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INTRODUCTION

That the South possesses a one-party system of choosing
its state and national representatives is an axiom of American
politics. On onlj three occasions since 1880 have Southern
presidential‘electdrs cast thgir votes for any nominee other
then that of the Democratic Earty.l On only four occasions
in this period has a Governor o? a8 Southern State been elected
on any but & Democratic ‘cicke‘c,.‘3 ‘This record is convincing
testimony that in the States of the late Confederacy the
nominees of the Dechratic Party are in reality the only
candidates having any probability of election.

It would therefore behoove the serious student to delve

into the process by which the Democratic Party chooses its

nominees, e.g. the Democratic primery. As might be expected,

1. In 1920, Tennessee was caught in the Harding landslide.

In 1928,Texas, Floride, Tennessee, Horth Carolina, &nd Virginia
cast their electoral vote for Hoover in preference to vet,
Catholic Al Smith. In 1948 Iouisiana, Alabama, lississippi,
and South Carolina defied the national narty to cast their

vote for the States' Rights candideate, Thurmond, whom they
believed to be & better Democrat than the nominee of the
national pazrty.

2. Republlcan governors were elected in llorth Carolina 1n

1897 and in Tennessee in 1881, 1911, and 1921.



in no two states has exactly the ssme pattern of behavior
evolved. In some, like Florida, & splinter-like Factionalism
has developed which seldom survives more than one election. 1In
some other states-?ennessee is a notable example- a permanent
two fection rivalry exists, not unlike the two party rivalry
in all the other perts of the Anglo-Saxon world. Between the
Florida and Tennessee extremes, there exist many variations
of the two bastc patterns.3 |

Virginia might be said to possess oﬂe of these variations.
Belonging to that groun of stetes in which a two faction
rivalry exists, the 0ld Dominion differs from the basic
pattern in that one of the two permanent factions of the
party is so tightly organized &nd so completely in control of
the political life of the state that a one-faction (or one
perty) system exists. Thus the one-party system which is
universally attributed t0 the South in reality exists only in
-Virginia. The exsmination of & few percentages from recent
Virginia staﬁe-wide Democratic primaries shows this to be true.
In each case the candidate o0f the dominant faction, or the so-

called Byrd Organization,piled up & convincing leed.

3. For statistical analyses of factionalism in the vemocratic
Barties of the Southern States, see Part 1 of Southern
Politics in State and llation by V. 0. Key,Jr. llew York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1949. .




In 1941, where the factional lines WGre most clearly drawn in
the race for Iieutenant-dovernor, the Organization cendidate
corralled 81.3 per cent of the votes. In 1945 the Organizetion
choice for Governor led with 69.9 per cent of the vote. In
1946 the Organization candidate for the National Senste ran
up 8 total of 63.5 per cent of the total vote and in the

1948 race for that sgme office, the Orgenization man led
with 70.3 per cent of the total. However in the 1949
gubernetorial primery the Organigzetion sponsored candidate
received an all-time low 6f 4248 per cent of the total vote
casﬁ.

The fucts attending this most recent race mekes it the
most extraordinary and interesting political spectacle Virginia
has seen in many & decade. The traditional pattern of & two '
man, Organizetion vs. Anti-organization, race gavé vay to &

. four way free-for-all, much like those common in Florida or
Mississippi, but totally foreign to the Virginis political
scene. The only past Virginia vrimary having even the remotest
resemblance to the 1949 contest was that of 1917 in which two |
Organization regulars, former Attorney-General John Gerland
Pollard and the then Lieutenant-Governor J. Taylor Ellyson,
split the Organization voté so badly that the race was thrpwn

to the independent cendidate, VWestmoreland Davis. However,



the 1917 race was compliceted by the "wet" versus "dry" issue
as well as the usuel Organigzetion versus Anti-organigation
issue. In addition the totel vote then was under 90,000
while that of 1949 wes in excess of 316,000. |

Thus it could be said that in 1949, for the first time
in many years, Virginians themselves could malie their choice
from & wide field of candidates and pletforms rather th&nv
heving thaet choice seriously limited by the leaders of the

fections &s has been the case in past yesrs.



CHAPTER I THE OPENING OF THE CALPAIGHN

The campaign of the 1949 Virginia Democratic Gubernatorial

primary formally onened on June 10; 1948, the announcement of
the first candidate in the field being made almost fourteen
months prior to the election date. Before this time however,
the ususl rumors concerning prospective aspirants were in
evidence. Among those mentioned who might carry the Organization
banner were State Highwey Commissioner James A. Anderson,
State Senator Charles R. Fenwick of Arlington and Representative
Thomas B. Stanley of St&nleytown.4 Foremost among these however
was State Senator John S. Battle of Charlottesville who had been
rumored a prospective candidate for more than a yeur.5

In the Anti-organization ranks the two names mdst often
mentioned to carry the fight to "the machine” in the oncoming
primary were those of ?elegata Robert Whitehead.of Helson

6
end PFrancis P. Miller, former Delegate from Fairfax.

4, The Richmond News Iesder, June 3, 1948.
5. Richmond Times-Dispetch, June 11, 1948.
6. The Richmond News Leseder, June 3, 1948.




Aside from the candidacies proposed within the majority
ané minority fections of the party was that of llayor Horace
H. Edwards of kichmond. It was lr. Bdwards, who, heving told
friends as far back &s the summer of 1947 that he posi tively
would run, had behaved the most like an elready ennounced
candidate. His mény pﬁblic appéarances and sneeches were
testimony to this.7

However Mr. BEdwards from the very beginning was ot a
peculiar disadvantage iﬁ regard to when he might publicly
announce his candidacy. As State Democratic chairmen he
could not announce for vaernor and his resignation from the
former post could not be effected until the July 2, 1948 State
Convention. Thus prior to July 2, Candidate Edwards was left
in a state of suspended animation.

So it came gbout that Senator Battle was the first
candidate to formally ennounce his intentions to run. On
3une 10, 1948 in Richmond, Sensator Battle @announced his
candidacy to the press in & short, terse statement.

Two days later, as if in reply, lr. Edwards released

the following public statement:

7. The Richmond News Lesder, June 12, 1948.




" I would prefer to meke & formal statement of my inten-
tions today, but unfortunately, my obligations as State Chairman
of our perty meake it importent that I complete necessary
arrengements for the coming[:ﬁtate Democratid] convention. When
this has been done, I shall ask the convention to relieve me of
my duties &s cheirman.

Then immedistely I shsll meke a public announcement of
my plans which have been altered in no way." 8

It would appear that Senator Battle's announcenent was
deliverately timed to anticipate the Edwards announcement which
hed been expected on July 2. Thus Candidate Battle won the
first round of maneuvering even before there was & second
candidate formelly in the field.

On July 2, as expected, Mr. Bdwards relessed to the press
an announcement of his "irrevocable" candidacy. Its relecse
wes timed s0 &s to reach the public'simultaneously with his
sveech to the State Convention on the nationel political scene.
The announcement, long exnected, was slmost completely dwarfed
by events at the State Convention concerning the explosive
_presidential issue.

Mesnwhile on June 13, only three days after Senator Basttle's
announcement, Renresentative Thomas B. Stanley of the Fifth

Virginia District, an Organization regular, announced his
9

"probablecandidacy. Mr. Stanley had been passed over in 1941

8. The Richmond News Leader, June 12, 1948.
9. The Richmond News Leader, June 4, 1948,




&8s the Organization's choice for Goevernor and in 1945 he was
practically forced to withdraw. His disappointment at the turn
of events in 19845 was an "open secret". It appesred that in
1949 his intention was to run, with or without the Organization's
blessing. |

Upon public announcement of this development, Martin A.
Hutchingon, leador of the minority faction of the Virginia
Democratic perty, announced that he believed it to be " @&
splendid thing for Virginia to heve so many candidates in the
field next year.“lo VWhat he undoubtedly meant was that he was
pleased that apparently the Organization vote would be split
so many ways that his faction's candidate, as yet unannounceq,
might squeak into.office by & small plurslity vote. Howéver,
Representative’Stanley's withdrawal in early 1949 spelt an end
to this threat, at lesst from this quarter. |

It was not until July 27 that the candidate of the minority
nfaction formally ennounced. On thaet date in kichmond Colonel
Prancig P. Miller announced his candidacy in & stetement highly
critical of the Orgenization. There was no doubt that it was
he who would carry the Anti-orgenization banner. The very next

. 11
day, Colonel Miller's cendidacy was endorsed by Mr. Hutchinson.

10. Richmond Times-Dispatch, June 13, 1948.
11. Ricnhmond %imes-Dispatch, July 28, 1948.




The latter part of July also brought to_the public attention
the gctivities of a fifth would-be candidate. Reports were
turrent at this time that the Petersburg offices of manufactufer
Remmie L. Arnold had been emitting & steady stream of letters to
all perts of the state requesting of various influential persons
opinions concerning the possibility of an Arnold candidacy.
When questioned sbout these letters, Mr. Arnold repliqd thet he
was considering nmeking the race &t the instance of some of his
friends and & quiet campeign in his behalf had in fact been
weged for the past year. He indicated, however, that a final
decision wouldvbe postponed until efter the November presidential
election.12

However by September Mr. Arnold hed secured & "publicity
director™ and an énlarged staff to handle his incre&sed correspon-
dence. Of the 3,000 original queries, 1,276 reﬁlies were‘received.
720 of them agreeable to an Arnold candidacy.13 An Arnold
spokesman described his candidate &s being "all but in" the racé.14

During this early stage the canpaigns of the three announced
candidates consisted of as many appearances at informal gather-

ings a&s coulé be arranged. An occasional formal meeting elicited

few specific but many general statements.

12, The Progress-Index (Petersburg), July 26, 1948.
13, The Progress-Index (Petersburg), September 11, 1948.
14. The Richmond News Leader, September 11, 1948.
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In regaerd to the oncoming presidential election, the words
end sctions of each candidate were but a reflection of the
political philosophy of esach, Mr.»Miller spoke strongly for the
Trumen-Barkley ticket.l5 He joined a group of other Anti-
organizstion leaders and formed the Truman-Barkley Streight .
Democratic Picket Committee which campaigned effectively for
.that ticket in the absence of any sction in that direction by
the Organization dominated State Central Democratic Committee.

iIr. Edwards -also spoke up for the netional ticket re-
iterating his stand &t the July 2 convention: he urged all
Virginia Democrats to support the national party's choice.

Mr. Battle, who of the three announced cendidates was the
least enthusiastic over the national party's actions, simply
endorsed that ticket &s the best choice undef the circumstances%6

Upon announcenent of the unexpected Truman triumph, each
of the-three cendidates expressed the greatest pleasure.17

Heving been snered the embarrassment of choosing the winning
team in that chasotic election, Mr. Arnold formally announced his

18
own cendidacy on November 21.

15. ¥Ior text of October 28 Miller speech in behalf of national
Democretic cesndidetes, see Supnlement 2, Item Z21.

16. The Daily Progress (Charlottesville),October 27, 1948.

17. Bhe Richmond llews Lesder, November 3, 1948.

18. The Progress-index (Petersburg), November 21, 1948.
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Thus by the end of November 1948 four candidates were in the
field working on the beginnings of a politicel campaign which A
was to prove to be unprecedented in Virginia's politi cal history.
In sddition & fifth candidate haé indicated the possibility of
his running &lso. The three men who had announced prior to
the 1948 presidential election each had played & role in that
contest in Virginis. With that contest now decided, all
political eyes were directed to the strenuous campsign to be

waged from December to August.



1z

CHAPTER II THE CAMPAIGHN ORGANIZATIONS

rThere are many wsys of winning votes. However, esch de-
pends on one of two processes; namely, the personadl appe&rences
and contacts of the candidate himself end the hatrd work of
his campaign orgasnization. With the settlement of the issues
of the presidential campaeign, each gubernstorisl sspirsnt
settled down to develop these two processes in connection with
his own campaign.

It was Candidate Bettle who first begen work on perfecting
his campaign organizaetion. On December 31 the Senator confirmed
widespread reports that Sidney S. Kellam would head his state
campaign orgenization. lr. Kellam, Democratic Chairman of the
Second Congressional District and Treasurer of Princess Anne
County, was selected at the urging of Second District Democratic
leadersl9 who were able to point to the fact that in the recent
Hovember general election, every political subdivision of the

Second District had been carried by U. S. Senator A, Vlillis

Robertson and Representative Porter Hardy, the Democ retic

19. The Richmond News Leader, December 31, 1948.
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nominees. ’Mr. Kellam's apnointment as chairmen of the qutle
forces in the State followed a series of conferences of _
Organizatidn stelwarts in Richmond during the Christmes holidéys.zo
Shortly after the beginning of the New Year, Messrs. Battle
and Kellam selected Suite 370-2 of the Hotel Richmond in Richmond
to serve as state campaign hesdquarters. This choice was &n
optimistic one, for the location overlooked the Capitol and
Governor's mansion. It was elso a historic one, for in 1948
the Democratic State Centrel Committee had occupiéd the very
s&me TOOmMS. |
With the apvointment of a state director &nd the opening
of & state headquarters, local Bettle organizations began
springing up all over the state. On January 16, & six man
steering comiittee for the city of Horfolk'was nnmed.gl By

election dsy Battle hand working for him in Norfolk " & superb

cemnalign orgenization of the reguler organizstion forces,
28

. keyed up to deliver a maximum organization vote."

On Januery 18 State Senator Lloyd C. Bird of Chesterfield

County was appointed chairman of the Third District Battle
23 '

forces. DPMive daye later Giles C. Robertson, & Richmond insursnce

20. The Richmond News Leader, lecember 24, 1948.
8l. Norfolk Virginian-Pilot, Jaruary 16, 1949.
22. Richmond Times-Dispatch, July 17, 1949.

€3. Richmond Times~Digpatch, January 18, 1949.




14

, ‘24
executive, was named campaign director for the city of Richmond.

Within three weeks e ight vice-chairmen were assisting him and =
city headguarters hed been established.25 In April two out-
standing Richmond women were brought into the Third District
set-up.g6
Charlotfesville hed seen a Battle headquarters established

as far bacg as‘June 1948 when the Senator first ennounced his
candidacy.a7 In Jamuary, 1949,.the first Battle-for-Govemmor
Club in the state was founded in Charlottesville. Its activities
were to consist of door to door campaigning, the distribution
of a series of'pamphlets, the holding of public meetings and
the assisting in the formation of similar clubs throughout
the State.28

| By July 1949, Battle-for-Governor clubs, committees, ané
chairmen were functioning in practicslly 211l the political sub-
divisions of the State. Their establishment had been effected
~aearlier in the campaign than those of the other candidates ‘
and consequently the Senator'é campaign wes more advanced in

most loca lities tﬁan the campaigns of the other candidstes. fThe

notable exception to this rule was the city of Roanoke, where

24. Richmond Times-Dispatch, January 23, 1949.

2b. The sichmond News Leader, February 9, 1949.

26. Richmond Rimes-Dispatch, April 9, 1949.

27. The Daily Progress,(Charlottesville), June 22, 1948.
28. The Daily Progress,(Charlottesville), January 19, 1949.
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Miller and Edwards drganizatibns were established eerlier than.
that of Battle's &nd consequently grew to be somewhat stronger.‘
Colonel Miller's campeign organization in most parts of the
State was rather lete in being established, at leRSt‘in comparison
with thet of his chief opponent. Iouis Spilman, editor and
publisher of the Waynesboro ﬁews Virginien, wes not named state

: 29 :
director until lay 8. Appointments to the local Miller campeign

units were being mede as lete as July 29, only four dsys before
the election.zo Millei was the lest of the four candidates to
open & Lynchburg headquarters.31

However there were mgny exceoptions to this rule. . ¥In 1948
Beecher E. Stallard was nemed cheéirman of Third District lMiller
forces and Minetree rolkes chairman of the Richmond organizntidn.
By the middle of Jsnuary Clarencé llagee was chosen campeign
director for Portsmouth end Nar folk County.52 In esrly April
8 group of forty outstanding Virginie women, under the lesdership
"of Dr. Heta Gless, President emeritus of Sweet Briar College
ané sister of thé lete Carter Glass, endorsed the liller csndidecy.
Six weeks leter the formetion of a "Women for Miller snd Virginia"

33
committee under Dr. Glass' lemrdershin was announcead.

29. The Dsily Progress (Charlottesville), Mgy 8, 1949.
30. Richmond Times-Dispatch, July 29, 1949.

3l. The News (Lynchburg), June 26, 1949.

32. The Portsmouth Star, Jemuery 20, 1949,

33. Richmond Times-Dispatch, lay 15, 1949,
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The Edwards ste te organizétion wes lsunched in mid-

February with the opening of state headquarters £t the Hotel
Richmond (one floor below Senator Battle's hemdquarters) and the
appointment of Bd P. Phillips as stete campaign director.34 In
May & womdn's committee heasded Ly Mrs. Odessa P. Bai ley, former
juvenile courp judge of Roanoke, was attached to the state
organization.é5 The local Edwards groups were & little slower

in being organized. March 27 saw a Lynchburg committee establish-
ed, April 18 & Bristol cheirman selected, and not until June 27
& cémpaign committee under L. E. Marlowe set un for Richmond.56
By election day however, & fairly thorough Edwards orgenization
was functioning throughout the state.

As might be expected the Arnold campeign orgenization in
no way matched those of the other three candidates. In January
a Petersburg Arnold Club was organized.37 This wag the only 7
appearance of any Arnold organizational aoctivity until the ap-
- pointment of Robert M. Hazlewood of Toano as State Chairnan and
the opening of state hesdquerters at the Hotel John Marshall

. 38
in Richmond in ligrch. In ey Mrs. Sudie Yood Menn of Richmond

34. The Richmond News Leader, iebrusry 15, 1949,

36.  The Richmond lews Leader, liay £0, 1949.

36. hichmond Wimes-Dispatch, June 27, 1949.

37. The Progress-Index(Petersburg), Januasry 11, 1949.
38. Richmond Times-Dispatch, March 6, 1949.
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Was named state chairmen for women. As late as July 23

Arnold was appointing local chairmen throughout the state.

In summary, it should be noted that the Battlle canmpaign
organization, in itself probably superior to ite competitors,
had behind it and intertwined with it the concentrated effort |
of the Stste Organizastion, stale employees, and most local
officiale and employees. Lhere were, of course, excéptions to
this generalizotion.

On the other hand lr. HMiller's candidacy hed behind it the
organized effort of all those who had been fighting the "Byrd
Mechine"™ in past elections- the nrofessional liberals, those
who would have liked to see the Virginis Democratic party in
closer harmony with the nationel party, and organized labor end
negro groups.

Mr. Bdwards was forced to draw his support from those who
.. owed their allegiance to neither group- those independents who
would follow what he termed & "middle-of-the-road” policy.

Mr. Arnold would presumably appeal fo those businessmen who,

like himself, would like to see & more business-like operat ion

of the State government.

39. Richmond Times-Dispatch, lay 12, 1949.

17



However, as in most elections, it was the lsrge group of
independent voters to whom each candidate had to make &n

effective appeel before he could hope to win.

18
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CHAPTER IIIX THE MOILLER AGUMENTS

In sddition to the possession of an effective campsasign
organization, any candidate who hopes to win a substeﬁtial
number of votes mﬁst meke &s many personal contacts &nd eppear-
ances among the voting public as is possible. Colonél Miiler
led off in this field, for it was he who made the first formal
cempaign speech. On December 2 over a Richmond radio station,
the Anti-organization candidate delivered what was nominally
en eppeal to the un~registered Democratic voters of Virginia
to quelify to vote in the onconing primary. Actuslly it was a
down-the-line indictment of the Organizetion but especially
in regard to Virginiens' indifference to exercising their
privilege to vote.4o The languege used was reniniscent of
“the Miller pro-Truman speech of October 28 when it was sdnitted
that "we are in a political mess in Virginia" the responsibility
lying squarely upon "certaih members of the clique which for some

years has controlled the Democratic Orgeanizetion in this Common-

40. Por text of speech, see Sunplement 2, Item 22.
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' 41
wealth". These two bits of early campaign oratory proved to

be the forerunners of the entire Miller argument; namely that
meny thinges in Virginia are not as they should’be end the
dominant Organization is primerily responsible. |

On February 10 this argument was crystellized into the
final form to be used throughout the duration of the campsai gn.
Over a five stetion radio hookup, Mr. Miller blasted the asctiv-
ities of one who for "all intents and purposes has continued
to govern the State nineteen years aftér ceasing to occupy the
Governor's chair". U. S. Senator Herry Byrd "hes run the
State through his overseers as if he were an absentee land-
lord. The chief overseer of this absentee landlord has been
Mr. X. R. Combs, Chairmen of the Compensation Board- for years
the operating boss of the Byrd Machine."

These two men working with a c¢lique "comnosed of beckward
‘looking men who heve little imagination™ have denied Virginis
& "free society", the result being that the state is "eighteen
yeers behind in meeting the needs of the present generation of
8chool children" in regard to school buildings; health educa-

tion in meny pérts of the state "constitutes one of the gresntest

41, 'For text of speech, see Supplement 2, Item 21.
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hindrances to the conservation of human resources in the.
Commonwealth™; "our economically vital seafood industiry faqes
virtual extinction"; “gsme is venishing in spite of incfeased,
license fees for hunting™; in some parts of the state "rural
telephone service is worse than it was thirty years ago"; end
our "streams and rivers heve been turned into open sewers".

Therefore "the issue of this campaign is & free society".
Mr. Miller pronised thaﬁ his "administration would be dedicated
to establishing in Virginia political conditions which wouldv
meke it possible fqr & free society to develop and flourish“.42

However th once did Miller ettack the Organization be-
cause it was & political organization. On the contrary, he
admitted "political organization is a necessary device for
making the peoples' will effective in public policy".45

This reasoning was in line with that of Dr. Douglas S.
‘Freeman who, aftex poihting to the fect that "there always
has been & 'machine' in Virginia, first &n organization of
men &nd then of party, to direct 1egislation,and sonetimes
defeat the will of the people", declared thet the real

question of the campaign was "not in the existence or non-

existence of a machine but in (1) the intelligence of the

42, TFor textlaf speech, see Supplement 2, Item 23.
4‘3. Ibid‘
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direction, (2) the spirit with which it combats oprosition,
and (3) the stendard of public service it supplies".44

Colonel Iiller's campeaign was largely a criticisn o?
the Organizaetion's performance in regard to these three
operatiohs. Therefore it was an almost entirely negative
campaign, and in this respect reminiscent of the 1944 Dewey
presidential campaign. The voter becsme well ecquainted with
what Mr.VMiller was against but what he wes for remained
somewhat hezy in the public mind as it wes so selddm enuncinted.

The question of improvement of thé state 's public school
system, considered by the other three candidates a&s being the
foremost_question of the campaign, was not stressed by Mr.
Miller. He did have a formula however, £s did the other three,
for solving this perplexing problem. The stete should assume
&ll instructional costs, guaranteéing e $2,000 minimumk

yearly salary for all legchers possessing a collegiate pro-

-fessional teachers' certificate. This stata action would thus
free some twelve to fifteen million dollars of locel funds
which might be used for school construction purposes.45 As
the campaign progressed, this stand proved vulnerable as

Mr. Miller never defined what authority the stete should pos sess

as it assumed the responsibility of peying teachers' ssleries.:

44, Editorisl in the Richmond News lLesder, July 27, 1948,
45. Richmond Times-Dispat ch, Februeary 15, 1949.
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In regard to the sales tax,mr. Miller joined Battle
and Arnold in roundly denounning the proposal. Mr. !Miller's
objections were that the t.ax would "do irrepareble danage
b& destroying the local roots of our public school system"46
and in addition, would mean "a cut in the family budget, &
reduction in retail sales, and a market with less money to buy
the produce of our fammers".47

In regard to labor legislation, Mr. Miller declared his
belief that &ll such legislation should recognize "the equel
rights of both management &nd labor, subject to thé superior
right of all the people."48 Host labor unions actively sup-
ported HMiller evidently believing that he would interpret this
principle &s being favorable to them.

In regard to agriculture,.the Anti-organization cgndidate;
pledged himself, if elected, to fire the Commissioner of
_Agriculture and construct more farm to market roads; in
regard to poll tax repeal, he nledged himselt in favor of the
principle but ageinst the Csmpbell smendments.

Regarding each of his specific proposals, Mr. IMillexr

made it clear that its accomplishment could be achieved only

46. Richmond Times-Dispe tch, March 31, 1949,
47. Richmond Tipes-Digpatch, June 21, 1949,
48, HRichmond Times-~Dispatch, June 11, 1949.




by the overthrow of '"the machine"., Thus Mr. Miller felt
justified in concentrating his fire throughout the campeign

on that one objective.

24
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CHAPYER IV THE BATTLE AKGUMENTS

Mr. Battle's campaign of oratory opened somewhat later
thep did his campaign of organizetion, On February 15 fronm
his home in Cherlottesville, the Senator @enounced the "vicious
attack unon the government of Virginia as administered under ‘
Governors Pollard, Peery, Price, Darden, and Tuck"49 which head
been made by lr. Miller only five days earlier.

As the campaign developed, Mr. Battle spoke only occasionelly
of the "machine™ issue, undoubtedly reslizing thet it is more
svectacular to attack then to defend. However he could not
and did not avoid the issue. "This so-called iniquitous
mechine is nothing more or less than a very loosely knit group .
of Virginians- no membershipy no roll- but simply the péople in
Virginia who usually think alike, who are interested in the
. welfare of Virginia, who are supremely interested in giving
Virginia good gdvernmengoand good public servants, and they

usually act together."

The Senator's chief concern was with improvement of the

49. PFor text of speech, see Sunplement 1, Iter 12.
50. Richmond Times-Dispatch, Hey &6, 1949.
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Virginia public school system, which he believed could be
achieved within the framework of the pay-as-you-go system &nd
without the-imposition of & sales tax or additional taxes of eny
6ther sort. A fbur point progrem to achieve this end was re-
leased by the. Senator in April which included (1) release of
57 million dollars of State surplus money to the 1ocalities_fam
school construction purposes under conditions to be prescribed
by tﬂe General Assembly; (2) fifteen million dollars per year
to be made available by the State until the condition is relieved;-
(3) adoption by the State of a reasonable minirum salary scale
for teachers with State &nd locality participating in its payment;
and (4) re-examinationvof the teacher retirement system and
revision to provide higher retirement benefits for retired
feachers.5l

If he could noi stress the defense of the "machine™,
Mr. Battle could and d4id hit the lsbor issue hard. He alone
'Qf all the csndidates unreservedly endorsed the three stote
lebor laws which organized lsbor in Virginie hnd alweys and were
even now opposing: the onen shon law, the Virginiz Public
Utilitj Relations Act, and the lew prohibiting mess picketing,
force end viélence on the picket lines. His forthrightness in

this respect was in sharp conirast to the vagueness of Messrs.

51. Richmond Times-Dispetch, April 10, 1949. |
For details of this plan, sece Sunplement 1, Item 6.




Miller and BEdwards who”/in ¥ying for labor support, attempted
to straddle the fence. This lack of frankness on the labor
subject by these two candidetes was a natural target far
Bettle attacks in the letter stages of the campeign.

The Battle campaign wes in competition with thet of
Bdwsrds in regard to the farmer. The Senstor before a number
of farm sudiences stressed the importence of agriculture for
the Virginie econony snd gledged his efforts towards securing
en increased farm income.oa

One noteworthy feature of the Battle campnaign was the
stressing of the need for the provision of added means to
attract more tourists into the State. An expansion of the
advertising program by which the Stste #ids privaete business
in the promotion of tourism wes advocated as the means to
this end.55

Just as Mr. Miller often condemned some of the esctions
| of past administrations as short comings, Mr. Battle preised
the same as worthwhile deeds. There was no doubt in this
contest who>was "pro"™ and who was "anti", as far s these two

candidates were concerned. Concerning the other contectants,

however, there was some speculation.

52, Richmond Times-Dispstch, July 27, 1949.
: See Supplement 1, ltem 7.

53. The Richmond News Legder, llay 16, 1949.
See Supplement 1, Item 8.
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CHAPTER V THE EDVAKDS,ALNOLD, AND PRILLAMAN ARGUMENTS

Mr. Edwardsvmade it clear in his opening campeign speech
on March 14, that he considered himself a politically frée__
agent who would wege & “middle-of-the-road" camptign. Indeend
an argument which develoned as a keystone of his canmpaign wes
that if either extreme should triumph, internsl strife would
be rife in Virginia for thé next four years. The solution
~offered, of course, was to elect this moderate contender who
was the only one who could bring harmony back into the
Democratic Party of Virginia., "I believe that I can point
the Way'neither to the right nor to the left, but straight shead
in that middle—of;the—road course thet wns chartered for us by
our forefathers."04

This streight ahead course did not deter lr. Ridwards from
taking an occasionsl swing at that "cerﬁain group in Virginis
which depgnds on nods and winks and blessings from powers-
that be."o5 However on but one occasion did Iir. Edwerds use

language as strong as that of Mr. Miller and this wes when he

54. Richmond Times-Dispetch, lerch 15, 1949.
55. Richgond Times-Dispatch, larch 14, 1949.
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referred to the State Compensation Board and its chairman,
Mr. Combs, "who single-hended has perverted the board ~from
its legitimate uses and made o7 it & politicel agency, pure
and simple.“56 The Edwards formula for correcting this con-
dition was to fire llr. Combs &nd this he proposed to do if
elected.

lr. BEdward's chief conéern as witnessed by the campaign,
was the issue of improving the Public School Systen, and in
this he was in agreement with Senator Battle. The differeonce
between the two candidetes arose over how these improvements
were to be financed. Ir. Edwards denied the Senator's conten-
tion that State surplusses were available in sufficient amount
to do the job. He insisted that the levying of a reteil sales
tax was the only solution, & two per cent tax imposed for a
four year period which would automatically terminate at the
end of that period.57

Hr. Bdwards stressed the sales tax issue to such an extent
that it seemed, at times, that he hoped to make the primary a
referendum on the subject. Iate in the canmpaign lir. Edwards

spoke out for repeal of the tax on tengible personal pronerty

maintaining thet it was not and never could be administered

56. Richmond Times-Dispatch, larch 14, 1949:
57. TRichmond Bimes-Dispatch, February 15, 1949.
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58 ‘
equitably. Thus while advocating the repesl of one t&x, this

candidate proposed & new one, and all thé while & State legisla-
tion commission was studying the whole question of State
Taxation,

In regard to the State's controversial labor laws, lr.
Bdwards called for a committee of equal representation enong |
labor, management, and the public to be’appointed to study the
problem. However on one occasion, at least, this cahdidatg
dé;1ared his wholehe&arted suppért 0of the right-to-work luw.ng

Like Candidete Bdwerds, Candidate Arnold avoided the labor
issue, but when pinned down voiced his'support of at least one
Virginia labor law, the anti-closed shop law. IMr. Arnold's
¢hief concern, like thoat of two other of the candidates, was
with the improvement of the State's public schools. The method
of financing the improvements, as advocated by lir. Arnolad, wasr
a startling surprise to most Virginians; an abandonment o? tﬁe
~pay-as-you-go principle and issusnce of bonds. "It sppears to
mé that it is unjust economy 10 cause our present generation to
bear the burden of the future while we neglect to give our

61
citizens today some of the services which are so badly needed.”

58. The Kichmond News Leader, July 6, 1949.

59. Daily Press (Newport News), July 27, 1949.
60. Richmond Times-Dispetch, Anril 23, 1949.

61. The Richmond lews Leader, February 28, 1949.
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Mr. Arnold was even more emphatic in his denunciation of the
sales tax, "the worst form of taxation" which in sll probability
could not be terminated at the end of four yeers or any other
period of time once it was imposed.62
| In regard to the "machine™ issue, Mr. Arnold only

occasionelly spoke in reference to it but when he did, the\
language used was rather strong. While Miller attacked the
actions of the machine &s such, Arnold attacked then as props
of one of his chief opponents. The "lischine's hope of hood-
winking the intelligent voters of Virginias into rellying at all
cost against one candidate and abandoning Arnold &nd the other
candidates in an.all out effort to save Virginia frém sone un-
known denger thet must yet be proved" wés Battle's only hope
of victory.63

In addition to these four contendexrs there was & fifth
announced candidate for seven weeks of the cempaign. On
.ﬁebru&ry 24, Mayor Nick Prillaman of Mertinsgville announced
that he too would run fTor the Governorship. On April 30 he

withdrew, announcing his intention of running for the

Lieutenant-Governorship instead. On several occasions while

62, HNorfolk Virginian-Pilot, April 27, 1949.
63, Halifax Gazette (South Bostoni, July &7, 1949.




a candidate, lr. Prillaman had ecriticized the "sﬁatus quo” in
Virginia, so it came &s no surprise when, upon his withdrewal
from the race, tbe DPrillaman forces became "aligned with ths
Miller program".64

Thus as Stanley hed threatened to split the Orgenization

vote but had finally becked down, Prillaman had done likewise

with the Anti-organizetion vota.

64. The Lichmond HNews Leader, April 30, 1949.
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CHAPTER VI THE CANDIDATES IN ACTION

Even considering the number of candidates in the race, this
cempaign probably produced more verbal fireworks, ill-tenpersd
exchanges, ‘and just plsin mudslinging than any other compargble
contest in the State's history.

Noteworthy &lso wasvthe early date at which this display
began. For example, in early Pebruary lir. Kellam accused
Coipnel Miller of stealing Senator Battle's school platform.
After & deniel, followed by other sharp exchonges back and
forth, the two contestants withdrew to their gorners, eﬂCh
setisfied that he had proven the other & "mudslinger".sd

In April a fight broke out between the liller £nd Battle
managers in Richmond, the forner accusing the latter of attempt-
ing to draw votes of both lsbor and management. In reply, the
Bettle veople attempted to vrove that Miller wes receiving labor
support from outside of the State.b6

Humerous other exchanges, involving all the candidates and

Other out-standing citizens of the State as well, were in evidence

65. The Lichmond News Leader, Pebruary 3-5, 1949.
66. The Richmond News Leader, Anril 29-liey 6, 1949.
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throughout the oamﬁaign. Several of these‘are s0 outstanding
as to be remembered for many years to come.

For example Colonel Millér, in attempting to prove that
a "free society™, did not exist in Virginisa, claimed thet some
~in the State who differed with the "Byrd perty line" feared to
express their opinions in public. '"Reprisals. for nonconformity
teke an infinite vériety of forms. A lawyer has found that
clients cease to come to his office. An insurance men hés found
‘that policies are written by a competitor. The owner of & store
hgs found that customers go elsewhere. The head of a flamily has
been made slowly &ware that his family is being socially ostra-
cized and thast malicious gossip hes been circulsted ebout his
wife."67

These charges naturally did not go unchallenged. State

‘Senator Harry F. Byrd, Jr., editor‘of the Winchester Evening

Star, challenged Mr. Miller to name those who hed been thusly
“intimidated and by Whom.68 In his reply Mr. Miller did not
neme &ny lawyers, insurance men, store owners, or families
ﬁho had ﬁeen puﬁished. Instead he spoke (1) in general terms

of "State employees"; (2) "the attack made by Harry Byrd, Sr.

upon the appointment of Judge Floyd H. Roberts of Bristolsi"

\e . 9
67. The Richmond llews Leader, April %O, 1949.
68, Taitorial in Winchester Bvening Star, llay 3, 1949.
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(8) the "pressure™ applied by Mr. Byrd, Jr., on Senator Hunsdon
Cary during & Tight "to destroy the late Governor James H.
Price™ and (4) the attitude of the Winchester newsoeper "to-
werd the lete Senstor Russell Cather because of Senator

: 69
Cather's support of the late Governor Price."

Senator Byrd interpreted this rebuttal as & refusesl to
reply and most of the State's newspapers agreed editorially
with him. %Typical was the comment of the Lynchburg Hews:

"Colonel Miller has made charges thet he will not sub-
stantiate. He has brought accusations that he refuses to
back with evidence. He has spoken of men and women who were
"persecuted' but refuses to tell the peopnle of Virginia who they
are. That is unworthy. Until and unless Colonel Miller does
name names and does offer evidence he ought not to receive the
votes of Virginians Ho do not beliéve in smear tactics in a
political campeign”.. 70

Another noteworthy incident of the cempaign wes the
endorsement Senator Battle received from Republican lesder
Henry A. Wise of Cherlottesville who urged Virginia Republicens
to vote for Battle in order to meet an "unholy invasion by

71 ,
@liens into our domestic affairs.™ Wermly received by the
Senator, this plea elicited cries of enguish and woe from the
Millerites. Miller himself described the move as one of
desperation, the "machine's™ relience on ite Republicen

78
euxiliaries in time of crisis.

69. The Daily Progress(Chaerlottesville),llry 7, 1949,
70. Bditorial in The News (Lynchburg), May 10, 1949.
71. The Deily Progress({Cherlottesville), July 13, 1949.
72. Richmond +imes-Dispatch, July 15, 1949.




Another endorsement'mada during the campaign was not so
well received by the beneficiary es was lir. Wise's endorsement
of Béttle. In the closing days of the campeign, lir. Battle
produced a letter from Mr. James C. Petrillo, President of the‘
American FPedersetion of Mueicians with offices in lew York City,
ﬁhich had been sent to the Virginia members of thsat union re-
questing Fheir support of Ulr. liller in the gubernatorial
pr:’.mary.'h5 The Senator condemned this effort of "outside
labor leaders” to secure lr. Miller's election.

"After hours of deliberation and a conference with his
State camaign m&nager",74millor issued a disapproval of the
Petrillo endorsement, branding it as unsolicited. As &
diversionary move, the Miller headquarters tien releuseq tvo
letters sent out by Senator Bettle seeking labor support within
the State. This was supposed to prove the oft repeated conten-
tion that the Battle supporters were seeking the votes of lebor
and management, & charge which the Senstor never once denied.

Another éttempt by Battle to show his chief opnonent's
connection with organized lebor, this time inside of the Liate,

occured in lste July when the Senetor produced &n affidevit

73. Mor text of this letter as circulated by Battle State
Headquarters, see Supplenent 1, Item 27,
74. The Kichmond News Leeder, July 19, 1949,
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signed by Frank Nesbitt, president of the Front Royal local

of the Textile Workers Union of America, swearing that Miller

hed appeared &t a meeting of the Virginie State P.A.C., of the
C.1.0. and when receiving its support requested that this
. support be kept secret.75 In reply Miller described the
affidavit as "a tissue of lies from beginning to end" and c¢leimed
that Battle #lso had attended the P.A.C. meoting.76

The charges thet caused the most unproar, however,were

those made by Mr. Arnold to a PFredericksburg sudience. Two and

& half weeks before election day, the Petersburg candidate

cherged that the Byrd Organization hed offered him the Lieutenant-
Governorship or the 1952 Senate seat if he would withdraw from
the Gubernatorial race. When nressed further by supporters, Mr.
Arnold stated thet & group of about eight "influential members
of the Organizetion™ had approsched his state campsign manager,
Robert Hegelwood. He named only one of the eight, Jesse W,v
”@illon, Staté Treasuref, who immediately denied the charge. 7
Later Arnold named Governor Tuck es one who had &sked him not
to run end State Senator Charles R. Fenwick as one who offered

to back him for the Lieutenant~Governorship if he should with-

draw from the Gubernatorial contest. Both men denied the

75. Por text of effidavit as circulated by Battle State
Headquarters, see Supplement 1, Item 28.

76. The Daily Press (Hewport News), July 30, 1949.

77. The Bvening Star(Vlashington, D. C.) July 14, 1949,
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allegations and no further attempt wes made to substantinte
them by the Arnold forces.

By August 1, the Arnold campeign wes in full swing.
Mr. Hazelwood snnounced thet he had been offered a bribe of \
' $10,000 "to desert Remmie Arnold™, the offer having heen rede
}byA"a man very close to Harry Byrd"™, a prominent Richmond con-
tractor.78 When Senator Byrd demanded the name be disclosed,
Hazelwood said he had promised the person to keep his identity
& secret. After the primary, when the State Board of Rlections
met to hear Hazelwood, he did not appear. Richmond's Cormon-
wealth's Attorneyl. Gray Haddon announced that Mr. Hazelwood was
free to appesr before & grand jury, but the‘accusor chosge to
ignore this &also.

Thus the mudslinging which hed been indulged in with such.
great vehemence, continued for some weeks after the voﬁes were
in and counted. Ior some these results were & surprise. For
others they were not. However, for none wes a certainty

fulfilled.

78. Richmond Times-Dispatch, August 1,.1949,
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CHAPTER VII - THE OUTCOME

From the very begimning two main ideas of how the vote
would shepe up were prevalent emong the dopesters. The first‘
of these held that the race was a three wey affeir- the right,
center, and left competing on & fairly equal footing. >The
Edwards' cendidsacy, at a'disadvantagg es it had no permanent
pblitical organization to back it up, would make up for this
by its middle-of-the-road character, one which would drew votes
from the right and the left.

The other idea held by the "experts"wes Jjust the opposite;
namely, thet the Edwards' candidacy would repel votes to the
right and left and thus s0lidify the two extreme positions.

The race would therefore be a strictly two way affeir between
Miller and Battle. And &s between these two, it would be &
toss up. |

In the main it was this second theory which was upnheld
by the piimary returns. However, the two favored casndidstes
did not run nedk and neck as predicted. Conservative Battle-

led Liberal Miller by 23,729 votes.



79
The officisl state-wide re turns were:

Battle 135,426 or 42.8%

Miller 111,697  or 35.3%

Edwards 47,435 or 15.0%

Arnold 22,054 or 7.0%
Mr. Baettle carried six of the State's nine congressional dise-
tricts; the Fifth and Seventh by & majority vote, the PFirst,
Fourth, Sixth, and Bighth by & plurality.

First District: Bettle 13,682 or 40.4%
Miller 11,619 or 54.3%
Edwards 6,482 or 19.0%

Arnold 2,126 or 6.3%

Fourth District: Battle 11,585 or 39.1%
‘ Miller 7,276 or 24.5%

Edwerds 5,813 or 19;6%

Arnold 4,984 or 16.8%

Fifth District: Bettle 15,703 or 51.0%
Miller 9,518 or 30.9%

Rdwerds 4,086 or 13.3%

Arnold 1,475 or 4.8%

Sixth District: Bettle 16,308 or 44.9%
iller 12,788 or 35.2)9
Bdwerds 4,707 or 13.04

Arnold 2,481 or 6.9%

Seventh District: Battle 15,417 or 57.5%
- Miller 7,219 or 26.9%
Edwards 3,417 or 12.82

Arnold 7 744 or &.8p

Eighth District:  Battle 22,127 or 49.2%
iIiller 17,691 oxr 39.30%
Edwards 3,598 or 8.0%
Arnold 1,556 or 3.5%

79. TElection returns are teken from Statements 0f the Vote
compiled by the State Board of Dlections, which gre listed

in the bibliography.



The remaining three districts, the Second,

Ninth, geve Miller a plurality of their vote.

Second District: Hiller 15,988
: Battle 14,504
Edwards 6,422

Arnold 2,126

Third District: Miller 18,775
Battle 17,367
Bdwards 5,989
Arnold 5,632

Ninth District: Miller 10,823
Battle:. 8,733
Edwards 6,957
Arnold 556

In regard to the smeller political sub-divisions, of the

Commonwealth's one~hundred counties:

or
or
or
or

or
orx
oY
or

or
or
or
or

40. 4
36. 7
16. 24
6. 6,0

39.4%
36. 4%
12. 6
11 6/0

39, 6/0

32, 5‘

256. 7,0
2. 2

Third and

Battle carried 44 by s majority, 26 by a plurslity

Miller carried 8 by a majority,

9 by a plurality

Bdwards carried 1 by & majority, 10 by a plurality

Arnold carried O by a majority,

2 by a plurality

Of the twenty-seven independent cities in the State:

Battle carried 5 by a majority, 5 by & plurality
Miller carried 5 by a mejority, 9 by a plurality
Edwards carried O by & majority, 1 by a plurelity
Arnold carried O by & majority, 2 by.a plurality

41

The percentage of the total vote polled by any one candidate

in a politicel sub-division veried from the O. 5o polled by

Arnold in Scott County to the 82.6% Battle polled in Rappahannock

County. The complete returns percentagewide, first by county

and then by city follows:



Battle Miller Edwards Axnold

Accomack - b6.b 23.8 10.6 9.2
Albemarle 70.1 22.7 5.2 2.1
Alleghany 30.6 52.8 5.6 10.9
Amelis 23.3 22.1 46.1 7.7
Amherst 40.3 44 .8 11.4 3.6
Appomattox 69.2 9.6 19.2 2.0
Arlington 44 .1 47.0 4.6 3.1
Augusta 56.0 26.8 14.9 1.8
Bath 52.5 22.3 20.4 4.8
Bedford 49,9 22.3 22.0 5.8
Bland 33.8 29.5 35.2 1.4
Botetourt 44 .8 22.0 27.9 7.0
Brunswick 41.5 19.3 30.2 9.0
Buchanan 16.8 60.5 21.5 1.3
Buckingham 47 .7 15.1 34.4 2.7
Cempbell 47 .7 . 35.7 10.8 5.8
Caroline 53.7 20.8 18.1 7.5
Carroll 31.3 25.0 42.3 1.3
Charles City 22.6 48.5 18.0 10.8
Charlot te b8.8 24.3 14.9 1.9
Chesterfield 32.3 38.6 8.8 20.3
Clearke 60.5 19.8 18.5 1.1
Craig 47 .3 22.5 "27.9 2.3
Culpeper 53.7 19.6 16.6 4.1
Cumberland 37.3 7.7 47 .3 7.7
Dickenson 32 .4 55.4 10.5 1.1
Dinwiddie 31.7 23.1 12.7 31.9
Blizabeth City 30.4 48.1 16.4 4,8
Bssex 63.0 19.5 12.3 5.2
Pairfax 36.5 2.3 7.9 3.0
Fauquier 56.3 . 24.9 16.3 2.5
Floyd 354D 31.5 29.3 3.7
Fluvans 68.4 22.1 5.7 3.8
Franklin 49.6 21.5 20.9 7.9
Frederick 67 .7 19.3 9.8 2.9
Giles 51.9 34.1 9.1 4.9
Gloucester 45.7 15.3 36,1 3.3
Goochland 56.7 25.8 12.7 5.0
Grayson 37.3 24.6 38.5 0.7
Greene 80.5 13.5 3.8 2.2
Greensville 41.8 25.1 7.3 26.4
Halifax 58.8 29.7 5.6 5.8
Hsnover 42.8 35.9 10.7 10.5



Henrico
Henry
Highland

Isle of Wight
James City
King George
King & Queen
King William
Iencaster
iee

Loudoun
Louisa
Iunenburg
Medison
Methews
Mecklenburg
Middlesex
lontgomery
Nensemond
Nelson

New Kent
Norfolk
Northampton
Northumberland
Nottoway
Orange

Poge

Patrick
Pittsylvania
Powhatan
Prince Edward
Prince George
Prince William
Princess Anne
Pulaski
Reppshennock
Richmond
Roanoke
Rockbridge
Rockingham
Russell

Scott

Baﬁtle

37.6
36.4a
69.3
27.1
34 .4

. 69.4

51.0
55.2
50.9
12.8
60.4
54.1
49.4
67 .7
50.9
46.5
50.4
53.1
33.0
40.9
40.0
2605
60.4
52.5
38.4
51.6
76.7
75.0
53.8
30.1
48.7
256.9
49.7
68.0
60.9
82.6
55.6
46.6
38.7
61l.2
50.2
26.2

Miller

37 .4
44.0
9.4
10.1
24.1
20.7
26.1
25.6
36.3
68.7
31l.6
32.8
26.6
20.8
37.1
28.9
18.1
30.0
22.3
2.7
33.0
56.9
20.5
29.8
24.1
28.1
18.1
17.7
373
28.1
19.3
34.3
23.1
17.7
21.0
13.0
26.2
30.1
44.5

8.7
16.8
49.4

Fdwards

10.4
14 .4
19.6
60.8
19.4
6.4
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Shenandoah
Smyth
Southampton
Spotsylvanisa
Stafford
Surry
Sussex
Tezewell
Warren
Warwick
Washington
Westmoreland
Wise

Wythe

York

Alexgndris
Bristol

Buena Vista
Chasrlottesville
Clifton Forge
Colonial Heights
Danville

Falls Church
Fredericksburg
Hamp ton
Harrisonburg
Hopewell
Lynchburg
Mertinsville
Newport Hews
Norfolk
Petersburg
Portsmouth
Redford
Richmond
Roanoke

South Norfolk
Staunton

Battle

74.9
29.6
41.6
48,7
52.8
36.8
49,7
38.2
63.8
25.8
26.7
58.8
256.4
59.7
24.8

34,1
30.8
46.7
63.7
22.2
22.0
44.6
41.0
45.0
30.9
62.3
20.2
54.9
47 .8
17.9
39.6
24.5
26.3
29.8
37.1
44.5
a7.7
51.4

Miller

15.0
20.4
32.2
45.0
34 .3
19.5
13.3
25.9
30.6
32.7
22.9
27 .4
53.9
11.9
39.7

54.3
28.1
46.5
32.1
61.9
22.2
39.7
51.0
39.6
42.1
5.8
52.
33.1
42.3
41.0
4l1.2
£6.6
57.5
48.5
40.6
34.9
49.2
25.1

Edwards

7.1
46.7
21.7
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7 Ba@tle Mi;ler Edwards Arnold
Suffolk 45.3 15.6 28.4 10.7

Waynesboro 37.1 46.9 10.2 5.8
Williamsburg 27.7 48.8 11.6 11.9

Winchester 65.9 a2.7 5.9 5.5

| In regard to the geographical concentrgtion of easch of the
candidate's strength, the following mapmakes clear thet Arnold
carried only the area immediately adjacent to his home in
Prince George County; thet Hdwards' strength lay in three small
separate geographical locations, in the east, center and west
of the State; that Miller carried the counties in the far west
of the State, the counties that Robert Whitehesd swung to him
(Nelson,Amherst, Rockbridge), the arec adjscent to the District
of Columbis, and scattered counties from Richmond to the sea.
Battie carried all else, his grestest majorities, however, being
in the Shenandoah Valley north of Nelson and Rockbridge Counties

and in the Horthern Neck.

¥Xey to the following map:

Counties: gark red- Battle by a majority

light red- Battle by & plurelity
dark blue- Miller by & mejority
light blue- ililler by a plurality
dark yellow- Edwards by & majority
light yellow - Edwards by & plurelity
light green- Arnold by a plurelity
Cities: red dot- Battle by majority or plurality
. blue dot- Miller by mejority or plurslity
yellow(gold) dot- Bdwards by majority or plurality

green dot - Arnold by mejority or plurality
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| 0f almost equal importance with the actual outcome of the
primery is the comparison of the performence of the Anti-~
organizetion cendidete with the past performences of other
Anti-orgsnization candidates. The Organizationlv. Anti-
organization lineu§ has existed only since 1941, since which
time there have been only five State-wide elections. The
following table shows the comparabple figures, the first

candidate in each being the Organization candidete:

Year Office Contenders Percentage Actusal Total vote
of‘vote ‘vote cast

1941 It. Gov. Williem Tuck =~  81.3 108,189 133,062
Hoss Plunkett = 18.7 24,863 4 .

1945 Governor Willism Tuck 70.1 97,304 138,788
Moss Plunkett £9.9 41,484 o

1946 Senate Harry Byrd 6345 141,923 223,588
Mertin Hutchinson: 36.5 81?605 o

1948 Sensate Willis Robertson 70.3 80, 340 114,368
Jemes Hart 29,7 33,928

.1949 Governor John Battle 42.1 . 135,426 316,618
Praneis Miller 55,3 111,697

To break this vote down further, the following teble
presents the political sub-divisions artanged in order of the
graatest percentage of votes received by the Anti-orgenization
candidate in 1949, with the percentage performance of Anti-
organization candidates in past primeries. Percentages &re in

red, actual number of votes received in black.



County of Lee

City of Cliften Forge

County of Buchanan

City of Portsmouth

County of Norfolk

County of Dickenson

City of Alexandria

County of Wise

County of Alleghany

County of Nelson

City of Hopewell

County of Feirfax

City of Falls Church

County of Scott

Miller
1949

68.7
1698
61.9
759

60.56
1391

67.5
3321

56.9
4580

656.4
956

54.3
3650

53.9
2361

54.8
1499

52,7
840

52.4
1167

'5205

3051
51.0
435

49 .4
1003

an

Hart Hutchinson Plunkett Plunkett
1948 1946 1945 1941
46,1 79.4 27:9 2.6
241 1608 266 49
58.3 61.7 5l.3 a7 +3
316 604 176 71
67.1 31.4 14.6 12
1133 368 94 23
2.1 64.3 49 .5 30.3
11056 2897 722 951
56.9 62.2 30.8 12.5
986 3407 19756 270
58.3 66.8 256.6 5.9
326 563 16l 68
51.1 52.9 '3805 2200
970 1958 953 1356
45.5 55.4 6.5 2.4
747 1110 233 - 8B
64,9 56.4 62.4 32.6
979 1119 332 o7
10.8 28.5 14,1 2349
79 226 99 309
4.3 657.4 46,7 24,9
257 8561 1032 338
o P 42.1 39 .2 28.0
691 1350 809 629

Pells Church became &1 independent
eity in August 1948. Brior to that
dete its vote was tallied with that
of Fairfex County.
37.2 75.1 54.2 7.8
80 1023 239 50



48

Miller Hazt Hutchinson Plunkett Plunkett

1949 1948 1946 1945 1941
City of South Norfolk 49.2 63.1 673 32.3 11.9
497 102 519 191 53
City of Williamsburg 48.8 268 .4 38.2 40.6 256.1
’ 376 55 150 206 102
County of Cherles City 48.5 56.3 42.6 67.1 3542
264 140 133 56 38
City of Radford 48.5 38.8 56.0 60.9 53.1
658 145 590 - 280 68
County of Blizabeth 48.1 55.7 49 .0 36.0 18.1
City 2424 1182 1260 482 131
County of Arlington 47.0 36.0 45.2 21l.2 17.1
4789 1644 2874 750 197
City of Waynesboro 46,9 12.7Waynesboro became &n independent
643 70 City in Januery, 1948. Prior to
that dete its vote was teéllied
with thet of Augusta County.
City of Buena Vista 46.5 8.8 31.6 22.4 13.4
263 30 79 36 1l
County of Spotsylvania 45.0 29.1 23.8 12.4 14,0
. 817 67 147 73 113
County of Amherst 44,8 22.5 38.7 28,7 18.5
940 237 592 294 240
County of Rockbridge 44,5 10.0 19.6 32.9 24,5
874 95 233 213 158
Gounfy of Henry 44.0 22.2 32,7 15.2 14.5
810 115 b74 104 99
City of Mertinsville 42.3 20.9 2743 17.3 18.5
808 43 306 66 53
City of Hempton 42.1 47.6 40.0 24.9 19.6

557 2565 366 &76 237



City of Norfolk
City of Newport

' News
City of Richmond
City of Danville
County of York
City of Predericks-

burg
County of Checter-

field
County of Henrice
County of Pittsyl-

vania
County of Mathews
County of Lencaster
County of Hanover
County of Campbell

City of Roanoke

County of Prince
George

Miller
1949

41.2
5a61

41.0
1900

40.6
13668

3947
2475

39.7
6056

39.6
830

38.6
1360

37«4
1740

373
2032

37.1
333

3643
448

55.9
719

36.7
880

34.9
4370

34,3
451

Hert
1948

51.3
1776

65.5
1127

31.6
4779

42.4
5b4

34 .4
146

27.0
26.8
417

30.9
405

27.6
425

9.8
19

18.7
22.0
173

19,7
a8

43,2
2032

40.9
104

Hutchinson Plunkett Plunkett

1946

46.1
5609

56.4
1709

48.3
11644

42.3
1596

39.8
a7l

32,8

- 299

52.0
1371

bl.b
1748
37496
1391

16.4
109

23.2
172

41.0
612

26.9
489

46.4
3740

45.3
312

19456

45,8
2906

42.7
1213

47.1
7263

26.5
450

31.0
108

32.4
171

48.0
462

45.7
4356

17.2
493

17.5
50
18.4
o2

42.7
44

24.0
235

54.4
2808

41,4
180

1941

15.6
1306

24.1
54

23,2
32560

15.1
501

15.5
108

21,3
172

26,3
261

19,0
270

12.8
407

8.1
46

13.1
a7

30.0
564

14.1
92

7043
4097

24.4
55

49



County of Stafford
County of Giles
City of Lynchburg
County of New Kent
County of Louisa
County of Warwick
County of Southamp-

ton

City of Charlottes-
ville

County of Loudoun
County of Floyd
County of Warren
County of Hoanoke
County of Montgom-

ery

County of Northum-
berland

County of Helifax

Miller Hart

1949

34.3
435

34.1
507

33.1
1908

33.0
156

32.8
499

32.7
915

32.2
652

32.1
1084

31,6
779

31.5
10&

30.6
587

30.1
1092

33,0
569

29.8
223

29.7
1241

1948

12.1
24

47.6

311

16.8
670

32.6
50

14.6
76

49 .4
273

28.4
204

28.6
218

18.7
164

29.6
48

16.7
lo8

37.0
933

13.2
108

- 24.7

69

11.9
1569

Hutehinson Plunkett Plunkett

1946

20.4
143

43,7
496

24.6
1113

43,8
121

24.5
301

47 .7
677

28.7
437

35,9
662

13.7
294

17.9
65

31,0
589

43.8
1524

23.0
330

31.8
246

20.0
618

19456

11.8
45

18.0
114

22,0
383

45.6
52

28.6
334

45.4
430

56.4
317

41.0
492

10.7
192

20.0

253

33.3
110

5.8
17

1941

6.3
29

80
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Miller Hert Hutehinson Plunkett Plunkett

1949 1948 1946 1945 1941
213 22 95 31 24
County of lecklen- 28.9 19.56 28.2 333 16.1
burg 845 157 464 871 102
City of Bristol 28.1  41.5 42,3 28.6 1440
630 134 457 133 161
County of Orange 28.1 14.0 17.8 32.2 22.4
473 66 210 1756 195
County of Powatan 28.1 21.8 29.3 - 42,9 12.3
178 3l 101 76 23
County of Westmore=- 27.4 22.5 20.7 23 .4 14.0
land 269 57 210 102 o4
County of Augusta 26,6 7.3 16.2 27.1 27.6
5056 64 417 4056 180
County of Lunenburg 26.6 33.9 30.7 19,2 15.8
79 269 411 293 61
City of Petersburg 26.6 45.3 38.6 44.1 - 17.9
10561 413 1012 578 136
County of #ichmond 26.2 16.2 20.0 30 .4 13.2
220 30 88 54 23
County of King end 26.1 18.7 20 .6 17 .4 17.0
Queen 135 26 "2 19 19
County of Tazewell 26.9 a8.8 36.1 82.9 10.5
561 131 518 147 110
County of Goochland 2.8 7.7 24.5 19.56 10.5
334 31 206 160 38
County of King 26.6 177 31.6
Ld . . 22.
William 202 87 211 88 ! %2'0
City of Steunton 85,1 . 13,0 17 29,1 23.2

600 87 213 395 138



County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
coil_nty

County

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

Greensville
Carroll
Faﬁquier
Grayson
Charlotte
James City
Nottoway
Accomack
Dinwiddie
Prince
William

Washington

Albermerle

City of Winchester

County of Creig

County of Bath

lIiller
1949

26.1
378

256.0
260

24.9
6528

24.6
475

24.3
501

24.1
92

24.1
487

23.8
769

23,1
356

23.1
387

22.9
415

22.7
542

22.7
391

22.5
79

22.3
120

Hart
1948

26.1
109

17.5
64

8.5
72

2.5
118

9.1
23.5
28

34.3
246

8.4
27.8
110

12.4
81

22.0
128

1941
148

18.3
94

23.6
33

4,1
9

62

Hutchinson Plunkett Plunkett

1946

27 .9
279

237
209

13.6
218

42.4
762

20.6
333

37 .7
89

30.8
466

12.2
245

26.3
260

29.5
317

32.3
521
2342
326

12.2
201

4.6
197

17..7
71

1945

19.9
95

18.4
90

26,1
186

22.4
268

22.2
403

b2.8
76

37 43
416

18.7
207

18.9
114

12.8
75

47,5
3156

29 .4
308

20.5
167

23.4
34

18.0
22

1941

7.0
23

16.0
™

27.6
189
10.6
ki

3.8
o4

22.3
a7

14,7
58

3.8
43

12.7
64

10.7
43

17.9
187

28,6
277

2l.2
91

41.8
66

40 .4
67



County of Bedford

County of Nansemond

City of Colonial

County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
County
éounty

County

Heights
of Amelia
of Fluvenna
of Botetourt
of Frenklin

of Pulaski
of Ceroline
of Mgsdison
of King

George

of Northamp-
ton

of Smyth

of Clerke

Miller
1949

22.3
616

2243
472

22,2
198
23.1
266

28.1
lé2

22,0
262

2l.5
597

21.0
399

20,8
270

20.8
113

20.7
71

20,5
401

20.4
<90

19.8
175

63

Hart Hutchinson Plunkett Plunkett
1948 1946 1945 1941
21.3 24,1 28.3 27 .4
301 626 297 334

36.5 47 .6 bl 8.7

290 836 168 59

Colonial Heights became an independent
City in Merch, 1948. Prior to that date
its vote was tsllied with that of
Chesterfield County.

. 20.2 16.0 14.7
68 172 109 34
11.56 16.9 26.6 24,1
30 95 99 67
15.6 3l.4 87,1 44 .5
90 325 217 261
16.5 23.2 11,9 20.6
130 394 161 397
18,7 24,2 21.4 13.0
103 394 154 129
11.0 168.2 26,2 14,9
04 1656 104 173
0.0 10,2 22,7 22.7
0 54 o8 96
7.6 17.6 20.4 18.5
9 54 o 35
2l.2 12.0 15.3 3.
148 183 162 25
1134 23.1 20.8 3

. . 0.2
60 225 243 243
11.2 14,1 9.7
32 144 31 %i -



Miller

1949

County of Culpeper 19.6
389

County of Essex 19.6

140

County of Surry 19.6
’ 167

County of Brunswickl9.3
376

County of Frederickl9.3
&97

County of Prince 19.3
Edward 332

County of Middle- 18.1
sex 147

County of Page 18.1
296

County of Patrick 17.7
123

County of Princess 17.7
Anne 636

County of kussell 16.8
409

City of Suffolk 15.6
402

County of Glouces~ 15,3
ter 216

County of Bucking=- 15,1
hem 218

County of Shenan- 15,0
dosh 251

Hart
1948

7.2
48

22.0
36

28.6
76

16,6
101

16.4
19.4
124
23.5
6.4
50

5.3
32

17 .3
213

5.2
60

256.9
168

12.9
47

16.8

Hutchinson Plunkett Plunkett

1946

13.2
154

24.0
127

20.9
117

30.2
283

18,0
a83

17.8
247

20.8
116

17.1
239

3.6
49

26.9
708

17.0
308

29,8
471

32.4
324

18.8
195

12.0
257

1945

22.0
152

39 .7
117

23.0
104

26.6
130

1l.1
46

20,9
223

29.5
95

11.1
78

3.1
36

16.0
234

3.6
54

19.5
340

14,3
82

15.8
98

9.4
75

1941

16.0
113

7.3
18

15.4
49

77
78

4,0
£3

10.5
154

15.3
36

6.3
50

4.7
66

8.6
1l

1.7
33

18.6
azv

16.9
14]

13,2
48

6.7
66

b4



Miller Hart Hutchinson Plunkett Plunkett
1949 1948 1946 1945 1941
County of Greene 13.5 10.2 11.7 20.9 2346
36 10 19 24 28
County of Sussex 13.3 12.9 13.3 11,9 16.7
191 67 149 83 70
County of Rappa=- 13.0 9.7 13.1 4.7 6.4
hannock 126 48 92 13 : &
County of Wythe 11.9 2.0 12.9 12.8 14 .7
196 19 169 60 56
County of Isle of 10.1 17 .6 28.1 21.9 Tl
Wighe 167 86 383 146 556
County of Appomat-9.6 4.4 6.5 5.5 1.6
tox 189 51 127 89 15
County of High‘- 904 Ly 701 1606 4.8
Jamd 43 11 33 24 8
County of Rocking-8.7 5.6 7 .4 10.5 el
ham 177 50 181 83 49
County of Cumber- 7.7 156.9 12.1 6.4 9.3
' Iend 71 53 62 29 64
City Of Hﬂ.rrison" 5.8 708 12.5 1508 1107
burg 91 47 143 82 54

66

Geogrephically speaking, the Anti-orgenization strength
in the State seems to heve flourished in the same aregs in all
five of the Orgenizetion v. Anti-orgsnization State-wide

primaries, as the following series of meps illustrate.

Key fo the following meps:

Counties: 1light blue; 30-40% of vote to Anti-orgenizetion candidate



56

dark ‘blue

1 40-50%
purple : 50-60%
black : over 60%
Cities: blue dot:: 30~50%

black dot: over 50%

Of the four primaries prior to that of 1949, the one most
comparable to that of 1949 is thet of 1946. This is true for two
reasons. RFirstly, of the five primaries & greater number of votes
were cast in these two than in the others &nd secondly, each
fection here provided & maximum effort in an attempt to elect
its candidate.

Thus a further comparison of the 1949 gnd 1946 primaries
might be helpful in plotting the course ¢f the Anti-organizetion
effort. The following table lists first counties and then the
cities alphabetically and tallies Miller's percentage‘of gein

or loss when compared with Hutchinson's vote.

Accomack 4 11.6 Buckinghem - 3
Albemarle - .5 Cempbell F 9.8
Alleghany - 3.6 Ceroline /£ 2.6
Anmelia £ 1.9 Carroll £ 1.3
Amherst # 6.1 Charles City / 5.9
Appomattox £ 3.1 Charlotte £ 3.7
Arlington £ 1.8 Chesterfield -13.4
Auguste £ 10.6 Ciarke £ BT
Bath £ 4.6 Craig -32.1
Bedford - 1.8 Culpeper /6.4
Bland / 10.8 Cumberland - 4.4
Botetourt - 9.4 Dickénson -11.4
Brunswick - 10.3 Dinwiddie - 3.2
Buchanan £ 29.1 Elizebeth City - .9
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Prince Edward
Prince George
Prince William
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Redford - Staunton

- 7.5 £ 8.0
Richmond _ - 777 Suffolk - 14.2
Roanoke - 11.5 Willismsburg £ 10.6
South Norfolk - 18.1 Winchester # 10.5

Thus Mr. Miller improved over Mr. Hutchinson's vote per-
centage in 50 of the counties and 10 of the cities. He fell
below Mr. Hutehinson's percentage in 49 counties end 17 cities.
In compérisdn, Mr. Battle's percentage was below that of lr,
Byrd's in 98 counties and all 27 c¢ities. He beat the Byrd per-
centage only in Scott end Craig counties. It should be remember~
ed however, that the Bdwards and Arnold condidacies are univer-
sally conceded to have cut deeply into the Organization vote.

The following two meps attempt to show the geographical
area where Miller outshone Hutchinson (first map) and where

he was outshone by Hutchinson (second map).

Fey to first map:

Counties: 1light blue- Iiller gein 0.1-4.9% over Hutchinson
dark blue- Miller gain 5.0-9.9% over Hutchinson

purple- ,  Miller ‘gain over 105 over Hutchinson
Cities: blue dot- Iiller gain 0.1-7.4% over Hutchinson
bleck dot- Miller gain over 7.5% over Hutchinson

Xey to second map:

(Hutchinson
dark blue~ Miller loss of 5.0%-9.9% compered with -
(Hutchinson
purple- Miller loss of over 10% compared with
- (Hutchinson

Counties: 1light blue- Miller loss of 0.1%-4.9% compered with
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Cities: Dblue dot- Miller ‘loss of 0.,1-7.4% compered with

(Butchinson
black dot~ IMiller loss of over 7.5% compared with
(Hutchinson

‘Unless these facts attending previous stape wide primeries
are teaken into account when summarizing the 1949 outcome, about
&ll that can be said concerning this most recent contest is
that the Organization‘candidate rolled up a good plurality in
the face of & three way split of the conservative vota.

However when thevperformance of the Anti-organigzetion
contender is compared with the pefformances of his predecessors,
other facts méy be &scertsined. For example the Anti-organizetion
vote (in number and perceﬁtage) rose steadily through the primar-
ies of 1941, 1945, and 1946. In 1948 that vote dropped sharplyv
due to the small turnout of voters . In 1949 thut vote rose
again but Jjust missed reaching the 1946 peak. Hnd nol the
BEdwards candidacy drawn some lebor and negro votes, Miller “prob-
ebly would have beaten the 1946 Hutchinson record.

When the Miller and Hutchinson records are compared more
closely, it is noted thot in those parts of the State where
Anti-organization strength hac been and is great (in the far
western pert of the State and in the counties around Ricﬁmond

e&nd Norfolk), Miller did not improve much or eny on Hutchinson's

record. However in scattered counties throughout the State
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where the Anti-organization strength until this time has alvieys

been its weakest, Miller mede some spectacular geins.

This might suggest thet in the future, Anti-organization
strength will grow in those are&s where it has &lways done
poorly and that its strength in its own sérongholds hag
already reached the petk &nd will there remain static.

If this be the case, Virginia's outlook for a two perty
{or two faction) system seems bright indeed. It will mnost
certeinly not be g Demﬁcratic V. Republican systen but it wiil
be a conservative V. liberal systemn and thus in'&ccord viith

the political systems of the rest of the Anglo-Stxon world.

60



6l

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Daily Press (Newport News), July 27, 1949; July 30, 1949.

The ﬁaiiy Progress (Charlottesville), June 22, 1948-July o, 1949.

The Evening Star (Washington, D. C. ), July 14, 1949,

Halifex Gezette (South Boston), July 27, 1949,

The News (Lynchburg), lecy 10, 1949; June 26, 1949.

Horfolk Virginian-Pilot, January 16, 1949; April 27, 1949.

The Portsmouth Ster, J&nuary 20, 1949.

The £rozress-Index (Petersburg), July 26, 194t-Jenuary 11, 1949,

The Iichmond llews Lesder, June 3, 1949- August 18,1949,

Lhichmond Times-Dispatch, June 11, 1948-August 19, 1949.

Winchester Tivening Ster, llay 3, 1949. '

§£Qtement of the Vote for Governor and Lieutenant Governor:
Democratic Primary Blection, Wuesday, August 5, 1941, Comniled
by the Secretary of the Commonwealth, xichmond: Division of
2urchesing and Printing.

Statement of the Vote for Governor asnd Lieutensnt Governor:
Democratic Primary Flection Tuesday, August 7, 1945, Comniled
by the Secretary of the Commonwealth, Richmond: Division of
purchasing end Printing.

Statement 0Ff the Vote for lembers of Congress end United Stetes
senetor: Primary Blection, Tuesday August 6, 1946, Gpeciel ena
General Rlection Tuesday, November 5, 1946. Comniled by tne
State Board of Blections; Richmond: Division of Purcheusing

gnd Brinting, 1946.




Statement of the Vote for lembers of Congress and United States
Senator: Prinery Blection, Tuesdey August 3, 1948. Conpiled
from Official Records by Levin Nock Davis, Secretery of the Stete
Bogrd of Blections. Cormmonwealth of Virgini&, Division of
Purchesing end Printing, hichmond, 1948.

Stetement of the Vote for Governor end Lieutentnt Governor ond
Attorney-General: Democratic Primary lllection Muesdsny, Aughst 2,
1949, Compiled from Official Records by Levin llock Davis, Secrelery
0f the State Board of Elections. Commonweslth of Virginie,
Division of Purchasing &nd Printing, hichmond, 1949.




	University of Richmond
	UR Scholarship Repository
	4-1-1950

	The public campaign of the 1949 Virginia Democratic gubernatorial primary
	William O. Hester
	Recommended Citation


	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14
	Page 15
	Page 16
	Page 17
	Page 18
	Page 19
	Page 20
	Page 21
	Page 22
	Page 23
	Page 24
	Page 25
	Page 26
	Page 27
	Page 28
	Page 29
	Page 30
	Page 31
	Page 32
	Page 33
	Page 34
	Page 35
	Page 36
	Page 37
	Page 38
	Page 39
	Page 40
	Page 41
	Page 42
	Page 43
	Page 44
	Page 45
	Page 46
	Page 47
	Page 48
	Page 49
	Page 50
	Page 51
	Page 52
	Page 53
	Page 54
	Page 55
	Page 56
	Page 57
	Page 58
	Page 59
	Page 60
	Page 61
	Page 62
	Page 63
	Page 64
	Page 65
	Page 66
	Page 67
	Page 68
	Page 69
	Page 70
	Page 71
	Page 72
	Page 73



