The Rasmussen Reports Poll:

L oading The Roll Of The Dice

By Bill Walker

A June 10, 200Rasmussen Reponpell of one thousand likely voters revealed som&t@dictory information
regarding Constitution amendments. The poll stdt#¥ of those polled believe the Constitution doas n
restrict the government enough. However, the sastiegported, “Sixty-six percent (66%) say thatai@mnges
are needed in the document...”

Without wasting space for detail, mere referendeggeslative balanced budget acts, excessive spgnli
government, ethics in government pronouncementayagnored by various administrations, and nunmerou
Senate and House rules solemnly announced to tHma¢er ignored at the first opportune politinadment
clearly illustrate the need to permanently cugavernment excess. The only constitutional mechacipable
of doing this is constitutional amendment. Therefoo achieve what Rasmussen Reports says is désire
44% of those polled requires the 66% expressiothése same people be ignored. Obviously, amendment
changes the Constitution. How is this contradiceaplained?

Restriction of the federal government more thanGbastitution now imposes requires new amendments.
Nearly half of those polled believe such restrictigand therefore amendments), are needed. Howeass
same people believe, by a nearly two thirds maftirat no changes are needed in the document.e"atkual
text of the questions used in Rasmussen Repoitexgahins this apparent contradiction presenteatkistory
about its poll.

Theactual text of the questiosays, “Does the Constitution place too many regins on what government
can do or not enough restriction on what governmantdo?” In answer to that question, 44% of thpmdked
said the Constitution does not place enough résing on government.

Further, according to the poll, “by a 59% to 23%rgma voters say there is more danger today from a
government that is too powerful rather than a gowent that is not powerful. Those with mainstreaewv
overwhelmingly see a bigger threat from a too-pdweayovernment. Among the Political Class, a plityal
holds the opposite view.” This statement contradicbther reporby Rasmussen Reports which states, “The
mainstream, or populist, view sees big governmedtlag business as political allies rather thairitioal
opponents.”

The public opinion company states, “The resultaainstream view] change little whether Republicains
Democrats are in charge of the government.” ObWoufs by nearly 20 percentage points the mairstreziew
sees more danger in a government that is too palvather than not powerful enough, they certaddynot
view “big government as political allies ratherhaolitical opponents.” If both polls conductedthg same
polling company are both correct, then it clear¢h®as been a major shift in the opinion of maeestr
America regarding its distrust of government ad welneed for constitutional amendment to corfeetmatter.
The only other possibility is the Rasmussen Residis/ on its own poll is inaccurate.

There are several problems with this story by Ras®n Reports. The story reports “Despite the désire
more restrictions on government, 93% of Americaastiey would vote for the Constitution if it was the
ballot today.” However according tbe actual text of the questioasked by Rasmussen Reports, the story
grossly misstates its own gquestion. The 93% faveralte” on the Constitution is based on the qguesof
“whether or not we should continue using the Coustin as the fundamental law of the United StafElse
story neglects to mention the key phrase of thetiue asked of those polled, whether those poldd f




America should “continue using the Constitutiorttes fundamental law of the United States.” The 98#& of
support was therefore for support of the Constitutemaining as the “fundamental law of the Uniidtes”
rather than a popularity vote implied in the stergtatement.

As the real question polled was whether the Cartgiit should remain as “fundamental law” of the tddi
States, with no other terms or conditions mentioiad a reasonable implication to state the 98fpsrt for
the Constitution as “fundamental law” includesddlthe Constitution. Thus, this support includes Aiticle V
amendment process, which is part of the “fundaniéatd of the United States. The conclusion is @us;
93% of those polled favor the use of the amendrmerdess, as it is part of the “fundamental lawthedf United
States.

The poll asked five questions. Only one of the fjaas actually addresses the issue of “changesigo
Constitution. A simple reading of the text of theegtion reveals, rather than it being an objedivestion, it is
clearly written to obtain a specific result; in sha loaded question. The actual question useldepoll reads,
“Which best describes you [sic] view towards chagghe Constitution? Should it be left alone? Dibes
require minor changes or major changes? Or, sheelsicrap it and start over again?”

The text of the question clearly shows the ignoeaax well as bias of Rasmussen Reports. In thepfase,
there is no such thing as “minor” or “major” chaade the Constitution. The Constitution is amenahex,
changed. All amendments in the Constitution haveaklggal effect. Hence, there is no such thing asinor”
or “major” change to the Constitution. By use opnoper constitutional terminology substituting therd
“change” for the correct term of “amendment” of tBenstitution, Rasmussen Reports clearly demomestiaat
fundamental ignorance about the Constitution. Feurths “change” implies a much broader effect than
word “amendment,” it is clear Rasmussen Reporenohtd to inject bias in its question.

This is not the only example of bias in this quastiThe last sentence of the question clearly shbmasas well
as ignorance. “Should we scrap it [the Constit]teord start over again?” Even Rasmussen Reportdgdho
know there is no provision in the Constitution vaaaver that permits the Constitution to be “scrdgpe
Implying the Constitution can be “scrapped” reveafsolitical bias of Rasmussen Reports, as it beti¢he
Constitution may be terminated or “scrapped” by samdescribed means.

Only groups from the extreme political right, swshthe John Birch Society, have ever advocated the
Constitution can be scrapped. In their oppositeart Article V Convention one of their major arguntgeis a
convention may write a new constitution. To arratehis conclusion means JBS accepts the premgse th
Constitution may be “scrapped” in the first plaG&ce this premise is accepted, only then can JBi§ras
blame as to who can “scrap” the Constitution. Qyednry the use of its biased question, Rasmuss@oiie
shares this extreme, erroneous political view Wit John Birch Society. No correct thinking persdmo
examines the facts regarding the Constitution nag believe the Constitution can be scrapped byoaa or
group including a convention. There is no provisiratsoever in the Constitution that in any marallews
the Constitution is “scrapped.”

Given the errors and bias of this Rasmussen Repolitg its questions, clearly Rasmussen Repastts pin so
far as providing accurate information regardingmarpof the Constitution or amending it, must beoged as
inaccurate, biased and contradictory. Furtherhagjtiestions asked by Rasmussen Reports cleariyrdtrate
an alignment with extreme political right groupattbelieve in scrapping the Constitution, the driity and
objectivity of Rasmussen Reports require carefultsty regarding opinions of amendment to the Cicutsdn.



