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UConn Students for Liberty  
òStamus Contra Malumó 

www.uconnliberty.org  

 

Mission Statement  

UConn Students for Liberty  advocates a free and just society that stresses voluntary organi-

zation, peaceful activity, and other non -coerced expressions of a healthy and prosperous cul-

ture. As the modern State rejects this vision, we seek to cultivate an on -campus environment 

of discussion, education, and activism with regard to minimizing or altogether removing, its 

influence in society.  

 

About the New Liberty:  

When the political process has been exhausted, declared useless and hopeless; when the act 

of force is ruled out on principle; when all avenues lead straight to statism; who then, stands 

to defend the cause of liberty?  

     Politicians seek only to advance their own power and speak unenthusiastically of real, undi-

luted freedom, practicing it even less.  The corporation is not interested in liberty; it is bereft 

of principle, concerned only with profit.  The media appeals solely to the authoritarian with its 

jingoist rhetoric and parochial outlook.  And while it is the nature of power to defend authori-

ty, liberty has no such voice.  She cannot speak for herself, for where there is authoritarianism 

and invasion, there can be no liberty to make her case.  Her fate lies with the people, and only 

the people.  So we embark upon this journalistic endeavor, standing to face tyranny without 

pretense and without fear, armed only with the truth.  We advance the cause of liberty through 

education: informing the uniformed about her, parrying attacks directed at her, and advancing 

her principles until she has been achieved in full.  The New Liberty chooses to give liberty and 

outlet, no matter how small in scope, with the intent of imbuing her in the hearts and minds 

of the people.   

     We are deeply indebted to Benjamin R. Tucker and the writers at the seminal anarchist peri-

odical Liberty (1881 -1908), for advancing their particular brand of liberty and providing us 

with the basis to advance ours.  Here at the New Liberty , we encompass a wide range of views 

within the broader context of libertarianism: there are the democrat and the anarchist, the 

voter and the non -voter, the capitalist and the socialist, the right -libertarian and the left -; all 

sharing the same fundamental goal to crush the myths of authority, monopoly, and force, with 

the ultimate intent of achieving the maximum amount of liberty for the maximum amount of 

people.  

 

-Matt Ignal, Associate Editor  

 
WWW.UCONNLIBERTY.ORG 

 
Join our group on Facebook! 

 

 

UConn Students for Liberty Meeting Time:  

Thursdays at 6:00 PM in SU 312  
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CORPORATE VIOLENCE 
Dissecting the Citizens United vs. FEC Supreme Court Case  

Legislatures forbid any officer of a corporation from using 
the money of the corporation in or about any election, but 
they should also forbid such use of money in connection 
with any legislation save by the employment of counsel in 
public manner for distinctly legal services." 
     The Tillman Act was passed in 1907 and reads as fol-
lows: 
 
ñBe it enacted, That it shall be unlawful for any national 
bank, or any corporation organized by authority of any 
laws of Congress, to make a money contribution in con-
nection with any election to any political office. It shall 

also be unlawful for any corporation 
whatever to make a money contribu-
tion in connection with any election 
at which Presidential and Vice-
Presidential electors or a Representa-
tive in Congress is to be voted for or 
any election by any State legislature 
of a United States Senator. Every 
corporation which shall make any 
contribution in violation of the fore-
going provisions shall be subject to a 
fine not exceeding five thousand dol-
lars, and every officer or director of 
any corporation who shall consent to 
any contribution by the corporation 
in violation of the foregoing provi-
sions shall upon conviction be pun-
ished by a fine of not exceeding one 
thousand and not less than two hun-
dred and fifty dollars, or by impris-
onment for a term of not more than 
one year, or both such fine and im-

prisonment in the discretion of the court." 
     If this act was overturned by the Supreme Court it 
would indeed be an unsettling step backwards in the battle 
against corporatism, however, this was not the case. Citi-
zens United vs. FEC did not touch Tillman, nor did it re-
move the requirements for reporting campaign financing 
or the disclaimers on political advertisements. It dealt with 
different issues altogether. 
     The first ruling the Supreme Court overturned was that 
of Austin vs. Michigan Chamber of Commerce (1990). In 
this case the court ruled that citizens groups, which are 
corporations under the law, do not have free speech pro-
tections under the first amendment in regard to political 
speech. Activism groups like the NAACP, human rights 
organizations, environmental advocacy groups, and so on 
were thus prevented from engaging in public political dia-

O 
ver the past several weeks my liberal friends 
have been expressing great concerns regarding 
the recent Supreme Court decision in the Citi-
zens United vs. Federal Election Commision 

case. What is shocking is how misinformed many people 
are about the true implications of this case. In researching 
this article I quickly discovered why: the decision has 
been grossly misrepresented by politicians and media 
icons alike. 
     ñThis week the United States Supreme Court handed a 
huge victory to the special interests and their lobbyists and 
a powerful blow to our efforts to rein in corporate influ-
ence. This ruling strikes at our de-
mocracy itself. By a 5-4 vote, the 
court overturned more than a century 
of law.ò - Barack Obama, January 
23rd, 2010. 
     ñBy gutting the 100-year-old Till-
man Act ban on corporate contribu-
tions, the US Supreme Court has 
opened the door to political bribery 
and corruption on the largest scale 
imaginable. As Teddy Roosevelt said 
at the time, óproperty belongs to man, 
and not man to property.ô Thatôs why 
we have federal election laws, and 
thatôs why we need them, both then 
and now.ò - Alan Grayson, Jan 21, 
2010. 
     What is truly unsettling about the-
se quotes is that neither Barack 
Obama nor Alan Grayson appears to 
have even read the Supreme Court 
decision, nor do they understand the 
cases discussed. The Tillman Act had nothing to do with 
this ruling. 
     The Tillman Act of 1907 was the first piece of legisla-
tion prohibiting monetary contribution to political cam-
paigns by corporations. Following his election in 1904, 
after having received abundant financing from corpora-
tions throughout his campaign, Teddy Roosevelt called for 
the prohibition of such financing in his speech to Con-
gress in 1905. 
     "All contributions by corporations to any political com-
mittee or for any political purpose should be forbidden by 
law; directors should not be permitted to use stockholders' 
money for such purposes; and, moreover, a prohibition of 
this kind would be, as far as it went, an effective method 
of stopping the evils aimed at in corrupt practices acts. 
Not only should both the National and the several State 
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logue. 
     The Supreme Court also overturned a portion of the Bi-
partisan Campaign Finance Reform Act (2002) which pro-
hibited these groups from engaging in political advertising 
within 60 days of a general election and 30 days of a prima-
ry. The widespread misconception among liberals seems to 
be that these laws only applied to for-profit corporations. 
This was not the case. They applied to small non-profit ac-
tivism groups as well. Furthermore, to claim that large for-
profit corporations have been prevented from influencing 
politics by laws such as these is a rather ridiculous myth in 
itself. A brief look at Obama's campaign contributors 
makes that plainly obvious. 
     The pertinent section of the deci-
sion reads as follows: 
ñCourts, too, are bound by the First 
Amendment. We must decline to draw, 
and then redraw, Constitutional lines 
based on the particular media or tech-
nology used to disseminate political 
speech from a particular speakeré 
First Amendment standardsé must 
give the benefit of any doubt to pro-
tecting rather than stifling speech. The 
law before us is an outright ban, 
backed by criminal sanctions. Section 
441b makes it a felony for all corpora-
tions ï including non-profit advocacy 
corporations ï either to expressly ad-
vocate the election or defeat of candi-
dates or to broadcast electioneering 
communications within 30 days of a 
primary election and 60 days of a gen-
eral election. Thus, the following acts would all be felonies 
under Ä441b: The Sierra Club runs an ad, within the crucial 
phase of 60 days before the general election, that exhorts 
the public to disapprove of a congressman who favors log-
ging in national forests; The National Rifle Association 
publishes a book urging the public to vote for the challeng-
er because the incumbent US senator supports a handgun 
ban; and the American Civil Liberties Union creates a web-
site telling the public to vote for a presidential candidate in 
light of the candidateôs defense of free speech. These prohi-
bitions are classic examples of censorship.ò - Citizens Unit-
ed vs. FEC 
     The reason so many are confused is because this is not 
how the media has characterized the decision at all. Take a 
look at how Rachel Maddow described it on her show on 
January 22nd, 2010. 
     ñIf you are a regular person whoôs ever made a cam-
paign donation before, forget about ever having to do that 
again. Whatôs the point in individual people trying to influ-
ence politics with their donations if Exxon or some other 
company can quite literally match, and therefore cancel out, 
the combined donations of every single individual donor in 
the nation whenever it wants? In one check? And it can do 

it every year, in every campaign, in every state, in every 
race. Going forward, corporations will be able to use un-
limited money to support or oppose candidates in federal 
office. This isnôt CEOs or individual rich guys using 
their private money; it isnôt people forming political as-
sociations to do political work. It is big business.ò 
     Maddow outright lied to her viewers, and everyone 
who has read the decision knows it. The case had noth-
ing to do with Tillman and corporations are still (legally) 
prevented from funding campaigns to the same extent 
they were prior to this case. The laws the Supreme Court 
declared unconstitutional did not help or protect you in 
any way. They served as incumbent protectionism. Why 

are politicians and media commen-
tators speaking out against this rul-
ing? It is not because they care 
about you and your rights. It is be-
cause it is a threat to them. Politi-
cians will now face more criticism 
in the months leading to their elec-
tions, and media outlets have now 
lost their monopoly on political 
commentary. They are interested in 
their own power, not yours. 
     Ultimately we must face the re-
ality of why the matter of political 
speech is so important. Why are 
liberals so afraid of corporations 
gaining influence over the state, and 
why do corporations want it? It is 
very simple. The state is the one 
institution in our society with the 
legal right to use violence against 

the population. It is thus the one institution all greedy, 
selfish people wish most of all to gain control over. If 
you are worried about corporations gaining control of the 
legal right to use violence against you, you must recog-
nize that they are afraid of you gaining the legal right to 
use violence against them. The solution to this is not to 
continue wrestling for the gun, but to eliminate the gun 
altogether. The solution is to give no one the legal right 
to use violence at all. If we did so, what politics is today 
would become nothing more than preferential disagree-
ment, and such anxiety would never befall our society 
again. It is a truth that needs to spread through the world 
as rapidly as possible, for the sake of us all.  

-OLIVER KERLIAN 
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MEET YOUR NEW CORPOCRACY 

 

The decision Supreme Court on the Citizens United vs. Federal Election Commission case on January 23rd, 2010 
changed the landscape of American politics forever.  No longer are there any restrictions on the white elephant in the 
roomðthe role of corporations in politics.  Now a corporation can spend as much money as they want to fund a politi-
cal candidate.  The recent ad by Murray Hill Inc. to run for a Maryland seat in Congress, however sarcastic or witty, 
brings the sheer absurdity and whimsical nature of this decision before the American people.  Taking this idea to its 
logical conclusion, we at UCSL wondered what it would be like if your government were run entirely by corpora-
tions.  We included our commentary and reasons for deciding these fitting, and often hilarious, choices for each post.  
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