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1. Summary 
 
For decades, progressive groups and institutions have advocated a Constitutional Convention to 
“modernize” and “clarify” the US Constitution and Bill of Rights as well as to bring it in line with 
UN standards for governance.  Such groups have gone so far as to draft replacement new 
constitutions, waiting to be introduced once a Constitutional Convention is convened.  More 
recently, conservatives have also pushed for a Constitutional Convention for the purpose of 
adopting a balanced budget amendment or to advance other states’ rights.   
 
This paper will summarize what is a complex as well as contentious subject and cover such 
issues as what is a Constitutional Convention, whether the required 34 states have already 
called for a convention, what is the format of a convention (general or topic-limited), what topics 
are currently under consideration and whether a ratification by three fourths of the states 
provides adequate security for a general all-topics convention or for a runaway convention, 
either of which could emasculate our venerable Constitution.   
 
This is a subject of grave importance, and thus deserves considerable time and attention.  This 
summary document should be merely a starting point for doing your own independent research. 
 
 

2. Article V of the Constitution 
 
Article V of the Constitution provides for two methods to amend the Constitution.  Congress, by 
a two-thirds vote of both houses, may propose amendments to the states for ratification by a 
minimum of three fourths of the states, a procedure used for all 27 current amendments. 
Alternatively, if the legislatures of two-thirds of the states apply, that is 34 states today, 
Congress “shall call a Convention for proposing Amendments.... ” This alternative, known as an 
“Article V Convention,” and sometimes as a “States Convention” or “Convention of States” has 
yet to be initiated.  This method would then also require ratification of any adopted amendments 
by three fourths of the states.   
 
Hereafter, the commonly used abbreviation for Constitutional Convention, or “Con-Con,” will be 
used. 
 
 

3. Have 34 states called for a Con-Con? 
 
In late March, 2014, Michigan ostensibly became the 34th state to call for a Con-Con for a 
balanced budget amendment.  In early April, 2014, California Congressman Duncan Hunter 
wrote to the Speaker of the House asking for a determination on the validity of this call for a 
Con-Con.  Refer to this Fox News report:  http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2014/04/02/rare-
option-forcing-congress-to-meet-change-constitution-gains-momentum/ 
This congressional determination is pending.  It is not a clear-cut matter.  Some of the 34 prior 
states rescinded their calls, and some have rescinded and later reinstated or re-passed their 

http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2014/04/02/rare-option-forcing-congress-to-meet-change-constitution-gains-momentum/
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calls.  Considerable disagreement exists on whether a state can even rescind a call, and on 
whether the call for a Con-Con need be on the same topic. 
 
For a comprehensive and timely summary of some of the thorny issues involved, please refer to 
the paper issued by the Congressional Research Service entitled “The Article V Convention to 
Propose Constitutional Amendments:  Contemporary Issues for Congress,” by Thomas H. 
Neale, issued April 11, 2014, the “CRS Report.” https://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R42589.pdf  
This is a 46 page report.  Here, I will greatly summarize some points this report makes.  Please 
read the entire CRS Report for the complete picture. 
 
On the topic of 34 states making a call for a Con-Con, please read pages 6, 7, 8 and 9 of the 
CRS Report for details. One key issue is the longevity of a call for a Con-Con.  Some authorities 
contend that state calls remain in force indefinitely, others argue for a limited duration of some 
years.  This issue has not been settled.  Another issue affects changes in calls made by states 
for a Con-Con.   Some states have called for and then rescinded their calls for a Con-Con.  
Others have reinstated previously rescinded calls or have adopted new calls after rescinding a 
prior one.  Some authorities argue that rescission is unconstitutional.  This matter is also 
unsettled, either by Congress or by the courts.   
 
To summarize the present status, if applications are ruled valid indefinitely and rescission is 
unconstitutional, then the required threshold for a Con-Con has arguably been reached with the 
Michigan call in late March, 2014. If applications are ruled to have a limited life span and/or 
rescission is constitutional, then the threshold has not been reached.  This matter is pivotal and 
thus would be contested by either side, and would undoubtedly require final determination by 
the Supreme Court. 
 
 

4. If the threshold for a Con-Con has been reached, what is the permissible Convention 
format:  General or Limited? 

 
Refer to the discussion beginning on page 20 of the CRS Report.  Article V of the Constitution 
does not cover this point directly, and constitutional scholars are firmly entrenched on both sides 
of this issue.   A general convention would allow any topic for amendment, even including the 
existing Bill of Rights and existing Amendments, at the discretion of the convention delegates.  
A limited convention would only cover specific topics as called for by the states.  A subset of the 
limited convention is the “runaway convention” which means that after convening a Con-Con on 
a limited topic, all amendments, as determined by the delegates to the convention, could be 
pursued, i.e.in effect creating a reversion to a general convention. 
 
General Convention.  Some learned Constitutional and legal scholars contend that Article V 
does not permit a limited convention, only a general one.  They point out that the language of 
Article V is broadly inclusive: “... on the Application of the Legislatures of two thirds of the 
several States, [Congress] shall call a Convention for proposing Amendments.”  (emphasis has 
added to the plural word “Amendments” used in Article V)  This position is taken by a number of 
scholars, and would lead to the conclusion that any call by a state for a limited convention is 
null.  Others would argue that any state call, even if for a convention limited to a topic, is a state 
call for a convention nonetheless, and for the only type of convention constitutionally possible, 
i.e. a general convention.   
 
Limited Convention.  Another group of learned Constitutional scholars takes the position that 
calls for a Con-Con for a specific topic or group of topics is valid for only a limited convention.  A 
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complication is that after receiving the 34 state calls, the Congress must call the actual Con-
Con, and may have the freedom to call either a general or limited convention, or conversely it 
may decide that it does not have that freedom.  Even if Congress can limit the scope in its call 
for a convention, there is no clear authority on how to limit the scope in practice once a 
convention is in session.  Thus, the variant of a limited convention (a runaway convention) is 
likely to arise.  That is, a limited convention that evolves into a general convention that 
considers any aspect of the Constitution. 
 
Runaway Convention.  On page 25 of the CRS Report, the following quote summarizes the 
issues of a runaway convention for what, at the time, (Mid 1960’s) was a contested call for 
reapportionment:  “[n]o matter how many and how sincere are the assurances from the backers 
of a new Convention that their sole concern is reapportionment, no one can safely assume that 
delegates to such a Convention, once safely seated and in action, would wish to go home 
without trying their hand at improving many parts of this delicately balanced document.”111 It is, 
as another scholar noted, the subject of “age old fear.”112 “Opponents suggest that a runaway 
convention, driven by ‘political fringe groups’ might revisit a wide range of constitutional 
provisions.”113 Proposals to alter parts of the Bill of Rights, in particular, seem to be singled out 
as being the most serious challenge to the Constitution by a runaway convention.114  [The 
footnote references are all within the CRS Report.]   
 
As a historical note, the original Constitutional Convention of 1787 was called by the states with 
the explicit restriction that the Articles of confederation would not be the subject of the 
convention.  The rest is history, as the Articles were abandoned by the Convention and the 
present Constitution was adopted. 
 
These theories about what is the proper form of a Con-Con are so judicially and practically 
untested, and each side has such strong interests, that a resolution via the Supreme Court is 
likely the only realistic outcome. 
 
Makeup of a Con-Con.  The number of state delegates to a Con-Con would be equal to the 
combined number of state Congressmen and Senators; similar to an electoral college.  Each 
state legislature would be free to nominate its delegates.  No standard procedure exists for 
selecting delegates, as this has not been done before.  It is possible that a state like California, 
with a Democrat majority in both houses of its legislature, could send all liberal Democrat 
delegates to the convention.  That would deprive our state of any Republican representation. 
 
 

5. Ratification by Three Fourths of the States: 
 
Any amendment still requires ratification by three fourths of the states.  For the 18th, 20th, and 
all subsequent amendments, Congress has set a time limit of seven years for ratification. This 
standard is not found in the Constitution, but it has been confirmed by the Supreme Court in its 
1921 ruling in Dillon v. Gloss. 
   
The three quarters hurdle has been used by conservative proponents of the Con-Con that 
nothing could be ratified that would emasculate the existing Constitution because we could 
always count on at least 13 states (one quarter) to oppose such a radical course.  Please refer 
to the discussion below in Section 7about how this does not represent an adequate guarantee 
against such abuses.   
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6. Proposed Topics for a Con-Con: 
 
Balanced Budget Amendment.  The most recent conservative-led calls for a Con-Con have 
generally been on the subject of a balanced budget amendment.  Many or possibly all of the 
prior state calls (totaling the 34 received to date) were on this or a similar topic.  Conservative 
author Mark Levin has written a book on the subject of a Con-Con and has called for a 
convention limited to a range of states’ rights issues.  Many conservative commentators and 
politicians have embraced the limited convention strategy, but do not seem to understand that it 
may not be constitutionally permissible, or that a runaway convention could easily result.  
 
A balanced budget amendment is a particularly poor reason for a potentially devastating general 
or runaway convention.  Rather than accept my rationale, please refer to this article by Harold 
Pease where he argues that Mark Levin is wrong on pushing for a Con-Con, specifically on a 
balanced budget amendment and for general states’ rights:  
http://www.yourhoustonnews.com/tomball/opinion/harold-pease-mark-levin-is-wrong-on-push-
for-a/article_32a5538e-cc21-11e3-b273-0019bb2963f4.html 
 
The limited benefits of a balanced budget amendment, with its necessary “exceptions” for 
“emergencies” or “special circumstances” is a poor excuse for a Con-Con that may expose the 
entire Constitution to modifications.  A Con-Con is a risky solution and will not result in an 
enforceable and effective amendment because of all the exceptions that would be inserted.   
 
Restoring states’ rights  This is the least important reason to open up the pandora’s box that 
could lead to emasculation of the Constitution.  State’s rights are already very broad in the 
Constitution.  The problem is that states are reluctant to assert and enforce their existing rights 
(possibly because they are now hooked on substantial infusions of federal money in multiple 
areas to supplement their state budgets).  Why open up a risky Con-Con to reinstate significant 
states’ rights that already exist?  Simply by calling for a Con-Con on this topic, it casts doubt on 
whether the existing Constitution delineates states’ rights, thus weakening the states’ position 
even before a Con-Con may convene.  If a new amendment would be successful, the states’ 
addiction to federal money would remain and limit any practical changes, and the federal 
government would continue to thumb its nose at the states.  States need to actually assert their 
current rights, which are substantial. 
 
Certain proponents of a Con-Con would emasculate the Constitution.  For decades, well-funded 
opponents of the Constitution have maneuvered to draft and position a new constitution to 
replace the existing one.  For example, an off-shoot of the Ford Foundation spent a decade to 
write a “Constitution for the New States of America.”  This effort is also supported by the 
Rockefeller Foundation.  It is a 2-step blueprint for converting the U.S.A. from a Republic 
(freedom for minority groups) to a Democracy (control of the minority by the majority), then to an  
Oligarchy (dictatorship by a small group).  Refer to these links for a summary and analyses:  
http://www.1215.org/lawnotes/lawnotes/newstate.htm  
http://www.1215.org/lawnotes/lawnotes/ns2.htm 
http://www.1215.org/lawnotes/lawnotes/ns3.htm 
 
Many radical organizations have promoted a Con-Con, and a group called “Move to Amend” 
lists hundreds of organizations that have endorsed this movement:  
https://movetoamend.org/organizations 
 
Many other extremely well-funded progressive organizations and individuals, including globalist 
George Soros, are pushing to replace the Constitution with one that aligns with UN standards 

http://www.yourhoustonnews.com/tomball/opinion/harold-pease-mark-levin-is-wrong-on-push-for-a/article_32a5538e-cc21-11e3-b273-0019bb2963f4.html
http://www.yourhoustonnews.com/tomball/opinion/harold-pease-mark-levin-is-wrong-on-push-for-a/article_32a5538e-cc21-11e3-b273-0019bb2963f4.html
http://www.1215.org/lawnotes/lawnotes/newstate.htm
http://www.1215.org/lawnotes/lawnotes/ns2.htm
http://www.1215.org/lawnotes/lawnotes/ns3.htm
https://movetoamend.org/organizations
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for governance.  Under this scenario, you may as well forget about certain personal liberties, the 
right to bear arms, and other existing protections we enjoy in our unique Constitution.  
Constitutional professors around the country already harp about the “archaic” and “obsolete” 
Constitution, and the judicial branch keeps re-interpreting the venerable document.  Hardly a 
week goes by that the liberal media does not contain an article attacking the Constitution and 
calling for a modern version.  It would only take modification of a few words of that well-
balanced document to wreak havoc with our liberties.   
 
With both extreme ends of the political spectrum calling for a Con-Con, each believing it will 
prevail, expect the process to be fraught with passion and hyperbole, recriminations and legal 
maneuvering rather than rational and deliberative thought.  The contentious process would take 
years, maybe decades to sort out in the courts of law and public/political opinion. 
 
Opening a Con-Con would put our very precious Constitutional and Bill of Rights liberties at 
grave risk.  As discussed above, even if a limited convention was called (and was deemed 
Constitutional against legal challenges by progressives) it could easily devolve into a runaway 
convention that could consider any topic.  The likely result would be a new “modernized” 
Constitution, and to keep the conservatives satisfied, a meaningless balanced budget 
amendment or re-statement of states’ rights could be included.  So, the result would be 
something that appears good for both progressives and conservatives.  Yet, it could end in 
catastrophe.  
 
For more discussion on the risks involved, refer to this organization, which is dedicated to 
raising the awareness of the risks of a Con-Con and the unfolding entrapment of conservatives 
into the cause of calling for a Con-Con: 
http://securetherepublic.com/main/exposing-the-convention-of-the-states-cos-as-an-article-v-
constitutional-convention/ 
 
 

7. Three Fourths State Ratification is not a safeguard against emasculation of the 
Constitution 

 
If Con-Con results in a rewrite of the Constitution, it would, as noted above, be sold as a 
“modern” document and would include some sugar-coating provisions for conservatives and 
liberals alike.  With virtually unlimited funding, the globalists and progressives who would 
destroy the USA from within by emasculating the Constitution would mount a public relations 
and propaganda campaign like none other seen.  The media and majority of journalists as well 
as many constitutional professors and scholars seeking a change are already primed to deliver 
this message, and many of them have already done so.  But this time, with so much on the line, 
they will have far more monetary backing from billionaire globalists and progressives.  Few of 
our citizens these days truly understand the greatness of the Constitution, how delicate it is 
balanced and the majority of the population could be easily duped into supporting a modernized 
Constitution. 
 
Conservatives who promote a Con-Con argue that certainly we would have at least 13  
conservative states stand up to this campaign (to prevent a three fourths state ratification in the 
event of a runaway convention that emasculates the Constitution).  That is not certain, maybe 
not even likely.  With virtually unlimited funding, and a massive PR/propaganda campaign, 
immense pressure would be brought to bear on merely a few dozen conservative state 
lawmakers in the final few swing states needed to fully ratify.  Remember, the new constitution 
would include a balanced budget amendment as a token but defective prize for conservatives.  

http://securetherepublic.com/main/exposing-the-convention-of-the-states-cos-as-an-article-v-constitutional-convention/
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With everything at stake, few citizens should be comfortable that in this scenario their very 
future would depend upon a few dozen elected state legislators making the right choice for the 
nation.  As noted above, public opinion would be easily manipulated by the media and the last 
holdout state legislators would be inundated with cries to adopt the new, modern Constitution.  
The temptations of monetary persuasions to holdout conservative state legislators would be 
immense and the resulting damage to the country would be complete.   
 
Reliance on one-fourth of the states holding the line is hardly a safety net that conservatives 
should embrace as the last line of defense.  Rather, it is better never to seek a Con-Con in the 
first place and instead to use already available methods to focus efforts on restoring the 
principles of the Constitution and fighting the many ways it has been sidestepped.   
 
 

8. Conclusions 
 
The following conclusion is a summary but does not substitute for the more detailed discussion 
of key issues in the body of this paper. 
 

In summary, advocating for a Con-Con is a very risky path for conservatives to pursue.  It plays 
into the hands of those extreme liberals who would place the USA under UN governance and 
thus runs the very real risk of losing the sacred liberties and rights embodied in the Constitution 
and Bill of Rights.  Conversely, the potential rewards of restating existing states’ rights or of an 
ineffective balanced budget amendment are small or insignificant.  There is absolutely no 
assurance that a Con-Con can be called on a limited number of topics, potentially resulting in a 
runaway convention that emasculates the Constitutional protections of liberties. 
 
Reliance on one fourth of the states to ratify only conservative-backed amendments is a false 
hope given the massive PR and propaganda campaign that would be mounted.  Conservative 
state legislators in swing states would be faced with overwhelming media and public pressure 
and virtually unlimited monetary inducements to just go along with a “modernization” of the 
Constitution that would also include some ineffective conservative amendments.  This is the key 
backstop that conservative proponents of a Con-Con rely upon, but it is an extremely risky 
position.  Expecting conservative state elected legislators, especially ones facing a term limit, 
not to succumb to human failings under such pressure is unrealistic.  The result would be an 
emasculation of our liberties and rights.   
 
By pursuing a top down Con-Con, conservatives are also distracted from more proven methods 
of effective governance; that is from the bottom up rather than from the top down.   
 
We need to back away from this Con-Con precipice, focus on electing good officials at all levels, 
and take back our country one vote and one election at a time. 

 


