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1966 POLITIC I VIRGINIA: The Elections for U.S. Senators
By RALPH EISENBERG

The 1966 Congressional elections cor
roborated the changes in Virginia politics
indicated by the elections of 1964 and
1965. Just as the July primary election
demonstrated the increased competition
within the Democratic Party, the No
vember general elections provided evi
dence that inter-party competition is now
a reality in Virginia. Despite the Demo
cratic triumphs in the contests for the 2
United States Senate seats, the Repub
licans elected 4 of the State's 10 Congress
men, a gain of 2 seats for that party.

The election was marked by split
ticket voting in many areas. In districts
electing Republican Congressmen, solid
majorities were cast for the Democratic
Senatorial candidates. In the Senate con
tests, large numbers of voters cast votes
for candidates of different parties in both
characteristically conservative and mod
erate areas. It is significant that both
kinds of voters were willing to assess the
candidates individually regardless of their
party labels. Although the Republicans
benefited particularly from this voting
phenomenon, they failed to win the sup
port anticipated across the State and
especially in the House contest in the
Seventh Congressional District. As always,
the widespread split-ticket voting pro
duced confusing results and uncertain
implications for future general elections.

The national Republican trend may
have contributed to the Congressional
victories in Virginia, but the Republicans
did win in four of the six districts in
which they contested House seats, and
in each case by a substantial majority. It
is paradoxical that the Republican per
formance in the House races was not even
approximated in the State-wide voting for
the U.S. Senate seats. The Republican
failures in the Senate elections suggest
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that their Congressional success rested
heavily upon local issues and individual
candidacies. Regardless of the cause, how
ever, the additional Republican incum
bencies can stimulate political organi
zation for reelection in those districts and
for contesting future elections more
vigorously in other districts.

The Republican renaissance in Vir
ginia, triggered by the 1952, 1956, and
1960 Presidential elections and already
evident in local and State legislative elec
tions, has now spread to more Congres
sional districts. The inability of Repub
licans to poll more votes in State-wide
elections for Gubernatorial or Senatorial
office suggests the difficulty of construct
ing an effective and continuing organi
zation at that level as well as the lack
of attractive candidates for the larger
political arena. The expansion of local
victories, however, can provide an ever
growing base for more effective and suc
cessful State-wide campaigns in the future.

THE SENATE CONTESTS AND TURNOUT

The 1966 elections for U.S. Senator
were for a regular six-year term and an
unexpired four-year term. The Demo
cratic candidates were State Senator Wil
liam B. Spong, Jr., who had defeated
Senator A. Willis Robertson, the incum
bent, in the Democratic Party primary in '
July, and Senator Harry F. Byrd, Jr.,
who had been appointed to the vacancy
created by his father's resignation and
had narrowly won nomination in the
primary. The Republicans selected their
candidates in a State convention. The
Republican candidate against Spong for
the six-year term was Mayor James P.
auld, Jr. of Lynchburg and the candidate
against Byrd for the four-year term was
Lawrence M. Traylor. The Conservative
Party, which had run candidates for State
office in 1965, nominated F. Lee Haw-

thorne for the six-year term and John
Carter for the four-year term. In addition,
an independent, J. B. Brayman, contested
Byrd's seat.

Over 730,000 votes were cast in the
election, a total that exceeded all previous
voting in Senatorial elections except that
in 1964 when there was a record turnout
for the Presidential election in Virginia
(Table 1).

TABLE 1
umber of Votes in Elections for U.S.

Senate in Virginia
1924-1966

Year Number of Votes Year Number of otes

1924 207,185 1946* 252,863
1928 276,443 1948 387,015
1930 146,093 1952 543,516
1933 167,412 1954 306,510
1934 144,772 1958 457,640
1936 266,666 1960 622,820
1940 293,881 1964 928,362
1942 87,200 1966* 733,849

'If. Highest vote total of two elections held in each
year.

The 1966 vote was 60.4 percent more
than the total vote in 1958 in the last
previous off-year Senatorial election.
Once again, the rem 0 val of poll tax
payment as a prerequisite to voting in
Virginia must be credited with contribut
ing to the size of the vote. Another factor
behind the 1966 turnout was the interest
generated by the competition in the
Democratic primary and by the contests
in four Congressional districts. The turn
out exceeded the estimates of the most
optimistic observers and its impact in
two Congressional districts was unexpect
ed. The increased voting participation in
Virginia is contributing uncertainty to
the outcome of Virginia elections as it
does in other states where large turnouts
are characteristic. Nevertheless, the num
ber of votes cast in 1966 amounted to
only a little over 28 percent of Virginia's
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u.s. Senate - Four-Year

TABLE 2
1966 General Election

U.S. Senate Six-Year

Totals

Senator Byrd also won easily but his
vote totals were considerably less than
Spong's. While Spong captured 58.6 per
cent of the popular vote, Byrd won only
53.3 percent. The B y r d plurality was
116,224, or 67,950 votes less than Spong's;
Spong polled 40,827 more votes than
Byrd. The broader appeal of the Spong
candidacy contributed materially to
Byrd's victory by a majority of the popu
lar vote.

The distribution of Byrd support in
dicates the different roots of his political
following. Byrd's victory was built upon
majorities in 63 counties and 29 cities
and pluralities in 21 counties and 3 cities.
The 12 counties and 3 cities which the
RepUblicans won against Byrd were more
scattered than those the carried against
Spong. Byrd prevented the Republicans
from carrying the same expanse of local
ities in the Valley. They only won in
the most hard-core Republican areas. The
other counties which Byrd lost were in
Southside and Tidewater counties with
sizeable Negro populations. In these
counties, Byrd was hurt both by the loss
of Negro support and the attractiveness
of the Conservative candidate to other
voters. Most significantly, Byrd lost the
two large cities of Richmond and Hamp
ton. The small RepUblican pluralities of
347 and 374 respectively in the s e 2
cities contrasted sharply with majorities
of over two-thirds of the vote that Spong
received. Byrd's performance there drama
tized his comparative weakness in urban
Virginia.

The comparative vote totals in the
Urban Corridor reenforce that area's im
portance in State elections and the dicho-
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2. Lorin A. Thompson, "Recent Population
Changes in Virginia," 37 The University of Vir
ginia News Letter 21 (February 15, 1961). The
Urban Corridor stretches from Northern Virginia
to Richmond and then down the James River to
Tidewater.

tomy between Spong and Byrd strength.2
Over half of the total State vote was cast
in the 33 counties and cities in the corri
dor. Spong won a 63.3 percent majority
in these localities; his vote in the corri
dor was 55.4 percent of his total State
wide vote. Byrd won a 53.4 percent
majority in the corridor for 50.4 percent
of his State total. Their successes in this
region were vital to their election as
Senators.

The Republican performances in the
Senate elections were very disappointing
compared to their success in the Congres
sional races. The 33.5 and 37.4 percent
RepUblican share of the popular vote
was no better than they had won in
previous State elections, and less than
in 1965 he h It publican Gubel'
natorial candidate had polled 37.7 per
cent of the vote. Of the additional 170,000
votes cast in 1966, the RepUblicans won
only 60,000 more than in 1965. The
RepUblican Party's failure to capitalize
upon the internal problems of Demo
crats was attributable primarily to the
practical difficulties presented by its can
didates and its campaign.

The Republican candidates had been
selected prior to the Democratic primary.
Neither candidate had campaigned for
State-wide office before and only Ould
held public office. Traylor had run for
Congress previously but he was virtually
unknown in many parts of the State. Of
the two, Ould seemed to be the stronger
candidate because of his previous political
success and his experience in public of
fice. But the results of the Democratic

Party
Democratic
Republican
Conservative
Independent

Party
Democratic
Republican
Conservative

Candidate
Harry F. Byrd, Jr.
Lawrence M. Traylor
John W. Carter
J. B. Brayman
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William B. Spong, Jr.
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F. Lee Hawthorne
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estimated adult population of 2,602,000.1

THE OUTCOME

The Spong and Byrd victories in the
Senate elections were not surprising. The
Spong plurality of over 184,000 votes was
the product of majorities in 70 counties
and 29 cities and pluralities in another
9 counties and 2 cities. The RepUblicans
carried only 17 counties and 4 cities. The
only areas which Spong lost were located
in the Valley of Virginia and in South
west Virginia where Republican strength
traditionally is concentrated. Spong's
broad support is apparent from the
geographic dimensions of his victory. A
moderate candidate backed by a liberal
to conservative coalition of Democrats,

pong won across the State in a pattern
which closely mirrored the distribution
of the State's traditionally strongest
Democratic areas.

Urban areas contributed most heavily
to Spong's victory. The Northern Virginia
counties and cities of Arlington, Alex
andria, Fairfax, and Falls Church cast
over 60 percent of their votes for him;
the Tidewater cities of Newport News,
Hampton, Virginia Beach, and Chesa
peake each gave Spong a majority of over
60 percent, while Norfolk and Portsmouth
produced majorities of over 70 percent.
The City of Richmond gave Spong over
70 percent of its vote and a majority of
over 17,000 which enabled him to emerge
from the Third Congressional District
with more than a 12,000 vote majority.
Spong's broad appeal was evident even
in Southside where he. won majorities in
nine counties that Senator Byrd won only
with pluralities.

1. Estimate provided by the Bureau of Population
and Economic Research of the University of Vir
ginia. Totals 729,704 100.0



primary left him contesting the stronger
of the two Democratic candidates. Repub
lican strategy for the campaign sought
to establish Ould as more conservative
than Spong but Traylor as more moderate
than Byrd. This middle ground was dif
ficult to maintain because the posture
()f one candidate would negate that of
the other and both candidates failed to
develop an issue to ignite their campaigns.

Traylor, the weaker candidate, never
theless polled more votes than Ould. His
relative success was due to the sizeable
anti-Byrd vote in the State, found prin
·cipally in urban areas. In addition to
losing Richmond and Hampton, Byrd
won by smaller majorities than Spong
in other urban areas. Traylor benefited
f om anti-Byrd sentiment among the
more liberal voters who supported Spong.
The liberal refusal to support Byrd more
than offset the greater support Byrd
enjoyed among traditionally conservative
Democrats. Negro voting, discussed be
low, illustrates the anti-Byrd vote. It ap
pears that the Republicans would have
fared better if Ould had opposed Byrd
or if a more well-known candidate had
been offered. Although an anti-Byrd vote
manifested itself, it is possible that an
even more impressive anti-Byrd vote could
have been mustered.

The Democrats conducted a campaign
which stressed party unity and 10 c a I
organizations worked for both candidates.
Liberal and moderate Democratic leaders,
mindful of their past emphasis upon the
importance and relevance of party loyalty,
committed themselves to the Byrd can
didacy. There is little doubt that these
tactics helped Byrd and damaged the
Republican challenge. This effect is
'evident from the results of the election
in Northern Virginia. Byrd lost Northern
Virginia in the primary but his defeated
opponent, Armistead L. Boothe of Alex
andria, endorsed him in the general elec
tion. Byrd won majorities throughout the
area in the general election, although his
majorities were much smaller than
Spong's. Nevertheless, he won in all of
the localities of the area and his show
ing here summarized the disappointing
RepUblican campaign.

Northern Virginia is an area vital to
the prospects for Republican State-wide
success. It is difficult to conceive of Re
publican victories in Virginia without
pluralities in the area. In building vic
tories in the Presidential elections of
1952, 1956, and 1960, the Republicans
had carried Northern Virginia. Even in
1965, when the Republican State-wide
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vote failed to reach 38 percent, their
Gubernatorial candidate had won 4 of
the 5 localities in Northern Virginia. Yet
in 1966 the Republicans could not at
tract support in the area; Spong trounced
Ould and Byrd was able to win majorities.
The results in Northern Virginia were
particularly disastrous from the Repub
lican point of view because their Con
gressional candidates won easily in the
same localities. Although local issues help
ed the Republican Congressional can
didates, their support could not be trans
ferred to the Senatorial candidates.
Spong's massive majorities in Northern
Virginia undoubtedly helped Byrd to win
election by a rnajority rather than a
plurality.

If the RepUblican Senatorial can
didacies were disappointing, the Con
servative campaign for the Senate seats
was a failure. The Conservative Party
polled 13.4 percent of the popular vote
for Governor, and 75,307 votes in 1965.
The Conservative candidate for Attorney
General, John W. Carter, ran even bet
ter, winning 80,542 votes, or 14.9 percent
of the votes cast for that office. In 1966,
however, each Conservative candidate
won only 7.9 percent of the popular
vote. More importantly, the absolute
number of votes received by the Con
servatives declined by over 22,000 al
though the State's total vote increased
substantially. The 58,251 votes received by
Hawthorne in 1966 were 27.7 percent
fewer than the Conservatives polled in
1965.

The best Conservative showing was in
Southside and in the suburban counties of
Henrico and Chesterfield, but the party
did not win even a plurality in a single
city or county. Their only effect on the
election was to deny Democratic majori
ties in the few counties where Democratic
pluralities occurred and to provide the
scattering of votes which made RepUb
lican pluralities possible in seven coun
ties. Because the Conservatives drew sup
port from the Democrats, the dimensions
of the Democratic victories are more im
pressive. The Conservative performance
in 1966 suggests that the third party effort
in Virginia has a bleak future in State
wide elections. The Conservative base of
support is far too narrow to intimidate
either major party and its limited appeal,
even in its areas of greatest strength, sug
gests that its local effects also will be
minimal.

NEGRO VOTING

Once again, it is appropriate to focus

upon egro voting behavior in a Virginia
election because of the sizeable bloc vot
ing of that group. Negroes voted for
Spong and Traylor. Spong had great sup
port from Negroes in the primary elec
tion although he trailed Byrd's opponent,
Boothe, among Negroes. In the general
election, Spong won 96 percent of the
vote in the 37 predominantly Negro pre
cincts listed in Table 3. In contrast, Byrd
won only 13.5 percent of the vote in
these precincts to Traylor's 82.8 percent.
A similar result occurred in Charles City
County which is predominantly Negro.
Spong received over 86 percent of the
popular vote while Traylor received 75.5
percent. Traylor's vote among egroes
was less than Spong's because of the
Democratic unity appeal. Only one of the
State's two principal Negro political
organizations endorsed Traylor, although
both endorsed Spong and neither
endorsed Byrd. The Democrats clearly
had some success in keeping Traylor's
majorities among Negroes from matching
Spong's, but they were unable to prevent
the large anti-Byrd vote.

The Democrats won Negro bloc sup
port in 1964 for the Johnson Presidential
campaign and retained it in 1965 for
the Godwin Gubernatorial candidacy. In
both elections, Negro votes were a vital
element in Democratic victories. In 1966,
however, Negroes demonstrated that they
would turn to a Republican rather
than support an old-line Organi
zation candidate. The Negro vote against
Byrd reduced his majority, but not
enough to deny him a majority of the
State's popular vote. Almost 5,300 fewer
votes were cast in the 37 precincts in the
Byrd contest than in Spong's race. But
there were almost 9,000 more votes in
these 37 precincts in 1966 than in 1965,
although the 1966 turnout was far less
than the 41,871 persons voting in the
same precincts in 1964.3 In more closely
competitive elections, it is likely that
larger turnouts in these precincts and
among Negroes elsewhere will take place.

SIGNIFICANCE

The 1966 Senatorial elections demon
strated again the success of the Democratic
Party's coalition strategy. The victory of
the moderate Spong was constructed upon
support from all segments of the Demo
cratic Party. Although it had an urban
base, Spong also retained the support of
more conservative areas. It is fair also to
suggest that Spong carried the Byrd can-

3. Ralph Eisenberg, "The Presidential Election
in Virginia: A Political Omen?" 41 The Univer
sity of Virginia News Letter 29 (April 15, 1965).



didacy in Virginia's urban areas, except
among egroes w her e he helped to
reduce the Traylor majorities slightly.
The Spong victory indicated that political
success in State-wide elections still de
pended upon an urban base and that
Democratic campaigns utilizing a coali
tion strategy would be difficult to defeat
in the future.

For the Republicans, the 1966 elections
were a lost opportunity. The failure of
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their Senatorial candidates to emulate the
success of their Congressional candidates
suggests that their organizational base
must be broadened. Republican strength
in Tidewater cities is negligible and they
have been unable to develop a consistent
following throughout urban Virginia.
Their Congressional victories, however,
may help them to develop more attractive
candidates in the future. The local roots
of Republican growth indicate that the

party can compete effectively with the
Democrats in limited areas of the State
but that they must expand their efforts
to appeal to the increasingly vital urban
population. Better candidates and better
campaigns will have to be developed if
the Republicans hope to win State-wide
elections. Otherwise, Democratic coalition
politics will continue to monopolize
State-wide office, despite significant area
of local Republican strength.

City Precincts

TABLE 3
oting for United States Senators in Selected Predominantly Negro

Precincts In Virginia, 1966 General Election
Per- Per- Haw- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per-

Spong cent QuId cent thorne cent Total Byrd cent Traylor cent Carter cent Brayman cent Total

Charlottesville
Lynchburg

orfolk

Virginia Beach
Portsmouth
Hampton
Hampton

ewport e s
ewport e s
ewport News
ewport News
ewport News

Newport News
Richmond
Richmond
Richmond
Richmond
Richmond
Richmond
Richmond
Richmond
Richmond
Richmond
Richmond
Richmond
Richmond
Richmond
Richmond

Firehouse
1-1
1
2
4
5
6
7
8
9

1
42

eatack
tuart-3d

Kecoughtan
Pembroke

2-1
2-2
2-3
3-2
3-5

Jeff. Park
1
4
5
6

18
19
24
46
55
62
63
64

5
66
67

295
346
464
643

1,012
535
333
551
900
173
397
6 1
376

1,500
690
785
525
495
492
413
674
620
390
626
179
354
983
598
823
904
699

1,144
231

1,157
623
640
905

81.7
76.4
95.9
97.1
96.6
97.8
96.0
97.3
98.0
95.6
90.0
97.3
97.9
99.0
99.4
98.1
92.6
96.1
96.3
95.8
93.5
97.7
97.7
97.7
89.5
88.3
98.4
94.0
95.3
97.7
96.5
93.8
95.1
97.8
97.0
98.2
98.4

51 14.1
58 12.8
15 3.1
12 1.8
33 3.1
10 1.8
13 3.7
13 2.3
14 1.5
7 3.9

28 6.4
18 2.6

6 1.6
6 .4
3 .5
6 .8

28 4.9
15 2.9
9 1.8

II 2.6
37 5.1
II 1.7
7 1.8
9 1.4

18 9.0
21 5.2
11 1.1
27 4.3
35 4.0
15 1.6
23 3.2
66 5.4
12 4.9
19 1.6
5 .8
6 .9

10 1.1

15 4.2
49 10.8

5 1.0
7 1.1
3 .3
2 .4
1 .3
2 .4
4 .5
I .5

16 3.6
1 .1
2 .5
9 .6
1 .1
9 1.1

14 2.5
5 1.0

10 1.9
7 1.6

10 1.4
4 .6
2 .5
6 .9
3 1.5

26 6.5
5 .5

11 1.7
6 .7
6 .7
2 .3
9 .8
o 0.0
7 .6

14 2.2
6 .9
5 .5

361
453
484
662

1,048
547
347
566
918
181
441
700
384

1,515
694
800
567
515
511
431
721
635
39'9
641
200
401
999
636
864
925
724

1,219
243

1,183
642
652
920

112 40.3
116 25.6
39 9.3
22 4.6
55 13.1
18 .8

8 7.3
34 18.9
56 15.5

7 5.5
47 18.3
16 12.6

105 32.1
117 12.8
49 7.4
39 5.2

223 51.3
176 47.8
180 39.4
181 51.4
228 46.9
173 40.2
23 6.2
37 5.9
41 22.4
28 6.9
22 2.4
71 11.6
50 6.8
50 5.7
27 3.8
58 5.1
20 8.2
21 1.8
21 3.5
24 3.4
41 4.2

139 50.0
292 64.3
377 90.0
441 92.5
349 83.1
167 81.5
96 88.1

141 78.3
282 78.1
116 90.6
195 75.9
101 79.5
184 56.3
766 84.1
602 91.4
702 93.1
167 38.4
169 45.9
242 53.0
136 38.6
207 42.6
209 48.6
344 92.5
572 91.2
137 74.9
345 85.4
894 96.5
523 85.5
666 90.8
815 92.3
661 94.4

1,053 92.9
218 89.7

1,110 97.1
567 95.1
674 95.5
926 95.2

21 7.5
34 7
3 .7
9 1.9

10 2.4
13 6.3
4 3.7
4 2.2

13 3.6
4 3.1

14 5.4
6 4.7

25 7.6
19 2.1
2 .3
7 .9

26 6.0
14 3.8
23 5.0
19 5.4
24 4.9
23 5.4

4 1.1
10 1.6
5 2.7

31 7.7
6 .7

12 2.0
9 1.2

14 1.6
6 .9

18 1.6
4 1.7
7 .6
5 .9
5 .7
3 .3

6

o
5
6
7
I
1

10
1
1
4

13
9
6
6

19
9

12
16
27
25

1
8
o
o
4
6
9
4
6
5
1
5
3
3
3

2.2
26
0.0
1.0
1.4
3.4

.9

.6
2.8

.8

.4
3.2
4.0
1.0

.9

.8
4.3
2.5
2.6
4.6
5.6
5.8

.2
1.3
0.0
0.0

.4

.9
1.2
.4
.9
.4
.4
.5
.5
.4
.3

278
454
41
477
42
205
109.
1 0
361
12
257
127
327
911
659
754
435
368
457
352
486
43
37
627
183
404
92
61

34
8 3
70

1,134
243

1,143
596

06
9 3

Totals 23,156
*'Ba ed on preliminary oting returns.
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