also indirectly its
public image.

There was a final, personal irony to the episode. The mighty
H. B. Claflin interests became overextended and in 1914 fell into
receivership. John Claflin spent his last twenty years in retirement—
prosperous enough to winter on the palmy Jekyll Island resort in
Georgia, but stripped of personal or financial influence. Heber J.
Grant, in contrast, became financially stable and the Church’s presi-
dent. One of the hallmarks of his administration, even during the
Great Depression of the 1930s, was fiscal stability. The harrowing
summer of 1893, with its lessons for careful finance, clearly had left
its mark. Indeed, for its participants, like old comrades-in-arms, the
Panic of 1893 became a topic to cherish and celebrate. “Those were
the days,” Heber Wells mused to Grant almost thirty years after the
event, “when we fought and bled and nearly died together.”₄₈
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Before 6:00 A.M. on May 29, 1897, the portly and veteran Apostle
Brigham Young Jr., himself ailing due to an attack of dropsy,

called at the Heber J. Grant household to pray a blessing upon his
associate. He found that “Bro Grant . . . had a poor night but he was
going to the hospital with firm faith that all would be well.” The day
before, Grant awoke with severe lumbar and abdominal pain. The
doctors diagnosed a ruptured appendix and advanced peritonitis
and advised immediate surgery. As the hour-and-a-half operation
progressed, the nine attending surgeons found “extraordinary sup-
puration and commenced mortification.” After rotting the appendix
and part of the colon, the infection had discharged a quart of pus
throughout the stomach cavity. The chief surgeon turned to Joseph F.
Smith, who was present at his friend’s critical hour, and said, “My
[Dear] Smith, you do not need to think of the possibility or probabil-
ity of this man recovering.” Only the doctor who monitored Grant’s
remarkably vigorous pulse disagreed.₁

A fortnight later Elder Grant was propped on his pillows at the
Catholic St. Mary’s Hospital, celebrating the miracle of extended life.
His recovery had been extraordinarily rapid, and his personal crisis
had brought him an unexpected tide of sympathy and well-wishing.
There was an added reason for rejoicing. His two visitors had a
proposition that might mean the beginning of the end of his almost
ninety thousand dollar indebtedness. The one with the dark mus-
tache and slight Bristol accent began directly and hopefully. “Heber,”
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Thomas J. Stevens said, “would
you like to make $15,600?”₂

Stevens was bishop of Ogden
City’s Fifth Ward and Grant’s
long-time friend and brother-
in-law (both had married
daughters of Briant Stringham).
Stevens and his companion,
Matthew Browning, were
respected Ogden citizens, but
more to the point, they were
directors and members of the
executive committee of Ogden’s
Utah Loan and Trust Company
(UL&T). In addition, two days
before Stevens had been
appointed the bank’s cashier or
general manager. The UL&T
was on the verge of failure, and

the two men had come to Grant hoping that a mutually advanta-
geous deal might be struck.

The bank had proven an albatross to its owners almost from its
founding in 1888. Charles Comstock Richards and Franklin S.
Richards, sons of Ogden’s Apostle and leading Latter-day Saint citizen,
Franklin D. Richards, had taken the lead in establishing the firm.
Utah was then booming and a spate of new banks was organized
throughout the territory. But a banking panic in 1891 burst the specu-
lative bubble, and the UL&T paid its last dividend in 1892. The
following spring a fire gutted the interior of its handsome, five-story
building.₃ Several months later, the severe Panic of 1893 almost
delivered the coup de grace. Nevertheless, despite the bank’s shrink-
ing deposits and the decreasing values of its investment portfolio,
the Richards brothers and their fellow investors managed to hold on
for the next several years.₄

When Elder Abraham H. Cannon (illus. 7-1) offered to buy
controlling interest in the bank in June 1896, the Richards family
relinquished their controlling interest at sixty cents on the dollar of
their original investment. The depressed ’90s had not been any
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more kind to Elder Cannon than to the Richardses, and he hoped to
recoup his fortune by promoting a Salt Lake City to Los Angeles
railroad, which, by using the UL&T as its financial agent, would
revive the ailing bank. The details of the transactions reflected
mutual desperation of both the buyer and the seller. To secure
money to pay off the Richardses, the UL&T loaned Cannon $40,000

from its scanty reserves, with the Church leader offering as collateral
his newly acquired UL&T stock along with some previously owned
shares. As both partners in the transaction must have known, unless
Cannon could quickly come up with money to pay off his debt, the
deal seriously jeopardized the bank’s liquidity.₅

Six weeks later Abraham Cannon was dead, the result of a
general inflammation to his head due to complications from ear
surgery. Despite a $50,000 life insurance policy, his estate could not
begin to pay his many debts, including the UL&T note, the most sub-
stantial debt. Since the default on Cannon’s UL&T loan promised
eventual bankruptcy to the financial institution, the UL&T stock
that supposedly secured the loan was itself worthless.

At least for the moment, Elder Cannon’s posthumous insol-
vency was concealed from public view. However there was another,
more immediate factor working to undermine the bank. Two
employees, Leon Graves and Clarence Barton, removed $5,200 from
its vaults and fled east. Although Joseph A. West, then serving as
cashier, mortgaged his home and quietly replaced the money, Utah
newspapers discovered the truth and made the theft banner news.
As a result, rumors began to circulate that the UL&T was in distress,
and a slow but accelerating run on the bank commenced.₆

Stevens and Browning believed they had an instant solution. If
Grant would assume Cannon’s note, the bank could then borrow
on the strength of his signature and relieve its difficulties. In return,
Grant could have all Cannon’s forfeited collateral that, if the bank
could be made sound, might be worth $15,600 more than the assumed
loan. Grant expressed great interest. Despite his recent illness and
short recuperation, he promised that he would soon go to Ogden to
examine the matter more fully.

Grant seemed a logical candidate to help (illus. 7-2). Only his
two families and a handful of intimate advisers knew the despera-
tion of his own finances. As president or director of at least a dozen
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Salt Lake City–based businesses,
he appeared to the public to
epitomize success. Besides, he
had built a reputation for being
a Mormon financial Horatius-
at-the-bridge, successively sav-
ing ZCMI, the Salt Lake Herald,
and the Utah Sugar Company
from their respective problems.
He had also compiled a suc-
cessful record of special fund-
raising. In the late 1880s, he was
one of five Saints who raised
the legal and lobbying fees for
Utah’s statehood drive. Follow-
ing the 1893 panic, when Salt
Lake City’s tax collector, who
served as a bishop, mismanaged
$32,000 in public funds, Grant
led the campaign to pay off his
debts quickly without embar-

rassing the Church. Indeed, when Church leaders saw a special need
for money, Brother Heber increasingly received their call.

Elder Grant described what he found in Ogden as “a paralyzer.”
After he and Stevens scrutinized the bank’s accounts, they concluded
that many of them, to the amount of $75,000, were uncollectible.
The prevailing hard times made it difficult for even honorable men
to meet their obligations, and the UL&T clearly had been less than
tough-minded in demanding payments on its outstanding loans.
Worse, Grant found that the Ogden bank’s financial statement was
grossly inaccurate. Directors had spent most of the institution’s
assets in erecting the Utah Loan and Trust Building, but during the
depression, along with most other Utah real estate, the imposing
landmark suffered a calamitous deflation in value. Nevertheless,
the bank carried the building on its books at the original construc-
tion cost of $275,000, although its actual market value scarcely
exceeded the $75,000 lien that David Eccles had carried on it since
its construction.
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“If I were as sure of getting to heaven as Dave Eccles . . . will get
that [bank] corner,” Elder Grant told his fellow General Authorities
several weeks later in one of their Thursday meetings, “I would
think I had a ticket paid for.” The UL&T’s reconstructed balance
sheet bore out the likelihood of a foreclosure. Liabilities were listed
at $162,000 and assets at $107,000, but half of the latter were judged
to be of questionable quality. Grant reported that the bank’s capital
was “wiped off the earth” and that depositors were sure to lose most
of their money.₇

The Twelve did not immediately grasp how chilling this news
actually was. Driven by his passion for building and protecting the
material things of the kingdom, Grant had spent several days investi-
gating before he himself had understood. He now shared his grim
findings. A UL&T failure would bring great personal loss to its owners
and depositors, and as these effects rippled outward, the result would
be a sharp blow to Utah’s already faltering economy. Moreover, while
the Church itself owned no stock in the institution, its interests and
those of its leaders were very much at stake. Since its founding, the
UL&T had been regarded as “a Mormon institution,” one of Utah’s
private businesses that functioned in behalf of the Church. Its officers,
directors, and leading stockholders were a “Who’s Who” of Ogden’s
Church officials. In addition, General Authorities Joseph F. Smith and
Francis M. Lyman owned stock and served as directors—Elder Smith
in fact had briefly succeeded Abraham Cannon as president of the
banking firm. The times were so precarious that a UL&T failure, to
the great embarrassment of the Church, would bring bankruptcy upon
most of its Mormon shareholders as well as reveal the posthumous
insolvency of Abraham Cannon.₈

Unfortunately, difficulties did not stop here. Since the early
1890s, the Church’s finances had rested precariously, partly because
of the earlier Edmunds-Tucker confiscations of Church property, but
more significantly because the First Presidency had responded to
the depression with a series of deficit-financed public works. Every
several months and sometimes more often, Mormon debt managers
performed extraordinary feats just to meet payments and preserve
credit. Now came the warning from the Church’s loan agent in the
East that because of the Ogden bank’s links with ecclesiastical
officials, its failure would “almost sure[ly]” cause eastern bankers to
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demand payment on existing Mormon loans—a development
tantamount to forcing the Church into receivership. Grant would
later learn something just as explosive. Utah law made bank officers
criminally culpable for receiving deposits after an institution’s liabil-
ities exceeded its assets. While such a question lent itself to endless
litigation, the statute exposed Smith, Lyman, and virtually the entire
Church hierarchy in Ogden to criminal prosecution. Given the reign-
ing Mormon-Gentile hostility in the “Junction City,” with Church
opponents firmly in control of the levers of local power, the possibil-
ity could not be idly waved aside.₉

Grant’s grim and forceful report to the Twelve was convincing.
On July 2, 1897, a committee of George Q. Cannon, Joseph F. Smith,
Lorenzo Snow, Francis M. Lyman, John Henry Smith, and Grant
met for three hours to consider the problem again. The men finally
agreed that “it would be a great misfortune if disaster should over-
take the Bank” and if necessary Church influence should be exerted
to strengthen the institution. Four days later, the General Authorities
further embroiled the Church in the UL&T affair. The two Mormon
banks in Salt Lake City, Zion’s Savings Bank and the State Bank of
Utah, were asked if they would assume respectively the UL&T’s sav-
ings and commercial banking business. In case of failure, Stevens
reported, “they promised to stand behind us . . . so that the deposi-
tors will be paid in full.” What had begun as a possible private invest-
ment for Grant had become a project embraced by the Church.₁₀

Grant had discovered the UL&T problem and sounded the
tocsin, but having done so, he temporarily, although involuntarily,
retired from the field. About six weeks after his appendectomy,
he contracted “pleuro-pneumonia.” Again his friends feared for
his life, and for three months the convalescing leader retired from
public affairs.

The UL&T crisis did not ease in his absence. Encouraged by
promises from Church headquarters, Thomas Stevens briefly stemmed
the run on the bank’s reserves by looking depositors in the eye and
pledging the safety of their money. Still, his behavior did nothing to
change the huge imbalance between the bank’s assets and liabilities.
Nor did Zion’s Savings and the State Bank, the two Salt Lake City
banks affiliated with the Church, alter the situation. Neither Zion’s
Savings nor the State Bank, themselves little more robust than their
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sister institution, desired to sink under the heavy and perhaps fatal
weight of the UL&T accounts. By August, President Wilford Woodruff

admitted that the UL&T case was “not very encouraging,” and offered
as a hand-wringing expedient the formation of a two-man commit-
tee to study possible solutions.₁₁

Former cashier Joseph West was the first to show how weak the
bank really was. For several weeks he had badgered the hard-pressed
directors to reimburse him for the $5,200 he had paid to cover the
Graves-Barton theft. Frustrated by their lack of action and by his
dismissal from the firm only hours before, he took the amount from
the safe and was leaving town when his son Walker West compelled the
return of the money. If he had left, the act could have brought an
immediate closing.₁₂

West’s desperation was an indication of how difficult the times
were becoming. The worst of the depression occurred in winter 1893–94,
when Utah’s urban unemployment exceeded 25 percent and some
laborers in Salt Lake City marched to demand “bread or blood.” At
the same time fourteen hundred unruly “Commonwealers”—out-of-
work Californians traveling East to protest the prevailing scarcity—
were camped in Ogden City. However, for many Mormon institutions
and men the years 1897–98 were almost as severe. Earlier these men
had been able to parry their debts, but as real estate and stock values
continued to fall, the men no longer had collateral to renew their
loans. By late 1897 the Church itself owed over two million dollars
and was looking for another loan of like amount.₁₃

Thus, the UL&T crisis peaked at the very time when the Church
and its leading men were least prepared to deal with it. During the last
week of January 1898, Stevens repeatedly importuned the First Presi-
dency for something more than moral or makeshift help, but he was
turned away. A week later there could be no more temporizing. Stevens
flatly told the General Authorities that the bank could not open the
next day without assistance.₁₄ After protracted and agonizing discus-
sion, aid was forthcoming. Zion’s Savings loaned $5,000, and the
Church itself eventually took a $15,000 second mortgage on the UL&T
building and apparently advanced the bank about $7,500 besides.₁₅

Everyone realized that such aid was a stopgap, which ran the
risk of throwing good after bad money. Grant, whose regained
health and consuming interest won him his church’s commission to
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resolve the UL&T problem, saw
two possible long-range solu-
tions. First, he hoped to interest
enough public-spirited Latter-
day Saint capitalists to buy the
UL&T building at $150,000 or
twice its existing value. While
such a proposal made little
sense to men used to maximiz-
ing personal profits, Grant rea-
soned that as the depression
eased and property values
rebounded, investors eventu-
ally would be out little and
might receive a small return for
their philanthropy. Meanwhile,
the bank could use the money
to cover its two mortgages (the
first to Eccles for $75,000 and
the second to the Church for

$15,000), pay off its other loans, and perhaps have enough working
capital to ride out the rest of the hard times.₁₆

Grant’s alternative idea involved David Eccles, Utah’s first bona
fide tycoon. Son of a nearly blind and impoverished wood turner,
the handsome Eccles had his fingers in most financial pies in Ogden
(illus. 7-3). Since 1894 he had served as president of the Ogden First
National Bank, situated across the street from the UL&T building
on 24th Street and Washington Avenue. Grant proposed that Eccles
be allowed to foreclose on his mortgage and secure the UL&T build-
ing at a bargain basement price. In return, the First National Bank
would assume its neighbor’s accounts and allow it to retire honorably
from business. For some time Eccles’s bank had apparently thought
of splitting off its savings business and starting a new institution. The
splendid UL&T building would provide excellent quarters.₁₇

Elder Grant vigorously pursued both options during late winter
and early spring 1898. He repeatedly approached his friends to invest
in the UL&T building, and in an attempt to provide financing for
such a sale, he traveled to San Francisco and wrote letters to prospec-
tive lenders throughout the Intermountain West. In addition, he
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personally propositioned Eccles at his Baker City, Oregon, lumber
headquarters. Unfortunately his work yielded little fruit. His drive
to get $150,000 to purchase the bank building stalled one-third short
of the goal, though Grant himself promised $10,000 and the Church
another $25,000. On the other hand, the canny Eccles, whose con-
siderable charities rarely trespassed upon the bounds of “sound
business,” listened impassively to Grant’s appeals. Barring some-
thing unforeseen, he knew he had the building already—without
making further commitments. By April, Grant was having trouble
keeping the flame of his enthusiasm lit. “Looking at it naturally,” he
admitted, “there is little prospect of success crowning my efforts.”₁₈

Finally, another of the Ogden bank’s intermittent crises broke the
logjam. Anders Larsen, a disgruntled depositor who believed that his
money had been negligently loaned, filed a lawsuit that declared the
bank to be “utterly insolvent,” with “no property with which to pay
its debts.”₁₉ With confidence in the bank already fragile, Larsen’s
suit precipitated another run on reserves. By the first of August,
Stevens was again before the General Authorities, hat in hand, plead-
ing that without help he would be unable to open the next day.₂₀

On August 8, with three UL&T directors present, Church offi-

cials now began their most decisive discussion of the question. “The
object of the interview,” the Journal History of the Church recorded,
“was to make a last representation of the bank’s condition, in the
hope—almost forlorn with these [UL&T] brethren—that the Presi-
dency might be able to see their way clear to do something to save
it.” Joseph F. Smith began with an eloquent appeal for further Church
aid, but when President Woodruff refused to countenance the idea,
Smith moved that the bank be allowed to fail. Not wishing to appear
self-serving or disloyal, he plaintively admitted: “We honestly put
up our money, and let us [now] take our medicine.”₂₁

Grant’s was the only voice that spoke against the overwhelming
consensus. “I hope that no one will second that motion,” he asked as
he pled that the earlier comments of Smith and Woodruff be stricken
from the record. His previous loan brokering in the East gave him a
sense of the crisis that his colleagues did not have. Besides, he was
typically loath to abandon any fixed idea or determined project.
Confronted by his strong opposition, the General Authorities moved
to a middle ground. Rather than have the financially strapped church
give aid to the bank, Smith proposed that Grant be deputized to
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solicit money from its most prosperous members. Grant willingly
consented but believed he required help. He asked the First Presidency
to call Elder Matthias Cowley to assist him and to sign a strongly
worded letter endorsing the project. Grant remained outspoken.
“You can either sign,” he said to the First Presidency, “or let the bank
go to pot.” Accordingly they not only signed the letter Grant had
written but also appended a paragraph that blessed those complying
with its request.₂₂

Grant’s demands were reasonable given the magnitude of his
assignment. Earlier he had attempted to organize a UL&T syndicate,
which promised investors the hope of a small gain. Now hard-nosed
businessmen, who were not disposed to cover the mistakes of others,
were to be asked for gratuitous donations that would have to exceed
$75,000. Furthermore, he was handcuffed by the demands of sensi-
tivity and confidentiality. To reveal the actual condition of the bank
invited additional pressure upon its deposits. Nor could he, without
defeating his purposes, fully explain how the UL&T’s health directly
related to the reputation of some of the leading brethren and indi-
rectly to the credit of the Church. At best he could ambiguously
appeal to patriotic Saints to maintain “an institution of Zion” and to
sustain “the brethren.”

Before the meeting of the General Authorities adjourned, Elder
Grant began his fundraising. Hoping to realize a profit on the sale
of his last remaining, under-mortgaged real estate, he personally
pledged $2,500 and challenged his brethren to follow suit. President
George Q. Cannon, whose Bullion-Beck and Champion Mine divi-
dends made him more prosperous than the rest, promised another
$5,000 and drafted a $2,000 check as first installment. Grant’s dona-
tion came at genuine financial peril to himself and his creditors.
“I donated $2,500,” he recalled, “when all I had on earth . . . would
not pay my debts within $88,800 and this donation made me over
ninety thousand dollars worse off than nothing.” He spent the rest
of the day gaining the approval of the men who had countersigned
his many notes. Because of his donation, his creditors stood one step
closer to having to cover his debts.₂₃

Within the week Grant was stalking his quarry. First he asked
$2,500 from Alfred W. McCune, a successful mining speculator and
soon to be a candidate for the U.S. Senate. McCune’s family of origin
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and his wife were Church members, but his moods and behavior
were those of a sourdough miner who had found the proverbial rich
strike. “Not one damned dollar,” was the rough-hewn miner’s first
response. It was not that McCune was parsimonious; his lavish
spending and occasional philanthropy fit into the Gilded Age’s high
style. But he was deeply prejudiced against banks. He had never
placed money in one and never expected to do so. Rebuffed, Grant
tried to shift the question to high moral ground. He pulled the First
Presidency’s UL&T letter from his pocket and in the name of McCune’s
believing wife asked if he wished to deny the request of the Lord’s
representatives?₂₄

“O hell, you cannot scare me with a thing like that,” the mining
man answered. He acknowledged his desire to be liberal but not to
conceal the incompetency of a parasitic banker.

“Alf, I defy you to look me in the eye as man to man and tell me
that you do not know the Gospel is true,” Grant replied. “You do
know it. You gamble and swear when you get mad, and you drink
whiskey and raise hell generally, . . . and you say there is nothing in
religion. But I defy you to tell me that you do not know the Gospel
that your father embraced is true.”

“I do not,” McCune began strongly, then mellowing, he said,
“I will make a confession to you. I will be honest with you. Damned
if I am not afraid it is.”

Unfortunately, McCune’s tepid confession failed to loosen his
purse strings, and Grant resolved on stronger measures. Like Nephi
before the drunken Laban, he felt inspired to descend to a lower
standard. “Abuse him,” his inner voice seemed to direct, “tell him
he is not generous, that he is close-fisted, use his own language, go
right after him in his own vernacular, and you will get your money.”

“You are a hell of a generous cuss,” Grant began his assault with
an idiom quite beyond his normal use. “The idea of you with all
your money refusing to give me two days’ income from one mine. . . .
What am I doing? I am giving $2,500. How am I fixed financially?
I am a hell of a poor manager financially. I have two wives, and
neither one has a home. I have a home for my mother that is
mortgaged. . . . I have the children of a dead wife to support and I
am over $50,000 worse off than nothing, yet I am giving the equiva-
lent of two years and a half of my net surplus. I am only earning a
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thousand dollars a year above my expenses, . . . and you are so gen-
erous that you won’t give two days’ income from one mine. You are
a generous cuss.”

“Damn you,” McCune responded. “Tell that story over again.”
When Grant rehearsed his tale, which actually minimized his debts,
the incredulous McCune called for his secretary to pay Grant $5,000.
“Damned if I am not going to pay your donation and mine too.”

For a moment Grant was elated by McCune’s generosity and
thanked the Lord for the unexpected aid. But he quickly changed his
mind, reasoning that if he let McCune pay his own donation, he
would lose the “power to appeal to others . . . and that the Bank
must break.” Despite feeling “a very great temptation,” he refused
the offer.

Claiming that Grant was “the strangest man he had ever met,”
McCune took the check from his secretary, briefly looked at it, and
finally extended it. “You have a hell of a job on your hands, damned
if I will tear it up. I cannot understand why you won’t let me pay
your donation. [But] give your bank the $5,000.”

Later when Grant, in one of his few partisan ventures, stoutly
campaigned for McCune’s senatorial candidacy, there were rumors
that he had been bought. But Grant’s politics were more than an
appreciation for a $5,000 donation. Despite their polar differences
in personality and character, Grant had found in their banter a human
tie that, at least for the moment, made them friends.

Having done so well with McCune, Grant approached Jesse
Knight. A short man with a walrus mustache and given to wearing
Homburg hats, Knight was the son of two of Mormonism’s earliest
converts, Newel and Lydia Knight. However Jesse had waited until
middle age to bud his own faith, which was shortly thereafter fol-
lowed by good fortune. Friends had cried “humbug” when Knight
told of a voice which he interpreted was directing him to stake out a
mining claim—a claim he later said would save the Church’s credit.
But in 1896 the appropriately named “Humbug mine” became a
bonanza. Obedient to his presentiment, he began to pay tithes and
benefactions, which in their time became legendary.₂₅

But if Grant expected an easy touch he was mistaken. After
listening to his impassioned recital of the UL&T’s problems and his
request for $5,000, Knight was unyielding.
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“Brother Grant, I do not think the Lord wants me to give
anything to make good the mistakes of people who put their
money in a bank and lost it. I am willing to help the poor and to
pay an honest tithing, and to help in all things like universities
[his donation to Brigham Young Academy in Provo kept the
incipient institution alive], but I do not feel that I ought to do
this. I won’t give you a dollar.”₂₆

“Jesse, I will not take no for an answer. I shall come back
again.”

“There is supper, bed and breakfast for you here any time,”
the Provo resident responded, “Come along, but you won’t get
any money.”

During Grant’s third interview with Knight in as many weeks,
Reed Smoot was present. A young businessman-politician who was
soon to be called to the Quorum of Twelve Apostles, Smoot was trying
to pacify Grant with a $500 donation. “If you send me a check for
$500, Reed, I shall send it back to you,” was Grant’s reply. “I won’t
have it. This mission is a very hard one, and I cannot put you in the
$500 class, you belong in the $1000 class. . . . Let me give you some
parental advice. When you get home tonight get down on your knees
and pray to the Lord to give you enlargement of the heart, and send
me a check for $1,000.”

Knight could not suppress his delight and laughed. It was a relief
to have someone else on Grant’s skewer for a moment. Knight and
Smoot were long-standing political opponents, and Knight felt a
devilish relish in having his friendly foe under attack. But Grant’s
challenge to Smoot bothered the devout Knight. “Why didn’t you
ask me to pray?” he asked the Apostle.

“I would if you had offered me $2,500, but what is the good of
asking a man to pray who won’t give you anything?”

Knight turned defensive. “Well, Heber Grant. I pray to the Lord,
and I think the Lord has given me all that I have. I will pray, and I won’t
pray with my lips, I will pray with my heart to the Lord, and if he
impresses me to give you $5,000 you shall have it as free as the air.”

“Jesse, I am just as sure of getting that $5,000 as that guns are
made of iron, if you will honestly pray to the Lord about it.”

Two days later, Grant received in the mail a check for $11,000;
$10,000 from Jesse Knight and another $1,000 from Reed Smoot.
Knight explained:
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Heber, if you ever come to me again with a letter from the Presi-
dency of the Church, calling you on a mission to raise funds,
whatever you ask me for I am going to give it to you; I am not
going to pray about it. When I got through praying, it rang in my
head just like a tune, over and over again, “give Heber ten thou-
sand dollars; give Heber ten thousand dollars; give Heber ten
thousand dollars.” I got out of bed and told the Lord that I was
not praying about any $10,000. Heber hadn’t asked me for $10,000.
I went to bed again. “Give Heber ten thousand dollars; give
Heber ten thousand dollars; give Heber ten thousand dollars.”

With the refrain continuing to reverberate through his mind,
Knight withdrew the bulk of his savings the next morning and suc-
cessfully pressed Smoot for his $1,000. More than aiding the UL&T,
their contributions came as a soothing balm to the “tired and nervous”
Grant, who for the past week could sleep no later than 5 A.M. and
was often up two hours earlier. “When I got your letter [and check]
I could have shouted for joy,” he wrote Smoot and Knight. “I have
never doubted my ability to succeed in connection with Brother
Cowley in making this mission a success. I have, however, looked
forward with anxiety and dread to the labor ahead of us.”₂₇

Having employed his persuasive powers to their fullest upon
McCune, Knight, and Smoot, Elder Grant must have viewed
William H. Smart’s donation as latter-day manna. Smart was a
thirty-six-year-old Idaho livestock dealer who had been called to
preside over the Brooklyn Conference in the Eastern States Mission.
When his niece Luella Cowley had written that her husband, Matthias
Cowley, had been assigned to help save the UL&T, Smart offered
between the wide range of $1,000 and $20,000. “I thank God He has
made it possible for us to make this donation,” he wrote in his diary,
“but more especially do I thank Him for the faith He has given to
prompt it.” Smart eventually settled on $5,000 for his gift, half of
which his business partner James W. Webster volunteered to pay.₂₈

At last, the tide seemed to be turning in the Ogden bank’s favor.
While the Smart-Webster contribution remained confidential at
Smart’s request, Grant used the gifts of McCune and Knight, as well
as his own, to build momentum and to rally the Saints. He and his
wife Augusta personally typed hundreds of letters, often working
late into the evenings, asking prominent Mormons to follow their
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example. Even more effective were the entreaties of Grant and
Cowley as they visited the stakes of Zion. After presiding over the
meetings of a stake conference, Grant typically would invite Church
leaders and prosperous members to a special meeting. After reading
the First Presidency’s letter and touching upon UL&T matters (the
comprehensiveness of his explanation seemed to vary with the occa-
sion), he would then solicit an immediate and public response. “When
my name was called,” complained one participant who believed that
he pledged beyond his means, “I did not feel like saying that I could
not or would not do anything. Others had proffered to give one
hundred dollars and I told Brother Grant that he might put $100

opposite my name.” The hard-sell formula worked. “I am meeting
with splendid success in getting the funds needed to save that Ogden
business,” Grant reported.₂₉

Many Saints didn’t need any more persuasion than the news
that the Church was in need. “Brother Grant, don’t you ever waste
your time,” Ephraim Ellison replied after the Church leader person-
ally requested his donation in Layton, Utah: “It takes you all day to
ride up here and back again—two days. If you are ever called on
a[nother] mission by the Presidency of the Church, if you feel that I
ought to give you $200 or $300 or some other amount just write me
a letter and I will give it to you. Do not take the time to come up.”
Another Church member, John Scowcroft of Ogden, gave $500 and
promised to double the amount if his new business prospered. Later
the additional $500 was forthcoming without Grant’s reminder.₃₀

As usual, Grant was a forceful and determined campaigner.
When the financially strapped George F. Richards offered $100 (to
do so he was forced to sell three hundred bushels of his stored
grain), Grant complained to Richards’s ecclesiastical superiors that
he was not doing his share to save the institution his family had
founded. Grant later apologized to Richards for presuming to
prescribe the bounds of another’s generosity. He was particularly
scathing with UL&T stockholders who, despite their liability for
part of the firms debts, refused to give anything until Grant strongly
implored them. And Grant was apoplectic when his old-time friend,
George Romney, announced second thoughts about donating. After
Grant’s paroxysm of temper, Romney’s business firm made good its
$1,000 pledge.₃₁

Utah Loan and Trust Company 157



After five months of such fundraising. Grant triumphantly paid
off Abraham Cannon’s note. Executors of his estate had scraped
together $15,000, but the bulk of the money came from Grant’s cam-
paigning. “I have labored earnestly in this matter,” Grant wrote
Stevens, “and one of the main reasons for doing so has been my
desire to maintain Abraham’s good name. I feel confident that had I
passed away from life, and he been permitted to live, that he would
have labored with equal zeal to try and preserve my honor and good
name in the community.” Indeed, Grant’s zeal in behalf of the UL&T
owed at least some of its intensity to the realization that his own
poor health and debts had almost decreed for him a similar fate.₃₂

However, after his success with the Cannon note, the remainder
of Elder Grant’s crusade was entirely uphill. Earlier fundraising had
skimmed off most of the ready donations, while tight-fisted business-
men now used rumors of the bank’s mismanagement to excuse
themselves from making or fulfilling pledges. For instance, when
one member of a stake presidency grandiloquently promised “his
time, his talent, [and] his substance” to the Kingdom in a public
prayer, Grant immediately closed in for a donation. But he soon
learned that the man’s dedication of means “was done believing that
the Lord would not come to ask for any part of it.” Such categorical
refusals became common. Instead of money, Grant complained he
now received “insults and slurs,” with some of his fellow church
leaders speaking at cross-purposes behind his back. As a result, he
frankly and dejectedly labeled his assignment as “one of the most
unpleasant tasks of my life.”₃₃

With the bank losing customers and cash daily, Grant reexamined
his options. Eccles again refused any tangible help, citing the need to
maintain proper and conservative business dealing, but he did promise
any buyer of the UL&T building a $5,000 discount on his $75,000

mortgage. As a year earlier, Grant could find no one with the money
to purchase the structure or refinance it. In October 1899, there seemed
but one remaining possibility. At great risk to himself financially,
Grant offered to take over the business. The plan had nothing to rec-
ommend it save audacity, and like his Utah Sugar Company financ-
ing a half decade earlier, he was in effect laying everything he
possessed upon the altar. “You and I are engaged in the work of the
Lord,” he would explain later to a correspondent. “We are called upon
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from time to time to make sacrifices, and in no case where we do our
duty will we fail in being rewarded.” However, he put the scheme
aside upon realizing that if he should revive the business and make it
profitable, some UL&T donors would suspect that he had used their
money to enrich himself.₃₄

In early 1900, Grant returned from an extensive tour of the
Mormon settlements in Arizona and Mexico to learn the reality of
his worst fears. The UL&T was once more on the edge of collapse,
threatening this time to take with it the money Grant had so ardu-
ously raised. With his efforts appearing futile and misspent, he
retired to the Apostles’ Room of the Salt Lake Temple to supplicate
the Lord to save the bank. The bank examiner’s report showed good
reason for prayer. For over a month the bank’s cash reserves had fallen
well under the legal limit. “This bank ought to fix up its affairs,” the
examiner wrote, “or go out of the business entirely.” Only the exam-
iner’s leniency forestalled immediate legal action.₃₅

At the UL&T’s moment of final peril, the Church’s new presi-
dent, Lorenzo Snow, moved to rescue it. Snow believed that it was
unthinkable to allow a failure, especially since the Church had com-
mitted itself and its members in the semipublic efforts of Elders Grant
and Cowley to assist it. Fortunately, he had the resources available to
cauterize the long-festering wound. During his brief leadership, he
had reduced ordinary expenditures, slashed at deficit-financed pro-
grams, and preached tithing with a fury. With his efforts happily
coinciding with a general economic upturn, the Church assumed a
financial stability it had not known for a decade.

As a preliminary step, President Snow requested Elders Grant
and Smoot to audit the Ogden bank’s books again. Their report was
an oriental dish of sweet and sour. Despite Utah’s worst to-date
depression and the unpopularity of the cause among many business-
men, Grant and Cowley had raised over $50,000 in hard cash and
estimated that at least $15,000 of the remaining pledges were good.
However, after adding these figures to the bank’s $30,000 assets, the
institution still lacked $30,000 to cover its deposits. President Snow
promised to provide most of this figure if the pledges were vigor-
ously prosecuted.₃₆

“I will not know how to express my feelings of relief and grati-
tude if I am ever successful, in connection with my assistants, in
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honorably winding up this business,” Grant lamented as he took
again to the circuit. During spring and summer 1900, in the absence
of Cowley who was elsewhere on assignment, Elders Grant and Smoot
repeatedly traveled to Ogden to persuade the recalcitrant to donate
and to manage the UL&T’s final act. The outstanding commitments
to support the bank were generally paid. The Browning family ful-
filled its $5,000 pledge and Eccles, after three years temporizing,
promised to do likewise, contingent upon the bank’s final closing.
Ironically, the UL&T directors closed up the business and requested
depositors to call for their money on the same day, August 31, 1900,
that Thomas Stevens, whose probity and reputation had done so
much to keep the bank afloat, died.₃₇

With the exception of the UL&T shareholders who lost their
investments, most of the participants in the crisis did remarkably
well. Joseph West, who as cashier approved Abraham Cannon’s loan
and began the crisis, recovered the $5,200 he had lent the bank, and
after a lawsuit he apparently secured interest on the amount as well.
David Eccles proved anew his Midas touch. Six months after receiv-
ing the UL&T property for his $75,000 mortgage, he had the oppor-
tunity of selling the building for a 20 percent premium. Within a few
years, it was worth twice that amount. Grant also prospered, despite
his three-and-a-half year preoccupation with the UL&T. By purchas-
ing every option, future, and share of the rapidly appreciating Utah
Sugar Company that he could get his hands on, Grant was solvent
with a slight margin to spare when he sailed for his Japanese mission
in 1901. Finally, the Church, which spent $50,000 in subsidies and
lost loans on the UL&T, paid a small price for rescuing its depositors,
shoring up Ogden City’s economy, saving the financial reputations
of some of its leaders, and maintaining its own credit.

Fifteen years later, Francis M. Lyman called Elder Grant into his
office. Lyman was dying and wished to say good-bye to the man whom
he believed would soon be Church President. “Heber,” he said,

I have been reviewing your life and your accomplishments, and I
want you to know that I owe my honor and my good name, and
so does the prophet of God, Joseph F. Smith to you. . . . No mat-
ter whatever comes to you of importance, no matter what great
labor you may perform, in my judgment you will never do
anything greater than the saving of that bank, and having men
put their money in a rat hole.

160 Qualities That Count



Even though public subscriptions by themselves were inadequate,
Grant’s efforts had gained the UL&T time and certainly the bank
would have broken without him.₃₈

During his later years as Church President, Grant did not dis-
agree with Lyman’s estimate. He realized that he had saved Mormon
finances and preserved the reputations of many friends, including
three General Authorities whom he deeply respected. Moreover, he
seemed to perceive how the episode had changed his own life. “I had
faith that the Utah Loan and Trust Co. could be saved when I fear that
every member of the Presidency and Apostles were lacking in faith,”
he concluded. “We are all made different and have different degrees
of faith on different matters. It takes all kinds for our quorum.”₃₉

Elder Grant had long felt apprehensive and even at times unworthy
of his calling because of his financial and practical orientation. Yet,
because of his labors with the UL&T, he learned to accept his talents
rather than to apologize or feel frustrated because of them.
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Ayear following his call to become president of the Tooele Stake,
twenty-four-year-old Heber J. Grant stopped by the Salt Lake

studio of Charles Savage, the pioneer photographer. The conversa-
tion took an unexpected turn. Elder Grant wrote in his journal that
Savage told him “to put it down that within one year I would be a
member of the Twelve Apostles.”₁

One year and a few days later, young Heber received his call.
The assignment led the new Apostle’s two closest friends, Anthony W.
Ivins and Richard W. Young, to write letters of encouragement. Their
correspondence reveals that Savage’s prediction was by no means
unique. “I have long felt that your destiny was sure,” Ivins wrote
from his mission in Mexico, “but hardly looked to see you go into
the Quorum so soon. The sooner in, however, the sooner you become
accustomed to the harness and to the life of usefulness which is
before you.”₂ Likewise Young’s letter, parts of which appear herein,
suggests that only the timing of Grant’s apostolic call surprised his
friends; in addition it etches a revealing character portrait of the
future Church president.

Despite his youth Heber J. Grant had already displayed his talents
in a remarkable fashion (illus. 8-1). At the age of fifteen, he had been
employed as a policy clerk by the insurance firm of H. R. Mann &
Co. After business hours, he marketed fire insurance. By nineteen,
he had bought out his employers and organized his own successful

167

Young Heber J. Grant 

and His Call to the Apostleship



agency. During his early twenties
he broadened into other business
activities. And at twenty-three he
was called to preside over the
Tooele Stake.

Now this already successful and
confident man was forced to take
personal stock. Whatever his friends’
vaunted opinions, he understood
his own weaknesses and strengths.
Would his talents be equal to the
task at hand? Could his towering
business ambitions be properly
channeled? In what ways did his
new assignment cause him to reflect
upon his faith? The young Apostle
sought to answer these questions as
he replied to his friends’ letters.

Elder Grant’s star eclipsed those of Young and Ivins, but each
later achieved prominence. Young, a grandson of Brigham, was a grad-
uate of both West Point and Columbia Law School (illus. 8-2). Later
he would distinguish himself in the American occupation of the
Philippine Islands and by his civic and Church service in his native
Salt Lake City. Ivins, in turn, was Grant’s cousin and proved to be his
closest confidant. In 1907, Ivins himself was selected to be an Apostle
(illus. 8-3). Fourteen years later, Heber Grant—now as the Church
president—chose Ivins to sit beside him in the First Presidency.

1. Excerpts from the Letter of Heber J. Grant to 
Anthony W. Ivins, SLC, October 22, 1882.₃

Well Tony, your predictions, made last March, as we were
going to Saint George, that I would be one of the Apostles, has
been fulfilled. You know the true sentiments of my heart on this
subject, (as well as many others) and that they were not in
accord with your prediction, not that I feel to shrink from any
duty, but because I did not, nor do I now, feel that my knowledge,
ability, or testimony are of such a character as to entitle me
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to the position of an Apostle,
The Lord knows what is for the
best and I have always trusted
in Him for aid and assistance in
the past and shall continue to
do so in the future, As advised
in my last letter, on the 16th
George Teasdale and myself
were ordained as Apostles,
the 1st Presidency and Twelve
officiating, Bros Rich, Carring-
ton and Thatcher were absent,
Prest Taylor was mouth in Bro
Teasdale’s ordination, Prest
Cannon in mine, I shall return
to Salt Lake in the morning,
when I expect to get a copy of
the revelation calling Bro
Teasdale & myself as Apostles.₄

Bro. S.B. Young as Prest of
Seventies, etc, also a copy of my ordination, and I will forward
these documents with this letter.

I don’t know how things will shape with me in the future
from a financial standpoint. You will notice that Prest Cannon
warned me particularly about setting my mind on the things of
this world. While I have devoted most all of my time to acquir-
ing this world’s goods in the past, I can truthfully say that never
in my life have I seen the time that I was not willing to change
my plan of action at the word of command from God’s servants,
I did not do so much good in Tooele as I might, had I not been
engaged in business,₅ I know this and several times expressed
my willingness to drop my business if thought best by the
authorities. While I have worked hard for Cash, you know as do
all of my friends that have a full knowledge of the inmost senti-
ments of my heart, that Cash has not been my God and that my
heart has never been set on it only to do good with what might
come into my possession, I most earnestly desire that I may
always feel this way. Bro. Erastus Snow comes the nearest to my
idea of what an Apostle should be of any member of the Twelve,
When I recall his life and labors and stop to think how little
time and attention he has for his family or his financial interests,
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and how much time he has
for the people and their inter-
ests, and how freely, and with-
out a word of complaint, he
neglected his own comfort &
worldly welfare for the benefit
of others, I am fully convinced
that should I follow his noble
example, and I shall try to do
so, that my financial interests
are comparatively speaking at
an end. My heart is full of
thankfulness to my Heavenly
Father for his goodness and
mercy to me, I have not lan-
guage to express the feelings of
gratitude in my heart, but I
have made up my mind that
from this time forth, my life
shall be devoted to the work of
God upon the Earth, If He
gives me time to do my duties in his Kingdom and also make
money, all right, if not all right. I feel in my heart to say “Father
thy will not mine be done.” Dear Cousin, I feel with God’s aid &
the faith and prayers of my friends, especially those that know
me as you do, that I shall be able to accomplishing some good,
without this assistance I shall fail in my calling as an Apostle.
I can hardly realize that I am an Apostle, Suppose the fact will
become more real as I get down to work. I will now stop talking
of myself. . . .

2. Letter from Richard W. Young to Heber J. Grant, 
November 7, 1882, written from Fort Columbus on 
Governors Island, New York.₆

My Dear Heber:

I will pardon you for thinking my long silence strange:—
my only excuse to offer is that I have been moving and endeavor-
ing to get settled since receiving your brief note and the news
of your appointment—So you are one of the Twelve—Well, it is
sooner than I looked for it, but certainly not sooner than meets
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Ivins later became Grant’s coun-
selor in the First Presidency.
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with my approval, It has long been my impression that all that
stood between you and that excellent body was time and some
more experience

You have every reason to be thankful congratulated upon
your success, so much the more from the fact that it is merited—
As a young man, the youngest of the Quorum and as a man
without a very extensive experience in matters of preaching, I
can imagine that you feel impressed with your unworthiness for
the position, but let me give it you as my frank opinion that the
selection was one of the very best that could be made, I have no
desire to flatter you, but simply to assist you in feeling more
confidence in your newly acquired dignity,—when I say that I
regard your judgment as about the finest of any of my acquain-
tances, and I consider your talent in general business, and your
quickness to see a point and to unravel one up to the like quali-
ties of any one, Your conversation to me has always been as free
from vapor and as full of common sense, boiled down, as I have
always been told your father’s was,

I consider that your generosity, moral worth and fidelity are
all that could be asked—Now take a summing up of these quali-
ties and manufacture a young man of 26 and in my estimation,
not as your friend, but as a disinterested party, you will have
the best candidate for a vacancy in the Twelve to be found in the
Church—And such I am certain is the opinion of everyone,
I have not had an opportunity of conversing with many of
our people but those I have seen—John Henry (Smith), Wm
Groesbeck, Orson Arnold & Jimmy Clinton, While question-
ing the superiority of Bro Teasdale’s worth do not hesitate in
approving your selection, I was told by Bro John Henry that the
selections were given in so many words by revelation. Heber, you
are truly a blessed man, If I am not wrong but few of the
appointments in late years have been by direct revelation,

Fancy it—our belief that God, the Good, the Almighty
ruler of the Universe, He at whose pleasure the worlds move &
the stars give light He whom so many generations have sought—
our belief is that He is the fountain of our Church—this is as
firmly my belief as it is my belief that He rules,—and He has
been so far pleased with your integrity and worth as to name you
personally as one of His representatives on Earth,

I scarcely know how and what to write—there is not lan-
guage which will do adequate justice to such an occasion, I can
only say, my friend, that if joy is not yours, that if resolve to
sacrifice all to the Gospel is not yours, it is because you fail in your
conception of the infinitely priceless nature of your selection,
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My wish is that you may devote yourself to study, for no
adornment of the mind is unnecessary to this work—that you
may be blessed with the fulness of testimony of God and His
Work, and that this may be the case and that you may be deeply
impressed with the nature of your calling and become eminently
useful therein is my earnest prayer. . . .

Nervie (R.W.’s wife) wishes to congratulate you and we
both desire remembrances to your wife and to your mother Do.
to Ray₇ & Lucy remember their so called Uncle Richard—Write
soon for I shall look for you to.

Your friend with more good luck to you.—R.W.—

(Richard W. Young.)

3. Excerpts from Heber J. Grant’s reply to 
Richard W. Young, SLC, November 16, 1882.₈

With reference to my new calling and my abilities to mag-
nify the same, I must say that I consider my position much in
advance of my knowledge—I regret very much that I have not a
better knowledge of grammar, as I murder the “Queens English”
most fearfully—my orthography is perfectly Emense to say the
least—I have not a good memory, or if I have it has been so
badly neglected that I have not found it out that it is good, My
information on subjects relating to the advancement of a com-
munity amts to nothing, I know little or nothing of History—
and were it not that I have from 15 to 25 yrs. in which to study
to overtake such men as Lyman, Jos. F. Smith and others, and
knowing that I have the right to call upon our Heavenly Father
for assistance I assure you that I should feel almost like backing
out—A knowledge, of grammer and orthography is necessary
for a public speaker and one that has more or less writing to
do,—I naturally dislike both of these studies and have not much
faith in becoming proficient in either—Your inventory of my
abilities is “way up.” I should like to have you get someone to
accept of your ideas but think it would be a difficult task, I may
have a little common sense—In fact I know that I have, I also
know that my first ideas, impressions, or quickness to see a point
which ever you see fit to call it, is not bad, but this really amts
to but very little when you are looking for a substantial leading
man. Reasoning powers and depth of thought are the qualities
that count—There is one thing that sustains me, however, & that
is the fact that all powers, of mind or body, come from God and
that He is perfectly able & willing to qualify me for His work
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provided I am faithful in doing my part—This I hope to be able
to do faithfully—I am also pleased to know that I shall have the
faith & confidence of the people—This is a great thing as I know
from personal experience while laboring in Tooele County—The
folks join in regards & best wishes for your continued health &
prosperity also that of your wife—Time will not permit my
writing more—Again thanking you for your good wishes I remain

Your Friend & Bro

H.J. Grant

Notes

This article was first published in BYU Studies 18 (Fall 1977): 121‒26.
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2. Anthony W. Ivins to Heber J. Grant, November 6, 1882, in Grant,
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craft, 1965), 2:348–49.

5. After his call to the Tooele Stake Presidency, Elder Grant had moved
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Lucy Stringham Grant.
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As the southbound Denver & Rio Grande train pulled out of the
depot at Salt Lake City in November 1889, Emily Wells Grant

breathed a sigh of relief, and relaxed. As a plural wife of Elder Heber J.
Grant, she was used to dodging United States marshals. Her recent
crisis, she admitted, was of her own making. Why had she insisted
on attending her father’s seventy-fifth birthday celebration in the
Twelfth Ward after five years of secrecy? She had been spotted there,
the grand jury had reopened her husband’s cohabitation case, and
she had been forced to flee again. The federal government was
increasing its pressure on The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints to end polygamy. Emily was now leaving Utah and entering a
year-and-a-half exile in Manassa, Colorado. From there, she would
regularly correspond with her husband, her lively letters conveying a
rare view of the feelings of the “privileged” plural wives who were
allowed to set up separate households. Since such a practice
required considerable means, these women comprised the social
and economic elite of the practicing polygamists. The story of Emily
Grant’s exile illustrates the human side of the Church’s transition
from a regional sect that practiced plural marriage to its more
expansive and “American” form of today.₁

Emily Wells had known and liked Heber J. Grant from her
earliest memory. She was born in Salt Lake City on April 22, 1857,
next door to the Grant family’s homestead on Main Street. A
daughter of former Salt Lake City mayor and current General
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Authority Daniel H. Wells and
his plural wife Martha, she
had become an early friend of
Heber, five months her senior,
who was the son of Rachel Ivins
and Jedediah Grant, also a for-
mer Salt Lake City mayor and
church leader who had died
when Heber was nine days old.
In their late teens, the friend-
ship between Emily and Heber
cooled after they sharply dis-
agreed on the question of
plural marriage. At the time,
she was a student at the Uni-
versity of Deseret and the
coquette of the Salt Lake City
crowd, slender and of medium
height, with chestnut brown
hair and blue eyes (illus. 9-1).
She might be a Wells, and the
offspring of a plural marriage, but nothing could persuade her to
enter polygamy.₂

Finding Emily adamant on the subject of plural marriage,
Heber married Lucy Stringham in 1877. Seven years later, by then a
prominent Church leader and rising businessman, he decided to
take Augusta Winters as his second wife. But there remained the
unrequited attraction of Emily. When Heber first proposed mar-
riage to her in 1883, she stoutly denounced him and the idea. But
Heber persevered and Emily began a prayerful study of the principle.
Within a year her opposition to Heber and polygamy ended, and she
became his third wife on May 27, 1884, the day after his marriage
to Augusta.₃

Emily faced great obstacles as a plural wife. Two years before
her sealing to Heber, Congress had passed the Edmunds Act, which
subjected men convicted of plural marriage or living polygamously
(defined as “cohabitation”) to fines and imprisonment. In 1887

the government stiffened its opposition. The Edmunds-Tucker Act
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Illus. 9-1. Emily Wells and Heber J.
Grant had been childhood friends.
Decades later Emily became Heber’s
third wife.

Courtesy Church Archives, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints



disincorporated the Church and forced it to surrender its proper-
ties. With Benjamin Harrison and the Republicans elected on an
anti-Mormon platform, and with more draconian measures appar-
ently on the way, the times were unpropitious for the illegal wives,
or “widows” as they were called. If captured with their offspring,
they were deemed sufficient evidence to convict their husbands
(illus. 9-2). Consequently, in the late 1880s these women took to the
“underground” with little hope that they might soon emerge to lead
more normal lives.₄

Thus, to conceal the birth of her first child, Emily had sought
refuge in Liverpool, England, at 42 Islington, the Church’s dilapi-
dated and supposedly ghost-ridden mission headquarters. As
United States authorities continued to eye her husband’s activities,
she had stayed in England an additional sixteen months. Her cir-
cumstances had not improved upon her return to America. Heber
briefly sequestered her in a specially constructed apartment hidden
in her mother’s home, and for a long period she was on the “open”
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Heber and Emily’s family: (seated) Heber J. Grant, Emily Grant Mansen,
Frances Grant Bennett; (standing) Grace Grant Evans, Emily Wells Grant,
Dessie Grant Boyle.

Courtesy Church Archives, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints



underground, shifting residences throughout northern Utah and
southern Idaho. During that time, her interludes with Heber were
never as frequent or as extended as she wished.₅

Emily’s destination in November 1889 was Manassa, a little
town in the San Luis Valley in south-central Colorado, over five
hundred miles from Salt Lake City. She did not have to travel there
alone. As Heber could not be seen with her publicly, he had taken an
earlier train, leaving friends to navigate Emily through the D & R G
depot without being arrested. John Henry Smith, a fellow member
of the Twelve with Heber, escorted Emily and her two children,
Deseret and Grace, who were three years and eleven months respec-
tively. At Pueblo, Colorado, the two Grant parties met and traveled
to Manassa together.₆

Mormons had settled in the San Luis Valley only a few years
earlier. While Spaniards and their Mexican descendants had lived
there as early as the seventeenth century, it was not until the late
1870s that a railroad spur opened the valley to Anglo development.
The Mormons responded by founding Manassa and several satellite
communities. Considered solely by latitude, the Mormon settle-
ments seemed ideally located to receive a regular flow of converts
from the Southern states, and each March and November new com-
panies of emigrants arrived. To aid them, Church leaders sent sea-
soned Utah pioneers, particularly Scandinavians from the Sanpete
country in Utah, to the San Luis Valley.₇

When Emily arrived in Manassa, most of the houses were small
frame dwellings, only a minor improvement over the log construc-
tion of the local church. There were two schools. The village had an
assortment of stores that included the Mormon co-operative and
furniture, hardware, and four general merchandise establishments,
most of which would vanish during the next several years. Manassa
claimed four hundred inhabitants, with another two thousand scat-
tered nearby in the valley.₈

Emily could see little evidence of the fertility and promise the
Salt Lake City Deseret Evening News reported in its periodic descrip-
tions of Manassa. While its soil and 7,500-foot altitude were ideal for
irrigated potatoes, legumes, and short-season grains, the town sat
on a windswept and treeless flatland. The San Luis Valley was huge,
almost fifty miles wide and 175 miles long, its mountain rim barely
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visible in the distance. The valley’s magnitude dwarfed Manassa’s
few buildings and gave the community the aspect of a bleak Western
prairie town. To someone like Emily, who delighted in the sociabil-
ity and excitement of city life, it looked painfully forlorn.₉

She hoped her stay would be for only a year or two, but Heber,
who remained for two weeks setting up house, seemed intent on a
longer timetable. He clearly spent on a scale that suggested perma-
nence. He purchased a sturdy two-room house that would provide
protection from the San Luis winds, had the spaces between the
wall studs filled with sawdust for insulation, ordered cloth, and had
new wallpaper applied to the interior. A kitchen was later built on.
With new carpets, furniture, stove, and other accessories, Emily’s
home was one of the most comfortable in the settlement. And to
further accommodate her, Heber hired a chore boy and left his
mother for companionship.₁₀

Emily also had the society of other Utahns. With federal
pressure mounting, Manassa had become a haven for polygamist
families. Mormons reasoned that territorial marshals were not apt
to travel that far for their prey, and if the marshals did, advance
word could be sent to the settlement. Several Mormon patriarchs
accordingly settled with their extended families in the San Luis
Valley, often on land remote from the larger Latter-day Saint settle-
ments. Manassa became a popular refuge for “widows.” Among
Emily’s neighbors were the wives of General Authorities Francis M.
Lyman, John Morgan, B. H. Roberts, John Henry Smith, and Moses
Thatcher. Another dozen were plurally married to prominent Utah
businessmen and bishops. However, the exiles with their children
constituted less than 10 percent of Manassa proper.₁₁

Emily’s initial feelings about her surroundings were pleasant.
She admitted to being “better contented & happier than I thought I
would be.” Manassa’s air was bracing. She enjoyed “lovely cream[,]
fresh eggs[,] and chicken” on demand. With a horse and buggy, she
could visit and sight-see. And her home was satisfactory, save for
one unredeemable flaw. “I have got every thing in it now that I
want,” Emily reported to Heber upon his return to Salt Lake City,
“except you.” She developed leisurely routines, rising for a late
breakfast, retiring early, and doing “just as we please about every-
thing.” She especially relished her liberty: “Too be able to go out in
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the day time without a thick veil and to ask at the general post office
for my own mail is indeed a treat.”₁₂

Still, there was no denying the hard reality of Manassa. Its
wind, isolation, and rustic life (not to mention its bed bugs) were
formidable challenges for citified Emily. When a stranger advised
that it was the proper season for one of her cows “to go South,” she
reportedly entrusted the animal to him—and both he and the cow
“went south,” never to be seen again. Clearly, she was neither pre-
pared for nor attracted to her new life. “I realize that I am buried
alive and don’t know nothing no how,” she complained with more
edge than humor.₁₃

When Heber gave her two expensive paintings for Christmas,
she responded: “Thank you sweetheart but what did you send a pair
of costly pictures down here for. To please me?” The pictures added
greatly to the room’s appearance, but they were too nice for Manassa.
“I don’t want anything down here that I can ever become attached to
and will hate to part with,” Emily wrote. “Your Christmas present, of
course, I shall always want to keep so [I] have carefully put the box,
the pictures were in, away so I can pack them up and take them
home with me.”₁₄

Emily was hardly alone in her feelings. The Manassa “widows”
disliked their Colorado exile, and their distaste increased with time.
There was a variety of complaints. Rose Williams found only patent
medicine on the store shelves. Josephine Smith complained that
the local settlers had “no desire to be or do anything in the way of
improvement,” and during one winter wrote: “There isn’t a green
thing to be seen in this valley, only the house plants, and a good
many of them are dead.” While more stoical than most, Rhoda
Lyman longed to see her handicapped son living in Utah.₁₅

Local bickering also made the environment less pleasant. “I never
in all my life heard of so much contending among ‘Mormon’ people
as there is here,” one wife reported. “I hardly ever hear one person
speak well of another. Snubs and criticism is the order of the day.”
The problem lay at the roots of the settlement. The colonists arriv-
ing from the Southern states were unprepared for Manassa’s chilly
climate and for the earthy speech and plain habits of the Utah pio-
neers sent to assist them. Conflict was always present. Several times
Church meetings were disrupted by near fights. In the mid-1880s
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Bishop W. L. Ball left the settlement amid charges of fraud and
embezzlement. Disgruntled Saints repeatedly charged Stake President
Silas S. Smith with misconduct and on one occasion threatened to
lynch him.₁₆

Manassa’s conditions were irritating, but the main source of the
widows’ discontent was their having to go underground. Above
Josephine Smith’s mantelpiece hung an old-fashioned sampler with
the inscription: “What Is Home Without a Father?” Its irony may
have been lost upon Josephine, but not others. Many women longed
for something more than occasional marital companionship. They
saw themselves as second-class wives, living outside the law and
subject to arrest. “It is such a different life, than the married one that
we always picture,” one underground wife wrote. It was “so hard to
always be alone, no one to look to but the Father of all, and some-
times He, even, seems so far away.”₁₇

Because of their common plight, the “widows” turned to each
other for companionship. “We do a good deal of visiting,” Emily
wrote. “There is quite a colony of us now and we have pleasant times
together.” She developed a special bond with Celia Roberts and
especially with Georgie Thatcher, a cousin of Lucy Grant, Heber’s
first wife. When the women met as a group, it usually was for an
afternoon dinner party. Emily’s report of one of Josephine Smith’s
fêtes was probably descriptive of most: “a perfect success, lovely
dinner, plenty of gossip & a house running over with babies.”₁₈

Church activity provided another release from the local monot-
ony. Emily’s Sunday attendance was fitful, restrained by the uncer-
tain spirit at the meetings and by the logistics of tending two babies.
Special needs and recreation, however, provided more compelling
reasons to leave the house. When a mother died leaving nine children,
the Mormon exiles and local Relief Society sisters made clothes for
them. Emily also assisted at the church fair. Dancing at the regular
church socials brought back memories of her youth. The log meet-
inghouse could accommodate eighteen couples when the benches
were removed. Three of the “widows” regaled the Thanksgiving cos-
tume ball by dressing respectively as a “Gypsy, Hun, and Indian.”
Emily usually attended these events for social contact or to hear
“organ and fiddle,” but on some occasions she became a part of the
ball. “Sister [Clara] Lyman, the bride [apparently recently married],
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and myself were the belles,” she wrote Heber. “I danced until I was
positively too dizzy to know where I was and so tired for the two day’s
following I could hardly drag around.”₁₉

Other celebrations brought a more restrained response. The
Fourth of July seemed small stuff to Emily, and she had only disdain
for “Sister” McKay, then living with her, who thought otherwise.
From ten in the morning until one, they listened to songs and
speeches at the stake church house. After lunch, they “went up on
the square stood around for two or three hours watching a few cranks
foot race in their stocking feet, bare heads and shirt sleeves.” Then in
the evening, Emily took the children back to the stake house, where
she paid her “two bits” and “joined in the gay festivity of the dance”
until ten o’clock. Back home, Emily put the children to bed and “read
until after one o’clock when the giddy sister McKay came home,”
saying that she had “‘had such a lovely time.’” Emily was glad that
her companion had “remained until the end of the programme for I
think if any body can enjoy that kind of a shindig or get the least
amusement out of dancing by the music of a fiddle there ought not
to be a straw thrown in her way.”₂₀

Nor did Emily’s distemper improve three weeks later when the
Pioneer Day celebration was held in Manassa. “You would have
died, had you seen the procession here yesterday morning,” she
reported to Heber. “I hurried to get the children & myself ready to
go up on Main Street to get a good view of the procession and we
had it too. I shall not attempt a description for I can’t without laugh-
ing and am in too much of hurry this morning to spare the time.”₂₁

Christmastime went better. Since the stores at La Jara, Colorado,
a railroad terminus a few miles from Manassa, stocked a wide vari-
ety of supplies, Emily’s first Christmas lacked nothing except Heber
and the traditional turkey. There were gifts, a trimmed tree, and a
dinner that included such frontier delicacies as celery, cranberries,
grapes, oranges, oysters, and sweet potatoes. The following year
she did better. For Emily’s daughter Dessie, then in her fourth
year, the event was one of her earliest and most indelible memories.
On the day before Christmas, a wagon stopped in front of their
house, and a man “began unloading boxes, sacks, barrels, and pack-
ages.” Dessie recalled that there were “oranges and bananas—great
delicacies for that day—there were apples and candy, nuts and
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raisins. There were lovely dolls and toys and new dresses and a seal
skin coat for mother.” These unexpected gifts from Heber completely
changed not only the family’s Christmas but also that of many
townspeople who were invited to share. The “widows” capped the
occasion by a dance, which Emily described as “the best party I have
ever attended down here.”₂₂

Manassa’s tempo always quickened when a General Authority
spouse arrived in town. “When one of the husbands is in town we
don’t do a thing but visit,” Emily admitted. “We have a round of
sociables, dinner parties and good meeting and there are so many
of us here now that there is generally one or two good fellows with
us.” While in the valley, the General Authorities often tried to visit
each plural wife in the colony, a courtesy that the First Presidency
continued during their August 1890 tour. Sometimes the men did
more. They invited groups of “widows” to accompany their families
on outings. Camping on the upper Conejos River was a favorite.
There, Emily caught six trout during one excursion.₂₃

Emily lionized the male visitors. Had he not discounted her
penchant for wit and sentimentality, Heber might have become con-
cerned by her reactions. During the First Presidency’s visit, she reported
that Joseph F. Smith had grown “handsomer than ever I think, and
is so very pleasant. We are all dead in love with him and one of the
widows remarked that she wished she was not married. Brother
[George Q.] Cannon was perfectly irresistible, too.” Emily’s attrac-
tion, however, did not center on these two. At other times she found
Moses Thatcher “perfectly divine” and relished the company of B. H.
Roberts, whom she had known since her Liverpool days. Francis M.
Lyman, in turn, constituted a “full team in himself at any [Church]
conference.” After a dinner party, she was even more effusive about
Lyman: “I am quite in love with him tonight—he was so interesting
and looked perfectly stunning.”₂₄

A psychologist might find Emily’s idolizing as evidence of com-
pensation and transfer. To be sure, behind the outward whirl of the
General Authority visits there existed within most of the “widows”
an inner loneliness for their own husbands. Upon the departure of a
distinguished visitor, their feelings deepened into despair. “It is always
such a comfort to have them here,” Emily remarked, “and so lonely
after they have gone.”₂₅
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Emily released her frustrations by letter writing, a task made
dangerous by the “Raid” by federal prosecutors. Fearing that her
correspondence, if it were intercepted, might incriminate Heber,
she concealed identities with aliases (Emily was “Mary Harris” and
Heber “Eli”) and employed for the sake of prying marshals veiled
language and out-and-out obfuscation. “Who do they accuse H[.] J[.]
Grant being married to[?]” read one letter to Heber. “I heard it was
rumored after my departure from home that I was his second wife. . . .
I am sorry if they arrest him on my account.” Emily, of course, pre-
served verity by being Heber’s third wife.₂₆

Emily and Heber often exchanged weekly letters, and commemo-
rated their wedding with a “must” letter on the twenty-seventh of
each month. They also agreed to avoid tainting their correspondence
with arguments and faultfinding. And both insisted on promptness.
She was “in a fever” when the “gawk” of the Manassa postman mislaid
several of Heber’s letters. Upon their receipt she “devoured” them.
Heber’s letters, she claimed, were “all that keep me up.” She called
them “love letters” and requested that they always be handwritten.₂₇

Because Emily and Heber were separated for months, their
letters during the Manassa period became the binding tie and most
tangible expression of their marriage. With so much time on her
hands and so much to tell, Emily wrote long, warmly anecdotal
letters. She paused in the middle of one to warn: “I am not half
through yet so brace up old boy.” She often felt that her letters bore
the aspect of a “ten cent novel” and were too frank for her Victorian
time. “I . . . remember the first letters I wrote to you after our
marriage,” Emily recalled. “How awfully bad I had it then & have
not entirely recovered yet.” At times she wished she could “indulge
in a few kisses” and confessed “getting mighty hungry” for his com-
pany. She justified their painful separation by rationalizing that it
was better that love’s “fire burned even if it hurts occasionally.” And
on occasion Emily was even more direct. “I can not satisfy myself
telling you how I feel & just wish I had an opportunity to express my
true sentiments in a more substantial manner than having to resort
to an old stiff pen and some horrid ink to tell you that you are the
best and kindest old darling the sun ever shone on.”₂₈

Heber visited Emily five times during her year-and-a-half sojourn
at Manassa and met her briefly on another occasion in Denver.
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The mathematics of these visits became a serious matter. However
sisterly the “widows” were in most matters, they carefully compared
their husbands’ attentions and, at times, noted any personal advan-
tage. For example, one wife reported her child’s apparently innocent
prattle that “none of the husbands came to see their families as often
as papa, neither do they stay as long.” Emily noted that the woman
worked this thought into her conversation in as many ways and as
often as possible.₂₉

True, Heber did not visit as often as men with older and larger
families. He was at the acme of his early business career, juggling a
half-dozen Church-business enterprises. Moreover, his husbandly
duties also required times with wives Lucy in Salt Lake City and
Augusta in distant New York City. Emily was satisfied that he came
when he could. Six weeks after her arrival in Manassa, he astonished
her by unexpectedly appearing at the front door. His visits carried her
emotions on a roller coaster. “I am so grateful and so happy to have
you come, so homesick and forlorn when you go,” she wrote. She
wondered if he might best not come at all. And then she would
return to reality. His visits were “all I have to look forward to or to
live for, except of course my precious babies.”₃₀

When Heber visited Manassa, he usually was on the wing. His
restlessness signaled to Emily that he was no fonder of Manassa than
she. In private moments, he admitted his frustration in “running all
over the country” to see his plural wives, instead of locating them
openly at home. At times he sensed the futility of his best intentions.
“It is almost impossible for a person,” he concluded, “to make his
plural wives think that he cares as much for them as he should.” But
he persistently tried. Blaming the federal government and not plural
marriage itself for his and his wives’ frustrations, he undertook his
marital responsibilities with religious seriousness: “I would sooner
die a hundred times than have my wives and children turn against
me and depart from God’s work because of my unkindness to them
or [due] to my failure to be just.”₃₁

Heber’s concern strengthened Emily, but as time passed she
grew increasingly out of sorts. When in June 1890 Mother Grant, her
amiable live-in companion for the past half year, left Manassa, Emily
faced a crisis. She felt more alone than she had ever felt since coming
to Manassa. At first she turned inward for strength. A voracious
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reader of novels and popular literature, she vowed to give herself a
diet of “good books” and prayer. She acknowledged to Heber that
her Manassa experience had been beneficial after all and resolved to
be more contented and accepting of her condition. “The wind may
blow and the chickens fail to hatch—Let the frost come who cares,”
she wrote. Emily even planted some fruit trees, which symbolized
her long-term plans to stay. “I thought as long as I am doomed to
live here,” she explained, “the sooner some trees & fruit were put in
the sooner we would have something green on the place.”₃₂

Yet her resolve exceeded her strength. Without her mother-in-
law, Emily’s nerves flared. She jumped at the slightest noise and felt
unsafe in her home, especially when an adjoining house was burglar-
ized. As time passed, her cries became plaintive. “Don’t forget [to]
pray for me dear one,” she asked Heber, “for without the aid of my
father in heaven I can not stand this much longer & be sane.” Two
days later, she struggled to regain her equilibrium: “I am doing the
best I can to make myself contented & happy. . . . I generally succeed
pretty well and with the help of the Lord I[’]ll succeed entirely.”₃₃

Manassa gradually became more than a way station on the under-
ground for Emily. It became a spiritual passage. “It is my desire to
do right,” she resolved to Heber, “and I pray to be able to meet the
trials of this life in a noble manner and in a way worthy of your
wife.” She related a dream that conveyed the larger message of her
soul-searching. She dreamed that Heber had telegraphed from Denver
asking her to come at once, for he was very sick. She rushed about
and reached the railway station “just in time to see the train pass me
by without even stopping.” At that point she awoke. “I trust the
dream is not typical of how I’ll get left.” She continued: “I have made
all sorts of new resolutions again and feel more determined than ever
to accomplish something and make myself more worthy of your
confidence and love and live in a manner to always to retain it.”₃₄

Heber sensed Emily’s growing desperation and dispatched
Katherine and Heber Wells, Emily’s sister and brother, to Manassa.
Thereafter, during most of her stay in Colorado, Emily had Katherine
or her mother as company. Her relatives helped check her despon-
dency and disorientation, but they could do little to ease the harsh-
ness of Manassa. In summer 1890, when Emily was sorely depressed,
measles broke out among the children. Then came the news that
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diphtheria had appeared in nearby Antonito. “If it breaks out here,”
Emily warned, “don’t blame me if I pack up and emigrate for I can
never stand the stress.” Six months later, smallpox closed Manassa’s
schools and church and claimed several lives. Fears of an epidemic
became rampant when a quarantined man walked into the Manassa
post office, declaring that he did not “give a damn” if he spread the
pestilence.₃₅

Added to these fears was the specter of the federal marshals.
Despite Manassa’s isolation and relative security, there was always
the threat that “smarties,” as adventurous lawmen were labeled,
would cross the territorial line to seek evidence. Emily was prone to
attract their attention because Heber had been repeatedly investi-
gated but never charged nor convicted. He was a prime target,
unlike many of her friends’ husbands who had been arrested and
imprisoned. In July 1890 word was telegraphed that marshals were
on their way to Manassa. Two of the “widows” were the reported
objects of investigation, but Emily and the others were told to
“keep a little quiet.” Later, a similar unconfirmed rumor sent one
heavily pregnant woman scurrying. In another instance, General
Authority John Morgan, visiting his plural wife at Manassa, was
captured and convicted.₃₆

Pressures on polygamists and the Church itself became unbear-
able. Like other “widows,” Emily was dismayed when the Mormons
lost political control of Salt Lake City to their arch-opponents, the
Liberal Party. More threatening was the Supreme Court’s decision
to uphold the Idaho Test Oath. The ruling not only denied the vote to
Idahoans who believed in polygamy but also threatened disfran-
chisement of the entire Latter-day Saint community. “The clouds
seem to be growing blacker and thicker,” Emily wrote, “but there . . .
[must be] a silver lining . . . if we only have patience long enough.”₃₇

When Emily read in the newspapers that President Woodruff’s
1890 Manifesto banned plural marriages in the future among the
Latter-day Saints, she at first was quite optimistic. “I felt almost like
rejoicing and I seemed to see the first ray of light I have ever seen for
us through our difficulties,” she wrote Heber. “You know I believe so
devoutly in you sweetheart that things, done by the authorities,
which I do not perhaps understand, do not try me as they might
were I married to a mortal.”₃₈
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Emily’s second thoughts, however, were reflective and dispirited.
Why had plural marriage, the ideal for which she had become a six-
year fugitive, been suspended? Heber assured her that no plural mar-
riages would be repudiated. But this provided little solace. Groping
to understand the surrendering of a basic tenet of faith, she found
no fault with “the principle” but with its practitioners. “I agree with
you,” she wrote Heber. “Very few men have made a success of plural
marriage: and after the experience of our fathers and mothers before
us, it seems like we ought to improve and do nearer right: though I
fail to see much more justice in families now day’s than existed years
ago and in some respects I think they did nearer right.”

When Emily realized the Manifesto promised no redemption
from underground life, her rawest feelings came to the surface. It
seemed like five years since she had left home, almost that long since
she had come to “this detestable place.” She wrote Heber: “I hope it
wont be long before I have some kind of a change or I am afraid I’ll
do something desperate. . . . I am so tired and disgusted with the
sight of cows I feel like cussing at the very thought of one. . . . I love
you devotedly but my heart is nearly breaking.”₃₉

In response, Heber began to consider alternatives to Manassa.
Unlike many San Luis polygamists, Emily had ruled out Mexico.
Elder Moses Thatcher, who believed “the least said about the
Manifesto the better,” hoped to continue polygamy by persuading a
number of Church members in the valley to join his Mexican land
schemes. Emily found more attractive the proposal that she join
Augusta, Heber’s second wife, in New York City. Because of under-
ground conditions, Heber’s three wives previously had had little
contact. Emily had exchanged letters with Lucy in Salt Lake City, but
by going East she could establish a relationship with Augusta and
escape Manassa.₄₀

But the New York proposal quickly faded. Emily’s first intima-
tion of difficulty was “Mother” Rachel Grant’s letter disapproving
the move. Next, several “widows” who were discomfited by Emily’s
good fortune asked their husbands to intervene and change Heber’s
mind. When he announced his reversal, Emily was stunned by the
decision. For the first time, anger and bitterness filled her heart.₄₁

Emily appreciated Heber’s willingness to “satisfy” her, despite
the financial hardship involved and his belief that she would not like

188 Qualities That Count



New York any better than Manassa. She had not expected “perfect
bliss in New York but only believed I would like it better and could
see something occasionally [and] have a little amusement.” She
knew that the present circumstances had to be endured, and she was
doing her “share of making the best of them,” whether Heber thought
so or not. She had always known him to “have made big allowance”
for her, by understanding her life and the way she was brought up.
But, she wrote, “I will admit your letters not only hurt my feelings
but make me wish I could pay you back with interest every dollar
you ever spent for me and I wish I never had to accept another cent
of your money.” She added, “I just adore you and hope this letter
will not wound your feelings as yours did mine but sweetheart you
might just as well stick a knife into my side and ask me not to notice
it as to write what you did.” Emily’s vial of wrath was still not emp-
tied. She composed another letter sixteen pages long, but upon
reflection she burned it.₄₂

Heber, who regarded “the love of wives as one of the greatest
blessings,” unconditionally surrendered. After several sleepless
nights, he offered Emily New York City, Salt Lake City, or Manassa
as options. “It will be either home, or New York,” Emily dryly com-
mented, having made up her mind “to leave this ‘land of Exiles,
Greasers & smallpox.’” Nor was there a contest between New York
and Salt Lake City. In March 1891, sixteen months after her arrival at
Manassa, Emily began to sell her furniture, pack, and prepare to
return to Salt Lake City. She was scheduled to leave in April, but her
father’s death in late March hastened her departure.₄₃

Emily Grant was neither the first nor last of the “widows” to
leave Manassa. In June 1892, Elders Francis Lyman and John Henry
Smith met with some of the remaining families, and “all agreed to
get over the [territorial] line.” But Celia Roberts and Georgie Thatcher
remained two years more; and Josephine Smith, apparently the last
of the “widows,” did not return to Utah until 1896. The wives’ frus-
tration with Manassa depended on their backgrounds, personalities,
and length of exile. None looked back.₄₄

Emily learned that her Salt Lake City friends planned an “ova-
tion” upon her return. She wanted none of it. “I only want a visit
with my folks & friends without making myself conspicuous any-
where,” she said. “Not to have to jump and run from every body will
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be too lovely for any thing if I don’t go out at all.” Originally, she and
Heber planned that her Salt Lake stay might extend to a year, or
until the possible arrival of another baby. Then, as Utah territorial
law still forbade cohabitation, she would again go underground. As
she traveled the D & R G tracks westward toward Salt Lake, neither
Heber nor she realized that she was pregnant and within months
would need another retreat.₄₅

Emily’s future underground adventure would not be as trying
as Manassa. In that little isolated Colorado community, she and the
other “widows” had experienced the worst of the “Raid.” After the
1890 Manifesto, governmental pressure eased, and the plural wives
gradually and cautiously emerged from the underground. When
Emily died of cancer in 1908, Utah society recognized her as Heber’s
wife and the mother of six of his children. Heber Grant survived
to become the Church’s longest-tenured President in the twentieth
century. At his death in 1945, after a twenty-seven year administra-
tion, the pathos and struggle of places like Manassa had long been
forgotten.₄₆
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Events during 1887‒89, during Elder Wilford Woodruff’s succession
to the Presidency of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day

Saints, remains an important but largely untold story—a time when
differing views divided the Church’s General Authorities and when the
policies and procedures for installing a new president of the Church
were tested and confirmed. These years are also important for the
insights they offer in understanding the life of Heber J. Grant, who
himself regarded that time as a personal watershed. While it is clear
that he acted with candor, energy, and idealism throughout the
episode, with hindsight he believed that he had erred, especially in
breaching a vital rule of the Quorum—collegiality—as he and other
young members of the Twelve had tried too hard to make their
views prevail. So deep his later anguish, he cut troubling passages
from his diary, and on becoming a senior Church leader he either
avoided speaking of the Woodruff episode or retold the incident
without including much of its detail, a not altogether conscious
handling of a painful memory. But clearly it was a lesson learned.
For the rest of his life, unity among the “Brethren” was a cherished,
if never fully realized, ideal.₁

Elder Grant, a self-conscious and fretful Victorian, may have
judged himself too harshly. The incident took place early in his
career when he had been called upon to juggle personal, family, and
institutional pressures, and at a time when he was still learning the
ways of his Quorum. Nor had he been alone. To one degree or
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another, Grant’s views were shared by several other members of the
Quorum—second generation leaders like Francis M. Lyman, John
Henry Smith, and especially the outspoken Moses Thatcher.₂ These
four men, along with the more seasoned Quorum member, Erastus
Snow—Grant’s benefactor and mentor from youth—felt uneasy
about the influence and personality of George Q. Cannon in the
leading councils of the Church. They also were reacting to the last
years of the administration of President John Taylor, which they saw
as peremptory and imperious.

The behavior of Grant and his friends was affected by the times.
During the 1880s, the U.S. government took punitive steps against
the Church, including the passage of the Edmunds-Tucker Act
(1887), which forced many Church leaders into the “underground”
to avoid arrest for “cohabitating” with their plural wives. Never in
the Church’s history had it borne such a legal assault upon its men
and institutions. As a result, encounters and meetings of the
General Authorities were few and the chance for misunderstanding
was real—this at a time when the Quorum of the Twelve was more
fully sorting out its institutional duties and procedures (illus. 10-1).
How should it interact with the First Presidency or even with the
Salt Lake Stake, which its president for a time appeared to claim
privileges beyond those normally exercised by such ecclesiastical
units in the modern church? Only later would these questions be
answered and the Twelve assume its modern organizational iden-
tity. Only later would the Quorum hold regularly scheduled quo-
rum meetings to promote harmony and decision-making. And
more to the point, only later would the Twelve’s role in presidential
succession become routine.

President Taylor’s “Sudden” Death

During the last week of June 1887, John W. Taylor informed
Grant of the approaching death of Church President John Taylor.
Young Taylor had been taken to the Thomas Roueche farmhome in
Kaysville, where his father had taken “underground” refuge over a
half year earlier. “John W.” returned to Salt Lake City badly shaken.
His father lay critically ill, he told Grant, who learned for the first
time of Taylor’s condition. The President’s legs were cold and enlarged,
his tongue swollen, and his abdomen extended. Each day he could
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Illus. 8-1. Members of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles, ca. 1882. Top row (left to right):
Wilford Woodruff, Charles C. Rich, Lorenzo Snow, Erastus Snow. Middle row (left to right):
Franklin D. Richards, Brigham Young Jr., Albert Carrington, Moses Thatcher. Bottom row
(left to right): Francis M. Lyman, John Henry Smith, George Teasdale, Heber J. Grant.

Courtesy Church Archives, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints



accept only a little food, perhaps a mouthful of bread, a spoonful or
two of ice cream, or a bracing glass of Dixie wine, which the prevailing
interpretation of the Church’s Word of Wisdom then did not pro-
scribe. Taylor’s attendants called the disease “dropsy,” the nineteenth-
century description for any kind of edema or bodily swelling.₃

Unknown to his son or to most Church members, including
many members of the Twelve, President Taylor had been ill for some
time, especially since January. His sickness had ebbed and flowed,
but when at its worst, First Counselor George Q. Cannon was forced
to bear the burden of Church administration (illus. 10-2). “It has
been apparent to me that if decisions were reached and action taken
in certain directions, I must assume the responsibility, and have
done so,” Cannon wrote in his journal, “though there are many
things that I have not been able to do which I would like to have
done.”₄ As a result, the disoriented Taylor at times feared his coun-
selor might be making decisions without his full approval, and to
protect himself from any later charge of misconduct, Cannon began
to keep a day-to-day record of Taylor’s illness and of the decisions he
was forced to take. As Taylor grew weaker, he stubbornly spurned
doctors, and for a time he also spurned Cannon’s suggestions for the
need to attest a will or to summon the family.₅ Nor did he want his
condition to be made public.

At first, Cannon did not resist Taylor’s demands for silence. After
all, it was possible that the Church leader might recover. But silence
also served Cannon’s sense of policy. At the time, Utah was again
pursuing the goal of statehood, and Cannon, prudently, wanted no
distracting publicity. Besides, he felt that if the news of Taylor’s death
were sudden, it might be used to good advantage. During the federal
government’s raid against plural marriage, when public opinion both
inside and outside Utah was crucial, the shock of Taylor’s death—if it
came to that—might cast a useful sense of persecution and martyr-
dom upon the Church, which in fact later took place.₆

However, with Taylor’s health rapidly declining, Cannon was
forced to assume leadership. Before informing the Taylor family of
the condition of their husband and father, he had written Joseph F.
Smith, the other counselor in the First Presidency, who was then
hiding in distant Hawaii. While Taylor had firmly instructed Smith
to remain there, Cannon now hinted to his fellow counselor that
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he might do otherwise. Later, Cannon asked his fellow Quorum 
member Franklin D. Richards to make the matter clearer. Richards
then sent Smith a second letter. “You are not likely to get [direct]
counsel direct from the Presidency upon . . . [your return],” Richards
wrote. “You may in view of this fact realize your liberty.”₇ Smith
understood the meaning of these semi-veiled messages and left for
Utah, arriving about a week before Taylor’s passing. Cannon, who
felt the heavy responsibility of making decisions for the Church
while trying to be loyal to President Taylor’s wishes, was pleased to
see his fellow counselor so that the two could “function as a team.”₈

Emboldened, Cannon also began to alert the members of the Twelve
of Taylor’s condition by suggesting that they return from their various
underground stations, “either to this city or to where you could be
easily reached.”₉
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On the evening of July 25, 1887, these anticipations were realized
when President Taylor died at the Roueche farm. Shortly before
midnight, attendants washed the body and later that morning
placed it in an undertaker’s refrigerator for a final journey to Salt
Lake City. Much of another day was used to conceal Taylor’s last
residence and the identity of his caretakers. Then, on the evening of
July 26, black crepe began to replace the bunting that had been hung
to celebrate Pioneer Day, and Church members at last heard the
stunning news of their leader’s death.₁₀

Taylor’s death dissolved the old First Presidency, and the Quorum
of the Twelve began to function as the Church’s presiding authority,
a role that it would exercise for the next twenty-one months. During
this time, the Quorum would review and decide important Church
issues, a cumbersome and inefficient process because of the size of
the group and because of the need to operate in inconvenient
secrecy due to the polygamy raids. At the time, there were fourteen
Quorum members. These included the twelve regular members of
the Quorum as well as the counselors, George Q. Cannon and
Joseph F. Smith, who had resumed their positions in the Quorum of
the Twelve. Also attending some discussions was Daniel H. Wells,
formerly Brigham Young’s counselor, who now served as a “Coun-
selor to the Twelve.” Thus, in theory, fifteen men could attend
Quorum meetings, though in practice the numbers present were
usually fewer as other assignments and personal circumstances took
some of the men elsewhere.

The size of the group was not the only problem. Only four
of the men had their “liberty”—the ability to appear in public
without the fear of arrest on charges of “cohabitation” for the prac-
tice of plural marriage. These included Franklin D. Richards and
Lorenzo Snow, who had already made their peace with prosecutors
by paying fines and serving jail sentences; the monogamous John W.
Taylor; and Grant, whose two plural wives were not yet known.₁₁

However, elaborate precautions were required for most of the Quorum
to protect them from arrest, and to attend a public meeting was out
of the question. Traveling from northern Arizona, Elders John Henry
Smith and Francis M. Lyman “disguised” themselves by shaving
their beards. Elder Erastus Snow journeyed from Mexico posing as
an emigrant. Closer to home, former counselors Cannon and Smith
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slipped into the President’s office on South Temple Street by hiding
themselves in a covered wagon disguised by cluttered pipes, a chicken
coop, and a few chickens roosting on piles of hay.₁₂ Painfully, most
could not even attend Taylor’s funeral. The best they could do was
watch the cortege from a distance.

Grant preached one of the funeral sermons, presumably because
of his speaking ability and because of his “availability.” He praised
Taylor’s “faithful, honest and conscientious life” and was certain of
his former leader’s great service to the Kingdom.₁₃ However, he said
little or nothing about Taylor’s personal warmth. From the time he
had entered the Quorum, Grant found his leader to be distant and
unresponsive—to the point that Grant wondered if Taylor liked
him or his work. As a result, Grant was constantly off balance
around Taylor. Shortly before his last illness, Taylor had unexpect-
edly embraced Grant and had praised him. “I was never more sur-
prised in my life,” Grant said.₁₄

Nor was Elder Grant alone. While President Taylor was a man
of undoubted talent, especially with the written and spoken word,
his personality and administrative style was stern. The problem
involved culture and personality—and probably the older genera-
tion of which Taylor was a part. In contrast to the open and expres-
sive behavior of the younger, frontier-born Quorum members, one
biographer found Taylor to be “correct, reserved, and cultivated”—
by no means inferior qualities, yet, nonetheless, lacking in charm.₁₅

It was said that he carried himself stiffly, which probably had less to
do with his attitude toward the office he held than with his natural
and native English reserve. And he could be firm to the point of
stubbornness. “There was no power on earth that could bend the
will of John Taylor,” Joseph F. Smith, his counselor, recalled from
experience.₁₆ Indeed, Taylor’s independence and resolve were legends
in their own time.

While Taylor was still alive, his First Presidency typically did
not inform or consult with members of the Twelve—or invite their
recommendations. That complaint probably could have been also
leveled in some measure against Taylor’s predecessors, but Taylor
seemed unusually aloof, impatient—and at times impersonal. Why
were not the Apostles more active in their ministries, he asked?
From the first years of the Church, the Apostleship had not required
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full-time service. Unless serving on a formal proselytizing mission, a
member of the Twelve was allowed latitude for personal as well as
ecclesiastical activity. However, with the Church growing, the balance
was tipping, and Taylor appeared to be dissatisfied with the propor-
tion of the apostolic time given to Church work. Could not the men
be more active in their preaching and visiting to outlaying congrega-
tions? The issue came to a head in the Church’s important Salt Lake
Stake, where Stake President Angus Cannon, George Q.’s brother,
seemed to treat the Twelve as if they were unwelcome intruders.₁₇

Nowhere in the Church did members of the Quorum feel such slights,
which perhaps reflected Angus Cannon’s claim that Zion’s central
stake had special prerogatives.

Or was it because Angus was reflecting the First Presidency’s
views that the Apostles should be more active in visiting outlying
congregations? By summer 1887, a majority of the Quorum, probably
a consensus, felt the role of the Twelve needed redefinition. If Taylor
and Cannon wanted them on Church preaching and visiting assign-
ments, Quorum members felt that they should be formally assigned
to do such work and that their standing in the Church should reflect
the importance of their calling.

The Cannon-Wells Controversy

The more pressing problem of who would succeed Taylor as
Church President was also complicated by issues of personality,
which centered around George Q. Cannon. Sometimes what
appears to some to be strengths may be perceived as weaknesses by
others. “Perhaps no man among us . . . is as gifted as Cannon,”
thought fellow Quorum member John Henry Smith.₁₈ Yet Smith
and others often found themselves irritated by his manner. “I do
wish Pres C. would not impress me with my excessive littleness
continually,” confided Brigham Young Jr., another of Cannon’s
associates, to his diary. “While he is kind and good and his all is
upon the altar, still he makes his brethren feel that he is too much
their superior.”₁₉ These comments were made a decade after the
succession controversy, but they might have been expressed equally
at the time. Although Cannon moved easily with the best talent
in Utah and even on occasion with the best in Washington, D.C.,
where he had served as a territorial representative, it appeared to

202 Qualities That Count



some Apostles that he, for all his capacity, had the need to assert
continually his mastery.

Cannon’s personality alone would not have made him a center of
controversy. However, his colleagues were troubled also by Cannon’s
way of doing things. Some thought him too shrewd, weaving politi-
cal webs and magnifying some issues out of natural proportion.
Others complained that he tended to involve himself in large and
sometimes needless, secret projects, where he could give full vent to
his careful planning. The national press, not caring about his prin-
ciples but judging his personality and talent, called him the Mormon
Richelieu, after the powerful Cardinal who had done so much to
influence the seventeenth-century French court. But a Richelieu is
never so much loved by associates as admired, and then usually after
the fact. In Cannon’s case, a full appreciation for his remarkable
service, even among his admirers, would come only after his death.

Had Cannon remained subject to the strong wills of Brigham
Young and John Taylor, there probably would not have been much
of a problem. But by 1887, with Taylor seriously ill, Cannon had to
involve himself in several difficult issues. First, there was the case of
his son John Q. Cannon. After completing a mission in Europe, young
Cannon had been called as a counselor in the Presiding Bishopric, but
the assignment did not seem to hold much attraction for him. Grant,
watching the newcomer, saw him as careless and indifferent. The
indictment involved church as well as personal activities.₂₀

But neither Grant nor any other Church leader, including
John Q’s father, realized the depth of the problem. More and more,
the younger Cannon was enjoying the cigars, strong drink, and bil-
liards of the Walker House, where he also gambled. Apparently to
cover his losses or to support his style of living, he forged one
$1,000 check and was reported to have removed $11,000 from the
Church’s general and temple accounts.₂₁ And the misconduct went
further. Setting aside President Taylor’s refusal to allow him to enter
plural marriage,₂₂ John Q. began a relationship with “Louie” Wells,
the daughter of Daniel H. Wells and the sister of his wife “Annie.” By
September 1886, Louie had suffered a miscarriage, and when John Q.
confessed his conduct to his father, the latter demanded that his son
make a public admission. Several days later, with no forewarning at
all, Stake President Angus Cannon and John Q. suddenly appeared
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at the Tabernacle pulpit during a regular weekly Sunday service.
Interrupting the speaker, John Q. confessed his sin to the congrega-
tion, after which his uncle announced his excommunication. The
two then left as quickly as they appeared.₂₃

Public confession of a transgression like John Q. Cannon’s was
not unusual. However, because he was a General Authority and
because the announcement had been so sudden and unexpected,
it created “great sensation” and “profound impression.”₂₄ Unfortu-
nately, the incident at the Tabernacle was not the end of things. With
anti-Mormon prosecutors looking into the case in the belief that
John Q. must be guilty of cohabitation, George Q. Cannon advised
his son to divorce Annie and marry Louie, whose role had not yet
been made public. The hope apparently was to protect the family
from further embarrassment when the cohabitation case went to
trail. This, too, created public controversy when Louie died in child-
birth in San Francisco, and during her funeral in Salt Lake City,
Angus Cannon revealed more details of John Q. Cannon’s affair,
including perhaps more than an intimation of Louie’s role. This
news—so startling and so unfitting for the occasion—caused Annie,
her mother Emmeline B. Wells, and several other women in the con-
gregation to faint. During the troubled funeral, some tried to silence
Angus by shouting, “Shame!” But the stake president held his
ground by claiming he was revealing Annie’s role in the affair at
his brother’s bidding.₂₅

“The leading home topic is the death of Louie W. Cannon, . . .
and . . . what occurred at the Funeral,” wrote one of the Quorum
members, who may have been minimizing things.₂₆ So deep was the
Wellses’ outrage that another member of the Quorum wondered if
“mortal enmity” between the Cannon and the Wells families would
result.₂₇ In fact, when “Millie” Wells, another of the Wells sisters,
met Angus Cannon on the street, she struck him across the face.
Not intimidated, he threatened to publish a “card” revealing more
details of the affair.₂₈

The Wells family was upset by more than Angus’s open disclo-
sures and their untimely manner. They also feared that Annie’s rights
might not have been protected. Moreover, the enforced divorce,
they feared, might bring undeserving stigma upon her and possibly
deprive her of a fair divorce settlement. Further, some worried about
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Annie repeating her sister’s difficulty of a nonsanctioned sexual rela-
tionship: after all, she still seemed very much drawn to her former
husband. These problems were solved when Annie and John were
remarried some time later.₂₉

At the time of John Q.’s excommunication, Grant had approved
of President Cannon’s straight-forward, public policy toward his
son. It seemed honest and just. But as more details of John Q.’s
activity came to light, Grant began an about-face. Grant was hardly
a disinterested or insulated party, since Emily, yet another of the
Wells sisters, was one of his plural wives. To reinforce the Wellses’
point of view, his father-in-law, Daniel Wells, allowed him to read
the letters that had passed between himself and George Q. This cor-
respondence, to Grant, suggested that Cannon had not been as open
as he had at first seemed, especially about John Q.’s lack of honesty.
Rather than taking the broad view that Cannon’s policy had saved
the Church from embarrassment, Grant chose to see the matter in
family terms: Cannon had protected his son while at the same time
revealing too much about Louie. “Unless I am greatly mistaken . . .
[President Cannon’s] action has been wrong and someday there will
be a squaring of accounting that will be anything but pleasant.”₃₀

Cannon’s Leadership Role

The emotions about the John Q. Cannon affair peaked about
the same time the Quorum was learning the details of the First
Counselor’s leadership during the last months of President
Taylor’s administration.

At a meeting attended by a small group of Quorum members
several weeks before Taylor’s passing, Cannon revealed for the first
time Taylor’s long, incapacitating illness. While rumors may have
already been in circulation, the official statement of Taylor’s condition
was stunning. Because Taylor had been seriously ill since January,
the question naturally arose why they had not been informed earlier.
Why the secrecy? When Cannon also spoke of exigencies requiring
him to “arrange” certain matters, some of the Quorum members
began to question President Cannon’s handling of details. Was there
a story behind the story? As usual, secrecy was the midwife to suspi-
cion, however much the policy of confidentiality had been Taylor’s,
not Cannon’s, at least in its initial stage.₃₁
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In short, there was little in Cannon’s statements that could not
be explained and justified, especially in light of Taylor’s administra-
tive style and declining health. However, the confusing and suspi-
cious times made most members of the Quorum seek explanation.
Had Cannon used his near-exclusive access to President Taylor to
suppress news of his condition and in the process gain influence in
the Church? Was Cannon behind the First Presidency’s impatience
about the personal and business activities of the Twelve? What about
Angus Cannon’s several awkward acts? Some even questioned whether
George Q. Cannon had kept Joseph F. Smith in Hawaii so he, as the
First Counselor, would not have to share power.

While there were several similar concerns, all of them centered
on the question of the proper role of the Twelve. Were they entitled
to be informed and consulted? Or did they exist only to react to the
First Presidency’s wishes? “Unless I am greatly in error,” Grant wrote
of George Q. Cannon, “no man can rule in the Church & Kingdom of
God unless he is willing to fully and freely accord to . . . [the Twelve]
all the rights and privileges belonging to his brethren.”₃₂ Whether
fair or not—and many accusations were unfair—Cannon had come
to embody the discontent and anxiety felt by Grant and his young
quorum associates, and this at a time when the Quorum was defin-
ing its procedures as an organized body.

The Bullion, Beck, and Champion Silver Mine

There was a third major concern about Cannon. A half dozen
years earlier, President Taylor had received a formal revelation,
confirmed by another, to invest in the Bullion, Beck, and Champion
silver mine of John Beck near Eureka, Utah. Using a $25,000 Church
loan, Taylor and Cannon joined Beck as proprietors and sole owners.
The following October the transaction took an unusual turn. The
three partners reserved 60 percent of the stock to Taylor for “any pur-
pose he may deem wise.” While the property should stand indepen-
dent of Church control, it was understood that if the mine proved
profitable, Taylor might reclaim the Kirtland Temple property, build
the long-awaited Jackson County Temple, or perhaps endow Church
education.₃₃ In short, the idea of this extraordinary project was to
create a Church fund independent of regular budget procedures for
extraordinary purposes.
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While the Beck property seemed promising, it suffered from mis-
management and the litigation of rival claimants to the property.₃₄

The mine often threatened its owners with financial ruin, and Taylor
and Cannon scurried to reduce their liability by seeking new investors
from both inside and outside the Church. By March 1886, Beck had
been replaced, and a group of recently acquired California stock-
holders used their government connections to bring about a settle-
ment with rivals claiming a right to the property.

President Taylor and Elder Cannon also sought to raise money
in Utah for the mine. Elder Moses Thatcher, William B. Preston,
Marriner W. Merrill, and Charles O. Card—then leading Cache Valley
churchmen—were asked to contribute to meet what was described
as a pressing but undisclosed Church need. Thatcher gave $5,000,
Preston and Merrill $1,000 each, and Card $500. With the possible
exception of Thatcher, only later were the men told the underlying
nature of their “investment” in the Beck property.₃₅ At the time,
however, President Taylor clearly told them the general terms of
their holdings. In each case, two-fifths of the stockholders’ shares
would be held by them personally; the rest would be placed in the
pool of dedicated stock under the same conditions held by the first
investors. Of the latter, Taylor had absolute control.₃₆

While unusual, at first none of this was controversial. It was later
learned, however, that three weeks before his death, Taylor had
deeded the dedicated stock to Cannon, who now claimed the same
independent and absolute control as his predecessor.₃₇ With the
mine becoming profitable, several questions became important. Was
Taylor competent to make the transfer? Why had the mine not gone
to the Church? What right did Cannon have to the dedicated stock
and its profits? Cannon’s diary had explanations. According to this
source, before Taylor died an attempt had been made to convey the
property to the new Church President, but since no successor had yet
been chosen, a name could not be inserted into the legal document
and attorneys therefore feared that the transfer might be challenged.
As a way out, according to Cannon, it was thought “eminently
proper” to deed the property to him, with the stipulation that the
Beck property would be used for Church purposes.₃₈ Whatever
the merits of the arrangement, almost all these details were unknown
to the Quorum during the first stages of the succession episode.
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For whatever reason, Cannon failed later to convey the property to
the Church when a new leader was selected. As a result, the disposi-
tion of the Bullion, Beck and Champion Silver Mine not only influ-
enced the coming succession controversy, but it also loomed over
several other important Church events during the coming decade.₃₉

The Succession Question and Elder Grant

Before President Taylor died, the Saints speculated on whom
might succeed him. In 1884, John T. Caine, Utah’s knowledgeable
Territorial Delegate, gave his views. “The office is elective,” said Caine.
If precedent is followed, the successor will be Wilford Woodruff.
“He has great ability, and is possessed with the very demon of work.
He would be a most able C[hurch] leader.” But Caine thought there
might be an alternative. George Q. Cannon, “one of our ablest men,”
would make an “excellent head of the church.”₄₀

Caine did not mean to suggest that the leader would be chosen
democratically by the general Church membership. Everyone was
clear on that point. The priesthood keys belonged with the Quorum
members, who would choose Taylor’s successor. Church members
would then be called upon to sustain or ratify their choice. Before
a new selection could take place, it was expected that the interim
leader would be the current President of the Quorum, the senior
Apostle. At the moment that man was Woodruff, an almost eighty-
year-old Connecticut Yankee.

Including the death of Joseph Smith, there had been only two
previous successions, and neither had gone smoothly. After Smith’s
death, Brigham Young had delayed reorganizing the First Presidency
three and a half years due to the uncertain times of post–Joseph
Smith Nauvoo, the Church’s Exodus to the West, and the lack of a
consensus within the Quorum. When he finally forced a decision in
December 1847, it was done despite a lack of enthusiasm on the part
of some Quorum members.₄₁ Taylor’s succession had also been some-
what uncertain. “Some [of the Quorum] entertained ideas of one
kind, some of another,” recalled a participant in the Taylor delibera-
tions, who did not give specific details. “It was thought that some
should be brought to the Presidency who were not entitled to it, and
we had to take a little time to learn and inquire into the mind of the
Lord.”₄₂ Therefore, three years passed before Taylor was formally
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sustained as President. With such an uncertain pattern in the past,
some ambiguity about the process of succession remained. Before
Taylor died, Cannon had asked for a clarification, an action that struck
several of the Quorum members as possibly self-serving.₄₃

Grant also had questions about succession, but for different
reasons. He shared the hope of many Latter-day Saints that a
member of the Smith family might once again lead the Church, and
with Joseph Smith’s own sons unavailable, he turned to Joseph F.
Smith, the founding prophet’s nephew.₄₄ During the post–Brigham
Young interregnum, Daniel Wells had strongly spoken in Smith’s
behalf, citing an alleged revelation he had personally received. Also,
Lorenzo Snow and Wilford Woodruff had predicted Smith’s even-
tual rise to the office, which on their part was likely a speculation
about Smith’s eventual but not immediate destiny.₄₅

Before learning of Taylor’s late illness, Grant had asked
Woodruff’s opinion on the question. Was it absolutely necessary for
Elder Woodruff to become Church President? Or might Woodruff

help to select another? Perhaps startled by Grant’s directness, Elder
Woodruff declined an immediate response but promised a letter.₄₆

Woodruff’s reply on March 20, 1887, was self-effacing but deter-
mined. Claiming disinterest (“I do not expect to outlive the President
of the Church”), he nevertheless insisted that if he became the senior
Apostle he would not step aside. According to Woodruff, Church
succession involved “plain truths” as “everlasting, unchangeable, and
immovable as the pillars of heaven.” The proper procedure would
never be altered until the “coming of the Son of Man.” Joseph Smith,
Woodruff believed, had given the Quorum of the Twelve the keys of
authority. Upon the death of President Taylor, the Quorum therefore
would preside, and their presiding officer would be the President
of the Twelve. It followed, then, that on the death of any Church
President, the senior Apostle was the President of the Church, what-
ever his title. The President of the Twelve, then, of necessity would
become the President of the Church and thereby would assume an
incumbency ending only in the new leader’s death.

Woodruff’s words to Grant carried what may have been a criti-
cism. “I have full confidence to believe that the Twelve Apostles have
had experience and light enough to shun any path pointed out to
gratify the private interest of any man or set of men against the
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interest of the Church.” This sentence, with its underlined emphasis,
may have aimed less at Grant’s inquiries on behalf of Joseph F. than
at the rumors circulating in the community about the availability of
George Q. Cannon.₄₇

That the kindly, saintly Woodruff should be looking over his
shoulder was a commentary on the mood surrounding Cannon.
A week later, Woodruff reported to Grant the rumor of Cannon’s
insistence that the deed of the Gardo House, the President’s official
residence, be transferred specifically to the future President of the
Church, not to the President of the Twelve. Cannon allegedly had
been overheard to say the two might not be the same.₄₈ The result
again was the questioning of Cannon’s motives, despite the fact that
over the past decade Cannon in a series of sermons had argued
that succession rightly belonged to the senior Apostle.₄₉ However,
so uncertain and inflamed the atmosphere, it was apparently thought
Cannon could not be taken at his word.

At the end of June, Grant huddled with Thatcher for a “long
talk,” and the two emerged believing that Cannon wanted the Presi-
dency. They were equally sure, however, that the position would be
denied him.₅₀ During the next ten days, the pressures and uncer-
tainties of the situation seemed to grow. The day after meeting with
Thatcher, Grant learned of Taylor’s likely passing. The next day, he
read letters from George Q. and Annie Wells Cannon, learning new,
still more troubling details of Cannon’s handling of John Cannon’s
affair. While he did not disclose the letter’s contents, Grant’s anger
deepened. His dark mood also had him thinking about Joseph F.
Smith’s apparent exile. There was no one in the Church for whom
Grant had a higher regard. Was Smith being treated fairly? At about
this time, too, Grant heard Cannon’s statement about his having
made unilateral decisions, and the implication of these various
reports and emotions now swept over him. The timing of Grant
receiving this information heavily influenced his perceptions and
feelings. On the evening of July 3, Grant was so overcome that he
found sleep difficult.

During the night, he considered the “many changes” that would
occur at Taylor’s death. Grant also reflected upon his belief that
Cannon wanted to become the new Church President. “Prest Cannon
thinks I am the most ambitious young man in Utah,” Grant reflected,
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“and I think there is no limit to his ambition.” In contrast to his
feelings about Cannon, Grant had “perfect” confidence in Joseph F.
Smith. Certainly, in the post–John Taylor world, Grant hoped the
latter’s influence would prevail. At last, as often on occasion of
stress, his mood turned inward. He rose from his bed and prayed for
the strength to curb his own desires and ambition. He did not wish
to be removed from “the path of duty.”₅₁

Four times during the month of July, Grant met with Woodruff,
once with Thatcher present. While other questions were discussed,
Church succession was very much a part of their conversation.
“Prest Woodruff seemed to share my opinion that Prest Cannon had
not treated our quorum with as much respect and consideration as
he should have done, and also seemed to fully endorse my good
opinion of Prest. Smith,” Grant reported, seeing Woodruff’s remarks
through the prism of his own hope. According to Grant, Woodruff

had no personal desire for the office and would be willing to sustain
Joseph F. Smith if the Quorum should desire. Yet, it was also true
that Woodruff gave little encouragement to such a move, having “no
idea that such a thing would be done.”

However, Grant’s interviews with Woodruff left him impressed.
If his brethren should move on Woodruff’s candidacy, Grant claimed
he would be “perfectly satisfied,” though such an alternative seemed
a distinct second in his mind to the highly preferred Joseph F.
Smith.₅₂ Grant’s preference in part was a matter of personality and
relative youth; he felt drawn to Smith and his vigor, and he feared
that Woodruff, whatever his sterling quality, might come to be
unduly influenced by Cannon if Woodruff should become Church
president. These fears were partly fueled by Cannon’s leadership role
after Taylor’s death. The situation simply did not allow Cannon to
step back into the Quorum as a regular member; as an experienced
member of the First Presidency, he knew too much and was too
indispensable. Cannon reported in his journal that Woodruff, rec-
ognizing his value, needed his help in the weeks and months after
Taylor’s death. “He felt quite unable to attend to the business, as it
was all new to him. I was familiar with it, and he would be very
much pleased to have me assist him.”₅₃ While Cannon’s willingness
to help Woodruff may have been genuinely altruistic, some inter-
preted it as another sign of his grasp for influence.
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The Apostles’ Meetings to Determine Succession

On August 3, 1887, the Quorum had its first meeting since
Taylor’s death—and for several members it was their first meeting
in several years. Inevitably, the recent issues and tensions, too long
hedged and suppressed, broke into the open. Woodruff began by
promising the Quorum that it would not be dispatched en masse
from headquarters; nor would he seek an immediate reorganizing of
the First Presidency. But Grant and Thatcher swept past these assur-
ances to assail what they regarded as the recent slights experienced
by the Quorum. Surprised and nettled, Cannon questioned the pro-
priety of his being restored to the Quorum while such anger existed
in the heart of some of its members.

For the moment, Cannon’s demur was left unanswered. Wells
had his own statement to make, which seemed to go in a different
channel from the flow of the meeting and also from the general feel-
ing of the Quorum. As a “Counselor of the Quorum”—John Taylor
had never agreed to Wells’s formal ordination to the body—Wells
renewed his 1877 claim that the Quorum lacked any kind of pre-
siding authority. Arguing with unusual power, Wells urged the
Quorum to immediately choose Taylor’s successor—he felt they had
that much authority—but then urged them to retire from trying to
manage affairs. That responsibility should lie with a newly created
First Presidency, he believed.₅₄ Wells’s speech flew in the face of the
Quorum’s growing sense of their role, as both individuals and as a
presiding quorum.

However, most of the Quorum’s discussion examined Cannon’s
past role. The assault continued into the late evening, and the former
First Counselor was hard put to provide satisfying answers, partic-
ularly about John Q. Cannon’s affair. But Cannon’s explanations
finally gained enough ground for most of the Quorum to offer
Cannon their fellowship. Grant was less sure. On one hand, he
wished to stand united with his colleagues and to show mercy. But
he also thought collegial unity had left unsatisfied the demands of
justice. “I am almost ashamed of myself that I did not stand [in
opposition to Cannon] . . . until I was satisfied,” he later said.₅₅ But
in the end, he, too, extended his hand.

The proceedings of August 3 were the beginning of a pattern.
The more senior Quorum members, seasoned by their Church service
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and more accepting of their usual and accepted roles, were unwilling
to make a point about Cannon’s recent acts. Woodruff, for instance,
described the charges as mere “pointless things,” matters of per-
sonality rather than as items of substance.₅₆ That position was
unconvincing to some of the newer members of the Quorum, men
like Thatcher and Grant. However, a clear majority of the Quorum—
senior as well as junior members—wanted a change in several other
areas of Church administration. Under their direction, many of
Taylor’s security guards were released and the vehicles used to serve
President Taylor and other Church leaders hiding from federal mar-
shals were sold. The Church’s financial papers, previously scattered
in private hands for the sake of security, were once more collected
together. More pointedly, Cannon was asked to surrender the Church’s
financial books for auditing. He did so with some feeling, claiming
pleasure at being rid of anything that might bring upon him a fur-
ther attack from his colleagues.₅₇

In spite of the handshakes of August 3, Cannon remained for
Grant and others an uneasy presence. The problem lay not so
much with settling past grievances as with planning for the future.
With the exception of Wells, no one during the August 3 meeting
had called for the reorganization of the First Presidency. Sensing
the divisions among them, the Quorum for the time being was
content to endorse Woodruff’s letter to the Church proclaiming
an apostolic rule.₅₈ But what was to be done about Cannon? If
opposition in the Quorum made his selection as president unlikely—
if the idea ever was a real possibility—he might, some feared, domi-
nate Church affairs as First Counselor to an aging and perhaps too
pliable Woodruff.

The possibility spawned at least one fanciful, anti-Cannon
maneuver. According to the memory of Edwin D. Woolley Jr., later a
stake president in Kanab, Utah, Thatcher wanted his father-in-law
Erastus Snow, to lead the Church as chairman of an executive com-
mittee of the Quorum. Traveling across the northern Arizona plateau,
Woolley heard Thatcher repeatedly ask Snow to make himself avail-
able for the position, and he claimed that if Snow did so, he would
receive widespread support in the Quorum. For some time Snow
refused to reply until Thatcher, growing impatient, complained that
he was failing to grasp his chances. That finally brought a firm response
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from the usually impassive Snow. “I want you to understand that I
will not fight my brethren,” he said. He was apparently referring to
fighting Woodruff, but quite possibly to Cannon also.₅₉

When the Quorum met prior to the opening session of the
October 1877 general conference, Woodruff hoped to defuse the grow-
ing tension. Convening at 10:00 A.M. at a pre-arranged underground
station—some of the Quorum members arrived secretly before
daylight—the meeting continued interminably through the after-
noon and evening, ending only at 2:00 A.M. on October 6, six hours
before the opening of the conference. “Prest. W. W. thought there
were feelings in the Council unbecoming & wished the brethren to
speak freely,” commented Franklin D. Richards in his diary. Cannon
spoke next. While acknowledging no specific wrongdoing, he asked
for forgiveness. The months since Taylor’s death, Cannon said, had
brought him more personal suffering than any time in his life. His
welling tears showed his emotion.

Despite Woodruff’s good intention, the deliberations of October 5
and 6 did not have the desired effect. Once more the emotion of
August 3 was present, and perhaps still more. Pausing to allow the
senior members to speak first if they wished, Thatcher launched a
warm attack on Cannon’s leadership and way of doing business. Grant
followed with a list of a dozen or more supposed Cannon infractions.
For their part, John Henry Smith and Francis M. Lyman were less
assertive. These men focused on what they felt was Cannon’s disre-
spect for the Twelve. “Bro Cannon has been his ideal of a man until
late years,” said Lyman, “but . . . his confidence [in him] had been
shaken,” as any disagreement brought the lash.

When the junior members’ accusations had run their course,
even Grant saw how little their mills had ground. No single charge
was of “very great importance,” he admitted; only when all the irrita-
tions were added together did they seem to have much weight.₆₀ In
fact, the opposite seems to have been true. From the evidence pre-
sented, it appeared that the controversy was mainly about apostolic
perceptions, not Cannon’s transgressions, and the former had their
origin in Cannon’s personality and administrative style.

“It was painful,” Woodruff said in understatement. Still pur-
suing reconciliation, Woodruff reminded Cannon’s critics of the
human qualities of all the Church’s past great leaders—yet in spite
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of this they had been called by God. He himself had often differed
with President Taylor, he said. But Taylor was “responsible to God
and not to me, and this is the key upon which I wish to treat all
these matters.” Likewise, Cannon of course had failings—“if he did
not he would not be with us.” Woodruff concluded by warning “if
we did not feel to forgive and become united, the spirit of the Lord
would not be with us.”₆₁

Clearly, nothing had been resolved. The next night, after a full
schedule of general conference meetings, the Quorum again met
until the early morning. It was more of the same: accusations, a
Cannon defense, and senior members praying for the elusive balm
of Gilead. Woodruff’s secretary, L. John Nuttall, who had not attended
the preceding day’s meeting, was stunned by what he heard. “I never
attended such a meeting,” he said.₆₂ At one point, Thatcher and
Cannon engaged in an exchange that Grant described as “not calcu-
lated to bring them any nearer together.”₆₃ Yet, when it was all done,
some progress had been made. “Differences [were] healed and we
were one again,” said Brigham Young Jr. optimistically. “Thank God
now we may unite the people[,] for oh they need a solid head.”₆₄

Grant’s description of the October meetings was more per-
sonal. He also had found them to be unpleasant, but seemed uncer-
tain what to make of them—or of his own role in them. He sensed
that he had vacillated. On one hand, he had not wished to seek
“occasion against my brethren.” He knew the need for mercy. How-
ever, he wanted the “moral courage to say I am not satisfied [with
Cannon’s explanations] unless I am.” When it was all over, despite
his swings in emotion, he wrote a passage in his diary that bore the
closest examination. “All I want is to have what I think is wrong
made right,” he wrote, “and if I am wrong I hope for wisdom to
make amends. I desire to have the Kingdom of God first in my desires
and affections and ask God’s help to do this.”₆₅

To this point, Elder Woodruff had made no attempt to reorga-
nize the First Presidency. Such a move might have increased tension.
Yet as he tried to lead the Church as President of the Twelve, he
found himself drawn to Cannon and not simply because no one else
knew the business detail from the past administration. As Woodruff

later remarked, Cannon had “the biggest and best mind in the
Kingdom,” which in Woodruff’s new, growing estimate of the man
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was joined by a sense of Cannon’s humility.₆₆ When nearly a year
later Cannon accepted a plea bargain with government attorneys
to serve a term in the territorial penitentiary for plural marriage,
Woodruff felt his loss. “This leaves me in a Measure alone for 5 Months
[Cannon’s projected jail sentence],” he wrote in his diary, “but I will
do the best I Can.”₆₇

Cannon’s talents were best seen as a public speaker, a writer or,
when working in a small circle, a peer or an adviser; it was within
this last area—working with Woodruff—that Cannon was regaining
his footing. The growing Woodruff-Cannon relationship was one
reason why in mid-March 1888, before Cannon accepted his prison
term, Woodruff announced his desire to reorganize the Church
Presidency.₆₈ In a series of four business meetings of the Quorum,
starting on March 20, Woodruff tried to get his brethren to approve
the plan. Lorenzo Snow, Franklin D. Richards, Brigham Young Jr.,
John W. Taylor, and Counselor Daniel H. Wells voted to sustain
the measure. In opposition were Erastus Snow, Moses Thatcher,
Francis M. Lyman, John Henry Smith, and Heber J. Grant. The
Quorum was badly split. As usual Cannon lay at the center of
things. Everyone understood that Cannon would probably be
selected as Elder Woodruff’s First Counselor, and this hard fact
prevented resolution.₆₉

During these meetings, Cannon’s record was reviewed again
and again—and then again and again. The first day alone left
Brigham Young Jr. wringing his hands. “Much valuable time is
wasted in these comparatively groundless charges and their gener-
ally successful refutation. I tremble for the future if we continue
these unrighteous proceedings.”₇₀ The second day went no better.
Woodruff recalled:

I Called upon the Quorum to bring to light all the Accusations
they had against Brother Cannon As the younger Brethren
including Erastus Snow was filled with Jealousey against him
And he proved ev[e]ry accusation against him to be fals[e]. He
was Accused to using church Money to [pay] for his Son John Q
for Embezeling Church Money. He proved them to be fals[e].
Th[en] of paying large sums of Church Money in the Iron Mine
that He proved to be fals[e]. Also in dealing with the Beck
Mine. That was proved fals[e] and Ev[e]ry other Accusation was
proved fals[e]. It was another painful day.₇₁
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By the fourth day, it was clear that matters were worse, not
better. “The more we tryed to get to gether the wider apart we were,”
wrote the despairing Woodruff. “I never saw as much bitterness
manifest against one good man by 5 Apostles since the days of the
Apostate Twelve against the Prophet Joseph in Kirtland.”₇₂ In the heat
of emotion, Woodruff was satisfied that those opposing Cannon
were dictated by simple jealousy. “Any acts of President Taylor that
five of the Twelve did not think was right was laid to George Q.
Cannon,” he complained.₇₃ In reply, Erastus Snow, the nominal
leader of the anti-Cannon group, also used strong language. Apparently
still upset with Cannon’s attempt to minimize rumors of the finan-
cial misdeeds of John Q.—and perhaps the misdeeds of another son,
the rising politician Frank J. Cannon—Snow leveled the charge of
“toadyism” and “man worship” against him. These words brought a
sharp rebuke from Woodruff. When it was all over, Woodruff was
full of remorse. “I think I done wrong & went to far in the matter,”
he said of his encounter with Snow.₇₄ With such disunity present
and with no solution in sight, on the evening of March 23, Woodruff

withdrew his proposal.₇₅

“Never in my life have I suffered such an ordeal,” said the
bruised Cannon. For months he had avoided arrest for cohabitation
and the thought of serving in the penitentiary had often been on his
mind. But these meetings of accusation made the fear of prison
recede. “Nothing” could be compared to facing the examination of
his five brethren in the Quorum, he said.₇₆ Yet, while wounded,
Cannon acknowledged no self-doubt, steeled by a confidence in his
motives and by the self-inoculation that great men often feel toward
stricture. “There are none of father’s actions but what he can
defend, and show that his intentions were good in doing them,” said
Abraham Cannon, another of Elder Cannon’s sons, who no doubt
reflected his father’s views.₇₇

Grant’s emotions are more difficult to gauge. While he was pre-
sent and active during the March meetings, surviving diaries tell
little of his role. Nevertheless, quite likely Brigham Young Jr. had
Grant and Thatcher in mind when complaining of the “useless talk”
engaged in by some of the younger members. “It does seem the less
we know the more we have to say.”₇₈ Young’s comment may have
had something to do with the new administrative policies being
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urged by the five dissenting Quorum members. More than raising
questions about succession, these men wanted reform. During the
March meetings, they worked to decentralize First Presidency author-
ity by moving some financial functions to the Presiding Bishopric
and still other activities to committees within the Twelve.₇₉ Woodruff’s
consent to these suggestions brought the first measure of truce since
before Taylor’s death.

By October 1888, Grant, Thatcher, and several others were
appointed to raise cash for the hard-strapped Church by selling the
organization’s excess property. Once again their acts were annoying
to the older brethren. In February 1889, Nuttall, Woodruff’s secre-
tary, recorded his displeasure at such attention to temporal things.
“I went to bed,” said Nuttall, “having fears in my own mind as
to Moses Thatcher’s integrity for the welfare of the church and
Kingdom—In that financial matters have more weight with him &
Bro. H. J. Grant than the things of the Kingdom.”₈₀ However, had
Nuttall and others been watching more carefully, they might have
sensed a change. Erastus Snow, upset by his exchange with
Woodruff, had written both Grant and Thatcher to express his per-
sonal sorrow and concern. Snow had come to the conclusion that
Grant and Thatcher were on the spiritual precipice, and he wanted
them to know it. They had pressed their views too strongly, and
Snow believed that if they continued to do so, the two would lose
their places in the Quorum.₈₁ Snow’s letters were kind but filled
with portent.

In the following months, Snow’s warning slowly took hold of
Grant, and he later described it as a turning point in his life. Then,
too, Grant must have reacted to the contrary example of Thatcher,
whose opposition did not cease. In late 1888, Thatcher surprised his
colleagues by threatening to sue Cannon over the Beck property
stock and profit distributions. This extraordinary act—which intro-
duced the possibility of two General Authorities engaged in legal
action—cost Thatcher much of the influence he then retained with
his colleagues. When Thatcher continued to agitate the Beck issue,
Grant privately warned him, much like Erastus Snow’s early caution,
of the possible result of his behavior. In fact, Grant did more. He
went to Cannon and spoke of Thatcher’s continuing hostility—news
that Cannon could hardly have found too surprising.₈₂ But more
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astonishing was Grant’s change. Within the year, he turned from
being Cannon’s opponent to being his defender.

Final Steps to Reorganize the First Presidency

By January 1889, President Woodruff made another attempt to
reorganize the Presidency.₈₃ At the time, Quorum meetings could
still be tension-filled, noisy affairs, with Thatcher and Grant insist-
ing upon more businesslike financial procedures for the Church.
Woodruff left one such meeting complaining he would rather attend a
funeral.₈₄ But on the issue of succession, the Quorum seemed to be
coming together. In February, Woodruff wrote Francis M. Lyman,
then serving a cohabitation prison term, asking for his position on
the question and received Lyman’s approval to go forward.₈₅ Presum-
ably other soundings went as well.

The growing consensus was a tribute to Woodruff’s leadership.
A less patient man might have forced a greater confrontation and
brought open rupture. Yet, President Woodruff’s quiet way had
controlled events. And whatever his words about denying personal
ambition, he had never yielded from his view that he, as senior
Apostle, must lead the Church, temporarily and in the long-term.
Faced by his resolution, the dissenting members never felt freedom
to bring any of their succession alternatives to the Quorum. As a
result, by 1889, only two leadership possibilities existed: (1) President
Woodruff might continue to preside over the Church as President
of the Twelve with Cannon at his side, or (2) he might become
President of the Church with Cannon as his First Counselor. The
Quorum was left with Cannon de facto or Cannon de jure. The latter
had the advantage of ending the unwieldy and fractious busi-
ness meetings.

One issue still had to be settled before there could be a new First
Presidency. Woodruff asked Thatcher and Cannon to resolve their
Bullion-Beck dispute, and, consequently, Cannon at last agreed to
distribute Thatcher’s portion of dedicated stock. While Thatcher
remained “very persistent” on the other Bullion-Beck matters, he
granted that his differences with Cannon had been resolved enough
to permit the Quorum to continue with its business.₈₆

Two days later, on April 5, 1889, the Quorum met and the motion
to organize the First Presidency carried unanimously and with little
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discussion. However, when the issue of Woodruff’s counselors arose,
the troubled past could not be entirely forgotten. Nominated as First
Counselor, Cannon rhetorically asked if he should be excused from
the office. He could only accept President Woodruff’s invitation, he
said, with the knowledge that it was God’s will and that he had the
“hearty and full approval of my brethren.” He assumed that his col-
leagues would “all understand my feelings in this matter.”₈₇

Woodruff provided certainty on the first question. He had prayed
about counselors, he told the Quorum, and announced the Lord’s
“mind and will” that George Q. Cannon and Joseph F. Smith should
be selected (illus. 10-3). The second question—whether Quorum
members would support the nomination—ended almost as well.
The men responded with expressions of good will, although if the
surviving diaries give full accounts, Grant said very little. Thatcher,
however, was unbowed. Because of President Woodruff’s assurance
of divine approval, Thatcher told his colleagues that he would vote
for Cannon, although, he said, he wished he had put himself in a
position to receive the “same manifestation.” Nor was that the only
suggestion of bygones. “There has been some matters of . . . [Cannon’s]
former administration which have not been approved by the Saints
but I will let that pass,” said Thatcher. But “when I vote for him I
shall do so freely and will try and sustain him with all my might.”₈₈

These careful words were apparently the best Thatcher could do.
Prior to being sustained by the Quorum, Cannon spoke to each

of the Brethren, calling them by name, one by one, to ask their for-
giveness. “I do this,” he said, “as a duty, privilege and a pleasure.”₈₉

Cannon’s ascension was best served by generosity. Woodruff also
had words of healing. He assured the Twelve that there was never a
time when the Church needed them as much. A few days later, he
also told them that they were welcome to work with the Salt Lake
Stake, Angus Cannon’s acts notwithstanding.₉₀

The names of Presidents Woodruff, Cannon, and Smith were
unanimously accepted at the Church’s April general conference in
1889. One conference speech after another pled for harmony. Thus,
only a hint of the rift was exposed, and that only by giving emphasis
to its nonexistence. The Woodruff succession had in fact preserved
unity—at least outward unity and consensus. Taking his office,
President Woodruff was modest and well-meaning. “This office is
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placed upon me in my 83 year of my life,” he said. “I pray God to
Protect me during my remaining Days and give me power to Magnify
my Calling to the End of my days.”₉₁

Conclusion and Aftermath

Although more than a century has passed since the Woodruff

succession, it is still difficult to make judgments about it. Why had
emotions been so strong and words so angry? On one level, some
answers may be found in the issues of honor and propriety, to which
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Illus. 10-3.  The First Presidency, 1894. Left to right: George Q.
Cannon, Wilford Woodruff, Joseph F. Smith. The statement
at the bottom of the pictures reads: “First Presidency of the
Mormon Church taken on the 87th birthday of President
Wilford Woodruff, 1894.”

Courtesy Church Archives, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints



the late nineteenth century gave such importance. While many details
of the Annie and Louie Wells relationship with John Q. Cannon
remain screened from view—those elusive details that Grant found
so damning in the Wells family’s correspondence—enough of a
public record exists to suggest there were grounds for complaint,
both in the commission of acts and later in the management of the
affair. Further, John Q. Cannon’s financial misconduct made these
sensitivities irretrievably worse, involving as it did Church as well as
family reputation.

The personalities of John Taylor and George Q. Cannon created
their own social discord. Cannon, who bore the brunt of the suc-
cession controversy, had great intellectual and administrative gifts,
as well as Christian virtue. Nevertheless, he lacked the politician’s
easy, personal touch that might have allowed many of his associates
to like him as much as they admired him. Yet, as Woodruff observed,
the charges brought against Cannon mainly concerned “personal-
ity” and not “substance.”₉₂ The most potentially serious accusation
was his gaining control of the Bullion-Beck consecrated property
during Taylor’s decline, the full details of which still wait extended
historical analysis. However, in Cannon’s defense, the matter was
investigated during the Woodruff succession, and no charge of wrong-
doing was leveled against him, then or later.

It is likely that each one of these factors—the John Q. Cannon
affair, the personalities of John Taylor and George Q. Cannon, and
Cannon’s administration of Church programs—might have been
managed without incident had historical circumstance not been so
contrary. On one hand, the U.S. government’s crusade against plural
marriage left the Church’s efficient governing structure in ruin, with
a lack of communication that gave life to rumor and misunder-
standing. Also true, the difficulty of the Woodruff succession coin-
cided with the historic rise of the Quorum of the Twelve. Previously,
except in the two eras of apostolic interregnum, its members had
served the Church as individuals acting on assignment from the
First Presidency. However, by Taylor’s last years, it was clear that
the Quorum had a budding institutional role of its own. Taylor’s
insistence that the Twelve be more active in their ministries was
one sign of the change. Another was the Quorum’s complaint that
its members had not been consulted during the last months of
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the crippled Taylor administration and the insistence of some of the
Apostles that their voices be heard during the Woodruff succession.
In short, this was a time when the Quorum was gradually assuming
its modern role of a regularly constituted, fully engaged organiza-
tion, second only in influence to the First Presidency.

The remaining threads of the succession story wove themselves
in fairly predictable patterns. During the 1890s, George Q. Cannon
served as much as he had in the past, providing strong and able, and
at times controversial, leadership. In 1898, when Woodruff died,
Lorenzo Snow assumed the office of Church President, and Cannon’s
heavy influence over policy diminished within hours, although
Cannon was retained as First Counselor; he died three years later.

As part of President Lorenzo Snow’s administrative transition,
Cannon was asked to give an accounting of the Beck property stock,
which had proven enormously profitable in the 1890s. Since the
Woodruff succession, the Beck, Taylor, and Thatcher interests had
each forced the dispersal of their portions of the “dedicated stock”
and then used the proceeds for their own purposes. Cannon’s share
of the pool had earned an impressive $160,000, which he had used
for a variety of Church and personal projects, including the quiet
repayment of John Q. Cannon’s speculations. Snow and Cannon, not
wishing any impropriety, agreed that Cannon should surrender assets
to the trustee-in-trust to cover all Cannon’s private expenditures,
plus interest—despite the fact that others involved in the mine had
used its dividends for their personal gain. The amount of Cannon’s
repayment was never announced, nor for that matter was the trans-
fer itself. As enigmatic was the value of the dedicated stock, which by
the time of the Snow-Cannon settlement may have become worth-
less. Thus closed the chapter that Joseph F. Smith called “one of those
things that perhaps had never been heard of before, and whose par-
allel would never be heard of again.”₉₃ Whatever its virtues, the Bullion
and Beck endeavor had generated more than its share of ill will.

Others involved in the Woodruff succession had their own
stories to tell. Moses Thatcher’s alienation deepened in the 1890s.
During these years, he suffered from a severe illness and a resulting
drug dependency, which may have increased his instability. Increas-
ingly unwilling to accept the Quorum’s consensus, particularly in
political matters, he was at last removed from the Twelve in 1896.
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Grant, ironically, played a role in preferring charges and acting as a
prosecuting witness against him.₉₄

The voluble Grant continued to play an active role in the Twelve’s
discussions, just as he had done during the years 1887 to 1889. Yet,
much of his persistence and assurance was gone. He also continued
to make peace with Cannon, making confession both to him and to
members of the Quorum, believing that “God had forgiven him” for
his accusations and wishing that his brethren would do so, too.₉₅ To
help finance the new Utah sugar industry, Grant joined Cannon as a
partner in Cannon, Grant & Company. In this and other enterprises,
the two maintained respectful relations, although the differences in
personality that had done so much to confound them in the late
1880s were never far from the surface. If Grant worried about some
of Cannon’s initiatives in the 1890s, he was now willing, as a rule, to
let those questions be settled by time and by senior colleagues.

Finally, Lorenzo Snow’s smooth succession to the presidency in
1898 owed a great deal to the events of 1887–89. They had been deci-
sive in strengthening the precedent of Church succession by apos-
tolic seniority, although Snow himself, who had sustained Woodruff’s
succession, mused in one passing conversation in 1890 that in mat-
ters of succession the Quorum still might choose whomever it wished,
even a non-Apostle.₉₆ In the discussion preceding Snow’s selection,
it was Grant who maintained the traditional view, citing Woodruff’s
earlier letter to him.₉₇ As one who had questioned the idea of suc-
cession by apostolic seniority ten years earlier, Grant’s statement
suggested how deeply the idea had taken root in him and in the
Church itself. His words also reflected how much the episode had
molded and seasoned him.
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When Heber J. Grant returned from a two-week vacation in
Pacific Grove, California, in February 1901, the news he heard

at first seemed favorable. One of his associates in the Quorum of
the Twelve, Francis M. Lyman, had been asked to preside over the
Church’s European Mission. Elder Grant congratulated himself that
“missionary lightning had once more escaped me,” “heaved a sigh of
relief,” and embraced Lyman in mock celebration.₁

Since Grant’s appointment as a General Authority, rumors had
often circulated about a forthcoming proselytizing mission. Each
time, however, the reports died stillborn. During the 1880s, the
Church and its opponents warred relentlessly on theological, political,
and even commercial terrain, and Elder Grant’s business acumen
was repeatedly deemed too important to the Utah scene to allow a
foreign assignment.

The repose given to Elder Grant by Lyman’s assignment to the
Liverpool office was short-lived. Two days after his return from
California, during the General Authorities’ regular temple meeting,
he heard George Q. Cannon, First Counselor in the First Presidency,
announce the decision to open a new mission in Japan. “The moment
he made this remark,” Grant later recalled, “I felt impressed that I
would be called to open up this mission.” This prescience, however,
brought a flood of reasons why he should reject the call. The Panic of
1893 and its subsequent depression had crippled his finances. He cal-
culated his net worth to be a negative $30,000. Moreover, he had 
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co-signed financial notes making him responsible for another $100,000

in nonpersonal debt. Because of his strained circumstance, neither of
his wives had a home of her own, while his mother’s house was mort-
gaged to assist with his obligations.₂

As President Cannon continued for twenty-five minutes, Grant
quietly weighed financial and religious commitments. Then came
the call he expected from Cannon: “We hear that Brother Grant has
overcome all his great financial difficulties and has announced that
he is going to take a trip around the world to celebrate his financial
freedom, and we have decided to stop him half way around at Japan,
to preside.”₃

Having extended a call to Grant, President Cannon yielded to
President Lorenzo Snow, who, since becoming the Church’s prophet,
seer, and revelator in 1898, had slashed at every unnecessary expendi-
ture to save money. Fearing that Elder Grant’s precarious finances
might somehow encumber the Church, President Snow had some
specific questions in mind.₄ First he wanted to know whether
President Cannon had accurately quoted the Apostle about touring
the world.

“Heber, did you make that statement?”
“Yes, I did, but there was an extra word in it, and the word was

‘if.’” Grant had no plans to leave if he was unable to retire the rest of
his debt.

“Well, then, you are not free?”
“No, I am not free, I owe a few dollars.”
President Snow wanted specifics. “Well, what are you making?”
“A little better than $5,000 a year.”
“Can you afford to lose that $5,000 for three years while you

are in Japan?”
“Yes, I can.”
In later years, Grant’s memory of this incident remained

very much alive. “[President Snow] tried for ten minutes to get
something out of me [about my debts] and could not do it,”
Grant remembered.

Finally I said, “President Snow, with the blessing of the Lord I
think I can arrange all my affairs to go on this mission, . . . and it
will be time enough for me to come and tell you I cannot when I
feel in my heart I can’t.”
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“The Lord bless you, my boy,” said President Snow, obviously
pleased. “We will give you a whole year. You go right to work and fix
up your affairs to go on this mission.”₅

As the meeting concluded, President Snow assured Grant that if
he worked diligently, he “would accomplish a greater labor than any
I had ever accomplished before in my life” and hinted that China
might soon be opened for proselytizing as well as Japan.₆

The decision to launch a Far East mission had not come precipi-
tously. As early as 1851, when Salt Lake City was not much more than
a pioneer outpost, the First Presidency had written that “the way is
fast preparing for the introduction of the Gospel into China, Japan,
and other nations.”₇ Nine years later Brigham Young dispatched
Walter Murray Gibson to Japan, but the missionary stopped en
route in Hawaii, where his religious impulses receded and he carved
for himself a political career.₈

Curiously, there had also been contacts between Church leaders
and high-level Japanese leaders. In spring 1871, Salt Lake Stake
President Angus Cannon met Prince Itō Hirobumi as they traveled
together on the Union Pacific. Already a major actor in Meiji politics,
Itō would later serve as a special envoy, as a proconsul, and several
times as prime minister.₉ During their several-day journey across
the Great Plains, the Japanese minister repeatedly inquired after
Mormonism. “He listened most attentively . . . and expressed a
desire to learn more,” Cannon reported.₁₀

Even more auspicious, Church leaders in 1872 had cordial
discussions with members of the high-ranking Iwakura mission.
Headed by Prince Iwakura Tomomi and composed of over one
hundred Japanese government leaders and functionaries making
a reconnaissance of the United States and Europe, the traveling
embassy became snowbound in Utah for two weeks. With noth-
ing else to do, they visited Utah points of interest, attended
Latter-day Saint religious services, and called on several
prominent Church leaders, including Brigham Young, Speaker
of the House John Taylor, and Lorenzo Snow, then president of
the Legislative Council. Snow recalled that their visit was “very
pleasant,” and the officials “expressed considerable wonderment
as to why we had not sent missionaries to Japan.” The diaries of
several of the visitors as well as the embassy’s official five-volume
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report contained little of the prejudice normally accorded Mormons
of the period.₁₁

Subsequent contacts ensued. In 1888 the Japanese Consul at San
Francisco, Koya Saburō, visited the territory, followed the next year
by another party of dignitaries.₁₂ Seven years later, when Elder
Abraham H. Cannon, Grant’s associate in the Quorum of the
Twelve, called on Koya, he was urged to open a Latter-day Saint
mission in Japan. Considering the favorable opinion of Utah held
by Prime Minister Itō, Cannon said, Koya “thought it very probable
that we might secure permission to preach the Gospel in Japan
without any government interference; in fact his people are anxious
to hear the Christian religion proclaimed, as they have an idea that
the success of the English-speaking people is due to their language
and their religion.”₁₃

All this was prologue to Elder Grant’s call. At the time of his
selection, he was forty-four years old, the husband of two plural
wives (a third had died seven years earlier), and a leading business-
man. He was president of the State Bank of Utah, the Salt Lake
Theatre Company, three insurance companies, and the Cooperative
Wagon and Machine Company, one of the largest retail outlets in
the territory. In addition, Grant served as chairman of the Utah
Sugar Company and Zion’s Cooperative Mercantile Institution,
which were two leading Utah businesses, and was a board or com-
mittee member of a half dozen other organizations.

Grant had left school while a teenager, and the hectic pace of his
business life had subsequently given him little opportunity for read-
ing and reflection. At the time of his call, he was the only Apostle
who had not served a regular proselytizing mission.₁₄ Most had
served several. All these circumstances left Grant feeling unprepared
and inadequate. “I do not know when anything has struck me much
harder than being called to Japan,” he confided. “I really dreaded being
called to the British mission . . . , but I look upon the European mis-
sion in comparison to opening up the work in Japan, as a picnic on
the one hand and a great labor on the other. However, I shall go and
do the best I possibly can.”₁₅

Part of Elder Grant’s hesitancy, of course, could be explained by
his finances, which he set about to improve within an hour or two
after the meeting of the Twelve. Locking his bedroom door, he
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prayed for relief. “I told the Lord I did not want to wait until
tomorrow morning to make some money, but I wanted to put in that
afternoon making a little.” An impression came. “Get the Sugar Com-
pany to pay a stock dividend, that they can pay the same [money] div-
idend on the watered stock as they were doing on the original.”

The Utah Sugar Company, founded only a decade earlier to
provide Utah’s farmers with a much needed cash crop, was at last
reaping large profits, which in turn fueled ever increasing stock splits,
higher dividends, and feverish speculation. Although the company’s
reserves hardly warranted the action, Grant hoped for another round
of share splitting and dividend boosting. With the board scheduled
to meet the following day, the timing was exquisite. After conclud-
ing his meditation, he hired a buggy and went to entreat the Salt
Lake City–based directors, informing them of his mission call to
Japan and pointedly reminding them how in the early 1890s he had
gone into debt to support the company, only to face the onslaught
of the great panic. The next day the board unanimously approved
Grant’s proposals and his securities jumped $16,000, an increase
that temporarily left him incredulous. Catching his breath, during
the next several weeks he further speculated in the stock and reaped
enough profit to pay all his debts, including a $13,000 note that he
had owed for over twenty years.₁₆

With his finances under control, Grant turned to organizing his
mission. He hand-picked three men to go with him. First, he requested
the twenty-nine-year-old Horace S. Ensign, who had earlier served as
his private secretary and most recently had returned from a three-year
mission in Colorado. In addition to his business and church experi-
ence, Ensign possessed a magnificent baritone voice that Grant hoped
would attract Japanese attention.₁₇ Second, he selected the musta-
chioed, bespectacled Louis A. Kelsch, who after his conversion to the
Church had filled missions to the Southern States, the Pacific North-
west, England, and Germany. Since 1896 he had presided over the
Northern States Mission, whose headquarters were in Chicago. Elder
Kelsch accepted Grant’s invitation with alacrity.₁₈ Finally, Grant asked
Alma O. Taylor, an eighteen-year-old living in his own Salt Lake City
congregation, to join the mission. Taylor, who was cherubic-faced but
serious-minded, had studied at Chicago Harvey Medical College
and worked in his family’s undertaking business. Upon receipt of his
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call, Taylor sought Japanese-language textbooks and began studying
Buddhist philosophy.₁₉

These four men constituted what became known as the
“Japanese Quartet,” the first wave of the intended Latter-day Saint
missionary force to Japan (illus. 11-1). It was hoped that they would
“go on ahead,” Grant noted, “look over the country, see what we can
do, and if everything is all right and conditions are propitious we
will then send for our wives and will probably need more Elders.”₂₀

During this first stage, the missionaries planned to spend a year
learning the language and then begin proselytizing.₂₁

Grant approached his mission in his usual ambitious style. He
first planned to ask his business and banking friends in New York to
prevail on United States President William McKinley to speak
to the Japanese ambassador on his behalf. Perhaps the ambassador
would in turn write favorable letters of recommendation. In
another idea variation still more bold, Grant considered the possi-
bility of getting himself appointed to head the American legation in
Tokyo. But his fellow General Authorities vetoed these and other
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Illus. 11-1. The first Latter-day Saint missionaries called to Japan posed for this
picture in summer 1901 in Salt Lake City. Standing (left to right): Horace S.
Ensign, Alma O. Taylor. Seated (left to right): Heber J. Grant, Louis A. Kelsch.
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ideas as too extravagant, advising that the mission start out in a
“humble way.”₂₂

Shortly after 11:00 P.M. on July 24, 1901, Grant and his compan-
ions boarded the train for Portland, en route to Japan. The date had
not come by chance. Suggestive of the weight that the Mormon
community placed upon the mission, Grant had chosen to start on
Pioneer Day, the anniversary of Brigham Young’s 1847 entrance into
the Salt Lake Valley. Because of the possibility of cohabitation prose-
cution, neither of Grant’s wives was there to see him off. There was,
however, a partially compensating crowd of one hundred and fifty
friends and relatives, including Grant’s mother, Rachel; eight of his
ten children; and six of the General Authorities, all of whom par-
tially compensated for his wives’ absence. As the train pulled away
from the station, Grant claimed he had never been happier in his
life. He was now, with the support and love of hundreds of friends
and relatives, off to introduce the gospel of Jesus Christ to Japan.₂₃

Months before Elder Grant’s arrival in Japan, the mainline
Protestant clergy had planned a major campaign to mark the turn
of the new century in Japan. In early 1901 they began with a series of
neighborhood prayer meetings in the nation’s largest cities. These
failed to stir enthusiasm. But when the Whitsunday festivals began in
early summer, their program gained momentum. To advertise their
planned revivals, the staid ministers adopted the flamboyant methods
of the Salvation Army, which had entered Japan only recently. The
Protestants placed notices of their meetings in newspapers and posted
eye-catching placards. They canvassed house-to-house, extending
special invitations to those who were thought to be open to Christian
influence. Capping their preparations, an hour or two before their
scheduled meeting they hoisted banners and lanterns along the street,
loudly chanted Christian hymns, and distributed broadsides.

Although the Protestants’ “Forward Evangelistic Campaign”
earned a relatively small harvest for a nation of forty million, most
clergymen were buoyed. They had been about their task since at least
the mid-1870s, when the government had granted the Christians reli-
gious tolerance, but gains were always hard won. During the last
decade, progress had become still more difficult. Part of the problem
lay with Meiji policy. When the nation ended its self-imposed isola-
tion and embraced Western culture, some government leaders had
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equated Christianity with material progress and had looked upon
the ministers with favor. But by the 1890s Japan again turned
inward. The popular watchwords of the time became: “Down with
frivolous Europeanization!” “Keep to our national heritage!” “Japan
for the Japanese!”₂₄

These were not the only conditions working against the mis-
sionaries. The setting of rural Japan was especially restrictive. There,
tenant farmers who comprised half of the nation’s population until
the middle of the twentieth century were fettered by feudal social
structures and the historic family system, both of which were refor-
mulated and given new life during the period of anti-Christian reac-
tion. Religious and social change became increasingly difficult, with
many Christian congregations, which had begun optimistically only
a few years earlier, waning and eventually closing. Even in the more
fluid urban society, there were challenges. By the beginning of the
twentieth century, the nation’s military expenditures exacted heavy
and impoverishing levies. Under this burden, some former Christian
converts, who had hoped that their new faith would assist them in
getting ahead, recanted. Thus, at the very time that the Latter-day
Saints launched their mission, despite the Protestants’ public clamor
and mass rallies, the Christian churches were afflicted by decreased
attendance at their mission schools, slower conversion rates, and
widespread apostasy.₂₅

Part of the problem lay with the Christian missionaries them-
selves, who too often failed to separate their own Western and
national ways from their Christian message. Many Japanese bridled
under such ethnocentrism, complaining that the Christian
churches were “mere importations,” with titles, organizations,
methods, and teachings that had “nothing to do with the interests
or needs of the Japanese.”₂₆ All this created stony soil. When Grant
and his companions approached Japan, Christianity had at best a
toehold. The Greek Orthodox denomination may have had thirty
thousand Japanese members; the Roman Catholics, fifty-five thou-
sand (many of these descended from families who had practiced
Christianity underground for three hundred years); and the
Protestants, who had been most active since the Meiji Restoration,
seventy thousand. Taken together, the Christian population consti-
tuted a little more than one-third of 1 percent, and, given the
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ephemeral discipleship of many Japanese, even these figures were
probably inflated.₂₇

* * *
Yet this did not stop Grant and his fellow laborers (illus. 11-2).

Early in the morning of August 12, land was sighted, and at
10:00 A.M. the Empress of India dropped anchor at Yokohama on the
western coast of Tokyo Bay’s expansive waters. Quarantine checks
required about an hour, following which the “Japanese Quartet”
took a steam launch for shore. For Grant, their arrival came none
too soon. “I said good bye to the Empress of India without any
regrets,” he said.₂₈ He had been seasick much of the way.

Several days after landing, the missionaries found themselves in
the center of a growing controversy. Learning that a local boarding-
house had turned them away because they were Mormons, a
Yokohama newspaper charged the innkeeper with religious
“fanaticism.” Another journal quickly defended the act, with
charges and countercharges soon filling the press.₂₉ “A heavy war is
raging,” wrote Alma Taylor only eight days after the missionaries’
arrival. While many of the newspaper features were “severe” or “slan-
derous” against the missionaries, the dispute in Taylor’s mind, never-
theless brought invaluable publicity.₃₀
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Illus. 11-2. The missionaries at the Yokohama, Japan, dedication site. Left to
right: Louis A. Kelsch, Heber J. Grant, Alma O. Taylor, and Horace S. Ensign.
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During the following weeks, Grant worked long hours defending
the Church in the press. Not understanding the toil involved in com-
position, he grew frustrated that his writing required time-consuming
draft after time-consuming draft. “I have never felt my own lack of
literary knowledge so keenly as since I came here,” he confided to his
Utah friends.₃₁ And as he had so often expressed since the beginning
of his mission, he also lamented his unfamiliarity with the finer
points of Latter-day Saint theology. He found topics such as original
sin and the Church’s view of premortal life “difficult to fully explain.”₃₂

With newspaper publicity came letters and visitors, the receipt
of which soon began to be a part of the missionaries’ daily routine.
While claiming a lively interest in the missionaries’ religious message,
many of their visitors, once their motives were searched more deeply,
seemed merely curious about the Americans. Others revealed what
appeared to be a crass self-interest, seeking position, salary, or the
opportunity to sharpen their English language skills.₃₃

This experience was certainly a factor in Grant’s decision to
vacate Yokohama for Tokyo, which, it was reported, had “fewer
foreigners, a higher class of natives, a more religious sentiment, and
by far better instructors in the language and much cheaper living.”₃₄

Thus, two months after the missionaries had debarked, they secured
accommodations in Tokyo’s leading hotel, the eleven-year-old
Metropole, and settled into an established routine.₃₅

During his mission, Grant studied as he had never before. He
read and reread the standard scriptural works, Church history and
apologetics, Christian homilies, and several books dealing with
Japanese history and culture. In candid moments he admitted that
such a steady diet of studying was “just about the hardest thing on
earth for me to do,” though on other occasions he put forward the
best possible face.₃₆

But no amount of good cheer could camouflage the distress he
felt over the Japanese language; its unusual syntax and thousands
of Chinese ideographs posed a massive challenge for the tone-deaf
Grant.₃₇ Though he toiled hundreds of hours studying the language
and eventually compiled a detailed, one-hundred-page notebook
filled with Japanese vocabulary, his progress was virtually nil.₃₈ “I do
not seem to be able to remember anything that I learn and even the
words that I have learned when I hear someone else use them I do
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not recognize,” he complained. For such an achievement-oriented
man, who preached the universal virtue of pluck and application, the
unyielding, flint-hard language exacted a heavy emotional toil. With
considerable pain, he finally reconciled himself to his language failure
and devoted himself to what seemed more profitable pursuits.₃₉

Yet the language study of his colleagues continued, and on the
missionaries’ move to Tokyo, Grant hired their prime Japanese
investigator, Hiroi T., whom they had met in Yokohama, to serve
as tutor. But the man’s talents failed to speed the younger men’s
progress, and Taylor and Ensign argued for living among the
Japanese in order to learn the language. Grant was reluctant. From
the beginning, he had hoped that the mission could “start at the
top” with the country’s more influential citizenry. That would
require learning “standard” or literary Japanese and not the dialects
of the people.₄₀

The tension between the missionaries and their leader unsettled
Grant. He slept fitfully four nights in the middle of November, and he
admitted to friends back in Utah that, while he seldom was attacked
with “the blues,” he could “almost get up an attack this morning and
not half try.”₄₁ With Ensign and Taylor increasingly restive and even
demanding, Grant finally yielded to having the missionaries learn
the language among the people, though the decision went against
his better judgment.

Grant’s decision was confirmed the next day by what seemed a
cold and distant letter from the First Presidency that appeared to
contradict everything he had done since arriving in Japan. The
missionaries were told to avoid newspaper controversy and to mingle
among the people, and, in Elder Grant’s case, they were pointedly
instructed to resume language study.₄₂ “I would have appreciate[d]
ONE word of approval,” he lamented, “but as it was not written I had
to accept it as an evidence that there was none to give.”₄₃ His reaction
probably owed as much to his own emotional state as to the letter’s
actual contents. Obviously written in haste and without full attention
to Grant’s various reports, it gave offense where none was intended.
Nevertheless, he hastened to implement its directions. “I know that
to obey is the only way for an apostle,” he told a friend.₄₄ He and
Kelsch secured accommodations at a nearby boardinghouse, while
Ensign and Taylor moved to a hotel catering to the Japanese trade.
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Before their separation, the missionaries had entertained at
Hiroi’s request two men of unusual demeanor, Miyazaki Toranosuke
and Takahashi Gorō. Miyazaki, the scion of a prominent family, who
would later distinguish himself as the self-proclaimed “Messiah-
Buddhist,” a spiritual leader who mixed Christian primitivism with
the native culture.₄₅ But it was Takahashi who clearly attracted
Grant’s eye. He had already gained the Saints’ confidence by publish-
ing on his own initiative a defense of their mission in the Sun, a
leading Japanese periodical.₄₆ Takahashi spoke English well, read
Hebrew and French, and even understood some Egyptian. He had
distinguished himself as an educator, a lexicographer, a translator of
the Protestant New Testament edition, and a prominent Christian
polemicist.₄₇ While resisting Grant’s pleas to convert, Takahashi
volunteered to write a book introducing the Latter-day Saint mis-
sionaries and their message to the Japanese public.₄₈

There were other impressive investigators, too. In mid-February
1902, Grant and the other missionaries dined at the home of Ichiki S.,
who, according to Taylor, had “figured prominently in many of the
wars in Japan especially during the troubles of the Meiji restoration.”
Also present were Miyasaki and a Mr. Suyenaga, a newspaper editor.
The Japanese appeared drawn to Latter-day Saint teachings, especially
to the missionaries’ description of Mormon economics and group
life in the many villages established in the Intermountain West. Ichiki
and his friends promised to arrange a hearing for the Utahns before a
group of literati drawn from the national press and members of the
lower house of the national Diet.₄₉

Ichiki’s presence was obviously formidable. Hiroi, who
claimed to know him well, noted that in his circle Ichiki “speaks
and the rest obey” and reported that the man “executes whatever
he decides to do no matter how hard or what the odds.” Takahashi,
obviously overwhelmed, found Ichiki to be “a man such as is rarely
found in Japan.”₅₀

Suddenly, almost in spite of themselves and certainly contrary
to the low-profile language-training mission they had at first con-
ceived, the missionaries seemed on the verge of considerable success.
The momentum continued when Nakazawa Hajime, who described
himself as a Shintō priest with influence over fifteen hundred fol-
lowers, appeared at Grant’s rooms. In previous visits Nakazawa had
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expressed dissatisfaction with his religion and voiced a desire to
investigate the Church. When his superiors learned of his conduct,
they severely rebuked him and eventually expelled him from his
order.₅₁ This hastened his search for the truth. On March 8, 1902,
Nakazawa became the missionaries’ first formal convert, baptized
along the shoreline of Tokyo Bay.

Other candidates were also petitioning for baptism. Attracted
by the newspaper publicity, men who knew little of the missionaries’
beliefs sought baptism, and Grant found that the chance for adding
names to the Church’s rolls was ample if he merely accepted every
request made of him. But in each case he put them off, demanding
they receive formal instruction.₅₂ Some candidates had impressive
credentials. Mr. Koshiishi, editor of the newly established Tokyo
Shimbun and apparently a compeer of Ichiki, petitioned Grant sev-
eral days after Nakazawa’s conversion, but a catechizing of the appli-
cant found that he knew “practically nothing of the gospel” and that
he would be “stepping blindly into the church.” Like others before
him, Koshiishi was refused.₅₃

More persistent in the quest for baptism was Kikuchi Saburō,
a Christian preacher who, the missionaries were informed, held
open-air meetings in Ueno Park attended by five hundred to
fifteen hundred people. Unlike others before him, Kikuchi would
not be dissuaded, declaring his determination by vaingloriously
offering himself to be crucified, if necessary, for the faith. Grant
yielded before such ardor. Two days after Nakazawa’s rite, the mis-
sionaries rowed into the nearby bay, and baptized Kikuchi. In
keeping with the Latter-day Saint practice of conferring priest-
hood authority on its male laity, both converts were ordained to
the office of elder.₅₄

Kelsch, Ensign, and Taylor must have observed these events
with troubled feelings because of a major change that was in the
offing. The day before Nakazawa’s baptism, just as the mission
appeared to be gaining success, they learned that Grant would be
returning to Salt Lake City for a visit. When Ensign woke Taylor
with the news, the zealous Taylor could hardly believe it. “The idea,
I thought to myself, of Bro. Grant thinking of returning home. Why
he has only been here it seems for a week or two.”₅₅ However, the
time had not passed so quickly for Grant. Imprisoned by his inability
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to learn the language and ill-fitted by temperament to the slow,
almost monastic life of his mission, he greeted the opportunity to
return home as a welcome relief. Moreover, with his eldest daughter
Rachel announcing her engagement and a new Church president
about to be sustained, the Apostle also had personal and official rea-
sons for leaving. He sailed for America in March 1902.

Nearly a half-year later, Grant was back in Japan, accompanied
by several new missionaries: Frederick A. Caine, Erastus L. Jarvis,
John W. Stoker, Sandford Wells Hedges, and Joseph Featherstone. In
addition, some of these missionaries brought family members with
them, an acceptable practice for foreign missionaries serving long
missions in the nineteenth century. Grant’s wife Augusta and his
daughter Mary came, as did Ensign’s wife, Mary, and Featherstone’s
wife, Marie. Marie and Joseph Featherstone had just been sealed.
Mary Ensign was called to join her husband. The presence of
the women, Grant thought, would add a sense of permanence to the
mission (illus. 11-3).₅₆

Grant and Augusta, along with the other married missionaries,
secured a “semi-Japanese” house, only a block or two from the resi-
dence of the crown prince, that had five Westernized rooms and six
Japanese ones.₅₇ While the Japanese section was clean and pleasant,
its sliding doors and shutters seemed too confining to the Americans.
When walking through this part of the house, they felt as though
they were “in a box” and consequently used it only for storage.₅₈

The unmarried elders joined Alma Taylor at a Japanese hotel that
provided room accommodations and one Western and two Japanese
meals a day for fifteen dollars a month.

The mission headquarters at Grant’s house was surrounded by
a high board fence and sat on a small hill. Immediately outside the
front gate was a rickshaw stall, which was normally occupied by half
a dozen cabmen waiting for fares. Still further beyond, situated
immediately in front of the house, lay a four-hundred-acre Japanese
army parade ground, with barracks in the far-off distance.₅₉ From
their vantage on the hill, the missionaries could observe the soldiers,
who sometimes drilled from dawn to dusk. During the summer
season, the troops wore white duck suits with contrasting navy blue
caps trimmed in red. Augusta thought the young recruits pic-
turesque, sitting as they often did “on the green grass, their guns
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stacked and [their] bugles hanging on them.”₆₀ The troops were
preparing for the nation’s impending conflict with Russia.

Elder Grant used a highly personal reason to secure permission
for Augusta to travel with him to Japan. Though his three wives had
borne him an even dozen children, Grant’s only two sons had died
in childhood. In the Church’s turn-of-the-century patriarchal soci-
ety, the prospect of having his name “blotted out when I die” was
deeply distressing.₆₁ Accordingly, he had appealed to his superiors
that Augusta “will soon be past all hope [of bearing a son] . . . , unless
in the near future we can be together.”₆₂ But even this chance was
slim. Their only child, Mary, had been born thirteen years earlier.

Perhaps for the first time since their marriage eighteen years
earlier, Augusta and Heber now experienced what could be described
as a normal and unhurried relationship. Each evening, they strolled
through the neighborhood, walking across the parade ground or
maybe down close to an adjoining railroad track.₆₃ The couple noticed
new things about each other. For one thing, Augusta sensed that
Heber’s patience did not run as deep as she supposed. Heber readily
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Grant’s wife Augusta (seated, second from left) and their daughter Mary
(seated, far left), in Japan.
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conceded the point. “When a man is at his office and away from the
little annoying things that come in a home almost every hour, he
may be very patient,” he reflected. “But the change comes when
he has his office [in his home] and these things [are] with him all the
time.”₆₄ Augusta found it strange to see her husband study, take so
much rest, and, for that matter, be so closely tied to the mission
home and its domestic concerns. Once she discovered him scrub-
bing the kitchen floor, an act that an offended domestic servant
immediately halted.₆₅

Elder Grant had hoped that the literary-inclined Augusta could
assist with his official mission correspondence, but the newspaper
controversy had lapsed in his absence in Salt Lake City. Augusta’s
writing ability, however, did fill an important function. Her many
letters to friends and relatives in Utah chronicled their everyday life.
After one rain shower, she found their shoes “moss grown,” while
their clothing had “patches of mould . . . that looked like small veg-
etable gardens.” The offending articles of clothing had to be brushed,
shaken, and sunned. “The houses smell mouldy,” she complained;
“every one that I have been in has the same smell and the ground
is never dry around the yard. When we get into bed the sheets and
clothing feel perfectly wet, as all our clothing does when we put it on
in the morning.”₆₆

The carnivorous mosquitoes were especially troublesome. On
Augusta’s first night in Japan, she set aside her protective netting. As
a result, the insects kept her awake most of the night, and upon
arising she was a “perfect sight.” There were numerous other pests,
“strange and marvelous.” Augusta wrote:

When we keep the mosquitoes out the fleas have their turn, and
we saw outside our windows three immense spiders. . . . One
night a rat ran across the net over the bed, and then there was a
great scrimmage to catch it, and the bravest man who was ‘not
afraid of a rat,’ skipped up on the bed in a hurry when the pest
ran over his bare foot.

There seemed to be no end to such afflictions. Once, she insisted, the
men in the mission home caught in the dead of night “two of the
strangest looking great big things” imaginable, which they took out-
side and tied to a tree. According to Augusta’s excited and perhaps
imaginative report, some of the irritating creatures had forked tails,
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while others had long horns or hoods over their heads. Still others
had a “thousand legs.”₆₇

As the months progressed, the missionaries developed an estab-
lished Sunday regimen. They reserved mornings for themselves,
when the entire contingent gathered at the Grant home for Sunday
School. These services were conducted in English, with a choir,
consisting of everyone present, lending musical counterpoint
(Grant joined Caine, Ensign, and the women in establishing the
melody).₆₈ At 2:00 P.M., the Saints invited the Japanese to worship
with them, and six to a dozen usually did so. The visitors, who were
often different young male students every week, closely observed the
missionaries’ mannerisms, inquired about Western music and
culture, and asked occasional questions about religion. To place
them at ease, the Americans eventually held this meeting in the
Japanese part of their home, trading chairs for native floor cushions
and forgoing the use of the Western piano.₆₉

Such low-key and low-profile dealings with the Japanese were a
major change from the excited and publicized moments that had
followed the missionaries’ first arrival. Not only had the newspaper
controversy passed, but so also had the opportunity to teach Ichiki
and his supposedly influential friends. During Grant’s absence in
the United States, Japanese authorities had placed Ichiki’s friends
under arrest, possibly as a result of their political beliefs or activity.
Chagrined by having had contact with men who had become felons
and apparently fearing adverse publicity, Elder Grant accepted their
imprisonment as prima facie evidence of insincerity. “I have to smile
when I think of the important men we thought we had made friends
with, now being under arrest,” he wrote. He made no further effort
to contact or teach them.₇₀

Efforts to introduce the gospel in Japan were beginning to
unravel. The leading Japanese who had befriended the missionaries
were now in prison. Despite his initial expressions of interest and
sympathy, Hiroi, the missionaries’ salaried translator, had grown
increasingly aloof and uncooperative. He was eventually dismissed
with two months’ notice and what was hoped to be an assuaging
dinner at the Metropole Hotel.₇₁ The missionaries’ converts were
even less satisfying. Shortly after his baptism, Kikuchi proposed that
the Americans underwrite his venture to sell patent medicine. When
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they declined, the Japanese proselyte announced the need to “set
aside religious duties for a time.” He was seen rarely again by the
missionaries.₇₂ Nakazawa Hajime seemed similarly motivated.
Following his conversion, he requested fifteen hundred dollars to start
a job-printing office. When his proposition was rejected, Nakazawa
threatened to revert to his Shintō vocation unless the missionaries
employed him. Begrudgingly, Elder Grant extended to him a loan, but
when Nakazawa’s wife sought further monetary support, the mission-
ary declined. “My impression is that the only interest either one of . . .
[the Nakazawas] have in the Church or us is to try and get some
money,” he confided to his diary.₇₃ Months later events appeared to
confirm Grant’s judgment; Nakazawa was captured while attempting
to burglarize the mission home.

With several converts being similarly unproductive, Grant’s over-
all assessment was dour. “I think we have had some fearfully poor
material join the Church,” he concluded.₇₄ “The way some Japanese
jump at the gospel and then drop it as soon as they learn there is
no pay in it or no employment is really amusing.”₇₅ Undoubtedly,
the Japanese view of the matter was different. Accustomed to the
Protestant practice of allowing some of their converts active and
often paid leadership roles, they saw no inconsistency between reli-
gious quest and personal advancement. Indeed, many Japanese
Christians expected it.

This certainly was the case of Takahashi Gorō, the scholarly
polemicist and self-styled Church advisor and critic. He hotly criti-
cized Grant for not supporting Nakazawa’s printing venture, and
following the burglary of the mission headquarters he compared
Nakazawa with Victor Hugo’s tragically impoverished Jean Valjean.
“Of course, speaking intellectually, you have no responsibility for . . .
[Nakazawa’s] doing, but intellect is not all and all. Everybody knows
that Nakazawa lost his lucrative profession for sympathizing with
‘Mormonism.’ . . . But Mr. Grant quite cold bloodily, has left him
destitute of help.”₇₆

The missionaries were not swayed by Takahashi’s argument,
preferring to believe that the scholar’s scorn reflected his own failed
ambition. Elder Taylor had a plausible explanation: because President
Grant had first entertained the Japanese scholar at the prestigious
Metropole Hotel and talked expansively about the Church’s past
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achievements, Takahashi had assumed that they intended to spend
millions of dollars funding Japanese charitable projects, which might
in turn provide him a sinecure. According to Taylor, Takahashi
“dreamed himself into the position of [the Church’s] chief Japanese
advisor, director, or something else with a mint and a name.”₇₇

In the missionaries’ eyes, Takahashi had been treated fairly.
Shortly after their initial meeting, Elder Grant had advanced
Takahashi about four hundred yen (two hundred dollars) for his
proposed book, after which Takahashi had further exposed himself
by borrowing against his royalties. When the book failed to sell, he
sought another loan from Grant. Rather than advance more money,
Grant at length decided to relieve the man’s financial embarrassment
by buying most of the 700-volume run. Eventually the missionaries
placed 362 books with members of the National Diet’s House of
Peers and another 8 to high-level functionaries. The rest were appar-
ently used in their proselytizing.₇₈

Takahashi’s Morumon Kyō to Morumon Kyōto (Mormons and
Mormonism) was, in fact, an able, several-hundred-page work that
introduced the basic story and history of the Church to the Japanese
audience, but it was also filled with archaeological and philological
excursions, a philosophical defense of polygamy, and an extended
discussion of the Church’s ability to meet modern social ills. These
topics gave the volume a heavy quality that no doubt dampened
sales in a market that already found Mormon topics passé.₇₉

The failure of Morumon Kyō to Morumon Kyōto and the younger
missionaries’ growing estrangement from their former contacts failed
to dampen their enthusiasm. During a conference in early 1903, they
politely challenged Grant’s cautious policy that more time and
preparation were required before active proselytizing could begin.
Describing himself as “surprised and pleased” by their attitude,
Grant immediately rescinded his request to tour Latter-day Saint
churches in Samoa, New Zealand, and Australia—a long-standing
personal goal—and began preparation for the start of formal preach-
ing of the gospel.₈₀

After producing a tract that introduced the Church to the
Japanese public in broad terms, Grant hired the Kinki Kan Hall for
the formal inauguration of Latter-day Saint preaching in Japan. The
history-conscious missionaries carefully recorded their proceedings.
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Two of them tried to deliver their message in Japanese. Caine’s effort
drew muffled titters, but Taylor flawlessly recited the content of the
Mormons’ new tract. Then Grant followed with a sixty-five-minute
sermon. Setting aside his carefully selected Bible references, the
mission leader spoke with “very good liberty” on such basic gospel
themes as the mission of Joseph Smith and the Articles of Faith.₈₁

Hearty applause followed each song and talk, despite the missionaries’
initial protests; and when the crowd learned that an English text of
Taylor’s remarks was available, the response was immediate. Accord-
ing to Grant, “there was a rush like those trying to get to a bargain
counter at a Z. C. M. I. special sale.”₈₂

Several weeks later, the elders were dispatched to their fields of
labor. Two went to Naoetsu on the Japan Sea coast, two were
assigned to Nagano, where Grant had toured during his first months
in Japan, and four, including Grant himself, remained in or near
Tokyo.₈₃ The day after he and his companion began distributing
tracts, Ensign reported himself “happy and contented.”₈₄ But such
enthusiasm was hard to sustain. At one location, the missionaries
learned that impostors calling themselves Mormons had already
preceded them, leaving behind “a bad record” and a ruined image.
Elsewhere rumors circulated that the Mormons were Russian spies,
which may have partially accounted for the people’s sometimes
hostile behavior.₈₅ After distributing tracts in a small village, Elder
Hedges reported that initial receptivity had quickly turned negative.
At one house, “the door was slammed so quickly in my face that I
did not know what struck me.”₈₆

The missionaries’ lack of success deeply troubled Grant and
brought on one of his periodic dark moods. He wondered if the lack
of discernible progress could be traced to a possible failure in his
leadership, and though the First Presidency had long released him
from the mandate of learning Japanese, he still brooded over his
inability to grasp the language. “To the end of my life I may feel that
I have not done what He expected of me, and what I was sent here to
do,” he complained.₈₇

His increasing isolation may have contributed to his negative
feelings. With his elders now in the field and his own movement
restricted by the barriers of language and culture, Grant, in the
words of Taylor, “irked at the leash, as any man of energy and action
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would do.”₈₈ During late spring and early summer 1903, Grant’s
emotions oscillated widely, sometimes within the narrow range of a
single letter. He might first petition the First Presidency for eight
or ten more missionaries, for he clearly hoped for concrete results
before leaving his mission.₈₉ Then, a paragraph or two later, as the
reality of the Japanese mission once again imposed itself, his stead-
fastness wavered. Wasn’t his time “being thrown away”? Couldn’t
he be more productive elsewhere? Such ruminations about leaving
were probably encouraged by Brigham F., his half-brother, and by
others who repeatedly assured him of his imminent release.₉₀

Grant himself may have precipitated this prospect, but in a way
consistent with his sense of duty. In early May 1903 he had written to
Anthon H. Lund, President Joseph F. Smith’s newly called counselor
in the First Presidency, hinting of his availability to succeed Francis M.
Lyman as head of the European Mission. Grant did not wish the
Presidency to think that he was calling himself on a mission or
releasing himself from another. “I am well and happy and as con-
tented as I ever was in my life, and feel that I can live here for years
with pleasure,” he wrote. Still, and here he made his point explicit:
“I would love to be where I could have something to do.”₉₁

Nor was he prepared to leave the question entirely in the hands
of the First Presidency. Frustrated and anguished, he retired to some
woods for prayer. “I told the Lord that whenever He was through
with me . . . [in Japan], where I was accomplishing nothing, I would
be very glad and thankful if He would call me home and send me to
Europe to preside over the European mission.” By his own account, it
was only the second time during his life that he had sought a Church
position (the other was an earlier plea to serve on the board of the
Young Men’s Mutual Improvement Association to serve the youth).₉₂

Presumably Grant’s personal struggle was kept from most of his
missionary associates, who, in contrast to his own self-doubts, seemed
to have a high estimate of his labor. Certainly his leadership often
left them moved.₉₃ Once, after Elder Stoker had turned his ankle
and the sprain discolored with infection, Grant suggested that the
missionaries fast and pray in Stoker’s behalf. He called them into a
meeting, where he began with singing and more prayer. Then he
and others spoke of the spiritual healing that they had witnessed.
“The feeling that characterized the meeting grew stronger & stronger,”
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Stoker reported. “I was almost overcome.” Elder Ensign then took
some consecrated oil and rubbed it on the afflicted limb and asked
for an immediate healing as a “testimony” for all present. As the
final act, Grant laid his hands on Stoker’s head and promised
the “free & perfect usage” of the foot. As he spoke, Stoker sensed a
movement within the limb and heard a snapping sound. The con-
clusion was as spectacular: the missionary “involuntarily” stood on
his feet and walked for the first time in ten days.₉₄

Despite his accomplishments, Grant was ready to move on. Yet
by the third week of August, Grant had surrendered any hope that
he might soon leave the country. A recent letter from Abraham O.
Woodruff, his associate in the Quorum of the Twelve, carried no
intimation of a release, despite an earlier request for discreet infor-
mation. News from Grant’s family was more to the point. These
sources suggested that while President Smith had not yet decided
the timing of his return, the most likely possibility was not until
early 1904—the next year. Grant claimed himself “not in the least
disappointed” with this information. With his sense of duty again
paramount, he expressed the hope for six more months of service in
order to get things “moving.”₉₅

To avoid the extremes of the Tokyo summer and to position
himself in what appeared the mission’s most promising area, Grant
took his family to Hojo, a seaside resort in Chiba Ken. There, on
August 23, he received a registered letter informing him that a cable
was being held in Yokohama. Its contents could only be relayed to
him in Tokyo. He left for Tokyo at once, arriving at the Metropole
sometime after midnight. The decoded message left him stunned.
“You are now released,” it cryptically read. “Leave the business in the
hands of Ensign,” wrote the First Presidency.₉₆ Rather than the emo-
tional relief that Grant had long assumed his release would bring, he
now felt deep and painful regret. His tearful prayers that evening
contrasted the seeming “failure” of his mission with the larger-than-
life successes of his apostolic predecessors. It was 5:00 A.M. before he
was able to set aside his thoughts and fall asleep.₉₇

Two hours later he was somewhat refreshed and had a more
objective view. Writing several letters, he acknowledged the success of
his earlier ministry and was also confident about upcoming events.
“I have a willing heart,” he reflected, and “know that I will do more
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[good work].” But his mind clearly remained troubled. “I am in hopes
that I am not released, . . . that it is only a call to come home,” he wrote
the First Presidency. But his resolve vanished before he ended his sen-
tence. “I have done so little here,” he concluded, “it may be felt that it
is better to use me in some other field where I can do more good.”₉₈

Grant already knew that there was only one available steamer
that could get him to America in time for the October 1903 general
conference, and he quickly booked passage. He also requested that
other missionaries return to mission headquarters for a two-week
farewell conference, the highlight of which took place in the wooded
terrain above Yokohama harbor. Commemorating the dedication of
the mission exactly two years earlier, the missionaries rehearsed their
original program, repeating the same hymns and reading an outline
of Elder Grant’s dedicatory prayer. There was, however, a significance
to the site that was probably unknown to any of the group besides
Grant himself. At the beginning of the mission, he now explained, he
had often come to the place to dissipate his melancholy in prayer.₉₉

The three-hour meeting, in Grant’s words, was “the one meet-
ing of all meetings ever held in this land.” While all twelve mission-
aries were “blessed with remarkable demonstrations of the Spirit,”
he seemed specially endowed. Invoking his apostolic authority, he
blessed his missionaries and reminded them of their duty. “I never
saw a man that was as full of the Spirit of God as he was then,”
recounted one of the young men.₁₀₀

Eight days later, Augusta, Mary, and Grant embarked on the
S.S. Aki Maru. He left with a surprisingly high view of the Japanese.
From his many contacts and experiences, he sensed the nation’s
great military potential. Moreover, he saw the Japanese as “patri-
otic beyond any people” he had ever known, and described them
as “workers.” Their ambition and curiosity seemed limitless
except, lamentably, on the paramount matter of religion.₁₀₁ Yet,
there was something within Grant that suggested that he himself
had not experienced the last chapter. To the end of his career, he
would remember the emotion he had felt during the pronounce-
ment of his dedicatory prayer. “I feel impressed that there is yet a
great work to be accomplished there. How soon this may come I
do not know.”₁₀₂ He also felt that “there will yet be a great and
important work accomplished in the land. . . . there is to be a
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wonderful work accomplished in Japan; that there will be many,
yea, even thousands of that people that will receive the gospel of
Jesus Christ.”₁₀₃

He departed with the hope of returning someday. His experi-
ence, he realized, had not been entirely negative. He had placed on
his frame a precious fifteen pounds, and his quieted nerves once
again permitted Spenserian writing. Moreover, he had outfitted
himself with a pair of spectacles that corrected an astigmatism that
for many years had hindered reading and studying.₁₀₄ Nevertheless,
despite listing all the positive things he could muster, he knew that
Japan had aged him “at least ten years” although he had spent only
two in the land of the Mikado.₁₀₅

As the ship departed, his missionary friends walked to the edge of
the bund to see him off. At first they shouted pleasantries across the
mooring. Then, as the Aki Maru gradually steamed from port, they
waved handkerchiefs until the passengers could no longer be seen.₁₀₆
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Elder Heber J. Grant landed in Liverpool, England, in November
1903, and by the first of the year he officially assumed his new

position as president of the European Mission. The mission began
at Tromso, Norway; and ran to Cape Town, South Africa; with
Iceland and India serving as distant east-west meridians.₁ While the
church had branches in each of these extremities, Grant’s field of
labor was more compact. Most of the mission’s effort was reserved
to the Netherlands, Germany, Scandinavia, and Switzerland, where
he had a general superintendency, and especially in the British Isles,
where he had duties that were immediate and day-to-day.

Upon his arrival, he immediately had a sense of déjà vu.
Waiting for him at the foot of the pier was Elder Francis M.
Lyman, his brusque, good-natured, 250-pound friend, now retiring
from the European Mission to assume the presidency of the
Quorum of the Twelve Apostles. As in Tooele two and a half
decades earlier, when Grant had succeeded Elder Lyman as stake
president, Grant now found his predecessor had “filled up the
mud-holes, removed the rocks, and left a good road for us to travel
on.”₂ There was another familiar aspect: time had not altered
Lyman’s capacity for firm opinion, which, during the next six
weeks before he finally sailed for America, flowed readily and at
times disconcertingly. Grant wondered if Lyman still regarded him
as the Tooele novice, despite Grant’s two decades of service in the
Quorum of the Twelve.
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There was an immediate issue. “What in the world are you
doing, bringing six girls over here?” Elder Lyman asked when he
saw Grant, Grant’s wife Emily, and a half-dozen of the Grant chil-
dren disembark from the ship. Lyman’s opposition continued as the
family drove to the mission home. Wouldn’t the blossoming Dessie
and Grace distract the young elders? How in the world did Grant
expect to get any work done? Lyman was defending established
procedure. At the turn of the twentieth century, many Church
authorities saw leading a mission as an ascetic obligation, and most
mission presidents served without the companionship of a wife,
much less children. Grant, unimpressed with the precedent, had
previously secured the approval of President Joseph F. Smith for his
family’s presence. Nevertheless, to the moment of Lyman’s depar-
ture, the presence of the Grant family was a continuing irritant
between the two men.₃

There was yet another problem: Grant badly wanted to be rid of
the old mission home at 42 Islington. For half a century, the build-
ing had served as the European headquarters of the Church, while
both it and its neighborhood had deteriorated. Universal consensus
labeled it a byword, if not a hiss. “At first the din from the street
kept me awake,” one missionary wrote ironically about his stay at
“Old ’42,” “but ere long it acted as a soporific, lulling me to rest, my
slumber being broken only when the noise ceased, as it did for a
short while between midnight and daybreak.”₄ The three-story struc-
ture sat on a stone-paved intersection through which a heavy traffic
of trams, buses, cabs, and trucks rumbled. Discolored by Liverpool’s
sodden atmosphere, 42 Islington also had a reputation for lingering
derelicts and even an occasional haunting ghost.

The Grant family had long entertained colorful and disapprov-
ing stories about the old mission home, ever since Emily had fled
there during the Raid of the 1880s to give birth to Dessie, the couple’s
firstborn. Years had not softened her feelings. Learning of Grant’s call
and her expected role as “mission mother,” Emily firmly announced
that neither she nor her children would live in the building.₅

Before he left Salt Lake City, Heber had tried to persuade his fel-
low General Authorities to approve a $25,000 public subscription
to fund a new headquarters.₆ Apparently dismissing the plan as too
public and grandiose, they at length quietly instructed Lyman to buy
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a new building from Church funds.₇ Lyman accordingly located a
property, but after he learned that its deed covenants were restric-
tive, he lost interest. Grant, however, was not to be denied. He hurried
through the city looking for another house, and on finding one that
was “very comfortable indeed,” he succeeded in getting Lyman’s
approval the day before Lyman left for America.₈ Grant believed his
predecessor’s approbation was important, the senior Apostle’s judg-
ment faring better at home than his own.₉

As the new home was made over for the Church’s use, the
Grants, despite Emily’s earlier protest, briefly endured the perils of
42 Islington. The interval prompted some doggerel: “The horrors
of that place you no doubt have heard,” one of the Grant daughters
penned, “Of the drunkards, the noise and the grime. / The three
months we spent there just served to make us / Feel that 10 Holly
Road was sublime.”₁₀ Grant claimed the old place failed to yield him
a single “good night’s sleep.”₁₁

On the other hand, Grant thought the new residence as quiet as
“any of the farm houses in Waterloo.” “I sleep fine and enjoy hearing
the birds sing in the morning,” he noted. He chose an upstairs bed-
room for his sleeping quarters and office redoubt. When working in
the city, he often stationed himself there from early morning to past
ten in the evening, his index fingers pounding correspondence on
his diminutive “Blick” typewriter. Not counting an attic and base-
ment, there were nine other rooms. The greeting room, or parlor,
served as the meeting hall for the Saints in Liverpool, with religious
services scheduled several times on Sunday and a service on Wednes-
day evening. The basement housed the clamorous presses of the
mission periodical, the Millennial Star. Outside the house, the Grant
girls planted flowers and a vegetable garden of lettuce and radishes.
“No. 10, Holly Road” would be the Grants’ home for the rest of their
Liverpool stay.₁₂

Grant approached his official duties soberly. “I am in England
in answer to my prayers to the Lord and I hope to do all the good
that it is possible for me to do.”₁₃ Such avowals, coupled with his
gaunt and hurried exterior, might have seemed forbidding to
his youthful missionaries. As it was, his outward austerity vanished
on acquaintance. A day or two after Lyman’s departure, a member of
the Liverpool staff inquired about the possibility of shaving his beard.
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Elder Lyman, thinking facial hair added dignity, had made beards
a matter of mission discipline.₁₄ Grant, in contrast, immediately
awarded the elder’s request, feigning fear that the young man’s crim-
son whiskers might occasion a fire.₁₅ Such bonhomie became the
rule. The mission president and his staff (most of whom soon
appeared close-shaven) good-naturedly teased the elders in the
mission, pointing out an elder’s heavy Scottish diction or deflating
another’s prolonged and pompous phrases.₁₆ Nor did Grant object
to occasional diversion. First the elders tried cricket in the mission
headquarters’ high-walled, spacious backyard.₁₇ But cricket was
soon forgotten with the installation of a tennis court. “’Member
how you used to whack ’em over the netting with the speed of a
Colt .45? Wham!” recalled one of the missionaries years later.₁₈

Despite Liverpool’s “rich brown November mists,” tennis
became an office passion. Grant found it to be his best sport since
baseball. For one thing it was efficient. “With tennis one can step out
and play for a short time and then drop it,” he analyzed.₁₉ But if his
enthusiastic letters to friends in Salt Lake City were an accurate
index, his playing was not so discreetly programmed into his sched-
ule. One of his daughters agreed, writing, “Our father just loved . . .
[the game] and played all he could, between conferences, meetings,
and trips.”₂₀ Always conscious of his fragile nerves, Grant had no
difficulty justifying the activity. “I eat and sleep better by taking this
pleasure. Physical exercise by using dumb bells may be equally as
beneficial but it certainly is very annoying to me,” he wrote to his
mother at home.₂₁

The new mission president refused to stand on ceremony or
allow his age or high office to distance him from his subordinates.
Perhaps as a result, a bond quickly grew between the impressionable
missionaries and their leader. New elders usually first met him at the
Holly Road meeting room, where one recalled that his instructions
were “brief, inspiring, lovable, and full of the spirit of the Lord.”₂₂

Rather than exhortation or pulpit pounding, Grant’s style was
democratic. He typically would ask each novice to join in a covenant
with him to do their best and serve their mutual God.₂₃ During the
missionaries’ later experience, he was equally open, sharing both
the problems of the mission and details of his own personal or busi-
ness life. Unfortunately, talk soon begat talk, and echoes of his
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conversation were heard in distant Salt Lake City, where some Church
officials murmured disapprovingly of his undignified talkativeness.₂₄

Much of his talk to missionaries was fatherly counsel, with two
themes dominating. First, he repeatedly urged his young charges
to observe standards and keep commandments. And there was a
frequent corollary: “We were . . . [told] to avoid wine and women
like we would the gates of hell,” recalled future General Authority
LeGrand Richards.₂₅ Among Grant’s most distressing tasks was
excommunicating a handful of elders who strayed sexually. “I would
a hundred times rather send the body of an Elder home in a coffin
than to have to notify his family that he had transgressed the laws of
chastity and been cut off from the Church,” he wrote in his diary.₂₆

Of course, Church law on the matter was inexorable.
A second theme was as much to the point. Grant counseled the

missionaries to work hard. “It did not take long to find out [what
kind of leadership you would provide],” mused one of Elder Lyman’s
holdovers. “For with characteristic frankness you struck straight out
from the shoulder and showed by your leadership that the way to go
ahead was to push and keep on pushing.”₂₇ Everywhere the trump
sounded. “Work, work, work,” proclaimed the Millennial Star.
Grant’s private correspondence was as firm. “You both have my love
and respect,” he wrote to two wayward missionaries, “but I have felt
for many months that you were taking things altogether too easy.”₂₈

Grant himself set the example. In happy contrast to languid Japan,
where he had previously served as mission president, he now dis-
covered himself outpacing even his old entrepreneurial pace. “I can
truthfully say that I have never worked more hours in my life per day
than I have since I arrived in Liverpool,” he wrote to a colleague in
Salt Lake City.₂₉

Grant’s openness, friendship, advice, and example were power-
ful tonics to his youthful cohorts. “Nothing unusual happened,”
wrote a member of the office staff one day. “We observed Pres.
Grant’s golden rule today—‘Work. Work. Work.’” Throughout the
mission, productivity soared. Each year of his presidency, despite
a slight decline in his missionary force, the British Mission
increased its street meetings, private gospel conversions, baptisms,
and especially distribution of literature, which by 1906, the last
year of his presidency, assumed avalanche proportions. That year
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four million tracts were distributed, or about eighteen thousand for
each elder.₃₀

To Elder Lyman, who from Salt Lake City was monitoring his
successor’s work in Liverpool, the tempo appeared “super human,”
perhaps immoderate. Grant, however, was confident he had not lost
perspective. Most elders, he said, were not overworked one bit. They
might put in at most six hours of “real work” daily, hardly sufficient
to maintain a business position back home at ZCMI. Assuring
President Lyman, Grant stated his only wish: that each elder sense
the holy spirit in his life and “satisfy his own conscience that he was
a diligent worker for the spread of truth.”₃₁

None of the activity of Grant and his missionaries, however,
produced the conversions Church leaders desired. “It is the gleaning
after the vintage is over,” one leader despaired. A young elder put the
matter more quaintly, commenting that the Mormon missionary
effort was “gleaning the wheat field after the chickens have been
turned in.”₃₂ President Lyman’s last year netted 472 baptisms, down
from 581 the year before. Grant’s first year saw convert baptisms
rise to 602, and from there the total grew with annual 10 percent
increases.₃₃ These numbers, while significant to the struggling mis-
sionaries, were dwarfed by Great Britain’s 37 million turn-of-the-
century population.

The main reason for the Church’s poor showing lay with their
image. The British public saw the Saints as strange, if not licentious,
an image stemming largely from the practice of plural marriage,
which the Fleet Street tabloids played on with merciless delight.
Grant had been in England only a few months when one of the press’s
periodic outbursts began. Riding a train from London’s St. Pancreas
station to the mission headquarters in Liverpool, he noticed a dis-
turbing advertisement on newspaper placards at each succeeding
railroad station, “London Sun: A Protest against Mormonism.” The
editorial was in response to the possible seating of Elder Reed Smoot
to the United States Senate.₃₄

At length Grant himself also became a target. He had hastily left
Salt Lake City for Europe to avoid cohabitation charges that had
been drawn to embarrass the Church and Smoot just prior to the
Senate hearings. Now the press used the matter for lurid suggestion.
And with newspapers selling, still more imaginative stories were
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published. One supposedly told of an English girl’s conversion to
Mormonism and her subsequent life in Utah. According to the
narrative, when she arrived in Utah she had been shackled, stripped,
and displayed before the wife-hunting Church authorities, who
“treated [her] worse than the coes on the farm.” Forced to work the
fields under the flogging watch of the first wife, the woman toiled
“harder than the brutes which drew the plow.” Then there was a for-
tunate turn of events. The “monster to whom she was married”
died, a victim of appetite and overindulgence. Back in England
where her tale could be told, the heroine later learned of the fate of
her sister, who had also joined the Church. This woman had been
found dead, broken by similar brutalities, with a lifeless babe pressed
to her breast.₃₅

In other times the fanciful melodrama might have been allowed
to die of its own weight. But with emotions running high, Grant
determined that the story and others like it had to be checked.
Counseling with his youthful staff, he decided to visit the London
editors immediately and engaged a railroad berth for that evening.
At the editorial office of one of the most active anti-Mormon news-
papers, he asked for a single column to rebut the ten or twelve stories
already published. To buttress his position, Grant laid before the
editor several letters of recommendation and asked the newspaper
to get similar certificates from those attacking the Church.

“It does not make any difference what you have,” was the response.
“We will not publish anything that you have to say.”

Grant started for the door, then paused. “The young man who
ushered me upstairs told me your name was Robinson. Is that cor-
rect?” he said.

“It is.”
“Do you know Phil Robinson?”
“Everybody knows Phil Robinson.”
“Did he represent the London Telegraph, one of the two greatest . . .

London newspapers during the Boer War?”
Grant’s questions had less to do with establishing Robinson’s

credentials than drawing a distinction between the Telegraph and
the editor’s own newspaper. He then produced a copy of Robinson’s
kindly treatment of the Church, Sinners and Saints, and challenged
the editor to buy the book and to read it, commenting, “You will
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find everything in your paper is a lie pure and simple. It will only
cost you two shillings, and if that is too expensive I will be very glad
to purchase it and present it to you with my compliments.” Grant’s
efforts, however, brought no results. Though Robinson promised
Church leaders a half column, the editor returned the proposed
article two or three months later, claiming that he had been unable
to find space.₃₆

British fair play was not always so muted, and Grant, with
several of his talented elders providing copy, managed to place
several items with the press. But the tide flowed strongly against
them. During the height of the anti-Mormon crusade, a “howling”
and rock-throwing mob gathered outside the London headquarters.
At a Church meeting in Finsbury, an agitator grabbed the podium,
harangued for two hours, and then concluded by putting on a large
belt and slouch hat (he apologized for not carrying a revolver) and
proclaimed himself a Mormon “Danite.” Outside the hall, two thor-
oughly incensed ladies, each representing the Mormon and anti-
Mormon view, had to be pulled apart by their husbands.₃₇ Following
the incident, the Church was refused further use of the building,
despite their record of almost ten years of responsible use.₃₈

Tensions were almost as high in other parts of Europe. “The
papers are full of the Mormon question,” Grant’s subordinate,
President Hugh J. Cannon of the German Mission, reported, “and
almost without exception the reports are unfavorable.” Four elders
were banished from Saxony, and Prussian officials made ominous
inquiries about the missionaries’ day-to-day activities. The city of
Dresden forbade any Church meetings and threatened the Saints
with a fine of three hundred marks and six months’ imprisonment
if they ignored the ordinance. Scurrying to maintain their presence
in Germany, the missionaries quietly changed their passport regis-
tration from clerical to student status, a maneuver that Grant’s
conscience admitted was “somewhat underhanded,” though
seemingly necessary.₃₉

In Britain the tumult was over within three weeks, but for the
rest of Grant’s presidency, harassment and difficulty continued as
a matter of course.₄₀ During one two-week period, police at both
Swindon and Sunderland advised the elders that they would be
unable to protect their proselyting, citing overwhelmingly adverse
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public opinion.₄₁ At Bristol, Watford, and Southampton, Church
services were broken up by sectarian opponents. In Southampton,
small boys were given candy to encourage rowdyism.₄₂ Opponents
at Bedford used a similar scheme. Conditions were peaceful until
the elders mentioned the name of Joseph Smith. Then Protestant
Sunday School children, well coached and imported for the occa-
sion, interrupted the service with songs and shouting. Eventually
the adult leaders of the disturbance were marched off by the town’s
constabulary.₄₃

The Church often won support by its good behavior. The Daily
Mail noted members’ “quiet conviction” and “apparent absence of
enthusiasm,” even as the cries of protesters disrupted their meeting.
When agitators seized control of a meeting at Bradford, the elders
quietly passed out tracts and then left the scene, thereby earning
police praise for “the proper Christian spirit” and the promise of
future protection. In Liverpool, Detective Inspector Yates, first dis-
patched to investigate the Mormons, later became a friend. The gap
between the Mormons’ actual behavior and their public caricature
was so wide as to be disarming.₄₄

Grant’s presidency reflected the prevailing persecution. Though
he had little hope of securing popular acceptance for his people, his
sermons repeatedly spoke of Christian burden. “His faith will not be
shaken by the wave of persecution that is spreading over the country,”
he declared. “Persecution is the heritage of every faithful follower of
Christ.” Opposition carried virtue. It strengthened and refined,
making the Latter-day Saints, whatever their public image, a growing
“factor for good in the earth.”₄₅

His sermons also emphasized the Church’s uniqueness, speak-
ing less of the Bible than of the Book of Mormon, and often less
of Jesus Christ than of Joseph Smith, for the Church’s founding
prophet conveyed for Grant the whole gospel. Outward observance,
such as the payment of tithing or compliance with the Word of
Wisdom, also drew his attention. In a time of siege, external mani-
festations of discipleship were important. His most frequent speak-
ing device was to comment item by item on Joseph Smith’s thirteen
Articles of Faith, sprinkled with illustrative stories and personal
anecdotes. Invariably, the allotted time proved insufficient for his
rapid-fire delivery.
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It was while he was behind the pulpit that some thought him
at his best.₄₆ Here he could give range to his conviction and per-
sonality—testifying, admonishing, rebuking, persuading, assuring,
sometimes all in a single torrent. He was not given to precision or
forethought, for like his father, Jedediah M. Grant, he was not an
intellectual. He was an exhorter. Words were meant to motivate, not
just to inform. The result was often successful. “I have never [since]
doubted that you are a servant of the Lord,” wrote one missionary
after hearing one of Grant’s impassioned sermons. “You spoke . . . as
one having authority, and you spoke with power.”₄₇

Behind his forceful public words, a softer view often prevailed.
When he was questioned about his Word of Wisdom proscriptions,
his response was pliant: preferably, the Saints should drink cocoa or
a beverage such as “hot water milk and sugar.” But for the life long
English tea drinker, he counseled patience. “I have not felt to keep
after them to that extent that they would feel that they were not
worthy of being counted as good saints,” he said. On another
occasion he acknowledged the superior virtue of many who had
been unable to keep the health code. Indeed, he thought the
struggling nonobserver might be considered for Church office as
the “Spirit of the Lord should direct” when more worthy candidates
could not be found.₄₈

Grant was seldom content with the status quo. To the First
Presidency, he dispatched unwelcome suggestions aimed at improv-
ing Salt Lake City office procedures.₄₉ He was convinced that Great
Britain should have a small Latter-day Saint temple to administer
the higher ordinances. “This may be a day dream,” he conceded,
“but I can’t quite get it out of my head.”₅₀ To burnish the Church’s
public image, he asked young Church members studying music in
Europe to perform at missionary conferences and even staged a
favorably reviewed but scantly attended concert at Hull. The program
featured three Utah artists: Arvilla Clark, Willard Andelin, and
Martha Read.₅₁

He was constantly on the move, traveling third-class on British
rail. He once joked, “People ask why ‘Mormons’ always travel third
class, and the answer is, ‘Because there is no fourth class.’”₅₂ During
one eight-month period, he was in Liverpool only one Sunday. He
hoped to go to South Africa, Turkey, and India, and perhaps to
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revisit Japan, but for the time being he was preoccupied with western
Europe. Not quite halfway through his mission, he had toured each
of the British conferences three times. By 1905 he had visited Holland
five times, Scandinavia and Germany three times, Switzerland twice,
and France at least once. “I have been kept very busy,” he said. Far
from a lament, especially after his ordeal in Japan, his words car-
ried satisfaction.₅₃

There was a private life to these years, centering on Emily.
When Grant was called to Japan in 1901, the seniority of his wife
Augusta gave her claim to that exotic and exciting experience. But
his typical fair dealing with his wives reasserted itself when, after
returning from Japan, he received the European Mission assign-
ment. Augusta had accompanied him to Japan, now it was Emily’s
turn to be with him.₅₄

Had the choice of the two tours been hers, Emily certainly
would have selected Europe. European tradition and culture had
fascinated her from childhood, and now she was eager to experience
Europe’s sites and sounds. She traveled often with her husband on
his preaching assignments, leaving the younger children with Fia
Wahlgren, the family’s nanny. This gave her the opportunity to
sightsee while her husband conducted meetings and interviews. At
first, when time and business permitted, he joined her, but as his
mission progressed he was content to attend to duty and grant Emily
her leave. Her pace was indefatigable, testing the limits of even the
older Grant children, who sometimes accompanied her.₅₅

Although graying with middle age, Emily remained very much
alive. Her energy stemmed not only from the legendary curiosity she
had inherited from her Wells ancestors but also from a sense of
liberation. The days of clandestine living on the underground were
behind her. For half a dozen years she had lived openly in Salt Lake
City society; yet, whatever her improving station, England offered
emotional release. For the first time, polygamy was not an overrid-
ing concern. She and Heber had each other to themselves, and they
both felt a new intimacy. “I am getting better acquainted with Emily,”
he confided in a letter home.₅₆ It was as if the couple were honey-
mooning instead of beginning the nineteenth year of their marriage.
They both later remembered their English experience as idyllic,
a time of “perfect home life.”₅₇ For Emily, these were certainly her
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happiest years. “Mamma did so thoroughly enjoy every minute of
the time there,” Dessie wrote to her father many years later. “She
said she had enjoyed being with you more than anyone on earth
could possibly know.”₅₈

It was also an exciting time for the Grant children. Without
formal or higher schooling himself, their father nevertheless prized
education and hoped that his family could make the best of his calling
by encountering Europe firsthand. Within weeks of his arrival in
England, he had sent Dessie and Grace to London for vocal train-
ing.₅₉ He later enrolled two of his daughters in schools in Berlin, and
always, especially under Emily’s enthusiastic prodding, the children
were encouraged to see historic sites and attend concerts. There was,
however, a limit to Grant’s enthusiasm for culture. When Edith’s
voice teacher in Liverpool recommended that she get advanced
study for a possible professional career, the churchman wanted none
of it. Instead of a professional career, he hoped that his daughter
might use her talent in a more conventional role, singing “lullabies
to her own babies.”₆₀ He was unmistakably relieved when Edith,
who no doubt sensed her father’s feelings, decided to forgo
advanced training.

Not wishing to limit Europe’s advantages to just Emily’s chil-
dren, Grant at first hoped that all ten of his daughters might join
him, and he even considered having Augusta cross the Atlantic as
well. But with Church officials in Salt Lake City expressing growing
misgiving about his family’s activities, he finally imposed a limit
on the number of his children who could be in Europe at a single
moment, giving each a turn by rotating them in and out of the
Liverpool mission home₆₁ (illus. 12-1). New arrivals brought excite-
ment. “Have been counting the hours all day,” he once wrote in his
diary. “Day moved like the gait of a snail. My daughters Anna and
Mary will be here this evening.”₆₂

Grant later conceded the wisdom of the warnings he received
about limiting the number of his children in the mission field, as
even his diminished involvement in his family’s activities brought
criticism from some impoverished Saints who saw them as extrava-
gant. Others assumed that the family’s expenses were met by the
Church. Grant, however, prided himself that he had paid every mite
and farthing himself, including the children’s boarding costs while
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they lived at Holly Road. These and other expenses were substantial.
The final cost of the family’s European experience was some ten
thousand dollars.₆₃

There were interludes that were biographically revealing. Emily,
bright and confident in private relationships, sometimes faltered in
her new setting. While visiting London with some of the girls, she
was approached by a young man selling strawberries. At two shillings
a box, the berries were expensive but attractive. The elders would
certainly enjoy them. Surrendering a ten-shilling gold piece, she waited
while the vendor went to a nearby store to make change. Minutes
passed. Finally Grace went to learn the reason for the delay. “Yes,
I saw the boy come in,” the man behind the counter said, “but he
didn’t buy anything. He just walked through the store and out the
back door.” To make matters worse, Emily learned that the box of
berries had a single layer of fruit. The boy had propped up a few
strawberries on several layers of leaves.₆₄

Grant had his own embarrassment. Shortly after the family
arrived in Liverpool, six-year-old Frances proved herself an able
mimic of Liverpool’s accents and street talk. “My dear,” her father
corrected, “those are not nice words and I don’t want you to use
them. I’ll have to wash out your mouth.”

At breakfast several days later, Grant, always a spirited raconteur,
told a story containing a few words of colorful dialogue. Little
Frances overheard and commented, “Papa, you washed my mouth
out for saying those words, and now you’re saying them.”

Wondering how he might explain to the little child the distinc-
tion of using words as opposed to recounting them, her father pled
guilty. “So I did, my dear,” he said, “and I shouldn’t say them any
more than you should. Would you like to wash my mouth out?”

She would—and did. “From that moment I knew that my
father would be absolutely fair in all his dealings with me,” she later
remembered. Heber also learned a lesson. When telling future stories,
he invariably substituted the phrase “with emphasis” for any objec-
tionable four-letter words.₆₅

Grant often fretted about his health. Though his tensions eased
while he was in England, as his mission progressed he found himself
unable to sleep past three or four in the morning. He learned to live
with this disability, reading and writing during the early morning
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hours and then taking a compensating nap after lunch.₆₆ This
unheard-of allowance was part of a new health-care program that
apparently had begun with a prescription from Francis M. Lyman.
Before dressing, Grant accordingly took breathing exercises—one
hundred deep breaths. Then he kneaded his stomach for five minutes,
followed by fifteen minutes of “physical culture,” mild calisthenics
that stretched and toned his muscles.₆₇ He would continue these
exercises the rest of his life.

Later in the afternoon, if he felt tired, he might sit at the mis-
sion home piano and pick out a few hymns with his index finger.
After a refreshing thirty or forty-five minutes, he would then return
to work.₆₈ Clearly, he wished to slow his pace. “I try to eat slow and
think slow and walk deliberately,” he declared. “These things are all
new to my way of living.”₆₉

As always, Grant measured his health by the ebbs and flows of
his waistline. At first he thought he might put on weight by sheer
perseverance, by strictly maintaining his exercise and tension-reducing
program. He was rewarded by a quick twenty-pound gain. But as his
mission continued, he slimmed down to his former 137 pounds and
found, to his disappointment, that he could once more wear the
clothes he had brought from America.₇₀ There was, however, one
important byproduct to his efforts. Now feeling rested and stronger,
he could, for the first time since his physical breakdown in Tooele
almost twenty years earlier, pass a couch or chair without wanting to
rest. For years he had pushed himself onward through the force of
his strong will.₇₁

He had thought that his European mission might allow him to
continue a long-postponed study program he had started in Japan.
During the early months, he tried to navigate ten pages a day in such
faith-promoting books as Heber C. Kimball’s Journal and George Q.
Cannon’s My First Mission. He augmented these selections with five
pages in the Doctrine and Covenants and by memorizing one verse
daily. But like his weight-increasing program, he found that the
longer he remained in Liverpool, the less successful he was. He
increasingly allowed other priorities to crowd out his studies.₇₂

While in England, Grant encountered another book that had
great influence on him, not only because of its contents but also for
the practice it began. Pausing one day in the editorial office of the
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Millennial Star, he casually thumbed through a slender volume, The
Power of Truth by William George Jordan, a former editor of the
Saturday Evening Post. Grant found himself captured by the author’s
simple phrases and practical lessons. He read the volume seven times
and began to liberally salt his sermons with its messages. “I know of
no book of the same size, that has made a more profound impres-
sion upon my mind,” he wrote enthusiastically to Jordan, “and whose
teachings I consider of greater value.”₇₃

Grant decided the book deserved wide circulation. Inquiring
of the publishers, he learned that of the original five thousand copies
printed, only a few hundred had been sold. The rest of the copies were
scheduled for the incinerator. Grant immediately purchased these as
well as the book’s copyright and began to mark and inscribe copies for
friends. Before leaving Europe he ordered another one thousand copies
printed.₇₄ Due to his constant and impassioned boosting, the book
eventually gained popularity in Utah.

Thus began one of Grant’s characteristic hobbies: buying hun-
dreds and sometimes thousands of copies of books for distribution
to friends (illus. 12-2). More than simple book-giving on a grand
scale, the activity fit into his view of what a man of his interests and
standing should do. Despite his ecclesiastical calling, he continued
to dress, act, and conform to the best standards of the Gilded Age’s
entrepreneurs, standards which meant, at least in his eyes, employ-
ing personal means for social and cultural betterment. He had long
shown an interest in the paintings of Utah naturalist John Hafen,
and while in Europe Grant’s patronage continued with the promis-
ing mezzo-soprano Arvilla Clark and with two Utah artists studying
in Paris, Mahonri Young and Leo Fairbanks.₇₅

Grant’s dealings with Fairbanks showed how strong his sense of
social obligation was. The Apostle did not enjoy Fairbanks’s technique
and chided him for his frequent violation of Victorian mood and
sensibility. “The height of art in the estimation of most men is to me
the height of that which all modest people should resent,” Grant said.₇₆

Yet he was repeatedly supportive, attempting to find Salt Lake City
buyers for Fairbanks’s work and personally subsidizing it. “You do not
need to worry about not having enough money to take you home
[from France],” he assured the artist. “You can spend all of your money
[for study], and I promise to let you have money to take you home.”₇₇
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Grant’s sightseeing
activities bore little of
the small-town cant and
forced obligation that
characterized some nou-
veau riche of the period.
He clearly took pleasure
in cultural affairs, though
his descriptive comments
sometimes betrayed the
eye of a beginner.₇₈ He
noted that he “enjoyed . . .
very much” Much Ado
about Nothing at His
Majesty’s Theatre and used the same phrase a week later to describe
The Scarlet Pimpernel. He found an unnamed opera at Covent
Gardens to be “too classical” and to lack “sweet music,” but he had a
decidedly warmer reaction to his introduction to Wagner’s
Lohengrin. He labeled the singing of world-renowned contralto
Clara Butt “splendid entertainment”; and after hearing Handel’s
oratorio Elijah, he enthusiastically resolved to “get something of this
kind” performed by the Mormon Tabernacle Choir.₇₉

He explored the wonders of the continent with equal gusto
(illus. 12-3). Seeing Rembrandt’s Night Drill in Rotterdam so
impressed Grant that he wanted a copy.₈₀ In Paris he thought the
Sacré Coeur “the most magnificant architectural structure I have
ever seen,” and the Louvre left him literally speechless. “The paint-
ing and sculpture must be seen to be appreciated—I shall attempt
no description of what I saw,” he wrote. In France he also visited the
Cluny Museum, Sainte Chapelle, the Palace of Justice, Les Invalides,
Versailles, the Eiffel Tower (going to the top), and the Tuilleries.₈₁ In
Dresden, Germany, he attended the Royal Opera House, the circus,
and the beer gardens. The latter afforded “some beautiful music by
one of the finest bands in Germany,” but of course no transgressing
alcohol. He did, however, ruefully concede that the spectacle of
“apostle Grant” spending a Sunday evening at a German beer garden
would be enough, if the news leaked to Salt Lake City, to make some
Saints faint.₈₂
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Illus. 12-2.  Heber J. Grant signing books to
give away as gifts.

Courtesy Church Archives, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints
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With Emily at his side, he noted that at times “sight seeing is
about the hardest work I have ever done.”₈₃ But there were other
moments of almost boyish romp. On his fourth tour of the Scandinavian
branches, he asked his companions how they wished to celebrate the
Fourth of July. He answered his own question by announcing an
intention to call on King Oscar of Sweden. When they arrived at
Rosendal Palace, the king’s summer residence, Grant and his group
noted how scanty security seemed. Grant waited until the guard in
front of the palace reached the edge of his prescribed back-and-forth
march and pivoted to return. Taking a single Swedish-speaking elder
with him, he fell quickly behind the guard for a few steps and then
hastily made for the door.

“I wish to see the king,” Grant told the startled chamberlain. To
buttress his case, Grant quickly penciled a note: “To His Majesty
King Oscar. I am here with a party from Utah, U.S.A.—fifteen in
number. If you will allow us the pleasure of shaking hands with you
on this day we Americans celebrate we shall feel highly honored and
duly grateful.” He enclosed a letter of introduction from Heber Wells,
Governor of Utah, and mentioned additional letters from both Utah
senators, if needed.

Grant’s daring paid off. To the surprise of everyone in the party,
with the possible exception of their leader, the king soon appeared—
“a magnificent specimen of humanity,” Grant thought. He first spoke
in Swedish, but graciously switched to English on learning that the
majority of the Americans could not understand him.

The interview consisted largely of pleasantries, but there was
one subject that the Americans found reassuring. Thanking His
Majesty for the religious liberty they enjoyed in his Norwegian and
Swedish realms, the party received a forceful reply. “Liberty! yes,
that is best,” Oscar responded. “I do not desire in any way to hinder
any from worshiping God as their conscience leads them.” He then
added a statement that perhaps explained his willingness to meet
with them. “I have representatives traveling in various sections of
the United States,” the party in later years remembered him saying,
“and the reports I receive indicate that my former subjects in Utah
are happier and more prosperous, and getting along better [there]
than in any other part of the United States.” With this, he broke off

the ten-minute exchange with a “God be with you all” and an “adieu,”
then stepped back into his residence.₈₄
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Near the end of his mission, Grant received permission from
President Joseph F. Smith for a final sightseeing foray into Italy.
Surviving photographs show Emily and Heber exploring the won-
ders of Venice’s St. Mark’s and the ruins of Pompeii. “The day has
been one of the most intensely interesting of my life,” he noted
(illus. 12-4). They also explored the catacombs and toured St. Peter’s
Cathedral in the Vatican. Heber declared St. Peter’s Cathedral to be
“more wonderful than any building I have ever seen.” Even the
weather smiled benediction, with the sky bright and crystal blue. If
the European Mission years were the crème of their marriage, their
twenty-three-day trip to Italy was the crème de la crème.

Grant returned from his Italian travels sobered by news of his
deteriorating finances. With Philippine sugar steadily dominating
American markets, his portfolio of intermountain sugar stocks had
badly slumped. He attempted to be philosophical. “I am now worse
off than when I came on this mission. . . . Such is life.”₈₅

For a moment he wondered if his Italian trip had been wise. But
the costs of his touring, whether in Italy or elsewhere, were easily
justified. He had traveled widely in America as a businessman and
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Illus. 12-4. Heber and Emily in front of St. Mark’s Cathedral in Venice, Italy,
in 1906.

Courtesy Church Archives, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints



churchman, but his European experience was an important supple-
ment to his education. It introduced him to European grandeur,
history, and achievement. His travels also provided cultural balance
and perspective. Perhaps as important, his travels also gave him a
renewed appreciation for his own heritage. As he watched people in
Italy genuflect before icons, he expressed quiet appreciation for the
simple worship of his own faith.₈₆ The socially conscious entrepre-
neur within him sensed something terribly disproportionate about
Europe’s bejeweled shrines. Couldn’t the precious gems and obvious
wealth of the cathedrals finance manufacturing institution after manu-
facturing institution to “furnish the poor people employment”?₈₇

With the exception of his Italian tour, most of Grant’s sightsee-
ing and concert-going was at an end after his first three or four
months in Europe. Following his initial excitement, he was sur-
prised by how little the theater billboards interested him as he bore
in on the demands of his mission.₈₈ As his mission drew to a close,
there was no looking back. “I shall be able to go home feeling that I
have done about as well as I could have,” he wrote a friend. “I did
not go home from Japan with this feeling.”₈₉

The mission ended with a spiritual crescendo. During his presi-
dency, he found his meetings with mission leaders to be especially
helpful. By summer 1906 he resolved to hold at Bradford the first
modern assembly of all elders stationed in Britain. To supplement
costs, he requested money from Utah donors; and when accommo-
dations proved inadequate, the elders volunteered to sleep three in a
bed if necessary. The results were Pentecostal. The conference was
“the best and most spirited . . . I have ever attended,” remembered
young Hugh B. Brown. “President Grant spoke with great power. . . .
Most every elder wept with joy.” Others confirmed the extraordi-
nary spirit. “Some [missionaries] whose testimonies were weak said,
‘Now I know.’ Many even of the most energetic Elders were heard to
say that they had received a great awakening touch.”₉₀

One elder thought Grant’s face glowed with special luminescence
when he addressed the conference. Grant could never recall laboring
under such a spiritual endowment. He struggled repeatedly to retain
emotional control. “I do not know that I have ever felt my own
insignificance and the magnitude of the work in which I am engaged,”
he reported to his mother. The experience seemed to validate his
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entire mission experience. “I can now realize more fully than I have
ever done before that it is impossible to have greater joy than one
experiences in the missionary field.”₉₁

Late in the evening one elder wondered if another spiritual
event might be taking place. He awakened to hear what seemed like
distant singing. Rising up on an elbow, he felt the reassuring hand of
Grant, his bed companion, who confessed he had been trying to
sing himself to sleep after the heavily charged conference.₉₂ Indeed,
for several days the excited leader found it hard to return to a normal
routine. Instead, he walked through the mission home and repeatedly
rejoiced with his office staff over their experience.₉₃ The conference
also stirred the missionaries. The total of distributed tracts jumped
each month to an unprecedented 450,000, or more than five hundred
for each missionary.₉₄

By the end of 1905, Grant was ready to return home to Utah.
Except for two short intervals, and counting his service in Japan, he
had been away from headquarters for four years. He had already served
in England twice as long as the one-year mission that President Smith
had first promised at the time of Grant’s call. “I have had about as
much of . . . [missionary service] as I care for in one dose,” he admit-
ted, “but I feel that I can and will be happy just as long as the Lord
wants me here.”₉₅ First he thought his release might come in the
spring; then he hoped for the summer. But with the Smoot contro-
versy continuing in America, Church authorities were in no hurry
to disturb already troubled waters by releasing Grant with cohabita-
tion charges against him still pending.₉₆

Finally, in October 1906, Grant learned that he would be per-
mitted to return to Salt Lake City in time for Christmas. There were
the usual farewell fêtes. The British missionaries presented him with
a Rembrandt print and an engraved gold watch. There was also a
party at the Holly Road meeting room with recitations, vocal and
piano solos, speeches, and refreshments. As the Grant family drove
to the Liverpool docks, rain and wind pushed against their omni-
bus.₉₇ The seas would be heavy for their trip home.

In later years, there was an afterglow to Grant’s three years in
Europe, in part, no doubt, because of the approaching death of Emily,
who even as they sailed from Liverpool was ill with undiagnosed
stomach cancer. England, finally, had been her time, a time when she
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and her husband culminated their relationship. Grant also sensed a
spiritual bequest. Over succeeding years, until his death almost forty
years later, his judgment of his years in Europe never wavered. “I got
nearer to the Lord, and accomplished more, and had more joy while
in the mission field than ever before or since,” he said.₉₈
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