University of Richmond
UR Scholarship Repository

Master's Theses Student Research

6-1971

Harry E Byrd and the Democratic presidential
nomination of 1932 : party politics and the Byrd
campaign

Tyson Van Auken

Follow this and additional works at: http://scholarship.richmond.edu/masters-theses
(o} Part of the History Commons

Recommended Citation

Van Auken, Tyson, "Harry F. Byrd and the Democratic presidential nomination of 1932 : party politics and the Byrd campaign”
(1971). Master's Theses. Paper 1146.

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Student Research at UR Scholarship Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in
Master's Theses by an authorized administrator of UR Scholarship Repository. For more information, please contact

scholarshiprepository@richmond.edu.


http://scholarship.richmond.edu?utm_source=scholarship.richmond.edu%2Fmasters-theses%2F1146&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://scholarship.richmond.edu/masters-theses?utm_source=scholarship.richmond.edu%2Fmasters-theses%2F1146&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://scholarship.richmond.edu/student-research?utm_source=scholarship.richmond.edu%2Fmasters-theses%2F1146&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://scholarship.richmond.edu/masters-theses?utm_source=scholarship.richmond.edu%2Fmasters-theses%2F1146&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/489?utm_source=scholarship.richmond.edu%2Fmasters-theses%2F1146&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://scholarship.richmond.edu/masters-theses/1146?utm_source=scholarship.richmond.edu%2Fmasters-theses%2F1146&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:scholarshiprepository@richmond.edu

HARRY F. BYRD AND THE DEMOCRATIC
PRESIDENTIAL NOMINATION OF 1932:
PARTY POLITICS AND THE BYRD CAMPAIGN

BY
TYSON VAN AUKEN

A THESIS
SUBMITTED TO THE GRADUATE FACULTY
OF THE UNIVERSITY OF RICHMOND
IN CANDIDACY
FOR THE DEGREE OF
MASTER OF ARTS IN HISTORY

JUNE 1971



TABLE OF CONTENTS
Preface « ¢« o ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o & o ii
Introduction. . ¢« . ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o s . W 1
Chapter I. Political Background. . . .« « « « o 3

Chapter II. Byrd's Role in National Democratic
Party Politics . « + . . ¢« &« « « «» 16

Chapter III. The Byrd Campaign for the Demo-
cratic Presidential Nomination
of 1932l . L] . L4 * L] L] L] L] * L] L] * 36

Chapter IV. The Byrd Forces at the State Demo-
cratic and National Conventions. . 68

Chapter V. Conclusions. « + « « o ¢ o o o « o 92
A.pp end ix L] L[] L] L] L] . L] * a L ] L ] L] *® L ] L] * L] 95

Bibliography . « o« ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o o o o o » o o o 103



ii

PREFACE

At the beginning of the research for this thesis the
author thought the story of the Byrd campaign for the 1932
Democratic nomination would reveal a candidate girded with
all of the partisanfervor of the typical seeker of the
presidency, but such was not the case. Therefore, it has
been the author's purpose to show the relationship between
the Byrd campaign and his desire to maintain party unity.
This double thread is carried throughout the narrative re-
vealing the difficulty of discussing Byrd the candidate
without including his role as party harmonizer.

My thanks must go to many for their help in preparing
the final work. The staffs at the Virginia Historical
Society Archives, Virginia State Library, University of
Virginia, and the Library of Congress were most generous
with their time and patience. A note of special thanks
must go to Mr. Waverly Winfree at the Virginia Historical

Society for his help in locating primary sources related
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to the author's topic. Dr. Ernest C. Bolt, Jr., who
directed the study, has been & constant source of in-

spiration and assistance. Others too numerous to mention

have been most helpful,




INTRODUCTION

The topical order of the thesis was selected to give
the clearest portrayal of Harry Byrd's role in Democratic
politics for the period immediately preceding the Demo-
cratic presidential nominsation of 1932. The first chapter
of the thesis explains some of the background of Byrd's
political position in Virginia and the national Democratic
party. The pre-convention maneuvers of Byrd in the nation-
al party are the subject of the second chapter. The third
chapter is an analysié of Byrd's own campaign for the presi-
dential nomination in 1932. In the fourth chapter, the ac-
tivities of the Byrd forces at the Democratic National Con-
vention and the Virginia State Democratic Convention are ex-
amined, and the conclusions reached during the study are the
subject of chapter five.

Correspondence between Harry F. Byrd and William T.
Reed contained in the William T. Reed Papers at the Virginia
Historical Society Archives was the chief source for the pa-

per. The author wrote Senator Harry F. Byrd, Jr. requesting



permission to examine his father's papers. Since the late
Senator's papers are presently in commercial storage, per-
mission to use them was denied, Fortunately, Reed kept car-
bon copies of the letters he sent to Byrd, making the au-
thor's task somewhat easier. Other collections of value
were the Carter Glass Papers, Westmoreland Davis Papers, and
the Martin A. Hutchinson Papers in the Alderman Library at
the University of Virginia,.

Future scholars may ultimately revise this work as other
personal papers become available., The John Garland Pollard
Papers and the A. Willis Robertson Papers, housed in the Earl
Gregg Swem. Library, of the College of William and Mary, are
not yet open to the public. The family of Harry F. Byrd has
not selected a depository for his papers. When these col-
lections are opened for examination, an expansion and revi-
sion of this thesis will most likely be necessary. Robert-
son and Pollard were in a close political relationship with
Byrd during this period, and their papers, along with Byrd's
should help clarify certain details that presently remain

unexplained.




CHAPTER I

POLITICAL BACKGROUND

Harry F. Byrd was active on three different levels in
the Democratic party prior to the Chicago Convention in 1932.
He completed his term as Governor of Virginia in 1930 and
left office with the reputation of being the finest governor
of the state in many years. Byrd remained in control of state
politics and few matters concerning the Democratic party in
Virginia escaped his attention. At the national level in the
party, Byrd served as Virginia's Democratic National Commit-
teeman and worked to prevent discord in the party between the
forces of Alfred E. Smith and the supporters of PFranklin D.
Roosevelt. From January, 1932 to June when the Democratic
National Convention met in Chicago, Byrd and his friends cam-
paigned to get the Democratic nomination for Harry Byrd.

To many political observers the election of 1928 indi-
cated the end of the once solid Democratic South. The Hoover

ma jority of that year included victories for the Republican



ticket in Virginia, North Carolina, Florida, and Texas for
the first time since the Reconstruction period. The day
following the election of 1928 the statue of Thomas Jeff-
ersor., patron saint of the Democratic party, at the Uni-
versity of Virginia was found draped in black. Within a
week of the election, the Senate of Mississippi, a state
that remained in the Democratic column in 1928, issued two
bulletins. The first of these invited the defeated Al Smith
to make his home in Mississippi where the Democratic party
still survived in good health. The second bulletin demand-
ed that the unfaithful state of Virginia give up the sacred

bodies of Jefferson, Jackson, and Lee.l

The Virginia Democratic party divided in 1928 with the
followers of Methodist Bishop James Cannon, an ardent prohi-
bition leader, conducting a widespread anti-Smith campaign.
The regular Democrats under Governor Byrd and Senator Carter
Glass tried vainly to promote a Smith victory in Virginia.2
The task of convincing Southern Democrats to vote for Smith

was difficult for a number of reasons. Smith was an extreme

lStruthers Burt, "Democracy and the Broken South,"
Literary Digest, CCXXVII, L4 (April, 1929), L475.

2Robert C. McManus, "Raskob," North American Review,
cCxXxI, 1, (January, 1931), 13, and Richmond Times Dispatch,
September, 19,‘1931.




wet on the prohibition issue. He was a Catholic, and the
South was overwhelmingly Protestant. Smith also angered
many Southerners with his big city New York background. On
the other hand, Hoover was dry and Protestant which, in the
eyes of many Southern voters, made him preferable to the
Democratic Smith.3 Byrd recognized that feeling in the Demo-
cratic party in many parts of the country would be against
Virginia for not supportingvAl Smith in 1928.u Byrd and the
regular Democrats had made inroads toward breaking the power
of Bishop Cannon in Vifginia, and his role in the election of
1928 proved to be a temporary resurgence of his old political
strength.

The first step in breaking Bishop Cannon's hold on Vir-
ginia politics came when Byrd defeated Cannon's hand-picked
candidate for governor, G. Walter Mapp, in 1925.5 Cannon
took advantage of Southern pre judices to construct a coali-
tion of Republicans and fundamentalist Democrats to defeat

Al Smith in Virginia in 1928, The defeat was the result of

3V. 0. Key, Jr., Southern Politics in State and Nation
(New York, 1950), 318.

4Harry P. Byrd to William T. Reed, March 17, 1932, Willian
T. Reed Papers, Virginia Historical Society Archives, Richmond
Virginia. '

5Richmond Times Dispatch, October 18, 1931,




Smith's Catholicism, wetness, and urban background rather
than Cannon's political power.6 The next political test
for Bishop Cannon came when the Byrd Democrats chose John
Garland Pollard to follow Byrd as governor. The election
was held in 1929 and indicated the extent of Byrd's power
in Virginia. Cannon hoped to mold his coalition force of
,Republicans and fundamentalist Democrats into a majority
for Dr. William M. Brown. The election proved to be the
end of Cannon'!s political influence in Virginia., Pollard
defeated Brown easily and the large vote was an approval
of Byrd's term as governor as well as a repudiation of
Bishop Cannon.

While Byrd was Governor of Virginia, he was able to
congolidate his political leadership in the state., He insti-
tuted a program of government reorganization that brought him
national recognition and increased prestige in the higher
echelons of the Democratic party. The reform program was
vast in scope and left Virginia with a more efficient state

government. The Constitution of Virginia was revised and

6New York Times, February 22, 1931.

7Alvin L. Hall, "Virginia Back in Ehe Fold : The Guber-
natorial Campaign and Election of 1929," Virginia Magazine of
History and Biography, LXXIII, 3 (July, l§6§§, 280, 291-30,
and virginius Dabney, Dry Messiah : The Life of Bishop Cannon
(New York, 1949), 210-13.




eighty-five state agencies were merged into twelve depart-
ments. The tax structure was reorganized and tax sources
were segregated so that money was collected for specific
purposes with tax collection made the responsibility of one
separate government department. New highway construction
was paid for as the roads were built, and school appropri-
ations were increased. The changes saved the state enough

money so that no new taxes were required, no bonds were is-

8
sued, and many taxes were reduced. The success of the Byr

program brought Byrd national recognition and assured his
dominance of the Virginia political structure.

At the national level, government and private finances

had been thrown into chaos by the stock market crash in 192

and the depression that followed. Every state in the Union
was forced to turn to defecit financing with the exception
of Virginia. State Comptroller E, R, Combs, a strong Byrd
ally, reported that Virginia ended the fiscal year of 1931
with a surplus of over one million dollars in the general

fund.9 The Virginia financial establishment endured the

8Walter Davenport, "States Righted : How a Sincere
Young Man Set a New Fashion in Government," Colliers,

LXXXIX, 23 (June L, 1932), L5.

9Richmond Times Dispatch, October 22, 1931.




national crisis so well that it was the only state to pay
more federal taxes in 1931 than it paid in 1930.10 Much of
the credit for this feat went to Byrd for his government
reorganization. The financial stability of the Virginia
government added to Byrd's growing prestige in national
politics.,

Byrd was not without political enemies in Virginia,

Westmoreland Davis, editor of the Southern Planter and a

former Governor of Virginia, was a constant critic of Byrd's
reorganization of the state government and went so far as to
finance the Virginia Bureau of Research as a front for dis-
crediting Byrd. The Virginia Bureau of Research, at first
believed to be an independent organization, issued state-
ments declaring that the Byrd administration exaggerated
Virginiats industrial growth statistics, increased state
expenses, and that E. R. Combs, Virginia Comptroller, failed
to take advantage of discounts that could have saved the state
one hundred thousand dollars. An investigation followed, and
it was learned that Davis financed the Research Bureau for
his own political purposes. The loss in unused discounts
amounted to $542.00, a negligible amount when a budget of

millions was involved. Other charges by the Bureau were

101pi4., January 25, 1932.




found to be false and Byrd's reputation for integrity re-
mained intact.ll Byrd was able to say with complete con-
fidence that Davis' Research Bureau "had no effect what-
ever in V;i,rg:’Lnia,."l2 William T. Reed, President of Larus
Tobacco Company in Richmond and a close personal friend
and political supporter of Harry Byrd, thought Westmoreland
Davis was trying to stop the growing sentiment that favored
Byrd for the Democratic presidential nomination in 1932.13
Byrd finished his term as Governor of Virginia in Janu-
ary of 1930 and returned to Winchester to continue his busi-
ness as a newspaper publisher and one of the world's largest
apple growers. His program as governor had made his name
known in much of the country and invitations to speak flooded
his small office in Winchester. In a short period after he
left office, Byrd made speeches in Tennessee, Georgia, North
Carolina and Ken‘«:ucky.u+ Byrd was one of a number of South-
ern governors who are sometimes called "business progressives"

for their emphasis on government efficiency. The term pro-

gressive did not apply to this group because they did not

11
New York Times, June 28, 1931.

128yrd to Reed, June 12, 1930, Reed Papers.

13Reed to Byrd, June 30, 1930, Ibid.

lLI'Reed to Byrd, February 25, 1930, Ibid.
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1
favor social legislation or the limitation of bv.simass.'5

The press covered most of Byrd's speeches and generated
a favorable impression of Byrd as a moderate reformer.

As Byrd's name and political record became better known,
the speculation on his political future increased and the
speaking invitations continued. Byrd's name was frequently
mentioned, especially in the Southern press, as a possible
presidential candidate in 1932.°° At this early date, Byrd
had no inclination to consider the possibility that he might
be nominated by the Democratic party. He wrote to Reed in
October, 1930 that he thought it was time for him to make a
statement that he had no desire to be a candidate for the
Democratic nomination. Byrd gave a number of reasons to
support his withdrawal from the list bf Democratic possi~
bilities. Most important was his reluctance to call on Reed
and his other friends to help finance a campaign. Byrd's
wife was in poor health and his business demanded most of
his attention after four years of neglect while he was gover-

nor. It was Byrd's thinking that his chances for the nomi-

nation were remote and would not be improved by conducting

15George B. Tindall, The Emergence of the New South,
1913-1945 (Baton Rouge, 1967), 22I.

16Richmond Times Disgpatch, July 12, 1931,
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a campaign.17 Reed, who was promoting Byrd's name at every
opportunity, expressed sympathy for Byrd's position but saw
no way for Byrd to avoid being considered for the nomination
of the Democratic Party.l8

The discussion of Byrd's political future and mention
of his name as a presidential candidate would not be stopped
unless Byrd issued a strong statement that he did not want
to be president. The people of Virginia were happy to see
that Byrd's record as governor had drawn national attention
to Virginia for the first time in many years., Byrd was not
only considered for the Democratic nomination, his name was
also put forward as a potential running mate for Franklin D,
Roosevelt and as a good prospect for a cabinet post in the
event Roosevelt won the nomination and election.19

As enjoyable as the publicity was for Virginians, few
people outside the state in 1931 thought Byrd had a good
chance to win the Democratic nomination. He was handicapped
by being dry in his views on prohibition and a resident of a

small normally Democratic state.2o Byrd realized the prob-

1
7Byrd to Reed, October 7, 1930, and October 13, 1931,
Reed Papers.

18Reed to Byrd, October 9, 1930, Ibid.

19Richmond Times Dispatch, September 1l., 1931.

20New York Times, November 22, 1931.
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lems involved if he tried for the nomination. He was
hindered by the fact that he was from the South. Even

there, where Byrd should have had more support than else-
where, Roosevelt was collecting an increasing number of
followers because he was thought of as the front runner.

Many Southern Senators were inclined to Roosevelt at an

early date because they feared the renomination of Al Smith
and another split in the party as a result.2l The fear of

Al Smith did much to break down traditional party maneuvering

22

and add to Roosevelt's strength. The South of this period

was not where one would expect the liberal, wet Roosevelt
gaining strenth as a presidential candidate.23
Discontent with prohibition was growing and many Demo-
crats were determined to nominate a candidate in 1932 who
would advocate repeal or revision of the Eighteenth Amend-
ment. The time had come when political candidates, espe-
cially outside the South, could safely advocate an end to

prohibition. If Byrd was to be seriously considered for

the nomination, he had to change his views on prohibition

21Byrd to Reed, March 26, 1931, Reed Papers.

22\ 6w York Times, July 19, 1931.

23Reed to Byrd, November30, 1931, Reed Papers.
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2L

or be eliminated from the field of potential candidates.

The question of prohibition was an emotional issue. Every
candidate for office in 1932 would find it difficult to
ignore the prohibition issue. Candidates would have to
make their views known, and, in most instances, those views
would have to favor the wet side of the question. Byrd was
no exception and in the months before the Democratic con-
vention he made his feelings on prohibition known.

The Southern press, happy to have one of their own win-
ning high praise, heaped an ever increasing amount of pub-

licity on Byrd and his political actions. The Richmond Times

Dispatch reprinted endorsements of Byrd for president from

the Columbia Record, Chattanooga News, Elizabeth City Inde-

véndent, and the New Orleans Item. In an accompanying edi-

torial, the Richmond paper pointed out that Byrd was re-
ceiving more favorable publicity than any other Southern

2 . .
political leader. 5 In early 1932, the Literary Digest

polled one hundred mewspapers over the nation for the names
of men most often mentioned for president in the area served
by the newspaper. Thirteen papers of the seventy papers that

replied to the poll put Harry Byrd's name on their list of

2
uFrank R. Kent, "The 1932 Presidential Sweepstakes,"
Seribner's Magazine, LXXXIX, 6 (June, 1931), 623.

25Richmond Times Dispatch, July 12, 1931.
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potential candidates, but all seventy papers mentioned
Roosevelt., The only Southerner who rated above Byrd in

the poll was Senator Joe T. Robinson of Arkansas who was
listed by nineteen papers.26

. The build up in publicity favorable to Byrd did not
induce him to declare as a candidate., Byrd continued on
friendly terms with the Roosevelt and Smith factions in the
Democratic party and, until mid-January, 1932, refused to
make any commitments to run for his party's nomination or
to support any other Democrat for the honor.27 The Virginia
elections of 1931 were reported as dull with no public stir

over candidates or issues. The Byrd forces did well at the

polls and no challenges to Byrd's political authority de-
veloped.28 The uneventful election left Byrd's political

base secure. Byrd's ability to gain higher office and in-
crease his prestige in party circles would not be hampered
by political embarrassment in his home state.

With his political base under control and his name draw-
ing increased national attention, Byrd's influence in the

national Democratic party grew. Any honest portrayal of

26
Literary Digest, CXII (January 16, 1932), 8.

27New York Times, December 16, 1931, and Richmond Times
Dispatch, December 18, 1931.

28

Richmond Times Dispatch, November li, 1931.
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Byrd's role in the national party must be done in the light
of the fact that he did become a candidate for the Democratic
nomination. However, Byrd did not assume a self-serving
partisan role to increase his own chances for the nomination.
Rather, he worked for party unity and Democratic victory in

1932, whomever the nominee might be.



CHAPTER II
BYRD'S ROLE IN NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC PARTY POLITICS

Agrarian discontent in the Midwest and the depressed
national economy hurt Republican chances to keep Herbert
Hoover in the White House in 1932. The way seemed clear
for the Democrats to win the coming election and the nom-

1
ination became an important first step to the White House.

To keep the party in fighting trim, the Democratic National
Committee served as a steering mechanism and a fund raising
body between elections. Any candidate desiring the nom-
ination of the party had to take great care that the National
Committee did not adopt policies that would place him in an
awkward position at the national convention.

John J. Raskob, a close friend of A1l Smith, and Bernard
Baruch provided the largest share of the funds to keep the
Democratic party going in the late twenties and early thirties.

For his efforts, Raskob was made Chairman of the National Com-

liames A. Farley, Behind the Ballots (New York, 1938),

61.
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mittee. Raskob hired Jouett Shouse of Kansas as a full
time assistant.2 At the end of 1930, the Democratic

party listed debts of $628,618.00 of which more than one-
third, $225,250.00, was owed to John J. Raskob.3 Smith,
Raskob and Shouse worked closely to control the direction
of the Democratic party. Smith had a strong influence in
the party rising from his position as Democratic nominee in
1928, and Raskob's money gave his word a lot of weight in
party councils. Smith and Raskob tended to favor big busi-
ness and they developed a coolness toward Franklin D. Roosevelt
whom they considered too progressive and anti-business.

Since Roosevelt had been gaining strength as the possi-
ble Democratic nominee, Smith and Raskob were quietly urging
favorite son candidates to enter the race and ongaging in
other activities to check the Roosevelt advance.u

The first public indication of conflict between the
Roosevelt and Smith-Raskob forces came at the March 5, 1931
meeting of the Democratic National Committee. Raskob was

determined to get a resolution from the National Committee

2Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., The Crisis of the 01d Order,
1919-1933 (Boston, 1957), 273.

3

New York Times, January 3, 1931.

MSGhlesinger, Crisis of the 0ld Order, 283-285,
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calling for a plank in the Democratic platform of 1932
advocating repeal of the Eighteenth Amendment. Raskob's
action, if successful, would have split the party. The
move was intended to embarrass Roosevelt in the Southern
states where he was already in a precarious position as a
moderate wet., Had Raskob's plank been approved by the Na-
tional Committee, Roosevelt would be looked on as a radical
wet who advocated repeal at all costs.

The attempt on the part of the Smith-Raskob forces to
force the issue of prohibition alarmed many Southern poli-
ticians who still had to contend with strong dry sentiment
in their home states. Harry Byrd believed the National Com-
mittee had no right to formulate policies that bound the rank
and file of the party to a particular position.6 William T.
Reed agreed with Byrd and thought any attempt to draw up a
platform a year before the convention was absurd.

Both sides in the diépute were unwilling to give in. A pub-

lic fight over the issue appeared certain when the National

Committee convened.

5Farley, Behind the Ballots, 73-75.

6Byrd to Reed, February 20, 1931, Reed Papers.

7Reed to Byrd, February 21, 1931, Ibid.
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Byrd made his position clear in a speech before the
North Carolina Legislature on February 24, 1931. He an-
nounced that he would oppose vigorously any attempt to fix
the party's position on prohibition at the March meeting of
the National Committee. Byrd believed that the policies of
the party were traditionally the responsibility of the rep-
resentatives of the people coming first from the precincts
and then through the state conventions to the national con-
vention where the final policy decisions were made. He fur-
ther warned that any violation of the principles of repre-

8 Having publicly made his

sentation would divide the party.
position clear, Byrd then tried privately to head off the
coming fight. Three days after his speech in North Carolina,
Byrd wrote Senator Carter Glass asking him to use his in-
fluence to persuade the Smith-Raskob combination from pre-
senting their resolution. He advised Glass that he under-
stood Jouett Shouse had proxies to vote from people who had
no idea héw he was going to use them.9 Shouse, a prime el=-

ement in the Smith-Raskob group, was sure to use them to sup-

port the repeal resolution.

8New York Times, February 25, 1931.

9Harry P. Byrd to Carter Glass, February 27, 1931, Carter
Glass Papers, Alderman Library, University of Virginia,
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William T. Reed, who still urged Byrd at every op-
portunity to become a candidate for the nomination, did
not want Byrd to take a position on the repeal resolution
that ﬁbuld bind him to any strong dry position. Reed re-
minded Byrd that a referendum on the question of repeal of
the Eighteenth Amendment, such as Byrd had discussed with
.him, was a solution that would leave the question to the
people and could not be objected to by the wets or the drys.
Reed also warned Byrd against letting the Virginia Congres-
sional Delegation's opposition to Raskob's resolution put 10
him in a position where he could not propose a compromise.
Roosevelt, who had the most to lose from passage of the re-
peal resolution, wrote to Byrd expressing his concurrence
in Byrd's position that the National Committee had no right
to dictate party policy.11

The gdemocratic National Committee met in Washington, D.C.
on March 5, 1931 and the much publicized platform plank was put

before the Committee members. The effect of the proposal would

have been to advocate repeal or modification of the Eighteenteenth

1
OReed to Byrd, March 2, 1931, Reed Papers.

llRoosevelt to Byrd, March 2, 1931, Elliott Roosevelt

(ed.), F.D.R. : His Personal Letters, 1928-1945 (2 vols.,
New York, 1950), I, 180.
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Amendment so that the individual states would have had con-
trol over the liquor question. The dry members of the Demo-
cratic party wanted to postpone the decision on the liquor
gquestion at 1ea$t until the convention. Since public senti-
ment seemed to be moving toward repeal of prohibition, post-
ponement would give the dry politicians time to change their
positions in a graceful manner., The resolution brought be-
fore the National Committee would have forced the issue pre-
maturely.l2 The ensuing fight over the introduction of the
resolution was harmful to party unity and might have been
avoided had the Committee simply accepted Raskob's resolution
for consideration without taking any action on it.13
Raskob and Smith came to Washington with every intention
of forcing their platform resolution through the National
Committee. When the strength of opposition to the resolution
became apparent to Raskob and he learned that an emotional,
party!shattering fight would be required to pass the resolution,
he wanted to fesign as Chairman of the National Committee and
be re-elected as a vote of confidence. This development reach-

ed the ears of Franklin D. Roosevelt who immediately called

12"Raskob's Bomb," Literary Digest, CVIII (March 21,
1931), 8.

13Reed to Byrd, March 7, 1931, Reed.Papers.
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Byrd and sald that if Byrd would oppose Raskob for Chair-
man, the Roosevelt forces would support him. Byrd refused
to accept the offer and Raskob calmed down and continued as

1l

Chairman., Byrd's acceptance of Roosevelt's offer would
have put him firmly in the Roosevelt camp. Byrd was closer
to Roosevelt at this time than he was to Smith, but he would
not commit himself irrevocably to the Roosevelt campaign.
His actions were designéd to prevent either side from forcing
the Democratic party into a position that would jeopardize
the chances for victory in 1932. Byrd was convinced that
passage of the Raskob platform resolution would have destroyed
the Democratic party in the South and weakened the party in
the election.l5 Byrd, fearing Raskob would try again at the
next National Cormmittee meeting to have his resolution passed,
determined to resist the attempt "to the bitter end."

The noext scheduled meeting of the Democratic National

17

Committee was set for January 8, 1932. The Roosevelt forces

l )
uByrd to Reed, March 10, 1931, Ibid.

lSByrd to Reed, March 31, 1931, Ibid.

16gyng to Reed, March 27, 1931, Ibid.

1
7Richmond Times Dispatch, January 9, 1932.
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used the time between the meetings to conduct an earmnest
search for political support and delegate votes. James
Farley, Roosevelt's campaign manager, and Louis Howe, po-
litical strategist'of the Roosevelt group, decided that
Farley's annual trip to the National Elks Convention would
be a good time to contact Democratic leaders across the
country and present Roosevelt's case to the local party of-
ficials. Rdbsevelt, Howe, and Farley planned the trip to
cover eighteen states in nineteen days. Farley would leave
New York June 29, 1931 and end his jaunt in Seattle, Wash-
ington where the Elks were holding their convention. The
purpose of the trip was to head off as many favorite son
candidates as possible to prevent a deadlocked convention in
Chicago. Farley mef with 1,100 local and state party chair-
men and leaders in the West and Midwest. In July, Farley
returned to New York exhausted but énthusiastic over the re-
ception the party officials had &iven his endorsement of
Roosevelt.18

Roosevelt was, at this time, out in front of any other
Democrat in the race for the nomination. The only possible

opposition that could seriously threaten him was the Smith

18 ‘
Farley, Behind the Ballots, 81-87, and Schlesinger, "
Crisis of the 0ld Order, 280-201.
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faction in the party. Byrd, meanwhile, believed that the
Smith people were pushing too hard for the wet platfomm
resolution. If they lost the fight, which was likely if
they sought a vote at the January, 1932 meeting of the Na-
tional Committee, any effective opposition to Roosevelt on
their part would be ended and the party would be split over
the prohibition issue.19

Raskob, in an attempt to determine party opinion on the
prohibition issue, sent out a questionnaire in November, 1931.

This query went to 90,000 contributors to Al Smith's 1928 cam-

0
paign.2 The Richmond Times Dispatch was certain this would

produce a showdown on prohibition in the Democratic party.

Southern Democrats viewed the poll as one more attempt by
the Smith group to make prohibition the paramount issue in
1932. As Southern party members saw it, the economic issues
were far more important and the Democrats should make these
the basis of the campaign against Hoover. The Southerners
accused Raskob of continuing a fight that could split the

party.22 After Raskob's poll was out, the press began to

19Byrd to Reed, November 28, 1931, Reed Papers.

2ORichmond Times Dispatch, November 23, 1931.

21Ibid., November 2., 1931.

—————————

221Ry gkob's Liquor Questionnaire," Literary Digest,
CXI (December 12, 1931), 8.
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call the upcoming National Cormittee meeting a test of
strength between the Roosevelt and Smith factions. As the
meeting date drew near, many expected a fight.23

On January 5, 1932 Raskob mailed the results of his
poll to the party officials.gh The questionnaire mailed by
Raskob had gone to Democrats who contributed to Al Smith's
campaign and critics charged that the opinions expressed by
this segment of the party were certain to reflect their al-
ready known bilas against prohibition. The returns ran over-
whelmingly against prohibition and few of the responding
Democrats thought the party could ignore the prohibition issue
in 1932.25 Armed with the results of his poll, it looked cer-
tain that Raskob would force the question on his platform
resolution at the January meeting of the National Committee.

Publicly, Raskob sent the results of his poll to party
leaders and gave every indication that he was prepared to

26

fight out the liquor issue in the National Committee.

23pichmond Times Dispatch, December 1L, 1931,

24For- results from Maryland, Virginia, and North Carolina
see Appendix A.

25 onn 7. Raskob to Party Officials, Liquor Poll enclosed,

January 5, 1932, John Garland Pollard, Executive Papers, Vir-
ginia State Library Archives.

261pi4.
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Privately, howcver, Raskob was having second thoughts. If
his proposal was defeated, it would appear that the Roosevelt
forces were in control of the party and any attempt to stop
his nomination would be more difficult than ever. Byrd wrote
to William T. Reed on December 29, 1931 and revealed that
Raskob had phoned him and asked that he came to New York for
consultation on the recommendations Raskob would make to the
National Committee.27 Byrd went to New York on December 30,
1931 and met with Raskob. When he returned to Winchester,
he expressed the opinion that Raskob would not press his de=~
mands for the National Committee to recommend platform planks
to the convention.28 Whether Byrd was the one who changed
Raskob's mind is uncertain. Since Raskob phoned Byrd and
asked for the meeting, it is likely that he was uncertain as
to what course to take and the meeting with Byrd convinced
him not to continue with his proposals.

‘Raskob's decision was leaked to the press on January 6

or January 7, 1932. On the sixth the Richmond Times Dispatch

was still of the opinion that Raskob's praposal to have the

National Committee recommend a home rule platform plank to

27Byrd to Reed, December 29, 1931, Reed Papers.

28Byrd to Reed, December 31, 1931, Ibid.
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the convention would be brought up at the meeting. The
editor said the plan had many good points but would not be
the: "common ground" on which the party would unite.29 The
next day, January 7, 1932, a news item called the Raskob
plan no good and, quoting local Democrats, gave credit to

Harry Byrd for engineering a compromise. The Times Dispatch

further asked that the Democrats take mno half way measures
and said the question was repeal or no repeal.30

At the January 8, 1932 meeting of the Democratic Nation-
al Committee Byrd made a motion to refer the prohibition ques-
tion and other platform items to the national convention with-
out comment by the National Committee. The motion carried
easily and a fight between the Smith and Roosevelt forces was
avoided.31 The compromise was reached before the Committee
met and Byrd received the credit for it. His attempts to
bring about the party harmony needed to win in 1932 enhanced
his reputation in party circles.32 The National Committee

]
selected Chicago as its convention city and adjourned.

29Richmond Times Dispatech, January 6, 1932.

3OIbid.; January 7, 1932.

311pig., January 10, 1932.

32Ibid., January 9 and 11, 1932.

33Fariey, Bohind the Ballots, 93.
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The Arrangements Committee for the 1932 Convention, an
arm of the Democratic National Committee, was to meet in
Chicago April li, 1932 and choose a temporary chairman for
the convention. The position was one of importance since
the temporary chairman would give the keynote speech and
set the tone for the convention. The Smith forces wanted
Jouett Shouse to have the position. Raskob and Smith rep-
resented the more conservative, big business interests in
the party and were anxious to keep the more progressive
Roosevelt group from gaining control ofthe national conven-
tion.Bh The Roosevelt faction was just as determined to

have Alben Barkley of Kentucky as temporary chairman and
keynotep,35 The division of the two groups placed Byrd in

a spot where he would most likely have to take sides with
one group or the other, Up to this point, Byrd's position
had been difficult to determine. Some papers thought he was
allied with the financial interests in the party who opposed
Roosevelt.36 Others were sure Byrd had been supporting the

Roosevelt people while managing to remain neutral in outward

appearance only. These observers felt that Byrd, who had

BUrpia,, 103-0L4.
35Byrd to Reed, March 26, 1932, Reed Papers.

3bpoptsmouth Star, April L, 1932.
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been a candidate for the nomination himself since January
of 1932, would be hurting his own chances if he continued
to support the Roosevelt moves’ in the pre-convention con-~
tests.37
As the Arrangements Committee met in Chicago on April
lu, 1932, the Smith forces, as expected, urged Shouse for
temporary chairman. The Roosevelt supporters pushed Barkley
for the position and stalled for time, hoping to gain votes
for their choice. To break the deadlock and to prevent a
permanent split in the party, Byrd put a compromise motion

38

before the Committee. Byrd had said openly that he was

for Shouse, certainly a break with the Roosevelt people.

When Byrd arrived in Chicago he found members of the Commlttee
who had pledged to vote for Shouse asking to be released from
their pledges. This was serious for the Smith-Raskob forces
since the Arrangements Committee had been appq&nted by Raskob
and its members were supposed to be favorable to Shouse.

Byrd then realized that Shouse would be defeated. He knew
this would be bad for the party. It would make the conflict

in the party a matter of wide public comment since it would

37Richmond Times Dispatch, April 3, 1932.

38Farley, Behind the Ballots, 10l.
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appear that "Shouse and Raskob, who had stood by the party
following the dark days of our defeat of 1928, were being
kicked down the backstairs."39

When Byrd saw the developments that had taken place, he
decided:' to introduce his compromise. Shouse wanted to bring
the matier to a vote but Bﬁrd persuaded him not to do so.
Byrd later informed William T. Reed that the Committee members
had talked more openly to him than to Shouse and he was posi-
tive of Shouse'!s impending defeat if a vote was called. Byrd's
compromise was to allow Barkley to become temporary chalrman
and keynoter and to recommend Shouse to the convention as
permanent chairman. The compromise was discussed for some
time by both sides.uo While the discussion went back and
forth, Roosevelt telephoned his supporters and declared that
the Arrangements Committee had no power to recommend a per-
manent chairman to the convention. The Byrd compromise was
changed and the word "commend" was substituted for "recommend".
The compromise was passed in this form and the controversy
was ended for the time being.“‘l

Depending on their point of view, some people saw the

39Byrd to Reed, April 5, 1932, Reed Papers.

uolbid.

ulFarley, Behind the Ballots, 10k.
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compromise as a defeat for Roosevelt, and others saw it as
a victory because Barkley would be temporary chair'macn.}'l'2
The indications for Byrd were important. It was obvious that
he had been in opposition to Roosevelt's candidate. Byrd
managed to arrange a compromise, but the compromise would not
last through the convention where the chairmanship battle was
renewed.

Shortly after the April !l meeting of the Arrangements
Committee, the Roosevelt forces decided to carry out their
original plan to support someone other than Shouse for per-
manent chairman. They questioned whether a paid employee
of the party should preside over delegates chosen by the
people. Shouse was part of the Smith-Raskob group trying to
block Roosevelﬁ}s nomination. Shouse, Roosevelt's group
charged, let personal feelings interfere with his work in
the party and they feared he would do the same as chairman
of the convention. The Roosevelt people wanted Senator
Thomas J. Walsh of Montana as permanent chalrman. Walsh had
exposed the Teapot Dome Scandal and had chaired the 1928

Democratic convention with integrity. t a strategy meet-

ing held in Hyde Park June 5, 1932 the Roosevelt forces

2
Byrd to Reed, April 6, 1932, Reed Papers, and Richmond
Times Dispatch, April 6, 1932. I —
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decided to carry the battle to the convention and Walsh,

L3

who was present, agreed to try for the job.
The nature of the Byrd~Roosevelt relationship was the
subject of much speculation for some time before the events
that took place in the Arrangements Committee meeting. Byrd
and Roosevelt were personal friends for some years before 1932,
One of the first to know for sure that Roosevelt would run for
president in 1932, Byrd learned of Rooseveltt's intentions
when his mother and brother, Tom returned from a visit to
Albany and said that Roosevelt indicated to them he would
seek the office.uu By early 1932, when Byrd launched his own
campaign for the nomination, the Roosevelt people were urging
him to join their efforts. Homer S. Cunningham, one of
Roosevelt's managers, announced that Roosevelt would like to
have Byrd on the Democratic ticket as his vice-presidential
candidate. Roosevelt felt Byrd would balance the ticket as
a dry Southerner. He also felt Byrd would help keep down
factionalism in the party.us

When it became obvious that Byrd would go his own way

uBFarley, Behind the Ballots, 105-107.

uuByrd to Reed, June 30, 1930, Reed Papers.

L5

Richmond Times Dispatch, February 19, 1932.
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the Roosevelt people left Virginia to her own ends, hoping
to pick up the state after the first few ballots in the
L6

convention, Byrd was careful not to allow his name to be
closely connected with Roosevelt's even before he started
his own campaign in January 1932. In early October of 1931,
Roosevelt was in Virginia for the Yorktown Sesquicentennial
Celebration. Virginia Congressman Thomas G. Burch and State
Senator W. A, Garrett talked with Roosevelt while he was in
Virginia and then told the press that Harry Byrd was a "pop-
ular native son" but that no effort was being made to put
him before the convention. Both agreed that Roosevelt was
the logical choice "for the nominzat’cion."h'7 Five days later,
Burch, who was . a political ally of Byrd, released a statement
to the press saying he was misquoted about Roosevelt and that
Virginia would back Byrd if he became a candidate.uB
Privately, Byrd was questioning his friends about their
attitude toward his candidacy. Senétor Carter Glass favored

49

Virginia Democrats endorsing Byrd for president. Byrd had

L61bid., February 17, 1932.
M7Ibid., October 16, 1931.

uaIbid., October 21, 1931.

———

ugGlass to James P. McConnell, November 17, 1931,
Glass Papers.
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been considered a supporter of Roosevelt by the Roosevelt
workers and in the early phases of Roosevelt's campaign
participated in the strategy meetings of the inner council.
As the Smith forces became more active in opposing Roosevelt,
Qnd the chance of a deadlocked convention arose, Byrd drifted
toward the anti-Roosevelt side. The possibility of the nomi-
nation going to a dgrk—horse candidate probably influenced
Byrd's decision.so Publicly, Byrd tried to maintain the ap-
pearance of neutrality. Beginning with the Arrangements
Committee meeting in April, 1932, Byrd sided with the Smith
forces on nearly every question and managed to appear to be
working for party harmony at the same time. The move away
from Roosevelt was deliberate, In late December of 1931,
William T, Reed and Frederic Scott, a Richmond financial
expert and president of a stock brokerage firm, advised Byrd
that they thought it was time for him to "draw away from

Franklin D, Roosevelt."

Byrd allowed his friends to start his own campaign in
Jenuary of 1932, following closely his decision to separate

from the Roosevelt forces. This does not mean that Byrd

0
5 Farley, Behind the Ballots, 75.

1
Reed to Byrd, December 2l., 1931, Reed Papers.
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backed the Smith forces to the hilt. He played more ol a
waiting game, maneuvering to see that the party did not
split, and at the same time his own campaign kept his name
before the public. If the convention deadlocked, Byrd would

be available.



CHAPTER IIX
THE BYRD CAMPAIGN FOR THE

1DEMOCRATTC PRESIDENTIAL NOMINATION OF 1932

The publicity campaign designed to promote Harry Byrd
for the Democratic nomination started, with Byrd's permis-
sion, on January 20, 1932. Shortly before the publicity
campaign started, the Virginia General Assembly passed a
resolution endorsing Byrd for president and calling on him
to run for that off‘ice.1 Roy Flannagan, a reporter for the

Richmond News Leader and supporter of Harry Byrd, mailed

copies of the General Assembly resolution to Democrats across
the nation.2 This was the first of many thousands of pieces
of mail sent out to promote Byrd's candidacy.

Flannagan wanted to work for the Byrd campaign and asked

William T. Reed to urge John Stewart Bryan, publisher of

lReed vo Henry Breckinridge, January 19, 1932, Reed Papers.

2Roy Flannagan to Reed, January 22, 1932, Ibid.
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the Richmond News Leader, to give his approval for Flannagan's

continued association with the Byrd campaign.3 As the Byrd
campaign organized, the first Byrd-for-President Club ap-
peared in Kentucky,h’ The next day, R.eed, who was the driving
force behind the Byrd campaign, gave Roy Flannagan permis-
éion to issue a public statement that Byrd publicity head-
gquarters had opened in Richmond, financed by Reed and some of
Byrd's other friends.5 The name for a committee to handle

the campaign and correspondence was suggested to Byrd and Reed
by Flannagan. They approved the name and the organization was
known as the Virginia Byrd Committee.

To avoid hard feelings that might have resulted if a
committee was appointed and some important person was left
out, Byrd suggested that no "committee in fact" be created.
Roy Flannagan was secretary of the campaign, and with Reed's

financial support, the two of them did most of the work of the

3F1annagan to Reed, January 30, 1932, Ibid.

uBreckinridge to Reed, February 1, 1932, Ibid.

5Reed to Byrd, February 2, 1932, Ibid, and Appendix C.

6F1annagan to Reed, PFebruary 5, 1932, Ibid.

7 lannagan to Reed, February 8, 1932, Ibid.
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Virginia Byrd Committee. Publicity was the primary ob-
jective of the campaign. If Byrd was to have a chance
for the nomination, his name would have to be kept con-
stantly before the public. Flannagan made every effort to
see that Byrd got nationwide press coverage.8 Byrd was en-
couraged by'the initial response to the campaign.9 The
clipping service hired by the Virginia Byrd Committee daily
sent up to six hundred clippings to headguarters taken from
papers all over the nation.lo

The Virginia Byrd Committee also made wide use of the
mails to inform a number of people around the country. Mrs.
J. K. Bowman of Richmond, National President of the American
Federation of Business and Professional Women, provided a
list of important women in business.ll Reed asked Justice
Louis Epps of the Virginia Supreme Court of Appeals to write
his friends in the legal profession and encourage them to

support Byrd}é?In carefully prepared letters, Flannagan asked

all of the living alumni, residing outside Virginia of the

8Reed to Byrd, February 13, 1932, Ibid.

9Byrd to Reed, February 27, 1932, Ibid.
10 : . .
FPlannagan to Reed, April 21, 1932, Ibid.

llFlannagan to Reed, February 2, 1932, Ibid.

12Reed to Epps, February 8, 1932, Ibid.
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University of Virginia, Willism and Mary and Virginia Mili-
tary Institute to help the Byrd campaign.13 In conjunction
with the malling done in Richmond, friends of Byrd in other
states provided by mail Byrd campaign materials to their
acquaintances. Estes Kefauver, who was living in Chattanooga,
Tennessee at the time, mailed large amounts of Byrd litera-
ture to people in that state.lu John Garland Pollard, Gover-
nor of Virginia and nominal chairman of the Virginia Byrd

Committee, sent a packet of campaign material to the women's

editor of the Southern Planter where Westmoreland Davis was

sure to disregard it or, if possible, use the material against

15

Byrd in his magazine. Thomas B. Stanley, a furniture manu-
facturer and future Governor of Virginia, had his salesmen

all over the nation mention the Byrd candidacy whenever they
had the opportunity.16

One of Byrd's most helpful out of state supporters was

13Flannagan to Byrd, March 1l, 1932, Ibid.

1
uVirginia Byrd Committee Financial Statement, undated,
Ibid.

15John Pollard to Ella Agnew, undated letterin West-
moreland Davis Papers, Alderman Library, University of Vir-
ginia, and Southern Planter, XCIII (March 1, 1932), 8-10,
and{May 1, 1932), 6.

léstanley to Reed, March 18, 1932, Reed Papers.
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his friend Henry Breckinridge. Breckinridge was born in
Kentucky and practised law in New York City. He served

in Wilson's administration as Assistant Secretary of War
from 1913 to 1916.17 Breckinridge was a great help in

the Byrd campaign, providing an outlet in New York for
Byrd campaign literature and introductions to influential
publishers and politicians on the national level, Breck-
inridge started urging Reed to use his influence with Byrd
to get a campaign started as early as October of 1931,
Breckinridge gave Byrd's messages and speeches to his many
friends in New York before there was any certainty- that

1
Byrd would be an active candidate. 8 One of the first in-

dications that Byrd was considering a campaign for the Demo- .

cratic nomination was his agreement with Reed to send Breck~
inridge copies of his speeches and messages.19 Breckinridge
urged Byrd to send representatives out to present his quali-
fications for office to political leaders in other states.zo

Breckinridge helped the campaign for Byrd in public

1TRichmond Times Dispatch, December 1ll., 1931,

18
Breckinridge to Reed, October 2, 1931, Reed Papers.

19Byrd to Reed, October 8, 1931, Ibid.

20
Reed to Byrd, February 19, 1932, Ibid.
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in addition to what he did privately. As a former Assistant
Secretary .of War, Breckinridge's formal endorsement of Byrd

for president was itself worth considerable publicity. On

June 6, 1932, Breckinridge released to the press a well writ-
ten, firm endorsement of Byrd for president. The statement
emphasized Byrd's record as governor, Virginia's good finan-
cial .position, Byrd's success as a farmer and business man, and
the need for the Democrats to nominate a strong candidate such
as Byrd.e1 The newspapers carried the endorsement and many

added favorable editorial comments. The Portsmouth Star

called the announcement effective and noted that Breckinridge
was helping Byrd in New York and Kentucky.22 The Roanoke
Times thought the endorsement gave a true portrait of Byrd's
abilities and that its style was dignified and not pleading.
Breckinridge's endorsement was the last Byrd received before
the national convention met. The endorsement by the General
Assémbly was one ofthe~first and in effect started Byrd's pub-

lic campaign for the nomination of his party. Others included

;glCopy of endorsement by Henry Breckinridge, June 6,
1932, Ibid.

22
Portsmouth Star, June 6, 1932.

23
Roanoke Times, June 7, 1932.
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Senator Carter Glass and Governor John Garland Pollard.

The Senate-House joint resolution endorsing Byrd for
president passed the General Assembly January 1ll, 1932. The
resolution stressed Byrd!'s ability to promote teamwork among
the various branches of governmént and his executive ability'."?l+
In his repiy to the General Assembly, Byrd gave a non-com-
mittal answer and expressed a desire only for what was best
for the party and nation.25 Senator T, Russell Cather of
Winchester introduced the resolution which carried unani-

mously.26 The Virginia papers reacted favorably to the ac-

tion of the General Assembly, but the Roanoke Times warned

that the prospects of entering the White House were not bright

for a Southerner.27 The Richmond Times Dispatch commented

that the endorsement was more than a "complimentary gesture'
— 28

and that the people of Virginia had faith in Byrd's ability.

The resolution was the work of Byrd's most enthusiastic backer,

William T. Reed. Reed started out to get each member of the

2
quurnal of the Senate of Virginia, 1932 (Richmond,
1932), 20-21.

25Ibid., 21.

26New York Times, January 15, 1932.

7Roanoke Times, January 15, 1932.

28

Richmond Times Dispatch, January 15, 1932.
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General Assembly to sign a resolution asking Byrd to run for
the nomination. When this proved to be too much of a task,
Reed waited until the General Assembly convened on January
13, 1932 and then, though not a legislator himself, had the
endorsement passed by the full Legislature.29

The endorsement of the General Assembly and the insig-
nificance of any opposition to Byrd in Virginia gave him a
secure political base from which to launch his national cam-
paign. Byrd would have to gain much more out of state support
if he was to run an effective campaign. The Virginia Congres-
sional delegation in Washington had to be won to the Byrd can-
didacy and their support would have to be active if Byrd was
to build a large delegate count‘before the convention.

In early Febfuary, 1932, the Democrats of the Virginia
Congressional delegation issued a statement that they con-
cu:red in the resolution passed by the General Assembly en-
dorsing Byrd. They praised Byrd and predicted he would get
& "high degree” of cooperation from the Congress if elected

O .
president.3 In all, the two Senators and nine Democratic

9Reed to Breckinridge, December 28, 1931, Reed Papers.

0
Copy of undated endorsement of Byrd by Virginia
Congressional Delegation, Ibid.



Representatives signed the statement for Byrd. The lone
dissenter was Virginia's only Republican Representative,
Menalcus Lankford of Norfolk.31 The statement from Vir-
ginia's Congressman came at a time when Byrd's chances for
the nomination were increased by Al Smith's announcement
that he would accept the Democratic nomination. Smith said
he would not seek delegate support and would be available
only if the convention calledvhim. The political observers
of the time thought Smith's announcement made certain a con=-
vention deadlock between Roosevelt and Smith, forcing it to
turn to a dark horse candidate.32
The fact that the Virginia Congressmen endorsed Byrd
did not mean that they gave him the kind of support that
furthered his chances for the nomination. Congressman
Thomas Burch of Martinsville and Congressman Clifton Woodrum
of Roanoke were the only Representatives who promoted Byrd
with any enthusiasm.33 Reed was considerably upset by the

suggestion of Byrd for vice-president made by Senator Claude

31
Richmond Times Dispatch, February 8, 1932, and Roanoke
Times, Feoruary 9, 1932, and Biographical Directory of the
fmerican Congress, 1774-1961 (Washington, 1961), 591.

Richmond Times Dispatch, February 9, 1932.

33Reed to Woodrum, February 27, 1932, Reed Papers.
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Swanson and Petersburg Representative Pat Drewry. Reod
thought such talk did more harm than a clear attack on Byrd
could ever do. He believed this was an indirect way for
Drewry and Swanson to indicate their favor of someone else
for the nominatiOn.Bu Senator Carter Glass was more help-

ful in Virginia than at the national level.35 Glass knew

Virginia would support Byrd in the national convention and

36

he was not adverse to the prospect. According to his
secretary, Rixey Smiﬁh, Glass was in favor of Newton D.

Baker as his first choice for president and supported Byrd

as his second choice.37 If this was true Glass concealed his
feelings, for he agreed to place Byrd in nomination at the
convention and Glass was one of the first men to publicly
suggest Byrd for president.38 One of Byrd's most serious
handicaps was the lack of real support from Virginia Congress-

men. Reed thought Byrd's chances for the nomination would

double if the Virginia Congressmen showed more enthusiasm for

3
uReed to Byrd, May 23, 1932, Ibic.

BSByrd to Reed, May 3, 1932, Ibid.

3OGlass to William H. Hale, November 19, 1931, Glass
Papers.

7Rixey Smith and Norman Beasley, Cartcr Glass (New York,
1939), 309.

Ricnmond Times Disvatch, May 29, 1932.
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: 39
his candidacy.

Byrd also had other problems in gaining support for
his candidacy. Shortly before he consented to become a
candidate, he flew to New York with Charles Lindbergh to
discuss politics with Henry Breckinridge.uo While Byrd

was in New York, the Richmond News Leader, headed by John

Stewart Bryan, published an editorial urging the Democrats

to nominate Newton D. Baker, a resident of Ohio and former
Secretary of War under Wilson. The editorial caused some
excitement because many people thought Bryan was speaking for
Byrd. A quick investigation revealed that the editorial had
not been inspired or approved by Byrd.L"l Byrd thought the
editorial ruined any good effect his trip to New York had in
the press.)'l'2 Reed advised Byrd to be sure to inform Baker
that John Stewart Bryan was no influence in Virginia politics
43

and could not deliver the Virginia vote in the convention.

Baker, a long time advocate of the League of Nations,

39
Reed to Byrd, April 30, 1932, Reed Papsers.

Lo

Richmond Times Disvatch, December 15, 1931.

1
" New York Times, December 16, 1931,

)'2
v Byrd to Reed, December 16, 1931, Reed Papers.

u'BRee.d to Byrd, December 28, 1931, Ibid.
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had recently reversed his position on the Leaguc. Some
interpreted this as the beginning of his campaign for the

I
Democratic nomination. Baker did not do any serious cam=-

paigning, but Bryan continued to speak favorably of him in

the News Leader. In a talk with Bryan on Docember 31, 1931,

the oditor assurcd Reed that he supported Earry Byrd's can-
didacy. He thought, in fact, that the editorials in his

paper were nelping stop the Rocsevelt gains and would aid

Byrd in the convention.Llrs Of course, the Byrd peovle dis-
agreed, and'the editorials favorable to Baker continued.

After the General Assembly endorsed Byrd, Bryan published a
long editorial in which he agrced that all Virginians sup=~
ported Byrd. He then went on to give a number of reasons why
it was unlikely that Byrd would win the nomination, and in
that case tne Virginia vote inthe convention should be‘switch-

6

ed to Newton D. Baker.
Byrd, along with other candidates for the Democratic
nomination, faced the vowerful Roosevelt forces who built

up an early lead in the race for convention votes. Reed

"Democratic Light Eorses," lcw Republic, LXX (February

17, 1932), 5.
L5

Reed to Byrd, January 1, 1932, Reed Papers.

11"é’Ric'nmond News Leacder, January 15, 1932.
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confessed that he was unable to understand the Roosevelt
magic. None of Reed's friends in the business world fa-
vored Roosevelt, yet he seemed to have "a wonderful hold

on the political leaders in nearly every stzstte."u'7 Byrd
thought the public was demanding politicians who were pro-
gressive in outlook and Roosevelt had shrewdly cultivated a
prograésive imamge.)“l'8 The Byrd people were disappointed when
Roosevelt gained the Tennessce delegates at the state con~
ventién. Cordell Hull, a Roosevelt supporter, went before
the Tennessee convention and demanded the delegates for
Roosevelt and got them.h'9 A, Willis Robertson, Director of
the Virginia Game Commission and soon to be elected to the
House of Representatives, believed that in normal times the
business interests could have stopped Roosevelt. 1In 1932,
however, it was not enough for business to be opposed to a

candidate, for business had proved itself to be as confused

as everyone else over the trend of the economy.

u7Reed to Byrd, April 7, 1932, Reed Papers.

8
b Byrd to Reed, May 1L, 1932, Ibid.

49Rced to Byrd, June 13, 1932, Ibid.

0
5 Robertson to Reed, June 1, 1932, Ibid.
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Robertson was sure Byrd's only chance for the nomi-
nation lay in a deadlocked convention.Sl Virginians gave
little thouzht to a second choice for the nomination. Vir-
ginia would not support Roosevelt unloss Byrd's situation in
the national convention became¢ hopeless, and then it was not
certain the delegation would switch to Roosevelt.52 Those
Virginians who did not want Roosevelt felt that the West and
South.suppbrted them and could not understand why Byrd did
not gain more delegates in those ax-eas.S3

In addition to the strength of the Roosevelt campaign,
Byrd had to contend with the behind-the-scenes attempts of
the Smith forces to make him part of a stop-Roosevelt move-
ment. Jouett Shouse met with Byrd in New York, January 2l,
1932, and urged Byrd to enter his name in the upcoming
Pennsylvania primary against Roosevelt., Shouse wanted Byrd
to run as a dry so that he would gain the fifteen or twenty
delegates in the agricultural regions of Penﬁsylvania that

Smith would be unable to take from Roosevelt. Breckinridge,

51
Ibid.

2
Lynchbure News, June 11, 1932.

3Roanoke Times, May 21, 1932
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who was present with Byrd and Shouse, was against the plan.
Byrd agreed with Breckinridge and saw the plan as another
attempt tb link his name with the Smith group in a stop-
Roosevelt movement.su Byfd's refusal to join in Shouse's
scheme was consistent with his independent course designed to
prevent party division.

Byrd made a number of speeches during the period from
January to June, 1932. The three that drew the most attention
in the press were addresses outlining his position on major
issues facing the Democrats in 1932. In his speech before the
Kentucky Legislature February 18, 1932, Byrd gave his position
on economic issues. His Jefferson Day speech before the par-
ty hierarchy in Washington on April 13, 1932 warned the party
against the influence of organized minorities and presented
his plan for deciding the prohibition issue. Byrd traveled
to Philadelphia on May 18, 1932 to address the Democratic
Women's Luncheon Club of that city. In that talk he sum-
marized his views on the major issues and suggested a plan
of action for the Democratic party.

In Byrd's Kentucky address, he was especially critical

54
Byrd to Reed, January 23, 1932, Reed Papers.
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of the Hawley-Smoot Tariff of 1930. The Hawloy-3moot

Tariff instituted the highest tariff rates the nation had

56

“ever knowm. Byrd condemmned American industry for sup-
porting a variff that destroyed trade and then moving in-
.dustrial plants abroad to escape its effects., The tariff
placed an unusual hardship on farmers who could not move
their means of production to escape the effects of the
tariff. England, with a traditional policy of free trade,
was forced to increase protection as a result of Americals
Hawley-Smoot Tariff. Byrd believed it would be impossible

- for Europe to pay her American debts if the tariff continued
and trade was restricted. He also warned that the strangu-

57

lation of trade by cconomic war often led to a shooting war.

Byrd recommended the reduction of government expenses
as the surest way to bring economic relief to the people.
He did not mean a reduction in essential services of govern-

ment, rather a simplification of government with an increase

SSHarry F. Byrd, "The Tariff and Agricultural Prosperity:
With Specific Suggestions for Tax Relief," reprinted Kentucky
Legislative Address of February 18, 1932 (Virginia Byrd Com-
mittee, 1932), 2.

4
50Dixon Wecter, The Age of the Great Depression, 1929-
1941 (Wew York, 1948)7, 21, )

57"1‘\

The Tariff and Agricultural Prosperity," 2-5.
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in efficiency. Ixcessive taxes and regulation were, in
Byrd's view, harming the economy. He condemned the Federal
Farm Board as a complete failure.58 This agency was created
by the Hoover administration to buy farm surplus and thereby
support prices. The task was impossible as domestic markets
collapsed and foreign markets disappeared. Farm income in
1932 dropped to one half of what it had been in 1929.59
Byrdt!s Kentucky speech was a reiteration of views he
had held for some time. His own apple business had been hurt
when twenty nations that previously had no import restrictions
on apples took offense at the Hawley-Smoot Tariff and limited
apple imports;éo His criticism of the Hawley-Smoot Tariff
was consistent with statements issued by the Bureau of Pub-
licity of the Democratic National Committee.61 Byrd was
also a longtime advocate of economy in government and held
the view that the people were not able to pay more taxes in

62
their "day of distress.”

58Ibid., L-7.

59John D. Hicks, Republican Ascendancy, 1921-1933 (New
York, 1960.) 26l. .

60

Byrd to Glass, May 2li, 1932, Glass Papers.

61Thomas S. Barclay, "The Bureau of Publicity of the
Democratic National Committee, 1930-1932," American Political
Science Review, XXVII, 1 (Pebruary, 1933), b4.

628yrd to Reed, June 1, 1932, Reed Papers.
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The Richmond papers gave the Kentucky speech a good
reception and predicted it would increase Byrd's national
prestige.63 Reed was pleased with the favorable press and

with the reception Byrd was given by the people in Ken-

tucky.éh Byrd had indeed made a sound presentation of his
views without presenting any partisan appeal for political
support. There were no sensational revelations in the
speech and no statements that would indicate a preference
for any particular faction in the party.

The Democratic Women's Luncheon Club of Philadelphia
listened to Byrd outline a plan of action for the Democratic
party on May 18, 1932. He said the party platform should be
clear and concise and not engage in condemnation of the Re-
publicans. TFurthermore, it should contain a restatement of
the party's loyalty to fﬁe principles of Thomas Jefferson.

A clear program for the rehabilitation of American business
was also necessary. The control of government by vocal mi-~
norities had to be ended. The tariff was for revenue pur-
poses only and the Democrats must lower 1t and arrange for

reciprocal trade agreements. The methods of aiding the

63
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farmer should be clearly stated in the platform. Finally,
the platform should declare that the people be allowed to
vote on prohibition.

The New York Times reported the speech as an appeal for
a straightforward Democratic platform.66 Byrd was encouraged
by the favorable reaction to his address.67 While in Phila~
delphia, Byrd refused to promise a peaceful Democratic con-
vent ion but did predict that no candidate would divide the
Democratic party. Again, Byrd avoided partisan politics
and limited his talk to the issues.

Byrd remained quiet on the prohibition issue with the ex-
ception of his opposition to Raskob'!s attempt to force his wot
platform plan resolution through the Democratic National Com-
mittee. Byrd was recognized . as a dry and dry Southern Demo-

69

crats were not expected to favor any change in prohibition.
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Harry F. Byrd, "A Constructive Dsmocratic Programme,"
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delphia, May 18, 1932 (Virginia Byrd Committee, 1932).

66New York Times, May 19, 1932.
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Flannagan to Reed, May 21, 1932, Reed Papers.
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Discontent with prohibition grew and popular opinion re-
flected an increase in opposition to continuing with the
Eighteenth Amendment.7o The American Legion, American

Bar Association, American Medical Association, and the
American Federation of Labor passed resolutions calling far

a referendum on repeal of the Eighteenth Amondment. T The
Virginia Association Against the Eighteenth Amendment was
formed in late 1931. The purpose of the organization was
to get the prohibition question to the polls where they
were certain the people would end the long dry spell.
Founders of the organization were General W. H. Cocke of
Claremont, former State Senator C. O0'Conunor Goolrick of
Fredericksburg, State Senator James Barron of Norfolk, and
John B. Minor of Richmond.72 Virginia opinion was turning
away from the tenets of Bishop Cannon, and many citizens

anxiously awaited the Cavalier sound of popping corks.

The New York Times surveyed the views of eight Demo-

crats most frequently mentioned for the nomination and found

the majority of them against prohibition. The Times took

70 .
Sce appendix B.
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note of Byrd's silence on prohibition and based its ana-

lysis of him as a.dry on the fact that Byrd always voted

dry and was personally a teetoteler. The Times thought

Byrd was reasonable about prohibition, as opposed to the

radical or professional drys.7u Byrd then was qonsidering

a speech calling for a referendum on prohibition and priv-

ately solicited the opinions of other Democrats on his pPro-

posal., Positive the issue of prohibition would have to

be faced, Reed advised Byrd to break his silence with a first

class statement that would attract national attention.76

Byrd had serious doubts about publicly calling for a refer-

endum. He considered the principle of the referendum as the

correct approach to prohibition, but:to change his dry repu-

tation by openly calling for one was a big political step.77
The Jefferson Day gathering took place at the Willard

Hotel in Washington, D.C. on April 13, 1932. Byrd repeated

much of what he said in the Kentucky speech and used material

he would employ later in Philadelphia. The sensational pro-

Tl
New York Times, March 13, 1932.

75Byrd to Reed, 4pril 1, 1932, Reed Papers.

"®geed to Byrd, April 7, 1932, Ibid.

TT8yrd to Reed, April 11, 1932, Ibid.



hibition statement took up three pages of the nine page
speech.78 Byrd reminded his audience that he voted for
a prohibition referendum when he served in the Virginia
Senate. He declared himself forever opposed to the evils
of the saloon and did not personally call for an end to
prohibition. Byfd proposed an amendment to the Consti-
tution to be approved by referendum on the same day'in all
states with only the referendum question on the ballot.
The original amendment would modify the Eighteenth Amend-
ment so that Congress could then submit the guestion of
repeal or modification of the Eighteenth Amendment to the
people. Two referendurn questions would be required, both
to be approved by three-fourths of the states before the
amendments would go into effect. Byrd oppoéed any plan
that would allow individusl states to decide the prohi-
bition question. Byrd stated that the referendunms ﬁere the
only way the people could make their own views known and
he opposed approval of the amendments by state legislatures
or state conventions.79
Roy Flannagan, who expected considerable reaction to

Byrd's speech, arranged for all of the VWashlngton news-

8
Typescript copy of Byrd's Jefferson Day Address,
April 13, 1932, Ibid.

79Ibid.
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paper corrcspondents to have copies of the speech in time

8o

for the étory to reach the early editions of their papers.

The New York Times, however, was of the opinion that outside

Virginia Byrd's plan would cause little sensation. In Vir-
ginia, where Bishop Cannon had held power for many years,
the Timos calledvthe speech a major political event.sl Much
of the sensation was taken from Byrd's speoch when Al Smith
used the Jefferson Day rally to engage in a strong attack
against Roosevelt, declaring that he now actively opposed
Roosevelt. In an obvious reference to Roosevelt, Smith de-
plored attempts by demagogues to set the poor against the
rich.82 Byrd complained that the Smith attack on Roosevelt
robbed him of the headlines.8
Virginia Congressmen displayed a mixed reaction to

Byrd's prohibition plan. Congressman Pat Drewry of Peters-
burg, while claiming to support Byrd for president, labeled

w8l

the prohibition plan as "utterly wrong. Three other mem-

bers of the delegation were against Byrd's plan but refused

80
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81New York Times, April 1l, 1932.
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83Byrd to Reed, April 15, 1932, Reed Papcrs.

8i
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to be quoted in the newspaper because they did not want
to embarrass Byrd, whom they supported for president.85
Carter Glass was not enthusiastic about Byrd's proposal

but supported it as an alternative to direct repeal.86

C. O0'Connor Goolrick opposed Byrd's prohibition plan
on two grounds. He thought it was a radical departure from
the usual method of ratifying amendments to the Constitution
by state legislature or state convention vote. Goolrick was
impatient to resolve the issue and believed Byrd's plan
, 87

would cause too much delay with two referendums involved.

The Norfolk Virginian-Pilot looked on Byrd's proposal as

being "thoroughly muddled" and suggested that if it was the
best Byrd could do he should do nothing.88 The Lynchburg

News was sure the drys would like the delays involved and

89

would not like the end result of the referendums. Amazed

at Byrd's change of position, the Portsmouth Star guessed

that James Barron, a Byrd supporter, told Byrd he would

85
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88Norfolk Virginian-Pilot, April 1l, 1932.

89Lynchburg News, April 16, 1G32.
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face opposition in the statec Democratic convention unless

90

he changed his position on prohibition. The Riclmond

News Leadsr gave an unenthusiastic review of the Byrd plan

and woent on to praisc Newton D. Baker's speech before the
Jefferson Day crowd.

With these few exceptions, Byrd's views on prohibition
woré well received. He was astounded, ag was everyone else,
when Bishop Cannon and John J. Raskob announced that they
agreed with his plan,92 Most opinion on the Byrd plan was

reflected by the Roanoke Times when it viewed the plan as

"thoroughly constructive."?3 The Jefferson Day speech made
Byrd more attractive as a candicdate for the Democratic nomi-
nation. Byrd accomplished this without seriéusly offending
any faction of the party. The drys found it difficult to
oppose a referendum and most of the wets were happy because
they were sure the people would end prohibition.

Byrd hoped to make a major speech on agriculture some-
where in the Midwest. Arrangements were made for him to

deliver the keynote address at the Kansas State Democratic

0
? Portsmouth Star, April 1l, 1932.
91

Richmond News Leader, April 1ll, 1932.

2Byrd to Reed, April 16, 1932, Reed Papers.

9380anoke Times, April 1ll, 1932.
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Convention in May.gh Unfortunately, Mrs. Byrd became
severely ill and the trip to Kansas was canceled.95 The
opportunity to make a major speech, such as the Kansas
convention offered, did not come before the national con-~
vention. The Kentucky, Philadelphia, and Jefferson Day
speoches were the most important position statements that
Byrd made during the campaign. In them, he outlined his
beliefs with dignity and avoided embarassment to himself
and his party.

Byrd's attempts to gain out of state support for his
candidacy met with frustration in almost every instance.
Governor Max Gardner of North Carolina favored Byrd for the
Democratic nomination and attempted to get the North Carolina

96

delegates for him. Reed was not satisfied with Gardner's

effort and insisted that Byrd demand more activity on Gardner's
9

part. 7 Byrd suggested that Reed write on his behalf to Jos=-

ephus Daniels, Governor Gardner, and other political leaders

uRichmond Times Dispatch, May 1., 1932.

95
Byrd to Reed, May 1L, 1932, Reed Papers.

963yrd to Reed, March 2L, 1932, Ibid.

g7 . .
Reed to Byrd, March 25, 1932, Ibid.
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in North Carolina and ask that North Carolina either en-
dorse Byrd or send an uninstructed delegation favorable to
him to the national convention.98 Gardner wrote Byrd on
May 16, 1932 and explained the situation in North Carolina.
He reported that Josephus Daniels and other politicans were
urging a delogation instructed for Roosevelt and the best
Byrd could hope for was an uninstructed delegation.99 Reed
had a number of telegrams and special delivery letters sent
to North Carolina politicians before the state convention.
Yet the work by the Byrd people ended in failure, with North
Carolina voting for ROOSevelt.loo

The same pattern occurred in other states when Byrd
tried to gain delegate votes. In spite of the efforts by
Reed and Byrd to capture the delegates of West Virginia and
Arkansas, they went for Roosevelt and the support for Byrd

101
did not materialize. The Roosevelt forces were winning

an impressive amount of support in Southern states. The

9BByr-d to Reed, Mzy 10, 1932, Ibid.

993yrd to Reed, May 16, 1932, Ibid.

1OOReed to Byrd, June 15, 1932, Ibid.

lOlByrd to Reed, January 15, 1932, and April 2, 1932,

Ibid.
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lack of delegate support made Byrd'!'s prospects look poor,
but the chance of a deadlocked convention kept him in the
field.

The publicity campaign of the Virginia Byrd Committee
received a considerable boost when Collier's magazine agreed
to publish two articles for Byrd. The arrangements were com-
pleted by Byrd when he went to New York following his speech
in Philadelphia on May 18, 1932. It was agreed that Walter
Davenport, a Collier's reporter who did stories on most of
the Democratic candidates, would do a story on Byrd's politi-
cal achievements and that a signed article by Byrd would ap-
pear in Collier's a week before the Democratic convention.102

The Collier's article by Davenport, June l, 1932, empha-
sized Byrd's record as Governor of Virginia and'explained his
government reforms in detail. The reporter gave particular
attention to the fact that Governor Russell of Georgia and
Governor Gardiner of lMaine started similar programs in their
states patterned arter the Byrd rcforms in Virginia.103 The

second article, signed by Byrd, was on the newstands by June

22, 1932, a week before the convention. Byrd used the occa-

102Byrd to Reed, May 19, 1932, Ibid.

103 " e . 1" sy
Davenport, "States Righted," Collier's (June L, 1932),
11, L5, Lb6.
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sion to review his position as stated in previous speeches

and warned that the Democratic party must put aside parti-
10

san politics and work for the good of the country. b The

Roanoke Times praised the article as an honest analysis of

the situation facing the Democrats and not an overt bid for
the nomination. The Roanoke paper thought the tone of Byrd's
writing showed once again that he could provide national

10
leadershiyp. 5

A5 the national convention approached, the Virginia Byrd
Committee closed ité Richmond office and balanced the budget.
The expenses of the campaign totaled $9125.00, most of which
William T. Reed paid. The largest items in the budget were
for printing and mailing.106 Reed complained to Roy Flanna-
gan that he received more suggestions than money from his
friends.lo7 Earlier in the campaign, Byrd asked Reed to keep
expenses down since he would reimburse Reed for one half of

what he contributed, "as this has always been our custom in

such mattérs."lo8 Reed contributed $7,00.00 to the campaign

louHarry F. Byrd, "Now or Never," Collier's, XC, 1

1OSRoanoke Times, June 28, 1932.
106

See appendix C

107Recd to FPlarnagan, May 17, 1932, Ibid.

1083yrd to Reed, March 17, 1932, Ibid.
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making Byrd's share $3700.00, if the two followed their

usual agreement. The magnitude of this expense in the

time of a depression was illustratod by the cxample of the

national Democratic part;. The party boolks listed only

seventy-eight contributors from January 1 to Decembor 31,

1932 who contributed more than 31999.00, and it was a presi-
109

dential campaign year. Reed and Byrd, wealthy by most

standards, still must have beon relicved when the Richmond

Hotel refused to charge them for the room usced as head-

cuarters for six months by the Virginia Byrd Commlttec.llo

In a letter to one of Byrd's supporters, Roy Flannagan
summarizeod the activities of the Virginia Byrd Committec.
More than two hundred thousand items of campaipgn literature
were sent to more than thirty thousand Democratic leaders
across the country. This total included letters from J.
Sinclair Brown, Speaker of the Virginia Eouse, to cvery

Democratic assemblyman in the United States, lettors frcm

2]

Lieutenant-Governor James H. Price to every Democratic state

senator in the country, letters from tho Chairman of the

109 . .
Louise Overacher, "Caumzpaign Munds in a Depression

Year," Amorican Political Science Review, XXVII, 5 (October,
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General Assembly Joint Caucus to every Democratic County
6hairman outside Virginia, and letters from Governor John
Garland Pollard to fifteen thousand key men in the busi-

ness world. The letters mailed in the campaign, which ex-
cluded Virginia where Byrd was known, included various items
of campaign literature. The Virginia Byrd Committee office
maintained direct communications with the press services,
Domocratic National Committee, Washington news correspondents,
and all major magazine editors., The entire effort was ac-
complished by Flannagan and two salaried employees, without

1
soliciting financial support from the public. 11

Byrd undobtedly received much benefit from the pub-
licity generated by the Virginia Byrd Coﬁmittee. How much
his chances for the Democratic ncmination increased was a
matter of speculation. Many were perplexed at Byrd's re-
luctance to make a strong bid for the nomination.112 Most
political observers agreed that Smith's decision to accept
the nomination, if it came hils way, increased the chances

. 11
for a deadlocked convention. 3 Smith's victory in the

lllFlannagan to John Q. Rhodes, May 9, 1932, Ibid.

llZRoanoke Times, March 20, 1932.

113vsmith Puts the Fight Into the Democratic Campaign,"

Literary Digest, CX1l1 (February 20, 1932), 8.
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Massachusetts primary furthor incrcased the prospccts of
the convention turning to a compromise candidate.llu The
Byrd publicity campaign kept his name on the list of pos-
sible candidates and most discussions of who the Democrats
would nominate included his name.115 Byrd realized the
odds against him and Reed was afraid Byrd thought Roosevelt
had the nomination won.116

Before the Byrd campaign was carried to the national
convention, the Virginia State Democratic Convention met to
choose delegates to the national convention. Byrd's fortunes
were at opposite poles in the two conventions. At the state
convenvion he triumphed as expected, while the national con-
vention was a defeat. Byrd's friends and political allies,

however, never faltered in their belief that he was the best

candidate for president.

11k
Richmond Times Disvnatech, April 30, 1932.

115
Richmond Times Dicvatch, May 10, 1932.

1163¢ea to Byrd, April 8, 1932, Reed Papers.



CHAPTER IV

THE BYRD FORCES AT THE STATE DEMOCRATIC
AND NATIONAL CONVENTIONS

Before the Virginia State Democratic Convention con-
vened, the Democrats in the cities and counties held meet-
ings to select their representatives to the convention.

The delegates to the national convention were selected in
the state convention. The outcome of the state convention
was assured before it met. The local Democratic meetings
issued endorsements of Byrd for the presidential nomination

along with the list of delegates selected for the state con-

vention.l Byrd also received the endorsement of labor at
the Virginia Federation of Labor state convention in Alex-
andria.2 Henrico County, where Byrd's plan for the state

to take over maintenance and construction of highways met

1
For a partial listing of endorsements see the Richmond

Times Dispatch, May 6, 7, 17, 25, 29, 1932.

°Ibid., May 3, 1932.
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its most serious opposition in 1932, endorsed Byrd unami-

3
mously. Fredericksburg Democrats endorsed Byrd and passed
a resolution, sponsored by C. O'Conner Goolrick, that called

L

for a special state convention to repeal prohibition. The
resolution conflicted with Byrd's prohibition plan and the
debate over the issuc was carried to the state convention.

The only serious Virginia opposition to Byrd's candi-
dacy developed as the result of a fight in the General Assembly
over & Hustings Court Judgeship in Roanoke. Judge John M.
Hart of Roanoke was the subject of controversy for a number of
years before the matter was carried to the General Assembly.
The people of Roanoke frequently qugstioned Hart's decisions
and they considered his involvement in political fights in-
consistent with his position as a judge.5 The root of the
problem was Judge Hart's opposition to Byrd's political pro-
gram. The Byrd forces in the General Assembly of 1932 de-
cided to oppose Judge Hart's reappointmént to the bench.

The Byrd group wanted to replace Hart with J. Lindsay Almond,

Jr. who was Assistant Commonwealth Attorney in Roanoke.

3Ibid., May 1, 1932.

MIbid., April 23, 1932.

—————

Roanoke Times, January 23, 1932, and Richmond News
Loader, January 22, 1932.
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Hart lost the battle in the General Assembly and Almond,
who would one day be Governor of Virginia, became Hustings
Court Judge for Roanoke.6 After his rejection by the Gen-
eral Assembly, Hart started an intense campaign to embarass

Byrd at the state convention by depriving him of as many
delegates as possible.

When the ward meetings were held in Roanoke to select
delegates to the state convention, Judge Hart was partially:
successful in his campaign against Byrd. In three of the

five wards in Roanoke, resolutions instructing delegates to
support Byrd for president were defeated. In the two re-
‘maining wards, one passed a resolution commending Byrd but

left the delegation uninstructed, and the other instructed

its delegation to support Byrd. Former Governor E. Lee
Trinkle, Congressman Clifton A. Woodrum, and State Senator
Abram Staples, all of whom were Byrd's political allies,

were defeated as delegates to the state convention from
Roanoke,s Trinkle and Staples were later elected as delegates

from Roanoke County where the Hart faction had no influence.

Congressman Woodrum was elected as a delegate to the state

9

convention from Besdford County.

Richmond Times Digpatch, January 22, 1932.

TIvid., May 12, 1932.

8Ibid., April 19, 1932.

9
Ibid., May 26, 1932,
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Judge Hart managed to disrupt the Byrd forces in
Roanoke, but his influcnce ended there. Byrd received
an increasing number of local endorsements after the
Roanoke incident. Friends who previously thought it un-
necessary to speak out for Byrd came forward to join the

10
active campaign. The end result of the Roanoke squabble

was "another black eye" for the local Democratic party.ll
The rest of the Virginie Democrats were undaunted in their
support for Byrd, leaving Judge Hart's faction isolated.

A brief dispute flared in Richmond over the selection
of delegates to .the state convention. Barney Bowman, Chair-
man of the Richmond Democratic Committee, was accused of
trying to-hand pick a convention delegation by refusing
applications for delegate candidacy from seventy dissident
Democrats.lg The conflict was brought before the Avpeals
Committee of the Democratic party, which decided to place
Bowman's delegate candidates and the seventy dissidents on
the ballot in the April, 1932 Democratic primary and let the
13

people resolve the 1ssue. The two factions were equally

10
Byrd to Flannagan, June 1, 1932, Reed Papers.

1
Roanoke Times, April 20, 1932.

12Richmond Times Disvatch, February 9, 1932.

131bid., Pebruary 28, 1932.
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unhappy with the decision of the Appeals Committe so they
decided to meet and work out a compromise. A list of names
representing both factions was drawn up to avoid the neces-
sity of a primary. Richmond Democrats notified the Electoral
Board that they had settled their problem and'the delegates |
would not have to be selected by the people.lu

Byrd was constantly alert for any sign of opposition to
his candidacy. He learned that the Arlington County Demo-
cratic Club sent a telegram to Franklin D. Roosevelt endorsing
him for president. Since the club had no direct control over
delegates, the act was not very serious for Byrd's candidacy.
What concerned Byrd more than the telegram was the fact that
Wesly McDonald, one of Carter Glass' secretaries, sighed it.
Byrd feared this would be interpreted as an indication that
Garter.Glass was for Roosevelt.],b5 Wiliiam T. Reed wrote to
Glass and confessed surprise at what had happened.l Glass
explained the action of the Arlington County Democratic Club
as a spontaneous protest against Al Smith's Jefferson Day

attack on Roosevelt. He assured Reed that the telegram in-

1 .
uIbid., March 10, 1932.
15 .
Byrd to Reed, April 29, 1932, Reed Papers.

16
Reed to Glass, April 30, 1932.



volved no animosity toward Zyrd. Glacss also rostated his

sapport for Byrd cnd advised Reed vo simply ignore tho

he Virpinia Zemocratic State Central Commitice motb

3

932 andé decided to nold the state convention

'J

#ebruary 20,
o . 18 :

in Richmond on Jdunc 9, 1932, Th.¢ convention wac to havo
2760 cdelegatecs from the citices and counties., Governor John

L

Garland Pollard was to deliver the xeynote spcech and serve
as temporary chairman., Carter Glass would chalr the plat-
form ccmmittee. Party harmony was prcdicted and Byrd's 19
encorsemcent for president was exoected o be by acclamation.
Reed foresaw the convention as an "huncdred percent Byrd

Pala) 2 "20 ) o 3
alfair. Scnator Claude Swanscn, who was cool toward

Byrd's candicdacy, was out of the country attending the

Jeneva Disarmamont Conflercnce and would not be prosent at -

Shortly belore the state convention, Carver Gilass, seill

Reed to Breckinridrme, June 6, 1932, Rocd Papers.
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Richmond Times Dicsaszch, June 6, 1932.
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cisicn on pronibition to thc states. Tho prohibition
plank Glass wantod advocated continucd preclusion of tho
saloon, but allowed the stabes to remain dry or to end
prohibition on an individunl basis. The XZighteenth Amond-
N : 22
ment would have to be changed to permit the states to act.
Byrd would not agree to the proposal and wrotc Glass that
he wanted the Byrd prohibition plan in the state platform.
Byrd was convinced that the only fair way to resolve the
et e . 23
pronibicion issue was to let the peoplo vote on it.
Although the delegates to the state convontion were

overvwhelmingly in favor of 2

(o}

rd for president, many of them

&4

-

nad serious rescrvations adbout nis prohivition plan. The

2y bdefore tho conventlion mct the wet Zemocrats hold a

O

sTtrase plann sccsion av shnoe Jefferseoa lotel, C, Ot'Conncer
ST ag

Goolricik led the fiznt for a straizht repcal platform plank,
and James Barron of lHorfoll tricd to rally support for tne
Byrd plan. In a wild meeting where delegates stood on their

chnirs and saouseé for the floor, both sides used the same

22
Glass t©o 3yrd, May 23, 1922, Glass 2Papecrs.

3]

3yrd to Glass, June 2, 1932, Ibid.
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argunients to defend their position. At the ond of the
mecting no solution was at hand so the Goolrick faction
decided to go to the convention floor with a platform
plank that called for repcal of the Eipghteenth Amendment
by the speedlest possible moethod. The Byrd group would
not agree to this plank and presented Byrd's plan to the
convention for a final decis:’non.'br Many Democrats feared
that if Byrd went to the national convention with his pro-
hibition plan its complexity would hinder his chances for
25

the nomination.

The Virginia State Democratic Convention convened on
June 9, 1932. Governor Jonn Garland Pollard deliverecd the
keynote address, in which he favored the Byrd prohibition
plan. Pollard, though personally dry, was unwilling to see
pronibition continued against the wili of the people.20
The Goolrick faction put thelr repeal plank before the con-

vention and a voice vote was taken on the two prohibition

proposals. Most of those present believed the voice re-

Richmond Times Disvnatch, June 9, 1932,

rland Pollard, Xeynote Address, June 9, 1932,
s
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sponse was equal for both proposals, but the permanent con-
vention chairman, Speaker of the House J. Sinclair Brown,
ruled the Byrd plaﬁ the winner.2

The Virginia Democfatic Platform called for a balanced
federal budget and economy in government, a tariff for rev-
enue only, elimination of speculators from the banking field,
states rights, farm relief, humane treatment of labor, and
honesty in government. The platform, in a compromise on
wording, recommended the Byrd prohibition plan for "careful
consideration"” by the national convention.28 The Goolrick
wets were strong enough to force this compromise, and the
convention did not actually endorse the Byrd prohibition

plan.29 The Richmond Times Dispatch, in an editorial, de-

clared that most of the delegates favored the Goolrick plank
and it was a tribute to Harry Byrd's popularity that his
30 .

plank was approved without causing serious trouble.

Byrd's speech to the convention was basically the same

27Richmond Times Dispatch, June 10, 1932.

2
Minutes of the Virginia State Convention, June 9, 1932,
Minute Book of the Democratic State Central Committee, Martin
A, Hutchinson Papers, Alderman Library, University of Virginia,

La-43.

9Portsmou‘ch Star, June 10, 1932.

30

Richmond Times Dispatch, June 10, 1932.




7

in content as his earlier campaign speeches. The only
innovation was a call for a nafional land utilization
policy. This was é scheme to aid agriculture, exzmpt
timberland from taxatioﬁ until the timber was cut, pre-
vent erosion, and create parks and public reserves of land.
Following Byrd's speech, the resolution endorsing him for
president passed by acclamation, and the unit rule for the
delegation was adopted. The delegation to the national
convention was to vote for Byrd subject to the "judgment
of a majority of the delegation.“32

Had it not been for loyalty to Byrd, the state convention
would have adopted & straight repeal plank. The convention
marked the end of fifteen years of dry domination in Virginia
politics. The lone person who spoke in favor of prohibition
at the state convention was G. Walter Mapp, Byrd's opponent
in the 1925 gubernatorial race.33 Pleased with the results
of the state convention regardless of the close margin in
the vote on his prohibition plan, Byrd found only five or six

delegates to the national convention who were "not strictly

21
T Ibid.

32

Minutes of the Democratic State Convention, 38-39.

33New York Times, June 19, 1932.
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Byrd felt that 188 convention votes were inclined to Roose=-
velt. I all of these potential votes went to Roosevelt,
his total conveﬁtién votes would be 62, not enough to win
on the first ballot.3 The newspapers, aware that Roose-
velt was gaining strength, were not willing to concede the
nunber of votes to Roosevelt that Byrd calculated. 0 Roose~
velt's strength was thought to be 68 votes at the end of

May, 1932, according to the Richmond Times Dispatch.

When Roosevelt lost primaries to Smith in Massachusetts and
Garner in California, a first victory ballot for nim became
impossible without some states shifting to the Roosevelt
camp before the convention.ue

Concerned that the Byrd campaign lacked sufficient
organization to do an effective job at the national con-
vention, Roy Flannaéan asked Byrd to assign team captains

to arrange communications with key people in the convention.

Flannagan saw the need to reach every delegation in the

39
Ibid.

0
b Richmond Times Disvatch, March 30, 1932.

1
b Ibid., May 22, 1932. Compare Byrd's estimate with the

totals in appendix E.

2
Farley, Behind the Ballots, 100.
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convention as well as the special interest groups such as
baniters, publishers and cxportcrs.u) Henry Breckinridge
also encouraged Byrd to run an organized and cfficicnt
camipaign at the convention in Chicago.ML Flannagan set up
an individual committment file for the convention, saw to
the shipment ol all remaining Byrd cempaign literature to
Chicago, and arranged to keep ¢rack - . of all "deleogations,
!

caucuses, confercnces, and drinking bouts."4 The convention
headguarters of the Virginia delegation was at the Stevens
Hotel, while Byrd stayed at the Congress Hotel.ué Admiral
Richard Z. Byrd joincd his brothoer, Harry, at the convention
and, along with Henry Breckinridse and General William "Billy"
Mitchell, worked for his brother's nomination.k7

The aquestion of financial support caused Flannagan as
much anxiety as convention campaign tactics. In fact, vlan-

nagan saw financial support as an integral part of convention

trategy. He advised Byrd to ask nhis wealthy friends to

3

4

Flannagan to Byrd, May 6, 1932, Reed Papers.
bgora to Reed, June 1, 1932, Ibid.

,-I
*DFlannagan to Reed, May 16, 1932, July 14, 1932, Ibid.

'
ko) N PR . - o
Rgced to 3Bredikinridge, Xay 20, 1932, Ibid.
47
+ Richmond Times Disunatch, Junc 27, 1932, and lew York
Times, June 23, 1932,
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pledge their financial support for Byrd's presidential
campaign. The pledges could then be used to influence
the political bosseé who controlled 250 votes in the con-
vention and were always impressed by a candidate's finan-
cial suppo:r't.u-8 There is no evidence that Byrd followed
Flannagan's advice. Such an overt move would have been
inconsistent with the nature of Byrd's campaign. An appeal
to the bosses would have placed Byrd in their political debt,
and he avoided debts in the political area as fervently as
he avoided financial debt,

The Democratic National Convention opened in Chicago on
June 27, 1932. A number ofimportant contests developed early
in the convention that gave indications of Roosevelt's strong
position. The seating of Huey Long's Loulsiana delegation was
opposed by the anti-Roosevelt forces.ug Louisiana's delega~-.
tion to.the 1928 Democratic convention was seated only after
Louisiana agreed to call a state convention to select its
next national convention delegation. Long, in defiance of

of the agreement, came to the 1932 convention with a hand

18
" Flannagan to Reed, lay 12, 1932, Reed Papers.

L9 :
Farley, Berind the Ballots, 126.
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picked delegation approved by the State Central Committe of

. s 50
Louisiana. Long's action angered many Democrats, but the
Roosevelt forces needed Loulsiana's votes and they pitched
in to see that Long's delegation was seated. Byrd and the
Virginia delegation opposed seating Long's delegation.
Seating the pro-Roosevelt delegation from Minnesota was also
opposed by Virginia. ' The Roosevelt forces won both con-
tests and the delegations of Louisiana and Minnesota favorable
to Roosevelt were seated.

The fight causing the most bittermess in the national
convention was the contest over the permanent chairmanship.
The Roosevelt forces agreed at the Arrangements Committoe
meeting held in Chicago in April, 1932 to "commend" Jouett
Shouse to the convention as permanent chairmon. Byrd arranged
the compromisc between the Smiith and Roosevelt forces at the
Arrangements Committee meeting, but the agrcement did not
last. The Roosevelt forces soon decided to have Senator
Thomas J. Walsh of MXontana &s permanent chairman.52 Byrd

who thought the Roosevelt forces went back on their word

50

Democratic Nationsal Convention, Proceedings, 1932
(Chicago, 1932), 53.

Richmond Times Disvatch, June 30, 1932.

52

See Chapter II.
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wnen they turned to Walsh, supported Shouse for pcrmanent

53

chairmuen. The Virginia delcgacion voted against Walsh

for permanent chairman and was once again outvoted by the

Sl .

Roosevelt forces. The Roosevelt strength was adequate

o]

v‘ '.

but not overwhelming. The votc for Walsh was 625, and Shouse
collected 528 VOECS.SD These early convention contests were
won by Roosevelt, and Virginia voted with the logsing side
cach time.

The battle over abolition of the two-thirds rule threat-
cned to split the Democratic party along North-South lines.
Roosevelt wanted to do away with the rule but was very cau-
tious in his efforts to arrange it.56 Before the Rules Conm-

mittee meeting at the national convention, Roosevelt forces

O

held a strategy mecting to consider an approach to the two-
thirds rule problenm. Elimination of the rule in favor of
majority nomination would maxe Rwooscveli's neminztion on

the first ballot almost cericin, AU the Rooscvelt strategy

reegting, Jamcs Fariey lost control of the situation and




8l

Huey Long forced through & resolution that pledged the
Roosevelt forces to fight against the two-thirds role.

-

Roosevelt was unnappj with the abruptness of Long's action
but decided to let things go their own way for a while.57

The resolution to abandon the two-thirds rule in favor
of majority nomination passed the Rules Cormmittec and was
sent to the convention floor.58 The Roosevelt forces soon
discovered their power was limited. Southern dclegates were
opposed to majority nomination because they would lose theilr
power to bloc the nomination of a candidate they thought un-
desirable., Al Smith accused Roosevelt of trying to change
the rules after the game had started. A looming floor fight
and the chance of alienating a large bloc of 'delegates caused
Roosevelt to issue a statemient to the erffect that it would
not ve fair to change the rules after the delegates were se-

~

lected to the convention.pg ATter Roosevelt!s statement
reached Chi Committee reversed its decision
to chanze the two~tnirds rule, and thercby averted a varty-

splitting fight. PFollowing an expedient line of reasoning,

211014, 116-117.

Richmond Times Disvatch, June 28, 1932.

G

9 . - -
Parley, Bechind the Ballots, 118-119.
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Y

the Richmond Times Dispatch supported the abolition of the

two-thirds rule out of'the fear thav Al Smith would wreck

the convention. The rise of factionalism in the party would
also be ecliminated according to this paper.o The Byrd group
looking at the two-thirds rule from a practical viewpoint,

feared majority nomination would end the role of the South
61
in Democratic party politics,

The Democrats were in a position to take a strong ctand
on prohibition. The Republican convention had adopted a plat-
form plank that called for an amendment to the Zighteenth
Amendment that would allow the states to individually decide
on pron’bition.62 The wet forces at the Democratic convention
carried their fight to the floor of tho convention which pas-
sed a straignt repeal plank that excited the entire nation.
The strength of the wet forces showed in the 934 3/l to
213 3/L vote in favor of the repeal plank.63 The Virginia

delegation voted to suspend the unit rule before voting .

on the pronibition plank. ZEleven Virginia delegatves voted

60
Richmond Times Dispatch, June 2L, June 29, 1932.

Reed to Swanson, June 2., 1932, Reed Papers.

Ricrmond Times Disnaten, June 16, 1932.

3Farley, Behind the Ballots, 128.
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for the repcal plank and thirteen were against it. Other
than the straight repeal planl, the Democratic platform con-
formed to Byrd's views as he expressed tham in his speeches.65
Byrd, if nominated, would find no incumbrances: to his candi-
dacy in the Democratic platform.

Before the convention met, two dark horse candidates
withdrew their names from the list of possible nominees,
Owen D. Young, General Zlectric Executive and author of the
Young Reparations Plan, withdrew nis name in May of 1932,

-

As the delegates gathered in Chicago, Senator J. Hemilton

}.J'

[ml

ewis, favorite son of Illinois, released the Illinois dele-
ation and withdrew from the nomination race. 7 The Roose-~
velt forces hoped to get the Illinols delegates and clinch
the nomination. However, the Illinois bosses turned to
another favorite son, Melvin Traylor, a Chicago banker, and
68

prevented Roosevelt from gaining the Illinois delegates.

Wnen the valloting for the presidential nomination opened a

6l
‘-t- - - » - -

Richrond Times Dispatch, June 30, 1932.
VA el
65 .

Ibid.,
66 LR, SN L NS o~ N

Richmond Yews Leader, May 17, 1932.

3 [

/.
O

Richmond Times Disvatch, June 27, 1932.

68

Farley, Behind the EBzllots, 121.

3
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convention deadlock was still a possibility.

Carter Glass placed Byrd in nomination before the con-
vention on Thursday, June 30, 1932. Glass' nomination
speech outlined in detail the nation's problems in similar
language to Byrd's own speeches, indicating the uniformity
of their views. Glass praised Byrd and represented him as
highly qualified for thie:Democratic nomination. Glass told
the convention Byrd would provide honest, pay-as=-you-go
government that would solve the nation's pr-oblems.69 After
Glass' nomination speech, Byrd got a twenty minute floor

demonstration led by the Richmond Blues Band., Following the

Glass was bothered by noise on the convention floor and
thought the radio audience heard more of his speech than

the delegates did.71 Other convention nominations for presi-
dent included Franklin D. Roosevelt, Al Smith, Melvin Traylor,

former Senator James Reed of Missouri, Governor George White

of Ohio, and Governor Albert Ritchie of Maryland.

Democratic National Convention, Proccedings, 228-229,

0
Richmond Times Dispatch, July 1, 1932.

71
Glass to Byrd, July 25, 1932, Reed Papers.

72

‘Richmond Times Disvatch, July 1, 1932.
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The convention balloting for the presidential nomi-
nation started on Thursday after the nominating speeches
and went through three ballots before adjourning at 9:15
Friday morning.73‘ Roosevelt received 666% votes on the
first ballot, and his total rose to 682.79 on the third
ballo’t:.ﬂL Harry Byrd received Virginia's twenty four votes
and one vote from Indiana on the first ballot. On the second
ballot Byrd got Virginia's twenty-four votes, and on the
third ballot he gained .96 Qf & vote from North Carolina.7
West Virginia, Arkansas, Tennessee, Kentucky, and North
Carolina, where Byrd had sought delegate support, all went
for Roosevelt.76 After the third ballot, the convention
adjourned until Friday evening, July 1, 1932.

The Roosevelt forces, under the leadership of James
Fariey and Louis M. Howe, were looking for a formula that
would give Roosevelt the necessary votes to win the nomi-

nation. They made overtures to the Garner forces, offering

73Farley, Behind the Ballots, 1L3.
Tit

See appendix E.

75

Ibid., and Democratic National Cocnvention, Proceedings,

288.

6
7 Ibid.
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Speaker of the House John N. Garner sccond place on the
Roosevelt ticket if California and Texas would switch to
Rooscvolt.77 Byrd was also offered the vice-prcsidential
nomination by the Roosevelt forces under Louis Howe, if
he would release the Virginia delegation.78 The offer to
Byrd was made through his brother, Admiral Richard E. Byrd,
and was rofused.79 Garner finally decided to release his
delegates. The move assured Garner second spot on the
Democratic ticket. California was the first state to switch
to Roosevelt, virtually clinching the nomination for him.80
William Gibbs McAdoo, Garner's campaign menager in
California, asked for the floor when the convention reconvened
“riday evening. While he was on his way to the gpeaker's-
podium, a wild Roosevelt demonstration broke out on the floor

of the convention as most of the delegates knew California

81 .
was going for Roosevelt. Some accounts of this moment say

.
'7Farley, Behind the Ballots, 138-147.

8
7 Tbid., 136.

79James A. PFarley, Jim Farley's Story (New York, 1948), 19.

8OFarley, Behiné the Ballots, 1L7-151.

1
Ricimond Times Disvatch, July 2, 1932.




S0

B8yrcé released his delegates and others say Scnator Claude

Swanson stood up without consulting anyonc and switched

Virginia to the Rooscvelt column.

82

A detailed story by

tho Richmond Timcs Dispatch correspondent said that M. B.

Booker and T. McCall Frazier held the Virginia standard

until Byrd could reach them and relcease his delogates.

Virginia delegates then joined in the Roosevelt demonstration

before McAdoo reached the speaker's podium to make his an-

2

8
nouncerment. ~ The California switch

to Roosevelt started a

roll call that ended in Roosevelt'!s nomination with 945 vote

Y

Tven though Zyrd lost the nom

ation, he was contented

with the way the Virginia delegation farcd in Chicago. Byrd

was pileascd with the work that was done on his behalf as

sccond choice of many delegations.

He considered the nomi-

nation of Rooscvelt the result of considerable anti-Smith

feeling. As Byrd saw it, the only alternative Virginia had

was to switch to Roosevelt on an earlier ballot. Byrd re-

(2
-

fused to meke any deals and {elt that he came out of the con-

. . < c e . . 8
vention with his principles and self respect unblemished. 5

Dyrd to Reed, July 21, 1932, Rced Papers.

8l
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Byrd did receive some criticism from various sources in
Virginia for siding with the Smith-Raskob group on the
major questions other than prohibition before the conven-
tion.86 The consensus of opinion was that the rumors of
a Byrd-Smith-Raskob combination were groundless and would
have no effect on Byrd's standing in Virginia poli’cics.B7
Byrd ran a clean campaipgn without siding with any party

faction. As a result, his prestige in the Democratic party

was undiminished.

SéByrd to Reed, July 7, 1932, Ibid.

8
7Reed to Byrd, July 8, 1932, Ibid.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS

It is customary when writing about politicians to

%]

l1abel vhem as consorvatives, liberals, progressives, or
wnatever nomenclature that secems to fit the cubject. This
writer has tried to avoid fixing a label to Byrd, not be-
cause no labels fit butv more because all lsbels seem appro-
priate. At one time or another, Zyrd could be called 1lib-
eral, reactionary, socialistic, or what is morc commonly
applied to nim, conservative. The usual c¢scape from such

a dilemma is to call one's cubject a pragmatic politician
who considers eacnh issuc on its own merits and has no [ixed

philosophical bias. Tris warld bde a great comfort to the
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vrasaztic and e considerac Zcosuecs on thelr own merits, bus

’
[ 4
’ Te
(&)
£
81
[
Q
[
1]
(¢}
(o]
3
[
»
>
¢
[&]
[
¢
fel}
[&]
I
o
«Q
(¢}
oy
C
[&]
L)

[¢]
)J .
(e
'_J
o
%]
o]
ry
[ )
[
by
ry
Q
3
t
[}
9]
X
[y
*3
o
o
cr
[e]
§
Y
',J
o]
o
nl
Q
tr
[&]
o
o}
ct
ot
0
(=
(44
Q
ct
o
@



93

preservation of popular government in this country." if
onc accepts this statement the nced for labels is ended. The
adherencé to the ideas Jefferson held on government accounts
for Byrd's insistence on a small, economical government that
would interfecrec as littlec as possible with the lives of people.
It also explains his firm conviction that the rolc of the
pcople in government must never be diminished lest special
interest groups talkke over and use the machinery of govern-
ment for their own ends. Byrd'!'s campaign statements conform
generally to these principles.

Byrd came througn the 1932 pre-convention campaign with-
out sacrificing any of his principles. The campaign and his
role in the party increased his political prestige, and he

-

was the recognized leader of Virginila politics., Roosevelt,

Y

H

Byrd, Jefferson Day Address, April 13, 1932, Reed Papers.

2Roosevelt to Byrd, July 21, 1932, F.D.R., His Personal
Letters, IV, 287.

1111, Marvin Schlegml, and Sadie Engelberg,
n {ifew York, 1957), L28
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in Virginia in 1928 was due in part to Byrd's control of

the politics of the state. He showod the state that the
Cannon forces were not the undisputed arbiters of state
politics, and that good government and sensible reform were
essential to the state's well being. The wisdom of Byrd's
policies at the state level brought Virginia once again into
the Democratic column in 1932. The fact was that due to the
political genius of the man and the value of his programs,
the people of Virginia trusted Byrd's leadecrship. The
leverage of this trust was a powerful political force that

confounded the best plans and efforts of Byrd's political

enemies, giving him an enduring position of leadership.

Roanoke Times, Nay 1, 1932.
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APPENDIX A

1

RESULTS OF RASKOB'S LIQUOR POLL MAILED INOVEMBER 25, 1931

PER CENT OF THOSE REPLYING TO THL POLL IN FAVOR O® VARIOUS PROPOSALS

Number of
1928 con-
tributions

per 100,000

Per cent Per cent
favoring favoring
short Demo- subnission
cratic Plat- of Eigh--

Percent

in favor
of people
voting on

Democratic form in 1932 teenth Amend-~ all future
Votes menst to the Amendments
State veonle
Virginia oLl 9% 93% %
Maryland 283 95 95 97
North Carolina 89 87 88 90 B
Per cent Per cent Per cent Per cent who Per cent in
in favor in favor preferr- thought the favor of sub-
of sub- of sub- ing home Democratic mitting either
mitting a mitting rule to platform a home rule or
home rule a repeal repeal could success=-repeal amend-
amendment amend- fully ignore ment to the
to the ment to pronibition people
State veonle the people )
Virginia 8%% 67% 57% 30% 9%
Maryland ' 86 86 51 11 97
North Carolina 82 70 53 31 86

Report on the results of Raskob's Liquor Poll, January 15, 1932,
John Garland Pollard, Executive Papers, Virginia State Library.
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APPENDIX B
Literary Digest Polls on Prohibition
1
I First Report of Literary Digest Poll

Responses favoring retention Responses favoring

State of 18th Amendment reneal
Georgla 1,66l 3,588
Illinois 193 2,951
Indizna 1,909 3,510
HMaryland’ 2,208 10,5616
New York 32,338 22,877
Horth Carolina 1,999 7,142
Ohio 6,005 15,0560
Virginia 1,669 L, u77

lLiterary Digest, CXII (February 20, 1932), 5.
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APPENDIX B Continued

2
IT Literary Digest Special Poll on Prohibition

Bankeérs Clergy
For 10th Against 18th For 18th Against 18th
Amendment Amendment Amendment Ariendment
Virginia 768 1,066 707 158
ationwide 26,608 51,252 23,924 19,68l
Lawyers Doctors
For 18th Against lUth For 18th Against 18t
Amendment Amenadment Amendment Amendnent
Virginia U5 . 888 289 789
Yationwide 12,736 39,825 1,770 15,159
III Final Literary Digest Poll3
For 18th Amendment Against 18th Amendment
Vipginia 27,721 47,617
Wationwide 1,236,660 3,431,877

2Literary Digest, CXIII (April 23, 1932}, 9.

3literary Digest, CXITI (4pril 30, 1932), 7.




Financial Statement of Virginia

Expenditures

Mailing and Postage

APPENDIX C

<+

Office expenses

Salaries
Printing
Clippings

Photographs

Amount to balance

Total

Credits

¥

1
Byrd Committee

3,072.38
871.8l
958.60

3,654..30
380.00
187.0L1

L

Jenuary 26, 1932, Check from Wllllim T. Reed 5 700.00
February l?, 1932 "

Marcn 5, 1932,
March 2L, 1932,
March 2lL, 1932,
April 16, 1932,
Abril 30, 1932,
May 11, 1932,
May 19, 1932,
May 21, 1932,
June. 11, 1932
Total

n 1" 1" " n

" " Frederic: Scott
" " Louis Epps

" i William T. Reed
" n James Barron

" " Villiem T. Reed
1" 1! 1 1 "

" " R. C. Watts

" " William T. Reed

1,000.00
800.00
1,225.00
100.00
1,000.00
250.00
1,000.,00
1,000.00
150.00
2,150.00

+H
p

1
“Financisl

Statement of Virginia Byrd Commi

June 19, 1932, Reed Papers.

9,125.00

ttee,

98
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APPENDIX D

Byrd Tstimate of Democratic National Conyention
Delegate Distribution March 17, 1932~

States certainly against Rooscvelt
State Vote

Massachusctts 35

Rhode Island 10

Connecticut 15

Maryland 16

Illinois 58

Louisiana 20 (Dspended on the whim of Huey Long)

New Jersey 32

Ohio 52

Virginia ol

Oklahona 22

Texas L5

I States certainly for Roosevelt

State Vote State Vote
Arizona 5 Necw Mexico 6
Arkansas 18 New York 9l
Colorado 12 Worth Dalzota 10
rlorida Lo Oregon 10
Georgia 28 Indiana 30
Idaho 8 South Dakota 10
¥“innesota 2L Tennessce 2l
Mississippi 20 Vermont 8
¥ontana 8 Washington 16
Nebraska 16 West Virginia 16
Nevada 6 VWiyoming b
New Eampshire 8 Territorial

Possessions 138

1 . . - .
Byrd to Reed, Marcn 17, 1932, Reed Papers.
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IIT

Votes in Doubt

A

PPENDIX D

inclined to Roosevelt
primary result in doubt
uncertain - State Chairman for F.D.R.

Byrd has chance but thinks F.D.R. will win

trend toward Roosevelt

favorite scn Senator Reed is i1l - may go to F.D.R.
strong sentiment for Roosevelt

primary later -~ F.D.R. will get some votes

inclined to Roosevelt

may be against Roosevelt
inclined toward Rooscvelt

State Vote

Alabama 2l
California lly

Delaware 6

Iowa 26 unknown
Kentucky 26

Maine 12 unknowm
Michigan 38

Missouri 36

North Carolina 26
Pennsylvania 76

South Carolina 18

Utah 8 unknown
Wisconsin 26

Kansas 20

386 Total
1

"Byrd to Reed, MMarch 17, 1932, Reed Papers.



101

APPENDIX E

Convention Ballotingl (770 needed for nomination)

First ballot

Votes Roosevelt
1154 666%
Reed
2l
Second ballot
Votes Roosgsevelt
115 677 3/4
Reed
18

Third ballot

Votes Roosevelt
1154 682.79
Reed
27

Smith Garner
201 3/4 904
White Murray
52 23
Smith Garner
194% - 90%
White Baker
50% 8
Smith Garner
190% 101%
White Baker
52% 8%

Byrd Traylor
25 423
Baker
8%
Byrd Traylor
2l 40
Rogers
22
Byrd Traylor
2. 96 110%

Ritchie
21

Ritechie
23%

Ritchie
23%

1Democratic National Convention, Proceedings, 1932 (Chicago, 1932)

288, 302, 316, 325.
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Fourth ballot

Votes
115)

Roosevelt

U5

APPENDIX E (Continued)

Smith Ritchie
190% 3

White
3

Baker

5%

Cox
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