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Vermont's Act 64 stringently limits both the amounts that candidates
for state office may spend on their campaigns and the amounts that
individuals, organizations, and political parties may contribute to
those campaigns. Soon after Act 64 became law, the petitioners—
individuals who have run for state office, citizens who vote in state
elections and contribute to campaigns, and political parties and
committees participating in state politics—brought this suit against
the respondents, state officials charged with enforcing the Act. The
District Court held that Act 64’s expenditure limits violate the First
Amendment, see Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, and that the Act’s lim-
its on political parties' contributions to candidates were unconstitu-
tional, but found the other contribution limits constitutional. The
Second Circuit held that all of the Act's contribution limits are consti-
tutional, ruled that the expenditure limits may be constitutional be-
cause they are supported by compelling interests in preventing cor-
ruption or its appearance and in limiting the time state officials must
spend raising campaign funds, and remanded for the District Court
to determine whether the expenditure limits were narrowly tailored
to those interests.

Held: The judgment is reversed, and the cases are remanded.

382 F. 3d 91, reversed and remanded.

JUSTICE BREYER, joined by THE CHIEF JUSTICE and JUSTICE ALITO,
concluded in Parts I, II-B-3, III, and IV that both of Act 64’s sets of
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limitations are inconsistent with the First Amendment. Pp. 6-8, 10—
29,

1. The expenditure limits violate the First Amendment's free
speech guarantees under Buckley. Pp. 6-8, 10-11.

(a) In Buckley, the Court held, inter alia, that the Government’s
asserted interest in preventing “corruption and the appearance of
corruption,” 424 U. S., at 25, provided sufficient justification for the
contribution limitations imposed on campaigns for federal office by
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, id., at 23-38, but that
FECA'’s expenditure limitations violated the First Amendment, id., at
39-59. The Court explained that the difference between the two
kinds of limitations is that expenditure limits “impose significantly
more severe restrictions on protected freedoms of political expression
and association than” do contribution limits. Id., at 23. Contribution
limits, though a “marginal restriction,” nevertheless leave the con-
tributor “fre[e] to discuss candidates and issues.” Id., at 20-21. Ex-
penditure limits, by contrast, impose “[a] restriction on the amount of
money a person or group can spend on political communication,” id.,
at 19, and thereby necessarily “reduc[e] the quantity of expression by
restricting the number of issues discussed, the depth of their explora-
tion, and the size of the audience reached,” ibid. For over 30 years, in
considering the constitutionality of a host of campaign finance stat-
utes, this Court has adhered to Buckley's constraints, including those
on expenditure limits. See, e.g., McConnell v. Federal Election
Comm’n, 540 U. S. 93, 134. Pp. 6-8.

(b) The respondents argue unpersuasively that Buckley should be
distinguished from the present cases on a ground they say Buckley
did not consider: that expenditure limits help to protect candidates
from spending too much time raising money rather than devoting
that time to campaigning among ordinary voters. There is no signifi-
cant basis for that distinction. Act 64’s expenditure limits are not
substantially different from those at issue in Buckley. Nor is Ver-
mont’s primary justification for imposing its expenditure limits sig-
nificantly different from Congress’ rationale for the Buckley limits:
preventing corruption and its appearance. The respondents say un-
persuasively that, had the Buckley Court considered the time protec-
tion rationale for expenditure limits, the Court would have upheld
those limits in the FECA. The Buckley Court, however, was aware of
the connection between expenditure limits and a reduction in fund-
raising time. And, in any event, the connection seems perfectly obvi-
ous. Under these circumstances, the respondents’ argument amounts
to no more than an invitation so to limit Buckley’s holding as effec-
tively to overrule it. That invitation is declined. Pp. 10-11.

2. Act 64’s contribution limits violate the First Amendment because
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