
 

 

 
 

GRADUATE STUDENT COUNCIL 

Statement on Campaign Finance Reform 

Money in politics has had a significant and adverse effect on the ability of average citizens’ voices to be 

heard. Studies have shown that small interest groups and economic elites have a substantial impact on 

government policy, while average citizens have little to none1, and that nearly half of senior federal 

legislative staffers have admitted to changing opinions on legislation after receiving campaign 

contributions from a relevant interest group.2 The effects of such trends are reflected in public opinion, as 

shown by the American National Election Study, which found in 2016 that 76.8% of Americans under 30 

believed the government is “run by a few big interests” and that 74.4% believed that at least half of the 

people running the government are corrupt.3 This cynicism is widely cited as a major reason for 

indifference to and disengagement from politics.4 

 

The Graduate Student Council (GSC) of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), which 

represents MIT’s 6,900 graduate students, supports all efforts to bolster student voices in politics and 

increase the civic engagement of members of the graduate student community. Therefore, we support 

efforts such as S.400 and Resolution S.2163/H.3208 that work to move Massachusetts toward a 

system of publicly financed elections and call to amend the U.S. Constitution to address the 

systemic issue of money in politics. 
 

As current campaign finance law is maintained by the landmark Supreme Court decisions Buckley v. 

Valeo, McCutcheon v. FEC, and Citizens United v. FEC, efforts to curb the influence of money in politics 

must come in the form of either an overruling Supreme Court decision or through a Constitutional 

Amendment. Due to the increased political polarization of the Supreme Court and the U.S. Congress, 

traditional paths to reform are unlikely to be viable. However, pursuant to Article V of the Constitution, 

an amendment can also be proposed by two-thirds of States calling for a Convention of the States. It is, 

hence, incumbent upon the States to utilize their power to call for a limited Article V Convention to 

amend the constitution to limit political contributions such that all individual’s voices can be heard. 

 

Opponents of this strategy often cite their fear of a so-called “runaway convention”, which they claim 

could allow delegates to go beyond their mandate and rewrite the Constitution. However, a broad set of 

peer-reviewed and legal reports on this issue—including reports from the Department of Justice5, the 

American Bar Association6, the Congressional Research Service7, the Senate Judiciary Committee of the 

98th Congress8, and work published in the Harvard Journal of Law and Public Policy9—all conclude that 

these concerns are immaterial. These reports all confirm that States can, in fact, call for a Convention that 

is limited in scope to a single issue and that many avenues for safeguards against a “runaway convention” 

may exist, whether from Congressional legislation governing the rules of the convention, judicial review 

of any errant actions, heightened media scrutiny, or the ratification process itself, which would require 

three-fourths of States to ratify any proposed Amendment. 

 

Additionally, moving Massachusetts toward a system of publicly financed elections would go a long way 

toward increasing both student voices and civic engagement. S.400 would set up a system that allows 

candidates for legislative office in Massachusetts to fund their campaigns through a combination of small 

private donations and public matching funds. Such a system would have the effect of lowering the barrier 

to entry for grassroots candidates and making candidates more responsive to the communities they aim to 

serve. 
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The large influx of financial contributions to political campaigns from “dark money” special interests and 

wealthy individuals drowns out voices of individual community members, decreases the impact of student 

advocacy, and lends towards a decrease in civic engagement. We, therefore, support all paths toward 

limiting the effect of money in politics and urge the Legislature to support the important measures 

proposed in S.400 and Resolution S.2163/H.3208. 
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