Harry H. Woodring, right, the Democratic governor running for reelection, did not benefit from Franklin D.
Roosevelt's coattails in 1932. Roosevelt, center, and James N. Garner, left, Democratic candidates for
president and vice-president, were elected by a margin of more than 74,000 votes in Kansas
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Fifty Years On: The Politics of Kansas in 1932

Donald R. McCoy

IFTY vears ago, in 1932, the nation suf-

fered one of the most dismal years in its
history. Kansas provides a good example of
how bad things were. Employment was ap-
proaching its rock-bottom low. Per capita in-
come had dropped from $535 in 1929 to $268.
Farmers often failed to earn their cost of pro-
duction, with wheat prices averaging thirty-
three cents a bushel and cormn twenty-seven
cents.! Almost everyone was scrambling to
keep sources of income from disappearing or,
if they had vanished, to find new ones. It was a
time of tremendous enterprise, but also it was
a time of dismay as effort and innovation fre-
quently failed to preserve one’s economic
assets.

Complaints were common, but accompany-
ing them were signs that Kansans had aban-
doned neither their fortitude nor their sense of
concern. Richard M. Long of the Wichita
Eagle wrote to U.S. Sen. George 5. McGill
during the 1931 Christmas season, “Business
is rotten in your old home town. The mer-
chants are crabbing. They say that they had
estimated a light business, but not one so light.
Several merchants have told me that the bulk
of purchases run a dollar or under.” Publisher
Rolla A. Clymer had lamented in his El
Dorado Times the demise of the old-fashioned
pant hanger. An lola storekeeper sent him two
of the hangers in January 1932, observing that
“the demand has decreased, due to the fact,
that while there are still as many men, the men
have fewer pants. If you are fortu-
nate enough to have more than two pair of
pants let me know and I'll send more hangers.

Thanks to Mr. Hoover, I only have one pair,

and they are getting thin in places.” *

This article was the author’s presidential address before
the annual meeting of the Kansas State Historical Society
in Topeka, October 19, 1982,

1. Kansas Statistical Abstract 1977 (Lawrence: Institute for
Social and Environmental Studies, University of Kansas, 1977), p.
129; Kansas State Board of Agriculture, Kansas Agriculture: Cen-
tennial Report (Topeka: State Printer, 1962), pp. 517-518.

3)

A publisher wrote Clymer in April, com-
menting that people had told him how much
griefhe had avoided by selling his newspaper.
“They were right for the most part. The only
thing I have to worry about now is to avoid
starving. The property for which I traded my
paper has turned out to be more of a liability
than an asset, and [ can’t sell it.” He was
looking for work, and all he asked was “mere
living expenses.” Then there were those who
were looking for jobs for others. L. N. Flint of
the University of Kansas Department of Jour-
nalism wrote of his seniors, “Just what our
boys are going to do for a living, I don’t know.
The same question hangs over the head of
every University graduate this year.” There
was also the brief rage for Grohoma, a hybrid
sorghum which supposedly would grow
bountifully even under drought conditions.
One of the sellers of its seed in Kansas com-
plained to U. S. Sen. Arthur Capper that the
Department of Agriculture was fighting this
miracle crop and wanted to know why. The
answer, well documented, was that Grohoma
had proved a bit inferior in tests to many other
sorghums. More important was that its seed
price was vastly inflated, running fifty cents a
pound compared to two or three cents for other
sorghum seed.?

Some of the bad news took the form of
exchanges. One Republican worthy wrote
Clymer that he could not attend his party’s
national convention because “[I] am harder up
than I have been for twenty years.” Clymer
replied, “I, too, am lower than I have been for
many vears in a financial way, and the heck of
it is that things are getting no better fast.” The
Sage of Emporia, William Allen White, con-

2 Riuhmd M. ]..:mé to George 5. McGill, December 21, 1931,
£ lecti box 3, McGill 1931- 1939 file,
manumlpl dc. rtment, Kansas State Hisloncal Society; W. F.
Seneker to Ruﬁm A, CI) mer, January 14, 1932, “Rolla A. Clymer
Collection,” box 8, manuseript <Icparhnenl Kansas State Historical
Society.

3. Conard Reeves to lemer gril 20, 1932; L. N. Flint to
Clymer, May 4, 1932, “Clymer Collection™; Eva F. Miller to
Arthur Capper, \Iur(h.‘!l) 1632; C. W, Warburton to Capper, April
13, 1932, “Arthur Capper Collection,” box 32, deparl—
mvml Kansas State Historical Society.
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Kansas History

Charles Curtis (1860-1936), below right, part Kansa

Indian, served as vice-president under Herbert

Hoover. Despite the appeal of a native son on the

ticket, Kansans voted for a change in 1932. The

political advertisement, below, appeared in the To-
peka Daily Capital October 16, 1932.

"

Kansas Will Stand By
Hoover and Curtls'

They are safely guiding the ship of stulc through the slorm.
Though the lighthouse of economic recovery is in sight
there ave still rocks ahead that may wreck us as they have
several foreign nations in the same
troubled sca.  To change pilols now
would be foolhardy, so Kansas will
stand by Hoover and Curtis.

The 50 Years of Public Service of
Our Own Fellow Kansan Are
Not Easily Forgotten!

Klm&:ntried out ghn]a Curtis fh m;tltm fly

years jons e trust where mithful

pc:rmnswﬂ: the’ nation recognized this service

:;:d l;lj;litt: hs"t,.'ntw !hramd hlml::a blic office in
e 8. great again

nominated him for the same tion, Narr-:ru we to

rq:udialeumm h hon ortlnlhaawmntn!hnm?

idedly NO! #tand by Curtis.

KANSAS IS NOT AN INGRATE

THIS AD SPONSORFD BY APPRECIATIVE KANSANS OF ALL POLITICAL FAITHS

e P ——————————




THe PoLiTics oF Kansas iv 1932 5

veyed his hope to Clymer “that business isn’t
as bad with you as it is with me.” It is not
surprising that White had written Senator
Capper, “We are faced with a condition of
starvation, not with a theory of economics. And
it is a matter now of weeks or at the most of
months until starvation will begin to emotion-
alize our politics, and hell will be popping
before frost.” In pressing for work for the
um-mplnv(‘d White warned that matters were
‘going to reach a breaking point
when the hungry and cold call in the arm(,d
gangsters dIl(l are directed by the ruthless
Communists.” *

HAT WAS the state of politics in Kansas

in 1932, given these conditions and ap-
prehensions? For one thing, Republican lead-
ers were often downhearted and Democratic
leaders optimistic about their election chances
in November. The Democrats had won the
governorship with banker Harry H. Woodring
and a United States senatorship with attorney
George McGill in 1930. The nation’s economy
had deteriorated badly since then, and Pres.
Herbert Hoover was being widely blamed for
it, a blame that was spreading to most Repub-
licans. In January 1932 Hugh C. Gresham of
the Cheney Sentinel wrote that in Kansas “the
1930 campalilgn was unfortunute [sic] and
unless there is a change in front the 1932
campaign will also be against the Republocans
[sic].” William Allen White believed that
Hoover would be a great handicap for which-
ever Kansas Republican ran for the Senate.
“The President is being unjustly blamed for
an economic subsidence that is world wide,
cataclysmic and inevitable,” but blamed he
was, and one would do well not to share it with
him. A great deal of eriticism was aimed at
Congress, and not without reason. As Repub-
lican Arthur Capper conceded in a radio
speech in February, “There is a lot of confu-
sion here in Congress. There is a lot of confu-
sion over the country. There is a lot of tumult;
a lot of shouting.” Collector of Internal Reve-
nue H. H. Motter of Wichita reported to Re-
publican Cong. Clifford R. Hope in June that

Thomas
rlmlnpum Ju
1932, "Clyme:
23, 19

139,
Library of Cong
State Historical S

. Thompson to Clymer, July 6, 1932; Clymer to
, 1932; William Allen White to mer, August 3,
allection”’; William Allen White to Capper, May
m Allen White Corresponde no. 653 (red),
Washington, D.C. (mici rofilm ms. 48, Kansas
ty).
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Ben S. Paulen (1869-1961), left, a banker and former governor, was nominated by the Republi-
cans to oppose the reelection bid of George McGill (1879-1963), right, to the U.S. Senate. The
Democrat defeated Hoover's surrogate in Kansas by a margin of more than 26,000 votes.

“in the main Congress is not in the best
standing among the common people.” Hope
replied, “It is certainly sad but true,” adding
that congressmen know they “are in a bad
situation and are trying to figure some way out
and, incidentally, some way out for them-
selves politically.” ®

The Democrats were clearly not worrying as
much as the Republicans. Elected in 1930 to
fill Vice-Pres. Charles Curtis’s unexpired
term, Senator McGill was facing the voters
again in 1932. Richard Long wrote him in
January to report that the man who had been
secretary to former Gov. Ben Paulen believed
his old boss did not stand a chance of election
to the Senate in 1932, which reinforced
McGill's optimism. As Senator McGill later

5. Hugh C. Gresham to Clymer, January 16, 1932, “"Clymer
Caollection”; White to Henry J. Allen, March 4, 1932; White to
Milton F. Amrine, May 2, 1932, “White Correspondence,” no. 663
(red); Capper speech, WIBW, Topeka, February 16, 1932, “Capper
Collection,” box 50; H. H. Motter to Clifford Hope, June 14, 1932;
Hope to Motter, June 16, 1832, “Clifford Hope Collection,” box
39, manuseript department, Kansas State Historical Society.

wrote to Long, “the campaign should be one
against Hoover and the Hoover administra-
tion. I fail to see how Kansas could possibly go
to Hoover again.” Governor Woodring told his
party’s Washington Day banquet that “this is
the Democratic year when we will overthrow
the rule of the present Republican leadership
and return the control of this great nation to
the people.” Things were moving rapidly, and
in favor of the Democrats. As one Republican
worker wrote in April, “I am afraid for the final
election. I believe that %4 of the Republicans
are going Democratic. I have had a number of
them give me a cussing, when I tried to talk to
them. The farmers are Hot, they are selling
brood sows for $2.00 and $3.00 per head.” ®

All this was complicated by other matters.

6. Long to (;f:urgu MeGill, ]unu:lrx 20, 1932; McGill to I,uniz.
March 18, 1932, “Long Collection,” box 3; Woodring speech,
Washington Day banquet, January 22, 1932, "Harry H. Woodring
Collection,” Kansas Collection, Unl\-f:rsit;' of Kansas, Lawrence;
H. R. Allen to Alfred M. Landon, April 22, 1932, “Alfred M.
Landon Collection,” box 138, manuscript <il‘p:|rhm'r|t. Kansas
State Historical Society.
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Republicans in Congress often saw them-
selves being burdened politically by the
Hoover administration even though the Dem-
ocrats had organized the House of Representa-
tives. It was the Republicans, in control of the
executive branch and, barely, of the Senate,
who were being blamed for America’s eco-
nomic tailspin. This is why Senator McGill
was optimistic. Moreover, it partly explains
Governor Woodring's mixed feelings, for there
was the occasional fear that all incumbents
might be blamed for the depression. This was
true, too, because Woodring had won in 1930
partly as a result of John R. Brinkley's power-
ful write-in candidacy for governor. Woodring
had to wonder what would happen if Brinkley
ran again in 1932 or even if he did not, given
the state’s usual large Republican majorities.
Regarding Brinkley, the governor was not
alone, for the spectre of another independent
candidacy also distressed Republicans.

HEN THERE was the question of oil,

with Kansas ranking fourth among the
nation’s producing states. Not only had prices
dropped disastrously since the onset of the
depression, but many small producers had
been threatened with being cut off from their
markets. In late 1930 and throughout 1931 a
prominent Independence oil man and Repub-
lican, Alfred M. Landon, had been the prime
leader in pressuring the government and the
major petroleum companies to bring relief to
the Kansas oil fields. Governor Woodring and
many other Kansas political leaders had
worked smoothly with this oil crusade. During
1931 it resulted in the guarantee of a share
of the market for small producers and the en-
actment of a state law to regulate intrastate
oil pipelines and to adjust production to de-
mand. This helped, but Kansans demanded
more—no less than a tariff to restrict the flow
of cheap foreign oil into the United States.
They failed to achieve this in 1931. The pro-
posal returned, however, with the opening of
the Seventy-second Congress in December
1931. Yet prospects for the enactment of the
tariff seemed poor a month later. As GOP
Cong. Harold McGugin reported in January
1932, “It is apparent that the Republican Ad-
ministration is againstus. . . . The Dem-

ocratic leadership in the Congress is likewise
against us.” 7

Tempers were running high in Kansas as
Democrats and Republicans blamed monopo-
lism and easterners for stymieing an oil tariff.
McGugin reflected this in a letter to a New
Jersey editor:
We have been sending Republican Congressmen to
Washington for a good many yvears. We have been voting
for tariffs for eastern industry. In the light of the attitude of
you eastern states on the oil and copper tariffs, 1 am
hoping to see the day when I can vote to junk the tariffs for
eastern industry. If you people are not going to be fair
enough to favor a tariff on our commodities, then [ want to
see the time when you and your industry are down in the
same common mire of poverty with oil and copper.

This was not a partisan issue, for the Kansas oil
crusaders especially noted that New York
Democrats, including Gov. Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt, were working against the oil tariff fa-
vored in the West. The oil tariff was defeated
several times. It kept springing back, however,
finally in March 1932 as an excise tax on oil
imports. In April the Senate Finance Commit-
tee first approved and then killed the tax,
although the House had passed it. Senators
Capper and McGill fought ardently for the tax.
Finally, by June Congress agreed to a twenty-
one-cents-a-barrel excise tax on imported
crude oil as well as levies on gasoline and
other foreign oil products.® This would sub-
stantially reduce petroleum imports and
strengthen the political appeal of those who
fought notably hard to protect small oil pro-
ducers. It would be particularly important for
Landon because of his political leadership in
fighting the federal government and the large
petroleum companies on oil issues.

HILE the oil battle was going on, the

candidates for office were emerging. The
idea of Landon for governor started to appear
in the state’s newspapers as early as April
1931. By September the former Republican
state chairman began publicly discussing the
problem of wheat farmers—a sure sign of im-

7. Donald R, McCoy, Landon of Kansas (Lincoln: University of
Nebraska Press, Iﬂﬁﬁi pp. 67-89; Topeka Duily Capital, January
10, 1932; Harold McGugin to Clymer, January 9, 1932, “Clymer
Collection.”

8. Harold McGugin to George W. Emot, February 11, 1932,
enclosed in John M. Franklin to Clymer, February 29, 1932;
Marvin Lee to Clymer, March 8, 1832, “Clymer Collection”;
Topeka Daily Capital, May 19, 21, 1932; McCoy, Landon of
Kansas, pp. 67-90.
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8 Kansas HisTory

pending candidacy in Kansas. The Hiawatha
World declared in January 1932 that “he is as
crazy to be Governor as a mule is to eat hay.”
Soon Landon announced his candidacy for the
Republican gubernatorial nomination. His
major opponent in the primary election was
Lacey Simpson, a farmer who had spent eight
years in the state legislature. Although Simp-
son had supported progessive Republican
Gov. Clyde Reed for renomination in 1930, he
was now the candidate of the conservative
Republicans who had defeated Reed and his
manager, Landon, in a bitterly fought primary
election. In 1932 both Landon and Simpson
would adopt the theme of party harmony.”
Democratic Governor Woodring seemed a
natural candidate for renomination. Yet he
headed the state’s executive branch in in-
creasingly hard times, and his party was far
from united. Woodring had to cope with
rumors, for example, that he was at odds with
Senator McGill. When one of the senator’s
enemies approached Woodring with this, he
denied it strongly, writing, “Your assumption
is incorrect—the news or press reports are not
based on any facts—news stories that is all.
There is no discord—nor change of close per-
sonal & political friendship.” McGill would
have been surprised by the governor’s view of
the cordiality of their relationship. Another
problem was that Woodring had early en-
dorsed Franklin D. Roosevelt’s campaign for
the Democratic presidential nomination. This
flew in the face of the sentiment of many
Kansas Democrats. As Senator McGill's ally,
Richard Long, wrote in May, “The average
Kansan is prejudiced against a New Yorker
and then there are the Tammany scandals.”
Indeed, former Kansas Cong. Jouett Shouse,
who was chairman of the Democratic National
Executive Committee, was aligned with Roo-
sevelt’s opponents. Woodring not only fought
hard for Roosevelt's nomination in June, but
he carried most of the Kansas delegates in
voting for Roosevelt’s choice for permanent
chairman of the Democratic National Conven-
tion, Sen. Thomas Walsh of Montana, against
Shouse for the job. This infuriated many
Democrats. One Kansas newspaper, the Lyons
News, predicted that Woodring “will not be

9. MeCoy, Landon of Kansas, pp. 93-96.

elected again, for Kansas will not soon forgive
him for his treatment of a man who has labored
for twenty years for the success of the party.” '

Most of Woodring’s conservative Demo-
cratic foes rallied behind state Rep. Donald
Muir during the gubernatorial primary elec-
tion. Muir campaigned vigorously against
Woodring, but he was unable to stir up much
interest. The governor largely contented him-
self with tending to state business and offering
a radio program which daily indicated that
Kansas was in good and frugal hands with
Woodring. This conserved the governor’s re-
sources for the general election, although it
might have kept him less visible early in the
1932 campaign than he should have been. In
any case, Woodring’s efforts were enough to
win the nomination in August over Muir,
91,037 to 42,786."

Landon’s job was tougher, for Simpson also
ran as a harmony candidate for the Republican
gubernatorial nomination. It was not so much
a case of the issues or even Woodring dividing
them. All were for federal oil restriction, as-
sistance to farmers and the unemployed, in-
dustrial development, governmental econ-
omy, and lower taxes. The challenge was to
convince the voters that one could achieve
these promises. Simpson tried to discredit
Landon by portraying him as the candidate of
William Allen White, monied interests, and
those of questionable party loyalty. Few took
the issue of money seriously. Simpson had a
point on party loyalty, however, given White
and Landon’s involvement with the Progres-
sive party in 1912 and 1914 and the Emporia
publisher’s independent candidacy for gover-
nor in 1924, backed by Landon. Simpson’s
problem was that the more he stressed this in
his campaign, the less he seemed to be a
harmony candidate. Landon did not make this
mistake by attacking Simpson’s conservative
supporters. During his campaign Landon was
able to make good the Garden City Telegram’s

10. Draft of reply written on L. A. Brotton to Governor, Janual
2, 1932, “Woodring Collection”; Long to McGill, January 20, lUSrE’:
May 28, 1932, “Long Collection,” box 3; Wichita Mornin, Eﬁg!e,
June 27, 28, 29, 1932; Topeka Daily Cnpimi', July 10, 1932; Hays
Daily News, ]ulfy 4, 1932; Keith D. McFarland, Harry H. Wood-
ring: A Politica Bfogmpfm of FDR's Controversial Secretary o]
}rg%rlvf'lj;wrcnce: University Press of Kansas, 1975), pp. 59-65, 79,

11. McFarland, Harry H. 'I-'I-"ﬂo&‘r!n,i],I pp. 68-68; Kansas Secre-
tary of State, Twenty-Eighth Biennial Report, 1931-1932 (Topeka:
State Printer, 1932), pp. 58-61.
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description of him as “a plain, everyday citi-
zen with a lot of ability, a lot of stick-to-itive-
ness and a vast capacity for making and hold-
ing friends by his earnestness and sincerity.”
Also attractive was his emphasis on “building
up the state instead of tearing it down™ at a
time when many candidates were critical of
everything that they did not espouse. More-
over, his energy in campaigning was impres-
sive. In a year when candidates did an extra-
ordinary amount of traveling, Landon outdid
everyone, making as many as ten stops a day.
It helped, too, that just before the primary
election a daughter, Nancy Jo, was born to the
Landons, and that on the way home for this
happy event Landon stopped to help carry
furniture out of a burning farm house. What-
ever the reasons, Landon won the nomination,
polling 160,345 votes to 101,019 for Simpson.'

Then there was Dr. John R. Brinkley, the
state’s controversial, self-proclaimed rejuven-
ator of male potency. In 1930, after having had
his medical license revoked for fraudulent
practice, he had run a powerful write-in cam-
paign for governor against the political estab-
lishment which he blamed for his troubles. He
had finished a strong third, probably higher
had not so many of his votes been discarded as
invalid, and he had contributed to Woodring's
election over the Republican nominee, Frank
Haucke. Stories soon swept Kansas that
Brinkley would try again in 1932, this time on
the ballot as an independent candidate. By
1931 the goat-gland doctor had sold his Kansas
radio station and developed a powerful new
station, XER, in Mexico; he only administered
his Milford hospital. He was open to the idea
of running again for governor, however, as
many Kansans and astrologers advised him to
do. Many Democratic and Republican leaders
were concerned since the 1932 elections could
be close; Brinkley might even win this time.
By January 1932 he indicated he would run,
and until the general elections in November
he was very much on the minds of Kansans.
Republican State Committee Chairman John
D. M. Hamilton was worried by April about
reports of Brinkley's rising strength and the
pessimism of some GOP leaders about beating

12 To?ukn Daily €apital, January 21, 24, 27; May 1, 8, 20; Jul
19, 25, 27, 28, 30, 1932; McCoy, Landon of Kansas, pp. 96-]0%:
Ku_réslas Secretary of State, Twenty-Eighth Biennial ﬁepﬂﬂ. Pp-

rll—-llln- -

him for governor. By June Brinkley had
stepped up his political efforts and issued a
platform erammed full of populist-style prom-
ises. There were rumors that Brinkley’s sup-
porters, not having to nominate him by ballot,
might be organized to defeat Landon and
Woodring in the Republican and Democratic
primary contests. There is no evidence that
this was tried significantly, but it was unclear
what the impact of Brinkley’s candidacy
would be by November. As Rolla Clymer
wrote to a friend, “My reason tells me that
Brinkley is a fearsome factor; my instinct leads
me to believe that surely the star of
such a charlatan must be on the wane.” ®
Clymer should have trusted his reason, as
events would prove.

HE REPUBLICAN primary election for

U. S. senator turned out to be less inter-
esting than it had initially promised to be.
Stories that various GOP worthies would enter
the contest continued until the filing deadline
in June. Veteran Cong. Homer Hoch early
considered becoming a candidate based on the
assumption that Vice-President Curtis and
former Sen. Henry ]. Allen would not be can-
didates. Former Gov. Clyde Reed wrote Wil-
liam Allen White that, out of a sense -of duty,
he would not refuse the nomination. Other
eminences who considered running included
Allen, despite what Hoch believed; former
Gov. Ben Paulen; Republican State Chairman
John Hamilton; and Cong. Harold McGugin.
Some Kansans also believed that Curtis, if
denied renomination as vice-president, and
long-time Republican National Committee-
man David W. Mulvane might run. President
Hoover was central to everybody’s thoughts in
connection with the senatorial race, most be-
lieving his record would seriously handicap
the Republican candidate for the Senate.

*13. Jack D. Walker, “The Goat Gland Surgeon: The Stm}» of the
Late John R. Brinkley,” {;mmaf of the Kansas Medical Societ
Topeka, v. 57, no. 12 (December, 1956), pp. T489-755; Cemlﬁ
Carson, The Roguish World of Doctor Brink}:py (New York: Rine-
hart and Co., 1960), passim; Stan Moore, “The Goat-Gland Elec-
tion: Kansas 1930," Historicus, a Jourlmf‘e'inslory. Lawrence, v.
1, no. 1 (1979), pp. 124-163; Francis W. Schruben, Kansas in
Turmaoil, 1930-1 {Columbia: University of Missouri Press,
1968), pp. 28-40, 79-84; Evangeline Adams to John R. Brinkley,
March %. April 23, June 1, 1932; Frederick White to Brinkley,
March 30, April 6, April 11, 1932, “John R. Brinkley Collection,”
box 1, manuseript i[:mzfrnellt, Kansas State Historieal Society;
Topeka Da;i"g Capital, July 31, 1932; John Hamilton to Clymer,
April 27, 1932; Clymer to A. T. Ayres, July 14, 1932, “Clymer

Collection.
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IT'S A LANDSLIDE TO

Kansas HisTory

THE WICHITA EAGLE, SUNDAY MORNING, NOVEMBER &, 1532

WOODRING!

ANSAL VOTERS who think
clearly are no longer “on the
fence” as far as this Gover-
norship fight is concerned.
It is clearly evident to all,
save those who will not see,
that ITS EITHER WOOD-
RING OR TWO YEARS OF CHAOS!

Thousands of Republican men and wo-
men of Kansas have laid aside their partis-
anship and thrown their support to Harry
H. Woodring, the only candidate with a real,

A for the ad

of the interests of the people of Kansas. In
every county in Kansas today men can be
found, IN PLENTIFUL NUMBERS, who
have grown old in the service of the Repub-
lican Party, who are giving their whole-
hearted support to Woodring. Furthermore,
Kansas Democracy is organized in the 105
counties as it has never been organized
before. 3

I spite of the claims emanating from the
Landon camp that there is harmony in the

ized. Too many of the supporters of Frank
“Chief" Haucke WELL REMEMBER that
in the 1930 campaign Landon deserted
Haucke and gave his support to Woodring.
The Haucke Republicans are now saying to
the Landon people, “IF WOODRING WAS
GOOD ENOUGH FOR YOU TWO YEARS
AGO, HE'S GOOD ENOUGH FOR US
NOW!™

Woodring will carry every county that he
carried two years ago. He has positively
won the Sixth District, and the Big Seventh,
which gave him but a small vote in 1930.
In addition, he has made ch
in Sedgwick, Butler, Reno, Sumner, McPher-
son and Kingman counties (in Wichita
Beacon territory) and in these six counties

COVERNOR HARRY WOODRING

he is no less than 22,000 votes stronger
than be was two years ago. He is “one-two”
in EVERY county in the state, and will not
run as low as third in any one of the 105
counties. He bids fair to carry Shawnee
County, and is no less than 4,000 votes
stronger in Wyandotte County than he was
two years ago. HIS VOTE IN SEDGWICK
COUNTY WILL BE IN EXCESS OF 17,000,
AS OPPOSED TO 6,900 IN 18301

Alf Landon has made a complete tour of
Kansas, but his visits in most of the cities
and towns went practically unnoticed. IF
LANDON IS AS STRONG AS HIS CAM-
PAIGN COMMITTEE WOULD Have YOU

believe, WHY did they NOT ARRANGE A

MEETING IN THE WICHITA FORUM FOR
HIM? The answer is easy! THERE would
NOT have been a CORPORAL'S GUARD
ON HAND TO HEAR HIM!

A few days ago a handful of Landon
supporters gathered together to discuss
plans whereby they might revive and pump
some life into his “stone-dead” campaign,
and they conceived the idea of placing the
“Brinkley” scare before the eyes of Kansas
volers. Hence, the “Landon or Brinkley”
stories that have been in circulation the past
few days. They suffer with the jitters o
badly that THEY HAVE PUBLICLY
LENT DIGNITY TO THE BRINKLEY
CAMPAIGN!

Kansas people have not forgotten that
the Democratic Party increased its 1932
primary vote some 75,000 over the vote of
1930, and that many thousand more people
been PREVENTED from doing so by the
“Branding lron” law {which the Democratic
state platform seeks to repeal). BRINKLEY
PEOPLE VOTED IN THE REPUBLICAN
PRIMARY, but the Landon committee
seems to completely ignore or overlook this
fact.

The people of Kansas are not “falling”
for this eleventh hour Landon propaganda
that “the race is between Landon and Brink-
ley." It is very plainly evident that LAN-
DON DOES NOT HAVE THE FIGHTING
ORGANIZATION THAT HAUCKE HAD
IN 1930. Landon enthusiasm is entirely
lacking. Exactly fifteen (15) people turned
out to a Landon meeting in Caldwell last
‘week, and no more than six (6) or seven
(7) at South Haven. Woodring talks to
hundreds, AND SELLS HIMSELF, wherever
he goes.

IT'S NEITHER BRINKLEY NOR LANDON. KANSAS WILL

WIN WITH WOODRING!

Heisno less than 70,000 votes stronger than he was two years ago, and that'smore than plenty. Landon will
have to struggle to beat Brinkley out of second place.

e e —————
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LANDON OR BRINKLEY'

Cast Your Vote in the B t Pile—~The Republican Party Is
the Dominant Party in mm This Year-e-'PA United Party!

THE NEXT GOVERNOR of Kansas will be sither Alf has restored harmony. Members of all factions are
or Dr. John R. Brinkley. Past history in united behind the candidacy of Mr. Landen.

Klnu- has shown that Demeeratic candidates for gov- Past history alse has dw-a llul no Democrat ever has

ernor win enly when the Republican party has been been re-clected governor of Kansas, Glick, Lewelling,

aplit by factionalium. The Republican party this year Leedy and Hﬁdwloi [tiled uf mlxhnn. Davis failed

of re-election.

[T

The Issue Therefore Is Landon or Brinkley!

The election of Dr. J. R. Brinkley a4 governor of Kan-
1as would place at the head of the state government
man utlerly inexperienced in government. Uniil hia die-

s doubtful that he gave much attention to
politics or government.

1f Dr. John R. Brinkley is elected governor of Kansas,

THE WAY TO BEAT BRINKLEY IS TO
VOTE FOR LANDON

Woodring won in 1930 by less than 1,000 votes. Fifty
thousand Republicans who veted for Woodring, are
naw voting in the united party for Paulen and Landon.

it will be because the majority, who are opposed to his

election, will have been 30 divided among his twe op-

pone o make it passible for him to win.

This majojrity believes it would be d-uwmn For K-l»

s for Bhnltlw to become governor; that the tate

repatation for good palitical | judgment is st stake ln
campaign.

reliel measures and economies not by bluster and sound
and fury, but by his ability to get along with men. He
legislature and receive the co-

Alfred M. Landon is a successful Kansas business man. i e \m He has the confidence of

He will make & conatructive, nol a destructive, gover- sas population the farmer, the

nor. He will sccomplish good government, sound tax Eusiress man. the I-!umng man, :heoul producer. They
knaw that Alf Landen can get results.

For Governor-Alf M. Landon

This Advertisement Paid for by Friends of Alf M. Landon.

The biggest political question in Kansas in 1932 concerned the outcome of the gubernatorial election. Democratic

incumbent Woodring and Alfred M. Landon, Republican candidate and former party chairman, both urged defeat for

the controversial independent, Dr. John R. Brinkley. The Woodring advertisement, /eft, appeared in the Wichita Eagle,
November 6, 1932; the Landon advertisement, above, in the Salina Journal, November 2, 1932.
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Nevertheless the Kansas GOP leaders rallied
behind the president, partly for lack of an
acceptable alternative and partly to support
Curtis for renomination as vice-president.
Kansas Republicans in their district and state
conventions thus elected delegates pledged to
vote for Hoover and Curtis at the national
convention. By March, though, after the state
convention, William Allen White assessed his
party’s chance of winning the Senate seat at no
better than forty percent. He described the
front-runner, Ben Paulen, as “a dud.” Indeed
the former governor did not seriously think of
starting his campaign until April, and it was to
be leisurely even after that. No other out-
standing Republican leader ran for the sena-

torial nomination, but Paulen did not lack op-
position. Far from it, for six other Republicans
entered the primary contest, most importantly
a well-known spokesman for agricultural in-
terests, Joseph H. Mercer. Although Paulen
finished well ahead of the runner-up, Mercer,
he won the nomination in August with only
thirty-six percent of the votes cast.

14. Homer Hoch Iu{( ss C. Denious, December 4, 1931, “Jess C.

:ox 1, mamlscr‘{:t depnrlmem. Kansas State
Hi 1 Society; hite, December 16, 1931,
“William Allcn White manuscript division, Ltl.mm of
Congress; White to Milton F. Amrine, May 2. 1932; White to
Henry J. Allen, March 4, March 9, May 27, 1932; \Whlte to Harold
L. Ickes, March 17, IJOZ “White Correspondence,” nos. 675, 663,
662, 680, 669 (red); Daily News, March 8, 1932; Ben S.
Paulen to hhemmn G. gllﬂ ril 13, 1932, “Landon Collec-
tion”; Kansas Secretary of State, wentv-ElgInl}l Biennial Report,
pp. 38-42.
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12 Kansas HisTory

Calling for “national planning in agriculture,” Roosevelt campaigned in Kansas with Woodring, above,
and McGill, below. On September 14, 1932, the Democratic presidential nominee spoke to a crowd of
ten thousand in Topeka and many thousands more on the radio.
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As for Curtis, Hoover did not dump him
from the national ticket. There were, however,
many other Republicans who wanted to re-
place the seventy-three-year-old vice-presi-
dent when their national convention met in
the middle of June. Discussion centered on
former Vice-Pres. Charles G. Dawes. When
Dawes stated during the convention that he
would not accept the nomination, that
clinched renomination for Curtis. The con-
vention overwhelmingly renominated Hoover
for president, and Curtis won against scattered
opposition. The ambivalence in Kansas about
Curtis’s renomination was mirrored in an edi-
torial in the Hays Daily News: “An Eastern
candidate and a younger man would have
been of great help to the national
ticket. . . . Justthe same party loyalty is
a fine and a necessary thing. .7 15 Curtis
would return to Kansas to accept his nomina-
tion for vice-president and again for a spot of
campaigning before election day in No-
vember. Otherwise Kansans would usually ig-
nore their ranking political figure, Republi-
cans because he was the lesser albatross on
their national ticket, others because he
seemed an antediluvian presence.

Democratic Sen. George McGill was opti-
mistic about winning reelection, although his
campaign was short of money. For one thing
he had an abundant number of workers. As
one young Wichita lawyer wrote McGill,
“These are terribly hard times and we [young
Democrats] are all broke but have much time
to devote to the cause.” The senator’s chances
were also enhanced by the increasing unpop-
ularity of the Hoover administration. More-
over, Republicans had organized the Senate,
50 McGill believed that voters would not hold
Democratic senators responsible for the de-
pression. McGill’s aides began planning his
campaign as early as September 1931. Hoover
would be their target, so the senator and his
aides made every effort to criticize the presi-
dent and to contrast McGill’s positions to his.
As for primary opposition, a conservative pe-
rennial candidate for one office or another,
Chauncey B. Little, was the only person to

15. Wichita Evening Eagle, June 14, 16, 1932; Topeka State
ournal, June 15, mf-. Hays Daily News, June 17, 1932; Marvin
wy, “Charles Curtis of Kansas: Vice President of the United

States, 1929-1933," Emporia State Research Studies, Emporia, v.
10, no. 2 {Dccnm‘urr, 1961), pp. 51-52.

challenge the incumbent. McGill’s strategy
was to remain above party factionalism. This
he did successfully, even refusing to take sides
for a Democratic presidential nominee. If the
senator did not make friends this way, the
tactic did have the advantage of keeping him
out of the intraparty fights with which Little
tended to be identified. Whatever his reasons,
McGill looked forward to the fall contest with
the Republicans. He wrote in late May, “T am
not over-confident but do not believe they
could defeat me this fall at the general elec-
tion.” Indeed, his supporters were generally
enthusiastic for his and their party’s chances in
November. One of them, J. F. Corder of Sa-
lina, wrote McGill in July that Hoover would
lose Kansas by 50,000 votes and that the sena-
tor would probably have a weak Republican
opponent. “A tremendous Democratic swing
is on and will never be stopped.” The August
primary election results seemed to bear this
out. And McGill, with very little campaigninig,
defeated Chauncey Little, 92,474 votes to
44613.'%

HE GUBERNATORIAL and senatorial

elections were not the only Kansas pri-
mary contests in 1932. In fact it was a vear full
of contests for nomination, especially among
Democrats who saw their greatest chance for
success at the polls since President Wilson
had been elected. For example, only incum-
bent Republican Reps. Harold McGugin and
Homer Hoch and Democrat W. A. Ayres and
his GOP opponent went unopposed in the
fourteen congressional primary elections.
Nine Democrats sought the right to run against
Republican Cong. Charles 1. Sparks. Of
course, the incumbents did not seek primary
election contests. Republican Cong. Clifford
Hope’s supporters worked to dissuade Ora
Dawson from running against him, for as Hope
wrote, “we don’t want any opposition at all if it
can be helped. " In this they were un-
successful. Congressional incumbents dis-
couraged primary contests not just to save
funds and energy, but also because Congress

16. George W. Earp to McGigl\, ‘]luly_ 12, 1832; ]: F. Corder to

MeGill, July 12, 1932, “MeGill P
dence, ions on ination file; Cam Camghu]l to Lang,
Seg‘wmber 18, 25, 1931; Long to Campbell, October 8, 1931; Long
to McGill, Februagéﬂ, April 23, 1932; McGill to Long, March 18,
May 25, June 11, 1932, “Long Collection,” box 3; Kansas Secretary
of State, Twenty-Eighth Biennial Report, pp. 38-42.
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14 Kansas History

remained in session longer than usual, which
limited officeholders in campaigning. As Ar-
thur Capper put it in July, “Congress has re-
fused to quit and go home like a Decent Con-
gress should have done weeks ago.” It may
have been that, as the Topeka Capital re-
ported, there was no great public interest in
the primary elections, but the politicians were
absorbed in them, and many of the campaigns
were spirited. Hope expressed the view of
many candidates in 1932 when he said that
“owing to the peculiar economic and political
situation existing at this time I feel that we
should not overlook anything.” Apparently, he
and the other congressional incumbents did
not, for they all won renomination in August
except for James G. Strong, who lost to fellow
Republican W. P. Lambertson after their dis-
tricts had been merged. The only surprising
result was the nomination in the Democratic
primary in the Sixth Congressional District of
a woman, Kathryn O’Loughlin of Hays."”
The reactions to the Kansas primary election
results confirmed many of the hopes and fears
that had emerged earlier in 1932. Clifford
Hope wrote from his southwest Kansas district
to another Republican congressman, U. S.
Guyer, that it is “hot and dry out here and
everybody cussing Hoover.” Guyer responded
optimistically, “Our record will pull us
through in November.” An Oswego Democrat,
]J. C. Carpenter, trumpeted to Senator McGill
that “it’s going to be a landslide in November
for the Democratic Ticket.” The Hays Daily
News, in commenting on Democrat Kathryn
O’Loughlin’s surprise victory over eight pri-
mary opponents, advised Republican Cong.
Charles Sparks, “Watch Out, Charley!”
McGill remained optimistic, but nevertheless
he planned to conduct a vigorous campaign;
indeed, he had already visited nine counties
during the fortnight after the primary election.
The senator’s aides supported his cautious ap-
proach. One of them wrote that “the general
situation seems to be ok for the Senator in
every section of the State but one can not tell
just what will happen.” Not only were

17. Ho])e to D. J. Wilson éane 2, 1932; Hope to H. E, Cross-

white, July 8, 1932, “Ho llection,” boxes 40, 232; Cal per,
WIBW bo s and girl! irthday party speech, July M
“Capper éa llection,” box 63; Topeka Daily itai’ |ly ]T

August 2, 1932; Kansas Secrelaryo{ﬁwbe Twenly ennial
Report, pp. 4348,

MecGill's funds short, but there was the ques-
tion of Brinkley’s influence on all Kansas
elections. Another of the senator’s aides feared
the effect of the “state pride” vote for Vice-
President Curtis."™

HE REPUBLICANS began bucking each

other up soon after the August primary
results were in. Congressman Hope told a
Republican county leader “that there are a lot
of people who will abuse Hoover right up to
the last minute, and then go in and vote for
him.” Not long afterward he advised the head
of the Republican National Committee’s
speakers committee that Republicans must
“make a most intensive campaign.” Hope re-
ported that the state and congressional scene
in Kansas was in “fair shape” but “it is going to
take a tremendous amount of work to carry the
state for the national ticket.” Rolla Clymer
thought that Alf Landon’s primary triumph
was impressive. He wrote the Republican gu-
bernatorial nominee, “I think your own per-
sonality has done much toward wiping out the
old bitterness. Please God, we may all forget
the past—and go on to victory. [T am]
for you with both feet and both barrels.” Part
of the Republican intensiveness was reflected
by Landon and Paulen informally beginning
their speaking campaigns even before the Re-
publican party council met to draft a state
platform at the end of August. Landon de-
clared in Johnson County that his party could
be depended upon to bring the country out of
depression; Paulen stood “squarely” on the
national GOP platform.”

Of course, John R. Brinkley’s candidacy for
governor complicated everything. The Hays
Daily News declared after the primary elec-
tions that Landon and Woodring “may now sit
back and breathe a spell while forming plans
to see what can be done about the Brinkley
matter in the general election. . . .” Even

18. Ho etoU S. Guyer, August 3, 1932; Guyer to Hope, August
4, 1932, ° Collection,” box 232; Hays Daily News, AugusM

1032; J. C arpenter to McGill, August 4, 1932; McGill to
Corder, August 18, 1932; J. B. Riddle to Cam "Cam bell,
tember 2, 19 (‘amplm]i to Blddle September 5, 1932, ° McGll]

Collection,” ions on nomi-
nation an(j campu'gn 1932 files. On O Luuzhlin see Palr{tk G.
O’ Brien, “Kansas’ Fi th
v. 7, no. 6 (October, ]951] “pp. 12-13.

19. Hope to Mamie Axline Fa a\u%lm 12, 1932; "('IDI, to C. W,
Ramseyer, August 23, 1932, “Ho “ollection,” boxes 39, 232;
Clynw! to Landon, August 17, 1932, CIymerCo\lechnn Topel:a
Daﬂly Capital, August 27, 1932, Wichita Morning Eag!e August
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Senator McGill’s backers worried about
Brinkley. One of them wrote that the senator
could lose votes because of the goat-gland
doctor, and there was no way to cope with him
because McGill could not afford to fight him or
to join with him. The only answer was to be
very careful. It is no surprise that Governor
Woodring concentrated on beating Brinkley,
whose forces had long been campaigning,
largely through his official newspaper, Pub-
licity, over the radio, and through popular
rallies. And Brinkley had drawing power. As
Clifford Stratton wrote in his column in the

The main beneficiary of Roosevelt's two brief campaign
stops in western Kansas was Kathryn O'Loughlin, Demo-
cratic congressional nominee in the sixth district, who in-
troduced him. O’'Loughlin (1894-1952), inset, was one of
three Democrats elected to Congress from the state in 1932,
The photograph of Roosevelt was taken in Colby September
15, 1932

ANSAS IN 1932 15

Topeka Capital in August, “The Milford doc-
tor, with his airplanes, his 16-cylinder car, his
loudspeakers, his minister of the gospel to
open all political meetings with prayer, his
crown of martyrdom and his perfect radio
voice, is regarded as a formidable indepen-
dent candidate for governor this year.” ®
Not everybody was afraid of Brinkley. Will

20. Hays Daily News, August 3, 1932; ]. W. Howe to Joe Riddle,
September 19, 1932, “MecGill Collection,” campaign correspon-
dence, campaign 1932 file; McFarland, Harry H. Woodring, pp
69-70; Topeka Daily Capital, August 7, 1932,
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With proceeds being donated to charity, Democratic and Republican members of the House of Representatives

7

played each other in a baseball game June 4, 1932, in Washington, D.C. As shown in this photograph stamped
“proof,” Vice-pres. Charles Curtis threw out the ball to start the game.

J. French, the Republican state auditor, wrote,
“Some say we have Brinkley to beat, but I say
we have Harry Woodring to defeat.” No doubt
French was right, but Brinkley seemed the
spoiler to most Republicans as well as Demo-
crats. One reason for this was the appealing
nature of Brinkley’s platform, which he issued
in June. This document promised among other
things pensions for the aged, a lake in every
county, free medical care for the needy, gov-
ernmental economy, reduction of automobile
tag fees to three dollars, free school textbooks,
and industrial development* The Milford
doctor perhaps made a mistake in announcing
his platform early, however, for it gave the
Democrats and Republicans ample time to
formulate answers to it.

EETING in their state council on August
30, the Democrats indicated that they
would carry Kansas in November by as much
as one hundred thousand votes. They stressed
governmental economy, standing on Governor
Woodring’s accomplishments in this respect in

21. Will J. French to Hope, August 8, 1932, “Hope Collection,”
box 232; Topeka Daily Capital, June 5, 1832,
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contrast to Brinkley’s mere promise of econ-
omy. The Democratic platform promised
cheap textbooks, industrial development, bet-
ter utility and industrial regulation, reasonable
lowering of automobile license fees, improved
workmen’s compensation, unemployment re-
lief, and better taxation of banks. Clearly, the
Democrats were picking up the populist ele-
ments in Brinkley’s platform, but were couch-
ing them more reasonably as well as appealing
to labor, especially, and farmers. The Demo-
crats also endorsed state constitutional
amendments to authorize an income tax and to
limit local property taxes, amendments which
Brinkley opposed.*

The Republican State Council also met on
August 30. As Woodring and his political

manager, Highway Department Director Guy

T. Helvering, dominated the Democratic State
Council, so Landon and his campaign man-
ager, the new Republican State Chairman
Frank Carlson, dominated the sessions of its
GOP counterpart. The Republicans proposed
a graduated automobile tag fee starting at sixty

22, Wichita Morning Eagle, August 31, 1932; Topeka Daily
(,'r!r;g!af. August 28, 31, 1932; Topeka State Journal, August 30,
1932.
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cents; the income tax amendment; local tax
limitation, by legislation instead of amend-
ment; government economy and reorganiza-
tion; cheaper textbooks; industrial develop-
ment; utility and other business regulation;
better workmen’s compensation; and an in-
vestigation of the state Highway Department.
As the Democrats intruded an irrelevant issue,
low tariffs, in their state platform, so the Re-
publicans opposed the repeal of national pro-
hibition. The Republicans vouchsafed their
concern for agriculture, especially, and labor.®
Plainly, the prime gubernatorial campaign
issues would become credibility and respon-
sibility.

The campaigns of Brinkley, Landon, and
Woodring were hard fought. Brinkley's strat-
egy was to promise the most and to damn the
major party nominees. Landon’s was to em-
phasize his responsibility and occasionally to
attack his opponents. And Woodring’s was to
stand on his record and to condemn Brinkley
more than Landon. At the formal opening of
his campaign on September 16 in Abilene,
Landon declared that the three main issues
were taxes, political scandals in the Highway
Department, and prohibition. He would lower
the first, investigate and remedy the second,
and uphold the third. He brushed Brinkley
aside as being “responsible to no organiza-
tion.” Woodring answered Landon’s attack by
saying that the political funds collected from
state employees by the Highway Department
reflected forty years of practice in Kansas; he
suggested that was a better way to finance
campaigns than accepting corporate contribu-
tions. The Brinkley campaign exploited the
issue by running advertisements condemning
the corruption of “the old parties that the peo-
ple are sick and tired of.” Kansans were in-
formed that Brinkley would not be a party to a
sell-out.*

HE GUBERNATORIAL campaign was

well under way and attracting a great deal -

of attention by late September. At least one
observer, Clifford Stratton of the Topeka Cap-
ital, could see absurdities in the campaign. He

23. Topeky Df.lﬂg Capital, August 31, 1932; Topeka State
Journal, August 30, 81, 1832,

24. Landon speech, Abilene, September 16, 1932, “Landon
Collection”; Topeka Daily Capital, September 20, 21, 1932

pointed out that Brinkley was ahead of Landon
in one respect: Landon was going to reduce
expenditures $5 million by lowering automo-
bile license fees, while Brinkley “is going to
have free textbooks, free clinics, lakes in every
county—and reduce taxes anyway.” As the
campaign developed it became evident that
the three candidates had distinctive ap-
proaches. The diamond-studded Brinkley
would arrive in an airplane or a limousine.
After entertainers had provided music and a
preacher had introduced him, he would tell of
the trickery of the two old parties, of his per-
secution for pursuing medical “truth,” of his
vision of a Kansas wonderland under his ad-
ministration. He then departed hastily with
scarcely a farewell. Woodring would arrive,
nattily dressed, in his official limousine. He
would saunter down the main street, patting
people on the back and exchanging words in a
hearty manner. Then the governor would ex-
pound on his administration’s record of econ-
omy, the promise of his “second” term, and
the weaknesses of his opponents. Often
dressed in rumpled clothes, Landon would
arrive in a 1928 car. He would accost friends
and strangers, hear them out, tell them an
appropriate campaign idea, and perhaps cadge
a cigarette. At a meeting, he would talk some-
times stumblingly, but always bluntly about
tax relief and efficient government.” All three
struck the public as being unusually well mo-
tivated, and with good reason. Brinkley might
pull off the political coup of 1932 by being
elected. Woodring could pull off his own coup
by being the first Democratic governor to be
reelected in Kansas. Landon could be a rarity,
a Republican elected to a governorship at the
depth of the depression.

This suggested how the political wind was
blowing in Kansas. As William Allen White
reported to one of President Hoover's aides in
September, “It is blowing a pretty stiff gale
and it is all against the government. I cannot
see how Hoover can carry anything between
the Mississippi River and the Rocky Moun-
tains” unless farm prices rise. Democrats did
not see things much differently. Senator
McGill reported to Sen. Claude A. Swanson,

25. Topeka Daily Gn%iml'. Sf';)lember 25, 1932; Schruben,
Kansas in Turmoil, pp. 79-103; McFarland, Harry H. Woodring,
pp. 70-75; McCoy, Landon of Kansas, pp. 102-110.
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the chairman of the Democratic Senatorial
Campaign Committee, that “prospects for
Democratic victory in Kansas are more evident
than at any time in my recollection.” This he
ascribed to the people believing that Republi-
can policies “have brought ruin and disaster to
every line of endeavor.” This was confirmed
by E. J. Smiley, the secretary-treasurer of the
Kansas Grain Dealers Association, who wrote
Congressman Hope about what he had ob-
served in western Kansas. “I found that a
goodly number of farmers and business men
were not favorable to the Administration. After
talking to farmers, and knowing the conditions
in the S.W. part of the state, it make[s] my
heart ache to know that these people were
unable to procure relief, from any source. The
country is in a deplorable condition and I am
afraid of the outcome.” *

ERTEMBER 14 was a great day for Kansas
Democrats and a depressing one for Re-
publicans. The Democratic presidential nom-
inee, Franklin D. Roosevelt, spoke in Topeka
to a crowd of some ten thousand people and
many thousands more over the radio. He
called for “national planning in agriculture”
and charged that President Hoover had “failed
utterly” on farm relief. Roosevelt later briefly
visited Colby and Goodland to point up his
concern for agriculture, although the main
beneficiary of these stops was Democratic
congressional nominee Kathryn O’Loughlin,
who introduced him. His was an effective ap-
peal to the farmers and the women of Kansas.
Even the Topeka Capital, Senator Capper's
newspaper, conceded that the New York gov-
ernor had made a good impression. By Oc-
tober most Democrats and many Republicans
probably agreed with William Allen White
that the Democratic presidential nominee was
forging ahead of Hoover because “Roosevelt
will represent protest.” ¥
White’s views did not stop most Kansas Re-

26. White to George ﬁkelsnn September 8, 1932, “White Cor-
respondence,” no. Ye i \chi o Claude A. Swanson, Sep-

tember 9, 1932, “MeGill C
campaign 1932 file; E. J. ‘nmley to Hope, Seplemher 9, 1932,
“Haope Collection,” box 4

27. Wichita Morning Ea le, Scplcmber 15, 1932; Hays Daily
News, bephember 14, 15, 1932; Topeka Daily (‘apd:af September
18, 1932; White to Elmer Davis, October 8, 1932, “White Corre-
spondemx: no. 695 (red). Roosevelt was nof the onl residential
nominee to visit Kansas in 1932, for Socialist Norman ’lii‘mmss gave
some speeches. Wichita Moming Eagle, October 15, 16, 1932,

publicans from working for Hoover, partly to
help Curtis, partly out of hope and habit, and
partly out of the conviction that by supporting
the national ticket they would strengthen the
appeal of their state and local candidates.
Senator Capper told a Republican rally in To-
peka in late September, “I feel sure the crisis
has passed. But we are still in a precarious
situation and one false step may bring on a
relapse that could plunge us into chaos.” It
was clear to him that Americans must solve
their problems “in a safe and sane way” by
electing the westerner, Hoover, who had held
things together. Many of the state’s newspa-
pers took a similar line. The Salina Journal, for
example, saw the president in early October as
the “firm hand in control,” the man who of-
fered “safety and security.” The newspaper
declared that “sentiment was rapidly chang-
ing” in Hoover’s favor. Yet Republicans were
privately far from optimistic. Landon saw
Hoover being hurt badly by the continued
decline in farm prices, although this did not
stop the gubernatorial nominee from seeking a
presidential visit to Kansas. Rolla Clymer
wrote of Hoover to a friend, “I am afraid that
the great national bellyache may defeat him in
the nation, and then God help us for four
years.” At the end of October one county judge
wrote, “I believe Hoover is climbing fast, but
still T presume his final success is too much to
be expected by one who does not believe very
much in miracles. However here’s hoping.” »

The presidential campaign went into a
grand windup. Kansas Democratic candidates
tied themselves securely to Roosevelt’s coat-
tails and plumped hard for his election. The
flamboyant Louisiana senator, Huey Long,
came into Kansas to speak for him and McGill,
appealing to the populist elements in the state.
The Curtis clan returned to the state, too. The
vice-president’s energetic sister, Dolly Gann,
stumped the state for Hoover and Curtis. And
Curtis, after speaking in twenty-four states,
finished his campaign in Kansas. He blamed
the depression on World War 1, and he chided
the Democrats for excelling themselves in
lying. The Topeka State Journal made good

28. Capper speech, Topeka, September 27, 1932, “Capper Col-
lection,” box 43; Salina umal’ October 5, 7, 1932; Landon to
Henry ]. Allen, October 9, “Landon Collection,” box 132;
Clymer to M. T. Williams, Ot'toher% 1932; A. T. Ayres to Clymer,

October 31, 1032, “Clymer Collection.”
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use of his presence on the Republican national
ticket, declaring that a vote for Roosevelt was a
vote against the state’s darling, Curtis. Not
surprisingly, both Democrats and Republicans
claimed victory for their presidential tickets in
Kansas the day before election.®

HE SENATORIAL and congressional

races came in third in intensity to the
gubernatorial and presidential contests. The
state focused mainly on the battle between
Ben Paulen and George McGill for the U. S.
Senate. The Republican’s campaign was the
less energetic of the two, but he played the
good soldier for his party and especially the
president. Paulen became Hoover’s surrogate
in Kansas, so much so that their electoral for-

29. Wichita Morning Eagle, October
Hays Daily News, November 4, 5, 19 :
November 5, 7, 1932; Ewy, “Charles Curtis of Kansas,” p. 53

8, November 1, 8, 1932;
Topeka State fournal,

tunes in 1932 became inextricably inter-
twined. McGill had an advantage over his op-
ponent, for however much he connected
himself to Roosevelt, he had his own pertinent
record in the Senate upon which to run. The
senator’s supporters worried about the entry
into the Senate race of an independent can-
didate, George A. Brown of Wichita, a former
preacher who identified himself with Brink-
ley. Brown's candidacy seemed, however, to
confirm the wisdom of MeGill portraying
himself as a labor candidate, a tribune of the
farmer, a full-fledged anti-Hoover man, but for
prohibition. It further spurred the senator to
be an industrious campaigner, and he spent
almost all of his time between the primary and
general elections on the road. In short, McGill
was trying to be as his advertisements por-
trayed him, “A Kansas Senator for Kansas.” It
probably helped him that Paulen was not only

A

Dolly Gann, the energetic sister of Vice-President Curtis, returned to Kansas and stumped the state for the Hoover
ticket. In this proof photograph she is shown addressing a group of Republican women at the Brooklyn Academy of
Music, Brooklyn, N.Y., on October 7, 1932,
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Alf Landon’s record as a business man and a fighting
Republican has the respect of his opponents and the
affection of his friends.—Emporia Gazette.

We believe Alf M. Landon is eminently equipped to
fill the position of governor.—Hutchinson News.

Mr. Landon’s announcement proposes reduced ex-
penses of government, better taxation, development of
the state's natural resources, and Republican harmony.
This is a good program.—The Topeka Capital.

AIf M. Landon is one of the big men of the state and
a World War veteran.—Howard Courant.

His home town record is one of which every man
might well be proud.—Independence Reporter.

Alfred M. Landon (1887- ), Independence oil man, sought to unite his party and campaigned

for government economy. The newspaper endorsements, above, were printed on the back of his
campaign card.

a one-hundred-percent Hoover man, but also
was a banker. As a Valley Falls insurance man
wrote McGill, “We surely have too much
banker influence in the senate now without
putting a retired money lender to add to the
already unholy majority the Shylocks have in
the upper house.” The dominant Republican
press did what it could for Paulen and against
McGill, but usually without enthusiasm or
giving the campaign a great amount of space.
The Salina Journal went about as far as any
newspaper the week before the election, call-
ing Paulen fair and satisfactory and McGill
“more or less a stamp for Tammany Hall.” By
then, however, things appeared to be going
McGill’s way. One sure sign seemed to be an
early November letter from the Republican

Shawnee County register of deeds who vowed
his support for the senator, but added, “Please
destroy this letter immediately as I would not
care for this to be seen by any of my republi-
can friends.” *

In Kansas’ seven congressional districts, the
election contests were unusually heated. The
six Republican incumbents were confronted
by very active opponents and had to fight as
seldom before, and Democratic Cong. W. A.
Ayres took no chances in his campaign. Indic-

30. Wichita Morning Eagle, October 22, 25, November 6, 1932;
J. B. Riddle to J. W. I-Fl{owc, September 10, 1932; Riddle to G. A.
Adams, September 12, 1932; Riddle to J. K. McMullen, October
12, 1932; Riddle to J. F. Corder, October 18, 1932; George Harman
to McGill, October 27, 1932; Frank W. Wilson to McGill, No-
vember 3, 1932, “McGill Collection,” campaign correspondence,
campaign 1932 file; Salina Journal, November 2, 1932,
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ative of what was happening, Cong. Clifford
Hope in his immense thirty-two-county west-
ern Kansas district wrote on October 23, “I am
getting around more and doing more speaking
than I ever have before.” In the First District,
Cong. W. P. Lambertson suffered double
jeopardy in 1932. He not only faced fellow
Cong. James G. Strong in a difficult primary
election, but also independent and Demo-
cratic candidates in the general election.
There were also the elections for the eight
state offices besides the governorship. In most
of these contests, the GOP nominees trusted to
the tradition that Kansans returned Republi-
cans, regardless of other trends, as well as to
their own unique campaigns, personalities,
and qualifications. Attorney General Roland
Boynton and Superintendent of Public In-
struction George A. Allen, Jr., however, faced
formidable challenges from independents
identified with Brinkley as well as from Dem-
ocratic nominees. Moreover, the Democrats as
rarely before sought to gain control of the state
Senate and House of Representatives.” These
legislative contests would be considerably
determined by how the gubernatorial race
went.

C LEARLY, the biggest political question in
Kansas in 1932 concerned the outcome of
the gubernatorial election. The basic outlines
of the contest seemed to have been set by
September in terms of substantive issues.
Moreover, there were Landon’s emphasis on
organizing Republicans along harmony lines;
Brinkley’s use of unusual campaign tech-
niques; and Woodring’s standing on his record
as governor. All three candidates campaigned
hard, but by October Landon seemed ubiqui-
tous, making as many campaign appearances
as his two opponents put together. The Re-
publican also had more newspaper support
and advertising than either Woodring or
Brinkley. As the campaign went on, there was
an increasing focus on Brinkley. It was not just
a question of whether the Milford doctor could
throw the election to Woodring or Landon, but
the possibility that he could be elected gover-
nor. A Whitewater banker feared Brinkley be-

31. Hope to William E. Hutchinson, October 23, 1932, “Hope
Collection,” box 232; Kansas Secretm of State, Twemg-E[glllfl
Biennial .ﬂeporr ]aauim

cause he believed him to be “a man lacking all
sense of honor although extremely cunning.”
Another Kansan, referring to the flamboyant
gubernatorial candidates to the south, de-
clared, “What a combination. Murr[aly, Ma
Ferguson & Brinkley would make if they
should all become Governors. It would set
Okla, Tex & Kans back 40 years.” *

These fears of Brinkley had their effect. On
September 20 the Republican state publicity
director, W. G. West, mailed a form letter to
GOP leaders, indicating that “the Indepen-
dent candidate for Governor should not be
overlooked. You likely know how best to treat
the Brinkley stuff in your locality.” Woodring
declared all-out war on the goat-gland doctor.
The governor’s initial tactic was to attack util-
ity magnate Henry L. Doherty, who seemed to
be Brinkley’s chief financial backer. On Sep-
tember 16, Woodring called the attention of
Kansans and specifically state Attorney Gen-
eral Boynton to alleged violations of corpera-
tion laws by Doherty’s gas companies. Three
days later a gubernatorial spokesman charged
that Doherty was financing the Milford doctor;
Brinkley responded by declaring that Wood-
ring was the creature of the out-of-state Kansas
City Star. Backed by Republican purses, To-
peka’s pen for hire, Charles H. Trapp, spared
neither imagination nor fact in attacking
Brinkley in his weekly newspaper, the Pink
Rag. For example, on September 23 Trapp
informed his readers that Brinkley was a mil-
lionaire, paid no taxes, was a Klansman, had
been a drunkard, is slipping politically, and
had twice been divorced (although the fine
print indicated that it was a case of his first
wife divorcing him and he in turn divorcing
her). On top of it all, Trapp asserted, “Doc is
all bluff and bluster.” Woodring continued his
campaign against Brinkley to the end, pound-
ing home the point that Doherty’s immense
wealth and allegedly shady interests were be-
hind the doctor. The governor added that
Brinkley was “the billboard man,” calling at-
tention to his large amount of outdoor adver-
tising, and he called the doctor’s well-staged
campaign meetings “Punch and Judy shows.”
The Wichita Eagle in supporting Woodring

32. Topeka Daily Capital, September 11, 25, October 2, 3, 30,
1932; J. D. Joseph to Clymer, September 8, 1032; M, T. Williams to
Clyrner St-plrrmbet 20, 1932, “Clymer Callection.”
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played up the supposed connection between
Brinkley and odiferous Wall Street interests.®

There was more to Woodring's campaign, of
course, than attacks on Brinkley. Among other
things, Woodring promised to reduce tele-
phone rates as well as taxes. The Democratic
governor often referred to his record, espe-
cially the fact that he had slashed the state
budget by $4 million below the figure set by
the Republican legislature. Moreover, Kansas
had surfaced more roads during the past year
than any other state in the nation. His admin-
istration, he declared, was one of which Kan-
sans could be proud. As Woodring emphasized
in his advertisements, “He Does What Others

33. W. G. West to Clymer, September 20, 1932, “Clymer Col-
lection™; Woodring to Roland Boynton, September 16, 1932,
“Woodring Collection”; Topeka Daily Capital, September 17, 20,
1932; P[ng Rag, To?eka. September 23, 1932; Wichita Morning
Eagle, October 14, 21, 30, November 6, 7, 1932; McFarland, Harry
H. Woodring, pp. T1-74.

In a letter written in May 1932, Emporia
editor William Allen White (1868-1944) told
a correspondent that the Kansas econ-
omy was “a matter of starvation” that
would “"emotionalize our politics.”

Promise to Do.” He talked “FACTS; NOT
RADIO ‘HOOEY. " *

Brinkley generally contented himself with
his radio, billboard, and medicine-show ap-
proach to the public’s heart. His campaign
appearances drew huge audiences. People
came to see the show the doctor and his sup-
porting cast put on and to be beguiled by his
promises of a utopia in Kansas, of a state gov-
ernment that would oust those who had per-
secuted him and denigrated his supporters. As
for Woodring’s charges that Doherty backed
him, Brinkley snorted, “That’s about as wild a
jackass story as I ever heard of.” He endorsed
Landon’s charges of corruption in the High-
way Department. Indeed, he turned them
against his Republican opponent by declaring

34. Topeka Daily Capital, September 20, October 12, No-
gmhﬁg . 1832; Wichita Morning Eagle, September 25, October
, 1932,
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In contrast with the diamond-studded Brinkley and the nattily-dressed Wood-

ring, Landon traveled the state in rumpled clothes driving an old car. He made
as many campaign appearances as his two opponents combined.

that Landon, too, had assessed state employ-
ees for political contributions when he had
been the GOP state chairman. It was all part of
Brinkley’s repeated charge that the two old
parties of wealth and corruption were up to
their old tricks and would stop at nothing to
prevent the voters from electing a government
for the people.®

HILE Woodring and Brinkley concen-

trated on attacking each other and trum-
peting their virtues, Landon stressed telling
what he could do. His chief issue was govern-
mental economy, which he indicated would
be impossible with Brinkley and had left
much to be desired under Woodring. Wearing
often rumpled clothes and driving around in
an old car he made the point that he practiced
what he preached. As he said, “If you don’t
need it, don’t buy it; if you can’t afford it, don’t
buy it; if you do buy it, get your money’s
worth.” He usually left attacks on Woodring

35. Topeka Daily Capital, October 7, 15, 21, 1932; Schruben,
100.

Kansas in Turmoil, pp. 88-

and Brinkley to others until toward the end of
the campaign. Republican State Chairman
Frank Carlson accused Woodring of being
against prohibition and with wasting state
revenues in the administration of the Highway
Department; Brinkley had no practical pro-
gram. Chairman Jess Greenleaf of the Public
Service Commission added that the governor
was bungling utility rate reductions. Landon’s
campaign forces emphasized that no Democrat
had ever been reelected governor in Kansas;
that Woodring was with the “ins’’ and thus was
responsible for the state’s problems; and that
there was a rising tide of voters for Landon.
Plainly, the objective was to scare indepen-
dents from Woodring to Landon in order to
beat Brinkley.*

The last two weeks of the gubernatorial
campaign became a free-for-all. The Landon
campaign was spurred to greater efforts by
reports that the Republican nominee’s elec-
tion was in doubt. Landon began paying more

36. Topeka Daily Capital, October 7, 9, 16, 21, 23, 24, 1932, W,
G. West to Clymer, October 26, 1932, “Clymer Collection.”
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attention to his opponents, calling Brinkley
the “great promiser” and Woodring “the
greatest little claimer Kansas has had in a long
time.” Moreover, Landon charged that under
Woodring state tax reductions had been negli-
gible, the number of public employees had
increased, and the governor had indulged in
personalities in his feud with Brinkley. There
were also surprise developments. The Kansas
City Star endorsed Woodring; former Demo-
cratic Gov. Jonathan Davis announced for
Brinkley; and former Republican Gov. Clyde
Reed refused to come out for Landon. This did
not stop Landon’s advertisements from de-
claring that the election was a choice between
“LANDON or BRINKLEY" because the “Re-
publican party is the dominant party in Kansas
this year—a United party. The way
to beat Brinkley is vote for Landon.” William
Allen White backed this up with his widely
reprinted statement that “every patriotic voter
who fears the domination of Brinkleyism must
play safe, cast his vote in the largest pile and
vote for Landon.” White conceded that Wood-
ring had been a “good governor,” but he as-
serted that “every vote for Harry Woodring
exposes Kansas to the menace of John R.
Brinkley as governor of Kansas.” ¥ It was an
effective combination of the bandwagon and
bogeyman appeals.

Brinkley hewed to his line of marvelous
promises, and he usually refused to be put on
the defensive. The Democrats took on Lan-
don, however, and continued as well to attack
Brinkley and Doherty. Woodring accused
Landon of spreading “half-truths and distor-
tions” on tax figures, but the Republicans
pressed the issue that the governor was un-
fairly taking credit for county and local tax
reductions. The governor’s late campaign ad-
vertisements declared that “IT’S A LAND-
SLIDE TO WOODRING! . . . IT’S
NEITHER BRINKLEY NOR LANDON.
KANSAS WILL WIN WITH WOODRING!”
Word circulated that Landon was supporting
Woodring in order to defeat Brinkley, that
Brinkley would be counted out by election
judges, and that anti-Woodring Democrats
were backing Brinkley, as supporters of each

37. Topeka Daily Capital, October 9, 27, 30; November 2, 5,
1932; Clymer to Lacy Haynes, October 26, 1932; Clymer to M. T.
Williams, October 24, 1932, “Clymer Collection”; Topeka State
Journal, November 2, 4, 1932.

of the three candidates tried to create psycho-
logical backfires that would benefit them at
the ballot box. The press, radio, and billboards
were cluttered with appeals for or against
Brinkley, Landon, or Woodring as everyone
involved seemed to get increasingly desperate
during the week before election. As A. L.
“Dutch” Schultz observed in his newspaper
column, “Everyone has in the back of his mind
the feeling that someone is about to do the
Cause some Great Dirt. So the various party
bombing squads are out for reprisals and no
one knows whose shanty is going to be dyna-
mited before sundown.” *

OMING down to the finish line, predic-
tions of the election results varied. A
Democratic State Committee official told the
chairman of Senator McGill's campaign that
“things generally look very good and I feel
confident of victory for the Democratic ticket
from the top to the bottom.” Republican State
Committee Chairman Frank Carlson pre-
dicted a 6,500-vote plurality for Landon and
victory for the Hoover-Curtis ticket. Clifford
Stratton of the Topeka Capital wrote that
Brinkley, Landon, and Woodring were so
close together that each had a chance for vic-
tory. The gubernatorial candidates apparently
agreed with Stratton, for their campaigns con-
tinued unabated right down to election day.”
The November election results showed
conflicting patterns, indicating that ticket
splitting was widespread. Franklin D. Roose-
velt's appeal was transcendent as the Demo-
cratic presidential ticket defeated Hoover and
Curtis by 424,204 to 349,498 votes, with the
Socialists attracting only 18,276 ballots.
McGill beat Paulen for the U. S. Senate
328,992 to 302,809, with independent candi-
date George A. Brown polling 65,583 votes.
The gubernatorial campaign was as close as
Stratton predicted. In a record turnout of Kan-
sas voters, Landon won with 278,581 votes to
272,944 for Woodring and 244,607 for Brink-
ley. Democratic Cong. W. A. Ayres won re-
election by an impressive margin of almost
three to one, and he was joined by two other

38. Topeka Daily Capital, November 5, 1932; Wichita Morning
Eagle, November 6, 1932; Hays Daily News, November 8, 1932;
Topeka State Jowrnal, November 4, 1932.

39. Paul C. Aiken to H. D. Baker, November 2, 1932, “McGill
Collection,” ign cor ! ign 1932 file; To-
peka Daily Capital, November 6, 7, 8, 1932.




John R. Brinkley (1885-1942), the in-
famous “goat-gland” doctor, was on
the ballot as an independent candidate
for governor in 1932. He had been
narrowly defeated as a write-in candi-
date in 1930.

AFORGOVERINOR

Democrats as Kathryn O’Loughlin defeated
Rep. Charles Sparks by a decent margin and
Randolph Carpenter edged veteran Cong.
Homer Hoch by only 625 votes. The four other
Republican incumbents won reelection, Lam-
bertson handily, Hope and McGugin by com-
fortable majorities, and Guyer by only some
4,000 votes. The Republicans won all other
state-wide offices. Their victory margins were
comfortable, ranging from 47,000 votes for in-
surance commissioner to 23,000 for secretary
of state, except in the case of Charles W.
Thompson, who won the lieutenant governor-
ship by less than 5,000 votes. The indepen-
dent candidates for attorney general and su-
perintendent of public instruction, Burt

& 3§

Comer and Ella S. Burton, respectively, ran
strongly, polling some 157,000 and 130,000
votes. The Republicans barely carried a ma-
jority of the races for the state House of Rep-
resentatives and Senate. The voters approved
the income tax amendment, but they defeated
the local tax limitation amendment, leaving it
to legislative action as Landon had sug-
gested.

40. Kansas Secretary of State, Twenty-Eighth Biennial Report,
pp. 118-165, It should be noted that reports of campaign expendi-
tures are incomplete. Those which were filed are rarely helpful.
For example, Brinkley reported expenditures of $216, Landon of
£500, and Woodring nothing. The Socialist nominee for governor,
H. M. Perkins, reported spending fifty cents for a rubber stamp and
thirty-six cents for streetear fare.—Reports of election campaign
expenditures, 1932, passim, “Records of the Secretary of State,”
archives department, Kansas State Historical Society.
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OW DID leaders of sentiment view the
election results? The Wichita Eagle de-
clared that Herbert Hoover “was in 1928 the
chief recipient of a rich materialistic harvest;
so in 1932 he became the victim of its inevita-
ble counter-balancing dearth.” The Salina
Journal contented itself with saying “the
voters wanted a change.” It did, however,
have the grace to congratulate Kathryn
O’Loughlin on her election, which it thought
fairly won. The Topeka State Journal opined
that there were many causes for the Demo-
cratic victories, chief among them “the re-
sentment against hard times.” William Allen
White wrote Henry J. Allen, “Aren’t you glad
you were not carrying the banner.
the state was dead set and sour on

the national- Republican party. :
Alf won because state issues were distinct .md
the fear of Brinkley was in the hearts of Re-
publicans.” White thought it possible that the
party would not recover in his lifetime, in
which prediction he was correct. Rolla Clymer
asserted that “the Republican party in Kansas
should take its licking much in the same fash-
ion that an ailing man takes castor oil. We have

been riding for a fall as a party, not only in
Kansas but in the nation.” As for the country’s
problems, the El Dorado publisher believed
that miracles were needed, but he doubted
that they would be found. Senator Capper
announced to a radio audience that “With all
of us it should be country above party. And I
trust that Republicans and Democrats alike, in
congress , will lay aside their parti-
sanship and all work together for the common
good. . . . I am not so much concerned
about who gets credit; what I want is results.”
Congressman Hope agreed, writing to a sup-
porter that Roosevelt was entitled to every-
body’s help, that there must be a cooperative
spirit in this crisis. Yet this did not mean that
many Kansas Republicans had given up hope
for their party’s future, however glum things
looked. Hope told another backer that “we
ought to start right in and re-build from the
ground up.”

41. Wichita Morming Eagle, November 10, 1932; Salina Journal,
November 9, 11, 1.}.32 Topeka State Journal, November 9, 1932,
White to Henry Alle n, Elm rember 9, 1932, “White (,nrn‘..-ipon-
denc no. 700 [nw]) CI\ mer to M. T. Wi November 16,
1932, “Clymer (,nllﬂ.lmn i Capper speech, WIBW, Topeka, No-
n.mh(,r 15, 1932, “Capper Collection,” box 50; Hn]u ). L
Horlacher, November 17, 1932; Hope to Mamie ‘Axline Fay, No-
vember 18, 1932, “Hope Collection,” box 39.

Brinkley's “Ammunition Train" carried his medicine show and populist-style promises to the voters in
1932. It was equipped with microphones, talking picture equipment, and a speaking platform which let
down from one side.
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Commenting on Landon’s election in 1932, William Allen White wrote: “Alf won because state issues

were distinct and the fear of Brinkley was in the hearts of Republicans.” This photograph of White,

Landon, and Gifford Pinchot, conservationist and governor of Pennsylvania (1923-1927, 1931-1935),
was taken in 1936 at the Kansas executive mansion.

In a sense, this process had already begun in
Kansas. Landon’s harmony campaign had
brought the state’s Republican leaders to-
gether as perhaps never before, and the threat
of Brinkleyism had gotten them to work with
unusual zeal. They would not forget the need
for unity and hard work during Landon’s gov-
ernorship. Moreover, the death of National
Republican Committeeman David Mulvane
the day after the election symbolized the
passing of the old guard and led to Landon’s
selection of John Hamilton to replace him.
Hamilton was quite as conservative as Mul-
vane, but he was young, energetic, and better
aware of the need for party harmony. He had
worked hard for his erstwhile foe, Landon, and
he asked the governor-elect to repay him by
not acting factionally in his management of the
state and the party. “Let your policies and
your patronage be directed with a broader
vision.” On this basis, the party could reelect
Landon “and even send you further.” Landon
had laid a good foundation for following
Hamilton’s advice. As a Topeka publisher’s

representative wrote in November, he had
opposed Landon in the 1932 primary election
because he believed him to be a factional
candidate. “How stupid I was. . . . I
didn’t recognize his initiative, his indepen-
dence, his courage or his party loy-

alty. . . . Through him and his efforts we
now have a party of solidarity so far as Kansas
matters. e

Landon wou]d build on the accomplishment
of 1932. He distributed his patronage broadly.
He was evenhanded in dealing with factions
in the legislature and in state, county, and
local governments; he even got along reason-
ably well with many Democrats. He had
shifted from being a progressive Republican to
being a moderate, and the change paid off for
him and his party. It would lead Landon to
reelection in 1934 and to the Republican

42. McCoy, Landon of Kansas, passim; Topeka .D:ul'u Capital,
November 10, 1932; Julm Hamilton to Landon, November 8, 1932,

“Landon (.(:t]mtlon ; Emmett D. George to Bnnkvrlmﬂ' No-
vember 16, 1932, “Fred W. Brinkerhoff Collection,” box 2, manu-
script department, Kansas State Historical Society.
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presidential nomination in 1936. Although the
Republicans would lose control of the gover-
norship in the Democratic tidal wave of 1936,
the bases were there for them to reclaim the
office in 1938 and to retain it until 1956, when
it became subject to two-party contests. Only
rarely after 1936 would the Republicans lose
control of other state offices, the legislature, or
seats in the national House of Representatives,
and never a U. S. senatorship. Of course, there
were other people like Clifford Hope who
contributed to this and who rebuilt in their
own constituencies, and like Arthur Capper
and Frank Carlson who moderated between
the extreme wings of their party.

HAT OF the Democrats? Woodring used

his high standing with Roosevelt to be-
come assistant secretary of war and later sec-
retary of war. Neither he nor Walter Huxman,
who was elected governor in 1936, was able,
however, to develop his party so that it could
replace the Republicans as the major party in
Kansas. McGill slowly gained influence in
Washington, but he was unable to become the
leader of his party in Kansas or to be reelected
in 1938 or the other three times he ran for the
Senate after that. Congresswoman O’Loughlin
was unable to win reelection to the House in
1934: in fact, none of the Democratic con-
gressmen elected from Kansas during the
1930s survived beyond 1942. Later neither the
times nor the leadership emerged that could
bring about a repetition of the level of Demo-
cratic success of the 1930s. When Democrats
did succeed it was usually when they con-
vinced the voters that they could run Repub-
licanism right, as Gov. George Docking did

during the late 1950s. Of course, there was a
great deal more involved in terms of issues,
personalities, and campaign resources. But
one factor that should not be overlooked was
the great lesson of 1932: a candidate could do
better the broader one’s appeal to party ele-
ments and the public and the closer in touch
one was with currents of opinion among con-
stituents.

Yet there was another lesson. The Republi-
cans had been preponderant in Kansas politics
from the beginning of statehood.® This was a
traditional edge that paid off for them even in
the 1930s when the Democrats could, despite
depression and Brinkleyism, do no better than
temporarily achieve equal footing. ‘When or
whether the Democrats will tip the balance in
their favor depends on so many things—not
least of all the ability of their own and Repub-
lican leadership—that only a fool or a charla-
tan would make a prediction. Let the historian
stick to the past and be content to say with
respect to today’s topic that 1932 was an excit-
ing year for politics, a depressing year for
economics, and finally a year that was an
overture to our times, even though the politi-
cians and the people knew not what lay ahead
of them. The changes would be painful for
some, though less dire than many anticipated.
Whatever happened, the politics of 1932 con-
firmed much about the traditional relation-
ships between Republicans and Democrats in
Kansas.

43. Foran interesting analysis of voting trends in Kansas during
the first third of the twentieth century, see Charles H. Titus,
“Voting in Kansas, 1900-1932," Kﬂmas%[ﬂorﬁca! Quarterly, To-
peka, v. 4, no. 3 (August, 1935), pp. 291-316.




