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onnecticut has offered a voluntary 
public financing system for state-wide 
constitutional and General Assembly 
offices since 2008. Through financ-
ing from the Citizens' Election Fund, 
candidates that obtain the required 
number of small donations can receive 
a lump sum to fund their campaign. 
The program is very popular and in 
2012, 77 percent of successful candi-
dates were publicly financed. 

This report looks at the impact public financing has had on campaigning, 
the legislative process, policy outcomes, and the dynamics of the legislature. 
Empirical data is supplemented with interviews with current and former leg-
islators from both Republican and Democratic parties, elected state officials, 
and advocates to highlight the impact of public financing in the state. While 
only a few electoral cycles in, it is clear that public financing is a fundamental 
step towards a more representative legislative process that is more responsive 
to constituents.

Key Findings

public financing allows legislators to spend more time 
interacting with constituents. As one legislator recounted, 
“I announced my reelection bid in February and by April, I was done 
fundraising. So, from April to November, I could focus only on talking 
to constituents. Without public financing, I would have been fundraising 
through that entire period.”

public financing increases the number of donors. In 
contrast to fundraising from just a few big donors, publicly financed can-
didates must receive donations from a minimum number of in-district 
donors (150 for State House and 300 for State Senate) resulting in a larger 
donor pool.

E X E C U T I V E  S UMM ARY

C
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lobbyists’ influence begins to decline with public
financing. A former legislator recalls, “Before public financing, 
during the session…there were “shakedowns” where lobbyists and cor-
porate sponsors had events and you as a legislator had to go. That’s no 
longer a part of the reality.”

more people are able to run for office because of 
public financing. In 2008, there were the fewest number of uncon-
tested seats since 1998, indicating that more candidates are running.

public financing helps a more diverse set of candidates 
get elected. Public financing is resulting in a legislature that is more 
representative of the state’s demographics. For example, the Latino rep-
resentation in the state legislature reached its greatest level in 2012 and 
women make up 32 percent of the current legislature.

public financing allows for a more substantive leg-
islative process. As a current Republican legislator states, “Now, 
people concentrate more on the issues, read the issues. You see more 
votes that are bipartisan and the big issues get bipartisan votes.”

policies adopted after public financing was implement-
ed are more aligned with the public’s preferences and 
the needs of the people of connecticut. With public financ-
ing and the alignment of the governor with the legislature, Connecticut 
passed mandatory paid sick days, increased the minimum wage, adopted 
an Earned Income Tax Credit, passed in-state tuition for undocumented 
students, and reversed a nearly 30-year trend that gave bottle deposits 
back to distributors and redirected the money to public programs.

Connecticut’s experience shows that public financing is a fundamental part of 
a stronger democracy that is more responsive to constituents, rather than big 
donor and special interests. n
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ince 2008, Connecticut elections have provided candidates 
the option of public financing for state-wide constitutional 
and General Assembly offices. Through financing from the 
Citizens’ Election Fund, candidates that obtain the required 
number of small donations can receive a lump sum to fund 

their campaign. The program was established to reduce the influence that lob-
byists and large donor interests have on the electoral process.

Connecticut has had three cycles of state elections since the public financ-
ing system was implemented. This report looks at how public financing has 
impacted campaigning, the legislative process, policy outcomes, and the dy-
namics of the legislature. Empirical data analyzing time spent fundraising and 
the make-up of the legislature before public financing is compared to the same 
data collected after public financing was in place to show trends in these cat-
egories. This data is supplemented with interviews from current and former 
Democratic and Republican legislators, elected state officials, and advocates to 
highlight changes to the legislative process and legislative body as a result of 
public financing.1 

While only a few electoral cycles in, clear changes are underway. More 
candidates are running for office and spending less time fundraising, leaving 
candidates free to engage more with their constituents. The public financing 
program has strong bipartisan support and high rates of participation. The 
mood and atmosphere in the legislature has also changed with more attention 
focused on the substance of the bills, rather than advancing special interests. 
More women and people of color are running for office and winning. Finally, 
the last few sessions have seen significant policy advances in areas that posi-
tively impact working- and middle-class communities in Connecticut and are 
more in line with the preferences of the state’s voters.

Along with other reforms, public financing is a fundamental first step to 
establishing a more representative legislative process that is more responsive 
to constituents, rather than affluent and corporate interests. While substan-
tial change will take more than three electoral cycles, there is clear movement 
towards a more representative and responsive legislative body. n

I N T R O D U C T I O N

S
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n 2004, Connecticut Governor John Rowland resigned in 
a corruption scandal, admitting that he sold his influence 
for chartered trips, vacations, and improvements to his va-
cation home.2 Rowland was sentenced to a year in prison 
and four months of house arrest. While the most high 

profile, his case was just the latest in a rash of state and municipal scandals 
that earned the state the nickname, “Corrupticut.”3 In response to the scan-
dals, the legislature approved sweeping campaign finance reforms, including 
a volunteer program for publicly financed elections, which was signed into 
law by Republican Governor Jodi Rell the following year.

In addition to establishing a public financing program, the Comprehensive 
Campaign Reform Act of 20054 banned lobbyists and state contractors from 
contributing to or soliciting contributions for most political campaign com-
mittees, ended the ability to circumvent contribution limits by purchasing 
advertising space in campaign fundraising programs, limited the amounts 
many state employees could contribute to candidates seeking to become 
their superiors in the offices in which they worked, and made a number of 
adjustments to PAC regulations and other contribution limits.5 

How It Works

The Connecticut Citizens’ Election program provides public funds to 
candidates who voluntarily enroll in the program and who raise an 
aggregate amount of small contributions [between $5 and $100] from 
individuals, receive these contributions from a certain number of indi-
viduals living in the district where the candidate seeks nomination or 
election, and obtain access to the ballot.6 It is a voluntary system and 
candidates are not required to participate. For state Senate, candidates 
must raise $15,000 from at least 300 residents. For state representative, 
candidates must raise $5,000 from at least 150 residents. The Citizens’ 
Election program also limits the amount of personal funds a candidate 
may use. Any public funds given are reduced by the amount of personal 
funds used, which are limited to $2,000 for state senator and $1,000 for 
state representative.

B A C KG R O U N D

I
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Connecticut provides funds for both the primary race and the general 
election. For the primary, Senate grants are $37,590 and $10,740 for Rep-
resentatives. In “party-dominant” districts, the primary amounts are 
increased to $80,550 for Senate candidates and $26,850 for House can-
didates. Party-dominant districts are defined as a district in which the 
number of registered voters in one party outnumbers the other party by 
20 percentage points (i.e. 60 percent registered Republican and 40 percent 
registered Democrat). For the general election, candidates received 
$91,290 for Senate and $26,850 for House, which may be reduced by any 
unspent primary funds. These amounts are also reduced for candidates 
who run unopposed and for minor parties that raise the required thresh-
old of qualifying contributions and petition support totaling at least 10 or 
15 percent of votes cast in the last election. 

Participation in the Citizens’ Election program is extremely high. 
The 2012 election saw a record number of candidates participate in the 
program—77 percent of elected legislators participated in the voluntary 
program and all current state-wide offices are held by public financing 
participants, including current Governor Dannel Malloy.7 n
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he impacts of public financing go beyond elections. Public 
financing allows more candidates to run for office, which 
allows for more competitive races. Once candidates are not 
as dependent on wealthy and corporate special interests for 
campaign funds, the influence these interests have begins to 

wane. As a result, different policy priorities begin to emerge and legislators 
have more time to focus on legislation, rather than having to continually fund-
raise. This section looks at how public financing has impacted legislators and 
candidates for office, how it changes the dynamics of the legislature, and the 
policy changes that occurred after public financing was implemented. 

Public Financing Allows Legislators to Focus on 
Legislating, Not Fundraising

Public financing impacts legislators and candidates in several ways. While 
running for office, public financing allows candidates to spend more time 
talking with constituents, rather than fundraising. In addition, because the 
contribution limits are relatively low, small donors become more important 
and more donors are engaged in the electoral process. Finally, lessening the 
burden of fundraising allows legislators to spend more time legislating and 
less time catering to lobbyists and other special interests.

A 
Public financing allows legislators to spend 
more time interacting with constituents

One of the main benefits to adopting a public financing system is that it sig-
nificantly decreases the amount of time most candidates need to spend fund-
raising and, in turn, increases the amount of time they can spend talking di-
rectly to constituents. Legislators that previously relied on big donations from 
only a few sources may need to spend more time fundraising but will also be 
exposed to more constituents and concerns in their district. In general, the 
average state legislative candidate in a state without public financing spends 
28 percent of their time fundraising.8 The average state legislative candidate in 

IMPACT OF PUBLIC FINANCING

T
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a public financing state spends just 11 percent of their time fundraising, less 
than half of those not in a public financing system.9 
 

R E P.  AU D E N  G R O G I N S  |  (D-Bridgeport)—“[Public Financing] really 
impacted the time spent fundraising because the most time consum-
ing part is getting the 150 donations. Once you’ve done that, you don’t 
have to worry about it. It lets me talk to people more. In raising the 
150 donations, I focus on my district and focus on interaction with my 
constituents and getting their support.”
			 
R E P.  J A M E S  A L B I S  |  (D-East Haven)—“I announced 
my reelection bid in February and by April, I was 
done fundraising. So, from April to November, I 
could focus only on talking to constituents. Without 
public financing, I would have been fundraising 
through that entire period. It [public financing] 
saves a lot of time and work that should be directed 
to speaking directly with constituents.”

R E P.  A L  A D I N O L F I  |  (R-Cheshire, Southington, and Wallingford)—“Be-
fore public financing, to get donations you had to call people. That 
would go on. You’d spend half of your time in the election cycle calling 
up people, raising money instead of going out and knocking on doors. 
Now, you’re getting it from the people and hearing what they want and 
not from special interests.”

C H R I S  D O N O VA N  |  (D-Former Speaker of the House)—“With public 
financing, legislators get to spend more time with constituents instead 
of raising funds from those not connected to their districts. In the old 
system, incumbents actually didn’t spend that much time fundraising 
because it was easy to raise money. If you weren’t an incumbent, raising 
money was a lot harder. You’d have a fundraiser and lobbyists and their 
clients would not come. Campaign finance reform made most legisla-
tors spend time talking to constituents to raise the $5 or $10 donation.”

“With public financing, 
legislators get to spend 
more time with constituents 
instead of raising funds 
from those not connected to 
their districts.”
	 —Former Speaker of the 	

	    House Chris Donovan
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R E P.  J A S O N  R OJ A S  |  (D-East Hartford and Manchester)—“I think it 
[public financing] is fantastic. I get all my fundraising done early in the 
summer and then spend the rest of the time door knocking and talking 
to constituents, which is where I should be spending my time.”

S E N. M A R T I N  L O O N E Y  |  (D-Senate Majority Leader)—“Ironically, 
there are some legislators that are spending more time fundraising 
because as a participating candidate, you need more small donations 
and a larger number of donors, which takes more time. It takes more 
time because instead of money from PACs and large organizations, do-
nations now have to come from individual donors to qualify for the 
matching grant… The main benefit is to public perception because now 
individual candidates are getting money from individual donors rather 
than interests and advocacy groups. It improves the appearance of ob-
jectivity and not have the appearance of wealthy donors gaining influ-
ence because no one can give more than $100.”

B
Public financing increases the number of donors

The requirement that a certain number of small donors come from within a 
candidate’s district brings more people into the donor pool, increasing the po-
litical engagement of constituents. Research analyzing donor profiles in Con-
necticut in 2006 and again in 2008 (the first year of public financing) found that 
most state legislative candidates who ran with public funds received money 
from a larger number of individual donors in 2008.10 Further, participating 
candidates shifted from PACs to individual donors, especially incumbents.11 

R E P.  A L B I S—“Most of my donations are between $5-$20. I hold one or 
two fundraisers and ask for anywhere between $5-$100 and try to get 
as many residents to come. I’m mostly concerned that I’m getting more 
donors, rather than greater donations.”
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R E P.  R OJ A S—“One of the main 
benefits of public financing is 
that I know I have a set budget 
and a set amount that I have 
to raise and knowing that I’m 
only collecting money from my 
family, friends, and supporters. 
I’m not going to lobbyists for 
money. A few lobbyists contrib-
uted to my campaign but they 
are people I knew before going 
into the legislature and are 
friends first. Plus, they can only 
give a nominal amount.”

C
Lobbyists’ influence 
begins to decline
with public financing

Public financing helps lessen 
the fundraising burden on leg-
islators. Before public financ-
ing, legislators had to attend 
special interest events in order 
to fundraise. Now, legislators 
are freed from this obligation 
and are able to spend more time 
analyzing the merits of legisla-
tion. New legislators that come 
in under public financing have 
even less reason to see lobbyists 
and special interests as a neces-

A s  o t h e r  s tat e s  consider 
adopting public financing, 

adjustments could be made to 
encourage even more participa-
tion. There is evidence that while 
the number of donors increased 
under Connecticut’s public fi-
nancing system, the profile of 
the donor did not necessarily 
change.12 In other words, more 
people were giving but they were 
not necessarily from a different 
socio-economic background. New 
York State’s proposed public fi-
nancing system, for example, in-
cludes a continual matching funds 
provision where candidates can 
continue to receive public funds 
throughout the campaign and 
not just in the initial fundraising 
period. Experience with this type 
of program shows that donor pro-
files do change and more partici-
pation is seen from lower-income 
communities and communities of 
color.13 By providing for continual 
matching funds, the donor base 
is diversified, which increases 
participation from under-repre-
sented neighborhoods and places 
more political importance on 
those small donors. n
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sity. In time, this mindset is likely to become more dominant and result in a 
substantial reduction in the influence lobbyists and special interests carry.

J UA N  F I G U E R O A  | (D-Former Representative)—“Before public financ-
ing, during the session, the people that gave the most money were cor-
porate interests. During the session, there were “shakedowns” where 
lobbyists and corporate sponsors had events and you as a legislator had 
to go. That’s no longer a part of the reality. Psychologically and for re-
lationship building purposes, the fact that you don’t have to do that 
anymore is having a positive effect. It is starting to change the power 
dynamics.” 

F O R M E R  S P E A K E R  D O N O VA N—“Newer legislators have a new atti-
tude towards lobbyists. There is a different perception that lobbyists 
are not such big players. You are much less worried about a lobbyist 
amassing funds against you.”

S E N. L O O N E Y—“There is no longer the pressure to attend events 
because there is no longer a need for the financial connection. In the 
past, some lobbyists were more effective than others and now, the 
playing field has been leveled and everyone has to compete based on 
the merits of their proposals. Certainly there are some lobbyists that are 
more influential, but now, their influence has to be on the arguments 
they make rather than any financial benefits they can bestow.”

R E P.  R OJ A S—“I like being able to get my fundraising done and out of 
the way and from people I’m not going to owe anything to except for 
the responsibility of doing a good job. Straight up talking to constitu-
ents is what we should be doing, especially for a part-time legislature 
like ours where most people also have a full time job. Campaigning 
becomes difficult when you have to balance fundraising and spend-
ing time with constituents with a full time job. Any time I can get to 
spend door knocking instead of fundraising is a good thing. Plus, I like 
knowing that I’m fundraising from people who expect me to do a good 

“Under public 
financing, legislators 
are not as dependent 

upon party 
leadership, which 

helps them be more 
independent minded.”

—Secretary of the State

Denise Merrill
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job and support me because I’m doing a good job, and not from people 
that I’m going to owe something to once I’m in office who don’t even 
live in my district.”

D E N I S E  M E R R I L L  |  (D-Former Representative and current Secretary 
of the State)—“Under public financing, legislators are not as depen-
dent upon party leadership, which helps them be more independent 
minded.”

Public Financing Increases Diversity of Candidates and Legislators

Making General Assembly and state-wide constitutional offices more acces-
sible to candidates allows more people to run and a more diverse group of 
people to run. It has also resulted in more competitive races, which allows 
more choice for voters. An increase in candidate diversity also results in a more 
diverse legislature that better mirrors the state’s population demographics.

A
More people are able to run for office because of public financing

Public financing encourages more people to run for office because it allows 
challengers the opportunity to run against incumbents on more equal finan-
cial footing. In 2008, there were the fewest number of uncontested seats since 
1998, indicating that more candidates are running.14 Connecticut’s program 
has high rates of participation from both challengers and incumbents. In 2008, 
the first election with public financing, 73 percent of all legislative candidates 
participated in the program, which resulted in 78 percent of the legislators 
coming to office using the program.15 

In 2010, the program remained popular with 70 percent of candidates par-
ticipating and 74 percent of legislators in office were publicly financed. For 
state-wide office, 100 percent of the candidates elected were publicly financed. 
In 2012, a record high of 271 General Assembly candidates received public 
financing, which equals 70 percent of total candidates and 77 percent of suc-
cessful candidates.16 
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R E P.  G R O G I N S—“Public financing opened up the opportunity for me 
to run against a 25-year incumbent.”

F O R M E R  S P E A K E R  D O N O VA N—“Campaign finance reform is an 
equalizer—anyone can run. Before campaign finance reform, people 
who wanted to run would come to me and say, ‘Where is the magic list 
of donors? I want the list.’ There is no magic list but if you were an in-
cumbent, it was much easier to raise lobbyist dollars though very tough 
for challengers.”

R E P.  A D I N O L F I—“Public financing makes elections fairer and helps 
challengers to raise money. It used to be impossible for a challenger to 
raise as much money as an incumbent. It also helps the minority party. 
Now, you see different types of people running.”

R E P.  A L B I S—“Public financing certainly makes it easier to run for the 
legislature.”

R E P.  G R O G I N S—“Public financing allows for a greater number of 
people to run for higher elected offices. This is because there is a level 
playing field in terms of fundraising. I believe this also opens the door 
to having more minority candidates run for these elected offices as well.”

S E N. L O O N E Y—“Public financing has helped some people to at least 
contemplate a candidacy and not be worried so much about the fund-
raising aspect and fundraising is no longer a bar to running. It [public 
financing] has been a significant opportunity for people who may run 
without party support because funding is available for a primary run, 
too.”

R E P.  R OJ A S—“Under the old rules, my opponent probably would have 
been able to raise more money than me but under public financing, we 
were on equal footing.”
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B
Public financing helps a more diverse set
of candidates get elected

Not only are more people running, the diversity of people who are getting 
elected is also changing. While African American representation remained 
steady, the Latino representation in the state legislature reached its greatest 
level in 2012 with the election of Connecticut’s first two Latino state Sena-
tors and 10 recently elected members of the House of Representatives.17 The 
numbers represent a 33 percent increase in the number of Latino state legisla-
tors from 2010.

In 2008, the first election with public financing, the number of women 
elected rose from 45 to 51 in the House and overall women represented 32 
percent in the legislature—an increase from 28 percent in 2006.18 In 2012, 
nine women were in the state Senate, one more than in 2006 and women com-
prised 29 percent of the legislature, a slight increase from 2006.19 

S E C R E TA R Y  O F  T H E  S TAT E  M E R R I L L—“Public financing definite-
ly made the legislature more diverse. There are more people of color, 
more young people, more women, and more young women.”

R E P.  A L B I S—“When you look at the demographics, it’s certainly 
changed. There are more younger legislators on average…and there are 
more racially diverse candidates.”

R E P.  R OJ A S—“I know that some of my 
colleagues that have operated under the old 
system would prefer the old way because 
now, opponents are able to raise as much 
money as an incumbent. The fact that an 
incumbent and an opponent get the same 
money is unsettling to them.”

 
 

“Public financing 
definitely made the 
legislature more diverse. 
There are more people of 
color, more young people, 
more women, and more 
young women.”

—Secretary of the State

Denise Merrill
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Public Financing Improves the Legislative Process

The main benefit to public financing is that it begins to remove the outsized 
influence of money in the electoral process. The benefits to removing that in-
fluence continue through the legislative process. Through a change in who 
gets elected and the reduced importance of big donor interests, the actual 
process of legislating becomes more responsive and substantive. As a result, 
the policies that have passed in the last two legislative sessions are more in line 
with the public’s priorities, providing economic relief to working families and 
easing access to voting.
 
A
Public financing’s impact on the legislative process

Reducing the dependence on affluent and corporate interests for campaign 
funds has resulted in a more substantive legislative process where the merits 
of bills are being debated and arbitrary obstruction measures done as favors to 
special interests are declining.

R E P.  A D I N O L F I—“Now, people concentrate more on the issues, read 
the issues. You see more votes that are bipartisan and the big issues get 
bipartisan votes.”

F O R M E R  S P E A K E R  D O N O VA N—“What is different now is that there 
is less pressure because you don’t have to worry about offending po-
tential special interest donors. You can just raise the money locally and 
then vote how you want to.”

F O R M E R  R E P.  F I G U E R O A—“Now, you get to the merit of the issues 
behind legislation faster as the opposition’s delay tactics are minimized 
and in time, will be far less than what we’ve had in the past. It’s amazing 
how easy it was to get legislators to interpose silly objections to sound 
legislation when money was thrown around by corporate lobbyists 
during the session.”
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B
Policies adopted after public financing are more aligned with the
public’s preferences and the needs of the people of Connecticut.

Since the passage of public financing and with the alignment of the Governor 
and legislature, Connecticut has passed bold legislation that helps increase 
economic security for working families, provides for undocumented students, 
and expands access to voting. Recent political science research shows that 
in elections dominated by large donors, the interests of working- and mid-
dle-class voters are poorly served, particularly on economic issues.20 Adopting 
a small-donor based campaign finance system allows the interests and priori-
ties of working-and middle-class constituents to be considered. The following 
is a short list of policies that have passed since public financing:

P A I D  S I C K  D A Y S
Providing paid sick days benefits lower-paid 
workers and is strongly opposed by most business 
interests. In 2011, Connecticut became the first 
state to require companies to provide paid sick 
days to their employees.21 Under the law, compa-
nies with more than 50 employees must provide 
one hour of paid sick leave for every 40 hours 
worked.22 The bill narrowly passed the Senate 
with an 18-17 final vote. It was first introduced 
in 2007 and was tremendously popular with the 
public—73 percent of registered voters in Con-
necticut support paid sick days.23

M I N I M U M  WA G E  I N C R E A S E
A two-stage increase in the state’s minimum wage 
passed in 2008.24 The legislature was successful 
in over-riding Governor Rell’s veto and in 2010, 
the minimum wage increased to $8.25 per hour.25 
There is currently a proposal to increase the 

“Recent political science 
research shows that in 
elections dominated 
by large donors, the 
interests of working- 
and middle-class voters 
are poorly served, 
particularly on economic 
issues.”
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minimum wage to $9.75 by 2016 and tie it to the Consumer Price Index so it 
automatically adjusts with the rate of inflation.26 Last year, polling found that 
70 percent of the state’s voters supported raising the minimum wage.27

C O N N E C T I C U T  E A R N E D  I N C O M E  TA X  C R E D I T
After a decade long battle, Connecticut passed a state Earned Income Tax 
Credit (EITC) in 2011.28 The state’s EITC is 30 percent of the federal EITC.29 
In the first year it was implemented, the credit impacted 180,000 households.30 

D R E A M  A C T
A bill to give in-state tuition to undocumented students passed in 2011.31 The 
bill had passed in 2007 but was vetoed by Governor Rell.32 It was signed by 
Governor Malloy, himself a publicly financed candidate.

B O T T L E  B I L L  D E P O S I T S
For almost 30 years, unclaimed bottle deposits were returned to beer and soda 
distributors.33 Advocates were unable to overcome business influence and per-
suade legislators to stop returning the unclaimed deposits to the distributors. 
In the first legislative session after public financing was implemented, lawmak-
ers voted to return the unclaimed bottle deposits to the state, providing up to 
$24 million per year that can be used to support state conservation programs 
or other public programs.34 n
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ublic financing is a fundamen-
tal part of a stronger democ-
racy that is more responsive to 
constituents, rather than large 
donors and special interests. 

Combined with other tools to limit the influence of 
money in politics (lobbying restrictions, limiting 
outside expenditures, stronger disclosure rules), 
public financing is an important step towards im-
plementing a more fair legislative system.

In the short time since public financing has 
been in place, Connecticut has seen an increase 
in diversity in the legislature, a more substan-
tive legislative process, and more freedom from 
big donor and special interests. While wide-scale 
change takes time, the trend set by the state is 
clearly toward a more representative electoral 
process that results in a legislature more respon-
sive to constituents and their needs. The experi-
ence in Connecticut shows that public financing 
is a fundamental first step to removing the influ-
ence of money in politics and policy-making and 
creates a more desirable system for both legisla-
tors and constituents. n

CONCLUSION

“In the short time 
since public financing 
has been in place, 
Connecticut has seen an 
increase in diversity in 
the legislature, a more 
substantive legislative 
process, and more 
freedom from big donor 
and special interests.”

P
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endnotes

1.	 Conversations were held with current legislators Rep. 
Al Adinolfi, Rep. James Albis, Rep. Audin Grogins, 
Sen. Martin Looney, and Rep. Jason Rojas, former 
legislators Chris Donovan, Juan Figueroa, and Denise 
Merrill, and advocates Tom Swan and Laura Jordan.

2.	 See Ex-Connecticut Governor Gets 1 Year in Prison for 
Corruption, at: http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
dyn/articles/A47780-2005Mar18.html

3.	 See Cleaning Up Elections in Connecticut, at: http://
inthesetimes.com/article/2447

4.	 See Senate Bill No. 2103 An Act Concerning Compre-
hensive Campaign Finance Reform For State-Wide 
Constitutional And General Assembly Offices, at: http://
www.cga.ct.gov/2005/ACT/PA/2005PA-00005-R00SB-
02103SS3-PA.htm

5.	 See id.
6.	 See State Elections Enforcement Commission Citizens’ 

Election Program Overview 2012 General Assembly 
Primary and General Elections, at: http://www.ct.gov/
seec/lib/seec/2012generalelection/2012_cep_over-
view_final.pdf

7.	 See Commission Awards Three Final Citizens’ Election 
Program Grants, at: http://www.ct.gov/seec/lib/seec/
press/10192012_press_release_final_grants_awarded.
pdf

8.	 See The Impact of Public Finance Laws on Fundraising 
in State Legislative Elections, at: http://www.capc.umd.
edu/rpts/public_funding.pdf

9.	 See id.
10.	 See, CFI’s Review of Connecticut's Campaign Donors 

in 2006 and 2008 Finds Strengths in Citizen Election 
Program but Recommends Changes, at: http://www.
cfinst.org/Press/PReleases/10-03-02/Analysis_of_Con-
necticut_Citizen_Election_Program.aspx

11.	 See id.
12.	 See id.
13.	 See Donor Diversity Through Matching Public Funds, at: 

http://cfinst.org/pdf/state/ny/DonorDiversity.pdf
14.	 See Public Campaign Financing Better Than Tainted 

Cash, at: http://articles.courant.com/2012-07-17/
news/hc-ed-public-funding-of-elections-beats-alter-
nativ-20120717_1_clean-elections-unopposed-candi-
dates-citizens-election-program

15.	 See The Sufficiency of the Citizens’ Election Fund & 
Projected Levels of Candidate Participation for the 2012 
Citizens’ Election Program, at: http://www.ct.gov/seec/
lib/seec/2012SufficiencyReportFINAL.pdf

16.	 See Commission Awards Three Final Citizens’ Election 
Program Grants, at: http://www.ct.gov/seec/lib/seec/
press/10192012_press_release_final_grants_awarded.
pdf and Clean Elections Winners: Election Results, at: 
http://www.publicampaign.org/CleanElectionsWin-
ners (the number used by Public Campaign 268 out 
of 411 does not include the last batch of public finance 
grants. In the end, 291 out of 411 candidates received 
public funds)

17.	 See Merrill Marks Historic Milestone for Hispanic Polit-
ical Representation in Connecticut, at: http://www.sots.

ct.gov/sots/lib/sots/releases/2013/1.8.13_merrill_cel-
ebrates_historic_milestone_for_ct_hispanic_commu-
nity.pdf

18.	 Data calculated from Connecticut State Permanent 
Commission on the Status of Women. 

19.	 See id.
20.	 See Stacked Deck: How the Dominance of Politics 

by the Affluent and Business Undermines Econom-
ic Mobility in America, at: http://www.demos.org/
stacked-deck-how-dominance-politics-affluent-busi-
ness-undermines-economic-mobility-america

21.	 See Connecticut 1st state to require paid sick time, at: 
http://articles.washingtonpost.com/2011-07-05/busi-
ness/35267663_1_sick-days-sick-time-minimum-wage

22.	 See Public Act No. 11-52: An Act Mandating Employers 
Provide Paid Sick Leave To Employees, at: http://www.
cga.ct.gov/2011/act/pa/2011PA-00052-R00SB-00913-
PA.htm

23.	 See For Labor Day, New Poll Shows Paid Sick 
Days Standards Are a Bipartisan Voting Issue, at: 
http://paidsickdays.nationalpartnership.org/site/
News2?page=NewsArticle&id=30315&securi-
ty=2141&news_iv_ctrl=2121

24.	 See HB 5105-Minimum Wage Increase-Key Vote, 
at: http://votesmart.org/bill/6839/20092/mini-
mum-wage-increase#.UT49LGc5DEg

25.	 See Reminder: Connecticut’s Minimum Wage Increases 
to $8.00 on Jan. 1, 2009, at: http://www.ctdol.state.
ct.us/communic/2008-12/MinWage.htm

26.	 See Conn. minimum wage increase clears first hurdle, at: 
http://www.wtnh.com/dpp/news/politics/conn-mini-
mum-wage-increase-clears-first-hurdle_18163567

27.	 See Q Poll: voters back minimum-wage increase, at: 
http://ctmirror.org/story/16118/q-poll-70-percent-vot-
ers-back-minimum-wage-increase

28.	 See Finally! An Earned Income Tax Credit for Connecti-
cut, at: http://www.cahs.org/EITCNEWS.asp

29.	 See States and Local Governments with Earned Income 
Tax Credit, at: http://www.irs.gov/Individuals/States-
and-Local-Governments-with-Earned-Income-Tax-
Credit

30.	 See Connecticut’s Earned Income Tax Credit Has Bene-
fited over 180,000 Working Families Throughout State, 
at: http://blog.ctnews.com/kantrowitz/2013/01/10/
connecticut%E2%80%99s-earned-income-tax-credit-
has-benefited-over-180000-working-families-through-
out-state/

31.	 See An Act Concerning Access To Postsecondary Edu-
cation, at: http://www.cga.ct.gov/2011/FC/2011HB-
06390-R000352-FC.htm

32.	 See Senate Gives Final Passage to CT DREAM Act , at: 
http://www.ctnewsjunkie.com/ctnj.php/archives/en-
try/senate_gives_final_passage_to_ct_dream_act/

33.	 See Connecticut Bottle Bill History, at: http://www.
bottlebill.org/legislation/usa/history/cthis.htm

34.	 See The Clean-Election State, at: http://prospect.org/
article/clean-election-state
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