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Le Virginia General Assembly, like state
legislatures across the country, has undergone
considerable institutional and membership
change over the last several decades. Annual ses
sions, new office facilities, expanded professional
staff, and the establishment of a nationally rec

ognized program evaluation unit-the Joint
Legislative Audit and Review Commission
are among the notable institutional changes that
have occurred. Meanwhile, Republicans have

recently and unexpectedly moved within strik
ing distance of controlling one or both houses
of the Assembly. Over the longer haul, the
legislature's membership has taken on a decided
urban orientation, and slowly women and blacks

have begun making inroads into the Assembly.
This News Letter will assess membership

change in the Assembly by focusing on the Senate
Finance (SFC) and House Appropriations

The budget

committee

assignment process

seemingly

has become

more partisan

as the Republicans

have increased

their strength in the

General Assembly.

(HAC) committees. In the Virginia legislature,
the committee system is the core of the legisla
tive process. The SFC and HAC are two of the
most powerful and sought-after committees,
thereby offering a good test of the extent to
which membership changes have permeated a

key part ofthe legislature's power structure. After
all, the General Assembly's budget process,
mainly entrusted to these two committees, is
one ofthe most important lawmaking tasks that
the Assembly regularly faces. And it is a task

that has become more challenging as the fed

eral government has shifted more responsibility
onto the state, a weakened economy has de
pressed state revenues, and citizen demands for
government services have remained unabated

as has their resistance to increasing taxes.

Specifically, the membership of the two

budget committees will be analyzed for turn
over, party balance, urban representation, and
racial-gender makeup for the period 1972 to
1992-the time since the Assembly has moved
to annual sessions under the present state con
stitution. The analysis offers insight into how
open the committees have been to new blood
or to such emergent General Assembly forces
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as the Republican party; the state's major urban
areas, particularly in Northern Virginia, Richmond,
and Hampton Roads; and women and blacks. The
findings reveal that the SFC and HAC, two pillars
of the Assembly, have not been microcosms of their
respective houses, thus underscoring the need to
assess membership change at both the chamber and
committee levels.

ONLYVETERANS NEED APPLY
The Virginia General Assembly has been known as
one of the most stable state legislative bodies in the
country.l Service in the Assembly apparently has
enjoyed a good deal ofattractiveness within the state's
political circles, and low electoral competition and
the advantages of incumbency have facilitated con
tinuous service. Yet, according to Larry Sabato, in
the aftermath of the 1991 elections, "more than a
quarter of the legislature left office, voluntarily or
otherwise. This substantial turnover in a single year
not only guarantees a massive infusion ofnew blood,
but it argues against the necessity for term limita
tions... "2

To put these views into perspective, this ar
ticle will examine membership turnover in both the
House and Senate, and in the budget committees
as well as the prior service record ofthe"new blood"
on the two committees. As we shall see, budget com
mittee newcomers have been hardly Assembly
neophytes. Similarly, the membership of the bud
get committees is considerably more senior than
that of their parent chambers.

TABLE 1
New Members, Virginia General Assembly
by Chamber and Budget Committee, 1972-92

Year Senate (40) SFC (15) J:1ouse (10Q) HAC (20)

1972 43% (17) 27% (4) 38% (38) 30% (6)
1974 - - 23% (23) 15% (3)
1976 25% (10) 40% (6) 15% (15) 10% (2)
1978 - - 18% (18) 25% (5)

1980 15% (6) 13% (2) 15% (15) 5% (1)
1982 - - 23% (23) 30% (6)
1983 - - 19% (19) 15% (3)
1984 13% (5) 20% (3) 6% (6) 5% (1)
1986 - - 8% (8) 15% (3)
1988 15% (6) 200/0 (3) 12% (12) 10% (2)

1990 - - 14% (14) 15% (3)
1992 38% (15) 40% (6) 21 % (21) 10% (2)

Mean 25% (10) 27% (4) 18% (18) 15% (3)

SOURCE: Virginia General Assembly, Manual of the Senate and House
of Delegates, for sessions 1972-92; Larry J. Sabato, Virginia Votes
1987-1990, p. 75.

NOTE: Years included are the initial sessions after the full House or
Senate stood for election. In 1982 the House, under court order
because of a redistricting problem, also stood for election.

Mter each election since 1972, new members
have averaged 25% of the Senate and 180/0 of the
House (see Table 1). Turnover usually has been
highest in the aftermath of redistricting. Over the
last two decades, for example, the highest turnover
rates in both the Senate (1972 and 1992) and the
House (1972 and 1982-83) occurred in the first
session after redistricting.3

Budget committee turnover has paralleled the
chamber patterns. On average, after each election
during this period, new members have constituted
27% of the SFC and 15% of the HAC. Again, turn
over usually has been highest after redistricting. For
example, the HAC's two highest turnovers (1972
and 1982-83) occurred after redistricting, as did
one of the two highest SFC turnovers in 1992.4

Regardless of the number ofbudge commit
tee openings in any given year, they are reserved
for experienced members. Since 1972, new com
mittee members have averaged 8 continuous years
of service in their respective houses before winning
budget committee seats. Indeed, the apprenticeship
period has risen in both chambers over the last
decade. For example, during the 1972-82 period,
new members to either the HAC or SFC averaged
6 continuous years of prior service, while over the
last decade new members have averaged 9 years for
the HAC and 11 years for the SFC. In 1992, the
veteran-dominated assignment process was most evi
dent in the case ofthe SFC, as 40% ofits membership
turned over. The SFC's 6 new members averaged
12 years of prior service-ranging from Senator
William C. Wampler (R-Bristol) with 4 years of
service, to Senator Edward M. Holland (D-Arling
ton) with 20 years (Table 2).

Since 1972, only 3 newly elected House or
Senate members have gained assignment to the
budget committees, and 2 of the 3 were hardly As
sembly newcomers. In 1972, Senator Stanley C.
Walker (D-Norfolk) and Delegate Dorothy S.
McDiarmid (D-Fairfax) received assignments to the
SFC and HAC, respectively; some 16 years later,
Delegate Whittington W. Clement (D-Danville)
won a place on the HAC. Senator Walker had served
8 years in the House, including 4 years on the HAC,
before winning a Norfolk Senate seat and then a
SFC seat. Delegate McDiarmid had 8 years of prior
House service, interrupted by 2 election defeats,
before regaining her Fairfax County seat and win
ning a HAC assignment. On the other hand, Delegate
Clement had no prior Assembly experience when
he was placed on the HAC in 1988. Clement, who
ousted a Republican incumbent, had received cam
paign assistance from prominent Democratic party
leaders, including the late-Speaker A. L. Philpott.
In a campaign speech on Clement's behalf, Philpott
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TABLE 2
Member Seniority, Budget Committees, Virginia General Assembly, 1992

SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE
Years Continuous Service Years Continuous Service

Senate SFG House HAC

Andrews (D-Hampton) 28 24 Ball (D-Henrico) 20 18
Walker (D~Norfolk) 20a 20 Dickinson (D-Louisa) 20 18
Colgan (D-Pr. William) 16 12 Diamonstein (D-Newport News) 24 14
Cross (D-Hanover) 16 11 Smith (D-Frederick) 18 14
Gartlan (D-Fairfax) 20 8 Hall (D-Richmond) 1.6 10
Goode (D-Rocky Mount) 19 4 Thomas CD-Roanoke City) 18 10
R. J. Holland (D-Windsor) 12 4 Quillen (D-Scott) 22 9
Lambert (D-Richmond) 6a 4 Councill (D-Southhampton) 18 9
Marye (D-Montgomery) 19 1 Heilig (D-Norfolk) 20 8
E. M. Holland (D-Arlington) 20 0 Van Landingham (D-Alexandria) 10 6
Schewel (D-Lynchburg) 16 0 Clement (D-Danville) 4 4
C. A. Holland (D-Virginia Beach) 8 0 Forehand (D-Chesapeake) 12 2
Chichester (R-Fredericksburg) 14 0 Jennings (D-Smyth) 10 2
Russe\\ (R-Chesterfie\d) 8a 0 Plum (D-Fairfax) 10b 0
Wampler (R-Bri tol) 4 0 Croshaw (D-Va Beach) 6 0

Callahan (R-Fairfax) 24 20
Giesen (R-Waynesboro) 16b 13b

Harris (R-Fairfax) 18 10
Bloxom (R-Accomack) 14 6
Putney (I-Bedford) 30 26

• For aspirants to

• budget committees,

• the pre-committee
• apprenticeship

• period has risen

• in the last decade.

SOURCE: General Assembly of Virginia, Manual of the Senate and House of Delegates, 1992-93 sessions.

a Also had service in the House, as follows: Walker, 8 years; Lambert 8 years; Russell, 2 years.
b Had earlier service interrupted by an election defeat, as follows: Plum (2 years' House service), Giesen (10 years' House, 4 years' HAC
service ).

had told a Danville Democratic audience that they
had "no voice with the majority party in Virginia
in this area, so is it any wonder that you look around
and wonder, well, why am I not getting the fruits
and benefits that all my neighbors are getting?"
Philpott also remarked that, "To the victors go the
spoi~s."5 Making good on his campaign rhetoric,
Philpott placed the newly elected Clement on the
HAC, the only true freshman to go on either bud
get panel in the last 20 years.

Before finishing an analysis of turnover, it is
helpful to return to Larry Sabato's observations on
the 1991 elections. Besides noting that "more than
a quarter ofthe legislature" left office that year, Sabato
also observed:

] ust in the past dozen years, seats in the 140
member legislature have changed hands over
150 times in general elections. This is dra
matic turnover by any standard, even allowing
for the relative handful ofdelegates and senators
who stay on for decades (thereby providing
experience and continuity to the legislative
institution).6

The budget committees, however-which are made
up of more senior members than that of their par
ent chambers-are a different story. To illustrate
this point, rather than focusing on how many seats
have changed hands in the last dozen years (some
of the same seats may have turned over more than

once), it is instructive to compare the service record
of Senate and House members with those on the
budget committees. Significantly, in 1992 650/0 of •
the Senate and 71 % of the House had served less
than 12 continuous years in their respective cham
bers, confirming Sabato's point about substantial
turnover in the last dozen years. In the case of the
budget committees, in contrast, only 27% of the
SFC and 25% of the HAC had such limited ser
vice (see Table 2). In fact, approximately one-third
of the HAC had served 12 or more years on the
budget committee itself.

Concerning the "relative handful" of very
senior members, Sabato, in a footnote, added: "In
the 1992 legislative session, only five senators and
twelve delegates had served at least twenty years in
one or both houses of the General Assembly. Only
two senators and six delegates had served more than
twenty years." Yet these senior members were not
randomly positioned in the Assembly; dispro
portionally, they were strategically situated on the
budget committees. Specifically, 4 of the 5 sena
tors and 8 of the 12 delegates with "at least twenty
years in one or both houses" were on the budget
committees, making up 270/0 and 40% of the SFC
and HAC membership respectively (Table 2). In
deed, both senators and 5 of the 6 delegates with
"more than twenty years" were on the budget com
mittees. Senator Hunter B. Andrews (D-Hampton),
with 28 years, and Delegate Lacey E. Putney (1
Bedford), with 30 years, were the longest serving 3
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members in their respective houses. Overall, SFC
and HAC members in 1992 averaged 15 and 17
continuous years of Assembly service respectively,

: while the average for both houses was 8 years.
In summary, regardless of how many open

ings occurred on the SFC and HAC, they were
reserved, with one exception, for veteran members.
Indeed, for aspirants to budget committees, the pre
committee apprenticeship period has risen in the

: last decade. And notwithstanding the considerable
turnover that has occurred in both houses over the

: last dozen years, the SFC and HAC remain two
: very senior groups of legislators.

RpUBLICANS: GROWING
BUT VULNERABLE
Republicans have struggled to become a competi
tive force in the Assembly, especially in the budget
committees. Despite capturing the governorship in
1969 for the first time in the 20th century, and
then dominating statewide and congressional elec
tions in the 1970s, Republicans were much less

• successful during this period in state legislative races
: winning about one-fifth (21 %) of the House seats

and slightly less (18%) of the Senate seats. During
the 1980s, as Republican electoral fortunes slipped
statewide and in congressional elections, the party

• strengthened somewhat its state legislative beach
head, winning slightly more than one-third (35%)
of the House seats and nearly one-quarter (23%)
ofthe Senate seats. The Republicans started the 1990s
impressively, winning slightly more than two-fifths
of the House (41 0/0) and Senate (45%) seats, plac
ing the party in position to capture one or both
houses.

Regardless ofhow the Republicans have fared
• overall in the General Assembly, their minority status
• has left them vulnerable at the critical committee

stage: short-changed in assignments to key com
mittees and shut out of chairmanships. In the

: Assembly, committee assignments are controlled by
the majority-party Democrats; namely, the House
Speaker and the Senate Democratic Steering Com
mittee, which is composed of the senior Senate
Democrat from each of the state's congressional
districts.

Republican committee assignment problems
• are not new. In the 1960s, the party fared reason

ably well in the Senate; though few in number, they
: had representation throughout the decade on such

major committees as Finance and Courts of Jus
tice. The House was a different story. Speaker
Blackburn Moore, a Byrd Organization stalwart,

4 · refused to assign Republicans to major committees,
a practice that John Warren Cooke reversed when

he became Speaker in 1968.7 Still, Republicans, as
the minority party, were at a disadvantage.

While House rules are silent on the guide
lines that the Speaker should follow in making
committee assignments, since 1972 Senate rules have
called for the parties, "as nearly as practicable," to
be represented on committees in proportion to their
numbers in the Senate. Table 3 depicts Republi
can representation since 1972 by chamber and budget
committee, and also indicates the proportionate
number ofbudget committee seats the Republicans
would be entitled to if that rule were followed.
In the Senate, the Republicans until 1984 were only
slightly underrepresented on the SFC; thereafter their
position eroded. In the aftermath of their big win
in 1991, the Republicans picked up only 2 addi
tional SFC seats, leaving them with less than
half of their proportionate share. In the House,
Republican representation on the HAC followed a
pattern similar to the SFC, though the Republican
position started eroding in 1982, two years earlier
than in the Senate. Thus, the budget committee
assignment process seemingly has become more
partisan as the Republicans have increased their
Assembly strength. The increasing difficulty the
Republicans have had in gaining access to the bud
get committees is reflective of a problem they
face with other key committees. However, Repub
licans in 1992 were the least represented in both
houses on the budget and rules committees, un
derscoring the importance of those committees to
the Democratic leaders.

Table 3
Republican Representation by Chamber
and Budget Committee, Virginia General
Assembly, 1972-92

Year Senate (40) SFC (15) House (100) HAC (20)

1972 7 2 (3)a 24 3 (5)a
1974 - - 20 3 (4)
1976 5 1 (2) 17 2 (3)
1978 - - 21 3 (4)

1980 9 2 (3) 25 4 (5)
1982 - - 33 3 (7)
1983 - - 34 3 (7)
1984 8 1 (3) 34 3 (7)
1986 - - 33 4 (7)
1988 10 1 (4) 35 4 (7)

1990 - - 39 4 (8)
1992 18 3 (7) 41 4 (8)

SOURCE: See Table 2.

NOTE: Years included are the initial sessions after the full House
and Senate stood for election.

a Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of seats the Repub
licans would be entitled to if they were represented on the committee
in proportion to their strength in the Senate or House.



You could almost run the same tape in Rich
mond every year: A big delegation of state
lawmakers from Northern Virginia heads for
the General Assembly with great resolve to
bring back some money for desperately needed
roads. As the session progresses, various pro
posals for bonds, gas tax increases, state money
and executive sympathy are batted about and
eventually down. The session adjourns, and
Northern Virginian motorists are left in traf
fic, listening to radio reports about better luck
next year. 8

While Republicans have been underrepre
sented on key committees, they have been completely
shut out of chairmanships. The Virginia General
Assembly, unlike most state legislatures and more
like the U. S. Congress, selects its committee lead
ers on the basis ofparty seniority-a practice required
by Senate rules and informally followed in the House.
Thus, in 1992 Senator Hunter B. Andrews and
Delegate Robert B. Ball, the most senior Demo
crats on the SFC and the HAC (Table 2)-with
24 and 18 years ofcommittee service, respectively
chaired the two committees. Andrews' rise to the
chairmanship had taken 18 years, while Ball's as
cent had taken 16 years. Since 1972, the 2 Democrats
who have chaired the SFC averaged 17 years of
committee service before taking over, while the 5
Democrats who have chaired the HAC during this
period averaged 14 years.

In Table 2, the relationship between party
seniority and institutional power is vividly illustrated
on the HAC by Delegate Vincent F. Callahan (R
Fairfax) and even more so by Delegate Lacey E.
Putney (I-Bedford). Both had more committee ser
vice than the chairman, Delegate Ball (D-Henrico),
but not in the majority party. Indeed, Delegate
Putney, the longest-serving member both in the
General Assembly and on either budget commit
tee, ranked dead last on the HAC because of his
independent status. (Elected to the House and ap
pointed to the HAC as a Democrat, Putney lost
his party seniority when he ran as an independent
in 1967.)

In summary, Republican budget committee
problems underscore the challenge facing the mi
nority party, even a growing one, in a legislature
that vests considerable power in a committee sys
tem run by the majority Democratic party. Yet the
Republicans are not the Assembly's only emergent
force; geogra hical considerations often have been
more important than partisan ones in legislative
deliberations. Long-term membership changes also
have been taking place along those lines.

MRTHERN VIRGINIA:
TRAILING ITS URBAN COUNTERPARTS
In contrast to the Byrd Organization days, Virgin
ia has taken on a decided urban orientation. This
is most notable in the state's three big urban areas
of Northern Virginia, Richmond, and Hampton
Roads, home to more than half of the state's popu
lation. Northern Virginia, the largest, fastest-growing,
and most politically competitive region, contain
ing 25% of the population, has increasingly become
the driving force in statewide elections. Yet it is also
the region whose officials and citizens have long
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felt disadvantaged in the Assembly. A Washington : Since 1972,
Post editorial, written early in the 1993 legislative : all but one of the
session, reflects this sentiment:

• budget committee

• chairs have come

• from the big three

• urban areas.

Though the I-person-l-vote reapportionment :
revolution has ensured more equitable representa
tion for urban interests in the Assembly, it doesn't •
necessarily do so in the committee system. There,
as we have seen, the availability ofcommittee open
ings and factors like party and seniority significantly :
affect the assignment process. So, too, do efforts by :
the leadership to balance representation on com
mittees by apportioning seats among the state's
congressional districts and the members' personal
interest, expertise, and standing with the leadership.

To assess how the three major urban areas
have fared in gaining representation on the budget :
committees, Table 4 examines the committees'
membership in the first session after the last three
decennial reapportionments went into effect for the
respective houses. (To help determine whether these
urban areas have been fairly represented, their shares
of the state population are also given.)

In both houses, the aggregate representation
of the major urban areas on the budget committees
followed a similar pattern: slight underrepresentation :
at the beginning of the 1970s, followed by slight :
overrepresentation a decade later, and then, at the
beginning of the 1990s, slight underrepresentation •
again. Still, given all the factors that go into the •
assignment process, overall the major urban areas
appear to have been adequately represented on these :
key committees.

A somewhat different picture emerges when
the fate of the individual areas is assessed. Hamp-
ton Roads has been best represented, though over :
the two-decade period its position has slightly :
eroded. Yet it has always had at least its propor-
tionate share of budget committee seats in both :
houses. In contrast, Northern Virginia, the largest :
area, has been underrepresented on the two budget •
committees throughout this period, despite gain- 5
ing increased representation. Richmond has increased :
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Table 4
Major Urban-Area Representation on Budget Committees, Virginia General Assembly, 1972-92

SENArE FINANCE
1972 1984 1992

Commitfee .. 0/0 of State Committee 0/0' of State Committee °/0 'of.State
Areas Membership Population Membership Population Membership Population

N. Va 13% (2) 21 % 20% (3) 22% 20% (3) 250/0
Richmond 70/0 (1) 10% 13% (2) 10% 13% (2) 10%
Hampton Rds. 27% (4) 20% 20% (3) 19% 20% (3) 20%

Totals 47% (7) 51 % 53% (8) 51 % 530/0 (8) 55%

HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS
1972 1983 1992

Committee % of State Committee 0/0of State Committee °/0 of State
Areas Membership Population Membership Population Membership Population

N. Va 15% (3) 21 % 200/0 (4) 22% 20% (4) 250/0
Richmond 50/0 (1) 10% 10% (2) 100/0 10% (2) 10%
Hampton Rds. 25% (5) 200/0 25% (5) 19% 20% (4) 20%

Totals 45% (9) 51 % 55% (11) 51 % 50% (10) 55%

SOURCE: General Assembly of Virginia, Manual of the Senate and House of Delegates, for relevant sessions; U. S. Department of Commerce,
Bureau of Census, Census of Population, Characteristics of the Population: Virginia, (Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office), for years
1970, 1980, and 1990.

NOTES: The makeup of the areas follows Larry J. Sabato's delineations in Aftermath of Armageddon: An Analysis of the 1973 Virginia Guber
natorial Election (Charlottesville: Institute of Government, University of Virginia, 1975), Figure 1.

Years included are the first Assembly sessions after the last 3 decennial reapportionments went into effect for the respective houses.

6'

its representation to proportionate strength in both
houses during this period.

Overall, the major urban areas have had nearly
their proportionate share ofbudget committee seats.
However, they have held a disproportionate share
of the two committees' chairmanships, capitaliz
ing on strategically situated seniority within the
majority party. Since 1972, all the budget committee
chairs have come from the big three urban areas,
with the exception ofW. Roy Smith (D-Petersburg),
who chaired the HAC during the 1972-73 period.
Again, Hampton Roads and Richmond have been
better positioned than Northern Virginia. The former
areas monopolized the SFC chairmanship during
this period-first with Senator Edward E. Willey
CD-Richmond); and then, on Willey's death in]uly
1986, with Senator Hunter B. Andrews (D-Hamp
ton). In the case of the HAC, the Hampton Roads
and Richmond areas have held the chairmanship
70% of the time during the 1972-92 period (Del
egate Edward E. Lane, D-Richmond, 1974-77;
Delegate Richard M. Bagley, D-Hampton, 1978
85; and Delegate Robert B. Ball, D-Henrico, since
1990). Delegate Dorothy S. McDiarmid (D-Fair
fax), the first woman to chair either budget
committee, was Northern Virginia's lone budget
committee chair, holding the HAC chairmanship
during the 1986-89 period.

In addition, the big three areas have held a
disproportionate share of the three most senior
Democratic seats on the SFC and the HAC-the
positions from which conference committee mem
bers traditionally have been drawn. Invariably, a

conference committee is needed at the end of a leg
islative session to resolve differences between House
and Senate versions of the budget-a critical task.
Overall, the three major urban areas held 78% of
those seats in the last two decades.9 Again, Hamp
ton Roads and Richmond were much better situated
than Northern Virginia. On the SFC, Hampton
Roads held 50% of the three most senior Demo
cratic seats, Richmond 220/0, and Northern Virginia
6%; while on the HAC, Hampton Roads held 390/0,
Richmond 20%, and Northern Virginia 20%.

In summary, while the major urban areas have
enjoyed adequate overall representation on the budget
committees during the 1972-92 period, they have
dominated the leadership of those committees.
However, Northern Virginia, the largest and fast
est-growing area, has lagged behind Hampton Roads
and Richmond in gaining committee seats and, even
more so, in accumulating the necessary seniority for
chairmanships. Not surprisingly, Northern Virgin
ia has been the area that traditionally has experienced
the Assembly's highest membership turnover. In fact,
Delegate McDiarmid rose to the HAC chairman
ship in spite oftwo electoral defeats early in her career.

BLACKSAND WOMEN:
STILL OUTSIDERS
While blacks and women have been gaining seats in
the Assembly, their progress has been slow, particu
larly in gaining representation on the budget
committees. Table 5 depicts their progress over the
last 20 years, by chamber and budget committee.



In the Senate only one black, Senator
Benjamin]. Lambert III (D- Richmond), and no
women have been assigned to the SFC, reflecting
the weak status of both groups in the chamber. In
deed, the strength of these groups is somewhat
inflated in Table 5 because in 1988 one black-fe
male senator, Yvonne B. Miller (D-Norfolk), is
counted in both categories, as are two black-female
senators in 1992, Miller and L. Louise Lucas (D
Portsmouth) .

In the House, the picture is not much differ
ent; blacks have not been represented on the HAC,
while women have had 1 and, at times, 2 members
on the committee. From 1972 to 1986, Delegate
McDiarmid was the only female member; in 1986
she was joined by Delegate Marian A. Van
Landingham (D-Al xandria). Then in 1990, on
McDiarmid's retirement, Delegate Mary A. Marshall
(D-Arlington) served for a term.

Should the number ofblacks and women con
tinue to grow in the pattern that it did in the 1972-92
period, then these legislators may find access to
the budget committees constrained because they
have been elected from districts within a limited
number of congressional districts. The leadership

Table 5
Black and Female Representation
by Chamber and Budget Committee
Virginia General Assembly, 1972-92

Senate SFC
Year Black Female Black Female

1972 1 0 0 0
1976 1 0 0 0
1980 1 1 0 '0
1984 2 0 0 0
1988a 3 3 1 0
1992a 5 4 1 0

I Year
House HAC

Black Female Black Female

1972 2 4 0 1
1974 1 6 0 1
1976 1 7 0 1
1978 4 9 0 1

1980 4 8 0 1
1982 4 9 0 1
1983 4 11 0 1
1984 5 11 0 1
1986 7 10 0 2
1988 7 11 0 2

1990 7 12 0 2
1992 7 13 0 1

SOURCE: See Table 2.

NOTE: The years included are the initial sessions after the election
of the entire House and Senate.

a In 1988 a black-female senator, Yvonne Miller, is counted in both
categories, as are 2 black-female senators, Miller and Louise Lucas,
in 199"2.
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has sought to balance committee representation by : While Republican
allocating seats among the state's congressional dis- • representation
tricts; for instance, blacks have been elected almost :
exclusively from urban districts in Richmond and : has surged to record
Hampton Roads. 10 In all, blacks have been elected : levels, the party's
from districts falling within only 4 congressional
districts. weakness at the

Women, too, have been elected predominantly : important committee
from the state's major urban areas-with North-
ern Virginia, Richmond, and Hampton Roads having : stage has been
been the home areas for 76% of the female legisla- • evident in the case
tors elected over the last two decades. By far, women
have been most successful in Northern Virginia, • of the budget
home to 50% of the women elected during this • committees.
period and to all 3 women who have served on the
HAC. However, this strong Northern Virginia •
orientation of the succ ssful women legislators does •
pose some constraints. Namely, female legislators
tend to come from areas falling within a few con-
gressional districts, limiting the number ofcommittee
openings, and from a region that has experienced
the highest turnover in the state, limiting the accu-
mulation of the necessary seniority to get on and
then advance in the committees' hierarchies. In 1992
Delegate Van Landingham, the 10th-ranking Demo-
crat, with 10 years ofseniority in the Assembly and •
6 years on the HAC, was the sole female on either •
budget committee.

CNCLUSION
The General Assembly's two budget committees have
not been microcosms of their respective houses,
underscoring the need to assess membership change
at both the chamber and committee levels. That •
analysis leads to four major conclusions.

First, regardless of how much new blood has
been added to the General Assembly in any given
year, newcomers to the budget committees have been
veteran members; indeed, the pre-committee ap
prenticeship period has risen in both houses over •
the last decade. Not surprisingly, the overall mem
bership of the budget committees has been more
senior than that of their parent chambers.

Second, while Republican representation has
surged to record levels, the party's weakness at the •
important committee stage has been evident in the
case of the budget committees. The party not only :
has been shut out of chairmanships, as would be
expected because of its minority status, but it also
has been denied a proportionate share of seats on
the budget committees. In fact, as the party has
strengthened its representation in the General
Assembly, it has had more difficulty in gaining seats
on these key committees, underscoring the increasing • 7
partisanship in the legislature.



Third, in contrast to the Byrd Organiza
tion days, the major urban areas have been well
represented on the budget committees, particu
larly in the senior ranks ofthe majority Democratic
party, nearly monopolizing the chairmanships of
both the Senate Finance and House Appropria
tions committees over the last several decades. Even
so, Northern Virginia, the state's largest and fastest
growing area, has lagged behind its downstate
counterparts, Hampton Roads and Richmond,
in winning representation on the committees, and
even more so in gaining chairmanships.

Finally, while women and blacks have been
slow to make inroads into the Assembly, they have
been even slower in gaining access to the budget
committees, though one woman during this period
did chair the House Appropriations Committee.

The Senate Finance and House Appropria
tions committees are not typical committees, to
be sure. However, given their prestigious status
within the Virginia General Assembly and their
critical role in the budget process, they pose a
good test of the extent to which membership
changes over the last several decades have perme
ated the inner ranks of the General Assembly's
power structure.•

BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTE: Resources that proved especially

useful in the research for this article included Robert J. Austin,

"The Virginia General Assembly: Structure, Procedures, and In

fluencing Policy," in Thomas Morris and Larry Sabato, eds., Virginia
Government and Politics: Readings and Comments, 3d rev. ed.; L.

Sabato, "The 1991 Virginia Legislative Election: A Republican

Tide," University o/Virginia News Letter, January 1992; and L.

Sabato's Virginia Votes series (the 4 volumes covering the years

1969-90). All of these sources are published by the Center for

Public Service, University ofVirginia. Other essential sources were

the Manuals of the Senate and House of Delegates for the years

analyzed.

NOTES

1 See, for example, Alan Rosenthal, Legislative Life: People, Process
andPerftrmance in the States (New York: Harper & Row, 1981), pp.

136-37.

2 Sabato, University o/Virginia News Letter, Jan. 1992, p. 8.

3 Since there were back-to-back House elections in 1981 and 1982,

the latter required because of a court order to rectifY reapportion

ment problems, Larry Sabato has observed, ((Perhaps, when considering

the impact of redistricting, it is fairer to consider the 1982 special

election-a direct result of reapportionment woes-as an adjunct to

the 1981 contest, since a two-year period constitutes a regular House

term." Virginia Votes 1979-82, p. 140.

4Table 1 understates another such SFC occurrence in 1972, when 8

members left the SFC, the highest number for either committee during

the last two decades. However, only 4 members were added, since

the SFC's membership had been reduced from 19 to 15 members

under a Senate committee reorganization.

5 Richmond Times-Dispatch, Jan. 16, 1988, p. B-l.

6 Sabato, University o/Virginia News Letter, Jan. 1992, p. 8.

7 For background, see Frank B. Atkinson, The Dynamic Dominion:
Realignment and the Rise 0/ Virginia 5 Republican Party Since 1945
(Fairfax, VA: George Mason University Press, 1992), p. 161; and

Thomas L. Wens, "A Pattern Emerges," National Civic Review (Oct.

1968), p. 456.

8 Washington Post, Jan. 24, 1993, p. C-6. Unexpectedly, Northern

Virginia was one of the big winners in the 1993 session, winning, for

example, a $105 million bond package for transportation projects.

9 This figure represents the percentage of the 3 most senior Demo

cratic seats on the SFC and HAC in the first session after each Senate

and House election from 1971 to 1991.

10 One black legislator, Senator L. Louise Lucas, represents a mixed

district, embracing portions of the Hampton Roads city of Ports

mouth as well as rural areas in Southside and Tidewater.
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