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The decision that was made by the supreme court in Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission (FEC) is one of the most controversial decisions ever made in modern history. In a 5-4 ruling, the supreme court removed restrictions on independent corporate expenditures.  The ruling defined corruption in narrow terms. It asserted that corruption was constitutionally permissible in the situation where are regulations on campaign financing.  The decision was not embraced by many; it sparked outrage on the majority of many. One of the people who condemned the ruling was president Obama. He expressed his condemnations during the state of the nation address (Chaturvedi & Holloway, 2017). The president expressed concerns that unrestricted corporate funding on campaigns would put more focus on' special interests' rather than people's interests. 
The 2010 supreme court case that involved the Citizen United vs. Federal Election was concerned about campaign finance. The results of the case stipulated that there cannot be a limitation of corporate funding on electioneering communications. The ruling curtailed government attempts to restrict corporations or unions from funding independent political campaigns.  The Supreme court held that the first amendment protected expenditures from such bodies.  Curtailing independent political spending from unions and corporates was seen as a form of violating the right to free speech.  The underlying issue from the case was that it was feared that the politicians supported by corporates and labor unions would serve the organizations' interests instead of the people (Smith, 2018).
 The opponents of the cases disagreed with the funding because there were concerns over several issues. These concerns were that the funding would contribute to corruption and would interfere with democracy. That is because it was feared that corporates would interfere with the political process (Smith, 2018)). 
The ruling has changed the political landscape in various ways. One of the most evident ways is that political spending from outside groups has increased. There has been a dramatic increase in political funding from wealthy donors, interest groups, and corporations. The funding has led to the creation of super political action committees or PACs and expansive dark money utilization, which is usually funneled by some shadowy nonprofit organizations. These organizations do not disclose their donors. PACs are not contained by limits of money to spend on political parties. Dark money in this context is referred to as election-related money whose source is kept secret. Most of the money sources by these super PACs are from shadowy organizations that do not clearly expose their identities (Smith, 2018). The citizens are supposed to know who behind the political funding, but that has become impossible. As a result, there has been increased growth of secret spending from external groups. Klumpp et a., 2018 point out that dark expenditures rose from less than $5 million to $300 million since the ruling of the case. The use of dark money for political funding has increased the chances of election interference by outside forces (Oklobdzija, 2019). 
Madison would have opposed the court rulings. The answer is based on Madison's definition of factions in federalist number 10. Madison faction refers to the number of citizens, whether minority or majority, who are bound together by common interests, passions, and the interests of the community. The faction addresses the issue of how to reconcile citizens who have contradicting interests and citizens whose interests are inimical to the community's interests at large.  Madison figured out that factions were inevitable due to the nature of man. He viewed that, as long as people have different opinions, their wealth is not the same, and they own different amount of property, alliances will be formed by people who are similar to each other, and sometimes public interests will be bypassed at the expense of the interests of other people. Madison viewed such a situation as dangerous; thus, he questioned what the best way to contain such dangers was. 
Madison was of the idea that pure democracy cannot control the factions. Pure democracy, in this, refers to a society that consists of small members and in which the government is administered in person. Madison argued that in such a society, the common interests or passion would be felt by the majority that ran the government. Therefore, there would be nothing to oversee the inducements meant to override weaker parties. Such government will, therefore, not be compatible with the rights of property or personal security. Madison argued that a republic was better than a democracy in curing the factions. The reason is that unlike democracy, where power is contained in a few citizens, in a republic, power is contained in the hands of the majority. That means that a republic would accommodate most of the public view, which is motivated by patriotism and justice.  The concern that is raised by Madison is the fear of having the 'majority tyranny.'  He was concerned that the majority of Madison argued that the notion of well-constructed unions is dangerous in popular governments. The reason is that members of such unions would not be concerned about their character and fate (Smith, 2018). 
My opinion is that there is a high chance of public good to be disregarded where the interests of unions are coinciding with political party interests. Corporate campaign funding gives room for special interests, which in turn tend to undermine our democracy. Corporations are in a position to purchase millions of TV ads without revealing the person or the people who are sponsoring the ads. They are in a position to camouflage the under some enticing and captivating words. The concern is that these shadowy figures can be willing to throw out millions of dollars for the sake of influencing elections.  Such actions bestow excessive powers on special interests instead of the politicians. In such situations, party lobbyists would be in a position to coerce Congress members that if they do not conform with their demands, they will be punished with negatives ads during their next campaign.
In conclusion, democracy works better when every citizen is involved. The Supreme court ruling gave corporates a chance to interfere with our elections.  That is considering the fact that external companies also would get an opportunity to interfere with the elections.  The ruling, in a way, injured our hard-earned democracy. Every elections and campaign give room for the overflooding of dark money in our airwaves. More so, it leads to the flooding of ads that aim to direct the will of the people into the gutter. It is better the interests and voices of the citizens are put as a first priority instead of the special interests and lobbyists. The analogy of Madison is important because it gives insights into threats such as powerful financial interests and corruption. When unrestricted funding becomes the basis of political funding, then the political parties lose their meaning and their purposes. Instead of serving the interests of the citizens, they start to serve the interests of the funders.. 
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