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MONEY IN POLITICS: FINANCING THE
1977 STATEWIDE ELECTIONS IN VIRGINIA
By Richard W. Hall-Sizemore
The author is on the staff of the Virginia Division of
Legislative Services. However, the conclusions and
statements in this news letter are those of the author and
do not represent the position of the Division of
Legislative Services or of any committee of the General
Assembly.

I t costs money to run for elective public
office. This fact has created one of the most
difficult public dilemmas of American
politics. If candidates are able to finance
their campaigns from their own personal
resources, the complaint is inevitably made
that public offices are being bought by
wealthy people and that they have an unfair
advantage over less wealthy candidates. On
the other hand, if candidates seek to pay for
their campaigns by soliciting funds from
others, the charge is made that they are
improperly obligating themselves to the
individuals, corporations, unions, and trade
associations that contribute.
In contrast to elections for federal office,
little research or analysis has been done on
the financing of campaigns for state office.
Much of the existing work is journalistic in
nature, tending to focus either on sensational
situations or on those open to abuse. While
needed and enlightening, this type of
discussion does not always do much to
inform the public of the general patterns of
campaign financing in the states. Despite
some limited movement in American states
toward financing elections out of the public
treasury, most campaign funds still come
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news leiter.

from private persons or organizations. This
news letter attempts to add to our knowledge
of the financing of state election campaigns
by examining the patterns of contributions
for Virginia's 1977 statewide elections for
governor, lieutenant governor, and attorney
general.
Virginia has limited its regulation of
campaign financing to requiring public
disclosure of contributions and expenditures
and to regulating the accounting and
disbursing procedures used by campaign
organizations. The state statute applies to all
candidates, political party committees,
indj~viduals, and committees that spend more
than $500 to influence a statewide election. l
Reports must be submitted to the State
Board of Elections periodically and, for each
contributor of an aggregate amount of more
than $100, must show the name, address,
amount of the specific contribution being
reported, and the aggregate contribution
from that source to date. At the time of the
1977 campaigns and election, the law also
required that these reports include the
occupation and principal business address of
any person contributing an aggregate
amount of $500 or more; since that time,
however, this section has been amended so
that the occupations must now be given for
all contibutors of an aggregate amount of
$250 or more. 2
As anyone will testify who has ever
prepared (or tried to analyze) a campaign

lCode of Virginia, sec. 24.1-255. The entire state statute is set
forth in the Fair Elections Practices Act, Va. Code, sees. 24.1-251
through 24.1-263.
2Va. Code, sec. 24.1-258.

finance report, the use of such data poses
certain problems. To overcome the fact that
the law in 1977 did not require the
occupation to be listed for contributors
under $500, an attempt has been made here
to determine the occupations of contributors
in the $100 to $500 range by matching their
names against a variety of professional and
business directories. In addition, in most
cases when it could be determined that a
husband and wife had made separate
contributions, they were counted as a single
contributor whose occupation was that
given for the husband. Finally, the reader
should keep in mind that tables 2 and 3
include only aggregate contributions in
excess of $100. The actual expenditures of
the candidates exceeded the total
contributions shown because aggregate
contributions of $100 or less and any
outstanding loans have been excluded from
tables 2 and 3.
LEVEL OF EXPENDITURES

An examination of the available data
(Table 1) reveals that, overall, the level of
spending on campaigns for three statewide
offices increased from about $3.1 million in
1973 to $6.9 million in 1977-an increase of
about 125 percent. Four years of inflation
would account for perhaps a third of that
increase, and a small part of jt undoubtedly
can be attributed to the better reporting of
expenditures. Nevertheless, even with these
and other necessary allowances, it seems
likely that at least a 75-80 percent increase in
campaign expenditures occurred within the
four-year period. The most striking increase
came in connection with the 1977 lieutenant
governor's race, the expenditures for which
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TABLE 1
Reported Expenditures, 1977 Virginia Statewide Elections
(in Thousands)

Primarya
Governor
Dalton (R)
Howell (D)
Miller (D)
Subtotal

c

Generals

Total

1973 Total,
Primary & General
Elections

$1,863.5

$ 566.5

777.9

1,042.7
1,609.2

2,641.3

$4,250.5

$2,301.3

$1,794.2

$ 467.0

Lieutenant Governorb
Canada (R)
Robb (D)
Reynolds (D)
Lechner (D)
Subtotal

$ 448.2
444.2
165.6
1,058.0

Attorney General b
Coleman (R)
Lane (D)
Solomon (D)
Melnick (D)
Schell (D)
Subtotal

$ 150.7
125.8
95.6
48.8
420.9

471.9

$ 892.8

$ 319.2

Totals

$3,088.1

$3,849.4

$6,937.5

$3,087.5

c

c

$ 289.2

447.1
736.2

$ 307.9
164.0

SOURCE: Compiled from reports on file with the State Board of Elections.

NOTE: Some columns do not sum exactly due to rounding.
a Winners' expenditures are shown in italics.
b There were other contenders for the Republican nominations for these offices, but no reports for those
candidates are on file with the State Board of Elections.
cRepublican candidates were nominated by convention rather than primary, and the reports do not
show separately their pre-nomination expenditures.

registered a fourfold increase over 1973. In
dollar amounts, however, the greatest
increase came in the campaign costs for the
governorship, up from $2.3 million in 1973
to $4.2 million in 1977. Party primaries are
an important part of the total costs, for in
1977 they were almost equal to the
expenditures for the 1977 general election
and, indeed, exceeded the reported
expenditures for the entire set of 1973
campaigns. The ballooning of campaign
expenses in the period from 1973 to 1977
contrasts sharply with the modest growth of
only 12 percent in total cost from 1969 to
1973, reflecting (among other things)
differences in the intensity of the campaigns
and in the number of candidates.

The expenditures by the individual
candidates in 1977 were not evenly
distributed. Each race had one or more
candidates who spent significantly more
than the others, although the biggest spender
did not always win. Andrew Miller
significantly outspent Henry Howell in the
gubernatorial primary race, for example, but
narrowly lost the election. There were other
differences among the candidates as well.
Except for the gubernatorial candidates, the
contribution patterns in the Democratic
primary campaigns had a strong regional
bias reflective of the residences and
constituencies of the candidates. The
contributors to Robb and Lechner in the
lieutenant governor's race and to Melnick

and Schell in the attorney general's contest
came predominantly from
northern
Virginia, with Robb able to draw funds from
Washington, D.C., and its Maryland
suburbs. Lane and Reynolds relied heavily
on the Richmond area, and Solomon
appealed to donors from the Valley and the
Southwest. None of these candidates could
be said to have begun with a statewide
appeal, which, of course, they were trying to
obtain with the money they were raising.
Table 1 also illustrates the impact that
primary election campaigns have on
spending levels. The primaries generally cost
less-but not significantly less, when one
considers that they are intended for only a
portion of the electorate and that the turnout
is smaller. Indeed, for the lieutenant
governor's post, the total amount spent in
the primary campaign in 1977 was more than
that spent in the general election; and
Charles Robb, the eventual winner of that
election, also spent more on his campaign in
the primary than he did in the general
election. (Obviously, Robb's general election
campaign benefitted from his advertising
and other expenditures in the primary.) In
the 1977 attorney general's race, Ed Lane
spent almost as much in his successful
pursuit of the primary nomination as he did
in the general election campaign. And
Andrew Miller spent only 22 percent less in
his unsuccessful primary bid for governor
than did Henry Howell in both his primary
and general election campaigns combined.
Clearly, the use of primaries to nominate
party candidates-a matter of choice for
each party-contributes significantly to the
costs of campaigning and to the fundraising
burdens of the candidates.
~ major consideration for potential
candidates is the amount of personal
financial resources available for a campaign.
In the 1977 state elections, a significant
amount of money had to be furnished by the
candidates themselves or by their families,
either as outright contributions or as loans to
the campaigns, mostly but not entirely in
connection with the quest for
nomination.The necessity for such personal
financial sacrifices undoubtedly causes
many people to be reluctant to run for office.
R. S. Reynolds III contributed $67,000 from
his own pocket to his effort to become the
Democratic
nominee
for
lieutenant
governor, while his family gave over a
quarter of a million dollars. Thus, about 75
percent of Reynolds's spending came from
personal or family sources. In the same
primary race, Charles Robb spent $20,000 of
his own funds, and his wife's family
contributed $10,000. In addition, his
primary campaign received over $200,000 in
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loans personally endorsed by Robb. The
third candidate's own personal contribution
of $6,738, while substantial from the
viewpoint of the ordinary citizen, was no
match at all.
Most of the primary candidates for
attorney general contributed generally
smaller amounts: Melnick spent $7,000 of
his own funds; Schell, $3,735; and Solomon,
$710. The Democratic primary's successful
candidate for attorney general, Ed Lane,
received a loan from his law firm of over
$27,000. Of all the primary and general
election candidates, only gubernatorial
candidate Andrew Miller did not commit
personal funds, either by cash contributions
or by loans.
SIZE OF CONTRIBUTIONS

Large contributions have long been a
cause of concern to many observers, for fear
that they may create obligations that the

candidate cannot easily ignore. To avoid
even the appearance of having incurred such
obligations, some candidates in some states
in recent years have refused to accept
contributions in excess of a given amount,
commonly $100, in the hope that such action
would stimulate giving by more small
contributors.
Such an approach does not seem very
promising in Virginia. In 1977, about 75
percent of the funds received by all
candidates in the statewide general and
primary election races came from large
contributors, defined as those who gave
more than $100. However, those who
contributed less than $100 greatly
outnumbered the large contributors. For
example, over 90 percent of all the people
giving money to John Dalton's
gubernatorial campaign gave $100 or less.
Still, those contributions represented only
27.3 percent of the total amount of money
received by Dalton; the other 72.7 percent of
the money was given by only 9.9 percent of

the total number of individuals. For each
candidate,
the
large contributors
represented a distinct minority of the total
number of people giving (no more than 16
percent in anyone case), but they gave the
bulk of the money received by the candidate.
Ironically, the Democratic candidates,
traditionally viewed as being from the party
of the little man, relied more heavily on large
contributors than did their Republican
counterparts, normally considered the
candidates of big business and finance. And
Henry Howell, who once campaigned on a
promise "to keep the big boys honest," did
the worst of all in this respect. Over 84
percent of Howell's contributions came from
large contributors, a much higher percentage
than that of any other statewide candidate in
the general election.
Within the group of large contributors,
the same tendency is apparent, as Table 2
demonstrates. Again using Dalton for an
example, those who gave between $101 and
$249 to his campaign comprised 42.4 percent

TABLE 2
Percent of General Election Contributions for Aggregate Amounts Exceeding 5100, By Size of Contribution and By Candidate, 1977 Statewide Elections

Governor

Dalton (R)

Aggregate
Amount
$101-249
$250-499
$500-999
$1,000-1,999
$2,000-4,999
$5,000-9,999
$10,000 and
over

Howell (D)

% of All
Contributors % of
Total
of 5101
Funds
or More

0/0 of All
Contributors
of 5101
or More

Total
Funds

42.4%
18.7
18.7
13.0
4.4
2.1

9.6%
8.1
14.5
20.4
16.5
18.4

41.1%
20.3
18.5
11.3
4.3
3.3

0.7

12.5

1.2

% of

Attorney General

Lieutenant Governor

7.7%
7.0
11.9
14.3
12.5
21.9
24.7

Canada (R)

% of All
Contributors % of
of 5101
Total
or More
Funds

Robb (D)

% of All
Contributors % of
Total
of 5101
or More
Funds

38.0%
21.3
27.8
7.4
2.8
2.8

11.6%
9.9
25.0
15.2
13.0
25.2

30.4%
31.1
23.7
10.3
3.3
0.7

0.0

0.0

0.5

8.3%
15.3
23.3
19.7
14.1
6.7
12.5

Coleman (R)

Lane (D)

% of All
Contributors
of 5101
or More

Total
Funds

47.0%
25.6
13.9
8.7
4.5
0.3

16.9%
16.8
18.2
21.5
23.3
3.2

32.1%
26.1
19.4
17.0
3.6
1.2

0.0

0.0

0.6

% of

%of All
Contributors % of
of $101
Total
or More
Funds

SOURCE: Compiled from reports on file with the State Board of Elections.
NOTE: Data used to complete this table excluded contributions from party sources, fundraisers, and other candidate committees.

8.7%
11.3
16.0
26.4
16.3
11.3
10.0
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of all contributors, but their contributions
amounted to only 9.6 percent of the total
funds received by Dalton from large
contributors.
On a candidate-to-candidate comparison,
the Republicans were not as dependent on
the largest contributors as were the
Democrats, particularly in the gubernatorial
race. (Table 2 does not include contributions
of $45,000 each to Canada and Coleman
from the Dalton campaign committee,
because they did not come directly from

individual givers.) Whereas Dalton received
less than half of his "large" contributions
from people giving over $2,000, Howell
received almost 60 percent of his funds from
that category. In fact, Howell obtained
about one-fourth of his "large"
contributions in amounts of $10,000 or
more, compared to about 12 percent for
John Dalton. The superior size of the Dalton
campaign chest thus was not the result of a
heavy influx of extraordinarily large
amounts, but reflected rather an ability to

obtain funds from a larger number of both
small and moderately large contributors.
Although the impact may differ from
candidate to candidate, the inescapable fact
is .that campaign finance in Virginia is
dominated by persons or groups that are
able and willing to give officeseekers very
large sums of money. Unlike federal law,
which prohibits individual aggregate
contributions of more that $1,000 to anyone
candidate for election to national office, the
Virginia Code does not limit the size of

TABLE 3
Percent of General Election Contributions for Aggregate Amounts Exceeding S100, By Occupation of Contributor and By Candidate, 1977 Statewide Elections

Governor
Occupation of
Contributor
Business
Real Estate and
Construction
Coal
Manufacturing
Banking and Finance
Retail
Auto Sales
Agriculture
Trucking
Other
Political Action
Committees (PACs)

Lieutenant Governor

Attorney General

Dalton (R)

Howell (D)

Canada (R)

Robb (D)

Coleman (R)

Lane (D)

% of All
Contributions
S101 or More

68.9%

35.0%

34.0%

42.7%

39.6%

60.6%

54.0%

8.6
6.0
0.7
1.6
0.0
0.3
1.0
0.2
15.6

10.4
5.4
2.0
3.5
3.5
0.9
0.9
1.6
11.5

12.2
6.3
3.0
3.4
10.0
3.8
1.2
3.7
8.8

13.3
6.4
6.1
4.4
4.0
2.5
2.1
2.0
10.2

18.9
7.3
9.6
6.4
2.0
3.0
3.4
2.7
12.1

5.5
6.4
3.0
1.3
8.6
2.5
0.3
0.1
5.5

8.3
3.0
4.1
4.3
2.7
2.1
1.8
3.4
8.8

Amount
$1,665,638
410,725
198,733
188,898
135,915
122,983
77,071
63,908
60,424
315,905

3.6

1.8

0.2

2.9

1.1

7.9

2.9

91,076

Party Sources

5.6

13.7

49.2

5.4

34.1

14.9

11.8

364,790

Labor
Individual Unions
PACs

0.0
0.0
0.0

29.6
18.&
10.9

0.1
0.0
0.1

11.0
8.2
2.9

0.2
0.0
0.2

6.7
5.8
0.9

8.4
5.5
2.9

259,300
169,626
89,674

Attorneys

4.5

5.7

3.8

10.8

8.7

11.2

6.1

188,387

Miscellaneous
Professional

5.8

3.0

0.9

7.9

3.4

1.1

4.9

148,529

Other PACs

1.0

1.3

0.8

0.8

1.9

0.1

1.1

33,597

Personal and Family

0.5

0.0

0.2

3.1

0.0

0.0

0.6

19,682

Other

3.7

1.9

1.6

3.3

3.8

1.1

3.1

94,539

Unidentified

9.9

9.6

9.2

14.9

8.2

3.8

10.0

309,995

$1,520,033

$706,712

$128,848

$236,335

$130,765

TOTAL (Amount)

$361,764

$3,084,457

SOURCE: Compiled from reports on file with the State Board of Elections. Also, the occupations of contributors in the $100 to $500 range (not required to be
reported under the 1977 law) were obtained from a variety of professional and business directories.

NOTE: The totals in this table show only cash and in-kind contributions aggregating more than $100, while the totals in Table 1 include all
cash expenditures. Lack of space and the need to avoid double counting necessitate omission here of other receipts, including cash contributions of$100
or less; various in-kind contributions; and loans, some of which were eventually forgiven.
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campaign contributions. Each candidate in
the 1977 general election, except Coleman,
received over half of his funds reported in
Table 2 in aggregate amounts of $1,000 or
more. (Table 2 covers only contributions
aggregating $101 or more, but they
accounted on the average for 70 percent of
all funds received.) The federal legislation
also sets an annual maximum limit of
$25,000 for aggregate contributions to all
candidates by individual persons or groups.
Had such a policy been in effect in Virginia in
1977, over 20 percent ofall the contributions
covered in Table 2 (those of $101 and over)
would have been ,precluded. Incidentally,
those very large contributions of $25,000 or
more-almost 16 percent of all
contributions made directly to the
candidates-came from only eighteen
individuals and groups.

SOURCE OF CONTRIBUTIONS

Table 3 provides details on the
occupations of contributors of $101 or more.
Contributors who could be placed in more
than one category (e.g., a relative of a
candidate who is also a manufacturer) were
assigned to the single category deemed most
appropriate, a procedure that avoids double
counting but produces some inexactness.
Similar problems in connection with
contributions from certain political action
committees (PACs) were dealt with in the
same way.
Overall, organized labor was not so
important a funding source as one would
have thought; labor interests accounted for
only a little over 8 percent of the total large
contributions received. Business interests
were clearly predominant. Even Henry
Howell, the longtime champion of organized
labor, received a greater percentage of his
contributions from business-related donors
than from labor. A large portion of Howell's
business support, however, did come from a
single Richmond businessman.
The single most important source of
campaign contributions in 1977, both within
the "business" category and when compared
to other major groupings, was the real estate
and construction industry, broadly defined
to include not only realtors and
homebuilders but also road pavers and
lumber companies. This category of
contributors was predominant in the general
elections, as Table 3 shows, and in the
Democratic primary as well. Furthermore, it
was an important source of funds for each
candidate, but not on an equal basis. Howell,

the Democratic gubernatorial candidate,
relied the least on it (5.5 percent), while
Dalton, his Republican opponent, got
almost a fifth of his large contributions from
real estate and construction interests.
Although Robb and Lane, both Democrats,
each received over 10 percent of their
funding from this category, it provided the
Republican candidates as a set about 17
percent of their large contributions,
compared to less than 8 percent for the
Democrats. Viewed from another
perspective, over three-fourths of all funds
from the real estate and construction
industry went to Republican candidates.
Why individuals and firms in that sector are
such active contributors to political
campaigns, and the effects of such activity,
are questions that remain to be explored.
Within the "business" category, the coal
industry was the second largest single
interest in terms of the total amount of
contributions. Unlike real estate and
construction, this industry is limited to one
small geographical area of the state, and a
rather poor one, at that. Nevertheless, many
rather large contributions from persons and
firms in the coal industry were received by
candidates in both the general and primary
elections.
One of the traditional roles of political
parties has been to raise funds and to help
finance their candidates' campaigns. The
1977 statewide elections in Virginia provide
still another piece of evidence that the
parties' role in campaign finance is
comparable to that of interest groups,
providing more funds than organized labor
or the coal industry, but less than real estate
and construction. Republican John Dalton
derived only 5.6 percent of his large
contributions from party sources;
Democrats Howell and Lane derived 13.7
percent and 14.9 percent, respectively, from
party contributions; and Democrat Charles
Robb obtained only 5.4 percent of his large
contributions from the party. The interesting
exception is provided by Republicans
Canada and Coleman, who obtained almost
half and over one-third of their respective
large contributions from party sources.
However, most of these party contributions
for the two Republican running mates of
John Dalton came in the form of a $45,000
contribution to each of them from the
Dalton campaign treasury.
Another important financial source for
candidates was loans. The candidate who is
unable to raise sufficient funds at the
beginning of a campaign, through either
contributions or loans, often cannot get the
campaign off the ground. Loans can provide
the funds necessary for candidates to

orgt:nize a campaign and to gain early
credibility. Once this is established,
contributions begin to come in, and the
candidates can then repay these loans.
Sometimes, however, they may have to try to
repay the loans with contributions solicited
after the election. Usually the winners do not
find it too difficult to raise the money after
election to repay loans to their campaigns,
but the losers are seldom so blessed.
Several of the campaigns in the 1977
election relied heavily on loans, both from
the candidates themselves and from others.
The Dalton effort received almost half a
million dollars in loans, of which over
$100,000 came from the candidate himself.
The Robb campaign \\'as next, borrowing
over $239,000; almost $213,000 of this
amount was secured by personal notes from
Robb, the largest personal commitment by
any candidate. According to the November
1979 reports submitted by the candidates,
the Robb campaign still owed him $168,000
at that time, which he in turn owed to the
bank. Other candidates who were still owed
money by campaign organizations in
November 1979 were Canada, $41,000, and
Lane, $27,500-both losers in their races.
These are substantial sums indeed for
candidates to be required to provide from
their own pockets.

SUMMARY

The financing of the 1977 statewide
elections in Virginia exhibited several
nota~le
patterns. First of all, the
expenditu~es reached new heights, showing
substantial increases over those of the last
election. Most of the money (70 percent or
so) came from contributors who gave more
than $100, despite the fact that they were
greatly outnumbered by those who gave
smaller amounts. The Republicans obtained
more of their campaign funds than did the
Democrats from those who contributed $100
or less. Even at the level of contributions in
excess of $100, the Democratic candidates
relied more heavily on very large
contributors than did the Republicans.
Business interests predominated among the
contributors, with real estate and
construction providing the largest single
category of contributors.
As a result of improvements in the law
governing the reporting of campaign
finance, the foundation has been laid for the
accumulation of the data necessary to
determine whether these patterns will hold in
future elections.

50

SUBJECT INDEX, VOLUME 56

ELECTIONS- VOTING BEHAVIOR

The Initiative and Referendum in American
States, David B. Magleby, Vol. 56, no. 6
(February 1980), pp. 21-24.
Money in Politics: Financing the 1977 Statewide
Elections in Virginia, Richard W. HallSizemore, Vol. 56, no. 12 (August 1980), pp. 4550.
Virginia General Assembly Elections, 1979, Larry
Sabato, Vol. 56, no. 7 (March 1980), pp. 25-28.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

The Study of Small Towns in Virginia, Byron
Farwell, Vol. 56, no. 3 (November 1979), pp. 912.

Town-County Relations in Virginia, Mary Jo
Fields and Sandra H. Wiley, Vol. 56, no. 10
(June 1980), pp. 37-40.
PLANNING-ZONING

Land Use and the Public Interest, John Gilmour,
Vol. 56, no. 9 (May 1980), pp. 33-36.

Virginia's State Corporation Commission, I:
Historical Perspective, Laurence J. O'Toole, Jr.
and Robert S. Montjoy, Vol. 56, no. 4
(December 1979), pp. 13-16.
Virginia's State Corporation Commission, II:
Decision Making Today, Vol. 56, no. 5
(January 1980), pp. 17-20.
The 1978-79.Virginia General Assembly: End ofa
Decade, Robert J. Austin, Vol. 56, no. 1
(September 1979), pp. 1-4.

STATE GOVERNMENT

The Office of Attorney General in Virginia,
Thomas R. Morris, Vol. 56, no. 8 (April 1980),
pp. 29-32.
The Virginia Historic Landmarks Commission:
The State's Preservation Agency, H. Bryan
Mitchell, Vol. 56, no. 11 (July 1980), pp. 41-44.

WELFARE, PUBLIC

Welfare Policy in Virginia and the Nation,
Timothy G. O'Rourke, Vol. 56, no. 2 (October
1979), pp. 5-8.

Persons or institutions may be placed on the mailing list to receive copies ofthe News Letter by sending a written request to News Letter, 207
Minor Hall, University of Virginia, Charlottesville, Virginia 22903. The complete mailing address should be printed or typed, and the Zip Code
should be included.

EWS
E T T E R

Entered as second-class matter
Charlottesville, Virginia

