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Introduction

Advocates of amending the U.S. Constitution through 
a convention to propose amendments under Article 
V often fail to grapple with commonsense questions 
about the process. They prefer instead to publish es-
oteric tracts on constitutional law and history. How-
ever, at bottom, an Article V convention is a govern-
mental activity. One of the most basic commonsense 
threshold questions that should be asked about any 
governmental activity before it begins is: “How much 
will it cost?” The same question should be asked about 
the cost of an Article V convention; especially as in-
terest in convening such bodies gains steam around 
the country for everything from a total revision of the 
Constitution1 to single amendment proposals.2

This article estimates the ultimate cost of an Article V 
convention as ranging between forty-one thousand 
dollars (Compact for a Balanced Budget) and three 
hundred fifty million dollars (unlimited convention) 
by analogy to the expenditures for state conventions 
during the 1960s and 1970s.3 Although an Article V 
convention is not legally empowered to accomplish 
everything a state constitutional convention can ac-
complish,4 both types of conventions can have sim-
ilar organizational structures and, therefore, can be 

expected to have similar cost components. During 
the 1960s and 1970s, several states made significant 
constitutional amendments and revisions by conven-
tion, including many related to reapportionment.5 
These bodies reflect the substantial variation in cost 
for such a convention.6 

The following sections immediately offer our findings 
and conclusions; and then briefly address relevant 
characteristics of state conventions and their rules, in-
cluding their duration, the number of delegates, their 
election, compensation, and occupations, state ap-
propriations for conventions, the selection of officers, 
the structure and appointment of committees, the 
proposals by each convention, and their relative suc-
cess.7 The findings and conclusions reached by this 
article arise from a methodology described in more 
detail in the appendix. Essentially, we have estimat-
ed the cost of various types of Article V conventions 
based on a standard statistical regression model us-
ing inflation-adjusted data from analogous historical 
state conventions.

Findings and Conclusions

Based on the available data from state constitutional 
conventions during the 1960s and 1970s, the pro-
jected expenditures for an article V convention are 
reflected in Table I. The average cost of the under-
lying state conventions, their average duration, and 
the average number of delegates and committees is 
reflected in Table II, as well as the cost of each con-
vention relative to each of these characteristics. Fur-
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“fit,” and “upper” prediction intervals in Table I are 
likely very conservative for the  first two convention 
types because we relied on the regression model to 
estimate automatically the underlying duration and 
committee numbers based on our state convention 
data in Table II. This may understate the potential 
duration and  numbers of committees at such con-
ventions.9 For example, an unlimited or broadly lim-
ited Article V convention could easily have as many 
as 1000 delegates serving on 20 or more commit-

thermore, the following pages provide a breakdown 
of information regarding state conventions based on 
the conventions that were limited in scope compared 
with those that were unlimited reflected in Tables III 
and IV respectively.

The first two estimates shown in Table I were based 
on an assumption of 9 delegates per state with 50 
states attending the Article V convention (based on 
delegate appointment legislation proposed in Flori-
da and New Hampshire). The third estimate is based 
on the assumption that a laser-fo-
cused convention organized along 
the lines of the Compact for a Bal-
anced Budget will involve 100 
delegates (25 states appearing 
through their governors and 25 
states appearing through three 
delegates), one committee of the 
whole, and a 24 hour convention 
duration. Based on those assump-
tions, the cost output was generat-
ed using a regression model consti-
tuted by the data shown in Table II 
for state conventions.8 The “lower,” 

Table I
Projected Cost of an Article V Convention

Lower Fit Upper

Limited conven-
tion of 450 
Delegates

$13,203,000 $52,612,000 $92,021,000

Unlimited Con-
vention of 450 
Delegatesa

$38,350,000 $191,193,000 $344,036,000

Limited Conven-
tion of 100
Delegates for 24-
hour period

N/A
(Plausible 
Projection: 
$41,000)b

$791,392.10 $14,493,953

Note. All figures in this table were rounded to the nearest thousand. The data for this table reflects the prediction intervals for 
the cost of each approach to an article V convention, based on the data reflected in Table II. Specifically, the data from that 
table—not including New Hampshire and New Jersey—was used to formulate multiple linear regressions for limited and unlimited 
conventions, based on their duration, the number of delegates, and the number of committees. The number of delegates—and 
the duration for the third category—were then input as new data and used with the regression models to create a prediction in-
terval reflecting the projected cost for each convention approach. The descriptive statistics for the regressions mentioned above, 
while helpful to demonstrate the variation in the adjusted cost of conventions attributable to their duration and the number of 
delegates and committees is less significant with respect to the prediction intervals provided in the table because the prediction 
interval necessarily accounts for uncertainty in a single prediction compared with a predicted mean of an additional sample.
Note. The primary purpose of the regression models based on data reflected in Table II is to provide a method for establishing 
the prediction intervals in the above table. Therefore, although the t-statistic and p-value for each variable provides interesting 
insight into their relationship with the adjusted cost of a convention, the p-values for each of the regression models in their entirety 
reflect a sufficient relationship to establish significance with 90% confidence and the above prediction intervals necessarily ac-
count for the potential error in projecting the cost of a single convention. Thus, the models provide a more accurate estimation 
of an article V convention based strictly on the 1960s and 1970s state constitutional conventions than using minimum, maximum, 
and average figures alone.
a As discussed, the estimates provide merely a baseline prediction, however, these are subject to change where characteristics 
such as the number of delegates, the duration, or the number of committees are not controlled. 
b The lower bound of the estimate for a 100 delegate 24-hour convention is not available because the model for state conven-
tions has a negative intercept and the limitations to only 100 delegates and a single day yield sufficiently low values that the pro-
jection exceeds the scope of the model and yields a negative cost. Therefore, the lower most bound of the prediction interval, 
without undermining its fit by trying to force the intercept, is most accurately stated as outside the scope of the model. Although 
the lower bound for a single-day, 100 delegate, limited convention exceeds the scope of the model, it is nonetheless possible to 
produce a reasonable projection. For example, the $41,046 figure reflects the average daily per delegate cost for limited con-
ventions, applied to 100 delegates, for a single 24-hour period, which provides a potential lower bound for the approach.
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Table II

State Duration 
(days)a Delegatesb Committeesc

Inflation 
Adjusted 

Costd

Adjusted 
Cost (per 

day)

Adjusted 
Cost (per 
delegate)

Adjusted 
Cost (per 

committee)
Connecticut 166 84 3 3,777,000 22,752 44,963 1,258,968

Louisiana 470 132 12 15,756,000 41,572 119,362 1,312,985

Pennsylvania 144 163 8 11,114,000 77,178 68,182 1,389,200

Rhode Island 63 100 9 107,000 1,701 1,072 11,909

Tennessee 218 99 20 2,749,000 7,121 27,763 137,427

Texas 203 181 13 18,341,000 89,905 101,329 1,410,814

Arkansas 694 100 13 2,209,000 3,183 22,087 169,897

Hawaii 125 102 16 5,474,000 43,794 53,669 342,137

Illinois 372 116 12 18,673,000 50,195 160,970 1,556,044

Maryland 245 142 11 14,248,000 58,156 100,339 1,295,291

Michigan 545 144 13 1,273,000 2,336 8,842 97,945

Montana 190 100 14 2,933,000 15,439 29,334 209,526

New Mexico 126 70 12 1,621,000 12,763 23,155 135,073

New York 217 186 15 71,241,000 328,300 383,016 4,749,401

North Dakota 388 98 13 3,525,000 12,960 35,970 271,162

Average 275 121 12 11,536,000 51,157 78,670 956,519

Note. Averages for the first three columns were rounded to the nearest whole number, the average for adjusted 
cost to the nearest thousand, and averages for the final three columns to the nearest whole number. Further, 
figures for adjusted cost were rounded to the nearest thousand and figures for the adjusted cost by duration, the 
number of delegates, and the number of committees were rounded to the nearest whole number.
Note. As mentioned, the duration of each convention reflects the date from which the body was convened 
until the date in which the vote for the first proposals by the relevant body was to be submitted to voters for 
approval. This standard is used because the different procedures for each convention make estimating the 
number of actual days each body was convened unclear. For example, certain conventions adjourned, but 
were later reconvened to make amendments, some were continuing bodies, others only held partial meetings 
for the entire body and largely operated through committees, and some initially met and adjourned for a pe-
riod with committees working the interim. Thus, considering the ultimate goal of an article V convention would 
be proposal and ratification of an amendment, the amount of time from the initial convening until the date of 
submission for voter approval is used as a standard to allow for reasonable comparison.
Note. All adjusted costs are calculated net of average annual CPI using data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
based on the appropriations made for each convention. See United States Department of Labor, Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, CPI Inflation Calculator, http://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm.

a See infra at Page 8.
b See infra at Page 8.
c See infra at Pages 8-9.
d See infra at Page 10 (Appendix-Methodology).
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and $920,217.25 per committee. Finally, Figures 
1–3 represent the relationship between the duration 
of limited conventions, the number of delegates and 
committees and the adjusted cost of each conven-
tion.

tees.10 If we had inputted those specific numbers into 
our model (while still using state con-
vention data to estimate the likely 
duration), the “fit” prediction for an 
unlimited Article V convention would 
leap to $205,123,110, with low and 
high bounds of $59,353,767 and 
$350,892,454.

Limited Conventions

As used in this article, a “limited 
convention” is: a convention  with 
authority to propose changes con-
fined to specific subjects or areas.11 
Conventions that were characterized 
as limited bodies, included Connecti-
cut, Louisiana, New Jersey, Penn-
sylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, 
and Texas.12 On average, limited conventions lasted 
approximately 210 days, with 127 delegates serving 
on 11 committees.13 Furthermore, average appropri-
ations for limited conventions were $7,668,375.25 
when adjusted for inflation.14 As a result, the aver-
age adjusted cost per day was $35,448.97, the av-
erage adjusted cost per delegate was $53,891.78, 

Table III
Limited Conventions

State Duration 
(days) Delegates Committees Inflation 

Adjusted Cost
Connecticut 166 84 3 3,777,000

Louisiana 470 132 12 15,756,000

Pennsylva-
nia 144 163 8 11,114,000

Rhode Island 63 100 9 107,000

Tennessee 218 99 19 2,749,000

Texas 203 181 13 1,834,1000

Average 211 127 11 8,640,000

Figure 1

Note. Averages were rounded to the nearest whole number, expect 
the adjusted cost, which is rounded to the nearest thousand. The data 
for this table reflects the figures provided in Table II limited to those 
conventions characterized as limited conventions,  meaning they did 
not have plenary authority to propose amendments.
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Figure 2

Figure 3
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Unlimited Conventions

As used in this article, an unlimited 
convention is one that has complete 
authority to propose any constitutional 
change.15 The group of unlimited con-
ventions included Arkansas, Hawaii, 
Illinois, Maryland, Michigan, Montana, 
New Hampshire, New Mexico, New 
York, and North Dakota.16 The average 
duration for unlimited conventions was 
322 days and composed of approxi-
mately 118 delegates and 13 commit-
tees.17  For unlimited conventions, the 
average cost adjusted for inflation was 
$12,206,600.18.18 Finally, Figures 4–6 
represent the relationship between the 
duration of limited conventions, the num-
ber of delegates and committees and the 
adjusted cost of each convention.

Table IV

State Duration 
(days)

Dele-
gates Committees Inflation

Adjusted Cost
Arkansas 694 100 13 2,209,000

Hawaii 125 102 16 5,474,000

Illinois 372 116 12 18,673,000

Maryland 245 142 11 14,248,000

Michigan 545 144 13 1,273,000

Montana 190 100 14 2,933,000

New Mexico 126 70 12 1,621,000

New York 217 186 15 71,241,000

North Dakota 388 98 13 3,525,000

Average
322 118 13 13,466,000

Note. Averages were rounded to the nearest whole number, ex-
pect the adjusted cost, which is rounded to the nearest thousand.
Note. The data in this table reflects that from Table II, for only con-
ventions characterized as unlimited conventions meaning they ex-
ercised complete authority in proposing amendments, revisions, or 
entirely new constitutions.

Figure 4
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Figure 5

Figure 6
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Further, in Hawaii, state or county officials were re-
quired to take an unpaid leave of absence to serve 
as delegates.33 Michigan, however, prohibited ac-
tive members of the legislature, active circuit judges, 
and sheriffs from being delegates, but individuals 
could still generally receive compensation from pri-
vate employers.34 New York permitted numerous sit-
ting judges to act as delegates for its convention.35 In 
Michigan, as in other states, there were many attor-
neys, businessmen, former state and local officials, 
and similar individuals acting as delegates, however, 
there were also technical workers, manufacturers, and 
homemakers.36 Not every state explicitly provided 
for the replacement of delegates other than officers, 
but Hawaii and Michigan permitted the governor to 
appoint a qualified elector from the same district and 

New York permitted 
the remaining dele-
gates from the dis-
trict or the group of 

at large delegates to vote a qualified elector in as a 
replacement.37 By contrast, as indicated previously, 
Texas exclusively had delegates that were legislators 
on leave while acting as delegates.38 In every state, 
delegates elected the president or chairman of the 
convention shortly after being convened.39

State Appropriations

The amount states appropriated for their conventions 
also varied considerably; for example, Rhode Is-
land’s conventions only initially included $224,000 
and $20,000 in appropriations respectively, despite 
the duration of the first convention,40 while Texas 
provided legislators with $3.8 million.41 Occasional-
ly other states, including Michigan, provided smaller 
appropriations, but relied on private grants to help 
subsidize the cost of preparation and organization.42 
New Hampshire provided $180,000, New Mexi-
co’s brief convention received a $250,000 appro-
priation, and Montana followed at $499,281.43 
Connecticut appropriated $500,000, North Dakota 
$600,000, Arkansas $605,200, and Tennessee’s 
convention exceeded its appropriations more than 

Duration

Assessing the duration of state conventions was 
challenging because in some cases, states appeared 
to regard a convention as a resumption of an ear-
lier convention.19 This forced us to make judgment 
calls on when to deem a convention adjourned and 
which iterations to exclude as outliers. Based on such 
judgment calls, we excluded Rhode Island’s conven-
tion in the 1960s, which lasted nearly four years, as 
an anomaly. Instead, our model assumed that the 
duration of state constitutional conventions during 
the 1960s and 1970s varied substantially, with the 
shortest lasting several weeks and the longest lasting 
nearly two years.20

Delegates

New Mexico’s seven-
ty-delegate conven-
tion was the smallest during the period contrasted by 
the four hundred delegates attending the New Hamp-
shire constitutional convention.21 Few other states had 
less than one hundred,22 and all others had between 
one hundred and two hundred delegates.23 Almost 
every state provided for the election of a portion of 
delegates, if not all delegates.24 Delegates for Texas, 
however, exclusively included members of the state 
legislature.25 Delegates to the Hawaii convention 
were paid $1,000 a month, up to $4,000, mileage 
based on their location, and a per diem.26 Illinois del-
egates received $625 a month, not to exceed eight 
months, and a per diem for a maximum of 100 days, 
a postage allotment and expenses.27 Maryland 
delegates received a flat fee of $2000 and a $25 
per diem for expenses.28 Delegates in Michigan re-
ceived $7,500 and mileage once a month between 
their home and the convention.29 Significantly, New 
Hampshire did not have a pay plan for delegates 
and merely reimbursed certain expenses.30 Con-
versely, New York paid delegates the same salary as 
legislators, which included $15,000 per annum and 
$3,000 for expenses.31 Finally, Tennessee delegates 
received the same per diem and mileage as legisla-
tors, which was approximately $63 per day.32 

The average cost of limited conventions 
was roughly half that of unlimited

conventions.
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The Maryland convention’s proposed constitution, 
however, was rejected when submitted for voter 
approval.60 Michigan voters eventually adopted 
the new constitution proposed by their convention.61 
Montana voters approved of the new constitution 
and multiple of the proposed alternatives by the 
convention.62 In New Hampshire, voters eventually 
approved 10 amendments submitted as referendums 
of the 27 proposed by the convention.63 Voters ap-
proved the New Jersey convention’s proposal that 
was limited to apportionment.64 New Mexico’s pro-
posed constitution, on the other hand, was quickly 

rejected by voters, as 
were New York’s and 
North Dakota’s.65 The 
Pennsylvania conven-
tion’s five proposed 

amendments were approved by voters.66 Rhode 
Island’s constitution was initially rejected, but several 
amendments were eventually passed.67 In Tennes-
see, of thirteen proposals submitted by the conven-
tion, voters approved twelve.68 Finally, the Texas 
convention failed to even establish sufficient support 
to submit a new constitution to voters for approval.69 

Conclusion

In sum, the conventions of the 1960s and 1970s re-
flect the flexibility and variety amongst state consti-
tutional convention rules and procedures.  However, 
it is worth mentioning that the average cost of limited 

conventions 
was rough-
ly half that 
of unlimited 
conven-

tions, and that proposals offered to voters incre-
mentally or separated from major controversial 
provisions were more successful than attempts at 
wholesale revision of an entire, or nearly entire, 
state constitution. As policy makers and advocates 
look to the array of Article V convention options, 
from the Compact for a Balanced Budget to the 
Convention of States model, it should not be forgot-
ten that their choice will eventually have a price tag. 

once costing in excess of $700,000.44 Every other 
state provided more than $1 million, and, in some 
cases, well over $2 million.45

Committees

While most other characteristics of conventions var-
ied, the organization and establishment of commit-
tees was relatively consistent.46 Further, in most cas-
es, individuals were appointed to committees by the 
president or chairman of the convention, occasion-
ally after consulting with Vice Presidents and subject 
to provision otherwise 
by the convention, 
and delegates would 
generally serve on 
multiple committees, 
except for Connecticut delegates.47 Specifically, 
Pennsylvania maintained 8,48 Rhode Island 9,49 
Maryland 11,50 Illinois, Louisiana, and New Mex-
ico established 12,51 Arkansas, Michigan, North 
Dakota, and Texas each had 13,52 and Montana, 
New York, and Hawaii established, 14, 15, and 16 
committees, respectively.53 Connecticut and Tennes-
see were the greatest outliers, the former establishing 
only 3 and the latter maintaining 19.54

Successes and Failures

After completing the proposed Arkansas constitu-
tion, voters rejected the convention’s work in No-
vember 
1970.55 
Converse-
ly, Con-
necticut’s 
convention proposed amendments on the topics 
to which it was limited and voters ultimately ap-
proved fourteen articles.56 In Hawaii, the conven-
tion proposed 34 amendments after considering 
105 proposals, and voters eventually approved 
every amendment.57 Illinois voters approved of the 
convention’s proposed constitution, but ultimately 
rejected the alternative proposals made by the con-
vention.58 Louisiana’s convention proposed a new 
constitution that was ultimately adopted by voters.59 

Limited conventions were more successful 
than attempts at revision of an entire state 

constitution.

Likely Article V Convention Price Tag:
Compact for Balanced Budget = $791,500

Balanced Budget Amendment Task Force = $52.5 million
Convention of States = $52.5 to $191.2 million
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granted authority to make only particular revision 
proposals to their state’s constitution or whether they 
were convened as an unlimited body permitted to 
propose complete revision or a new constitution. 

These figures were then built into a set of data frames 
in R, grouped by bodies characterized as limited and 
unlimited conventions. The data frames were used to 
develop basic descriptive statistics of the minimum, 
maximum, average, and quadrant breakdown for 
the duration, number of delegates, number of com-
mittees, and adjusted cost. Furthermore, using R, 
multiple linear regression models were developed 
for limited conventions and unlimited conventions, 
including further descriptive statistics of the models. 
Finally, new data frames were created for each of 
the proposed approaches to an article V convention 
and incorporated into the appropriate linear model 
to create a prediction interval reflecting the projected 
cost of each. 

As our model’s “fit” prediction indicates, the cost is 
likely $791,500 for the strictly limited convention of 
the Compact for a Balanced Budget, $52.5 million 
for a narrowly enforced topic-limited convention, 
and $191.2 million for a defacto or actual unlimited 
convention.
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Appendix: Methodology

Data for the foregoing analysis was collected from 
a variety of archives of state records, memoranda 
by state agencies, and articles and books. The dura-
tion of each convention is measured from the time the 
body first convened until the date its first proposals 
were submitted to voters. The number of delegates re-
flects the raw number of individuals elected, not the 
number of votes apportioned among them. The num-
ber of committees refers to standing committees of 
each convention, not including the committee of the 
whole, which generally reflects the entire body oper-
ating informally. The cost of each convention is deter-
mined by the appropriations made for the body. The 
adjusted cost reflects that figure, adjusted for inflation 
net of average annual CPI based on data available 
through the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Finally, con-
ventions were grouped based on whether they were 
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Regression Model Outputs
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Constitutional Convention at 12 (1997) (describ-
ing the more than $10 million that was spent on 
the convention, not including the amount spent 
by third-parties to establish support for the pro-
posed constitution).

7. As mentioned, characteristics of state conven-
tions varied substantially. For example, Rhode 
Island held multiple conventions during the two 
decades reflected the second being substantially 
shorter, more limited in scope, and more suc-
cessful than the first. See Albert L. Sturm, State 
Constitutions and Constitutional Revision, 1972–
1973, in The Book of the States, 1974–1975 at 
12 (1974) (describing the stark contrast between 
the two Rhode Island conventions). Thus, the 
following analysis controls for such variations 
as best as possible—for example, the duration 
of each convention reflects the time from which 
the body was convened until the date the first 
proposals offered by each body were submitted 
to voters for approval—however, many conven-
tions first met to establish procedures and elect 
officers before adjourning for a period, others 
returned to make amendments after apparently 
adjourning, and others held committee meetings 
and hearings while not in session. See infra notes 
14–16 and accompanying text. Therefore, the 
discussion should also be read with the under-
standing that the ultimate duration of a conven-
tion is subject to variation based on these differ-
ences.

8. Specifically, the characteristics described for 
each approach were run through the appropri-
ate regression model and where a particular 
input is not established—for example, the dura-
tion of an unlimited convention is not defined—
the regression model accounts for the variation in 
cost based on the projected input.

9. Albert L. Sturm, State Constitutions and Consti-
tutional Revision, 1967–1969, in The Book of 
the States: 1970–1971 at 13, 27 (1967) (noting 
the unlimited body in Rhode Island lasted from 
December 8, 1964 to February 16, 1969).

10. See e.g., Brandon Moseley, Meckler Addresses 

Endnotes

1. See e.g. Philip Klein, Is It Time for a Convention?, 
Am. Spectator, Oct. 2014 (describing propo-
nents of a convention to revise the entire constitu-
tion).

2. See e.g. Nick Dranias, Introducing “Article V 
2.0”: The Compact for A Balanced Budget, 15 
Engage: J. Federalist Soc’y Prac. Groups 65 
(2014).

3. Therefore, the following discussion assumes that 
the cost of the conventions will be approximately 
representative of the cost of organizing and op-
erating an Article V convention. Further, although 
there are several methods that could be used 
to produce these estimates—for example, using 
party conventions as a sample—the state con-
ventions are used to provide the most accurate 
comparison currently, which can be supplement-
ed by later data.

4. See Nick Dranias, States Can Fix the National 
Debt: Reforming Washington with the Compact 
for America Balanced Budget Amendment, 
Goldwater Institute Policy Report No. 257 at 
17–19 (Apr. 23, 2013).

5. Albert L. Sturm, State Constitutions and Consti-
tutional Revision: 1978–79 and the 1970s, in 
The Book of the States, 1980–1981 at 1 (1980); 
Albert L. Sturm and Janice C. May, State Con-
stitutions and Constitutional Revision, 1980–81 
and the Past 50 Years, in The Book of the States, 
1982–1983 at 120–23 (1982) (describing con-
stitutional conventions in states including: Arkan-
sas, Connecticut, Illinois, Louisiana, Maryland, 
Montana, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New 
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1982–1983 at 120–23 (1982). It is possible for 
a purportedly limited convention to function as 
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proposals transferring federal governing au-
thority to the United Nations, other countries, or 
new governmental bodies are germane. If such 
an argument were to persuade the convention 
parliamentarian, there would be no effective limit 
on such a convention.
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elect the same number).    

11. Albert L. Sturm and Janice C. May, State Con-
stitutions and Constitutional Revision, 1980–81 
and the Past 50 Years, in The Book of the States, 
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the New York Convention began on April 4, 
1967 and the proposed constitution was sub-
mitted to voters on November 7, 1967); Albert 
L. Sturm, State Constitutions and Constitutional 
Revision, 1972–1973, in The Book of the States, 
1974–1975 at 11–12 (1974) (North Dakota first 
convened on April 6, 1971 submitting a new 
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proposals to voters on November 6, 1973). See 
also, Albert L. Sturm, State Constitutions and 
Constitutional Revision 1978–79 and the 1970s, 
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the States, 1980–1981 at 21 (1980); Legislative 
Reference Bureau, Hawaii Constitutional Con-

28, 1972); Albert L. Sturm, State Constitutions 
and Constitutional Revision, 1967–1969, in The 
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States, 1974–1975 at 19 (1974) (Rhode Island); 
Albert L. Sturm, State Constitutions and Constitu-
tional Revision, 1976–1977, in The Book of the 
States, 1978–1979 at 201 (1978) (Tennessee 
elected ninety-nine delegates elected from the 
representative districts on a nonpartisan basis).

25. Albert L. Sturm, State Constitutions and Constitu-
tional Revision, 1974–1975, in The Book of the 
States, 1976–1977 at 170 (1976).

26. Albert L. Sturm, State Constitutions and Constitu-
tional Revision: 1978–79 and the 1970s, in The 
Book of the States, 1980–1981 at 21 (1980); 
Legislative Reference Bureau, Hawaii Constitu-
tional Convention Studies 1978: Constitutional 
Convention Organization and Procedures at 
21–22 (Richard F. Kahle, Jr. ed., 1978).

27. Albert L. Sturm, State Constitutions and Constitu-
tional Revision, 1967–1969, in The Book of the 
States, 1970–1971 at 16 (1970).

28. Dan Friedman, Magnificent Failure Revisited: 
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