

























































































ruling on January 7, 2000, and this ruling has been upheld by the 1% Circuit Court of
Appeals.

1997: The Alaskan legislature passes a campaign finance law in response to
citizens from Campaign Finance Reform Now! and AKPIRG gathering signatures for
a ballot initiative. The law lowers contribution limits from $1000 to $500 among
other things such as limiting the amount of out-of-state contributions. This law was
eventually upheld by the Alaskan Supreme Court. The Vermont legislature adopts
legislation in response to lobbying by VPIRG, Common Cause, the League of
Women Voters, and others. The new law sets contribution limits of $200 per election -
cycle (equivalent to $100 per election for primary and general elections combined), as
well as setting mandatory spending limits, limiting out-of-state contributions, and
providing public financing for gubernatorial candidates. The contribution limits of
this law have been upheld by federal district court, but the mandatory spending limits
(which intentionally challenge the Buckley v. Valeo ruling) are on appeal. At the
federal level, Congressmen Shays and Meehan drop provisions from their bill that
would have required candidates to raise significant portions of their funds in amounts
under $250 in order to qualify for free TV time.

1998: Arizona voters approve Initiative 200 by a margin of 51% to 49%. It
lowers contribution limits by 20%, taking them to $270 for legislative races, in
addition to providing for public financing for candidates who voluntarily limit their
fundraising. Massachusetts voters approve by a two-to-one margin Question 2, which
provides 85% public financing for candidates who voluntarily limit spending and
their other contributions to $100 or less. These laws were spearheaded by the
national group Public Campaign, local Citizen Action organizations, with support
from Common Cause, the League of Women Voters, and others.

2000: On January 24, the U.S. Supreme Court reverses the 8" Circuit Court’s
rejection of the $250 contribution limits that the legislature passed in response to
Proposition A (which had been adjusted for inflation to $275), and states that the
$1000 limit in Buckley is not meant to be the minimum level allowed and that states
may adopt whatever contribution limits they want so long as they are not “so radical
in effect as to render political association ineffective, drive the sound of a candidate’s
voice below the level of notice, and render contributions pointless.” This leads lower
courts in Vermont and Montana to uphold low contribution limits, and prompts
legislators in California and Colorado to gut voter-enacted contribution limit laws
before they can be heard on appeal. Voters in Missouri reject full public financing
that contains no lowering of contribution limits by a margin of 65%-35%, and voters
in Oregon reject a measure that contain public financing but has no contribution
limits by a margin of 60%-40%. Meanwhile, the Georgia legislature (with support
from Common Cause) passes a law to provide for electronic disclosure of campaign
contributions and increases allowed contribution levels for legislators from $3000 to
$4000 for a 2-year cycle. Senators McCain and Feingold begin contemplating an
increase in the federal contribution limit from $1000 to $2000 as a way to build more
support for a soft money ban.





