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1966 POLITICS IN VIRGINIA: The Elections for U.S. Representatives
By RALPH EISENBERG

The increasingly fluid character of Vir
ginia politics in the mid-1960's was evi
dent in the 1966 Congressional elections.
But the changes in Virginia's voting
habits appeared not only in the State-wide
balloting in both the Democratic Party
primary and the general election for V.S.
Senate seats, but also in the elections for
V nited States Representatives.1 The Con
gressional district contests in the primary
and the general elections produced sur
prising results. The primary election re
vealed the growth of the moderate vote
within the Democratic Party while the
general election exposed the gains that
the Republican Party had made in the
State. The 1966 elections witnessed the
defeat of two Democratic incumbent Con
gressmen, one in the primary and the
other in the general election, and their
replacement by Republicans. Virginia's
delegation in the V.S. House of Repre
sentatives now consists of six Democrats
and four Republicans.

The 1966 elections in Virginia for Con
gressional seats were significant because
they were the first following the redraw
ing of Congressional district boundary
lines in accordance with a decision of
the Virginia Supreme Court of Appeals.2
Although the 1960 Census did not change
the number of seats in the House of Rep
resentatives allocated to Virginia, it re
vealed considerable disparities between
the population sizes of the State's Con
gressional districts. However, no recom
mendation to alter Congressional district
boundaries was made by the Commission
on Redistricting in its 1961 report to the
Governor and General Assembly. Accord-
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1. See Ralph Eisenberg, II 1966 Politics in Vir
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2. Wilkens v. Davis, 205 Va. 803 (1965).

ingly, Congressional redistricting was not
enacted until after the Virginia Supreme
Court in 1965 found that the then exist
ing districts violated both the State and
the Federal constitutions. The 1965 Con
gressional redistricting affected all the
State's districts in some way, but the most
profound changes were in the Eighth and
Tenth Congressional districts. The vast
geographic size of the Eighth District was
reduced and portions of urban Fairfax
County were added to it. The shift of
over 100,000 Fairfax County residents
from one district to another marked the
first time that it had been necessary to
divide a Virginia county into 2 Congres
sional districts. Although the redistrict
ing put proportionately fewer conserva
tive voters into each of these districts,
no serious impact upon the politics of
other districts was expected.

PRIMARY ELECTIONS

There were contests for the Democratic
Party's nomination for V.S. Representa
tive in only three districts: the Fourth,
Eighth, and Tenth. Democratic Congress
men represented the first two districts
while Republican Congressman Joel T.
Broyhill represented the Tenth. Only the
primary contest in the Eighth District
was spirited and closely contested. In
the others, Congressman Watkins M. Ab
bitt easily defeated Lewis A. Curling in
the Fourth District and Clive L. DuVal,
II, an incumbent Democratic member of
the House of Delegates from Fairfax
County who won the nomination in the
Tenth District over Thomas H. Woods.
Their respective vote totals are contained
in Table 1. Both victors won majorities
in all of the localities of their districts.

The primary contest in the Eighth Dis
trict was of major importance because
veteran Congressman Howard W. Smith
was defeated by a narrow margin.

Smith's defeat not only had a profound
impact in Virginia, which he represented
in Congress for 36 years, but also had
national reverberations resulting from
his long service as Chairman of the Rules
Committee of the House of Representa
tives.Congressman Smith lost the primary
by 645 votes to George C. Rawlings, Jr.,
an incumbent Delegate from Fredericks
burg and widely conceded to be among
the ·most liberal, members of the General
Assembly. The large turnout of over
53,000 voters in the primary was spurred
by .Rawlings' extended organization ef
forts throughout the district.

Rawlings carried 6 counties as well as
the Fairfax County portion of the district
and his home City of Fredericksburg~

while Smith won majorities in the 13
other counties of the district. Not unex
pectedly, the key to Rawlings' victory lay
in the urban votes cast in Fairfax County,
Fredericksburg, Spotsylvania, and Stafford
counties where he won majorities. In ad
dition, Rawlings succeeded in keeping the
Smith majorities small in the urbanizing
counties of Prince William and Loudoun.

TABLE 1

Results of Contested Democratic Party
Primary Elections in Virginia
Congressional Districts, 1966

Candidates Number Percent
of Votes of Votes

Fourth Congressional District
Lewis A. Curling 18,568 31.6
Watkins M. Abbitt· 40,172 68.4

----
Totals 58,740 100.0

Eighth Congressional District
Howard W. Smith· 26,470 49.4
George C. Rawlings, Jr. 27,115 50.6

----
Totals 53,585 100.0

Tenth Congressional District
Thomas H. Woods 1l,455 26.0
Clive L. DuVal, II 32,639 74.0

----
Totals 44,094 100.0

·Incumbent
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The success of t'he RepUblicans in the
contests they entered indicates that their
State-wide vote in House races ,vould
have been considerably greater if they
had fielded more candidates.
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districts in which there was no challenge
to the Democratic incumbents were the
First, Second, and Third. All three are
urban districts embracing respectively the
cities of Newport News and Hampton,
Norfolk and Portsmouth, and Richmond.
The Republicans ran no candidates in
these districts, all of which produced
Democratic majorities in the Senatorial
voting.

The voting across the State in the elec
tions for House seats amounted to
682,737 or 93.0 percent of the total votes
cast for U.S. Senator. Democratic House
candidates polled over 57 percent of the
total while Republicans polled 39.3 per
cent. It is interesting to note how close
these totals are to the proportions cast
for the major party candidates in the
Senate races. Spong was elected with 58.6
percent of the popular vote while Repub
lican Traylor polled 37.4 percent of the
vote against the Democratic incumbent
Byrd. This result appears coincidental in
view of the lack of competition in three
districts and varying patterns of split
ticket voting in other districts. The coin
cidence, however, does suggest that Re
publican strength in Virginia has firm
roots which regularly can produce almost
40 percent of the State vote total.

l\fore meaningful data from the 1966
House elections are those for the six dis
tricts in which Democratic and RepUb
lican candidates confronted each other.
In those districts, 478,115 votes were cast,
or 70 percent of the total State vote for
House seats. But the RepUblicans won
56.1 percent of the total votes in the 6
districts as they elected 4 Congressmen.

INDIVIDUAL ELECTIONS

Of the seven contested elections for
Congressional seats, only one was resolved
by a relatively small margin. Most of the
contests were not to be as close as antici
pated. In the Fourth District, incumbent
Democratic Watkins M. Abbitt was chal
lenged by Edward J. Silverman who was
the candidate of the Conservative Party.
Although t'he Fourth District was part of
the core area of support for the Conserva
tive Party, Silverman posed no real threat
to Congressman it itt's reelection. -Sil
verman polled less than 22 percent of the
vote while Abbitt received over 66 per
cent. Slightly under 12 percent of the
votes cast were write-in votes, largely in
behalf of S. W. Tucker, a Negro NAACP
official from Emporia. The write-in votes
for Tucker are a barometer of Negro
voting in the District, although "paste-on
write-ins" were disallowed by election of
ficials which diluted the total impact of
his vote. Abbitt's easy victory was attri
butable to the confluence of his conser
vative political posture and the conserva
tism of that constituency, which embraces
most of Southside Virginia. He carried
every locality in the district, with rnajori
ties in all but two counties.

The Fifth District contest between in
cumbent Democratic Congressman Wil
liam lV1. Tuck and RepUblican Robert L.
Gilliam was closer than anticipated. Tuck
won over 56 percent of the total vote for

TABLE 2 a plurality of 7,109 votes. Gilliam, in his
Votes Cast for Political Party Candidates second campaign for this House seat, won

in Virginia Congressional Districts, majorities in the normally RepUblican
~- -Gerreral lec· n, 1966 --_--Lounties 0 t:ayson a arroll but he

also carried Henry County and the City
of Martinsville where Republican success
in the past had been limited. The Repub
lican candidacy was more successful than
in the past, and it was impressive because
of Tuck's traditionally conservative poli
tics in a conservative district. The district
appears to offer some RepUblican pros
pects for future success.

The Sixth District produced a smash
ing victory for incumbent Republican
Congressman Richard H. Poff over his
Democratic challenger, Murray A. Stoller.
Poff's 80 percent of the vote reflected both
his own strength in the district and the
weak candidacy of his Democratic oppo
nent. Stoller earlier had been defeated in
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GENERAL ELECTIONS

Seven of the State's 10 Congressional
seats were contested in the 1966 general
elections. Six of the seven contests in
volved major party candidates only; the
other contest involved challenges to the
Democratic incumbent by a Conservative
Party candidate and by a write-in cam
paign on behalf of a Negro attorney
active in the State NAACP. The three

Rawlings' performance in rural areas was
surprising. His success was anticipated in
Charles City County with its large Negro
popUlation but his victories in New Kent,
I ing and Queen, and Caroline counties
were not. Even where Smith won majori
ties, Rawlings reduced the sizable Smith
majorities of the past. RaWlings' rural
success can be attributed to his vigorous
campaigning in these areas and to organ
ized efforts to turn out a large vote and
to bring new voters to the polls, which
in turn produced Negro support of his
candidacy in heavy numbers and propor
tions. In addition, RaWlings' hard cam-

aign subjected Smith to more personal
and substantive attack than was charac
teristic of Virginia political campaigns.
Smith's age also was a factor of consider
able importance in the campaign. Despite
the close margin, redistricting must be
credited with the ultimate responsibility
for Smith's defeat. The addition of over
100,000 Fairfax residents to his district,
while excising rural elements of his polit-

- icai ba , made hi uine bi . he
face of aggressive and well organized op
position. Smith's constituency had become
one less dedicated to his candidacy, more
difficult to mobilize in his support, and
more sensitive to the issue of age, where
he was most vulnerable.



a reelection bid for the Roanoke City
Council and his nomination suggested
no serious challenge to Poff. However, the
dimensions of Poff's triumph exceeded
expectations and he carried all of the
localities of the district. Poff has now
defeated a series of Democratic challenges
since his initial election in 1952 and he
appears to be as secure in his seat as he
was before redistricting.

The reelection of Congressman John
o. Marsh, Jr. also was not unexpected
but 'his victory was impressive. l\1arsh's
plurality exceeded 13,000 votes as he won
over 59 percent of the vote. The district
had been substantially altered by the
redistricting to add counties east of the
Bl e Ridge Mou tains, which tend to
vote more Democratic than the core of
the district in the Shenandoah Valley.
Cities and counties in the Valley gener
ally constitute a portion of the base of
Republican votes in the State which have
produced local majorities for Presidential,
Senatorial, and legislative candidates. But
Edward Q. McCue, III, the Republican
candidate who lacked previous political
exposure, carried only 3 counties in the
district, one by only 16 votes and another
by 30. McCue lost even his home county
by almost 400 votes. By contrast, QuId in
his contest with Senator Spong for the
U.S. Senate won at least pluralities in
seven counties and a city of the Seventh
District. McCue's candidacy failed to cap
italize upon the Republican strength in
the Valley although QuId's performance
demonstrated that the basic Republican
strength was still there.

In the Eighth District, the Republicans
won another Congressional seat. Demo
crat George C. Rawlings, Jr. who ousted
Congressman Smith in the primary, was
defeated handily by Republican William
L. Scott. Scott's majority reached 57 per
cent of the vote and almost 13,000 votes
more than Rawlings won. Scott polled
majorities in 17 counties while Rawlings
won only 2 counties and the 1 city in the
district. This outcome contrasted sharply
with the Democratic victories in the
district in the two Senate races. Rawlings'
primary win and the failure of Congress
man Smith to endorse him in the general
election alienated the traditionally con
servative local Democratic organizations.
Rawlings' defeat can be attributed princi
pally to the Democratic defection in large
numbers to support Republican Scott. Be
cause Rawlings won only 10,814 more
votes in the general election than he had
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in the primary election, it is evident that
much of the Smith votes in the primary
were cast for Scott in the general election.
But Rawlings also ran poorly in Fairfax
County where he lost by over 2,000 votes.
Although the redistricting added more
urban voters to the district, the areas of
}"airfax County in the Eighth District are
the least urban of the County which had
strongly supported Republican Congress
man Broyhill of the Tenth District before
redistricting. This base of RepUblican
votes combined with the Democratic de
fection to defeat Rawlings in Fairfax.

The Democratic majorities in the Sen
ate races emphasize the influence of local
issues in the House seat contest. The
resentment generated among conervative
Democrats by Smith's defeat severely split
the potential Democratic vote and de
stroyed the coalition which produced Sen
atorial majorities. Exploiting the rift.
Scott played down his Republicanism to
gain the support of the area's dissident
Democrats. Scott's incumbency as well as
evidence of RepUblican voting in some
parts of the district in past Presidential
elections may make it difficult for the
Democrats to regain this Congressional
seat. I

The Republicans gained another Con
gressman in the Ninth District where
William C. Wampler defeated incumbent
Democratic Congressman W. Pat Jen
nings. As the campaign developed, the
possible loss of Jennings' seat was con
ceded but Wampler's 6,842 vote majority
indicated how deep the erosion of Jen
nings' support in the district had devel
oped. Wampler won majorities in nine
counties and one city and Jennings car
ried only four counties and one city. By
his victory, Wampler returned to Con
gress, to which he had been elected in
1952 and then unseated by Jennings in
1954 and repulsed in a comeback attempt
in 1956. Since Jennings had come to be
viewed as very strong politically in the
district, the swift demise in his support
and the scope of his losses were surprises.
Although local issues relating to his Con
gressional votes, identification with the
national administration, and relations
with local organizations all contributed
in part to the erosion of his support, the
district, with a reputation for indepen
dent voting habits, contains a strong nu
cleus of traditional Republican voters.
Its return to a RepUblican Congressman
was not unusual historically. The long
run prospects for the Democrats in the

district, however, are not promising. It
is likely that the 1970 Census will indicate
that additional counties must be added to
the district. Almost all of the localities
adjacent to the present district have
rather consistent records of Republican
voting.

Republican Congressman Broyhill's re
election in the Tenth District indicated
again the dimensions of his political sup
port. He won majorities in every locality
as 'he polled over 58 percent of the vote
and a majority in the district of over
16,000 votes. Broyhill's political strength
was more evident in 1964 when he sur
vived the Goldwater loss of his district
and was reelected by over 1,000 votes.
To exploit the loss of areas of strong
Broyhill support caused by redistricting,
the Democratic nomination of Clive L.
DuVal, II offered a more conservative
candidate than was offered in the recent
past. Yet, Broyhill swept the challenge
aside and his hold on the Congressional
seat seems as tight as ever.

CONCLUSION

The contrast between the voting in the
Senate races and in the House elections
in 1966 appears attributable to local is
sues which play important roles in Con
gressional districts, particularly in off-year
elections. Factors of local significance con
tributing to the strength of one candidate
or the weakness of another were decisive
in each contested Congressional district
election. The significance of the RepUbli
can victories in four districts cannot be
overestimated. The two incumbent Re
publicans continued to win easily; the
new Republican Congressmen have the
opportunity to build constituency rela
tions which will aid them in future elec
tions. There is a potential based on previ
ous close House elections for serious Re
publican challenges in two other districts,
and evidence of growing Republican sup
port in another district. Qnly the First,
Second, and Fourth Districts continue to
look secure for the Democrats. But recent
Republican success may stimulate the
organization of efforts to contest seats in
those districts in the future.

Local successes in Congressional dis
tricts can serve to inspire greater RepUbli
can activities in local and State elections.
Voters who split tickets and vote for Re
publican Congressional candidates are
apt to consider voting for other RepUbli
cans for local and State office. The 1966
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Republican vote for members of the
House of Representatives indicates that
inter-party competition in Virginia is be
coming more of a reality. Although Re-

publican success is due in part to cleav
ages in the Democratic Party, the Demo
crats now face a challenge to retain their
predominance in Virginia. The Demo-

cratic coalition, which proved so success
ful in winning State-wide elections, will
have to be implemented locally to stave
off future Republican challenges.

TABLE 3

Results of General Elections in Virginia for U.S. House of Representatives

1966

District Candidates Party
Number
of Votes

Percent
of Votes District Candidates Party

Number
of Votes

Percent
of Votes

19.2
80.8

100.0

46.3
53.7

100.0

41.7
58.3

100.0

42.8
57.2

100.0

59.3
40.7-----~

13,113
55,342

7
68,462

42,532
29,249

10

71,791

37,929
50,782

21

88,732

42,571
49,413

91,984

41,502
58,105

4

99,611

Dem.
Rep.

Dem.
Rep.

Dem.
Rep.

Dem.
Rep.

8. George C. Rawlings, Jr.
William L. Scott

Write-ins

Totals

9. W. Pat Jennings*
William C. Wampler

Totals

6. Murray A. Stoller
Richard H. Poff*

Write-ins

Totals

7. John O. Marsh, Jr.* Dem.
Edward o. McCue -----ep.

Write-ins

Totals

10. Clive L. DuVal, II
Joel T. Broyhill*

Write-ins

Totals

100.0

99.6
.4

100.0

66.6
21.8
11.6

100.0

56.1
43.8

.1

100.0

99.8
.2

100.0

100.0

51,016
117

51,133

33,761
1

33,762

51,576
191

51,767

45,226
14,827
7,907

67,960

32,312
25,203

20

57,535

Dem.
Rep.

Dem.
Cons.

Dem.

Dem.

Dem.

5. William M. Tuck*
Robert L. Gilliam

Write-ins
Totals

3. David E. Satterfield, 111*
Write-ins

Totals

4. Watkins lVI. Abbitt*
Edward J. Silverman

Write-ins

Totals

1. Thomas N. Downing*
Write-ins

Totals

2. Porter Hardy, Jr.*
Write-ins

Totals

-Incumbent
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