
Money from the wealthy and corporations harms democracy in at least five ways:
1. Limits viable candidates.  Individuals with good ideas, significant life or community experience, and/or strong personal integrity who desire to run for public office are often deterred knowing that to be politically competitive requires significant resources that they may not have or are unable to raise. In contrast,candidates who are independently wealthy, from wealthy families, or who are skilled fund-raisers become more viable in what has increasingly become a political 'marketplace” that requires money to be able to peddle oneself.  The financial challenge is more acute for political newcomers, who often run for office knowing they won't win the first time but will develop name recognition for the next election. The hurdle is even higher in these instances. 

2. Distorts political agenda. The requirement to attract major dollars to be viable means candidates must address only those issues political contributors/investors approve. Corporations and the wealthy, for example,aren't generally very interested in public discussions about poverty, the collapsing social safety net, or the deepening corporate control of government or the economy.  This explains why none of these issues, among others, were discussed in the recent campaign. In a political system where political money is equivalent to political speech, those without money are unable to have their political voices heard, their needs met, or thjeir communities helped.

3. Corrupts public policy.  Pay-to-play is often all about what major political money represents from the wealthy and corporations. “What you get is what you pay for,” describes how many believe the government works.  Others call it legalized bribery. Whether it's actual benefits provided in scores of categories (e.g., Bush tax cuts, skewed toward the upper 1% may be the most important for the wealthy*) or what is not done, such as legislative investigations or creation of regulations.  “The best return on assets is always a political contribution,” says economist William Black.*  On the later point, the trillions in dollars handed over to banking corporations for bailouts, subsequent purchasing of smaller competitors; and lack of a vigorous Congressional investigation and indictments by the Obama administration of the banking industry following the 2007-2008 financial implosion simply affirms Senator Dick Durbin's observation: “The banks -- hard to believe in a time when we're facing a banking crisis that many of the banks created -- are still the most powerful lobby on Capitol Hill. And they frankly own the place.”* [Note too the difference between the full bank bailout and the federal government's hands-off treatment of the Detroit bankruptcy where millions of dollars in the city-workers' retirement funds were lost to hundreds of workers, retirees, and their  families, some employed for 30 and 40 years. - webmaster's comment]
4. Distorts political news.  As more political money is raised, more is spent. Much of this spending is on media advertising, which is enormously profitable.*  Media corporations, especially electronic media, have less incentive to provide actual news coverage of elections and important issues of the day.  To do so, in fact, would diminish the need to spend money on paid electronic media advertising.  The relative objectivity of political news coverage is replaced by the one-sided coverage of candidate advertising and their 'independent' supporters. Those without money to pay for advertising (including candidates “down” the ticket) are simply not covered.
5. Deepens depoliticalization.  The greatest threat to democracy of big money from the wealthy and corporations is arguably the ever-increasing unattractiveness of politics in general, and elections in particular, by the majority of citizens.  It's not only the inability of citizens to have a political voice vis-a-vis the messaging from those wealthy few who drown our airwaves and stuff our mailboxes with their messages.  It's the messaging itself-- the negativity of the messages, the evolution of elections into political spectator events, the inability to meaningfully engage in politics and with candidates, and the direction of some resources from the wealthy and corporations to campaign in many states to suppress voters and voting.  The power of elite dollarocracy hinges on people, especially those who would benefit from more sane and humane spending, tax, and monetary priorities, to politically disengage.  As Paul Weyrich, founder of the Heritage Foundation and major advocate of greater corporate rights, succinctly stated in a 1980 speech: “I don't want everybody to vote...our leverage in the elections quite candidly goes up as the voting populace goes down.* Popular uprisings like those of the 1960s, after all, are considered a “crisis of democracy,” the title of a 1975 Trilateral Commission report* issued in response to what was considered to be too much democracy by the wrong group of citizens.
The Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act (McCain-Feingold)* of 2002 was probably the most noteworthy campaign-finance reform legislation since Buckley.*  Its final version, repeatedly watereddownover seven years, ended up addressing only two issues-- establishing limits on “soft money” donations to campaigns and establishing time limits before elections when corporations can run “issue advocacy ads.”*
* see Coleridge, Greg, The University of Toledo School of Law Review, Spring 2013.

