
June 25, 1940 
To the Editorial Editor who wrote, or who was responsible for the editorial of Monday, June 

17, 1940, of the Kansas City Star: 
Sir: 
I cannot stand to see your editorial entitled “TRUMAN SERVANT OF PENDERGAST,” go 

unanswered. There are some glaring mistakes of fact, inconsistencies and insinuations which 
you should acknowledge and rectify. 

In the first place, you say, “ * * * Truman was nominated by 41,000 votes. This included 
more than 50,000 fraudulent votes from Jackson County. * * * He was beaten by the votes 
onestly cast. * * * and without the fraudulent nomination he could not haven elected.” There 
was never any such a figure as 50,000 fraudulent votes shown to have been cast, or any figure 
for that matter ascertained with any degree of certainty. Your facts are a mere arbitrary 
assumption on your part. There was, however, some considerable reflection cast upon the St. 
Louis majority for its own senatorial candidate of 1934, John J. Cochran, who received 104,265 
votes to 3,742 for Truman. If your premise is based merely upon the large majority of votes in 
favor of Truman in Kansas City, I suggest you likewise look at the lopsided majority in favor of 
Chochran in St. Louis. 

Why not disregard the vote of both St. Louis and Kansas City for both candidates and see 
how they stood? Upon so doing, you will find, according to the “Official Manual” that Truman 
had 149,740 and Cochran had 121,428 votes. There is a majority of 28,312 votes in favor of 
Truman, from the “rural” or “outstate” vote. Will you still say “his nomination came to him by 
fraud? 

Truman never attempted to defeat Maurice Milligan’s reappointement as District Attorney 
for the reason of his activities in the vote fraud cases as you claim in the editorial. On the 
contrary, it was common knowledge that the “15th Street Crowd” and the “Rabbit Faction” had, 
for some mysterious reason, escaped any federal indictments for vote frauds or income tax 
evasion. On the other hand, in the present picture, you find in those same factions the only 
Kansas City strength that Mr. Milligan has shown. May I ask, do you believe they are repaying a 
debt that Mr. Milligan holds against them? 

Senator Truman, no doubt, knew of this when he made the protest against the 
reappointment of Mr. Milligan. Further, there was a bitter primary campaign where Mr. 
Maurice Milligan’s brother said some hard things against Senator Truman, which, no doubt, he 
could not forget. Likewise, it was common talk that Maurice Milligan was going to contend for 
the nomination against Senator Truman. I, therefore, submit the real reason of Senator 
Truman’s protest against the renaming of Milligan for a second term was not because of any so-
called “vote fraud” activities, but rather for personal reasons which any Senator has a right to 
invoke. It is misleading for you to surmise otherwise, especially while those who know Harry 
Truman, know him for his honest and high motives. 

Again, in the appointment of a United States Marshall, it has been traditional that the 
Senator from whose district the appointment is made, is consulted about such an office before 
either appointment or reappointment. Therefore, when he was ignored, it was natural he 
should voice his resentment and protest. One who would have done otherwise would have 
merited little admiration from you, or anyone else. You would have branded him as being a 
coward and afraid to talk back to the “Administration.” 



Further, your whole editorial, and especially the headline, carries with it the odium that 
Senator Truman did the bidding blindly of Mr. Pendergast, and that he was unfaithful to his 
official duty and trust. Such are not the facts as your paper’s officials know from personal 
observations, and from what they have said, both publicly and editorially on many occasions. 

The facts are well known to your paper that while the Senator was the Presiding Judge of 
the County Court, his honesty was never at anytime questioned by your or any one else, 
although there was dispensed some 5 million dollars annually during his eight years 
incumbency, as well as 15 million for roads and court house and hospital bonds. In fact, you 
supported the bond issues and publicly praised the manner in which he expended the monies, 
and by your editorials and favorable news items aided in his nomination and election to the 
County Court. 

Of all of the public moneys spent for roads and public buildings, it all went to the lowest 
bidders, and it is now known that Mr. Pendergast was not interested in any of the companies 
that were given contracts for these jobs. 

It is, likewise, known to the officers of The Star that the Senator has the esteem of his 
Masonic Brothers, as demonstrated by his being taken into the officers’ line of the Grand 
Lodge, and lately given the high honor of Deputy Grand Master, the next highest office in the 
Grand Lodge of Missouri. 

Further, your officers know that he was an untiring worker for good roads, and was 
President of the Old Trails Association; how he advocated a county reassessment while on the 
County Court and worked for the approval of that as a WPA project, which has lately begun to 
be realized. 

In fact, your paper printed an editorial in the Star on August 8, 1934, Wednesday after the 
primary election, and said: 

 
“While Judge Truman is not well know thoughout the state, he is favorably known in 

Kansas City. As presiding Judge of the County Court, he has made a good record, Jackson 
County has found him a capable and honest public official.” 

 
At the same time, there were favorable comments in the news columns and four pictures of 

the judge. Still later, on November 7, 1934, the Wednesday after the general election, your 
paper said, in an editorial in the Star under the heading, “Judge Truman’s Fine Showing,” the 
following: 

 
“Judge Harry S. Truman has been made the Democratic Senator from Missouri by the 

overwhelming majority vote of the state. The sentiment for Judge Truman was as general as 
it was positive practically throughout Missouri. 

“The sweeping endorsement that has been accorded Judge Ruman was a reflection on 
his pleasing record as Presiding Judge of the Jackson County Court. It was a response as well 
to his engaging personality and to his ready ability to make and hold immense numbers of 
friends. 

“Judge Truman was known in Kansas City, in the rest of Jackson County and in Missouri 
as a whole man, as a man of unimpeachable character and integrity. There was confidence 
in the man as in the assurance he gave of a willingness to cooperate with the administration 



in Washington.” 
 

At the same time, your paper printed favorable news items and interviews with tJudge 
Truman and his wife, daughter and mother, as well as acknowledging the congratulations of his 
many friends on his success in the election. 

Why and how do you now see fit to malign him while he is not able to defend himself? 
What specific things has he done to merit the abusive editorial of June 17th? 

Again, you know that he served his Country during the World War but did not content 
himself to live the life of a retired orchardist, until he was able to gain the political recognition 
of a power, which recognition was largely obtained by the aid of Senator Truman, without 
which recognition, he was unwilling to risk his luck in a contest for office of Chief Executive of 
the great state of Missouri; but on the other hand, Senator Truman continued to serve his 
county in the Officers Reserve Corps of the United States Army and to attain the rank of a 
Colonel and to give his time and experience in teaching younger and less experienced officers 
the technique of the field artillery. 

In short, the only true thing that you can say against the Senator is that “never a word came 
from him in condemnation of the original record” of Mr. Pendergast. The Public probably will 
believe that his two opponents and your paper will take care of that chore, and will say the 
ability to condemn is little reason to make a senator of the condemnor. 

I also recall your paper having on the 27th day of September, 1939, reprinted an editorial of 
William Allen White on your front page, although Mr. White put it on the inside of his paper, 
which said: “He is a perfect product of the Pendergast machine * * * innocent with a good front 
and a kind heart and nothing under his hat but hair.” Upon being taken to task for his remarks, 
Mr. White replied and said: “I happen to disagree with him about many fundamental matters in 
national labor politics * * *” 

The question now arises, does your paper oppose Senator Truman because of his views on 
labor as did Mr. White? Also, could the position of Senator Truman in not acceding to the 
current views of Ex-Senator Reed upon labor questions account for your paper so prominently 
displaying the fact Mrs. James A. Reed was supporting one of his opponents? 

Another thing, your editorial of the Times of June 12, 1940, says: “Congress should not 
quit.” How would you feel if you were being abused by a newspaper through its news items, as 
well as editorials, and aid and comfort given by that same metropolitan newspaper while you 
were attending to your senatorial duties in Washington? 

We remind you Senator Truman has been absent from Congress but for short and 
infrequent intervals only, and has not missed any important matters, even to defend himself 
against the maligning news accounts and editorials your paper has published. 

I trust you will make an appropriate retraction with the same prominence your gave the 
editorial of June 17th. 

Very truly yours, 
RBB:C 


