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Name:
AP U.S. Government and Politics

Deliberation: Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission (2010)

Do you support or oppose the 2010 decision?  Why?

While reading and taking notes, annotated the article by:  
· A check mark (✓next to a concept/fact/idea that you already know

· A question mark (?) next to a concept/fact/idea that is confusing or you don’t understand

· An exclamation (!)  mark next to something new, unusual or surprising

· A plus (+) next to an idea/ concept/fact that is new to you

Source: The New York Times, Mother Jones, The Center for Public Integrity, Demos, The National Journal, National Public Radio

In Support of the Decision
(1)  Help for Challengers?
Critics of the court’s decision  in Citizens United say that deep-pocketed interests (the oil, electricity, and telecommunications businesses, for example) have been given a dangerous level of influence over election outcomes. It is true that the absence of spending limits increases the likelihood of politicians accepting campaign funding for policy favors. But the overall impact may be less harmful than critics fear.

Campaign spending has less of an impact on election outcomes than most people think. Academic research  has not found much  of a link between  increases in a candidate’s campaign spending and increases in the probability of the candidate winning the election. Of course, candidates need some amount of financing to run a viable campaign.

But, once they are already spending large sums of money, additional campaign spending has little effect (one study by Steven Levitt found that campaign spending in Congressional races had very little impact on election outcomes).

There may be very little difference between seeing eight ads or seeing nine ads (compared to seeing one ad or two). And, voters recognize that richer candidates are not necessarily the better candidates, and in some cases, the benefit of running more ads is offset by the negative signal that spending a lot of money creates.

At the national  level at least, the voters can see how much of a candidate’s money comes from individual donors, and how much comes from businesses, lobbyists, and other big-money sources. In 2008, for example, Mr. Obama received a lot of positive media attention because of the perception that his fund-raising efforts were grassroots based. I doubt that the media (and voters) would have reacted in a similar fashion if the bulk of pro-Obama advertisements were paid for by the energy industry.

In fact, there is a chance that the Citizens United decision could improve electoral competition. It may allow more challengers, with the support of corporations and unions, to mount viable campaigns against incumbents, who have an inherent fund-raising advantage. And it could weaken the power of party leaders, who control campaign funds, to have elected officials stick to the party line. That may change if other deep-pocketed supporters play a bigger role in elections.

(2)  More Messages, More Sources
Corporate money has already long been in politics; the most influential actors in most political campaigns are corporations. I speak here of media corporations, such as the one that owns the New York Times.

These corporations overtly editorialize for and against candidates, and also influence elections by choosing what [news stories] to cover and how to cover [them]. Even if many newspapers usually try to be neutral in their treatment of candidates outside the editorial pages, many opinion magazines (which are generally owned by corporations) don’t even aspire to such neutrality. And of course this means that [news] media corporations and their owners and officers have tremendous power, far greater than what a typical voter (even a typical rich voter) would have.

The Supreme Court’s Citizens United decision simply means that other corporations, and unions, will enjoy much the same First Amendment rights that media corporations have. My guess is that most business corporations will not exercise those rights to nearly the same extent that media corporations have.

Among other things, if (say) Exxon were to speak in favor of some candidate, that fact might well [turn off] so many voters that Exxon’s speech would prove counterproductive. In any event, the court decision means that voters will have more messages from more sources — including wealthy unions and wealthy corporations – to supplement the messages they already get from wealthy media corporations, wealthy political parties, wealthy advocacy groups, and wealthy individuals [who contribute to candidates], as well as from not-so- wealthy neighbors, bloggers, and others.

The case, which involves a documentary called ―Hillary: The Movie‖ produced by Citizens United, a conservative nonprofit corporation,  is also a reminder that ―freedom of the press‖ doesn’t apply just to a particular industry. People and corporations that publish newspapers or make movies or TV programs full-time have no greater First Amendment rights than those who write books, print leaflets, or make movies as a sideline from their ordinary business lives. The freedom of the press simply means that mass distribution technology (whether old, such as books, or new, such as the Internet) gets the same protection that in-person speech does.

(3)  Restoring Free Speech in Elections
This is a great day for the First Amendment. The Supreme Court has invalidated a ban which prohibited all corporations and all labor unions from speaking out about government and politics in any way that even mentioned a politician or an incumbent officeholder running for election.

In ruling this ban unconstitutional, the Court emphasized what no one seriously disputes: the primary  purpose of the First Amendment’s guarantees of freedom  of speech, press, assembly and petition is to enhance democracy by insuring an informed electorate capable of self- government.

The First Amendment has always been based on the idea that the more speech we have, the better off we are, as individuals and as a people. The Citizens United case eloquently reaffirms and reinforces that core constitutional principle. In the course of doing so, the decision  restores a number of key First Amendment principles which have become obscured in the

zeal to ―reform‖ our elections.
First, we should never have to get the government’s advance  permission in order to criticize
the government. Yet our incredibly complex system of campaign finance rules and regulations

— about who can speak and what can be said and when it can be said — presided over by the government bureaucrats at the Federal Election Commission, and backed up by criminal and

civil penalties, has created, in effect, a de facto system of [censorship] which causes a chilling

effect on political speech all over the country.

That system of [censorship] was reminiscent of the [British] royal system for licensing the press that our founders wrote the First Amendment to avoid. And the chilling effect on speech that system caused, with people fearful that their ad in the newspaper criticizing the president of the United States might somehow be deemed illegal, was [in opposition] to First Amendment values.

Now the Supreme Court has swept all of those restraints away and allowed any group to speak out on the core political issues of the day on behalf of its members, contributors,

shareholders, employees and the like.

In the process, the court also dismantled the First Amendment ―caste system‖ in election  speech. Before today, the right to speak depended on who was doing the speaking: business corporations, no, unless they were [news] media corporations; non-profit corporations maybe, depending on where they got their funding; labor unions no.

At the state level there was also a crazy-quilt system, with half the states allowing corporations and unions to speak out about [state elections] and the other half not. That’s all gone now. The court made clear: the right to speak cannot depend on the identity of the speaker. Under the First Amendment, there can be no second-class speakers.

Finally, the decision reconnects with the classic First Amendment tradition bequeathed to us by [Supreme Court] Justices like Holmes and Brandeis, Black, Douglas and Warren who were the great champions of free speech and understood that First Amendment rights have to be universal and indivisible. The court today quoted from a 1957 opinion involving labor union speech which perfectly captures  the essence of today’s ruling:
―Under our Constitution it is We The People who are sovereign. The people have the final say. The legislators are their spokesman. The people determine through their votes the destiny of the nation. It is therefore important — vitally important — that all channels of communication be open to them during every election, that no point of view be restrained or barred, and that the people have access to the views of every group in the community.‖
That 1957 opinion  concluded that deeming  a particular group ―too powerful‖ to be allowed to speak was not a ―justification for withholding First Amendment rights from any group — labor or corporate.‖
These words were written by Justices Black, Douglas and Warren, perhaps the three greatest

liberals who ever sat on the Supreme Court. When the campaign ―reform‖ groups gnash their
teeth  about how terrible today’s decision is for democracy, remind them of what great liberal champions of free speech and democracy would think about that.

(4) Free Speech, No Matter the Speaker, Is What Our Constitution Protects
The decision of the U.S. Supreme Court holding unconstitutional sections of federal laws barring corporations and unions from spending their money to express their views about public issues and candidates seems certain to be one of the court’s most controversial free speech rulings ever. Supreme Court justices who voted for it have been publicly berated for joining an opinion  that  concluded that  ―If the First Amendment has any force, it prohibits Congress from fining or jailing citizens, or associations of citizens, for simply engaging in political  speech.‖ We believe the ruling to be a First Amendment triumph.

Debate about the constitutionality of portions of the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act (BCRA)

has cut across usual ideological lines. It is difficult to think of another topic that has led

groups as diverse as the ACLU and the NRA, the AFL-CIO and the U.S. Chamber of

Commerce to urge the court to deem a law unconstitutional.

The case involved a scathing documentary denouncing then-Sen. Hillary Clinton produced by Citizens United, a conservative group funded by individual and corporate [money]. Produced during the 2008 primary, it is easy to understand how speech regulators in the Federal Election Commission and now the Supreme Court itself could conclude that the film was a not very concealed plea to vote against Sen. Clinton.

What is far harder to understand, however, is how speech of that sort, dealing with the qualifications of a leading candidate for the presidency, could possibly be unprotected by the First Amendment. But because some of the money the organization received came from corporations, because the film was to be shown on video-on-demand late in the primary campaign when it might have had the most impact on the election and because the film was understood by the federal regulators to be so focused on Sen. Clinton’s supposedly negative qualities that its unmistakable message was to vote against her, the federal authorities viewed it as criminal.

But criticism of candidates running for office, like criticism of politicians in office, has always been viewed as what the First Amendment protects most obviously and most importantly. Why should that not be true of speech of corporations? Or unions? Whether criticism — or praise — of political leaders comes from individuals, associations, corporations or unions, it is still a valuable part of the democratic process. If the law were otherwise, if corporations of all sorts were subject to congressional oversight as to their content, the free speech of all would

be imperiled.

[The group] Citizens United’s orientation is sharply to the right. On the left, [the McCain

Feingold Act] required advertisements for Michael Moore’s anti-Bush documentary

―Fahrenheit 9/11‖ to be pulled off the airwaves  as the Republican Convention of 2004
approached. And as the national election approached that year, the [American Civil Liberties Union, a liberal civil rights non-profit organization] was required to avoid mentioning President Bush in advertisements it was publishing denouncing [a Republican-supported law that they deemed unconstitutional]. [In other words, both conservative and liberal groups were hurt by the restrictions on free speech that resulted from campaign finance laws before the Citizens United decision.]

Given the court’s ruling, corporations and unions will now be free to participate in the political process to a greater degree than had previously been possible. The suppression of speech by both not-for-profit and for-profit corporations is over, and short of a constitutional amendment Congress may not re-impose the current speech ban or anything like it.

Twenty-six states already allow corporations to spend their funds on state elections and there has been no discernible impact on those elections. Justice Anthony Kennedy put it well in concluding that ―under our law and our tradition it seems stranger than fiction for our government to make political  speech a crime.‖
(5) The Case for Super PACs
[The phenomenon of Super PAC’s, organizations that can receive unlimited contributions from any source – including corporations and labor unions – and which can use that money to campaign on behalf of a candidate for public office, is a direct result of the Citizens United decision.]

President Obama’s 2012 retooled  message is about fairness. If that’s the case, the president should learn to love super PACs and their influx of money into the campaign system—a development which, if nothing else, ensures a stronger competitive balance in elections. That’s a good thing for democracy because  it levels the playing field for candidates challenging entrenched incumbents with connections to moneyed interests. [Note: Incumbents are elected officials who are running for reelection. In Congress, more than 80% of incumbents get reelected, in part because they tend to develop strong relationships with political campaign contributors, allowing them to outspend their opponents during campaigns.]

The dirty secret about most campaign finance reforms  is that they’re designed  to protect  incumbents. By decrying the federal campaign rules making it easier for wealthy donors to donate big chunks of cash, [liberal] groups are unwittingly backing policies that protect current officeholders.

Think about it: Presidents and members of Congress have all the perks of power at their disposal to help them raise cash. President Obama has a slew of willing and wealthy Democratic donors. . . . Challengers [however] have to work much harder to prove their viability, and even the strongest recruits usually lag well behind incumbents in fundraising…. With the explosion of super PACs, though,  it’s a lot easier for candidates without those perks of power to quickly get help in closing the financial gap.

This year’s presidential race, the first in the post-Citizens United landscape, is marked by headlines demonstrating how the campaign finance laws are enhancing competition, not stifling it.

The clearest example was the Obama reelection team’s decision  to belatedly  embrace super PACs after looking at end-of-year fundraising reports showing that the president’s significant financial edge over Republican Mitt Romney had nearly vanished  because  of the GOP’s super PAC advantage. The Obama campaign ended last year with $81.8 million cash-on-hand, far more than Romney’s $19.9 million. But the Obama-aligned super PAC Priorities USA raised only $4.1 million last year while those on the other side — American Crossroads, Crossroads GPS, and Romney’s super PAC — raised a combined $81 million in 2011, entirely erasing the Democratic advantage. [This will allow for a more competitive election.]

(6) Disclosure is the Key
A little known fact of the Citizens United decision is that it upheld the McCain Feingold requirement that most campaign organizations disclose the source of their donations and claim responsibility for their advertisements. As Supreme Court Justice Anthony Kennedy wrote in his opinion  for the Court, ―Those mechanisms provide information to the electorate. The resulting transparency enables the electorate to make informed decisions and give proper weight to different speakers and different messages.‖ He continued:
―With the advent of the Internet, prompt disclosure of expenditures can provide [corporate] shareholders and citizens with the information needed to hold corporations and elected officials accountable for their positions and supporters. Shareholders can determine whether their corporation's political speech advances the corporation's interest in making profits, and citizens can see whether elected officials are 'in the pocket' of so-called moneyed interests.‖
Many supporters of the Citizens United decision insist that this transparency would prevent corporations from being bullies during the election season. Many conservatives, they argued, might be turned off by a corporation that was spending millions in support of a liberal candidate, and vice versa.

Zephyr Teachout, a Fordham University law professor, says that American politics traditionally favors public and disclosed speech. ―I think disclosure is extraordinarily important. If you don't actually know how power works in a society, it's next to impossible to work with it or fight it, depending on what you want to do,‖  says Teachout.

Teachout says when it comes to political advertising, voters actually want to know ―whether those attacks are funded by Goldman Sachs, by a union, by Exxon Mobil. If you knew where the source of that attack came from, it changes  how you read the attack.‖
Against the Decision
(1)  Bigger Than Bush v. Gore
This decision by the Supreme Court . . . is breathtaking in its scope: it overturns doctrine dating back a century and laws upheld in 1990 [by Austin v. Michigan Chamber of Commerce] that banned corporate managers from directly spending shareholder money in elections.

This matches or exceeds Bush v. Gore in ideological or partisan overreaching by the court. In that case, the court reached into the political process to hand the election to one candidate. Today it reached into the political process to hand unprecedented power to corporations.

The ban on direct corporate spending in elections goes back to the 1907 Tillman Act, which prohibited corporate contributions in federal campaigns (it was assumed to cover independent expenditures, too). In 1947, the Taft-Hartley law made explicit that corporations

and unions could not directly spend their treasury funds on electioneering. Congress – every time it has passed a law to deal with this – only has strengthened this prohibition.

Why will this matter? Isn’t there a lot of money sloshing around in politics already?  Consider Exxon-Mobil. In 2008, its political action committee (PAC) raised about $1 million from its employees. . . . Its profits that year – which it was legally barred from pouring into politics – were $45 billion. It was illegal for Exxon to spend that money on elections; now with this decision, it will be legal. Exxon or any other firm could spend [billionaire]-level sums in any congressional district in the country against, say, any congressman who supports climate change legislation, or health care, etc..

What can be done to prevent this outcome? Given the huge power of corporations to tilt policy, at the very least it may make sense to pass laws saying that corporations and unions with government contracts cannot spend unlimited sums on campaigns. . . .

[Corporate] shareholders, at the very least, should have to approve such political spending (which also would require changes in state or federal law). Possibly, a Constitutional amendment may be needed to restore the law to where . . . it had been for the previous century.

(2) An Electoral Catastrophe
Today’s Supreme Court decision  in the Citizens United case is a disaster for the American people. It will unleash unprecedented amounts of corporate ―influence-seeking‖ money on our elections and create unprecedented opportunities for corporate ―influence-buying‖ corruption.

In a stark choice between the right of American citizens to a government free from influence- buying corruption and the economic and political interests of American corporations, five [Supreme Court] justices came down in favor of corporations. . . .

The constitutionality of the corporate spending ban was never even raised by the plaintiffs in the lower court consideration of this case. Instead, the justices, on their own, opened up the case to the broader constitutional question, when they could have decided the case on narrower grounds without eliminating more than 100 years of national policy.

Instead, the court’s majority  overruled cases decided  in 1990, 2003 and 2007, without  any changed circumstances to justify these abrupt reversals. The only change that has occurred is a change in the makeup of the court itself. The damage to electoral democracy will be substantial.

The Fortune 100 companies alone had combined revenues of $13 trillion and profits of $605 billion during the last election  cycle. Under today’s decision, insurance  companies, banks, drug companies, energy companies and the like will be free to each spend $5 million, $10 million or more of corporate funds to elect or defeat a federal candidate — and with that power, influence the candidate on issues of economic importance to the companies.

Congress and presidents past have recognized this danger and signed numerous laws over the years to prevent this kind of corruption of our government. These laws have consistently been upheld by the Supreme Court until today. . . .

Congress should explore all possible legislative options to deal with the consequences of this decision. The case reinforces the need to repair the presidential public financing system and create a new system of congressional public financing, and to make small donors the key players by providing public funds to match small contributions.

Justice Louis Brandeis  once said, ―The most important political  office is that of the private  citizen.‖ Today’s Supreme Court decision rejects Justice Brandeis’s view, raising corporations to new heights of importance in our political system.

(3)  And 2010’s Biggest Winner Is. . .
One result of the 2010 campaign is clear before any ballots are counted: Democracy is in danger.

That sounds [like an exaggeration]. But whatever remains of the quaint notion — call it a myth — that in a democracy citizens are more or less equal is in the process of being shredded…. Thanks to the Supreme Court's notorious Citizens United decision and other rulings, a small number of well-heeled individuals (or corporations or unions) can now amass a tremendous amount of political influence by throwing an unlimited amount of money into efforts to elect their preferred candidates. . . .

The secret and unlimited flow of dollars into [2010’s] congressional campaigns . . . is largely unprecedented — at least since campaign finance reform was implemented following Watergate in the 1970s. Almost half a billion dollars have been spent so far by outside groups—with about one-quarter of that coming from dark-money groups that don't disclose donors. And it's not just a Republican phenomenon. Unions and Democratic-leaning advocacy outfits are playing the game. Still, the advantage goes to the GOP. Of the outside groups not connected to either political party, those supporting Republicans and opposing Democrats have so far spent $119.2 million, and those supporting Democrats and opposing Republicans have dumped $73.8 million into races. This split is dramatic, but there's another factor to consider: Much of the pro-Democratic money comes from large membership groups

(including the SEIU and the National Education Association), yet much of the pro-Republican money originates from a small number of millionaires (or billionaires). Consequently, fat cats have gained even more disproportionate influence.

(4)  From the Austin v. Michigan Chamber of Commerce (1990) Decision
[The] law grants corporations special advantages – such as limited liability [i.e. protections against lawsuits], perpetual life, and favorable treatment of the accumulation and distribution of assets, [protections which are not extended to private citizens]. . . and [these protections] enhance [the] ability [of corporations] to attract capital and to deploy their resources in ways that maximize the return on their shareholders' investments. These [government]-created advantages not only allow corporations to play a dominant role in the Nation's economy, but also permit them to use ―resources amassed in the economic  marketplace‖ to obtain ―an

unfair advantage in the political  marketplace.‖ As the Court explained [in a previous decision,] the political advantage of corporations is unfair because ―[t]he resources in the

treasury of a business corporation . . . are not an indication of popular support for the corporation's political ideas. They reflect instead the economically motivated decisions of

investors and customers. The availability of these resources may make a corporation a

formidable political presence, even though the power of the corporation may be no reflection of the power of its ideas. . . . ‖ [Laws that prohibit outside spending by corporations take aim

at] the corrosive and distorting effects of immense aggregations of wealth that are accumulated with the help of the corporate form and that have little or no correlation to the public's support for the corporation's political ideas. [In other words, one might argue that if a corporation had enormous amounts of wealth as a result of the popularity of its political

ideas, then it wouldn’t be such a problem for that corporation to have a lot of influence on
elections. This would suggest that our society truly was a free marketplace of ideas, where the best ideas win. But that is not the case. Corporations attract money and power not because their political ideas are superior, but because they successfully earn profits through the sale of goods and services that typically do not have any political value. It is unfair for them to have a louder voice in politics.]

Corporate wealth can unfairly influence elections when it is deployed in the form of independent expenditures, just as it can when it assumes the guise of political contributions. We therefore hold that the [government] has . . . a sufficiently compelling rationale to support. . . restriction on independent expenditures by corporations.

(5)  Negative Campaigning and Outside Spending
Since the end of April [this year], pro-Romney or anti-Obama groups have sponsored 54 percent of Republican ads.  By comparison, through the 8th of September in 2008, pro- McCain or anti-Obama groups accounted for only 3.5 percent of Republican ads. . . .

The 2012 presidential contest is shaping up to be a much more negative one than the 2008 contest, with both sides more willing to use pure attack ads—those that solely mention the opponent. . . . Pro-Romney spots are overwhelmingly negative, with more than seven in ten focusing on Obama, and compared to 2008, pro-Obama spots this cycle are nearly twice as likely to be attacks (up from 24 percent to 46 percent). . . .

Increased [outside spending] is one reason for the jump in negativity on the airwaves. . . . [Outside spending groups are more likely to engage in negative advertising because the candidates can disavow themselves of any responsibility for those ads, thus reducing the threat of being viewed as mean-spirited while nonetheless benefiting from the results of negative campaigning.]

[Many political scientists argue that negative advertising depresses voter turnout by reducing the interest of independents and moderates in the election, while at the same time it energizes very liberal and very conservative voters.]

(6)  Nonprofits Outspent Super PACs in 2010, Trend May Continue
While super PACs were cast as the big, bad wolves during the last election, the groups were outspent  by ―social welfare‖ [501(c)4] organizations by a 3-2 margin, a trend that may continue amid reports that major donors are giving tens of millions of dollars to the secretive nonprofit groups.

A joint investigation by the Center for Public Integrity and the Center for Responsive Politics has found that more than 100 nonprofits organized under section 501(c)(4) of the U.S. tax code spent roughly $95 million on political expenditures in the 2010 election compared with

$65 million by super PACs.
Nearly 90 percent of the spending by these nonprofits — more than $84 million — came from groups that never publicly disclosed their funders, the joint analysis of Federal Election Commission data found. Another $8 million came from groups that only partially revealed their donors.

Unlike the nonprofits, super PACs are required to release the names of their contributors.
In terms of party allegiance,  conservative ―social welfare‖ groups outspent  liberal groups $78
million to $16 million, nearly 5-to-1, according to the analysis.

(7)  Tax-Exempt Groups Shield Political Gifts of Businesses
American Electric Power, one of the country’s largest utilities, gave $1 million last November [2011] to the Founding Fund, a new tax-exempt group that intends to raise most of its money from corporations and push for limited government.

The giant insurer Aetna directed more than $3 million last year to the American Action Network, a Republican-leaning nonprofit organization that has spent millions of dollars attacking lawmakers who voted for President Obama’s health  care bill — even as Aetna’s president publicly voiced support for the legislation.

Other corporations, including Prudential Financial, Dow Chemical and the drugmaker Merck, have poured millions of dollars more into the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, a tax-exempt trade group that has pledged to spend at least $50 million on political advertising this election

cycle.

Two years after the Supreme  Court’s Citizens United decision opened the door for corporate spending  on elections,  relatively little money has flowed from company  treasuries into ―super PACs,‖ which can accept unlimited contributions but must  also disclose donors. Instead, there is growing evidence that large corporations are trying to influence campaigns by

donating money to tax-exempt organizations that can spend millions of dollars without being subject to the disclosure requirements that apply to candidates, parties and PACs.

The secrecy shrouding these groups makes a full accounting of corporate influence on the electoral process impossible. But glimpses of their donors emerged in a New York Times review of corporate governance reports, tax returns of nonprofit organizations and regulatory filings by insurers and labor unions. . . .

Some of the biggest recipients of corporate money are organized under Section 501(c)(4) of the tax code, the federal designation for ―social welfare‖ groups dedicated to advancing broad community interests. Because they are not technically political organizations, they do not have to register with or disclose their donors to the Federal Election Commission, potentially shielding corporate contributors from shareholders or others unhappy with their political positions.

―Companies want to be able to quietly push for their political agendas without being held accountable for it by their customers,‖ said Melanie Sloan, executive director of Citizens for Responsibility and Ethics in Washington, which has filed complaints against issue groups. ―I think the 501(c)(4)’s are likely to outweigh super PAC spending, because  so many donors want to remain  anonymous.‖
Many supporters of the Citizens United decision argue that as long as campaign finance was transparent, corporations would be cautious about using their money to influence elections.  Many conservatives, they argued, might be turned off by a corporation that was spending millions in support of al liberal candidate, and vice versa.  However, the steep rise in anonymous contributions to 501©4 organizations make it nearly impossible to track corporate spending on elections, preventing consumers from knowing just which corporations are supporting which candidates.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
What I  think:
1.  What did I decide and why? Did I support or oppose or have a new idea?

2.  What did someone else say or do that was particularly helpful?

3.  What, if anything, could I do to address the problem?

What we think:
1.  What did I decide and why? Did I support or oppose or have a new idea?

2.  What did someone else say or do that was particularly helpful?

3.  What, if anything, could I do to address the problem?

Rate yourself and the group on how well the rules for deliberation were followed:
(1 =  not well, 2 = well, 3 = very well)
	
	Me
	Group

	Read the material carefully.
	
	

	Focused on the deliberation question.
	
	

	Listened carefully to what others said.
	
	

	Understood and analyzed what others said.
	
	

	Spoke and encouraged others to speak.
	
	

	Referred to the reading to support ideas.
	
	

	Used relevant background knowledge and life experiences in a logical way.
	
	

	Remained engaged and respectful when controversy arose.
	
	


[Many supporters of the Citizens United decision argue that as long as campaign finance was transparent, corporations would be cautious about using their money to influence elections. Many conservatives, they argued, might be turned off by a corporation that was spending millions in support of a liberal candidate, and vice versa. However, the steep rise in anonymous contributions to 501(c)4 organizations makes it nearly impossible to track corporate spending on elections, preventing

consumers from knowing just which corporations are

supporting which candidates.]
Political Cartoons Criticizing the Decision
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