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Once convened, a Constitu‐
tional Convention could
swiftly get out of hand.
It has the potential for be‐

coming a runaway convention
that could change the core of
our Constitution. Such a con‐
vention would set its own
agenda and rules, and could
even decree a new method for
ratification by the states just as
the 1787 convention did.
All judges, legislators, pres‐

idents, and countless state and
national officials swear an
oath to defend the Constitu‐
tion, but delegates to a na‐
tional constitutional conven‐
tion do not have to take this
oath. This is because once the
Constitutional Convention is
called, it becomes its own au‐
thority and cannot be limited.
It has the inherent power to be
a “runaway” convention.
At the moment, the consti‐

tutional convention’s prime
promoter in the Minnesota
House does a very good job of
describing the dire financial
situation which our federal
government has put out nation
in.
Hence many Republican

legislators feel the need to do
something about this problem
now! But this legislator’s ap‐
proach to the problem can be
compared to a jump from the
frying pan into the fire in his
proposing as a solution an Ar‐
ticle V Constitutional Conven‐
tion. (He calls it a “Conven‐
tion of States.”)
This is a situation where the

cure is worse than the disease.
In proposing so drastic a

measure, this legislator
doesn’t deny the possibility of
a runaway convention. In the
event of a runaway, he asks,
“Don’t you think there would
be enough common sense to
block this in the state ratifica‐
tion process?”
Don’t be so sure about this.

It would be dangerous to al‐
low it to get that far. Some
events from recent American
history show why this is a dan‐
gerous assumption.
The 16th Amendment (fed‐

eral income tax in 1913) and
the 17th Amendment (direct
election of senators in 1913)
were ratified by the far less
risky of the two ways pro‐
vided to amend the Constitu‐
tion.
The problem associated

with the 17th Amendment
needs to be better known. This
amendment provided for the
direct election of senators who
heretofore had been appointed
by their state legislatures. Be‐
fore the 17th Amendment,
state governors had a direct
voice in the federal govern‐
ment through the Senate. After
the 17th Amendment, the fed‐
eral government increasingly
dominated the state govern‐
ments precisely because US
senators were appointed no
longer by state legislatures but
by popular vote within each
state.
The 17th Amendment

turned out to be a very impor‐

tant step toward turning our
Constitutional Republic into a
democracy, something feared
by the founding fathers.
Democracy is a majority rule.
It can be said (with tongue in
cheek) that even a lynch mob
is a democracy, since the only
dissenting vote is at the end of
a rope.
A republic is a rule of law

with all of its citizens enjoying
equal status beneath the law. It
is difficult to change, with
carefully listed limits on what
government can do. It has
been said that America be‐
came great not because of
what the federal government
did, but because of what the
federal government was pre‐
vented from doing by the Con‐
stitution.
Presently, we are only six

state legislatures away from
voting for the calling of a Con‐
stitutional Convention. Have
you ever wondered why this
has not been reported in our
state or national media? This
should be front page news.
Doesn’t the movement to

call for a Constitutional Con‐
vention after the lapse of 233
years merit attention in the
media where both the pros and
cons could be debated? When
people are informed of the po‐
tential for disastrous change
inherent in a Constitutional
Convention, the majority pre‐
sumably will be opposed, es‐
pecially in outstate Minnesota.
Is this news media blackout

an accident? If the movement
to call a Constitutional Con‐
vention succeeds, a deluge of
publicity will no doubt be un‐
leashed to promote a pro-rati‐
fication decision. Considering
the character of what most of
our national news media is,
many people can be brain‐
washed into making a foolish
choice!
Once a Constitutional Con‐

vention is called, Article I,
Section 8 kicks in where it
designates Congress to make
laws to decide how the dele‐
gates are to be chosen and how
many votes each state will
have. So it is very likely that
the makeup of the convention
delegates will be similar to
Congress with its wide variety
of political types.
The larger and more diverse

the convention, the easier it is
for activist groups to infiltrate
and manipulate to shape the
proceedings in accordance
with a pre-arranged plan to
change the nature of our fed‐
eral government.
The promoters of a Consti‐

tutional Convention have been
active since 1975 but have re‐
peatedly failed because of the
well-founded fear of a run‐
away convention.
Tired of losing, the national

leadership switched terms. In‐
stead of “Constitutional Con‐
vention,” they decided to re-
label their effort as a project
for a “Convention of States,”
thus creating the impression
that this not the same as a
Constitutional Convention.
But if pressed, these propo‐

nents will have to admit their

movement rests on the ex‐
ploiting of Article V. The rele‐
vant words of Article V are “ .
. . on the application of legisla‐
tures of two-thirds of the sev‐
eral states, shall call a conven‐
tion for the proposing
amendments . . .” (Note the
plural words “amendments.”)
The term “Convention of

States” is conveniently am‐
biguous, if not outrightly
disingenuous.
Minnesota’s Republican

proponents for a Constitu‐
tional Convention are no
doubt sincere, but they are
misguided in their minimizing
the danger of a runaway con‐
vention. Key Republican leg‐
islators from Minnesota and
other states throughout the US
were apparently indoctrinated
at Mount Vernon, Va., and
other conferences, returning
as zealous missionaries for
constitutional change.
We are highly suspicious in

particular of the leaders of the
American Legislative Ex‐
change Council (ALEC), a
group that finances, advises,
and coordinates on a national
level efforts for a Constitu‐
tional Convention. ALEC is
not at all interested in the less
risky first way of achieving
amendment, by proposing for
congressional approval a
specifically worded text. In‐
stead ALEC seeks to convoke
a Constitutional Convention
that can expose the entire
Constitution to change.
Harvard law professor

Lawrence Lessig is a leader
among many activists promot‐
ing a Constitutional Conven‐
tion. Lessig and other activists
want to remove some of the
constitutional curbs designed
to limit the power of the fed‐
eral government.
They especially want the

Electoral College abolished
and they support publicly
funded elections. The Second
Amendment’s guaranteed
right to own firearms espe‐
cially disturbs them.
George Washington, the fa‐

ther of our country, angrily re‐
fused the offer of his former
army officers to make him
king of this new country. He
then presided over the Consti‐
tutional Convention in 1787
and held it together with his
prestige.
The tribute given to him in

his later years was “He was
first in war, first in peace, and
first in the hearts of his coun‐
trymen.” An admonition of his
is forever valid: “Government,
like fire, is a dangerous ser‐
vant and a fearful master.”
Calling anArticle V Consti‐

tutional Convention would in‐
deed be lighting a very dan‐
gerous fire. We urge our
Minnesota legislators to vote
against the call for a Constitu‐
tional Convention, this avoid‐
ing the unforeseen ignition of
an inferno of unbridled federal
power.
God blessAmerica and long

may her Constitutional Re‐
public endure! May we be
ever vigilant and worthy of a
limited form of government!


