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Tradition-bound Virginia has been the
scene of dramatic and unceasing electoral
change in recent years. But the 1983 General
Assembly elections brought some respite
from that tumult. There was little change,
for a change. Few legislative seats switched
hands or parties, and the overall party bal
ance in both houses of the General Assembly
remained completely undisturbed.

Yet even the calm of 1983 offered lessons
about the nature of Virginia's contemporary
political balance. Despite a long-standing
trend toward the GOP in legislative contests
and nearly universal predictions that Repub
licans would likely add a few seats in each
house, Democrats held on to their over
whelming margins, with most of their endan
gered incumbents winning convincingly.
While skillful redistricting played a role in
the re-election of some Democratic legisla
tors, the overall Democratic performance
was more a result of the effects of two-party
competition and a tribute to a revivified
Democratic party at both state and local
levels. After a dozen statewide Republican
victories since 1968, local [Jemocratic can
didates have begun taking nothing for
granted and taking every GOP opponent
seriously. The state Democratic party, acting
through its agents and associated groups, has
begun to compete vigorously with a techno
logically more advanced Republican state
organization-recruiting legislative candi
dates and providing money and some ser
vices to its General Assembly standard
bearers.

This News Letter reviews the 1983 elec
tions for the Virginia Assembly, focusing
both on party balance and turnover and on
expenditures for the election campaigns.

PARTY NOMINATIONS

The once-mighty primary method of nom
ination had another quiet year in 1983, with
just eleven primaries (six for House seats and
five for Senate seats) being held around the
state. In fact, the number of primaries con
ducted in 1983 was the third-lowest in mod
ern times (see Table 1). Electoral activity was
centered mainly in Northern Virginia and
was nearly balanced between the parties (six
Democratic and five Republican contests).

Voting participation rates in the primaries
again were uniformly low, with turnout well
under 20 percent even in relatively heated
contests. In Portsmouth, liberal Delegate
Johnny Joannou easily captured the Demo
cratic nomination for the Senate seat of
retiring Senator Willard Moody. Joannou
defeated black attorney Sterling H. Weaver,
Sf. In a Chesterfield County Republican
primary, former Delegate Robert E. Russell,

the candidate of the Republican party's con
servative wing, narrowly upset favored mod
erate Delegate George W. Jones to win the
GOP nod for the seat of retiring Democratic
Senator Frederick T. Gray, Sf. The Demo
crats failed even to nominate a candidate to
oppose Russell in heavily Republican Ches
terfield County, thus conceding the post to
Russell from the outset. And in the Hopewell
area, the only General Assembly incumbent
to be challenged for renomination in 1983,
longtime Democratic Delegate C. Hardaway
Marks, swept past his opponent, Hopewell
city councilman James J. Vergara, Jr., with
62.6 percent of the vote.

All in all, 131 of the 140 incumbent
members of the General Assembly sought
renomination either in party primaries or in
conventions, and everyone of them was
successful. This 100 percent renomination
rate exceeds even the high 1981 and 1982
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TABLE 1. USE OF PRIMARY ELECTION FOR GENERAL ASSEMBLY NOMINATION, BY PARTY, 1963-1983

Contested
Primary Election Year/Number of Primaries

Nominations 1963* 1965* 1967* 1969 1971* 1973 1975* 1977 1979* 1981 1982 1983*

Democrats 36 64 54 36 45 3 28 27 25 22 3 6

Republicans 0 6 0 6 0 5 10 13 12 21 6 5

Totals 36 70 54 42 45 8 38 40 37 43 9 11

SOURCES: Election reports in state newspapers for years prior to 1975; for 1975-1983, the State Board of Elections.

NOTES: Parties also nominated candidates by conventions and uncontested primaries in each election year. Complete data could not be
compiled for most election years on these nominating methods.

The starred (*) election years are those in which members of both the Senate and the House of Delegates were elected. Unstarred
election years are those in which only members of the House of Delegates were elected.

proportions of 96.6 percent and 96.7 percent,
respectively.

The high renomination rates may have
been caused, in part, by electoral exhaustion;
1983 marked the third year in a row that
the 100 seats of the House of Delegates had
been up for election. I Another factor was the
1982 redistricting plan, which contained uni
versal single-member districting for the first
time. Many of the districts were carefully
tailored for incumbents, so much so that the
redistricting plan was often referred to as an
"incumbent survival act."

The pro-incumbent districting also may
have helped to produce another pheno
menon: the least competitive General Assem
bly election since the end of the era of one
party domination in the 1960s. Democrats
nominated the fewest number of General
Assembly candidates (119) in the state's mod
ern political history, while Republicans
fielded their smallest candidate team (78)
since 1975. Overall, more than half (73 of
the 140) of the legislative seats were uncon
tested. In addition, nine incumbents had only
token opposition from independents. Almost
three-fIfths of the Assembly seats, then, were
completely uncontested or lightly contested.

THE GENERAL ELECTION

Even a relatively uneventful election has
its surprises; and in 1983 there was no more
startling result than in Roanoke, where one
term Republican Senator Ray L. Garland

IThe regular two-year House term was cut in half cy a court

ordered 1982 special election, held as a result of the redistricting

failures of the 1981 General Assembly.

was handily defeated for re-election (52.6
percent to 47.3 percent) by Democratic acti
vist J. Granger Macfarlane. A well-known
and somewhat flamboyant legislator, Gar
land had served a dozen years in the House
of Delegates before his promotion to the
state Senate in 1979, and he was also the
unsuccessful GOP nominee for U.S. Senate
in 1970. While his downfall was unexpected,
Garland may have been living on borrowed
time politically, since the City of Roanoke
has become reliably Democratic over the
years, in contrast to its moderate "mountain
valley" Republicanism of earlier times. Gar
land's campaign costs were about half of his
opponent's (about $55,000 compared to
$121,000 for Macfarlane-an enormous
expenditure and the largest of 1983 for any
single state Senate candidate in Virginia). A
large black turnout in 1983 was perhaps the
crucial factor that sealed Garland's fate, how
ever. Despite a relatively pro-civil rights
record, Garland bore the GOP label-and
that, in and of itself, has usually been enough
to ensure a solid black majority for one's
opponent in modern Virginia politics.

Race played a role in other elections,
though occasionally in less predictable ways.
In Newport News, black state Senator
Robert C. "Bobby" Scott had won very
narrowly a January 1983 special election to
fill a vacancy in his district, which is two
thirds white. He was expected by many to
lose the seat in a larger turnout in the
November election, where he was facing the
same foe, city councilman William F. Has
kins, Jr. Scott ran a well-financed and
organized campaign, and he stunned the
prognosticators by winning easily, with 54.2
percent of the vote. Harvard-educated Scott

is the first Virginia black legislator to repre
sent a majority-white district. In nearby Ports
mouth, in contrast, a senior white Demo
cratic incumbent managed to win a large
majority against two black independent can
didates in a heavily black district. Delegate
L. Cleaves Manning, with an assist from
Governor Charles Robb and much of the
black leadership in his district, parlayed his
seniority and ability to "bring home the
bacon" into an overwhelming victory of 67.7
percent.

In three House of Delegate races, incum
bent legislators ran against former incum
bents. In two of these three cases, the ex
legislators won. Former Delegate George W.
Grayson, who had moved into a new district
on the outskirts of Richmond, successfully
ousted Republican Delegate Edwin H. Rags
dale, who was accused of insufficient atten
tion to his legislative duties. Grayson gar
nered 54.9 percent of the vote. In Fairfax
County, former Republican delegate Gwen
dolyn Cody avenged the 1982 loss of her
House seat by recapturing it from Demo
cratic Delegate Nora Squyres, with 53.2 per
cent of the vote. In the third race, former
Democratic Delegate James B. Murray of
Albemarle County was not so fortunate. As
an incumbent in 1981, Murray had soundly
beaten Republican George F. Allen (son of
the former Washington Redskins football
coach). Murray lost his seat to Allen by
twenty-five votes in a 1982 re-match, how
ever, and yet another round in 1983 went
to Allen by a substantial margin (53.4 percent
to 46.6 percent).

One indication of the Democratic party's
success in 1983 was the electoral showing of
Democratic senators who nearly had been
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TABLE 3.
CAMPAIGN SPENDING IN THE 1983 GENERAL ASSEMBLY ELECTIONS

SOURCE: Compiled by the author from campaign finance spending reports provided by the
State Board of Elections.

NOTE: A "Party Contest" is an election that had a formally designated nominee from both
the Democratic and the Republican parties.

supporters. In 1983 these additional party
registrants helped to increase Democratic
margins substantially.

Another factor that hindered Republicans
in some legislative elections was internal dis
sension in the party's ranks. The growing
split within the GOP, notably in Chesterfield
County but certainly not restricted to that
locality, has been clearly and openly visible
since the 1981 statewide elections. This prob
lem has resulted in part from a series of GOP
election successes in the 1970s that perhaps
produced overconfidence. It is a revealing

4In recent years most major presidential candidates, including

Ronald Reagan, Walter Mondale, and Edward Kennedy, have
established candidate PACs well before the onset of their formal

presidential campaigns in order to contribute to other candidates

(and potential supporters), as well as to pay for their own pre
announcement travels.

commentary on the drift of Virginia politics
that, at the same time the faction-ridden and
victory-starved Democratic party was sub
merging its disagreements in order to better
its electoral chances, buoyant state Repub
licans were beginning to indulge themselves
by emphasizing their ideological and per
sonal differences. The transfer of the "major
ity mentality" from the once-dominant Demo
crats to the newly emergent GOP is probably
not permanent, given the Democratic party's
coalitionist nature and the Republican
party's managerial bent. But the pheno
menon is fascinating, nonetheless.

One further new political development was
apparent in 1983: the use of political action
committees (PACs) by politicians not on the
ballot to increase their influence in the state.
Governor Robb's PAC was joined by those
of Republican U.S. Senator Paul Trible (the
Virginia Senatorial Committee) and GOP
Northern Virginia Congressman Stanford E.
Parris (the Commonwealth Leadership Com
mittee) in contributing money to favored
legislative candidates. Republican General
Assembly contenders received about $50,000
from Trible's PAC and approximately
$43,000 from Parris's PAC. The use of PACs
by officeholders and potential candidates for
office is becoming common both nationally
and in many other states.4

One final postscript to the 1983 General
Assembly elections might also be in order.
A healthy democracy requires that voters be
given a choice of candidates on election day.
The responsibility for providing this basic
and necessary element falls on the two major
political parties. By nominating their smallest
contingents of candidates in years, Virginia's
parties clearly failed a vital test in 1983. In
almost any election year, limited resources,
party strategy, and other factors inevitably
will result in some unopposed races. Never
theless, it arguably harms the democratic
character of our society (and encourages
apathy and even cynicism) when a aggering
proportion of seats go uncontested. In 1983
a large majority of the candidates for the
General Assembly-59 percent, in fact-were
unopposed by the other party. Thus, they
were essentially elected before the polls had
even opened and voters had had a chance
to pass judgment. This is a regrettable sta
tistic that does not bear repeating.

58.0
39.9

2.1

54.6
44.0

1.4

59.3
38.8

1.9

54.9
45.1

56.8
40.8

2.4

54.4
43.2

2.4

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

Percent of
Expenditures

$3,423,664

$1,984,806
1,364,893

73,965

$1,639,481

$ 972,204
636,036

31,241

$1,234,050

$ 677,919
556,131

o

$1,784,183

$1,012,602
728,857
42,724

$1,663,068

$ 904,011
717,871
41,186

Total Campaign
Expenditures

Both Houses, All Districts (N=I40)
Democrats
Republicans
Independents

Total

Robb solace since they suggest the wisdom
of the direction in which he has taken his
party.

For the Republicans, the 1983 results
imply that their admittedly great potential for
further legislative advances will not be
realized until they begin to match the Demo
crats (and their supporting groups) in one
vital area: voter registration. While both
parties have reasonably good voter contact
and get-out-the-vote programs in many local
ities across the state, in most places only the
Democrats have been concentrating system
atically on registering large numbers of party

General Assembly
Both Houses, Party Contested Districts Only (N=58)

Democrats $1,581,930
Republicans 1,274,002
Independents 41,186

Total $2,897,118
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Persons or institutions may beplaced on the mailing list to receive copies of the News Letter by sending a written request to News
Letter, 207Minor Hall, University of Virginia, Charlottesville, Virginia 22903. The complete mailing address shouldbeprintedor
typed, and the Zip Code should be included.
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TABLE 2. VOTE BY PARTIES IN GENERAL ASSEMBLY ELECTIONS IN VIRGINIA, 1967-1983
Percent of Vote

Party 1967 1969a 1971 1973a 1975 19778 1979 19818 19828 1983

Statewide
Democratic 65.1 60.0 58.6 55.9 66.9 66.6 62.0 59.6 56.9 61.5
Republican 30.7 37.1 34.6 31.7 28.1 29.7 36.5 36.5 40.8 36.1
Independent 4.1 2.8 6.8 12.4 4.9 3.7 1.5 3.9 2.2 2.4
Write-ins 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

-- -- -- --

Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Party Contests
Democratic 59.5 56.9 55.3 54.6 57.3 61.8 56.3 51.9 52.6 54.4
Republican 35.5 39.9 37.1 32.6 40.0 36.2 43.4 46.6 46.8 45.0
Independent 5.0 3.2 7.6 12.8 2.7 2.0 0.3 1.5 0.5 0.6
Write-ins 0.1

--
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: Compiled from election results provided by the State Board of Elections.
OTE: "Party Contest" is an election that had a formally designated nominee from both the Democratic and the Republican parties.

aNa election for state Senate was held in this year.

dramatically below their proportion of the
population (51 percent), and the proportion
of women serving in the Virginia General
Assembly is little more than half the propor
tion of women serving in legislatures of all
the fIfty states (13 percent).

CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES

It was common only a decade ago to find
most General Assembly candidates, includ
ing incumbents, spending just a few thousand
dollars or less on their election campaigns.
In an age of spiralling campaign costs, those
days are irrevocably gone, as Table 3 makes
abundantly clear. The 1983 General Assem
bly campaigns of all the candidates spent
over $3.4 million-more even than the $3.3
million that was spent in the 1982 u.S.
Senate race by Republican Paul Trible and
Democrat Richard J. Davis combined. State
Senate races accounted for $1.8 million of
that total, and House contests for $1.6 mil
lion.

Overall, Democrats spent 58.0 percent of
the total and Republicans, 39.9 percent. (The
remaining 2.1 percent was spent by independ
ent candidates.) In party-contested districts,
however, the spending race was closer; out
of a total of $2.9 million, Democratic spend
ing comprised 54.6 percent, Republicans
accounted for 44.0 percent, and independents
1.4 percent. Perhaps coincidentally (or per
haps not), these party spending proportions
closely parallel the percentage of the vote
received by each party in contested districts.

Not surprisingly, a candidate with more
money than his or her opponent had a better
chance of winning, although the odds were
not always so overwhelming as one might

have guessed. Overall, in party-contested dis
tricts, forty-one of fifty-seven candidates (or
about 72 percent) who outspent the oppo
sition also won the seat. But in the Senate,
the ratio was less than that: fourteen winning
candidates did outspend their opponents, but
seven candidates who were themselves out
spent also won. In the House, big-spending
candidates fared much better, winning their
elections three times as often as lesser spend
ing opponents. (Twenty-seven House winners
outspent their foes; nine House victors man
aged to win with less money than their
opponents.) One explanation of this differ
ence between House and Senate contests may
be that Senate races attract more press atten
tion than do House contests, thereby pro
viding free exposure for challengers and
increasing their electoral chances even if their
own warchests are relatively small. In four
of the five 1983 cases where an incumbent
legislator was defeated, however, the chal
lenger outspent the incumbent (and in the
fifth case, the challenger spent nearly as much
as the incumbent).

In 1983 the average campaign cost for a
major party candidate in a party-contested
district was about $38,600 for a Senate seat
and about $17,100 for a House seat. Can
didates in urban and especially suburban
districts often spent much more than the
average, while those in more rural parts of
Virginia spent considerably less. Everywhere,
though, campaign costs have risen signifi
cantly. General Assembly candidates in com
petitive districts do not run shoestring cam
paigns anymore.

CONCLUSION

State legislative elections are often viewed
as a patchwork of local contests that draw
a large "friends and neighbors" vote irrespec
tive of party label. While that is especially
true in Virginia-a state where the party
labels of General Assembly candidates are
not even listed on the ballot-it is also true
that statewide trends sometimes can be dis
cerned in the welter of local results. In the
last decade, and especially since 1979, legis
lative elections in the Old Dominion have
become increasingly competitive. While the
level and intensity of competition does not
yet approach that of statewide contests,
almost inevitably two-party competition will
take deeper root at the local level. The 1983
elections represent a pause in that process,
and the pause brings with it a message for
each party.

For the Democrats, the 1983 contests sug
gest that careful attention and organization
can arrest the erosion in its legislative
strength. Democrats are beginning to apply
to their local electoral battles the lessons
learned in their successful 1981 statewide
campaign. Governor Charles Robb, the archi
tect of Democratic renewal in 1981, cam
paigned vigorously for Democratic legislative
candidates in 1983; and his political action
committee, Virginians for Good Government
(informally known as Chuck PAC), contrib
uted $124,000 to the state party's organiza
tional and service efforts. While the election
contests were too few and most issues too
localized to be regarded as a clear-cut ref
erendum on the Robb administration, the
General Assembly races in 1983 can give



defeated for re-election four years earlier.
Senator Madison Marye of Montgomery
County, who had held his seat by only ten
votes in 1979, swept past former Delegate
Ward Teel in 1983. Similarly, senators Wil
liam E. Fears of Accomack County, Charles
Waddell of Loudoun County and John C.
Buchanan of Wise County, all had been held
to less than 53 percent in 1979, but they
overwhelmed their 1983 opponents, scoring
landslide re-elections. Other endangered
Democratic incumbents such as Senator Tho
mas J. Michie, Jr. of Charlottesville, emerged
victorious in 1983 as well. In an especially
interesting contest, Democratic Senator
Elliot S. Schewel of Lynchburg trounced the
Reverend Jerry Falwell's candidate, Repub
lican Harry Covert, by more than 3-to-l,
despite being outspent by about $65,000 to
$55,000. Covert, a close Falwell ally, is
former editor of "Moral Majority Report,"
a publication of Falwell's quasi-political
organization. The massive defeat suffered by
Covert suggests once again that Falwell's
electoral influence is somewhat overrated,
even in his home territory.2

Perhaps the most bitterly fought House of
Delegates contest was in Chesterfield
County, where a split in Republican ranks
opened the way for Democrat Les Saunders
to spoil the re-election bid of House GOP
caucus chairman George Jones. Saunders'
narrow 1983 win of 51.1 percent followed a
decisive loss to Jones in the same district only
a year earlier. Republicans balanced this loss
in Chesterfield with the defeat in Virginia
Beach of Democratic incumbent Delegate
Julie Smith by GOP nominee Robert Tata.
The four Senate districts without an incum
bent also were evenly split by the two parties.
Democrat Edward Houck of Spotsylvania
convincingly won the Piedmont seat of retir
ing Republican Senator Eva Scott with 54.5
percent of the vote; and Virginia Beach
Democrat Clarence A. Holland, a former
mayor there, won t e seat of outgoing Demo
cratic Senator Evelyn Hailey of Norfolk. 3

(Holland thus joins his brother, Senator
Richard J. Holland of Windsor, in the upper
house. The two Hollands are the first bro
thers to serve in the Senate together in
modern times.) On the other side of the party

2See the discussion of Falwell in the author's Virginia Votes 1979

1982 (Charlottesville: Institute of Government, University of
Virginia, 1983), pp. 32-34, 84.

3This Senate seat had been transferred from Norfolk to Virginia
Beach after the )980 census because of the substantial population
growth in the resort city. The race in Virginia Beach was the

most expensive of all General Assembly contests in 1983, with
the three candidates spending a total of about $202,800. Democrat
Holland easily outspent his opponents, with a total of about
$95,000 compared to $67,000 for Republican Harold Heischober

and $41,000 for independent Meyera Oberndorf.
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ledger, GOP candidate John W. Russell,
mayor of the City of Fairfax, captured the
seat of retiring Democratic Senator Adelard
Brault by defeating Brault's legislative aide,
Emilie Miller, in a close contest (Russell won
50.6 percent to Miller's 49.4 percent). Finally,
the GOP added Chesterfield County's Senate
seat to its roster as mentioned earlier; Repub
lican Robert E. Russell was unopposed for
the seat of outgoing Democratic Senator
Frederick T. Gray, Sr.

PARTY BALANCE AND TURNOVER

Overall, 1983 proved to be an exception
ally good year for incumbents. Of the 131
legislators who sought another term, 125 (or
96.2 percent) were successful. This re-election
rate is considerably higher than that of both
1981 (86.4 percent) and 1982 (88.0 percent)
and approximately the same as in 1979 (96.6
percent). The seat turnover-the number of
seats actually changing occupants, whether
of the same or a different party-was also
remarkably low. Just 11 new legislators were
elected in 1983 (5 in the Senate, 6 in the
House), and this total is the smallest by far
in at least a decade and a half.

As usual, most of the turnover was in
urban areas, particularly Northern Virginia,
Richmond, and Hampton Roads. Single
member districts, which some thought would
bring added competitiveness to legislative
races, appear to have had very little effect
on turnover thus far. In fact, careful drawing
of the single-member district lines by the
incumbents actually has reduced the level of
competitiveness in many cases. The high re
election rates in 1983 also may have been
caused, in part, by electoral exhaustion, at
least in the House of Delegates, which had
faced elections for three consecutive years.

A reduction in competitiveness is never
good news for a minority party, and the
heavy bias toward incumbents in 1983 called
a halt to the steady, if slow, progress the
GOP had been making. For a decade's worth
of legislative elections, Republicans had
gained either in the number of General
Assembly seats they had won or in the
proportion of the vote they had secured in
party-contested districts (or both). But in
1983 the GOP added no seats at all, and their
proportion of the vote in party-contested
districts declined from 46.8 percent in 1982
to 45.0 in 1983 (see Table 2). The GOP
proportion of the vote was still relatively
large compared to pre-1979 showings, how
ever, suggesting that Republicans remain
generally more competitive in legislative elec
tions than in the 1960s and early 1970s. In
this light, the 1983 results may be viewed as
a mild, temporary setback rather than a
serious derailment of Republican plans to

increase their General Assembly representa
tion. Certainly the pattern of cities and coun
ties carried by Republican legislative candi
dates in 1983 shows virtually no erosion from
other recent General Assembly elections.

BLACK AND WOMEN LEGISLATORS

In addition to the four incumbent black
House members (William P. Robinson, Jr.
of Norfolk, Benjamin J. Lambert III of
Richmond, Roland D. Ealey of Richmond,
and W. Henry Maxwell of Newport News)
and two incumbent black Senators (L. Doug
las Wilder of Richmond and Bobby Scott of
Newport News), the first black woman in
Virginia history was elected to the House of
Delegates. Dr. Yvonne B. Miller of Norfolk,
a Democrat like all of the other black dele
gates, was unopposed for the seat of retiring
white Delegate Robert E. Washington. Even
with the addition of one seat, however,
blacks still are substantially underrepresented
in the General Assembly, holding 5 percent
of the seats while comprising 19 percent of
the population. Once again, the promise of
single-member districts-which proponents
suggested would increase substantially the
number of black-held seats-has so far been
unfulfilled.

Despite the record number of female can
didates in the 1983 legislative races (twenty
seven), women actually lost ground in the
General Assembly. Eleven women had been
elected to the previous House and two
women to the state Senate. Mter the 1983
elections, only ten women could be found
in the winner's circle, all of them elected to
the House of Delegates. All six women can
didates for the Senate were defeated, and the
two incumbent women senators (Republican
Eva F. Scott of Amelia County and Demo
crat Evelyn Hailey of Norfolk) both retired.
On the House side, only two nonincumbent
women were elected: Yvonne Miller (D) of
Norfolk and Gwendolyn Cody (R) of Fair
fax. Eight incumbent women were re-elected:
Democrats Mary Sue Terry of Patrick
County, Joan H. Munford of Blacksburg,
Dorothy S. McDiarmid of Fairfax County,
Vivian E. Watts of Fairfax County,
Gladys B. Keating of Fairfax County, Mary
A. Marshall of Arlington, and Shirley F.
Cooper of Yorktown; and Republican
Phoebe Orebaugh of Harrisonburg. Two
incumbent women were defeated in 198:):
Democrats Julie Smith of Virginia Beach and
Nora Squyres of Fairfax (replaced by
another woman, Gwen Cody).

Fully half the General Assembly's 1983
contingent of women is from Northern Vir
ginia, the region traditionally most hospi
table to women's candidacies. Women's share
of General Assembly seats (7.1 percent) is



George Mason Project for the Study of Human Rights
Spring 1984 Lecture Series

"Natural Law and Natural Rights," a program supported by a grant from the Virginia Foundation for the Humanities and Public
Policy, is the third in the annual series of George Mason Lectures. George Mason University Press recently published the 1982 lectures
under the title The Legacy of George Mason, edited by Josephine F. Pacheco. (See the April 1983 issue of the News Letter for details
on the 1982 lectures.)

The schedule for the spring 1984 lecture series is given below. All lectures are free and open to the public. For further information,
call Professor Josephine F. Pacheco at 703/323-2340.

NATURAL LAW AND NATURAL RIGHTS: THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT
Speaker: John M. Murrin, Professor of History, Princeton University;

author, Saints and Revolutionaries: Essays in Early American History.
Commentator: Shannon M. Jordan,

Assistant Professor of Philosophy and Religion,
George Mason University.

Place/Date: Alexandria Bicentennial Center, Alexandria, Virginia.
March 8, 1984,8 p.m.

A THEORY OF CONSTITUTIONAL INTERPRETATION
Speaker: Michael J. Perry

Professor of Law, Northwestern University;
author, The Constitution, the Courts, and Human Rights: An 1nquiry
into the Legitimacy of Constitutional Policymaking by the Judiciary.

Commentator: Joseph F. Johnston, Jr.
author and attorney, Drinker, Biddle and Reath, Washington, D.C.

Place/Date: Gunston Hall, Lorton, Virginia
March 22, 1984,7 p.m., candlelight tour of Gunston Hall;

8 p.m. lecture.
THE MEANING OF THE RIGHT TO LIFE

Speaker: James F. Childress
Commonwealth Professor of Religious Studies and

Professor of Medical Education, University of Virginia;
author, Priorities in Biomedical Ethics and

Moral Responsibility in Conflict: Nonviolence, Violence and War.
Commentator: Father Bryan J. Hehir

Secretary, Department of Social Development and World Peace,
United States Catholic Conference; Senior Resarch Scholar,

Kennedy Institute of Ethics, Georgetown University.
Place/Date: Harris Theater, George Mason University, Fairfax, Virginia.

April 5, 1984, 8 p.m.
NATURAL RIGHTS AND HUMAN RIGHTS:

THE INTERNATIONAL IMPERATIVE
Speaker: David Little

Professor of Religious Studies, University of Virginia;
author, Human Rights and the Justification of Recent American Foreign
Policy: Morality and Policy in the Carter and Reagan Administrations.

Commentator: Robert P. Clark
Professor of Government and Politics, George Mason University.

Place/Date: Metro Campus, George Mason University, Arlington, Virginia.
April 19, 1984,8 p.m.
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