
Testimony Opposing S.J.R. 6 

Before the Ohio Senate Government Oversight and Reform Committee 

Chair, Vice Chair, Ranking Member, and Members of the Committee: 

My name is Pierre Wolfe. I am a resident of Columbus. Thank you for the opportunity to submit 

testimony in strong opposition to S.J.R. 6, which calls for an Article V convention purportedly to 

impose term limits on United States Senators. While the stated goal of congressional term limits 

may appeal to many Ohioans, the mechanism proposed in this resolution is profoundly risky, 

constitutionally uncertain, and unnecessary. I respectfully urge you to reject S.J.R. 6 because it 

invites a process with no enforceable guardrails—one that could place the entire Constitution at 

risk. 

Article V Convention Has No Clear Rules 

The Constitution provides two methods for proposing amendments: Congress may propose them, 

or two-thirds of the states may call for a convention. Crucially, the Constitution says nothing 

about how such a convention would be structured, limited, or controlled. There is no established 

procedure governing delegate selection, voting rules, scope enforcement, judicial review, or 

transparency requirements. There is also no historical precedent to guide us. The only 

constitutional convention ever held, the 1787 convention in Philadelphia—exceeded its original 

mandate to revise the Articles of Confederation and instead drafted an entirely new Constitution. 

Proponents of S.J.R. 6 often claim that a convention can be strictly limited to a single subject, 

such as term limits. Yet no binding constitutional mechanism exists to ensure such a limitation. 

Once convened, delegates could set their own rules, define their own scope, and propose 

amendments far beyond the initial call. Courts have never resolved whether states can enforce 

subject-matter limits on a convention, and there is no enforcement body empowered to police 

delegates’ actions in real time. In short, we would be initiating a national constitutional process 

without a rulebook. 

A Convention Would Open the Door to a Runaway Process 

Because there are no settled rules, an Article V convention carries the real risk of becoming a 

“runaway convention.” Delegates could propose sweeping changes affecting fundamental rights, 

the separation of powers, federalism, or the amendment process itself. Even if such proposals 

ultimately fail ratification, the mere introduction of broad constitutional changes could generate 

national instability, legal uncertainty, and intense political conflict. 

The absence of procedural clarity also creates practical dangers. How would delegates be 

chosen? By legislatures, governors, or popular vote? Would each state have equal voting power, 

or would representation be proportional? Could outside funding influence delegate selection or 

operations? Would the public have guaranteed access to proceedings? Without answers to these 

questions, Ohio would be endorsing a process that could be shaped by whoever shows up with 

the most resources and the least accountability. 



Term Limits Can Be Pursued Without Risking the Constitution 

Even for those who strongly support term limits for members of Congress, an Article V 

convention is not the only path—and it is certainly not the safest. Congress retains the authority 

to propose amendments directly, and that path has produced all existing constitutional 

amendments since the founding. If there is genuine national consensus for congressional term 

limits, Congress can propose such an amendment in a controlled, transparent manner with 

established procedures and public scrutiny. 

Advocates of S.J.R. 6 argue that Congress will never act against its own interests. But 

constitutional change has often required sustained public engagement, elections that reflect 

voters’ priorities, and bipartisan negotiation. Those democratic tools remain available. Opening a 

convention without rules is not a prudent substitute for the hard work of building durable 

national agreement. 

Ohio Should Not Initiate a Process It Cannot Control 

By supporting S.J.R. 6, Ohio would be helping to trigger a national mechanism that no single 

state can control once it begins. The resolution assumes that the risks of an undefined convention 

are outweighed by the potential benefit of one policy outcome. That is an extraordinary gamble 

with the nation’s foundational charter. Our Constitution is intentionally difficult to amend 

because it safeguards fundamental liberties and the structure of our government. Any process 

that could place those protections on an uncertain path demands the highest level of caution. 

Moreover, once the threshold number of states calls for a convention, momentum and political 

pressure could accelerate the process beyond Ohio’s influence. The state would have no reliable 

means to prevent expansion of the agenda, to ensure fair procedures, or to halt the convention if 

it veers beyond its purported purpose. 

The Framers Designed a Deliberate Amendment Process—We Should Respect It 

The amendment process is deliberately rigorous to ensure that changes to the Constitution reflect 

broad and enduring consensus. A convention without rules undermines that design by 

substituting uncertainty for deliberation. The framers provided a structured method—

congressional proposal followed by state ratification—that has served the nation for more than 

two centuries. Departing from that structure without clear safeguards risks unintended and 

irreversible consequences. 

Conclusion 

S.J.R. 6 asks Ohio to take a step with profound national implications under conditions of deep 

uncertainty. However appealing the idea of term limits may be, the proposed method is fraught 

with constitutional, procedural, and practical dangers. There are no enforceable rules for an 

Article V convention; there is no reliable way to limit its scope; and there is no precedent to 

ensure its safe conduct. Ohio should not help initiate a process that could place the entire 

Constitution at risk. 



For these reasons, I respectfully urge the Committee to oppose S.J.R. 6. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Pierre Wolfe 

Columbus, Ohio 

 


