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By most accounts, the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints has 

successfully assimilated into mainstream American culture, especially in the 
political arena. In the late 1800s, however, few Americans might have 
envisioned Latter-day Saints in such prominent public roles as governor 
(Mitt Romney of Massachusetts), cabinet secretary (Ezra Taft Benson for 
agriculture and George Romney for housing and urban development), 
solicitor general (Rex Lee), and national security advisor (Brent Scowcroft). 
The assimilation of the Church makes a long and complex story, one with a 
slow and bloody exposition and many disappointing setbacks. The fierce 
opposition to Mormonism and the stakes in this dispute make this centuries-
long process a veritable culture war. At the heart of the controversy was the 
question of the place of Mormonism in America: despite relocating to the 
remote deserts of Utah, the Church was forced to confront a geographically 
and politically growing Union that was mostly hostile. Eventually, a mutual 
recognition took place as the Church came to accept certain American 
values as inviolable and as Americans came to tolerate and even appreciate 
certain peculiar aspects of the Church.   

Scholars of Church history concede that there are three turning points in 
the context of the “Americanization” of the Church: the official 
proclamation of 1890 denouncing polygamy; the Senate retention trial of 
Reed Smoot from 1904 to 1907; and the official proclamation of 1978 
extending the priesthood to African Americans.1 These three parts of a 
larger culture war brought an often reluctant Church closer to mainstream 
America. While two of the three steps to assimilation – the proclamations 
against polygamy and racial discrimination – involved divinely-inspired 
revelations, the last was totally secular. The Senate seating trial of Reed 
Smoot was the first significant instance when the Church participated in 
public scrutiny of its character on the terms of the Gentiles, as non-Church 
members were commonly called. 

 
IAN SHIN is third-year student at Amherst College in Massachusetts. There he 
majors in American Studies and History. 

 
1 Mario DePillis, Interviewed by Ian Shin, 3 December 2003. 



144 Ian Shin 

Gaines Junction (Spring 2005) 

                                                

This paper examines the Smoot trial as a turning point in the history of 
the Church’s relations with mainstream American culture. Smoot’s ultimate 
seating validated the Church as a legitimate institution, though many 
Americans remained skeptical and suspicious. Much of the validation came 
through the Church’s definitive rejection of plural marriage, sealing the 
final chapter in the long-standing controversy over polygamy. Acceptance 
of Latter-day Saints as worthy, contributing members of their respective 
communities grew, reflecting the fine and long-suffering career of the 
Senator from Utah. Although the Church faltered from time to time in the 
face of a motley crew of vociferous opponents, an equally unlikely group of 
allies carried the Church to a victorious conclusion. In the end, the case 
against the gentleman from Utah was a case based on stereotypes and public 
frenzy. The incorporation of Mormonism into mainstream American culture 
was neither painless nor immediate, but the Senate trial of Reed Smoot, the 
gentleman from Utah, went great lengths to ensure that American pluralism 
came to see this homegrown faith as one of its own. 

Mormonism came of humble beginnings. Joseph Smith, Jr. organized 
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints in Fayette, New York on 6 
April, 1830. Since its inception, the Church was harassed by other 
denominations that saw the Saints as a delusional group, complete with gold 
plates and modern-day revelations. Teaching from the Book of Mormon, 
Smith built a considerable following in the northeast and dispatched 
missionaries to bring European converts to the United States. Pushed 
westward by their unfriendly neighbors, the Saints moved from state to 
state, building substantial settlements in Ohio and Missouri. In 1838, 
Missouri governor Lilburn Boggs issued an “Extermination Order” that 
declared that all Mormons “‘must be treated as enemies and must be 
exterminated or driven from the state, if necessary, for the public good.’”2 
For Governor Boggs and many Americans, the greatest threat posed by the 
Church was not that it simply existed outside traditional American values, 
but that, by its very existence, its beliefs and practices constituted a direct 
threat to the wellbeing of the nation.   

Retreating to Illinois, the Saints constructed their first temple in Nauvoo 
before it was burned and their prophet Smith murdered in Carthage on 27 
June, 1844. Smith’s murder – oft referred to as his “martyrdom” in Church 
history – was the proverbial straw that broke the camel’s back. The 
congregation split in twain in the wake of Smith’s murder: “Josephites” 
under the leadership of the slain prophet’s son disagreed with “Brighamites” 
under the leadership of Brigham Young over the next step for the Saints. 
The “Josephites” restructured to form the Reorganized Church of Jesus 
Christ of Latter-day Saints, while the “Brighamites” absorbed the majority 

 
2 See Richard Ostling, Mormon America (San Francisco: Harper, 2000), 34. 
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of the Latter-day Saints and continued to exist under the title of the official 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. In late winter of 1845, the 
Latter-day Saints turned their backs on the Republic that had spurned them 
time and again, and they began one last trek across the plains. The Saints 
left to find their Deseret, their promised land, which Young finally saw in 
the Salt Lake valley of Utah. There the Saints hoped to grow undisturbed in 
their peculiar solidarity, practicing, among other doctrines, the divine law of 
plural marriage. 

As early as 1843, Church doctrine acknowledged and sanctioned the 
practice of polygamy.3  For nearly twenty years, the Saints entered into 
plural marriages in secret in faraway Utah. Passed in 1862, the Morrill Act 
was the first attempt at anti-polygamy federal legislation but lacked any real 
power for enforcement in Church-dominated enclaves. In 1879, the 
Supreme Court ruled in Reynolds v. United States that the federal 
government had the power to legislate morality in prohibiting polygamy. 
Buoyed by this decision, anti-Mormon groups successfully won passage of 
the Edmunds-Tucker Act in 1887. Included in the Edmunds-Tucker Act was 
a rather radical provision (but nonetheless constitutional as upheld by the 
Supreme Court in 1890) that seized Church property over $50,000; the Act 
was an undisguised attack on Church hierarchy.4 Under pressure from the 
threat of federal enforcement and requirements for admission to the Union, 
President Wilford Woodruff issued an official declaration banning 
polygamy on 24 September 1890, ratified in General Conference and 
entered as official Church doctrine on 6 October 1890.5 Statehood came 
four years later in 1894. 

Even before Utah achieved statehood in 1894, the state already boasted 
a record of sending controversial representatives to Washington. George Q. 
Cannon came to Congress as Utah’s non-voting territorial delegate but was 
expelled in 1882 after the House of Representatives’ passage of its anti-
polygamy bill.6  Utah sent a second polygamist to the House in 1898 in the 
person of Brigham H. Roberts. Roberts was subsequently indicted for 
cohabitation in 1899 and excluded from taking his seat in the legislature in 

 
3 Verse 62 in Section 132 of the Doctrine and Covenants, recorded in 1843 but 

anticipated as early as 1831, states, “And if he have ten virgins given unto him by 
this law, he cannot commit adultery, for they belong to him, and they are given unto 
him; therefore is he justified.”  Doctrine and Covenants (Salt Lake City: The 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 1981), 272. 

4 See Gaines Foster, Moral Reconstruction (Chapel Hill: The University of 
North Carolina Press, 2002), 63. 

5 Doctrine and Covenants, 292. 
6 D. Michael Quinn, The Mormon Hierarchy (Salt Lake City: Signature Books, 

1997), 647. 
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1900.7  Considering Congress’ routine rejection of Utah representatives, the 
Senate trial of Reed Smoot should have been no surprise. This time, 
however, the regular charge of polygamy and cohabitation was 
demonstrably false, opening the door to deeper probes into other aspects of 
Church policy. The man at the center of this swirling controversy was Reed 
Smoot. 

In the 1920s, few politicians stood as prominently on the national 
political stage as did Senator Reed Smoot of Utah. Smoot chaired the 
powerful Senate Finance and Public Lands Committees. He made perennial 
appearances at the Republic National Convention and at Republican 
National Committee meetings. He was an undisputed power broker, doling 
out patronage for federal posts in Utah and sending Secretaries of State 
scurrying to reprimand anti-Mormon nations.8  Outside the Senate, Smoot 
was an indispensable presidential advisor. President Warren G. Harding 
offered Smoot the cabinet seat for the Treasury in 1920.9  Months after the 
death of Smoot’s wife in 1928, President and Mrs. Calvin Coolidge insisted 
that Smoot take a room at the White House while he settled his personal 
affairs.10  The gentleman from Utah was an American political darling. But 
it was not always so. 

Reed Smoot’s biography prior to his service in the Senate hardly fits his 
impressive record as a national and international figure. Smoot was born on 
10 January 1862 in Salt Lake City to Abraham O. Smoot and the former 
Anne K. Morrison.11  Intermarriage was not uncommon among the upper 
echelons of the Church hierarchy to which the Smoot family belonged, and 
Smoot was related not surprisingly to other powerful Church figures such as 
President Woodruff and President Heber J. Grant. Educated at Brigham 
Young Academy in Provo (later Brigham Young University), Smoot 
became active in the Provo business community and served Church 
missions in 1880 and in 1890. In 1884, Smoot wedded Alpha M. Eldredge, 
his one and only wife until she died in 1928. In 1888, Smoot began his life-
long association with the Republican Party by organizing the local 

 
7 Ibid, 687. 
8 Smoot regularly communicated with Secretary of State Charles Even Hughes 

about the treatment of Church missionaries abroad.  When State Department 
overtures proved fruitless, Smoot made personal visits to the governments of the 
United Kingdom, Sweden, Denmark, and Germany – all of them with great success.  
See Milton R. Merrill, Reed Smoot, Apostle in Politics (Logan: Utah State 
University Press, 1990), 154. 

9 See Reed Smoot, In the World, the Diaries of Reed Smoot, ed. Harvard Heath 
(Salt Lake City: Signature Books, 1997), 461. 

10 Ibid, 701. 
11 A basic biographical sketch of Reed Smoot can be found in The Mormon 

Hierarchy, Extensions of Power.  See Quinn, 698-700. 
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Republican club. Although he held numerous local party posts, Smoot was 
defeated for the mayoralty of Provo in 1892 in his first and only political 
attempt before his election to the Senate. In 1903, the Republican-
dominated Utah legislature elected Smoot as the junior senator from Utah, 
and, on 23 February 1903, Senator Thomas Kearns presented the credentials 
of Reed Smoot at the start of what would be a thirty-year career in the 
United States Senate.12

That same day, immediately following the presentation of Smoot’s 
credentials, Senator Julius C. Burrows of Michigan presented a protest to be 
filed against the senator-elect of Utah. This was not the first protest against 
Smoot. Five days after the Utah state legislature had elected Smoot on the 
first ballot, the Salt Lake Ministerial Association addressed a protest against 
Smoot’s election to the president of the United States and several members 
of the Senate.13 The Association’s protest was the first and most-quoted 
protest considered by the Senate. On its first page the protest laid out the 
main charges against Smoot: 

 
[He] is one of a self-perpetuating body of fifteen men who, constituting the 
ruling authorities of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, or 
“Mormon” Church, claim, and by their followers are accorded the right to 
claim, supreme authority…to shape the belief and control the conduct of 
those under them in all matters whatsoever, civil and religious, temporal 
and spiritual, and who thus…do so exercise the same as to inculcate and 
encourage a belief in polygamy and polygamous cohabitation…14

 
This first protest was joined by a second, independent protest from 

Methodist minister John Leilich, who added the startling charge that Smoot 
was a practicing polygamist.15  By the end of the Smoot trial, 3,482 such 
petitions would have been submitted to the Senate.16  With these petitions in 
hand, Senator Burrows prepared his Committee on Privileges and Elections 
to investigate Reed Smoot’s right to retain his seat in the upper house. 

Nine Republicans and five Democrats sat on the Committee of 
Privileges and Elections that reviewed Smoot’s case, and several senators 

 
12 See 57th Congress, second session, Congressional Record, vol. 36 

(Washington: GPO, 1903), 2496. 
13 Merrill, 30. 
14 Senate Committee on Privileges and Elections, In the Matter of the Protests 

Against the Right of Hon. Reed Smoot, a Senator from the State of Utah to Hold His 
Seat, 59th Congress, first session, Senate Document 486, Vol. 4932 (Washington: 
GPO, 1970), 1. 

15 Merrill, 35. 
16 See Harvard S. Heath, “Reed Smoot: The First Modern Mormon” (PhD. 

diss., Brigham Young University, 1990), 98. 
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merit specific mention here. It is interesting to note that the most vehement 
anti-Smoot sentiments came from both sides of the aisle: from Republican 
Chairman Burrows and from Democrat Senator Fred Dubois of Idaho. M. 
Paul Holsinger argues that Burrows’ intentions were basically 
magnanimous and patriotic. “If it could be shown that [the Latter-day 
Saints] were engaged in anti-American or criminal actions, not only could 
Smoot be unseated, but, in Burrow’s view, America bettered.”17  Dubois’ 
antagonism towards Smoot and the Church is more ambiguous; it might be 
argued that the senator detested Mormonism because he knew that the 
Church exercised some control over its members’ political tendencies. As a 
Democrat Gentile in the heavily LDS-influenced state of Idaho, Dubois 
stood to gain little from his Latter-day Saint constituency. Fortunately for 
Smoot, three of the more gifted orators of the Senate stood with him: Joseph 
Foraker of Ohio, A.J. Beveridge of Indiana, and Philander Knox of 
Pennsylvania. These three senators would prove indispensable in the final 
days of debate before the full Senate. 

In November 1903, the Committee on Privileges and Elections 
instructed Reed Smoot to submit a written defense against the charges that 
had been made against him in the petitions. Smoot issued his defense on 9 
January, one week before the Committee formally began its hearings. Aided 
by A.S. Worthington and Waldemar Van Cott as counsel, Smoot identified 
only two valid charges that would disqualify his election, both of which he 
denied. The first charge, that he was a polygamist, Smoot curtly rejected, 
citing his marriage to Alpha May Eldredge as the only marital and child-
bearing relationship he had entered.18  Smoot devoted the majority of his 
argument against the second charge, that he was beholden to a Church 
hierarchy that encouraged unlawful polygamy and curtailed political 
freedom. 

The Committee on Privileges and Elections began its deliberations on 
Senate Resolution 142 – “Resolved, that Reed Smoot is not entitled to a seat 
as a Senator of the United States from the State of Utah” – on 16 January 
1903. The first meeting of the committee was short and included opening 
arguments only, for Chairman Burrows had determined that the proceedings 
would be postponed several weeks to allow the counsel for the protestant (a 
procedural term, not to be confused with the “Protestants” that, ironically, 
constituted the body of opinion for the protestant) more time to prepare his 
case. Burrows’ admiring biographer William Orcutt portrays the Chairman 
as “‘cool, white-faced, quiet and determined, so absolutely impartial, a 

 
17 M. Paul Holsinger, “J.C. Burrows and the Fight Against Mormonism: 1903-

1907,” Michigan History, 52.2 (1968): 184. 
18 “Smoot Answers Charges,” New York Times, 10 January 1904, p.5. 
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prince of courtesy…’” during the Smoot trial.19  But Smoot’s own 
correspondence with Joseph F. Smith, president of the Church from 1901 to 
1918, reveals that Burrows was less than unprejudiced in conducting the 
hearings.20  As chairman, Burrows combined his command of procedural 
techniques and legal wit to confound many pro-Smoot witnesses, including 
the Church’s prophet. 

 Joseph F. Smith, president and prophet of the Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-day Saints, responded to his subpoena and took the stand on 2 March 
1903 as the committee’s first and most controversial witness. Over three 
days of testimony, the protestant counsel Robert W. Tayler and impaneled 
senators brought to public light a sensational admission. Questioned by 
Tayler on his opinion of the Woodruff proclamation denouncing polygamy, 
Smith effectively rejected the Church ordinance and affirmed his belief in 
the value and legitimacy of polygamy. When Chairman Burrows more 
succinctly asked Smith as to his current marital status and his obedience of 
federal marriage laws, Smith answered, “Mr. Chairman, I have not claimed 
that in that case I have obeyed the law of the land. I do not claim so, and, as 
I said before, that I prefer to stand my chances against the law.”21   

Smith’s testimony was not news; as Smith himself readily admitted, 
“My friends all know that – Gentiles and Jews and Mormons. They all 
know that I have 5 wives.”22  Nevertheless, Smith’s defiant declaration 
aired the Church’s proverbial “dirty laundry” through the press. At the time, 
Smith’s testimony seemed irreparably damaging. “The candor of the 
witness is the more remarkable,” the New York Times opined, “and we may 
add the more admirable, since every one of his damaging and candid 
admissions is a nail in the coffin of his candidate.”23 As the editorial’s title 
– “Smith vs. Smoot” – seemed to suggest, Smoot’s case needed neither J.C. 
Burrows nor Fred Dubois, for his own prophet’s words were sufficiently 
adversarial. 

Joseph F. Smith’s testimony on polygamy was not the only stumble in 
the Smoot hearings. On several occasions, Smith gave confusing, 

 
19 From William Dana Orcutt, Burrows of Michigan, vol. 2 (New York: 

Longsman, 1917), 140-141, quoted in Holsinger: 185. 
20 In a routine legal maneuver, Smoot asked Burrows to divulge the protestant’s 

witness in order to prepare his case.  Burrows replied, “Oh, no.  We could never do 
that, for if we did you would telegraph home and they would get out of the way.”  
Smoot considered this reply “uncalled for, and a reflection upon the people who did 
not deserve it, and that it was without foundation.”  Reed Smoot to Joseph F. Smith, 
9 February 1904, quoted in Heath, 120. 

21 59th Congress, second session, Congressional Record, vol. 41 
(Washington: GPO, 1907), 251. 

22 Ibid. 
23 “Smith vs. Smoot,” New York Times, 6 March 1904, p. 8. 
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roundabout, and defiant testimony before the committee. For example, 
when Smith addressed the committee on the topic of Church control of 
commercial affairs, he seemed befuddled on the matter. Answering 
counselor Tayler’s questions on the ownership of the Deseret News, Smith 
offered irrelevant answers on the ownership of the newspaper’s building 
and the defunct holding company before finally admitting that the Church 
owned the periodical.24 More startling was President Smith’s interpretation 
of the Church’s authority relative to that of the government. Senator Hoar of 
Massachusetts asked: “The point is, which, as a matter of obligation, is the 
prevalent authority, the law of the lands or the revelation?” Smith answered: 
“Well, perhaps the revelation would be paramount.” Senator Hoar was 
aghast: “Perhaps? Do you think ‘perhaps’ is an answer to that?”25  In this 
instance, President Smith’s testimony is at least understandable in that the 
country had a long history of respecting conscience before the law. 
Nevertheless, the head of the Church made a poor showing before the 
Committee on Privileges and Elections, and his convoluted and bold 
testimony no doubt contributed to the committee’s decision that Reed 
Smoot was not entitled to his seat. 

The affair of Apostles Matthias Cowley and John Taylor also tainted the 
Church’s testimony before the Committee on Privileges and Elections. 
Cowley and Taylor had been subpoenaed along with the first round of 
witnesses in early June, but both had failed to appear before the committee 
at their appointed times. John Taylor escaped to Canada and wrote to 
President Smith from that country: “In my official labors as an Apostle in 
the Church, I hold myself entirely subject to your direction; but in a matter 
so personal and purely political…I must ask to be excused for entering a 
task so humiliating.”26 The humiliation that Taylor sought to avoid was 
probably the humiliation that Smith had suffered at the hands of Chairman 
Burrows and counsel Tayler. Unfortunately, Apostle Francis Lyman had 
identified Taylor as a polygamist.27  Therefore, Taylor’s and Cowley’s 
willful absence came to represent the Church’s contempt for governmental 
authority and produced suspicions that the Church had something to hide. 
President Smith was forced into an uncomfortable position as Chairman 
Burrows demanded daily that the Prophet produce his subordinates. In truth, 
Smith’s inability to compel the two apostles to come out of hiding 
buttressed Smoot’s case that the Church had no temporal authority over its 
members. Nevertheless, this public disobedience of the Church continued to 

 
24 Senate Committee on Privileges and Elections, 87. 
25 Senate Committee on Privileges and Elections, 313. 
26 John Taylor to Joseph Smith, 16 March 1905, quoted in Heath 123. 
27 “Dodge Political Issue in the Smoot Inquiry,” New York Times, 9 March 

1904, p. 5 
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jeopardize Smoot’s case, and, at the October 1905 General Conference, 
Smoot publicly and shockingly refused to sustain Cowley and Taylor as 
members of the Council of the Twelve Apostles. Six months later, Cowley 
and Taylor were dismissed from the quorum, but not before Smoot was 
forced to take matters into his own hands and serious disagreements 
emerged in the top ranks of the Church hierarchy.   

On 1 June 1906, the Committee on Privileges and Elections rendered its 
verdict on Smoot’s right to retain his seat in the Senate. Senator Dubois 
moved, “Resolved that Reed Smoot is not entitled to his seat as a United 
States Senator from the State of Utah.” With Chairman Burrows and 
Senator Jonathan P. Dolliver of Iowa joining the solid Democrat bloc, the 
committee voted seven to five in favor of the Dubois motion. However, it 
could not agree on a method to enforce its sentiment. A motion to exclude – 
or to deny – Smoot from his seat failed seven to five; a motion to expel 
Smoot also failed, six to six. Deadlocked on its recommendation to the full 
Senate, the Committee submitted two reports – a hostile majority report by 
Chairman Burrows and a favorable minority report by Joseph Foraker of 
Ohio.   

The stalemate was hardly encouraging for Smoot. As the New York 
Times reported, “Senator Smoot himself regards the outcome as likely to be 
against him, and expects to retire from the Senate.”28  The Smoot case now 
proceeded to the upper house for full debate, where the only testimonials 
offered would come from Smoot’s seasoned senatorial colleagues rather 
than from the politically-unskilled church leaders. The Senate’s ultimate 
decision to allow Smoot to retain his seat suggests that there were 
significant shifts in the attitudes regarding Smoot’s eligibility. 

Time was crucial to Reed Smoot’s retention of his seat in the Senate. 
The majority and minority reports were submitted on 11 June 1906, but the 
first speech on the matter did not take place until 11 December 1906 when 
Chairman Burrows took to the Senate floor to introduce his committee’s 
findings. The already drawn-out affair was three years in the making, and 
many senators were unwilling to push the hearings to a Senate vote before 
its summer recess. Senator Teller of Colorado, for example, proclaimed that 
he “was not going to be pushed around by public clamor” and that, 
considering the lengthy work of the committee, “he certainly wanted some 
time for consideration.”29 As a result, public sentiments and heated personal 
convictions came to rest for several months before Senate deliberations 

 
28 The date of the committee’s vote commonly reported in secondary sources is 

6 June 1906.  The New York Times records the entitlement vote 1 June 1906 and 
reported it on 2 June 1906.  See “Senators Vote, 7 to 5, Against Reed Smoot,” New 
York Times, 2 June 1906, p. 4. 

29 New York World, 3 June 1906, quoted in Merrill, 40. 
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began in December. The effect of this hiatus is significant. As the 
Springfield Republican noted in an editorial published after the conclusion 
of the trial, “The Senate leaders…have procrastinated in dealing with the 
case, and their judgment appears to be vindicated by the popular 
indifference with which the contest has lately been regarded.”30 An 
interruption at this crucial point of the trial – when a negative 
recommendation had been passed from the committee to a reluctant Senate 
– cooled passions and revealed that the Smoot trial was very much based on 
unthinking hysteria. 

Full debate on the Smoot case commenced on 11 December 1906 when 
Chairman Burrows launched his tirade against Smoot and Mormonism. 
After a brief synopsis of the Church’s history that was somewhat slanted 
towards the “Josephites,” Burrows explained the charges against Smoot as 
seen by the majority of his committee and recaptured the most damning 
testimony given by Church authorities. There can be no doubt that the basis 
of his attack was anti-Mormon rather than anti-Smoot. Burrows argued, “It 
is submitted, therefore, that the Senator by becoming a member of and 
identifying himself with such organization and participating in its function, 
has disqualified himself for membership in this body.”31 Senator Dubois 
reiterated the Michigan senator’s accusations that Smoot was criminal by 
association in his speech two days later. Dubois begged the difference 
between men like Smoot and common Saints. He also invoked the salvation 
of the young in his address: “The brainy young men of the church are 
irrevocably tied irrevocably to the church and made subservient to it 
through the polygamous relation.”32 Through January and February 1907, 
senators exchanged speeches on Smoot’s entitlement to his seat. The most 
eloquent of the pro-Smoot speeches came from Senator Knox, whose 
constitutionally-based endorsement of Smoot received commendations from 
Smoot’s greatest supporter, President Theodore Roosevelt. It was also at 
this time that newspapers began to take note of the differences between the 
two parties in the contest.33  While Burrows and Dubois raged about rumors 
of polygamy, Knox and his colleagues argued for common sense and level-
headed treatment of the question. The latter would prevail. 

In the end, when the question was called on 20 February 1907, the 
Senate sided with Reed Smoot, 42 ayes to 28 nays. The vote represented a 
broader decision, though it could not be quantified as clearly as was the roll 
call for Smoot’s retention, to move forward the assimilation of the Church 

 
30 “The Victory of Reed Smoot,” Springfield Republican, 21 February 1907, p. 

8. 
31 59th Congress, second session, vol. 41, 255. 
32 Ibid, 331. 
33 Merrill, 186. 
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of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints in mainstream American culture. As a 
cultural battle unto itself, the Smoot trial is a social and political story that 
still merits examination. The victory of Reed Smoot and the Church 
reflected a real change in the American perception of this former religious 
outsider and even in the definition of the designation “American.” More 
importantly, the change came more through internal transformation of the 
entrenched majority than through external efforts by the Church to establish 
its legitimacy. 

The backbone of the entrenched majority that the Church would join 
eventually, but that had initially raised the most vocal opposition to Smoot’s 
seating, was the alliance of individuals and groups that Gaines Foster labels 
“the Christian lobby.”34 Indeed the first and primary protest launched 
against Reed Smoot’s election came from the Salt Lake Ministerial 
Association, a coalition of fifteen leading Protestant ministers in the Latter-
day Saints-dominated city. Protestant evangelical congregations were 
responsible for the thousands of petitions sent to their representatives in 
Senate. Over the course of the trial, Chairman Burrows estimated that nearly 
four million signatures were collected against Smoot.35  Smoot reported 
from his conversations with other senators that “‘the plan was now to have 
every American who can write send letters to their Senators demanding that 
they listen to the voice of the American people, and vote to unseat me no 
matter what the testimony may be.’”36 The Christian lobby’s mass 
mobilization of its most developed weapons of political persuasion against 
Smoot demonstrates that the evangelicals considered the Utahan to be a 
serious threat. More importantly, by declaring itself to be the “voice of the 
American people,” the Christian lobby drew a clear line as to who was and 
who was not “American.” 

The meaning of being “American” is central to the antagonism of the 
Protestants towards the Latter-day Saints. Essential to being “American” 
was the separation of church and state. Despite the United States’ Puritan 
roots, the Founding Fathers had been careful to include the establishment 
clause against state religion in the Bill of Rights. As Reverend A.S. Bailey 
accused of the Saints, “It is a theory of Mormonism that all power, 
religious, business and political, belongs to the church.”37  This theory was 
antithetical to the American system of secular-religious balance. Through 

 
34 Foster, 225. 
35 Thomas Alexander, Mormonism in Transition (Urbana: University of Illinois 

Press, 1986), 21. 
36 Reed Smoot to Joseph F. Smith, 23 March 1904, Quoted in Heath, 126. 
37 Rev. A.S. Bailey penned “Anti-American Influences in Utah” for Christian 

Progress in Utah in 1888, quoted in Kathleen Flake, “Mr. Smoot Goes to 
Washington,” (M.A. thesis, University of Chicago, 2000), 8. 
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Protestantism’s worth ethic and roots in rejecting authority, the nation’s 
dominant faith made individualism another essential aspect of being 
American. Compared with dictatorial or communal decision-making, 
individualism bred a healthier democracy because citizens could freely 
contribute to the progress of the nation and protect against the violation of 
their rights. Mormonism espoused neither of these ideals of America.   

As a more involved religion than what was traditionally practiced, 
Mormonism bucked Protestant expectations of the separation of church and 
state. Indeed, Latter-Day Saints saw themselves in what Kathleen Flake 
calls “a theocracy of priests and priestesses called to mediate salvation” 
rather than the Protestant “voluntary association of people assembled to 
accomplish a particular, shared purpose.”38 To that end, the individual’s 
worth and work were made subordinate to the needs of the group. Saints 
regularly paid a tithe, or one-tenth, of their earnings in currency or in goods 
to the Church to be used for the needy and for Church programs. At one 
point, the Church even practiced a communal system of living known as the 
“United Order.”39  Senator Shelby Cullom of Illinois admonished, “[If] the 
hierarchy of the Mormon Church…penetrates, as it once penetrated into the 
affairs of citizenship…then we have something in our midst that is a real 
menace…”40  The great demands that the Church made on the economic 
lives of its members came to be seen as meddling in temporal affairs and as 
violating the American ideal of separation of church and state.  

The Church’s organization added fuel to Gentile accusations that Latter-
day Saints were mindless peons of Church hierarchy. This “theo-
democracy” was built on a highly federalized model with local units that 
“sustained” higher authorities. These higher authorities consisted of the 
First Presidency, which comprised the President of the Church and his two 
counselors. Second in authority to the First Presidency was the Council of 
the Twelve Apostles, the quorum of men to which Smoot had belonged 
since 8 April 1900.41  Since the succeeding President of the Church was 
customarily drawn from the ranks of the Twelve and Smoot was fourth in 
the line of succession at the time of his election, there was probably some 
legitimate fear that a senator would also become the world leader of a 
rapidly growing denomination.   

In church governance, ordinary Saints were given the opportunity to 
inject their opinions on matters of church policy by “the raising of the right 
hand.” However, it was rare for a member to disagree with the 
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congregation. This routine unanimity presented an image of a church that 
suppressed dissent. In an article in Collier’s Weekly entitled “The Great 
Mormon Conspiracy,” Alfred Lewis condemns, “[Mormonism] is a religion 
of gloom, of bitterness, of fear, of iron hand to punish the recalcitrant.”42  
Lewis also suggested that Mormonism was a religion that “men would quit 
in a spirit of independence, a want of superstitious belief in their prophet’s 
‘revelations,’ and a dislike of those onerous tithes.”43  Lewis thus argues 
that active Latter-day Saints had grown deficient of the good sense to rebel 
against unjust authority and, by extension, the good sense to participate in 
democracy. The accusation that the Saints’ lack of individualism amounted 
to powerlessness and ignorance buttressed claims that, because of his 
membership in the Church, Smoot could not be a functional and effective 
legislator. 

For the successful incorporation of Mormonism into American culture 
through the Smoot trial, two steps were necessary. First, the Church would 
have to make certain concessions in its character. Second, American 
pluralism would have to extend to the peculiarity of Mormonism. 

Another notable contributor to the “American majority” which rallied 
against the seating of Reed Smoot was a coalition of respectable women’s 
groups. Women’s groups had fought valiantly and sometimes successfully 
for myriad issues throughout the nineteenth century, including temperance 
and obscenity laws. The “cult of domesticity” made women the guardians of 
the Republic and the caretaker of America’s future as embodied in the 
wellbeing of American children. This concern with issues of family and the 
home extended naturally to the Smoot case with its discussion of polygamy. 
In 1904, the National Union of Women’s Organizations was formed through 
the National Congress of Mothers specifically “to take concerted action 
against the retention of Reed Smoot” and “to protect the American ideals of 
home and family.”44  Even as the trial neared its end, on 4 February 1907 
alone, Women’s Christian Temperance Unions in 48 Indianan cities sent 
anti-Smoot petitions to the Senate.45  On the final day of voting, female 
spectators so outnumbered male spectators that they swarmed the men’s 
portion of the Senate gallery. The women’s loud and unrelenting 
remonstrations eventually subsided after Senator Foraker threatened 
punishment, but the New York Times could not help but comment snidely 
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that, among these supposed guardians of virtue and propriety, “scores of 
women were just aching to hiss.”46  Women’s groups thus held a significant 
and vocal place against Smoot in his trial. 

Although women’s groups drew a connection between Reed Smoot and 
the endangerment of ideal American family life, they recognized that the 
real battle was not between the man and the nation. A letter that the 
National Union sent to various state and local organizations to recruit funds 
and supporters intoned: “Utah…now boldly sends a Mormon apostle, in the 
form of Reed Smoot, to legislate for the nation.”47  Smoot represented 
Mormonism, and Mormonism represented larger issues – “the degradation 
of womanhood, the demoralization of childhood.” Thus, while for the 
Protestant anti-Smoot groups the Senate trial was a matter of preserving 
fundamental American ideals, for women’s groups the Senate trial was a 
matter of preserving the American home. 

After the Protestant evangelical congregations and women’s groups, the 
remaining anti-Smoot petitions came from a wide sampling of the American 
public. This third band of opposition included such private citizens and non-
religious groups as reading clubs and mechanics unions that fancied the 
Apostle-Senator’s election to be somehow relevant to their respective 
missions. Almost one-third (1,100) of the 3,482 petitions sent to 
Washington against Smoot came from this category of protestors.48  The 
widespread attention that the Smoot Trial received from even the most 
unlikely sources indicates that the issues discussed – polygamy, separation 
of church and state, and the character of American society – were on the 
forefront of the nation’s consciousness. On the other hand, the fervent and 
consistently like-minded uproar suggests that a mob mentality was at least 
partly responsible for the Smoot Trial. 

The coalition of Smoot’s supporters boasted its own assortment of 
strange bedfellows. For the most part, the Republican Party remained loyal 
to Reed Smoot throughout the Senate trial. A Republican core with the 
exception of Chairman Burrows supported Smoot through the decision of 
the Committee on Privileges and Elections to the final tally in the Senate. 
There were rumors that the Republican Party through Marcus Hanna had 
engineered a victory to Smoot in exchange for Church support of the party 
in national elections, but the charges were never substantiated. In the final 
vote, nine Republicans opposed Smoot’s retention while three Democrats 
joined the majority. Each supporter had his own reasons for keeping with 
Reed Smoot, some citing constitutional and legal arguments, others 
admitting that favorable interactions with Smoot and other Mormons had 
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been the deciding factor. One prominent Republican ally to whom Smoot 
consistently turned for support was President Teddy Roosevelt.   

In a White House visit in 1904, Smoot received President Roosevelt’s 
firm support: “‘Mr. Smoot, you are a good enough American, or Gentile for 
that matter, for me.’”49  Admittedly, President Roosevelt’s victory in the 
White House depended upon the Republicans clinching Utah, and his 
endorsement of Smoot followed accordingly. For Roosevelt, the only 
troubling question was whether Reed Smoot was a practicing polygamist; as 
long as he was not, Roosevelt felt no qualms in pledging his support to the 
Utahan.50  President Roosevelt’s support clarified two points. First, those 
with political success invested in Smoot’s retention set the lowest standards 
for their endorsement. Second, and more importantly, monogamy was the 
lowest political standard; Mormon politicians who avoided polygamy like 
Smoot were essentially safe from all other prosecution. 

Unlike the politicians who joined Smoot’s side because of political 
prudence, a group of principled supporters defended Reed Smoot on a more 
principled basis. Certain senators had warned that Smoot’s trial was the 
result of sensationalistic anti-Mormon hysteria. Senator Foraker was the 
champion of this rational approach; nothing short of specific, proven 
offense against the name and laws of the United States was necessary to 
exclude Smoot. The testimony given had only been based upon Smoot’s 
relation to a church with an objectionable reputation, and, as Senator Knox 
argued, “‘[he] should not be expelled for believing in the Mormon religion. 
The irrevocable ordinance expressly…guaranteed religious toleration in the 
State of Utah.’”51  The New York Times similarly editorialized that, despite 
the mistake Congress made in granting statehood to Utah, “[a] denial to 
Utah to be represented by a Mormon would be a denial to Utah to be 
represented at all.”52  The Smoot Trial was a matter of constitutional 
eligibility and due process, and on those grounds Chairman Burrows and his 
cohorts had exploited public opinion and overstepped their authority. 

In this, free-speech crusader Theodore Schroeder concurred. A free-
thinker from Wisconsin who settled in Utah as a young lawyer, Schroeder 
was originally a Gentile aficionado of the Saints, but, by 1904, he had 
turned against the Church because he believed it to be incompatible with his 
civil libertarianism. Yet despite his opposition to the Church’s “theo-
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democracy,” Schroeder defended Smoot against what he interpreted as 
“largely the revenge of disappointed politicians and missionaries.”53  By 
making the distinction between defending the Church and defending the 
churchman, Schroeder separated what he saw as one man’s plight from the 
repressive culture of the religion. In a way, then, Schroeder might even have 
seen Smoot as a victim of the Church, an upstanding lawmaker tainted by 
association with a despised institution. Schroeder also made a particularly 
effective rebuttal to the charge that Reed Smoot was responsible for 
condoning polygamy as a church leader. “If mere indifferences to these 
sexual offenses, where their commission is common knowledge, should be 
made a senatorial disqualification, many, perhaps most of the Gentiles in 
Utah, would also be disqualified.”54   

Schroeder’s argument against the accessory-in-polygamy charge greatly 
clarifies the case against Reed Smoot. The Latter-day Saints population was 
becoming diluted day by day in Utah by incoming Gentiles attracted to the 
“sobriety, industry, thrift, the characteristics attributed to Mormon 
communities.”55   Yet despite this growing Gentile population, few criminal 
investigations had been conducted into the widespread practice of 
polygamy. The reason, as Alfred Collier wrote from interviewing a “gray 
judge” in Utah, was that “In Utah, Mormon deals with Gentile and Gentile 
with Mormon, and both sides like those dollars which accrue from their 
barter and their trade. Begin a series of prosecutions against the Mormons, 
and the trade profits in Utah would fall away fifty percent.”56   From all of 
the potential polygamy cases that could have been fought, Reed Smoot was 
selected for his visibility as a Twelve Apostle of the Church. The trial was 
thus inherently biased against Smoot because the primary consideration was 
not Smoot’s attributes as a potential senator but rather Smoot’s connection 
with the Church. 

In light of this argument, it must be conceded that the Smoot trial was a 
trial mainly against the Church. Smoot’s biographer Milton Merrill writes, 
“[Smoot] always insisted that it was a war against the Church and not 
against the apostle. He was probably wrong.”57  Harvard Heath concurs 
somewhat in that “at the outset of the Hearings, it was unclear just who was 
on trial – the Church or Smoot.”58  Both historians make incomplete 
observations. The direction of the Smoot hearings was clear from the 
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beginning. The hearings only concentrated on Smoot insofar as they might 
prove that he was a practicing polygamist. In his opening speech before the 
full Senate against Smoot on 11 December 1907, Burrows declared, “Let 
me say at the outset, touching the charge that the Senator from Utah is a 
polygamist, and for that reason disqualified from holding a seat in this body, 
no evidence was submitted to the committee in support of such an 
allegation… This relieves the inquiry of its personal character…”59  
However, the Chairman quickly added, “[the] Senator stands before the 
Senate in personal character and bearing above criticism…and if found 
disqualified for membership in this body it must be upon other grounds and 
from other considerations.” Chairman Burrows was first to note the 
falsehood of the charge against Reed Smoot. In doing so, Burrows smartly 
avoided the easily defendable character of the man and instead attacked the 
more ambiguous character of the Church. Although the senators intended to 
examine Reed Smoot, there was no doubt that the brunt of the scrutiny 
would fall on the Church. 

Many sources validate that the main target of the Smoot Trial was the 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. In the press, Alfred Lewis 
opened his article, “Mormonism is now brought face to face with 
Americanism at the bar of the Senate Committee on Privileges and 
Elections.”60  Lewis’ assertion was probably based from Chairman 
Burrows’ warning to Reed Smoot: “You are not on trial. It is the Mormon 
church that we intend to investigate, and we are going to see that those men 
obey the law.”61  Reed Smoot personally realized the significance that the 
hearings held for the Church, and he communicated his fears in his letters. 
“I am sure some of the brethren would not care to pray for me,” Smoot 
wrote to President Smith in early 1906, “but I would like you to impress 
upon them the fact that it is not me that is in danger, but the church, and 
they certainly can pray for it.”62  In that passage, there is some sense of 
wariness on Smoot’s part that, though he had valiantly lent his reputation as 
a shield for the Church, some Latter-day Saints had already abandoned him. 
The verdict for Smoot would be the Church’s verdict; the political end of 
Reed Smoot would be the Church’s end. 

The protests against Reed Smoot were based mainly upon three 
arguments. First, Smoot was incapable of separating his duty as an apostle 
and his duty as a senator. Second, Smoot was a polygamist and endorsed 
polygamy to the Saints as a leader in the Church. Third, Smoot claimed 
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supreme authority in things spiritual and temporal as a leader in the Church 
and thus violated separation of church and state. 

The charge that Reed Smoot could not fulfill his senatorial duties 
impartially and effectively because of his apostleship was an attack against 
Smoot’s character, and the Apostle-Senator disproved these charges through 
his professional and personal examples. Concurrently as his seat was being 
debated, Smoot set about impressing many of his colleagues by his quiet 
and unassuming work ethic. Smoot fit perfectly the protocol that was 
expected of junior senators, especially junior senators whose places in the 
Senate were under fire. When he took the Senate floor on 19 February 1907 
to defend himself one day before the final vote, his half-hour speech lasted 
longer than the total time he had spent on the floor in his previous four 
years.63  Neither did Smoot engage in any attention-grabbing controversies, 
nor did he challenge the authority of senior senators.   

This was flattery, perhaps, but it was strategic and effective flattery that 
made many senators favorably inclined towards Smoot. Senator Foraker 
gushed in his final speech, “Reed Smoot has proved a better character than 
any other Senator here has a right to claim. He is so good a man that I 
almost doubt him. He has no vices.”64  If Foraker’s glowing praise was the 
measure for a seat in the Senate, few in the chamber renowned for its 
political double-dealing and business influence would have qualified. This 
was not the only instance in which Reed Smoot almost single-handedly 
defeated the challenges to his seating. 

The charge that Reed Smoot practiced polygamy was pure fabrication, 
and it was put down easily by the defense. President Joseph F. Smith’s 
testimony about his post-1890 cohabitation, however, complicated matters. 
Although some were satisfied by the mere fact that Smoot was not a 
practicing polygamist, most on the Committee – including Chairman 
Burrows – were not. In his majority report, Burrows demanded much more 
than assurances of personal innocence. The report charged, “That this 
authority is, and has been for several years past, so exercised by the said 
First Presidency and Twelve Apostles as to encourage the practice of 
polygamy and polygamous cohabitation…”65  The Smoot Trial exceeded 
Gaines Foster’s estimation that “the debate over seating Smoot centered on 
whether or not he practiced polygamy…”66  To counter the damaging 
testimony given (or, in the cases of Matthias Cowley and John Taylor, 
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testimony withheld), Smoot was forced to distance himself from the Church 
hierarchy at the October 1905 General Conference in order to secure the 
Church’s political survival.  The most convincing argument came from 
Senator Knox: “If the Mormon Church teaches polygamy and encourages 
its practice, surely the fact that Senator Smoot is a monogamist and has 
from his youth…lifted up a voice against polygamy is conclusive evidence 
that he is fighting the precept…against his church and under circumstances 
requiring the greatest moral courage.”67  Although the charge that Smoot 
was guilty by association was eventually considered an infringement on the 
freedom of religion, the repeated assaults on polygamy during the Smoot 
Trial did force the unpopular practice into political and cultural oblivion. 

The separation of church and state and the Church’s hand in temporal 
affairs of Utah was the last issue of the Smoot Trial. The minority report 
from the Committee on Privileges and Elections considered this matter such 
a non-issue that it did not even critique the argument. Unfortunately for 
Smoot, Chairman Burrows did not agree and so noted in his majority report. 
The report charged: “That the said First Presidency and Twelve Apostles do 
now control, and for a long time past have controlled, the political affairs of 
the State of Utah, and have thus brought about in said State a union of 
Church and State…”68   

The evidence in support of this proposition was spotty at best. In the 
press, political debate seemed to be well and alive. The Salt Lake Tribune 
and the Salt Lake Herald were notoriously anti-Mormon. The Tribune was 
edited by the excommunicated Frank Cannon, a former senator who 
testified for the prosecution during the Smoot Trial.69  The Salt Lake Herald 
was sarcastic: “Goodness knows we did our best to nip [the election of Reed 
Smoot] in the bud, but the people said they wanted Smoot…and far be it 
from us to disturb the hilarity of so joyous an occasion.”70  In committee, a 
parade of prominent Latter-day Saint and Gentile witnesses from Utah and 
Idaho testified quite effectively that the Church did not meddle in political 
affairs.71  It seems that as much as Burrows could draw on exceptions to 
illustrate his point, there were many cases of model citizen-Saints to counter 
his criticisms.   
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Harvard Heath has characterized the Smoot hearings as part of the 
Church’s “quest for legitimacy,” a “valiant attempt to be accepted socially 
and legitimatized politically as a full-fledged member of the American 
community.”72  The outcome of the Smoot hearings is not in question; that 
the public image of the Church improved through the Smoot trial is well 
documented by Jan Shipps. Rather, the question centers on the manner in 
which the Church arrived at victory in the Smoot hearings, that is, social 
acceptance and political legitimacy. Heath’s use of the term “quest” 
suggests a far more proactive and effective defense than what the Church 
was able to offer. This is not to be mistaken with Smoot’s defense team, 
which, under the direction of A.S. Worthington, masterfully orchestrated a 
slate of constructive witnesses. 

Church authorities, on the other hand, angered the public when it gave 
testimony and aroused suspicions when it did not. It was not matter of lack 
of foresight; the Church had asked two men, James H. Anderson and 
Church counsel Franklin S. Richards, to act as Smoot’s research aides in 
Washington against whatever allegations might arise.73  The Church had 
anticipated the controversy, but it responded in a disorganized and 
inadequate fashion. One particular indiscretion that made Smoot’s case 
more difficult was Apostle Heber J. Grant’s comedic outburst at the 
University of Utah on 4 November 1903. Speaking on the occasion of his 
donation to the alumni fund, Grant said that he would give $150, $50 for 
himself and $50 for each of his two wives. “Yes, I have two wives,” Grant 
jested, “And the only reason I haven’t got another one is because the 
government won’t let me.”74  Grant’s maverick comments in particular 
inflamed the Committee and the public because it seemed that Church 
authorities treated lightheartedly an issue that mainstream America took 
perfectly seriously. It apparently also inflamed Reed Smoot, who, in a 
private letter, lamented, “Oh, what an immense amount of trouble would 
have been avoided if [Grant] had remained in Japan a couple of months 
longer.”75  The Church’s disunited defense caused unnecessary grief for 
Smoot and exposed rifts in the hierarchy, particularly in the Cowley-Taylor 
affair. With these problems, it is a miracle that the Americanization of the 
Church occurred at all. 

The final aspect of the Smoot Trial that must be established regards the 
actual effects of the outcome of the trial on public attitudes toward 
Mormonism. While it would be ideal if the Senate trial had effected some 
change in the mainstream perception of the Church, it is unlikely that the 
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Smoot Case had any immediate effects. Evidence from 1904 to 1907 reveals 
that it was indeed the press and the Senate that pioneered the 
Americanization of the Church. The New York Times, for example, 
differentiated between its own favorable reaction to the Senate’s ruling and 
the public’s continuing dissatisfaction. The Times editorialized: “A few 
strong men, a few reasonable men, in the Senate are the country’s defenders 
against this perilous tide of ignorance and recklessness.”76  The Times 
followed the course of the Providence Tribune and the New York World, 
which had respectively proclaimed as early as June 1906 that the Smoot 
Trial was “‘revoltingly unAmerican’” and “‘an unfortunate product of 
religious passion.’”77  The reaction of the press to the Smoot Trial was 
strikingly different from the public’s reaction. 

As the scholarship of Jan Shipps demonstrates, public opinion of 
Mormonism rose only slightly from 1904 as from fairly negative to 1907 as 
slightly negative, after which it fell again to fairly negative.78  Through 
analysis of data from readers’ responses to the Reader’s Guide to Periodical 
Literature, Shipps estimates that the unfavorable rating for Reed Smoot’s 
connection with the Church averaged close to 65 percent during the years 
between 1902 and 1909.79  These high rates of public distrust and 
disapproval of Mormonism in general contrast sharply with the positive 
reaction of the press and the Senate. The press deserves credit for its 
progressively astute editorials, and the Senate deserves credit for realizing 
that, as Senator Beveridge declared, “the millions of petition signers against 
Mr. Smoot expressed the sentiment of a misinformed public.”80  Together, 
the press and the Senate halted the most extensive instance of official 
religious persecution in American history. 

By the end of the Smoot Trial, the case against Reed Smoot and, by 
extension, the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints was found to be 
based on stereotypes. Indeed, there were members and leaders of the Church 
who continued in practices deemed to be evil and abhorrent by the 
Protestant majority that defined mainstream America. At the same time, 
however, many more Saints and their Gentile neighbors demonstrated that 
the Church had made and would continue to make adjustments to adapt to 
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modern American society. To his credit, Reed Smoot not only carried the 
mantle of the Church during the Trial but also through his good works 
changed the public’s awareness of Mormonism. Only one of the three issues 
that Smoot’s opponents investigated was won; the Smoot Trial banished 
polygamy from the American mainstream. The other two issues – the 
separation of apostolic and senatorial duties and the separation of church 
and state – became lost in a four-year debacle that came to be regarded as 
“un-American” as the senator it had set out to reprimand. 

Key to the “Americanization” of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-
day Saints was the separation of the hierarchy from the Saints, which 
Senator Shelby Cullom, Alfred Henry Lewis, and Theodore Schroeder had 
all alluded to in their writings on the subjugation of basically good Saints by 
a “Satanic” church. The Church’s blunders on the witness stand were 
fortunately compensated by a remarkable turnaround of opinion in the 
Senate and in the press. There was no overnight transformation of public 
opinion, but the Saints moved in spirit ever so slowly but surely back to the 
American mainstream they had rejected when they trekked west in the 
nineteenth century. In 1903, the San Francisco Call published a smarting 
jingle: “Can’t you get wise to the fact, that you’re not wanted? / Don’t you 
see that you wouldn’t fit? / Back, pack your old carpet sack, / and spank 
your feet on the homeward track, / Scoot – Smoot – Scoot.”81   

A century later, Gentile and Latter-day Saint can agree that it was a 
good thing that Reed Smoot stayed.
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