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CASE BRIEF
Case Citation: Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission, 558 U.S. 310 (2010).
Facts: Citizens United had created a documentary in which Senator Clinton was the main focus. On the documentary, ads were run to urge people to order it for on-demand watching.
Procedural History: The opinion was authored by the Supreme Court of the United State. The case had first been argued on 24th March 2009, reargued on 9th September 2009 and decided on 21st January 2010. The case had been appealed from the District Court of Columbia where, on December 2007, the court had denied preliminary injunction motion by Citizens United.
Issue: Was section 441b of the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act (BCRA) which prohibits labor unions and corporations from serving campaign advertisement 30 days prior to primary elections or 60 days prior to general elections constitutional?
Rule(s): Political speech should be held prominent and should overcome laws that suppress it. As a result, it may not be banned by Congress depending on the corporate identity of the speaker giving out the speech.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Application/Analysis: According to the Supreme Court, section 441b of the BCRA which bans independent expenditures coming from corporations is not applicable to the film. Hence, it was necessary to determine the validity of section 441b of BCRA in this case. Austin v. Michigan Chamber of Commerce (1990) and McConnell v. Federal Election Comm’n (2003) cases which were pro such restrictions were put into consideration and overruled. Formerly, it was required for a corporation to form separate political action committee (PAC) accounts for pooling of campaign contributions and, therefore, funding their political agendas. According to this court, however, the presence of PAC account for corporations is not obligatory when it comes to the Freedom of Speech. That is, corporations’ ability to fund their political agendas is protected by Freedom of Speech.
Conclusion: The court ruled that disclosure and the disclaimer provisions provided under section 441b and 434 were constitutional in the way they were applied to the ads and the film. It was also held that unions and corporations had similar political speech rights to individuals as provided in the First Amendment and, therefore, there was no need to prohibit them from funding their political agendas whatsoever.
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