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Why Tim Kaine Won
by Pete Brodnitz

In  the  period  following  Virginia’s  recent  election  for  governor,  there  have  been  a  number  of  different 
explanations offered for why Democrat Tim Kaine won. Kaine’s win was the result of a carefully designed 
campaign conducted over an 18-month period, a campaign that used its polling data and sophisticated 
analysis to carefully construct a messaging strategy for two main purposes: (1) emphasize Kaine’s inherent 
personal honesty and integrity, and his priorities, and (2) target groups of voters who we knew would be 
receptive to Kaine. In the end, Kaine achieved a 5.7-percentage-point margin—a margin larger than that of 
any other Democrat  elected governor in the past  20 years (but just  0.6  higher than Governor Warner’s 
margin in 2001).

This article outlines the key elements of this strategy. The campaign:

• Sought out opportunities for voters to see Kaine—from interviews, to debates, and in the advertising. We 
believed Tim Kaine’s personal characteristics were our greatest asset and that Republican nominee Jerry 
Kilgore perhaps had a weakness in this area.

•  Focused  on  Virginia’s  suburbs  instead  of  trying  to  replicate  Governor  Warner’s  2001  rural-focused 
strategy.

• Built a case for continuity by showing that Virginia’s standing as the best-managed state in the nation was 
the  product  of  a  set  of  policies  and  a  leadership  style  that  Governor  Warner  had  offered,  that  Kaine 
supported and would continue, and that Kilgore had opposed.

• Developed a counter to expected attacks on Kaine’s position on capital punishment. Our counter-strategy 
was prepared 10 months before the election. While developing this strategy we realized we could turn a 
negative into a positive by using this as an opportunity to show Kaine’s honesty and integrity.

•  Defused  the  issue  of  taxes.  Kaine  supported  a  major  tax  increase  as  part  of  the  bipartisan  budget 
agreement passed in 2004. (This plan also included significant tax cuts, but Kilgore never referred to those.) 
Kaine defused the issue of taxes through a combination of highlighting his tax-cutting record as mayor of 
Richmond,  his  plan to  provide  tax  relief  for  homeowners  and his  emphasis  on accountability  for  how 
transportation funds are spent. 

These were five strategic dynamics we had to address. As the campaign evolved, we used polling and 
focus groups to understand how to achieve them but, as a group, we were nimble enough to adapt and 
make the best of strategic opportunities that were presented to us.

Focusing On the Suburbs
When Governor Mark Warner won in 2001, he ran against a suburban Republican candidate and used a 
strategy that involved performing well in rural counties. Kaine knew he could not count on winning these 
counties in 2005. Tim Kaine’s opponent, Attorney General Jerry Kilgore, came from the rural southwest, 
giving him an edge in this part of the state. Kaine also knew from his 2001 campaign for lieutenant governor 
that he would be relentlessly, if inaccurately, attacked as an “anti-gun, high-taxing, pro-gay marriage, pro-
abortion liberal.” Most of all, Kaine knew he would be attacked for his opposition to the death penalty. In 
addition, Kilgore referred to the 2004 budget reform as “the largest tax increase in Virginia history.” With all 
of this, we knew we could not recreate the Warner 2001 victory map. So we decided not to try. 

Instead, we opted for a suburban strategy that focused on performing better than average in some of the 
state’s fastest-growing localities. Fast growth occurring in many of Virginia’s suburbs was bringing new 
voters  and significant  lifestyle  changes that  created political  opportunities  for  the candidate who could 



address them. Kaine’s manager, Mike Henry, narrowed this to a list of “battleground” localities—five that 
Governor Warner had lost in 2001 (including Loudon, Prince William, Virginia Beach and Chesapeake) and 
two that  Warner  had won.  Together,  these  localities  represented 37% of  the  2005 electorate.  The Kaine 
campaign reached out to all Virginia voters, but paid particular attention to how the campaign was being 
received in these areas. In the end, Kaine won six of these seven localities. While Governor Warner and 
Mark Earley tied across them, Kaine won the battleground by a 10-point margin (54% Kaine, 44% Kilgore 
and 2% for independent Russ Potts).

A critical  component of  the campaign’s  effort  to  perform well  in  the battleground localities  was an 
extensive  field  effort  that  began  in  April  2005  and  included  phones,  doors,  and  an  emphasis  on  the 
candidate’s  time  in  his  scheduling.  In  addition,  the  campaign  undertook  a  new  “Federal  Democrat” 
program  that  focused  on  the  approximately  165,000  households  that  included  at  least  one  voter  who 
supported John Kerry in 2004 but who did not vote in 2001. The remainder of this article will focus on the 
other critical component: the campaign message.

Core Issues
When we conducted our first general election poll in November 2004, it was clear we had a steep climb. 
Kilgore had a built-in advantage as a Republican running in a state that gave President Bush an 8-point 
margin over John Kerry. Kilgore led the ballot test by 7 percentage points (20 points in the battleground 
localities), and had a 21-point name identification advantage over Kaine. However, based on that poll, we 
were able to establish the core of  our strategy—making a case for continuity and focusing on reaching 
suburban voters  by  emphasizing  the  issues  of  education,  taxes,  and traffic.  Throughout  the  campaign, 
almost  every  Kaine  ad  mentioned  education,  tax  relief,  Kaine’s  work  with  Governor  Warner  or  some 
combination of those issues.

The Warner Administration and Continuity
In the November poll, when we asked voters if they would prefer a candidate who would bring progress by 
emphasizing low taxes, smaller government and conservative values or one who would continue with the 
type of leadership Governor Warner has provided, the conservative was preferred by a 49% to 41% margin.

While voters were satisfied with the direction of  Virginia and while the Governor enjoyed high job 
approval ratings, we needed to show voters that the progress they were enjoying in Virginia was the result 
of the leadership and priorities Governor Warner and Tim Kaine had offered, and that there would be a real 
consequence to changing course. Governor Warner’s job rating and personal appeal was high and gave us 
the basis for making a strong case for continuity, but we still had to convince voters that Tim Kaine would 
provide his own vision for the Commonwealth.

Appetite for Continuity: Candidate Preference (Nov. 2004)

Statement 1. One who says the way to bring 
progress to Virginia is to offer a new direction
that brings an increased emphasis on low taxes,
smaller government and conservative values. 49%

Statement 2. One who says the way to bring
progress to Virginia is to continue with the type
of leadership Governor Warner has provided. 41%

Margin in favor of Statement 1 = 8 percentage points

Budget Reform, Education and Taxes
We reasoned that education is something most suburban families value—it is one of the few governmental 
functions most Americans consider a priority.  In addition,  the budget reform package had made a $1.5 
billion investment in new funds for public education. This both fulfilled Kaine’s 2001 promise to make sure 
the state fulfilled its obligation to fully fund schools, and was one of the clearest differences between Kaine 
and Kilgore’s public priorities.

We knew that voters supported the 2004 budget reform. Our polling showed that in November of 2004, 
61% of  voters  supported the  budget  agreement—including 60% of  Republicans—because  it  invested in 
education and was seen as driven by fiscal necessity.



We also knew that families who move to the suburbs and have young children would be tax-sensitive. 
Most voters did not say that they wanted to see major additional tax cuts, but we needed to make sure 
Kilgore could not successfully depict Kaine as a tax-increasing liberal on the basis of the budget reform vote. 
After all, in addition to supporting income tax cuts and eliminating the marriage penalty and sales tax on 
food as part of budget reform, Kaine had a record of cutting utility, small business and home owners’ taxes 
as mayor.

We decided to make the budget agreement a centerpiece of our campaign and to make it Exhibit A when 
we described the different priorities held by the candidates: Kaine supported it to put Virginia’s fiscal affairs 
in order and invest new dollars in education. Kilgore opposed it and would repeal it if elected.
Traffic
Traffic was an issue that voters in Northern Virginia and the Norfolk media market consistently said was a 
top priority. Together these two regions represent a majority of state voters. We initially felt our goal should 
be to achieve a “tie” with Kilgore on the issue of traffic, a complicated one that’s hard to grapple with in the 
course of a campaign; but as the campaign developed we changed course and decided Kaine had a more 
compelling strategy to address traffic than Kilgore. In the end, our tracking showed that voters felt Kaine 
achieved this. There is more detail about this later on. 

The Importance of Addressing Social Issues
The November poll showed that among voters who were initially open to Kaine’s message, almost half said 
they attend church on a daily or weekly basis. In later research we focused on a subset of this group: white 
women who attend church regularly. These voters gave 38% support to John Kerry (based on a large-sample 
survey we conducted in May 2005), but in the end gave 47% support to Tim Kaine (based on a post-election 
study we conducted among the same group of respondents). While they were mostly socially conservative, 
the independents among this group shared Kaine’s belief that education needed to be a priority.  Given 
Kaine’s strong personal faith and his history as a former missionary in Honduras, we felt he could connect 
with these voters.

Despite this, we saw that social issues were potentially treacherous to Kaine’s candidacy because they 
could be used to create a liberal caricature. Battleground voters shared Kaine’s concern about the need to 
raise the quality of public education, but were potentially open to Kilgore’s positions on issues such as gun 
rights and the death penalty, and while they generally oppose discrimination against gay Americans, they 
also oppose gay marriage and gay adoption. We knew Kilgore would claim Kaine took the “liberal” position 
on all of these issues, as well as taxes.

We decided to engage Kilgore on social issues early so we could begin to defuse their power, which the 
polling showed was overstated in the conventional  wisdom. For  instance,  Kaine’s  position on abortion 
rights  was  preferred  to  Kilgore’s  and  voters  were  essentially  evenly  divided  on  the  issue  of  contracts 
between gay Virginians. Kaine opposed a bill that banned same-sex contracts, saying it would have made 
things like car sales between two neighbors who are men illegal just because they are both men. Kilgore 
supported the bill, saying it was needed to make sure Virginia is not forced to recognize gay civil unions 
created in other states. (By 42% to 39%, voters preferred Kaine’s position.)

Kaine’s Faith and Values
To  this  end,  we  conducted  two  statewide  waves  of  focus  groups  in  January  and  February  of  2005. 
Participants were moderate to conservative, white, married, church-going voters who were undecided in the 
race for governor, but who we assumed were predisposed toward Kilgore. Our goal was to see how voters 
reacted when Kaine was attacked so we could build our defenses. These voters expressed strong support for 
the death penalty and generally said they could not imagine voting for a candidate who opposed it. Despite 
this,  when voters learned that Kaine’s position was based on his faith,  and that he would nevertheless 
enforce the law, most of these voters accepted his view and the issue became moot.

We also learned that most voters could not reconcile strong faith and liberalism, so once they learned 
about Kaine’s faith, they would no longer conclude Kaine was a stereotypical liberal. Despite our best efforts 
to attack Kaine in the remaining time, once these voters had reached this conclusion, they did not budge 
from their determination that Kaine was either moderate or conservative.

This information gave us a powerful way to confound what we knew would be Jerry Kilgore’s main 
strategy: disqualifying Kaine as a candidate by depicting him as an extreme liberal. While we learned voters 
were going to need Kaine to explain his views on the death penalty rather than deflect the issue, Kaine’s 
answer resonated with voters. In fact, because voters knew the death penalty had widespread support in 
Virginia, Kaine earned the respect of many voters for taking a position that was clearly based on principle. 
As one respondent noted, “He must really mean it. There is no way he will win votes with that position in 



Virginia.” Speaking out on this issue gave Kaine an opportunity to show his integrity and honesty—two 
characteristics our polling said were the most important to voters.

Preparing Our Response
Because Kilgore would almost certainly attempt to raise doubts about Kaine’s sincerity on the death penalty 
and other issues we needed to make sure that everything we did protected Kaine’s credibility. To achieve 
this, the entire Kaine message was rooted in Kaine’s past: Kaine’s support for education could be traced 
back to his work as lieutenant governor and mayor, Kaine’s support for property tax cuts could be traced 
back to the tax cuts he supported as mayor, and Kaine’s faith could be traced back to the year he spent as a 
missionary in Honduras. It also meant that the campaign aggressively sought out opportunities to debate so 
voters could judge the candidates for themselves.

In  particular,  we needed to  ensure  that  when attacked on the  death  penalty,  Kaine’s  response  was 
understood to be sincere. In a second round of focus groups we refined our approach. For testing purposes, 
Kaine’s media team of Karl Struble and David Eichenbaum produced an ad attacking Tim Kaine on the 
death penalty and a separate response ad featuring Kaine speaking directly to the camera. In the response 
ad, Kaine explained that he had a faith-based opposition to the death penalty and that he was not going to 
change his religious views to get elected. But it also made clear that, as governor of Virginia, he would take 
an oath of office to uphold that law and he would take that oath as seriously as he took his marital vows. By 
design, the ad did not attempt to change the subject or turn the explanation into an attack on Kilgore. When 
voters heard Kaine’s explanation, it generally both answered their questions about the death penalty, and 
left them with a sense of Kaine’s faith, personal integrity, and groundedness. By February, our death penalty 
response and the major elements of our theme and strategy were ready.

Finding an Appropriate Context to Talk About Faith
One challenge that the focus groups identified was that while we knew it was important for voters to learn 
about Kaine’s faith—both to protect against the expected death penalty attack and as a way to connect with 
the majority of voters for whom faith is an important part of daily life—we also knew that many voters 
found discussion of faith inappropriate in a political campaign. We needed to find a socially acceptable way 
to get this information out to voters. We knew that if Kaine was attacked we would get this chance, so in a 
peculiar sense we saw it as an opportunity; but rather than wait to be attacked, Kaine sought out other ways 
to talk about faith. 

One early opportunity was a January forum held by the conservative Family Foundation. At the forum, 
Kaine rejected the idea that adoption laws needed to be changed from the current standard, that puts the 
welfare of the child at the heart of the adoption process, to a new standard, that puts the sexuality of the 
potential adoptee first. He also spoke about his faith and the need to find common ground with all people of 
faith. This approach worked because faith is an integral part of who Tim Kaine is and voters could see that it 
is genuine. With another candidate, this decision might have been ill-conceived.

At a February 2005 Jefferson Jackson Day dinner, Kaine spoke out against those in the Democratic or any 
party who attack the “religious right” and made the point that if religious leaders have ideas we disagree 
with we should point that out, but not attack them on the basis of their faith.

In March, we aired our first radio ad, which was broadcast in rural areas. It was intended primarily for 
the female, churchgoing audience. Kaine talked about his Christian faith and his experience as a missionary, 
teaching welding and carpentry in Honduras. He mentioned the importance of his family and that he is 
“tight with a dollar.” While faith was the central element of the message, Kaine’s policy focus in the ad was 
on how “the Bible teaches us that we accomplish great things when we work together. As governor, I will 
bring people together . . . and bring economic opportunity to all areas of Virginia”—in essence, focusing on 
issues where there is consensus among voters.

Property Taxes and the Car Tax
Republican Jim Gilmore’s pledge to eliminate the property tax on cars (“the car tax”) had propelled him to 
victory in 1997, but while it had been lowered, the tax had still not been eliminated by 2005. Kaine did not 
want the 2005 election to become a repeat of 1997. Even though our polls showed that fewer than 10% of the 
electorate  said  tax  cuts  were  a  high  priority,  we  knew we  needed  to  offer  a  tax  proposal  that  would 
neutralize this issue. The challenge was doing so in a way that was compatible with Kaine’s emphasis on 
public education.

In March, Kaine announced a plan that would allow localities to cut up to 20% of homeowners’ property 
tax  bills.  Local  flexibility  meant  the  plan  was  fiscally  responsible  and would  not  jeopardize  education 
funding. The relief the plan provided was made possible in part by the state’s efforts to fully fund its share 



of public education costs. Soon afterwards Kilgore offered a competing plan. One of the first Kaine television 
ads,  which  ran  in  most  of  the  state  in  March,  was  about  the  tax  plan.  It  featured  Kaine  talking  to 
homeowners  about  his  plan  and  cited  his  tax-cutting  record  as  mayor.  The  Republican  Governors 
Association (RGA) quickly launched an attack that we rebutted while taking the opportunity to further 
emphasize Kaine’s record as a tax-cutter.

By June, Kilgore maintained a 20-point name identification advantage and continued to lead by a 44% to 
38% margin (when leaners were included),  but Kaine’s favorability was improving and the car tax was 
essentially off the table as part of Kilgore’s positive message.

Showing Our Hand
In June, the RGA attacked Kaine on the air in most media markets for opposing the death penalty. We had 
decided early on that we were not going to let the Republicans distract us from our message, but we knew 
that the death penalty would be an exception. When the Republican ad ran, we ran a response that was 
essentially the ad we had tested in February.

By late July, Mason-Dixon found that Kaine was leading by 38% to 37%. While those numbers were more 
favorable than our internal polling, it showed that despite having been attacked with several ads in most of 
the state’s media markets (excluding Washington, D.C., media) we had gained ground. Most importantly, 
we had road-tested our death penalty response successfully.

Solving the Traffic Problem
By July, Kilgore rolled out a flawed transportation plan that focused on raising new revenue but ignored 
what voters regarded as out-of-control growth. The centerpiece of Kilgore’s plan was the creation of regional 
authorities  that  would  have  the  power  to  raise  funds  for  local  road needs,  combined with  a  series  of 
referenda campaigns in which voters could decide if they wanted to raise taxes to pay for roads. Kilgore also 
proposed using general fund dollars to pay for roads rather than using the dedicated transportation funds. 
Not only had voters already rejected similar referenda in 2002, this presented us with a Republican whose 
platform called for raising taxes while using education funds for road building.

Kaine  rejected  Kilgore’s  “tax  and  pave”  approach  in  favor  of  greater  accountability  for  how 
transportation dollars were spent, locking up transportation funds so legislators couldn’t use them for other 
purposes, and promoting a growth plan giving localities more control over development and its resulting 
negative impact on traffic. In the final month of the campaign, we heavily advertised the Kaine traffic and 
growth plan in the Northern Virginia and Norfolk media markets and showed how it contrasted with the 
Kilgore approach. Once the Kaine ads aired, Kaine took the lead on this issue.

Addressing Education
From the beginning, Kaine had wanted to make education the centerpiece of his campaign. He had a strong 
record of supporting and improving public schools as the mayor of Richmond. As mentioned earlier, he 
when he ran for lieutenant governor, his core issue was ensuring that the state met its obligations to fully 
fund public schools. As lieutenant governor, Kaine visited most of Virginia’s school districts to underscore 
his commitment to education. Now Kaine wanted to fundamentally change the thinking about education by 
emphasizing excellence rather than competence. Kaine also developed a “Start Strong” plan designed to 
make preschool available for every Virginia four-year-old.

Both the education and traffic plans were examined in July research in battleground areas. Despite the 
conservatism of battleground voters on many issues, they strongly supported Kaine’s approaches to both of 
these issues. 

Beginning the Statewide Campaign
By  late  August,  neither  side  had  run  television  advertising  in  the  expensive  Northern  Virginia  media 
market, which represents one-third of the electorate. On August 29, Kaine’s statewide advertising began. 
Initially, we emphasized Kaine’s preschool plan and introduced Kaine in a biographical ad in which he 
spoke directly to the camera. He described how working in his father’s welding shop informed his values, 
his  work promoting education and cutting taxes  as  mayor,  his  experience  as  a  missionary and how it 
influenced his thinking about the need to ensure everyone has opportunity in their lives, and his work with 
Governor Warner.

In late August, Hurricane Katrina hit. At first, the mishandling of the hurricane did not have a significant 
impact on the race for governor. It also did not initially have a significant impact on President Bush’s job 
approval ratings. Instead of convincing more people that the President was not doing a good job (his job 



approval  rating  was  already  hovering  near  40%)  it  just  increased  the  intensity  of  opinion  against  the 
President. 

Kaine’s message had always been about the need to keep leading Virginia forward and building on the 
success  of  the Warner Administration.  After  hurricane Katrina,  that  message had increased salience for 
voters.  One focus group respondent said, “I’m a conservative and I like Governor Warner,  but I  would 
usually be inclined to support a Republican for governor so we could take a more conservative direction. 
But with what is going on with the hurricane and the economy I don’t think this is the time to go changing 
things. I’d rather go for someone who is going to keep many of the Governor’s people in place and provide 
some continuity.” We needed to make sure that others came to the same conclusion.

Our statewide advertising began a week before Kilgore’s. As a result, by mid-September we had seen 
our first real movement in the polls and the race had become a tie. But Kilgore quickly caught up once his 
ads  hit  and by  the  end of  September  he  resumed a  45% to  39% lead  (including  leaners).  Support  for 
Republican-turned-independent  candidate  Russ  Potts  varied  between  4%  and  6%  in  every  poll  we 
conducted between May and Election Day.

Despite the central importance of Governor Warner’s support, the Kaine campaign needed to handle the 
connection between Kaine and Warner carefully so it did not overshadow Kaine. Kaine aired a full month of 
ads before the campaign introduced the “Guts” ad in early October in which Governor Warner talked about 
how Kaine worked with him to pass the budget reform. This ad reinforced our message that the budget 
reform had put Virginia’s  fiscal  house in order,  while earning Virginia recognition as the nation’s  best-
managed state. By October 4, just after “Guts” began airing, but before it had a chance to have had an 
impact, our internal polls found that Kaine had a 3-percentage-point lead. We never again fell below Kilgore 
in the internal polling.

Countering Kilgore’s Ads
In the following week, Kilgore announced and launched two new television ads that suggested the Kilgore 
campaign recognized they needed a new approach. In one ad, Kilgore’s twin brother vouched for Kilgore 
(notably Jerry Kilgore had not spoken this extensively in any of his own ads). In another, a tax-gobbling 
cartoon suggested that Tim Kaine was an insatiable tax-raiser.

On October 11, the new Kilgore ads were replaced with a pair of attack ads in which citizens explained 
that their families had been victimized by a killer, and they did not believe Kaine’s promise that he would 
enforce the death penalty. The ads were emotional and appeared powerful. They were not exactly what we 
had prepared against, so we could not be certain whether we were ready for them. Nonetheless, Struble and 
Eichenbaum shipped the pre-prepared response ad that same day. 

October 12 and 13, we conducted an Internet test of the attack ad and our response ad. The Internet test 
included an online component in which select respondents were migrated to a trained moderator where 
they  had  a  more  in-depth  discussion.  The  test  indicated  that  the  Kilgore  attack  ads  did  not  have  an 
immediate  impact  on  ballot  support,  but  they  raised  serious  questions  about  Kaine’s  commitment  to 
enforcing the death penalty. However, the online discussions also found that voters felt the attacks were 
unfair and overly emotional and that Kaine’s response was seen as direct and responsive to the questions 
the attack had raised. Most importantly, the test found that our response ads were effective.

A now infamous alternative version of one of the ads did not originally air and was not included in our 
test, but it was initially placed on the Kilgore campaign web site. It claimed that Kaine would not apply the 
death penalty to Adolph Hitler. The “Hitler” version received a strong, negative reaction from the statewide 
press corps. We left our original response ad on the air until editorials began to come in denouncing the 
attacks.  Forty-eight  hours  after  the  initial  response  ad  was  shipped,  new  ads  were  produced  that 
incorporated editorial responses the Kilgore ads had generated. (Papers throughout the state characterized 
the ads in terms such as “vicious smear” and “an unfair attack on Kaine’s religion.”) Variations on these 
response ads that addressed the death penalty and subsequent Kilgore attacks on taxes and immigration 
remained on the air for the remainder of the campaign.

Our polling showed after the death penalty exchange began Kaine’s lead initially dropped to 2 points. 
(We believe this was more because we had gotten off message to respond to the attack than because of the 
attack’s substance). By October 25, however, we were back on message and had a 5-point lead, which we 
maintained through election eve. Press reports that said the race was “the tightest in Virginia history” were 
wrong.

As a result of the death penalty exchange, voters concluded by more than 4:1 that Kilgore was running 
the more negative campaign. While Kilgore’s ads initially raised some concerns about Kaine among men, it 
also galvanized support for Kaine in the inner counties within the Washington, D.C., media market among 
women, and among independents. And it flipped the state’s Catholic voters—who represent about 12% of 



the electorate—from a group that consistently supported Kilgore to a group that supported Kaine.  Our 
response ads eventually addressed the concerns Kilgore had raised among men, but Kaine retained much of 
the support he had gained among the other groups of voters.

In the final two weeks of the campaign Kilgore finally made the course correction some of us had feared: 
he decided to run (some) positive advertising. But it was too little too late. Kilgore ran an ad in which he 
spoke directly to voters but at the same time he attacked Kaine on taxes, flip-flopping, and immigration. The 
Kaine campaign responded by modifying its original death penalty response ad to incorporate editorials 
that showed that Kilgore was twisting Kaine’s record on issue after issue.

Kilgore’s attacks did not stick. While Kilgore helped improve his standing among Republicans, he had 
lost his opportunity to appeal to independents. We assume that is why on the day before the election Kilgore 
decided to host the President in Virginia. We had not raised the President in the campaign. We had not 
mentioned him in a single ad, but this visit let Kaine put a fine point on his message: Virginians could 
compare the kind of leadership they have in Virginia and the kind of leadership they have in Washington. In 
the end, the visit may have helped Kilgore avoid a collapse in Republican turnout, but it did not sway voters 
toward Kilgore.

Some have said that it is difficult to isolate why Tim Kaine won the election for governor, but in a sense it 
is simple. Kaine reached out to voters and was clear about who he is and what he will do as governor. Voters 
saw  his  integrity  and  values  so  they  rejected  the  opposition’s  negative  attacks—especially  since  the 
opposition never offered a clear sense of either their candidate or his vision for the Commonwealth. In the 
end, voters decided they liked what they saw in Virginia, and both the national circumstances and the way 
Kaine’s opponent ran his campaign made it easier for Kaine to show voters why building on the progress of 
the past four years was the best course. ■


