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ABSTRACT

UTAH’S PLIGHT:

A PASSAGE THROUGH THE GREAT DEPRESSION

Joseph F. Darowski
Department of History

Master of Arts

The Great Depression marked a fateful passage in the annals of the American
people. President Roosevelt’s New Deal, the nation’s signature response, proved to be a
determined but erratic reaction. Against the backdrop of a nation deeply mired in an
unrelenting international depression, dramatic events played themselves out in the lives
of the men and women of Utah. Throughout, fidelity to principles of independence, self-
reliance, and self-sufficiency were sorely challenged.

The people of Utah found succor in two almost diametrically opposed responses.
The New Deal offered an amalgam of programs and panaceas through which the federal
government attempted to deliver economic relief, recovery, and reform. Able to pour
millions upon millions of dollars on troubled waters, the New Deal offered the nation and
Utah a vision of economic security rooted in an expanded federal-state partnership. In

contrast, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints fused the principles of



independence, self-reliance, and self-sufficiency into a new program-the Church Security
Plan.

In an interesting twist of fate, two individuals, both members of the LDS Church,
would come to epitomize these contending prescriptions. In Washington D.C., Dean R.
Brimhall spoke for supporters of the New Deal through his role and as a Works Progress
Administration official. In Utah, J. Reuben Clark Jr., a member of the LDS Church’s
First Presidency, helped develop his church’s counter response. These two contending
ideologies, ultimately meeting on the national stage, emblematically represented the
choices facing the nation and Utah.

A review of the events and empirical data concerning the era in Utah leads to the
conclusion that neither position convincingly won the day. The Church Security Plan did
much good but lacked the level of resources necessary to provide relief for all its
members. In terms of overall economic impact, the New Deal easily dominated the state
and was preferred by many Utahans, Mormon and non-Mormon alike. Its effect lingered
for decades as Utah’s renewed economy remained dependent on federal largess.
Nevertheless, it was the Second World War that ended the Depression, overshadowing
the ideological debate symbolically represented by the Church Security Plan and the
Works Progress Administration. In the end, strains of both philosophies continue to be

represented in the state and the nation.
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PRELUDE:
REFLECTIONS OF TIMES PAST

The dawning of the 1920s found America serenely at peace once more. Gone
were the smoke, flame, and devastation of the Great War which had transfixed and
appalled the world. The United States stood poised on the brink of an almost
unimaginable era of social progress and economic prosperity. “Modernism” had
materialized as the solution for all that might cloud the American dream. The future
virtually glistened—auspicious and bright.

Carnage aside, World War I had vastly benefited the American economy as
European demand for materiel and commodities soared. Even after the Armistice of
1918, several economic sectors continued to be stimulated by foreign and domestic
spending as well as pent-up consumer demand. Then, after a brief recession, the nation’s
economy began to flourish on its own. During the better part of the 1920s, Americans
could unreflectingly feel that they were living in nearly idyllic times—a veritable age of
affluence, or so it seemed.

This rosy portrait of a nation at peace, securely nestled in an era of prosperity,
was only dimmed by what were presumed to be minor deviations. Though most of the
country had recovered rapidly from the short postwar slump, agricultural and mining
regions had not. The impact of that anomaly fell with particular severity on the mountain
west, and consequently Utah. The national government spasmodically offered ineffectual
aid while the United States as a whole flourished-at least on paper.

Unfortunately, the accelerating growth of the nation’s economy which appeared
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so inexorable, even ordained, was but a mirage. By the mid-1920s, the American people
were living in a fool’s paradise. They adopted and amplified tendencies and practices
which would initially undermine and ultimately collapse the country’s economy. Though
portents began to appear during the latter 1920s, the actual unraveling of America’s
commercial and industrial system unfolded rather quickly.

The stock market crash on Black Thursday, October 24, 1929, was but one
repercussion of the inherent fiscal, industrial, and commercial deficiencies that had
compromised the nation’s economy. The postwar financial excesses and myopia
endemic to the “Roaring Twenties” helped propel the American nation and the world into
an economic downturn so deep and so prolonged that the foundations of governments
would be shaken. By the end of that storied decade, life in America would dramatically
and irretrievably be altered.

The immediate impact was quite calamitous. By 1932, farm income, in decline
since 1922, slid 50 percent. Industrial output also plunged 50 percent. Unemployment
idled at least twelve million Americans (some estimates run as high as seventeen
million), representing up to 25 percent of the national work force.

Against the backdrop of a nation deeply mired in an unrelenting international
depression, dramatic events played themselves out in the lives of the men and women of
Utah. The state was particularly hard hit as economic problems carried over from the
1920s were compounded. Unemployment, poverty, disappointment, and despair came to
dominate the daily existence of many. Throughout, fidelity to principles of

independence, self-reliance, and self-sufficiency were sorely challenged.



President Herbert Hoover, a good man who foundered in bad times, sought
valiantly, but futilely, to calm the public’s fears and right the economy. As the 1932
presidential election approached, a Democratic Party victory was assured and Franklin
Delano Roosevelt assumed the office of President of the United States. Recognizing the
leadership void reflected in the nation’s drift over the previous three years, Franklin D.
Roosevelt took up the challenge. Mustering the best financial, social, and political talent
available to him, President Roosevelt offered a troubled nation a “New Deal.”

His first two administrations charted a fresh course for federal-state relations for
which the national government set the agenda. During that period, the allure of the New
Deal’s cornucopia of programs and funding enticed a reluctant nation and its constituent
states into a new arrangement of their affairs. Subtly, gradually, sometimes grudgingly,
state governments and state institutions were reordered and the role of the federal
government inexorably expanded. Other institutions, such as religious and private
charities, adopted new ways and means of accomplishing their missions as they gradually
relinquished obsolete relationships with local and state government agencies.

In the passage of time the intensity of global conflict would lift America far
beyond the grim, relentless socioeconomic storms of the 1930s. After a fifteen-year era
of depression and war, the United States would be transformed-more centralized and
socialized than previously imagined possible. Government involvement in the lives of its
citizens and the nation’s participation in international affairs escalated so rapidly and

extensively that no reversal would seriously be contemplated.






SCOPE AND METHOD

The Great Depression marked a fateful passage in the annals of the American
people. It was a singular, dramatically volatile, historical event. Its gravity and
complexion shifted repeatedly during its ten-year reign. President Roosevelt’s New
Deal, the nation’s signature response, proved to be a determined but erratic reaction.
Through it, FDR sought to spread relief, recovery, and reform on troubled economic and
social waters. Offering an amalgam of programs and panaceas, the New Deal
consistently contradicted and confounded its own avowed aims. At its most extreme it
advocated the re-engineering of the national economy and social structure. Throughout
the 1930s, states, communities, and average citizens found themselves caught in a
whirlwind of activity as these two symbiotic forces, the Great Depression and the New
Deal, churned across the national stage.

This study explores some of the economic, social, and political, as well as
ecclesiastical, implications of both the Great Depression and the New Deal for the people
of Utah. Sources examining the emergence and development of Utah recognize the
Depression and the New Deal as agents of social and economic change. However, such
sources are often limited in the degree to which they can delineate purported social and
institutional reformations. They seldom have the opportunity to engage in extensive
analysis of those accommodations and realignments that culminated in a narrow
reconfiguration of Utah society.

Accordingly, this study seeks to further clarify to what extent, if any, institutions,

social structures, and practices were altered in response to the Great Depression and the

wn



New Deal. In part, it focuses on those activities most closely associated with relief
efforts, including such federal programs as the Reconstruction Finance Corporation
(REC), Federal Emergency Relief Administration (FERA), and Works Progress
Administration (WPA). It also reviews Utah’s unique indigenous response sponsored by
The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints—the Church Security Plan (later, Church
Welfare Plan).

Pursuit of this objective should vield results that will augment the extant literature
on the Great Depression and New Deal in Utah. At a minimum, this study ought to
further illuminate the immediate and long-term impact of those forces upon the state. It
also affords an opportunity to review their implications for Utah’s most dominant, non-
governmental institution—-The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. Finally, itis
hoped this study will contribute meaningfully to the continuing debate over the
ramifications of the Great Depression and FDR’s program of relief, recovery, and reform
for local and state government throughout the United States.

This study is both analytical and narrative in its approach. Quantitative evidence
is employed when available. Chronological and anecdotal accounts supplement
statistical and documentary material, providing context and clarity. Primary sources are
augmented by relevant secondary sources to add depth and perspective. This also
permits pertinent issues arising in the literature to be explicitly addressed.

Collections such as the J. Reuben Clark Jr. Papers, Elbert D. Thomas Papers,
Dean R. Brimhall Papers, and the records of various relief agencies, as well as

demographic and economic data, when correlated, create profiles of such federal relief
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programs as the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, Federal Emergency Relief
Administration, and Works Progress Administration, as well as for The Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter-day Saints’ Church Security Plan. These profiles help identify the nature
and extent of the changes which occurred over time in response to the Great Depression.
Furthermore, the profiles describe each organization’s ostensible objectives and goals, as
well as some of their successes and failures. Thus, this inquiry should render an organic
portrait of the era’s impact on Utah and its people during the 1930s.

The Depression and the New Deal did leave an imprint on Utah and the United
States. To a significant degree, we are who we are today as a nation, a state, and a people
because of a former generation’s response to those powerful forces. A study as brief as a
master’s thesis cannot effectively address all the pertinent issues. Yet, it may offer a
small window through which we may peer back in time and glimpse some of the
elements which lent that era its particular significance. To the extent we comprehend the
Great Depression, the New Deal, and the lives these epic events touched, we more fully

understand our time and ourselves.






A TIME TO REMEMBER

When reflecting on the Great Depression and the New Deal era, Utah stands out
in one peculiar respect. Though it generally fit the demographic and economic profile of
its region, Utah’s culture deviated from the norm—it was dominated by one institution,
The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. This situation was not particularly
noteworthy at the outset of the Depression, but it became significant when the LDS
Church launched its own singular response to the crisis—the Church Security Plan (CSP).
And when Mormon leader J. Reuben Clark Jr. announced in May 1936 that the LDS
Church intended to remove all Mormons from government relief roles, the Church’s
initiative entered the realm of the political. As events unfolded, the Church Security Plan
would be portrayed in the national press as an alternative, if not a rival, to the federal
government’s relief efforts.'

The implications of the Church’s actions reverberate down to the present day.
They are echoed in a common adage which observes that during the Great Depression the
Mormons “took care of their own.” The accuracy of that lingering perception has been
justly challenged over the years. What is more intriguing, however, is how intensely it
was challenged at the time by an agency of the federal government—the Works Progress
Administration (WPA).

In a sense, both CSP and WPA were creatures of the Great Depression and the

New Deal. Each sought to bring some measure of economic relief to a suffering people.

' D. Michael Quinn, Elder Statesman: A Biography of J. Reuben Clark (Salt Lake City: Signature
Books), 399; Garth Mangum and Bruce Blumell, The Mormons' War on Poverty: A History of LDS Welfare
(Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1993), 136-137.

9
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Each came to symbolically represent contending viewpoints. In effect, they became
surrogates in a national debate over how best to address the perplexing questions posed
by the Great Depression: What was the proper role of government and what was the
responsibility of the individual and the community? Who was to intervene, when, and
how? Could there be a return to the status quo ante, or was the nation destined to set off
on some new and untried course? Difficult times drew forth divergent responses. In
Utah these choices stood in stark contrast.

Since its organization in 1830, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints
had experienced a brief but tumultuous passage. During its first seventy-five years it
endured exoduses to Ohio, Missouri, and Illinois, the martyrdom of its prophet-founder,
treks to the Rocky Mountains, persecution over polygamy, a battle over statehood, and
challenges to the seating of duly-elected Mormons in Congress. Gradually, the Saints’
early millennialistic fervor and impassioned militancy had reduced to a simmer. As the
twentieth century dawned, the scene grew quieter. And after all its accommodations with
secular America, it seemed improbable that the Church would ever reclaim the national
limelight.

But how swiftly things were to change. By the end of the 1920s the United States
helped propel the world into an economic depression of unprecedented dimensions.
Along with the rest of the nation, Utah, Mormonism’s refuge in the mountains, was
shaken economically, socially, and politically.

In the midst of all this, the LDS Church heard a resounding trumpet call.

Marshaling all its energies and resources, the Church chose to tackle the temporal
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devastation battering its members in its own way—as Church leaders saw it, “in the Lord's
way."? For the LDS Church, as for America, the Great Depression became a defining
moment.

At the Depression’s onset, the Church struggled to aid members trying to meet
immediate needs. Circumstances threatened to overwhelm its capacity to relieve the
plight of its faithful. As the crisis intensified, the LDS Church turned inward. Drawing
inspiration from its heritage and tenets, the Church mobilized its membership and thrust
Mormonism once again upon a national stage. An innovative Churchwide welfare plan
offered Mormons cause for renewed hope, and the nation an alternative to the New Deal.
The LDS Church emerged from that fateful era more organized, determined, and
purposeful.

Initially, state and county governments, local charities, and LDS Church units in
Utah had coordinated assistance for those in greatest distress. However, each possessed
relatively limited resources. When substantial federal relief funds began pouring into the
region in 1933, many Utahans, Mormons and non-Mormons alike, enthusiastically
embraced this aid—that year 35,151 residents received public assistance. In 1934, about
20 percent of Utah's population was reported to be on direct relief.’

No one had expected the Depression to linger on and intensify as it had. When it
did, LDS Church leadership wrestled with the question of how best to aid its membership

during the unpromising years ahead. In response, the Church ultimately inaugurated one

2 Providing in the Lord's Way: A Leader's Guide to Welfare (Salt Lake City: The Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter-day Saints, 1990), 3.

3 Richard D. Poll et al., Utah’s History (Provo: Brigham Young University Press, 1978), 483.
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its most extensive and enduring financial and organizational ventures.

Historically, leaders and members of the Church diligently sought to care for their
own. The earliest examples of such altruistic behavior dated back to the time of the
Church's organization in 1830 in the state of New York. Throughout the 1830s and
1840s, Mormons periodically pooled their resources and means as they suffered
persecution and forced migrations from Ohio, Missouri, and Illinois.

After their exodus to the Rocky Mountains, Mormons initially sought to keep the
Great Basin relatively insulated from the broader national economy. As territorial
governor and president of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, Brigham
Young championed those industries and economic activities which promoted cooperation
and self-sufficiency among the Saints. However, the region’s isolation was gradually
eroded by the coming of the railroad, the establishment of the mining industry, and the
expansion of the temporal interests of Church members. Nevertheless, efforts to develop
and maintain some form of cooperative-based economy persisted into the 1880s. As the
region’s economics and politics, as well as the commitment of some members, changed
with the times, most endeavors of this nature were abandoned.*

Nonetheless, well-established theological tenets provided the foundation for the
specific practices adopted for caring for the needy. Those tenets placed great emphasis
on the virtues of independence, self-reliance, and self-sufficiency. Such goals were to be
attained through cooperative efforts to the extent practical, and always through hard

work. In crisis after crisis, the priority remained the meeting of the faithful's essential

* Roy N. Doxey, The Welfare Pro gram of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (Provo:
Brigham Young University Press, 1960), 16.
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temporal needs. Those who required assistance were to be aided and given opportunity
to work for what was received.

The attitudes, if not the precise patterns, underlying the LDS Church's initial
response to the intensifying economic distresses of the 1920s and early 1930s were based
on previous experience. During those years, the Church sought to alleviate members'
most urgent needs through local congregations, referred to as "wards." No one
knowingly went hungry even though resources were sometimes meager. In the highest
echelons of the Church concern deepened and the situation was very closely monitored.’

LDS Church bishops were responsible for the ecclesiastical and temporal needs of
ward members. Presidents of the women's auxiliary, the "Relief Society," aptly named
given the trying circumstances being faced, assisted the bishops in their duties. Together
they administered to members’ mounting temporal needs. Aid was provided primarily
through the distribution of "fast offerings" (cash and in-kind donations) and commodities.
Ward employment committees attempted to facilitate job placement among the
unemployed.

Clusters of wards—grouped administratively into units referred to as "stakes”-also
took steps to provide aid. Several stakes in Salt Lake City banded together and created a
multi-stake employment committee, introducing an incipient form of regional
cooperation. The Salt Lake, Ensign, Liberty, Pioneer, Granite, Grant, and Cottonwood

Stakes participated.®

’ Mangum and Blummell, War on Poverty, 93.

® Glen L. Rudd, Pure Religion: The Story of Church Welfare Since 1930 (Salt Lake City: The
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 1993), 5-6.
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Wherever and whenever deemed appropriate, Church headquarters extended
additional financial support. It acted through the Office of the Presiding Bishopric,
which was responsible for coordinating Churchwide efforts. Church leadership on all
levels cooperated extensively with city, county, and state officials and agencies. As
outlined in a 1928 handbook distributed by the Presiding Bishopric, in times of need
faithful members were counseled to turn first to family, then to the county, and finally to
the Church.’

Over time, an effective working relationship between church and state had grown
up in Utah. In the Salt Lake area, the Relief Society General Board maintained a fully
functioning social services department. An outgrowth of experiences gained during
World War I, this department introduced professional social work practices into the
Church. A formal division of responsibility between Salt Lake County and the Relief
Society Social Services Department regarding members of the LDS Church dated from
1926.

Sylvester Q. Cannon, the Presiding Bishop, and Amy Brown Lyman, a member of
the general Relief Society presidency, enjoyed a close working relationship with key
social service administrators in the state and in Salt Lake City. Through this
arrangement, state and local government and the LDS Church were able to husband their
limited resources more effectively. This relationship continued through the early stages

of the Great Depression. It ceased only when New Deal legislation essentially mandated

7 Mangum and Blumell, War on Poverty, 91.
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the reorganization of state and county welfare programs in 1934.°

In 1933, the First Presidency of the LDS Church began considering what
additional steps might be taken to augment Church relief efforts. Over the next three
years the talents, abilities, insights, and experience of two outstanding Church leaders
came to the fore. Both Harold B. Lee and J. Reuben Clark Jr. contributed substantially to
the conceptualization and implementation of a Churchwide welfare program. Though not
formally teamed together, their work was completely complementary. The program they
helped institute had far reaching ramifications for the LDS Church.’

In 1933 Harold B. Lee was serving as president of the Pioneer Stake in Salt Lake
City. He earned the respect of many eminent Church leaders with his very aggressive
and determined approach to providing for the needy. The year before, the Pioneer Stake
created a storehouse and began operating a cannery. Arrangements were made with
farmers in the vicinity to exchange labor for agricultural commodities. These initiatives
and others like them provided both work and commodities for the needy.'

The Pioneer Stake's activities were not entirely unique. Other stake presidents in
the area had also been innovative. President Hugh B. Brown of the Granite Stake
directed work projects for the unemployed such as the operation of a wood lot and

sharecropping. The Liberty Stake, led by President Bryant S. Hinckley, organized the

§ Memorandum of Understanding with Campbell M. Brown, Chairman of Salt Lake County Relief
Committee, 4 Oct. 1933, J. Reuben Clark Jr. Papers, L. Tom Perry Special Collections Library, Harold B.
Lee Library, Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah (hereafter cited as Clark Papers); Presiding
Bishopric, Care of the Poor (n.p., 1934); Mangum and Blumell, War on Poverty, 117.

? D. Michael Quinn, J. Reuben Clark: The Church Years (Provo: Brigham Young University
Press, 1983), 265.

W Rudd, Pure Religion, 8-10; Mangum and Blumell, War on Poverty, 108,
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first modern bishops” storehouse in 1932. President Henry D. Moyle's Cottonwood Stake
planted fruit trees and opened a cannery. But Lee stood out nonetheless.'!

In April 1935, the First Presidency invited Lee to assume a direct role in the
planning and development of a comprehensive church welfare plan. These Church
leaders had noted Lee's abilities as a stake president and recognized his accomplishments
as a public administrator. Now his ecclesiastical and administrative experience was to be
applied to this critical issue on a full-time basis. He would serve as managing director of
the Church welfare program until 1941."

Unlike Lee’s contributions, J. Reuben Clark Jr.'s were more philosophical and
esoteric. Clark began serving in the First Presidency in 1933. A career civil servant, he
had represented his nation successfully in his domestic assignments and in diplomatic
posts around the world. He brought tremendous administrative and intellectual capacities
to his new calling in the Church.

At the outset of his Church service, Clark began formulating a plan that would
move the Church's relief efforts closer to what he believed to be the gospel ideal. In an
October 1933 General Conference address, he suggested that "if people shall shun
idleness, if they shall cast out from their hearts those twin usurpers ambition and greed
and re-enthrone brotherly love and return to the old-time virtues—industry, thrift, honesty,
self-reliance, independence of spirit, self-discipline, and mutual happiness—we shall be on

our way to returned prosperity and worldly happiness." His labors while seeking to bring

i Mangum and Blumell, War on Poverty, 107-109.

121 Brent Goates, Harold B. Lee: Prophet and Seer (Salt Lake City: Bookeraft, 1982), 141.
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this to pass would not bear fruit for almost three years. However, his persistence and
perseverance would be instrumental in creating the necessary consensus within the First
Presidency for his dream to become a reality."

He proposed the basic outline for the plan he envisioned in June 1933. The
structure for this program was first sketched in a series of handwritten notes and later
developed into detailed instructions. The end result reflected his strong commitment to
what he perceived to be the founding principles of the Church in regard to the welfare of
the members.'*

Under Clark’s plan, the stakes of the Church were to be organized into regions
similar to the one functioning in Salt Lake County. All relief efforts were to be
coordinated through the Presiding Bishopric's office. The Presiding Bishopric would be
supplemented by a committee so that they could direct more extensive activities.
Members would no longer be counseled to turn to the county after first turning to their
family. The Church would now assume that secondary role. (President Grant initially
rejected this last provision as a potential source of confusion given the Church's existing
policies. However, it was ultimately incorporated into the Church's welfare practices as
concerns about the New Deal coalesced in the First Presidency.)"

Though "Suggested Directions," as Clark designated his plan, was initially

3 1 Reuben Clark Jr., in Conference Report, Oct. 1933, 102; Mangum and Blumell, War on
Poverty, 121.

' 7. Reuben Clark Jr., "Course of Action," holograph notes, Clark Papers.
'3 7. Reuben Clark Jr., “Suggested Directions for Church Relief Activities,” 15 Jul. 1933, Clark

Papers; J. Reuben Clark Jr., “Final Draft,” 23 Oct. 1933, Clark Papers; Quinn, Clark, 260; Mangum and
Blumell, War on Poverty, 124,
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approved in 1933, it was not implemented. The Presiding Bishop, failing to see any
urgent need for a change, opposed it and President Grant felt the time was not yet right.
A Church welfare survey conducted by the Presiding Bishopric suggested that the
existing decentralized welfare program was adequate for present needs. Encouraging
statements from the White House and the enthusiastic passage of New Deal legislation
implied that economic recovery might be imminent.'®

Responding to the delay, Clark expressed his dismay in a letter to Presiding
Bishop Sylvester Q. Cannon. Clark argued that the present program fell far short of what
was needed, that more "precision and direction" was required. His "Suggested
Directions" would provide these elements. He further contended that greed, graft, and
corruption had "characterized the use of relief funds among us during the last two years."
He felt that this was "destroying morale and undermining moral and spiritual stamina.""’

Clark's arguments did not prevail. Presidents Heber J. Grant and Anthony W.
Ivins of the First Presidency concluded that "it was not necessary to issue (JRC's
pamphlet) for the reasons that the relief work throughout the Church was being carried
out effectively, and the instructions in the pamphlet might cause some confusion and
misunderstanding." It was a discouraging development; Clark's proposals lay idle while
the Church stayed its course.'®

Disappointed but undaunted, Clark continued to crusade for a more ambitious and

187, Reuben Clark Jr., “Tentative Notes For Group Meeting with Stake Presidents,” Oct. 1936,
Clark Papers; #1932 Church Welfare Survey,” Clark Papers. See also Quinn, Clark, 263.

17 3. Reuben Clark Jr. to Sylvester Q. Cannon, 9 Nov. 1933, Clark Papers..

¥ Minutes of First Presidency meeting, 27 Nov. 1933, quoted in Quinn, Clark, 262-63.
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concerted approach to Church relief. As the New Deal progressed and direct relief
became more widely available, Clark became alarmed at both the constitutional
implications of recent legislation and the enervating effect the “dole” would have upon
recipients. Over the course of the next two years he spoke directly about the evils of the
dole and the sacredness of the Constitution."

In 1934 and again in 1935, the First Presidency came close to taking some
substantive action. Each time a lack of consensus regarding direction and emphasis
resulted in further delays. However, several issues would bring matters to a head by the
latter part of 1935.%

Welfare surveys revealed that local Church-unit resources were being
overwhelmed. Even where there was stake and regional coordination, things remained
very tight. Members were relying on government-sponsored direct and work relief in
growing numbers. And, federal programs appeared to be in flux as President Roosevelt
contemplated the termination of direct relief. (Actually the burden of providing direct
relief was to be returned to the states. Nevertheless, this was hard news at a time when it
was all too apparent that the Depression was not subsiding.) Fearing that matters could

rapidly exceed the Church's capacity to deal with them effectively, the First Presidency

'¥ 7. Reuben Clark Jr., “Remarks at Special Meeting of the Presidents of Stakes, Bishops, and
Mission Presidents,” 6 Apr. 1936, Clark Papers; Leonard J. Arrington, Feramorz Y. Fox, and Dean L. May,
Building the City of God: Community and Cooperation Among the Mormons (Salt Lake City: Deseret
Book, 1976), 349.

20 Quinn, Elder Statesman, 385-393.
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finally agreed that the time was right to introduce the Church Security Plan.*!

As previously noted, explicit preparation for the introduction of a Churchwide
welfare program began with the calling of Harold B. Lee to serve full-time on the project
in April 1935. Prior to the plan's implementation, various Church leaders were called
together to discuss the prospective plan and their involvement. In February 1936,
Campbell M. Brown was called upon to assist Lee in his preparation of a revised report
on the subject for the First Presidency. The Church Security Plan (CSP) was announced
to the local press and in the Church’s General Conference on April 6, 1936. In a sense,
the announcement came as something of an anti-climax. Beginning in 1931, it had been
intimated through the press and in Church conferences that something major would be
forthcoming in regards to Church relief.?

In the June 1936 issue of the Improvement Era, a Church-sponsored publication,
First Presidency statements pertaining to the Church Security Plan were reiterated and
governing principles re-emphasized. Members were reminded that Mormonism was a
practical religion and when practiced purely would keep members "independent of the
disasters which befall the world." Members were counseled not to rely on the arm of
man for solutions. The Church's experience sixty years earlier during the Panic of 1873

and the subsequent depression were recalled. At that time a solution had been found

21 Draft statement by First Presidency announcing Security Plan [not released], Apr. 1935, Clark
Papers; J. Reuben Clark Jr., manuscript of remarks presented at special Priesthood Meeting, 7 Oct. 1935,
Clark Papers; J. Reuben Clark Jr., note in file, Nov. 1935, Clark Papers.

22 pirst Presidency, “Important Message on Relief,” press release, 6 Apr. 1936, Clark Papers;
Leonard J. Arrington and Wayne K. Hinton, "Origin of the Welfare Plan of the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints," Brigham Young University Studies 5, no. 2 (Winter 1964): 71; Mangum and Blumell,
War on Poverty, 128: Goates, Harold B Lee, 144.
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"that yielded happiness and prosperity through personal labor, they earned what they had
and were able to pass unharmed in the midst of a national economic crisis by
implementing 'God's plan."*

The government’s role in providing much needed relief to some was
acknowledged, but it was also noted that it could not be relied upon to be constant in its
efforts. The Church's goal was to redress the problems that were a consequence of the
dole and unemployment—to restore true independence and security. Under the Security
Plan, stakes were being organized into regions which were to be presided over by
executive councils. Regional storehouses were being developed and ward employment
committees more efficiently organized. The storehouses would operate in such a way
that surplus commodities would be preserved, eliminating much of the waste resulting
from prevailing market conditions. To the extent possible, the urban unemployed were to
be shifted to farming, mining, and other industrial activities.**

In subsequent remarks recounting the inauguration of the Church Security Plan,
President Heber J. Grant emphasized the following: "Our primary purpose in organizing
the Church Security Plan was to set up . . . a system under which the curse of idleness
would be done away with, the evils of a dole abolished, and independence, industry,

thrift, and self-respect be once more established among our family. The aim of the

Church is to help the people help themselves. Work is to be re-enthroned as a ruling

2 Henry A. Smith, "The Church Security Plan," Improvement Era, Jun. 1936, 333.

2 1bid., 334.
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principle in the lives of our church membership.

The practical goals of the Security Plan were "immediate" as well as "long-term”
in nature. The immediate goal was to "create a surplus of foodstuffs and other
commodities during the ensuing summer months and to provide work for all employable
persons who are receiving assistance from the Church." The ultimate objective was to
"set up within the Church an organization to make it possible for the Church to
eventually take care of its people exclusive of government relief and to assist them in
placing themselves on a financially independent basis."**

As presented, the plan contained elements immediately recognizable in J. Reuben
Clark Jr.'s earlier "Suggested Directions" and Harold B. Lee's experiences in the Pioneer
Stake. The emphasis on centralization and coordination, which represented a change in
policy from the Church's previous decentralized operations, bore a strong resemblance to
Clark's recommendations. The creation of a storehouse system, employment projects,
and the integration of several stakes into newly formed regions harkened back to some of
the Pioneer Stake's accomplishments.

As it had in the past, the Church interpreted its guiding temporal principles of
self-sufficiency, financial independence, and the virtue of work as justifying a partial
withdrawal from the prevailing economy. At least as far as faithful Church members

were concerned, government-sponsored direct relief was to be abandoned. Members

should not accept anything for which they did not work. Clark had promoted this

23 "The President on Church Security," Improvement Era, Jan. 1937, 131.

2 Smith, “Church Security Plan,” 337.
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perspective from the beginning of his service in the First Presidency, and President Grant
had also placed great emphasis on the need for members to work for what they received
regardless of the source.

Inherent in the Church Security Plan was the notion that the needs of the
unemployed could best be met through agricultural pursuits. The provision of food was
considered the most elemental and essential need of those in distress. Many of the
Church’s members had backgrounds in agriculture and understood its basics. A number
of the unemployed had been directly involved in agriculture at some time. Land could be
found for agricultural production, even in urban areas, empty lots, and tracts. Eventually,
the Church purchased farm land with the intent of relocating unemployed members
there.”

To be fully implemented, the Church Security Plan required a maximum effort on
the part of members, especially the provident and cooperative utilization of all their
resources. In this respect the plan was intended to "provide a means of distribution
which will permit farmers in one section to use all available lands for production, for
laborers and tradesmen in other sections to work to a full capacity in order that all may
have work to do and that none should be found in want." The plan assumed that
surpluses would provide needed commodities and that distribution would occur through
an internal barter system among regions and storehouses. The result would be, in effect,

the creation of a Church-centered mini-economy, operating separate and apart from the

27 "The First Presidency Speaks on Church Security," Improvement Era, Jan. 1937, 3. See also J.

Reuben Clark Jr., “Tentative Program for Missions,” typescript, Clark Papers; Mangum and Blumell, War
on Poverty, 147.
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secular economy and free of external control.®

It was further suggested that the Security Plan would not only alleviate the
immediate distress of faithful members, but that it could also offer a "a solution to grave
national problems." Once more, members were reminded that the world was watching:
“The Church has a great opportunity to attract the attention of the Depression ridden
world by showing them the way out with this new cooperative program." The Church
would once again stand as a "city upon a hill."*

To some members, aspects of the plan seemed reminiscent of earlier Church
cooperative efforts. In many of their remarks the First Presidency and other Church
leaders held up the past as an example, frequently referring to the laws of consecration
and stewardship as practiced in the early days of the Church. The United Order and the
Order of Enoch were both cited as examples of what cooperation could achieve and also
as warnings about the consequences of the failure of faith. Statements connecting these
earlier efforts directly with the Church Security Plan were often ambiguous. While
carefully indicating that the current plan was not the initial phase of a new United Order,
J. Reuben Clark Jr., Melvin J. Ballard, and other authorities occasionally suggested that it

might lay the foundation for such.*

Almost immediately the Church Security Plan resulted in a substantial increase in

%8 Smith, “Church Security Plan,” 337.

& Ibid., 338; J. Reuben Clark Jr., “Remarks at Special Meeting of Presidents of Stakes, Bishops,
and Mission Presidents,” 6 Apr. 1936, Clark Papers.

i Arrington, Fox, and May, Building the City of God, 344, 350; Conference Report, Apr. 1945,
25.



the Church's relief efforts. Though not spectacularly dramatic, Church statistics
documented a steady and tangible expansion in member participation in relief-related
activities. The program provided a call to action which many answered.

A Church survey in the latter part of 1936 indicated that significant progress had
been made in most stakes in preparation for the coming winter. Tithing and fast offering
receipts rapidly increased. Welfare projects were implemented in most wards and stakes.
Substantial numbers of members were assisted in one way or another. Evidently, the
regional structure superimposed on the existing Church organization steadily improved
cooperation and coordination.

In the 1936 welfare survey, 112 stakes reported out of a possible 117. Fast
offerings more than doubled, from $50,623 in 1935 to $106,450. Over 360 projects had
been undertaken with 19,000 participants. More than 1,000 members had been placed in
private employment, and 23,000 had been assisted in some respect. Eighty-seven of the
112 stakes indicated they could meet members' needs through the coming winter. Two
years later, in June 1938, it was reported that over 56,000 members received some form
of assistance under the plan and there were sixty-seven regional and stake storehouses in
operation. By 1943, after the Depression had subsided, ninety storehouses and sixty-five
canneries were in operation.’!

Such success was achieved, in part, because the program had clear and
unambiguous, quantifiable goals. Beginning in 1937, actual production quotas (referred

to as budgets) were set for regions and stakes. Those explicit assignments tested the

311936 Church Welfare Survey,” updates, Clark Papers; J. Reuben Clark Jr., “Church Welfare
Plan: A Discussion,” 30 Jun, 1939, Clark Papers; J. Reuben Clark Jr., Conference Address, 1 Oct. 1943.
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members' commitment and the Church's ability to function effectively under severe
stress. To the extent that members responded to such duties, the Church was measurably
strengthened.*

In a similar vein, the program gave the Church an opportunity to re-establish its
internal boundaries. As the First Presidency counseled members concerning their duties
under the new program, it became readily apparent what the characteristics of a "faithful"
Mormon were: "A faithful member is one who paid tithing when in a position to do so

and has attended ward meetings and performed the duties required of him by the

presiding officers of the ward or stake."**

Of course there was some variation in how strictly such a definition was enforced.
A 1939 WPA field report regarding conditions in Utah recounted the following:

The Church Security Program is set up somewhat on the lines of the
Federal Works Program—that is, it has work projects and in order to be eligible to
be employed, it is necessary that the person shall have been a member in good
standing in the Church and shall have complied with all its laws and regulations,
one of which is that he shall have paid tithing equal to 10% of his earnings. The
fact is that the WPA workers and recipients of relief generally have not been
paying tithing and under the Church rule, they are not eligible for work projects.

The Welfare Agents told me that some of the bishops imposed this rule
very strictly. There are cases where men and their families have been members of
the Church for years and the wives have been associated with various activities of
the Church, but because they have not paid tithing, they could get no relief. Other
bishops are inclined to more or less ignore the rule.**

_» Mangum and Blumell, War on Poverty, 98.
3 Presiding Bishopric, Care of the Poor.

3 Allen T. Sanford, State Director, Office of Government Reports, to Frank Hamlin, Field
Administrative Assistant, Office of Government Reports, 14 August 1939, Dean R. Brimhall Papers. J.
Willard Marriot Library, Manuscript Division, University of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah (hereafter cited as
Brimhall Papers).
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One of the more intriguing aspects of the Church Security Plan was the generation
of emerging Church leaders associated with its administration. Of the members of the
Church Welfare Committee created in 1936, four would become members of the Quorum
of the Twelve Apostles (Hugh B. Brown, Harold B. Lee, Henry D. Moyle, and Marion G.
Romney), all four would serve in First Presidencies, and one, Harold B. Lee, would
become President of the Church. The experience they gained through participation in the
planning and execution of the plan would bear fruit for decades.*”

In 1938, to avoid confusion with the government's Social Security program, the
Church Security Plan became the Church Welfare Plan. By 1939 the program was
sufficiently established for the Church to issue a handbook containing a full outline of the
program, as well as administrative guidelines. Though the plan did not immediately
achieve all the objectives that were set, it was remarkably resilient. The program
announced in 1936 remained essentially intact until substantially reorganized in 1960.%

When CSP was announced, many members readily welcomed it; however, the
response was not unanimous. Harold B. Lee prepared answers to questions raised about
the practicality and appropriateness of the program.’” In J. Reuben Clark: The Church
Years, D. Michael Quinn contends that "opposition to the Welfare Program was dramatic
among local leaders and members of the Church, 70 percent of whom were New

Dealers.” In Church conferences, J. Reuben Clark Jr. acknowledged that there were

3 Mangum and Blumell, War on Poverty, 148.
36 Poll et al., Utah's History, 488-489; Mangum and Blumell, War on Poverty, 157.

37 Tentative Program for Group Meetings with Stake Presidents, Oct. 1936, Clark Papers.
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dissenters. As late as 1944 he made reference to bishops and stake presidents who
resisted implementation of the plan, sternly reminding them that it operated under the
auspices of the President of the Church. However, such rebukes were not enforced
through ecclesiastical sanctions.’®

The introduction of the Security Plan in 1936 garnered national attention. The
conservative press of the nation enthusiastically embraced the program, interpreting it as
anti-New Deal. Such publications as the Saturday Evening Post, Readers Digest, and
The Nation praised the plan.®® At the same time, the liberal press saw it as a backward
step in contrast to the forward-thinking programs of the New Deal, "an ultra conservative
gesture of withdrawal." Occasionally during the ensuing years, J. Reuben Clark Jr. stated
categorically that the plan was not politically motivated in any explicit respect.*’

Clark's denial seems plausible, at least in a literal sense. The conceptualization of
some of the plan's features did predate the full implementation of the New Deal. This is
not to say that Church leaders, especially the First Presidency, did not hold strong
political opinions. Yet, aside from this "political" aspect to the media's coverage of the
plan, much that was said and written portrayed the Mormons as holding mainstream

American principles. Devotion to independence, self-sufficiency, and hard work could

» Quinn, Clark, 269; Quinn, Elder Statesman, 401-404; ] Reuben Clark Jr., Remarks, 2 Oct. 1936,
Clark Papers; J. Reuben Clark Jr., in Conference Report, Apr. 1944, 115.
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146, No. 7 (12 Feb. 1938): 182-183.
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hardly be construed as anything but core American values.*

While such publicity integrated the LDS Church more fully into American
society, changes in relations between church and state had a contravening effect. Direct
cooperation between LDS Church and Salt Lake County agencies became impractical,
since most New Deal programs being instituted presumed a well-defined separation of
church and state. One consequence of this disengagement was a lessening of the direct
Church-community coordination that had previously existed.*

In a broader sense, the magnitude of the Great Depression and its impact on
Latter-day Saints helped enlarge the Church's perspective. Though Utah and the
mountain west lay at the geographical center of the Church in the 1930s, steady growth
was occurring outside the region. For any institution to have national and international
appeal, it would have to eschew parochial attitudes, policies, and programs. From the
outset, the Church Welfare Plan embodied a more ecumenical approach. It was
applicable everywhere, not just in Salt Lake City.

In the post-World War II period, the plan provided the means by which the
Church was able to initiate its own relief effort in Europe. It also became a channel
through which the Church participated in emergency relief efforts following natural
disasters and engaged in other humanitarian activities. Such generosity gained additional
international recognition. Growing remarkably from humble beginnings, the Welfare

Program ultimately incorporated a variety of production, distribution, and social services.

# George Stewart, Dilworth Walker, and E. Cecil McGavin, Priesthood and Church Welfare (Salt
Lake City: Deseret Book, 1936), 16-18.
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Refined and expanded, it became recognized worldwide as one of the most significant
arms of the Church.

Taken in its own right, the Church Security Plan ultimately proved to be an
astonishing success. However, when viewed within the perspective of the Great
Depression era and its ostensible objectives at that time, its achievements were not so
pronounced. Many Church members were aided by the plan, but many continued to draw
up federal largesse for their succor. In truth, the plan never came close to accomplishing
its immediate purposes during the latter and closing stages of the Depression.

In 1936, it was estimated that 88,000 members of the Church were receiving some
form of relief. During the period from 1930 to 1935, prior to the CSP, the Church
expended $3.68 million on what it identified as “charity” in its annual financial reports.
A crude calculation suggests this was the equivalent of $7 per person per year, when
divided by 88,000. From 1936 through 1940 the Church expended about $7.2 million
for charity, or about $16.36 per person per year, again using the 1936 estimate of 88,000
members in need of relief. Of course, the number of recipients the Church aided at any
given time was not close to that number, so per capita expenditures were actually greater.
Though the Church supported many additional activities designed to get needy members
back on their feet, such as employment and agricultural relocation projects, there were
not enough resources available in terms of dollars and cents to resolve the problem for
the entire Church.”

Some understood this at the time, but could also sense the potential of the

%3 See April Conference Reports, 1930 to 1940.
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program. Church member and attorney George S. Ballif related the following to another
member, Nels Anderson, an employee of WPA: “We had an interesting session of
Leadership Week at the B.Y.U. during January, at which the whole security set up was
aired. Dr. John A. Widstoe frankly admitted that the plan was an ideal which had not yet
been put into operation. . . .The most interesting comment of all was that of John C.
Swenson. I asked him what he thought of the Church Security plan. He said: ‘Well,
—you know how the Bible says God created the world spiritually before he created it
temporally, and the Church Security plan is like that.””*

The Church’s accomplishments, at least in monetary terms, are dwarfed when
compared with federal relief activities in Utah during the same period. Nevertheless,
claims made in the press about the “success” of the program drew the praise of the
conservative element in the country. However, the exaggerated nature of those claims
and some Church leaders’ perceived anti-New Deal political activities also drew the ire
and enmity of influential New Dealers in and out of the Church.

Dean R. Brimhall, one of the most determined critics of the Church Security Plan
and the Church leaders who stood behind it, was also one of the Church’s own. His
collection of papers housed at the University of Utah offers an inside glimpse of the
workings of a major New Deal program, the Works Progress Administration (later

renamed the Work Projects Administration), especially in Utah. His papers also

document WPA’s troubled reaction to the Church Security Plan. In this regard, they

" George S. Ballif to Nels Anderson, 16 Feb. 1938, Dean R. Brimhall Papers, J. Willard Marriott
Library, Manuscripts Division, University of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah (hereafter cited as Brimhall
Papers).
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reveal much about WPA activities intended to discredit CSP and the leaders of the LDS
Church. At the heart of this scheme stood Dean R. Brimhall himself.

How a member of that church, the son of a Brigham Young University president,
became one of CSP’s most intense critics is certainly an intriguing question. Brimbhall,
born in 1886, was the son of George H. and Flora Robinson Brimhall. His father served
as president of BYU from 1903 to 1921. Dean R. Brimhall served a LDS mission to
Germany from 1907 to 1909. Graduated from BYU in 1913 with a B.S. in psychology,
he received a master’s degree from Columbia University in 1916 and completed a Ph.D.
there in 1922. He subsequently taught psychology at BYU and Columbia.®

During the early years of the Depression his attention turned to some of the key
issues of that day. In a letter to Dale Morgan in 1945, Brimhall noted that “Greenwell,
Bowman, Maurice Howe, and Bob Hinckley, together with a few doctors and lawyers,
formed a liberal group in Ogden. . . .When the depression came on we, of course, became
very interested in economics, and sociology. Marriner Eccles came to a few of our
meetings. Then one by one we began to drift into government work.”*

In 1933 Brimhall was appointed Utah director of aviation under the Civil Works
Administration and helped develop municipal and other landing fields in Utah. He
subsequently became the Utah planning director for the Federal Emergency Relief
Administration. In January 1935 he was selected to serve as director of the Utah State

Planning Board. Later in 1935, he became an advisor on labor relations for the Works

% Biographical note, Register, Brimhall Papers..

% Dean R. Brimhall to Dale Morgan, 8 Oct. 1945, Brimhall Papers.
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Progress Administration in Washington D.C. under Harry L. Hopkins. He remained with
WPA until 1939, when he joined Robert Hinckley at the Civil Aeronautics Authority.*’

Brimhall came to WPA with serious reservations about American capitalism, and
even some doubts about the work of the agency he represented. Like other New Dealers,
he believed the nation’s economic system had failed because the model was inherently
flawed. In a 1935 letter to Dorothy Nyswander he asked the question, “What now, is the
matter of our democratic system that we cannot see the failure of our economics?” In a
letter to a Mr. Strachey, in June 1935, he observed, “The Federal Government is
committed to the policy of a works program that will take it out of the business of giving
relief. It does not seem possible that it will succeed but it is certainly better for people to
be producing schools, water-systems, sewage systems, roads and the like than to remain
idle.”*®

Brimhall’s papers contain several other documents which offer further evidence
of his disenchantment with his times and also with his church. Among these are a copy
of the “Logan Temple Lectures,” a series of lectures delivered before the Temple School
of Science in 1885 and 1886 by C. W. Nibley. The text, in its questioning of the morality
of capitalism and private ownership of land, has an almost socialistic slant. One passage
reads, “It is true God is on our side; but the reason He is there, is because our side has

justice and truth to back it. Therefore when we see anything in our system, so manifestly

“ Biographical note, Register, Brimhall Papers.
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unjust as is our private ownership of land, we may be very sure it cannot long stand.”*

Brimhall apparently authored a paper entitled “Latter-day Saint New Dealers of
1879 to 1890.” It was written in response to the LDS Church leaders’ support of the
Supreme Court action which overturned key New Deal legislation. In it he notes that the
Church once took a very different stand regarding the authority of the Supreme Court to
speak for the nation. As the following suggests, Brimhall’s break with LDS Church
leadership was both philosophical and personal: “The Church has grown powerful and
rich; its interests are with the corporate enterprise. . . .The Mormon leaders, with their
new interest in banking, insurance, finance, and industry, declare those who want
progressive social legislation to be treasonable and disloyal.”*

Brimhall’s harkening to the past for solace as he faced the challenges of the
modern world did not end there. Other files contain material on the United Order, the
City of Enoch, transcripts of an 1873 address by Orson Pratt on establishing the kingdom
of God, and an article by Jerome Davis entitled “Capitalism and the Church.” Pratt’s
address reviewed the successes and the failures of the Saints in living the law of
consecration and ended by calling on members to follow Brigham Young in the re-
establishment of that principle. Davis focused on what he perceived as the irreconcilable
conflict of Christian precepts with capitalism. >’

In a curious juxtaposition, it is interesting to note that J. Reuben Clark Jr. retained

% C. W. Nibley, “Logan Temple Lectures,”1, 4-3, Brimhall Papers.
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several copies of another Orson Pratt discourse. In 1874, Pratt spoke again on a theme
related to the law of consecration.”> Though on opposite sides of a political and
philosophical divide, both Brimhall and Clark turned to the past for inspiration and both
saw in cooperative efforts a better way, perhaps even a more excellent way. Brimhall
endorsed the New Deal with its initial undercurrent of incipient national collectivism.
Clark rejected the New Deal, seeing it primarily as the champion of the “dole” and thus
destructive of the self-reliance, independence, and cooperative spirit that he believed
could be the only basis for a truly united or “collective” effort in the gospel sense.

Regardless of the source of Brimhall’s disaffection with capitalism and his
church, he poured himself into his work at WPA and, at the same time, kept an eye on
developments in Utah. Beginning in 1936, with the announcement of the Church
Security Plan, he undertook both the authoring and commissioning of a number of studies
on the situation in Utah. His activities would culminate in 1939 in the hiring of Louis
Wirth, a noted sociologist at the University of Chicago, as a WPA consultant. Wirth’s
ostensible assignment was to conduct a study of relief efforts in Utah as part of a series of
such reports. In truth, Brimhall orchestrated this study with the intention of unmasking
what believed to be the abject failure of the Church Security Plan.

Why did Brimhall react so negatively to CSP? At heart, he believed the program
was motivated by Church opposition to the New Deal and that the LDS Church was bent
on offering the nation an alternative of its own ill-considered devising. As early as 1934,

Brimhall had come to see the leadership of the LDS Church as being parochial and out of

32 Orson Pratt, “Stewardship and Consecration,” 14 Jun. 1874, Clark Papers..
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touch politically and economically. Brimhall had been present during a Lorena Hickok
interview with the First Presidency. At the time, Hickok was roving the country as an
unofficial field agent for Harry Hopkins, WPA’s top administrator. Hickok’s report was
rather unflattering in its depiction of the First Presidency:

Before I close, even though this is a long letter, I must tell you about my
session with the Mormon dignitaries this afternoon. . . .

In three big, deep, soft chairs, in a dim and luxuriously furnished office in
the Church Office building (right next to Brigham Young’s Bechive) they
sat-Heber Grant, Brother Ivens, and J. Reuben Clark. I believe all three have the
title of “President.” President Grant, nodding—he went to sleep a couple of
times—showing life only when something was mentioned about banking and
defaulting on interest payments. President Clark, round, impassive, for the most
part silent. President Ivens, aged, apparently almost bloodless, doing most of the
talking.

I was accompanied by Dean Brimhall, a member of the state relief staff.
His grandfather was one of Brigham Young’s right hand men. His father was for
years president of Brigham Young university. He calls himself an “apostate,” or
something of the sort, and informed me, with some glee, as we went in, that
Warren Harding was the only man who had ever had nerve enough to light a
cigaret in that building. (I suspect him of warning me.) At any rate, Dean
Brimhall is not exactly an enthusiastic supporter of the Church.

Said President Grant, before relapsing into his afternoon nap: “I can tell
you one effect of your relief out here in Utah. People are defaulting on interest
payments and their mortgages so they can get government relief.”

Said President Clark: “The Government was going to build a new pipe to
carry water down the mountains into the little town where I live. There’s been
talk of putting in a new pipe for several years, but we’ve never got around to it. I
guess maybe they felt it might be needed more this year on account of the drouth.
It would cost $20,000. 1 asked if it was going to be a loan or a gift. They said it
was going to be a gift. So I said, “No-this town isn’t going to rob the United
States Treasury.” I guess we can get along with that pipe a few years more.

Said President Ivens, after defending the Relief Administration, on the
ground that “if we didn’t give them relief, they’d come and take it”: “Here’s one
message I which you’d take back to Washington, to President Roosevelt. Tell
him to rid this country of those aliens.”

More was said, by me mostly, asking questions—politely, oh, so politely,
you just wouldn’t believe that I could be so polite! But its hardly worth setting
down.

And all this time, across the room, sat the grandson of one of Brigham
Young’s right hand men, literally writhing in a rage to which he dare not give
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expression!
After that conversation, I don’t think the New Deal can count much on
understanding or support from the Latter Day Saints of Utah.
Yours very truly,
Lorena A. Hickok

Thirty-some years later, Brimhall recounted his recollection of that visit for
historian Leonard Arrington. Brimhall expressed his dismay at Clark’s anti-Roosevelt
and anti-New Deal posture. Furthermore, the First Presidency did not have a grasp of the
fundamentals of FERA, especially the work-relief element. He noted that at the close of
the interview Hickok asked them,”Can you take care of your own people?” Brimhall
reported, “There was dead silence for fully a minute. She sat tight and finally Clark
looked down at the table and slowly shook his head. Pres. Grant was looking at Clark
and without a word shook his head. Then Ivins did the same. And that was that.”*

Within two months of the Church’s announcement inaugurating CSP, the Works
Progress Administration brought it under scrutiny. On June 5, 1936, Darrell J.
Greenwell, state administrator, Utah Works Progress Administration, sent Brimhall a
report. Gordon Wirick had visited with Mark Austin, a representative of the Church. He
had verified the number on relief throughout the Church and received a description of
some of the Church’s initiatives. Austin asserted that the Church thought 16,500 of its

members on relief could and should return to farming. In the cities, micro-industries

were to be established. A barter system was also planned. In a curious turn that would

33 Lorena Hickok to Harry Hopkins, 1 Sep. 1934, Brimhall Papers; Dean R. Brimhall to Leonard J.

Arrington, 14 Jul, 1966, Brimhall Papers. It should be noted that Hickok’s letter to Hopkins does not
directly corroborate Brimhall’s recollection given over thirty years later.
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be echoed in subsequent WPA reports concerning CSP, Wirick suggested that CSP was a
simply an attempt to bail out the Church-sponsored Utah-Idaho Sugar Company:
“However in my opinion I think that the help-self system resulted from the difficulty
which the Utah-Idaho Sugar company had with the beet farmers over contracts for
planting beets this year. Many refused to sign the contracts claiming that the farmer was
not getting the right share. . . .The Utah-Idaho Sugar company, as you know, is owned
and controlled by the Mormon Church and I have been told that the best way to whip the
growers into line was though the church officials.”*

On July 8, 1936, Brimhall sent a wire to Robert Hinckley, who was then serving
as a WPA regional field representative. It cryptically noted that “Yesterday Myers just
learned of my study and asked if Sears would interfere. I advised Sears to be limited
strictly to visiting actual projects in operation, second, to determination of the actual
number of individuals in the Church program taken from eligible rolls. Advised against
visiting any church officials.” A week later Brimhall submitted a twenty-nine page
memorandum to Harry Hopkins, concerning CSP and the situation in Utah. He
accurately recounted some of the First Presidency deliberations concerning the relief
situation, including information on the surveys they had conducted. He asserted that
Church leaders were hostile to the New Deal and wanted to discredit it. He also accused

the Church of being motivated by a loss of control over the members, especially in regard

to tithing.® In summarizing his views on the true agenda behind CSP, Brimhall wrote:

% Gordon Wirick, “Wirick Report,” 5 Jun. 1936, 4, Brimhall Papers.

%% Dean R. Brimhall to Harry Hopkins, “The Mormon Relief Plan,” memorandum, 14 Jul. 1936,
Brimhall Papers.
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(1) Some Church officials have political and economic motivation for
discrediting the Federal Program.

(2) The Church officials fear the public effect of the report that an undue
proportion of its members were receiving assistance from government agencies.

(3) The Church resented the loss of control over recipients of help and the
loss of the right to ask for money from members able to give it.

(4) Pressure groups within the Church have for several years been asking
the Church to support cooperative action.*

In his closing analysis, Brimhall suggested, “The great value that will come to
Utah and the Mormon people will be the enlightenment Church leaders will get. Their
boasting has committed them, their capitalistic thinking will continue to restrain the
formation of real cooperatives, their members will refuse the conditions imposed on
recipients of relief. Out of it will come an enlightened, though disillusioned
leadership.”’

Another report also surfaced in July 1936. It echoes much that had appeared in
Wirick’s earlier report and Brimhall’s memorandum. The Church’s ability to remove
88,000 members from relief rolls was directly challenged. Church leaders were criticized
for earlier relief efforts and expenditures on buildings and temples. A crisis in the sugar
beet industry was alluded to once more. CSP was unfavorably contrasted with WPA.
The report’s conclusions argued that:

The LDS Church will not transfer 88,000 from the relief rolls to Church

Welfare rolls because:

(1) There are less than 88,000 Mormons on public relief;
(2) The LDS interpretation of members in ‘good standing’ will greatly

reduce the number of Mormon relief workers eligible for relief;
(3) The obvious disadvantages to the workers will make the plan

% Ibid.

37 Tbid.
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unattractive to relief clients;

(4) Mormons on relief are, for the most part, physically incapable of the
work created by the LDS Church; The unemployables are already working on
WPA projects [apparently a typographical error, “employables” would make
more sense];

(5) Many of the proposed projects, other than beet raising, will not be
carried out because of competition with private industry.

The following objectives will probably be accomplished:

(1) The Sugar Beet Plants will re-open, crushing beets produced by the
Church;

(2) The growers’ strike will be broken;

(3) The publicity surrounding any accomplishments, however slight, will
serve to increase the prestige of the Church.

(4) Those needy who do succeed in getting aid may regard the Church
more highly in the future;

(5) LDS leaders, if they disregard the facts in the future as they have in the
past will pronounce their program a howling success and project it to the public as
vastly less expensive and more successful than the government’s relief
program.”®

The suspicion that the Church was deliberately hostile towards the New Deal and
WPA was reinforced over the next two years by political and media events. James H.
Moyle contacted Brimhall to request information on public relief in Utah in October
1936. Brimhall was willing to help but did not want his name used. As they discussed
the situation in Utah, Moyle commented, “I am on excellent terms with Grant. I guess he
even swears by me, but if they are wrong I will be the first one to take off my coat and
get into the fight. . . .They want to kick the government anyway. I have been trying my
best to keep politics out of the Church but it is hard to do.”**

A month later, Moyle wrote to Brimhall, sharing part of a conversation he had

38 “Security Program of The Church of The Latter Day Saints,” unattributed and undated report,
Brimhall Papers. [Because of internal references and other evidence in the text, it appears to have been
composed in July 1936.]

%9 James H. Moyle and Dean R. Brimhall, notes of phone conversation, 15 Oct. 1936, Brimhall
Papers.
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with President Heber J. Grant concerning an editorial Grant had written for the Deseret
News which castigated the Roosevelt administration and challenged the constitutionality

of New Deal programs. The editorial had gone so far as to assert that, “Church members,

who believe the revelations and words of the Prophet, must stand for the Constitution.”®

Moyle related:

We were pretty disturbed over the Deseret News editorial. I had a long
talk with President Grant. . . .While I think he was somewhat impressed with the
possible mistake that he had made he said that the editorial had been published
with his approval . . . that people were entitled to his ideas on the subject. He has,
as I stated to him, absorbed the views of the financiers and failed to appreciate the
humanitarian purposes of the President. He really believes the policies of the
New Deal are dangerous and that the President does not have the high regard for
the Constitution that he thinks he should have. After the election . . . he merely
said that he had followed the impressions which he had on the subject and did not
claim that he had received any inspiration concerning it.

He still insists that he is a Randall Democrat (a Pennsylvania Protectionist
Democrat), and he said he was going to vote for Governor Blood, and afterwards
said that he did vote for the Governor.®

As previously mentioned, during the first two years of CSP’s operations
numerous articles appeared in the press regarding the program, many quite favorable.
The Saturday Evening Post, Readers Digest (it published an article which claimed no
Mormons were on relief), the New York Herald Tribune, and The Nation, among others,
all discussed CSP in positive terms.52

It was a September 21, 1937 New York Herald Tribune editorial which set in

motion a chain of events which resulted in the commissioning of Louis Wirth’s Utah

5 Deseret News, 31 Oct. 1936.
81 James H. Moyle to Dean R. Brimhall, 14 Nov. 1936, Brimhall Papers.

52 “The Goal of Self-Support,” Saturday Evening Post, 6 Mar. 1937; Marc A. Rose, “The
Mormons March Off Relief,” Readers Digest, 7 Jun. 1937; “The Mormons Show the Way,” New York
Herald Tribune, 21 Sep. 1937; Martha Emery “Mormon Security,” The Nation, 146, No. 7 (12 Feb, 1938):
182-183.
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study. The September article prompted Brimhall to look into the best way to respond.
He composed an interoffice memo that noted:
Mr Alan Johnstone, Counsel for the Byrns Committe, has offered to write
a letter to the Herald Tribune expressing interest in the attached editorial [from
the Herald Tribune] and asking for the source of the data it reports. This, of
course would be followed by letters to Mormon Church officials.
If Mr. Hopkins thinks this procedure advisable, I think I shall inform Mr.
Johnstone at once. He will probably ask Mormon officials to appear before the
committee later.
I have a mass of current data available.®
On October 4, 1937, Brimhall received a reply from Harry Hopkins. His original
memo was returned with a pencilled note, “Brimbhall, I think someone should explode this
and your scheme is too slow. HLH.” Over the next two months an exchange of letters
took place between WPA and Church officials concerning comments President Grant
made disparaging work-relief programs. David Niles, an assistant administrator with
WPA, attempted to correct President Grant’s use of the term “government dole.” After an
exchange of several letters among Grant, David Niles and Harry Hopkins, Grant ended
the dialogue in November 1937, “I made no specific reference to the Works Progress
Administration and no indirect reference to the Administration, except in so far as it
might be covered by my observation in regarding idlers receiving gratuities, that is a
‘dole’ from the Government. You know whether or not the Works Progress

Administration could fall within that implied reference.”*

In 1938 a significant number of unfavorable articles began to appear questioning

53 Dean R. Brimhall to Mrs. Godwin, memorandum, 22 Sep. 1937, Brimhall Papers.

8% Mrs. Godwin to Dean R. Brimhall, memorandum, 4 Oct. 1937, Brimhall Papers [Photocopy
provided in appendix.]; David K. Niles to Heber J. Grant, 6 Oct. 1937, Brimhall Papers; Heber J. Grant to
David K. Niles, 15 Oct. 1937, Brimhall Papers; Heber J. Grant to Harry Hopkins, 15 Oct. 1937, Brimhall
Papers; David K. Niles to Heber J. Grant, 6 Nov. 1937, Brimhall Papers; Heber J. Grant to David K. Niles,
26 Nov. 1937, Brimhall Papers.
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the accomplishments of CSP. By mid-year Brimhall began setting in motion his plan to
further discredit CSP. In August of that year, he and Nels Anderson contacted Read
Baine, a professor at Miami University in Oxford, Ohio. Brimhall indicated that, “We
want somebody to organize a little project to determine just how much the Mormon
Church Security Program has affected the relief situation.” Baine declined,
recommending Utah sociologist Lowry Nelson, but Brimhall countered that someone
more removed from the Church was needed.®

Brimhall next contacted a Professor Dangerfield at the University of Oklahoma.
He also declined. Finally he was able to interest Louis Wirth in the study in October
1938. In the meantime, Brimhall had orchestrated things at WPA, making arrangements
in Washington and Utah in support of the project. Personnel, statistics, and funding were
assembled. Though a considerable number of documents elaborate the unfolding of
Brimhall’s plan, a March 28, 1939 memo from Brimhall to a Mr. Rauch provides a very
concise outline of the whole affair:
Mrs. Gaffney has informed my Secretary that you desire some detailed
information on the Utah Study being conducted under the direction of Professor
Louis I. Wirth of Chicago. In April 1936 the Mormons announced that they were
going to take all their members off the State and Federal relief and work relief
rolls. A representative of the Mormon church called on President Roosevelt and
the President wrote a memorandum to Mr. Hopkins commending the proposal of
the Mormon Church.
Mr. Hopkins had me write a report. After some weeks of investigation I
reported that the plan proposed by the Mormons was conceived in antagonism to

the New Deal and that it was at that time purely a paper affair.
The reactionary press of the country took up the report of the proposals

55 Washington, D.C. Times, 25 Feb. 1938; New York Daily News, 20-21 Jun. 1938; Nels
Anderson, Dean R, Brimhall, and Read Baine, notes of telephone conversation, 31 Aug. 1938, Brimhall
Papers; Dean R. Brimhall and Professor Dangerfield, notes of telephone conversation, 14 Sep. 1938,
Brimhall Papers.
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with great gusto. Hundreds of newspaper and magazine articles were written
extolling the virtues of the program and in many cases pointing out that Mr.
Hopkins should learn from the Mormons how to handle relief. Mr. Hopkins
frequently referred such statements to me and finally, following a long editorial in
the New York Herald Tribune extolling the Mormons and depreciating [sic] the
Government Works Program, he wrote me a memorandum and asked me if
something couldn’t be done about it. I took the matter up with Mr. Hinckley, who
also had been annoyed at the misrepresentations and the use the reactionary press
was making of these misrepresentations, and we decided that the W.P.A. should
make an investigation itself in order to have the facts.

We tried to obtain the help of several able people but in each case we were
unsuccessful . . . .We decided to ask Professor Louis I. Wirth . . . if he would
supervise such a study. Nels Anderson was able to convince him that he should.

In order to keep the Administration record clear I explained the whole
problem to Aubrey Williams and received his permission to go ahead. In the
meantime, however, Mr. Williams was replaced by Colonel Harrington. I
therefore explained the matter to Colonel Harrington in a memorandum which
was presented to him by Mr. Niles and received his approval. . . .

It might well be asked why this study was not done by our Social
Research organization instead of having it done by setting up a special project.
Had we done it ourselves and then published the results, the value, however
accurate the nfindings, would have been lessened by the fact that we were ex
parte students of the problem. When it is finished it will have the stamp of
approval of one the best departments, in one of the best universities in the world.
It will be done much cheaper than we could have done it ourselves. The only
possible disadvantage I can see in the method we have used arises out of the fact
that Professor Wirth may submerge the Mormon program in the study of other
factors affecting the relief requirements in the state of Utah. However, the only
way we could obtain his services was by telling him that we would not control or
direct his activities other than present the problem to him. He felt that in a case of
this kind he had his professional standing at stake and that he would have to make
an objective study in his own way. Mr. Gill and Mr. Myers are going to
cooperate in gathering some of the data necessary to complete his study.®

In July 1939, Dean R. Brimhall sent another memorandum, in that instance to
David K. Niles, based on data gathered for the Wirth study:
I think the Secretary will be very much interested in the following: A

“nose count” of the number of Mormons on state relief, including old age
pension, aid to dependent chiidren, and direct relief, shows that they represent

% Dean R. Brimhall to Mr. Rauch, memorandum, 28 Mar. 1939, Brimhall Papers. [Photocopy of
full text provided in appendix.]
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79.3 per cent of the total load in the state, although the percentage of Mormons in
the state is very close to 60 per cent.

The Mormon load on W. P. A. is 83.1 per cent of the total in the state of
Utah, although it should be proportionately only about 60 per cent. This gives the
lie to the Mormon claim about taking care of their own.

My problems now are to get the study finished up in presentable form and
get the facts broadcast for the benefit of the reactionaries and the prevaricators,
who have been talking so loosely for nearly three years.”’

Work on the study did go forward and was ultimately completed by fall 1939.
Though some copies were apparently circulated, publication became problematic. As
late as January 1941 Brimhall was writing Wirth about salvaging the study and getting it
published somehow. There is, however, no record of the study ever making it into print.

In later years, Brimhall either forgot or “mis-remembered” the project. In a July
1966 letter Brimhall responded to Arrington’s probing about the Utah study:

Since you did not reply to my request for more information about the
source of your report that Hopkins had solicited in 1937 a study “to prove that
Utah still had one of the highest relief loads, despite the welfare (LDS) plan,” I
think I may have offended you by stating that Hopkins would never have asked
for such a report. However, I am correct. Utah’s relief load and the load of every
other state was known by him and was also public information. . . .

The WPA research section did arrange to have a study made to determine
what proportion of WPA reliefers’ was Mormon. Professor Wirth of the
Department of Sociology of the University of Chicago was the director of the
study. . . .He was slow getting started and died in the midst of the study.
[Actually, Louis Wirth died in 1952 at age 54, twelve years after he completed the
Utah study.] His assistants were mostly graduate students in his department and
soon left for other jobs or went back to school. . . .I think Mr. Jaffe was his chief
assistant. He (Jaffe) called on me to report that the Salt Lake area, city or county,
I don’t know which, had been completed and that LDS members numbered
twenty percent more than non-members, proportionate to the population
expectancy. . . . Shortly thereafter I left the work in the Dept. of Commerce and

87 Dean R. Brimhall to David K. Niles, memorandum, 31 Jul.1939, Brimhall Papers. [Louis
Wirth’s “Utah Study” has not been located. However, portions of it appear in Brimhall’s papers. An
outline of the content, the first three chapters, and a portion of chapter seven are available in the Brimhall
Papers. A photocopy of the chapters is provided in the appendix.]
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had no time or interest in trying to have the study completed.®®

After leaving the WPA in 1939, Dean R. Brimhall served as director of research
for the Civil Aeronautics Administration until 1951. He was also a noted expert on
Native American rock art and an accomplished photographer. He died in 1972.
Considering all the time and energy Dean R. Brimhall poured into his vendetta against
the Church Security Plan and the negligible results he achieved, Shakespeare may have
offered the most fitting epitaph for the “Utah Study” and those involved:

Life’s but a walking shadow, a poor player
That struts and frets his hour upon the stage,
And then is heard no more. It is a tale

Told by an idiot, full of sound and fury,
Signifying nothing.*’

The Church Security Plan was rechristened the Church Welfare Program in 1938
to avoid confusion with the federally-sponsored Social Security program. It became, in
many respects, one of the LDS Church’s most successful and admired programs,
especially in terms of its subsequent international humanitarian efforts. Contrary to the
evidence available, the myth that the Mormons took care of their own during the Great
Depression endures.

The national debate that CSP and WPA symbolically denoted was never resolved
with complete finality. In one sense, World War II intervened, smothered the

Depression, and rendered the issue somewhat moot. The rechristened CSP endured,

while the WPA did not. However, other New Deal programs, such as Social Security,

% Dean R. Brimhall to Leonard J. Arrington, 14 Jul. 1966, Brimhall Papers.

2 Macbeth, act 5, scene 5, lines 23-27.
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persisted, ensuring that the federal government would continue to play a dominant role in
furnishing welfare to the nation’s citizens. Both viewpoints in the debate lingered on and
are still with us today. Americans continue to perceive themselves as rugged individuals
and yet have assigned the federal government significant responsibility for their
economic security. An entirely new America did not emerge from the turmoil of the
Great Depression, nor did the country return to the past. What resulted is perhaps best

considered a hybrid—a blending of America’s Clarks and Brimhalls, if you will.






UTAH’S PLIGHT

It would be difficult to discuss Utah’s passage through the Great Depression
without recognizing the unique role attributable to the LDS Church and its Church
Security Plan. However, it would also be almost delinquent to ignore the more mundane,
though justly intriguing, account of how the state as a political and economic entity
reacted to the crisis. For, in truth, there were two responses to the Great Depression in
Utah, church and state. Each played its part, though in the state’s and the nation’s
collective consciousness only one story is much remembered—that the Mormons took care
of their own. That it wasn’t quite so remains to this day one of the rarely acknowledged
legacies of that era.

During the early decades of Utah’s development as a territory and then as a state,
it had remained somewhat outside the United States’ mainstream. Thus, it had to an
extent been insulated from some of the country’s broader trends and experiences,
including periodic panics and recessions. However, Utah was gradually but steadily
integrated into the national scene during the first three decades of the twentieth century.’
For instance, apace with the rest of the country, Utah’s population gradually grew more
urban and industrial. (Interestingly, in 1930, about 25 percent of the state’s labor force

was still agricultural, even though only about 3 percent of the state’s land was arable.)*

! Leonard J. Arrington, “The Changing Economic Structure of the Mountain West, 1850-1950"
(Indianapolis, Indiana: Bobbs-Merrill, 1963), 12-13.

2 Richard D. Poll et al., Utah’s History (Provo: Brigham Young University Press, 1978), 481;
Frank H. Jonas, “Utah, Crossroads of the West,” in Frank H. Jonas, ed., Western Politics (Salt Lake City:
University of Utah Press, 1961), 301.
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Regardless of the extent to which Utah was slowly but surely blending with its
neighbors, its people still faced some unique and perplexing challenges. The region had
not remotely recovered from the implications of a post-World War I recession that had
lingered in the west when the Great Depression began to make itself felt in 1930. In
some respects conditions in Utah in the early 1920s may actually have been just as severe
as they were subsequently during some stages of the Great Depression.” For instance, in
1929, before the Depression was fully underway, Utah’s per capita personal income
stood at $559. For the region the average was about $606, and for the nation it was $703.
In relative terms, Utah was 8 percent behind the average for the region and 20 percent
behind the average for the nation.*

The crux of the problem was ably laid out in a 1931 study which analyzed Utah
census data from 1920 and 1930. Developed by Rolland A. Vandegrift and Associates, it
painted a portrait of a state facing daunting challenges during the coming decade, with or
without a national depression thrown into the picture. The core of the report’s analysis
focused on the established relationship between population growth and economic
prosperity—that they tended to vary directly. Thus a statewide gain or loss in population
would normally be interpreted as reflecting a similar movement among key economic
indicators, and vice versa. The simplest expression of this relationship suggested that the

rate at which a population increased rose when things were going well and declined when

* Poll et al.,Utah’s History, 464-469; Leonard J. Arrington, “Utah, The New Deal and the
Depression of the 1930's,” Dello G. Dayton Memorial Lecture, 25 March 1982, (Ogden, Utah: Weber State
College Press, 1983), 9.

# Leonard J. Arrington and George Jensen, “Comparison of Income Changes in the Western
States, 1929-1960," Western Economic Journal 1 (Summer 1963):205-217.
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times were tough.

“Census Facts and Utah’s Future” observed that the state had just passed through
a difficult decade economically and demographically and was inexorably entering
another. As would be noted with alarm by others during the coming years, Utah had
become quite literally an exporter of its greatest resource-men of working age.” Utah’s
population had increased by over 58,000, or 13 percent, during the previous decade.

(The national population increase stood at 14 percent for the same period.) However,
after accounting for the state’s excess of births over deaths, the increase should actually
have been 89,000, or 19.8 percent. Utah had in effect exported about 30,000 residents
through emigration, many of them males of working age.

The root cause was not hard to identify—it was Utah’s economy. The state’s
capacity to create new jobs was not expanding nearly fast enough to provide employment
for all of its citizens seeking work. The study stated the matter succinctly: “It is apparent
that, in order to have prevented losses by emigration, . . .[the] industrial development of
Utah would have had to increase half again as rapidly as it did. . . .” The grimness of this
assessment was accentuated when Utah’s losses through emigration were fully analyzed.
The heaviest loss of population had been concentrated among men, ages 24 to 64.°

The report further argued that when “gains by immigration and losses by

emigration are equal, a state may be said to be holding its own from an economic

> Rolland A. Vandegrift and Associates, “Census Facts and Utah’s Future,” 15 Jun. 1931, Lowry
Nelson Papers, L. Tom Perry Special Collection Library, Harold B. Library, Brigham Young University,
Provo, Utah, (hereafter cited as Nelson Papers), 6-8.
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standpoint. Under such conditions the state’s actual population change will be equivalent
to the normal excess of births over deaths. . . .” Thus any expansion or contraction of the
population beyond what is accounted for by births and deaths is a potent indicator of the
economic health of 2 community. Put simply, are people moving in or moving out? In
Utah’s case people were moving out in significant numbers and were likely to continue to
do so unless something in its economic structure was altered.’

The projections for the next ten years did not bode well for the state. The study’s
message was straightforward: “Utah . . . should look to the future with apprehension
rather than optimism.” And, “from the . . . analysis of the 1930 census figures, Utah’s
future does not look particularly bright.” Glumly, the study forecast a net population
growth for the 1930s of about 50,000, or 10 percent, assuming that Utah broke even in
terms of its immigration/emigration ratio. The actual figures for the decade fell well
below the study’s projection, just 42,463, or an 8 percent rate of growth. Thus,
ironically, the study’s somewhat conservative, even pessimistic, analysis proved to be
optimistic in light of actual experience. The difference between the forecast and the
reality reflected in a very tangible way the socioeconomic impact of the Great
Depression.®

The study’s prescriptions offered little hope for an immediate turnaround. Given
the nature of Utah’s economy at the time, mining, manufacturing, and wholesale

distribution were the sectors most likely to generate sustained economic growth. These

7 Ibid., 4.
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represented Utah’s primary, or export, industries. Though only accounting for about one-
third of Utah’s employment activity at the time, they would control the fate of the
remaining components of the state’s economy which held little potential for generating
sustainable growth in their own right. As the study asserted, “all the service industries. .
.are dependent for their growth and prosperity upon the basic or primary industries.”

In its final analysis, the report resisted putting a gloss on Utah’s predicament.
Agriculture was acknowledged to be at a standstill. It had developed about as far as it
could, given the limited arable land available. Mining was deeply depressed but in the
long run showed a promise of revival and growth. Manufacturing also was considered
one of the state’s long-term hopes even though little could be done to expand its potential
in the short run. One of the report’s conclusions was particularly discouraging, and
ultimately revealing. Utah’s “future population growth . . .is dependent upon the
expansion and development of mining and manufacturing.” During the Great Depression
years, Utah’s population would only grow 8 percent.'’

The question of out-migration, its causes, and its impact on the state became
something of a recurring theme among Utahans as the Depression lingered and took its
toll. When it became apparent that Utah was receiving very significant amounts of
federal aid, disproportionate aid in some estimations, one persistent argument was
proffered in support of such federal largesse. It suggested that it was simply Utah’s due,

given the state’s exportation of significant numbers of its well-educated, working-age

® Ibid., 11.
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men to other states. The validity of this argument could certainly be challenged.
However, its value lies not so much in its accuracy as in its reflection of the temper of the
times.

Dean R. Brimhall argued that Utah could expect to receive little in return for all
those it had supported, educated, trained, and then exported to other states. In this
context, federal relief aid was simply fair compensation for Utah’s loss and other states’
gain."" In 1938, Nels Anderson, another Utahan serving as an official with the Work
Projects Administration, echoed this sentiment. He wrote to George S. Ballif, “The real
problem is that the Mormon population has outstripped the land supply and the wealth of
Zion has to be expended in an expensive training program to educate the surplus children
for export. Brigham Young brought them in at $200 per head and Utah now ships them
out at $10,000 per head. Zion can’t prosper at that rate. The world gets the benefit.”'?

In a 1940 speech before the Utah State Conference of Social Work, Anderson
identified emigration as one of the chief underlying causes of Utah’s high ranking in
terms of federal relief dollars. This condition, he maintained, left Utah with a
disproportionate number of young and elderly residents who were not of employable age.
He concluded his analysis of Utah’s unemployment situation by suggesting that federal
work relief efforts were just and fair, especially given his views on the problem’s root

causes. “Some states, including [Utah] have more than a proportional share of the

nation’s unemployment. The federal work program. . .serves to redistribute some of the

" Dean R. Brimhall to Lowry Nelson, 1 Oct. 1937, Nelson Papers.
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wealth [of the nation] and thus even up somewhat the imbalance.”"

Wilford G. Frischknecht, National Youth Administration state director, calculated
the loss at $14.4 million annually. He argued that 2,000 trained and semi-trained youth
left Utah each year. He arrived at the $14.4 million figure “on the basis of $7,000 for
each high school graduate. At the age of 18, using the government’s $400 income tax
exemption as a basis for computing annual cost, a youth represents this investment. . . .”"*

Regardless of the causes of the difficulties afflicting the mountain west during
the 1920s, Utah was wholly unprepared to address the staggering welfare and relief needs
that manifested themselves as the 1930s unfolded. In 1930, seven Utah counties were
responsible for 80 percent of the state’s income. Salt Lake County alone, with the largest
population in the state, provided 51.1 percent. No other county was remotely close to
that total, with Weber at 10.5 percent, Utah 6.8 percent, Carbon 4.5 percent, Cache 3.7
percent, Box Elder 2.5 percent, and Davis 1.8 percent. The majority of this income, 73.2
percent, was derived, not surprisingly, primarily from mining, agriculture, and
manufacturing. Mining led the way with 35.8 percent of the state’s income, followed by

agriculture at 18.6 percent and manufacturing at 17.6 percent.”

The Depression’s impact was astounding and Utah was exceptionally hard hit. All

1 Nels Anderson, Director, Section on Labor Relations, Work Projects Administration, “Utah’s
Unemployment Problem,” paper presented at the Utah State Conference of Social Work, Salt Lake City,

Utah, 15 Nov. 1940, Nelson Papers.

' Salt Lake Tribune, 12 Dec. 1937.

!5 A. Smith Pond, “An Analysis of Effective Income Distribution in the State of Utah,” in Vasco
M. Tanner, ed., Proceedings: Utah Academy of Science (Provo: Brigham Young University) 11 (1934):
121-122.
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three critical economic sectors experienced dramatic downturns during the first three
years of the Depression’s reign. Mining fell a staggering 85 percent, while agriculture
declined by 66 percent, and manufacturing 65 percent. Though these figures represent a
more-than-catastrophic collapse, the impact was slightly mitigated by a less pronounced
drop in purchasing power as prices inevitably fell as well. In 1932, for instance,
purchasing power was estimated at about 50 percent of what it was in 1929, and personal
income stood at 54 percent of the 1929 level.'

In July 1931, a report published in the Proceedings: Utah Academy of Sciences
noted that the “present depression” was already one of the most severe on record.

Several indices charted the impact on business activity in Utah. One showed a decline of
22.9 percent through December 1930. Another pegged the regression at around 25.5
percent by January 1931, while yet another pointed to a decline of 33.8 percent for the
same period. Regardless of the particulars, all registered a continuous downward spiral
over a fourteen-month period.'’

The analysis also presented a particularly troubling hypothesis given Utah’s
economic orientation. Apparently both raw material and agricultural products were
susceptible to significant decline during the early stages of a recessionary cycle and also
tended to fall further and faster than other sectors. Given Utah’s preponderant

dependence on mining and agriculture, the prognosis suggested that Utah could expect

6 Ibid., 121-122.

17 Dilworth Walker, “A Statistical Analysis of Periods of Prosperity and Depression From 1875 to
1930,” in Vasco M. Tanner, ed., Proceedings: Utah Academy of Science (Provo: Brigham Young
University) 8 (1 Jul. 1931): 78.



exceedingly difficult times if the depressed conditions persisted.'®

On the other hand, the forecast was not entirely without a silver lining of sorts.
When a recovery cycle took hold, such sectors as mining and agriculture could expect to
be among the first to be revitalized. The argument in this regard was deceptively simple.
When prices fall, the costs of production lag behind and remain relatively high for such
industries as mining and for agriculture, thus wiping out the profit margin and resulting
in substantial loses. Conversely, when a recovery took hold the prices of such products
as raw materials and farm products would rise more rapidly than the cost of production.
Thus, though Utah’s economy might stagger during the early stages of a recessionary
cycle, its economy should rebound rapidly during the recovery period."

During the depth of the Depression, almost 36 percent of the state’s workforce
was unemployed, representing as many as 61,500 men and women. For farmers and
agricultural workers the effect was almost as devastating, with market prices declining
and the prospect of foreclosure looming. The production of minerals in the mining
industry virtually collapsed, plummeting 80 percent, from $115 million to $23 million.”

In Utah, assistance for those in greatest distress was initially administered
collaboratively by state and county government, private charities, and the LDS Church.
Each had relatively limited resources to expend. When substantial federal aid began

reaching the region in 1933, it was embraced by many who had been left destitute by the

2 1bid., 78
" Ibid., 83.

20 poll et al., Utah’s History, 482.
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Depression—35,151 Utah residents received public assistance in 1933. In 1934 about 20
percent of Utah’s population was on direct relief.*'

Senior citizens also struggled. The development of an integrated social safety net
maintained by communities, states, and the federal government only emerged
conceptually during the course of the New Deal. At the outset of the Depression,
community resources upon which the elderly could fall back were extremely limited. A
1935 study illustrated the extent to which aid for seniors had already proved woefully
inadequate. The study revealed that as of 1934, Utah still operated four poorhouses in
three counties. These housed about 365 persons, with an average expenditure of $76.64
per person per year, or $6.39 per month. Eleven counties did provide old-age pensions,
however seven others had been forced to discontinue their programs by 1934. The state’s
remaining eleven counties had never adopted a pension program for its residents. The
average pension was $7.43 per month, or $89.16 per year. This was at a time when it
was estimated that a pension of at least $25 per month was needed to maintain a
subsistence level of existence. About 29 percent of Utah’s population age 65 or over was
classified as indigent.?

Accounts drawn from the pages of local newspapers suggest something of the
evolution of these early relief efforts and the collaborative nature of public and private

initiatives during the first few years of the Depression. For instance, Lowry Nelson, a

! Thid., 483.
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and Letters (Provo: Brigham Young University) 12 (1933): 135.
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noted Utah sociologist, had a Depression chronicle of sorts created out of the pages of the
Provo Herald, a Utah County newspaper. The result was an evocative portrait of the
valiant efforts of local citizens, private charities, civic groups, and government officials
and agencies on all levels to come to grips with a crisis that unexpectedly kept growing
and intensifying. Whether intended or not, this chronicle offers a glimpse of the human
dimensions of the Depression as events outstripped a community’s ability to adapt to
very dynamic circumstances and succor all its citizens.”

The “Great Depression” was first mentioned in the Herald in the spring of 1930
and that was in the context of how lightly the area had been hit so far. However, by May
the “indigent fund” had become the second biggest item in Utah County’s budget. That
summer some formal “relief” efforts were initiated, though the city of Provo and Utah
County, in general, still did not consider themselves particularly hard hit. However, the
Provo Herald did sponsor several specific but rather low-keyed responses to worsening
conditions. It encouraged its readers to “Buy Now” on its editorial pages and it also
offered a free employment service.*

In the fall of that year some note was taken of employment opportunities created
through such public work projects as road construction. Yet the community still
perceived itself as just mildly affected and exhibited only a low-level consciousness that
conditions were gradually but steadily growing worse. To an extent this was a reflection

of the widely held perception that depressions in general were relatively short-lived and

2 Lowry Nelson, “A Chronology of Depression Events as Recorded in the Provo Herald from

October 1, 1929 to January 1, 1934,” Nelson Papers.

2 bid., 1-3.
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that there was no reason to assume this one would be an exception.”

In truth, the record of the past certainly supported such optimistic assessments.
The following year, a study published in the proceedings of the Utah Academy of
Sciences indicated that “the most probable expectation of the future . . . would be
improving business activity during the next 12 or 15 months, approaching normal about a
year from next summer. The year 1932 should be a normal business year and the year
1933 should be better than normal.”?*

As the first full year of the Depression drew to a close, recognition that some
families were beginning to suffer increased. Together, as they had in other seasons of
distress, civic and governmental leaders formally joined hands to cooperate with each
other, avoid duplication of effort, and attempt to answer the needs of their friends,
neighbors, and fellow citizens.”” The list of those who committed themselves and their
organizations in Utah County was substantial. The LDS Church was represented by the
Utah Stake Presidency, ward bishoprics, and stake and ward Relief Societies. Both the
Utah County and Provo city commissions participated. Brigham Young University,
Chamber of Commerce, Business and Professional Women, Columbia Steel, American
Legion, Rotary, Kiwanis, Elks, Masons, Odd Fellows, Woodsmen of the World, Knights

of Pythias, and other local businesses and organizations stepped forward.?®

% Ibid., 4.
%8 Walker, “Statistical Analysis,” 82.

" Garth Mangum and Bruce Blumell, The Mormon's War on Poverty: A History of LDS Welfare,
1830-1990 (Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1993), 75-93.
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In Provo, the Relief Society was called upon to conduct a survey of
unemployment in the city. Other organizations drew up an inventory of potential jobs in
the area. Several public work opportunities were identified. Such concerted activity was
certainly justified, as the ranks of those in need of work, 350 men in Provo alone by
November 1930, swelled.”

A sewer project was undertaken and there were clothing drives. The Provo sewer
project provided employment to thirty of the 100 workers who applied. The Utah Stake
Relief Society reported contributing $3,500 for relief in 1930. Yet, even with public and
private resources combined, it simply was not enough to tackle the ever expanding
dilemma.

Early in 1931 the unemployed organized themselves and formed committees.
Soon they approached the county and city governments for more public works and other
forms of aid.>® Later that year, Governor George H. Dern appointed J. W. Gillman to
organize and serve as chairman of a countywide council for relief. A survey completed
in October 1931 revealed that at least 316 heads of families and another 367 single
individuals were unemployed. Over 100 families were in urgent need of help. Again, the
community members rallied to do what they could as another unemployment fund was
created. This fund would be supported by workers donating 2 percent of their salaries for

the ensuing six months.*

2 1bid., 5.
3% Thid., 6-10.

3 bid., 11-12.
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Such gestures represented the spirit found throughout the county as its citizens
fought as best they could the ever intensifying economic and social consequences of the
Great Depression. It was the sort of grassroots, independent, self-reliant, all-American
effort President Hoover had envisioned. In a sense, Utah County was but a microcosm of
the nation—state and local governments in cooperation with community-based charities,
organizations, and businesses attempting to provide an adequate measure of help to
friends and neighbors in need.*

It was a vision born of the belief that America was a chosen and noble
nation—built and run from the bottom up, not the top down. It was a view that held that
Americans were inherently determined, stout-hearted, generous, and undefeatable.
Underlying it was also the assumption that though times were tough, very tough, and
getting tougher, the people would pull the country through if they could just press on a
little longer. It reflected an acceptance of depressions as a natural part of the economy’s
business cycle—unfortunate, unpreventable, and usually mercifully short-lived. It also
reflected a complete lack of comprehension of the crisis which had befallen the county,
the state, and the nation. How inadequate county, state, and federal efforts were proving
to be was clearly demonstrated as the Depression moved into its third year.

All this is rather difficult to comprehend or appreciate today, when the concept of
a social safety net to protect all Americans from economic adversity is regarded as an

entitlement to be provided by the national government. In the 1920s and early 1930s

32 See Pamela Riney-Kehrber, Roored in Dust: Surviving Drought and Depression in Southwestern
Kansas (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1994), 44-66.
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economic safety nets, if they existed at all, were something to be spun independently by
each “rugged individual.” During the course of the Great Depression, billions of dollars
in federal expenditures hardly stemmed the tide. How could private citizens and local
communities have ever thought their hundreds and thousands of dollars would be more
than token gestures? Regardless, they willingly tossed in their mites.

At the end of 1931, Mayor Jesse N. Ellertsen of Provo issued a plea for more
relief funds. Fish from a nearby lake and rabbits and were distributed to the needy.
During that year the Utah Stake Relief Society contributed $7,241.18 to the county to
fight the Depression. By February of the following year the county’s employment
committee reported that its funds were depleted, with at least 365 families in need of
emergency help. In an attempt to do something, if only to boost morale, the American
Legion declared a “War on Depression.” In March the Provo Chamber of Commerce
announced that 634 people had been provided employment during the previous winter,
earning $5,000 in wages. And, during the same period, the workers who were donating 2
percent of their income had contributed $5,574.84 to the unemployment fund. Still, none
of these endeavors dented the core problems of lost jobs and lost wages. When work on
Vineyard Road in the county commenced, 638 applicants competed for forty-five jobs.”

The Red Cross was able to assist some of Utah County’s residents that spring by
providing flour and feed. One-half million pounds of flour were promised and 350,000
pounds of feed. June 1932 saw unemployment in Utah County reach 15 percent, or 2,362

based on estimates made by the county relief committee. And for the coming fiscal year

* Ibid., 13-15.
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the county expected to need $18,510 for relief. That was in addition to whatever local
charities, businesses, and the state and federal government might provide. The Provo city
relief organization hoped to solicit $20,000 through various fund-raising activities and
continuation of the 2 percent donation from workers.**

As summer turned to autumn, things remained difficult throughout the county. A
Reconstruction Finance Corporation (RFC) grant of $3,200 (really a loan requiring
repayment) helped, as did a public works project in American Fork Canyon. The project
was slated to employ 600 men and cost $50,000. Utah County received $17,500 in
October as its share of a $125,000 RFC grant to the state. Yet, despite such injections of
funding for public works projects and other initiatives, 628 residents filed for relief aid in
Provo alone in November.*

As 1933 began, the news from around the county continued to darken. It was
reported that REC allotments would need to be cut significantly. This was disappointing
news, since in February alone RFC funds assisted 3,200 residents at a cost of $20,928.
Relief estimates for March indicated that 20 percent of the people in Provo were
receiving help, and in Payson the total was thought to be about 50 percent. The
unemployed continued to organize and challenge local government leaders to do more to
alleviate their immediate plight. But there was little government could do with the
limited resources available. Nevertheless, the private sector continued to pitch in with all

its might. A “renovizing” drive in Provo which sought to generate as many “make work”

3 Ibid., 17-19.

33 Thid., 19-20.
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projects as possible for the community began that May. By June over $175,000 in
pledges was gratefully received.*

Such occasional positive notes were easily offset by the reality of RFC cuts which
took place that summer. In July the cut was 50 percent. Another cut in August reduced
the county’s allocation to $10,000 for the month, or one-third the amount anticipated.
Still, the New Deal was beginning and the citizens of the area provided enthusiastic
support. For instance, when the National Industrial Recovery Administration’s program
was launched, it received broad support. An NRA army was formed and compliance
with initiatives was widespread. August also witnessed the formation the Utah County
Re-employment Committee as part of a nationwide effort. It consisted of seven
members, including representatives from labor, civic groups, local industry, local
government, ex-servicemen, and even a professional sociologist. By the close of the year
a number of New Deal programs were underway in the state.””

Throughout the period from late 1929 to 1933 circumstances were equally
challenging in neighboring Salt Lake County. Though the numbers were
different-larger, more troubling—and the scale of activities greater, the nature of local
initiatives was familiar. As elsewhere, unemployment alone was not the sole measure of
the Depression’s depredations. Wages decreased even for those who retained their
employment. In Salt Lake County the hours available shrank by a day or more. As

transportation, mining, and other sectors suffered, small businesses and service industries

3 Thid., 22-24.
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were directly affected. The economic multiplier effect worked in both directions, and so
when critical or dominant sectors declined other dependent enterprises soon followed
suit.*®

In Salt Lake City the Chamber of Commerce coordinated the governmental and
community-based relief efforts, including those of local churches. The city and county
also acted jointly in their official capacities. Substantial public works projects were
undertaken. During the period from 1931 to 1932, projects totaling $340,000 were
initiated. Voters endorsed a $600,000 bond issue for a sewer project.*

July 1933 saw countywide unemployment reach 24,239, with 11,500 cases on the
relief rolls as statewide per capita income fell to $275, or 49.2 percent of the 1929 level.
As in Utah County, some wage earners lent what help they could by donating a
percentage of their income. State employees pledged 4 percent. Other public servants
such as school employees and private sector workers also contributed 2 percent of
wages.*

Aside from such anecdotal accounts, a palpable sense of conditions throughout
Utah can occasionally be gleaned from official documents. A Reconstruction Finance
Corporation press release dated September 2, 1932-late in President Hoover’s term of
office—was particularly revealing. At this juncture, efforts to deal with the Depression,

which was deep into its third year, had sapped both local and state resources. Tax
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revenues and charitable contributions were insufficient to meet the demands made on
public and private relief organizations. Given the tenor of the times, deficit spending was
looked upon as irresponsible and counterproductive by all levels of government. Debt
was assumed by local and state entities only with great reluctance, as it was on the
federal level. As the nation continued to wrestle with seemingly insurmountable
economic turmoil, federal aid to the states in the form of “grants™ to be administered by
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation were authorized on an emergency basis.
Apparently, Utah qualified as the text of the following release indicates:

The Reconstruction Finance Corporation upon application of the
Governor, made available today, to the State of Utah, the amount of $390,000 to
meet current emergency needs. These supplemental funds are to benefit the
county of Salt Lake to the extent of $360,000 and the county of Tooele to the
extent of $30,000 and were made available to the State under Title I, Section I,
subsection (c¢) of the Emergency Relief and Construction Act of 1932.

The Governor will administer the relief funds through the State Relief
Committee.

Supporting data from the Governor of Utah pointed out that ‘due to
abnormal delinquencies in tax payments through the State, resulting in a severe
shrinking of current revenues, the State was compelled, after paring operating
expenses to the bone, to resort to a short time loan of $1,000,000 in June on tax
anticipation notes to carry on its purely governmental operations.” Another loan
of this type may be necessary to provide for the purely governmental activities to
the close of the year.

The Governor also asserts that the county government in these counties is
confronted with an impossible burden and facing a real crisis. Salt Lake City has
current obligations in the form of tax anticipation notes and it is committed not to
increase its indebtedness until these notes are retired. In the case of Tooele
county, the emergency needs have been precipitated by the great curtailment of
mining operations resulting in a payroll reduction from $200,000 to around
$35,000 per month. Both banks within the county have failed.*'

In extending such aid to the states the Hoover administration was still attempting

#! Reconstruction Finance Corporation, press release concerning Utah relief, 2 Sep. 1932.
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to stay within the parameters it had defined for the federal government in the crisis. In an
address delivered at the Welfare and Relief Mobilization Conference in Washington,
D.C. on September 15, 1932, Reconstruction Finance Corporation Chairman Atlee

Pomerene reminded those concerned:

The ultimate responsibility for furnishing relief to the people in distress,
does and should rest with the States, the Political Subdivisions of the States and
the Municipalities. The National Government did not and does not presume to
assume this responsibility. The funds which Congress has made available
through the Act are to be reimbursed the Corporation. As the Board of Directors
of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation has often stated, they are not in lieu of,
but simply to supplement State, local and private funds. This Act must not be
construed in any to lessen the continued responsibility of the State and Local
Government or of Private contributions. These funds are for emergency relief.

The Corporation feels that its objectives will be better obtained, its funds
more prudently distributed and yield better results if these loans are made to
furnish relief for short periods of time. Most of the loans thus far made extend
relief for periods of one month to three months. If these loans were to be made
for a long period of time there would be a greater temptation to depend upon the
Federal Government rather than upon the State or Local Government or private
charities. This is evident to anyone who has studied relief problems.*

This fear that the needy might become addicted to the “dole™ and the states
become dependent on the federal government was not just a product of narrow,
bureaucratic thinking. It was shared by many throughout the country. To an extent it
would curb the New Deal and inhibit Roosevelt’s administration.

Though RFC had offered some immediate aid at a time of deepening
discouragement throughout the country, it proved inadequate in and of itself to turn the
tide. FDR’s prescription required more aggressive federal involvement. Hoover had

relied on individual initiative and minimal governmental involvement not because he did

2 Atlee Pomerene, Chairman of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, “Address to be delivered
to the Welfare and Relief Mobilization Conference,” Washington D.C., 15 Sep. 1932.
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not care, but because he believed so strongly in an American spirit of self-reliance and
rugged individualism. Americans could do anything, and that included taming a
worldwide depression. He believed the people could and would take care of themselves.

In contrast, Roosevelt did not see the Depression as a challenge to be met by
character and fortitude alone. Reasoning that economies, like frontiers, could reach a
point when they became closed, FDR interpreted the Depression as a sign that the
American economy had fully matured and was now closed to significant growth.
Accepting such a scenario as an underlying premise resulted in the conviction that the
problems of unemployment and the existence of a perpetual underclass had become
permanent realities. Under such circumstances no state could have sufficient resources
or talent to press forward on its own. It was now time for the federal government to step
forward in partnership with the states and conscientiously address the needs of the people
for the duration.

Without abandoning a belief in the power of the people to respond magnificently
and valiantly to the test, FDR’s strategy suggested that more would be needed. The
matter was simply too grave and too complex to be managed by anything less than the
united resources of the entire country for the benefit of all. The only one in a position to
rally the nation and coordinate such an undertaking sat in the White House, and FDR
knew it.

For instance, at the beginning of the New Deal the agricultural sector was thought
to hold the key to a return to prosperity. By boosting farm prices and thus farm incomes

and farmers’ purchasing power, the entire economy could be reinvigorated. Roosevelt
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and his advisors believed a task of this dimension required a level of support and
coordination only the federal government could provide. A corollary to this analysis
suggested that a better balance between rural and urban areas would facilitate recovery.
Again, it was held that only the federal government possessed the means to promote such
a redistribution of the nation’s population. Similar creative thinking was to be
encouraged as the best and the brightest were invited to Washington to share their
insights and proposals. Ultimately, the results would prove to be rather uneven and
experimental. Nevertheless, Roosevelt persisted in his efforts to bring about relief and
recovery.®

Though the first hundred days of Roosevelt’s administration provided a great
psycological boost, tangible results were harder to come by. The problems faced thus far
had proven insoluble and were truly beginning to appear to be permanent. A hint of the
dimensions of the task that lay ahead in Utah was provided by a survey undertaken in the
spring of 1934. The Civil Works Administration’s work relief program had seen many
through the difficult winter of 1933 to 1934. However, it had only been a stopgap
program and was scheduled to be phased out.

In response to CWA’s anticipated termination and in preparation for other efforts
getting underway, a committee consisting of Robert H. Hinckley (State Administrator,
Utah Emergency Relief Administration), Dr. Arthur L. Beeley, Dr. Lowry A. Nelson, and

Dr. Joseph A. Geddes examined the problem of what was termed “stranded households”

% Patrick J. Maney, The Roosevelt Presence: A Biography of FDR (New York: Twayne
Publishers), 48-49.
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in non-farm, non-urban areas of the state. Stranded workers were defined for the
purposes of the study as those “living in single-industry communities in which there is no
hope of further employment.” The survey committee intended to get a handle on the
dimensions of the rehabilitation effort facing the state after CWA’s phaseout.*

Relief cases were examined in “worked-out” or “closed-industry” areas of the
state. This resulted in the identification of 2,068 stranded cases, representing a total
population of 10,123. Given the exclusion of urban centers such as Salt Lake City proper
and predominately agricultural counties with little mining, industry, or manufacturing,
such as Daggett and Grand, most of the cases were found to be concentrated in smelter
and mining districts. Among the cases reviewed, about 280 had experienced
unemployment for over four years. About 520 had been unemployed for over three
years, 840 for two or more years, and 1,400 for over a year.”

Of the total number of cases, 1,296 were entirely unemployed, while the
remainder had some degree of limited, insufficient employment. The survey noted that
stranded cases represented one-sixth of all relief cases in the areas surveyed. By
extrapolation then, the surveyed areas included about 12,000 relief cases of all categories,
representing about 60,000 Utahans at the time of the study in 1934.%

The committee noted that such statistics were not unexpected, given employment

conditions in key sectors of the state. For instance, metal mines had experienced a 65
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percent decline in employment between 1929 and 1932. Smelter and furnace
employment had fallen 63 percent between 1924 and 1932. Coal mine employment
declined 47 percent during the same period; food and allied industries, 35 percent. Of
course, payrolls had fallen proportionately. From 1924 to 1932, metal mine payrolls fell
69 percent, smelters and furnaces 65 percent, coal mines 46 percent, and food and allied
industries 33 percent.’

The survey observed that these families had lived comfortably before the
Depression. Subsequently, their standard of living had been seriously compromised by
employment conditions in the state. “Over 95% of the stranded cases received no
assistance before January 1, 1930. Over 75% of all assistance received by stranded
households, between January 1, 1930 and March 1, 1934 was received from Civil Works,
direct-relief and work-relief. . . .This is a sad picture of a once self-sustaining and
important class of people.” Though the study was selective in that it excluded
agricultural and urban centers, it provided a snapshot of the bleak circumstances facing
many throughout the state prior to and during the initial phases of the New Deal.**

Regardless of the hardships that persisted during the early stages of the New Deal,
the transition from the Hoover administration to FDR’s was dramatic, representing a
substantive shift in emphasis. The election of 1932 proved to be something of a
referendum on the policies of the preceding three years. President Hoover and many

Republican officeholders around the country fell victim politically, just as so many others
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had economically, to the oppressive power of the Great Depression. President Roosevelt
would immediately initiate a multi-dimensional, multi-tiered attack on the most
conspicuous consequences of the Depression.

As noted, the supporters of the new administration, which took office March 4,
1933, re-examined the role of the federal government in the crisis and found room for
what would be cast as a federal-state partnership. Utah’s new governor, Henry H. Blood,
sought whatever aid the New Deal could extend to Utah. The state participated in
applicable New Deal programs aggressively throughout the remainder of the 1930s.
Revenues were allocated to comply with the matching-fund requirements of federal
programs. State agencies were reorganized or created in accord with mandates
associated with a number of New Deal initiatives.

A sense of the ebb and flow of the New Deal years in Utah during Blood’s two
administrations can be culled from reports carried by the state’s major newspapers, such
as the Deseret News and Salt Lake Tribune. Curiously, much of this story revolves
around the governor’s efforts to balance the state budget in the midst of an unprecedented
depression while drawing extensively on the resources of the federal government’s New
Deal programs. One must wonder what might have been the state’s response to Utahans’
plight if there had not been such a magnanimous influx of federal dollars.

A report published in December 1932, just prior to Blood’s inauguration,
indicated that the state had a bonded indebtedness of over $40 million and anticipated a
deficit of $2 million by the coming June. Utah was borrowing to meet its payroll and

fund the state’s agencies. A loan for $1 million had been obtained in the east, $400,000
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had been transferred from redemption funds, and another $500,000 from the gasoline tax
fund.*

A little over eight years later, Blood’s successor, Governor Herbert Maw, was
able to report that “because of a wise and careful administrative policy Governor Blood
has been able to balance the budget during every year of his administration, make up the
general deficit, and reduce bonded indebtedness to a net of $2,155,000.” This was quite
a feat given the prevailing conditions when Blood first took office.” In between lay
some of the toughest years fiscally and socially the state had ever faced.

Upon assuming office Governor Blood openly acknowledged the severity of the
conditions facing the state and its people. Things appeared dire. In his words:

Basic farm commodity prices in recent weeks have reached levels never
before reached in modern times. Our mines are nearly all closed. The price of
silver has now reached an all-time low, while other metals have suffered
similarly. Manufacturing and business in general feel the loss of purchasing
power. Stagnation exists in financial circles. Shrinkage of values is making
private and public incomes uncertain. Unemployment stalks the city streets, and
reflects its shadow in rural life.”’

It is hard to imagine a bleaker summary of the dominant conditions throughout the state.

Evidence of the conventional economic wisdom of the time-that balanced
budgets were essential during economic downturns—would be manifested in Governor

Blood’s subsequent message to the legislature on January 9, 1933. He announced that

appropriations would have to be decreased by almost $2 million over the amount

* Deseret News, 15 Dec. 1932.
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authorized by the 1931 legislature in order to balance the state budget. However, the
governor had no qualms about submitting a request for $57 million in federal
expenditures for public works at the same time.>

In a further nod toward reliance on the New Deal, the Utah Industrial Recovery
Act came before the legislature in July 1933. The Act was deemed necessary to bring
Utah into compliance with provisions of the federal government’s relief programs. The
measure reconciled the state’s statutes with federal regulations as well as creating the
necessary administrative structure to support large-scale relief and public work efforts.
As the year proceeded, more federal money poured into Utah. Significant funds were
designated for building and construction projects, including schools. Over $5 million
was appropriated for the unemployed.”

The flood of dollars flowed on into 1934. As the year began another $13 million
in federal outlays was promised to the state. That June, $1 million was earmarked for aid
to drought victims. Despite such timely appropriations, circumstances in Utah remained
among the most challenging in the nation. With about 20 percent of its residents on the
“dole,” Utah stood fourth among the states in that category, at a time when the national
average was reported to be 12.8 percent. In some months upwards of $1.2 million were

spent for emergency relief, the majority of it from federal sources.*

32 Utah State Legislature, Senate Journal, 9 Jan. 1933, 68-118; Salt Lake Tribune, 16 Apr. 1933, 1.

53 Salt Lake Tribune, 10 Jul. 1933, 1; Salt Lake Tribune, 12 Jul. 1933, 1; Salt Lake Tribune, 13 Jul.
1933, 4; Wayne Stout, History of Utah, v. 3 (Salt Lake City: self-published, 1971),117-118, 128.
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The continued demands of the Depression and shifts in New Deal policies
provoked additional action on the state level. In January 1935 the state legislature was
considering the regulation of alcoholic beverages (necessary after the repeal of
Prohibition—an action some consider part of the New Deal’s reforms), various tax levies,
and questions raised by federal adjustments in relief policies. Despite continued federal
expenditures it was anticipated that Utah would need to allocate as much as $2 million
per year on its own relief activities for the foreseeable future.”

Expressions of gratitude for the federal contributions were not lacking on
Governor Blood’s part. He praised in particular federal drought relief (§14 million) and
purchases of sheep and cattle. In his State of the State message for 1935, Blood once
again acknowledged federal leadership as he encouraged the legislature to enact
provisions that would be in conformity with new national unemployment insurance
guidelines. He asked that “social legislation be of a nature to permit the state to
participate in whatever Federal grants may be made to assist states with their problems of
unemployment. . . .” He also observed, “economy and efficiency in government
operations call for centralization and unification of administration activities. . . .”®

This was not to say that the state looked exclusively to Washington when it came
to shouldering Depression-related burdens. For instance, Governor Blood was able to

report that for the period from June 1933 to December 1933, over $2.4 million were

collected through the state’s sales tax for emergency relief purposes. Though a

55 Salt Lake Tribune, 14 Jan. 1935, 4.

3 Senate Journal, Jan, 1933, 11-24; Stout, History of Utah, 158-167.
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significant sum, it does pale somewhat when compared with typical monthly expenditure
for relief at the time. In March 1935, $1,135,317 was expended for such purposes in
Utah. Of that total the federal government was responsible for $967,995. The state
contributed $161,090 from revenues raised through the sales tax.>’

Other statistics indicated that Utah continued to outpace the rest of the nation in
terms of relief needs. Utah stood 8 percent above the national average in the number of
families receiving public assistance. In March of 1935, 32,270 cases appeared on the
rolls, representing 127,384 men, women, and children, or about 25 percent of the state’s
total population. Garfield County experienced the highest percent of such cases in the
state, at 54.9 percent. Salt Lake County was among the six lowest, with about 20 percent
of the population receiving aid. However, not every indicator was as bleak. Faint
glimmers of recovery were beginning to appear as 1935 drew to a close. For example,
mining began to revive, improving from $16.3 million in production in 1933 to $34
million.*®

By mid-1936, evidence of a quickening recovery was beginning to mount. Tax
revenues increased, up 20 percent from fiscal 1935, and the sales tax had generated
almost $3 million towards state relief assistance. A $2 million surplus was reported as the
1937 fiscal year approached in June 1936. Utah’s state finances were actually described
as being “in the strongest financial position in history.” This obvious anomaly in the

midst of the Great Depression underscores the degree to which a reliance on

37 Senate Journal, Jan. 1935, 11-24; Stout, History of Utah, 158-167; Salt Lake Tribune, 2 May
1935, 4.

3¢ Deseret News, 21 Dec. 1935, 10.
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conservative, traditional fiscal policy in times of crisis continued to hold sway on the
state level. Even under the immense pressure of a deeply felt national and international
financial meltdown, Utah had managed to produce budgetary surpluses.”

As had been the case previously, the state persisted in keying off federal
initiatives as it sought to further its participation in the New Deal. In August 1936, a
special session of the legislature was called to enable Utah to adjust its statutes to
conform to requirements of the Social Security Act. Governor Blood described the
situation:

The call for a special session of the legislature at this time is in line with a
policy I have all along followed in the effort to have Utah law conform with the
federal Social Security Act. . . .In line with that policy I am calling the legislature
for the sole purpose of reaching this objective through proper legislation on
unemployment insurance. This legislation will enable Utah to receive full
benefits, along with other states having proper participating legislation, from that
section of the federal social security law which set up a plan of unemployment
reserves for the jobless. . . .

Utah was also to became the tenth state to qualify for grants under provisions of the
Social Security Act, which provided aid to the aged, blind, and to dependent children.®

As Governor Blood inaugurated his second term, both the state and the nation
seemed to be enjoying a genuine economic resurgence. Bonded indebtedness in Utah
declined by 32 percent, and it was projected that the biennium ending June 30, 1937

would close without a deficit. (In fact, the state was able to achieve surpluses from 1934

to 1939.) Such critical sectors as agriculture, mining, and manufacturing were continuing

*® Deseret News, 29 Jun. 1936, B1; Deseret News, 6 Jul. 1936, 1.
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to revive. Manufacturing statistics revealed that there had been a 36 percent increase in
the number employed since 1933. Wages had increased 52 percent for the sector. And
the value of the goods produced had risen 66 percent.®!

Many expected to see an acceleration of a return to normalcy. But as 1937
unfolded, such was not to be the case. Things got off to a rough start as the governor was
forced to order departments to cut their budgets. This was a direct result of a decline in
state revenue following an exemption from taxation extended to certain classes of
property which was approved in the last election. Drought returned. And by mid-year,
signs of an incipient recession materialized, the “Roosevelt Recession” as it was to be
known. Prices fell and unemployment rose. Another year would pass before the tide
would turn for good, and conditions remained discouraging well into 1938. The people
of Utah would once more experience rising unemployment rolls and pervasive
underemployment. In early 1938, a total of 18,916 were reported as unemployed and
another 13,607 as underemployed, for a combined total of 32,523. That number would
reach a combined 43,526 before the recession subsided. State revenues would also
decline substantially. Receipts declined about 19 percent, and expenditures a
concomitant 17 percent during the period.**

Even as the recovery renewed and the era neared its end in 1939, Utah continued
its dependence on federal initiatives and expenditures. The governor once again called

on the legislature to enact legislation in harmony with federal provisions, in this case the

81 1hid., 12-31; Senate Journal, 30 Jan. 1937, 213..

82 Salt Lake Tribune, 3 Feb. 1937, 4; Salt Lake Tribune, 4 May 1938, 17; Salt Lake Tribune, 16
Aug. 1938, 7.
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Fair Labor Standards Act. In April 1940, Congressman Abe Murdock reported that
during the previous fiscal year the federal government had expended $32,883,000 in Utah
on such programs as CCC, WPA, SSA, and other relief activities. During that period
Utahans paid $3,441,000 in federal taxes. Utah’s Secretary of State disclosed that since
1933, Utah had received $173 million in various forms of federal support.®®

In some respects the state was in better economic shape in 1940 than it had been
in 1929. It is improbable that such a recovery would have been possible without the
state’s aggressive, and at times controversial, participation in the New Deal. Yet, it
should be remembered that in terms of average per capita income at that time, Utah
($487) was 18 percent behind the nation ($595), and 12 percent less than the region
($553). Thus, though Utah and the region’s circumstances had rebounded a little more
strongly than they had for the nation, Utah still lagged behind the other mountain states in
terms of average per capita income.

As the Depression began to fade, the scope of its impact remained astounding and
it was obvious Utah had been affected more deeply than most other states. It was not
surprising, then, that during the course of the New Deal, Utah benefited
disproportionately in comparison with most states in terms of federal relief expenditures,
loans, and insurance programs.

There was some understandable sensitivity about this situation among a people

that prided themselves on their self-sufficiency and self-reliance. In analyzing why Utah

8 Governor Henry H. Blood, “Message to the Legislature,” House Journal, 10 Jan. 1939, 12-36;
Salt Lake Tribune, 27 Oct. 1940, 10.

& Arrington and Jensen, “Comparison of Income Change,” 205-217.
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had been so distressed and had drawn so heavily on the federal “dole,” Nels Anderson, a
Utahan and New Deal official with WPA, offered his insights. His list of causes mirrored
the list of weaknesses identified in the 1931 report, “Census Facts and Utah’s Future.

The mining sector had been particularly hard hit during the Depression,
catastrophically so, as things turned out. Unfortunately, Utah had been very dependent
on that industry. Adding to the burden was recognition that the mining industry in Utah
was in out-of-state hands. Additionally, agriculture could not be expanded significantly
during the era since arable land was scarce, thus limiting Utah’s potential for economic
growth in that sector. Demographically, the state had a high birth rate but also a high
emigration rate among its most productive age groups. After expending resources raising
and educating those who emigrated, the state received no return on its investment.*

Regarding alternatives to New Deal policies such as greater emphasis on
grassroots mutual or cooperative efforts, Anderson argued that if any people could have
made such programs work, Utahans would have been the ones. Self-help plans were just
not practical because they require a significant degree of isolation from the national
economy if they were to be successful on a statewide scale.

Continuing his argument, Anderson indicated that Utah had suffered
disproportionately during the Depression. In 1940 average per capita income nationwide

stood at about $536, while in Utah it was only $449, or $87 less per person. When

calculated in terms of Utah’s total population it represented a deficit of about $40 million

6 Anderson, “Utah’s Unemployment Problem.”

% Tbid.
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per year. In comparison, Anderson pointed out that federal relief expenditures in Utah
for such programs as WPA, CCC, SSA, and so on, for the years 1937, 1938, and 1939
taken together, totaled $40 million. Thus, these expenditures only covered about one-
third of Utah’s annual per capita shortfall.®’

Regardless of the sensitivities and rationalizations concerned with the level of
assistance Utah received from the federal government, the New Deal had been a
fortuitous reality for the people of the state for seven years. Utah’s various economic
interests profited from the relationship in disparate ways. Labor benefited from some
features of federal legislation affecting unionization, wages, and working conditions.
Utah was one of five states to develop legislation modeled on the Wagner Act. Mining
was subsidized by federal silver price supports. Banking was assisted by such provisions
as deposit insurance, while the state’s bankers came to resent the competition they faced
from an array of federally sponsored loan programs. Agriculture received some
assistance through an assortment of New Deal initiatives such as AAA, Farm Security
Administration, and Farm Credit Administration, even though these programs were not
particularly tailored to Utah’s needs.®®

Politically, the Democratic party was a big winner during the New Deal cra. Utah
politics had been something of a roller coaster ride after the advent of statehood.

Republicans had dominated the governor’s office up until World War I. By the onset of

%7 Tbid.
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the Depression, William King, a Democrat, and Reed Smoot, a Republican, had been in
the U.S. Senate together since 1916. Republicans had controlled Utah’s House seats
from 1920 until the 1932 election. The Democrats would remain in control until 1950.

In 1932, Democrat Elbert D. Thomas, receiving 57 percent of the vote, was able to
decisively defeat Smoot. Some observers detected in Smoot’s defeat a stunning setback
for the LDS Church and its leadership’s influence on state politics. Other such blows
were to follow when Church leaders endorsed Republican Alf Landon for president in
1936. Landon was rejected at the polls in Utah as elsewhere. Roosevelt’s margin of
victory was more than two-to-one. In 1938, Franklin Harris, president of Brigham Young
University, unsuccessfully ran against Senator Thomas, now a staunch and established
New Dealer. Though he was granted a leave of absence to conduct his campaign and
attempted to call upon LDS members through a letter distributed to bishops in Utah,
Harris was easily defeated. He received 44 percent of the vote. Utah’s drift to the
Democratic party camp lasted through World War II, after which the Republicans once
more proved successful.*’

At the close of the New Deal it was apparent that Utah was moving in new
directions in terms of government organization and structure. In January 1941, the new
governor, Herbert Maw, furthered the process of expansion and consolidation promoted
by the New Deal that had incrementally altered the profile of Utah state government. The
governor advocated that:

.. .existing commissions, boards, and government units created by past

% Jonas, “Utah, Crossroads of the West,” in Jonas, ed., Western Politics, 276-278.
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legislation be dissolved and that all the functions of the state be assigned to the

following newly created departments—Department of Finance, Department of

Engineering, of Public Welfare, of Lands and Water, of Service and Inspection, of

Health, Board of High Education, Tax Commission, Industrial Commission,

Liquor Commission, and Department of Publicity and Industrial Development. . .

f legalized the general effect will legalize the following innovations. Control of

state administration will be taken from more than a hundred boards, bureaus and

commissions.””

Could such changes be attributed solely to the impact of the Depression and the
influence of the New Deal? Some have argued that change was coming anyway because
society was growing more complex. Populations had been shifting from a rural to an
urban base for the nation. Changes in communications, transportation, finance, and a
myriad of other aspects of life were altering the look and feel of things, changing
attitudes and behavior in the process. Change, as always, whether slow or rapid, was
upon the land. However, the intensity of the Depression and the innovations of the New
Deal conveyed shape, direction, and velocity to at least some of what transpired.”

A catalog of the New Deal’s tangible and enduring effects includes the expanded
role of the presidency and the liberal shift in American politics. The fiscal structure of
the nation was altered through the regulation of banking and financial markets. The New
Deal promoted home ownership and reinvigorated agriculture. Its various programs
renovated American towns and the countryside. Such initiatives as TVA elevated

underdeveloped regions of the country. Labor, women, and minority groups benefited as

well. The beginning of the end of racial segregation and gender discrimination is traced

7 Governor Henry H. Blood, “Message to the Legislature,” House Journal, 13 Jan. 1941, 6-3; Salt
Lake Tribune, 30 Jan. 1941, 4.

™ James T. Patterson, “The New Deal and the States,” American Historical Review, 73, no. 1
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by some to Roosevelt and his New Deal. And, perhaps more significantly from the
world’s perspective, at a time when totalitarianism was on the rise, a democracy
endured.”

Utah also drew dividends from its new relationship with the federal government
for years to come. Building on portions of the infrastructure laid down during the
Depression years, the federal government continued to invested heavily in Utah and its
economy during World War II. The Ogden Arsenal and Hill Air Force Base began their
development during the Depression and expanded rapidly during the war. Wendover Air
Force Base began development in 1940, and the Tooele Ordnance Depot was constructed
after the United States entered the conflict. Under the impetus of war other sectors of
Utah’s pre-Depression-era economy recovered as mining and manufacturing revived.
Though still dependent on out-of-state investment, Utah was no longer the virtual ward of
absentee landlords. Its relationship with and dependence upon the federal government
would endure until the 1980s.”

Following World War II, Utah’s economy, like those of other mountain west
states, shifted emphasis away from agriculture and mining toward other sectors. During
the war Utah’s economy had been stimulated by federal spending on military installations

and depots, as well as by developments such as the Geneva Steel plant near Provo.”™
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Defense remained a critical component of Utah’s economy into the postwar period as
well. By the late 1950s government and public administration had become the state’s
largest employer. Wholesale and retail trades followed closely behind, and
manufacturing employment exceeded agriculture and mining by a substantial margin. In
1959, defense-related spending in the state rose to almost $250 million during a year in
which personal income totaled about $1.6 billion. Altogether, federal aid from all
sources amounted to about 31 percent of Utah’s revenue. This represented quite a
substantial change in all sectors compared to the situation just prior to and during the
Great Depression in Utah. Though its economy was still considered semi-colonial in
many respects, Utah’s relationship with the federal government had carried it through the

Great Depression and into a new era.”

7 Alexander, Utah: The Right Place, 308-361; Jonas, “Utah, Crossroads,” 284.



FEDERAL RELIEF

In the final analysis, the story of Utah’s passage through the Great Depression is
in many respects really America’s story. The Church Security Plan played its part in
providing for some of the state’s Mormons. The state managed its affairs as best it could
with its limited resources and commitment to fiscal conservatism. However, the federal
government through the New Deal was the dominant force at work in Utah carrying the
burden of relief and recovery.

It has been argued by some that “security” was the overarching theme of the New
Deal.! Similarly, it might be said that “partnership” was the watchword governing
federal-state relations during the period. This was not just a bit of idle rhetoric.

President Roosevelt genuinely believed that a partial answer to the crisis sweeping the
nation lay in the creation of cooperative federalism. If democratic capitalism was to
survive, FDR recognized that some remedial action must be taken by the federal
government in collaboration with the states. The evolution of the New Deal’s policies
and practices provided the answer to the question of exactly what action should be taken.

To an extent, President Hoover had recognized the same need and offered it on a
less dramatic scale. The Reconstruction Finance Corporation (RFC) extended some
federal assistance to the states. Intended as loans euphemistically labeled “grants,” these
federal allocations were made available to the governors of qualifying states for use on a

grassroots level. They were issued with some hesitation and much concern. Though the

' See David M. Kennedy Freedom From Fear: The American People in Depression and War,
1929-1945 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999).
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funds were welcomed, they proved meager, given the enormity of problems facing the
states. Many were broke and falling deeper in debt, stretched thin and confronting
diminishing revenues.

Something far more substantial was required if the states and ultimately the nation
were to escape an economic and social meltdown. The Hoover administration was
careful to recognize state sovereignty. It only intruded itself as far as it felt absolutely
necessary through limited injections of federal funds. The result had not even begun to
put a dent in the pressures and demands besieging state executives. A by-the-bootstraps-
oriented initiative simply had little prospect of success—the resources, organization,
talent, and vision simply did not exist on the state and local level to do the job
effectively. Yet what more could the federal government do without subverting the
sanctity of states’ sovereign rights and responsibilities?

In response, Roosevelt, as had Lincoln before him, reinvented the role of the
federal government and redefined its relationship with the states, communities, and the
people. It was not exactly a “new birth of freedom,” though in time it was
reconceptualized as the “four freedoms.” However, FDR introduced the concept of a
collective security, not against some external enemy, but against the internal ravages of
poverty and despair. He evoked the image of war in his inaugural address. As president
of a nation in full retreat, he assumed the powers of commander-in-chief to make war on
the Depression. With great prescience he recognized that the essential question facing
the nation by 1933 was not how long the Great Depression would last, but how long the

United States would last.



89

The president did not intend to become Caesar and have Washington become a
new Rome, but, as president, FDR intended to lead and to act. All the resources that the
federal government could muster or create were to be unleashed in support of the states
and their relief efforts. In the president’s eyes things were simply too grave and too
complex to be resolved in any lesser way. All this was to be done while respecting the
Constitution-though stretching it liberally when warranted—and refraining from any
deliberate violation of state sovereignty.

In practice the New Deal organized and channeled national resources—brains as
well as dollars—into the states. The short-run consequence was the establishment of a
crude working relationship championing relief and recovery, if not always reform. In the
long run the new partnership would prove to be more than a temporary expedient. It
resulted in an open-ended expansion of the federal government’s theoretical jurisdiction.
If a number of New Deal programs failed to survive much beyond the outbreak of World
War II, FDR’s assertive redefinition of the role and authority of the federal government
surely did.

Such measures as the Federal Emergency Relief Act (FERA) and Social Security
Act (SSA) permanently altered the nature of American federalism. States appointed
coordinators to interface with federal agencies and programs. These state-level
coordinators in time became federalized for all intents and purposes. For instance,
Robert H. Hinckley was appointed by Governor Blood as the director of the Emergency

Relief Program for Utah. When the national government set up its relief organization,
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Hinckley became the federal director as well.> Federal field agents were assigned to
provide assistance to the state administrators. In time, the field agents came to dominate
the state coordinators—after all, there were rules to be enforced and compliance to be
verified. Cooperation gradually became submission. Money flowed from Washington to
the states, power flowed away from the states to Washington. FERA in effect forced
states to centralize relief operations. In time, programs such as Social Security controlled
even local administration, imposing additional requirements and need for centralization
on the states. And, so it went.’

In 1936, Darrell J. Greenwell, then serving as both the Work Projects
Administration (WPA) state administrator and Utah director of the Department of Public
Welfare, outlined federal and state roles, responsibilities, and expenditures under
provisions of the Social Security Act:

The Social Security Board is providing Utah with funds to pay half the
grants given to the needy aged, one third the sum being paid to dependent
children and one half the sums being paid the needy blind.

Utah is meeting its share of the cost of the public assistance phases of the
social security program with funds from the sales tax and from approximately
$30,000 a month which the counties are contributing toward this program. The
state is still left with the burden of providing care for those persons who are
unemployable but who do not fit into the classifications outlined above. . . .It is
apparent that the counties will have to be called upon for further contributions to
the relief problem as the social security program develops. . . .

The Utah Welfare Board has pending before the Children’s Bureau and

the Public Health service a program for maternal and child health services in
predominately rural areas of Utah. . ..

? Dean R. Brimhall letter of reference for Robert H. Hinckley, undated, Dean R. Brimhall Papers,
Manuscript Division, J. Willard Marriott Library, University of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah (hereafter cited
as Brimhall Papers).
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In return for contributions by the State, generous grants will be made by

federal agencies to carry on these welfare activities in Utah. . . .

You have heard complaints that Utah’s social security program is not in
harmony with the desires of the President and the spirit of the Social Security

Act. . . .As the State Department of Public Welfare developed its plans . . . every

phase of the program of the program was submitted to competent welfare persons,

including Social Security board people in Washington, to insure that we were on
the right track.*

In October 1939 an article in the Deseret News further reflected this predictable
evolution in the federal-state partnership. A headline noted “Working Wives Rule Is
Suspended by Board.” A sub-headline reported “Public Welfare Official Will Not
Remove Married Women From Jobs.” The article went on to note that federal Social
Security officials had “recommended” that the Utah State Board of Public Welfare not
implement a legislative resolution encouraging state agencies to not employ “working
wives.” They noted that under federal regulations employment status could only be
determined on a merit basis. The federal officials went on to inform the State Board that
“if the ‘working wives’ resolution were put into effect, Federal Social Security funds,
amounting to $2,500,000 annually, might be jeopardized. . . .” Immediate action was
taken to avoid the potential loss of these funds. A not very subtle message had been sent
and understood.’

This sort of end result was not so much the consequence of intention as it was of
necessity and circumstance. Cooperative federalism in the shadow of the Depression led,

almost inevitably, to welfare, revenue, and labor policies which altered the nature of state

administration. At the close of the New Deal, states spent more, taxed more, and

* Darrell J. Greenwell, address to Ogden Rotary Club, 15 Apr. 1936, Brimhall Papers.

3 Deseret News, 25 Oct. 1939.
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provided much more than they had two decades before. During the course of the New
Deal it was estimated that 46 million Americans (35 percent of the population) received
federal aid.® The arrangements contrived to offer relief and reform could not help but
alter the national landscape.
One ardent proponent of Roosevelt’s aggressive approach was Senator Elbert D.

Thomas of Utah. Throughout the New Deal era Thomas remained an impassioned
spokesperson for administration policies and practices. He even offered an able defense
of such controversial initiatives as FDR’s effort to reorganize the Supreme Court. In
numerous speeches and addresses, Senator Thomas repeatedly explained to the people of
Utah why a revised federal-state partnership was now necessary and how it was
consistent with the Constitution, especially in regard to the powers reserved to the states.
The crux of Thomas’ arguments lay in the dimensions of the crisis at hand, that it was
simply too big for any one state to cope with effectively, and that it was therefore not just
right and proper for the federal government to act in concert with the states, but it was
constitutionally requisite.

In addresses given in Oakland, California and Washington D.C., Thomas
elaborated his understanding of the symbiotic relationship of the states and the nation:

Our Constitution is Federal in nature. The powers of the state in their

spheres and the powers of the Nation in its sphere are the things generally

stressed. The Roosevelt Administration has moved forward in the development

of the cooperative powers of the Federal system. It is in the joint and cooperative

development that we may expect our future constitutional growth. . . .Under our
Constitution the American people have a dual citizenship with dual

® James Patterson, The New Deal and the States (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1969),
198-201; James T. Patterson, America’s Struggle Against Poverty (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1986), 76.
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responsibilities. In return for these responsibilities each citizen is entitled to the
concern of both his state and nation. . . .There must be a harmonious and mutual
endeavor on the part of both the state and national officials.”

He argued that “the problem became national because its answer is not possible
locally. The solution, and the only solution, lies in a united front. . . .\When we speak of a
united front in America, we mean thru federal action. That in turn means federal aid for
those in need. . ..” He added, “The partnership idea is the one that I will stress.
Partnership between Federal and the states; partnership between the young and old,;
partnership between the employer and the employee. . . e

Under Democratic party leadership, Utah would become a part of the new federal-
state partnership. Even before Governor Henry H. Blood took office in 1933, Governor
George H. Dern’s administration had initiated Utah’s involvement in federal relief efforts
through participation in Herbert Hoover’s RFC program. Prior to federal funds becoming
available in Utah, public assistance was a very decentralized affair. It was administered
by county commissioners utilizing funds generated by property taxes. Special levies
funded “widows’ pensions” that were actually providing aid for dependent children.
Old-age pensions and aid for the blind were also financed through special levies. These

levels of assistance were not mandatory and so the range of programs available from

county to county varied. Apparently, county commissioners did much of this work

7 Elbert D. Thomas, “Address delivered at the Oakland Municipal Auditorium,” 29 Oct. 1936,
Senator Elbert D. Thomas Manuscript Collection, Utah State Historical Society, Salt Lake City, Utah
(hereafter cited as Thomas Collection).

® Elbert D. Thomas, “Remarks delivered on ‘American Forum on the Air’ program over the
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themselves, though in Salt Lake County there was a charity clerk and administrative
officers to handle widow and old-age pensions. No county employed a professional
social worker.” In light of the scale of the expenditures and administrative complexity
the New Deal relief efforts introduced, all this seems rather quaint in comparison.

Even under the RFC program as administered during the Hoover administration,
reception of grant funds for emergency relief was not a simple proposition. The
Reconstruction Finance Corporation was created by an act of Congress on January 22,
1932. It initially advanced nearly $300 million under the Emergency Relief and
Reconstruction Act and subsequently an additional $1.5 billion as loans to the state and
local governments. In 1938 Congress reclassified these loans as expenditures and
cancelled the states’ accrued debts under the program. (By February 1939, RFC had
received over $13 billion in authorizations.) "

RFC sought to help stabilize the economy by capitalizing banks, businesses,
railroads, agriculture, and other financial institutions across the nation through a variety
of lending entities such as the Commodity Credit Corporation, Federal National
Mortgage Association, and RFC Mortage Company. In Utah RFC activities provided an
early source of relief funds to aid struggling communities. By December 1935 it had also

loaned Utah banks almost $4 million.!' From 1933 through 1939, the RFC would expend

® Bureau of Research and Statistics, “Type and Extent of Available Data Relative to Public and
Private Assistance in Utah,” Utah State Department of Public Welfare, 24 Feb. 1939, Brimhall Papers.
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$19,573,000 in Utah, or $37 per capita for the seven-year period."?

During the initial stages of RFC relief effort, funds were made available directly
to the states to be further distributed at the discretion of the governor. This was not as
straightforward a matter as it might superficially appear. From the outset there were
rules to be followed and funds to be apportioned among contending interests. On the
state level, regulations were drawn up and regular meetings were held. Reports were
received from the counties, requests for aid considered, and field agents designated to
visit the counties to assess and advise. Often the grants were rather insubstantial, given
the scope and urgency of the problems faced by state and local administrators.

An excerpt from the minutes of the December 13, 1932 meeting of the Governor’s
Central Committee in Utah provides an illustration of the difficulties that could arise over
the extension of seemingly trivial amounts of aid. An issue arose over Carbon County’s
request for $10,000 in assistance. An account of a Mr. Reed’s interview with the
Governor’s Central Committee was recorded. Mr. Reed and others attended the meeting
as representatives of Carbon County. The minutes of this meeting offer an intriguing
window on how such a program actually functioned on the state and local level. For this
reason the transcript of the meeting is quoted at some length:

Representatives from Carbon County were admitted and Mr, Reed
submitted their request. He advised that they had received a letter refusing their
recent request for $10,000 and they did not understand the reason for the
refusal. . . .

Mr. Holman [a member of the Governor’s Central Committee] then read
the minutes of Executive Committee meeting held November 21 in which the

12 1 eonard J. Arrington, “The New Deal in the West: A Preliminary Statistical Inquiry,” Pacific
Historical Review, 38 (August 1969): 311-316.
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committee recommended a further advance to Carbon County provided that an
additional allocation was made by the RFC. Mr. Holman explained that the
money is not yet available and that Carbon County is the only county that has
exceeded its allocation. They are using Salt Lake County’s allocation at the
present time. He further stated that it would be necessary for Carbon County to
be the last to receive their money in case the RFC money is delayed. Mr. Holman
read the rules and regulations calling for provision of compensation insurance,
and advised that Mr. Robinson, Field Representative, had advised that Carbon
County has not complied with this provision. Mr. Reed advised that they are now
carrying this insurance.

Mr. Holman stated that he had received reports to the effect that the
Carbon County records are not satisfactory, and that Mr. Robinson is scheduled to
visit the county this week to check up. Mr. Holman advised further that he had
received reports that four individuals connected with the relief committee have
been paid substantial wages out of RFC funds. Mr. Reed advised that $500 had
been paid for office help from RFC funds, but as soon as the tax money was
received this $500 was replaced. Mr. Holman submitted names and figures of
payments made to individuals, and Mr. Reed advised that all of these amounts
have been replaced in the RFC funds. Mr Holman asked Mr. Reed to admit that
at former meetings held in Mr. Holman’s office, at which the Carbon County
representatives were present, that he had been frank with them and willing to
assist in every way possible. Mr. Reed admitted this.

Mr. Holman was of the opinion that there should be no objection on the
part of Carbon County to have Mr. Robinson look into the records before the next
check is given to them, and that a communication should be directed to Governor
Dern advising that the insurance matter has been taken care of. Mr. Reed said
that Mr. Williams of the RFC [the federal government’s field representative over
Utah] had advised him that where RFC work is being done, the city should pay
for the insurance.

Senator Miller [also representing Carbon County] advised that conditions
were getting worse in Carbon County, and they now have on file over 1773 cases.
Senator Miller stated further that this county is now $6,000 in debt.

Upon motion of Mr. Bamberger, the committee went into Executive
session.

Drury suggested that Mrs. Maxwell be given complete responsibility of
making investigations in Carbon County.

Mr. Holman reported that the RFC money had just been received from
Washington.

Upon motion of Judge Anderson, duly seconded and carried unanimously,
it was decided that the committee recommend to the Governor that an advance of
$10,000 be given to Carbon County, on condition that Mr. Robinson takes the
check down personally and satisfies himself that they have complied with the



97
necessary provisions."

Thus ended the saga of Carbon County’s request for an additional $10,000 in aid.
In truth, everyone involved was simply being diligent. Funds had to be administered in a
responsible way and accounted for by the recipients. The county reported to the state and
the state reported to the federal government. The state appointed a field representative
over the counties and the federal government appointed a field representative over the
state. Rules and regulations were set forth so that everyone understood the conditions
and procedures that applied. However, if this much effort went into allocating $10,000
under the governor’s discretion, what would hundreds of millions of dollars allocated by
a distant and very political Congress generate? Under the strain of such practicalities,
FDR’s federal-state partnership would inevitably shift toward one in which the states
virtually became wards of their federal benefactor.

Following President Roosevelt’s inauguration in March 1933, federal-state
relations entered a new phase. Under the provisions of the Federal Emergency Relief Act
of 1933, FDR created the Federal Emergency Relief Administration (FERA). Initially
funded by grants from the RFC and subsequently from additional earmarked
appropriations, FERA attempted to assist states with direct and work relief efforts
through matching funds and outright grants. It appeared to be the very “spearhead of the
whole New Deal,” at least in the eyes of such observers as Lorena Hickok. It consisted

of four divisions respectively governing relations with the states, work relief, statistical

13 “Minutes of Meeting of Governor’s Central Committee on Emergency Relief for Utah Held at
the State Capitol Tuesday, December 13, 1932,” Lowry M. Nelson Papers, L. Tom Perry Special
Collections Library, Harold B. Lee Library, Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah (hereafter cited as
Nelson Papers).
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and financial reporting, and rural rehabilitation. Ten regional field representatives were
appointed to “interpret Federal policies to State officials and State policies to the
Administrator.” Initially funded at $500 million, it would subsequently receive
additional infusions of federal dollars.™

Distribution of these funds was carried out in a manner similar to RFC grants.
The governors of the states applied to FERA’s administrator for aid and the resulting
allocations were channeled through a state relief administrator to local political
subdivisions. It was intended that the federal relief money would ultimately reach needy
families and individuals through local public relief agencies, which operated under the
state relief administrator’s supervision. Local agencies, in turn, would be responsible for
documenting cases by conducting investigations establishing individual or family need
and maintaining the requisite relief rolls."®

Under this scheme, the state administrator was responsible to both the federal
government and state executive while maintaining oversight of local operations. This
reflected President Roosevelt’s commitment to the concept of a federal-state partnership.
It also enabled an agency such as FERA to get up and running rapidly by having the
states provide administrative support and supervision.

As FDR noted at a conference of governors and emergency relief administrators

in June 1933, “The Emergency Relief Act is an expression of the federal government’s

14 Richard Lowitt, The New Deal and the West (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1984), §;
Purpose and Activities of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration (Washington, DC: Government
Printing Office, 1935), 2.

1 Ibid., 2-3.
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determination to cooperate with the states and local communities with regard to financing
emergency relief work. It means just that. It is essential that the state and local units of
government do their fair share. They must not expect the federal government to finance
more than a reasonable share of the total.”'®

J. W. Gillman, director of Utah’s Department of Public Welfare in the 1930s,
provided a revealing account regarding the unstructured nature of early relief efforts.
While commenting on FERA during a 1939 interview he observed:

With the inauguration of the FERA program, county committees were
appointed in each county, and later the members of these committees served as
the nucleus for the establishment of the new county boards of public welfare. In
every county there was at least one old FERA board member on the new board.
Before the establishment of the Department of Public Welfare the general relief
program was carried on in some counties by an agreement to abide by state board

rules and regulations, even though no state law existed during that transition
period requiring them to do so."”

At the peak of FERAs fifteen months of active operation, the agency employed
almost 2.5 million Americans under its work-relief provisions. The program expended
over $20 million in Utah, or $40 per capita. Its activities included such projects as
improvements to public property, remodeling and repair of housing, and production of

necessities for the unemployed.'®

1% Ihid., 2-3.

17 Louis Hosch, “Interviews on Utah Situation,” transcript of interview with J. W. Gillman,
Director, State Department of Public Welfare, 11-15 Jan. 1939, Brimhall Papers.

8 Harry L. Hopkins, Administrator, The Emergency Work Relief Program of the F.E.R.A., April 1,
1934-July 1, 1935, (Work Division, 31 Dec. 1935), 1, 6-10; Bureau of Budget, Report No. 10: Utah, vol. 1l
(Office of Government Reports, Statistical Section, 1939), 2; Deseret News, 3 Apr. 1935; Leonard J.
Arrington, “The New Deal in the West: A Preliminary Statistical Inquiry,” Pacific Historical Review 38
(Aug. 1969): 311-316.
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Though technically a separate entity, the Civil Works Administration was
partially supported by FERA funds. During its brief existence, November 1933 to March
1934, it employed approximately 4 million Americans. Its funding was actually derived
from three sources. PWA diverted $400 million of funding to CWA. When this was
exhausted, FERA provided an additional $89 million. Legislation in February 1934
allocated another $345 million for the effort. Expenditures in Utah reached $4.76
million, or $9 per capita.'

Of course, the New Deal was not limited to general relief and work relief
activities. As it broke into full stride, every economic sector of Utah’s economy was
affected. A summary of the scope of the programs that came spilling out of Washington,
D.C. suggests how comprehensive and experimental Roosevelt and the New Dealers
intended to be.

Utah’s agricultural sector was sorely afflicted by the combination of depression
and drought. Cash income dropped from $58 million in 1929 to $24 million in 1932, a
decline of $34 million. By 1937 income had rebounded to $50 million, or a little more
than double the 1932 level. Large harvests in 1938 depressed agricultural prices once
more, with income falling to about $46 million for that year. Still, by the late 1930s the
agriculture sector evidenced unmistakable signs of recovery. Forced sales of farms and
bankruptcies both abated during the mid and late 1930s. Federal programs strove to

lighten the burden of Utah’s farmers and to a significant degree had succeed in

' “Purpose and Activities,” 4 ; Edward Ainsworth Williams, Federal 4id for Relief (New York:
Aims Press, 1939), 119; Deseret News, 3 Apr. 1937; Arrington, “Statistical Inquiry,” 311-316.



ameliorating some of the harsher aspects of the Depression.”

Roosevelt administration efforts to regulate agriculture during the first stage of
the New Deal were authorized under the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933. Programs
subsidized by the Act focused on the reduction of a perceived excess of production which
resulted in the accumulation of price-depressing surpluses. Questions of land
management and soil conservation were also addressed. In 1934, the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration purchased livestock which was slaughtered, canned, and
distributed to the needy through FERA and Federal Surplus Relief Corporation.”’ The
Supreme Court overturned the Agricultural Adjustment Act in 1936 and brought to a
close that particular phase of the government’s attempt to induce modification of existing
agricultural practices.

Under the Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act of 1936, attention turned to
the enhancement and preservation of soil fertility. During that year, almost 15,000 Utah
farmers, representing 70 percent of the state’s agricultural acreage, participated in AAA
programs. The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 continued the emphasis on soil
conservation and improvement. In addition, it also reconstituted efforts to stabilize farm
commodity prices—once again through regulation of production. These activities were
supplemented by the Price Adjustment Act of 1938 and the Department of Agriculture

Appropriations Act for the fiscal year ending June 1940.%

- Report No. 10, 7-10.
o Lowitt, New Deal and West, 34.

22 Report No. 10, 11-13, 43.
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Agriculture Department programs did precipitate some change in farm practices.
Thousands of acres were shifted from production of wheat and corn to “soil conserving”
crops or other uses. Hundreds of thousands of dollars were expended for conservation
and parity payments. During the fiscal year ending June 1939, for instance, sugar beet
producers received almost $2.5 million under the Sugar Act of 1937. Other farmers
received more than $1 million in 1937 and $624,000 in 1938 for conservation. From
1933 through the fiscal year ending July 1939, AAA expended over $10 million in
Utah.”

Other agricultural-oriented programs, such as the Farm Credit Administration,
substantially aided Utah’s ailing farm economy. The Farm Credit Administration offered
loans to individual farm owners, farm cooperatives, and private institutions involved in
agricultural financing. Production credit organizations offered short-term loans. Long-
term lending was provided through the Federal Land Bank of Berkeley and the Land
Bank Commissioner. The Berkeley Bank for Cooperatives lent to farm business
associations involved in marketing and purchasing, as well as grain elevators and
irrigation. Over $25 million in short-term loans, $20 million in long-term mortgages, and
over $1 million in credit to cooperatives were extended to Utah farmers in the 1930s. All
totaled, the Farm Credit Administration provided over $48 million in credit to Utah
agriculture.”

Another New Deal entity with a substantial impact on Utah’s farm community

S I6ids, 142, 13

2 Ibid., 15.
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was the Farm Security Administration. This agency attempted to reduce dependence on
relief among low-income farmers by enabling them to become more self-sufficient. It
offered loans to farmers at low interest rates, without requiring significant collateral.
Three approaches were pursued: rural rehabilitation loans, a homestead program, and a
tenant purchase program. Introduced in 1935, it assisted over 5,000 Utah families by
1939, loaning almost $5 million.”

The rural rehabilitation program provided small subsistence loans and other
resources enabling low-income farmers to become more productive. County supervisors
worked with farm operators in developing plans and maintaining records in an effort to
upgrade farm operations. This program also encouraged community-based group or
cooperative purchases of equipment. Moreover, it provided assistance with medical care
and debt adjustment. One survey among participating Utah farmers indicated that the net
worth of about 3,500 affected farms had been increased by $2.5 million, or $710.80 per
family.?

The Homestead and Tenant Purchase provisions played a lesser role in the
rehabilitation of Utah agriculture. The Homestead program attempted to create model
rural communities where low-income farmers could be relocated from submarginal land.

In Utah the Farm Security Administration developed the Sevier Valley Farms and

2% Frank H. Jonas, “Utah: Sagebrush Democracy,” in Thomas C. Donnelly, ed., Rocky Mountain
Politics (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1940), 43.

% Report No. 10, 16-18.
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Widtsoe Resettlement projects.”’

The Bankhead-Jones Act authorized loans designed to assist tenant farmers,
sharecroppers, and farm laborers in purchasing their own farms. Only four counties in
Utah were designated to participate in the program. Enough funds for about nineteen
loans were allocated, totaling $130,000, through the 1940 fiscal year.*®

Yet another agency, the Surplus Commodities Corporation, distributed surplus
agricultural commodities to those on relief as a supplement to the other aid they were
receiving. The corporation purchased surplus production of thirty-nine commodities in
an attempt to improve market conditions and relieve distress among the needy. In 1936,
the Corporation distributed nearly one million pounds of food staples to eligible relief
recipients in Utah. In 1937 the total reached over six million pounds, valued at $369,000.
Commodities included dried and fresh apples, beans, onions, peas, potatoes, prunes,
flour, and tomatoes.”

The Rural Electrification Program also fell under the Department of Agriculture.
It proved to be less effective in the mountain west than in other regions.”* Though
authorized in May 1935 by executive order under provisions of the Relief Act of 1935,

projects did not commence in Utah until 1938. The Moon Lake Electric Association, Inc.

27 Brian Q. Cannon, Remaking the Agrarian Dream: New Deal Rural Resettlement in the
Mountain West (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1996), 1-8; see Brian Q. Cannon,
“Remaking the Agrarian Dream: The New Deal’s Rural Resettlement Program in Utah” (master’s thesis,
Utah State University, 1986).

28 Report No. 10, 16-18.
2 Salt Lake Tribune, 8 Jun. 1937; Deseret News, 11 Oct. 1938,

» Lowitt, New Deal and West, 33.
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served Duchesne and Uintah counties. Garkane Power Company, Inc. carried electricity
to Garfield and Kane counties. Peoples Light & Power Company of Loa, Utah developed
service for Wayne, Piute, and Sevier counties. Other cooperatives were initiated in
LaPoint and Tabiona. Only $559,000 was committed throughout all of Utah by August
1939.°

FDR undertook the reorganization of a number of his New Deal agencies under
the Reorganization Act of 1939. Included under the aegis of a newly created Federal
Security Agency were such prominent programs as the Civilian Conservation Corps, the
National Youth Administration, and the Social Security Board.

The Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) was created in June 1933 by an act of
Congress. As originally conceived, CCC relied on the cooperation of the War, Interior,
Agriculture, and Labor Departments in conjunction with state relief and conservation
agencies. Its goal was the alleviation of unemployment among the youth of the nation
and the rehabilitation and conservation of national resources. It provided work and
income by employing young men on projects such as improving forests and developing
national parks. Though its activities were severely curtailed by the latter stages of the
Depression, it was technically authorized through June 30, 1943. However, Congress
effectively ended the program in June 1942 when it eliminated CCC funding.”

Substantial sums were spent in Utah under the program. By 1939 the total had

31 Report No. 10, 19.

32 Report No. 10, 22; Arrington, “Statistical Inquiry,” 311-316; see Kenneth W. Baldridge, “Nine
Years of Achievement: The Civilian Conservation Corps in Utah (PhD thesis, Brigham Young University,
1971); Beth R. Olsen, “Utah’s CCCs: The Conservators’ Medium for Young Men, Nature, Economy,
andFreedom,” Utah Historical Quarterly 62 (Summer 1994): 261-74.
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reached $37 million. The number of Utahans working in the state for CCC varied over
time. For instance, in 1937 the Salt Lake Tribune reported that only 1,315 Utahans were
among the 4,573 CCC workers engaged in projects in Utah. A report for August 1939
noted that only 1,200 of the 6,079 current enrollees working in the state listed Utah as
their residence. However, by the end of 1938, over 15,000 enrollees had participated in
the program, as well as 3,358 non-enrollees working as supervisors and camp officials.”

The National Youth Administration began its tenure as part of the Works Progress
Administration in 1935 before being transferred to the Federal Security Administration in
1939. Its expenditures in Utah might be considered modest in comparison with other
New Deal programs, but it did assist over 5,000 of the state’s youth. Through June 1939
expenditures amounted to about $1.5 million. Work was performed in schools and
colleges throughout Utah. Out-of-school youth as well as high school, college, and
graduate students were employed in a variety of tasks. Projects included work on library
stacks, city beautification, recreation projects, soil conservation, and construction. The
program was finally abolished by Congress in 1943.*

Historian Leonard J. Arrington paid tribute to that program in a 1983 lecture he
gave at Weber State College: “Having come from a large and very poor farm family
which could not support me in college, I worked my way through the university under a
program sponsored by a New Deal agency, the National Youth Administration. This

lecture gives me an opportunity to express my gratitude for that help by telling something

33 Salt Lake Tribune, 11 Jun. 1937; Report No. 10, 22, 45.

# Ibid., 23; Salt Lake Tribune, 7 Jul. 1937.
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of the accomplishments of that and other New Deal agencies in Utah.””

The Social Security Act passed into law in 1935. A few of its features have
remained prominent and well known, though the Act initially authorized a total of ten
different programs concerned with social insurance, relief, health, and welfare. Old-age
insurance provisions were administered solely by the federal government, while other
provisions required state participation. The full panoply encompassed the following
initiatives: old-age insurance, old-age assistance, aid to dependent children, aid to the
needy blind, unemployment compensation, maternal and child health services, child
welfare services, services for disabled children, vocational rehabilitation, and public
health work.*®

During the latter part of the Depression, unemployment compensation and public
assistance were the most significant elements of the Social Security program for Utahans.
The Social Security Board approved Utah’s program for the aged, blind, and dependent
children in March 1936. Utah’s unemployment compensation provisions were approved
by the Social Security Board in September 1936. Under aid to the aged, blind, and
dependent children, the federal government expended $5,605,451 by mid-1939. By
August 1939, Utah provided $3,740,073 in unemployment benefits. In addition, the
federal government granted $676,770 for the administration of the Utah Employment

Service, which placed 17,355 applicants during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939

33 Leonard J. Arrington, “Utah, The New Deal and the Depression of the 1930's,” Dello G. Dayton
Memorial Lecture, 25 Mar. 1982 (Ogden, Utah: Weber State College Press, 1983), 7.

36 Report No. 10, 25.
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alone.”’

The 1939 overhaul of federal agencies also created the Federal Works Agency.
This encompassed the Public Roads Administration (formerly Bureau of Public Roads),
Public Works Administration, and the Work Projects Administration (formerly Works
Progress Administration). All three agencies had a tremendous impact on the
development of Utah’s physical infrastructure.

During the New Deal era, numerous miles of federal-aid and state roads in Utah
were built or improved. In addition, railroad crossings were upgraded by the introduction
of overpasses, underpasses, signals, and relocation. Expenditures amounted to over $16
million by the end of June 1939. By that time, almost 1,400 miles of roads were
improved in the state and an average of 3,500 workers a month had been employed. For
the period beginning in 1933 and ending in 1939, §18,515,000 was spent, or $35 per
capita.*®

The Public Works Administration came into being in 1933. It provided funding
for the development of state and local construction projects in an effort to strengthen the
economy through the long-term effects of significant public works. Under the non-
federal portion of the program, which operated on a matching basis, PWA contributing
45 percent of the cost of approved projects. PWA also undertook construction and repair
work on federal properties.

PWA'’s contribution to the Ogden River reclamation development amounted to

37 Ibid., 26.

3 Ibid., 28-29; Arrington, “Statistical Inquiry,” 311-316.
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$3,742,630. The Moon Lake Reservoir received an allocation of $1,360,000, and the
Provo River Project received $800,000. PWA also allocated almost $3.5 million towards
the construction of fifty-seven schools. Waterworks systems benefited from loans of
$1,391,350 and grants totaling about $1.6 million for ninety-two projects.”

By the end of June 1939, PWA had undertaken 238 federal projects including
development of streets, sewers, waterworks, flood control, aviation, and other
improvements to federal property at a cost of $17.8 million. It also supported 182 non-
federal projects including development of streets, sewers, waterworks, buildings,
monuments, and other projects through the allocation of $9,358,853 in grants and loans.
The total federal and non-federal project expenditure in Utah from grants and loans
amounted to $31,417,237 at that time.*’

The Works Progress Administration (later Work Projects Administration)
succeeded the works program initiated by the Federal Emergency Relief Administration.
This was perhaps the most high profile and controversial program sponsored by the New
Deal. It was the agency most directly and visibly sponsoring work-relief throughout the
later part of the Depression. Though it did not offer any direct relief payments, it
continued to be associated in some people’s minds with the “dole.” This would prove to
be a point of controversy between The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints and
WPA after the introduction of the Church Security Plan in 1936.

Tens of thousands of Utahans, including farmers, were employed by WPA at one

3% Report No. 10, 30-34.

40 Ibid., 30-36.
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time or another on its numerous projects. In January 1936, over 29,000 Utahans were
eligible for work with the agency. As late as June, 1939, 10,267 were still working under
the WPA banner. At that point, WPA reported that over $33 million had been spent in
Utah on wages and materials. Throughout the period an average of about 9,500 workers
were employed at any given time. Under the program over 200 buildings were erected
and nearly 400 others upgraded throughout the state. Roads and streets were completed
or improved. Athletic fields and parks were developed. Waterlines and storage tanks
were built. Even clothing was produced and food was distributed.*!

A 1939 Salt Lake Tribune article offered its readers a summary of some of WPA’s
accomplishments in Utah. Under the subheading “Top Projects in State Since 1935" it
listed the following: construction of an ordnance depot near Ogden; improvements at Fort
Douglas; construction of armories at Logan, American Fork, Nephi, Mt. Pleasant,
Fillmore, and Cedar City; school administration building and general school
rehabilitation in Salt Lake City; lining miles of irrigation ditches and canals; noxious
weed control; construction of water and sewer systems; Little Cottonwood Canyon road;
farm-to-market road program; construction of six buildings in Sanpete County; damsite
investigation and underground water survey; adult education and nursery school

program; Salt Lake airport; recreational leader program; sewing projects for the needy;

b -

! Ibid., 35-36; Glen D. Reese, Director, Division of Employment, Works Progress
Administration,“Know Your Government” National Emergency Council radio address transcript, 19 May
1937, Brimhall Papers; Salt Lake Tribune, 7 May 1939; Jonas, “Utah: Sagebrush Democracy,” 49; Lowitt,
New Deal and West, 37.
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and a dam and reservoir building program.*

A brief description of the role of WPA was given in July 1938 by Darrell J.
Greenwell, WPA state administrator; “The WPA remains a ‘last resort agency.’ At least
95 per cent of the persons who work on WPA projects must be persons who are
employable, who have exhausted their resources and who have been certified as needy by
the welfare department of the county. These persons may continue to work on WPA
projects only so long as there are no other jobs open to them. Persons who refuse private
work at the recognized wage for private work are dismissed. . . .”*

Something of the human drama hidden in such reports and descriptions can be
garnered from a 1938 letter from Commissioner Marion Henrie of Millard County to
Darrel J. Greenwell. The letter is a rather poignant report on the conditions which
prevailed in Millard County from the onset of the Great Depression until that time. In its
straightforward honesty it sums up much about the people’s feeling toward the New Deal
and programs such as WPA; therefore it will be quoted at length:

Dear Mr. Greenwell:

Your request for an appraisal of work projects in Millard County was
taken up with the board of County Commissioners last meeting, you know the
Commissioners and our entire office force are very busy, really overworked, they
felt they did not have time to go into the matter sufficiently to give you any
satisfaction, so I am going to try and write you what I think of it and believe the
other Commissioners feel the same way. Forgive mistakes I am having quite a
wrestle with typewriter and the language as well.

When I took the oath of office January 1, 1933 and got a view of

conditions it was the blackest picture I ever looked at people were terribly
discouraged a great percentage would of moved out if there had been a place to

42 Walter Everett, “WPA Reports $33,131,372 Spent In Utah Since ‘35," Salt Lake Tribune, 7 May
1939.

* Salt Lake Tribune, 3 Jul. 1938.
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go, our taxing units were all bonded to the limit, business men all on the rocks,
and all our citizens were in debt that could get in, investments they had made
when prices were inflated to limit, we had been suffering from one of the most
devastating drouths and panics that had ever hit the Sevier water shed, what few
assets that were left were frozen down so tight you could not stick an ice pick into
them anywhere. . . .The time for generalities and promises had long
passed. . . .Well, Mr. Greenwell the State and Federal Governments came through
with . . . help in a big way, we did not have a payroll in this County and we were
all out of a job, through your departments the RFC, CWA, FERA, and WPA
supplemented with the security act each place around two thousand on the
payroll, and they bought our livestock killed the best of them shipped them back
for us to eat and some of us had not tasted meat for years. . . .But the big thing of
it all was that it meant work, jobs, building improvements we never would have
gotten any other way, the works program part of it turned the liabilities of drouth
and depression into assets and the results are we are again ready to go . . . we
have incentive to go because we feel we have a chance to live and own our farms
and homes, every soul in Millard County should feel grateful to the President, the
Governor, and Yourself the entire program and particularly the work part. . . .I
hope the State and Federal Governments can carry on a while longer, we cannot
afford to loose the gains we have made and go back to chaos. . . .
This letter is altogether to long but I am depending on your patience. . . .

Very Respectfully,

Marion Henrie*

Other New Deal agencies had their impact as well. Along with the rest of the

nation, Utahans benefited from such entities as the Federal Home Loan Bank System,

Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation, Home Owners’ Loan Corporation,

Federal Housing Administration, and Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. For

example, by the end of 1938 FHA had insured 2,795 mortgages and issued over 7,500

loans for modemnizations and repairs, while HOLC had extended over 10,000 loans in

Utah. By January 1937 the total for HOLC alone had reached $25 million.”

For the period 1933 t01939 the federal government spent $173,886,682 in Utah in

4 Marion Henrie to Darrell J. Greenwell, 7 Mar. 1938, Brimhall Papers.

43 Report No. 10, 43; Deseret News, 3 Apr. 1937.
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grants, payments or other expenditures through various New Deal agencies and relief
programs. During this same seven-year period, $97,505,718 in federally sponsored loans
were extended in the state. An additional $17,909,381 benefited Utahans through New
Deal insurance programs. The total of these three categories reached over $289 million,
for an average of $41.3 million per year. This total amounted to the equivalent of
$569.67 for every man, woman, and child in Utah over the course of the Depression,
calculated on the basis of Utah’s 1930 population statistics. On an annual, per capita
basis, this represented $81.38 a year for seven years.*®

As significant and generous as these appropriations appear—especially in
comparison to the national relief and recovery effort in which per capita expenditures for
the seven-year period averaged $364, or 64 percent of what Utah received-they were at
the low end of what the eight mountain west states received. The region as a whole
benefited disproportionately from New Deal activities, while Utah stood near the bottom
of the regional rankings.

The following set of charts attempts, through the use of relative rankings and
comparisons, to grapple with the enormity of dislocations brought on by the Great
Depression and to summarize their impact. The limitations of such an approach are
apparent. Statistics can only indirectly hint at the social and psychological costs of the
Depression, or the human side of the equation.

The following statistics, drawn from a number of studies of the period, create a

% Report No. 10, 1- 2; Arrington, “Statistical Inquiry,” 311-316; Don C. Reading, “New Deal
Activity and the States, 1933 to 1939,” Journal of Economic History 33, no. 4 (1973): 792-810; Leonard J.
Arrington and George Jensen, “Comparison of Income Changes in the Western States, 1929-1960,”
Western Economic Journal 1 (Summer 1963): 205-217.
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startling portrait of a nation, a state, and a people in an almost incomprehensible crisis.
They also illustrate the extent to which Utah benefited from New Deal programs in
relation to both the nation and the mountain west region in terms of federal allocations
(expenditures, loans, and insurance). The comparisons highlight the degree to which the
Roosevelt administration favored the west in general, and thereby the mountain west, and
how Utah fared compared to its sister states in the region. Unless otherwise noted the
charts are extrapolations of data provided in Bureau of the Budget, Report No.10, and
from works published by Leonard Arrington, Don C. Reading, and George Jensen.*’

The first two charts offer information on population totals and percentages as
reported in the 1930 and 1940 censuses:

United States and Mountain West Population Figures for 1930 and 1940

1930 1940 Average
United States 122,775,046 131,669,275 127,222,161
Mountain West 3,701,789 4,150,003 3,925,896
Arizona 435,573 499,261 467,417
Colorado 1,035,791 1,123,296 1,079,544
Idaho 445,032 524,873 484,953
Montana 537,606 559,456 548,531
Nevada 91,059 110,247 100,653
New Mexico 423,317 531,818 477,568
Utah 507,847 550,310 529,079
Wyoming 225,565 250,742 238,154

“T Leonard J. Arrington, “Sagebrush Resurrection: New Deal Expenditures in the Western States,
1933-1939,” Pacific Historical Review 52, no. 1 (Feb. 1983):1-15; Arrington, “Statistical Inquiry,” 311-
-316; Reading, “New Deal Activity,” 792-810; Arrington and Jensen, “Comparison of Income Changes,”
205-217.

b Arrington, “Sagebrush Resurrection,” 1-15; Arrington, “Statistical Inquiry,” 311-316; Reading,
“New Deal Activity,” 792-810; Arrington and Jensen, “Comparison of Income Changes,” 205-217.
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The Mountain West States’ Populations as Percentages of Total Mountain West

Population®

1930 1940
Arizona 11.8% 12.0%
Colorado 28.0% 27.1%
Idaho 12.0% 12.6%
Montana 14.5% 13.5%
Nevada 2.5% 2.7%
New Mexico 11.4% 12.8%
Utah 13.7% 13.3%
Wyoming 6.1% 6.0%

(In 1930 the region’s population constituted 3% of the U.S. population, and 3.2% in
1940.)

Another measure, which places Utah within the larger mountain west context and
the region within the national context, is personal income (wages, salaries, self-
employment, rental income, pensions, and benefits available for taxes, investment, and
all other routine expenditures). The following tables provide information on total and per
capita personal income in the nation and the region. The data is from 1929, 1932, and
1940. These charts provide a comparison of where the region stood in relation to the
nation and where Utah stood in relation to both. (At that time, the subsistence level for a

family of four was estimated at about $2,000 per year.*)

2 Arrington, “Sagebrush Resurrection,” 1-15; Arrington, “Statistical Inquiry,” 311-316; Reading,
“New Deal Activity,” 792-810; Arrington and Jensen, “Comparison of Income Changes,” 205-217.

L Patterson, Poverty, 16.
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Total Personal Income in the United States and Mountain West States for 1929 and 1940°'
1929 1940
$85,661,000,000 $78,522,000,000
$2,118,000,000 $2,144,000,000

United States

Mountain West

Arizona $254,000,000 $ 248,000,000
Colorado $642,000,000 $617,000,000
Idaho $225,000,000 $242,000,000
Montana $312,000,000 $318,000,000
Nevada $78,000,000 $99,000,000
New Mexico $171,000,000 $199,000,000
Utah $284,000,000 $269,000,000
Wyoming $151,000,000 $152,000,000

(The total personal income of the mountain west states represented 2.5% of the U.S. total
personal income in 1929. It represented 2.7% in 1940. As noted above, the region
represented about 3% of the U.S. population in 1929 and 3.2% in 1940.)

Personal Income bv State as Percentage of Regional Personal Income™

1929 1940
Arizona 12.0% 11.6%
Colorado 30.3% 28.8%
Idaho 10.6% 11.3%
Montana 14.7% 14.8%
Nevada 3.7% 4.6%
New Mexico 8.1% 9.3%
Utah 13.4% 12.6%
Wyoming 7.1% 7.1%

3! Arrington, “Sagebrush Resurrection,” 1-15; Arrington, “Statistical Inquiry,” 311-316; Reading,
“New Deal Activity,” 792-810; Arrington and Jensen, “Comparison of Income Changes,” 205-217.

32 Arrington, “Sagebrush Resurrection,” 1-15; Arrington, “Statistical Inquiry,” 311-316; Reading,
“New Deal Activity,” 792-810; Arrington and Jensen, “Comparison of Income Changes,” 205-217.
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Per Capita Annual Personal Income in the U. S. and Mountain West States for 1929, 1932,

and 1940>

1929
United States §$703
Mountain West §572%
Arizona §591
Colorado $637
Idaho $503
Montana $595
Nevada $878
New Mexico $407
Utah $559
‘Wyoming $677

*Mountain west average derived using 1930 population total.

(Per capita personal income in mountain west was 81% of the national average in 1929

and 87% of the national average in 1940.)

The following charts offer a comparison of federal allocations (expenditures,

1932

$309
$360
$268
$319
$577
$205
$303
$406

1940
$595
$517
$497
$549
$461
$568
$398
$375
$489
$606

loans, and insurance) for the nation, region, and Utah. The first table provides

information on each state’s New Deal allocations from 1933 to 1939 by category and

includes the per capita value for the seven-year period based on the 1930 population

CEensus.

£ Arrington, “Sagebrush Resurrection,” 1-15; Arrington, “Statistical Inquiry,” 311-316; Reading,

“New Deal Activity,” 792-810; Arrington and Jensen, “Comparison of Income Changes,” 205-217.
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Federal Expenditures, Loans., and Insurance 1933-1939 in the Mountain West States #

Arizona
Colorado
Idaho
Montana
Nevada
New Mexico
Utah
Wyoming

Expenditures
$261,368,351

$375,101,905
$209,057,598
$381,382,693
$102,881,055
$223,301,907
$173,886,682
$141,185,431

Loans

$ 67,866,224
$130,686,722
$111,854,931
$141,835,952
$ 28,472,659
$ 61,907,530
$ 97,505,718
§ 52,878,973

Insurance

$15,842,884
$18,743,253
$10,287,395
§ 7,415,036
§ 5,091,380
$ 6,559,504
$17,909,381
§ 8,639,232

Total

$345,077,459
$524,531,880
$331,149,924
$530,633,681
$136,445,094
$291,768,941
$289,301,781
$202,703,636

Per Capita
$ 792.24

$ 506.41
§ 744.11
§ 987.03
$1498.44
$ 689.25
$ 569.67
$ 898.65

(The allocation for the mountain west totaled $2,651,612,396. The allocation for the nation

reached $44,691,782,948. The mountain west received 5.93 percent of the total federal

allocation for 1933 to 1939. On a per capita basis the mountain west averaged $716.31,

while the nation averaged $364.01. The mountain west received 194.9 percent of the

national average.)

Mountain West States Allocations as Percent of Total Mountain West Allocation

Arizona
Colorado
Idaho
Montana
Nevada
New Mexico
Utah

Wyoming

13.0%
19.8%
12.5%
20.0%

5.2%
11.0%
10.9%

7.6%

H Arrington, “Sagebrush Resurrection,” 1-15; Arrington, “Statistical Inquiry,” 311-316; Reading,
“New Deal Activity,” 792-810; Arrington and Jensen, “Comparison of Income Changes,” 205-217.

# Arrington, “Sagebrush Resurrection,” 1-15; Arrington, “Statistical Inquiry,” 311-316; Reading,
“New Deal Activity,” 792-810; Arrington and Jensen, “Comparison of Income Changes,” 205-217.



Mountain West States Allocations as Percent of Average Mountain West Per Capita

Federal Allocation®®

Arizona
Colorado

Idaho

Montana
Nevada

New Mexico
Utah
Wyoming
Mountain West

Mountain West States Allocatons as Percent of Average U.S. Per Capita Federal

($792.24)
($505.41)
($744.11)
(8987.03)
($1498.44)
(8689.25)
(8569.67)
($898.65)
(8719.31)

110.6%
70.7%
103.9%
137.8%
209.2%
96.2%
79.5%
125.5%
194.9%

Allocation®’
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(Average federal per capita allocation 1933-1939 = $364.01. This includes expenditures, loans,

and insurance.)
Arizona
Colorado
Idaho
Montana
Nevada
New Mexico
Utah
Wyoming

($792.24)
(8505.41)
($744.11)
(8987.03)
($1498.44)
($689.25)
(8569.67)
($898.65)

217.6%
139.1%
204.4%
271.2%
411.7%
189.4%
156.5%
246.9%

%% Arrington, “Sagebrush Resurrection,” 1-15; Arrington, “Statistical Inquiry,” 311-316; Reading,

“New Deal Activity,” 792-810; Arrington and Jensen, “Comparison of Income Changes,” 205-217.

37 Arrington, “Sagebrush Resurrection,” 1-15; Arrington, “Statistical Inquiry,” 311-316; Reading,

“New Deal Activity,” 792-810; Arrington and Jensen, “Comparison of Income Changes,” 205-217.
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National Ranking of Mountain West States in Terms of Per Capita Allocations **

Nevada 1
Montana 2
Wyoming 3
Arizona 4
Idaho 5
New Mexico 8
Utah 9
Colorado 14

Mountain West States Average Per Capita Personal Income as Percentage of U.S. Average

Per Capita Personal Income, 1929 and 1940*°

1929 1940
United States - ($703) - ($595)
Mountain West 83% ($580) 86% ($509)
Arizona 84% (8591) 84% (§497)
Colorado 91% ($637) 92% (8546)
Idaho 72% ($503) 78% ($464)
Montana 85% (8595) 96% ($570)
Nevada 125% ($878) 147% ($876)
New Mexico 58% (8407) 63% (8375)
Utah 80% ($559) 82% (8487)
Wyoming 96% ($677) 102% ($608)

8 Arrington, “Sagebrush Resurrection,” 1-15; Arrington, “Statistical Inquiry,” 311-316; Reading,
“New Deal Activity,” 792-810; Arrington and Jensen, “Comparison of Income Changes,” 205-217.

3 Arrington, “Sagebrush Resurrection,” 1-15; Arrington, “Statistical Inquiry,” 311-316; Reading,
“New Deal Activity,” 792-810; Arrington and Jensen, “Comparison of Income Changes,” 205-217.
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Mountain West States Averace Per Capita Personal Income for 1932 and 1940 Compared

with 1929, Shown as a Percentage®

1929
United States ($703)
Mountain West ($580)
Arizona ($591)
Colorado ($647)
Idaho ($503)
Montana ($595)
Nevada ($878)
New Mexico ($407)
Utah ($559)
Wyoming ($677)

1932

52%
57%
53%
54%
66%
50%
54%
60%

($309)
($360)
($268)
($319)
($577)
($205)
($303)
($406)

1940
85%
88%
84%
86%
92%
96%
100%
92%
87%
90%

($595)
($509)
($497)
($546)
($464)
($570)
($876)
($375)
($487)
($608)

The final table, which follows, summarizes the annual total expenditures by the

federal government in all relief-related categories as reported in the Bureau of Budget,

Report No. 10.

Federal Expenditures in Utah, 1933-1939. on an Annual and Cumulative Basis®

Fiscal year ending June 30, 1933
Repayable loans

Insured loans

Grants, payments or expenditures

Total

$15,771,512
$ 0

$ 5,642,516
$21,414,028

Cumulative Total

$ 21,414,028

80 Arrington, “Sagebrush Resurrection,” 1-15; Arrington, “Statistical Inquiry,” 311-316; Reading,
“New Deal Activity,” 792-810; Arrington and Jensen, “Comparison of Income Changes,” 205-217.

§ Report No. 10.
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Fiscal year ending June 30, 1934
Repayable loans

Insured loans

Grants, payments or expenditures
Total

Fiscal year ending June 30, 1935
Repayable loans

Insured loans

Grants, payments or expenditures
Total

Fiscal year ending June 30, 1936
Repayable loans

Insured loans

Grants, payments or expenditures
Total ‘

Fiscal year ending June 30, 1937
Repayable loans

Insured loans

Grants, payments or expenditures
Total

Fiscal year ending June 30, 1938
Repayable loans

Insured loans

Grants, payments or expenditures
Total

Fiscal year ending June 30, 1939
Repayable loans

Insured loans

Grants, payments or expenditures

Total

$26,853,375
h) 0

$20,986,268
$47,839,643

$17,794,876
$ 0

$28,936,841
$46,731,717

$12,604,020
$ 4,871,683
§30,801,333
$48,277,036

$ 8,834,331

$ 4,868,216
$28,808,822
$42,511,369

§ 8,328,659
$ 3,076.703
$25,827,829
$37,233,191

$ 7,318,945
§ 5,092,779
$32,883,073
$45,294,797

$ 69,253,671

$115,985,388

$164,262,424

$206,773,793

$244,006,984

$289,301,781

Taken together, the various statistics associated with the relief effort in the

mountain west and Utah reveal something of the Great Depression’s crushing impact and
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the federal government’s response. They also demonstrate that although Utah received a
disproportionate amount of aid compared with the national average, it did not fare as well
when compared to other states in its region. And as is to be expected, as dramatic as
these totals are, they do not reveal the full story in economic or human terms.

From an economic perspective, the period from 1933 to 1939 is frequently
identified as the New Deal era. Much of the literature on federal expenditures focuses on
this period, in part, out of convenience. Government reports prepared for Roosevelt’s
anticipated re-election campaign in 1939 offer readily accessible data summaries on most
New Deal programs.

Considered in this light, the above total of $289,302,781, if viewed as
representing all New Deal relief expenditures in Utah, is a bit misleading. Many federal
relief programs continued into the 1940s. Some, such as Social Security, agricultural
subsidies, and home loan insurance, are still with us. The Reconstruction Finance
Corporation, of course, predated the New Deal. Though there is certainly some logic
behind the defining the New Deal era as 1933 to 1939, such an approach inherently
ignores those relief-related efforts that continued into the early 1940s. Federal
expenditures did not conveniently cease at the end of either the 1939 fiscal or calendar
year.

It would require some additional study to accurately calculate the full breadth of
federal assistance to Utah during the actual tenures of all Depression-related programs.
For instance, Utah’s 1940 relief expenditures were projected at $8 million, 35 percent of

which was to be supplied by Washington. In March of that year, 21,408 households
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(52,128 individuals) were identified as receiving some form of relief, including 10,588
workers and their family members, because of unemployment. WPA spent an additional
$4.7 million in Utah during the 1940 fiscal year. A September 1940 WPA report noted
that 8,165 workers were employed on projects throughout the state. Another 3,949 were
available for work, but the quota for Utah had been met. The total certified number of
cases eligible for WPA work in July stood at 15,099. Obviously, significant expenditures
were still being made in the state after the 1940 fiscal year closed.
There were also indirect subsidies which affected Utah’s economic recovery.
New Deal administrator, Dean R. Brimhall, writing to congressman Abe Murdock in
1938, noted,
Among other things I have discovered that the present Administration has
interfered with the mining business in Utah to such an extent that it has
contributed $4,700,000 cold cash to silver producers to purchase their silver
above the world market price, 40¢. . . .The increase in the price of gold
established by the New Deal Administration brought gold producers in Utah
another four and one half million more than they would have received at the old
world price of $20.67.

All in all the excess prices paid to the precious metal producers in Utah
cost the federal government about two million dollars more during 1937 than the
entire WPA Works Programs, which was some thing over seven million.”®
In the final analysis, regardless of the amount the federal government ultimately

spent on Depression-related assistance in Utah during the 1930s and beyond, some other

fundamentally sound conclusions can be reached. Leonard Arrington, in his Dello G.

8 Deseret News, 3 April 1940; Salt Lake Tribune, 3 May 1940; Report on the Progress of the
WPA Program (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1940), 126; Darrell J. Greenwell, State
Administrator, to Howard O. Hunter, Deputy Commissioner, Federal Works Agency, Work Projects
Administration, 18 September 1940, Brimhall Papers.

53 Dean R. Brimhall to Abe Murdock, Aug. 1938, Brimhall Papers..
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Dayton memorial lecture given in 1982, discussed his understanding of the impact federal
relief efforts had on the state of Utah. He spoke from the perspective of a historian
grappling with the past and the present as well as a direct beneficiary of New Deal
programs. He saw the Great Depression as a watershed, a time when “the nation
developed a consensus that the federal government, as the agent of compassionate
humanity, has a responsibility not only maintain the health of the economy, but to help
provide public assistance as well.”**

After summarizing many of the federal government’s contributions to Utah’s
recovery, Arrington ultimately described the New Deal’s influence in purely economic
terms. Income rose as did bank deposits, payrolls, the value of farm products, and the
amount of taxes paid. By this measure he judged that thus the “health and welfare of the
population was substantially improved.”®

Another fiscally oriented assessment of the federal relief efforts was offered by
John F. Bluth and Wayne K. Hinton in their contribution to a volume on Utah history.
The heart of their analysis was simple and straightforward: “The financial condition of
Utah was better in 1940 than it was in 1929. The improvement was essentially
attributable to federal aid.” They noted, “The depression struck a blow to the Utah
economy and social order that they might not have survived without federal aid.”
However, they were able to draw attention to other, wider ranging implications. Their

closing observations suggested that even though Utah had not fully recovered under the

& Arrington, “Depression of the 1930's,” 8.

5 Tbid., 24-25.
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New Deal, “the results of looking to Washington for solutions included a number of
enduring public improvements, renewed vigor in the labor movement, plenteous social
and reform legislation, a liberalization of Utah politics, and Democratic political control
that lasted almost twenty years.”®
Howard O. Hunter, deputy administrator, Federal Works Agency, Work Projects
Administration, observed in January 1940:
I was looking over the annual review issue of the Salt Lake City Deseret
News the other day and was struck by the fine collection of new buildings and
structures of all kinds that have been put up in the State of Utah in the last 10
years. The paper points with pride to these achievements of ‘progress’: included
are pictures and descriptions of numerous libraries, town halls, court houses,
schools, hospitals, bridges and drainage projects, several new airports, . . . an art
center, an ‘elegant” new State University field house, and many other public

improvements. . . .I was interested to discover on checking the various projects
mentioned that over two-thirds of them were either WPA or PWA projects.”’

The above analyses recognize the many tangible accomplishments attributable to
federal assistance which poured into Utah. The New Deal in particular affected all
sectors of Utah’s economy as well as the lives of the state’s citizens. Agriculture,
mining, banking, transportation, government, and education all benefited. These were
real achievements and they sustained Utah through its journey across the seemingly
impassable morass that was the Great Depression.

But is that all that can be said about the federal relief effort? Certainly many

millions of dollar poured into the state as grants and loans. The structure of government

6 John F. Bluth and Wayne K. Hinton, “The Great Depression,” in Richard D. Poll et al., Utah’s
History, (Provo: Brigham Young University Press, 1978), 494-495.

87 Howard Hunter, transcript of speech, Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania, 31 Jan. 1940, Brimhall
Papers.
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was altered in response to federal initiatives and mandates, sometimes in enduring ways.
The infrastructure of the state was modified as buildings, roads, airports, and reservoirs
were constructed. This is all true enough. But, perhaps the most significant impact was
also the most intangible. Simply put, hope was given when hope was needed.

And, the direction that hope came from has left an abiding legacy. In their time
of crisis the people of Utah turned to the man who sat in the White House, Franklin D.
Roosevelt, for help, if not answers. Election returns from the period surely demonstrated
Utah’s allegiance to FDR and the programs he guided through Congress and the courts
for seven climactic years.

To this day the nation remains oriented to the federal government for the
resolution of many critical questions. Certainly public welfare, conservation, and a
myriad of other policy priorities have remained under the purview the national
government. Despite the sincere rhetoric of the early New Deal, a true federal-state
partnership—a working alliance among equals—unintentionally, but inevitably, fell by the
wayside. Today, state governments often find their actions bound and proscribed by
federal law, judicial fiat, and bureaucratic regulation to a degree inconceivable before the
Great Depression. Perhaps that was the unavoidable price, given the course Utah and the
nation chose to take during their passage through the Great Depression. As the loveable
pig in the movie Babe is frequently reminded, “That’s the way things are.”

In the end, Utah, as a state and a people, did not fare so differently than other
states. Though harder hit than many other states, receiving more aid than most, Utah

faced the same challenges and sought the answers in the same places as the rest of the
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nation. True, the LDS Church offered a unique alternative to federal relief efforts, but, as
previously noted, it did not diminish the state’s participation in the New Deal. Utah
retained its dependence on federal expenditures long after the Depression had faded.
However, it had been a colonial economy before the Depression. Seen in this light,

cannot it not be said that Utah’s story, when considered in its most fundamental terms,

was a retelling of America’s story?



POSTLUDE:
ROADS NOT TAKEN

We shall not cease from exploration
And the end of all our exploring
Will be to arrive where we started
And know the place for the first time

—T.S. Eliot, “Four Quartets”

Paul Appleby, administrative assistant to Secretary of Agriculture Henry Wallace,
recounted a telephone conversation between Wallace and President Roosevelt: “Henry
Wallace phoned the President to warn him of an action the Department of Agriculture
was about to take. . . .He fumbled for words, and from these Roosevelt drew the
impression that Wallace himself was in some kind of trouble. ‘I was standing a few feet
away,” Appleby remembered years later, ‘but I could have heard what the President said
if I had been across the room, and what I heard out of the receiver was, ‘Bring it over to
me, Henry. My shoulders are broad.””

How curious that fate called forth a man crippled by polio to lead a nation
crippled by a catastrophic economic depression. Perhaps there was something in the
personal trials Franklin D. Roosevelt faced and overcame that enabled him to confront
the extraordinary challenges of his presidency with inspiring confidence. Regardless of
the ultimate verdict of history, his shoulders helped carry the nation through the turmoil

of the Great Depression for seven daunting years. Roosevelt justly stands remembered

! Kenneth S. Davis, FDR: The New Deal Years, 1933-1937 (New York: Random House, 1986),
204.
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among the great leaders of American history for that service.

That said, other issues linger. American history presents something of a dialectic
dialogue. The nation’s recurring effort to resolve its inherent contradictions has
produced episodes of near-revolutionary change. The American Revolution, the market
revolution, Jacksonian democracy, the Civil War, the Progressive movement, the New
Deal and others all attempted to reconcile some set of dissident forces at work within the
body politic. The results were not fully satisfying or entirely enduring, but in each case
tensions subsided long enough for yet another dialectic contest to begin.

The Great Depression offered the nation an opportunity to evaluate and choose
among competing “solutions” to the crisis. In that respect, it is essential to know what
eventually happened. However, it is just as crucial to know what did not. With every
new course set, a fresh journey began. Certainly, the legacy of that era is the sum of the
roads taken. However, its legacy is equally the sum of the all those roads not taken.

As President Hoover tackled the crisis, he envisioned the nation as a host of
rugged individuals having a bad day economically. The country was sound, business was
sound, and the people were sound. In his heart and mind it was the people’s innate
strength, wisdom, and perseverance that would see the nation through. In the meantime,
neighbor would help neighbor and the government would discretely bolster commerce
and industry until the emergency inevitably passed. Hoover expected that in the end
things would again be as they had been—a return to the status quo ante. Adam Smith’s
unseen hand could be trusted to right the ship in the course of time.

FDR was far less sanguine. Just as the American frontier was declared closed in
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1893, Roosevelt declared the economic frontier closed in 1933. The United States had
reached the pinnacle of its industrialization—growth and development had climaxed. No
amount of rugged, bootstrap-pulling individualism could see the nation through the crisis.
The problem was too large and too complex for the people to remedy on their own.
Unemployment was a fact of life. The economy would stagnate unless it was
fundamentally reorganized and restructured. The only viable solution was direct and
massive government intervention.

It was now Washington’s duty to coordinate production and distribution, to
manage supply and demand, to regulate the marketplace, and to become the “partner” of
business, industry, finance, and the states. Furthermore, the national government was to
guarantee security to the forgotten man. The federal government was to be, in a literal
sense, Adam Smith’s unseen hand made manifest.

A confrontation between Hoover’s and Roosevelt’s contending visions never
quite played itself out on the national stage. True, the people rejected Hoover’s
conservative approach in the 1932 election. FDR’s first hundred days seemed to promise
something new, something even “revolutionary.” Yet, as events unfolded, compromise
after compromise imposed itself on Roosevelt’s administration. In time, the objective
became not so much the remaking of America as the remodeling of America. When
World War II intervened, it altered the equation and rendered the issue moot.

The impassioned zeal of the early New Deal, when a collective, grassroots, new
birth of economic democracy seemed possible, gradually faded. It yielded to the notion

that the old order was not so much to be abandoned as amended. Materialistic,
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consumptive capitalism could not only be saved, it could be rehabilitated sufficiently to
become the obedient servant of the people as personified by the national government.
The remedy became, in substance, Hooverism with a vengeance, given that many New
Deal initiatives were, in fact, Hoover’s old program carried to an extreme.

There is considerable exaggeration in this, of course. But the essence of the
argument remains. In the end a confrontation between Hoover conservatism and
Roosevelt liberalism never really took place. Ultimately, the nation was offered not a
revolution, but a variation on a theme.

All this suggests an additional question. Were there other alternatives, other
roads? For instance, could some of the early New Deal dreams of a truly collective,
democratic, economically egalitarian society have borne fruit? Some thought so at the
time, only to face ultimate disillusionment.

One who stood outside the political arena and yet became enmeshed in the debate
over America’s future was Charles A. Beard. Beard was not a stranger to controversy.
His economics-driven interpretation of American history had already earned him a
certain degree of notoriety.

During the Great Depression and New Deal years, Beard became concerned with
contemporary politics and the implications of America’s fate for the world. Given the
upheavals and dislocations of the Depression and the reversion of much of Europe and
Asia to fascism and totalitarianism, a worldwide plunge into an apocalyptic political-
economic abyss seemed all too possible. A great discontinuity appeared to be ushering in

a new age, and as it did many of the indications were not positive. The conventional
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modes of understanding the customs, trends, and tendencies characteristic of society and
culture no longer seemed adequate—including the scientific method and empiricism.
“This ‘crisis in thought, economy, and politics’ portended not merely the collapse of the
social systems of the West, but also, more fundamentally, the failure of the social
philosophies and interpretations of history on which they rested.””

As Beard reacted to these perceived and realized crises, he focused on the
concepts of “civilization” and American “exceptionalism.” Beard reached the conclusion
that there was something unique about American society and culture that set it apart from
the rest of the world; he was convinced that the United States was the anointed bearer and
keeper of constitutionalism and democracy. And, American democracy had a particular
destiny or mission which had to be honored-the creation of a collective economic and
social democracy. The anticipated polity would be distinguished by the centralization of
the means of material welfare in the hands of a government fully responsive to the will of
the people for the purpose of refining and perpetuating a “good society.”

As Beard refined this progressive, even utopian, interpretation of America’s
destiny, he envisioned a nation that would be self-contained and self-reliant. The
implications of this vision were manifested in Beard’s promotion of the idea of
“continentalism,” which signified a turning inward on the part of the United States. This
was not mere introspection or isolationism, but a literal husbanding of the democratic and

material strengths and virtues which defined America temporally and spiritually.

2 David W. Marcell, “Charles Beard: Civilization and the Revolt Against Empiricism,” American
Quarterly, 21, no. 1 (1969): 65.
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Beard imagined an America insulated by the oceans and by its resources and
industrial capacities. The convergence of these circumstances offered America an
opportunity to create a good society in which reform could lead to a freedom from want
and to a fully participatory democracy. Henry Wallace noted that “Beard dreams a great
dream of a beautiful and peaceful land, remote from the predatory course of foreign
nations. We would stay at home and provide an adequate army, navy, aviation force and
coast defenses to take care of the United States proper, setting an example to other
nations of a land at peace and a happy race of people engaged in promoting high living
standards and an appreciation of all that is finest and best.”

Initially, Beard embraced the New Deal as step in this direction, at least to the
extent that a hint of collectivism seasoned the first New Deal’s nominal ideology.
Ultimately, Beard’s faith in the New Deal would turn to bitter disappointment. He came
to see Roosevelt as just another tool of special interests seeking to prop up the existing
order. In a polemical sense, Beard’s continentalism and exceptionalism represented a
philosophical alternative to Roosevelt’s internationalism and New Deal compromises that
never quite took root.*

As events unfolded during the 1930s, whatever opportunities or dangers lurked in

the direction of continentalism and democractic collectivism passed. Yet, it is not

difficult to notice similarities between Beard’s vision of exceptional and self-reliant

A Henry Wallace, “Beard: The Planner,” The New Republic, 81, no. 1048 (2 Jan. 1935): 227.

* The most complete treatment of Beard’s thought on this subject was expressed in Charles A.
Beard and Mary R. Beard, The American Spirit; A Study of the Idea of Civilization in the United States
(New York: Macmillian, 1942).
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Americans building an idealized “good society” and J. Reuben Clark Jr.’s vision of
equally exceptional and self-reliant Saints building “Zion” through the Church Security
Plan. Goals were similar and the end result of both was to be the establishment of the
metaphorical “city upon a hill” which would shine before the world and point the way to
temporal, if not spiritual, salvation. Of course, such an analogy does not bear too close a
scrutiny. For instance, it is just as plausible to characterize the media contest between
WPA and CSP as a symbolic extension of the ideological clash inherent in Hoover’s
narrow interpretation of federalism and the New Deal’s far broader construction, with all
it implied. However, it does suggest that as the New Deal unfolded, there was a segment
of society that saw in its programs not just a missed opportunity, but a wrong turn.

From a less lofty perspective, there were many other roads not taken and
alternatives spurned that were of substance and significance. For example, when
Washington succeeded in checkmating or co-opting the more radical impulses emerging
during the 1930s, it reduced the number of options under consideration by the nation.
How much was actually lost cannot realistically be calculated. One can simply note that
for better or worse, their potential was effectively negated.

In a similar vein, during the first hundred days Roosevelt was presented with a
unique prospect. He had a literal mandate to remake the national economy as well as
completely redefine the relationship between the people and the federal government,
especially as it was filtered through the states. Roosevelt passed on the former but
pursued the latter.

For a long moment in 1933, the president held the requisite moral authority to
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nationalize banking and finance, transportation, communications, and utilities. One can
hardly begin to gauge what sort of consequences would have followed in the wake of
such an attempt. However, FDR chose to move in a less aggressive direction and
preserve some form of democratic capitalism. The opportunity to transform critical
sectors of the national economy was thus forfeited.

In contrast, his endorsement of a revised federal-state partnership bore undramatic
but tangible consequences. Significant welfare and labor reform were uniformly
introduced throughout the nation. Infrastructure was improved through the activities of
PWA and WPA. Agriculture was subsidized and stabilized. Relief efforts were
gradually centralized and rationalized. Localities yielded authority to the states and, in
turn, the states to the federal government—but no one complained too much.

Curiously, the federal government’s gradual centralization of control over a
variety of ostensibly state-administered New Deal initiatives was probably unintentional.
At the outset, New Deal agencies lacked the manpower to staff their programs in the
field. As a practical expedient, state personnel were thrown into the breach. This
arrangement pulled the local personnel into Washington’s orbit. Furthermore, it helped
preserved a patina of partnership.

It is true that some agencies simply bypassed state administration and functioned
directly on the local level. Others were administered directly from Washington. But
such programs as FERA, WPA, and PWA were not so much imposed on the states as
they were invited. In a sense, the states adopted the federal government. Benign or not,

this new arrangement permanently altered the relationship of citizens with their local,
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state, and national governments.

However, the engine that drove some of the most significant changes that resulted
from the New Deal was the promise of “security.” In a very real sense the land of
opportunity became the land of federally sponsored security. It is not hard to understand
why a people battered and beaten by remorseless economic turmoil embraced the idea of
government-subsidized security. However, the price was local, state, and personal
autonomy. With “security” came the apparatus needed to make it a
reality-administration, regulation, depersonalization, and dependency. Rugged
individualism and self-reliance were replaced by a mandatory system of shared risk
management. It certainly lacks the ring of “rugged individualism,” but it was the road
chosen all the same.

At the same time, it is not entirely fair to heap responsibility for all the
transformations in social, political, and economic relationships that emerged during the
Great Depression upon the New Deal. Before either arrived on the scene life in the
modern world was growing complex. Technology, communications, transportation, and
a myriad of other developments were impinging on the average person’s world. Some
social, political, and economic adjustments were inevitable.

However, because of the intensity of the Depression, solutions to some of the
problems of modernity were pursued under duress. To complicate matters, the federal
government believed it had a moral obligation to act. This perception was not
unfounded—it had been endorsed by the clear and resounding voice of the electorate in

two national elections. Still, it meant that many alternative approaches were not or could
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not be explored. For instance, the notion of state experimentation which might yield a
plethora of possible solutions for consideration was only paid lip service. The urgency of
the moment demanded that national and state governmental leaders act promptly.

In the case of Utah, as elsewhere, when state leaders acted, they did so by turning
to Washington. Consequently, Utah managed to balance its budget throughout the better
part of the Depression on the federal government’s back. Within the state this was
saluted as good government, even though it was federal deficit spending that sustained
Utah’s neediest citizens. Still, it is hard to fault this arrangement. Practically speaking,
even under the best of circumstances, Utah only had limited funds available for welfare.
The state government did not have a viable alternative. Perhaps more could have been
spent by the state on its relief activities, but such expenditures would only have been of
marginal utility.

And for those who stood in need of assistance throughout the country, embracing
federal relief aid was not so much a philosophical decision as it was an instinctive
impulse. A rope was being thrown to those who were drowning, and they grasped it. But
in Utah an alternative was proffered—the Church Security Plan. And for many members
of the Church this became the road not taken.

Church leaders would characterize those who stayed on federal relief as being
weak, greedy idlers willing to take something for nothing. In retrospect this seems
almost cruelly unfair. No doubt to some the federal government’s largesse was more
attractive than the Church’s more restrictive assistance. Yet, personal accounts suggest

that in a number of instances, members had not felt themselves able to pay tithing in their
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reduced circumstances and thus were not considered members in good standing. Those
bishops who strictly enforced the provisions of the Church Security Plan would not
extend them aid.’ For whatever reasons, the fact remains that the majority of Utahans in
need chose federal programs, such as WPA, over CSP.

Much more could be said on this and other subjects, but perhaps a brief
consideration of one other issue will suffice. After all the analysis of what happened
when and why during the Great Depression is considered, “big” questions remain. Why
did democratic capitalism and republican government persist? Why did the country not
turn to socialism, totalitarianism, or facism? What really held the country, the people of
Utah, and the LDS Church together for the duration of the Depression? Why were other
roads not taken? FDR, the New Deal, federal aid, state relief, local charity, a sense of
everyone being in the Depression together, or a dozen other tangible possibilities suggest
themselves. Weighed in the balance, the sum of these responses seems to fall a little
short of being completely satisfying. Something is still missing.

Charles Beard believed America really was “exceptional,” a land of destiny
possessed of a greater mission. It would seem he was not alone. If any event should
have dealt a crushing blow to the spirit and self-image of a people, it certainly was the
Depression. America was humbled, Utah was humbled, and the Latter-day Saints were
humbled. No one was immune, and in the case of Utah, few suffered more. The

Depression lingered longer in America than it did in Europe. Utah’s economy collapsed

S AllenT. Sanford, State Director, to Frank Hamlin, Field Administrative Assistant, Office of
Government Reports, 14 Aug 1939, Brimhall Papers.
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more completely than in most other states. Proportionately, more Mormons received
relief than non-Mormons. Yet, in the United States, in Utah, and among the Mormons, a
belief in a self-referential exceptionalism survived the Great Depression.

There seems to be something of a mystery in this. Though Charles Beard thought
American exceptionalism was genuine, it is no longer politically correct to do so. It
cannot be quantified, measured, or proven. Conceptually, such a notion can only be
viewed as being chimerical-an illusion. But, it must be admitted that even mirages and
illusions have their power. The people who passed through the crucible of the Great
Depression somehow managed to endure to the end and not lose their sense of identity
and purpose. Their triumph stands as yet another witness to the power of an idea.

In this postlude I have not focused very intently on Utah’s passage through the
Great Depression or its New Deal legacy. I have addressed issues that might be
considered of a more ecumenical nature. This reflects a conclusion reached earlier in this
account. In the final analysis, Utah’s story is but America’s story, writ small. The state
endured what the nation endured. It did receive a great deal of federal aid, more than
many other states, but not so much more that it really mattered. Changes in state
administration of welfare and other state-supported programs were made. But, in
general, aside from CSP, its responses were very much like those of other states.

The Great Depression was a bad thing, people everywhere suffered, choices were
made, and some roads were not taken. The ones chosen have brought us to today. On
the whole, Utah made its passage through the Great Depression in company with the rest

of the nation. The people who completed that journey immediately faced another one,
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even more daunting in its implications. Perhaps they were, as some have suggested,

America’s “greatest generation.”

® Tom Brokaw, The Greatest Generation (New York: Random House, 1998).
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7163-M
WORKS PROGRESS ADMINISTRATION

INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION

MEMORANDUM
October 4, 1937
TC: ¥R. BRIMHALL
FROM: HRS. GODWIN
SUBJECT: Attached:s Your memo of Sept. 22 with clipping from NEW

YORE HERALD TRIBUNE re what the Mormons have done toward work
and relief for unemployed.

See ¥r. Hopkins' penciled note: FI think someone should explode

this and your scheme is too slow. HLH"
' KG

| Uik, OF UTAH LIBRARIES
: 'HOTICE
_THIS WATERIAL MAY BE

| PRAIECTED BY COPYRIGHT LAW
{Titis 17118 Cods) -

T




September 22, 1937

MEMORARDUM
TO: ¥rs. Godwin

FROM:  Dean R. Brimhall

¥r, Alan Johnstone, Counsel for the Byrms Committee,
has offered to write a letter to the Herald Tribune ex-
pressing interest in the attached editoriasl and asking for
the source of the data it reports. This, of course, would
be followed by letters to Mormon Church officials.

~ If ¥r. Hopkins thinks this procedure advisable, I
shell inform Mr. Johnstone st once. He will probably ask
Mormon officisls to appear before the committee later.

T have 2 mass of current data availeble, ‘

UiV, G UTAH LIBRARIES

NOTICE :
| THIS MATERIAL MAY BE

© BACEEGTED BY COPYRIGHT LAW
{¥iie 37 11.8..Codg)

O TR
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Barch 28,1939

g, ‘Gaffney bas informed my Becretary that {on ‘deglre some
ﬁin!cmt.ion on the Dteh 8tvdy being cordubted under: Ahe
3. of Professor Louis I, ¥irtk of Shibm

243 lﬁil 1936 ihe Eormons emnounced thab they ser ':---mg__n‘_%
“their meubdrs off the Hiate ‘and Federsl relisf Znd ‘mor

X reprepentstive of the Eormon church m:llcé

Foosevelt end the Pregident ‘wrote s memorzndum %o
ns commending the yroposel-of ths Hara:m ‘Church,”’

Er, E'I'c':’ptina bad me. wite & repart. Hter .sone weeks of “in=
yest igation I reporied ibati the plan proposes &y vhe =oreos
icanse!.ved .i.n mt&gcmim to thé Bew Desl end thet 1" m & “thet

The rmtiﬁnar; press of the - eomnf':f ‘took up thse :‘3";:.:" “" ' $oe
proposals with great gusto. Hmndreds of newspeper &nd magesine
articles were writien extolling the virtunes of the progres &nd im
-B2ny csses pointing out that Er. Hopking should leerm frowe the:
Eérmoas sbout how to hendle.reliel, Er. HopEins rrequantly referres
"guch ztetements to me and finally, following e long editorisl im
the Be¥ York Hereld Tribone extelling the Eormone sad depreclatiag
the Government Works Progrem, he wrote me & mamorandum and ssked me
if pomething couldn't be done about it. I itook the matiter up with
Er, Hinckley, who £1s0 hed been annoyed et the mlereprsgentstlions
end the use the reactlonary press was meking of thess misrepresen—
tetions, and. we decided that the ¥.P.d. shculd ne..ke an iuvestig;timf
itself in ordar ta ha'n the facts.

Fe tried to . obteim the help of several sble ‘psople but in each
cese we were nnxuccesnfnl owing to the fact that most of the men
ve wanted f._g_g,i_r_a_: were engaged in univereity work and could not
lesve for a relatively short job. #r. Reid Baine, Professor of
Sociology in Ohio, wes the first who was asked. Then Professor
Dangerfield of Oklshoma, & former resident of Gtiah, m2s asked and



i to Er, Ravsk Esreh 28. 1939

‘sbsed willin@aaa Pus‘the ?rasiﬁmt ‘of hie Gniversity would
“hizge. < Afterconstli tetion sith Howerd Eyerg and aevam_\';:
sr people in the. .&ﬁmiaistraﬁlen, including ‘Leon. Eenider
iecided 4o ask Professor Louis L, Eirth, -of the ‘Department -

¢ Chicego,if he wmld snper?iae auﬂh

?ﬁgphiog of. the University:
'\ gtuly, Kels inderson wes ﬂhle 1o comvinge. hi-ﬂ that ke shot

In' order’ 4o kvep the faministration record clesr I -aa:p’l:inad.
thy whole probles to Aubrey Efllisme and received his’ perzipelof
%o go etead. In the meeniime, howsver, Ere. Williamg wis repléced
by Colensl Berringtom, I therefore expleined the et tter to.
Celanel ‘Harringten in # memorsadus vhieh was rresented to !:.ia ol
¥r. Eﬂes ‘and receivad his af.r—"rf-ar&l.'- _

_ ‘Professor irth!'s appointment was effective J anuary ‘2, 1933,
and et his request a Er, Louls E. Hosch, en expert froz ths -
kmerican Puhlie ®elfare Zmsociation in Chieage, waz else employed
for seven deye to make & gurvey in order to determine a plam for
the study. Besides travel costs he mes peid $45.66 and thenm

terminsted. Frofessor Firth was very much gratis fied by the repor‘t
turned in by this man,

‘Bpon the recommendation of Professor ¥irth the following
sssistents were hired:

ELbram J. Jaffe

Appoiniment effect ive: Januery 11, 1339
Length of service: Temporary - four months.
Title: Resetrch Assistant
Selary: §1440

Division: 6L

Felix E, Hoore, Jr.

Appointment effective: Jenuary 23, 13239.
Length of service: Teuporary - four monthe.
Title: Clerk

Salarys £1440

Division: 6=C



Eemo. to Br. Bauen Hgrch 28, 1939

Arnold B, R hgu :

Appoinisent effectives Februery 1, 193%.
Length of“Serving’ Reguler appointment
Titles . UnBerclerk

Selerys §3.50 EAE

Divisient BB

Professor ¥irth was sverse to paying high wages to these people
in spite of their qualifiecstions and it was necessery therefore to
clessify them as' clerke snd:as research assistant im order %o pay"
the salaries he proposed. :The guelificetions of these mem are o be
found on their personal history-blanks; and aside from the fact thet one
. of the best socinlogisis im the world melected them, show that they
are gunelified people.:

I{ is = pertinent faet thet Profeaseor ¥irth is limited to
tea days 2 month for three momthe bnt thet during the first month
he did not cherge ug anything for his organigation of the study and
the hiring of the people, end thet se far -he has put in claim for only
e few deys. He-is, im my opiniom, overly conscientious in his cleims
for time. He hes made two tripe to ¥aeshington. This hzs been the
meinsexpense so0 far as he is conceraed.

It might well be msked why thiszs stnds was not done by our
Soclel Eesearch organization instead of having it done by setting up
& specizl project. Had we done it ourselves &nd then published the
results the velue, however accurate the findings, would heve been
lessened by the fact that we were ex perte stundente of the proble=m.
Then it is finished it will have the stamp of approvel of one of the
best departments, in ope of the best universities in the world.
It #ill be done much chesper than we could have done it ourselves.
The only possible disadvantage I can see im the method we heve used
arises out of the fact that Professor ¥irth may submerge the Eormon
prograz—in the study of other fectors affefting the reliel requirementis
in the stete of Utah. However, the only way we conld obisin his
pervices was by telling him thet we would not control or direct his
activities other than present the problem to him. ie felt that in
a cese of this kind he had his professionel standing at siske and thet



that he would heve ¢o mske an objective study ip his om EEY.

Br, G111 and Er, Eym-s gre going %o coaperat,e in gnth& ing SOBS -
of ‘the data’ ReCessary %o complete his gtudy.  Finel ESTRREenentE -
‘on this #ill be'made ihin: wesk.

. I eall your atteutian to the fact that Professor Wirth'
wep limited to three monihs. However, oFing $o the fact tbat ha
did not get sharted émeﬁia tely end owing to the: Lact, thet the .
expense of his eaploypent is relatively triviel, I am: ‘sutin %’n&t‘
nls appoiniment be'extended immediately for ancwher_ three ‘Bopths..
I $hall heve to ask:lster for the appoiniments of the cther: t.hrn
%5 be .extended.

2 -

I originelly "£§§1mteﬂ thet: ‘;he ‘botrd ‘cost of ﬂxia -Btud; ’n‘lﬁ
‘be-wnder £5,000; it.will not be neerly thet much, So fer es.I'canm.
‘tel1, “the expenses of these four people '®ill moi bs over 33,59&.

If there sre any other zEpecis of thie ressarch study or ©
‘any details which I have noi made ¢leer I shell ‘be glad o e’lsri!y
thes,

I might edd thet Professor Firih hopes 4o mske thie study
& semple which mey be used by any sociologists in meking comparable -
studies in other states. Professor Rogin mede 2 similsar stody of
Eyoming, the cost of which I do mot know but my guess is thet it
vee at least five times thet of the study mow being comdutied im
Uieh. Er, Gill vill be eble o tell you something sbamt the Fyoming
etody. Professor Rogin iz now back &t his work in ihe Universify of
Celiforple &t Berkelsy.

DRB/ec



. CHAPTER I

DEMOGRAPEIC PROBLEMS

Growth

The greet trek of the Mormon -pionnars from Illinois to Utek took
plase during the 1840's. In 1850 Utah wes organiszed es e territory, end
in 1896 it wes msdmitted to the Union es the 45th stats.

Ag ocan be seen from teble 1, there has been & gteady incresse in
populatinn gince the first eanéﬁs in 1850, Humerioelly the grestsst in-
ercase was registered during ‘hhe first deoade of the tnn‘hhth sentury,
Bofnre 1900 there hed been m’inoraasingly greeter mumericel i.noreue from
1;ne census psriod %o the nsz\;. Since 1810 there has been &n inoras.s:.ngly
mller inﬂ.‘suo from ons canms period %o the ne'-"b.. Evidently, '!:-hm, ﬂa
period of greatest growth il over; future incresse mey be mmall, both nuﬁeri—
cally and proportionslly. _ _

In eomperieon with ths other selected western stetes it will I;ji':i'shn
'E’ﬁnt sbout a.ll of them except Onlifumh reached their pesk mmericel growth
be‘-waen the decede 1900-1910, Californis, 1like the Netion, showed the great=
est numericel inoresse in the decade 1920-1980, Apperently, then, those
g___peial problems related to & repidly growing populetion should be less severe
inﬁtah then in Oslifornia or the Nation,-other fastors being equala
T pae raxe City, like Utsh, hes grown steedily since the census of

1860, Its periocd of greatest mumericel growth was elso _b_e_‘iw_'ger_x__igop and

1910, although it did mot resch the 100,000 class until 1920, Ogden, the
second largest city, entered the urben classifioetion in 1870 end since
then has grown proportionally, about as fast es Selt Lake City. Provo,

the third largest olfy, entered the urban clessifioation in 1880, and since

then hes grown comparatively little; in 1930 it wes only sbout ons=third



TABLE 1

TOTAL POPULATION IN CENSUS YEAR, AND PERCINTAGE INCREASE OVER PRECEDING CENSUS, UTAKH,
. SELECTED WESTERN STATES, AND THE UNITED STATES: 1850-1930%

Population (in thousands)

__Utah
Shlt
State Lake . : ;
Year Totel City Ogden Provo California Nevada Idaho Montana Colorado Hyor .United States
Population Ko - v Ay
1930 507.8 1%0.3 J40.5 14.8 5,677.3 91.1 445.0 537.6 1,035.8 225,6 122,775
1920 449.4 .118.1 32.8 10.3 3,426.9° - "7.4. 431.9 548.9 939.6 194,4 105,711
1910 © 373.4 _§B;B” 25.6  B.9 2,377.5 Bl,9 §25.6' 376.1 799.0 146.0 91,972
1900 276,7 53.5 16.3 6.2 1,485.1  42.3 161.8 243,53 539.7 92,5 75,995
1890 £210.8 44.3”.14.9 5.2 1,213.4 47 .4 88.5 142.9 413.2% 68.6 62,948
1880 144.0 £0.8 . 6.1 3.4 B864.7 62,43 32.6 39.2 194.3 20.8 50,156
1870 86,8 12.9 3.1 2.4 560.2 « 42.5 15.0 - 20.6 39.9 9.1 38,558
1860 40.3° 8.2 © 1.5 2.0 380.0b 6.9 lasea sene 34,3 seen 31,443
1B50° 114 7 Reen . swes eess 92.6 23,191
Increase over proceding census period (per cent) o
1930 13.0 18.8.22.8 43.3 65.7 17,67 3.0 - 2.1 10.2 16.0 16.1
1920 20.4 7.3 28.2 15.4 4.1 -5.5 32, 46.0 17.6  33.2. - 14.9
1910, 34.9 73.3, 56.8 44.3 60.1 - 43,4, 101.3  54.5 48,0 57.7 21.0
1900 Z1.3 . 19.4 ' 9.6 1.9 - 22.4 °~ -10.56 ,B2.7 70.3 30.6 47.9.; 20.7
1890 46.4 '115.9;145.3 50.3 40.3 ~23.9., 171.5 265.0 112.7 200.9 £9.0
1880 65.9 - 61.6y 94.1 44.0 . 54.3 46.5 »117.4  90.1 387.5 128.0 30.1
1870 115.5 56.1 3.6 17.4 47.4 B19.7. coase venen 16.3 seeas 22.6
1860 253.9  .eve wmees  eeee  B10.4° Liis seeer eaen 55.6

1850 LR R aews snmess LN LR eeema seeen mr s LN NN vesea 35.9

®Source: U.S. Bureaw of the Census, Populetion, Vol. I, p. 1097, 1930,

Yhata incomplete.



the sise of Ogden;, end one~tenth the size of Selt Leke Citye

Urben= Rurel Distribution

In 1980 the propoertion urben in Uteh wes elmost the essme ez for the
Fation, 52 es compered to 56 psr cent. Of the other states used for com=
paretive purposes, Montene, Wyoming, Idehe, end Nevada are =till predomine
antly rural. Colorado is just helf urben wherees Celifornia iz ebout three=
fourths urben. In 1920 the proportion urbaen in IU'bah wes ebout the same &8
in the other states. Celifornia had e higher proportion, Colorado ebout the
sme as Uteh, and the other states all had legser percenteges. (See table
2) Insofar, then, as anrae.soﬁ relief needs end costs during the depression
are essociated with inereased urbanism, Utah would eppear to be worse off

thn.nh the other selected Western stetes with the exception of Californie end

perheps Ocloredn, end sbout on & par with the everagze for the Netions

TABLE 2

HUMBER ARD PERCENT OF POPULATION, URBAK AFD RURAL, UTAH, SELECTED
WESTERN STATES AND THE UNITED STATES; 1820-1980

- _ United
Year Uteh Celifornie Nevede Idsho Montens Cdorado Wyoming Stetes”
1950 - _
Urben 266,264 4,160,596 54,464 125,507 181,086 519,808 70,097 68,955
Percent  52.4 78.5 87.8  29.1  B3.7  50.2 . 5l.1 56.2
Rural 241,683 1,516,656 56,594 515,525 356,570 515,909 15,468 55,820
Persent  47.6 26.7 62.2 ° T0.9  66.8  49.8 68.9 48.8
1920 - -
Urben 215,584 2,351,729 15,254 119,087 172,011 453,259 57,548 54,505
Peroent  48.0 68.0 18.7  27.6 51,3 48,2 29.5 5l.4
Rurel~ - 253;612-1;095;152-62,153 312,829 576,878 486,370 137,054 51,406

Percent 52,0 52 .0 B0.8 T2.4 58.7 5l.8 ?0:5 48.8

®In thousends,
Source: Bureau of the Census, Populetion (1830), pp. 14-15.
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Age snd Sex Cempogition

The productive portion_of & populstion consists for the most pert of
the melps aged 20-54, Hence, ths ege snd sex composition of a populetion
wi:-ll fniflusnce its productive capacity. Everything else being equal that
population which has the greatest preportiﬁn of i.ts populetion in the most
pro&uotive ege end sex groups, will be the best off econmiocaellye .

Youth.=-Utah has 2 greater. proportion of 1ts populetion under 15 years
of ege, and also under 20 yeers of age, than any of the other selected Wes"-;orn
stetes (1980)s Since 1920 there has been same slight decrease in these pro=
portions, but not enough €o effect meterielly the sge éisﬁri‘butﬂ.nn. . (See
teble §) For the entire state in 1930, 48 per cent of the totel populetion
was under 20 years of ege. In the selected Mormon counties the figure was

O per cent, end in the selected non-Eormon counties it ﬁa equel to the

stn.ta'n.-'vera.ge. (Balt Leke County is treeted seperstely) The other stetes
with the exception of Idshe (which conteins a lerge proportion of Mormons) .
had & little over one=third of their populations in this young sge groupe.

0ld,--8inse 1520 Utah hes hed en increese in the proportion of per=
.gons over 55 years of 'age, end in the pruportiof. ovar 65 yeers of_ ege (the
014 Agze Pension limit). Neverthéless U'ﬁah still hes a lesser proportion of
old persons then any of the other states, with the exesption of Wyoming. It
ghould elso ba noticed that the Hormen doun_ties hed & larger proportion of
older persons then the non-Mormon amﬁties in 1980.

Ra‘b'lo of middle e,E,ed to young =nd old.--One wey of expressing the re-

1atiom;hip of the ron-prcdnativa t:: 'l:hs product:we portzons of the populetion.
is by using the retio of these under 20 years of mge to those 20-54, end those
over 55 years of ege to t_hoée 28-54, (These three sge groups will be called,

respectively, young, middle sged, end old.)

For Utah the retic of young to middle aged persons has decressed between



“PEBLE 3

AGE AND SEX COMPOSITION, UTAH, SELECTED WESTERN STATES, AND THE UNITED STATES: 1920-1930
L-\" i 7
- ~Uteh
Urban Non-Mormon
excl. Counties
i S8alt Salt Rural Mormop, excluding
Ste%ta ~ Lake Leke Non- Rurel Coui-: Salt Lake Uni ted.
Total = City Cyty Farm Farm tles (it Cal, Nev. Idaho Mont. Col. Wo. States
930 ' d B A ¢ o
Parcent of population . e
0-14 5.6 -29.5 54,7 39.2 40,2 39,1  36.3  22.9 24.2 32,8.29,7 28,9 30,3  29.4
0-19 46.0°. 39.2 45.0 49.0 52.4 50.3 46.4  30.4 31.8 42.8 B39.1 38.1 39.3 38,8
20-54 44.0 49.5. 44.7 42.4 38.1 39.7 44,7 54.9 54.9 = 45.5 49,1 48.4 51,2 48,9
55 and over 9.9 11.4 10.2 8.5 9.5 10.0 8.9 14.6 13.3 11.7 11.9 13.5 9.5 12,2
65 and over 4.5 5.2 4.6 4.2 3.7 4.6 2.9 6.5 5.3 5,0 75,0 6.0 3.9 5.4
No. under 20 yenrs : :
per 100 20-54 104.5° 79,2 100,7 115.6 137.6 126.9  103.7  55.4 57.8 93.9 70946, 78.8 76.7  79.3
No. Over 55 yvears P b . £ :
per 100 20-54 20.6,. 23,0+ 22,8 20.1 24.9 25.3  20.0  26.6 24,2 25.7 £4.2 27.9 18.6 25,0
Total 127.1° 10%.2.(:123.5 135.7 162.5 152.2 123.7 82.0 82.0 11Wy6:L0U3.B 106.7 95.3 104.3
Sex ratio sy : i,
Total. 104.9 96,9 108.4 109.5 114.0 106.1 109.8  107.6 140.3 114.3 120.0 105.1 123.8 102.5
15 yeers and over  105.08 :-'95.2° 101.9 113.9 120.1 107.6 A13.9  109.0 154.6 119.8 13’?-5 106.1 133.8 102.4
'20-54 yeare 107.0, * 96.6 103.4 118.7 115.4 107.4  115.3 111.2 153.6 116.8 126:3 104,6 134.0 102.4
1920
Percent of population
0-14 37.8 . 30.8 36,5 39.6 43.5 ..... Sewws  ERaEe SEREE  BeNeE amame cese sesse  seesd
0-19 47.4, 39.7 46.5 47.8 54,7 ..... SRR aees PREER  Raed Baaed Feswd Siais  Beke
20-54 43.9' 7 50,3 44.0 44.3 37.9 ..... S RCREE REesE W AN BesdE SREES  enew
55 end over .65 100 95 7.9:. 28 ceses wasws  wemew seese  wewes sdgbel s I
65 and over B 4.0 3.9 3.8 2.7 cines besss  saess seaes o R T e e
" No. under 20 years : :
. Per 100 20—54 l@?ag 73-8 105-6 108-0 144.4 YRR snose esboe OOBBS sosee emsse snaPE sesse U E
No. over 55 years , ' ' '
per 100 20-54 19.7° 19.9 21.6 17.9 19.4 <evae paE SRR RS SVEVE SR v wEVER  Sease
Total 127.6 - 98.7 127.2 125.9.163.8 ..... BaeEe  seene SeRE VRREY el PR RS S
Sex ratio i i
Total 106,8° 98.8 103.0 115.1 110.9 ..... SUENR. SR e eNee SRR R v sy | v
15 years and over 109.4 98,0 103.7 124.0 116.5 ..... sRaEs  pEEes wpees weess Benes  aeees sweee  eeeee
20-54 years 132,17 100.4 105.9°1%:7 1IRB: sowew  cwpnwi waeen wwews v susaE  EweE ——

cocne



1920 and 1950, Even so, im 1830 the stete had & much larger retie then sy
of the other gtates; and the ﬁ#rmon counties & higher retio then thc nons=
Mormon.

The retio of 0ld to middle eged incressed betwsen 1020 snd 1950. But
8till, Uteh had a emsller proportion of old persons per 100 persons in the
most productive ege groups, then sny other stete with the exceptlon of Fyo=
ming. As wes the osse with the young people, the Mormon counties had a
larger retio of old to middle eged, then did the non-Mormon counties.

By edding these two retios it is possible to obtein one figure whieh
fepresents the mmmber of pereons in the leest productive ege groups per 100
in the most productive. When this is done it is found thet Uteh hes & mmeh
higher retio of lsast produstive persons than any of the other etates; Ideho
.it the only stete which enywhere mearly epproximetes Ttah (1880)., Withim
Uteh the Mormon counties heve & much higher retio of least to most produstive
aze grou;is than do the non-Hormon counties,

Sex retio.--Between 1820 &nd 1530 there was & sonsiderid le reduction
in the mumber of meles per 100 femsles. This reduction wee more merked im
the edult populetion than in the totel populetion. This is to be expscted,
gince in the population under 15 years of ege there should normally be but e
very slight preponderance of males.

The sex ratic of the populetion over 15 years of age in Utah (1930)
wes lower then thet of the other states (‘c-ilbla 3) with the exception of Colo~-

redo, with whieh it was equel, end higher then the averegé for the FHetion,

iSout The seme differentiels exist Tor thé most productive eze group, 20-54.

Evidently, then, insofer &8 & higher sex retiec is essocieted with s larger

mmber of geinfully occupied, end presumably n_highar economic position, £ll

other thirgs being equel, Uteh ig better off then the Fetion, sbout as well
’ £

off es Coloredo, end worse off than the other stetes,

Retic of consumption to production uniteg.--Ancther wey of summerising




the ege end sex composition of e pur_pula.tiun is to epply different weights ¢
the verious sge end Bex groups. Thompson end Whelpton heve presented sush
e set of weights whieh messure roughly the consumption end economis produo=
tion capecities of given age and sex groups. Thess stendard weights when ep=
plied to a given populetion thus summerize it in terms of the umber of con-
sump'bion' units per unit of economic productions

In both 1920 end 1580 the etate of Uteh hed 1.768 consumption units te
each unit fff production. This figure is considerably higher than thet in
eny other state, or in the Nation. Thus, although Utah hes e relatively
smaller dependent old group then the other states, the dependent yﬁung group
ig relatively much lerger, snd sex ratio is lower. Hence the higher rstie of
consumption to production units,

A comparison of the Mormon end non-Mormon counties in Uteh in 1930
reveals thet the former have & higher ratio than the latter. Thet of the mon-
Mormone is ebout equel to thet of the stete e& & whole, but that of the Mormo:x

counties is considersbly sbove the stets figure. (Tebls 4)

TLELE &

RATIO OF FRODUCTION TO COMSUKPTION UNITS, UTAH (1920 end 1950),
SELECTED WESTERN STATES, AND THE UNITED STATES:; 1330

: ' United
Utsh _ Cals, Neve Idsho Mont, Col. Vip, Stetes
T520 1950 1080 1080 1980 1080 1950 1980 1930

State 1,76 1,76 1.56 1,50 1.66 1.63 1.67 1,58 1.67
Bﬁ.lt LE—]CB Ciw 1.58 1‘66 eone essse ss0 @ [ R R saee asoe sasen
Hrben (exelddi : '

-S—&li—ls&ka--city I . 1.-7-6 --1-0-7—7 seef ceoep . B es.e e o N ) &880 8.0.8 .8 E R F N

Rurﬂ.l HDI‘.-FH.I'.:B. 1-79 1.72 sese seed csoa soas RN smen esoe
" Rursl Ferm 1.85 1,90 seoe Ty ssssn sene sead asse sees
Mormon Counties eons 1486 sase sase casae sese saws eses esos

Ror=Yormon Counties ae 1.74 sses sasse saoe seae osns eson sace

Surmery.--Al1l other feactors being equal thet population which has the

meximm proportion wf its populetion in the sconcmicelly most productive ege

~



end pex groups will be lesst in pesd of finsmeis) essistance. Tha dahhfm
brought forth reveal thet Uteh hes a lerger proportion of dependent almc#;l
in ite populetion than the other states or the Hetion, Henoe, even though
34 were affected by the depression no more than the other stetes, or no more
+han the averegze for the Nation, (othsr fectors being equel) it would still
be in need of lerger public (or private) finencisl essistense than the other

stetes.

Vitel Stetistios

For relief as well es demographie purposes theme date are of greet ime
portance. A high birth rete, ell other factors being equal, meens e higher
relief cost & well es an incresse .in populsation. It mesns the costs of
hospitelizetion end medical attsntion have to be included, as well a5 the ob-
vioug inocrease in the mumber of dependents. Conmverssly, e low birth rete im-
plies less necessity for medical attention, end fewer dependents. In specifiie
cases, as iz well lmown to Bociel workers, Uhs sbssrnce of births in e given
family ellows thet femily to remekm off the relief rolls, Other femilies
heve hed to go on relief because of pregmencies.

Birth Eatai.--?cr the aﬁt‘&ra stete the gross reproduction rete appears
to heve been fairly constent until just efter the turn of the century, when it
begsn to decline. Due %o the fect the mortelity appears £o heve decreesed
abﬁut ae fast as the grose reproduction rete, the net reproduction rate re=-
meined feirly constant between the period 1890 to 1520, Indeed, it mey even

heve_incrsesed between 1890&;1&"@00. However, even though the deaths rete

continued to decreese bwitween 1820 end 1380 it decreased less than the gross
reproduction rete so that the nst reproduction rate fell ebout 12 per cente
¥evertheless, even in 1930 this rate wee sufiiciently hizh that within e
generetion Uteh would incresse ite populetion by 50 per cent. As can be seen
from teble 5, this rete is fer higher then 'bhatlaf eny of the other states,

or of the Netion es & whole.

(2.4



TABIE -5

: > o :
SELECTED VITAL STATISTLCS RATES, UTAH, OTHER WESTERN STATES, AND THE UNLTED STATES: 1920 AND 1930

et

Utah
Urban :
. (Exel. Non-—
Selt Salt Rural ‘Mormon Mommon .

] : Lake Lake Non- Rural Coun- Coun- : _ United

| - 8tate City Clty) Farm Ferm tliea  ties Cel, Nev. Idelio. Mont. Col, Wo. States
1930 . - i '
Net Reproductian Rate 1,50 .98  1.43 1.79 1.79 1.8¢ 1.60 .86 .96 1,37 1.21 1.21 1.25 1,08
True Rate of Increase (per 1,000)14,3 -0.7 =~ 12.6 20.4 20.6 ~21.6 16,6 -5,3 -1.4 11.1 6.7 6.7 7.9 2.7
Crude Birth Rate : 28,0 22.5  ceces esssescsss 28,6 27.3 15,1 16.8 22,9 20.0 22.0 22.4 18,9
Crude Death Rate ;o 9.8 TUT  »emex wevrnmes .’ 8.8 9.2 11,7 13.6 9,2 10.2 12.4 9.0 11.0
Crude Rate of Increase | 16.4 11.8 ...be eesec.-... 19.8 18.1 B.4 B.2 13,7 9.8 9.6 13.4 7.9
Standardized Meath Rate® | "i ' 9.8 ...p  eeeer secesseses eeeee eeeww 9.9 1110 8.7 9.5 113 9.4 10.0
"Infant Mortality Rate - 56,0 50,9 e 57.% 61.4 59.4 69.9 56.1' 61,0 B88.9 68,8 64.6

T it

1920 ]: ; Vg ..
Net Reproduction Rate 1,70 1.17  1.64 2.06 Billh ewivi wenen  ESER. Beew  SRERW. eAeE  besw eeem  Eall
True Rate of Increase (per 14000)18.8 5.5 17.5 26.7 28,7 SEamiE  GewE e sons weew  Had
Crude Birth Rate s BB OTA® emeee senswewenE of 37.3  25.9 .... cusws weew SONT
Crude Death Rate 'h“',_n.l 12.4 ssene vsesoocsecnmed k._ \ 10.4 13.7 seoe seee sowe 13.0
Crude Rate of Increase 234 15.0 weese wwwsenieows A 26.9 12,2 .... TSR S s
Standardized Death Rate ! - ceie  geesy seses seeaes sess aemse mrese seme sass asewe coes ssee swre woss
Infant Mortelity Rate : B TS © sowww dssuwasvas, B8O P800 Y04 e sivis sred aiie smes 058

8Whites only, Dublid Lotke, p. 80.

bgalt Lake County



The erude birth rete (whileM!#4s simply the mumber of births per 1,000
populetion) is also much higha;“ fﬁ Utah then in the other s'ba".;u or the Netions
For relisf purposes this rate in bet-ber then the more refined msasurees of re=
production used previously, for it tells directly the mumber of new depun&'sn‘bs
which are enmuelly edded to the populstion.

Within Ubah itself, as is to be expectsed, the rurgl-farm erese have
the highest reproduction rates, and the urban arews the lowest.

In regard to the Mormon end non-Mormon eounties (1980) it is evident
that the reprodustion rate, no metter how messured, 1s higher emong the former
than the latter. (See table 5)

Death retes.=-The crude desth rete in Uteh in 1950 wms lower then thet
of the Nation end 4 pf the § s'batot;;s,' end only the very least bﬁt higher then
the retes of Idaho end Wyoming. If the populetion be standardized so es %o
eliminate dfscrepsncies due %o the -l.g; end sex ompositi_on, it is found thet
Utah is a'vsérs.ge as;-»pomparéd to 1_:he other selected western ststes, end just
ab;ut on .a level w:ith the Fation a8 a whole, (1980)¢ (Table 5)

Retes of naoturel incresse.--Af omn be readily seen, the true rete of

neturel incresse is higher foz.' Umh. then for eny of the other states or the-
Fetion., Within Uteh the rurel ferm ares had the highest rete end the urben the
lowsst. In regard to ‘éhe Mormor end non-Mormon countiss, the former heve the
higher mnnuel true rete of neturel increase, just as they hs.d the higher net
reprodustion rate.

For relief purposes over & Bhort time period, however, the annual net
number of dependenis_sdded to the. population is--of prime importance. 4 stete
-may have a irue rate of natursl decrssse and yet heve & surplus of birthe over
deaths. Converaely, e state may have a true rate of neturel increese and yet
heve & surplus of deaths over birthe. Hence, ths crude retes of naturel in=-
creese ere of greet importence. |

Due %o its higher birth rete end lower deakh rete, Uteh hes ahlgher

I
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crude rete of neturel inecresss theh eny other state, or the Netion. Wi'bhin
Utsh the Mormon counties heve & elightly higher rate then the non-lormen
countiss,. .

Insofar, then, as ths neede for relief are greater in an inoreesing
population, Utah i8 in greeter need of finenciel essistence, ell o‘aher fao=
tors being oonsi_:a.nt, then eny of the other states, or of the Fetion.

Infant mortelity.=~This is sometimes oonsidered en index of the pleme

of living == tho lower the infent mortelity rete the highar the plana of
living. It a.luo is en index of the extent of hospital a.nd medicel facilities
Uteh has lowe:; infent mortality retes then any of the other stetes. (This
ie of greet interest in wiew of the faect that it hes the higheet birth rete
~= usnelly sésocieted with high infent mortality.) Insofer es this rste
meens that the population in Uteh is used to end expects more end better
medicel stténtion for mothers end infants, it becomes an importent problem
from the relief viewpoint, for medj:na.l ettention implies .thn expenditure of
funds ebove whet is needed for the minimm subcistence budgete

Vitel stetietics during the depressiong~-Exast deta ¥ive not evaileble

fo-r determining birth retes, death rates, and retss of netural increese so-
curetely since 1930. The only dete which are aveilable are the reported
!mm'bar of births, deaths, and infent deeths for eech year, snd the sstimeted
population-for 1955 (estimeted on the bawis of the L. D. 8. church censue).

On the besis of these dete the following retes were computed for 1985,

Cruée birth Crude desth Crude rate Infent
rate rete of naturel @ mortelity
g ) o incresse rete
Sta‘be; 28.9 DeB 14.7 49,8
Hormon Counties 2747 8.7 19.0 48.3
Kon-Mormon Counties 23.3 8.5 14.8 4.1
Salt Lake County 20.5 10.1 10.4 47,2

Apperently there was little changze in the Mormon eountiee betwsen

1530 and 1985 (see teble 5). The non-Yormon counties and Balt Lake County,

4



sspecinlly the former, chowed a decided drop im the birth, desth end TnsresEs”
rebes between these two periods. The infant mortelity rates declined pem=

erelly throughout the state.

Internal Kigretion

The subject of internsl migretion is importent from st leest two es=
pects, First, migretion generslly talkes plece from arees of lower economie
well being to those of higher economic stetus. A state whioh has ettrecied
lerge numbers of migrents is generslly & prosperous state, OSecond, the ex=
porting of populﬁtion, pertiocularly if it is of young people just out of
school, mej meen an sctual economie lose to the exporting state, and an setusl-
eoononic gein to the importing stete. Ae long &8 educstion is peid for by
t.ho. individuel stebs, every educsted youth who leaves hisz home ‘state and thenm
mekes no cash ramif‘unnnez répresents thet much of an econemic loss to his
home stete.

Up until 1830 Uteh wes predominently sn importing stete, as can be .

seen from teble 6, During the next couple of decades the mmbers of i:m:'som _

TAHLE 6

HET GAIN (e) OR LOSS (=) THROUGE INTERSTATE MIGRATION OF
NATIVE BORY, UTAE AND SELECTED WESTERK STATES; 1910-1980

——— e
===
-

Stete 1880 - 1920 1910
Tteh - 68,888 - 20,883 - 1,259
Celifornie + 2,401,288 < 1,222,727 + 762,625
“Weveda TRt 4ere8e——- % . 32,868 % 20,048
Coloredo S 261,448 +~ 338,218 + 340,446
Yyoming + 78,144 + 84,272 + 64,972
TIdaho =~ 106,314 + 178,285 A 157,500
Montens == 112,768 i+ 207,182 4 144,033

reported &8 born in Uteh end living outside the stete were sbout equal to

- the numbers reported as living in Uteh but borm in other states. Sinoce

~
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1810 each census has reported en inoremsingly larger mmber of Utah~borm
persons living outside Uteh, then ‘tﬁoas born in other stetes end living in
Utehe In octher words, Utah is no longer ettractive to outelders, and ocame
ﬁo-b offer sufficient inducements to its netive populetion to keep them within
the state.

In contrast ell of the other western statss are etill ettracting more
migrants than they are sending f;rth. From these figures i1t is possibls to
agsune ‘that thess other stetes still offer some opportunitiss end induce=
ments to migrante == opportunities end inducements whish Utah cen no longer
offer. -

Age end sex of migrants.--It is possible to compute the net migretion

from Uteh between 1920 end 1980 bsr ege end sex of migrante. Thie is done
by sging the 1820 populetion in specific age end sex group, 10 yeers. '
(These mumbers :Jf expeeted survivors sre now compared fith the nu.mneri &8
rape; ted in the 1930 census. Where there ere more expected survivors then
obeerved, net migration in thet particuler ege end sex group has teken plece.)
Thie process oan be epplied to the wverious sge groups betweer the limits of
10 end T4

When this method is epplied it is .saan thet there hes been & net mi-
gretion from Uteh in ell of the age groups for both sexes, during the period
1920-1980, Perhaps only in the oldest groups did no net migretion teke
pls.ce,' although date for such ere unsveilsble.

As previous studies heve gensrally shown, the heaviest migratiom is
theT o~ young'é‘ers-mr---1-13-—15ha-~net. migration from Uteh be expressed =2 a
psrcentacze of the arpem';sd number in each ege end sex group, it will be seen
that the. greates‘ﬂip;-,oportian of migretion took plape .betwsen the ages 20-34,
Sscondery pesks eppeer st sge groups 45-49, end 55-53. Net migretion ewey

from Uteh tock plece in ell ege end sex groups, but was proportionally greate:



emongithe young people, pertioulerly those out of school for Brly &'E

while. (Bee fable 7)

TABLE 7

NET MIGRATION TO (e¢) OR FROM (=) SPECIFIED AREAS OF UTAH,
EY AGE AND SEX; 1920-13930

p—
Urban Rurel-Ferm
Age {exoluding *Ls Percen=
end Selt Leks Balt Leke  Rurel tege of
Sem Stete . City City)  Non-Ferm Fumber Survivors
es _ ;
1-14 = B71 4+ 415 1,085 T 219 - 2,270 - 23
15-19 - 1,506 + 288 -+ 668 = 22 = 2,890 = 28
20-24 =-2,679 <+~ 872 - 12 -+ 518 - 8,857 - 44
25-20 =12,614 + 579 = 73 41,088 = 4,208 - 58
50-84& = 1,250 &+ B57 <+ 278 <+ 746 - 2,826 - 48
§5-44 - 812 = 100 <+ 797 — 450 = 2,059 - 29
45=54 = 1,287 = 528 -+ 308 ~ 87 - 1,518 - 25
55=64 -~ 1,171 = 498 -+ = B8l o 287 - 1,048 - 27
65-74 4+~ B9 = 16 - 1836 A s21 - 8% - 28
Femeles
10-14 = 178 7 8&7 + 1,246 + 855 - 2,427 - 26
15-19 = 1,556 ~— 992 - 835 =« 87 - 3,220 - 58
20-24 = 2,200 1,684 -+ 324  + 572 - 4,870 - 67
25-89 - = 3,024 2 496 = 140 + 634 - 4,014 - 61
50-54 - 2,148 - . 580 -~ s -+ 227 - 1,998 - &4
B5-44 = 13658 = 480 + 613 -~ 40 - 1,852 - 28
45-54 = 1,442 = 385 + 235 -~ 187 - 1,497 - 80
E5-64 = 816 - 27T + 174 + 8§70 - 1,089 - 85
85-74 = 107 i+ 28 =+ 81 + 8§20 - 531 - 42

Of this net migration from Uteh, practicelly all ceme from the rurel
ferm arees. In the sge groupe between the years 20 and 34 sbout helf or
more of the toitel rurel farm ‘_anluls.tian emigreted. In the age groupe under
-20-end—over-35-from-one=quartsr o one-third of the total populations emi=
grated. Some edditionel net emigretion ceme from the older age groups in
Selt Lake City, This emigration, however, constitutsd but & smell propor=
tion of the totsl emigration from the stete. (See table 7)

Eovement within Uteh.=—An exeminstion of the date suggests thet persons




£rpm e rurel ferm sress moved in large mumbers o the rurel non-fgrm end
‘the urben eress of Utsh. From the non=-farming eress there was no net m’.‘..gra-a
tion in the younger ege groups, and relatively little in the older gmupi.
This would eppesr to indicate that non-ferming sotivities in Uteh during the
1920's wers able to ebsorb some of the surplus population eveileble in the
rurel ferm ereas. These rursl farm aress, however, were flooding over faster
then the non=ferming eresg could absorb them, so thet net migration from

the stete ef & whole had to take place.

Date are not eveileble for determining directly the emigrati.on from
Mormon and non-Mormon counties. From othsr dete however, it is posssible to
infer thet migretion was hesviest from the Mormom counties. This can be
shown &5 followe. The crude ra"ai-..’_-of inerease wee higher in the Mormon them
the non=Mormon coukties in both 1520' end 1_9-30. During this 10=yeer peried,
‘however, the Yormon counties incressed .'hh.eir totel populetion only € per
cent whersss the populetion in the non-Mormon oﬁuntiss increesed 12 psr cent.
Evidently, then, & larger proportion of the Hormons migrated.

Bummary,=-In comperison wikth other states Uteh is sending out more
netive borm migrante then it receives from other states. Within the :'b;:t-a
itself the grestest emigretion of netive born hes come from the rural-ferm
erees. A compsrison of the lormon end ;on—Homnn counties sugzests that

the former have sent out more migrants then the latter.

Migration during théidepFession,=~Uittik the 1940 U. S. census eppeers

it %ill be impossible to estimate correctly the net migration from Uteh dur=

ing the depression. Other dete a;r'e eveileble, howsver, for e.llowl'ing some

1

estimates for the period 1230-55. Nelson end Hettig™ present the estimstsd

l¥elson end Hettig, “Some Chenges in the Populstion of Uteh es Indi-
ceted by the Anmuel L.D.S. Church Census, 1920-38."



populetion in ech county es of 1956. (Thess figures ere besed on chenges
in the enumersted membership of the L.D.B. church).

The percentage chenges from 1930 to 1935 are =& follows;

Increese
Btate _ 8.7
Hormon Counties B.4
Hon-Mormon Counties 10,8
Selt Lake County B.0

The non-l&nrmt;n oounti?h ﬁppaar to heve inereesed more then the Mormoz,
yet the latter heve e somewhat higher orude rete of nstursl incrsase. Apper=
ently, then, oneof two thinge happensd. Either there was & greater esxodus
from the Mormon counties, or & greetsr influx into the non-lormon eounties.
In either case, the non-Mormon counties should represent & greeter relisf
problem, ell other fastors being eguel.

- Between 1980 end 1930 the pefoen":;age chenges ih the total pepuieticns

were a8 follows;

Increase
Btete 18.0
Mormon Counties : 5.9
Hon=Mormon Counties 12.0
Selt Leke County 4 21,8

Eviﬁa.ﬁtly, then, sinca the increase in & five=ysar period wes pro=
portionaily greatsr then in the preceding ten-year period, emigration from
the state as & whole wes considerebly blocked during the period 1930-5-5.

In particular it wes esetuelly most biockeﬁ in the non=Mormon counties. How=
ever, in relation to the period 1920-1930, it would sppeer thet the greatest
_pi‘t;pt)_‘:‘tle:"al 'hl.ocké'.g: was in the Mormon counties. During the loig__a.r peried
1920=80 they incressed H5.S per cent, end during the S-yeer peried 1930=35,
8.4 per cent, or more then double the everage ennuel rete of the previous
decede.

From these date it would eppear that the Mormon counties showed &

le



;}fﬁéﬁte_r chimge in their migretion pettern during the depression thinm £id
the- ﬁn—ﬂomn counties. Nevertheless, the former continued to send out
more mizrants (or receive fewsr i::n;xigre.n‘cs) then did f.he lettere

Additional informetion is aveileble from 'i:rhe 1985 U, 8. Census of
Agrioulture. In this Icansua ell persons-living on ferms were quegiioned &8
to their ferm or non-farm residence in 19830, It is thus possible %o obiein
the mambers of persons living on non-ferm territory in 1930, who lived on
farms in 1986, These figures cen then be expressed es ratios of the totel
rurel ferm populatlion in 1930. .

If thlia ig done the following numbers of migrants to ferm Serritory

per 1,000 rurel-ferm popyfetion in 1930, ere obtained.

Btete 86
Mormon- Counties - 86
Non=Mormon Counties B9
Bald Lake Oounty - 188

This evidence would suggest that there has been e greater back=te=the=
ferm movement in the non=Kormen countiss thon in the Wormona ‘
Insofer &8 beck=to=the=lgnd movements are associsted with relisf

problem arees, the non-Mormon counties would eppsrently represent the

greater relief problems, £ll other factors being equel, of course.



CHAPTER II
EDUGATION
The problem of schooling end educetion is highly importent fz:'mn the =elief
viewpoint, for eeveral reasons. First, from the strictly aﬁoncmie viewpoint,
gtudents in school repressent en unproductive portion of the populetion, BSecond,
not only do they not preduse, but they sonsume goods which have to be supplied
by the producing sestion of the population. Third, in n.ddi:tion <o the coets of
meintaining them in the role of non=-producers, money hes to be expended on the
school system. Fourth, as far as the immediate relief problems ere concerned,
every doller spent on educetion meens thet much less cash to spend on reliefy
to pey the relief burden without decressing the cost of education measns en added
tex burdsn. And it is just when relief; ie most needed ‘cﬁat the sbility to pey
texes i5 &% & minimm, '
The School Population

8ige of the sshosl populetion.=~Deta sre sveileble in the decenrinl U.S.

Censug reports for éstermining the mumbers and proportions of the populations
&t verious sge groups which sre in school. (See tsble B8) In 1950 Uieh had =
larger proportion of 1ts populetion eged 5 to 20 in Bchool then the Netion or
any of the other etates, except Ge.l:!.farﬁia. In 1920 all of the stetes here
gtudied, snd the Netion as & whole, had somewhat smeller proportions of this sge
5foup in school; indeed, et that dete Utah had s larger proportiom in school
then did Celifornie,

The ege group 18 to 20 eonsists of college students for tie most parte

In é?;ia 8sS Ié;roup, ubaut uns‘-'thi;d. 0f the mmber in Uteh were in Echoa-l in 1930,
& figure »quelled only by thet of Celifornis. In 1820 ebout one-fourth of the
Utah populetion in this sge group were in school, & figure higher ths.ln thet of
eny r;}f 'b}le other ctates or the Hetions

Within the state of Uteh there eppearz to be little difference between



PROPORTL O OF POPULATION ATTENDING SCHOOL, BY AGE AND SEX, UTAH, SELECTED WESTHIN STATES,

AND TBE UNITED STATES: 1920 AND 1930

_ Utah
qrban
. ((Exel. Hon~
Salt >alt Rural Mormon Mormon
Stete Lake iake . Non- Rural Coun- Coun- United
Total City ¢1ty) Farm Farm ties ties Colorado Wyoming Ideho Montana Californie Fevada States
1930 - o
Total i "
5 10.2 aase wsve 3.8 2.7 PR ssse 19.8 12.9 3.0 7.9 39.6 17.5 20.0
6 63.8  ciee  jeiee 009 BT.2  eceve  sees 70,9 71.1 59.8 67.2 Bl,7 70.8 66,3
5-6 37.1 58,07 30.2 3l.5 30.4 s.es ceve .y Secad veos cawa cawe — 45,8
7-13 97.9 97.1 ??57' 138;3 97.9 98.4 97.3 ' 96.8 98.0 97.9 97.4 7.6 a5.7 95.3
14-15 97.1  98.1 97.8 96,4 96.1 96.8 95,8 90.3 93,0 94,1 92,9 97,2 93.6 B8.8
16-17 /80.9 82.6 82.7 78.4 80.0 81.0 76.9 63.2 68.4 72.3 67.9 B2.1 75.7 67.3
1B-20 ..’ 32.7 33.1 [35.0 28.9 33.9 36.5 27.6 28.4 26,5 32.9 29.6 32.7 31.2 2l.4
5-20"" 76.8 78,1 76.9 . 75.6 76.9  eees cems ???2. 73.7 75.0 74,6 78.5 74.7 69.9
7-20 B83.1 anew ;..l. sase wa B4.7 81.5 e s i sea PR P ssee
Males : i - '
5-20 7.1, 79.5 ;??.5 76.0 75.8 eoas soene 73.0 T2.2 74.2 73.1 78.8 74.0 70,2
Females . . - :
5-20 76,5 76.7 76,2 75.1 78.1 ... W 73.3 75.3 75.9 76.2 78,2 76,3 69.7
1920
Total
"5 8.4  .... wwe 3.5 sevin  awws - 802 14.1 2.7 15.6 27.5 17.3 18.8
B 65.5 EwaE b 63.9 - soea 78:3 72.3 67.7 71.2 73.0 65.0 63.3
' 5.6 nee. AT7.3 35,1 . ¥ _— sree seses Qeen sesa  meee cvon cees sose 41.0
- 7-13 95.5 95.7 :96.0 95.3 96.3 94.0 93.9 92.8 95.5 92.8 93.7 90.5 90.6
14-15 93.7 92,6 95.2 93.6 - 94.5 92.7 B6.2 B86.2 91.6 89,1 B9.1 88.8 79.9
16-17 71l.4  63.9 | 77.9 7.9 75.5 69.8 -53.8 52.6 62.3 ~ 58.3 54.7 61l.4 42,9:
, 18-20 24.7 23.6 ' 26.9 24.4 28.9 20,1 20.2 16.4 22.3 .2l.2 21.9 22.0 14.8
5-20 73.0  72.2 :74.4 72.9 sens — 69.6 67.9 71.8B 70.5 69,5 68.4 64,3
7-‘20 79.5 sa0e ;Illl L Bll? ?7.4 . enow . LR ] asse LE RN LR eeen awsp
Males 3 . ' .
5-20 73.3 73.5 . 74.8B 72.6 eves s 68.7 66,0 71.0 69.6 68.8 66.4 64.1
Females _ '
b-20 72.8 71,0 74.0 78.1 e suns 70.5 69.9 72.7 71.4 70.3 70.5 64,5



the urben end rurel sections. Schooling owili‘cias srenot oon#mtm‘baﬂ 11‘39.1'&'?-"‘;__.
Leke City to the detriment of the rural mress; 'Whoﬁ-.lthe l!ormmi{1 ;:s.nd .non-lfomal
counties ere compered, howsver, the former sre found ,P,“co heve a higher propor=
tion then the latter of the ege group 7 Yo 20 in schcf'ol. This was true in both
1920 and 1930,

In regard to the education of boys end girls thﬁre appous;ﬁp bé little
if any difference, in Utah. It might be thought !thn.tI with the Hnrmpﬁ.‘ emphecis
on motherhood for ell women, the schooling of girls would be more nbglac*ted

than that of boys. From kistoricel dets end fromithe datu here" presen{:el i'b

is obvious 'bhat such is not the case, howmr.

Ratio of sohool to non~school pouula‘t‘.lon.—-.fn the gection on damog*-lphy

it wes pointed out thet Utah hed 2 lerger propor‘f;ion of young bao_ple tﬁn the
other states. In this sesction it hes been shown thet Uteh hes about thrﬁ{!.ghest
proportion of its young people in sohool. The question mey row _be".r reised g8 %o
the ratie of students to the economicelly productive part of the pgpuia-tion.
There ere eveilehle two measures of the size of the eoonomio.lproduesr groupe
One is the mele population 20 4o 54 yeers of mge; the other is the ;:_Fmbsr 190
years of eze end over Wno ere geinfully ooeupied. In both 1520 e.nd:;:l_eso Ttoh
hed e mueh larger mmber of students (between the ages of 5 and 20) 'per 100
males eged 20-54, or per 100 geinfully occupied, than any other s'bs.t:e, or the
Netion. This means, a1l other things being equal, that the economici pressure
on each producer in Utah is fer greeter then in the other stetes. GCeliformie,
for example, had & lerger proportion of its young peopls in school {:in 1950)
then 44d4-Ubeh. -Ab the-same time;—however, -it-hed only helf &€ meny situdents por
100 producers as did Utah. Under such conditions the economie dburden is much
less severe uporn the Celifornie sdult than upon the ons from Utah. (8se table 5)
Within Uteh, the greetest burden is upon the rurel farm populetion, end
the least upon thet of Salt Leks City. Comparison of the Mormonsd non=Mormon

countiss reveels the former 4o heve shesvier burden then the letter,



12

TABLE 9

RATIO OF SCHOOL POPULATION AGED 5-20 YEARS,TO SELECTED AGE GROUPS IN THR TOTAL POFULATION, UTAH,
SELECTED WESTERN STATES, AND THE UNITED STATES: 1920 AND 1930

Utah
Urban
(Excl. Non-
| Salt Salt Rural Mormon Mormon
‘Lake Leke Non- Rurel Coun- Coun- , ’ United:
| State City City) Ferm Farm ties tles Col. Wo. Tdaho :Mont. Hal. Nev. BStates
1930 .
_ Students per 100 males, 20= e g e, _
© b4 years - -1l22-- 102 121 122 157 141 - 105 91 78 105 86 67 57 e
Students per 100 -gainrullyl o a ) '
occupled 10 years end over . 83 , 64 B3 90 106 97 74 58 56 71 59 44 40 Vi
1920 : ‘
Students per 100 mele &, 20~ ¢
54 yeers - | 112 88 116 123 ol ‘79 62 92 72 57 45 ...
Students per 100'33.1111'1111}'[ ‘ L
occupied 10 years and over 78, 57 ... 53 47 67 .53 38 B4 ..

a . o
Sechool populetion, 7-20 years

Protal rural



Pinsnoial -."!'..hpso'bs

Cost of publie alemehta.ry end high school educetion.--Dete are aveilsble

for estimating the cost of public primery snd secondery educstion, In Utsh im
1910 the eversge anmal expenditure per pupil was ebout §33 a5 compared to $24
for the N;e.tion. In 1850 the expenditure had rise to $84 per pupil in Uteh end
$90 in the Nation,

Becmuss of ;:hanges in the prioce level through time, compariscns of sctuel
monetery figures eare perheps more signifiocent es between several sreas at a given
dote, then between two detes. Hence, let us examine the 1910 and the 1950 dsta
separetely. At the early date Uteh was midway (3 states spending more snd §
less) between the other stetes in dollers expendéd per pupil, end ebove the Ne-
tion. In 1820 on:ly one stete was spending less, In 1380 Uteh had the smellest
expenditure per student; Californie end Nevada spent elmost twice a5 much. (See
table 10) |

TABLE 10
AVERAGE EXPERDITURE PER PUPIL EFEOLLED IN PUBLIC ELEXENTARY AND

SECONDARY 8CHOOLE, UTAH, SELECTED WESTERR STATES, AFD THE
UNITED STATES:; 1910-1986

Urited
Yeour Ubeh  Mortane Ideho Wyoming Colorasdoc Fevede Celifornia Stetes

Averege Expenditures per Pupil Enrolled in Public Schools

1588 §74 §os < §72 §o2 §78 §138 §134 §74
1984 57 - T5 57 79 71 112 111 65
1532 34 -1 72 102 86 - 128 133 82
1830 84 114 85 118 102 158 138 90
1928 78 110 87 115 104 181 144 87
1920 70 86 75. 87 €0 28 70 42
1910 33 40 29 52 31 61 45 24

Expenditures per Geinfully Occupied Person

1980 30 &l 20 38 29 - 38 51 23

'If the expenditure per gainfully occupied person (1930) ie calculated, it

tg found thet Uteh and 4 of the other stetes spend ebout $30 per geinfully

55



ocoupied persen. The other two (Wyoming and Nevede) rpond $36 per grinfully
occup;éé .pe.rson. Bvidently, then, the producing population in Uteh ig exere
ting itself abdut es :‘:muuh 5 thoss in the other stetes, snd sbove thet of the
Hetion. But becauses of the much larger proportien of students in Uteh, eassh
gtudent oen receive but e minimum.

Ability' $o pay for schoolinﬁ.-—.& gtudy mede in 1585 esnparas Uteh with

the othar states and 'I:h.l Eation.l On the besis of this study it can be seen
that i-n 1985 Uteh had the '.!.a.r‘gas'b percentege of its populaetion in ths ege group
6=17 jaarl of eny of the st:'s.te: or the Netion. Conversely, ‘bhila retio. of the
populetion 21 ysers of ege end over 'bo thie age group wes the' lowest.

Two indexes of the ability to pay esre the tengible was.ltli per:sohoul ehild,
end the sennuel inocome per school ehild. According to both of ‘:.!;eao ind.ezes U=k
is worse off than the other states or the Nation; it has less _tum__gi'ble weslth
end less income per pupil. Follcwing from this (and in aérem!en‘b%"‘;_wi'bh the data
in teble 10) the expenditure per aversze daily sttendence et school (as well es
per pupil) is lower &n Utah then in the other stetes or the Netionm.

An importent point in school finence is the prupo.rtion of the' totel in=
ecme spent on schooling.  From the dzba. oolle cted by this Utah s‘bm‘.y it can be
geen that Celifornia spends & larger proportion of its income on echooling then
does Tfeh. Of the other states and the Netlion, only Montens spa-nds es much,
ell the others spending less. If the reletion of school expenditure to tangible
weelth be caleoulated, Celifornie egein appesrs to spend more then Utah. Between

' Utsh end the other states and the Nstion there eppeers %o be rakher emell dif-

ference, (Ses teble 11)°
Ihe guestion-n may be esked whether Utah mekes a greater or lesser effort
to pay for schooling than do the other stetes or the Fetion. If ell the stetes

-bed the seme per capita wealth (or income), snd the seme proportion of their

1State of Tteh, Investigating Committee of Uteh Govermmentel Units,
School Finence S’mdy, Publie Document No, 37, series of July 1, 1954: to June
30, 1938,

EAs

By



TABLE 11

FINANCIAL STATUS OF PUBLIC EDUGATION, UTAH, SELECTED WESTERN STATES, AND THE UNITED STATES: 1935%

. — — S
United
Utiah Celifornia Golorado Ideho Montana Nevada Wyoming Stated
Per cent of population 6-17 years of age 27.8 18.5 23.2 26.4 24.4 19.2 23.5 25-7
Number of persons 21 end over per child 6-17 years 1.9 3.7 2.6 2.1 2.4 3.5 2.5 248
Tanglible wealth per child 6-i7 years $8,460  $10,780 $10,360 $10,360 $13,400$23,580 $14,450 §8,370
Incame per child 6-17 years 1,230 2,190 1,980 1,530 1;B40 2,850 2,290 1,660
Student expenditure per average dally attendance 73 155 119 85 110 149 122 o
Outlay and expenditure per student 66 133 96 72 99 125 102 e
Outstanding Indebtness per student 86 181 131 81 92 116 133 119
Value of school property per astudent 244 391 255 185 274 312 270 25
School expenses per teacher, primeipal, and supervlisor 2,250 3,840 2,420 1,880 1,930 2,730 2,090 2,480
Value of school property per teacher, prinelpal, end
supervisor _ 8,370 11,250 6,430 2,810 5850 6,930 5,520 7,5%
Number of students per teacher, primeipal and supervisor 54 29 25 26 20 22 20 %g
Ratio of outlay and expenditure pbir student %o income per
child 6-17 years of age 054 061 049 .0a7 .054  ,043 044,050
Ratio of outlay end expsnditure.per student to tangible _
wealth par child 6-17 years of age ;008 .012 .009 .007 .007  .008 007 010
Index of "effort to pay"” based on tangible wealth 1.00° 1.66 1.34 495 .96 78 .97  1.34
Index of "effort to pay” based on lncome 1.00 1.19 1.01 .92 1.00 .88 .89 _gﬁ
Average salary of teachers,:principals end supervisors 1,070 1,900 1,170 790 940 1,320 970 1,480
apased on data presented in -the Uteh Hducatlonel Study, presumably referring to 1935.



populetion se Utah in the sge group =17, how mush would eech Biath thepspend

on sach sshool child within this ege groupy] If we now cenatm&t gh index im-
which the ability of Ubtah to pey (in terms of tangible weelth) is set equel e
1.50, we Tind that only sn(b stete, Neveda, mekes e considersbly ihess ef_fl-o:'t' so
éupply schooling than does Utah, The Netion and Celifornia snd Colorado meke
more stremuous efforts, and the other states sbout the same. Ifia similer ime
dex is constructed on the besis of income Utah appsars to all in /the:icentsr as
fer s effort to pay is éoncsrnsd. California mﬂ}:és a grester effort, ‘hro of
the ststes and the Netion as great, end three of the states less of en &ffnrh.p

In sm, then, 'on the basis of the data presented in this specia) re-
por‘t:" Uteh does not appl_i:aa.r to be unduly extreme in its efforts to provide |
schooling fecilities for its young people. Indsed, it is fairly close to the
gvgrgég of the Hationd {See table 11)

Other finsnces.~=0n the beeis of deta presented in this study referred

to sbove, Uteh mppears not %o have gone inte debt to pey for its sohooling res
lstive to the other stetes. A4ll of them (with the exception of Ideho) end

the ¥ation have s higher indebtedness, per student than does Utsh. (See tnh:,'n.o
11) This is quite evidently related to the velue of school property, for Uteh
has a smeller velue of school property per smdanlb, then eny of the other states,
except Ié.ﬁo, or the Netion. _

This lower indebtedrness implies reletively smaller interest s.:;dlprincipa,;
peymente ,- and perheps reletively smeller benkruptey. Hence, relatively greater
emounts of n-wney ere evailsble for other, inclﬁding relief, purposes, ell tther
Faotors being sguale

If school expense® and velue of propa:_bty be expressed es the avereze psr
teacher, prin_cipal, end supervisor, Uteh would eppear to be midway between the
pther stetes end the Nation. (See table 11) Indeed, the averagze value of Uteh

gchool property is the highest, next to Californis. This situetion erises,

t s Cite



however ; only dhrough ths feet thet Tieh -;im.s & far highsr number of ;iﬁﬁiis}sr-
temcher than do the other states or the Kﬁtinn. Thig mey or mey not ‘ol nn in=
dication of j_n‘fsrinr teaching:; it mey simply represent the eonsolide.ti'on of
individuel small schools, end the consequently greater teaching effisientye
Insofar as teacher's sasleriss ere an indiestion of the quality of the
teaching, Uteh would eppear to bs &t about the center (¥ stetes peying more end
3 less) and slightly less than the FNation.
In comeotion with this above disoussion, one importent factor must de
borne in mind, Much of the finsnciel enslysis wus based on the Utah report put
out by the Investigeting Committee of Utah Govermmentsl Units. Hencs, this gn=
elysis can be no more moourate then the date reported. Our npinion,l in reading
through this report, ig that it does not eppear too highly relisble for our pus=
pose. It may be sufficiently good for the purpose for whioh it was prepared,
but from our viewpeint it eppears dsfieiente Te have no wey of checking up om

2
i)

‘-
iR

irectly, but the fnllmriﬁg oonsiderstions sBesm relevent; (1) no basic data
ere reported; (2) the tubles .nre set up sloppily so that interpretetion is not
instently clear; (8) few, if eny, sources of deim sre given; (4) definitions ef
. terms &re mnot elways given.

Other Aspectss

Retio of students in public primary and secondery schools to populsation

of school age.-=According %o these dete Uteh (in 1920, 1930, 1982, 19354, 1536)
hed & lerger propertion of ite populetion agad B=17 yeers in school than the
Fetion as ;vhole. However, it had less than any other western siate with the
€xc€ption of Monteng: —Thesedete lead To m conclusicon exactiy the reverses of
thet which follows from the dete presented in t=ble 3, which wes based on U.8.
Census of Populétion Date. Evidently Uteh, if it does differ from thse other
western stetes, differs very slightly. Thet it hes & lerger proportion in

school then the Netion is borne out by both sets of dete, and is, therefore,

s .
411 date teken from U.S. Blennisl Survey of Educetion.

T



\probEBECEIgaifloants  (Beé wble IE)

“Lbngth of the school year.--The sdhool year ig somewhet longer in Uteh

the# in the Nation, It ig equelled by two of the other states, however, end
;ia graa.*é_ar than four of them, In terms of averags daily e.'t:tléndsmoa (es & per=
oentege of the total enrolled population) Utah is elso at the top of the list,
Hwevar, it should be ﬁointad out that ths basic data ere so poor thet slight
dii‘farencas ere probs.‘biy due more %o errors in tha date than to sotual differe
encss in the popule.t:.onﬂ being studied, (See ta.bls 12)

Increeses nincss 1920 in both the length of the sohool yagr end the aver=
ege daily attendande ire eppearent from the data in teble 12, !his implies in=
creasing costs for schooling during the past two end one-helf decades.

Students per temcher.~-It wes pointed out previously thet Utsh hes e higher

mmber of pupils per tescher then any other western stete, or the Nation. In=

gofer &5 the date from the Census of Population and the Census of Bducetion ere

4 2

ey 9.9,2'95:."91"_

, this een probebly be accepted as & fect. In &ll of the states and
in the Nation the riumber of pupils per teecher has been decreesing since ]910,
This, slthough it mw meen better temfhing, elso meens higher tesching costs,

Teschere! gelaries.=-Uteh has elweys been (since 1920) at sbout the center

in rezard to its peymunts to teschers. In comperison with the Netion it peyed
higher sslaries in 1820, but lowsr ones in 183C &nd 1£36. (Ses terle 12)

digh school & tenda.n.ce.--:}igh school ettendence is important in thet the

costs ‘ppr high school student are grester then the costs per pupil in the pri=
ma:i'y grades. Esnc_e, e relatively lsrger hizh school attendencs Iir.;p'l&ea higher
soh;.aolr ;x;ﬁ::-s, with con.sequen‘ti;_i:-si money for .;elief gnd other purposes. 1In
relation to. 4ts elementary school populstion Uteh has-a ierger high school at=
‘Eéqﬂanczla then eny of the other states, or the Netion. This .was true in both
1930 and’ .1936‘..(5% teble 12)
It will be recelled that Uteh hed a lower per student expenditure then

eny of.f ..,ne othsr s-.,aves, end sirce it hes & higher proportion of high scheol

<



TABLE 38

SELECTED TABLES ON EDUGATION, UTAH, SBELECTED WESTERW BTATES,
A¥D THE UNITED bIATES: 1910-1986

- Yol
Teer Ttah Montans Ideho Fyoming Coloredo Neveda Celifornies EStabes e

)
t

Students per temcher in public elementtry ond secondarf ischools

1936 32 21 27 21 27 22, 27 80
1934 38 21 27 22 27 22 29 81
1932 34 20 26 20 26 22 29 . 80
1830 2 - 19 27 20 : 25 25 -89 - B0
1928 54 18 £8 17 24 21 29 * 80
1820 30 18 29 19 30 20 56 52
1910 - 89 bidt] 84 22 8 - g1 y s2 34
Average enmual Balary (teachers, supervisors, end prinsipels)
1836 1,180 1,070 54C 1,020 1,250 1,620 - 1,780 p Dt 280
18234 1,080 980 - 790 870 - 1,170 1 , 580 1,900 11;.,250 ;
1832 1,240 1,180 1 1?0 1,860 1,390 1,480 2,180 1,420
1930 1,880 1,820 s I - 340 1,450 1,480 2,120 1420
1928 .1, 800 1,140 1 1 0 1 180 1,450 1,500 2,10 1,880
1520 990  , 980 *980 870 930 1,160 1,270 870
1510% sesse / . * -
: Retio of pupils in elementery to pupils in sesondery schools ) _
1936 .5 2.5 . 247 2.8 S.4 8.0 o B.T Dok "
. % . . 5
1930 8.2 ; 5.8 3.5 E.0 £.8 §.8 8.8 £.8
Retio of pupils enrclled in publis schools +to populetion 5-17 vears
10586 88 33 85 94 91 ®r o8
1954 sl 88 92 - 98 80 - 8B . 80
1832 50 B4 893 98 54 - o4
1930 S0 B5 ‘95 94 S2 95 o4
1928% ) ; . ,
1920 87 92 85 92 95 o2 & 78
1910 84 Bl . B8 80 80 - 74 79 78
Averepe number of deye of sttendance per pupil per year )
1;28 155 156 145 146 132 147 158 148
1 158 is4 144 150 148 147 156 146
1382 148 156 144 148 144 146 154 145
1980 151 152 182 141 143 1489 152 148
1928 = 142 152 141 128 139 l42 158 140
1920- —i%87 121 127 117 114 126 120 121
1210 125 116 31 102 39 106 142 113
.&vare.ge deily ettendsnce es per cent of totel enrollment
1938 89 89 84 83 78 84 88 85
1984 89 80 BB 64 82 84 88 85
12382 90 S0 B& © B4 81 83 g8 85
1880 87 88 8l B8 79 83 8BS 8%
1928 87 86 B TS 78 B5 84 82
1s20 8% 78 T4 77 68 75 1 75
1910 T8 _~ B3 87 68 84 73 78 e

5ot reported,
<
k Onee [py



gtudents, end £ince the costs of high schosl instruction sre higher then wnose:
of primery school education, it wauld- seem that .aducntion in Utsh mey be i_g-
ferior to that in other stetes. At leest gs fer s monetary expenditures ere
&sn ind;z of the grade of schooling, this would eppear to be the case.

. College Attendance

'Date ere availasble fram both the U.S. Census of Populetion and the Cen=
sus of Education-for determining the status of ocollege nttanda.nu.. According
40 date from the former source Uteh and Celifornie hed the seme propertion of

;’fx-,hair nele pqpulation eged 1B=24 in school. The othsr states and the Fetion
hed lssser parcanta..g;as; Insofar a8 this age.group includes meinly sollege
students, it oan be meid thet these two states huve 2 larger proporfioﬁ of ool=
lege students then do the other stg£el. (See teble 18)

The college etbendance dete in the Survey of Edueatinp. eannot very well
be related 't;o é.ny specifio. ege group in the populetion. Hewever, the mmber
of collegs studente cen be expressed in falation to the number of high school
stadeﬁt;, end the index sc constructsd oen be used as &n index of college et-
tendence. Such sn index snows thet Uteh (in 1930) hed s lower retie of high
school to college students then the other stetes with the exception of Nevada
and Cs.lifornig; end ebout the seme retio es thet of the Nation.

By 1934 only Celifornie hed more college studentz per high school situndent
then Ubeh. It will be recelled that Utah had more students in high school in
relation to the mmber in primery schools (es determined from the Survey of
Educat iqn date); here it s;ppea.rs to be neer the top in eollege attendsnce.
From this i% 1 ;Buidhé.p_ﬁeﬁi- thet U%eh hes e gréster 8chool attendercs then the
Fetion or the other stetes, with the exception of Celifornie end pessibky
Neveds.

The sge compzeition of the bess population is very importent in an ansly-
sis of this sort. TUteh may have hed = larger proportion of high school and col=

lege studente only beceuse it haed & larger proportion of its populetion in those

~ 8
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TABLE 18

SELECTED DATA ON COLLEGE ATTENDANCE, UTAE, SELEOTED WESTERN STATES,
AND TEE UNITED STATES ‘

United

. Ttem Utah Ideho TNeveds Wyoming Californie Montane Colorade Ststes
{ Percentege of mele populetion aged 18-24 &t school, 1980

Percent at school 21,0 18,9 | 17.0 18.8 20.5 16.0 17.6 15.8

Per cent geinfully

ocoupied, not ;

pttending school 72.2 75.8 TBo8 8l.5 T4.5 78.0 758 BO.4&
Per cent not gein-

fully ocsupied

and not ettend-

ing school 8.8 5.3 4,7 4.7 5.0 8.0 8.6 5.8
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

High school studente per college student

4.0

1954 4.6 7.6 - 4.7 11.8 9.1 5.5 6.2
1532 £.7 75 4,8 46 8.7 8.0 4.7 5.2
1980 4.7 7 8.1 E.6 8.6 8.9 TaT 4.9 4,8
1928 8.4 Te8& . 2.8  B.4 4,0 Tek £.0 7 3%
1520 Tel 8.8 4,2 10.6 . 6.0 10,5 8.1 £.4
1910 = 4.7 4.5 £.8 4,0 E.2 5.9 8.1 .1

+ Library volumes per sollsge student, 1850

317 41 48 . 84 39 79 61 48

Velue of libreries end sclentific epparstus per college ztudent, 1950
4220 $220  §300  §4350 $220 $500  $340  $260

Car



agn'g%ﬁu_""'i which furnish the ctudent populetion. (For thnrﬂughlyaheekin; thig
point dete would be needed giving mge by type of school attendence. These dets
gre not now eveilsble). Whether this be %trus or not, however, the faot remsins

that more education means preeter financiel expsnse.

Equipment of the colleges.==From the little data aveileble it would ep=
pser that the U'bah colleges erenot quite so well equipped &s are the ocollesges
in the other stetes. The mmber of volumes in college libreries per student wm s
sbout the lowest in Uteh (in 1930) of Sy of the states or the Netion, If ths
valus of the libreries n‘.nd scientific spparatus per student be celsuleted, Utsh
egein is found to have mbout the lowest velue of any of the states or the He=
tion. (See tmble 13)

Bducetion in the Depression

(To be anelysed in commeetion with the economic and church data.)

Summe ry

The following conclusions é.ppeﬂ to be borns out by ocur anslysise

1. 4 ‘larger proportion of the totel populetion in Uteh than in the other
ms‘;ern-s‘aatal or the Na.jbinn ig in the gchool eges. Hence, the rE'Eo of schoﬁl
children %o geinfully ocecupied, or tc the edult population, is higher in TUiseh
than in the other stetes or the Feticn.

2, Of those in the school ages, sbout as large a proportion ere sttending
sthool in Utah es i(a.:ny of the other regions used for comparstive purposes.

Uteh does not eppear to have a signfficantly grester proportion in school; what

differences exist sre o slight as to be slmost negligidle,
8. The school expenditures, when measured in temms of per gainfully oe-
cupied person, ere higher :’L‘n Uteh then the Iﬂaﬁon, but not higher‘tb.a.n in the
other western states. 'ﬂheng mae_sﬁred in terms of the proportion of the inco.mo
spent om schools, Gglii‘onﬁ.—a épends & g-ree.ter portion of its income on education
than does Uteh; Montene spends es much; the other states end the Nation, e little

lees,

31



4. Following from pointe 1, 2, snd § sbove, cxpenditures per student ix
Uteh sre the lowest of any of the weetern eimtes or the Hetion,

Bo Although Uteh has & relaively grester mmber of children to educste
then the other stetes, it oompensetes for this by spending less on eash sfudonﬁ.
The net result is that Uteh ie not sireining excessively to support its sehool

populatione



CHABTER IIT

ECONOMIC CONSIDERATICHS
Part I

Industrial and Occupetionel Charscterists
Fundasmentel to ell- relief problems is, by‘dsfinition,_ the sconomic
problem. There are, howsver, st lessttwo espects whieh can be teken g0 as
to produce two .dii‘farant relief problems. One is the straight forward cass
in which the unemployed person who mist be taken care ofy has reletively fow

dependents. The ,other is the case in which the unampioyed person hes a large
! 4 “ .

1]

number of dependents all of whom must be tekencere of, The actual relief,

or rehabilitation situetién, is further complicated by the fact thet in the
first instence =& ‘ra'IEtivaly lerge number of persons psr unit of total popula-
tion have Yo bscome re-smployed, wheress in the second situetion only rels-

tively few jobs, per unit of totel population, have to be found for the unem-

ployed,
Cherecteri g;cics of the Gainfully Occupied

Proportion geinfully occusied%‘--‘l‘able .'.I.L\'iho.-us the ;e“cent&zss of tne

totel populetion, End of tl:a gapule‘hion 10 years of ege &nd over, .gainfully
occupisd. A5 is known Uteh wes settled to a lerge extent, by 2 family migra-—
tlon. TFurther, the birth rate wes quite high so that = lergs proportion of

ths pouuletion ccn51:,ted sf cuildren. Some of thg_other stetes es Wyoming or

Montene, on the other hand, were settled by single men attrected by the mining
E : =

end renching opportunities,

Mtms term *geinfully occupied” should not be confused with the term
"employed end et work."™ Any psrsor either employed or sesking work fits
the census definition of geinfully occupied.

3



TARLE 147

PERGENTAGE CAINFULLY OCCUPIED OF THE TOTAL POPULATIOR, AND OF THE
POPULATION TEN YEARS OF AGE AND OVER, UTAH, SELECTED WESTERN
STATES, AND THE UNITED *graTERS

Cr——————E e —— : s
State 1830 1920 1910 }900 1890 1880 1870

Per cent of 'éotal population geinfully occupied

Tteh : 3.5/ 83.2 85,2 80.6 82,8 27.8 24,8

Selt Lale Ciw &8, é 38;9 40,7 54.2 'YL Ty 6600
Yontene 40,83 EF9.0 47.5 47.2 64,7 b8.8 68.8
Ideho S68.5 8§5.5 40,3 8B.T £2,0 47.8 TZ2.b
Goloreds 88.9  89.0 42,4 40.4 46,7 bB2.1 44,1
Eevade 47:1 48,5 54.9 46.8 51.2 5E1l.8 6805
Californie 44,0 44,1 4B.8 @ 43.4 45.1 48.56 42.6
United States 89.8 39.4 41.5 BB.3 87.8 54.7 §2.4

Per cent of the population 10 snd over geinfully oscupied

Uteh 44,0 45,0 47,9 43.0 46,8 4£1,2 3B.l

5&1# lake Gi‘b_y 48,0 49,38 51.8 45,1 esen | esce esoe
Montena £9.8 b0.8 58,9 55.5 871 0.8 T7-%
Ideho 46.5 47.1 52.6 52.8 - B6,5 82.8 82,5
Eyoming 51.7 ® 62.6 ) 61.4 64.5 5509 82.5

54,0
Yolorado 48,2 48.0 52,9 5l.3 58.7 684.0 57.9
Hevada 56.4 58.8 B84.8 58,7 6l.3 63.68 T3.%
Celifornia B2.0 52,7 55.8 52.7 86,0 b55.8 bb.4
United States 49.5 50.8 - B&.8 50.2 48,2 4T7.8 4£4.3

&Sources; U.S. Buresu of the Census, Population (1980) Vol. IV, teble 14,

54



Thus it is thet from 1870 %0 ebout 1910 Uteh hed & far smeller percent-

age of its totel populstion gainfully occupied than did any of the other wes-

tern stetes. In comparison with the U. S. it elso had e lesssr percentage,
but the diffarances:':'were not &8 grest. Since 1920 fhere appears to bs &
tendency for Utsh to spproach more closely the other ststes. If the birth
rate should fall, in the future, more in Uteh than the other states, the dif-
ferences will tecome even smeller. This, however, doss not appaa;r to be an
iddediete possibility.

If the populetion 10 years of age end over is cnnsidefsd, the ssms dif=-
ferences are observed; Uteh hss & lower proportian in that group them the
other stetes, or the Natiom.

In terms of relief this m.aan.s thet the everage emount of relief per
unemployed person must bg highsr in Utsh, gll other things being equel, since
* the sverage Uteh geinfully occupied person:'has e larger number of dependents,

Within Ttah, Selt Lake City is better off than the rlsst of the stete.
Sinece relief césts ere probably higher in this city then in the other jaarts
of the state, however, this feature of e lai-gar proporiion of gainfully oec-
ecupied, may not meen much.

Child lebor.--Children 10 to 15 ysers of age constitute but & smell pro-
portion of the totel lebor supply. Nevertheless, & high proportion of gain:ullﬁr
occupied children betweeﬁ these ezes generelly implies & relstively low sten-
derd of living, grsster poverty, and less schooling. In reletion o the other
western states Utah hes nad sbout the avera-e proportion of child lebor; in
ébﬁpai?imitﬁ?hé Natica it elweys has had consi aarsbl_;;v"-iess. (Tedle 15)

It is glso apparent thet the males have efforded & greater proportion of ths
child lebor in Uteh and the other western stetes then in the Neation.

The ebolition of child lebor in the near future would meen en incressed

dependent burden for the Netion, wherees the sifustion in Uteh snd the other



st,s:tas would remsin practically unchanged.
Of course, insofer ss children constitute unpeid femily lebor in agri-

eulture there slweys will be child lebor.

TABLE 15

PROPORTIMN OF CHILIREN AGEE 10 TO 15 GAINFULLY OCCUPIED, BY SEX, UTAH,
SELECTED WESTERN STATES, AND THE UNITED STATES: 1900~ 1950

Utah
Salt
] State Lake Uniteé
Ysar Total OCity Montens Idsho Wyoming Coloredo Nevede Celifornis States
- Male 3.1 2.0 3.3 Sil 8.7 4.8 3,0 1.8 Bed
1930 Femele .5 .6 .6 o4 3:0 1.4 4 o4 2.9
Togel 1.8 1.3 2.0 - 1.8 2.4 3.1 1.7 a0 | 4.7
M=le 7,0 5.6 ‘3.8 5.1 4.9 8.9 3.9 4.7 11.3
1920 Femele .8 1.3 .8 o7 1.0 1.8 1.0 1.2 5.6
Total 3.9 3.5 2.3 2.9 3.0 4.3 2.5 - 'S,0 8.5
Mele 11.8 6.6 8,1 12.4 1l.6 13,8 7,8 g.1 24.8
1910 Femele 1,8 2,8 1.8 1.4 1.8 2.9 1.8 2.6 11.9
Totel 6.8 4.7 5.0 7l 6.8 761 4,9 5.4 18,4
Mele s S - o S
1800 Fam&le 'RR] e se s saee sa e o as e re e TEE

Totel 6.3 6.7 5.3 7.6 8.8 6.0 '5.5_ 6.1 18.2

The faﬁilx.-_-To e lerge extent felief is centered sbout the femily umit,
Hepce, it is of interest to observe two factors regsrding the femily, the num-
ber of geinful workers per family, end the proportion of married women geinfully
employed. Of the verious western states, Utah hss the highest psr cent of fam-
ilies heving 2 or more geinful workers, slthough the percenteze for the Netion

&5 & ) whole is aaovn tuat of Utan. Insofer ss this msazns "unemployment insur-

gnce®™ (heving more then e geinful worker per femily), Uteh would epperently
be scmewhet better off, other tiings being ecusl. The evidence is not clesr,
however, thet reletively more geinful workers meen greater femily aecurity.a

(Teble 16)

ZSea Le;zsrsfald guoted in the Femily in the Depression;

EEA
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TARLE 16

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES ACCORQING TO NUMBER OF 'MIMBERS GAII{FIILLY OCCUPIED,

UTAH, SELECTED WESTERN STATES, THE UNITED STATES: 1930%
i ik — : T
T : g e e - Utah 5 L ey e --:- >
Urban (exclg w '
i State Total Urban ; Salt Lake. CitySalt Lake Qlity)
All femilies _ 115,936 53,93;5,, 34,410 29,675
Femilies having: o , T
No gainful workers 7,338 ’ -1. 4.Bq 2,193 2,287
1 gainful worker . 77,392 41,638 22,007 19,631
2 gainful. workers 21,186 1z, 33'? 7,048 5,289
3 gainful workers 7,193 4,018 2,302 1,716
4 or more gainful workers 2,827 1, 512 860 652
Per cent of families having: :
No gainful workers 63 7.0 God: 77 2.0 749
1 gainful worker - 6648 ' 65.1 64.0 6604 65.7 71..0
2 gainful workers P 18,3 19,3 20.5 17.9 20,4 14
3 gainful workers | 642 6e3 6.7 5.8 8.2 407
4 or more gainful workers 2a4 2.4 2.5 2.2 3.8 Lab
2 or more gainful workers 2649 28,0 29,7 25.9 52,4 21,0



¥ithin Utsh the 1érge st percentege of femilies with 2 or more gainful
workers are found in the rural-farm ereas, where the wives probebly work on
the femily ferms, and in Selt Leke City, where they probsbly work ewsy fram
hhe home for cash, In the first instence the femily sinks or swims together;
in the second, two geinful workers msy meen twice es good a chance to stey off
the relief rolls.

Turning to the question of the occupatinnel stetus of married women, it
caen be sesn (table 17) thet Uteh hes hsd (since 1830) & smaller proportion of
its married women geinfully occupied than the other western states or the
Netion. Also, of all gainfully occupied women (in 1920 and 1930) Utah had

the smallest proportion who were married.

TARLE 17

MARITAL STATUS OF GATNFULLY OGCUPIED W(MEN, UTAH, SELESTED WRSTERN
STATES, AND THE UNITED STATES: 1890-1930

—

' . ' , Uni ted
Year TUteh Momt. Idsho Wo. Col. Neve Cgl. States
Per cent of Married Womsn
15 &nd over Geirnfully
Occupied '
1830 6.9 9.0 .8.% 10,3 1l1l,5 13.0 15.5 11.7
1320 4.5 6.0 £.2 7.0 7.4 10.0 10.0 3.0
1510 5.3 6.6 6.1 6.9 7.6 11.7 8.1 10.7
1900 5.7 4,5 3.4 3.9 4,8 8.3 4.7 5.6
1890 247 4,2 3.2 3.0 4.0 5.4 3.9 4,6
Per cent of Gainfully
Occupied Women 15 and
Over who ere Msrried .
1920 23,9 30,8 34,3 38,1 32.1 40.4 35.8 28.9
PP e = e e R4 28,3 ---25,3...88.5 23.3 .38.3 .25.7 22,0

®source : B.tre‘aﬁ“of the Census, Populstion (1930) Vol., IV. Tables 13
end 14 (various stetes),  Intro. teble 25, p. 68 (U. S.)

Tt will be recelled thet in the extent of child lsbor TUteh wss in the

center of the other western ststes. In terms of the proportion of merried
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momen employed it is lowsst. But in terms of $he proportion of families haﬁng
more than on.e geinful worker, it was highest.. Evidently, thean, thsre must be |
a ;-L-elativaly lsrge number of gsinfully occeupiled young peopis living with their
.femilies; that is, persons probably finished with school but not yet married
and established in their own homes. If this is the case, the addition of
thess persons to thes various ranil.y units mey not be the "relief insurancs”
thet they would eppear to be. For, what dete are svailable suggest that these
young people had rela.tively grester difficulty then older workers in getting
jobs during the daprassio_p.s
It is =lso possible thet these =dditiomal u.rorkara per Uteh family mey be

old persons living with their married children. But t‘nesg old pérsons, like
the youth, were ths ones who a.p-pe;rsntl;y hed the most trouble getting jobs ﬁﬁr-
ing the depressicu.: _

| In summery then, thse relief problem would tend to be aggreveted in Tteh

v the faet thet it has larger size famllies then the other states or the

'

Netion. (Teble 18) Tais lawger size, in turn, does not appear to be compen-
seted for greatly by the fact that = lerger proportion of the Uteh families

hsd more than ope gsinful worker.

TAELE 18

MEDIAN SIZE OF FAMILY, UTAH, SELECTED WESTERN STATES, AND THE
UNITED STATES: 1930 _

]

— —— -— — —

p— — = —

_ Uteh HMontens Idsho Piyu@in;g Colorasde Neveds Celiformie United Stetes

o B B LB BT BULR s BT e BB 2.77 .. B4l -

Ags end- sex corposition of the gsinfully occupied.--Generally men gsi

peid more then women, Hence it is of intersst to sse whaf proportion of the

3'1'115 Femily in the Depression.
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fotel gainfully occﬁpgg_g___a;e_ males. ‘In four of the states males consiitused a,

B . 4

larger proportion of fhe“.}t‘tt'.\tal gﬂinfui‘iy occupisd populetion then in Uteh, Col-
orado and Ceslifornie sre the two s;atss which have & smaller proportion of
males, The Nestion, like these two states, mlso hes 's emsller proporiion of
meles than Uteh (1930). Other things tsing egusl, then, this factor of the sex
composition would plsce Utesh in ebout the center position in comperison with

ths other western states, end show it tc be somswhat b_et:t'e_r ‘9‘1‘:{' then the Nation.
The sams situation was spperently true in ths earlisr census periods elso.
(Table 19)

It was pointed out above thet Utah hed & smaller porportion or. its totel
mele populetion 10 ysars of age end over geinfully occupied, them the other
stetes or the Hetiom. 'I'his wes true not only in 1930, ‘but slso for previous
¢ensus dstas. The guestion may bs ra_.{‘.ssd es to whether this indicates a rela-
tively lsrgé numba_r of retired persone, is indicstive of a "lazy™ sttitude om
the pa-rt of the psopls so t‘r+at_ they do .n'o‘t went to work, or whsather it is simply
due to the age camposition of the po;nlatj_.lan s. This cestion cen be answered
by celeulsting standerdized rates for the verious states. Stamdardized retes
for the meles (1930) wers cal culatad.l These retes reveesl practically no dif-
ference between Uteh end the other staies or the Netion. (The smell @i fferan ces
observed mey be due es much to errors in the date as to true differences.) In
othsr words, there is e lesser proportion of the Uten populetion gainfully oc-
cupied _ﬁnly becesuse of the "unfavorsble” age composition in thet steate.

- Classification by Broed Occupational Groups

" Ipdustrio-occupstiBhEl cleszificetion.--The U. S._Census of Populstion

put_:lishes the occupetioned dste in whet it temms "generel divisions of occupe=-
'ticns.“ Tnis is en 'industriel as much &8s an occupetionel clessificetion, end

hence 4nrows same light on both subjects.

" In 1930 sgriculture wes the lesding industry in Utah, (in terms of

91



TABLE 16 (CONT.,)

o

e ———=
a - e .
___Mont Idaho WM Colorado Nevada Celifornia United States
136,210 108,044 56,887 267,324 ' 25,469 1,610,030 29,904,663
7,075 5,735 2,489 19,762 1,704 152,572 1,803,871
93,013 75524 41,594 176,720 1,70 1,039,611 18,568,705
23,394 19,574 9,690 . 51,304 3,865 319,224 6,321,816
6,316 5,400 2,366 14,232 888 73,851 2,140,386
2,412 1,811 848 5,286 302 24,772 1,069,885
Ba2 5.3 4.4 Y 7.4 6.7 945 6.0
71.2 69,9 73a1" ) 66,1 73.5 64,6 62.1
17.2 18,1 16,9 19,2 15,2 19,8 2l.1
4.6 5.0 442 5.3 . 35 4.6 78
1-8 1.7 '-1.5 2.0 1.2 _ 105 Bab
23.6 24.8 i 2246 - 26,5 19.9 25.9 3149

V. S. Bureau of the Census, Population (1930), Vol. IV, ppe 1337-38 and table 11 (various states)s



TABLE 19

NUMBER AND PRDPURTION OF GAINFULLY OCCUI'IED PERSUND. PY SEX, UTAH, SELEOTED WESTERN STATES,
AND THE UNITED STATEG: 1910-19

30

|

Utah

.Idaho

State Salt Leke City & Montana Wyoming .
1930 1920 1910 1930 1920 1910 1930 - 1920 1910 1930 1920 1910 1930 1920 1910 .
Mols 141,016 127,418 115,113 40,386 35,814 seaps 184,205 185,905 159,896 139,946 135,950 118,050 79,709 72,154 5?,5?3 -
Female 28,984 21,783 18, 42? 13,683 10,085 .4.- 32,274 28,278 18,851 22,286 17,509 13,0B3 12,739 9,402 6,013
fotul 170,000 142 901 131, 540 54,069 45,899 se.a 216,479 214,183 178,747 162,232 153,459 131,088 92,448 81,536 73,606
per cent 2 - . . i -
Temale 17,0 1502  14.0 25,5 22,0 soes 1449 13,2 10.5  13.7  1l.4 9.9  13.8  11.5 802
Per cent
gainfully
ocoupled - : i :
Males 71.8° 74,0 76?! 734 7727 seos 7646 78.9 84,0 74.2 75«5 80.4 7B.8 8l.7 B7.5
Temanles © 15,4 13.7. 14,4 ~ B347  21laD oo 1647 5al 16.6 13.9 . 12.0 12.8 16.4 15.0 . 14,9
Vnles sten- _ G _
&ardized | ?l‘::g saaea saope Waoe | seve-mOde 73‘1 LR R hosa ?2.2 cen@ cbed 72.9 Brae soms
. ! i
pat d L
P plorado Nevada . - .. California Us8. (1in thousands)
& 2 1930 1920 1910 1930 . 1920 1910 1930 1920 1910 1930 1920 . 1910
\nle 321,874 303,870 285,083 36,9682 35,214 40,535 1,943,290 1,226,113 932,752 38,078 33,065 350,092
Fomale 80,993 62,587 53,461 5,902 4,334 4,375 557,354 286,647 174,916 10,752 8,550 8,076
Total 402,867 366,457 338,724 42,884 87,548 44,910 2,500,644 1,512,760 3,107,668 48,830 41,615 38,168
Pﬂr cent Female ' 20,1 17.1 15.8 13.8 11.5 9,7. 22e3 18,9 15,8 22.0 20,5 i 21.2:
per cent gainfully occupied < : T N
‘Males - 74..9 76.8 Bl.3 81,2 B4.3 87,3 777 B0,0 B2.1 76.2 7B.2 Bl,3
Temales 20.0 17.8 18,5 19,3 17.7 18.7 24,2 2l.4 20,1 22.0 2l.1 25.1|
Gaen 71.2 i v 69.3 s T -, <

M&les standardizoed . 71.2.



numbers-of employe:tss«)?-ﬁollowed"by menufacturing, trede, and transporitatieHy
In the Netion, manufscturing industries had the lergest iamportion of the gain=
fully occupied, followsd by agriculturs, trade end tranéportation. In both -
Uteh and the Netion miﬁing had the smallest proportion of gainfully ococupled,
next to public service. When Utah is compared with the other western states
it is found thet agriculture is the leeding industry in gll of them except
California (where manufecturing is the leading industry).

Insofar ss there heve been differentisls in ths _effects of the depras—,_l
sion on the verious "general divisions of occupations® Uteh should heve raredi' I-
;aomewhat dififsrsn‘bly during the 30's, fromthe other states, or the Nation.
Montane, Ideho, and Wyoming had almost helf of their gainfully occupia'&' 111
the two groups, agr_;culture end mining, ﬁhich mey have besn about the h.ean;dast
hit ﬁy the .ieprasaicg. Tteh had about one-third of its geinfully occupled in
these two groups, In the various white coller "consumar; jobs® which mey have
been hit somewhet lsss nard By the dspressian4, Uteh has & somewhet lerger -prc-
portion of its 1930 gainfully occupied -populﬁ'tion, then the four ststes, Mon-
tans, Ideho, Neveda and Wyoming.  In comparison with the other two sta‘be_-s of
Coloredo and Calif o_rﬁia, Uteh hes relatively more white _coJ__lér workers than

the former, end less then the lstter. (Sée table 20)

Trends in the industrio-occupstionsl distribution.--In Utah, since 1910,

sgriculture end mining have been dsereasing in importencs; trsde, the profes-
sionsl services, and the cleriesl occupstions have been increasing. There has

been elmost no chenge in menufecturing, transportetion, public service, and

domsstic and perscnzl service. .r-,pprozima:t"ély the seme pettern is found in
Celifornia. In all of the other stetes sgriculture has increased in importanct
between 1910 and 1930. Presumably, thsn, their relief end rehebilitetion prod

lsms would be somewhet different frcm' those of Uteh.

‘-@ne Femily in the Depression, p. 30.

4



Occupationsl Group.

Total population

Agrivulturey firaatsy and enfml husbendry

kel on of dHeiRiaLY

Mesifteotw ing ‘aid techanical
Dombistic mnd pérsonal iservice.

Mot e lohEispeiing:

Prengporbation
tiérical: vavavatiois

1830

T4eh 31880 200
e 2

1950
Mont 1920
1910

1830
Idak01320
1310

~930

Foe 1920
1310

.}IGT 'S 1.920

24,4 6.2
3_39;_;6' S.E
2804 Tl
. B9.Y 9.B
30.8 10.9
£3.,8 3.4
47,5 3.8
44,5 531
84.2. 6.8
1.9 10.8
34.2 10.9
2B.5 4.3
27.3 6.4
25.3. Bk
21.1 11,7
22.9 18.5
19.5 21.9
18,8 1.6
18:0 1.8
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Utek 1980 100
‘State 1980 100"
im0 200

‘selt’ 1980 160 i 2%
“lake 1920 100
city 1910 100

e e

100 - 43.4 8

U4 TS 3om0t ¥ - Ue0R
.. Ideho 1920 100 ' 52.6
3910 100 47.8

1920 100  38.4
1920 100  35.0
1910 100  36.4

o 0
" &8 ®
D W W

3

LIS

11950 100 2.1
1920 100 351.9
1910 100  2B.6 -

-
O O w

el

1930 100  23.8
1920 100  25.3
1910 100 2.1

HEHRM  Hoe

1930 100 7.
1920 100 &
1910- 100 3
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1930
1920 100
1810 100
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TABLE 20 (CONT.)

m
L]
=]
=
_m ,m —
i m
5 :
g =] -] (=1
& 8 8 e
E: : - Z 3 :
=] = = o+ @ (=]
- 3 e B g i = 2 <
-] _m ﬂ cd =" (4] m - (3]
L & 9 g L i - g I
F P 2 Z E 2 B L &
2 llh.r + = = B m H m (=]
Uteh 1930 00 3,53 a8 4.5 13.7  oi3.° 20.6.°
1910 0 5.0 1 2.7 10.3 .8  16.8
selt 1930 0 2 9,9 4,7 1583 W 18.4
Leks 1820 0 .5 pees 5.2 4.8 12.8 .2 17.5
City #ﬁPO 100 L Sans .5 2.6 9.8 .1 . 16.0
1970 100 6.5 vie. BB 5.0 10.8 .4  25.9
Mont, 1920  10Q 7.9 1 B.o 3.4 9.8 1.1  23.7
1910 100 9.4 a1 9 2.0 7.5 .7 17.2
1930 100 6.4 ske 5B 5.5 12.9 .5 26.1
Hpmwo H.wmo PDO _Mom oo ..V.nm u.ﬂ Hu-lm Hlu Nmrul
1010 100 12.6 aees 115 2.7 7.8 1.3  18.0
1930 100 8.0 eees 2.8 3.4 9.3 .5  27.2
Wo, 1920 100 8.8 2 E.7 3.8 8.6 1.3  22.4
1910 100 9.6 1 .5 1.8 5.9 1.2  19.0
1930 100 5.0 wes 74 3.3 11.4 .3  20.8 19.2
col, 1920 100 5.2 Gee 10 5,7 10.6 .7  19.8 18.7
1510 100 7.7 w15, 2.6 8.5 .5  16.5 10.9
1830 100 3.3 1 2.9 3.2 1.8 .6 21.6 16.7
Rev. 1920 100 4.3 2 6.0 %.9 8.5 1.6  21.0 14,5
1910 © 100 4.7 .2 8.8 2.4 6.1 1.1  16.4 8.4
Pmuo HOO N.u- e s u'o.m mto F»-* .m ulm- m Nu- O
cel. 1920. 100 3,5 coen Gl 3.4 12.5 .4  18.0 21.8
1910 100 £,2 cien 17.8 2.4 10.3 .3  16.2 12.9
1930 100 8.5 PR X . 2.6 9.0 .2  14.2 18.5
U.s. 1920 100 12,7 cees 22,81 2.5 7.8 .3  11.9 16.7
1910 100 22,4 civer BB 1.3 5.8 .2 9.1 7.3

a -
Source: U.S. Bursau ¢f the Census, Pomulétion (1920) Vol. IV, D. 48.



s::cial-econﬁ di stributiod of gainful workers.--This dlassificetion
f‘h.lows Edwerd's schqme, It attempis to classify the verious occupetions into

ﬂkix—fcl{i order in wii .ch the jobs with most prestige end which pay ebout the

okt money, ere st the{top. GCooversely, those with lesst prestige and pseying
tt  leBst money are at bottom.
In general, the no _-agriéultural white collar persons suffered the least

durgnz the depression, exd the menuel workers the most.5 Ferm lsborers wers

hit -agricultural msnuel lsborers; Term operators were

gomsghet better off, but no} as wa.ll off a8 the white collsr workers. Hence,

netion of the 1330 . ci&l—econcmic distribution of the masle populetion

h, should give some ide& of, ths "vulnarability“ of that state.

£ the western states, lirprnie. hed the largest proportion (of thsse

; 3
" stete

Uteh, @olorsdo, ami Nevada end fhe Ketion had sbout the seme proportion, end

Montens, I'.‘.‘ah_,, end E’vomimz the east. Evidently, then, Celifomis was best
1 ; {

"situeted™ to withetand _’ der rerlon other things beinﬂ' eguel, and Uteh was

end more sble than tha lest thres menticmed

&

sta'bes abo];r . ﬁmonr- the e.m..]ea gbout the seme proportion is found in this oc-
1
i E

cupetional clas.,ii‘icatlon in 81l the states. (Teble 21)

gbout &8 wall gble as ths l}atfon,

In{gsnerel, thase__- _gxpect tions ere in eccordence with the previous d4is-

z -

cussion in pegerd to the f*ihdustri -occupetional enslysis.

Sunmary

On tng pesis of the sbove the\following fectors would appear to be

Tre l=vant .

1. U hes a smeller prc-porti@ﬁl of its population geinfully occupied;
hence, on the sverege ICOre pSTSONS nee\relief per unexployed then in the

Netion or thé other western states. ‘\\

2., Thé stenderdized percenteze of meles 10 yesrs of sze &nd over

Sp.M.! Bauser in Monthly Report FER:, April 1 through April 30, 1936, p.18

P



TABLE &

PERCERTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF GAINFULLY OCCUPIED PERSONS BY SEX, AND BY
800I0-ECONOKIC GROUP; 1980

4 Scaio-—Eoonmnie Group Uteh Mont, Idehe Wo. Cols, HFev. Cerl, U. 8.
Yeics - TOTAL i 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Professional persons 4.8 .B.0 B.4 B0 4.4 4.8 B.Y §.9
Propristors, menagers end officials 25.6 = 83,0 85.5 27,4 27.2 18.56 17.5 24.1
Farmsrs (nvmers end “tensnts) 17.1 25.0 28,0 19,7 17e5 5.2 6.2 15.1
Wholeskle and reteil deslers ~ 3.8 .6 8.6 2.2 4.4 8.8 B.2 4.4
Other propristors, managers and .
pfficiels 4.7 4.4 8.9 4,5 E.2 5.5 8.8 £,.8
Clsrks end kindred workers 12.9 Be5 T8 Ted 12.7 9.1 17.8 12.8
Skilled workers end foremen 15.2 11.8 10.2 18,5 18.8 16.5 1B.T7 16.3
Semi-sirilled workers 8.5 6.9 6.8  1lo2 8.7  BeT 18,7 14,8

Semi=skilled workers in menu=

faecturing 8.0 8.4 2,2 2 2.6 8.8 2.2 5,0 7.8
Other semi=-gkilled workers 8s5 4.8 4,0 BeB8 Be&k 6.5 Bo7 6.7
Unskilled worksrs B2.0 8T.0 86.9 8BT.5 8B2.2 42,39 27.1 28.6
Ferm lsborsrs 312 16,8 1T.4 17.1 183.8 18,6 9.8 9.8
Feotory and building eonstrue= .
tion leborers T4 5.4 6.8 .l B.2 5.9 6.8 8.5
Other lsborers 11.2 18.4 11,0 18.4 5.8 19.8 6.6 ToB
acz_'ive ﬂrk&rg 2.2 1.7 1e5 1.8 2.8 Sad dod BT
Fen-egricultursl white-coller ; . '
workers 26,2 19,5 1BeT 1Bol 28,7 22,7 40.6 25.7
Femeles = Totel 100 . 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
) Professional persons 18,8 24,9 24,2 28,8 18.7 20.5 17.4 18.%5
Proprietors, mensgers and officisls 5.7 9.8 8.9 5,8 Bs5 8.7 4,7 . £.7
Fa.rmsrs (mers end tepants) 2.5 £.5 4.7 4.2 2.8 2.3 1.2 2.4
;55813 end reteil deslers 1.1 1.5 1.3 1.7 1.4 . 2.3 1.4 1.0
Other proprietors, mansgers and : C :
officials: 2.0 Sed &.0 3.8 2.8 éil tl 1.2
Clerks end Lkindred worksrs 86,7 26.1 28.00 23.7 8l.8 8B.5 37,8 28.8
Skkilled workers and foremen <6 B3 - 87 o5 o7 wd B8 «8
Semi-slilled workers 19.1 15,7 18.8 14.8 17.% 18.0 21.8 23.5
Semi-skilled worksrs in menu=- !
fecturing - B.2 3s2 4.5 2.4 6.1 2.5 9.4 15.6
Other semi-skilled workesrs 18,5 12.4 12,5 12.4 11,8 13,5 18,5 7.8
TUnskilled workers 18.2 23.7 2U0.T 25.1 B28.4 25.8 17.4 25.0
Ferm lsborers . . 8 2.0 1.4 .5 ElT7 o8 & 640
Factory end building oonstruo- '
tion leborers b 4 o8 sd 5 AL B 1.8
. Other 1__3_:[?0!'51'3 e -___‘ ok %] «6 0 S Y D ] 3
Service worksrs TTTTIBLE T 21.27 TI7.9 0 T21.2 L9L8 T 24L,5-15.7 21:b

Non=agriculturel white=coller .
workers . 59,8 B5.8 572 55,5 b55.C 055.4 B5HBB 44,8



geinfully occupied (1930) is ebout the same .- in Utah as in the other stetes
and the Nebion. Hence, the peculicr sce distribution of Uteh is the fector
which gives this state 'such & smell per cent of geinfully occupied.

Z, On the besis of the industriel snd occupetionsl distribution of the
geinfully occupied, Utah sppeers to be better off then Montans, Idsho, Wyo-
ming, end Nevade; &s well off as Colorado and the Netion; and below Celifornias

4, Becauaeo:.t‘ the considereticn in 1 sbove, it would aﬁpear that eny

advantege eceruing to Uteh through 3 sbove mey probsbly be campenssted for.

Hence, Uteh, if it is not worse off then the other states, most probsbdly, is

not better off. -

99
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Txcerpt frem Chapter VII - "Heeting the Depression®

During the year 1937 private relief was cleimed to be most
active in removing employebles from the Federal rolls, especielly in
the Mormon aress of the siste, As far as the availsble data are
concerned, there is mo av.'ln.ﬂence' thet this private relief program hes
mede any substantisl progress, - |

Before concluding this section it would be of some intersst
to determine the relative fremency with vhich members of the various

| religious bodies eppear on ths pu‘hlit:'s assistance roils, Eha Church of
the Letter Dey 'Sas.nti. in particnler, hes @e mmercns cleime regart-
ing ite suscess in “-'.'.é.rimg for their ovn,® as has 'bean'point out.
For the purposes of ihis study dste were obiezined which throw light on
this contention. | _

As of nw 1839 there were & total of 31,133 unduplicated cases
recelving ali forms of public assistance in Uteh, 0f this mmber 79

per cent cleimed affilistion with ths IDS Church, and the remeining 21

per cent claimed either affilistion with some other church, or no relig-

ious affilietions whatsoever, ‘In the general populatin as of 1929~ 61
per cent of ths $otal population wae claimed by the IDE Church,
whereag only 39 per cent of the total population wes claimed by other -

religious bodies, In other words the LDS Church was over-represented

21/ See Zote 19, sbove,



-2=

on the publiec essistience roles -hy 30 per cent, and the other religzious
denominstions were under-represented by 46 per cent (Teble VII-16).

If this totel fizure is subdivided into its component parts
it can be readily seen that in 211 three types of public assistance -
Yorks Program Employees, general raliaf caseg, and 014 Age Assistance -
the same raﬁnits are avﬁeﬁt.' The ﬁtarsrepreagntation of the LDS

Church in these three groups is as follows:

Works Progrem Emoloyees - 26 per cent

General Rellef . = 8 per cent
0ld Age Assistance = &1 per cent

. The mder-repreaentatian'df the other relizious groups is a8 follows:

Works Program Employees - 57 per cent

Generel Relief = 13 per cent

014 Aze Assictence - 49 per cent

On the basis of these dea it would sppear that despite 2ll
‘the IDS G!mrcﬁ mey be doing toward caring for ite owm, it is still
greatly dependent upon federal and state public eid for caring f.r.:r its

| ﬁependent members, It sppears eignif?gca;xt. however, that the over-rep-
resentetion of IDS members is greater on the Works Program than on the
Generel Relief rolls, This difference may result either from the fact
--thet the church is 2iding some of its members vho are in need of assis-
tance, but are not eligible for ths Works Program, or that ite members
have been more m#asnf.nl in sec-u.ring.a.nﬂ. holding Worke Program employ-

ment, Ho conclusive data on the point are evailsble.



It should be pcintsé. m& that, in mal-ing thess comincns,

1939 ;ptfnlic assiatsnr.a d.a. e ha.'re ‘been cam;;arad. wi“h 1829 population

tae. This was nacesae.ry gince data on ms membership, while pub=
1isheﬁ. ammally far *hs enti“a churceh, are nst a.va.ilabla for Utah
alcne. Only if ths percantsge of DS mam"nership in the fotel popu-
lation increased from 61 per cant to 79 per cnnt d.uring this decade
would the shove prnpor’qions lose their significence. An increase
of this maznitude would mot seem pm‘ﬁa’ble, in view of the d=te =%
present avﬁila'bla.-

- It hae been contended that not a1l of the persone on the
public assistance rolls wh.o have celled ‘.;ha?naelves LDE members arse
reelly IDS membere ir. good standing. This could be the case; no
izta sre eveilsbls for _p;wing cr disprovinzg ths sltatament.

Sme-:.g.-- Tﬁs.'!{ormon counties sre poorer them the rest of

the s‘.;ate, and hance in need of greater amounts of relief. During

the deprassion period it a;p‘pe&s to be quite certe.!.n that more pub-

lie assis‘ha.nce ua.s az"urlly e—tenﬂaﬁ in these counties them in the
rest ot’ ths s..a.te.

b

I‘m-..her, uri'va e relief esppeers to heve 'been of
ninor impo-'hance a fact vhich ‘i brought out more cleerly in the

next section.
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