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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION,-STATEMENT OF PURPOSE, AND JUSTIFICATION
Introduction and Statement of Purpose

Withih the ahnals of American academia, much time and effort has been
expended iﬁ‘the éttempt to answer the crucial queStion of who wields power
within the community and more specifically inside the realm of governmental
policy-makingt_ This pursuit has taken many forms and tocuses throﬁghout the
years, as the épotlight of commnity power inquirios,have shit'ted from one
group of societal actors to another. Such focuses;hoﬁever have quite fre- .

_ quently negiected to give proper consideration to;thotimmensely important

roles played in the community and governmental powef”étructure by those in-
dividuaIS»ﬁho oolieotively torm the legal profession. Of all the multitude

of actors who.éfe vitally involved in the deoisiOnAmaking processes of
American society, porhops no oﬂgug%llectively wields and executes mo}é_power
and inrluenoevwithin the domestic arena than do the‘barristers of their nation.
As a private grouping within the society, Americanviawyers tend to be influ~-
ential and powerful not only in many ot the non-go#ernmental areas of the com-
‘munity, playing important roles in the maintenance and functioning of tusiness,
commerce, and civic life in general, but in the governmental realm as well,
where they often dominate the political processes.” Tho legal profession does
in this connection perform many crucial tasks in a‘mooern society., lawyers
‘often'act aS-é oatéljst, providing what has been terﬁed "the grease" of a
society, in their functionlng as negotiators and: settlers of private disputes.

They also serve as an important bridge between the private and public realms of
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society, ahd.in addition provide the most frequently tapped pool of politi-
cal actors on all three levels of American governﬁent. Indeed, over one
hundred years ago the noted French social philosophef and student ot American
democracy, Alexis de Tocqueville, saw the lawyer as the aristocracy ot this
country. While this may be somewhat of an overstatement, the undeniable fact
remains that attorneys do form a large portion ot the upper classes of Ameri-
can society and government., Therefore, it is quiﬁe evident that lawyers are
very important and strategic people in our American_society, and are an ex-
cellent grouping at which to lookfigmattempting to determine who wields power
and influehce in a community.

However, while it is doubtful that any individual would dispuﬁe the claim
that lawyers as a group are powerful and important members of society, a most
important question remains much in doubt. Gr#nting the validity ot the con-
cept that the legal profession is powertul and influential, a second and most
vital inquiry must be, are all lawyers equal in power, standing, and expertise,
or are some lawyers more powerful and intluential than others? This deriv#tive
ot the original premise in essence cuts to the very heart of the matter of de=-
termining who are the true wielders of disproportionate power in a community.
Social stratification in a society along class lines is a widely acknowledged
and accepted concept. Doeg}however, the same stratification process occur
within the.elite itselt, forming what has been coined as "an elite within an
elite"? It this is in fact the case, that the legal protession is stratified
and some 1awyefs do enjoy higher standing, prestige, and recognition, and do
}wield more power énd intluence than their fellow professionals, this would be
‘highly sighiricant and do much to explain the allocation of power within a
given locale and how the decisions of policy signiticance are actually deter-

mined., Thus it is in this light that researchers have turned to the concept



of a legal elite or légal establishment to explainfand elucidate the
public and brivate decision-making processes in American society.

The stﬁdy\of legal elitism in the profession begam with studies of
those firms in New York and Washihgton who by their physical and reputa-
tional resources are able to dominate their respective policy arenas and
exercise disproportionate power for their clients, the large corporations
of America. These tirst studies, undertaken for the most part in the
.1950'5 and early sixties, tend to be sociological in motive, congentrating
primarily on tﬁe implication of the eﬁergence of large-scale bureaucrat-
ization in these large métropolitan'fifms in the legal profession.1

Among the most famous of American sociologists,and academicians is
the renowned student of elitism and power, the late C. Wright Mills of
Columbia University, who was ohe of the very first individuals to examine
lawyers in £he nation's largest law firms aé an elite, Mills saw the

emerging development of the legal elite as long ago as 1956, writing in

his now-classic study, The Power Elite;

The inner core of the power elite also includes men
of the higher legal and financial type from the great
 law tactories and investment firms, who are almost pro-
fessional go-betweens of economic, political and military
affairs, and who thus act to unify the power elite. The
corporation lawyer and the investment banker pertform the
tunctions of the "go-between" etffectively and powerfully.
By nature of their work, they transcend the narrower

1The most intormative and enlightening of these early studies of the

legal establishment are The Washington lawyer by Charles Horsky, published
in 1952, and The wall Street Lawyers by Erwin O. Smigel, publlsﬁed in 1964.
This second sfhdy : Smige )represents the best attempt to date at identi-
fication and descrlption oi’ a metropolitan area's legal elite, and is
currently in print and available. An earlier related article by Smlgel,
"Interviewing a Legal Elite", which appeared in the September 1958 issue of
American Journal of Sociology is also worthy of scrutiny by any reader who
de51res a more detailed look at these early research attempts.




milieu of any one industry, and accordingly are in a

position to speak and act tor the corporate world or

at least sizable sectors of it. The corporation law-

yer is a key link between the economic, military and

political areas; the investment banker is a key organi-

zer and unifier of the corporate world and a person well

versed in spending the huge amounts of money the American

military establishment now squanders. When you get a

lawyer who handles the legal work of invgstment bankers

you get a key member of the power elite.
The more recent development of this concept has centered upon the Washington
lawyer, as students of politics have zeroed in on this genre of the legal
profession. A recent spate of books and articles have centered on the pre-
viously anonymous role of the Washington lawyer in the making of economic
policy in the nation's capitol, especially among the Federal regulatory

3 _

agencies and the Congress.” The gist of these documentations has centered

on the prestigious and ﬁowerful Washington law firms‘who by their expertise,
their reputation, and their influence wield disprOpdrtionate power in the
policy-making process. Thus, the contention of thésé chroniclers is that
there exists a de tacto power elite in the legal community who, in the realm
of economic and social policy-making, use their unbalanced expertise and in-
fluence to further the wealth of their corporate clients at the expense of

the public good. Perhaps the thoughts and sentiments of these chroniclers

of the legal profession are most succinctly expressed in the writings of

“c. Wright Mills, The Power Elite, (New York: Oxtord University Press,
1956)0 De 2890 ) ’

3The most enlightening research of this second wave of investigation is
represented in The Superlawyers by Joseph C. Goulden (1971), and "A Fifth
Estate - Washington Lawyers" by Ronald Goldfarb which appeared in the May 5,
1968 edition of The New York Times Magazine. Other recent articles dealing
with Washington lawyers include "Ethics and the Washington Lawyer" by Joseph
Califano, which appeared in the September 24, 1973 edition of The Washington
Post, a series of articles by author Ward Just derived from his novella about
the Washington legal elite, which appeared in Potomac, the Washington Post
Sunday magazine in the September 15 and 22 issues,"Law: Good Times for the
Barristers," by Paul W. Valentine, which appeared in the Jamuary 13, 1974
edition of the Washington Post, and "Business is Booming for Capital Lawyers,"

by John P. MacKenzie, which appeared in the December 26, 1973 edition ot th
Washington Post. '




Erwin 0. Smigel of New York University in his pioneering study, The Wall

Street Lawyers. Smigel summarizes this concept of a legal establishment

when he states; "To the extent that large law firms are more capable than
others, hahdlevmore‘important cases than others, to tﬁe extent that they

are mofe imaginative and more influential, they maf\play ; particularly
significant role in this (governmental) process - especially in the area

of business 1aw."“ It is in this vein tha£ this author is conducting an

’ investigation of the situation here within this state of Virginia regard-
‘ing the legal community to ascertain whether a similar phenomenon exists.
Given the great attention concentrated on the Federal level bearing upon
this situation, it is of great interest not only‘toithe disciﬁline of
political science but on a practical level as well'to;discover if a parallel
"legal estéblishment" is in evidence in the Richmchd area, and if so, to meas--
ure its power withih the regulator& process of the Commonwealth,

Thus, it will be the intent of this thesis to explore and attempt to
answer the following basic questions; Is there in féct4in existence in Rich-
mond a ﬁlegal establishment", composed of the area‘é most prestigious law
firms who by their physical resources, their standing, their expertise, and/
or their pciitical influence wield disproportionate power in the making of
social and economic policy in the Commonweaith, more specifically regarding
the fuhcticc of legislation and decision-making asvconducted by the Virginia
General Assembly? If such an entity exists, who comprises this elite, and
how did these particular 1nd1viduals come to galn such a p051t10n of in-
fluence? What social economic, or other characteristics do these very spec-

ial societal actors share, if any? Finally, what checks or opposing actors

4 Erwin 0. Smigel, The Wall Street Lawyer. (New York: The Free Press
of Glencoe, 1964), PeT.
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exist within the system to counter-act or balance the forces of the Richmond
legal establishment? |

Furthérmpfe, this study will seek to illuminateinot only those individ-
uals and firmS’ﬁho constitute the legal elite of the‘Richmond Metropolitan
area, but to also serve as an insightful inquiry into the composition of the
local legal community in general. The exact nature of the legal protfession
regarding the origins and backgrounds of lawyers, their social and economic
characteristics, and-ﬁheir attitudes and opinions will be probed to construct
a better understanding of the men and women who compoée this most important
- profession. This look at lawyers in general in this area will greatly help
to confirm or deny the existence of the "legal elite" as a viable concept, and
will anéwer these fundamental questions; Who are the-lawyers in the Richmond
area? What are their origins? Where did they go to college and law school?
What are their economic incomes? What are their civic and social affiliations
within the community? What is their political orientation both ideologically
and in partisan terms? How similar or dissimilar are they to the individuals
who compose the legal elite in terms of these social and economic backgrounds
and characteristics? The satisfactory resolution and explanation of these
questions and issues raised here constitute the purpose for conducting this

research.

THE SCOPE OF THE PROJECT
In attempting to identify the legal elite of the Richmond Metropolitan
Area, this paper will follow this framework;
Chapter I - Introduction, Statement of Purpose, and,Justification for Interest,
Chaptef II - The specific methodology used to identifyAthe legal establishment
will be fully éxpounded here. Beginning with a brief recounting of the pre-

vious éttempts at elite identification in the disciplines of Political Science
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and Sociology; ihe identifiers will be divided into five basic broad catego~
ries; Economic Indicators, Social Indicators, Physical Indicators, Political
Indicators and The Self-Identifying Elite. Within each of the first four
categories is a number of variables for which objective data can be obtained
to be used to differentiate the law firms in the Richmond area. The fifth
category of The Self-Identifying Elite will involve a polling of opinions of
the lawyers of this region in which they will identify those firms which they
consider to bé the legal elite of the Metropolitan Richmond Area.

Chapter III - Here the framework of variabies expouhded in the second chapter
will be used to specifically pinpoint those firms who are most richly endowed
in terms of the four expansive areas of concrete poﬁer and in the eyes of
their tellow elites and legal peers. The data obtained in this research will
.be plugged inté the variables and categories'to form what might bé called a
matrix of influence, power, and prestige within the legal profeésion and the
state legislature of the Commonwealth. Figures, tables, and charts will be
used in connection with the text to present the research findings.

Chapter IV - This will be a chapter devoted to sketéhing a portrait of those
firms who are identified as the core of the legal establishment. The intent
here in this segment is to provide an insight into the nature and character-
of these law‘firms. A brief history of each firm will be presented, as well
as an investigation of the key practics of these.Offices, such as recruiting
policy, method and raté of advancement within the firm, the types of entrances
into the organization and the degree of occurrenée, the extent of bureaucrat-
lization in the‘individual firms, the related issues of personal autonomy and
rigid behavioral requirements of the lawyers, and.the type of organizational
structure used. The amount of similarity and dissimilarity shared by these

firms on theée operating policies will likewise be examined in order to



explore the extent of the concensus regarding such procedures.

Chapter V - This division will deal with the nature and character of the
Richmond Legal Community in general. Here the rank-and-file of the area's
lawyers will be surveyed in order to compile a composite of the character-
istics of these actors. The emphasis will be placed on suchrproperties as
educational background, social affiliations, economic income,vand on these
lawyers! political and ideological orientation,

Chaptgr VI - The case study to be presented in this chapter will show the

legal establishment in action in the realm of economic and social policy-
making, and will provide a means of testing the hypothesis that these law

firms wield disproportionate power in such political arenas. Here the spe-
cific focus will be the Virginia General Assembly, the legislative policy=-
making body of the Commonwealth. Within the workings of the state legislature,
this paper will focus upon a relatively recent development within the political
framework of the Virginia political system, that of the lawyer-lobbyist. Ordi-
narily, the state legislature is not the most frequently associated political
arena in the minds of the public with lawyers, as traditionally the judicial
system is thought of as the private realm of the barristers. 1In addition,
whereas attorneys traditionally torm a high percentage of the membership in
legislative bodies, it is solely toward this role as a legislatorigzéé academic
studies of attorney%dgéen directed. Lawyers also perform many additional roles
in the legislative process, such as staffing and, the role which this thesis
will address, that of lobbyist. The lobbyist performs an integral function
within the American state legislature, through the supplying of informatioq;r
and exﬁertise and the advocacy of certain policy alternatives and objectives,
The lawyer has with an increaéing degree of frequency assumed this role of

lobbyist, and has become a potent force within the process. This chapter will
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look at the two most recent sessions of the Virginia General Assembly to as-
certain it lawyers do in fact play‘a major role as lobbyists, and, if this
should be the case, do a small number of elite barrisﬁers through their re-
presentation of client interests come to occupy a disproportionate number of
lobbying positions and exércise a great amount of influence within the body.,
Here these quéstions will be explored, and some specific deciéions made by the
Assembly will be examined to shed light upon the fole,of the lawyer/lobbyist
and further elucidate the intricacies of the Virginia legislative process.
Chapter VII - This final chapter will be a summary of the findings of this
thesis, andvan analysis of the implications that these findings have on the
legal profession and on the system of government regulation which we now have.
In addition, a conclusion will be reached as to whether the concept of “the
legal establishment" is a viable one, amd capable of being used to offer in-
sight and understanding into the phenomenon of lawyers and policy-meking.

These chapters will be followed by a series of appendices offering sup-
perting materials, examples of the methodological tools used in compiling
this researdh, and other index-type informational tables which may serve as

a basic guide to the legal profession in Richmond,

JUSTIFICATION FOR INTEREST r
The reasons for conducting this specific research into the Richmond

legal Establishment are many in number and varied in hature. On a very per-
sonal level, such a project offers the potential of being greatly beneficial
to the author as‘a practical learning experience. Given that this writer is
oriented and committed in the direction of a career in the legal profession,
an inquiry into the prestigious and powerful law tirms of the area has a large
practical pay-off, that of acclimating oneself to the legal community by ob-

serving firsthand the actual work and duties performed by lawyers, and by
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establishing physical contacts with some of the relevant and important actors
within this policy area. The establishment of these contacts and the know-
iedge gained by such investigation could be very utgiziafian in the future
and poténtially parlayed into useful benetit in an employment situation, as
well as providing an important initial orientation to the field of jurisprudence.

A very strong rationale for undertaking this inquiry likewise exists on
other levels as well, The area of economic and social policy-making within the
state legislature is certainly one of the most important realms of policy for-
mulation, not only from an academician's viewpoint, but also on the very prac-
tical level of bread and butter politics as well. Here within the Commonwealth
decisions involving millions of dollars and the personal lives and fortunes of
the people are made yearly by the Virginia General Assembly, with ultimately
tremeﬁdous dollars and cents as well as lifestyle implications for the citizens
of Virginia. This legislative process of Virginia has in the past been one
somewhat obscured and unknown to the people, with tew citizens aware of the
crucial decisions being made on their behalt. The legal profession in general
and the large, prestigious law firms in particular have played a vital yet
largely\cached)role in the making of this economic and:social policy within
the staie. Such research as proposed by this writer could aid in undefstanding
this substantial process by revealing and identifying the role played by the
Richmond legal establishment within the system., The gauging and surveying of
the power and_inrluence wielded by these policy actors will greatly illuminate
and edity the legislative mechanism, and place in perspective the role of these
vbarristers in the formulation of social and economic policy within this Commone
wealth, Furthermore, such research will test the current thesis of many ob=-
servers of.ﬁhe_governmental process that this mechanism has been de facto cap-~

tured by the businesses that it was designed to manage and control. It has

been suggested by many reformers and observers ot the legislative process that
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these law-making bodies tend to be dominated by business interests, or at the’
very least, show a degree of sympathy and responsiveness to the commercial
community not exhibited to other factions and components of the political arena.

Such reformers and Ralph Nader and Joseph Goulden, author of The Superlawyers,

have charged that the Congress is dominated by special interésts and specifi-
cally business interests to the detriment of the general consﬁming public.

Such charges as these have historically been especially echoed and expounded

in regard to the legislatures of the various states, where because ot the short
tenure of members, the lack of adequate staffing, the brevity of the sessions
as well as other factors, a greater reliance musﬁ be ﬁlaced on external infor-
mational resources and an increased opportunity tor contlict of interest some-
times exists._ Due to these factors, state legislatures have been the bane of

many observers, who see business and their affiliated associations as very

much getting their way in the bulk of the relevant policy—making situations,
An examination of the Richmond Legal Establishment will éid in determining
whether such a subversion has taken place in the Virginia legislative forum,
and again offer a new perspective on this governmental sub-system which will
promote a clearer and more accurate understanding of this most important process.
Finally, this inquiry should elucidate the role played by lawyers in the
society in general and within the policy realm in particular. Since its in-
vception, the American republic has been dominated by lawyers far more than any
other profession, and indeed our government has been a government ot lawyers,
Yet, in spite of the obvious dominance of lawyers as a group within society,
for a variety of reasons an amazingly diminutive amount of material exists deal~-
ing with this phenomenon. In addition, those attorneys who by their power and
expertise have riéen to the top of their occupation and thus wield dispropor-

tionate influence in the making of policy remain for the most part equally un-

examined and unchronicled as their less influential brothers. Several reasons
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have been advanced to explain this lack of investigation and inquiry into law-
yers and the role they pléy in society, focusing primarily on the closed nature
of most professions in general and the legal profession in particular. The
tendehcy to develop an "anti-research" bias against the efforts of those out-
side the profession is perhaps a natural one for those who form an elite such |
as lawyers, yet‘it has nonetheless contributed to the lack of awareness and
understanding regarding this group of actors. In addition, research has been
thwarted by‘the private-public distinction, as lawyers have claimed that their
acts and influence were strictly matters within the private realm, involving
non-governmental actors and private clients and transactions, and thus were
not suitable or germane tor public inquiry. This distinction within the legal
profession is becoming increasingly blurred, as the interaction and interre-
lationships shared by the private and public realm %;gibecome more vividly
recognizable and evident. This rapidly increasing acknowledgment that such
influential actors as lawyers are in fact quasi-public officials who greatly
influence the course of public policy as well as the ebb and tlow of private
intercourse has resulted in a new wave of legal-related research. However,
while some material does exist regarding the legal power elite of New York and
more reéently Washington, such data is virtually non-existent on the state
level within Virginia. This investigation, given the influence and power of
lawyers within government and society, should fill aﬁ information vacuum by
narratively profiling the legal elite of Richmond .and thus producing new know-
ledge regarding these more important societal players. By identifying those
who 1ill the réhks of this elite and detailing how they came to hold such pri-
vilege, a greater‘comprehension of these most influential members of the bar

as well as the rank and file lawyers will be possible.
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CHAPTER II

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY; THE CRITERIA

TO BE USED IN ELITE IDENTIFICATION

Identifying Elites; Previous Attempté

The proceSs of elite identification is a pursuit which has consumed
many a social scientist'!s time and activities, as a number of different and
disparate methodological systems have been advanced to rationally stratify
a given population. While other disciplines have dealt with the concept of
elitism and establishmentarianism, the major contributions in this area have
clearly been made by sociologists and political scientists. The tather of
the modern stﬁdy of elitism in America is of course C. Wright Mills, the
widely~read and studied sociologist whose investigations of the American
power elite provoked many thoﬁghts and kindled much further research in this
specific area. Researchers who have followed Mills' writing in the subareas
of social stratification, social class structure, and occupational distribu-
tion of Sociology have greatly turthered the concept of a powerful elite with-~
in America and identification of these people. 1In addition, the schools of
Sociology and Political Science have combined eftorts in the interdisciplinary
inquiry called community power studies, which have studied communities in an
attempt to pinpoint who really wields power and intluence in a given area and
to describe the decision-making processes by which these identified elites
make social aﬁd economic policy. Finally, political scientists who utilize

the sub-system methodology to study government decision-making have also
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contributed to the existing literature regarding the identification of elites.1

It is from each of these schools that the elite indicators to be used in
this paper have been derived. The criteria to be tully elucidated in the
following sections of this chapter represent an attempt ﬁo combine elements
of each of these perspectives to form a comprehensive matrix of elite identi-
fication which will bring together the strengths inherent in each indication
system concdcted by these scholars while avoiding the weaknesses of relying
simply upon one set of variables. By drawing upon these various methodologies,
an accurate and defensible set of indicators should result. Thus, this paper's
methbdology will bring together variables from several different areas to iden-
tify elites. The broad areas of indicators will Be Economic Indicators,Social
Indicators, Physical Indicators, Political Indicators, and the Selt-Identify-
ing Elite. The following sections of this chapter will elucidate in detail

each of these broad areas.

17pe specific works of these various schools of elite identification

which were consulted to develop this paper's methodology were The Power
Elite and Power, Politics, and People by C. Wright Mills, The Vertical
Mosiac by John Porter, American Class Structure by Joseph Kahl, Community
Power Structure by Floyd Hunter, Power in States and Communities by Thomas
Dye, Who Rules America by G. William Domhotf, The Politics of Federal

Housing by Harold Wolman (see Appendix A), and The Structure of Community
Power, edited by Michael Aiken and Paul Mott. Other works not specitically
dealing with elite identification but which were of great assistance in
assembling the elite indicators chosen for this study were the aforementioned
. Works by Erwin O. Smigel, The Wall Street Lawyer and "Interviewing a Legal
Elite" in the September 1950 1ssue of the American Journal of Sociology, The
Superlawyers by Joseph C. Goulden, The Law and the Lawyer In the State
Department's Administration ot Foreign Policy by John W. Outland, a doctoral
dissertation in International Relations in the Graduate School ot Syracuse
University, June 1970, "On the Neo-elitist Critique of Community Power" by
Richard M. Merelman appeared in the June 1968 issue of the American Political
Science Review, and Future Directions in Community Power Studies, edited by
Fred E. Witt.
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-ECONOMIC INDICATORS
In any Society the economic system plays a crucial role in the lives
of its people. Economies basically perform the function of allocating
scarce resources along some national guidelines to reward individuals for
their productivity and contributions to the welfare of society. Through-
out history economic wealth and success %;;sbeen éﬁéfa? the most consistent
indicators of stratification and elitism, as those who the economic system
has amply rewarded have both physically and socially separated themselves
from the have-nots of a given age. In modern industrial societies, the
-corporation represents the current most highly developed example of economic
power and influence. These entities command unprecedented resources in our
society, and have brought tremendous wealth to their benefactors. Thus, cor-
porate power, personal wealth, and elitism are frequently intimately related
in America. This fact of corporate domination of the economy then demands
that any study of elitism examine economic variables which intluence the ac-
quisition ot wealth and power by these corporations and subsequently their
owners and stockholders. This paper will consequently tfocus on sems two
quantifiable variables which reflect success or failure in the economic sys-
tem of the nation at large and in the Commonwealth in particular.
1. Power in the economic system ot the Commonwealth of Virginia and the
adjoining regions.

a. Types of clients represented, i.e., the most powerful individuals,
corporations, or associations within this state or area in terms of economic
resources, strategic location in society and/or economy, etc. Who a given
law firm represents in its transactions is a critical variable in the equation
of power and ihfluénce. Obviously a law firm gkg—represents the most powerful

individuals or collectivities would quite logically be of greater importance
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and significance in the political/business than a tirm whose clients were
relatively less well-endowed in terms of physical and economic resources.
Those firms who represent what might be called 'the haves" of society would
by any measufe possess greater import and input into the governmental system
in most cases and situations. This variable will attempt to gauge the re-
lative prominence and int'luence of the clients of the law firms ot the Riche
mond area, and trom this provide an insight into the relative standing ;r
these legal collectivities. This variable in addition should shed light on
the exact nature of the cause and etftfect relationship involved between the
law firms and the clients they represent. It has been conjectured by some
observers of the legal protession that these firms who secure such presti-
gious and protitable accounts were already in ract "the haves" of the legal
world, and the result is the association of "haves" with "haves" through this
business representation. Others suggest that these firms grow and prosper
as a result of securing such accounts. Whichever scenario is actually the
case should be at least partially answered by this variable, as well as
gauging the factor of who the firm is representing before federal, state,
and local governmental bodies, and in private negotiations.

2. Representation of law firm actors on key economic policy-making bodies.

a. Representation on corporate boards of directors. Those who control

economic policy within our society are by the nature of our system very cru-
cial and important actors. One of the principal sources of private policy-
making is the corporation, whose actions and inactions markedly affect the
consuming public. Given the power of these corporations, those individuals
who serve on the policy~making boards of these entities are quite naturally
very powerful, important, and select people. Therefore, one measure of power

and elitism would be to quantify the number of trese law firm actors who serve
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on these boards. This variable will explore the concept of "interlocking
directorates" of C. Wright Mills, where Mills found that a number of select
persons were represented on multiple numbers of corporate boards, with such
individuals enjoying a great degree of power and influence begause of this
strategic location. Erwin O. Smigel in his study of Wall Street lawyers
found é high degree ot representation of these elite attorneys on the boards
of important corporations. This variable will reflect the degree of repre~
sentation of the law firm actors in Richmond on corpoiate boards, and test

the hypothesis of Mills and Smigel in the Virginia economic arena.

SOCIAL INDICATORS
The tendehcy for people to difterentially associate with one another is
deeply ingrained in the nature and culture of man; ‘This propensity to join
together results in the formation of associations that are characteristic of
a person's recognition of his relative standing to others in society. These
associations occupy a most important position in American society and retflect
the stratification which takes place along status and class lines in the pub-
lic. Theretore, a look at the process of association in the Richmond area
could provide a clear means of elite identification and recognition.
1. Representation of law firm actors on key social-policy boards.
la. Representation of law firm actors on univérsity boards of trustees,
boards of associates, and other higher education boards and committees. Tra-
ditionally glites have been the most well-educated individuals in a society
and have enjoyed the highest committment to the maintenance and furtherihg of
higher education. This variable will explore the extent to which Richmond
area law firm actors sit on higher education—reléted policy-making bodies, and

whether the actors of certain firms are disproportionately represented on such

boards.
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b. Representation in key social philanthropib and civic orgéniza-
tions. As with higher education, elites again have traditionally played
major roles in philanthrophy, and in civic betterment organizations. Such
bodies as ﬁhe Jaycees, the Kiwanis, the multiple charities, and other simi-
lar groups have drawn their members and leadership from the uﬁper strata of
society. This variable will measure the extent to which the iaw firm actors
of this area are involved in such organizations and show if certain tirms
have a disproportionate degree of participation.

2. Membership in elite social organizations. Certain social associations
become characterized as elite through the years due to the type of individuals
who form the membership and the degree of exclusiveness and selectivity they
enjoy. This variable will quantify the extent to which law firm actors are
members in such elite social organizations. The key associations to be looked
at here are the Commonwealth Club and the Country Club of Virginia, who are by
general con@ensus the most exclusive and elitist organizations in the Richmond

area,

PHYSICAL INDICATORS

One of the most basic quantifiers of power has been a measure of how many
and the type of resources that can be brought to bear on a given problem or
dispute. This is a most basic "nuts and bolts" type of concept, representing
an attempt tovquantify the actual physical rESourceé which a given law firm
has at its disposal. While the previous group of social indicators involves
a more nebulous, subjective concept of reputation and Status, these variables
dealing with the physical strengths of the area's law firms are a most concrete
and clearly defined set of indicators which bear directly on the relative power

and influence which these firms enjoy. The following grouping of variables
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will aﬁtempt to quantify the physical resources which the area law firms
have in their possession.
11, Concrete resources of a given law firm,

a. Mass numbers of lawyers employed by a given law firm.

b. Number of legal staff at the disposal of a given law firm,

c; Physical resources of a givwen law firm such as library resources,
etc. These variables reflect the sheer numbers ofgphysiCal resources which
may be brought to bear on a problem, and will show if certain law firms are
more well-endowed in the concrete assets necessary tor the successtul prac-
tice of law. |

2. Expertise of a given law firm. Many students of the American umniver-
sity have ennunciated and echoed the very valid statement that, "Bricks and
mortar doth not a university make," and this opinion is equally valid for a
law firm as well, For as the strength of a university lies within the know-
ledge and training possessed by its teaching faculty, so too does the prowess
and fortitude of a law firm lie in the expertise and ability of its component
members. Above all, a law firm is a grouping of individuals, and it is to
these individuals and their ability, that any researcher of the legal pro-
fession must direct his attention. While the mass numbers of lawyers em-
ployed by a firm is an important aspect of the equation of success, this re=-
presents only a part of the story, as the quality of the firm's employees
must likewise be considered. How expert and intelligent a given tirm's at-
torneys are is‘a critical consideration which should be examined in the deter-
. mination of the rélative standing of these associations. The following vari-
ables attempt to quantify the amount of expertise possessed by Richmond area
law firms.

a. Representation of graduates of blue-chip law schools in Richmond



20
area law firms. Certain law schools enjoy reputaﬁions of being more presti-
gious and ef consistently producing the brightest and most able lawyers.

This differentiation of law schools by their relative perceptions of quality
and status suggests that the graduates of these schools are more highly
sought after and relatively more successful in the practice of law than those
who attend less prestigious schools., This variable will measure the degree
of represeniation of the graduates of the most highly regarded law schools

in the firms of the Richmond area. The law schools which will be designated
as “biue-chip" for the purposes of this study are the University of Virginia,
the University of Chicago, Harvard, Yale, Columbia, Stanford, the University
of Michigan, and the University of Pennsylvania. vThis rating is derived from
the reeent survey of law school deans by the American Council ot Education,
in which these schools were7named most frequently as being the most highly re-
garded and pfestigious.

b. Degree of specialization within a given law firm. Specialization
has been a mark of our increasingly complex world, and the legal profession is
no exceptionvas the law and its related institutions have proliferated and ex-
panded. This variable will measure how well the local firms have adapted to
this phenomenon and specialized to meet the\needs of its clients. Here a sub-
Jjective judgment of the degree of specialization of a given firm will be made
by the author on the basis of observation of these entities. Firms will be
characterized according to a four step system of classification; 1) "High®,
indicating a ﬁery,highlj specialized organization'and division of labor, with
a great degree of departmentalization and little overlap ot personnel and func-
tion, 2) "Moderate", indicating a specialized organization and labor division
is in exisience, but to a lesser extent and degree as number 1 above, 3)"Aver-
age", indicating the nofmal degree of specialization found in law firms of

this area, of L) "Low", indicating an operation where there is little
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differentiation or specialization of work and tasks pertormed by the members,
with a great degree of generalized practice and procedure.

cs Academic achlevement of firm members as undergratuates and as law
students. This variable will attempt to measure expertise in terms of degree
of success enjoyed in the academic world by individual members of the area law
firms. The two academic honors on the undergraduate level whiéh will be exam-
ined are Phi Beta Kappa, the highest scholarship honor an undergraduate may re-
ceive, and Omnicron Delta Kappa, which rewards outstanding scholarship and
leadership on the collegiate level. The two law school honors which will be
measured are membership on a law review, generally the highest honor a law
student can receive, and Order of the Coif, the national legal scholarly asso-
ciation which draws its members from the top 10% of a given law school class.

d. Representation in profesaional groups ol a given law firm. Exper~
tise will be gauged here by measuring the degree of representation a given
firm enjoys in groups which are professional in nature such as serving as
officers-in Bar associations and related protessional collectivities, and on

special advisory committees set up by the Bar.

POLITICAL INDICATORS

Lawyers have formed the most frequentiy typed pool of political actors
in America. The fact that lawyers do occupy a disproportionate number of po-
litically-related assignments and positions demand that an attempt to strat-
ify attorneys by their power and standing should measure the degree of repre~
sentation of members of a given law firm in the political arena. The follow-
ing variables seek to do such.

1. Representation of law tirm actors on important urban governmental

bodies, i.e. City Council, County Boards of Supervisors, Planning Commissions,
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Boards ot Zoning Appeals, Human Relations Councils, School Boards, other
Advisory Committees to government.
2. RepréSentation of law firm actors in key political organizations,
a. Positions of importance held by law firm actors in the Democratic
and Republican parties, | |
3. Reprgsentation ot law firm actors or former actors in governmental
bodies, i.e. ﬁ. S. Supreme Court, Virginia Supreme Court, Virginia and Federal
government, etc.
li. Representation ot law firm actors as lobbyists betore the Virginia

General Assembly.

THE SELF-IDENTIFYING ELITE

The previous indicators have attempted to deal with concrete measures ot
relative power and resources of the area law firms. However, while these meas-
ures are important, certéin phenomena which are equally important such as pres-
rige and standing in the eyes of others are difticult to quantity and assign
a numerical value to, In order to deal with this problem, this section will
gauge these subjective variables by surveying the Richmond legal community
and asking them who they think is the legal elite of the area. The concept of
the self-identifying elite, developed in large part in the research or Floyd

Hunter,1

offers a means of quantifying these subjective notions of power and
expertise. A representative sample oi Richmond lawyers will be polled in
connection with Chapter VI. Part IT of this survey will involve a selection
by them of those firms which they consider to be the legal establishment of the

Richmond area.

TFor a more detailed explanation and defense of this selt-identifying
elite concept, see Community Power Structure: A Study of Community Decision-
Makers by Floyd Hunter (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press,1952).
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(The exact methodology and construction of Part II méy be found in the survey
example, pages 3 and L4.) Thus, this fifth broad category will supplement and
compliment the first four indicator areas by gauging and measuring the sub-
jective poftion.of the equation ot power and further defining the legal estab-

lishment of the Richmond Metropolitan Area.
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CHAPTER III

IDENTIFICATION OF THE RICHMOND LEGAL ELITE;

APPLICATION OF THE ELITE INDICATORS

Thus, having postulated and presented the five-foldicriterion system for
i&entifying'and'stratifying the most powerful and prestigious law firms in the
Richmond area; it remains to substitute actual values for these variables such
that a rank-cfdering of thése collectivities may be achieved. The following
sections of.this chapter will apply these elite iﬁdicators to the Richmond
legal Community in order to fully measure the degfee and extent of elitism
éndcthose similar characteristics which would di9§inguish cne or more area

firms from the others.

ECONOMIC INDICATORS
l. Power in the economic system of the Commonwealth and adjoining regions.
a. Types of clients represented.
As'was fully postulated in the second chapter, the question of who is being
represented in the equation of power is a criticai one indeed, and is in many
ways indictative of the status and the ability possessed by a law firm. A

look at the lists of representative clients contained in the Martindale-Hubbell

Law Dictionary reveals that certain law firms within the area do have an inord-
inate number of the most powerful and strategically-located corporations not
only within the.Commoﬁweélth but within the entire-reg&on. The lists of the
six largest firms are contained in Table III-I. Eéch'one of these six col-
lecfivities héve.an abundance of the wealthiest and most influential clients.
The firm ofthcion, Williams, Gay and Gibson especially exhibits a tendency to
garner some of che most heigy:weight accounts aVailgb}e, serving as principal

i N .
counsel and as local counsel for a vast variety of very large and wealthy



TABLE III - I

REPRESENTATIVE CLIENTS OF ELITE LAW FIRMS

OF THE RICHMOND AREAL

Source: Martindale-Hubbell Law Dictionary. Summitt, New Jersey:
Martindale-Hubbell, Inc., 1973, 197L.
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1)
2)
3)
L)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)
19)
20)

21) -

22)
23)
24 )
25)
26)

26

HUNTON, WILLIAMS, GAY AND GIBSON

VEPCO
Ethyl Corporation

United Virginia Bankshares

Bank of Virginia Company

Virginia Transit Company
Richmond Corporation

Long Island Lighting Combany
Appalachian Power Company
Chesapeake and Ohio Railroad
Seaboard Coast Line Railroad
Southern Railway System
United Parcel Service
Chesapeake Corporation
Humble 0il and Refining Corporation
Robertshaw Controls

General Motors Corporation
Philip Morris, Inc.

First Colony Life Insurance
Dan River Mills

Sears, Roebuck and Company
Miller and Rhoads, Inc.

Lone Star Industries
Virginia Chemicals , Inc.
Noland Companj'

Pulaski Furniture

Smithts Transfer Corporation

27)

28)
29)
30)
31)
32)
33)
3L)
35)
36)
37)
38)
39)

Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line
Corporation

Colonial Williamsburg Foundation
Virginié Hot Springs, Incorporated
Wheat, First Securities

General Medical Corporation

Hospital Corporation of America

New York Lite Insurance Corporation
Virginia‘Retail Merchants Association
Mutual Benefit Life Insurance Company
Prudential Insurance Company

Richmond Engineering Company

Basic Construction Company

Continental Telephone Company



1)

3)
L)
5)

7)

8)

9)
10)
11)
12)
13)
1h)
15)
16)
17)
18)
19)
20)
21)
22)

23)

27

McGUIRE, WOODS AND BATTIE

Not Available

MAYS, VALENTINE, DAVENPORT AND MOORE

First and Merchants National Bank

2L)

Richmond Federal Savings and Loan Assoc. 25)

Virginia Industrial Development Corp.
Seaboard Coastline Railroad Company
Washington Gas Light Coﬁpany

Western Union Telegraph Company
American Tobacco Company

Atlantic Richfield Company

Belding Heminway Company, Inc.
Bernsen Mills, Incorporated

Colonial Stores, Incorporated

The Great Atlantic and Pacific Tea Co.
Coastal Lumber Company

Diamond Aikali Company

Dixie Container Corporation

Fede:al Paper Board Company, Inc.
Imperial Group, Ltd.

Miller Manufacturing Company, Inc.
Regency Square Shopping Center
Sherwin-Williams Paint Company
Sinclair Refining Company

Standard Papef Manufacturing Company

Westinghouse Electric Corporation

26)
27)
28)
29)
30)
31)
32)
33)
34)
35)
36)
37)

38)
39)

William Byrd Press

F. W. Woolworth Company

National Canners Association

Virginia Association of Realtors
Virginia Bankers Association

Virginia Mortgage Bankers Association
American Iﬁsurance Association
Virginia Insurance Rating Bureau
American Universal Insurance Company
Diamond State Life Insurance Company

Fidelity and Deposit Company of
Maryland

Hartford Accident and Indemnity
Company

Home Beneficial Life Insurance Compan
Life and Casualty Company of Tennesse
Phoenix Mutual Life Insurance Company

Royal Globe Insurance Company



1)

3)
b)
'5)

6)
7)
8)
9)

10)
11)
12)

13)

10)

28

WILLIAMS, MULLEN AND CHRISTIAN

Universal Leaf Tobacco Company, Inc.
Richmond Hotels, Incorporated

United Virginia Bank (Trust Division)

Bank of Virginia - Central (Trust Dept.)

Richmond, Fredericksburg and Potomac
Railroad

Interbake Foods (Southern Biscuit Co.)
Siegel's Super Markets, Inc.
Larus and Brother Company, Inc.

Coca=-Cola Bottling Company General
Of fices, Inc.

The Cardwell Machine Company
Virginia Manufacturers Association
Craigie, Mason~Hagan, Inc.

Travel Advisors, Inc,.

)
15)

16)

17)
18)
19)
20)

21)

22)

23)

CHRISTIAN, BARTON, PARKER

Virginia Tractor Company, Inc.
Shoosmith Brothers, Inc.

Universal Motor Company, Inc.
Liphart Steel Company, Inc,
Automobile Club of Virginia

Mutual Assurance Society of Virginia
Inta-tota, Incorporated

Virginia Society of Professional
Engineers

Mega Contractors, Incorporated

American Motor House Inns

AND EPPS

Automatic Equipment Sales, Incorporated
Brown Boveri Power Equipment, Inc.
Concrete Pipe and Products Company
Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond
General Fire and Casualty Company
Greyhoumnd Lines, Incorporated

Guardian Life Insufance Cdmpany

Home Builders Association of Virginia
James River Paper Company

Jefferson Standard Life Insurance Co.

11)
12)

13)

)
15)
16)
17)
18)
19)
20)

John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Co,
Life Insurance Company of Virginia

Massachusetts Mutual Life Insurance
Company

Media General, Inc.

Metropolitan Life Insurance Company
Mutual Life Insurers Co. of New York
Mutual of Omaha Insurance Company
Neighbo:hood Group of Theaters

New York Life Insurance Company

The Pittston Company



21)

22)

23)
2l)
25)
26)
27)
28)
29)
30)

1)
2)
3)
L)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)
12)
13)
1)

29

CHRISTIAN, BARTON, PARKER AND EPPS (Continued)

Radio Station WRNL

Retail Merchants Association of
Metro Richmond

Richmond Eye Hosﬁital

Richmond Metropolitan Authority
Richmond Néwspapers, Inc,

Scott and Stringfellow

Security Federal Savings and Loan Assoc.
Southern Bank and Trust Company
Southern Bankshafes, Inc.

Sperry and Hutchinson Company

31)
32)
33)
3k)
35)
36)
37
38)
39)
10)

Syndor Hydrodynamics, Inc,

Television Station WWBT

Thalhimer Brothers, Inc.

Truxmore Industries

Union Camp Corporation

Virginia Education Association
Virginia Highway Users Association
Virginia Housing Development Authority
Virginia Tank Carriers Trust Assoc.

Willow Lawn Shopping Center

BROWDER, RUSSELL, LITTLE AND MORRIS

American Insurance Group

Buckeye Union Insurance Company
Continental National American Group
Crum and Forster Group

Employers Mutual of

Federal Insurance Company

General Accident Group

Government Employees Insurance Company
Harleysville Mutual Insurance Company
Hartford Accident énd Indemnity Company
Kemper Group

National Indemnity Company

Ohio Casualty Company

Pilot Freight Carrier

15)
16)
17)
18)

19)
20)
21)
22)
23)
2ly)
25)
26)
27)

Reliance Insurance Company
Security Insurance Group
St. Paul Insurance Company

State Farm Mutual Automobile
Insurance Company

Zurich-American Insurance Company
Bemiss Equipment Corporation

Bowers, Nelms and Fonville, Reaitors
James River Lumber Company

Leisure Times Distributors, Inc.
Little 0il Co., Inc.

Morton & Woltz, Inc., Advertising
Producers Co~Operative, Inc.

Richmond Block, Inc.



28)
29)
30)
31)
32)
33)

30

BROWDER, RUSSELL, LITTLE AND MRRIS (continued)

Richmond Gravure, Inc.

Richmond School Board

Service Steel Erectors, Inc.
Summit Container Corporation
Morton G. Thalhimer, Inc., Realtor

Virginia Precast Corporation

34)
35)
36)
37)
38)
39)

F. Richard Wilton, Jr., Contractor
VirginiavUnited Methodist Homes, Inc.
Masonic Home of Virginia, Inc.
Noland Company, Inc.

Phillips Petroleum, Inc..

S. J. Grove Construction Company
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corporate enterprises. The Hunton, Williams roster'cbntains such notable
clients as the Virginia Electric and Power Company, the largest public uti-
lity in the Commonwealth, Ethyl Corporation, the nation's largest supplier
of fuel additives, United Virginia Bankshares and Bank of Virginia Company,
two of the largest barking enterprises in Virginia, the RichmondVCorporation,
the multi-corporate conglomerate, and Chesapeake Corporation, thé largest pro-
ducer of pulp products in the state. The list further grows, sounding as it
it were-a virtual corporate Who's Who, including such national businesses as
General Motor#,:Appalachian Power Company, Chesapeéke and Ohio, Seaboard
Coast Line, and the Southern Railway Systems, Humble 0il and Refining, a sub-
sidiary of Exxon, Philip Morris, Sears, Dan River Mills, and the First Colony,
Mutual Benefit, and the New York Life Insurance Compénies. By any standards,
this is a formidable collection of very successful and influential corporations
who play a fundamental fole in the functioning of the economy. Any law firm
who would in the course of its business represent these corporate actors must
de facto be a most important and influential body in the ebb and flow of the
economic system.

Much the same is true for the other five firms as well, for each is pos=-
sessing of many of the most influential and strategic companies operating in
this area. McGuire Woods, while not specifically listing its clients in

Martindale-Hubbell, counts among its patrons such entities as the Anheuser-

Busch Brewing Company, Safeway Stores, Reynolds Metals, A. H. Robins and the
3M Corporation. Mays, Valentine likewise may call an equally impressive num-
ber of clients, including the A & P supermarket chain, the American Tobacco
Company, Colonial.Stores, Atlantic Richfield, Westinghouse, F. W. Woolworth,
Western Union Telegraph, Sherwih-Williams Paint Company as well as a host of

the most prosperous insurance corporations in the nation. The final two firms,
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Williams, Muilen and Christian and Browder, Russell, Little and Morris, also
reveal ﬁhis pfopensity for serving large accounts, having within the Williams
fold many powerful Richmond based firms and within the Browder corral a vir-
tual hosﬁ of very powerful national insurance companies as well as many im-
portant local corporations and bodies. Thus, it would appear that these six
firms collectively stand out in this one indication of power and success, be-
ing very adept gt garnering large, powerful corporations as their clients,
forming a most important link in the chain of influence and input within the
economic system and the society at large.
2, Representation on key economic policy-making bodies.

a. Membership on corporate boards of directors. This variable explores
a second aspect'and means whereby attorneys may have and generate great power
and influence within the economic system. As influence may come about from re-
presénting somé of the most powerful corporations operating within the region,
so too may great input be engendered by these same legal actors sitting on the
policy-making bodies which control these mammoth capitalistic enterprises and
thereby steer the great ships of commerce. This concept of "inter-locking di-
rectorships" was most notedly explored by C. Wright Mills, and by many explor-
ers of the economy and elitism since. Table III-II reveals that here again
the five largest firms are disproportionately blessed with attorneys who hold
the dual position of lawyer and corporate decision-maker. Hunton, Williams
reveals the largest number of lawyers holding corporaie director and officer-
ships, with nine attorneys who serve on some twenty-four different corporation
boards, also the highest number of total directorships. McGuire, Woods shows
the second highest sum of total directorships with some seventeen, and owns
the third position‘so far as the total number of individuals, while Mays, Valen-
tine likewise has three attorneys, for a total representation on four corpora-

tiors. Christian, Barton possesses the second highest number of total individual



TABLE IIT - II

REPRESENTATION OF AREA ATTORNEYS ON CORPORATE BOARDS OF DIRECTORSY

Hunton, McGuire, Mays, Christian,
Williams Woods Valentine Barton
Total number of
individuals holding
a corporate director-
ship 9 3 3 N
Total number of
directorships held by
members of a given law
firm 2L 17 b 10

1 Source: Standard and Poors Register of Corporations, Directors, and Executives:

Williams, ‘Browder,
Mullen Russell
1 0

2 o

United States and Canada.

- New York: Standard and Poors, Inc., 1973.

‘A1l
Others

€€
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TABLE IIT - IIX
. REPRESENTATION OF ELITE FIRM ACTORS

" ON CORPORATE BOARDS OF DIRECTORSY

HUNTON, WILLIAMS, GAY AND GIBSON

EppavHunton, v -
Member executive committee and director - First and Merchants National Bank
Member'éxeéﬁtive committee and director - First and Merchants Corporation
Trustee, Richmond Eye Hospital
President.and Trﬁstee, Medical College of Virginia Foundation
. Member, Executive Committee, Virginia Historical Society
Geofgé D, Gibson -
General gounsel, Virginia Electric and Power Compény
Director, Richmond Hotels, Inc.
H. Merrill Pasco -
Secretary,‘Virginia Hot Springs Company
Director, Virginia Guano Company
Secretary, Virginia-Carolina and Richmond Hardware Companies
Lewis F. Powell - |
vDirector, United Virginia Bankshares, Inc.
Trustee, Colonial Williamsburg, Inc.
Director, State Planters Bank of Commerce and Trusts
Director, Philip Morris, Inc.

Director, Laﬁyers Title Insurance Company

Source: Siandard and Poors Register of Corporations, Directors, and
Executives United otates and Canada. New York: Standard and Poors,

Inc. 1973.
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John W, Riely -
Director, Bank of Virgimia Central, Inc.
Director, Bank §f Virginia Company, Inc.
ﬁirectbr,qummonwealth Natural Gas Corporation
Joseph Carter -
Secretary and Director, Richmond Engineering Company
Director,‘General Medical Corporation
Directér,'Gérfinckel, Brooks Brothers, Miller and Rhoads, Inc.
Robert P. Buford -
Director, United Virginia Bankshares, Inc;
E. Milton Farley =
Director, Virginia Transit Company
Richard_G. Joynt -

Director, Richmond Cold Storage Company, Inc.

"McGUIRE, WOODS AND BATTLE

W, Gibson Harris -
Director, Southern Department Stores, Inc.
Chairman, Southern Industries, Inc.
Vice-President and Director, Southern Company
Director,vTidewater Steel Corporation
Director, Tredegar Company
Chairman, Virginia Capital Corporation
Director, Investment Company of Florida
Chairman, Solaronics, Inc.
Chairman;>Cologne Life Reinsurance Company

Director, English Speaking Union of the United States



" W. Gibson Harpisi- (continued)
Director, The Computer Company
Director, Micromation Services Corporation
Difector, Columbus Landing, Limited
Trustee,-VirginiavReal Estate Trust
Director, Traffic Safety Systems
. Carle E. Davis -

Counéel, H & R Block Company
Thomas C. Goréon‘- |

Director, Virginia Trust Company

CHRISTIAN, BARTON, PARKER AND EPFS

Robert T. Barton, Jr. -
Director and Treasurer, Chesterfield Apartment Company
Director, Concrete Pipe and Products Company |
Director and President, Round Hill Orchards, Inc.
Director, Neighborhood Theaters, Inc.
H. Harvey Chappell,‘Jr. -
Chairman, Crippled Children's Hospital
Director, Thalhimer Brothers, Inc.
Lee F. Davis -
Vice ~-President, Central National Bank, Inc.
Director, Continental Telephone Company of Virginia
William R. Shands -
Director Emeritus, Bank of Virginia

General Counsel, Life insurénce Company of Virginia
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MAYS, VALENTINE, DAVENPORT AND MOORE

F. Elmore Butler -

Director, Standard Paper Manufacturing Company
John.S. Davenpoft -

Director, First and Mefchants National Bank
Richmond Moore, Jf. -
| Counsel, Héme Beneficial Corporation

Counsel, Home Beneficial Lif'e Insurance Company

WILLIAMS, MULLEN AND CHRISTIAN

Fielding Williams, Sr.
Secretary, Richmond Hotels, Inc.

Director, Universal Leaf Tobacco Company
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with some four members being members of ten boards of directors, and Williams,
Mullen has one attorney serving on two bosrds. This heavy per capita repre-
sentation‘of these five largest firms is in marked contrast to the state of
the'remaining forty-five firms in the Richmond area,whose six directors occupy
eight seats on these corporate committees. Thus, here again it is vividly
clear that iniﬁhis most crucial question of economic policy-makihg that the
five firms mentioned above do very much possess an inordinate number of these
most infiuential positions. Table III-II1I shows that, in addition to occupy-~
ing a large number of these board slots, that many of them are on the most
powerful and well-endowed corporations within the Cbmmonwealth of Virginia,
Conséquentiy5'on these two counts the five largest firms reveal a corporate
policy-makihg interlock which bespeaks highly of the strategic perch inhabited

by these legal'actors.

SOCIAL INDICATORS
1. Representation of 1aw firm actors on key sécial-policy bodies.

a. Répresentation of law firm actors on university boards of trustees
and policy commi ttees. Traditionally the elite of a society have been partic-
ularly inclined to be most deeply committed to and involved in the education
system, and especially higher education. The modern university is now a pow-
efful force within society, shaping it greatly in both a social and economic
' mannér. Gi?en this highly strategic role, it is quite logical that whoever
holds the reins of power and policy direction at these institutions has a
great substantive effect on the lives and fortunes of many citizens. Here
again the Milléktheory of interlocking directorships very much comes into play
‘to a near équal exfent in the case of educational bodies. Table III-IV shows

that among the.colleges and universities of the Commonwealth three law firms

in particular have a high number of lawyer-members who serve as university



TABLE III - IV

REPRESENTATION OF LAW FIRM ACTORS ON UNIVERSITY POLICY-MAKING BODIESl

Hunton, McGuire , Mays, " Christian, Wiiliams,
Williams. Woods Valentine - Barton : "Mullen
Boards of o _ o
Trustees 2 1 0. 1 2
Rectors ‘ 1 0 0 1l 0
Total 3 1 Q 2 2

1 Source: College catalogs of Virginia Institutes of Higher Learning, 1973-7L.

2 The "all others" column contains some 45 law firms in the Richmond area.

Bfowder, i
Russell

A1l

0

Others

6€
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frustees. Hunton, Williams exhibits the highest numbér of these leadership
positions, héving three individualsAserving as trustees, including the rector
of the University ot Richmond. Christian, Barton and.Williams, Mullen each
show two attorneys curréntly holding office, while ﬂéGuire, Woods has a single
member on these most important bodies. This high pér capita degree of repre-
sentation ié again contrasted with the forty-five reméining firms,‘who collec-
tively supply four trustees to the fold. The domination and authority of cer-
tain firms within thé_Richmond area is once more documented in the area of edu-
caticn, whéfe ; héndfﬁl of law firms supply an inérdinate proportion of person-
nel in avhigh1y=prestigious and inrluéntial field of social policy-making.

b. Representation in key social philanthrbﬁicfand civic organizations.
~In this are& as well elites have traditionally sﬁpplied an inordinate number
of the membefs of certain organizations whose primary function is the promotion
of social and‘Civic betterment. Table III.V shows.the membership of Richmond
area 15# firm members in certain selected social organizations of this type, as
recorded in a survey of area attorneys conducted during January and February
1974. Here the results are mixed, as the proportion of membership varies from
~one particular club to another. The Civitan, Liohs, and Kiwanis Clubs all show
a very low,nﬁmber of attorney—members, with low percentages in all seven cate-
‘gofies. The Jaycees exhibit a higher frequency of enrollment, especially in the
case of the "all others" category where 25% of the respondents are or were at
one time Junior Chamber of Commerce members. Membership in the Chamber-of Com-
merce is rbughly evenly distributed across the law firm spectrum, while the
vfirms of Huntoﬁ,Williams, McGuire,Woods, and Christigﬁ,Barton show a fairly
high represénﬂation in the Rotary Club. In this area of community involvement
then, the mémbersﬁip ih certain key social, philanthroﬁic and civic betterment
organizatiohs iS~fairly’randomly distributed among the various firms of the

Richmond area, with no inordinate numbers being revealed in any one or several

bodies.



Jaycees

73 ofvfirmgrespondehts;.'

Chamber of Commerce
% of firm respondents

Rotarz Club

% of firm respondents

Civitan Cludb
% of firm respondents

Lions Club

% of firm respondents

Kiwanis Club

% of firm resppndénts"

1 source: Survey of Richmond lawyers, conducted during January/February 1974,

2
(See Appendix C

REPRESENTATION OF

Hunton,
Williams

11.5

5
19.2

-8
30.8
0.C0

0.00

' 358'
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TABLE IIT - V

LAW FIRM ACTORS IN PHILANTHROPIC AND CIVIC ORGANIZATIONS1

McGuire, Christian,
Woods Barton
2 1
13.3 1.3
1 2
2.7 28.6
5 3
33.3 L2.9
0 0
0.00 0.00

0 o
0.00 0.00
1 2
6.7 28,6

Mays,

Valentine

1

50,0

0 .
_ 0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

2

0.00

Browder,

Williams, A1l
Mullen Russell Others
1 0 L1
33.3 0,00 25.3

1 1 27
33.3 1245 16.7
0 1 18
0.00 2.9 11.1
0 0 7
0.00 0.00 43
1 0o 8
3303 0.00 h°9
.0 0 8

The Mays, Valentine column contains only two respondents and is an extremely small sample.

0.00

™
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c. Membership in elite social organizatiohs.' Certain organizations
of a primarily social function become known as elitist.because of their re-
strictive and elaborate entrance requirements. Withih the Richmond area, the
most élite clﬁbs by general consensus are the Commonwealth Club, a very ex-
clusive men's organization located on Franklin Street in the far west portion
of the Downtown area, and the Country Club of Virginia; located in the out-
skirts of the west end of the city. Table III-VI shows the distribution of
membership in these elite societies among the firms of Richmond. Here the
largest three firms of Hunton Williams, McGuire Woods, and Christian Barton re-
veal a feason;bié high,proportion of membership, ranging from twenty to over
fifty perceni_of the respondents being affiliated with these clubs. Mays, Val-
entine and Browder, Russell show a fairly high perééntage of members in the
Country Club of Virginia. Here there would appear to be a situation insofar as
these two exclusive clubs are concerned where certain firms do have a higher pro-
portion of its'attorneys as members, although not nearly in the inordinate num-

bers exhibited previdusly in other indicator categories.

PHYSICAL INDICATCRS
1, Cohcrete'resources ot a given law firm.

a. Mass numbers of lawyers employed by a given law firm. In any given
.situation, the_mass numbers of individuals who may be applied toward performing
a task is one of the most crucial variables in determining the final outcome of
this work. Much the same is true within the iegal’protession, as sheer tallies
of attorneys fépresent a most valuable resource and tool to be wielded by a 1aﬁ
firm,'and represents one of the most finite ihdicators Qr'endowment to these
Collectivities: »Table_IifVIIshows the physical distribﬁtion of lawyers within
ihe law fifms of the Richmond area. The firms of Hﬁntop, Williams and McGuire,

Woods are virtually in a class by themselves insofar as mass quantity of attormey:



TABLE TII - VI

REPRESENTATION OF LAW FIRM ACTORS IN ELITE SOCIAL ORGANIZATIONSL

Hunton, McGuire, Mays, : Christian, . Williams, Browder,
- Williams Woods _Vale_ntine2 Barton Mullen Russell
 Commonwealth - R S | - R ‘ |
Club 8 5 0 3 6] -1
4 of firm S , R

respondents 30.8 33.3 0.00 - 2.9 0.00 12.5
Country Club _ o :

of Virginia 12 3 2 ' in 0 L
% of firm

respondents h6.2 20,0 100.0 - 57.1 0.00 "~ 50.0

1 Source: Survey of Richmond 1awyers, conducted January/February 197h.

2 The Mays, Valentine column contains only two respondents and is an extremely small sample.

(See Appendix C).
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_’Othersf
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employing some 86 and 63 individuals respectively. Before this first niche

comes a progression of well-endowed law firms, led by'Mays, Valentine with

34 barristers and Christian, Barton with 32. Next‘comes a trio of law firms,
Williams Mullén, Hirschler and Fleisher, and Browder Russell,.each have in its
possession approximately twenty lawyers, which are in turn folloﬁed'by the rest
of the firms in the Richmond area, ranging from tﬁe,l3 attorneys at White,Cabell,
Paris and ngenétein to the single-member firms in éxistence locally. Here again
~ it would appear.that a handful of legal collectivities are dominant in the sense
of possessihg lérge numbers of personnel. While this humerical recounting is in-
capable'of deﬁoting the entire equation ot péwer,lfér a given firm to have a
large wofkroréé-to call upon in the pursuit of its caseload is most certainly ad-
vantageous an& a key factor in the practice of law;'as here, as in most enter-
prlses, lies a certain degree of strength in numbers.

b. Number of legal staff at the disposal of a given law firm. Staff
assistance plays an eminent role in most governmental and private bureaucracies
‘NOW, as most pursuits are of such a complexity and difticulty as to require the
: aidvand éxpertise which can be supplied by both clerical and specially=-trained
peréonnel.‘ While attorneys have traditionally not relied upon great numbers of
staff, the acceleration of their business has dictated that a much greater uti-
lization be made of non-lawyers in the practice of lag. While again, aé with
mass numbers of lawyers, sheer numerical presence of staft personnel are not in
themselves an assurance of quality representation, but are an important factor
and variable iﬁ.the provision of competent legal service. Table III-VIT shows
the distribution of legal statt among the various law firms of the Metropolitan
.RiéhmOnd area. Staff here is intended to includé all non-attorﬁeys employed by
a law firm,. 1nclud1ng clerical works, mvestlgators , paralegals , ete, This re-
source has been characterized among these firms as follows, Very high, over 100

stat'f personnel in employment, High, between 50 and 100 staffers, medium,between 1



TABLE IIY - VII
NUMERICAL REPRESENTATION OF ATTORNEYS, STAFF, AND .

PHYSICAL RESOQURCES IN RICHMOND AREA LAW FIRMSlk

Law Firm : Nurber of Attorneys Number of Stéff2 Physical Résources3

1) Hunton, Williams, Gay and Gibson B - 86 ‘ Very-High , Very High
2). McGulre, Woods and Battle | IR 63 Vexy.ﬁigh . Very high
'3) Mays, Valentine, Davenport and Moore 34  High High |
L) Christian, Barton, Parker and Epps | 32 - High High

5) Williams, Mullen and Christian 20 | Medium High

6) Hirschler and Fleischer 20 Medium v High

7) Browder, Russell, Little and Morris o } 19 Medium High

8) White, Cabell, Paris and Lowenstein 13 Average Average

9) Sands, Anderson, Marks and Clarke 11 ‘ Average | Average
10) Bremner, Byrne and Baber 11 ‘ Average Average

Source Martlndale-Hubbell Law chtlonapy. Summltt, New Jersey Martlndale-Hubbell Inc. 1974.

2 Firms are characterlzed as to Number of Staff by the followlng criterion: Very high, over 100 staff personnel
“in employment, High, between 50 and 100 statters, Medium, between 20 and 50 staffers, Average, between 10-and
20 staffers and Low, less than 10 staff personnel. The term “staff" here is meant to include all non-attorneys
employed by a firm, including clerical workers, paralegals, investigators, etc.

3 Firms are characterized as to their physical resources by the following criterion: Very high, indicating the
largest aggregation of physical resources.such as library materials, office equipment, etc., High, indicating
a large assortment of physical order and resources, Average, indicating the firm has at its command the aver-~
age number of physical resources in this area, and low, indicating the lowest amount of physical resources in
this area.

=
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1)
12)
13)

1)

15)
16)
17)
18)
19)
20)
21)
22)
23)
2k)

25)

26)
27)
28)
29)
30)

TABLE III -VII (Continued)

Law Firm

Allen, Allen, Allen and Allen

~McCaul, Gfigsby and Pearsall

Florance, GordonAand'Brown o
Wallersﬁein, Goqde and:bobbins :
Cutchins, Wallinger, Christian and House
Taylor, Hazen, Bryant and Kauffman
Williams and McGehee

Bowles and Byrd

May, Garrett, Miller and Parsons

Minor, Saunders and Benedetti

then, Abeloff and Staples

Thompson, Savage, Smithers, Press and Marshall
Anderson, Haw, Parkerson and Beazley
Elmore and Parker.  |

Goddin, Major, Schubert and Hyman
Edward E. Lane and Associates

Moncure and Cabell

Obenshair, ﬁinhant, and Dolbeare

Parker, Fenderson and Pollard

Paul, Smith and Blank

Number of Attorneys

9

;OF O F B E OB O WMol o O =N ~ O~ @ W \O

Number of Staff»
Average |
Average
Averagel
Average_'
Averagé
Average
Aveiagev
Avérage

Average

Low

Low

Physical Resources

Average
Average
Avérage
- Average
Average
. Average
Average
Average

Average

Al



)
32)

33)

3)
35)

36).

- 37)
38)
39)
1L0)
h1)
L2)
w3
Lly)
L5)
L6)
u7)
48)
L9)
50)

Law Firm
Somma, Baugh and McMurtrie

Spinella, Spinella and Owings

Keith and Inge

‘Maloney and Yeatts . -

Martin and Meyer

Rogers, Cudlipp and Gwathmey
Shaia, Stout and Markow
Woodward and McCowan

Archie C. Berkley

Emanuel Emrock and Associates
Gambill and Martin

Jay Kauffman and Associates

Randolph and Dorset

Sﬁart and Cocke

Sullivan and Kéne

John J. Wicker and Associates
Laurence Douglas Wilder
Wiley and Jones

Griffen, Branigan and Butler

G. Clinton Moore

TABLE III -VII (Continued)

Number of Attorneys
L

N W W W W w W W W

Number of Staff

Physical Resources

low
low

~ Low

Ln



Law Firm
51) E. Grady Paul, Jr.

52) william P, Schaffer

53) Lewis D. Williams

TABLE III -VII (Continued)

Number of Attorneys

1
1

Number of Staff

Physical Resources

81



| b9
20 and 50 staffers, Average, between 10 and 20 stat'ters, and Low, less than 10

stéff personnel; Here so far as non-attorney assistance,is concerned, the firms
éf Hunton, Williams and McGuire, Woods agéin stand out as being in a class by
themselves, with each possessing well over 100 statt members. Mays, Valentine
and Christian, Barton fall next in the rank-ordering of staft numbers, with be-
tween 50 and:lOO persons respectively, while a trio ot firms, Williams Mullen,
Hirschler and'Fieisher and Browder Russell report with between 20 and 50 staff-
ers. The feméining firms either are rated as average or low so far as this re-
source is concerned. Thus, these seven largest firms also exhibit the highest }
concentration of staff resources as well, forming a-second key link in the equa-
tion of phjsical résources. |

Ce Ph&sicaL Resoufces of a given law firm. Physical resources include
those aids such as library resources, office facilities, etc. which greatly fa-
cilitate compiétion of a task. Here again the virtually identical diétfibution
occurs with Hunton, Williams and McGuire, Woods standing alone at the top with
a tremendous collection of resources, being followed by the next five largest
firms who possess substantial order in their own right. Thus, again to differ-
entiate is eﬁident in the local legal profession, as a few firms have a tre-
mendous number of physical aids at their command.

2. Expertise of a given firm.

a. Representation of blue-chip law schools in Richmond area law firms,
Table IIINIII shows tﬁe distribution of graduates'of.elite law schools among
the law firms of the Richmond Metropolitan Area. Xs'the results show, gradu-
-ates of blue-chip schools are unevenly distributed among these firms, with cer-
tain ones beihg especially well-endowed with this particular asset of expertise.
The firm of Hun£on,w1111ams,cay and Gibson and Mcg‘ui:e, Woods and Battle are the
. most well-énaowed in terms of absolute numbers of elite graduates, possessing

some 55 andu38 alumni of these eight schools. Trailing this first tier or level



TABLE III-VIII

REPRESENTATION OF GRADUATES OF BLUE-CHIP LAW SCHOOLS

. total members listed L696

ISource° The Martlndale-Hubbell Law Directory, Volume IV (Summit New Jersey

IN RICHMOND AREA LAW FIRMS®
: Hunton McGuire, Mays Chrisﬁian, ~ Williams,

Elite Law Schools3 Williams Woods Davenport Barton Mullen
Virginia N -39 32 15 n 13
Harvard . b & 2 . 0 0 . 0 .
Yale . | s 3 u o 0
Columbia 0 0 0 1 0
Pennsylvania 0 1 0 0 0
Michigan 0 0 0 1 0
Chicago 0 0 0 0 0
Stanford 1 0 0 0 0
Totals - 55 38 19 13 13
Total Members listed 79 55 31 28 19
Ratio of graduates of
elite law schools to o

699 612 Y {68h

Browder,

Russell

10

0

10
18

M -555
Martindale-Hubbell Inc., 1973),

All 2
Others

59
2

© H O © O W

65
21y

.303

’2The "all others" column is a compilation of the figures for all Richmond law firms listed in Martindale-Hubbell
other than the six largest catalogued here.

Some 45 firms are included in this column.

3The law school of the University of California at Berkeley was excluded from consideration in spite of its in-
clusion as an elite law school because none of its graduates are listed as employees of any Richmond firm in
Martindale~Hubbell, The source for elite law school ratings is the American Council of Education and Peter

Vanderwicken's article, "The Angry Young Lawyers" (Fortune, September 1971. pp.74-~T7+.)
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Of firms is a second distinct grouping comprised of Mays, Valentine, Davenport,
and Moore,_Chfistian, Barton, Parker, Epps and Brént;1Williams, Mullen and
Christian, aﬁd Browdef; Russeli, Little and Morris Qith some 19, 13, 13 and 10
lawyers reépeétively. A1l other firms in Richmond compiled together in column
‘Seven possess some 65 graduates of elite law schools,‘ﬁnicn, with sOmé 45 firms
represented in this figure is an average of only l;hh'elite graduéte per firm,
Any firm with less than 10 graduates of blue-chip 1éw schools was included in
this "all othérs" category. Only two firms, Hirschler and Fleischer, which has
nine elite graduates, and Sands, Anderson, Marks, and Clarke, which hasbseven
elite gradﬁéﬁés; éré very close to the second tier firms. None of the other L3
firms has méfe than five, with the vast majority héving two or less. Thus, this
" chart clearly shows that graduates of the very beéttéchools of law are in abso-
lute numbers conceﬁtrated primarily in two firms, Hunton, Williams and McGuire,
‘ WOods, and to a lesser extent in four othef firms, Mays Davenport, Christian
ﬁarton, Williams Mullen and Browder Russell,

MeasureSgéf absolute numbers of elite law school graduates can potentially
be misleading however, because of the great diSpariﬁy in the number of lawyers |
'emplbyed among the various firms listed here. For example, some 79 lawyers are
listed for Hunton, Williams as compared to some 18 for Browder, Russell. There~
fore, a ratio of graduates of elite law schools has been computed in order to as-
cerﬁain'wﬁat pefcenﬁage of the total number of lawyers of a given firm went to
one of these. eight law séhools. This éét of figures reveals that the two lead-
ing fifms in terms ofvabsolute numberé also have the two highest ratios, with
" _Hunton, Williéms_and MéGuire, WOoas having neaf equal ratiqs of .696 and .699
respectively. Here however the firms are muéh moré‘clpsely bunched as two of
the firms ﬁﬁé,in the second-tier in terms of absolute numbers, Mays, Davenport
and Williams,'ﬁullen, have ratios very close to those of the leading two. The

ﬁall other" firms reflect a much lower percentage than that of any of the six
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top firms, uith.avratio‘of only .303. Thus, these,figﬁres indicate that in
terms of garnering the graduates of the nation;s beét iaw schools, a handful
of firms ovérwhelmingly dominate and thus are disproportionately supplied with
this one indicator of legal expertise.

b. Degree of specialization within a given firm. Specialization.is per-
haps the essence of work in the modern technological ﬁge. Among the area law
firms the spe01allzatlon of their respectlve office appears to correlate direct-
ly with the. 31ze of the firms in terms of personnel, as the firms Hunton,Williams
and McGulre, Woods exhibit a scheme of work differentiation whlch may be char-
acterized as "High", and are followed by the next five largest firms who possess
a "Moderate" degree of specialization. The remaiqing'firms each exhibit a spe-
cialization quotient of either "Average" or "Low"; He#e once more certain law
firms are possessing of a more specialized work task ﬂifferentiation, and reap
the benefits from their advancement.

C. ‘Adademic Achievement of firm members as undergraduates and as law
students. As with any enterprise, the story is not told by sheer numbers alone,
as the qualitative aspect ultimately plays a near equai role with the quantita-
tive variables. This variable seeks to measure the expertise controlled by area
lﬁw firms. Table III-IX reveals the distribution of academic honors garnered by
the ihdividual members of the law firms of the Richmond area. Here again as with
the case of the distribution of graduates of elite law schools, the firms of
Hunton, Williams and McGuire, Woods clearly are in a class by themselves in terms
of absolute nuﬁbefs of academic honors with néarly equal totals of 68 and 70 re-
spectively.v'Thé second grouping of Mays, Davenport, and Christian, Barton, trail
the big two firms badly in absolute numbers of awardé,vhaving again near equal
totals of 21 and 22. vLagging even farther behind aie the firﬁs of Williams,
Mullen and Browder, Russell who could only muster 11 and 6 kudos apiece. The

other L5 flrms in the area compiled only some 55 of these honors, less than the



TABLE III-IX

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT OF RICHMOND AREA 1AW FIRM MEMBERS

AS UNDERGRADUATES AND AS LAW STUDENTSL

Hunton - McGuire,
Williams = Woods

Undergraduate Honors

Phi Beta Kappé- o118 18

Omnicron Delta Kappa .21 18

Law School Honors

Membership on Law Review 18 20
Order of the Coif 11 ' 1L
Totals | 68 70

" Total Members Listed 19 55

Ratio of number of honors
‘to total members listed = .861 CoL.27

15ource: The Martindale-Hubbell Law Directory, Volume IV (Summit, New Jersey: Martindale-Hubbell, Inc., 1973),

All

pp.2163B-2213B,
.

other than the six largest catalogued here. Some 45 firms are included in this column

Mays,' Christian, WilliaMS, Bfowder, »
Davenport Barton Mullen Russell Others?
b 3 3 0 10
8 7 6 3 25
5 10 1 2 22
L 2 1 1 8
21 22 11 6 55
31 28 19 18 21

677 .579 .333, .256

The "all others" column is a compilation of the figures for all Richmond law firms listed in Martindale~Hubbell
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total for eiﬁhgr'of the leading two firms and making for an average of only
1,22 honors per firm in this collective category. Thus, the distribution of
awards won by law firm members or undergraduates and as law students are in
absolute termé unevenly distributed among these prafessional associations,
wifh the hiéhésﬂ concentration occurring in two firms, Hunton, Wiiliams and
'McGuire, Woods .. quevgr, as was the case with the distribution of graduates
of blue-chipflaw schools, these figures do not tell the ﬁhole story because of
the differénée in absolute numbers of lawyers employéd by each firm. To coun-
ter thisva ratio of number of awards to the totalinumber of members listed has
been computed,r Here agéin Hunton, Williams and McGuife, Woods are in a class
by themselvés; with ratios of .861 and 1.27 respeéti%ely; Only the firm of
Christian, Bar£on is remotely close to the two leadérs. Thus, it would appear
that expertige as measured by the garnering of honors in the academic world is
very unevenly distributed in the legal community, with two firms having a dis-
proportionate concentration of this precious commodity.

d. Representation in professional groups of é given law firm. One of
the marks of a sucdessful entity is its ability to assume leadership among its
peérs_in its given enterprise. Table III-X shows the distribution of leader-
ship positions in the legal profession among the various law firms of the Rich-
mond area.  Here again certain firms are very weli—endowed in terms of providing
leédership within its profession. Christian Barton,.McGuire Woods, and the
Allens éupply the most leader/attorneys in total qﬁmbers, followed by Hunton
Williams, Emahﬁel Emroch, Parker Fenderson and Bréﬁner and Byrne. The next
grouping shows Mays, Valentine, Hirschler and Fleischer and Bowles and Byrd as
abundant, sﬁcceeded in turn by the bulk ot the fifhé of the area. Thus, in
terms of absolute nuhbers, certain law firms do supply a high number of the
ieadership'in its own legal profession. So far as the ratio of leadership posi-

tions to tofél firm members is concerned, the smaller firms for the most part
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TABLE III - X

REPRESENTATION OF LOCAL ATTORNEYS IN POSITIONS OF

LEADERSHIP IN PROFESSIONAL-RELATED GROUPS ~ '

- Law Firm
Christian, Barton, Parker, Epps and Brent
McGuiré,IWOods'énd Battle
Allen, Allen, Allen and Allen
Hunton, Williams; Gay and Gibson
Emanuel Emroch and Associates

Parker, Fenderson and Pollard

Bremner, Byrne and Baber

Mays, Valentine, Davenport and Moore

Hirschler and Fleischer

Bowles. and Byrd

Wicker, Goddin and Duling

Maloney and Yeatts

May, Garrett, Miller and Parsons

Sands, Anderson, Marks and Clarke
Wallerstein, Goode, Dobbins and Shuford
White, Cabell,-Paris and Lowenstein
Cuthins, Wallinger, Christian and House

Taylor, Hazen, Bryant and Kauffman

Hubbell Company, 1973.

1

Total
Leadership:
Positions

15
1
13

=
o

w W I R S R~ ¥4 § o = -~ co 0 0

Total .

Attorneys

28
55

7
19

10
31
17

O W O N = o

1y

55

Ratio
535
254
1.85

126
L.50
2.25
.800
.225
A11
750
1.20
2.00
666
Julily
olalsly
.285
1128
128

1 Sourée: Martindale-Hubbell Law Dictionary. Summitt, New Jersey: Martindale-
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35)
36)
37)
38)
39)
40)
L1)
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43)

TABLE III -X

Law Firm

Anderson, Haw, Parkerson and Beazley

Griffin, Branigan and Kindness
Jay Kauffman and Associates

McCaul, Grisby and Pearsall

(Contimed)

Total
Leadership

Positions

2

2

Minor, Thompson, Savage, Smithers and Bendetti 2

Obenshéih, Hinnant and Dolbeare

E. Grady Paui, dre

Gofdon, Cowéh; Garner and Dodson
Martin, Meyér apa Pollafd

Moncure and Ca5e11

F. Byron Parker

Smart and Cocke

Sullivan and Kane

L. Douglas Wilder

Williams, Muller and Christian
Browder, Ruésell; Iittle and Morris
Cohen, Abeloff and Staples
Florance, Gordon and Brown

Keith and Inge

Edward E. Lané and Associates

G. Clinton Moore

Paul, Smithkén&‘Blank

Peyton, Beverly; Scott and Randolph
Rogers, Cudlipb and Gwathmey

Harry Shaia, Jr.

M .

O = T = T R VR = Ry

Total

Attorneys

L
1
2
10

O TR, U U S o U B VU RV,

-

19
18

N

oW P W

N W

56

.500
2.00
1.00
+200
»222
.666
2.00
«250
<333
200
500
1,00
.500
.500
.053
000
.000
.000

«000

.000
«000
.000
.000

000
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Law Firm
Somma and McMurtrie

Spinella, Spinella and Owings

.Edward E. Willey, Jr.

Lewis D. Williams
Williams and McGehee

Woodward and McCowan

(Continued)
Total
Leadership
Positions
0

0

o

57

Total

Attorneys Ratio
2 .000
b .000
2 .000
1 .000
5 .000
2 .000
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exhibit a higher ratio, largely due to having one or:tko senior members who
have»garneréd_many slots as opposed to a broad spfead of positions across the
blaﬁ firm. Here once more it would appear that a feﬁ law firms dominate in the
supplying of the leadership of the legal profession in both the Metropolitan

Richmond area and the Commonwealth of Virginia,

POLITICAL INDICATORS
Traditiohally the elites of a society have been the primary source of
those individuéis who éxert the key political leadership. Table III-XI shows
~the contrlbutlon of local law firms to key political bodies in the nation, the
state, and the localities.

1. Representation of law firm actors on important urban governmental bodies.,
Here the distribution of law firm actors in the key urban governing bodies are
shown in Table III-XI, which reveals that the Richmond firms listed as "all
others", which includes some 45 firms, supplies the overwhelming majority of
attorneys who sérve or have served in the localities in leadership posts. The
six largeét fifms supply very little of their local political actors, and basi-
cally it can be seen that the local legal profession is not the primary or dom-
inating supplier of political manpower in the Richmond area.

2. Representation of law firm actors in key political organizations.

a. Poéitions of importance held by law firm actors in the Democratic and
Republican parties. In this category as well the local legal profession is re-
- vealed in Table III-XI as supplying very few of the top leadership positions on
" either the state level or the local Third District level. Of the six largest
firms only one body, Mays, Valentine, supplys an ;ﬁtsrney in a key leadership
slot, with thé.btﬁer attorney coming from the category composed of all other

area law firms.



" Representation on

key urban bodies 2

TABLE IIT - XI

REPRESENTATION OF RICHMOND ATTORNEYS IN KEY POLITICAL BODIES 1

Hunton, McGuire, Mays, Christian,  Williams,

Williams Woods Valentine Barton Mullen
2 1 L 0 0

Representation in

leadership positions

in the Democratic and

Republican Party o 0

Representation in
state or federal
governmental bodies 8 16

Representation as

lobbyists before the

Virginia General

Assembly, 1974 3 1 6

11

Browder,

Russell

1 Source: Martindale-Hubbell Law Dictionary. Summitt, New Jersey: Martindale-Hubbell, Inc., 1973.

2

and the municipal bureaucracy.

3

"Key Urban Bodies™" includes all local governing bodies, all boards created by them, the local judiciary

All

21

L1

L8

Registration lists of Lobbyists filed with the Secretary of the Commonwealth, 1974 (available upon request).
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3. Repfééentation of law firm actors in state 6r federal governmental
bodies. Tabie iII—XI once more exhibits the distribution of attorneys in
governmental bodies of the Commonwealth and the Federal level, and reveals
that here the local legal profession does indeed supply a great number of
actors in these leadership positions. The six largest law firms each produce
a high number of positions held by its members, producing from 8 tb 16 slots
reépectivel'y, vfhile ﬁhe forty-five other law firms supply L1 positions. Here
again tﬁe sii largest law firms do fill an inordinate number of the leadership
positions in the crucial political and governmental bodies on the state and
federal level; |

L. Representation of law firm actors as 1obbyistslbefore the Virginia
General Assembly, 1974. Finally the eleventh table provides that the local
legal profession supplies a large proportion of the lobbying corps at the state
legislature, and of these firms, the four largest are especially prominent in

this provision. Chapter VI will look at this critical variable in some detail.
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THE SELF-IDENTIFYING ELITE

The concépt that meﬁbers of a given collectivity, be it an occupational
of profe551onal grouping or any other set of 1nd1v1duals who share a common
bond, are in fact the best Judges and critics of this group as to individual
.merit is one deeply rooted and established in American society. This system
has.been in the past and continues to be one of the ﬁost frequently employed
methods to éésess and reward the relative value of;a ﬁerson in his chosen en-
deavor. ‘In_ﬁéérly every occupational collectivit&,'ﬁhis traditional means of
weighing pfestige and standing has been oft used in a variety of ways to fa-
cilitéte thé in£ernal functioning of these assembiiqs, both in a formal sense
through thévseiecfion ofxgroup 1eadershi§ and in an~ihformal sense as well.

The infofmai rank-orderihg of members of any-group“by:its own component in-
dividuals is virtually a universal phenomenon, as_gahierérchy based on re-
lative ability;vprestige, and standing in the eyes of'other group members will
in most casésvemerge ahd basically affect both the internal interrelationships
of the consﬁituént units and their dealings and affiliations with non-members
and other "outsiders". Such a process has long beeh récognized by such stu-
dents of human behavior as social psychologists and ;ociologists, who attri-
bute great significance to this procedure as one of-the fundamental operations
in the develdpment of a social order and a social class stratification.

‘This most basic postulate, so long informally fecognized, has been sub-
sequently adaﬁtéd to fuifill a great need of those inrthe social sciehces who
attempt to identlfy and study the key dec1sion-mak1ng processes in modern soci-
ety. The broad 1nter-dlsc1p11nary area known as Communlty Power Studles, which
has as one of_lts key goals the identification of those individuals and occupa~
tional posit%ohs who actually do wield the crucial and strategic power in a
given policy-haking situation, was one of the primafy academic realms to at-

tempt to forma}iﬂe and systematize a means of gauging this most important yet
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highly subjective variable. The pioneer in the development of such a system
was the noted'SQCiologist and community power scholar Floyd Hunter, whose now-

classic work, Community Power Structure: A Study of Community Decision-Makers

published in 1953, represented a great innovation iﬁ this‘elite identification

process.1 Hunter's theory, most basically stated was Quite simply this; The
best and most representative method of determining.exactly who the true wielders
of power ih:a closed system was to ask those individuals involved in the rele-
vant decision-ﬁéking pfééess who they thought the ﬁést influential persons were.
The logic behind such a identification system is quite simple, finding its basis
iﬁ.the previbusly discussed assumption that in many“cases those who are most in-
timately entahgled in”the situation can most accﬁrgtély designate the actual po-
wer merchants., Obviously, given the readily apparehtimerits of the Hunter con-
cept, some disadvantages and shortcomings exist aSaﬁéll, lying primarily‘in the
distinct subjgctivity of their assessments duve to £he personal as well as posi-~
.tional bias,vthe difficulty felt by researchers in quantifying such data, and
the probléms of the tunnel-vision sometimes unavoidable to one who is so inti-
mately entahgled in the process. | |

However, despite these shortcomings, the Huntér,idea has remained one of
the primary-research tools of community power students, and still forms one of
the most COnéistently reliable means of elite indication. When the criticisms
ﬁ of the Sélf-Idehtifying Elite concept are kept in mind, and sole methodological
reliance is not piaced on these subjective opiniohs; the Hunter theory serves |
a criticalvfunction, for as any student of hierarchical and ranking systems

comes quickly to know, subjectivity plays a great role in any such ordering.

1 Floyd_Hﬁnter, Community Power Structure: A.Study of Community Decision-
Makers (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1953).
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Thus, in order to fully supplement the more objectiﬁely and statistically
oriented areas of elite identification used previously in this chapter, and
to accurately‘gauge the feelings of the legal community in Richmond, a sur-
vey of the.area;s attorneys was undertaken to form a ﬁerfiable self-identify-
ing elite of iocal barristers. This use of a local adaption of Huhter's pos-
tulate and research theory is not only.highly germane and relevant to the
legal profession, but is one in fact often employéd byithis group's own coms-
ponent members in the rewarding and supplying of legal manpower for many posi-
tions in goﬁernment and within the Bar itself. The selection of judges, cer-
tainly one of thé most critical leadership positionskin government, aptiy il-
lustrates.the‘use of self-assessment by this groupiﬁé. The local Bar Associ-
ations have traditionally in this area exercised dbmiﬁance as to personal choice,
with the bar de facto appointing the bench in their'fespective communities. The
members of the Bar have tended to consistently endorse such systems, and their
- sentiment as to who is best suited to assess lawyers is most succinctly stated
by one of the moSf prominent members of the Richmond Bar, who told this author;
"Lawyers are by far the best judges of other lawyers. We work with these fel-
lows every single day. We know who is sharp, we khow who isn't. It makes sense
that we would be the best judge."2 |

The exagt methodology of the survey was as follows; Some 500 attorneys in
the Richmond area were randomly selected from the some 800 lawyers in the yellow
page listings‘of "Lawyers". These attorneys were survéyed by mail, and Part II
of this interviéw offered these respondents an oppbrﬁuhity to designate those
firms who form the legal elite or establishment of tﬁis_area. The petitioned

lawyers were asked specifically to select the law firms which they consider to

2 Interview with E. Milton Farley, March 13, 197L.
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comprisetthe legal elite of Richmond, that is, the‘firms which they consider
to be the mo$£ powerful; the most prestigious, or posséssing the most 1egél
expertise and the highest standing in thé Richmond legal commumity. The res-~
pondents were given a list of some twenty-three law firms from the Richmond
area, whose size and type of practice widely varied, .'The resultsvof the sur-
vey may be segh in Table III-XII. Some 227 codeable.reéponses were’ultimately
received from the original 500 individuals questiéned._3

The attornéys clearly designated several firms as possessing those quali-
ties of legal{qipertise, standing and power in excess of the bulk of the law
firms in the ﬁichﬁondvareé. The most frequently designated law firmvwas
Hunton, Wiiliams, Gay and Gibson, which was a Choiéé of nearly 80% of the re-
spondents, Following very closely was the firm of McGuire, Woods and Battle,
whose 171 vqtes represented slightly 75% of the totél'respondents, and conse-
quently was the second most highly regarded firm ih the area. Trailing these
two heavyvvoteégarnerers was a second natural grouping of two law firms,
Chrisﬁian, Bartbn, Parker and Epps and Mays, Valen£ine,-Davenport and Moore.
Christian, Bérton received some 143 designations, good enough to represent 63%
of the total poséible designations, with Mays, Valentine falling some Ly per-
centage points behind, representing a total of 134 votes. A third natural
k groupihg of twd firms‘again follows this second duo. Williams, Mullen and
Christian garnéred some 90 designations, for a percentage of nearly hO%, and
the sixth position was occupied by the firm of Browder, Russell, Little and
.Mofris, which was named 79 times, a ratio of almostYBS%.

The ne*t-collectivity in this rank-order is théiHirschler and Fleiséher

~ firm, whose 52 designations and percentage of 23% stand midway between the

3 See Appeﬁdix A for a sample of the survey used to compile this data.
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TABLE III -XII

THE SEL{-IDENTIFYING ELITE,

Opinion Responses from Survey of
_Metropolitan Richmond Lawyers - Part II

1

(n=227)
% of total
possible responses

. Total Number
- Law Firm of Responses

Hunton, Williams, Gay, and Gibson 181
McGuire, Woods and Battle 171
Christian, Barton, Parker and Epps 143
Mays, Valentine, Davenport and Moore 134
Williams, Mullen and Christian 90
Browder, Russell, Little and Morris 79
Hirschler and Fleischer 52
Allen, Allen, Allen and Allen 25
Sands, ‘Anderson, Marks and Clarke 23
Bremner, Byrne, and Baber 17
Wallerstein, Goode and Dobbins 11
May, Garrett, Miller and Parsons 9 .
Florance, Gordon and Brown 7
Taylor, Hazen, Bryant and Kauffman 6
white, Cabell, Paris and Lowenstein 5
Cohen, Abeloff and Staples 5
Anderson,. Haw, Parkerson and Beazley 3
‘Edward E. Lane and ‘Associates 2
Greene, Buxton and Poindexter 2
Cutchins, Wallinger, Christian and

House 1l
Obenshain, Hinnant and Dolbeare 1
Rogers, Cudlipp and Gwathmey 1
No Opinion 9
Other firms designated 8
None 6
Uncodeable Responses 5

Total Possible Votes -~ 227

79.73
75.33
62.99
59.03
39.64L
3L4.80
22.90
11.01
10,03

7.48
1.8l
3.96
3.08
2.6l
2.20
. 2,20
1.32
0.88
0.88

0.kl
0.l
0.1k

3.?6
3.52
2.60L
2.20

lSource, Survey of Metropolitan Richmond Lawyers, conducted January-

February, 1974,
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" dominant first six of the survey and the trailing masses of the other firms
included. iThg'next logical grouping is that of the firms of Allen, Allen,
Allen, and Allen, Sands, Anderson, Mark and Clarke, and Bremner,and Baber,
all of whom haVé between 25 and 17 responses and roughly 10% of the total
possible selections. The remaining eleven firms, none of which reéeived more
than eleven designations, trail far behind in this ordering of firmé. Some
nine respondents expressed no opinion as to this second part of the survey,
while some Slreépondents named law firms not listedJOn the questionnaire, no
~ single one of_which received more than one vote apieée. In addition, six re-
spondents expressed the judgment that none of the_lawjfirms registered were
the components'of a Richmond legal elite. Finally,'éome five individuals
stated opinions whlch were of such a nature that they were 1mp0351ble to sta-
tistically translate into the table of responses. The maJOrlty of these re-
torts put forward the concept that the tremendous degree of specialization
which now permeates.thé legal profession precludes any single firm from being
capable of exerting dominant influence over the wide vériety of areas of prac-
tice common iﬁ‘Richmond. According to these respondents, one must look to a
very specific aspect of the profession such as corpqrate representation or
priminal practice, etc. to pinpoint any one entity‘aé.being elitist. The
favorite uncodeable response of this author was an attorney who wrote on the
final page of the survey, "This is all bullshit. Why not do a survey on why
there is air?"

Thus, having looked with some detail at the opiniéns and sentiments of
the legal profesSion of Richmond as to the relativé standing of their many
law firms, it'would'appéar that there is a two-tieréd.iegal establishment in
evidence in this area. The two heaVy-weight firms df.Hunton, Williams and

McGuire, Woods élearly form a virtual class by themselvés, receiving the
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endorsement Ofﬂfhe‘vast majority of the responding barristers. Following
tﬁese two kingpins, thére would appear to be a second tier composed of the
next four firms in the rank-order, Christian, Barfon, Mays, Valentine,
Williéms, Mullen and Browder, Russell, These firms all received a fairly

high number:of'designations, and deserve to be considered as compohents of

the legal establishment of the capitol city. Thus, the attorneys ihemsélves
would seem to éndorse the concept that that there is in fact a stratification
among the 13& firms of the Richmond area, and that, of the many firms who com-~
pose the legal profession, certain ones do stand out as possessing an abun-
dance of those qualities which differentiate these special collectivities from

the rank-and-file of this most important occupation.
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SUMMARY
Thus, having surveyed at some detail many of‘thé varying aspects and
variables which are indicative of power and influence and traditionally asso-

- ciated with'elitism, it would appear that a diffefentiation among the law firms
- of the Richmond area does in fact occur, and that certain law firms may be ra-
tionally sepéfated from:the rank-and-file of these collectivities on both a re-
putational and a performance basis. Of the Richmondffirms, Hunton, Williams,
Gay and’Gibson, McGuire, Woods and Battle, Christian, Barton, Parker, Epps and
Brent; Mays; Vélentine, Davenport and Moore, Williéﬁs?'Mullen and Christian,
and Browder;'Russell, Little and Morris may be differentiated as the legal es-

tablishment of the area, and it is upon these collectivities that this paper

will chus.-V
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CHAPTER IV

 THE FEW; THE METHODS, PRACTICES, AND

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE LEGAL ESTABLISHMENT

Thus, haying identified those law firms who because of their power,
influence, éhd relative standing among their peers_méy be logically and
realistically differentiated from the masses of firmé, it remains to take
a closer and more internally-oriented look at thesélyery special groups of
attorneys. By taking a glimpse‘gi these firms and'atiempting to construct
a portrait df‘ﬁhe charaéteristics they enjoy and practices in which they in-
dulge; a betier_understanding of the fascinating and unique world of these
bodies may ﬁlﬁimately festlt. This chapter willllook closely at these actors
as they function andvoperate within their very special environment. It is
hot intended that this section be a highly analytic énd detailed scrutiny;
rather, it is designed to give a more impressionistic‘and skeleton overview
of the most'essential and interesting methods and practices in which these
firms engage. Perhaps it is best and most descriptive for the reader to think
of this chapter as being a portrait as opposed td a:photograph, in that it
seeks to give the gist and feeling of the subject in a more concerted manner
thaﬁ ﬁhe photo, which captures every intricate dét;il, Consequently, this
montage of deécriptive vignettes will focus chiefl§ upon those internal pro-
cesses which are essential to the life or death of’any organization. First,
the policies and practices as to recruitment will be examined, for quite ob-
viously any body must have a reliable and successful means to draw new blood
into the fifm’which is capable of practicing law‘suécéssfully and in a manner

consistent with the existing order. Secondly, the internal organization of
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the firm will bé inspeéted, insofar as any group of_individuals must, when
confronted with a work task, develop a form of hiefarchy and specializétion
in order to functioh efficiently and thoroughly. :Under tﬁis heading, the
topics of the  method for specialization within the‘fifm»and the rationaie for
~ this will be expiored.> In addition, the organizatioﬁ as it relateé to in-
ternal advancgﬁent and rate thereof of personnel is likewise schedﬁled for
in&éstigatioﬂ;.énd a related aspect of the organizational structure and re-
éruiting, that of the types of entrances into thelérganization and the degree
of their oéchrrence, will also draw this author's attention. The third gen-
eral area and concept studied will be the extent of'BUrgaucratization in the
individual'fir@s) ﬂhe related issues of personal autdhoﬁy and rigid behav-
ioral requireménts of the 1awyérs, and the type of organizational discipline
used. Here as £6‘the question of personal autonomy a case study will be of-
fered in hopes‘of quantifying and describing what béSiéally is a somewhat sub-
jective notion. Here the question of judicial selection will be examined in
~ hopes that it will offer a means of getting a handle on this concept. Through-
out the immediaté past the Richmond Bar Association has played a dominant role
in the judicial selectioh‘process for the City of Richmond. This area ot Bar
Association politics specifically relatesvto the persqnal autonomy concept in
that the local Bar votes and subsequently recommends nominees for the Bench.
Invariably in the past these nominees were selected and appointed. It has been
contended by some that the large elite firms of Ricﬁmon& in effect bléc vote,
following the dictates of the firﬁ’higher-ups as to wﬁétthe Bar's candidate
shouid be, This ;oncept will be explored in greater detail in hopes of eluci-
dating some graépvof thé degree of automony and individuality allowed and ac-
cepted within these bodiés. The amount of similarity and dissimilarity shared

by these firms on these operating policies will likewise be examined in order
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to explore'the extent of the conéknsus'regarding such procedures. Here some
of the findings of Smigel regarding the operating pfocedures of the majof
New York firms and of Joeeph Goulden regarding the Washington legal estab-
lishment wiil_be 1ooked,for in the Richmond firms to see if a parallel and
similar development:has.taken place, and to see how_prevelent these}practices
are among all‘large associations in general and large law firms in particular.

| Finally, the paper will examine several miscellanebus practices and char-
acteristics'euch‘as client selection, gnd method of firm gxpansion to further
complete thie‘sketch of the Richmond legal elite. The sources for this in-
formation esnit’regards the Richmond situation are interviews conducted by
this writer with certain members of these particular:firms as‘well as with
bothvlawyeijand non-lawyers not associated withieﬂe_df the elite firms and
who are familier with various aspects of these opefatiens. Virtually with-
out exception these soﬁrces requested.thet their remarks not be for the record
and that their identities remain anonymous. In accord with their wishes, no

individuals will be cited in this portion of the texﬁ,

RECRUITMENT: THE GARNERING OF NEW BLOOD

As was‘meﬁtioned previously, recruitment forﬁs what must be one of the
- most primary ane basic life processes of any organization, as it involves

not, only the eiﬁple measure of merely providing boaies to fillispaces, but
in essence sets the degree of competency and quality_that the body will en-
joy for many years to come. The obtaining of new. blood to stock an organi-
zation says much about the quallty, the type of personnel the methods and
practices, ape the future of the collectivity, and enjoys an importance far
beyond ifsxiﬁmediate‘supply of people. Such is the case with every organi-

zation, and'pariicularly so with a law firm, a body built upon the talents
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and merits of its compﬁnent parts. As this is trueffbf any law firm, so it
is especialiy valid and telling for those firms whb-afe elite and have dis-
tinguished themselves'as inordinately possessing of expertise and quality
personhél. ‘These bodies are very cognizant of the special place they occupy
in the legallworld, and of their reputation for providing highly competent
representatiqn for their clients. As a result, recfuitment occupies a high
place in the rank-ordering of' priorities within tbe:firms of the Richmond
‘legal estahii;hment.

This vitai;proéess.éonsumes a gfeat deal of effort at each one of these
elite firms, ahd each generally follows the same basic procedure as to re-
éruitment;]'Beéausévthése firms do represent the eﬁitomy of the legal commun-
ity in many respects, they in turn orient themselveslto obtaining the best
possible legal manpower available in this area. Thé firms do prédominantly
recruit the very top law students, being convinced that the most consistent
indicator of potential and ultimate value as a practicing attorney is the
achievement and success that a law student has achieved in law school. As
the indices in the third chapter clearly show, thesé six firms have been very
' triumpﬁant in garnering the very best law students. While they are oriented
towérd recruiting primarily in the top ten percent of a law school class, par-
ticularly so in:the case of Hunton, Williams, the éysﬁem is frequently more
flexible invﬁany cases, as other factors such as personélity type, extra-cur-

" riculars, and task motivation very much enter into the-hiring equation. Another
variable ﬁﬁieh likewise mitigates a total reliance Oﬁ,pure academic performance
is the fact.that often recruitment is undertaken with}éertain specific organi-
zational slots:in mind in a specific department of the;firm. Thus, rather than
merely going éfter a certain percentage of the highest'ranking law graduates

with no partiéular task in mind, intending to merge them into the firm at some



73
unspecified_point or position, the recruiters look_at‘students with a definite
job in mind. Consequently, the recruitment variestgreétly as to which position
or departmeht is being recruited for, as an attornej who will fill a slot in the
litigation department, whose primary duty is the actual trial work in court, may
be substantlally different in characterlstics from an attorney destined to work
in estates and trusts or securities. Here a deflnlte personality type is being
looked for, as opposed to the more generalized search whlch involves garnering
51mply the hlghest-ranklng academics., While this process of filling slots is
~a frequent recrultment tactic, often a partnculpry outstanding young man or wo-
man will be 1nv1ted to come aboard even when no openlngs are in existence, a
praotice obﬁiously designed to provide flexibility ih insuring a continual flow
of high-quaiity nanpower through its offices. Thus, thls particular aspect of
recruitment, that of determining who are the prlme targets for these firms, is
somewhat of a mixed bag, combining elements of obJeetlve academic con51derat10ns
with the'usuei subjective variables of personality éndvinterest. However, de-
spite the intetjection of these other factors; should one aspire to join one of
these firms the,surest and most viable route is to compile an outstanding aca-
~ demic recofd‘in'law.school.

As for which law schools garner the most attention from the elite firms of
Richmond as to recruitment, all the local law schools.are recruited. However, as
the indices in the third chapter again elucidated, of the Virginia schools the
Unlver51ty of Vlrglnla clearly supplys an 1nord1nate amount of employees for
the firms, and is the most heavily recruited, The law school in Charlottesville
does enjoy aroonsiderahle reputation not only in the-Commonwealth but in the
nation-as weil,’end attracts a student body.which ishamong the highest quali-
fied in this region, Therefore, it is not 1llog1cal for this institution to
be frequently harvested by those bodies who prlde themselves on being at the

top of ‘the legal_heap. This preponderance of emphasls on the Unlver51ty of
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Virginia coincides,vefy closely with the findings of Erwin O. Smigel in his

study The Wall Sireet Lawyer. Smigel, while surveyiﬁg’areas outside of New

~ York andYWashingtbn for large law firms, found that those firms relied pri-
marily on the finest local law school for its attofneys, with an occasional
garnering of ‘an Ivy League graduate who was persuaded to venture forth out-
side the'nétional capitols of New York and Washington, D. C. Here the iden-
tlcal phenomenon does appear to take place, with the Unlver51ty of Virginia
being the flnest local law school as well as belng included among the top ten
attorney tralnlng grounds as well. It is not to say that the Charlottesville
school is the'hagic ticketlﬁy itself, as someone ﬁhé séores at the top of his
class at some other school probably has a much better chance at securing an
affiliation w1th one of these six firms than another student who would run up
- only a fair-record at the University of Vlrglnla. However, if simple mass
numbers and pré#ious.history are indicators of the.fﬁture, for to graduate
from the-Univgrsity of‘Virginia law school at the tb§ of his or her class
would not be an anvil around the neck of an individual whose goal was the
- world of theilegél establishment, |
 The interpél mechanics of récruitment are in themselves quite interesting
and télling_of'the type of operation these firms are engaged in. Recruitment
is usually handled by a committee of the firm's parfnérs, which is the most
common method of discharging tasks and governing within the body. This com-~
mittéé, which varies in compositioh and exact.size,from year to year, forms
-thé screening cbllectivity, and acts in the name of'ﬁﬁé‘whole. One new inno-
vation in recruitment has béen inaugurated at the Hunton, Williams firm, where
the body rééruits and contracts second-year law students who serve an intern-
shlp/apprentlceshlp at the firm durlng the summer precedlng their third year
in law school. Durlng these three months the students work for approximately

two weeks in each one of the various departments at Hunton, Willjams, alternating
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from one to aﬁother in order to fully acquaint the broSpective employee with
the range of practice undertaken by the firm and ﬁo,give each student an
opportunity to find out which one of thesevvarieties of legal work is most
interesting and appealing to him. At the end of the ngmer a committee of
partners convenes and an assessment is made of each inaividual intern. For

thosé.whosé wg;k‘has been satisfactory and in keeping‘ﬁith the standards of
" the firm, anvdf}er to join the body on a permanent basis awaits them upon
gfaduation;‘ As for the inducement for some promlslng law graduate to asso-
ciate hlmself with-one of these elite firms, there 1is of course the prestige
of being invited to be a part of one of the best law firms in the state or
~area. However, of course there is that primary pefSUasibn of economics which
provides an'aﬁtraétiveness of considerable amount to the position. For ex~
ample,‘HuntOn; Williams now starts its young associates out at a yearly salary
of about $15,006, a considerable sum for a beginning attorney who, as one part=-
'nef at Hunton;HWilliéms put it, "have never even §eéﬁ a courtroom"., The finan-
cial indﬁcemeht offered by these six firms represents‘the tOp monetéry stakes
v in this area for law school graduates. Ih addition, besides the tremendous
come-on offered by this initial starting salary, theré_lies the promise of
even larger-financial reward, for attainment of partneféhip in one of these
firms guarantees a substantial living. The high stakes involved in this per-
sonnel game ihfther_underscores the need for carefullassessmeht of prospective
lawyers in the feéruitment process, and the rationale for implementation of an
,_intérn—type syétem, in that by the time an associat§'i$ considered for partner-
ship and perménent eﬁployment, a tremendous finanéiéi,investment has been made
in each atforhéy, often to the tune of $50,000‘in‘sa1ary alone. Thus, it is
clear.thatvthe.métter-qf garnering new blood for each one of these firms is a
concerted, sﬁts£éntive process which consumes muchfﬁoney and effort in the hopes

of recruitipg the very best and right person to carry on a proud tradition,
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As for the éqﬁpérative aspect, the rééruiﬁment poiicies and procedures of
the Richﬁond éiite firms, when contrasted with the literature existing on
thé Washington and the New York tirms, appear to be very much of the same
vein and strikingly similar in nature, but with a.higher degree of flexi-
bility as to taking only the highest scoring law fe#iew types. This notion
of more flexibility in the internal mechanics of the firm will ring out fre~

quently in the discussion of comparative practices from one region to another.

THE OﬁGANIZATION: DECIDING WHO DOES WHAT AND HOW

The essence of any organization is its personhél; but for the full po-
tential éf these individﬁéls to be realized in an eftficient and productive
manner there must be in existence an organizationQIASQHeme capable of apply-
ing manpower £o the problems and tasks at hand. This is particularly so in
the case of.é large. law firm composed of very expenéive legal talent, as fhe
very high financial stakes involved demand that a»ﬁéans of effectively dis-
posing of the workload be implemented, As a resultlof the tremendous demands
placed on the elite law firms of the Richmond area, theirs is a highly organ-
ized and structured world. The following section will examine exactly how
these bodies set up internally to handle the caseloaé given them,

insofar aé personnel policies are concerned, there exists a broad con-
census among hoﬁ only the elite law firms of_thisvéreé_but large firms else-
- where as well, Basically, the system of internalvérganizational structuré
Awitﬁ regard to the training and advancement qf its éptofneys may be viewed as
a two-tiered Structufe consisting of the lower group;°the associates, and the
ruling class, the partners. When one is hired‘and_inQited to join a law firm,
‘he becomes asSociated with the body, and assumes the role of an associate, be-
ginning what‘ﬁéy best be thought of as a multi~yeér ;pprenticeship and indoc~

trination into the practice of law and the workings of the large law firm,
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This period Qf'training represents a trial run, giving the prospective attor-
ney an opportunity to assess the firm and determiné_ﬁhe area of the law which
draws his interest, while being simultaneously‘waﬁéhed by his superiors as té
his potential for partnership and permanent, membershib’in the collectivity.
- After a period‘of years, which véries ffom one individual and law firm to an-
other, but uspally falis_within the range of three to seven years; each asso-
ciate is evaluated by a éommittee on associates or a similar body which as-
sesses the'pasf’performance and potential of each of these "apprentices", so
to speak. If there is an opening for a new partnef,~énd the committee judges
the candidate to be fit and suitable and votes acédf@ingly, the associate com=-
pletes the metamorphosis and emerges as a partner in the firm. This step into.
a partnership'marks the successful completion of a difficult and strenuous ap-
prenticeship, whereby the young attorney has proved himself to be worthy of ihe
trust and responsibility bestowed upon a partner ﬁithin‘bne of the elite firms.
This process of internal advancement receives a harsh criticism in most of
the literature dealing with the large New York and Washington law firms. Erwin
Smigel and Joseph Goulden paint a picture of the Nevaork and Washington prac-
tice resﬁe@tively that smacks of highly intense competition among associates
within a firm and of heated politicing and courting of tﬁe decision-making part-
ners. Theée authors write of a system that exhibité little or no flexibility as
to the length of time one must serve before either oﬁe.must be promoted or suf-
fer the conseduenCes of a policy often referred to ;s>?five years-up or out".
As for the.Riéhmond firms, there appears to be a éligﬁtly greater degree of
flexibility iﬁgrained throughout the process of prémotion of new partners.
-First of all,ffhe tenure requirements would appear to be more supple as to the
precise number of yeérs of service neces#ary befofe1ad§ancement takes place.

- Here the prescription varies from one given associate and situation to another,
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with some exceptionally well integrated individuals‘réCeiving the prestigious
in#itation in as short a period as three years, whiie.bthers may require as
long as seveh'years. The median for advancement probably is close to the five
year_figure,”§ﬁt thié is intehded to be a general;guideline and direction
rather than a rigidly applied sanction. As for theicompetitive aspect, there
is a differehce of opinion as to the degree of antagonism present in the elite
Richmond firms. For example, a Hunton, Williams partner told this author that
at his outposikthere was pretty stiff competition .for‘partnership in the firm,
largeLy becauSé of the fact that nearly all those recruited and serving as as-
sociates are excellent attorneys and very highly qualified, resulting in a
scramble for the constricted number of'partnership Slots available. However,

a spokesman for McGuire, Woods downplayed the competitive aspect of advance-,
ment within his firm, feeling it was more a question of a young attorney be-
coming accliﬁated to the legal world and a competiﬁioh with oneselt to see how
much can be achieved. This attorney further stated that he personally felt no
overriding senée'of competitionlwith his peers who joined the firm tﬁe same
year he did, and that for the overwhelming majority of associates the election
presents no great surprise, as most realize very quickly whether they are going
to make it or not. Thus, the staté of competition is difficult to pinpoint,
with degrees of'antagonistic advancement varying someﬁhat frém one firm to an-
‘other, ahd one'specific situation to another. Furthérﬁore, what one lawyer
perceives as én intensely competitive process may nbt appear as much to an-
other aﬁtorney within the same or another firm, or to an outsider, for that
matter. |

Once_one makes this step into partnership, it is then especially that this
individual enters‘the world of the legal elite, fof it is the partners who by

and large callnthe shots as to personnel, policy, and direction of the firm,
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and who most fully reap the profits of the work they complete. The firm is
governed primarily through the use of a committee system of task delegation.
Much as the legislature breaks down into specialized sub-units to expedite
the handling of its business, so too does the large fifms form committees of
the partners to oversee the vital processes of the body. As previously men-
tioned in the sections on recruitment and organizaﬂion, these committees are
very visiblefih;the hiring of law students and the'promotion of associates.
While the difeciion of the firm lies squarely in the hands of the lawyer/part-
ners, these tirms have gfown to the point where anoiher system of day-to-day
oversight:must be superimposed. These firms are of such a size that they be-
come in effect mini-corporations. For a lawyer toi&é?ntain even a semblénce
of a practiée:and oversee the daily opérations of sb.@énybpeople working on
disparate accounts in differing fields is a physical iﬁpossibility. Thus, to
fill this void, these attorneys have brought in a non-attorney actor to pro-
vide this co-ordlnatlng service. This figure, commonly called the office
manager, dis?énses an invaluable assistance to these firms, as all daily op-
erétions and co-ordination of vital services are perfdrmed by this individual
and his staff. When one thinks in terms of a Hunton, Williams situation, with
’approximately-onerhundred lawyers and one hundred and fifty staff personnel,
the magnitude of the task performed by this non-lawyef clearly comes into per-
épective. As a consequence of these services, the office-manager assumes a
powerful position within the firm. His position is‘muéh like that of an in-
dividual who does not have a substantive input intoﬂarprocess, yet controls
the piocedural means necessary to do the tasks. Smigel in the Wall Street
Lawyer espeéialiy assigns a great significance to the éffice manager, contend-
Aing that'in-théylaw firm‘hierarchy'he holds power ahd‘standing equal to that

of all but the most senior partners.:L Hunton, Williams and McGuire, Woods show

]'Erw1n Smigel, The Wall Street Lawyer, (New York The Free Press of
Glencoe, 1964), p. 88,
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‘the highest stage of development of this position, probably due to the fact
they possesstﬁhé highest numbers of staff and lawyers in the areé. The posi-
tion at McGUire; Woods is occupied by a certified public accountant and at
Hunton, williams by a business graduate of the Univefsity of Richmond.

Among ihe ﬁaluable resources controlled by theSeloffice managers is the
staff, an éﬁtity'of great importance in any organization and especially so in'
.a law firm.of £he.size of the elite offices of Richmond. The term "staff"
here is used fo designate all employees of a law firﬁ who are not attorneys.
As one mighp guess, the clerical force alone at sﬁch'an operation numbers very
high, and pefform an essential service at these bbdiéé. However, beside the
usual pontingéncy of clerical and related workers, £hére appears to be an
emerging phenomenon of increased reliance on non-iawyers for substantive input

into the legél‘process. These new actors have been given the appellation of
A P

e

"paralegals", and play a highly visible and important role through their per-
formance of duties which were traditionally.done by‘iawyers. Ronald Goldfarb
has cited the rapid expansion of their use of laypersons in the large washington
law firms,’where they are used primarily in research—related'duties, and the un-
pleasant bﬁt‘necessary chores of document keeping, interViewing, routine dupli-
cated work and similar activities? A parallel trend likewise is emerging in

the elite firms of Richmond, particularly so in tﬁe largest two firms of Hunton,
Williams ahd McGuire, Woods, where already a rapidly.inéreasing number of these
speciaiists are being employed. Basically, thesevéctérs perform many of the

same duties which in the past were performed by the associates of the firm.

2 Ronald Gbldfarb, "The Emerging Legion of Paralegals", Washington Post,
31 July’ 1973, p..A-20. E .
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The prime mpfivation is that of economy, as the éaraiegal relieves the neces-
sity of payiné_an attérney at a much higher rate, resulting in a substantial
savings ibr:the clients. This savings allows them comparable service and pef-
formance at é much lower wage scale, while relieving the youngest associates.
of these non-demanding but very monotonous parts of a legal operation. Thus,
there would appear to be an increasing utilization and reliance upon non-law-
- yers to aid'in the successful practice of the law by £he elite firms of the
Richmond area.; |

As for delegation and specialization of the workload, these firms show

an advanced £¢ndency for differentiation and depafﬁmentalization within their
operationg. This organizational breakdown reflects thé nature of the highly
specialized state of the legal profession, and in. this lies what many area law-
yers considéfft? be one of the primary sources of stféngth for these firms. As
one area attorney surveyed the situation, it is this great specialization which
allows tﬁe elite firms to dominate in the manner which they do. While each of
these law firms show a considerably above average. propensity for this special-
izing of work tasks, it is most advanced in the cases bf McGuire, Woods and
Hunton, williams, due largely to the great size ‘and numbers in their possession.
Hunton, Williams, for example, has a wide viariety of specialized departments,
running the'gémut from litigation, estates and trusts, and securities to even
’a department‘whose primary function is to service one of their largest clients,
the Virginia Electric and Power Company. Through.this specialization each firm
in effect creates specialists in its practice, who'aré able to become extremely
familiar with a particular aspect of the law by wofking in it most of the time,
In such anVOfganizational breakdown lies much of the essence and the strength of
‘the elite firms of Richmond. |

.Thus, such is the organizational set-up under ﬁhich these very successful
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bodies operéte.‘ It is very much a reflection and a product of the business
world in which they operate as well as the tremendous demands placed upon
these law firms, Judging by their prosperous and béoming practice, it is an

organizational scheme which above all works.

| _ BUREAUCRATIC STRONGHOLD OR FREE PROFESSION?

Afterjhafing detailed the nature and structure of the personnel and task
organizatibn of the elite law firms of the Richmond'area, it remains to be
shown exactly what sort of effect this scheme andvset;up has oﬁ the behavior
of ihe individual firm members. Much has been writﬁeﬁ'recently about the tre-
mendous sigﬁificance that the advent of large scale'ﬁureaucratization has had
on many of the‘jobs and tasks performed by persons in endeavors which were pre-
viously untouched by the new organizational wave. This most basic change in
the nature of work and organization has been well &odumented in many types of
6ccupations, where the consensus appears to be thatftbé advent of a formal hier-
archy, specialized and well-defined work-tésks, and formalistic sanctions have
caused a véry_visible modification in the employee's behavior and expectations.
Such studies have largely ignored the traditional professions, who pride them-
selves very mﬁcﬁ as being one of the last bastions of autonomy, Now, however,
as sdciety:changes and bureaucracy encroaches upon_thié last foothold of indiv-
idualism, what is the effect upon lawyers' behavior when situated in a bureau-
cratic envirenment?

Such is the essence of Erwin Smigel's study of the Wall Street Lawyer in
New York, as‘he.surveyed the basic notion of determining what effects large
scale bureéucratization has on a profession such as that of the lawyer which
has 10hg prided itself on being the bastion of individual independence. This

queStion of the state ofibureaucratic controls exercised cuts to the very heart
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of the changing nature of the legal profession, and reflects remarkedly on
the evolution of the attorney's trade as it modifies itself to meet the new
demands placed ubon it. Traditionally the lawyer has been an independent
and intensely individualistic actor, serving as his owh boss and decision-
'maker'énd vefy much charting his own professional destiny. No doﬁbt the
image mény cqﬁjure up when asked to contemplate the attorney's tréde is that
of the séle_b?éctitioner; operating alone and very muph his own man. Now
times héve'ﬁéry‘much éhaﬁged, as the work and the quénization of laﬁyers
and law firms-have escalated tremendously, to the p6int where such large en-
terprises as the elite firms of Richmond come about to meet these great chal-
lenges. Howéver, the question is, has the traditionaivfree, autonomous nature
of the 1awyefvahd his work changed with the necessity of functioning within a
bureaucratic-ﬁype environment? Does working in a law firm with over fifty
other attorneyé in a formal hierarchy bring about 'a regimentation unknown in
privéte firﬁs of previoﬁs years? Obviously, this is a most difficult query to
aﬁswer satisfactorily, as the variable of personal autonomy is an extremely
difficult one to quantify. Smigel in his study found that the personal auto-
nom& of an atfqrney within one of the New York firﬁs is somewhat diminished,
as the mass>of humbers of workers alone dictates a certain degree of submission
to reglmentatlon, and secondary, formalistic controls must be made to insure the
efficient functioning of the entire machlne&? As for the elite firms of Richmond,
such a change and conclusion is a bone of contention in the throat of many attor-
neys, as opinions vary from one lawyer to another aé to whether the personal auto-
nomy 6f these individuals is at least partially sacrificed. Two upper-level part-
| neréAat Hunton, Williams and McGuire, Woods vigorously deny that this bureau-
ér&fic inVasion has thwarted the pérsonal prerogativgs of any of their attor-

neys to a large extent. They contend that what regimentation that emerges from
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the higher{leyels of the firm are very minimal, and simp1y a housekeeping neces-
sity required in such a large operation. Again sucﬁ a question is highly per-
plexing to taqkle in a substantive manner, because of the difficulty in probing
a somewhatvélésed system on a point which is a very subjective and personal no-
tion. Theref&re, in order to more fully ground this discussion in a concrete,
.dissectable situation,‘aﬁcase study of judicial selection will be offered here
to hopefulLy'present‘a realistic means of objectively'quantifying a most intro-
verﬁed concept;

: Certaihl&;one of ﬁhe most substantive examples of the power of the legal
profession,iiés'in the fact that these private actors‘have long played a domi-
nant role in:the selection of judicial actors throggh'the local bar associations.
Throughout recent history, the Richmond Bar Association has de facto selected
those individuals who serve as judges of the courts of this city. The process
revolves ardund.the BarvAsséciation's recommendation of candidates to fill va-
| cant jpdgeships; Under this system, when an appointment is to be made, the lo-
cal Baf meets and votes secretly to nominate candidates for the vacancy. While
there is no requirement or legal necessity for the Governor, or the legislature
to follow these references, it has been tantamount to appointment and commission
to receive thefbless1ng of the local attorney's groups. This powerful preroga-
tive of the‘Bar has been and continues to be zealously guarded by the attorneys,
as particulary witnessed at the 1974 General Assembly when a sitting Juvenile
and Domestic Relations judge was denied election by,the legislature;-due in no
small part tdvthe fact that in the initial interim‘appbintment of Judge Thompson
conducted the year before many lawyers felt the Bar Association had been unfair-
1y circumvented; While other factors entered the équation, the replacement of
Thompson W1th Vlrglnla's flrst black judge probably would not have been feasible
without the Bar's assertion of its p@é?ﬂgﬁlslte in the matter. Thus, it is quite

obv1ous that 1nsofar as the supplying of Jjudicial manpower, the Richmond Bar
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Association has played a dominant role in determiningiwho these crucial actors
will be.
| The tie-in of judicial selection with the personal autonomy versus regi=-
mentation conflict of the large firms stems from the fact that these firms are
possessing ofia large percentage of the membership of the local bar. Given
JthAt the Baf‘thrbugh its voting of a nominee has a deciding voice‘in who is se-
lected to judgeships in this city, simple mathematics dictate that if these
large firms were to vote as a bloc together for a given candidate, or even for
a single fi:m"to vote as a unit, would give these 1awyérs a deciding vote in
this or othéf important matters before the Bar. Here again this is a difficult
question ﬁo feSearch, as the Bar Association conducts its voting sessions in
secrecy and are most reluctant to divulge the detaiis‘qf any of its nominating
actioﬁs. However, it is the contention of several lawyers outside of the elite
firms that insotar as judicial politics are concerned this bloc vote phenomenon
does in fact take place, and allows these firms to play a‘decisive role in these
matters; Accéfﬁing to one insider who has viewed the ebb and flow of the Bar
and the judiciary for many years in this city, it is his understanding that
"when a vote.ddes take place (at the Bar Association) the members over at
Hunton, Williams and the rest get the word from the top_on who to vote for',
Another longtime viewer of the local political scehé sfated that, "It's no se-
cret that when‘someone over at one of the big firms‘wénts to get something
through the Bar; hejstarts with a lot of votes behind him". As a third local
éttorney summed up hié sentiments, "It's a known fact around here that it you
want to be a judge, you've got to have the big firmsvbehind you', Thus, the
opinion among three surveyors of the Bar Association Selection process who re--
‘side outside thé,elité firms is that there is at 1éast'a periodic episode of
the bloc voting'patterns, suggesting that in this ohe'area of autonomy thefe ,

exists a certain degree of regimentation and dictation of prerogatives.
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This.contention ot those outside the elite firms; however, is categor-
ically denied by members of the firms. ‘A Hunton, williams partner expecially
refuted the idea that such a unit vote does in fact take place. This attorney
even offered a;specific example, that being when the now-sitting Judge Lumpkin
of the Circuit Court was seeking nomination for his seat. Lumpkin, a Republi-
can, was to be the first of his partisan persuasion to be seriously considered
fo: a judgeship in the city of Richmond in many years;. Lumpkin was challenged
by some attérpéys who felt the city should have a black judge, a notion sur-
facing.in thé ééndidacyvof Oliver Hill, one of Richmohd's'most prominent black
attorneys; Acéording to this partner, the Hill-Lﬁmpkin race split his firm
right doﬁn the ﬁiddle, even to the highest levels ofvthe most senior partners.
~ This split, while mt necessarily typiéal, nonetheless was reflective of the
fluid and non-dictatorial state of affairs regarding'judicial politics and per-
sonal autonomy within his firm. Thus, with such diémetrical opinions being of=-
fered, and Qith the exact proceedings of the Bar béihg impossible to ascertain;
- this contlict as to the degree of bureaucratization inherent in these law firms
and its subsequént effect on personal autonomy is irreconcilable from this au-
thor's viewpoint. Nonetheless, it is probably fair td contend that advanced
state of bureaucracy necessary to operate any organization of the size of these
law firms does at least to some extent result in regimentation and a certain
loss of the pefsonal autonomy found in smaller firms. It is also significant
that there doés»appear to be a fairly widely held idea among lawyers who are
ﬁot members of these firms that these elite collectivities do operate somewhat
in concert with one another, which no doubt bespeaks as much of the perception
of the elite firms in the minds of these non-elite attorneys as it does the
actual powef possessed by the largest six firms, wﬁile this concept of the

role of the_elite firms in judicial selection may not be the truest indicator
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of the state df’bureaucratization and its accompanying side effects, it per=-
haps gives ah insight into the internal policies of the élite attorneys as
well as supplying some idea of the power that such firms may wield in the

legal profession.

MISCELLANEQUS RAMBLINGS

Thus, we have looked at some of the vital processes engaged in by the elite
firms of Richmohd in order to give some concept of the practices, the procedures,
and the characteristics shared by these entities. -Ih order to complete the por-
trait of these law firms, several final points and observations should be made.
First, one conéept which should be stressed is thé fact each of these firms is
‘an eminently.sﬁccessful business operation. The economic signiticance alone of
such a firm as é Hﬁnton, Williams may be seen in the fact that it brings in a
gross firm income which runs well over a million dollars annually, a substantial
sum indeed. This phenomenal success may also be viewed in the situation exist-
ing in the realm ot client selection for these law fifms. These collectivities
share one of the most enviable of positions garnered by any business enterprises,
in that they afe in such an established and self-sustaining status as to their
clients that little or no business solicitation is necessary. Thus, these law
firms are virtually guaranteed a continuing stream of clients, forming what must
be an extremely enviable position to be in. The attractive power of these en-
tities is such that business and potential clients must in fact be turned away
for a lack of physical capacity to handle it. To be so overwhelmed by individ-
uals and éssd¢iations who are desirous of a firm's representation that much of
the hew petitioning business must be rejected surely is one of the most concrete
examples of thé'prestige, the relative standing and the influence these collec-
tivities have ér at least are perceived to have. Secohdly, these law firms are

not stagnaht entities, but rather are in the procéSs of expanding to meet the
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new, modern demands. This contention may at first appear to contradict the ﬁre-
ceding statement that much new business must be rejécted. However, this is not
the.case,'asbthése firms are growing at a fairly rapid clip, but simply not
quickly enodghfto accommodate all the many who solicit for the firm's service.
This growih has occurred in a manner which is probably very unexpected to an
. outsider, asAfor the most part it has not come about from the "beating of the
bushes" so ﬁo.speak in search of new accounts, but rather from the tremendous
expahsionyin the need for both an increased'quantit&iand variety of legal ser-
vices for theif_large established clients. Hunton, Williams expecially offers
a case in poiﬁt; for the continual grdwth incurred.by this firm in certain
areas has been directly the result of the increased litigation and technical
expertise required by a major client. One of their ﬁajqr clients, the Virginia
Eleétric and Power Company, has had, aé a result of the accelerated pace of
1ifé, the incgéased propensity to litigate, and the héw awareness in such areas
as the environment and consumerism, a very basic and requisite change in the
quantity and £ﬁé nature of the legal services to be provided by its retained
firm. Thus, it may be finally said regarding these most special legal collec-
tivities that they are very much products as well.as reflections of the in-
tense, ultra high stakes business and commercial éystem which dominates the
American economy. These law firms are, for the most part, a vital linkage and
cog in such an economic system, a position in which they not only survive, but

flourish.,.
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CHAPTER V

THE‘MANY; SURVEY OF THE RANK-AND-FILE OF THE

' RICHMOND METROPOLITAN LEGAL COMMUNITY

' After having examined the practices, methods, and characteristics of the
elite firms of Richmond, it remains to look at the»othér side of the coin so
to speak iﬁ pfder to broaden our perspective. This chapter of the thesis will
deal with what might be called the "rank and file" or "the masses" of the law-
yers who live‘ahd practice in the Richmond area. After having looked at the
individuals and law firms who comprise the elite ;f the profession, a balance
is éought by examining the majority of this citY's bafristers who are not iden-
tified by the criteria of this thesis to be the legal establishment. Here the
principal factors surveyed and studied are the backgrounds and training of
Richmond lawyers, and their social and economic characteristics. These figs
ures will be used in two related senses; first, the data obtained will be used
to construct a composite of characteristics of these legal actors. tere the
backgrounds of these lawyers, their collegiate and professional training, and
their socio-economic status will be probed in an attempt to paint a portrait

1

of the Rictmond legal community as a wholes This survey should provide an in-

sight into the socio-economic characteristics and background of' the hypothetical

1 Works which were consulted in the preparation of this survey of lawyers
are Survey Research by Charles H. Backstrom and Gerald D. Hursh, Elite and
Specialized Interviewing by Lewis Anthony Dexter, The Tools of Social Science
by John Madge, "Interviewing a Legal Elite" by Erwin O. Smigel in the September
1958 issue of the American Journal of Sociology, Social Surveys: A Research
Strategy for Social Scientists and Students by Richard P. Devine and Lawrence L.
Falk, Social Statistics by Herbert Blalock, Understanding Political Variables by
William Buchanan, Statistics in Social Research: An Introduction by Robert S.
Weiss and The Law and the Lawyer in the State Department's Administration of
Foreign Policy by John W. Outland.
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"average lawyer" as well as showing the distributipn'of lawyers throughout
the spectrums of these variables. Secondly, these statistics derived from
thé survey will be used in a comparative sense with similar data derived
from those firms identitied in Chapter III as composiAg the Richmond Legal
Establishment.‘fThis comparison should aid in determining if the'differentia-
‘tion of law firms made previously in the paper is accurate and pfoperly de-
fined as well as serving to show whether insofar asbsocio-economic character-
istics are concerned substantial differences do exist between the rank and
file and the legal elite. 1In addition, if such differences are revealed in
the survey results, a possible explanation for the development and subsist-
ence of a legal estabiishment may be in evidence.

The means by which this desired and end of profiling the characteristics
of lawyers will be achieved is through the proliferation of a survey interview
‘to a randomly selected sample of lawyers in the Richmond area. This sample
will consist of approximatély LO0 to 500 individuals selected at random from
the Yellow Pages listings of lawyers in the Richmond area telephone book.

This telephoﬁé listing consists of approximately 700 to 800 individual list-
ings (excluding listings for law firms) and is being used for several reasons.
First, it is the policy of the Richmond and Virginia state bar associations not
to reveal the names of their membership, thus preventing a mailing list from be-
ing compiled from these sources. Secondly, the telephone listings represent the
most readily_ahd openly available source from which to compile such a list, and
its format_is easily facilitated to such a purpose. Thirdly, these listings
comprise the most "neutral" source from which to derive a sample. Since tele-
phone service-is indispensable in this era, and every lawyer requires a certain
accessibilitybto the‘public as provided by phone service, it stands to reason

that these listings would be the most complete and cqmprehensive source for the
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garnering of tﬁe names and addresses of these individual lawyers. In addition,
because of ihé nature of the local bar associations, such a listing is much
more conducive to a neuﬁrality of sample. The Richmond Bar Association has
aﬁdbcontinues to present an aura or image of the established bar?, with the
racially segregated and politically conservative overténes that such an appel-
lation entail§, while the 0ld Dominion Bar Association carries the aura of its
black and anti;white legal establishment origins.. Thﬁs, the circumstances of
bar associatidn membership in the city of Richmond and the fact that not all
practicing lawyers in this area choose to join such professional associations
dictates thatvan attempt to objectively sample the legal population should turn
to a more neutral third source free of racial or idedlogical contaminations such.

as the telephone listings of attorneys.

Ultimétely, some 223 codeable responses were received, representing a re-
turn of LL.6 pefcent. These 223 questionnaires comprise some 25 to 30 percent
of the total ;ttorneys practicing within the Richmond Metropolitan Area, a
sémple large enough on which to generalize to the entire lawyer population.,
The following section will attempt to paint a portrait of the lawyers of the

area as to their socio=-economic, academic, and professiomal characteristics.

THE MASSES
In looking at the legal profession in Richmond, it is quite natural to
begin with one of the most vital of statistics, that of age distribution with-
in the lawyer population ot this area. Table V-I éhéws this distribution, with
some 20.6 percent of the attorneys between 25 and 30, 31;& percent between the
ages of 30 ana'35, revealing 52 percent of Richmond barristers are below 35.
 Next some 9.0 and 10.3 percent fell between the ages of 35 and 0 and L0 and

LS respectively, followed by 6.3 percent between L5 and 50 and 7.6 percent



AGE OF ATTORNEYS PRACTICING IN THE RICHMOND AREA

Absolute
Age Frequency
1) 25 -~ 30" L6
2) 30 - 35 70
3) 35 -L0 20
L) L0 - L5 23
5) L5 - 50 I
6) 50 - 55 17
7) 55 - 60 9
8) 60 - 65- 9
9)  over 65 15
Totals 223
1 source:

Survey of Richmond lawyers, conducted January/February 197L.

TABLE V-I

Relative
Frequency
. (Percent)

31.h
9.0

10.3

6.3

7.6
L.0

L.O

6.7

100.0

Cumulative
Adj . Freq .

{Percent)

20.6
52.0
61.0
71.3
77.6
85.2
89.2
93.3

100,0

100.0

26
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bétween 50 and 55 years of age. Finally, I percent were registered in both
the 55-60 and 60-65 categories while 6.7 percent listed their ages as over
65. Thus, we see a distribution of attorneys such that the bulk of numbers
are within the younger levels, with some seven of ten local lawyers being un-
dgr.hS yearsAof age.

A vital waystation in the road to becoming an attorney is the obtaining
of an undergraduate degree, a step which is essential now to the ultimate goal
of practicihg law. Table V-II reveals the distribution of area attorneys among
fhe colleges and universities which they attended as undergraduates. Here the
table shows ﬁhat two area universities, the University of Virginia and the Univ-
‘ ersiﬁy of Riéhmqnd, supply a very healthy proportion of this area's attorneys,
some 2.1 and 17.5 respectively. Together these two institutions have provided
nearly L43% of the practicing lawyers in Richmond, Slightly over one-quarter of
the local profession obtained their higher education in out-of-state schools,
with other instate school besides those listed calling 7.6 percent as its alum-
| ni. Among the listed Virginia schools, Hampden-éydney'College has the third
largest total with 18 graduates for 8.1 percent, while the other four institu-
tions ‘each prdvide between 1.8 and L percent of the total area lawyer corps.
Thus, the colleges and universities within the Commonwealth furnish three-quar-
teré of the Richmond area attorneys, with two local institutes especially dom-
inating in the provision of undergraduate education to the solicitors ot the.
capitol city. Another key factor in the ultimate determination or whether an
individual méy enter thevlegal protession is his academic performance as an
undergraduaté;.which in large part governs whether law school is or is not in
a given peréén's future. Table V-III exhibits this performance of local attor-
neys. Here reépondents were characterized as to their grade-point average cumu-

1a£ively compiled over the collegiate career. A vdriety of numerical marking



TABLE V-II

COLLEGES ATTENDED BY RICHMOND”ATTORNEYSl
. Relative - Cumula£ive
Absolute Frequency Adj. Freq.
College Frequency (Percent) (Percent)

1) Unspecitied | | | © 10 S 1‘h;§ o “ - - bes
2) Universi'tyj l.of Richmond ' 39 - 17.5 ' B 22.0
3) University of Virginia 56 25.1 | ' h7.1
L) William and Mary 6 2.7 49.8
5) Hampden~Sydney 18 8.1 57.8
6) Randolph-Macon L 1.8 59.6
7) Virginia Polytechnic Institute 7 3.1 62.8
8) Washington and Lee 9 4.0 66.8
9) Other - In state 17 7.6 7h.h
10) oOut Qf state » 57 25.6 - 100.0
Totals . 223 100.0 - 100.0

1 Source: Survey of Richmond lawyers, conducted January/February 1974.

16
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systems were registered in the surveys returned, which were interpolated to

a four-point system. The criteria used for academic excellence was a 3.0 or
above average, a grade of B or above in most institutions. Some 39% of the
respondents récdrded such high marks, while 29.1 had marks which fell below
this level.  31;8 percent filed either blank, incompléte or uncodeable an-
SWers. Thus, aboutvuo percent of the area‘'s lawyers compiled an‘outstanding
undergraduaté‘academic record by this one standard. Another indicator of un-
dergraduatebperformance is their relative rank among their peers in their grad-
uating class. Here the survey showed an extremely high number of unknown val-
ues for this vériable, with over one-half of the respondents unable to supply
this information. Among those who did respond affirmatively to this question,
20.6 percent'finished within the top ten percent of'their class, while 3.6 per-
cent fell within the second 10 percent, showing nearly a quarter of the attor-
neys graduating within the top twenty percent of the senior class. 21,5 per-
cént registered their performance as below the 20th. percentile.

Other means exist as well to gauge undergraduate performance, one of the
primary of which is memberships in academically oriented societies. Of these
groupé, Phi Beta Kappa represents the most prestigious of the honor societies.
Some 11.8 percent of the respondents earned affiliation in this organization,
indicating the strong academic base on which the legal profession is based.
Omnicron Delta Kappa probably occupies second position in the rank-order of
collegiate societies as to degree of prestigious. This society, which rewards
leédership and academic performance, calls 19.7 percent of the local attorneys
as its membefs, again a most healthy share. Blue Key, the equivalent of ODK on
smaller college campuses, had two representativesvahong the respondents. Beta
Gamma, Sigma, roughly the equivalent of Phi Beta Kappé in the nation's collegiate

business schools, provided three recipients among the Richmond lawyer corps.



Grade Point Averag82

3.0 or above
Below 3.0

. Unknown

TABLE V-III

 UNDERGRADUATE ACADEMIC FERFORMANCE OF RICHMOND ATTCRNEYST
. Relative
Absolute Frequency
Frequency (Percent)
87 S 39,0
65 29,1
71 31.8
223 100.0

Total

1 Source: Survey of Richmond lawyers, conducted Januéry/February 197L.

CuﬁulatiVe
Adj. Freq.

(Percent)

68.2

100.0

100.0

Grade point averages of respondents were interpolated to correspond to a L4 point scale.

96
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Finally, many of the individual disciplines have their own honor societies
which recognize_excellent scholarship. 18.8% of the“résponding solicitors
were members bf one of these organizations. Thus, in looking at all these
" eriteria, it ié apparent that the local legal profession did compile a more
~than respectable collective academic record while undergraduates, as might
be expeéted éiven the nature of the occupation and thebcompetitive nature of
law school'admissions.

The next v1tal step toward the practice of law is of course attending a
lawvschool. Where one does obtain this necessary schooling has a many-faceted
series of effects on this individual and his career. Table V-IV provides the
distributionhof.area aﬁtorneys according to the law échool they attended. Here
the dominanéé Shown by the University of Virginia and the University of Richmond
.as providers of undergraduate education continues tq an even greater degree in
the legal tfaining of local attorneys. These two schéols collectively have
taught 76.21péféent or more than three out of every four lawyers in this area,
with the T. C..Williams School at Richmond aécounting for 43 percent or nearly
oné-half the;iocal lawyer corps and the Charlottesville school supplying oﬁe in
three Richﬁond barristers. Out-of-state law schools have trained 15.2 percent,
while Washingtoh and Lee and William and Mary have céntributed 3.6 and 4.9 per-
cent respectively. Thus, the survey clearly shows that two law schools dominate
in the proVisibn of training for the Richmond legal profession. As was the case
with the uﬁdergraduaﬁe schools certain factors may be looked to for the provis-
ioﬁ,of'informaﬁion regarding the academic performance of attorneys while law
studénts. Rénk of an individual among his peers is such a measure. Of the
area attorneys, some 31 i percent gradvated in the top ten percent of their law
- school class, some 6 3 percent in the second percentile, 32.3 percent below the
20th.,percent11e, while 30.0 failed to respond in this category. Membership on

the law review at law school truly represents one of the highest honors a studen



2)

3)

L)

5)

‘Law School
Univeréify of Virginia"
University of Richmond
Washington and lLee
William and Mary

Qut of state law school

Total

TABLE V-1V

Absolute
Frequency

Tk

96

11
o

223

LAW SCHOOLS ATTENDED BY RICHMOND ATTORNEYSl

Relative

~ Frequency
(Percent)

33,2
13,0
3.6

h.9

15.2

100.0

1 Source: Survey of Richmond lawyers, conducted January/February 197L.

Cumulative
Adj. Freq.

(Percent)

33;§'>
7642
79.8
8L.8

100.0

100.0

86



TABLE V-V .

RANK IN LAW SCHOOL OF RICHMOND'ATTORNEYS1

’ Relative Cumulative

Absolute Frequency - Adj. Freq.

Rank _ Frequency ‘ (Percent) (Percent)
. Top'10% of class =~ - 10 3k 3L
Secord 10% of class B 1 6.3 37.7
Relow top 20% of class 72 32.3 70.0
Unknown 67 30.0 100.0
Total | 223 100.0 100,0

1 sourcer Survey ot Richmond lawyers, conducted January/February 197h. =

66
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may obtéiﬁ,‘and 28.3 percent of the local lawyers garnered this distinct
‘privilege. Finally, the Order of the Coif in a natiddal law scholarship
society which selects its members from the top ten percent academically in
a law school's class. 9.4 percent of the respondents won this prize while
law students. vThus, the results of the survey suggest that the local legal
profession did well in law school as measured by these criteria.

Several other activitiés related to law schoolgﬁay also be tapped to
" give an indication not‘ohly of academic excellence bﬁﬁ of these attorneys re-
lative degree of act1v1sm and part1c1pat10n as well. One of these indicators
is part1c1patlon in some sort of 1egal a1d project, one of the most traditional °
forms of pro bona.publlca work and clinical training for these law students.
0Of the requnding Richmond iawyers however, only 17 or 7.6 percent engaged in
such an activity, a fairly low participant quotient. Moot court is another
means wheréby trial simulation is combined with academic pursuits to provide
training in law school. Moot court teams are composed of the finest trial ad-
vocates at a school, and are but one more indicatof of excellence. The attor-
neys surveyed here revealed a most admirable record as 31l.L4 percent were on
such a forum as iaw students. Finally, most law schools have other reviews
and publicatibns staffed by its students iﬁ addition‘to the law review itself.
. The local bérristérs here placed some 25 or 11,2vpercent on such publications.
Thus, the Richmond aﬁtorneys revealed a very respectable performance again as
law studénts; a phenomenon which might well be expécﬁea in view of the exten-
sive screening and filtering process which each must undergo to enter this
second roundbof»requisite training to practice law,

The next step after having won the coveted shéepskin is to begin the ac-
ﬂual pracfice bf law.itself through the securing of‘é*first position in thé

.legal world. Of the responding attorneys, some 1&8 or 66.L percent began their
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careers in a law firm, representing‘some two-thirds‘of the area lawyers.
’Tﬁé "otherﬁ category received 16.1 percent of the1QUeStionnaires, while
8.1 percent began their legal practice in the public service of government
and 7.2 percent commenced with a judlclal clerkshlp. Only a single respond-
ent,)representlng 0.4 percent of the barristers, found his origin in a teach-
ing position;.}nt the time of the survey conduction,'87.h percent of the so-
licitors were either members of or associated with‘a’law firm within the Rich-
mond area. Table V-VI shows the distribution of theee_attorneys among the var-
ious sizesiof these collectivities. Some 62 or 27.8;percent are engaged in
firms of less than five members, while 13 percent ere members of firms of.be-
tween S andle'nembers, revealing that’uO percent of the respondents are in
firms of 10 iewyers or iess. 37 or 16.6 percent are in firms of between 10 and
- 20 members, while‘7 were in the 20 to 30 members category3 with 13 or 5.8 per=-
cent in the 30 to hQ category and finally some 47 or 21.1 percent work in firms
of over LO ettorneys. The area of an attorney's practice is another interesting
variable, oarticularly in light of the great degree of specialization which is
evident in all aspects of life, including the practice of law. When asked in
what area of legal_work does the attorney spend the majority of his working
time, the respondents answered as recorded in Table V-VII. The portion of the
law which may be defined as a civil practice drew by far the largest plurality,
;with 95 or 42.6 percent of the attorneys devoting‘most of their time as such,
ﬁext in-ﬁhevrank-order came corporate practice, with 25.1 percent, followed by
those whose prectice did not fit one of these categories with 17.5 percent,and
criminal prectice with 10.8 percent. Only 6 attorneYS or 2.7 percent desig-
nated the estate planing field as their principal ecﬁivity. These figures rough-
ly correspond ‘'with the national breakdown of attorneys' practlces, and appear to

“be a falrly typlcal dlstributlon of lawyers! prlmary dutles.
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. careers in a law firm, representing some two-thirds'of the area lawyers.
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ent,,representlng O.L percent of the barristers, found his origin in a teach-
ing position;  At the time of the survey cdnduction,'B?.h percent of the so-
llCltors were either members of or associated with a law firm within the Rich-
mond area. Table V-VY shows the distribution of these attorneys among the var-
ious sizes of these collectivities. Some 62 or 27.8_percent are engaged in
firms of less than five members, while 13 percent ére members of firms of‘be-
tween S and-lO'ﬁemberS, revealing that‘ho percent of the respondents are in
firms of 10 lawYers or less. 37 or 16.6 percent are in firms of between 10 and
» 20'members,>while 7 were in the 20 to 30 members éatégory; with 13 or 5.8 per-
cent in the 30 to hQ_category and finally some 47 or. 21.1 percent work in firms
of over LO éttorneys. The area of an attorney's practice is another interesting
variable, partiéularly in light of the great degree of specialization which is
evident in all aspects of life, including the practice of law. When asked in
what area of legal work does the attorney spend the majority of his working
time, the respondents answered as recorded in Tablé V?VII. The portion of the
law ﬂhich may be defined as a civil practice drew.byffar the largest plurality,
?with 95 orvu2.6 peréent of the attorneys devoting:moét of their time as such,
Next in'thé rahk-ordér came corporate practice, with 25.1 percent, followed by
those whose préctice did not fit one of these‘categofies with 17.5 percent,and
criminal préctiée with 10.8 percent. Only 6 attornéYS or 2.7 percent desig-
nated the estate planing field as their principal,é¢€ivity. These figures rough-
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" be a fairly typical distribution of lawyers! primary duties.



3)
)
5)
6)
7)

' Law Firm Size

5 ~-10 members
10 - 20 members
20 - 30 members
30 - 4O members
over 40 members

~Not applicable

Total

Source: Survey of Richmond lawyers, conducted January/February 197l.

Less than 5 members

TABLE V-VI

- SIZE OF RICHMOND AREA:LAW rFrmust
| » | _ R61atiVe.
Absolute » Prequency
Frequency . (Percent)
6o - o f27.ﬁ o
29 - 130
37 16,6
o 3.1
13 - 5.8
L7 , 21.1
28 12.6
205 100.0

Cumulative
Adj. Freq.

. {Percent)

a7,
40.8
57.1
60.5
6641
87.L

100.0

100.0

c0T



1)

2)

3)

L)

5)

. Area of Practice,
Unkﬁdwﬁ-‘
Criminal

Civil

Estate Planning
Corporate

Other

Total

1

TABLE V-VII

AREA OF PRACTICE OF RICHMOND ATTORNEYS

Absolute
Frequency

2l

95

56
39

223

_Relative

Frequency

1.3
10.8
L2.6
2.7
25.1

17.5

o}

~ (Percent)

1000 -

Source: Survey of Richmond lawyers, conducted January/February 197L.

Cumulative
Adj. Freq.

(Percent)

1.3 |
12.1
547
57.L
82.5

100.0

" 100.0

€0t
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’ Néxt the survey 1ooked at the social affiliations formed by attofneys

within the Richmondvaféa, in hopes of forming some concept of the degree of
social activiéhAand community participation. The'first of these to be looked
at was the Junior Chamber of Commerce, or as it is‘moét commonly known, the
Jaycees, which showed L9 or 22.0 percent of the respoﬁding lawyers are or have
been members of this body, while 37 or 16.6 percent were members of the Jaycees
parent orgahi?ation, the Chamber of Commerce. The Country Club of Virginia,the’
Richmond area?étmost exclusive country club, had an,iﬁpressive 53 or 23.8 per-
cent of thejattorneys respond affirmatively, which,.when combined with the 67 |
or 30.0_pefcentvwﬁo listed themselves as members-of:any other Richmond éduntry
club,,revéals;a_EégE_gggigl_glgb\iﬂs}iﬂizi9n among Richmond attorneys. Two
civic oriented organizations, the Optimists and thé;Rﬁtary, were likewiée polled
as to attorhey’membership, and tallied'very iow'membefship quotients, with 0.9
and 4.9 perceht_respectively. Two more exclusionary social clubs, the Common;
wealth Club aﬁd the Downtown Club, were the next tévbe focused upon, and these
highly eiclusiVe, limited membership organizationS‘éount a healthy percentage
of attorneys among its members, with 15.7 and 28.7 percent respectively. Thé
Lions and the Civitan and the Kiwanis Clubs also féceived scrutiny, showing
ﬁery low perceﬁtages of membership, as the Lions scored only 4.0 percent, the
~Civitans 3.1 péfcent, and the Kiwanis 5.4 percent. The Bull and Bear Club, a
fairly exclusivg men's club located in the financial district, was the final
organizatioﬁvfd be surveyed, having some 18;h peréent”of the respondents. Thus,
insofar as soci&l affiliation is céncerned, the civi@-type organizations with
the.exception.ofvthe'Jaycees and the Chamber of Commerce éhow a fairly low num-
ber of‘attofheyvﬁembers, while the most exclusive SOCiél clubs draw a healthy
percentage bf:fheir ranks from the lawyers ot Richméhd, és might well be ex- -

pected given the incomes and status associated with the legal profession.,
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ALéwyers have traditionally been one of the primafy sources of manpower
for leadership positiops within govermment and the'lafger society. In this
connection,'the attorneys were polled as to their.deéfee of participation in
this aspect>6f life. Some 25 or 11.2 percent of ﬁhe“fesponding barristers
havevat one time run for political office, while 39 or 17.5 percent havg at
one time or éhéther begn a member ot a governmental body. In addition, an
identical percéntage of 17.5 have served on some sort of advisory committee
to governmenﬁ.v-These attorneys have shown an equélugctivism within their own
pféfession, ;s fu11y>u5.7 percent have served on a”brdfessional advisory com-
mittee,’ S | R

Fiﬁally, ﬁhree other major areas weré sufveyed, those fields being ideo- -
logical affiliation, paftisan affiliation, and annual income. Table V-VIII
shows the ideological affiliation of the local attorﬁeys, which very closely
approximéte'the national population's ideological bréakdown. The very conser-
vaﬁive category drew only 2.7 percent, while the opposite extreme, the vefy
liberals,‘éarnéred b.O percent. The conservative column received a hefty 27.8
percent of_the responding. attorneys, and the liberal designation supplied 13.9
percent. Aé‘might well be expected, the moderates were by far the largest ag-
grégation,ﬂwith jﬁst barely a majority of 50.2 perésnt. Here these in a slight
tilt to the right of center, with slightly more adherents fo the conservative
philosophy, a phenomena also revealed in the natiqﬁal statistics. Hoﬁever, it
is quite ciéaf that the moderate ideological positiéﬁ is fér the most poﬁular
stance fqr_ﬁhe attorneys as well as the larger population. Table V-IX shows
the partisan‘association of the surveyed Richmondla#tbrneys, revealing find-
ings which éisé fairly closely resemble the parallei'siatistics for the nation-v
al population. Here the largest aggregation is ihéﬁ classification of Inde-

pendents, those who do not identify with either major;political party, with



Ideological Affiliation

Unknown

Verj Conservative
Conservative
‘Moderate

Liberal

Very Liberal

- Total .

TABLE V~VIII

IDEOLOGICAL AFFILIATION OF RICHMOND LAWYERSl

Relative

Absolute Frequency

Frequency . (Percent)
3 - R
6 - 2.7
62 27.8
112 50.2
31 2 13,9
9 | 4.0

223 | . 100.0

1 Source: Survey of Richmond lawyers, conducted January/February 197L.

Cumulative
Adj. Freq.

_ (Percent)

k' '1,3
4.0
31.8
32.1
96.0

100.0

100.0

901



TABLE V-IX

PARTISAN AFFILIATION OF RICHMOND LAWYERSY

, Relative Cumulative

C o S Absolute ~ Frequency ' ) Adj. Freq.

" Partisan Affiliation : - Frequency " (Percent) DA (Percent)
‘No Answer . 3 1.3 _ 1.3
Democrat - 178 ' 35-0:: o 36.3
Republican 5L , 2h.2 60.5
Independent _ 88 ' 39;5 100.0
Total : 223 100.0 100.0

1 Source: Survey of Richmond lawyers, conducted January/February l97h.

LOT
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_some 39.5%, followed by the Democratic Party with 35.0 percent and the
Republican fart& with 24.,2. The attorneys differ from the national sta-
tistics in £hat the Independents have a plurality in the local lawyer pop-
ﬁlation, whereas the Democrats still maintain an é&gé"in the total adult
.populatlon. ‘It is 51gn1flcant that, although there is a general tendency

among the better educated in the population to have a higher propensity to
identify w1thione of»the two major parties, this higher educated group has

a strong idéﬁtification with the independent status;' It should be noted that
the.peculiaritiés of the local partisan situation}may in part explain the dis-
vcrepancies involved in‘this partisan identification prpcess. |

Finally, the survey inquired as to attorneysﬁ’iﬁdomes, a subject near and

dear to neériyieveryone's heart. It‘has of'ten béeﬁ stated that "ﬁoney makes
the world gO‘found", and the survey results clearly show that the iegal world
is a highly iﬁcrative one by this most common matefialistic measure. Table V-X
is a graphic representation of the income distributioh among the responding law-
yers. This chart mékes it quite clear that 1awyeré on the whole make a great
deal of money by nearly anyone's standards. Less than one-third of the barris-
ters earn an annual income smaller than $l7,500, a salary considerably above
the averagé.“ The tremendous eérning power of these lawyers is especially seen
iﬁ the faét that the approximate median income is $25,000 a year, with slightly
over 6ne-half éf the respondents drawing an income_iﬁ excess of this figure,
and ih the'eqﬁally intriguing notion that 27.L percént rate a return of over
$35,000 a year. Thus, one-half of the respondents earn over $é5,000 a year,
and over one-quarter receive over $35,000 a year, making for an average salary
which by all probablllty would fall somewhere in the thirty to forty thousand
dollar range, an 1ncrgd1bly high figure for any group or populatlon. Conse~-

quently, given the spectrum of incomes availablg'to5local attorneys, in addition.



) 1)

: .2)

3)

L)

5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)

| 11)f

12)
13)

Annual Income

‘Under $10,000

' $10,000 to $12,500

$12,500 to $15,000

$15,000 to $17,500

$17,500 to $20,000

$20,000 to $22,500

$22,500 to $25,000

$25,000 to $27,500

$27,500 to $30,000

$30,000 to $32,500
$32,500 to $35,000

'ofér $3S,OOO

NA

Total

ANNUAL INCOME OF RICHMOND ATTORNEYS

Absolute
Frequency

13
15
15
20
20
17
11
10
22
9
7
61

3

223

TABLE V-X ~ ~

1

_ Relative
" Frequency

{Percent)

5.8

6.7

6.7
9.0
9.0
7.6
L.9
L.5
9.9
k.o

Co3a
27

1.3

———

100.0

1 Source: Survey of Richmond lawyers, conducted January/February 197).

Curmlative
Adj. Freq.

- (Percent)

5.8
12,6
19.3
28.3
37.2
Lk .8
19.8
54.3
6.l
68.2
R
98.7
100.0

100.0

60T



110
to the inherent prestige of the occupation certainlv'at least partially ex-
plains the lure of the local profession and the great.onslaught of those de~
sirous of legal training. Thus, we have looked injsome detail at the compo-
site portrait;of the legal profession as a whole in'the Metropolitan Richmond
‘area, and have round them to share many characteristics. The barristers were
‘discovered to have educationally originated both as: undergraduates and as law
-students largely from within the commonwealth, and from two institutions in
particular, the Univer51t1es of Virginia and Rlchmond, and have for the most
tpart performed well academically in both their collegiate and legal training.
They are by and large under forty-five years of age, and are likely to work
in a- law firm, with most in bodies of less than thirty members.' Most attor-
neys engage in either a c1v1l corporate, or criminal practlce, are moderate
in ideology and are eVenly split as to. partisan affiliation. Flnally, the -
lauyers were shown ‘to make in most cases over $17, SOO a year in 1ncome. Thus,'
drawing upon the survey results, it is possible to construct what may be call-f

' ed an "average" lawyer within the Richmond area. While such a compilation is
"‘not necessarily statistlcally valid, it nonetheless gives a concept of the-

state and characterlstics of' the legal'proie851on-in~terms which may be more

'-.’vividlylgrasped. Thus,'the "average" Richmond attorney is likely to be a

_ white male between twenty-five and forty years of age, to have attended col-
lege and law school at either the University of Virginia or. the Univer51ty of
Richmond and to have pertormed above average academically in both aspects of
his_education._ He is a member of a law firm of 1ess than twenty attorneys,
and has a'law practice centered upon civil law. He is a member of at least
one organization, is a Democrat or an Independent and is a moderate in politi-i
cal ideology.; Finally, he earns an annual income of over $l7 SOO a year. Suchv
vis the "average" lawyer in Richmond, a hypothetical creature who mirrors his

;echosen profession as a whole, and illustrates the enviable credentials held by
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the barristers of this immediate geographic area.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF LAW FIRMS

Thus, afﬁef having examined the undifferentiated mass of attorneye in
the metropolitan Richmond area, it remains to return to the original theme
of this reseerch and ponder the issue of the relative.characteristics of in-
dividual law firms. In an effort to further confirmethe_validity of the dif-
.ferentiatioeifheorem postulated earlier, these.preVidusly enunciated variables
were cross-tabulated by the six law firms identified in Chapter ITI as the le-
gal esiabliehmeﬁt of Richmond and by a seventh category designated as a1l
other firms". Such an analysis should elucidate the relative characteristics
of these cellectivities, as well as offering an additional informational
source to aid in confirming or denying the legal esﬁeblishment theory.

The survey results reveal that such a differentiation is warranted, and
that the previeusly identified legal elite of Richmond are distinguishable from
their colleegﬁes on a variety of counts and criterion. First, the question-

. naire cross~£abu1ations indicate that the six elite law firms are endowed with
greater‘and inordinate expertise as measurable by-pre#ious academic perfdrm—
ance, both as undergraduates and as law students. Table V-XI shows the distri-
buﬁibn of Iaﬁyers by law firm as to undergraduate grade point average, and
Table V-XII aseto membership in at least one collegiate honor society. Both
‘tables show that, except for a single exception inieaeh case, the elitist
‘ firms have a considerably higher percentage of enreliment in the highest GPA;
‘and the membership categories on each respective ehert. Such a conclusion is
further re-inforced when looking at the two most prestigioﬁs undergraduete
honor socie@ies, Phi Beta Kappa and Omnicron Delta Kapﬁe. Table V-XIII shows
the configurafion for the latter society, while Table V-XIV reveals the distri-

bution for the former. Once again, with but a single‘ekception for ODK and two



TABLE V-XI

CROSS~ TABULATION OF LAW FIRM MEMBERSHIP

All Other Firms® .

Hunton,vWilliamé

McGuire, Woods
~ Mays, Davenport
Christian, Barton

williams, Mullen

Browder, Russeli'2

BY UNDERGRADUATE GRADE POINT AVERAGE !

Grade Point Average

3.0 or Above

50
30.9%

17
65.4%

11
73.3%

1
50.0%

I
57.1%

2
66.7%

2
25.0%

18

- Below 3.0

55
0.8

B
2
1 13.3%

1

- 50.0%

A
o138

0.
-0,00%

2
. 25,04

112

Unknown

57
35.2%

19.2¢
13.3%
0.00%
28.6%
33.3%

50.0%

Sourcezi'Survey of Richmond Lawyers, conductednduring January/February

197)-1- N ':



' CROSS- TABULATION OF LAW FIRM MEMBERSHIP

TABLE V-XII

‘BY MEMEER IN AT LEAST ONE COLLEGE HONOR SOCIETY 1

ALl Othef:Firms
Hunton, Williéms
_MéGuire, WOods
Mays, Valentine
Cﬁristiah, Bgrton
‘Williams;vmﬁilen

Browder, Russell

Non-Member -

118
72.84

10 -
38.5%

3
20.04

. 2n
100,0%

3

1
33.3%

5

Member

Ny

27.2%

16
61.5%

12
00.0%

57.1%

66.7%

37.5%v

113

1 Source: Survey of Richmond lLawyers, conducted January/February 197L.



TABLE V-XIII

" CROSS- TABULATION OF LAW FIRM MEMBEHSHIPQ

B MEMBERSHIP IN OMNICRON DELTA KAPPA'

0 D K Membership -

Non-Méﬁbér~ Member

‘ALl Other Firms . 136 26
) 8u.0% 16.0%

Hunton, Williams ) 18f " 8
S 69.2% 30.8%
‘McGuire, Woods | 10 5
| 66.7% 33.3%

Mays, Valentine | 2 0
' 100.0% ' 0.00%

Christian, Barton 5'5';. 2
‘ 7L.LE 28.6%

Williams, Mullen 2 1
' | 66.7% 33.3%
Browder, Russell - | 6 2
| | 75.08 25.0%

Source: Survey of Richmond Lawyers, conducted during January/
February 197L. C .
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TABLE V-XIV

CROSS- TABULATION OF LAW FIRM MEMBERSHIP

 WITH MEMBERSHIP IN PHI BETA KAPPA 1

Phi Beta Kappa Membership

Non-Member Member
All Other Firms 153 - . 9
Hunton,'Williams A 8
69.2% 30.8%
~ McGuire, W§ods ) s 6
160,03 10.0%
Mays, Valentine ' .2 .-',., 0
' 100.0% = 0.00%
Christian, Barton _ 5 o >
Ti.u% 28.6%
Williams, Mullen 2 1
o 66.7% 33.3%
Browder, Russell 8 E 0
' 100,06 0.00%
Total 197 26
' 88.3% 11.7%

]f Source: Survey of Richmond Lawyers, conducted during January/
February 197L. : L
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variations.fer.Phi Beta Kappa, the elite firms are‘eubstantially more well-
endowed with_membets of tnese elite societies. Finelly, the undergraduate
dominance of ﬁhese particular law firms is also demonstrated in the cross-
tabulation of‘law firm membership by collegiate class rank, where the.iden-
ticai trend revealed in the previous four tables is likewise readily apparent
and visible. The law school records of the elite‘firms indicate the continu-
ation of the nndérgraduate excellence‘compiled by’theif members, as here again
the six firns‘may'be rationally differentiated from thebrank~and-fi1e. Law
review membenehip, one indicator of expertise, is snown in Table V-XV, where,
with the exception of ﬁays, Valentine, the eiite iaw firms are again dispro-
portionatély'éideked with this honor. The same isivalid as well for member-
ship in Order of the Coif, as four of the six establiShment firms have enroll-
ments substentially above that shown by the othervfifne. The disproportionate
expertise and activism is further unveiled when the_variable of law firm men-
bership is correlated with the respondent having perticipated in at least one
of the law school activities listed in the questionnaire, as each of the six
elite firms score higher in this category as well, .Finally, the cross-tabu-
vlation of renk in law school again shows the elite law firms to be in posses-
sion of disproportionate expertise by this one measnre. Table V-XVI reveals

- this confignration.

As for activism and affiliation, the law firm differentiation is a mixed .
bag of results. wWhen membership in civic-type ongeniiations was polied, the
elite firms showed either an equal oi a smaller percentage of membership. With
the more exclusing clubs however, these firms do enjey a collectively higher de~
gree of enrollment. With regard to political activiti?.as measured by having
sought elecﬁion to a governmental office, the elite fifns have a much smaller

percentage of participation, and have an approximately equal propensity to have



CROSS- TABULATION OF LAW FIRM MEMBERSHIP

All Other.%i%és
Huntoﬁ, Williams
McGuire;‘w?ods
Mays,fValghﬁige
Christian,ABarton
Williams%_Mullen

Browdef,_Ruésell

TABLE V-XV

BY MEMBERSHIP ON A LAW REVIEW::

Law Review Membership

Non-member'.

124

76,58

13 .
50.0%.;.:

8. -

53.3%

2
100.0% -

6
85.7%

2'_‘
66.7%

5 .
62.5%

1
197)43 - g

Member

38
23.5%

13
50.0%

7
L6.7%

0

0.00%

1
1.3%

1
33.3%

3
37.5%
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Sdurcéﬁ- Survey of Richmond lawyers, condﬁcted during January/Eebrﬁary



All Other Firms -
- Hunton, Williams

McGuire, Woods

Mays, Valentine -

Christian, Barton

Williams, Mullen

Browder, Russell

Total

BY CLASS RANK IN LAW SCHOOL 1

TABLE V-XVI

 CROSS- TABULATION OF LAW FIRM MEMBERSHIP

Class- Rank

3Be10w Top
~20% of Class

©11.5%

- 33.3%

Top 10% Second 10%
of Class of Class

4o 8
2.7 b.9%
1 2
53.0% T.7%
. 10 | 1
66.7% 6.7%
0 0
0.00% 0.00%
1 1l
_1h.3% 1. 3%
pd 0
66.7% 0,00%
-3 2
37.5% 25.0%
0 1L
31.4% 6.3%

62
38.3%

3
$ 20.0%
| 1
50.0%

0

. 0.00%

1

2

- 25.08

12

32,38

118

Unknown

value

52
32.1%

26.9%
6.7%
50.0%
7119

0,00%

12.5%

671
30.0%

1 L ' : : o
Source: Survey of Richmond Lawyers, conducted during January/February 197).
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served in some type of governmental body. The variable of having served as
a member of an advisory committee to government reveéls a dichatomy in the
ranks of ﬁhe_legal elites, with Hunton,Williams, Chfistian Barton, ahd
Williams Muiléd having a dégree of enrollment much higher than that of the
fank-apd;filg; while the other three elite firms ran up lower totals. How-
ever, within the legal profession, the dominance of these firms is quite evi-
© dent, as each of the elite collectivities scores a gfeat deal higher than the
:;"all others" category as to their representation oh préfessional advisory com-
mitiees. ldeqlqgicéily, the Richmond elite firm ﬁéhbefs share a very close
approximation £o that configuration of the total nbn-elite'attorneys and the
total lawyef'pébulation. 'Finally, the income levels of the legal establish-
ment firms ié'éomewhat higher in nearly every age braﬁket than for the othérA
attorneys. Thus, we have looked in éome detail at the social and economic
characteristics of the legal establishment, and havévfound that, on most
counﬁs, a‘rational basis for differentiation of certain law firms does in

fact exist.
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CHAPTER VI

- THE LEGAL ESTABLISHMENT IN ACTION:

LAWYER/LOBBYISTS IN THE VIRGINIA GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Since the inception of the American Republic,‘the legislatures of ihe
various stétéé'have played an eminent and important role in the course of
the nation,'aﬂd within these bodies, those private éctors collectively
known as lobbyists have represented a major and essénﬁial cog in the making
of public policy. Theée representatives of the pfivépe sector have long
been an integral part af any state legislature, Séfviﬁg many basic functions
through the provision of information, the exercise of persuasive talents,
andrtheir sef#ice as a catalyst and go-between inithe steerage and blockage
of legislation,  Since time immemorial; outsiders have attempted to in-
fluenée law-makers in the performance of their representative duties in an
effort to provide input into the process of public;policy formilation.

From its crude and aging beginnings the art of infiﬁence has flqurished and
groﬁn into:thé scienqe of lobbying, with many traditional methodé bon;onadwf
frQ@y&hg_pﬁﬁieand—adapted’t&“ﬁ?@géﬁ£"§?EVEiling*conditioyé]being blended
with modern éxpertise and ianrmation systems to.fdrm what has in fact Se-
come a muéh-documented aﬁd studied role in the mdd§rn state legislature,
’Thésé'individuals are now especially important aﬁd rélevant to the process,

_ as the éh;nging and accelerating pace ot life and sééiety'have resulted in
a £remenddus pro1if¢ration of laws and needed legislafion. In addition, as
’-society'and”the social'and'economic intey;elationshiﬁs on which all citizehs
are depénéént grow increasingly complex and intricéte, so too do the legis-
lati?e andbfebfesentative tools borne by those individuals seiected to govern |

in the parlimentary branch. No longer is any one man capable of having a
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grasp or a working knowledge of but a minutia of the'policy areas and contro-
versies which contront every member of the body. As a result, there is an
ever increasing”dependenne_and—a-necessity tor actofé'external to the legis-
lators to be looked upon to provide detailed and ﬁigh}y technical information
and data in the_makiﬁg of legislative policy. The lobbyists in the state
legislatures, due to the part~time nature of the body, the usually inadequate
staffing, enq?ﬁhe general, non-technical, and non-specialized orientation of
the membere, 35§eciaily are destined to occupy aveehtral and highly influen-
tial positiéﬁ; Such is the case when one looks te$a“particular legislature
in questlon, the Virginia General Assembly.

Given that lobbyists do play a most 1mportant role in the assemblies of
the states,«and specifically the Virginia 1egisla§ure, it stands to reason
that the nature, the cbaracter, and the economic composition of these private
actors 1is a-cruciel.variable in the policy equatiop:which determines what
matters are ﬁltimately considered and approved. YA,vital portion of this
question invelves the most basic matter of simply deiermining who these
lobbyists ere, both in a personal, stylistic sense, end in an occupational
sense., It is especially to these two queries that this investigation is
directed. The purpose of this look at recent sessions of the General Assembly
is to e&iighten the existing body of knowledge and data as to the lobbying
corps in Vlrginla, and to specifically look at one particular genre of poli-
tical animalvythe lawyer/lobbyist, |

It is a well—establlshed and—widely-accepted ggﬁzept that the legal pro- |
fession plays a major and often dominant role among professions in the func-
tioning of gpvernment, and especially, in the legislative realm. However, it
is as memberseqf the body that lawyers are usualiy identified ih}their func- .
tioning as elected officials. Therefore concedlng the fact that lawyers do

occupy a disproportlonate number of seats in the body, do they also exert
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great influence in the lobbying ranks as weli? whiie,the lawyer ratio of
most assemblieé is a much~dccumented and rrequently cited fact, the'make-
up of the lbﬁinsts as to occupational distribution is a virtually unknown
statistic. It it is the case that attorneys form a major bloc in this seg-
ment as well as in tixz membership of ﬁhe body'itself, needless to say it
would only further magnify and exhibit the already immense power both in a
potential and.iﬁ a real sense that these barristers maj wield. The nexi
logical extehéion‘of this concept, given the focus of this paper on the
theory of a legal establishment and on stratificatipn within the profession,
is to ask the question, is it all attorneys who afe'ihtricately involved in
this 1obbyiné hechahism, or are certain individuais;and law firms dispropor-
‘tionately répreSented in this aspect? Basically, ﬁhié?policy arena will be
used to test the legél elite theorem in a conflictualISituation, whereby ;
some méasure«of these firms actual procedures and physical presence and
clout may be calculated. The previous chapters of‘this study have taken a
sémewhat abstfa;t and contrived look at the Richmond legal profession. This’
gaze at the General Assembly should provide a,méré-realisticvand eafthy per-
spective on the large law firms of the capital city.aréa, and say something
as well about one of the most important govérnmentél bodies in the Common-
wealth. If'laners of the elite firms and their interests represent a major
forée in the General Assembly, this would surely prove the great state-wide
influence thét any such entities would be capable df exerting,

While the idea of lawyer representation as lobbyists is not yet exten-
siveiy researched and written about, nonetheless it is not an unknown con-
cept among studehts bf staﬁe legislatures. Several individuals in particular

have acknowiédged the concept in their works on lobbying. Harmon Zeigler and

Michael Baer'ih their book Lobbying: Interaction and Influence in American |

Sﬁate Legislatures cite the basic similarity in soéial‘and occupational
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backgreunds ot legislators and lobbyists. Zeigler>aed Baer write, "From

wh .t we learned about the income and educational cﬁeracteristics of legis-
lators and lobbyists, we would aseume that their extfe-political occupa-

tions are of a relatively high status. Such is, indeed, the case. Most
legislators and lobbyists either are lawyers or oceupy another professional

or managerial position of similar status."l The'anelogous occupational back-
ground of these two sets of actors discovered by Zlegler and Baer in the leg-
islatures of Oregon, Utah, Massachusetts, and North Carollna strongly suggests
-the addltlonal convergence of power in this profession. Abraham Holtzman fur-
ther documents this fact in his study of the nature of interest groups and
lobbying. Holtzman writes, in regard to lobbying types found in the American
Congress, but equally applicable to the state leglslature, "Two increasing
types to be found operating in Washington are the 'censultants' and the
‘entrepreneurst. The former are principally lawyefs'#hose work is not chiefly
devoted to lobbying but rather to legal practice before courts and commissions.
To them, 1ob$ying for a bill generally represents only another legal case. On
the state level; legal firms are also hired to represent groups that have some-
thing at stake in the legislature.“2 Here Holtzman piﬁpoints the specific
phenomenon in question here, the large law firm whoee primary business is not
lobbying per se, but rather view their legislative runction as simply one
-aspect of the services which they offer. In the realﬁ ot large law firms

and the study of power, much attention has been drawn by a hon-academic‘

1 Harwon Zeigler and Michael Baer, Lobbying: Ihter4ctlon and Intluence
in American State legislatures. (Belmont, California: wadsworth Press,
1569, - L3+ |

2 Abraham-Holtzman Interest Groups and Lobby1gg (New York: The
Marmillan Company, 1965 5P, 8
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journal previbusiy mentioned in this thesis, Joseph Gou1den's The Superlawyers.

Goulden's book focuses upon the large Washington law"fifms, theorizing that
- these entities do in fact wield disprOportionaie power. One arena that Goulden
conqenégys upon is the Congress, as Goulden contehdsvthat the lobbying activi- .
ties 6f these legal firms are extremely successful-iﬁ ﬁinning advantage for
.their corpora£e and specialbinterests. The seventh chapter of Goulden's book
is devoted to a detailed, impressionistic look at the iobbying tactics and prb-
cedufes used by.these impressive actors, in which the author mounts a scathing
'attack of the special interest domination of Congress which he claims is great-
ly fostered:by the efforts of the Washington legal estéblishment.3
Whi1e sﬁch‘contentions and criticisms are priﬁérily leveled at the Washing-
" ton léw firms'ahd the United States Congress, similar verbél darts have been
launched at the large law firms of the Richmond area:and £he Virginia Geheral ‘4
Assembly as well., Many critics have intimated thatgéﬁate legislatures are
both lawyer as well as business and special intefestrdominated. In'én article 
in the Washington Post, Senator Clive DuVal of Faiffak.County in Northern
Vifginia sbecifically zeroed in on this concept, criticizing and documenting
what he felt was the dominance of the lobbying corps by a few elite Richmond
law firms who through their wielding of their valuable aﬁd‘costly expertise
are able té consistently gain favorable policy deciéibns for their corporate
interests.'bDﬁVal specifically singled out the Riéhménd firms of Hunton,

Williams, Gay and Gibson and Mays, Valentine, Daﬁenport and Moore asAtwo ot

3'see Joseph Goulden, The Superlawyers (New York: Dell Publishing Co.,
1972) pp. 258-290. Chapter 8 is primarily a series of sketches illustrating
what Goulden feels is a business and special interest domination of Congress
fueled by the representation given by the large Washington law firms.
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the chief éulbrits in the General Assembly lobbying game. The Fairfax Senator
cited these two bodies of attorneys as having :ecéived the highest amount éf
lobbying‘fees in the 1972 Assembly.h This quite obviously begs the question,
Is this contention in fact the case with the statéJlegislature in Virginia?

In order to éttempt to answer this question, this analysis will look at the
three most recent Virginia General Assemblies. The initial thrust and tocus
will be that of determining who the‘lobbyists.are,5directed specifically at the
broad question of occupational representation as weli as at the representation .
of the Richmond legal establishment. Secondly, thé éfea of lobbying fees and
types of clients will be explored, in order to as;éertain further the validity
of the DuVal/Goulden thesis. The terciary focus of.this section will examine
how these large law firms of the Richmond area set up organizationally to pur-
sue their lbbbying commissions. Here the exact naturé of the lawyer/client
liasions and contract of the elite firms will be scrutinized, as well as the
procedural philosophy and policy arena selection process of these attorneys.
Finally, the style and nature of the 1awyer/lobbyiSt"wi11 be documented,

~ followed by a 6ase study in the 197L Virginia General Assembly, which will
involve the taking of a specific policy decision arrived at by the legislature
where theré was very active lobbying and intense iﬁterest group involvement.

By assessing this particular decision, which will be that of the Blue Law con-
troversy,'some.judgments may be reached as to how great an actual impact these
lawyer/lobbyists do ih fact have on the formulation of sécial and economic

and-economic_policy within the Commorwealth. A narrowly defined focus such

4 Kenneth Bredemeier, "The Virginia Lobbying'Gamé; Amateurs Hzve Little
Chance to Scare," Washington Post, (February 18, 1973), p. D1, Di.
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as this should further supplement and illuétrate‘tﬁévﬁforementioned poinfs
of defining who the lobbyists are and what styles‘they employ as well as
pinpéinting how much power potentially may be and ;ctuallyiis employed by

these actors in the legislative process.

WHO ARE THE LOBBYISTS?

The question of who the lobbyists are at the Virginia General Assembly
may ‘be settied by én examination of the registratio; lists of lobbyists,‘pre-
ﬁéred by thejbffice of the Secretary of the Commonwegith. This act of enroll-
ment was impiemented by a measure of legislation of the Assembly, which pro-
vided for a féQUiréd f£iling and supply of certain felevant information of all
lobbying agents who operated either on the capitol grounds or in the Ninth
‘Street Office Euilding. This system, commencing in'i972, provides the most

éuthorative source of information now available on lobbying in Virginia. How-
éver, as anyone who is familiar with the assembly énd lobbying will attest,
this source hés serious gaps and shortcomings and.is only a primer and a basic -
»guidé to the influence game at the Capitol. Nonetheless, despite these pro;
blems and inadeduacieﬁ, some very interesting and eﬁiightening information
may4be generéﬁed trom these registration lists. o

A scrutiny of these lists for the previous three assemblies in which the
'registration system has been in operation reveals cerﬁain phenomena and trends
as to the océuﬁétional distribution of lobbyists. fhis data may be seen in
Table VI-I which follows. A glance at this tabular preéentation rapidly docu=~
- ments the faét”that the iegal profession as a whole and the large law firms
~of the Richmondvarea afe well—representéd in great.humbers in the lobbying
" corps of the}Assembly. _This dats reveals that inIIQ?é;;out of a total of 198
listed lobbyisﬁé, soﬁe 85 or L2.92% were attofneys,jandiof the 85, some U6 or

23.2% of the total were members of one of the four'largést fifms in Richmond.



TABLE VI - I

LAWYER/LOBBYISTS IN RECENT GENERAL ASSEMBLIESL

1 Ssource: -Registration Lists of Lobbyists at the Virginia General Assembly - 1972, 1973, 197L compiled

1972
General Assembly
1) Total number of regiétered lobbyists ; .+ 198 100%
2) Total number of lawyer-lobbyists , ' 85 u2.92%
3) Total by law firm |
Hunton, Williams, Gay and Gibson 19 9.59%
McGuire, Woods and Battle 9 L.54%
Christian, Barton 11 5.55%
Mays, Valentine, Davenport and Moore 7 3.53%
Williams, Mullen and Christian 0 0.00%
Browder, Russell, Little and Morris 0] 0.00%
All other firms 39  19.69%
i) Totalylawyer/lobbyistsvfrom Elite Richmond v S
' Law Firms | u6  23.23%
Ratio of Elite Law Firm Lobbyists to Total
Lawyer/Lobbyists 54.11%
5) Total Non-elite Law Firm Lawyer/Lobbyists 39 19.69%
Ratio of non-elite Law Firm Lobbyists to |
Total Lawyer/Lobbyists 45.88%

by the Secretary of the Commonwealth (available upon request).

1973
General Assembly
178 100%
63  35.39%
32 17.97%
3 5.05%
L 2.2&%
3 1l.64%
0 0.00%
0 0.00%
L2 23.59%
66.66%
2h  13.u8%
38.05%

1974
General Assembly

252 100%
83 32.93%
1 5.55%
6 2.38%2
10 3.96%
5  1.98%
0 0.,00%
0 0.00%
L  19.0L%
35 13.88%
42.16%
L8 19.04%
57.83%

let
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Thus, in 1972,'the lawyer/lobbyist was a well-endowed figure at the capitol,
vsupplying over forty percent of the manpower available for the purpose of
influencing legislation. In addition, it is likewiée apparent that the four
firms 6f Hunton Williams, McGuire Woods, Christian Bafton, and Mays Valentine
are very heavily and dispfOportionately represented for their numbers of mem-
bers, composihg,nearly a quarter of the lobbyists there as well as well over
one~half ofVall attorneys employed in a lobbying capacity. Such sheer vol-~
ume of numbers, while hardly comprising an open-ahd—§hut matrix of power,
nevertheless is most significant and telling of thé potential for successful
representation in the process. With one-half and>bne-quarter of an admit-
tedly influential collectivity being made up of respectively the legal pro-
fession and four fifms in'particular,'one can say without fear of confra-
dictioﬁ'that these individuals must be very much a weighty force in the
Virginia legislature. Looking at these four firms specifically, the high de-
gree of representation of these actors is equally visible, The firm of Hunton,
Williams especially exhibits this phenomenon, as this single collectivity pro-
vides nearly ten percent of all the registered lobbyists in the 1972 assembly.
The other ﬁhree also show the identical trends to a lesser extent, as each one
furnishes foughly five percent of the lobbying force. Again, while mass num-
bers do not reveal the entire story, such heavy distribution is by itselfvhigh-
1y méaningful, and is one important factor in the equation of power and influenqe
The.nexﬁ General Assembly exhibits a continuatién'of €%§1¥§2§§§§1¥2§f§§ﬁﬁ51
predecessor. At the 1973 General Assembly, the first odd-year Assembly to be
held under the new Virginia Constitution, some 178 lobbyists registered with
the‘Secfeté£y of the Commonwealth. Of these 178 agents, the legal profession
provided 63 or 35.39 percent of the total lobbying forces, a drop of approx-
imately seveh percent from the 1972 figures, but a heavy representation none-

theless. The elite law firms of Richmond maintained a near identical percentagé
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of enrollment as in 1972, supplying L2 lawyer/lobbyists for a 23.59 réiié.
»Of the elite firms, the most noticeable deviation trom the previous year is
that of the Hﬁnton, Williams firm, whose membership in the lobbying frater-
nity jumped tremendously, going from 19 to 32, an increase of over LO percent.
These 32 attorneys represented an incredible 18 percent of all lobbyists there,
and with an approximately 100 lawyer staff at Hunﬁon, Williams, it means near-
ly onthhir§4of their barristers were actively engaged in lobbying at one time
or another atfthe General Assembly. It should be notea however,.that an un-
usuai se£ of circumstances was responsible for this massive onslaught of
Hunton, Wiiliams people, as a special, last-mipute-desire to secure passage
of a bill for the Chesapeéke and Ohio Railway éauséd?é large portion of the
additional forces marshalled there. A more detailed éxamination of this Rail-
way bill and its lobbying effort will be made in the forthcoming section on
the organization&;et—up of the lobbying mechanism of the large elite firms,
As for the other elite firms, the McGuire Woods forces declined from nine to
three'lobbyisﬁs, however, it remained at a stable five percent of total lobby-
ing enrollment.' Both Christian, Barton and Mays, Valentine showed a decrease,
from nine to four and from seven to three respectively, with each dropping
somg'two to three percentage points. The non-elite lawyers also declined,
declining by some fifteen positions and some six peréentage points. Thus, by
the second yeér of the official regisﬁration of lobbyists, some trends in the .
occupational diétribufion of these actors are apparent. Primary of these
emerging correlations is the fact that lawyers as a whole are a declining per-.
centage of the total lobbyists, revealing that whiie tﬁe absolute numbers of
barristers'afe;remaining somewhat stable, the influx'of other occupational
actors is fedﬁéing the share of positions held by tﬁé legal profession.

The most recent General Assembly shows a continuation of these trends

when one examines the registration lists. Some 252 lobbyists formally
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enrolled, an increase of Tl over the previous year and 54 over the 1972
totals. Of these lobbyists, 83 listed their occupation as attorney, some
20 more than iﬁ 1973 and a decline of two from the General Assembly of two
years past. This total reveals a further decline in the percentage of rep-
resentatioﬁ of lawyer/lobbyists of the whole. Thié decline of some two ad-
ditional pefééﬁtage points, from 35 to 33 percent, is clearly shown in
Tablg VI-I. As for the elite firms, their decline likewise continues, show-
ing a lossxofvSeven additional positions and a considerable descent in the
ratio of elite law firm representation, from 23.§‘percent to 13.88 percent.
Non-elite firms exhibit a marked increase of some fourteen attorneys, for a
sik percent rise in total representation. The non-elite firm members of the
profession in 1974 for the first time formed a majority of the lawyer/lqbby-
ists contingency, surpassing the representation of the four elite firms. The
elite firms themselves show some degree of fluctuation, particularly so in
the case of Hunton, Williams whose corps was more thén halved, dropping its
percentage of the total lobbyists from the all-time high for any one single
firm which it recorded the previous years to a figure of five and one half
percent. The other elite firms all present increases, the largest being that
of the Christian, Barton firm who more than doubled the numbers of the pre=-
vious year, sending ten solicitors to the Hill. McGuire, Woods and Mays,
Valentine have more marginal increases, picking'up three and two additional
slots respectively, while simultaneously dem;sing)as a portion of the whole.

Thus, after having looked at the Virginia General Assembly during the
three-year time-trame of 1972-197kL, several tendencies are unveiled insofar
as the total ibbbying forces and the Sccupational distribution thereot are
concerned. The primary trend is the declining percentage of lobbyists which
the lega1 profession provides. Starting with nearly 43 percent in the baée

year of 1972, the representation drops by almost ten pointsin the two ensuing
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qgﬁiggigg;. _Therefore, the lawyer/lobbyist is still disproportionately repre-
sented in the Assembly, providing lobbyists in numbers far beyond its portion
of the total population, but is not nearly so non-commensurate as in years
past; An identical tendency is likewise apparent in the ranks of the Richmond
legal elite, as the four giants of the area, after remaining stable at approx-
imately 23 pefcent of the total pie, fall off to 13.8 percent for the final
test year. This is indeed, as is the case with the entire legal profession,

a heavy~weigﬁ£:represeﬁtation and again beyond what a proportional enrollment
of' the numbefs of.the iegal profession population would warrant. However, it
is also a decling percentage, with the legal elite of Richmond being a most
formidable'bioc, but not nearly as large a slice of the pie as in the immediate
past. Among the elite firms, with the exception of' the Hunton, Williams firm
in 1972, ttiere is a measure of stability and consistency in the numbers of re-
presentatives; Finally, a<§§£§igry trend is the increasing numbers of lawyers
from firms other than the big tour of Richmond:XXAs tor possible explanations
for these trends, the one most plausible to this author is that rather than
diminiéhihg from importance due to their own decline, the legal establishment
has remained very consistent in their numbers of representatives, and it is

the other forces who havé been on the increase. Thus, while the legal pro-
fession has kept near equal numbers the last three years, it continues to drop
as a part of the total lobbyists. Such is the case for the Richmond legal
elites as wéll. A review of the lists of lobbyists‘reveal a possible rationale
for this phenomenon, for inasmuch as the entire stafe political system has been
in a state of flux and change in the transition from'the Byrd years, so too has
this been refleéted in the legislature both in terms of membership and legis-
lative poliéy emerging from the body. The same change is also in evidence in
the lobbying ranks as many more of the elements which»have never been repre-

sented at the Assembly before, in particular organized labor, the consumer
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factions, and tbhe public employees, now are lobbying in ever increasing num-
bers. This transition would parallel the process which has been reflected
in many other legislatures, through the entry of novel constituencies into
the political arena. For pluralist theoriticians, this could possibly mark
the beginnings of an influx of balancing forces, to offset the corporate and

/;éiated intergsps power structure. Whether this is what will actually emerge
very much remains to be seen; suffice it to say that for the present this of-
fers the most visible and credible explanation for the proportional decline of
lawyer representation, who traditionally look to the corporate world for its
clients both in the courts and the legislature.

In summary, the previous scrutiny does reveal that the legal profession
énd the Richﬁond 1ega1 elites in particular do play a major role in terms of
numerical réprésentation in the Virginia General Assembly through its pres-
cence in the lobﬁying corps. However, numbers alone are incapable of telling

the whole story, a phenomenon to which the following sections are addressed.

WHO DO THE LOBBYISTS REPRESENT?

In the equation of lobbying representation, who the client is surely pre-
sents itselft éé one of the most crucial and—wiable-variables in reflecting power
and success in the legislatﬁg%?world. The client representation question adds
another dimension to the scenario of lobbying. A look at the appropriate ap-

| pendixArevealé that, in addition to being represented in large numbers at the
Assembly, the.lawyer/lobbyists in g?neral and the Richmond legal establishment
in particulér'do in fact have as i4s clients some of the singularly most power-
ful associatiohé*and corporations in terms of physical and economic resources
as well as preétige and standing within the Commonwealth of Virginia, This is

especially the case for the Richmond legal establishment, as the four largest

firms are able to count as its employers some of the true heavy-weights of the
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peolitical and eéonomic réalm. Examples of this abauﬁd.in the listings of
clients, The Hunton, Williams tirm has among its repertoire some stalwarts
as the Virginia Retail Merchants Association, a group which capitol insiders
generally ackn6w1edge as the single most potent inﬁerest group in Virginia,
the Virgihia Automobile Dealers Association, the_Virginia Restaurant Associa-
tion, aﬁd other such groups as the nurses, the automatic vendors,‘the funeral
vdirectors, the exterminators, the associated hospitals, and the launderers
and cleanefs.>:In the corporate realm as wel%,Hunton, Williams has its fair
share of clients, counting such powerful stratesic entities as the Virginia
Electric and waer Company, the Potomac Electric and Power Company, the South-
ern Railway System, the Chesapeake and Ohio Railwéy System, and Exxon, USA,
within its>fold in the past three years. The identical is true for the McGuire,
Woods firm as well, having had as its clients such associations as the Assoc-
iated General Contractors of America, whose business of homebuilding and re-
lated activities represénts the largest employer of individuals within the
Commonwealth, ﬁhe Lumber Manufacturers Association, many powerful insurance-
related interest groups, and the United States Brewers Association. Among its
corporate lobbying clients have been the A. H. Robins Company, one of the na-
tion's largest drug and pharmaceutical producers, Anheﬁser-Busch, Inc. the na-
tion's largeét brewer, Blue Cross/Blue Shield of Virginia, Minnesota Mining
and Manufacturing Company, and Reynolds Metals Company;

The same Qituation exists in the case of the other two elite Richmond
firms as well; The firm of Christian, Barton has in'phe past three years such
influential groups as the Retail Merchants, the Home Builders Association of

- Virginia, the'Virginia.Association of Insurance Agents, the Virginia Association
of Independent Insurers, the Virginia Highway Users Association, the Virginia
Education Association, and the Virginia Savings and Loan League, to name but a

few. Its roster of corporate lobbying clients is equally interesting, including
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such names as.Sears, Roebuck, Sperry and Hutchinson, the Life Insurance Company
of Vifginia,'ﬁEA Express, Thalhimers, the Cole National Corporation, and the
Southland'Corporation (owners of the Seven-Eleven convenience store chain).
The firm of Mays, Valentine is similarly endowed, repfesenting such interest
groups as the Virginia Bankers Association, the American Insurance Association,
the'Virginia~Cable Television Association, the Virginia Dental Association, the
Virginia Mdrtgage Bankers Association, and the VirginiaiAssociation of Realtors.
Its gorporéﬁézlobbying accounts include among others the Heckinger Company, the
Standard Paper Company, the Washington Gas Light Cqmpény, the Central National
Corporatioﬁ, and the Home Beneficial Life Insurance.Company. As for the non-
elite law fifm lobbyists, their accounts include any number of the most power-
ful corporétiﬁﬁs and associations, as documented in the following appendix.
Such documentation shows that not only are the large Richmond firms and the
geheral legalvprofession in evidence in great numbers at the capitol as lobby-
ists, but are extremely well-endowed in terms of clients as well. These bar~
fistérs, particularly those of the elite Richmond law firms, count among its
employers some of the most powerful and resourceful associations and corpora-
tions who opérate within the Commonwealth. Thus, looking at a second key as-
pect éf lobbying power, that of who the lobbyist represents, it becomes appar-
ent that here too these legal actors are well represented and endowed, and are
a major forée and contingency to be reckoned with.

The‘queStion of who these attorneys represent quite naturally entails a
second reléted question; How much do these lobbyisfs make for the services
they render? Here again a partial answer may be found in the lobbyist regis-
tration listings, which require a cataloguing of the amounts of funds alloted
io the lobbyiné effort. While these financial statements are highly incomplete
and undetailéd, they nonetheless represent the sole existing way to get a han-

dle on the amount of money that changes hands in the_influence and information
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process. These lists show that lobbying in Virginia is in fact very big and
lucrative business for its agents. Table VI-II provides a compilation 6f fee
information for the legal profession in the past three years. The 1972 fig-
ures are very 1ncomplete and highly conservative, poss1b1y as a result of the
.fact that 1972 marked the inaugural year of Operatlon of the enrollment sys~
tem. Here the legal elite of Richmond garnered a total of some $8,825.00, a
figure that is quite obviously much too low to fit the reality of thé situa~
tion. Very few of these listings actually supplled any specific monetary fig-
ure, as most elther gave an indefinite hourly rate or simply stated that the
fees were to be calculated after the close of the session, Of the elite firms,
McGuire, Woods had the highest listed amount, some $u900.00, with Hunton,
Williams and Mays, Valentine each listing approximaiely‘$2000.00. Christian,
Barton's filings were too incomplete to obtain any dollar tigure. The afore-
mentioned article by Senator Clive DuVal presents a different finding, from
his personal inﬁestigation. DuVal found Hunton, Williams receiving the larg-
est amount of fees, in 1972, $40,791.00, and Mays, Valentine the second high-
est amount, $33,877.00, and a total of over one-half million dollars totally
,/§§ént on all General Assembly related activities.5 This figure would appear -
to much more closely approximate reality, and represents a substantial take
for the legal elite. The attorneys from the non-elite firms earned a recorded
$38,205.00 for the sixty days in session in 1972, which, when combined with the
totai for the four Richmond elite firms, shows a combined fee schedule of some
$47,000.00 for the lawjer/lobbyist.
For the following year of 1973, the picture becomes more defined, as the

number of’listings revealing a specific monetary fee substantially increased

5 Ibid.
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2)
3)
L)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)

TABLE VI - II

LOBBYING FEES GARNERED AT RECENT GENERAL

LaW’Firm,
Hunton, Williams, Gay and Gibson
McGuire, Woods and Battle
Christian, Barton, Parker and Epps
Mays, Valentine, Davenport and Moore
Williams, Mullen and Christian
Browder, Russell, Little and Morris
Total tor elite law firms
All other firms

Total for all lawyer/lobbyists

1972

ASSEMBLIES BY LAWYER/LOBBYISTs!

1973

1971

'$ 2,000.00

14, 900.00
N/A
1,925.00

0.00
0.00
8,825.00
38,205.00

47,030.00

General Assembly2 General Assemb1y2
$ 25,550,00

Li,625 .00

35,01&.80
9,800.00

0.00

0.00

71, 989.00
31;,800,00

109,769.00

General Assembly?

'$ 24,412.50

6,800.00
1h,971.3k
27,L450.00

0.00

0,00
73,633.84
91, 327.70
15L,961.54

Three
year
totals

$ 51,962.50

16, 325,00
L9,985.00
39,175.00
0.00

0.00
157,407.8L
164,332.70
321,781.3h

1 source: Registration list of lobbyists at the Virginia General Assembly - 1972, 1973, 1974 compiled by
the Secretary of the Commonwealth (available upon request).

2 These listed fees do not include any individual listings for which no specific monetary tigure was given.

Many listings simply say, "Amount to be determined at end of session”, or "Annual retainer", making it

impossible to actually determine lobbying tees for these lawyer/lobbyists. _
particularly for 1972, are ultra-conservative and represent only the tip ot the lobbying iceberg at the

Virginia General Assembly,

As a result, these figures,

9¢T
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in the system's second year of operation. Here Christian, Barton took home
the largest aﬁount, some $35,000,00, with Hunton, Williams bagging a total
of $25,500.00 and Mays, Valentine some $9,800.00. McGuire, Woods remains at
~ a conservative $u;625.00, to bring up the rear of the elite Richmond firms, |
who amassed a healthy $7L,989,00 for the forty-fi;e'day session. The non-
elite attofneys dropped slightly from the preceding year, hauling in $3L,800.00,
for a total of'néarly $110,000.00 for all lawyer/lobbyists in 1973. The next
year reveaisvmore of the same trends, as the legal elites registered a near
jdentical total of-$73,633.84. The order of these firms is shuffled somewhat,
as Mays, Valéhtine wins the kudos for the highest amount with $27,450,00,
while Hunton, Williams occupies the second positionAwith $24,412.50, down
slightly from the previous year's accounting. Chriétian, Barton dropped sub-
stantially to $14,971.00, while McGuire, Woods rose slightly to $6,800.00, The
'_most dramatic fluctuation occurred among the non-elite lawyer/lobbyists, whose
listed fees nearly tripled from the 1973 figure, hitting a total of over
$91,000.00. The latter increase accounts for all of the jump in total lawyer/
| lobbying tariffs, which were $164,961.5L for the year. The three year totals
serve to further illustrate the previously stated contention that lobbying at
the Assembly is truly big business, as the four elite firms garnered $157,4L47.8L
and the non-eiite barristers some $16l,332.70, for a total of all lawyer/lobby- |
ists of $321,781.3h. The elite firms individually also did quite well for the
three-jear time-frame, with Hunton, Williams securing the largest sum,$51,962,50,
Christian, Barton the second highest, $49,985.80, Méys, Valentine the third,
$39,175.00, with McGuire, Woods having the lowest figure of $16,325.00. Again
it should be very strongly emphasized that these figures, while 1arge aggre=~
gates in théméélves, représent only the very tip of the fee iceberg because
of the incomplete listings and other factors ot non-disclosure. Keeping in

mind the fact that these figures are very rough and very conservative estimates
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further demonstrates the very high financial stakes‘involved in the lobbying
game within the Commonwealth, and may serve at least a partial clue to the

strong lure that lobbying appears to exhibit to the legal profession in gen-

‘eral and the Richmond legal establishment specifically.

- THE ORGANIZATION SET-UP FOR LOBBYING SERVICES

Exactly how the elite law firms set up organizationally to provide this
important lobbying service can supply a strong clue and indication of the role
this task plays within the law firm itself, as well as the philosophy with
which this legislative duty is approached and implemented. 1In looking at the
Richmond 1egal'élite, a strong confensus appears to exist as to the nature of
the lobbyist/client relationship. This relationship basically can take two
different forms, each of which has a large number of gdherents within the
workings of the Assembly, The first type of lobbyist employment would be
that of an adhoc, temporary nature, whereby the terms of representation are
restricted primarily to the General Assembly and the time-frame of its con-
venings. /The second genre is that of a long-term, year-round representation,
such that thé,client's interests are pursued in arenas other than the legis-
lature. It is this second type of lobbying representation which most closely
approximates the traditional client relationship which attorneys enjoy, and is
the most freduently occurring phenomenon in the Richmond legal elite., For the 4
most part, ﬁhose clients for whom the lawyer/lobbyists are the full-time, reti-
bnered accounﬁs of the law firm. While occassionally a lobbying client will be
acceptéd on an adhoc basis, such engagements are rare for the four elite Rich-
mond firms ﬁho'engage in legislative activities.

Thus, the norm for these collectivities is representation and association
with continuing clients. This concept perhaps may be best understood in terms

of a policy‘wbich now pervades the banking industry, that of "tOt%}_EEZ!iE§§“-
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Inasmuch as many banks now attempt to entice business by offering a multi-
plicity of banking services such that all a customer's finéncial trans-
actions may be discharged at one establishment, so tod»do the elite firms
of Richmond éeek to provide an atmosphere in which all a client's legal mat-
ters may be pursued by a single firm even to the extent of non-traditional
activities such as lobbying the state legislature,’ Consequently,rwhen a
client's business affairs leave the realm of the courts or the regulatory
commissions and trespass the boundaries of the legislative branch, no change
of representative agents is necessary, and the client is assured of having
as his envoy an attorney well-versed in the general area and the specific de-
tails of the enterprise in which he is engaged. Within the firm itself, it is
generally the policy that those individual firm members who work with the
client accouﬁt full-time during the year are the firm's lobbying represen-
tatives at the Assembly. Usually it is the middle~level and higher partners
who actually register as lobbyists, as it is these actors who are in most cases
in dharge of the large accounts, and are frequently more familiar with the mem-
bers ot the legislature on a personal as well as a professional basis. So
then, these léﬁyers for the most part view their lobbying cores as simply one
of a variety of means toward securing favorable treatment or action toward
tﬁeir client, rather than as an end unto itselt,

This phenomenon and philosophy may be vividly witnessed in one particular
lobbying pursuit of the Hunton, Williams firm in the 1973 General Assembly, as
well as givingfa'clear glimpse of the firepower that these entities are capable
of marshalliﬁé‘for their clients. Hunton, Williams serves as local counéel for
the Chesapeake.and Ohio Railway, one of the largest railroad companies in the
country. The Chessie System was seeking a merger and acquisition of the

N
Greenbriar Corporation, necessitating approval of the State Corporation Com-

mission here in Virginia as to the legality of the action, particularly as it
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dealt with matters of anti-trust and corporate integration. The sttorneys
anticipated no problems in successfully completing the transaction, in that
similar corporate take-overs had been routinely sanctioned by the Commission,
and the legal agents foresaw no reason for deviation in this specific case.
However, one of the commissioners threw a monkey wrench into the machinery,
by making it quite clear to the Chessie representatives that the Commission
would not épprove or ratify this action. It would appear to the layman that
Huntop, Wiiliams and its clients were stymied, with little recourse other than
to accept the dictates of the Commission. However, as luck would have it, the
General Assembly was in session at the time of the veto by the Commission, so
consequently:the attorneys merely shifted gears and carried their fight to
another arena, viewing the legislature as a court of appeals for the unfavor-
able disposition of the State Corporation Commission., When a law is inter-
preted by a judicial tribunal in a manner disadvantageous to your client, the
ultimate alternative is to change the law itselt, to read such that the intent
of the legislation is unmistakable and favorable to the end that one desires.
This is precisely what these actors did, by submitting a bill to amend the
appropriate section of the Code of Virginia. However, the final deadline for
‘sﬁbmission ot bills by the members of the Assembly had since passed. Undaunt-
ed, the then Governor Holton was persuaded to offer the bill at his own re-
quest, which amounted to the sole remaining vehicle for any measure to be
enteréd for consideration at that session. Additional lobbying manpower was
sent to the Hill by Hunton, Williams, because the laﬁe date and crush of busi-~
ness precluded the normal contingency of the firm from being capable of doing
the legwork necessary to insure passage of the measure. Their efforts were
successful, as the two Houses assented to the requeéted amendments, changing
the law to permit the trénsaction. The Chesapeake and Ohio Railway consequently:

merged with the Greenbriar Corporation,(%nd were successtul in their pursuit.

"6 Interview with E. Milton Farley, March 13, 1974,
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This sequence of events better illustrates than any declarative statement the
way in which these firms view their lobbying duties. The Assembly, although
not usually thought of in terms of legal representation, is merely one of the
several arenas in which the client's interests may be pursued. When one avenue
is blocked, another means is tried, in hopes of securing there what was un-
attainable eisewhere. It further illustrates the "total services" philosophy
of the elite_firms, as well aé demonstrating what a potent and successful force

these lobbying actors can be in the legislative process,

THE STYLE OF LOBBYING REPRESENTATIONF

This immediate preceding section detailing the case study of the Chessie
merger leads quite naturally into a discussion ot the type of role these actors
play within the‘legislature, and the style of representation they employ in the
pursuit of their lobbying duties. Harmon Zeigler and Michael Baer, previously
mentioned in this chapter, document three distinct "styles" ot representation
which they identified in their research of the Massachusetts, Utah, North
Carolina, and Oregon state legislatures. These pure types are; 1) information,
serving as é techmically-oriented source of expertise through the provision of
expert opinion tq the law-makers,7 2) persuasive, whereby the lobhyists ac-
tively engage in verbally persuading the members of the legislature to their
point of view,s and 3) pressure, the application of high-key tactics designed
to intimidate a legislator into assuming a position favorable to the lobbyist's

client.9 As for the style of the lawyer/lobbyist, and that ot the Richmond

7 Zeigler and Baer, p.1l06.

8 Ibid., p.107.
? Ibid., p.1ll.
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legal elites in particular, the style or tactic of pressure is rarely if ever
employed, for very obvious reasons. Most lobbyists believe this measure to
be ultimately self-defeating and generally a poor means to an end, a conclus-

1 in their studies.

ion also reached by both Zeigler and Baerl® and Holtzman
The other less extreme styles of information and persuasion are much more fre-
quently employed by our subjects in the Assembly,

Generally, the lawyers of the legai establishment are cast primarily in
an infofmational role, supplying their legal expertise in the drafting and
amending of legislation, and in other matters as ﬁell. There is obviously
some engagement into the realm of persuasion, as thé’pure typology used by
the écademiéiahs must be stretched slightly to fit the reality of the lobby=-
ing game. By and large, sources close to the lobbying efforts ot the elite
firms agree that these attorneys try for the most psrt to maintain a low pro-
file and a low-key approach, dealing subtly and in a manner consistent with
their tactics and personal style used in their dealings outside the legis-
lature, This type of style is one in keeping with the respectable, "behind
tﬁe scenes" image which all these actors seek to cultivate. The very splashy,
public genre of lobbying and client representation employed by some agents is
- held in very low regard by these lawyers, who generally perform their tasks
in a manner that is conservative in the stylistic sense,12 Judging by the

success these actors enjoy, it is a style and-manegerie—eif—tseties which is

aptly suited to their clients and to the ends they pursue.

10 1bid., pp.120-122,
11 Holtzman, pp.77=79.

12 1nterview with E. Milton Farley, March 13, 197h.
Tnterviews with other lawyer/lobbyists and capitol insiders who

choose to remain anonymous.
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THE BLUE LAWS CONTROVERSY : 197k
Finally, ﬁhis paper will look to a specitic policy decision and the
sequence of events leading up to it in hopes of viewing the roles lawyer/
lobbyists perfdrmed in this debate and measuring the input these actors had
in formulating what finally did emerge from the General Assembly. The Blue
Laws or Sunday Closing Laws presented themselves as one of the hotly con-
‘tested issues which the body would face. The public.had witnessed a running
controversy.éver these highly complex statutes which prohibited the sale of
many disparate items on the Christian Sabbath, as several judges had ruled
them unconstitutional while Commonwealth Attorneyé,‘the principal law:enforce-
ment officergfor the state, in many localities called the statutes unworkable
and refused to implement them within their jurisdictibns. The stage was set
for a continuation of the push for revision, This pérticular case to be ex~
amined was chosen for a variety of reasons. First of all, it was one of the
most controversial and interestirg bills in the Assembly this past year, draw-
-ing much coverage and attention. Secondly, it was a measufe which drew highly
frenzied interest group activity on both of the opposing sides of the matter.
The revisionist forces were led by two of the most highly respected attorneys
in the Richmond area, Henry McVey, II and William H; King, Jr. of McGuire,
Woods, while the opposition found at its helm the lobbyist who according to
many Capitol insiders may be the most powerful private citizen in Virginia,
Sumpter Priddy, Jr. of the Retail Merchants, with back~up support provided by
the Hunton, Williams firm. With such powerful actors involved in the debate,
it made for a most interesting sixty days in January and February.
The actuél seenaldQ_the measure transversed during the course of the

Assembly was és follows; Realizing that some revision was highly desirable
and necessary to appease their constituencies, somé six blue law revision

bills were submitted, ranging in their effect from total repeal of the statutes
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to various forms of local option. All were placed in‘General Laws Committees
of the respective Houses, but action was to focus in the House of Delegates
Committee, where the bills lay dormant for some period of time., After some
preliminary débéte; the real action began in the finél two weeks of the ses-
sion. A House subcommittee, charged with the task of coming up with a com-
promise measure, reported a local option recommendation, only to have it re-
jected and resubmitted for study by the whole committee, for the meantime
shutﬁing off any chance for legislation in the House. Simultaneously on the
Senate side a virtually identical bill found approval by its respective Gen-
eral Laws Committee.13 By the next day, the measure's fate was very uncertain
in the House, as the General Laws Committee was unsure as to what aétion to
take.lh The bill remained under consideration for a period of about one week,
with odds considered no better than even for a favorable reporting to the
floor.15 The vote was taken in the Committee on March 5, where the members
rejected the Senate version on a very close 1l to 9 tally. Once again, the
hopes for a revision seemed bashed.l6 By the next afternoo;}however, a move

was afoot to revive the deceased legislation, hoping to force the committee to

13 Shelley Rolfe, "Blue Law Option,Betting Backed", Richmond Times-Dispatch,
26 Febmary, 197!-1, poB-lo
Hugh Robertson, "House Shift, Approval Seen on Major Issues," Richmond

News Leader, 26 February, 1974, p.A-l.

1 Shelley Rolfe, "Betting, Blue Law Futures Clouded " Richmond Times-~
Dispatch, February 27, 1974, p.B-L.

15 Tyler Whitley and Jim Mason, "0Odds Are Against Betting Bill, Richmond
News leader, March 3, 197h, p.A=l,

16 Shelley Rolie, "Betting Still Alive; Blue Law Bill Dead", Richmond Times-
Dispatch, March 6, 197L4, p.A-1l.
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vote to reconsider its previous action. The propoﬁehts sought also to make
the bill more attractive to those who were leaning or ﬁndecided by reversing
the locai option provision from an “opt-in" situation; whereby locaiities
would have to vote themselves under the new statuté; to an "opt-out" referen-
- dum measure.17 The revisionists were successful in.their efforts, as on
March 8, after intense work within the General LawsTCommittee by the anti-

Blue Law delegatés, the body voted to advance the "opt-out" bill td the House
~,flobr.18 Amid many reports that the blue law contro§ersy would tie up the
Assembly until the wee hours of the morning dn its‘final day, debate began and
raged, ending'finally-with approval by both Houses,df the House Commitﬁée
lamendments which gave the Commonwealth a new; stricter Sunday closing law with-
each locality possessing the option to vote itself out from under the covérége
of the new statute.l9
Thus, such was the somewhat bizarre, meandering course that this légis-

,latibn took thfough the General Assembly. What then was the role played by
the lobbyists and more specifically the lawyer/lobbyists in the route taken
by this measure? The answer to this most difficult éuestion to gauge as to

thelr 1nput appears to be that the lobbyists played a major, but not decisive,

'role. On the anti-revisionist side, the mail was carried for the most part by

17 | ," Bill on Sunday Selling Just WOn't Stay Dead," Richmond
News Leader, WMar ch 6, 1974, p.A-8.

: 18 Shelley Rolfe, "Panel Advances Blue Law Option,ﬂ Richmond Times-
Dispatch, Narch 8, 197L, p.A-1, A-8.

19 Shelley Rolfe, "Assembly Votes Blue Law Optlon,ﬂ Richmond Tlmes-

Disgatch March 10, 197L, p.A-1.
' orge Wilbur, "Blue Law Decision Left With Localitles," Richmond
v Tlmes-Dlspatch, March 21, 1974, p.C-1l.
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the Retail Merchants, which may be spelled Sumpter Priddy. He was clearly
W e

the dominant figure ef—his—persuvasion,._and co-ordinated the opposition torces.

The attorney/lobbyists retained by Priddy's organization from the Hunton,
Williams firm played a largely technical and informational role, leaving the

persuasion perhaps quite wisely to the guiles of Priddy.20

On the pro-re-
visionist side of the ledger, the lobbyists from the elite Richmond firms
piayéd a much mére conspicuous role. The lawyers from McGuire, Woods, Henry
McVey and particularly William King, Jr., representing the trade association
of chain drug stores and the Committee for Sunday Sales, were forced by the
circumstances of the legislation's course to play a more prominent and public
role than is generally their practice. The local media in fact appeared to
suggest that the controversy was a King versus Priddy battle. However, all
sources close to the debate interviewed by this author vigorously denied that
this was in fact the case, and most charged the press}with looking for a per-
sonalization of the controversy that for the most part simply was not there.
While much intense lobbying did take place during the length and breadth of
the legislation's course, the most strategic point appears to have been the
‘ﬁove to reconsider the previous vote killihg the Senate bill in the House
General Laws Committee. However, despite the obvious maneuvering by the
various interest groups and their agents, both sides saw their action as hav-
ing not been decisions in forcing the reconsideration, with the most viable
impetus coming internally from members of the Generai Laws Committee who be~-
lieved the present system of closing laws untenable and foresaw grave conse-
quences in allowing theﬁ to stay on the books for én additional ten months,
Consequently,‘it is this author's conclusion that here the Richmond Legal

Establishment did play an important role in the course of events which

20 TInterviews with sources closely involved in the Blue Law controversy,
and who wished to remain anonymous.
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transpired in arriving at a new Blue Law, but were not able to exert what
could be termed disproportionate or décisive influence in securing a favorable
outcome for their clients, an opinion that appears to be supported by the com-
batents as well.21 Finally, both sides received the‘législation that emerged
as a victory, with the pro-revisionist legions quite pleased at having over=-
come a powerful-tradition and lobbying force, and the anti-revisionists feel-
ing very glad ab@ut having stymied what they telt was an overwhelming tide

for total repeal.of the Blue Laws.22

21 1pig

22 1pid
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
Thus, we have looked with some detail at the Virginia General Assembly

and its lobbying corps, and the role played within these legions by the legal
profession and the Richmond legal establishment. {ggQEeturn to the original
emphasié of this thesis and this particular chapter, do the legal profession
and the elité.laﬁ firms of Richmond wield disproportibnate power in the
Virginia legisiéture through its lobbying and influence? The answer to this
question is a qﬁalified‘yes; On the level of simple numerical representation
at the Hill,.it would appear that both these entities through sheer mass of
actors present are definitely a force to be reckoned with, and form easily the
most potent occupational bloc at the capitol. However, as has been mentioned
several times Before in this paper, numbers alone, while éertainly a cruciél
aspect of power, are incapable of being as definite as many would hope. It

is on this second more subjective and ambiguous level that the qualifications
mﬁst be made. As was concluded in the major case stﬁdy of this section, the
lawyer/lobbyists played a major but not decisive role in the Blue Law contro-
versy. However,‘it must be said that the chosen subject was probably an atypi-
cal issue, beihg very much in the public eye and having two, well-staffed and
ably-represented opposing forces. The case study of Hunton, Williams and
Chessie Railway System merger which preceded the Blue Law study perhaps more
closely approximates both the policy area and the type of "non-sexy" issue in
.which these actors are usually embroiled. Here the agents probably do wield
dispropértionate power for their clients in certain cases, although even in
such an environment as this, it is very difficult tb,gauge influence, and to
say these lobbyiéts are dominant is an over-simplistic approach to a very com-
plex and intricate process which at times appears to be designed to purpose-
fﬁlly defy concrete analysis. Suffice it to say, hOwe&er, that in a highly

visible and émotionally involved issue such as the Blue laws, even here the
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legal profession and the legal elites of Richmond did play a most important

role, and very much made their presence known, and furthermore, all these
remarkable events took place in a governmental arena not traditionally asso-
ciated with théielite law firms or the legal profession as its primary source

of tavorable ruiings, policy, and transactions.
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CHAPTER VII

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Thus, ﬁe have completed this glimpse at the world of the Richmond Legal
Establishment,'a territory foreign to the non—legally oriented layperson of

thls area, yet one whlch is vitally important not only in the larger legal

| -profe531on and communlty, but in the total ebb and flow of the social, eco=-

nomic, and governmental forces which shape the Commonwealth as well. This
thesis has looked at these elite lawyers in some dotaii from a variety of
dioparate angies, ranging from the artificially constfﬁcted indices of the
second chaptef.to the actual arena of combat explored in the preceding chap-
.ter on the Gonéfal Assembly. Its purpose has been to develop a clearer undér-
standing not only of the large law firms of the area, but of the entire legal
profession as well, and in pursuihg this goal several conclusions about these
actors and their environment may be deducted from the measures and gauges uti-
‘lized in this study. These primary conclusions and observations are;
1) Thé data assembled along with the more subjoctive notions uncovered
ih_the’course of this investigation have again confirmed a point.
.which.is extremely well-documented and widely accepted both among
tﬁé academics and the general public, but ooé which bears repeating
pafticularly as it applies to this specific geographical area. The
indices and the more subjeotive criteria clearly show once again
that-the legal profession as a whole is ve?y influential, respected
énd potent, forming what»probably is the single most powerful oocﬁ-
' pational bloc wiﬂhin the Commonﬁealth, wielding power far beyond its

proportion of the population in the affairs of state.
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3)
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The data further suggests that there is a correlation between success
in the legal professioﬁ and success in other aspects of life such as
income, community standing, and membership and leadership in other
poiiticél; economic, and social bodies and organizations., This comes
close‘to the Mills concept of a power elite, with an interlocking of
areas of influence within society provided by certain individuals who
are cépable of exerting themselves in a variety of enterprises. How-
evef,.while this correlation does at least lean in the direction of

an elitist- theorem, the reality of the situation dictates that the

Mills concept is certainly overly-simplistic to actually describe a

sociél'systém within a community such as Riéhmond. There probably is
a social elite, an economic elite, and a power elite, with a degree of
interébange and interlock existing between these blocs within the Riche
mond area, but the pure Mills concept is too inflexible to suit the
more pliable and fluid system which appears to be in existence here.
Finally, the data further suggests that there is in existence within
the Metropolitan Richmond area a legal elite which can be differen-
tiated from the masses of lawyers by both constructed, artificial
meaéures of power and elitism and by looking at a particular govern-
mentéi arena where these actors engage in representative activities.
This research appears to contirm that, as in most human endeavors, a
differentiation by relative standing and prestige likewise occurs in
the legal profession, as confirmed by the féctfthat the attorneys
themselves respénded to the portion of this study's survey by clearly
rank-ordering and distinguishing the law firms of the Richmond area.
It does, therefore, appear that lawyers themselves recognize that at

least some type of legal power structure does exist. However, as for
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the second conceét'entailed by the legal eéﬁablishment theory, that
being these law firms who are differentiatéd:do wield disproportion-
“ate poﬁer and influence for their clients,vthe matter is far from be-
ing quiﬁe s0 cut-and-dried. To say these firms do wield dispfOpor-
tionate power is again in all probability an over-simpliéation of a
situation which, although far trom the pure pluralist model, never-
theless is not the clear case of uncheckedvand'unresponsible power

that sohe chroniclers of attorneys, most notably Joseph Goulden, have

‘ madéfit out to be. The legal establishment does exert a tremendous
amoun£ of influence as has been demonstrated previously in this paper,
but’the legal community, while certainly feeiing the pulse and move-
ment of the elite firms, is now so diverse.and specialized that it is
impossible for any one firm or several firms to exert domination in
all.or even most aspects of legal practice. A‘sentiment expressed fre-
quehtly to this author was the fact that the wide sweep of the law
which now permeates virtually every aspect of life precludes the exer-
tion of a firm in more than a handful of practices. However, it is a
tribute to these collectivities that they'are capable of influencing
people and policy to the extent they do in a world of increasing de-
partmentalization and specialization. This preceding discussion is

not intended to disuade the reader from concluding that the elite firms
of Richmond are very special and important entities, for they most cer-
tainly are, and their reach and pull does not end at the boundaries of
the Richmond Metropolitan Area, but in fact extends throughout the
Commonﬁealth and the region. However, the rush to the judgment reach-
ed by such writers as Goulden that these 1éwyers are simply ultra~high

poweréd influence-peddlers capable of turning water into wine must be
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témpered by the reality of the situation. These lawyers are definite-
1y very.good at their profession, but the Goulden concept is over-stat-
ing what is basically a valid thesis at its rbots. This author's judg-
ment and disagreement with many of the power:elite theorists is not in
the ulﬁimate validity of their view ot the situation, for it is the
closésp model to describing the workings of the legal establishment
withinﬁits own protession and the larger sqgieﬁy, but instead with the
intenéity with which it has been applied.,fxés; there is a legal elite; -
however, 1ts ranks and membership are broadeffand;more fluid than the

'term'ﬁﬁower elite" would imply,»its power and influence though consid-
_erablé}ié not as all-enéompaSSing énd dramatic as elitist theorists
would pfbbably care to admit, and it does not operate in thevconqggg;;
torial manner frequently associated with eiiiism. The attorneys of
these firms most certainly are an elite in many senses of the word: yet
even with the great resources they possess, asvone lawyer from one of
the elite firms told this writer regarding the power they possess, "I
have;nobdoubi in my mind that if we went up to the Hill (General Assembly)
with éome half-cocked idea that they (the legislators) would tell us to
gobto hell "

Perhapé,the best way to view these special acporéland the role and function
they play is to borrdw an almost Marxian doncept, fdr it would appear'that this
~is a case o£ the "haves" of the corporate and governhental world being finan-

- cially able to employ,as their agents the "haves" of tﬁe legal world, This
again is a groés-oversimplication of the relationships‘and positions which
these collecﬁivities enjoy; However, in the financial world of high stskes in
which they function, for these law firms, it is perhéps most reslistic to use

an economic model, for these bodies are very much a reflection of and a product
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of the economic system of the Commonwealth.

Thus, it is hoped that the preceding chronicle\*ill familiarize and sen-
sitize others_to the existence and practices of this most select band. of very
talented individuals. This preceding wish also may serve an educational pur-
pose in itself, for it contains a notion which doubly cuts to the heart of the
environment and the circumstances under which these collectivities flourish.
First of all, fﬁesevlaw firms are above‘all a colleétion of many very highly
skilled techhicians, bringing togethef some bf the-mést»qualified and well-
trained attorneys to form an assembly of talent whichfis unsurpassed not only
in the Richmoﬂd‘érea, but in the state and perhaps even the region. Secondly,
these entities do operate in an environment that is favorable to the pursuit
of their clients' interests, in which there is a gehérél public unawareness of
the types_of matters these actors deal in. Each of.fhése factors contribute
to the great success these firms enjoy. Borrowing from a point made repeated-
ly above, while Goulden may have been over-zealous in his coining of the term
"superlawyers"'to'describe what he believed to be a very special genre of at-

~torneys, he was on_tﬁe right track in suggesting that some barristers and their
law firms are more powerfﬁl and influential than théir-brothers, and do play a
major rolé in the functioning of society. Such is the case here in Richmond,
as there is in existénce a body of attorneys whose collective expertise, stand-
ing, and prestigé‘does differentiate them from the méssés, ahd who form what
certainly must Be'one of the most anonymous yét influential cliques within the

Commonwealth. r”
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THE LEGAL ESTABLISHMENT : A VIABLE CONCEPT?

Thus, having dissected the legal elite, it remainé to pass judgment on
thé ﬁethodologigal tool utilized in this study, the Céncept of the legal es~
tablishment, in hopes of determing whether this tact@gs capable of shedding
light up&n and déveldping a better understanding of the legal world. This
writer's opihion is that the theory of a legal establishment or elite does
'have much potential for enlightening the state of kﬁbwledge of the legal pro-
fession; It is a concept which does recognize and document the reality of the
differentiation tha£ apparently takes place within:afprofessioh, and takes as
its central‘prehise the sound judgment that all lawyers are not possessing of
equal abiliﬁy_of standing. Such a thrust is certainiy well along the road to
obtaining aAvalid description of the reality of the*légal world. However, as
with all methodological models which seek to both describe and prescribe in a
social systeh,'the legal establishment theory is notvwithout its shortcomihgs,
the primary one of which is a tendency to use thisutool as a normative, ideo-
logical weapon. rHere again a strategic point must be belabored, as the body

of writing on the elite law firms symbolized by the Joseph Goulden book, The

Superlawyers, takes what is a valid methodological concept and utilizes it to

indict these bodies and the entire political system. The problem is that this
primarily ideological attack severely discolors and disfigures what should be
a more descfiptive tool, resulting in an abuse of the theory. A book such as
Goulden's makes‘for fascinating reading, but is suspect as political research.
Again, the dispﬁte here is not a challenge of the validity of the legal estab-
lishment theéfem, but a questioning of the intensit&-and the manner in which '
it has been previously applied. Perhaps another problem lies simply in the
appellation this approach has assumed, for, unfortﬁnately, the very term

"establishment" conjures up a variety of normative notions and concepts in
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the minds of many, as thé tumult of the past decade Has made this a red flagv
word. Among those who are well«entrenched within tﬁe'?cqnomic systém such as
the elite attorneys who are the subject of this study,'ﬁo be termed "establish-
ment" frequently invokes an immediate hostility asﬂweli as pegging tﬁe re-
searcher as an anti-status quo altruist. If the research model can be kept on
a more neutral plane, the legal establishment concept does have the potential
to greatly enlighten the existing state of the arﬁs és to these powertul yet
largely énonymous private actors in the soéial and:economic system, Future
researchers of the -legal profession should certainly kéep this concept in mind
as they look at thevbroad expanses of the present_déybattorney's world; for it
does offer a.means to get a handle on what may appear to be at first a large,
undifferentiated mass of lawyers. Such a methodological tool as the .legal
establishment ihéory thus may serve an eminently useful purpose by helping to
develop a more realistic and better understanding of what has been aﬁ uﬁder-
researched and of'ten misunderstood profession., It is hoped that it has done
so in this particulgr case, and a clearer perception and knowledge of the
1arge.1awvfirms'ahd the legal profession in general in the Metropolitan Richmond

area has been the result.
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STEPHEN C. ST. JOHN
5209 NEW KENT ROAD
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23225

DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE
UNIVERSITY OF RICHMOND

January 12, 1974

Mr. Donald Jones
509 Grant Avenue.
Richmond, Virginia

Dear Mr. Jones:

I am currently a senior at the University of Richmond, and am engaged
in an Honors research project in the department of Political Science deal-
ing with the legal profession in the Richmond Metropolitan Area. A major
section of this thesis will attempt to deal with the sociological composi-
tion of Richmond lawyers, and with the attitudes and opinions held by them
regarding their profession and their fellow barristers,

. It is in this connection that you as an active practicirg attorney have
‘been chosen to be surveyed to elicit data regarding the local legal protes-
sicn. Enclosed along with this letter is a survey consisting of a brief se-
ries of questions dealing with the social and economic backgrounds of' lawyers,
and culminating in a single question soliciting your opinion regarding the
ranking of certain local law firms as to their relative. standing, power, and
expertise. Your participation in this study by tilling out this questionnaire
will greatly aid my research as well as contributing to 3 better understanding
of your most important profession. Also enclosed for your convenience is a
stamped, addressed envelope in which to return your completed survey.

Your replies to these questions will be completely anonymous sand used con-
ly in the aggregate to compile a composite portrait of Richmond lawyers. As
you will see when you examine the survey, it bears no identitying marks which
could in any way link a questionnaire to any individual respondent. Further-
more, each individual survey will be seen by no one but me, and will be kept
in the strictest confidence.

Whlle I realize you have tremendous demands on your tlme, I hope you will
_ be able to spare the few brief moments necessary to complete and return this
survey. Your cooperat:on will be greatly apprec1ated.

Thank you very much,

Yours truly,

tepien C. St John ‘



STATISTICAL SURVEY OF RICHMOND LAWYERS

The following questions deal with the social and éconcmic backgrounds of
lawyers, and the attitudes and opinions held by them. Please answer these
questions“as completely and accurately as possible. Your identity will be com-
pletely anonquus,’and your replies will be kept in the strictest confidence
and used only in.ﬁhe aggregate to sketch a portrait of lawyers as a group who
ﬁraétice‘in this area, |

.Thank you very much for your cooperation.

PART I

- The social and economic tackgrounds of lawyers

In answering these questions, either check the appropriate box, or write
. in your answer where the word "specity" appears.

1) What_is your present age?

25 - 30 Lo - 1S 55 - 60
30 - 3Y | S - 50 60 - 65
3% -4 50 - 55 over 65

2) Where did you attend college as an undergraduate?

(specify)

3) What was your undergraduate cumulative grade~point awerage, and your rank
in your graduating class?

Grade point average on a scale of . (specify)

Rank in class out of a class of o (specify)
L) Are you a member of any of the following honor societies?

Phi Beta Kappa ' Beta Gamma Sigma

Omnicron Delta Kappa Order of tﬁe'Coif
Blue Key , : Any departmentél honor society

, i.e. Pi Sigma Alpha

(Political Science), Psi Chi
(Psychology) etc.
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5) where did you attend law school?

7)

8)

9)

- 10)

11)

In State ~Out-ot-state

University of Virginia ﬂ." ' (specify)
University ofRichmond B |
Washington énd lee
William and 'Mary

What was youf rank in your graduating class in law school?

Class rank out of a class of (specify)

Were you a member of or a participant in any of the following law school

_activities or organizations?

Law review . Law school newspaper staff
Legal aid society or similar Moot court team
program e, T
‘ Any other review or publication of your
law school
Are you a member of a law firm now? Yes ‘ No

It yes, what is the approximate number of lawyers émployed by your firm?

Less than § : 10 - 20 30 - 4O

5 - 10 - : 20 - 30 over LO

What was your first position secured after having graduated from law school?
Judicial clerkship Law firm ' Other
Government service Teaching position
What was your approximate income, derived solely trom the practice of law,
for the past year? |
under- $10,000 $17,500-$20,000 - $27,500-%$30,000
$10,000-$12,500 $20,000-$22,500 $30,000-$ 32,500
$12,500-$15,000 $22,500-$25,000 $32,SOO-$55,000
$1% ,000-$17,500 $25,000-$27 ,500 ~ over $35,000
In which ot the following areas of the law do you devoté the majority of the

time you spend in practice?

Criminal practice Estate planning Patent Work

Civil practice 4 Corporate practicé ~ Other



S L
12) Are you a member now, or have been a member in the past, of any of the

following organizations?

Junior Chamber of Commerce Commonweélth Club
Chamber of Commerce Downtown‘dlub
Country Club o1r Virginia ‘ Civitan Club‘
Any other Richmond area Lion's Club
Country Club -
Optimists . Kiwanis
~ Rotary Club » . Bull and Bear Club

13) Have you ever participated in any of the following'aCti#ities?

Held or run for politicél office

Served on goVernmental board (i.e. school board, etc.)
Served on advisory committee to government
Served on professional advisory committee, (i.e. committee of the

Bar)

1liy) How do you classify yourselt politically on the ideological spectrum?
Very conservative conservative moderate liberal
very liberal
15) Do you tend to identify with, or sympathize with, either of the two major
political parties, or‘do‘you consider yourself an independent?

Democratic Party Republican Party Independent

PART II

The attitudes and opinions of Richmond Lawyers

The following is a list of certain law firms in the Richmond Metropolitan
Area. Please read this list, and select the law firms which you consider to
comprise the legal elite of Richmond, that is, the firms which yoﬁ consider to
"be the most powefful, the most prestigious, or possessing the most legal ex-
pertise and the highest standing in the Richmond legal community.
Designate your'choice by circling the name of those law firm$ which you

consider to constitute the Richmond legal elite.
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May, Garrett, Miller and Parsons
Cutchins, Wallinger, Christian and House
Bremner, Byrne and Baber
Edward E. Lﬁne and Associates
Williams, Mullen and Christian
White, Cabell, Paris and.Lowenstein
Hunton, Williams, Gay and Gibson
Obenshain, Hinnant and Dolbeare
Mays, Valentine, Davenport and Moore
Browder, Russell, Little and Morris
:”Christian; Barton, Parker, Epps and Brent
Wallerstein, Goode and Dobbins
; McGuire, Woods and Battle
- Allen, Allen, Allen and Allen
Florance, Gordon and Brown
Sands, Anderson, Marks and Clarke
Taylor, Hazen, Bryant and Kauffman
Rogers, Cudlipp and Gwathmey
Greene, Buxton and Poindexter
Cohen, Abeloff and Staples
Anderson, Haw, Parkerson and Beazley

Hirschler and Fleischer



APPENDIX B
LISTING OF THE INDIVIDUAL
MEMBERS OF THE LAW FIRMS

'_ WHO COMPOSE THE LEGAL ESTABLISHMENT



HUNTON, WILLIAMS, GAY AND GIBSON

Thomas Benjamin Gay
Eppa Hunton, IV

George Dandrige Gibson

Archibald Gerald Robertson

Patrick A. Gibson
H. Brice Graves
H. Merrill Pasco
John W. Riely
Francis V.iLonen
B. Warwick DAVenport
- Joseph C. Cafter, Jr.
Robert Bufdrdv
E. Milton Farley, III
Lewis T. Booker
George C. Freeman, Jr.
Harry Frazier, III
James A. Harper‘
Walter H. Horéléy
Evans B. Brasfield
George M. Sadler
Richard G. Joynt
Norman A. Scher
Joseph M, Spivey
Hugh H. White, Jr.
William A. Pusey

James Featherstone

R. Kenneth Wheeler
Jack H. Spain, Jr.
Robert F. Brooks
Michael W. Maupiﬁ
John H. Shenefield
Paul M. Thompson

John J. Adams

Patrick J. Milmoe
William L. Bramble
George Hettrick
John E. McDonald, Jr.
James E. Farnham
David F. Peters
Walter F. Witt, Jr,.
Guy T. Tripp, I1I
Dewey B. Morris

Hill B. Wellftord, Jr.
Gordon F. Rainey, Jr.
Allen C. Goolsby, Jr.
Turner.T. Smith, Jr.
Harry J. Warthen, III
c. Grice McMullan, Jr.
Randolph F. Totten
Thomas G. Slater, Jr.
T. S. Ellis, IIT

Guy K. Tower



HUNTON, WILLIAMS, GAY, AND GIBSON (continued)

Lathan M, Ewers, Jr.
E. Montgomery Tucker
Virginia H. Hackney

W, Taqur Reveley, III
John B. Ashton

C. Porter'Vaughan, III :
Eugene E. Derryberfy
Mark S. Dray
Benjamin C. Ackerly
Daniel A. Cafrell
Arnold H, Quint

. Harry D. Séunders

G. H. Gramel, Jr.

~ Beverly C. Read
Donald P. Irwin

Dennis P. Brumberg
Alfred J. Byrne
Anthony J. Obadal
‘Robert S. Parker
Manning Gasch, Jr,
Thomas J. Manley
Junius Waverly Pulley, III
Jay T. Swett

Allen C. Barringer

Carl W, Tobias
Phyiiss L. Renick
Dsvid S. Brollier
Thomas J. Matkov
James A. Jones
Joseph C. Kearfott
Jeffery H. Weitzman
David M. Shaw
William C. S. Rowe
Jackiw. Burtch, Jr.

Melvin C. Thomas



McGUIRE, WOODS AND BATTLE

William H. King
Alexander W. Neal

" Thomas C. Gordon, Jdr.
J. Gibson Harris

John S. Battle, Jr.
Carle E, Davis.

Robert H. Patterson, Jr.
~ William A. Perkins, Jr.
Roberﬂ L. Burrué, Jdr.
Willard I. Walker
Thomas L. Newton, Jr,
Henry H. McVey, III
Thomas S. Word, dJr.
Gordon H. Rosser, Jr.
John M. Oakly, Jr.
Alexander H. Slaughter
R. Gordon Smith

© William R. Waddell
Joseph C. Wool, Jr.
John W, Bates, III
James L. Sanderlin
David C. Landin

Jphn W. Patterson
Franklin M, Tatum, III
Guy W. Horslef;VJr.

Sally L. James

william H. King, Jr.
J. Robert Brame, III
T. Nelson Parker

Ernest R. Geisler, dJr.

. Rosewell Page, III

0. Randolph Rollins
William F. Gieg
Marshall H. Earl, Jr.
W. Birch Dougléss, 1711
Chéries R. Swartz
William L. Taylor
Leslie A. Grandis

J. Waller Harrison

W. Carter Younger
Murray H. Wright
Alfred L. Shilling
Robert E. Payne

J. Warren Wood, III
Gilbert E. Schill, Jr.
Wellford L. Sanders, Jr.
F. Rogers Toms, Jr.
Stuart W. Settle

Frank W. Bubb, ITI

W. Allen Ames, Jr.

William G. Barkley



- MAYS, VALENTINE, DAVENPORT AND MOORE

Charles S. Valentine | Wilson E. Sheridan

John S. Davenport Michael Armstrong
Richmqnd Moore, Jr. Bowiﬁ;n T. Bovles
R. westwood.winfree | C. Cotesworth Pickney
C. Dehny Whitel. : F; Claiborne Johnston, Jr.
Charles L. Ree&.' ' Horace H. Edwards
Henry Tf Wickham M;.Pépe Taylor
F. Elmore Butler , Pﬁiiip J. Bagley, III
William R. Cogar | David L. Norton
John F. Kay, Jr. Kenneth F. Farino
Angus H. Macaulay ‘ Richard L. Grier
John W, Edmonds; III John ‘S. Barr
James C. Roberts William Joe Hoppe
Andrew J. Ellis, Jr, Langhorne H. Smith
~ John P, Ackerly, III Bradfute W. Davenport, Jr.
Collins Denny, IIT John C. Moore
Harold E, Starke, Jr. Russell V. Palmore, Jr.

' Fred W. Palmore, Jr.



CHRISTIAN, BARTON, PARKER AND EPPS

Robert T. Barton, Jr. Rodérick B. Matthews
Richard McDearmon | Cecil F. Bowmer
A. C. Epps | J. Edward Betts
Andrew J. Brent . C. Daniel Stevéns

v Brockenbrough‘Lamb, Jdr, Lee F. Davis, Jr.
R. Harvey Chapbell,'Jr. Beigrly L. Crump
Richard H. Catlett, Jr. | Hullihen Williams Moore
Charles W. Iaughnﬁ Michael W. Smith
John C. Kenny - Stefen R. Larson
Alexander_Wéllford Paul G. Turner
George G. Gratten, IV Charies F. Midkift
Michael L. Soffin David D. Redmond

~ Delman H. Eure W. McIlwaine Thompson, Jr.
Fred A. Crowder William R. Shands
Robert Craig Hopson James W. Tredway, III

Augustus Charles Epps, Jre.



WILLIAMS, MULLEN AND CHRISTIAN

Fielding L. Williams
George R. Humrickhouse
R. Colston Chriétian
Fred G. Pollard
Walter E. Rogefs
Robert N. Pollard, dJr.
Frederick T. Gray
Frank W. Hardy -
Russell Alton Wright

Randolph B. Chichester

John.d. Peters

William R. Shelton

Robert E. Eicher

John Williamson Moore, III
Julious.P. Smith

Samuel W. Hixson, III
Fiélding L. Williams, Jr.
Denis F. Soden

Philip deB. Rome

Robert L. Musick, Jr.



BROWDER, RUSSELL, LITTLE AND MORRIS

John B. Browder
George B. Little‘
John B. Russell

James W, Morris, III
Phillip B. Morris
Robert G. Butcher, Jr.
" Rufus G. Coldwell, Jr,
Robert M. White

J. Terry Parsléy :

David D. Addison

R. Carter Scott, IIT
Malcolm E, Ritsch, Jr.
John H. OBrion; Jre
R._Hﬁnter Masoﬁ

Jahes K. Cluverius
Thbmaé D. Stokes, III
Thomas Davidson, Jr.
William Dwight Jones

James H. Price



APPENDIX C
ILETTER FROM THE FIRM OF

MAYS, VALENTINE, DAVENPORT AND MOORE



CHARLES S. VALENTINE
JOHN S. DAVENPORT, II1
RICHMOND MOORE, JR.
R. WESTWOOD WINFREE
C. DENNY WHITE
CHARLES L. REED
HENRY T. WICKHAM

F. ELMORE BUTLER
WILLIAM R. COGAR

JOHN F. KAY, JR.

ANGUS H. MACAULAY
JOHN W. EDMONDS, I¥
JAMES C. ROBERTS
ANDREW J. ELLIS, JR.
JOHN P. ACKERLY, I
COLLINS DENNY, I
WILSON E. SHERIDAN
MICHAEL ARMSTRONG
BOWLMAN T. BOWLES, JR.
C. COTESWORTH PINCKNEY

LAaw OFFicES

MAvs, VALENTINE, DAVENPORT & MOORE

1200 Ross BUILDING P. 0.Box naz2
RicaMoND,VIRGINIA 23208

TELEPHONE (BO4) 649 -075!

January 18, 1974

JOHN RANDOLPH TUCKER
(1923-1984)

COLLINS DENNY, JR.
(i926-1964)

DAVID J. MAYS
{i92a-1071)

' MORACE H. EDWARDS
M. POPE TAYLOR

COUNSEL

F. CLAIBORNE JOHNSTON, JR.
PHILIP J. BAGLEY, T
ODAVID L. NORTON

KENNETH V. FARINO

RICHARD L.GRIER

FILE NO.
JOHN S. BARR

WILLIAM JOE HOPPE
BRADFUTE W. DAVENPORT, JR.
HAROLD E. STARKE, JR.

JOHN C.MOORE

FRED W. PALMORE,III
RUSSELL V. PALMORE, JR.

Mr., Stephen C. St.John
5209 New Kent Road
Richmond, Virginia 23225

Dear Mr. St.John:

You have written a number of letters to
attorneys in this office requesting certain biographical
and financial information from them and also requesting
an evaluation from several standpoints of twenty-two law
firms in Richmond.

While we would be glad to help you in any reason-
able and proper way, we, for a number of reasons, do not

desire to engage in an evaluation of our fellow lawyers
in other law firms.

Much of the biographical information which you
seek is available in publications such as Martindale-~
Hubbell. Also I believe there are published income
figures for lawyers over the State of Virginia classified
according to the size of firms. You might get some help
from the Virginia State Bar Association on that.

Sincerely yours,

e EE

F. Elmore Butler

15:150




APPENDIX D

OTHER CORRESPONDENCE



Law OrFricEs

BErLL, ELLYSON AND WILKINS
SviTE 620 MvyuTUuAalnL BUIiLpiNe
NINTH AND MAIN STREETS
RicHMOND, VIRGINIA 23219
MAURICE H, BELL, JR.

WILLIAM GAINES ELLYSON
GORDON A.WILKINS

AREA CODE 703

5

(:49,1071

January 17, 1974

Mr, Stephen C. St. John
5209 New Kent Road
Richmond, Virginia 23225

Dear Mr. St. John:

I would be very much interested in securing a
copy of your analysis upon its completion.

Sipcerely yours,

[l ) —

Gordon A. Wilkins

GAW:ds

Enclosures



LAW OFFICES : o
Mc GUireE, Woops & BATTLE.
Ross BuiLDING ‘
CHARLOTTRSVILLE, VIRGINIA OFFICE
RicaMoOND, VIRGINIA 23219
Courtr Square BuiLpine

CABLE ADDRESS  MCWOBAT TELEPHONE 296-5121
TELEPHONE (B04) 643-834|

January 22, 1974

Mr. Stephén C. St. John
5209 New Kent Road
Richmond, Virginia 23225

Dear Mr. St. John:

Your questionnaire to some of our attorneys has
crossed my desk and I would be most interested in
knowing whether the information you obtain can be
made available to interested parties. It would be
of interest to us to have this information available
to compare with our total group, in addition to de-
termining whether we are adequately represented in
the associations you have listed.

Please let me know if this data will be available
and if there is any cost.

Sincerely yours,

Pt s, -

John G. lezzi
General Manager

JG1/f

1
|
l
l




LAW OFFICES

OTT. MORCHOWER, THOMPSON & McMULLAN
113 NORTH FOUSHEE STREET :
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23220
MATTHEW N. OTT, Jr. TELEPHONE (804) 643.0147
MICHAEL MORCHOWER January 16 » 1974

JOHN B, THOMPSON
C. GRICE MCMULLAN, JR.

Mr. Stephen C. St. John

5209 New Kent Road

Richmond, Virginia 23225

Dear Mr, St. John: .

I have your letter of January 12, 1974 with
its enclosure and I respectfully decline to complete
your questionnaire.

Yours very truly,
_Mohtuon. Q.

Matthew N. Ott, Jr.
MNO,Jr:dr



APPENDIX E
LAWYER/LOBBYISTS IN RECENT
SESSIONS OF THE VIRGINIA

GENERAL ASSEMBLY



Lobbyist
E. Milton Farley

Walter H. Horsley

Robert S. Parker, Jr.

Joseph C. Carter, Jr.

Evans B. Brasfield

Turner T. Smith, Jr.

David F. Peters

INDIVIDUAL LAWYER/LOBBYISTS IN RECENT GENERAL ASSEMBLIES

Law Firm

Hunton, Williams

Hunton, Williams

Hunton, Williams

Hunton, Williams

Hunton, Williams

Hunton, Williams

Hunton, Williams

Client(s)

Va. Passenger Bus Assoc.
Va. Funeral Directors Assoc.
Chesapeake and Ohio Railway

Va. Assoc. of Launderers
and Cleaners ,
Automatic Vendors Assoc. of Va.
Va. Retail Merchants Assoc,
Car and Truck Rental and leasing
Assoc. of Va.
Fredericksburg Area Chamber of
Commerce

Va. Retail Merchants Assoc.

Va. Retail Merchants Assoc.

Va. Assoc. of Premium Service
Companies

Va. Automobile Dealers Assoc,

Chesapeake and Ohio Railway

Virginia Electric & Power Co.
Virginia Assoc. of Personnel
Services o :
Motion Picture Assoc. of America
Snelling and Snelling of Richmond
Pan-American School of Richmond

Virginia Electric & Power Co.

Va. Retail Merchants Assoc.
Automotive Trade Assoc. of Va.
Va. Automobile Dealers Assoc.
Chesapeake and Ohio Railway
Nationwide Check Corp.

Representation at
General Assemblies

1972 GA 1973 GA 1974 GA
X X X
X X X
‘ X

X
X
X X
X
X

X
X X X

X
X X

X

X X X

X
X X
X
X

X
X X

X
X X

X

X



Lobbyist
Mark S. Dray

Eppa Hunton, IV
Dennis P. Brumbérg‘

H. Brice Graves

James E. Farnham
Harry Frazier, I1I
George H. Hettrick
George C. Freeman, dJr.
Alison Kay Schuler
Richard G. Joynt

John w.‘Riely

George D. Gibson

A. J. T. Byrne

C. Hodson Goddin
Joseph M. Spivey

Eugene E. Derryberry

Law Firm

Hunton,

Hunton,
Hunton,

Hunton,
Hunton,
Hunton,
Hunton,
Hunton,
Hunton,
Hunton,
Huntbﬁ,
Hunton,
Hunton,

Hunton,
Hunton,

Hunton,

Williams

Williams

Williams

Williams
Williams
Williams
Williams
Williams
Wiliiams
Williams
Williams
Williams
Williams

Williams
Williams

Williams

Client(s) 1972 GA

1973 GA

Representatibn at
General Assemblies

197 GA

Va. Assoc, of Launderers and
Cleaners

Automatic Vendors Assoc. of Va.-

Va. Retail Merchants Assoc.

Car and Truck Rental and Leasing
Assoc. of Va.

Virginia Hospital Assoc. = X

Stewart-Warner Corp. . X

Va. Passenger Bus Assoc. X
Va. Funeral Directors Assoc.

Self-employed

Virginia Electric and Power Co.
Chesapeake and Ohio Railway
Chesapeake and Ohio Railway
Chesapeake and Ohio Railway
Chesapenke and Ohio Railway
Chesapenke and Chio Railway
Chesapeake and Ohio Raiiﬁay
Chesapeake and Ohio Railway

Va. Pest Control Assoc.

Va. Nurses Association X
Va. Funeral Directors Assoc. X

Va. Nursing Home Assoc, X
Virginia Electric and Power Co. X

Va. Pest Control Assoc, X

<oPe b4 bd

>4



Representation at
, General Assemblies 3
Lobbyist Law Firm Client(s) " 1972 GA 1973 GA 1974 GA

Robert P. Buford Hunton, Williams Va. Pest Control Assoc. X X X
Va. Restaurant Assoc.’ X
Chesapeake and Ohio Railway X

Walter F. Witt, Jr. Hunton, Williams Va. Restaurant Assoc.

Gordon F. Rainey, Jr. ‘ Hunton, Williams Travelers Motor Club

b4 b4 >4

H. Merrill Pasco Hunton, Williams Travelers Motor Club
- Southern Railway System
Exxon Co,, U.S.A. X

Guy K. Tower Hunton, Williams Va. Assoc. of Premium Service
Companies ' X
Carl W. Tobias Hunton, Williams Va. Dental Laboratories Assoc.

Walter F. Witt, Jr. Hunton; Williams Va. Restaurant Assoc,

Lo T ]

Guy T. Tripp, III Hunton, Williams Potomac Electric & Power Co.

Henry H. McVey, III McGuire, Woods A. H. Robins Co.

Va. Manufacturers Assoc.

Iumber Manufacturers Assoc. of Va.

Minnesota Mining & Manufacturing Co.

United States Brewers Assoc.

Associated General Contractors of
America ‘ ' B

Blue Cross of Virginia

Blue Shield of Virginia

Anheuser-Busch, Inc.

Reynolds Metals Co.

A. Smith Bowman Distillery

Association of Independent
Insurers

Committee for Sunday Sales

Natl. Assoc. of Chain Drug Stores

Va. Assoc. of Ophthalmology and
Otolaryngology '

Natl. Assoc. of Social Workers
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Lobbyist
William H. King, Jr.

Alexarder Neal, Jr.
John S, Battle, Jr.

 William H. King

T. Nelson Parker

J. Robert Brame, III
William A. Perkins

‘J. Waller Harrison

Law Firm

McGuire, Woods

McGuire,

McGuire,

McGuire,

McGuire,

McGuire,
McGuire,

McGuire,

Woods

Woods

Woods

Woods

Woods
Woods

Woods

Representation at
General Assemblies

Client(s) 1972 GA

A. H. Robins Co.

Va. Manufacturers Assoc.

Lumber Manufacturers Assoc. of Va.

U. S. Brewers Assoc.

Associated Gen. Contractors of
America

Blue Cross. of Va. -

Blue Shield of Va.

Anheuser-~Busch, Inc.

Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing
Co.

Committee for Sunday Sales

National Assoc. of Chain Drug Stores

Va. Assoc. ot Ophthalmology and
Otolaryngology
Natl. Assoc. of Social Workers

United States Brewers Assoc.
Anheuser-Busch, Inc.
Reynolds Metals Co.

Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing
Co.

Prince William County Board of
Supervisors

Blue Cross of Va.,
Blue Shield of Va,.

Va. Assoc. of Life Underwriters
Va. League of Mutual Life Insurers
Atlas Underwriters, Inc.

EMMCO Insurance Co.

Lumber Manufacturers Assoc. of Va.

Merck and Company

Prince William County Board of
Supervisors

1973 GA 1974 GA
X X
X
X
X
X X
X
X
X X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

b



Representation at
_ General Assemblies 5
Lobbyist Law Firm ' Client(s) 1972 GA 1973 GA 197h GA

Alfred L. Schilling McGuire, Woods Prince William County Board of
Supervisors A ' X

William R. Shands Christian, Barton Sears, Roebuck and Co.

Group Health Association

Va. Retail Merchants Assoc.

Cole National Corp. :

life Insurance Co. of Va.~

REA Express, Inc.

Home Builders Assoc. of Va.

Thalhimer Brothers

Sperry and Hutchinson Co.

Va. Assoc. of Independent
Insurers

Syndor Hydrodynamjcs

Natl. Assoc. of Theater Owners
of Va. X

>4 >4 >
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Carl F. Bowmer Christian, Barton Sears, Roebuck and Co,
Group Health Assoc,
Va. Retail Merchants Assoc.
Cole National Corp.
Life Insurance Co. of Va,
REA Express, Inc.
Home Builders Assoc. of Va.
Thalhimer Brothers
Sperry and Hutchinson Co.
Va. Assoc, of Independent

Insurers

Syndor Hydrodynamics

Alex W. Parker Christian, Barton Cole National Corp.
Thalhimer Brothers
Home Builders Assoc. ot Va.
Sperry and Hutchinson Co.
Syndor Hydrodynamics

>4 >4 >4 >4 P 4 >4 PGP DG D Pd B D D
>4

R. Harvey Chappell, Jr. Christian, Barton Thalhimers



Lobbyist
Alexander Wellford

Richard McDearmon
A. C. Epps

A. J. Brent

Hullihen Williams Moore

Hobert T. Barton

J. Edward Betts

Roderick B. Matthews

Law Firm

Christian, Barton

Christian,

Christian,

Christian,

Christian,

Christian,

Christian,

Christian,

Barton
Barton

Barton

Barton

Barton

Barton

Barton

Client(s)

Sears, Roebuck and Co.

Group Health Association

Va. Retail Merchants Assoc.

Cole National Corp.

Life Insurance Co, of Va.

RFA Express, Inc.

Home Builders Assoc. of Va.,

Thalhimer Brothers

Sperry and Hutchinson Co.

Syndor Hydrodynamics

Natl. Assoc. of Theater Owners
of Vae.

Va. Assoc. of Insurance Agents

Va. Highway Users Assoc,

Va. Savings and Loan lLeague

Syndor Hydrodynamics
Va. Highway Users Assoc.

Va.Education Assoc.
REA Express, Inc.

Va. Highway Users Assoc.

Va. Assoc, of Insurance Agents
Va. Retail Merchants Assoc.
Sears, Roebuck Co. ,

Va. Savings and Loan League

Va. Highway Users Assoc.

Group Health Assoc.

Natl. Assoc. of Theater Owners
of Va.

Va. Collectors Assoc,

Va. Education Assoc.

Syndor Hydrodynamics
The Southland Corp.

1972 GA

P4 Dd D4 b4 D D4 B B DY DY
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Representation at
General Assemblies

1973 GA

>

> >

1974 GA
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Représentation at
: ~ General Assemblies 7
Lobbyist Law Firm Client(s) 1972 GA 1973 GA 197h GA

Lee F. Davis Christian, Barton Home Builders Assoc. of Va. X
Va. Savings and Loan league
Va. Highway Users Assoc.

Michael W. Smith Christian, Barton Va. Education Assoc.

P4 b D4 b

John W. Edmonds, III - Mays, Valentine 'Va. Bankers Assoc. : X ) X
: IR ‘ Va. Industrial Development Corp. X _ ,
Home Beneficial Corp. X
Va. Mortgage Bankers Assoc. , X
- American Express Company

James C, Roberts Mays, Valentine Home Beneficial Life Insurance Co.
Trat'tic Safety Systems, Inc.
American Insurance Assoc. X
Va. Cable Television Assoc. X X
Community Systems Corp. X
Va. Chiropractors Assoc, X
Va, State Crime Clinic, Inc.
Va. State Lodge, Fraternal Order

of Police

o la Rk ] PS>

>4

John W. Ackerly, III Mays, Valentine Va. Dental Assoc.

> b

Henry T. Wickham Mays, Valentine Va. Mortgage Bankers Assoc.

C. Cotesworth Pickney Mays, Valentine Va. Mortgage Bankers Assoc.
; Am. Insurance Assoc.
Va, Bankers Assoc, X

>4 e

Angue H. Macaulay Mays, Valentine Va. Assoc. of Realtors X X
Car and Truck Rental and lLeasing
Assoc. of Va. X
Va. State Beauty School Assoc. X
Standard Paper Manufacturing Co.
Heckinger Co.
Washington Gas Light Co,

>4 4 D4
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Representation at

General Assemblies 8
Lobbyist Law Firm Client(s) 1972 GA 1973 GA 1974 GA
William G. Thomas Other Va. Assoc. of Taxicab Operators X
Va. Architects Gov, Affairs Comm, X
Va. Consumer Finance Assoc. X X
Va. Beer Wholesalers Assoc. X X X
Clarence B. Neblett, dJr. Other Va. Motorcycle Dealers Assoc. X X X
" Martin P. BPurks -~~~ Other Norfolk and Western R. R. X X
Harry Gordon Lawson Other Woodmen of the World Life X
: Insurance Society
Francis V. Lowden, Jr. - Other Va. State Chamber of Commerce X
Garland M. Harwood, Jr. Other Va. Railway Assoc. X
: Va. Savings and Loan League X X
Natl. Assoc. of Independent
Insurers X X
Va. Wholesalers and Distributors
Assoc. X X
Va. Council for Free Enterprise X
J. Vaughan Gary Other Va. Wholesalers and Distributors
Assoc. X
W. S. Cudlipp, Jr. Other Va. Credit Union league X X
John M. Levy Other " Neighborhood -Legal Aid Society . . X
Gammiel G. Poindexter Other Neighborhood Legal Aid Society X
Paul D. Stotts Other Outdoor Advertising Assoc. of Va. X X X
Kelly E. Miller Other Outdoor Advertising Assoc. of Va. X X X
S. Strother Smith, II Other United Mine Workers, District 28 X X
J. Maurice Miller, Jr. Other Richmond Corp. X X X

David G. Karro Other Legal Aid Society of Roanoke Valley X



Iobbzist
Beecher E. Stallard

Nicholas A. Spinella

Jay J. Levit
Norwood H. Davis, Jr.
Vincent J. Mastracco, Jr.

Paul M. Shutford

John F. Kay, Jr.

Beverly Randolph

Richard J. Stahl
Thomas N. Parker

duVal Radford
Archie B. Ellis

W. F. Hazen

William G. Thomas

Law Firm

Other

Other

Other

. Other

Other

Mays,

Mays,

Other

Other

 Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

Valentine

Valentine

Client(s)

Va. Chiropractic Assoc.
Teamsters, Local 592

Va. league of Social Services
Executives

Teamsters Local 5%92

Blue Cross/Blue Shield of Va.

Roéso and Mastracco, Inc.

Va. Council of Independent
Business Colleges

Speech and Hearing Assoc. of Va.

Va. Council for Free Enterprize

Va. Wholesale Wine Dealers Assoc.

Central National Corp.

Fellowship Square Foundation,Inc.

Va. Railway Assoc.
Norfolk and Western H. R.

Va. Motorcycle Dealers Assoc.
Am. Mutual Insurance Alliance

Va. Railway Assoc,
State Farm Insurance Co.

Richmond, Fredericksburg, and
Potomac R. R.

Va. Assoc. of Broadcasters

Va. Consumer Finance Corp.

1972 GA

X
X

pd DG bl D
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Representation at
General Assemblies
1973 GA
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197L GA



Lobbyist

George H. Parsons

William Read Miller
John B. DuVal

Brucé A. Beam

B. H. Randolph, Jr.
Stanley G. Barr, Jr.
Montie S. Meeks

Reginald N. Jones

John F. C. Glenn

Hugh Thompson, dJr.
Leslie M. Mullins

E. H. Williams, Jr.

J. Calvitt Clarke, Jr.

Joseph W. Folger
W. Curtis Sewell

Melvin R. Manning

Law Firm

Other

Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other

Other

Other
Other
Other
Other
Other

Other
Other

Other

Client(s)

Richmond Corporation
First Fund of Va.

Medical Society of Va.

Medical Society of Va.
Appalachian Power Co.

Va. Soft Drink Assoc.

Rosso and Mostracco, Inc.

United Mine Workers, District 28
Landscape Architects of Va.,Inc.
Medical Planning Corp.

Golden Skillet -~ East, Inc.
Reynolds Metals Co.

Christian Children's Fund
Westmoreland Coal Co.

Va. Highway‘Users Assoc.
Allstate Insurance Cé. |

Independent Garage Owners of Va.
Va. Gasoline Retailers Assoc.

Va. Council of Business Colleges
Va. Assoc. of Taxicab Operators

U. S. Brewers ASSocC.
Va. Aviation Trade Assoc.

1972 GA

o T B

>

L A e

Representation at
General Assemblies

1973 GA

X

T
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1974 GA



Lobbyist

Lewis Markel, Jr.

Eugene W. McCaul
William M. Amrhein
W. He C. Venable
John L. Gayle

W. Curtis Sewell

Joseph A. Pugh, Jr.
Harold O. Miller
Howard W. Dobbins
Harry G. Lawson

E. R. Feinman
Frank A. Piccolo

David S. Mercer

Frances A. Sutherland, Jr.

Walter B. Fidler

Law Firm

Other

Other

Other

vbtherb

Other

QOther

Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other

Other

Other

Other

Client(s)
Va, Society for Human Life
Environmental Development Corp.
Va. State Assoc. of Professional
Firefighters
University of Richmond
Va. Railway Assoc. ,
Va. Public Employees Coalition
American lLegion
Va. Beer Wholesalers Assoc.
Va. Consumer Finance Assoc.
Va. Architects Gov. Affairs Comm,
Norfolk Savings and Loan Co.
Va., Coalition of Public Employees
Marriott Corp.
Va. Sheriffs Association
Va. Cemetery Assoc.
Self-employed
Va. Assoc. of Taxicab Operators
Va. Architects Gov. Affairs Comm.
Va. Consumer Finance Assoc.
Va. Beer Wholesalers
Life Insurance Co. of Virginia
Va. Manufacturers Assoc,

Standard Products Co.
Va. Psychological Assoc.

1972 GA

X
X

X

Representation at
General Assemblies
1973 GA

11

197 GA
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Representation at

General Assemblies 12
Lobbyist Law Firm Client(s) 1972 GA 1973 GA 197L GA
George William Warren, IV  Qther Common Cause of Va. X
Va. Consumer Advisory Council X
Richard M. Price Other Va. Hearing Aid Dealers Assoc. X
William B. Ingersoll Other ‘ Va. Land Assoc. | X
Herndén P. Jeffreys, Jr. Other Va. Land Assoc. X
Elise B. Heinz Other ERA Central X
David C. Dorset Other Va. Wholesale Wine Dealers X
Walter W. Regirer Other Consular Corps ) X
Va. Medicare & Medicaid Council X
David A. Sutherland Other Va. Liason Council of Cosmetology X
Nicholas A. Spinella Other St. Mary's Hospital of Richmond X
G. Elliott Cobb, Jr. Other Union Camp Corporation X
John J. Nangle Other National Assoc. of Independent
Insurers _ X
John A. XK. Donovan Other ~ Accountants Society of Va. ' : X
W. Griffith Purcell Other Accountants Society of Va. X
James D. Davis Other Rentax, Inc. X
Joseph E. Baker Other | Hampton Roads Grocers Group X

Bernard M. Fagelson Other Committee for Sunday Sales X



APPENDIX F
CLIENTS REPRESENTED IN A
LOBBYING CAPACITY BY LAW FIRMS

BEFORE RECENT GENERAL ASSEMBLIES



HUNTON, WILLIAMS, GAY AND GIBSON

1972 LOBBYING CLIENTS

Virginia Passenger Bus Association

Virginia Funeral Directors Association
Virginia Association of lLaunderers and Cleaners
Virginia Retail Merchants Association

Virginia Association of Premium Service Companies
Virginia Electric and Power Company

Motion Picture Association of America

Virginia Association of Personnel Services
Automotive Trade Association of Virginia
Virginia Hospital Association

Stewart Warner Corporation

Virginia Nurses Association

Virginia Pest Control Association

Virginia Restaurant Association

Travelers Motor Club

Southern Railway System

1973 LOBBYING CLIENTS

Virginia Passenger Bus Association
Virginia Funeral Directors Association |
Chesapeake and Chio Railway

Virginié Retail Merchants Association
Virginia Automobile Dealers Association
Virginia Electric and Power Company

Automatic Vendors Association of Virginia



Virginia Hospital Association
Virginia Pest Control Association

Exxon Company, U.S.A.

197l LOBBYING CLIENTS

Virginia Passenger Bus Association
Virginia Funeral Directors Association ,
Virginia Retail Merchants Association

Car and Truck Rental and lLeasing Association of Virginia
Fredericksburg Area Chamber of Commerce
Virginia Automobile Dealers Association
Virginia Electric and Power Company
Motion Pictures Association of America
Snelling and Spelling of Richmond
Pan-American School of Richmond
Nationwide Check Corporation

Automatic Vendors Association of Virginia
Virginia Nurses Association

Virginia Pest Control Association
Virginia Dental Laboratories Association
Virginia Restaurant Association

Potomac Electric and Power Company



McGUIRE, WOODS AND BATTLE

1972 LOBBYING CLIENTS

A. H. Robins Company

Virginia Iumber Manufacturers Associaﬂion
Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing Association
United Stétes Brewers Association
Associated General Contractors of America
Blue Cross of Virginia

Blue Shield of Virginia

Anheuser-Busch, Inc.

Virginia Association of Life Underwriters
Virginia League of Mutual Life Insurers
Atlas Underwriters, Inc.

~ EMMCO Insurance Company

Merck and Company

1973 LOBBYING CLIENTS

A. H. Robins Company
Anheuser~Busch, Inc.

A. Smith Bowman Distillery
Blue Cross of Virginia

Reynolds Metals Company



1974 LOBBYING CLIENTS

A. H. Robins Company

Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing Association
Associated General Contractors oif America
Anheuser-Busch, Inc.

Association of Independent Insurers

Committee for Sunday Sales

Virginia Association of Ophtalmology and Otolaryngology
National Association of Social Workers

Prince William Board of Supervisors



CHRISTIAN, BARTON, PARKER AND EPPS

1972 LOBBYING CLIENTS

Sears, Roebuck and Company

Group Health Association

Virginia Retail Merchants Association
Cole National Corporation

Life Insurance Company of Virginia

REA Express; Inc.

Home Builders Association of Virginia
Thalhimer Brothers

Sperry and Hutchinson Company

Virginia Association of Independent Insurers
Syndor Hydrodynamics

Virginia Association of Insurance Agents
Virginia Highway Users Association

Virginia Education Association

1973 LOBBYING CLIENTS

Cole National Corporation
Life Insurance Company of Virginia
Home Builders Association of Virginia
Sperry and Hutchinson Company
Virginia Highway Users Association
Virginia Education Association
Group Health Association

Syndor Hydrodynamics

The Southland Corporation



1974 LOBBYING CLIENTS

Group Health Association

Cole National Corporation

Life Insurance Corporation of Virginia

Home Builders Asscociation of Virginia

Sperry and Hutchinson Company

National Association of Theater Owners ot Virginia
Virginia Savings and loan lLeague

Vifginia Highway Users Association

Virginia Collectors Association

Virginia Education Association



MAYS, VALENTINE, DAVENPORT AND MOORE

1972 LOBBYING CLIENTS

Virginia Baukers Association

Virginia Industrial Development Corpofatlon
American Insurance Association

Virginia Cable Television Association
:Community’Systems Corporation

Virginia Dental Association

Virginia Mortgage Bankers Association

Virginia Association of Realtors

Car and Truck Rental and leasing Association of Virginia
Virginia State Beauty School Association
Virginia Council of Independent Business Colleges
Speech and Hearing Association of Virginia
Virginia Council for Free Enterprise

Virginia Wholesale Wine Dealers Association

Fellowship Square Foundation, Inc.

1973 LOBBYING CLIENTS

Virginia Bankers Association

Home Beneficial Corporation

Virginia Mortgage Bankers Association
American Insurance Association
Virginia Cable Television Association
Virginia Chiropractors Association

Virginia Association of Realtors



1973 LOBBYING CLIENTS (cont'd)

Virginia State Beauty School Association
Standard Paper Manufacturing Company
Heckinger Company

Central National Corporation

197L LOBBYING CLIENTS

Virginia Barbers Association

Vi;ginia Mortgage Bankers Association
American Express Company

Home Beneficial Life Insurance Company
Traffic Safety Systems, Inc.

American Insurance Association
Virginia Cable Television Association
Virginia Chiropractors Association
Virginia State Crime Clinic, Inc.
Virginia State Lodge, Fraternal Order of Police
Standard Paper Manufacturing Compary
Heckinger Company

Washington Gas Light Company



ALL OTHER FIRMS

1972 LOBBYING CLIENTS

Virginia Chiropractors Association
Teamsters, Local 572

Blue Cross/Blue Shield of Virginia

Rosso and Mastracco, Inc.

Virginia Railway Association

Virginia Motorcycle Dealers Association
American Mutual Insurance Alliance

State Farm Insurance Company

Richmond, Fredericksburg and Potomac Railroad
Virginia Association of Broadcasters
Virginia Consumer Finance Corporation’
Virginia Beer Wholesalers Association
Norfolk and Western Railway, Inc. |
Woodmen of the World Life Insurance Society
Virginia State Chamber of Commerce

Virginia Savings and Loan lLeague

National Association of Independent Insurers
Virginia Wholesalers and Distributors Association
Virginia Credit Union League

Neighborhood Legal Aid Society

Outdoor Advertising Association of Virginia
United Mine Workers, District 28

Richmond Corporation

Legal Aid Society of Roanoke Valley

First Fund of Virginia



1972 LOBBYING CLIENTS (Cont'd)

Medical Society of Virginia

Appalachian Power Company

Virginia

Soft Drink Association

Landscape Architects of Virginia, Inc.

" Medical Planning Corporation

Golden Skillet - East, Inc.

Reynolds

Metals Company

Christian Childrens Fund

Westmoreland Coal Company

United States Brewers Association

Virginia
Virginia
Virginia
Virginia
National
Virginia

Virginia

1973 LOBBYING CLIENTS

Consumer Finance Association

Beer Wholesalers Association

Motorcycle Dealers Association

Savings and Loan League

Association of Independent Insurers
Wholesalers and Distributors Association

Council for Free Enterprise

Outdoor Advertising Association of Virginia

Richmond

Virginia

Corporation

League of Social Services Executives

Norfolk and Western Railway, Inc.

American

Virginia

Insurance Alliance

Railway Association

State Farm Insurance Company



1973 LOBBYING CLIENTS (Cont'd)

Medical Society ot Virginia

Virginia Highway Users Association
Allstate Insurance Company

Independent Garage Owners of Virginia-
Virginia Gasoline Retailers Association
Virginia Council of Business Colleges
Virginia Association of Taxicab Operators
United States Brewers Association
Virginia Society for Human Life
Environmental Development Corporation
Virginia State Association of Professional Firefighters
University of Richmond

Virginia Railway Association

Virginia Public Employees Coalition

American Legion

1974 LOBBYING CLIENTS

Norfolk and Western Railway, Inc.

Virginia Railway Association

Richmond, Fredericksburg, and Potomac Railway, Inc.
Virginia Association of Taxicab Operators

Virginia Architects Government Affairé Committee
Virginia Consumer Finance Association

Virginia Beer Wholesalers Association

Virginia Motorcycle Dealers Association

Virginia Credit Union League



1974 LOBBYING CLIENTS (Cont'd)

Outdoor Advertising Association of Virginia
United Mine Workers, District 28
Richmond Corporation

First Fund of Virginia

Medical Society of Virginia

Appalachian Power Company

Virginia Soft Drink Association
Landscape Architects of Virginia, Inc.
Virginia Highway Users Association
Allstate Insurance Company

Virginia Gasoline Retailers Association
United States Brewers Association

United States Aviation Trade Association
Virginia Architects Government Affairs Committee
Norfolk Savings and Loan Company
Virginia Coalition of Public Employees
Mariott Corporation

Virginia Sheriffs Association

Virginia Cemetery Association

Life Insurance Company of Virginia
Virginia Manufacturers Association
Standard Products Company

Virginia Psychological Association
Common Cause of Virginia

Virginia Consumer Advisory Council

Virginia Hearing Aid Dealers Association



1974 LOBBYING CLIENTS (Cont'd)

Virginia Land Association

ERA Central

Virginia Wholesale Wine Dealers

Consular Corps

Virginia Medicare and Medicaid Council
Virginia Liason Courcil of Cosmetology

St. Mary's Hospital of Richmond

Union Camp Corporation

National Association of Independent Insurers
Accountants Society of Virginia |

Rentax, Inc.

Hampton Roads Grocers Group

Committee for Sunday Sales

Source: Required registration lists of lobbyists in the Virginia General
Assembly - 1972, 1973, 197L - compiled by the Secretary of the Commonwealth
(available upon request).
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RESIDENTIAL DISTRIBUTION

OF RICHMOND LEGAL ELITES
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	Power, elitism, and lawyers: an examination of the Richmond legal establishment and its impact on the making of social and economic policy-making within the commonwealth of Virginia.
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