
Paul	Lauenstein	of	We	the	People	Massachuse3s:	
	
We	the	People	Massachuse/s	and	Wolf-PAC	welcome	you	to	our	briefing	on	the	We	
the	People	Act.	We	thank	Senator	Jamie	Eldridge	and	RepresentaDve	Carmine	GenDle	
for	their	leadership	on	this	bill,	and	for	sponsoring	this	briefing.	
		
My	name	is	Paul	Lauenstein.	I’m	a	reDred	business	owner	and	a	concerned	ciDzen	
represenDng	We	the	People	Massachuse/s.		
		
Like	many	Americans,	I	see	a	system	that	is	broken.	That’s	why	I	volunteer	my	Dme	to	
help	build	the	broad	movement	we	need	if	we	want	a	democracy	that	serves	the	
interests	of	all	Americans.	
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The	U.S.	ConsDtuDon	sets	up	a	system	of	self-government	based	on	the	proposiDon	
that	the	people	are	sovereign	(not	a	King!).	People	have	rights	that	are	inherent	and	
can’t	be	taken	away.	
	
Then	from	the	people,	from	the	consent	of	the	governed,	comes	the	power	of	
government,	which	has	only	the	powers	and	duDes	that	We	the	People	decide	it	
should	have	through	our	elected	representaDves.	
	
Then,	at	the	state	level,	government	uses	the	power	delegated	to	it	by	the	people	to	
create	something	called	a	corporaDon.	This	is	an	arDficial	enDty,	legally	separate	from	
the	people	who	own	it.	And	it	has	specific	privileges	which	are	granted	to	it	through	
the	state	charter	that	creates	it.	
	
However,	as	corporaDons	waged	a	campaign	through	the	courts	to	gain	the	rights	
and	protecDons	of	“persons”	under	the	consDtuDon,	a	series	of	Supreme	Court	
decisions	has	changed	this	basic	structure	of	our	government.	
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ArDficial	enDDes	now	have	many	of	the	same	consDtuDonal	rights	as	you	and	I	do.	
However,	unlike	you	and	I,	corporaDons	have	unlimited	lifespans	and	the	ability	to	
“live”	in	more	than	one	country	at	a	Dme.	Most	significantly,	they	have	billions	of	
dollars	at	their	disposal.	Unlike	you	and	I,	they	have	the	resources	to	use	
consDtuDonal	rights	to	manipulate	the	legal	system	to	subvert	laws	passed	for	the	
benefit	of	everyone.	
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With	its	infamous	Ci#zens	United	decision	of	2010,	the	Supreme	Court	provided	corporaDons	
and	billionaires	with	a	way	to	use	outside	spending	by	super-PACs	to	influence	the	outcomes	
of	elecDons.	
		
Based	on	the	doctrine	that	arDficial	enDDes,	such	as	corporaDons	and	unions,	have	
consDtuDonal	rights,	and	money	is	a	form	of	First	Amendment	protected	free	speech,	the	
Supreme	Court	opened	the	floodgates	to	money	in	poliDcs,	and	corporate	dominaDon	of	our	
government.		
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Four	Supreme	Court	jusDces	dissented.	JusDce	John	Paul	Stevens	said,	“CorporaDons	
help	structure	and	facilitate	the	acDviDes	of	human	beings,	to	be	sure,	and	their	
‘personhood’	o_en	serves	as	a	useful	legal	ficDon.	But	they	are	not	themselves	
members	of	‘We	the	People’	by	whom	and	for	whom	our	ConsDtuDon	was	
established.”	

	
In	the	wake	of	the	Ci#zens	United	decision,	things	have	only	go/en	worse.			
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In	2014,	the	Supreme	Court	issued	another	5-4	decision	in	the	case	of	McCutcheon	v.	FEC	
that	struck	down	the	FEC’s	aggregate	limit	of	$123,000	on	the	amount	an	individual	may	
contribute	to	all	federal	candidates,	parDes	and	poliDcal	acDon	commi/ees	during	a	two-year	
elecDon	cycle.	McCutcheon’s	a/orneys	argued	that	money	in	elecDons	is	a	form	of	protected	
free	speech.	
		
As	a	result,	billionaires	such	as	Sean	McCutcheon	may	now	contribute	millions.	

6	



Outside	spending	to	influence	elecDons	has	skyrocketed	in	recent	elecDon	cycles.	
	
Corporate	execuDves	focus	on	profit.	They	buy	poliDcal	influence	because	it	offers	a	
high	return	–	usually	to	the	detriment	of	the	public.	
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Total	spending	in	the	2016	elecDon	approached	$7	billion.	
	
When	our	poliDcal	leaders	are	forced	to	ask,	“How	does	my	biggest	donor	want	me	
to	vote?”	instead	of	asking	“What’s	best	for	the	country?”	we	end	up	with	
government	that	serves	economic	elites	rather	all	the	people.	
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The	popular	reacDon	to	all	this	is	reflected	in	poliDcal	cartoons	such	as	this	one	
showing	that	only	those	who	can	afford	it	now	have	a	voice	in	public	affairs.	
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This	cartoon	illustrates	the	disastrous	results	of	the	Supreme	Court	rulings	that	we	
must	overturn.	
	
Much	of	the	new	un-regulated	campaign	spending	is	funneled	through	SuperPACs.	
These	organizaDons	can	spend	unlimited	amounts	of	money	to	influence	elecDons,	
o_en	through	unaccountable	negaDve	adverDsing.	
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This	cartoon	depicts	the	impact	of	recent	Supreme	Court	decisions	that	have	allowed	
corporaDons,	including	mulD-naDonal	corporaDons	subject	to	foreign	influence,	to	
donate	money	from	their	corporate	treasuries	to	poliDcal	campaigns.	Such	spending	
is	now	considered	to	be	free	speech	protected	by	the	First	Amendment.	
	
As	a	result,	too	many	members	of	Congress	serve	those	who	fund	their	poliDcal	
campaigns,	to	the	detriment	of	the	American	public.	
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PoliDcal	scienDsts	from	Princeton	and	Northwestern	UniversiDes	studied	almost	
1,800	congressional	policy	iniDaDves	between	1981	and	2002.	
	
They	found	that	the	preferences	of	average	ciDzens	simply	did	not	correlate	with	
what	passed	in	Congress,	as	shown	by	the	FLAT	LINE	in	the	upper	graph.	By	contrast,	
the	curve	in	the	lower	graph	shows	a	strong	correlaDon	between	the	preferences	of	
economic	elites	and	the	policies	that	got	adopted.		
	
They	concluded	that	America–	at	the	federal	level	--	is	more	of	an	oligarchy	–	where	a	
small	wealthy	elite	rules	–	than	a	democracy,	where	the	people	rule.		
		
And	this	was	before	the	Ci#zens	United	decision.	The	rising	Dde	of	money	corrupDng	
our	poliDcal	system	is	only	making	the	problem	worse.		
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To	begin	to	address	this	crisis	of	democracy,	We	the	People	must	win	a	U.S.	ConsDtuDonal	
amendment.	
	
A	consDtuDonal	amendment	is	the	only	lasDng	way	for	people	to	take	acDon	to	overturn	
Supreme	Court	rulings!	
		
TO	BE	CLEAR	–	without	a	consDtuDonal	amendment,	the	Supreme	Court	will	conDnue	to	
overturn	campaign	finance	regulaDons	and	other	democracy	laws.	
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The	We	the	People	Act	provides	you	in	the	Massachuse/s	legislature	the	opportunity	to	exercise	
the	power	given	to	you	in	the	U.S.	ConsDtuDon	to	help	win	the	consDtuDonal	amendment	we	
urgently	need.	It	spells	out	what	the	consDtuDonal	amendment	must	accomplish	to	right	the	
wrongs	of	the	Supreme	Court	rulings	at	the	root	of	the	problem.	It	calls	on	Congress	to	propose	
an	amendment	to	the	ConsDtuDon	to	affirm	that:	
	

1)	the	rights	protected	by	the	ConsDtuDon	are	the	rights	of	natural	persons,	i.e.	human	
individuals,	only	and	
	
2)	Congress	and	the	states	shall	place	limits	on	poliDcal	contribuDons	and	expenditures	
to	ensure	that	all	ciDzens	have	access	to	the	poliDcal	process,	and	the	spending	of	money	
to	influence	elecDons	is	not	protected	free	speech	under	the	First	Amendment	
	

If	Congress	fails	to	propose	such	an	amendment	within	six	months,	the	We	the	People	Act	would	
have	Massachuse/s	join	other	states	in	calling	for	a	convenDon	of	the	states	for	the	purpose	of	
proposing	the	amendment	we	need.	
	
Now	I	would	like	to	introduce	Jeff	Clements,	former	Assistant	A3orney	General	in	the	
Massachuse3s	A3orney	General’s	Office,	author	of	CorporaFons	Are	Not	People,	and	President	

of	American	Promise,	a	naFonal	organizaFon	promoFng	a	28th	amendment	to	the	U.S.	

ConsFtuFon,	to	talk	about	why	it’s	a	bad	idea	to	extend	consFtuFonal	rights	to	corporaFons.	
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Jeff	Clements	of	American	Promise:	
	
When	arDficial	enDDes	such	as	corporaDons	have	consDtuDonal	rights,	they	can	use	
those	rights	to	overturn	or	avoid	compliance	with	laws	and	regulaDons	intended	to	
protect	the	public	interest,	a	pracDce	referred	to	as	the	“corporate	veto.”	
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Recognize	Joe	Camel?		The	mascot	created	to	market	cigare/es	to	kids?	
		
In	1998	Massachuse/s	passed	a	law	to	protect	children	by	banning	cigare/e	adverDsing	
within	1,000	feet	of	schools	and	playgrounds.	The	Supreme	Court	struck	down	the	law,	
saying	it	violated	the	First	Amendment	free	speech	rights	of	tobacco	companies.		
	
This	case	raises	the	quesDon:	Should	corporaDons	have	a	First	Amendment	free	speech	right	
to	adverDse	their	products	regardless	of	the	consequences	for	society?	Or	should	the	elected	
representaDves	of	We	the	People	be	free	to	pass	laws	to	limit	commercial	speech	when	it	
affects	the	health	of	our	children?	
_______________________________________________	
	
The	next	four	slides	were	provided	by	John	Coates,	Professor	of	Law	and	Economics	at	

Harvard	law	School.	
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The	creaDon	and	expansion	of	corporate	consDtuDonal	rights	by	the	courts	has	led	to	
increased	use	of	liDgaDon	by	corporaDons	in	lieu	of	socially	valuable	business	
strategies.	
	
Rent-seeking	is	defined	as:	“the	pracDce	of	manipulaDng	public	policy	as	a	strategy	
for	increasing	profits.”	It	is	simply	an	effort	to	redistribute	wealth	rather	than	to	
create	it.	Rent-seeking	is	typically	accomplished	via	liDgaDon	that	unse/les	long-
se/led	law.	
	
Instead	of	focusing	on	the	processes	and	tacDcs	needed	to	produce	innovaDons	such	
as	be/er	iPhones	or	more	efficient	energy	storage	technologies,	business	schools	
increasingly	teach	“non-market”	strategies	that	focus	on	rent-seeking.	
	
An	example	is	the	recent	Federal	Court	decision*	that	the	FDA	may	not	bar	markeDng	
of	“off-label”	uses	of	drugs	–	i.e.	uses	for	which	the	drugs	have	never	been	tested	or	
assessed.	
_______________________	
	
*Amarin	Pharma,	Inc.	et	al.	v.	Food	and	Drug	Administra#on,	et	al.,	U.S.	District	Court	
for	the	Southern	District	of	New	York,	December	2015	
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The	problem	of	businesses	using	the	Federal	courts	to	undermine	public	policy	for	
their	own	profit	is	growing	worse.	The	1980	Supreme	Court	case	called	Central	
Hudson	Gas	and	Electric	Corpora#on	vs.	Public	Service	Commission	of	New	York	is	a	
good	example.	
	
The	Public	Service	Commission	of	New	York,	in	the	interest	of	conserving	energy	
following	the	OPEC	energy	crisis,	enacted	a	regulaDon	that	prohibited	electric	uDliDes	
from	promoDng	electricity	use.	Central	Hudson	Gas	and	Electric	challenged	the	
regulaDon	in	a	New	York	State	Supreme	Court,	which	upheld	the	regulaDon.	The	
Appellate	Division	of	the	New	York	State	Supreme	Court	affirmed	the	decision,	as	did	
the	New	York	Court	of	Appeals.		
	
However,	the	U.S.	Supreme	Court	overruled	the	New	York	Court	of	Appeals	and	held	
that	the	Public	Service	Commission’s	ban	violated	Central	Hudson’s	right	to	
commercial	speech.	As	shown	in	this	graph,	this	case	has	been	cited	with	increasing	
frequency	since	1980.	Few	areas	of	consDtuDonal	law	have	shown	such	growth.		
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Re-de-consDtuDonalizing	corporaDons	–	i.e.	rolling	back	the	ability	of	corporaDons	to	
use	consDtuDonal	rights	in	the	courts	to	unse/le	law	–	will	not	harm	legiDmate	
business	interests.	
	
The	corporate	First	Amendment	–	the	use	of	non-media	businesses	to	strike	down	
disclosure	laws	–	dates	only	to	1978.	Most	American	economic	growth	occurred	
much	earlier	in	history	–	demonstraDng	that	business	does	not	need	consDtuDonal	
First	Amendment	protecDon	to	prosper.	
	
Further,	within	media	businesses,	there	have	always	been	and	would	always	be	
individual	speakers	who	would	have	clear	rights	under	the	First	Amendment	to	
pursue	legiDmate	consDtuDonal	challenges	to	laws	intended	to	curb	speech.	
	
Rolling	back	the	First	Amendment	as	applied	to	corporaDons	would	eliminate	the	use	
of	the	amendment	by	non-media	businesses	to	a/ack	ordinary	disclosure	
regulaDons,	which	are	valuable	to	the	economy	and	to	consumers.	
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Other	consDtuDonal	rights	have	either	never	been	usefully	applied	to	corporaDons,	
or	would	also	sDll	protect	individual	shareholders.	
	
Searches	and	seizures,	for	example,	would	sDll	be	subject	to	a	reasonableness	test	to	
the	extent	they	implicated	the	records	or	private	property	of	individuals	associated	
with	a	corporaDon,	such	as	shareholders	or	employees.		This	is	consistent	with	long-
se/led	consDtuDonal	law	in	cases	such	as	Hale	(1906),*	which	did	not	find	a	5th	
amendment	right	for	corporaDons,	but	did	find	individual-derived	4th	amendment	
rights	against	unreasonable	searches	aimed	at	businesses.		There	is	thus	no	extra	
reason	to	have	a	special	right	for	corporaDons	as	such,	and	businesses	do	not	need	
them.	The	owner	of	a	single-owner	LLC,	for	example,	could	challenge	a	subpoena	for	
all	of	the	LLC’s	records.		At	the	same	Dme,	legiDmate	record-keeping	and	disclosure	
requirements	–	for	workplace	safety,	for	example	–	would	and	should	not	be	subject	
to	a	special	corporate	“right”	to	hide	violaDons	of	the	law.	
	
And	now	I	would	like	to	introduce	Mike	Mone3a,	NaFonal	Director	of	Wolf-PAC,	

who	will	explain	to	you	why	the	ArFcle	V	amendment	convenFon	process	is	the	best	
friend	democracy	ever	had.		

__________________________________________________	
*Hale	v.	Henkel,	201	U.S.	43	(1906),	was	a	major	United	States	Supreme	Court	case	
in	which	the	Court	established	the	power	of	a	federal	grand	jury	engaged	in	an		

20	



Mike	Mone3a,	NaFonal	Director	of	Wolf-PAC:	
	
Cenk	Uygur,	the	founder	of	Wolf-PAC	is	the	host	of	The	Young	Turks,	the	world’s	
largest	online	news	show.	He	grew	Dred	of	telling	his	audiences	about	corrupDon	in	
government,	so	he	spent	three	years	researching	ways	to	fix	the	problem.	He	
concluded	that	we	need	a	consDtuDonal	amendment	to	eliminate	the	influence	of	
corporaDons	and	billionaires	and	thereby	restore	government	that	actually	serves	the	
people	instead	of	special	interests.	



He	also	found	that	most	amendments	started	with	convenDon	calls.	The	Bill	of	Rights	
and	four	of	the	last	ten	amendments	were	insDgated	by	states	calling	for	an	ArDcle	V	
amendment	convenDon.	State	convenDon	calls	ulDmately	pressured	Congress	to	
propose	the	amendments.	The	17th	amendment	is	an	excellent	example.			
	



Prior	to	raDficaDon	of	the	17th	amendment	in	1913,	U.S.	Senators	were	elected	by	
state	legislators.	The	people	wanted	to	be	able	to	elect	their	senators	directly,	but	
Congress	balked	at	changing	the	way	they	got	elected	–	a	situaDon	much	like	the	
present.	So	the	states	took	it	upon	themselves	to	do	something	about	it.	One	by	one,	
they	started	calling	for	a	convenDon	to	propose	an	amendment	for	the	specific	
purpose	of	direct	elecDon	of	Senators.	When	they	got	close	to	2/3	of	the	states	
needed	to	force	a	convenDon,	Congress	proposed	the	amendment	themselves.			



Fun	fact:	In	1931,	Massachuse/s	was	one	of	the	states	that	voted	to	call	for	an	ArDcle	
V	amendment	convenDon	to	repeal	prohibiDon.	Congress	responded	by	proposing	
the	21st	amendment	themselves,	and	it	was	raDfied	by	the	states	in	1933.	Puung	
pressure	on	Congress	to	propose	an	amendment	by	states	calling	for	an	ArDcle	V	
convenDon	is	a	proven	strategy.	Cheers!	



This	issue	of	fixing	corrupDon	in	Washington	D.C.	is	extremely	popular	on	both	sides	
of	the	aisle.	The	American	people	get	it.	We	must	fix	this.	But	how?	
	
In	considering	an	ArDcle	V	amendment	convenDon,	one	quesDon	that	comes	up	from	
Dme	to	Dme	is,	can	an	amendment	convenDon	be	limited	to	one	topic?	We	know	it	
can.	States	have	made	hundreds	of	convenDon	calls	through	the	history	of	our	
country.	ConvenDon	calls	have	no	expiraDon	date	and	few	of	them	have	been	
rescinded.	Why	then	has	an	amendment	convenDon	never	been	held?	Can	Congress	
simply	ignore	ArDcle	V	of	the	ConsDtuDon?	
	
The	answer	must	be	that	ArDcle	V	only	requires	Congress	to	call	an	amendment	
convenDon	when	2/3	of	the	states	have	passed	convenDon	calls	on	the	same	topic,	
which	has	never	happened.	Congress	always	proposes	an	amendment	before	2/3	of	
the	states	get	around	to	calling	for	an	amendment	convenDon.		



You	don’t	have	to	take	my	word	for	it.	The	Department	of	JusDce,	the	American	Bar	
AssociaDon,	and	the	Congressional	Research	Service	all	agree	that	the	states	have	the	
power	to	call	a	limited	convenDon.	In	the	1980’s	the	Department	of	JusDce	did	a	60-
plus	page	report	on	the	ma/er.	The	fear	that	an	amendment	convenDon	would	
propose	an	amendment	on	a	different	topic	from	the	one	intended	by	the	states	that	
called	for	the	convenDon	is	not	based	in	reality.	It	was	started	by	the	John	Birch	
Society.	It	is	a	conspiracy	theory,	not	a	legal	theory.		



So	what	if	a	limited	convenDon	becomes	a	“runaway	convenDon”?	Here’s	the	thing	–	
an	amendment	convenDon	is	only	authorized	by	the	ConsDtuDon	to	propose	an	
amendment.	“Propose”	cannot	be	stretched	to	mean	“raDfy.”	So	the	ConsDtuDon	
cannot	be	amended	by	a	convenDon.		
	
Any	amendment	proposal,	whether	by	an	amendment	convenDon	or	by	Congress,	
must	be	raDfied	by	75%	of	the	state	legislatures.	Only	the	most	reasonable	proposals	
can	survive	the	raDficaDon	gauntlet.	In	fact,	the	U.S.	ConsDtuDon	is	one	of	the	most	
rigid	surviving	consDtuDons	in	the	history	of	the	world	because	of	this	high	threshold	
for	raDficaDon.			
	



A/orney	General	Robert	Kennedy	also	asserted	that	an	ArDcle	V	convenDon	can	only	
propose	an	amendment.	It’s	then	up	to	the	states	to	raDfy	the	proposed	amendment	
before	it	becomes	part	of	the	ConsDtuDon.	
	



Some	say	the	only	precedent	we	have	for	how	an	amendment	convenDon	would	
operate	is	the	1787	convenDon	in	Philadelphia,	and	that	was	a	“runaway”	
convenDon.	There	are	cases	to	be	made	on	both	sides	as	to	whether	or	not	this	
convenDon	exceeded	the	scope	of	its	mandate.	However,	that’s	irrelevant	to	the	
quesDon	of	whether	an	amendment	convenDon	might	propose	an	amendment	on	a	
different	topic	from	its	mandate.	At	the	Dme	of	the	Philadelphia	convenDon	the	
ConsDtuDon	did	not	exist,	so	neither	did	ArDcle	V.	By	giving	the	power	to	call	for	an	
amendment	convenDon	to	the	states,	ArDcle	V	actually	avoids	the	need	for	another	
ConsDtuDonal	ConvenDon.		
	



ConvenDons	are	nothing	new	in	America.	We’ve	used	them	successfully	for	hundreds	
of	years,	and	we	know	how	they	work.	At	the	beginning	we	establish	a	chair,	the	
rules	for	the	convenDon,	etc.	We’ve	had	over	230	convenDons	to	amend	state	
consDtuDons,	and	they	all	stayed	within	the	scope	of	their	mandate.	And	we	hold	a	
naDonal	convenDon	called	the	Electoral	College	every	four	years	to	elect	a	president.	
There’s	no	reason	to	fear	that	a	convenDon	to	propose	an	amendment	would	be	any	
less	orderly.	



Amendments	have	freed	the	slaves	and	given	women	the	right	to	vote.	In	fact,	unDl	
now	every	generaDon	of	Americans	has	amended	the	ConsDtuDon.	Now	it’s	our	turn.	
This	is	our	issue	to	fix.	Whether	an	amendment	comes	from	the	states	or	Congress,	
we	must	do	everything	in	our	power	to	ensure	free	and	fair	elecDons,	so	that	future	
generaDons	of	Americans	will	live	in	a	country	with	a	truly	representaDve	
government.		
	
And	now	Senator	Jamie	Eldridge	wiil	tell	you	about	the	new	language	added	to	the	

bill	to	ensure	that	it	can	only	be	counted	toward	a	convenFon	on	the	topic	of	
overturning	CiFzens	United.	

	
	



Massachuse3s	State	Senator	James	Eldridge:	
		
To	address	concerns	expressed	last	session	about	a	so-called	“runaway	convenDon,”	
the	We	the	People	Act	filed	this	session	features	addiDonal	language	that	
unequivocally	limits	the	scope	of	Massachuse/s’	call	for	an	ArDcle	V	convenDon	to	
proposing	an	amendment	on	the	topic	of	overturning	Ci#zens	United,	and	proposing	
the	amendment	contained	in	the	legislaDon.	
	
This	legislaDon	only	allows	for	an	ArDcle	V	Amendment	convenDon	to	be	called	on	
this	one	limited	topic.	
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Language	was	also	added	to	ensure	that	Massachuse/s’	call	for	an	ArDcle	V	
convenDon	could	only	be	counted	by	Congress	IF	and	ONLY	IF	33	other	states	pass	
similar	convenDon	calls	that	are	limited	to	the	topic	of	overturning	Ci#zens	United,	
AND	UNLESS	Congress	limits	the	scope	of	amendments	allowed	to	be	considered	by	
the	convenDon	to	this	one	topic,	as	called	for	in	our	bill.	
	
The	We	the	People	Act	basically	forbids	Congress	to	count	this	legislaDon	toward	a	
convenDon	on	any	other	topic.	
	
And	now	RepresentaFve	Carmine	GenFle	will	speak	about	the	overwhelming	

support	for	the	amendment	we	need.	
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Massachuse3s	State	RepresentaFve	Carmine	GenFle:	
	
Overwhelming	majoriDes	of	Republicans,	Democrats,	and	Independents	naDonwide	
support	a	democracy	amendment.	
	
A	2015	Bloomberg	poll	showed	that	80%	of	Republicans	and	83%	of	Democrats	agree	
that	a	consDtuDonal	amendment	is	needed	to	overturn	the	Ci#zens	United	decision.	
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We	are	engaged	in	a	naDonwide	poliDcal	movement	to	revive	our	great	experiment	
in	self-government,	and	momentum	is	growing.	 
 
Since the Citizens United decision over 7 years ago, 19 states including 
Massachusetts have passed resolutions calling on Congress to propose 
an amendment to overturn Citizens United. However, Congress has not 
acted, nor does it appear likely to do so any time soon. 
	
To	date,	five states – VT, CA, IL, NJ and RI – have “upped the ante” by 
calling for an Article V convention to propose an amendment to 
overturn Citizens United. Massachusetts, the cradle of American 
democracy, should join them. 
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When	global	corporaDons	buy	elecDons	and	influence	legislaDon,	it	can	have	a	
damaging	impact	on	small	and	medium-size	businesses,	which	are	the	engine	of	job	
growth	in	America!		
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OrganizaDons	represenDng	a	majority	of	small	business	owners	conducted	a	poll	of	
their	members.	It	showed	overwhelmingly	that	small	business	owners	believe	
unlimited	corporate	poliDcal	spending	is	bad	for	them.	They	can’t	afford	lobbyists.	It’s	
the	global	corporaDons	that	have	access	to	members	of	Congress,	and	therefore	
determine	policy	that	helps	them	and	o_en	hurts	local	small	businesses.			
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Here	in	Massachuse/s,	local	resoluDons	and	ballot	quesDons	supporDng	a	
consDtuDonal	amendment	to	overturn	Ci#zens	United	passed	in	208	ciDes	and	towns.	
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Massachuse/s	voters	want	acDon!	
	
In	2012	and	2014,	in	district-by-district	ballot	quesDons,	a	total	of	1.1	million	
Massachuse/s	voters	were	asked	if	state	legislators	should	be	instructed	to	vote	for	a	
resoluDon	calling	on	Congress	to	propose	a	consDtuDonal	amendment	specifying	that	
corporaDons	are	not	enDtled	to	the	consDtuDonal	rights	of	human	beings,	and	that	
both	Congress	and	the	states	may	limit	poliDcal	contribuDons	and	spending.	
	
The	quesDon	passed	by	at	least	a	two-to-one	margin	in	every	single	district	where	it	
appeared	on	the	ballot.	Overall,	77.7%	of	the	1.1	million	voters	said	“yes.”		
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65	state	representaDves	have	co-sponsored	the	We	the	People	Act.	Five	others	have	
filed	le/ers	of	support	with	the	House	Clerk.	The	House	bill,	H.1926,	is	in	Veterans	
and	Federal	Affairs.	
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20	Massachuse/s	senators	have	co-sponsored	the	We	the	People	Act	–	more	than	
half	of	the	38	senators	in	office	today.	The	Senate	bill,	S.379,	is	in	ElecDons	Laws.	
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We	must	each	do	our	part	to	build	poliDcal	pressure	broad	and	powerful	enough	to	
win	the	Amendment	we	need.	
	
When	Congress	is	gridlocked,	the	ConsDtuDon	gives	the	people,	through	their	state	
legislators,	the	power	to	call	a	convenDon	to	propose	a	needed	amendment.	
However,	history	shows	that	Congress	will	pre-empDvely	propose	an	amendment	
rather	than	allowing	a	convenDon	to	take	place.	In	effect,	the	ArDcle	V	amendment	
process	provides	a	way	for	the	people	to	hold	Congress	accountable.	Without	it,	the	
current	oligarchy	is	likely	to	conDnue	to	control	our	government	for	a	very	long	Dme.	
	
Worrying	about	what	would	happen	at	an	Amendment	ConvenDon,	if	one	were	ever	
to	be	held,	is	pointless,	because	as	we	build	the	power	to	pass	legislaDon	like	the	We	
the	People	Act	in	over	34	states,	we	also	will	have	built	the	power	to	influence	the	
elecDon	of	delegates	to	the	convenDon,	and	hold	them	accountable.		
	
Massachuse/s	should	join	the	other	states	that	have	taken	this	first	step	toward	
holding	Congress	accountable,	restoring	public	confidence	in	government,	and	
realizing	Lincoln’s	vision	of	government	of,	by	and	for	all	the	people.	
	
And	now	I’ll	open	it	up	for	quesFons	and	answers.	
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