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A t the opening of the 1993 session of the

Virginia General Assembly, legislators appeared
poised to take meaningful action to reform
Virginia's election laws. When the dust cleared,

however, little had changed.
Broad-based support for reform seemed

to be building. Nationally, President Clinton

and candidate Ross Perot together had garnered
60% of the popular vote running on a platform
of "change" and special interest reform. In Vir
ginia, Governor Douglas Wilder had added ethics
reform to the agenda after the 1992 General
Assembly defeated his proposed hospital tax
without a single on-the-record Assembly vote.
Wilder-concerned that special interest
contributions to legislators had defeated his
proposed tax-had created the Governor's
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Commission on Campaign Finance Reform,
Government Accountability, and Ethics to study
Virginia's campaign laws and recommend
reforms. The Commission recommended
major reforms-including the establishment

of a permanent state ethics commission, year

round reporting oflobbyists' expenses, improved
disclosure laws for local parties and caucuses,

random auditing of campaign finance and
disclosure reports, and the creation of contri

bution limits.
The members of the House of Delegates,

up for reelection in 1993, were eager to take
positive action on campaign reform before fac

ing the voters in the fall. On February 6 the

House of Delegates approved a measure that
would have established the same contribution
limits for all legislative elections, but not for
statewide races. Individuals, corporations, and
political action committees would be limited

to contributions of $1,000 per campaign, for
prim~ry and general elections. The delegates also
passed measures requiring year-round report
ing by lobbyists, and financial reporting by
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congressional and local political party com
mittees.

The reform proposals ran into considerably
more trouble in the Senate. Remnants of a long
lasting feud between Governor Wilder and
Democratic Senator Joseph Gartlan, combined with
complaints about the absence of lawmakers on the
Ethics Commission, reduced the chances for pas
sage ofan ethics package from the outset. k a result,
Senate Democrats-led by Gartlan, who chairs the
Privileges and Elections Committee-favored cre
ating a study committee to expertly examine proposed
reforms until a future session. On March 2, the
Senate voted down campaign finance reform for
this year, with Lieutenant Governor Don Beyer,
] r. breaking a 19-19 tie vote in favor of the
committee's measure to postpone consideration of
major reforms and create a study committee. How
ever, two Democratic senators who are considered
Wilder supporters did not vote, withholding their
support for unexplained reasons.

The 1993 Generalksembly did pass three bills
in an attempt to improve the reporting of campaign
contributions. The first bill requires local political parties
in jurisdictions of 100,000 or more to file campaign
finance reports. Currently, only the two state party
organizations are required to file reports. The second
bill lowers from $250 to $100 the size of a campaign
contribution for which the donor's address, occupa
tion, and place ofemployment must be listed. A third
measure expands the annual expenditure-reporting
requirements for lobbyists to cover year-round expen
ditures, rather than just those incurred during the
legislative session.

Requiring financial reports from local parties
and year-round reports improves the disclosure pro
cess by making additional information available to
the public. However, recent reports indicate that
the existing law requiring donors' occupation and
place of employment to be listed is often violated
and rarely enforced.

Despite the lack ofsignificant action on other
campaign reform measures in the 1993 session, the
issue seems to have achieved a higher status, and
chances for substantive activity on campaign reform
may have improved. In anticipation offuture General
Assembly consideration, it is important that pos
sible effects of the proposed reforms be analyzed,
in preparation for future debates.

LCREASED SPENDING
& LARGE GIFTS
The most pressing concern is the rapidly increas
ing expenditures in Virginia's political contests.
In the 1989 gubernatorial race, candidates

Douglas Wilder and Marshall Coleman spent a com
bined total of$16.1 million, an increase in spending
of 98% over 1985. Both candidates received sev
erallarge contributions in amounts over $100,000.
Coleman had eleven individual contributions and
two party gifts of $100,000 or larger donations,
while Wilder had three individual contributions in
the same category. A smaller but still substantial
increase in statewide spending was also reflected in
those 1991 legislative races in which there were two
major-party candidates. Several journalists, politi
cians, and political scientists have expressed concerns
about the appearance ofimpropriety connected with
the increase in spending and large donations.

Currently, the Virginia Code (sec. 24.1-258)
requires public disclosure ofcontributions over $100
but does not limit the size of any contributions.
The Ethics Commission's Subcommittee on Cam
paign Finance recommended implementing
contribution limits for all donors except the politi
cal parties. Its proposed limits are $5,000 per
campaign for statewide races, $2,000 for Senate
campaigns, and $1,000 for House races. In effect,
the total contribution limits, including the primary
and general election campaigns, would be $10,000
for statewide, $4,000 for Senate, and $2,000 for
House of Delegates campaigns.

This News Letter will examine the possible
effect these proposed contribution limits would have
had, all other factors held constant, on the dollar
amounts raised by the candidates in the 1989
governor's race, three 1991 Senate races, and three
1991 House of Delegates races.

Contribution limits are the most significant
of the reform proposals because they would directly
change the behavior of candidates, parties, and
individuals. Nevertheless, the additional recommen
dations are also important. These limits are only as
good as the disclosure and auditing procedures that
create incentives for the law to be followed. Also,
the Ethics Commission's additional recommenda
tions-including improved disclosure laws, creation
of random auditing authority, and a state tax credit
for contributions to political parties-are also im
portant.

GOVERNOR'S RACE, 1989
The size of campaign contributions is at the center
of discussions about the influence of money in
political campaigns. This section will proceed by
examining: each candidate's total contributions,
itemized (over $100) and unitemized ($100 or less);
data analyzing the size and distribution of itemized
contributions; and the possible effects of the
proposed reforms.
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· Candidates

• in the 1989

• governor's race

: spenta

• combined total

• of $16.1 million,

• an increase

• of 98% over 1985.

· A small number

• of contributors gave

• the majority

• of the funding.

TABLE 2. Direct Itemized Contributions,
1989 Governor's Race

Coleman Wilder

Amount of 0/0 of 0/0 of 0/0 of % of
Contribution contributors $ contributors $

$101-500 68.6 10.3 66.7 17.4
$501-1,000 12.4 5.0 16.9 14.6
$1,001-5,000 12.2 14.7 13.3 35.9
$5,001-10,000 2.7 9.6 2.0 12.3
$10,001 and up 4.2 60.4 1.1 19.8

GOALS OF REFORM
Some broad objectives for reforming the election
laws identified by the Governor's Ethics Commis
sion are to:
• address the appearance of impropriety

wherever it exists;
• increase participation in the election process;

increase competitiveness;
• reduce election spending;
• improve the disclosure of campaign

contributions; and
• strengthen the state party system.
Although contribution limits alone would not ad
dress all these goals, it is possible to evaluate the
feasibility and relevance of these limits to several
of the reform goals.

Appearance of Impropriety. Contribution
limits could be a viable solution to the appearance 3
of impropriety that was clearly a problem for the

EFFECT OF REFORMS
The impact ofthe proposed campaign finance reforms
can be tested by retroactively applying the proposed
$10,000 limit per campaign, $5,000 each for the pri
mary and general elections, to the 1989 governor's
race. Ifthe limit were applied to the Wilder campaign,
approximately $1,162,763 would have been taken out
of a total of $7,026,795-amounting to a reduction
of16.5% ofthis total funds. The proposed limits would
have hit the Coleman campaign harder, removing
$3,595,412 or about 36.5% ofhis total of$9,837,830.
(It is assumed that those donors who have $10,000 to
contribute would have planned appropriately to give
$5,000 for both the primary and general elections.) 3

The total removed would be further magni
fied by considering the hypothetical removal of :
Coleman's primary funds. It must be recognized
that Coleman's three-way primary race makes his
total fundraising appear larger than it likely would
have been without a primary. There is no way to
consider the difference between Coleman's primary
and general funds because Virginia campaign fi
nance laws do not require a dollar raised before the
primary to be spent during the primary elections.

Percentages Coleman Wilder
of $100 More $100 More

Total Funds or less than $100 or less than $100

0/0 of
Contributors 76.2 23.8 74.7 25.3

0/0 of
$ 5.4 94.6 17.6 82.4

Of the over $16 million spent in the 1989
gubernatorial contest, Coleman spent $9,837,830
compared to Wilder's $7,026,795. Coleman's large
fundraising total is partly attributable to his par
ticipation in a three-way primary race against
Congressman Stan Parris and former Senator Paul
Trible. The primary was expensive for Coleman,
costing approximately $3.7 million. It was also ex
pensive for the Republican party, with the three
candidates spending a total of $10 million. 1

TABLE 1. Distribution of total Contribution,
1989 Virginia Governor's Race

SIZE OF CONTRIBUTIONS
A comparison of itemized contributions, those over
$100, with unitemized contributions, those $100
or less, helps characterize the general fundraising
sources in gubernatorial races. As Table 1 shows,
both Wilder and Coleman relied on a relatively small
percentage of their contributors to provide the ma
jority of their funding. Governor Wilder received
82.4% of his funding from only 25.3% of his con
tributors. Coleman relied even more heavily on the
larger contributions, receiving 94.6% of his total
funds from only 23.80/0 of his donors. 2

A more accurate method of determining ex
actly who gains the most from larger contributors
is to investigate how well distributed a candidate's
contributions are by size. The percentages in Table
2 include the fundraising efforts ofboth campaigns
from their first gubernatorial filing with the State
Board ofElections through December 1, 1992. The
contributions have been tabulated by size in five
categories.

The most significant category for this analy
sis is how much of each candidate's funds come
from contributions of $10,001 and more. Table 2
indicates that Coleman raised three times as much
as Wilder in this category, raising 60.4% ofhis funds
in contributions over $10,001, compared to Wilder's
19.8%. Even if you examine the two largest cat
egories, Coleman's 70% is almost double the
percentage offunds raised by Wilder, 32.1 %. These
percentages give the preliminary indication that the
effects of the proposed reforms would have been
larger on the Coleman campaign because it had
three times as many contributions over $10,000 as
the Wilder campaign.
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Wilder/Coleman race. The problem was the con
sequence of three factors: (1) the unrestricted
environment of Virginia's campaign laws; (2) the
presence of large contributions; and (3) press re
ports about possible connections between
contributors and their policy goals.

First, the availability of funds and the lack of
contribution limits themselves leave the impression
within the candidate's organization that it is easy
to raise money. For example, Dwight Schar,
Coleman's finance chairman, was interviewed af
ter the primary regarding Wilder's 5 to 1 lead in
cash on hand. Schar was not concerned, comment
ing, "For a guy who is unopposed and has raised
$3 million in a state (that allows unlimited contri
butions), $3 million is nothing to write home
about.,,4 This comment conveys the impression of
a cavalier attitude towards fundraising that is not
reassuring to those concerned about the influence
of large contributions.

Second, throughout the campaign both
candidates had very large contributions from indi
viduals giving between $100,000 and $409,000 each.
Wilder's major donations included $100,000 from
entertainer Bill Cosby, $146,000 from Northern
Virginia developer J. Bahman Batmanghelidj, and
$200,000 from John Kluge. Coleman's big donors,
besides his own gift of$485,000, came from North
ern Virginia developers: Dwight Schar of Ryan
Homes gave $409,000; Gordon Smith gave
$306,000; and the Hazel brothers, John T. and
William, gave a total of $456,000.5

The press noticed the larger donors every re
porting period and responded with provocative
headlines: "Big donations raise questions of intent,"
"Would not exploit relationship if Coleman won,
developer says," and "Celebrities among governor's
donors." Most articles commented on the record
setting levels ofdonations. The coverage also reported
two damaging insinuations regarding influence. First,
allegations were raised that John Kluge and the Hazel
brothers were negotiating an attempt to build a race
track in Virginia that would benefit from
gubernatorial support-a troubling assertion ifthere
was cooperation by big contributors to give to both
candidates. Equally disturbing were insinuations that
a majority of the big contributors in the develop
ment business were seeking influence over the
building of roads. This would be accomplished
through the governor's power to appoint members
ofthe Commonwealth Transportation Board, which
decides where highways are placed and how much
money is expended. The developers protested that
these allegations were unfair and claimed to be merely
publicly minded citizens.6

Political scientist Robert Holsworth, quoted
in the Richmond newspapers, summed up the overall
appearance of these donations accurately: "At best,
such large contributions are unseemly. At worst,
they are politically corruptible." The suggested con
tribution limits, if passed, would remove much of
the appearance of impropriety, along with the large
contributions. Although the media would continue
to cover the reporting disclosures, they would have
new opportunities to focus on other forms of sys
tematic contributing by wealthy interests.

Competitiveness. A second aim of reform
ers is to increase competitiveness. While an accurate
definition ofcompetitiveness may be elusive, it surely
cannot be solely the closeness of the final election
results. A plausible definition may be the removal
of unfair competitive opportunities to communi
cate with the voters. An unfair competitive
opportunity would be the ability to buy large amounts
of television-advertising time financed by large
contributions.

The contribution limits might have removed
unfair competitive advantages, but the limits would
also have interfered with the candidates' legitimate
communication efforts. The reduction in Coleman's
funds posed hypothetically above-$3,595,412 of
$9,837,830, or 36.5%-would have been devas
tating to his get-out-the-vote efforts. Wilder's
reduction of 16.5% would also have reduced op
portunities to communicate with the voters. As we
know from recent experience, a lead in funding does
not guarantee a candidate's election. Nevertheless,
there is little doubt that a reduction in funds would
have hurt the candidates' direct message by mak
ing less television advertising possible and fewer
get-out-the vote phone calls to be made.

Party Building. 'Party building' or strength
ening the state party system is another goal
of reformers. Some of the funds taken out of the
campaign by contribution limits, it is argued,
would come back into the governor's race via
the unregulated parties. This is where the contri
bution limits could be the equalizer for the
Republican party in Virginia. It is clear from the
1989 campaign that Republican candidates can raise
extremely large amounts of money. According to
political analyst Larry Sabato, if some of these re
sources were redirected towards building a stronger
party organization, the Republicans might be bet
ter able to organize voters and compete on election
day. A word ofcaution is needed about the reentry
ofmoney through the parties, however, because too
much money coming into the election process con
flicts with the goal of reducing overall spending
in political contests.
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Increasing Number of Smaller Donors. An
important goal of campaign contribution limits is
to correct the influence ofvery large contributions
by increasing the percentage of small contributors
to a candidate's total funding. As David Adamany
explains, "The purpose ofCongress in adopting con
tribution limits was at least partly to advance political
equality by reducing the extent of 'multiple vot
ing' by large donors."7 If the limits are successful,
more contributions by small donors will follow and
thus more participation in the process will occur.

The movement in Virginia gubernatorial elec
tions has been towards a larger percentage of funds
coming from large donors. A comparison of the
1977 governor's race, between Henry Howell and
John Dalton, and the 1989 race reveals an increas
ing reliance on big contributors. These figures also
indicate that challengers may need greater access
to large donations than incumbents.

The increasing reliance on big contributors
can be tested by comparing the percentage of the
candidate's total funds given in amounts over
$10,000. In 1977 Howell was twice as reliant on
very large contributors as his opponent, receiving
24.7% of his itemized funds in this category com
pared to Dalton's 12.5%. In 1989, Coleman's 60.4%
ofhis funds in large gifts was triple Wilder's 19.8% .

While the percentage of large contributions
increased from the 1977 to the 1989 race, the per
centage of large contributors increased significantly
in only one case. In 1989 Coleman's large dona
tions came from 4.2% of his itemized donors,
compared to 1.1 % for Wilder. In 1977 Howell
received his large contributions from 1.2% of the
donors, while Dalton received contributions over
$10,000 from only.70/0 of his donors. 8

This comparison reveals an increasing reli
ance on large contributors for funding, with a slightly
larger percentage of the total donors giving larger
amounts. Although Virginia has a one-consecutive
term limit for the governor's office, both gover
nors Dalton and Wilder could be considered
'incumbents' in the sense that both were sitting lieu
tenant governors when elected. Comparing the two
races in this manner gives the impression that Howell
and Coleman as 'challengers' were more dependent
on large contributions than their opponents.

These results indicate that contribution lim
its may be effective in at least slowing the increasing
dependence on large contributors and, to the ex
tent this is successful, reducing campaign
expenditures. This research may also reflect a change
in small givers from the Republicans of 1977 to
the Democrats of 1989.

LEGISLATIVERACES
As with the gubernatorial races, three Virginia Senate
and three House races are examined to identify the
impact of the proposed contribution limits if they
had been in effect in 1991. These races were se
lected based upon the average cost of two-party
contested races during the 1991 elections. The races
were chosen to provide a range of costs, below av
erage, near average, and above average.

SENATE CONTESTS
The proposed contribution limitations of$4,000
$2,000 each for the primary and general elections
are meaningless in controlling influence in the
selected senatorial races. The limitations do not sub
stantially affect the contribution practices ofdonors
to senatorial candidates because the limits have been
set at a unrealistically high level. If the General As
sembly would like to consider regulating smaller
contributions, the following evidence is relevant.
In the Senate races examined here, the Ethics
Commission's recommended improvements in the
auditing and disclosure laws would be the reforms
that would help to discover and control influence.

In 1991 the average cost of a Senate race in a
party-contested district was $182,561, an 18% decline
from 1987. The three Senate races examined were:

1. Senator Mark Earley (R) v. John Butt (D),
14th District; total spending $106,764.19.

2. Senator Joseph Gartlan (D) v. John Griswold (R),
36th District; total spending $170,456.

3. Senator Hunter Andrews (D) v. Barry Epstein (R),
1st District; total spending $219,647.

All three Senate races involved incumbents, two
Democrats and one Republican.9

Senator Earley (R) has served Chesapeake since
1988, and ran for reelection in 1991 against new
comer John W. Butt (D). Earley greatly outspent
Butt, $73,471 to $33,293. The proposed contri
bution limitation of$4,000 ($2,000 each for primary
and general elections) would have removed no funds
from either campaign. As shown in Table 3, both
candidates received the vast majority of their total
itemized contributions in amounts of$1,000 or less,
92.8% for Earley and 89.6% for Butt. In the very
small contributions, Earley received 26.1 % of his
total funds from those giving $100 or less, while
Butt got 43.80/0 from this category.IO

Senator Joseph Gartlan (D) is a 19-year in
cumbent from Springfield who serves as chairman
ofthe Privileges and Elections Committee and wields
considerable power in the Senate. His opponent

• Contribution limits

• for Senate races

• cannot increase

• competitiveness

• and participation

• or strengthen

• parties because

• the proposed limits

• are too low.

5
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TABLE 3. Breakdown of Itemized Contributions, 1991 Virginia Senate Races

Earley (R) Butt (0) Gartlan (0) Griswold (R) Andrews (0) Epstein (R)

% of % % of % % of % % of %
% of % % of %

Amount ($) of Contri- of Contri- of Contri- of Contri- of Contri- of Contri- of
Contribution butors $ butors $ butors $ butors $ butors $ butors $

100 or less 75.0 26.1 78.5 43.8 67.1 23.0 97.9 64.0 24.8 3.5 85.3 29.3
101-250 13.2 20.0 13.6 15.9 24.2 32.6 1.4 3.3 45.0 27.4 8.0 15.6
251-500 8.1 26.8 5.2 13.3 6.2 20.0 0.26 3.0 18.8 24.1 2.9 13.8
501-1,000 3.0 19.9 3.1 16.6 1.2 8.5 0.03 0.6 9.0 26.9 3.2 30.3
1,001-up 0.5 6.9 1.0 10.2 0.7 15.7 0.30 28.8 2.5 18.1 0.2 10.9

NOTES: Names of incumbents are shown in italics.
The % of total funds in $1,000-$4,000 category is negligible in all cases.

John Griswold (R), is a direct-mail consultant for
the Republican National Committee who came
within 714 votes of winning the election. Spend
ing was fairly even; Gartlan spent $85,976 to
Griswold's $84,480. Surprisingly, the proposed
$4,000 contribution limit would have taken little
money from either candidate-only $1,600 from
Griswold and $1,000 from Gartlan. As you can see,
Gartlan received the majority ofhis gifts in amounts
of$I,OOO or less (Table 3). The 15.7% ofGartlan's
total contributions in the over $1,000 range reflects
his seniority and powerful position. The 28.8% of
Griswold's contributions in the over $1,000 cat
egory reflects the need to compensate for receiving
the vast majority of his total contributions in de
nominations less than $100. Gartlan received 230/0
ofhis total funds from those giving less than $100,
compared to 640/0 for Griswold.

Senator Hunter Andrews (D) is a 27-year
incumbent who is chairman of the powerful Sen
ate Finance Committee. He survived an unexpectedly
close challenge in 1991 from Barry Epstein, a Hamp
ton real estate broker. Senator Andrews outspent
Epstein by a large margin of $183,360 to $36,287.
The proposed contribution limit would not have
been significant in this race, removing only $2,000
from Andrews and $1,000 from Epstein. Both can
didates received most of their contributions from
those giving $1,000 or less-81.90/0 for Andrews
compared to 89% for Epstein. Neither of these can
didates raised a large percentage of their total funds
from those giving $100 or less; for Andrews, the
amount was 3.5% and for Epstein, 29.3%.

It is interesting to note that the proposed
contribution spending limits would have had little
or no effect on these Senate races. From this lim
ited research, the process of giving to state senators
appears fairly healthy in regard to keeping the size
of donations low. All of the candidates, including
the powerful incumbents Andrews and Gartlan, re
ceived a majority of their contributions in
denominations of $1,000 or less. Although these
races did not have very large donations, this research
indicates a pattern of incumbents receiving a larger

percentage of their donations in larger amounts than
the challengers.

Unlike the governor's race, contribution limits
for Senate races cannot assist reform goals to in
crease competitiveness and participation and to
strengthtn parties because the proposed limits are
too low to have any substantial effect. Neverthe
less, the proposed improvements in auditing and
disclosure powers are relevant to controlling influ
ence problems in the Senate races.

Need for random audits. Mr. Griswold's
fundraising disclosure report in the 1991 Senate
race, argues in favor of reform proposals to have
random audits ofseveral Senate races each election.
In the period from April 26-]une 3, 1991, Mr.
Griswold's report listed 2,133 unitemized contri
butions ($100 or less) for a total of $42,521. In
Virginia, a disclosure report is not required to list
the contributions of $100 or less, thus leaving the
public without the ability to examine the source of
Mr. Griswold's funds.

This case offers a challenge to Virginia's dis
closure laws. Mr. Griswold purposely raised money
with a national direct-mail campaign asking for
donations under $100 to avoid disclosing the source
of his funds. The granting of audit powers would
at least allow the examination and verification of
Mr. Griswold's donors. 11

HOUSE OF DELEGATES RACES
Unlike the Senate, the proposed limitations would
appear to have some realistic impacts upon one of
the three 1991 House of Delegates races studied.
However, auditing and disclosure laws could be a
more effective method of increasing voter confi
dence in the election process than the creation of a
$2,000 contribution limit ($1,000 for the primary,
$1,000 for the general election).

As with the Senate races, three House races
were also examined to reflect below-average, near
average, and above-average campaign costs. In 1991,
the average two-party contested House ofDelegates
race cost $85,491, a 26% decrease from 1989. The
three races selected were:
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1. C. T. Lindstrom (D) v. Peter Way (R); total
spending $78,300.

2. Leslie Byrne (D) v. Norman Caron (R); total
spending $66,598.

3. M. Kirkland Cox (R) v. Jay T. Leverett (D);
total spending $152,111.

The races included two incumbents, one Demo
crat and one Republican, and an open seat.

Delegate Peter Way (R) ran against C.T.
Lindstrom (D) for the open seat vacated by former
Delegate George Allen in Albemarle County. This
was one of the closest races in Virginia history. Ini
tially, the race was decided in Lindstrom's favor by
1 vote, but after a recount, Way was given the vic
tory by 7 votes. Way modestly outspent Lindstrom,
$42,197 to $36,103. The application of the pro
posed $2,000 contribution limit would have had
an impact on both campaigns. The reform would
have removed $6,027 dollars or 14.3% of Way's
funds, and $3,500 or 9.7% of Lindstrom's funds.
In total contributions, both Way and Lindstrom
received a relatively large percentage of funds in the
above $1,000 category-39.8°10 for Way and 21.3%
for Lindstrom (see Table 4). Among the small gifts,
Lindstrom received 29% ofhis total funds from those
giving $100 or less, compared with Way's 30.10/0.

In 1991 Delegate Leslie Byrne (D), a three
term incumbent, ran for reelection in Northern
Virginia against newcomer Norman Caron (R). Del
egate Byrne raised $53,346 compared to her
opponent's small sum of$13,252. Both candidates
relied so little on very large contributions that the
proposed contribution limit would not have affected
either campaign. Both candidates received a large
percentage oftheir total funds in increments of$500
or less, 83.7% for Byrne and 84.9°10 for Caron. Byrne
received 25.1 °10 ofher funds from those giving $100
or less, compared to Caron's 48°10.

Delegate M. Kirkland Cox (R), representing
Colonial Heights and southern Chesterfield County,
ran for reelection for the first time in 1991 against
the well-funded Jay T. Leverett (D). Delegate Cox
raised $63,212, compared to $33,968 for Leverett.

Leverett borrowed and spent $46,931, increasing
his total spending to $80,899. Delegate Cox also
borrowed $8,000, to make his total spending
$71,212. The proposed contribution limit would
have affected Delegate Cox by removing $4,000,
or 6.3% of his total funds. If there were a prohibi
tion against one family giving more than $2,000,
then Cox could have lost $11,000, or 17.4% ofhis
funds. The limit would have had no effect on
Leverett's funds. Delegate Cox relied on large gifts,
accepting 28.6°10 of his total funds in denomina
tions over $1,000. Leverett, on the other hand,
received 94.1 % ofhis total contributions from those
giving $1,000 or less. Both candidates received 29.7%

of their total funds from those giving $100 or less.
In the House races, the proposed contribu

tion limits would have had substantial effects on
the Lindstrom v. Way race and might have helped
to control the influence of large donations. The re
moval of 14.3% of Way's funds and 9.7% of •
Lindstrom's would drop the overall spending level
in their race by 13%. Contribution limits might
have been effective in this race because it was the
only open seat studied. It is likely that two-party
contests for open seats attract larger donations, es
pecially if the race is close. If true, this case would
validate the reformers' intentions to reduce the ef
fect of large donations via contribution limits.

The other effect of the limitations would have
been a 6.3% reduction in Delegate Cox's funds, lead
ing to a smaller 2.7% drop in that race's overall spending.
This research also reveals a pattern in the House races
in the over $1,000 category; two Republican candi
dates relied at least twice as much on the larger
contributions as did their Democratic opponents.

CNCLUSION
The research presented in this article indicates that
the contribution limits proposed by the Ethics Com
mission would have mixed results, depending on
the type of race studied.

On the gubernatorial level, the research indi
cates that a $10,000 limit could remove many of •

It is likely that

two-party contests

for open seats

attract larger

donations,

especially if

the race is close.

TABLE 4. Breakdown of Contributions over $100, 1991 House of Delegates

Lindstrom (0) Way (R) Byrne (0) Caron (R) Cox(R) Leverett (0)

% of % % of % % of % % of % % of % % of %

Amount ($) of Contri- of Contri- of Contri- of Contri- of Contri- of Contri- of
Contribution butors $ butors $ butors $ butors $ butors $ butors $

100 or less 77.0 29.0 78.8 30.1 32.3 25.1 89.0 48.0 79.2 29.7 76.0 29.7
101-250 9.9 2.8 11.5 26.0 18.2 40.3 6.8 19.5 15.5 24.2 15.0 25.8
251-500 9.0 29.0 4.8 11.8 4.5 18.3 3.1 17.4 3.3 11.4 6.0 21.0
501-1,000 3.0 17.9 1.0 4.3 0.9 6.2 0.0 0.0 0.8 5.9 2.0 17.6
1,001-up 0.8 21.3 3.4 39.8 0.9 10.1 1.0 15.1 1.3 28.6 0.3 4.2

7NOTES: Names of i cumbents are shown in italics.



: the negative influences of large contributions, as
: well as help to strengthen the party system. The
: proposed limits would also provide opportunities
: to lessen the appearance of impropriety, slow the
: growth ofspending, and encourage the solicitation
: of more small donations to campaigns. The only
: drawback is the disproportionate effect of this limit
: on one party-in this case, the Republicans.

In the Senate races, the research indicates that
: a contribution limit of $4,000 would be far too
• high to have substantial impacts on present contri-
• bution practices. The House ofDelegates races would
• have been slightly affected by contribution limits
• in two cases, most significantly in a race for an open
• seat. Again, the proposed limits are set too high.
• Of course, it is possible that the contribution lim
: its have been designed to be too high.
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• Leader, Ocr. 3, 1989, p. A-15.
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• 11/25/89, on record with the Virginia State Board of Elections.
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• gifts. Excluded are interest payments, refunds, and donations from
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• 3 Presently the Virginia Code requires that campaign report in-

• clude the amount of each contribution and the total amount of
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• hypothetical $10,000 limit.
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• Richmond Times-Dispatch, July 18, 1989, p. B-4.
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A final strength ofthe ethics reform recommen
dations lies in improving disclosure laws and creating
the threat that the State Board of Elections will have
auditing powers. These reforms would be effective
because they would use the self-interest of the actors
in the political arena to investigate perceived impro
prieties. Despite their potential, the disclosure and
auditing reforms could be the most difficult to pass
because these reforms affect the legislators directly.

This limited examination of the possible effects
of contribution limits highlights the paradox facing
the authors oflegislation to reform campaign finance.
The more effective the reform proposals are, the less
likely they are to pass.The varied results of this study
suggest that the Governor's Ethics Commission has
likely put forward the most progressive reforms pos
sible for Virginia.•

7 David Adamany, "The Unaccountability of Political Money," in

Money, Elections and Democracy (Boulder: Westview Press, 1990),

p.100.

8 Richard Hall-Sizemore, "Money in Politics: Financing the 1977

Statewide Elections in Virginia," University o/Virginia News Letter,
June 1980.

9 Sources include disclosure reports ofeach of the candidate during

the period from 6/5/90 through 12/2/91.

10 Information on the total funds from those giving $100 or less,

for all Hou e and Senate races discu sed here, comes from Flora

Crater, Cathy Danford, and Anne Donley, The Almanac o/Virginia
Politics (Hollywood, MD.: St. Mary's Press, 1991).

11 Thoma Heath, "Local Campaign Spans the U.S.," Washington
Post, July 11, 1991, p. #-1.

12 In 1990 the Washington Post reported a list of7 state senators and

20 delegates inNorthern Virginia who had received contribution

from developers; Donald P. Baker and Thomas Heath, "Develop

ers' donations may buy access but not influence, Va. lawmakers say,"

Washington Post, Mar. 5, 1990, p. E-1.
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