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RICHMOND NLWSPAP:R REACTION 10 PRUHIGITIUN

IN THE CabPAIGHE OF 1932

The instigation of national prohibition on January 16, 1920
opened the door for the struggle between the ardent c¢rys and the
equally ardent wets, a subject of controversy winich played an im-
portant role in the compalgn of 1932 despite the grim reality of the
depression.l President licover's administration formed the imnediste
bgclkdrop for the ensuing crusade ifor repeal of the Lighteerth Amerd-
ment and the Volstead Act, During his 1928 cawpsipn Hoover promised
- to establish a commission to evaluate the noble expoerinent, and
following his election he apvointed an cleven-mar ciudy groeup wiich
ceme to be known as the Wickershaw Comiisscion, receiving its appella-
tion from its chairmen, Taft's Attorney General George wickersham.z
Nineteen months later the group culbmitted a sipned suwmmary of their
findings which advocated retention of the BEighteenth Amendment in
addition to slight modifications of the liquor laws. Reports o1 indi-
vidual members, however, negated the impact ol the ré;umé, i'or only
two of the coumissioners perconally supported the gencral report, witdle
the remaining nine culled either for repeal or for modification of
national prohibition., The inconsistency probably resulted f'von the
necesslty of producing tangible prooif of their extiensive work;3 rut
in spite of the overt contradictinn,'the group's findings provided an
ex¥cellent stutement of the futility of national prohibition in a

country with neither deep religious rores apreinst alcohol nor the



The Wickersham Comuission having made its impact, Congressman
Frederick R. Lehlbach of fNew Jersey instituted anotlier attack on the
dry law in the torwm of a resolution ecalling for absolute ropsal of the
Eighteenth Amendment., However, the wets had not acquired sufficient
strength; and consequently, Lehlbach's motion dled in the Judiclary
Commitiee oi the louse, Debate on the prohibition issue wiounded in
the opening sessgions ol the Seventy-second Congress, but the legiclature
failed to uwatch its rhetoric with aclion tor it anticipated ihe up-
conlng elections.5

Division over the noble experinent did not confine itself to
goverrnment, for private groups began to align themselves on the icsue,
Leading the torcez for the abolition of Volsteadisw, the United Hepeal
Council ot the Associction Against the Prohibilion Amendment included
the Voluntery Committee ol Lawyers, the Women's Organization for National
Prohihition keform (W.0.N,P.It,), the Crusaders, and the liotel Men's
Asgociation. Amony those organizations that worked Lo retain uutlonsl
prohibition were the Anti-Saloon League, the liethodist Loard of Tem~

6

perance, Prohibition and Fuilic Morals, .nd the W.C.T.U,” The con-
ventions of the national political parties took place in a setling
where strong opinions had already foried in the minds of most fAmericans
on this one point in dispute; and to a certain extent, the prohiuition
planks ol the Kepublican and Demccratic parties were draun up with this
sentiment in mind.7

The G.Q.P convention met in New York in the early summer of 1932;
and despite the inriediacy oi the economic crieic, the delegates be,an

to thrash out the divergent views of the proi:itition platform. 4s

opposed to a "drirping wet" plank which the assemblage defeated, the



Hooverites proposed a declaration which would submit to tle states
the bighteenth Amendnent, altered Lo perndt them to decide individually
the liquor guestion, while al thie sawe time malntaining the federal
government's ;ower to protect dry states and prevent the return of

8
the saloon:

e therefore believe that the people should have an opportunity

to pass upon a proposed amenduent the provision ol wiich, while

retuining in the federal government power 1o preserve the pains
already made in dealing with the evils inherent in the liquor
traific, shsll allow states to deal with the problem as their
citizens nay deternine, but sulject ulwaye to the power of tLhe
federal government to protect those states where vrohiidition
may exist and safeguard our citizens everywhere irom the retnrn

ol tie saloon and attendant aluses,

The Repu!licans having adopted a "moist" stand, the Deiocrats
coivened in Chicapo in late June and agreed that prohilbition should
be repealed, even suggesting that Dongress ilmediately modily the
Volsterd At to pernit the sale of lipht wines and beer. 1n addition,
the Denocrats delegated gettlement ol the liquor question entircly
to the states:

We urge the enmctment of =uch weasures by the several sintes

ac will actually prouote feuperance, eitectively prevent tie

return of the saloon, and bring the licuor tratfiic into thf

open under conplete gupervicion and control vy the stetes,.

fiditorial opinion in the Hews Legder, Ricluwond's alterrnoon
paper, praised the action of tlie Chica;o Lonvention tor Ponestly
aoproaching the liquor iscue by admittiig that Lle dry awernament
wis a mistake. Auserting that the party lad not penned o wet plank,
the editor noted that it siwply entrusted control ol the liquor
traffic to the states which alone couls erfectively administer tune

law, ll



The Dewocratic plan evoked a stronger reaction in Virginia's
mornirg paper, the Tiweg-Dispatch; and it reported greater divergences
of opinion in the Old Dominion even among anti-prohibitioniste.

To some Republicans the Chicngo plalform provided a camoutflage
behind which tloover could mininize the sublect of econowmic readjust-
nent, while some wet Democrats repretied the polurizaticn of the
issue whiclh would dim the prospects for cuarefully scrutinizing the
Hoover admivistration. Yet, the writer pointed out that on the
whole, Virginians belonging to the wet party sceued to give assent

12

to their leaders' stand, The two major polilical parties had
thus uroused greal interest and concern over their stands on the dry
law; and despite the attaﬁpts of the candidates to tone down the
prohibition issue, the lipmeg-Dispatch predictgd from judging the
intengity of the altercations tollowing the conventions tiwt the
noltle experiment would rank high on the scalc of election isiues.13

In addition to the major contenders, the tovember ballots held
the names of two other political aspirants representing minor parties,
Willie lipshaw of Ceorgis led the ticket oi the Frohibition forces which
urged ahtsolute retention of the Bighteenth Awendment, coupled with
its rigid enlorcement. linving grown feeble under the pressure of
propaganda, the anti-ligquor party no longer co..uanded Lhe followin:
that it possessed in 1928, The worning paper's opinion writer
Thomas Lomax Hunter explained the loss ol supprert in terns ol its
declining prestige among even thc f{ervent drys who hed sirce reussesced

the liquor amendrent and discovered its failure in promoting tenprrance,

bunter further asserted thzt many of the nore liberal auti-repeal



forces would not cast their vctes for a minor party that would cer-
tainly lose:

The difficulty which confronts the prohibitionists of vore

liberal principles than those of the tundamentalists of the

faith, is not how shaell they evpress their counvictions politi-
c:lly, but howlghall they retain political power which they have
grown to love.

Rounding out the iield of active purties, the Locinlists nomine-
ted Norman Thomas as théir Presidential hopeful and inserted a straight-
forward and explicit liquor plank which recommended the removal ot
the Lightecnth Amendment irom the Constitution, plicing direction
oi the liquor industry im the hunds ol the federzl authorities and
permitting local ovtion on the prohiiition question., rdnimlzstion
ol Volstesdism in their platform proved that the Lociulists guve
high priority to economic recovery and that they planned to wuste
1ittle oretory on the wet-dry coni'lict.l6

The four parties having recorded their positions on the noble
exveriment, the lLews Leader in mid-July roted thel pirty afiiliations
nlready weie breaking down over the icsue of repecl. Classilication
ol the divisions, according to the newspaper, inclanded those who
desired to maintain prohildition in its prerent status, olhers who
yezrned ior the days betore the hLighteenth Amenduent, aﬁd a third
category which embraced t:ose normally wet who viewed Violstieadism
as a faijure, but who in reslity lavored tempercice and fonght the
saloon system.l7 51111, the changing serntiment of many vwto saw Lhe
ghortcomings ol national prohibition had not rade a great impact
on Uongre:sional leanings. Unmoved by the party ctalements =nd noblic
discussicn, the tenate voted down a bill to srerc the Volstesd Act

to legalize beer and light wires, sending the legisletion buce to
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conmittee. HWithin two days Virginia's lenuior Certer Glace bLeoupht
bel'ore the upper house a constitutione] smendment whicl: persitted
each stete to settle the prohibition dispute. His plan would heve
retained lushington's suthority to sateguard dry interests and oppose
. 19 ., Crs s . .
the return of the saloon.™ "he T.D. criticized the retenticn of
certrelized rower in the Glass resolution since it stonped short of
may Americ.n's desire for the deletion of the Eighteenth mendment ., <0
To editor Vincent Byers Gless' proposal merely upheld federal control
and incorporated the same »vil of usurpation of state suthority which
c s 21

was bullt into the existing law.

I'resident Hoover soon supplied the richmond vress with another
opportunity to take a states' riphts posiiion when he departed irom
his party's passcive plank on prohibition in his acceptance speech
on August 1l. “The recommendation included stute resolution of +he
wet-dry dispute with positive protections in the Consitutio: to prohibit
the reappesrance ol the galoon:

It is my comviction that the nature of this change and one upon

which all reasonahle people can {ind comnon ground, is that

esch State shall be given the right to deal with the rrobtlem as

it may deternvine, tut subiect to sleolute jusrantees in the

Constitution oi" the United States to protect erch fiate frou

interference and invasion iy its neipghtors, and that in no

part o1 the inited Itates shall there be a return of lhe galon

syctew with its inevitable politicsl and social corruption and

its orgamized interference with other Stales,<2

becauce the Precidents's proposal resembled the Glase amendment
in nlncet every rospect, the Virginia Lenator found it necessgary to
deny that he had aided !ir, Hoover in writing his speech;23 sinultanecus-
1y the Jimes-Dispatch editorial writer also roteu tle sizila. ity and
predicted that the rresident would sug.est thal CTorgress pzez the (lass
<4

propesal st tie rext session. Wevertheless, the hepuilican nominee

did ret desord the re el ot the lic.or rnendmen! ror did he sdvocnte
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substance. I. D. Washington correspondent Rasdiord !ocbley anulyized

that Hoover was consciously uoking his propositions palatable to the
. : 25

liberal dry element,

Ixplanation of the Precident's new position could be tound in
changing public opinion over the Elghteenih Ameundrert, according Lo
the fewg Leader and the Iimes-Dispateh. 4n evening paper editorial
conjectured thut the Kepuilican vlank had not gone far enoupgh in
relation to the increxzsingly wet sertiinent of' lthe American people
and thet the party found it {o thelr advertage to shift pocitions

3 t . . 26 m N ] . i "3
in Hoover's scceptance speech, Thomar Lomax runter ol the limeg-~
Dispatch interpreted the addrers ae a politic:l move to gein votes,
nothing mere and nothirng less. Any railonalizstion earguing thut
Hoover's shift resulted Irom discovering Volsteadism's unemforceslle
nature neglected the fuct that only populer opinicn had chiited while

. . g . 27

underlying principles of Voleteadism had not changed. In similer
fashion, Virginius Dabney recalled that in 192¥ the Hepullican cuundi-
date gensed that electoral cerliuvent leaned towerd the dry ctand,
and so he adopted an anti-liuwor pouition; but when recrnt evid. iice
indicated thut tlie yox popull called for a chunge in the prohiuition
law, iloover's comversion began, csusing him to ouldirstance his own
party's platform. ©Suvch a move on thie puit ol the G.O0.P. nordnee
cles:ified hie s ¢ toller of equal magnitvede ne Al Emdth in 1928,

The résponse 1o the main proposals in Hoover's sreech ol August 11
revolved sround the issue of states' rights. Unlike the Demociztic
rrovasition to extirpute the Fighteeuth Anendient trow the Constitutic:
withcut any retention of fedsral control, the :icover plan would in-
volve the same evils of governventel interventicn iniersnt in the

ckiating laws




It is presumed, however, that, if iir. Hoover and those of like
mind with him were to succeed in setting up his liquor-control
plan, an army ol Ptederal agents, working oul o, & bturesu
authorized ly legisclation, woildd cover the coinlyy asg dc now

the prohibition spies. Iio place of business, no houe, would

be free irom their prowlings. for a time, at least, the iedrral

courts would grind away cesselessly in the aiteupt to determine

when a saloon was not a saloon, a:nd vice-versa., In a lesser
degree, we would go through the lorrors of prohibition, with

the hand of Washington out always to annoy American citizens.

In like fashion, Thomas Loiax Hunter attacked the Hoover liquor
statement beczuse it would infringe on the righis of individual
states. Although they would have the legal power to repulate the
flow oi alcoholic beverages under the iloover plan, they would not
cnjoy the right to determine where the prodict cound be SOld.30 An
evaluation of Virginia opinion in a Iiumes-Dis qtch editorial revealed
that the mejority o1 the UOla bominion not only op,osed Lie plan, but
also would reject the Kepublican party st the polls because of Hoover's
prohiiition ctand, coupled with his failure to meet the dilewnn of the
depression, Virginia citizens did not dissapprove ol the Eighteenth
Avendment or the G,0.P, candidate's outline of control on the ;irounds

that such systeme forter crime and interperance, bul tecsuse the
underlying principles were basicully wrong: "It violates our notions

31 President

of whut the functions o: the Yederal Goverrment should be,
Hoovef had not gone to the limit of denouncin national proli-ition,
but instend rationalized his move on the bugls of a hreelk-down in
enforcement., 7This was not ifar enough for the people o Virgjnia.32
The impact oif the aéceptance speech seemed to ring the death knell
of the prohibition controversy; the dry fundimentzlictls had lost their
only chance for a choice in November when President woovér deserted

them. while the path to the third party rerained open, the moral >

votes cast tor any minor candidate would be lott we fur as influencing
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policy af'ter the election.B3 Clreaking with thelr 1978 candid:te, the
Anmo~Galoon League cbstained from endorsing lHoover and the lepublican

party;j4

end the hesd of the hethoulel iwoard ol Temperance and iorals,
Dr. Clarence True Wilson, severcly scolded the. Presdient for delcctinn
firom the rnoble experiment.Bs Struck by the desertion of hi: torner
lexzder, Bishop James A, Connon, Jr. eriticized the suggections in the
speecch Lecause they fell in line with the volicies ot thore wio would
nullify the Gons’citution.B6
necause of the withdrawal oi the hard-core dry element, the Hepub-

lican partj would lose some oi its support in the mid-West and the

Sosithern border states which the Timeg-Dispatch forecast would spark a

modification bf the nominee's wvet progrum,37 In the meanwhile, the

dry endorsement given to the speech probably dumaged the President's

position with the wets.38 by August 17 the G.0.P candidate decided

to reirain from rulure discussion oi prohibition in order tiat he

might keep the support oi both elements thut he s5till possessed at

that time: |

The straddler's position is a very delicate ~ne, and does not

adnit of a very detailed discussion, lest the jugglery bLe

disclosed snd one or the olher ol tha-opp0$ing yagtiops H&iCh

he seeks to pleass, take umbrage ang fall away irom him.

Hoover's strategy failed, however, when Vice-President Charles
Curtis rekindled the issue in his Topeka acceptance speech on August 18.
Declining to support his running mate's stand on prohibition,‘Curtis

affirmed his allegeance to Volsteadiom:

T belleve in meeting the issue squarely. I am o strong believer

in the rule of the majority, and feel that the pecople should

at all tires be given full opportunity to express their opinion

on the Constituticn or amendwents thereto, cut, personuzlly, 1

am oprosed to the reutrn of the sazloon, and I am orposed to
the repeal of the Eighteenth Amendirent.
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Several intérpretations ol the Vice-President's motive immediately
appeared to the newspapers. Since Curtis received the nomination only
after Charles Dawes rejected the convention's otfer, the move could
have sprung irom the wish lor political revenge.4l Editor Vincent lyers
explained the action in terms of' the platform which did not bind G.O.P.‘
party members on the liquor statement: Curtls had merely a: serted
his rightful individualism on the issue.** On the other hand, Thomasg
Lomax Hunter conjectured that the Tupeks declaration was a bii for
support oi the stounch drys of the mid=West to counterbalance lioover's
wMJMamGAB

In his diSCugsion of the Curtis impact, the morning ediior sur-
mised that wet party nemvers would doubt livover's willingness to push
for repesl in the next session ol Congrcsa,44 while Hunter predicted
alienation of the re.ezl élement who would not want toassociate with
a party supported by men such as Dr. Lan Poling, chairman of the Allied
Forces for Prohibition.45 lioreover, the 1imes-Dispalgh saw that the
acceptance speeci tended further to cloud the party's stand on the
liquor question: "The result ol Curtis' remarks is to Jeave the
Republican stand on prohilition u hopeless quandary. . . ."46 Ir
the maneuver succeeded, no Presidentiml aspirant in the luture would
adopt a definite stand on any issue over which there existed a split
in popular sentinent .4’

As i1 the Rupublicans had not shifted their siand on Volslewdism
enough at this juncture, Hoover sent a letter to Dr. Poling which the
latter rade vublic on August 23. The contents i:diceting that oover
dirfered from the loyal drys only in the umethoa he advocated to e:d

the evils o1 the liquor trai‘i’ic,48 the nesrsage eli-ited a f{uvor: lie
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response from & segment of the prohitvition forces. 49 levertheless,
the victory was achieved at a sacriiice, lor the morning editor
believed that the gains made through licover's acceptance speech had
thus been nullified,?Y

The Uemocratic candidate who had been relatively silent on tiie
liguor debate during the month of Republican oratory responded io the
G.0,P, stand on August 27 in his beagirt Address. Hlasting tiie equivocal
poeition of the oppositlon party, loosevelt reaffirned hid dedication
to rid America of the wighteenth Amendmcnt which he beliecved utterly
had failecd to promote temperance and convercely had led to vast corriup-
tion. Stuting that prohibition had channeled vast amounts of woney
into the hands of the criminal elements in the country, the governor
. tied the end of Volsteadism to the issue of economic recovery and
advance,  He asserted that increased tax .urd:n would prove unnecessury
iJ“th¢ govermment could ellectively tup the weultli ol the liquor traffic, L
In an editorial of Aupust 28, Vincent byers praised the nominee's
straightforward expressions and reasoned tlet the Reputlicun dilenmn
naturally'grew out of thelr shelving principles to win votes. ?

ilhen Koosevelt returned tro.. his tour o1 the Wesl on Uciorer 3,
he had succeeded in creatin; an anti-Hoover feeling, if not a pro-
iiwosevelt mood, by showing the electorate that his policice were iiberal,
ot radical. He sicke at Chicago on Octoler 1, stating his hope that
the wet-dry conflict wouli recede in order thai puiblic leader: could
focus their attention on the ifunaumental crisis in the econoumdce sphere.f’4
In 2 sen:e this wuas prophetic for ioover's organization grew alarmed
at the response Koosevelt had evoked on his Jestern journey., Although

the original plans hed called ior a pagsive canzaign on the prrt of
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the Republican cendidute, the Democratic activity spurred lLoover to
take to the road.?? lie toured during the month ot Uctober in order -
to counter the Hoosevelt sweep, and at this time be concentrsteq on
the t.riff rather than the liquor qucstion.56

The presidential race, however, did not overshadow the coucurrent
Congressional contests in 1932 tecause of ihe Lented arguments over
national prohiiition. Largely us a result of the lepublicun's multi-
farious stand on the issue, many organizations turned to the election
of wet or dry legislative cundidates as the means to effect action
on the liquor question.57 In his hunmerous gtyle, Thoamas LOmai tinter
asserted thaet Congressional hopefuls would be the lojical focal point
for the effort siuce they Lent toward whatever diréction the wind
ol popular sentiment blew:

It will not be necessary to turn out the current congressmen.

They are quite amenable to reason. Just show them thut Llhwe

majority oi their constituents havs changed their opinicn of

prohibition and they will be wet in the twinkling of an eye,

just as they became dry when that seened to huve the upper hand

ol the arpument.

John Stewart btiryan, editor and -ublisher ol the ilgws Leader,
believed thut the shrewd prohibitinn forces would shun strict party
alignments; they would instead concentriate their eftorts on sending to
Waghington lawmakers who supported the BLighteenth A‘enndnt vithout
regurd to partisan affilietjons.59 As early as July 3 anti-repeal
forces had indicited their dedicztion to the morul cause,. Decliring
to endorse either Presidential nominee, they proclaimed a nonpartisan
drive to éecure Ll:e vietory of dry candidates to the Housc ard Senate;
and Dr. Poling pro dised that the Allied rorcec tor Prohivition weuld

contritute fund:i: for the saume purpose.él The .onth ol Auigust produced

similar rasponses trom the followers of Volsteadisn. The Auti-5Saloon
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League, headed by I. bcott lelride, reallzed thal action on the liquor
dispute would be Initiated by Coﬁgrcss in the linal analyais.éz 4t the
same time, the national W.C.T.U, committed itseli 1o bipartisan work
in the Congressional races 1n its meeting in beattle.63

Looking at the op:osing side, and August 19 editorial in the
Timeg-Dispotel noted thut the wets had isegun a counterattack to watch
the efforts of the pruhibition iorces on the local level., It added
that the céndidates for the lawmaking body were ernjoying the limelight
in 1932: ‘"lor once the humble congressman becomes an lmportant cog
in the machine, It really matter Loth to wets and drys, that he have
a deflnlte opinion on at lezst one iss ue--prohibj1ion."64
The focus on the dry amendment began to have an irpact on the

Virginia Congressional campaign by early veptember. Tihe Tipeg-Uispatch
reported that Joel W. Ilood, Democratic nomince from the old Tenth
Digtrict, serving out thé term of the deceased Hafry 5t. Georpge Tucker
had promised to support the move ifor resubmission ii lhe subject
appeared in the "lame duck" session of Congress. Oecond-Distiriet nominee
Colgate W, Uarden.and A. Willis Hobertsou of the new vevenl: District,
poth'Dcmocrnts,'-lanned to conduct their cawpaigns in sup ort ol the
national pdrty's position on the Eighteenth Amendment. ioreover, the
paper predicted that all aspirants of Hoosevelt's party in the louse
races woudd openly favor resui..mission.65 In & sense, the ;orecast cune
true tor a Septeumber 18th survey of Virpginia's Congressionzl cendidates
revealed that seven of the ten men running on F,D.h,'s ticket Iavored
repenl, while the remaining three failed to respond. Only three of
the eight Republicans replied to the quertionnaire, and-theue SUp3ort¢d

retenticn of the dry law. In xeeplrg with ilu perty'e olaad, Lie one
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Protibition cundidate A, J. Dunning stood firaly behind the maintenznce
of Volsteadism; and conversely the eight Sociulict oflice-seekers
called ior the abolition of prohibition,

The wet=-dry coniilct camé into 1ocus in a similer fashion in the
Faine eleciions on September 13. Stronghold of hepublicunism anc
prohibition, Haine swung into the Democratic fold when the governor-
ship and two out of three Congressionel reats went to the followers of

67

Governor Roosevelt. To wmoct obLservers, the liguor question stood
out as the one clear-cut lssue cince sll of the nominees of 1. U.R.'s
purty had fallern in line with the national platform ana all of the
Republicans had comitted themrelves to ile dry amendmcnt.68 Linep-
Dispatch editor Vincent Byers evaluated the results ol the laine
| contest and indicited that the addage "as goes linine, so goes ilhe
nation" applied. The Uemocrats did not need to poll more votes thin
the G,0,P, in order to assume that 1922 wovld be their yeur politicually;
the eliminntion of the "normal Republican majority" would suitice.
Because Roosevelt's party not only eradicated the "mulority" bit also
‘won a victory in their own right, the morning puper assuued that the
results could be viewed as a national merdate for & new administration
and repeal o1 the Bighteenth Amendment.6

Although he labeled the vote a Democratic victory ior the state,
the afternoon editor did not see the election as the stirong buroseter
of public opinion ag did liyers., Remiidiig his reuders that laine lad
often sup;orted the loser in vrevious election years, John Stewart
tryan supgested that the victors wiuld be wige to accept the results
70

ef nuo more than an encouragement for renewed eifort. As for pro-

hibition, bryan interpreted the outcome in laine ¢e the Litler fruits




of the G,0.P,'s equivocal position repgurding repeal.7l
The popular wood expressing politicul up:et in tle border Ltate

rcappéared in the national election on huvemi er & when Roosevelt's
party achieved a sweeping victory, currying foerty-two statcs.r
Virginis contrituted to the tidal wave oy choosing nine Denccrats to
serve in the louse as well as supporting lranklin Ruosevelt for the
Presidency.73 (In the opinion oi the lezwg Leader, ihe vole did not
settle the liquof gueslion; thatl would ultimately be settled by the
stautes. OSlnce mosl ol llie candidutes in both purties showed an
inclinution towurd resubmigsion, the new Congress would simply allow
the people to decide whether to continue nationul probitition or to
abolish it.74 In reality howev r, the newly-elected body did not fave
the oprortunity to.dcui with the prollem becuuse the "laue duck"
session votad to surrender the issue to the states.in the form of the
Twenty—fifst Anendnent. On February 16 the len te approved the neacure
| | 75

and Virginia's two Uemocratic Senators split over the qneetior. The

House oif Hepresentetives pacsed the legislation feur deys later, all
members fron Virginia supporting resubmission. Surprisingly enouph,
even Menulcus Lankford, the one Repuhlican ii. the delegetior, had
changed to.favor the reﬂolution),76

In considering the entrie ca aign which culminated in the denocratic
triumph inp Hovember of 1932 and the subsequent action of Congrecs in
February of 1Y33, the Ligeg-Digpatch asserted thal econondc reudjust—>
ment and prohibition had been the two outstancing issues: "Ferhups the
feirest way to put it is thatl the country has lactened itself with intel-
laectual inténsity upon the -econoiic i;suc, while the prohibition ques—

Fo8

tion has aroused a trerendous wave ci e.obionalism”

-

i'h wae Lo o ax tunte
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went a step further and contended tihwt the liquor dispute had been the
factor wopermost in the American mind,’®

Despite the knowledge that Volsteadism played an inportant part
in the campaign of 1932, at leasl iln rhetoric, the overwnelmin, vic-
tory ccored Uy the Demccrats probably grew out ol the economic plight

., _ 79, . .
affecting the voters. The fact that the drys had no candidate wlo
could influence the outcomwe of the Lighteenth Anendment lends credeuce
‘ . 80 . . .
to this sssertion. In the csse oif ecunomic isuvues, however, the
average man most likely did not articulate his uvtend because he did
not couprehend the coujlexities thnt the depression involved. Un the
other hand, the ordinary voter, polarized on the issue, knew exuctly
how he felt aloul liq.uor and could readily explain the reasons for

8 3 5

iis stand. Prehibition steed oot in the campoipn becance it involved

such extremes. With little or no middle ground for discussion, the

1

Iighteentl: Amendment evoked hested debutes whicl: partially suskeo tle

82

underlying discontent and cordveion over the ecoronic cricis,
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