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By Larry J. Sabato

Both parties could be partly satisfied with
the 2001 results, and so could the citizenry, since

Virginia Republican party won just about
Over the
course all
of presidential
the last contests;
decade, the
everything:
the
governorship, lieutenant governorship, and attor
ney general's post; both U.S. Senate seats; eight of
eleven U.S. House seats; and both houses of the
General Assembly. Democrats had begun to

vigorous two-party competition is one major key
to long-term good government. For Democrats,
though, the victories were especially sweet.
Written off as a spent force only a year
earlier, they proved fully capable of capturing
the state's highest office against the odds in
conservative Virginia.
The Virginia Democratic breakthrough had

despair that Virginia had moved so strongly into
the GOP column that its nominees were no longer
competitive.
The 2001 elections proved those fears exag

regional and national implications, too. Combined
with Democrat James McGreevey's landslide vic

gerated. Democratic gubernatorial candidate Mark
Warner rescued his party from a dismal fate
and carried in a Democratic lieutenant governor
with him.
Still, Republicans had reason to be pleased,
or less displeased than they would otherwise have
been. The race for governor was closer than many
polls had predicted, and the lieutenant governor's
election was a squeaker. The Republican candidate
for attorney general captured the only landslide of
Election Day, and Warner's coattails proved com
pletely insufficient to do anything about a
Republican near-sweep of close House of
Delegates contests; the GOP captured a massive
64 seats, a gain of 12—a greater total than their
own party leaders had dreamed possible.

tory in the nation's only other gubernatorial con
test in New Jersey, Warner's triumph suggested
that Democrats could win under the most hostile
of conditions—in a time of war, with the
Larry J. Sabato

Republican president at stratospheric popularity
levels, and (in Warner's case) in a conservative,
Republican-leaning state.
Regionally, there was also good news for
Democrats. The 2001 result in Virginia means
that for the first time since 1994 Democrats will
control a majority of the Southern governors. Just
since 1998, moderate-conservative Democrats
have wrested statehouses from Republicans in
Alabama (1998), South Carolina (1998),
Mississippi (1999), and Virginia (2001), while
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losing only one Southern governorship to the
Republicans, Florida in 1998. This substantial
comeback for the Democrats is especially note

rates. He became the most pro-gun rights
Democratic candidate for governor since Gerald
Baliles in 1985, knowing that hunting and fish

worthy since the South is clearly the most
Republican of all American geographic regions
in modern times.

ing is a way of rural life. He organized an active
"Sportsmen for Warner" group, and the group's
blaze orange signs seemed to be everywhere.
As the election results would show, all the
effort worked well enough, adding a few percent

The General Election Campaign
Even before September 11 irrevocably changed
the political climate, and most everything else in

Mark Earley
made his own
situation worse.

America, the 2001 campaign for governor in
Virginia was unusually quiet, even dull. Partly,
this was by Democratic design. Simply by virtue
of being a Democrat, Mark Warner was pre
sumed to be on the wrong side of many social
and economic issues in conservative Virginia.
"Quiet" meant that Warner was steadily reassur
ing voters that he would not raise broad-based
taxes, would not spend money recklessly, would
preserve Second Amendment rights, would
uphold the traditional family, and generally
would govern as a classically cautious Virginia
businessman: no tumult, no upheaval, and
"bipartisan administration."
Even on abortion, his one truly liberal
position, Warner pointed to the Republican leg
islature and suggested he would not change the
status quo and might merely veto further restric
tions on abortion. Except on economic develop
ment, education, and transportation, Warner
seemed to be saying, "You won't even know that
I'm there."
His well-funded and organized campaign
methodically reached out to every identifiable
Democratic, independent, moderate Republican,
and nonpartisan constituency. He started sub
stantial television and radio advertising in
August, and save for the period immediately
after September 11, never went "dark" (off-air)
until November 6.
Particularly memorable was Warner's out
reach to rural Virginia, where Democrats had
been hammered statewide since 1989. In his
Senate run in 1996, Mark Warner had done bet
ter than expected, winning 50.8 percent of the
rural vote. However, an angry Oliver North con
stituency was somewhat responsible; the 1994
North voters, concentrated in downstate rural
areas, were determined to seek revenge against
U.S. Senator John Warner, who abandoned
Republican Senate nominee North in order to
back Independent Marshall Coleman. In 2001,
Mark Warner reconnected with rural citizens
through extensive campaigning in Southside and
Southwest localities. He focused on their eco
nomic plight and relatively high unemployment

age points in most rural cities and counties, sub
stantially cutting the usual GOP margins there.
Meanwhile, Republican gubernatorial can
didate Mark Earley was much less visible. He
was broke early on from the contested nomina
tion battle—and also from his lack of attention to
serious fund-raising during his first years as
attorney general. His party was divided both
because of the budget impasse and his battle with
John Hager.
Earley made both situations worse for
himself along the way. First, he refused to take
much of a public stand on the budget, other than
(without fanfare) urging the factions to settle.
Arguably, Earley would have been better off
either siding fully with Governor Gilmore, and
making the car tax cut battle his own, or more
likely, by insisting that Gilmore agree to perhaps
a 60 percent car tax cut—halfway between the
GOP Senate's preferred 50 percent and
Gilmore's 70 percent. If the former, Earley could
have more credibly campaigned as Gilmore's nat
ural successor, the populist fighter for the "work
ing people of Virginia." If the latter, then Earley
would have been viewed as courageous, willing to
turn up his nose at the millions of campaign cash
from Gilmore's Republican National Committee
in order to do the sensible thing in the face of
economic uncertainty. (It is questionable whether
Gilmore could have denied him the RNC money
anyway, especially if Earley's poll ratings had
improved as a result of his stand.)
Even more inexplicably, Earley refused to
intercede to strengthen his own ticket. Once
John Hager accepted the likelihood of his defeat
for the gubernatorial slot, he privately made clear
to Earley and others that he was willing to run
for re-election as lieutenant governor. A quirk in
the party rules permitted him to do so, and the
combined strengths of the Earley and Hager del
egates—even with substantial defections—could
have engineered this ticket. Virtually everyone
outside of a few holdouts in the Earley camp
understood that Hager's re-nomination would
dramatically strengthen and reunite the GOP
ticket, especially given that the only other candi
date for the second slot was a weak candidate, Jay
Katzen, whose constituency in the Republican
right-wing heavily overlapped Earley's own.
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Once again, Earley's innate cautiousness

avoided crass commentary, quietly assessed the

(and perhaps his dislike for Hager) prevented
him from acting in his own self-interest. Earley
said nothing, Hager persisted in a divisive battle,
a second-rate candidate was nominated for lieu
tenant governor, and many of Hager's business
backers proceeded to give money and support to
Warner in the general election. Boldness is

implications for their candidacies, and privately
sought expert opinions on when to resume their
electoral ventures. Views were sharply divided.
Some believed that Warner would benefit since
he was ahead and the campaign had been frozen
in place, preventing any Earley attempts to make

required to win a difficult election, and in the
cases of the budget impasse and the lieutenant
governor nomination, Earley proved himself
completely bereft of that crucial quality.
The floundering Earley effort made a crit
ical mid-summer decision that further weakened
their cause. Instead of telling Earley's remarkable
personal story and selecting one or more policy
issues, perhaps education, as the positive center
piece of the campaign, the Earley high command
decided to go heavily negative. Their goal was
simple: to define Warner and his running mates
as "the most liberal ticket in Virginia history,"
and a detailed mailer replete with dozens of
newspaper citations was widely circulated to the
press and activists.
But there were several problems. While
Warner's primary ticket nominees were quite lib
eral on issues such as the death penalty, gay
rights, and gun control, Warner had taken great
pains—literally from primary election night—to
separate himself from their views. They were on
their own, said Warner, and they'll have to
defend their views by themselves. The move may
have been unpleasant for Kaine and McEachin,
but it was effective for Warner. Second, as already
mentioned, Warner had worked for years to build
up rural credibility on guns and other conserva
tive lightning rods, and his credibility seemed to
hold. Third, the GOP booklet crudely exagger
ated the views of the Democrats in some cases,
using ellipses to leave out qualifying phrases in
quotations. Roundly condemned by newspapers
of all stripes, the Earley gambit failed miserably,
and gave Warner the justification to attack
Earley throughout the fall as a "negative cam
paigner" with no positive vision for Virginia.
Warner had claimed the high ground, and
weathered the inevitable broadside against his
newfound conservatism.
At Labor Day, Warner had a lead in the
polls and was on the offensive. And then came
September 11. Naturally, as the nation reeled
from the shock and horror of a modern Pearl
Harbor Day, all conventional politics ceased. In
Virginia, as in New York City and New Jersey,
the candidates withdrew their advertisements
and themselves, entering into a "Twilight Zone"
seclusion. Both Virginia "Marks" cautiously

up ground quickly by means of hard-hitting neg
ative attacks. Others saw an opening for Earley.
As President Bush's and Governor Gilmore's rat
ings soared, fellow Republican Earley could pos
sibly get a lift. Also, as citizens rallied around
tested leaders, especially incumbents, the nomi
nee of the incumbent party might finally be able
to capitalize on the contrast between his 14 years
in public office and Warner's absence of elective
experience. Similarly, pundits disagreed on the
electorate's taste for politics in a post 9-11 world.
Some said the campaign was effectively over, as
voters would tune out everything but the war on
terrorism, resulting in a dramatically lower
turnout. Others insisted a wave of patriotism
would encourage voters to pay closer attention
and turn out to vote in record numbers.
As it happened, not much happened. Just
seven days after 9-11, the candidates tentatively
reappeared on the campaign trail, speaking at
forums and airing mild, positive, unity-oriented
television ads. Within two weeks, negative ads
were popping up again on both sides. The issues
barely changed, and both candidates seemed to
agree on backing President Bush, supporting the
war, and developing security plans for the state.
Moreover, as we shall see, turnout was fairly sta
ble compared with the past three gubernatorial
elections, neither expanding nor withering
much. In essence, the voters apparently indicated
that the work of democracy must continue, and
they were able to separate the overriding federal
security issue from the separate state issues of
education, transportation, taxes, and the like.
The final month of the campaign lacked
real drama and seemed to be on autopilot, much
to the advantage of Mark Warner. His massive
spending, with a two-to-one lead over Earley,
enabled the Democrat to dominate the airwaves.
The editorial press was substantially on the
Democrat's side, especially The Washington Post.
The 800-pound gorilla of journalism in Virginia
was even more emphatically Democratic than
usual; the Earley campaign insisted that the edi
torial spin was fully matched by a bias that res
onated in the news pages throughout the
election. Joining the Post in endorsing the
Democrat were two other large-circulation
downstate papers, the Norfolk Virginian-Pilot
and the Roanoke Times. (Earley was favored by

September 11
had little bearing
on the election.
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the more conservative Richmond Times-Dispatch
and the Washington Times.) The newspaper polls
were also unanimous in showing a Warner lead,
with the Post and the Times-Dispatch showing a
massive Warner margin that did not materialize
on Election Day. Finally, manifestations of the
GOP split were everywhere in the final weeks.
Moderate-to-liberal Republican politicians, such
as Senator Warren Barry of Fairfax, Delegate
Panny Rhodes of Richmond, and former
Governor Linwood Holton, publicly endorsed
the Democrat. (Holton's son-in-law was Tim
Kaine, and Holton had backed Democrats
before; nonetheless, his TV ad for Warner was
widely cited as effective and persuasive with the
old "mountain-valley" Republicans whence
Holton came.) Many of John Hager's business
supporters not only defected to Warner, they
contributed money to him. A large committee of
Republicans and Independents called
"Virginians for Warner," headed by former GOP
National Committeewoman Judy Peachee
Ford—who had once played a major role in elect
ing Governor Mills Godwin in 1973, U.S.
Senator John Warner in 1978, and U.S. Senator
Paul Trible in 1982—had a high media profile.
There was no comparable "Democrats for
Earley," though a group of 16 African-American
ministers did support his candidacy.
Of great importance, President Bush
declined to campaign for his party's candidates in
Virginia—a stunning abandonment that left
many senior Republicans grumbling privately.
While Bush, hovering from 80 to 90 percent in
job approval after September 11, did send out a
letter to activists and record a get-out-the-vote
telephone message, his failure even to cut a TV or
radio spot for Earley was a clear signal of the
White House's lack of confidence in the nomi
nee's ability to win. The Bush staff cited the pres
ident's busy schedule—though he went to a
World Series game and continued to exercise one
to two hours per day. (A TV ad takes ten minutes
to videotape.) They also pointed to Bush's desire
to stay above the partisan fray in wartime; how
ever, Franklin Roosevelt, Harry Truman, Richard
Nixon, and George H.W. Bush had campaigned
extensively for their party's candidates during
foreign conflicts, with no ill effects.
True, Bush never appeared for the GOP
candidates in New York or New Jersey either, but
Bush had far more pull in GOP-leaning Virginia
than in the heavily Democratic Northeast. More

a close Gilmore associate at the RNC, showed
Earley behind Warner by 10-12 percentage
points as the campaign drew to a close. (What
might have been the White House reaction had
they known that Earley was in fact trailing by a
much more manageable five points?)
Whether Bush could have elected Earley
with a one-day downstate stumping tour of
Hampton Roads, Richmond, and Roanoke is
unknowable but tantalizing. Chances are that the
president would at least have made the contest
closer, and possibly given a tight race to GOP
lieutenant governor candidate Katzen. Instead,
Earley was reduced to airing on the final week
end an unconvincing endorsement spot from
New York Mayor Rudy Guiliani. It was obvious
that Guiliani barely knew Earley, and the Yankee
mayor of the Big Apple—while a national
hero—could barely swing an election to his cho
sen successor, Michael Bloomberg, in his own
backyard. Virginians might give money to Rudy
for his city, but they were unlikely to give his can
didate their votes in a state they knew far better
than he possibly could.

The Ten Keys to the Mansion
The fundamentals of the fall campaign are sum
marized in the "Ten Keys to the Governor's
Mansion." Since 1969, the party with a net
advantage among the ten keys has invariably cap
tured the governorship.
The keys once again pointed the way to
victory, though it took longer than usual for all
these indicators to become clear, in part because
the race was exceptionally slow to jell and also
due to the terrible events of September 11. Prior
to 9-11 the economy was unquestionably weak
ening—never a good omen for a party in
power—but after the terrorist attacks the state
and national economy took a quick slide into
full-blown recession. Whatever their cause, bad
times breed a desire for change in the electorate.
Democrat Warner also had significant
advantages in party unity, campaign money, and
perhaps most of all, one of the election's domi
nant circumstances: the GOP-induced budget
impasse which was an embarrassing, indelible
scarlet letter for Earley from start to finish. Also
notable were two normally Republican keys
which Warner turned neutral for the '01 cam

likely, one suspects that Bush simply did not
want to be associated with a loser. Republican
National Committee polls, helpfully leaked

paign. The Democrat's overflowing warchest
helped his party compensate for its usual lack of
a first-rate canvassing and get-out-the-vote
effort to match the time-tested GOP machinery.
And Governor Jim Gilmore, despite soaring

directly to a receptive Washington Post reporter by

popularity in the wake of 9-11, was unable to
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The Ten Keys to the Governor's Mansion, 1969 - 2001
YEAR
1969
1973
1977
1981
1985
Gubernatorial
Linwood
Mills
John
Charles
Gerald
Winner (Party) Holton (R) Godwin (R) Dalton (R) Robb (D) Baliles (D)
Winning
%
52.5%
50.7%
55.9%
53.5%
55
2%

1989
Douglas
Wilder (D)

50.1%

1993
George
Allen (R)
58.3%

1997
2001
Jim
Mark
Gilmore (R) Warner (D)

55.8%

52.2%

Prevailing Conditions • General Election for Governor
Which party had the advantage? (D)=Democrat (R)=Republican (N)=No strong advantage to one side
Economy a
Party Unity
Scandal

l\l

Campaign Organization
and Technology
Campaign Money
Candidate Personality
and Appeal
Prior Office Experience
of Candidates b
Retrospective Judgment
on Previous Governor
Presidential Popularity c
Special Issues and
Dominant Circumstances
MET ADVANTAGE

R1

D2

R3

D4

D5

l\|6

R7

R8

D9

R(+2)

R(+2)

R(+8)

D(+2)

D(+5)

D(+3)

R(+5)

R(+4)

D(+2)

a As measured by changes in per capita income and the unemployment rate in the twelve months prior to Election Day.
b Prior statewide elective office is given more weight than a district or local office.
c As measured by public opinion poll ratings for the six months prior to election day.
1 Time for "change of mood" plus extreme factionalism among Democrats propelled Holton.
2 Watergate helped Henry Howell reach his high watermark, but it was not enough.
3 Democrats' divisive primary and campaign errors took their toll.
4 Democrats moderated while GOP factionalism emerged.
5 Diverse Democratic ticket attracted new Virginia suburban support.
6 Abortion issue helped Wilder in campaign, but race hurt him on Election Day.
7 Crime issue and a yearning for change from the Robb/Wilder/Clinton Democrats aided Allen.
8 Gilmore's car tax cut easily trumped Beyer's emphasis on education, environment, and abortion.
9 GOP budget impasse hurt Earley badly; Sept. 11 dominated fall, keeping campaign on back burner.

transfer any of it to his party's chosen successor.
Wisely or unwisely, Earley consistently kept his dis
tance from the budget-scarred executive, and
Gilmore himself demonstrated something of a par
adox in public and private opinion polls: A large
majority approved of his job performance, but a
plurality also thought the state was off on the wrong
track and wanted a change at the top.
In any event, Gilmore—who was deeply frus
trated at Earley's obvious reluctance to bring him
into the battle—could do little more than shovel
RNC money in Earley's direction during fall 2001.
The campaign featured no "scandals" lasting more
than a news cycle or two, and neither of the candi
dates had a special edge in personality appeal.

(Earley's governmental experience and articulate
delivery were offset by Warner's stress on his busi
ness background and his high-energy search to be
"hired" for the job.) The Republican was not with
out his keys, foremost among them his long appren
ticeship in elective office. Virginians are an orderly,
hierarchical people who normally prefer their gov
ernors well trained. In the whole of the twentieth
century, only three times did men without public
office history capture the governorship: Henry
Carter Stuart (D) in 1913, Westmoreland Davis
(D) in 1917 and A. Linwood Holton (R) in 1969.
Mark Earley also had an exceptionally valuable card
in President George W. Bush's popularity. But as
discussed previously, it was never played. Thus did

The Virginia News Letter

the 2001 election continue a Ripley's "Believe It
Or Not" oddity in Virginia politics: in every
gubernatorial election beginning in 1977,
Virginians have chosen as governor the candidate
representing the party opposite to that of the
president. This occurs whether state voters like
the president (Reagan, Bush Sr., Bush Jr.) or dis
like him (Carter, Clinton).
The "Ten Keys to the Governorship" is a
parlor game, of course, but after all, politics is a
vital form of entertainment. And once again, the
keys have helped explain how the out-of-power
party picked the lock of the Executive Mansion
in Virginia.

General Election Results
Election night brought both joy and unhappiness
to both parties in different measures. The
Democrats won the top two prizes, though in
closer than expected contests. Mark Warner cap
tured the governorship with 52.2 percent to
Mark Earley's 47.0 percent, with less than one
percent for Libertarian William Redpath. Tim
Kaine edged Jay Katzen for lieutenant governor,
50.3 percent to 48.1 percent, with 1.6 percent for
Libertarian Gary Reams. In Virginia, it is fair to
say that a majority of any size for Democrats is a
triumph, and party activists were cheered by their
double-barreled victory.
Republicans found the other returns more
palatable. Jerry Kilgore won the attorney gen
eral's post in a landslide, 60 percent to 39.9 per
cent—an unexpected blowout. Democrats had
hoped that coattails would give them the sweep
enjoyed by the GOP four years earlier, but
Warner apparently was not even wearing a coat.
Kilgore captured 123,000 more votes than
Warner, and he was the only 2001 candidate to
secure more than one million ballots. Of course,
Kilgore's highly professional campaign deserved
most of the credit, but McEachin ran a campaign
even worse than Mark Earley. The Democrat
also never recovered from the badly split
Democratic primary vote, nor did he receive
much help, financial or otherwise, from Mark
Warner and other major Democrats—save Doug
Wilder. But Wilder's assistance was a doubleedged sword, reminding Virginians of the con
troversial career of the only other successful
statewide African-American candidate and reemphasizing (subliminally) the always-present
issue of race. After all, under ideal conditions,
Wilder had barely won his 1985 and 1989
contests.
Warner's vote proportion was by no means
lackluster when compared to four recent

predecessors. Mills Godwin in both 1965 and
1973, as well as Doug Wilder in 1989, attained
a lower percentage of the vote than Warner.
Appropriately enough, Warner's 52.2 was clos
est to Linwood Holton's 52.5 percent in 1969;
Holton (a Republican in 1969) backed Warner,
as noted earlier.
In addition, Warner's statewide vote
plurality of 97,000 was close to Democrat
Chuck Robb's 1981 margin of 101,000 votes,
though Robb's 53.5 percent victory was
larger. Five other modern governors exceeded
Warner's showing by four to twelve percentage
points: Albertis Harrison (D), John Dalton (R),
Gerald Baliles (D), George Allen (R), and Jim
Gilmore (R).
As usual, the Democrats in 2001 ran more
strongly in the cities than the counties. Warner
carried 45 of 95 counties and 29 of 39 cities;
Kaine won only 36 counties but 26 cities; and
McEachin could muster majorities in a mere 6
counties and 9 cities. Kilgore's 89 counties and
30 cities well reflected his landslide.
Warner captured six Congressional dis
tricts, two by landslides—the African-American
Third and the liberal Northern Virginia Eighth.
Healthy Warner majorities were also recorded in
the Tidewater Fourth (Earley's home District),
the Southside Fifth, the Southwest Ninth, and
the Northern Virginia "swing" Eleventh district.
The Fifth and Ninth have usually backed
Republicans, so Warner's triumph in them was
considerable. Earley won healthy margins in just
two districts, the heavily Republican Piedmont
Seventh and Shenandoah-Northwestern Tenth.
Slim GOP pluralities were amassed in the
Hampton-Newport News-Northern Neck
First, the Norfolk-Virginia Beach Second, and
the Roanoke Sixth, all of which have regularly
yielded substantial Republican majorities until
2001. Warner demonstrated major gains over
1997 Democratic nominee Don Beyer in the
Fifth, Fourth, Ninth, Sixth, First, and the
Seventh.
Kaine carried only four congressional dis
tricts; the Third, Fourth, Eighth, and Eleventh.
Katzen was able to snatch two Warner-majority
districts, the Fifth and the Ninth. Kilgore won
all but the heavily Democratic Third and
Eighth, though the Eleventh was also close.
Voter turnout in the congressional dis
tricts was reasonably similar to other recent
elections, with the Fifth, Sixth, and Seventh (in
ascending order) producing the highest partici
pation rates, and the lowest rates recorded in the
Second, Tenth, Eleventh, and Third.
Overall, 2001's turnout in Virginia
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displayed a glass half-full, glass half-empty qual
ity. After declines in the absolute turnout in 1993
and 1997 from 1989's high watermark of
1,821,000, the state finally topped 1.9 million in
a gubernatorial election in 2001. Over 141,000
more Virginians cast a ballot in 2001 than four
years earlier (an 8 percent gain), possibly because
of a patriotic response to the September 11th ter
rorist attacks, or maybe due to the intensified
get-out-the-vote (GOTV) efforts of the
Democratic Party. Still, this improved participa
tion rate for governor—36 percent of those citi
zens aged 18 and over—was far below the 53
percent of Virginians who showed up to vote in
the 2000 presidential election. About 46.4 per
cent of registered voters cast a 2001 ballot, but
this represented a decline from 1997's 49.5 per
cent. This drop, however, may simply reflect the
broader registered voter pool generated by the
so-called "motor-voter" law of 1993, which in
recent years has added hundreds of thousands of
"casual citizens" to the rolls. These citizens may
register to vote incidentally at the Division of
Motor Vehicles and elsewhere, but they may
actually have little resolve to show up at the polls.

Election Day Polls and Demographic
Breakdowns
For the first time since 1981 in a Virginia guber
natorial election, no Election Day exit poll was
conducted at the polling places throughout the
state. These surveys have been under a dark cloud
after their Florida errors in the 2000 presidential
race, but they are actually the most accurate polls
of all since they sample only those who turn up
to cast a ballot; all pre-election polls must guess
which respondents will truly vote in the end.
Nonetheless, no media organizations decided to
undertake an exit poll in 2001—citing the cost,
the risk, and the supposed lack of public interest
in the contest. For some of the same reasons,
almost all Virginia television stations abandoned
the standard wall-to-wall election night coverage
of the gubernatorial election on November 6.
Instead of continuous 7:00-11:30 p.m. coverage,
news of the results was generally restricted to
trailers at the bottom of TV screens and a brief
"news at 11 p.m." wrap-up, even on stations in
the state capital.
Fortunately, a somewhat less-accurate sub
stitute is available for our purposes of analysis: an
Election Day telephone survey of 500 self-

national GOP polling firm. The Democrats did
not conduct an Election Day poll, but their
internal polling throughout the campaign will be
discussed later.
The Republican survey suggests underly
ing conditions that should have favored Mark
Earley. Fully 61 percent of the respondents
thought Virginia was "on the right track," while
only 25 percent believed the state had "gotten
seriously off on the wrong track." President Bush
had an approval rating of 88 percent and
Governor Gilmore had a substantially lower, but
still positive, favorability rating of 56 percent.
Party identification among the voters leaned
strongly to the Republicans, with 45 percent
picking the GOP label with various degrees of
enthusiasm to just 34 percent for the Democrats.
(About 17 percent were Independent or thirdparty, with 4 percent declining to say.) Moreover,
42 percent were conservative in ideology, com
pared to 39 percent moderate and just 13 percent
liberal.
Yet despite all this good news for Mark
Earley, Mark Warner was able to cobble together
a majority, and the poll results suggest some of
the reasons. First, Earley's central campaign
theme—that Warner's support for a possible
Northern Virginia referendum to raise the local
sales tax for roads and schools made him a "bigtaxer"—was simply rejected by a sizeable major
ity. Just 34 percent agreed with Earley that
"Warner was supporting a nine hundred million
dollar tax increase," while 56 percent believed
that "all [Warner] was doing was supporting the
right of people to choose to tax themselves in a
vote..."
There was also a clear indication that the
strong Democratic canvass and GOTV opera
tions had an effect. Marginally more voters
reported that they had been contacted by tele
phone and mail originating in the Warner cam
paign than Earley's organization.
The demographics of the electorate also
worked to Warner's advantage. Women were 52
percent of the Election Day turnout, and they
favored Warner by 53 percent to 39 percent for
Earley. Men were in Earley's corner, by a rela
tively narrow 49 percent to 44 percent. This tenpoint "gender gap" is a relatively standard one in
politics across the country; in this particular case,
women's strong preference for the Democrat
won out over a male predisposition for the

reported "actual" voters (with a margin of error of
plus or minus 4.4 percent) conducted for the
National Republican Congressional Committee

Republican.
African-Americans were also 15 percent of
Election Day turnout, a healthy proportion that
shows the success of Warner's GOTV effort

by Public Opinion Strategies, a well-known

among black voters. The GOP survey shows

Women and
African-Americans
make the difference.
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Warner winning blacks 73 percent to 18 percent
for Earley, but the margin of error for this small
subsample is in double-digits; the sample black
precincts would suggest that Warner was closer
to 90 percent of the black vote, with Earley's
backing just over 10 percent. Among whites,
with a large, reliable subsample, Earley edged
Warner by only 50 percent to 44 percent.
Normally, a Democrat needs just over 40 percent
of the white vote to win statewide, assuming a
solid black turnout, and that is precisely what
Warner achieved.
The Gilmore factor is especially interesting
in this survey. Just as with Bill Clinton in 2000,
the electorate appeared to be saying about the
incumbent governor: We approve of the job you
have been doing, overall, but we are ready for a
change. Not only did a third of Warner's vote
come from voters who had a favorable opinion of
Gilmore, but in a head-to-head election match
up of Mark Warner and Jim Gilmore, Warner
prevailed over the incumbent by 47 percent to 45
percent, with the remainder unsure or refusing to
answer. (That is, had Gilmore been seeking a
second term, this GOP survey suggests he would
have LOST to the Democrat by about 51 percent
to 49 percent.)
Also worth noting is the Bush factor, or
rather, non-factor. Thanks to the president's
decision to leave his party's candidate to his own
devices, Warner was able to win over a fifth of
the 2000 Bush voters, as well as 95 percent of the
Gore voters. Among those who approved of
Bush's performance as president, Earley won just
a narrow 50 percent to 44 percent edge. How
might these numbers have changed had Bush
campaigned for the Republican gubernatorial
nominee.'
Warner succeeded not only with his own
partisans to a greater degree than Earley, but he
won Independents overwhelmingly. Just 4 per
cent of Democrats defected to Earley, while 11
percent of Republicans cast a ballot for Warner.
Warner captured Independents by 56 percent to
34 percent. Similarly, a quarter of conservatives
defected to Warner, while Earley—a lifetime
member of the NAACP and someone who was
on reasonably good terms with organized labor—
won only 8 percent of liberals. Moderates cast
ballots for Warner by better than a two-to-one
margin (66 percent to 29 percent).
One of the most tortured campaign sub
plots was the National Rifle Association's hem
ming and hawing about their endorsement.
Warner and his "Sportsmen" subgroup undertook
to secure a detente with the NRA. It worked well
enough so that, despite heavy GOP pressure, the

NRA delayed any action until the campaign's
final weeks, and then managed only a nonendorsement "recommendation" of Earley in a
letter to members. This had an impact, appar
ently. Almost a third of NRA-sympathizers in
the Virginia electorate voted for Warner.
Some poll findings are unsurprising but
worth noting. Warner emphasized education and
the economy, and sure enough, he won close to
two-thirds of voters who said those issues were
their top concerns. Earley concentrated on taxes,
and he garnered almost three-quarters of the
voters who were worried on that score. The
incumbent party usually wins a majority of those
who believe the state is on the right track: Earley
captured 57 percent of them. Warner won fully
73 percent of the voters who thought Virginia
had gone off on the wrong track.
Tracking the voters' minds is also fascinat
ing. Perhaps indicative of the underlying
Republican leanings of Virginians, Earley won
most voters who had firmly and "finally made
up" their minds about the election before
October. But October was all Warner's: he got
about 56 percent of October deciders. Earley
caught up a bit among those who chose a candi
date on the last weekend or on Election Day
itself: the two candidates essentially split those
voters. Overall, about 4 in 10 voters decided
before October; another 4 in 10 decided during
October; and the final 2 in 10 decided right at
campaign's end.

2001 House of Delegates Elections —
A Republican Landslide
One of the biggest surprises of election night was
the Republican House tide that swept the GOP
to its largest majority ever in the House of
Delegates. Having only won majority control of
the House two years earlier, with a slim 52-seat
margin (53 counting GOP-leaning Independent
Lacey Putney of Bedford), Republicans were
jubilant as they watched their slate capture 64
House berths on November 6. In addition, the
two independent winners, Putney and former
Democrat Watkins Abbitt, Jr. of Appomattox,
were also viewed as belonging to the GOP con
servative camp. This nearly two-thirds majority
was considerably more than House Republican
leaders (or anyone else) predicted on election
eve. Since the GOP exceeded 55 seats, the
"power-sharing" agreement negotiated in 1998
by the two parties was voided, giving the
Republicans complete House power for the first
time in history. It was a stunning reversal of for
tune. As late as 1967, Democrats held 85 of the
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100 House seats, and twenty years later, in 1987,

Forty 2001 House races were not races at
all, with 25 Republicans, 14 Democrats, and
independent Putney unopposed. (Thirty-eight
of these lucky delegates were incumbents, while
two Republicans, Bill Janis of Goochland and
Thomas Gear of Hampton, had a free
November ride after winning intra-party con

they still held 64. Fourteen years afterwards, the
Republicans had flipped that total.
The main explanation of course was redis
tricting, carried out solely by the GOP in the
legislature for the first time in 2001 (backed up
by a Republican governor). The artfully drawn
districts encouraged many senior and junior
Democrats to retire. But there was more to the

tests.) But among the 60 opposed House elec
tions, there were four significant incumbent
upsets:
• Delegate William P. "Billy" Robinson

story than the GOP's revenge for past
Democratic line-drawing bludgeoning.
Under Speaker Vance Wilkins, the

(D-Norfolk), who succeeded his father and had
served 20 years as a leading African-American
member of the House, was defeated by

Republicans had long focused on intense, sup
portive recruitment of strong candidates. By
contrast, Democrats had let their "feeder system"
atrophy, leaving many younger Democrats
around the state disillusioned and unenthused
about seeking office. This clearly showed in the

Republican Winsome Sears. A conservative
Christian and ex-Marine, Sears had a couple of
firsts: the first Republican African-American
woman ever elected to the Virginia General

party slates in 2001. Moreover, Wilkins and
GOP operatives had used their majority control

Assembly and the first black Republican in
modern times to win in a majority-black district.
In addition, Sears is one of the few and possibly

skillfully to raise money from most groups and
individuals with legislative interests—all of
whom knew that, whatever the margin, they
would still be dealing with a GOP House come

only current black Republican woman to repre
sent a black-majority state legislative district in
the country. Robinson nearly lost to an

January 2002. Finally, the underlying conser
vatism of Virginia voters outside Northern

Independent, Michael Ball, in 1999, and in
recent years he had been weakened by legal
ethics charges and other controversies, even

Virginia and the central cities was on display in
the 2001 House results. Mark Warner's five-

spending a night in jail just a few days before the
2001 election.
• Delegate James M. Shuler (D-

point victory had no coattails at all for
Democratic House candidates, even in suburban
and rural locales where he did well. Perhaps GOP

Blacksburg), first elected in 1993, lost to
Republican David Nutter, the public spokesman
for Virginia Tech, in the newly-drawn 7th dis
trict. (Republican redistricting had forced Shuler

attorney general candidate Jerry Kilgore acted as
a kind of "circuit breaker" for coattails as he swept
to victory with a margin far larger than Warner's.

Party Representation,Virginia General Assembly, 1967-2001
Democrats
Year

1967
1969
1971
1973
1975
1977
1979
1981
1982
1983
1985
1987
1989
1991
1993
1995
1997
1999
2001

Senate

34
33
33
34
35
34
31
31
31
32
32
30
30
22
22
20
20
19
18

No.

House

85
75
73
65
78
76
74
66
65
65
65
64
59
58
52
52
51
47
34

No.

Republicans
Senate

Mo.

House N

Independents
House No.

14
24
24

20
17
21
25
33

10
10
18
18
20
20
21
22

34
34
33
35
39
41
47
47
48
52
64
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change residency and run
in the new district.) In an
odd twist of fate, however,
Shuler stayed in the
House of Delegates. The
death of Senator Emily
Couric (D-Charlottesville) on October 18 left
an opening in the 25th
Senatorial district. A spe
cial election to fill the seat
was held on December 18,
and Delegate Creigh
Deeds (D-Bath), a 10year veteran of the House,
won in a landslide over
Republican Jane Maddux
in the new district. On
January 8, 2002, the day
before the General
Assembly session opened,
Shuler defeated Republican
Larry

Linkous

for

the
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House seat vacated by Deeds with a whopping
71 percent of the votes. Shuler in effect reclaimed
the seat he had held for eight years.
• Delegate John H. Tate (D-Tazewell),

$22.5 million is the largest amount ever spent by
a candidate for statewide office in Virginia; the

who had served 3 terms, became the second
Democratic casualty in Southwest Virginia,
defeated by Republican C.W. "Bill" Carrico, a
former state trooper.
• Delegate John H. Rust (R-Fairfax)

million). Overall, Warner expended $20.20 per
vote received, or if the two other major Warner
committees are added in, an astounding $22.89

became the GOP's only loss of the night. The
influential four-term delegate succumbed to the
combined effects of a moderate-liberal con
stituency and a determined young foe,
Democratic attorney J. Chapman Petersen.
Most observers can only marvel at the
remarkable performance of the GOP in the
House races. In the mid-1970s the Republicans
were kept to 28 percent to 29 percent of the
statewide vote (considering all 100 House races
together). By contrast, in every one of the five
consecutive General Assembly elections begin
ning in 1993, the Republicans have achieved an
absolute majority of the statewide legislative
vote, with their largest proportion in history
(55.5 percent) recorded in 2001. Again for the
first time ever, Democrats were pushed below the
40 percent mark in 2001 (39.1 percent).
Independents secured 5 percent of the total vote.
Considering only the 51 party-contested districts
in 2001, the Republicans also hit a new high in
the proportion of total votes cast (52.9 percent)
and the Democrats sunk to a new low (45.6
percent).

runner-up was unsuccessful Republican U.S.
Senate nominee Oliver North in 1994 ($19.8

per vote. Earley's more modest, and losing, allot
ment per vote was $12.93.
Warner had been a big spender once
before, in his unsuccessful bid for the U.S. Senate
in 1996, when he spent $11.5 million to incum
bent U.S. Senator John Warner's $2.7 million.
However, in that campaign, Mark Warner had

Money Spent Per Vote,
Virginia Statewide Elections, 2001
Candidate

Money Spent
Per Vote Received

Warner

$20.20

Earley
Kaine
Katzen

$12.93
$2.91
$1.53

McEachin

$2.23

Kilgore

$1.94

supplied fully 90 percent of his total from his
own enormous $200 million personal fortune. In
2001, the Democrat played a smarter game, one
made possible by the very real prospect of his vic
tory throughout the campaign as well as his
determination to get large and small donors to
put some skin in his game. Out of his $19.9 mil
lion total spent by the Warner for Governor

Campaign Finance in 2001—
Statewide Campaigns
Campaign money flowed like mother's milk in
2001, as the grand total for all statewide candi
dates on the November ballot topped an incredi
ble 139 million—a 59 percent increase over the
$25 million spent in 1997. The Warner-Earley
race accounted for S31.4 million of the total, a 77
percent increase over 1997. Warner outspent
Earley by close to two-to-one, $19.9 million to
$11.5 million. Earley was no laggard, spending
over a million dollars more than Jim Gilmore did
to win the governorship four years earlier
(though Earley had a contest for the nomination
and Gilmore did not). But Warner essentially
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tripled the money spent by the Democratic nom
inee for governor in each of 1989, 1993, and
1997. Warner's bulging warchest was enhanced
further once the non-overlapping expenditures
for his separate campaign committees, Victory
2001 ($4.8 million) and Virginians for Warner
($845,000) were added in. This grand total of

campaign in 2001, he supplied "only" $4.7 mil
lion from his own bank account; fully 76.4 per
cent of his total was contributed by other people,
most of them of more modest means. This is
unusual human behavior, since few give willingly
to multimillionaires, but Warner's campaign ran
an aggressive outreach to Democrats hungry for
a victory and Independents hoping for a piece of
the winner's action. Warner received donations
from approximately 20,172 people. Earley, by
contrast, had far fewer financial supporters:
12,457 donors gave to the Republican nominee.
Warner effectively sanitized his campaign
from the taint of labor money by directing almost
all organized labor contributions to the joint
party committee, Victory 2001. The labor dona
tions to the Warner efforts totaled $1.3 million,
with Warner for Governor taking in $120,595
and Victory 2001 accepting $1,208,159.
Victory 2001 reported paying 2,740 indi
viduals a total of $352,151 for GOTV-related
expenses. Most of these people were "flushers" in
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majority black districts, a common practice used
by many Democratic candidates. In addition,
Victory 2001 paid companies another $448,676
in GOTV-related expenses, including food

Expenditures for Television and Radio, Virginia
Statewide Candidates, 2001

($8,850 worth of in-kind Election Day meals
from Golden Corral in Virginia Beach) and

Candidate
Warner (D)

$10,293,163

phones ($400,000 to Landmark Strategies).
Interestingly, Mark Earley also had paid
flushers, though on a much smaller scale: Earley
reported paying 530 individuals a total of
$35,465 for GOTV-related expenses.
The spending for lieutenant governor and

Earley (R)

$6,682,802

Kaine (D)

$1,180,952

attorney general in 2001 was much closer to past
practice. The total for the No. 2 office actually
declined 7 percent from 1997, mainly because the
Republican nominee, Jay Katzen, spent just $1.4
million—38 percent less than John Hager had
spent four years earlier. Despite his repeated pri
vate pleas for assistance, Katzen was unable to get
much if any help from national Republican party
committees such as the RNC, chaired by
Governor Gilmore. Within a short time after his
narrow defeat on November 6, an unhappy
Katzen was on the phone to some well-con
nected members of the RNC, informing them of
Gilmore's actions and urging that he be fired as
RNC chairman. Whether this effort had any real
impact on Gilmore's late-November resignation
as party chairman is unknown. Meanwhile,
Democrat Kaine was raising and spending $2.7
million, a 23 percent gain over L.F. Payne, the
Democratic nominee for lieutenant governor in
1997. Kaine had a hotly contested primary, of
course, while Payne (and Katzen) were unop
posed in the end for their respective party nomi
nations. Still, Kaine undeniably outspent Katzen
in the general election period. Kaine's per-vote
total was $2.91 to Katzen's $1.53.
Donald McEachin had a tough primary in
2001, too, while his GOP opponent Jerry Kilgore
was unopposed for the Republican nod. Yet
Kilgore outspent McEachin $2.2 million to $1.6
million. The 2001 race cost half again as much as
the contest in 1997, and McEachin's votes cost
$2.23 apiece to Kilgore's $1.94.
All three statewide winners spent more
than their opponents on television and radio.
Warner spent $10.3 million in this fashion to
Earley's $6.7 million—though as a proportion of
his campaign spending, this was just 52 percent
of Warner's budget but 58 percent of Earley's.
Kaine massively outspent Katzen for broadcast
advertising, $1.2 million to $268,000. Kilgore's
margin over McEachin was almost as large, $1.2
million to $480,000. Incredibly, Katzen devoted
only 20 percent of his budget to TV and radio,
and McEachin just 29 percent. By contrast,

Amount Spent

Katzen (R)

$268,153

Kilgore (R)

$1,145,928

McEachin (D)

Percent of
Overall Spending

$479,754

52
58
44
44
53
29

Source: Figures provided by the Virginia Public Access Project.

Kaine allocated 44 percent and Kilgore 53 per
cent of their respective budgets to electronic ads.
Direct mail consumed a much smaller per
centage of all six warchests, between 4 percent
for Kilgore to 11 percent for Kaine. As for every
major category of expenditure, Warner spent the
most absolute dollars among all the candidates
on direct mail, over $1.6 million.

The Arrogance of Power
The late U.S. Senator J. William Fulbright
(D-Arkansas) wrote a book in 1966 about the
disastrous U.S. involvement in Vietnam, entitled
"The Arrogance of Power." In the volume, the
veteran legislator who had worked closely with
several presidents and dozens of Cabinet officials
described the headiness of power, and the fateful,
self-destructive arrogance that sooner or later
comes from its full exercise. Virginia's modern
political history is yet one more example of
Fulbright's axiom.
In 1969, Virginia awoke from a long oneparty slumber and threw out the ruling
Democrats, electing a young Republican named
Linwood Holton to the governorship to replace
a six-decade-old oligarchy. The GOP then flour
ished for 12 years, installing two more governors,
a lieutenant governor, an attorney general, a U.S.
senator, and nine of ten U.S. representatives.
Greater power led to GOP factionalism and
internal strife, not dissimilar to that which
plagued the Democrats in the 1960s. So in 1981
the Democrats roared back to power in a sweep
of top state offices led by a young, ex-Marine,
Charles S. Robb, son-in-law of President
Lyndon B.Johnson. Two more sweeps ensued in
1985 and 1989, and Democrats began to think
the old party order, with a new moderate twist,
had been restored. Yet as if on cue, the arrogance
of power re-emerged, and brawls among the
Democrats (Robb, Wilder, and others) became
headline staples. A little known and lightly
regarded former state legislator and one-year
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congressman, George F. Allen, became the giantkiller in 1993, easily dispatching the Democrats'
governor-in-waiting, former attorney general
Mary Sue Terry. Over the next seven years the
Democrats seemed to fall apart as the
Republicans secured every office not absolutely
nailed down by their opponents. The 1990s, like
the 1970s, were a Republican "dream come true."
Just as in 1981, though, the dream turned
sour for the GOP, thanks to the arrogance of a
Republican-engineered budget impasse, intense
party factionalism, and a disastrous campaign
with no sense of mission or purpose other than
holding power. Thus, a Democratic period of
power (or power-sharing) has begun anew. Its
precise duration is not yet known, but the arro
gance of power will have something to do with its
length. Which party will demonstrate more
internal factionalism over time? Will Democratic
executive power generate more excesses than
Republican legislative power, or the reverse?
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One thing is certain: the voters will remain
alert, in charge, and appropriately vengeful. One
would think the parties would learn this lesson
over time, but it is probably not in the nature of
power or the ambitious individuals who seek and
gain high office. Virginia's electorate asserts itself
at regular intervals to restore balance and compe
tition between the parties. Its recurrent message
is a welcome and audible echo of the
Commonwealth's time-tested motto, Sic Semper
Tyrannis ("Thus Ever to Tyrants")—both the
real kind (King George) and the aspiring sort:
parties that arrogantly believe they have a divine
right to govern. •
ABOUT THE AUTHOR: Mr. Sabato is the
Robert Kent Gooch Professor of Politics at the
University of Virginia, and the director of the
University's Center for Governmental Studies.
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