Opinion Makers, Reform Groups, Tea Party Activists, and Americans Agree: 
Radical Decision in Citizens United is Bad for Our Democracy

Opinion makers, reform groups, and even tea party activists agree – the Supreme Court’s ruling on Citizens United v. the Federal Election Commission is bad for American democracy.  Polls show Americans also agree, with a majority of Democrats, Republicans, and Independents opposing the ruling [GQRR, LINK; Seattle PI, LINK]. In lifting the restrictions on corporate money, the Court has declared that special interests have more say in elections than American citizens.  It allows big companies and foreign-controlled corporations that don’t put our country first to essentially buy elections and further erode Americans’ trust in our political system.  Congressman Van Hollen and Senator Schumer are committed to passing legislation that will mitigate the damage this disastrous ruling could have on our democracy.
TEA PARTY ACTIVIST HIGHLIGHTS

Shane Brooks, a Texas-based Tea Party activist: “This decision basically gives the multinational corporations owned by foreign entities [the right] to pour unlimited funds into the pockets of corrupt corporate backed politicians to attack everything this country stands for. We might as well be able to vote for Disney or the SEIU as President of the United States of America.” [TPM, LINK]

Dale Robertson, founder of TeaParty.org: “Corporations are not like people. Corporations exist forever, people don’t. Our founding fathers never wanted them; these behemoth organizations that never die, so they can collect an insurmountable amount of profit. It puts the people at a tremendous disadvantage.” [The Reid Blog, LINK]

Kevin Smith, Nashville Tea Party: “…the tradition of Corporate Personhood in America was patently ridiculous, extra-Constitutional, and destructive. It wasn’t that corporations should enjoy no protections, we concluded. We both felt that the idea of a corporation being treated like a human person, though, afforded a corporation undue advantages over individuals and even smaller companies. Besides, the legal precedent for it was shaky at best.” [in medias res, LINK]

Jim Knapp, a Sacramento based Tea Party activist: “Most of the anger by Tea Party supporters is directed at the effects of special interest money. … I believe that campaign finance reform is the most important political issue facing America. I would even go so far as to say that this issue is even more important that our current financial crisis and jobs. Everything in American politics is affected by special interest money. From who controls our monetary policies in treasury and the Fed to regulation of Wall Street. I would also venture to say that it was special interest money which precipitated the current economic crisis.” [TPM, LINK]

Nashville City Paper - Tea partiers should reject 'corporate personhood' - The grassroots of the Republican Party, along with the angry independents and libertarians of the tea party movement, should ignore knee-jerk reactions and speak out against this ruling. If these tea party patriots really want to embody the spirit of the framers, this is a chance to do it. LINK
OPINION AND EDITORIAL HIGHLIGHTS

New York Times - The Court’s Blow to Democracy - With a single, disastrous 5-to-4 ruling, the Supreme Court has thrust politics back to the robber-baron era of the 19th century. Disingenuously waving the flag of the First Amendment, the court’s conservative majority has paved the way for corporations to use their vast treasuries to overwhelm elections and intimidate elected officials into doing their bidding. LINK
Washington Post - The Supreme Court removes important limits on campaign finance - FOR MORE THAN a century, Congress has recognized the danger of letting corporations use their wealth to wield undue influence in political campaigns. The Supreme Court had upheld these efforts. But Thursday, making a mockery of some justices' pretensions to judicial restraint, the Supreme Court unnecessarily and wrongly ruled 5 to 4 that the constitutional guarantee of free speech means that corporations can spend unlimited sums to help elect favored candidates or defeat those they oppose. This, as the dissenting justices wrote, "threatens to undermine the integrity of elected institutions across the nation." LINK
NY Times – What Price Politics? - These and other proposals are being shaped by Representative Chris Van Hollen and Senator Charles Schumer. They are wisely focusing on what is immediately feasible, not trying to amend the Constitution. LINK
Washington Post – David Broder Column - Congress prepares for a battle over campaign finance - With the 2010 campaign season about to begin in Illinois, which has a primary Tuesday, congressional Democrats are understandably anxious to shut down the corporate spigot as much as they still can and as fast as they can. Van Hollen told me that his goal is to have a bill ready to introduce within the next two weeks and to secure hearings soon thereafter.  LINK
Washington Post – EJ Dionne Column - Supreme Court ruling calls for a populist revolt - Next will come legislation to turn back the Supreme Court's effort to undermine American democracy. Sen. Charles E. Schumer and Rep. Chris Van Hollen are working with the White House on a measure to rein in the reach of the Supreme Court ruling. Their bill is still being written, but the ideas they're considering include prohibiting political spending by corporations that receive government money, hire lobbyists or make most of their income abroad. LINK
Boston Globe - Corporations aren't people, don't merit special protections - WHEN FIVE US Supreme Court justices struck down vital restrictions on spending by corporations in political races this week, they were reacting, to some degree, to the evident flaws in existing campaign-finance regulation. Yes, special-interest money will find its way into the political system, as Justice Anthony Kennedy’s majority opinion points out. Yes, the Federal Election Commission has to make fine, subjective judgments, such as whether an ideologically motivated documentary film counts as a campaign ad. And yes, limits on corporate campaign activity necessarily mean that businesses, nonprofits, and labor unions cannot always throw their weight behind candidates to the extent that their leaders might like. Still, these complications hardly justify the far-reaching conclusion that corporations should enjoy the same free-speech rights as real human beings. [LexisNexis, accessed 2/10/2010]

St. Louis Post-Dispatch - Campaigns, Inc. - Back in September, when the U.S. Supreme Court interrupted its summer vacation to hear a rare second round of oral arguments in a case styled Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission, it was clear by the justices' questions that the court's conservative majority was prepared to upend a century-old ban on direct corporate contributions to political campaigns. We wrote then that such a decision “would further reduce Americans' confidence in the integrity of campaigns and candidates. If that's possible.” Last week, in a 5-4 ruling, the court upheld our worst fears. [LexisNexis, accessed 2/10/2010]
Milwaukee Journal Sentinel – A Game Changer - Welcome to the new corporatocracy, worse than the old corporatocracy. By easing restrictions on corporate giving to election campaigns on Thursday, the U.S. Supreme Court has opened floodgates that can further drown politics in special interest money - as if campaigns needed any more such saturation. And it could make elected officials all that more leery of putting voter interests above these other more narrowly focused, big monied interests. LINK
New London Day - Supreme Court's blow to citizen democracy - Americans should be very concerned by the Supreme Court ruling in Citizens United vs. Federal Elections Commission. The conservative branch of the court has handed corporations, which already have significant influence over the political process, the ability to dominate it. [LexisNexis, accessed 2/10/2010]

Sacramento Bee – Coming Soon: More Attack Ads - By overturning a longstanding precedent banning corporate spending on campaigns, the U.S. Supreme Court almost surely will affect the race for U.S. Senate and congressional campaigns across the state and nation… Voters will see the result – and it may not be pretty. There will be yet more attack ads, Internet assaults and mailers to clutter inboxes and airtime leading to Election Day. LINK
Toledo Blade - Democracy for sale – Last week's landmark decision by the U.S. Supreme Court in Citizens United vs. Federal Election Commission reverses a long-standing trend toward more-representative elections in the United States. [LexisNexis, accessed 2/10/2010]

Roanoke Times - Corporate influence without bound - The U.S. Supreme Court last week rejected more than a century of settled law when it struck down limits on campaign spending by corporations -- and by extension by unions and special interest groups. Henceforth, deep pockets shall shape electoral outcomes to the detriment of democracy. LINK
Monterey County Herald - Elections to deepest of deep pockets - With a single, disastrous 5-4 ruling, the U.S. Supreme Court has thrust politics back to the robber-baron era of the 19th century. Disingenuously waving the flag of the First Amendment, the court's conservative majority has paved the way for corporations to use their vast treasuries to overwhelm elections and intimidate elected officials into doing their bidding. [LexisNexis, accessed 2/10/2010]
REFORM GROUP HIGHLIGHTS

Democracy 21: “Today's Supreme Court decision in the Citizens United case is a disaster for the American people and a dark day for the Supreme Court. The decision will unleash unprecedented amounts of corporate "influence-seeking" money on our elections and create unprecedented opportunities for corporate "influence-buying" corruption. Today's decision is the most radical and destructive campaign finance decision in Supreme Court history. In order to reach the decision, five justices abandoned longstanding judicial principles, judicial precedents and judicial restraint.” LINK
Common Cause: "The Roberts Court today made a bad situation worse," said Common Cause President Bob Edgar. "This decision allows Wall Street to tap its vast corporate profits to drown out the voice of the public in our democracy. "The path from here is clear: Congress must free itself from Wall Street's grip so Main Street can finally get a fair shake," Edgar continued. "We need to change the way America pays for elections. Passing the Fair Elections Now Act would give us the best Congress money can't buy." LINK
The Campaign Legal Center: “Today's decision from the Supreme Court is an extreme example of judicial overreach that arbitrarily overturns decades of precedent and undercuts the powers of the legislative branch. What the Supreme Court majority did today was empower corporations to use their enormous wealth and urge the election or defeat of federal candidates, and in doing so, buy even more power over the legislative process and government decision making. As a result of this decision, for profit corporations and industries will be able to threaten members of Congress with negative ads if they vote against corporate interests, and to spend tens of millions on campaign ads to ‘punish’ those who do not knuckle under to their lobbying threats. LINK
US PIRG: “Today’s Supreme Court decision in Citizen’s United vs. Federal Election Commission will significantly expand the role that the most powerful corporations play in election financing. In a shocking burst of judicial activism, the Supreme Court decided that corporations should be treated in the same manner as ordinary citizens and be allowed to spend the massive amounts of money they accumulate on direct attack ads for or against Members of Congress.” LINK
League of Women Voters: “The Supreme Court has made a tragic mistake.  Their decision announced today in Citizens United v. FEC is constitutionally irresponsible and will surely bring about an anti-democratic revolution in how we finance elections in this country.  Today, basic pillars of American democracy have been undermined – that elections should not be corrupted by vast corporate wealth and that the voters should be at the center of our democratic system.” LINK
Center for Progressive Reform: “Today’s decision in Citizens United was something of a foregone conclusion. Still, it was a bit breathtaking. The Court was obviously poised to strike down the latest Congressional restrictions on corporate political expenditures. But the Court went further and struck down even restrictions that had been upheld thirty years ago. Seldom has a majority been so eager to reach out, address a question that wasn’t presented by the parties and overrule a bevy of prior decisions. The term “judicial activism” is overused but seems entirely appropriate here.” LINK
Justice at Stake Campaign: “For those concerned about special-interest spending in elections, today's Citizens United ruling was an unmistakable setback. This ruling pours gasoline on an already raging bonfire that will affect all federal and state elections. And it will pose an especially grave threat to the integrity of elected state courts.” LINK
Public Citizen: “Shed a tear for our democracy. Today, in the case Citizens United v. FEC, the U.S. Supreme Court has ruled that corporations have a First Amendment right to spend unlimited amounts of money to influence election outcomes. Money from Exxon, Goldman Sachs, Pfizer and the rest of the Fortune 500 is already corroding the policy making process in Washington, state capitals and city halls. Today, the Supreme Court tells these corporate giants that they have a constitutional right to trample our democracy.  In eviscerating longstanding rules prohibiting corporations from using their own monies to influence elections, the court invites giant corporations to open up their treasuries to buy election outcomes. Corporations are sure to accept the invitation.” LINK
You Street: “In the landmark Citizens United v. FEC ruling released today, the Supreme Court dismantled a century of precedent limiting corporate spending money on political campaigns. Former Senators Bill Bradley, Bob Kerrey, Warren Rudman, and Al Simpson led the You Street call for a sweeping overhaul of our campaign finance system, challenging Congress and the President to respond forcefully by passing the citizen-funded Fair Elections Now Act.” LINK
