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Executive Summary 
 
         The Docking Institute of Public Affairs at Fort Hays State University conducted the 2011 Kansas 

Speaks survey from June 21 to September 2, 2011. A random sample of adult residents of Kansas age 18 

and older was surveyed by telephone or mail questionnaire to assess their attitudes and opinions 

regarding various issues of interest to Kansas citizens. The survey finds: 

 

¶ Over half of ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ όрпΦу҈ύ ƛƴ нлмм ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŦŜƭǘ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǿŀǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŀƴ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘέ ƻǊ άǾŜǊȅ 

ƎƻƻŘέ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ƭƛǾŜ, down from 59% in 2010Φ  hƴƭȅ о҈ ǎŀƛŘ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǿŀǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŀ άǇƻƻǊέ ƻǊ άǾŜǊȅ 

ǇƻƻǊέ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ƭƛǾŜ, about the same as in 2010.  Respondents who are strong Republicans and 

those who consider themselves politically conservative were more likely to say that Kansas was 

at least a άƎƻƻŘέ ǇƭŀŎŜ to live than respondents who are strong Democrats and those who 

considered themselves liberal.   

¶ About forty percent (40.2%) of respondents think the Kansas economy iǎ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ άƎƻƻŘΣέ while 

нп҈ ǎŀƛŘ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ƘŀŘ ŀ άǇƻƻǊέ ƻǊ άǾŜǊȅ ǇƻƻǊέ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦ  RespondentΩǎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴs in 2011 are not 

significantly different from those in 2010. 

¶ In 2011, 47.6% of respondents are άmoderatelyέ or έvery satisfiedέ ǿƛǘƘ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊ .ǊƻǿƴōŀŎƪΩǎ 

efforts to improve the health of the Kansas economy,  up slightly from 46.2% in 2010 for 

Governor Parkinson.  Conservative and Republican respondents are more likely to feel άveryέ or 

άmoderately satisfiedέ ǿƛǘƘ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊ .ǊƻǿƴōŀŎƪΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ than respondents who are 

Democratic or liberal.  

¶ About 38% of respondents in 2011 are άmoderatelyέ or άvery satisfiedέ with the Kansas 

DemocǊŀǘƛŎ tŀǊǘȅΩǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Yŀƴǎŀǎ wŜǇǳōƭƛŎŀƴ tŀǊǘȅΩǎ efforts to improve the state economy.  

These results are similar to those in 2010.  Respondents tended to express higher satisfaction 

with the efforts of the Party with which they self-identified. 

¶ In 2011, 71% of respondents aǊŜ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ άǾŜǊȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘέ ƻǊ άƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜƭȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘέ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 

Kansas economy will seriously threaten their or theƛǊ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎΩ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜΣ ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ 

68% in 2010.  

¶ Preferences for changes in income, sales and property taxation policy in 2011 are not 

significantly different from those in 2010. Respondents are most likely to favor keeping each of 

these three revenue sources at their current rates.  The strongest support for decreasing taxes is 

for property tax (45% in 2011). Among those who favor raising taxes, most favor increasing sales 

tax (25% in 2011), followed by income tax (19% in 2011). Only 10% favor increasing property 

taxes.  
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¶ Respondents who voted in November 2010 are more likely to support a sales tax increase than 

those with who did not vote.  Respondents with higher levels of education are more likely to 

support increasing property taxes than respondents with lower levels of education. 

¶  Democratic and liberal respondents are more likely to support increasing income and property 

taxes than Republican and conservative respondents.  

¶ When asked about preferences for changes on taxation policy for various earner categories, 

respondents were most likely to favor increasing taxes on large corporations and top income 

earners.  A majority favor keeping current tax policies for the middle class and small businesses.  

The percentage of respondents favoring tax increases for corporations (52% to 63%) and top 

income earners (41% to 58%) has been increasing each year since 2009.  

¶ Democratic and respondents who are politically liberal are more likely to support tax increases 

on top income earners, large corporations, and to a lesser degree, small businesses than 

Republicans and respondents who were politically conservative.  

¶ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŀǘƛƴƎs of Kansas state government in 2011 are not significantly different from 

those in 2010. In 2011, 8% rate ǎǘŀǘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ƻǊ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘΣέ ǿƘƛƭŜ 29% rate 

ƛǘ ŀǎ άǇƻƻǊέ ƻǊ άǾŜǊȅ ǇƻƻǊΦέ   

¶ Lƴ нлммΣ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ the Kansas legislature, as well as their own state 

senators and representatives, increased slightly from 2010, while satisfaction with the Governor 

and their U.S. Congressmen decreased.  

¶ In general, Republican respondents and those who were politically conservative are more likely 

to feel άveryέ or άmoderately satisfiedέ with their elected officials than Democratic and 

politically liberal respondents. 

¶ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ with the performance of Senators Moran and Roberts is about the 

same.  A little over half of respondents are άveryέ or άmoderately satisfiedέ with each.  

¶ In 2011, over half of respondents (51.6%) favor decreasing state spending, while only 16.4% 

favor increasing spending. wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ нлмм ŀre very similar to those in 2010. 

Republican respondents and those who are politically conservative are less likely to say that 

Kansas government spending should be increased in 2011.  

¶ As in 2009 and 2010, the energy source that respondents in 2011 are most likely to feel is 

άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ŦƻǊ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾƻǘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƻ is wind energy, followed by oil and 

coal, both of which increased significantly from 2010. Support for the development of nuclear 

energy is the lowest among the various energy sources. Respondents with higher levels of 

education are more likely to think it is not important to develop coal and oil.  
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¶ Republican respondents and those who considered themselves politically conservative are more 

likely to say it iǎ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ƻǊ άƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ŦƻǊ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾƻǘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘe 

development of coal, oil, and nuclear energy in 2011. Democratic respondents and those who 

considered themselves politically liberal are more likely to say it iǎ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ƻǊ 

άƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ŦƻǊ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾƻǘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǿƛnd energy. 

¶ The percentages of respondents who άstrongly agreeέ or άagreeέ ǘƘŀǘ the economic benefits of 

coal and oil production outweigh concerns about the impact on the environment have been 

increasing since 2009, with Republican respondents and those who are politically conservative 

being more liƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜέ ƻǊ άŀƎǊŜŜΦέ 

¶ When asked about the current levels of state funding for education, a majority of respondents 

supported increased funding for K-12 (58%) and favored keeping funding for higher education at 

current levels (51.4%).  Over one third (35%) support increased funding for state colleges and 

universities.  

¶ In 2011, respondents favoring increased state funding for all levels of education tend to be 

younger, Democratic, politically liberal, and have higher education levels.  

¶ Respondents who voted in November 2010, Democratic respondents and those who consider 

themselves politically liberal are more likely to support increased state funding for social 

services. 

¶ When asked if they support or oppose Kansas House Bill 2067, which will require persons to 

provide documented proof of citizenship when registering to vote and a photo ID when voting in 

2013, 55.4% said that they άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ the law, while another 13.3% said they 

άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ it.  Only one-seventh (13.6%) said that they άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ƻǇǇƻǎŜέ it. The very 

youngest and very oldest respondents are least likely to support the law. Respondents who are 

conservative, Republican or leaning Republican are more likely to support the law than those 

who are liberal, Democratic or leaning Democratic.   

¶ When asked if they support or oppose the elimination of the Kansas Arts Commission, 27.4% of 

respondents supported the elimination, 32.1% were neutral, and 40.5% opposed the 

elimination. Republican respondents and those who considered themselves politically 

conservative are more likely to support eliminating the Kansas Arts Commission. 

¶ When asked if they support or oppose a state law that requires women to purchase additional 

coverage for abortion procedures, 43.5% of respondents supported the law, while 36.6% 

opposed it.   As might be expected, support for this measure was highly divided along lines of 

political party and ideology.  
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¶ Repeal of the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act of 2010, or Obama Care, is supported 

by 46.9% of respondents, while 39% of respondents oppose repealing the legislation. Republican 

respondents and Independent voters leaning Republican tend to support the repeal more than 

Democratic and other Independent respondents. The more politically conservative a respondent 

is, the more likely to support repealing the legislation. 

¶ When asked about their levels of pride as a citizen, pride in being a citizen of the United States 

is, by far, the strongest, with almost eighty percent (79%) of respondents saying they are άvery 

proudΦέ  hnly 40% are άvery proudέ to be a citizen of the global society.  About 80% of 

respondents are either άproudέ or άvery proudέ to be a citizen of Kansas, which is similar to 

levels of pride in being citizens of their local communities.  

¶ Respondents who voted in November 2010 are more likely to be άǾŜǊȅ proudέ to be a citizen of 

Kansas and their local communities.  Respondents with lower levels of education were more 

likely to report feeling proud to be a Kansas citizen. 

¶ Politically conservative respondents are more likely to be proud to be a citizen of Kansas, while 

Democratic and politically liberal respondents are more likely to feel proud to be citizens of the 

global society.  

¶ FOX news is the media source most commonly cited as the most trusted media source.  

Interestingly, it is also most commonly cited as the least trusted media source. Among non-TV 

media sources, local newspaper is the most trusted media source, while internet websites are 

the least trusted media source.  

 
 
Introduction and Methods 

The Docking Institute of Public Affairs at Fort Hays State University surveyed a random sample of 

adult residents of Kansas age 18 and older to assess attitudes and opinions regarding various issues of 

interest to Kansas citizens. The survey was administered through both telephone and mail, utilizing an 

addressed-based sampling technique to facilitate the most representative sample possible.  

Respondents for which telephone numbers were available were surveyed by telephone.  Those 

respondents for whom no phone number was available were mailed the questionnaire and a self-

addressed business reply envelope.  The telephone survey was conducted from June 21 to August 10, 

2010, when 1,688 households were contacted via telephone. A total of 807 households completed the 

telephone survey, resulting in a 47.8% response rate (807/1,688). The survey questionnaires were 

mailed to 2,530 households on July 25.  By September 2, the end of the data collection period, 12 mail 

invitations were returned as undeliverable, and 232 questionnaires were completed and mailed back to 
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the Docking Institute. The valid population size for the mail survey is thus 2,518 (2,530 ς 12), and the 

response rate for the mail survey is 9.2% (232/2,518). With a total of 1,039 households completing the 

survey, the overall response rate is 24.7% (1,039/4,206). At a 95% confidence level, the margin of error 

for the full sample of 1,039 is 3.04%, assuming no response bias.  A margin of error of 3.04% means that 

there is a 95% probability that findings among the sample vary no more than +/- 3.04% from the value 

that would be found if the entire population of interest (adult Kansas residents) were surveyed, 

assuming no response bias.  Sample demographics were compared to known Census-based distributions 

(see Appendix A). The sample matches closely with all Census-based distributions except Hispanic origin 

and age. The survey had higher response rates among Kansas residents who are non-Hispanic and those 

over 50. Therefore, the overall population estimates are biased toward the opinions of non-Hispanic and 

older Kansans.   

 

 This report contains seven sections. Each section presents not only descriptive analyses of 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƪey 

demographic variables to see how citizens in various social categories differ in their opinions on various 

issues. These eight sections are: 

1) Overall Quality of life in Kansas. This section shows how Kansans generally feel about Kansas as 

a place to live.   

2) Economy. This section shows results to questions addressing various economic concerns to 

citizens.   

3) Taxes. This section shows results to opinion questions regarding fair and effective personal and 

business taxation policies.   

4) State Government. ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 

in general, as well as their various state government elected officials.   

5) Energy Policy. A key component of this study is to assess the level of citizen support for public 

resources being devoted to developing various sources of energy production, including oil, coal 

and wind.    

6) Public Policy Issues. ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƭƻƻƪǎ ŀǘ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƪŜȅ Ǉolicy issues, including 

illegal immigration, health care, and education.  

7) Citizen Pride and Trust of Media. This section presents how proud people feel of being a citizen 

of their local community, Kansas, the U.S., and the global society. Media sources that are trusted 

the most and the least are also presented.  
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Section 1: Overall Quality of life in Kansas 

 Respondents were asked to rate Kansas generally as a place to live.  Among those 1,028 

respondents who provided valid answers to this question, 20҈ ǎŀƛŘ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǿŀǎ ŀƴ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘέ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ 

live, 34.8҈ ŦŜƭǘ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǿŀǎ ŀ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ƭƛǾŜΣ ŀƴŘ 32.3҈ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǿŀǎ ŀ άƎƻƻŘέ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ 

live. The percentages of respondents who felt Kanǎŀǎ ǿŀǎ ŀƴ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘέΣ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέΣ ƻǊ άƎƻƻŘέ ǇƭŀŎŜ 

to live have been declining from 2009. The difference between 2010 and 2011 is not statistically 

different, but the difference between 2009 and 2010 is statistically significant at the 95% confidence 

level ; indicating a 95% probability that the difference between 2009 and 2010 would be found if the 

entire population of interest was surveyed, assuming no response bias in the survey (Figure 1).  

 

 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ oǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜ ǾŀǊƛŜŘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ōȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ voting behavior. 

In year 2011, 58% of respondents who voted in November 2010 said that Kansas was at aƴ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘέ 

or άvery ƎƻƻŘέ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ƭƛǾŜΦ Forty percent (40%) of respondents who did not vote in November 2010 

said so (Figure 2). 
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* Statistically significantly difference from previous year  
Question: In general, how would you rate Kansas as a  
place to live? 

  

 hǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴ 

and ideology. Compared with Democratic respondents, Republican respondents were more likely to feel 

ǘƘŀǘ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǿŀǎ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ŀ άƎƻƻŘέ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ƭƛǾŜΦ  More than seventy percent (71.7%) of respondents who 

considered themselves strong RŜǇǳōƭƛŎŀƴǎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǿŀǎ ŀƴ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘέ or άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ 

live, while less than half (48.8%) of respondents who considered themselves strong Democrats said so 

(Appendix 2.1).  Respondents who considered themselves politically conservative were more likely to 

ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǿŀǎ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ŀ άƎƻƻŘέ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ƭƛǾŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ Ŏƻƴǎidered themselves liberal. 

Almost seventy percent (69%) of respondents who considered themselves very conservative felt that 

Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǿŀǎ ŀƴ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘέ ƻǊ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ƭƛǾŜΤ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ пс҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ Ŏonsidered 

themselves very liberal felt the same (Appendix 3.1). 
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Figure 1: Rating of Kansas as an Overall Place to 
Live: 2009 ς 2010                      
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Section 2: Economy 

 When asked to rate the Kansas economy, 40.2% of the 1,004 respondents who provided valid 

answers said it was at least άƎƻƻŘΣέ while 24% said Kansas had a άǇƻƻǊέ ƻǊ άǾŜǊȅ ǇƻƻǊέ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦ 

tŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴs in 2011 were not significantly different from those in 2010. The difference between 

2009 and 2010 was statistically significant (Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3: Rating of Kansas Economy: 2009 ς 2011 

 
* Statistically significantly difference from previous year  
Question: In general, how would you rate the Kansas economy? 

  

 The ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ōȅ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ satisfaction levels with Governor BrownbackΩǎ ŀƴŘ 

ǎǘŀǘŜ ǇŀǊǘȅ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ efforts to improve the health of the Kansas economy.  RespondentsΩ satisfaction 

levels with the GƻǾŜǊƴƻǊǎΩ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ŘǊƻǇǇŜŘ significantly in 2010 compared with 2009, but increased in 

2011. In 2011, 47.6% of respondents were άmoderatelyέ or άvery satisfiedέ with GƻǾŜǊƴƻǊ .ǊƻǿƴōŀŎƪΩǎ 
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efforts,   increasing from 46.2% in 2010.  The difference between 2010 and 2011 is statistically 

significant.  The percentage of respondents who were άmoderatelyέ or άvery satisfiedέ with the Kansas 

5ŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ tŀǊǘȅΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ from 33.3% in 2010 to 38.6% in 2011.  The difference between 

2010 and 2011 is not statistically significant.  The percentage of respondents who were άƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜƭȅέ ƻǊ 

άǾŜǊȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘέ ǿƛǘƘ Yŀƴǎŀǎ wŜǇǳōƭƛŎŀƴ tŀǊǘȅΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ Řƛd not change from 2010 to 2011, with a slightly 

higher percentage of respondents feeling άvery satisfiedέ (Figure 4). 

 
CƛƎǳǊŜ пΥ {ŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ [ŜǾŜƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ {ǘŀǘŜ tŀǊǘȅ [ŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ Efforts to Improve the Health of 
the Kansas Economy: 2009 ς 2011 

 
* Statistically significantly difference from previous year  
Question: Iƻǿ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ ŀǊŜ ȅƻǳ ǿƛǘƘ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊ .ǊƻǿƴōŀŎƪΩǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǇŀǊǘȅ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ 
of the Kansas economy? 

 

  wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎȅ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ the 

GƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǇŀǊǘȅ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ƛƴ нлммΦ  

Republican respondents were more likely to feel άveryέ or άmoderatelyέ satisfied with Governor 

.ǊƻǿƴōŀŎƪΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŀƴ 5emocratic respondents (Appendix 2.2).  The more conservative the 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎȅ ǿŀǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƻ ŦŜŜƭ άveryέ or άmoderately satisfiedέ 

ǿƛǘƘ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊ .ǊƻǿƴōŀŎƪΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΦ  More than seventy percent (72.4%) of respondents who considered 

themselves very conservative were άǾŜǊȅέ ƻǊ άƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜƭȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘέ ǿƛǘƘ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊ .ǊƻǿƴōŀŎƪΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΣ 
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whereas 19.2% of respondents who considered themselves very liberal were άǾŜǊȅέ ƻǊ άƳƻŘŜǊŀtely 

ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘέ (Appendix 3.2). 

 

 ²ƘŜƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǇŀǊǘȅ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

Kansas economy, Democratic respondents and those respondents who considered themselves politically 

liberal were more likely to feel άǾŜǊȅέ ƻǊ άƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜƭȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘέ ǿƛǘƘ 5ŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ tŀǊǘȅ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ  

(Appendices 2.3 and 3.3).  Republican respondents and those respondents who considered themselves 

politically conservative were more likely to feel άǾŜǊȅέ ƻǊ άƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜƭȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘέ with Republican Party 

ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ό!ǇǇŜƴŘƛŎŜǎ 2.4 and 3.4). 

 

 Respondents were also asked how concerned they were that the Kansas economy would 

seriously threaten them or theiǊ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎΩ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜΦ  !ōƻǳǘ 71% ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ άǾŜǊȅ 

ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘέ ƻǊ άƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜƭȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘέ ƛƴ нлм1, a 2.5% increase from 2010.  The difference between 

2009 and 2010 is statistically significant, but there is no significant difference between 2010 and 2011 

(Figure 5). 

 

Figure 5: Concerns with the Threat from the EconomiŎ /ƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǘƻ LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΩ ƻǊ CŀƳƛƭƛŜǎΩ 
Welfare: 2009 ς 2011 

 
* Statistically significantly difference from previous year  
Question: Iƻǿ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ŀǊŜ ȅƻǳ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ǿƛƭƭ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎƭȅ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ƻǊ ȅƻǳǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜ ƛƴ 
the coming year? 
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Section 3: Taxes 

 Kansas has three primary revenue sources: income tax, sales tax, and property tax.  Although 

the most commonly expressed preference was to leave all tax rates at their current levels, 19.1% of 

respondents thought that income tax should be significantly or somewhat increased.  About a quarter 

(25.2%) of respondents thought that sales tax should be significantly or somewhat increased.  Almost 

half (45.2%) of respondents thought that property tax should be somewhat or significantly decreased.  

wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ нлмм ǿŜǊŜ not significantly different from those in 2010 (Figure 6).  

 

 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻǘƛƴƎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊs in November 2011 were significantly related with their opinions 

on sales tax changes.  Respondents who voted in November 2011 were more likely to support a sales tax 

increase than those with who did not vote (Figure 7). 

 

Figure 6: Opinions on Changes of Income Tax, Sales Tax, and Property Tax for the Years 2010 and 2011 

 
Question: Kansas has three primary revenue sources: income tax, sales tax, and property tax. Thinking of the 
current Kansas economy, do you believe that each of the following taxes should be significantly increased, 
somewhat increased, remain the same, somewhat decreased, or significantly decreased? 
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Figure 7: Opinion on Sales Tax Change by Voting Behavior: 2011 

  

 

 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǘŀȄ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ  White 

and African American respondents were more likely to say άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ increaseέ regarding property 

taxes than other racial groups (Figure 8).  Respondents with higher level of education were more likely 

to support a property tax increase than respondents with lower level of education (Figure 9). 

 

 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴs and political ideologies affected their opinions on tax changes, 

too.  Democratic respondents and those who were politically liberal were more likely to support an 

income tax increase than Republican respondents and those who were politically conservative 

(Appendix 2.5 and Appendix 3.5).  Respondents who were politically liberal were more likely to support 

a property tax increase than those who were politically conservative (Appendix 3.6). 
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Figure 8: Opinion on Property Tax Change by Race: 2011 

 

  

Figure 9: Opinion on Property Tax Change by Education: 2011 

 

  

 Tax increases and reductions can be targeted at different types of people or businesses.  In 

2011, 44.6% of respondents thought taxes on small businesses should be decreased, and 62.5% of 

respondents believed that taxes on large corporations should be increased.  Almost one-third (30.2%) of 

respondents thought that taxes on middle class should be decreased, while only 9.8% said taxes on top 

income earners should be decreased.  wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ нлмм ǿŜǊŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ 
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those in 2010.  However, a consistent pattern is evident between 2009 and 2011, with increasing 

percentages of respondents favoring increasing taxes on corporations and the top income earners and 

increasing percentages favoring keeping taxes on small businesses and the middle class at their current 

levels.  Across all target groups, a consistent trend between 2009 and 2011 of decreasing percentages of 

respondents favoring lower taxes is also evident.  

 

 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘŀȄ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƻǇ 

income earners, large corporations, and small businesses. Democrats and respondents who were 

politically liberal were more likely to support tax increases on top income earners, large corporations, 

and, to a lesser degree, small businesses than Republicans and respondents who were politically 

conservative (Appendices 2.6, 2.7, 2.8, 3.7, 3.8, and 3.9). 

 

Figure 10: Tax Changes on Different Groups: 2009 ς 2011 

 
* Statistically significantly difference from previous year  
Question: Tax increases and reductions can be targeted at different people or businesses. Please tell us whether 
you think taxes on the following groups should increase, remained the same, or decrease. 
  
  

Section 4: State Government 

 In 2011, 39.5҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǿŀǎ at least 

άgood,έ which was not significantly higher from that in 2010 (Figure 11).  The ratings of state 
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respondents and those who were politically conservative were more likely to think the state 

ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘέ ƻǊ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ǘƘŀƴ 5emocratic and liberal respondents (Appendices 2.9 

and 3.10). 

 

Figure 11: Rating of Kansas State Government: 2009 ς 2011 

 

* Statistically significantly difference from previous year  
Question: In general, how would you rate the Kansas State Government? 

 

 

 In 2011, 46.4% of respondents were άveryέ or άmoderately satisfiedέ with the overall 

performance of their U.S. congresspersons, slightly lower than that in 2010. A higher percentage were 

άƴƻǘ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘέ ǿƛǘƘ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊ .ǊƻǿƴōŀŎƪ ƛƴ 2011 than with Governor Parkinson in 2010. The percentage 

ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ άƴƻǘ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘέ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Yŀƴǎŀǎ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ȅŜŀǊ ƛƴ ŀ Ǌƻǿ.  The 

percentages of respondents who were άveryέ or άmoderately satisfiedέ with their own state senator and 

legislator increased slightly. In both 2010 and 2011, about 56% of respondents were άǾŜǊȅέ ƻǊ 

άƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜƭȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘέ with their own state senator, as well as for their state representative. 

wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ changes in satisfaction with performance of the Kansas legislature and the Governor 

between 2010 and 2011 were statistically significant (Figure 12).  
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Figure 12: Satisfaction with Performance of the Kansas Legislature, Governors, and State/U.S. 
Legislators: 2009 ς 2011 

 
* Statistically significantly difference from previous year  
Question: How satisfied are you with the overall performance of the Kansas legislature, Governor Brownback, and 
your state and congressional senators and representatives? 

 

 Hispanic respondents tended to be more satisfied with the Kansas legislature but less satisfied 

with their state senators than non-Hispanic respondents in 2011. More than half (55%) of Hispanic 

respondents were άveryέ orέ moderately satisfiedέ with the overall performance of the Kansas 

legislature in 2011, whereas 39% of non-Hispanic respondents were άveryέ or άmoderately satisfiedέ 

(Figure 13). In 2011, 21% of Hispanic respondents were very or moderately satisfied with the overall 

performance of their state senators. In contrast, 58% of non-Hispanic respondents were very or 

moderately satisfied with the performance of their state senators (Figure 14).   The low sample size for 

Hispanic respondents greatly increases the probability of sampling error for this demographic, so these 

results are less valid. 
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 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎȅ ƘŀŘ significantly strong relationships with 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜΣ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊ .ǊƻǿƴōŀŎƪΣ 

state senators and representatives, and U.S. senators and congresspersons.  In general, Republican 

respondents and those who were politically conservative were more likely to feel άveryέ or άmoderately 

satisfiedέ with all elected officials and legislative bodies in Kansas (Appendices 2.10, 2.11, 2.12, 2.13, 

2.14, 2.15, 2.16, 3.11, 3.12, 3.13, 3.14, 3.15, 3.16, and 3.17). 

 

 ¢ƘŜ нлмм ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŀǎƪǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀōƻǳǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ 

Senators Moran and Roberts.  wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘǿƻ ǎŜƴŀǘƻǊǎ 

were almost the same.  A little over half of respondents were άǾŜǊȅέ ƻǊ άƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜƭȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘέ with 

Senators Moran and Roberts (Figure 15).  
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Kansas Legislature by Hispanic Origin: 2011 
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Figure 15: Satisfaction with Performance of U.S. Senators Moran and Roberts: 2011 

 
 

 When asked about Kansas government spending, 16.4% of respondents thought it should be 

άincreased,έ 31.9% thought it should άremain the same,έ and 51.6% thought it should be άdecreasedέ in 

2011.  The percentages were very similar to those in 2010 (Figure 16).  Among all the respondents, 

!ŦǊƛŎŀƴ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ άƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘΦέ  Forty-one percent of African 

!ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ άƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘέ όCƛƎǳǊŜ м7).  Republican respondents and 

those who were politically conservative were less likely to say that Kansas government spending should 

ōŜ άƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘέ ƛƴ нлмм ό!ǇǇŜƴŘƛŎŜǎ нΦмт ŀƴŘ оΦмуύΦ 

   

Figure 16: Opinion on Kansas Government Spending: 2009 ς 2011 

 
* Statistically significantly difference from previous year  
Question: Do you believe that Kansas government spending should be increased, remain the same, or decreased? 
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Figure 17: Opinion on Kansas Government Spending by Race: 2011 

  

 

Section 5: Energy Policy 

 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ support for the development of coal and oil energy increased significantly from 

2010 to 2011.  Lƴ нлммΣ рмΦо҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ƻǊ άƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ŦƻǊ 

Kansas to develop coal energy, while in 2010 the percentage was 45.1%.  Almost two-thirds of 

respondents (64.1%) thƻǳƎƘǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ƻǊ άƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ŦƻǊ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ƻƛƭ 

energy in 2011, whereas in 2010 the percentage was 57.6%.  Support for the development of wind 

energy declined slightly from 2010 to 2011, but the change was not statistically significant.  In 2011, 

тфΦу҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ƻǊ άƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ŦƻǊ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǿƛƴŘ 

energy.  In 2010, the percentage was 82.5%.  ¢ƘŜ нлмм ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴs 

on the development of nuclear energy.  Support for the development of nuclear energy was the lowest 

compared to all other energy sources measured.  In 2011, 38.7% of respondents thought it was 

άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ƻǊ άƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ for Kansas to develop nuclear energy, while 30.2% thought it was 

άƴƻǘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ (Figure 20).  
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Figure 18: Opinion on Devoting Resources to the Development of Coal, Oil, and Wind: 2009 ς 2011 

 
* Statistically significantly difference from previous year  
Question: How important is it for Kansas to devote resources to the development of the following energy sources? 
  

 Lƴ нлммΣ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƭŜǾŜƭ ǿŀǎ associated with their opinions on the development of 

coal and oil.  In general, respondents with higher levels of education were more likely to think it was 

άƴƻǘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ƻǊ only άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ŦƻǊ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ Ŏƻŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƻƛƭ όCƛƎǳǊŜǎ 19 and 

20).  wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƎŜ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴs on the development of oil.  Generally, respondents 45 

years and older ǿŜǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ƻǊ άƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ŦƻǊ Yŀƴsas to 

develop oil than respondents under 45, with those 65 and older expressing, by far, the highest support 

(Figure 21).  
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Figure 19: Opinion on Devoting Resources to the Development of Coal by Education: 2011 

 

 

Figure 20: Opinion on Devoting Resources to the Development of Oil by Education: 2011 
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Figure 21: Opinion on Devoting Resources to the Development of Oil by Age: 2011 

 

 

 Respondents with different party affiliations and political ideologies varied in their opinions on 

energy policies.  In general, Republican respondents and those who considered themselves politically 

ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ƻǊ άƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ŦƻǊ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾƻǘŜ 

resources to the development of coal, oil, and nuclear energy in 2011 than Democratic respondents and 

those who considered themselves politically liberal (Appendices 2.18, 2.19, 2.21, 3.19, 3.20, and 3.22).  

Democratic respondents and those who considered themselves politically liberal were more likely to say 

ƛǘ ǿŀǎ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ƻǊ άƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ŦƻǊ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾƻǘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǿƛƴŘ 

energy (Appendices 2.20 and 3.21).  

 

 Respondents were asked about their opinions on whether the economic benefits of coal and oil 

production outweigh concerns about the environmental impact.  In 2011, about two-thirds (67.8%) of 

respondents άŀƎǊŜŜέ ƻǊ άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜέ that the economic benefits of oil production outweigh concerns 

about the impact on the environment, and 62% of respondents άŀƎǊŜŜέ ƻǊ άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜέ that the 

economic benefits of coal production outweigh concerns of the impact on the environment.  These 

percentages have been increasing since 2009. The increases in both years are statistically significant 

(Figure 22). 
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 In the 2011 survey, the party affiliation variable has significantly strong relationships with 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴtal impact of coal and oil production.  

wŜǇǳōƭƛŎŀƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜέ ƻǊ άŀƎǊŜŜέ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ƻŦ 

coal and oil production outweigh concerns about the impact on environment than Democratic 

respondents (Appendices 2.22 and 2.23).  wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƭǎƻ ƘŀŘ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ 

ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ Ŏƻŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƻƛƭ 

production.  tƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜέ ƻǊ άŀƎǊŜŜέ ǘƘŀǘ 

the economic benefits of coal and oil production outweigh concerns about the impact on the 

environment than politically liberal respondents (Appendices 3.23 and 3.24). 

 

Figure 22: Opinion on Coal and Oil Production: 2009 ς 2011 

 
* Statistically significantly difference from previous year  
Question: Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the following statements about coal 
and oil production?  The economic benefits of coal production outweigh concerns some people may have about its 
impact on the environment.  The economic benefits of oil production outweigh concerns some people may have 
about its impact on the environment. 
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difference was statistically significant.  Support for increasing state funding for state colleges and 

universities, as well as funding for social services, declined slightly from 2010 to 2011, but not to a 

statistically significantly degree.  The majority prefer to keep funding for higher education and social 

services at their current levels (Figure 23).  

 

Figure 23: Opinion on State Funding for State Education and Social Services: 2009 ς 2011 

 
* Statistically significantly difference from previous year  
Question: Think about the current level of state funding for grades kindergarten through high school, for state 
colleges and universities, and for social services, such as senior and disability services, would you say that the 
amount of funding should be increased, kept at the same level, or decreased?  
Note: Opinion on state funding for social services was not asked in 2009 
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with about eighty percent (80.4%) saying they thought funding should be increased (Appendix 2.24).  

Respondents who considered themselves politically liberal were more likely to support increased state 

funding than those who considered themselves conservative (Appendix 3.25). 

  

Figure 24: Opinion on State Funding for Grades Kindergarten through High School by Education: 2011 

 

 

Figure 25: Opinion on State Funding for Grades Kindergarten through High School by Age: 2011 
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Figure 26: Opinion on State Funding for Grades Kindergarten through High School by Race: 2011 

 

 

 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ age, and ideology were also related to their opinion on state funding 

for state colleges and universities in 2011.  In general, younger respondents and respondents with 

higher education were more likely to think that state funding for state colleges and universities should 

be increased (Figures 27 and 28).  Respondents who considered themselves politically liberal were more 

likely to support increased state funding than those who were conservative (Appendix 3.36).  
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Figure 27: Opinion on State Funding for State Colleges and Universities by Education: 2011 

 

 

Figure 28: Opinion on State Funding for State Colleges and Universities by Age: 2011 

 

 

 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŀŎŜ, voting behavior, political affiliation, and ideology were associated with their 

opinions on state funding for social services in 2011.  African American respondents were most likely to 

support increased state funding for social services, whereas Asian respondents were least likely to 

support it (Figure 29).  More than half (52%) of respondents who did not vote in November 2010 

thought the state funding for social services should be increased, while only 41% of respondents who 

voted thought so (Figure 30).  In general, Democratic respondents and those who considered 

themselves politically liberal were more likely to support increased state funding for social services 

(Appendices 2.25 and 3.27).  
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Figure 29: Opinion on State Funding for Social Services by Race: 2011 

 

 
Figure 30: Opinion on State Funding for Social Services by Voting Behavior: 2011 

 

 

 When asked if they support or oppose Kansas House Bill 2067, which will require persons to 

provide documented proof of citizenship when registering to vote and a photo ID when voting in 2013, 

55.4% of the 997 respondents who provided valid answers said that they άstrongly supportέ the law, and 

13.3% said they άsomewhat supportέ it. About one-seventh (13.6%) said that they άstrongly opposeέ it 

(Figure 31).   
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Figure 31: Opinion on Kansas House Bill 2067: 2011 (n=997) 

 
Question: The Kansas legislature just passed House Bill 2067, which will require persons to provide documented 
proof of citizenship when registering to vote and a photo ID when voting, starting in 2013. How strongly do you 
support or oppose this new state law?     

 
 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ Yŀƴǎŀǎ IƻǳǎŜ .ƛƭƭ нлст ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀƎŜΣ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ 

ideology.  Respondents who were 24 years old or younger and those who were 65 years old and older 

were less likely to support the law.  While less than 60% of respondents who were in the 18 to 24 years 

old and 65 years old and over groups άstronglyέ or άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿΣ ŀbout 70% of 

respondents of other age groups άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅέ ƻǊ άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ the law (Figure 32).  Respondents 

who are Republican or leaning Republican are more likely to support the law than those who are 

Democratic or leaning Democratic (Appendix 2.26).  Respondents who considered themselves 

conservative are more likely to support the law than those who are politically liberal (Appendix 3.28).  
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Figure 32: Opinion on Kansas House Bill 2067 by Age: 2011 

 

 

 In 2011, the Kansas legislature voted to eliminate the Kansas Arts Commission. The survey asked 

respondents if they support or oppose this decision.  Figure 33 shows that 28% of respondents support 

the elimination, 32.1% are neutral, and 41% oppose eliminating the Kansas Arts Commission.  

wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ associated with their party affiliations and political ideology.  

Republican respondents and those who considered themselves politically conservative were more likely 

to άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅέ ƻǊ άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ the elimination (Appendix 2.27).  The more conservative the 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎy, the more likely they were to άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅέ ƻǊ άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ 

eliminating the Kansas Arts Commission (Appendix 3.29).  
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Figure 33: Opinion on Elimination of the Kansas Arts Commission: 2011 (n=937)  

 
Question: In 2011, the Kansas Arts Commission was eliminated. How strongly do you support or oppose the 
elimination of the Kansas Arts Commission? 

  
 
 In 2011, the Kansas legislature passed a bill that prohibits health insurance companies from 

automatically covering abortion procedures.  The survey asked respondents if they supported or 

opposed the law, which requires women to purchase additional coverage for abortion procedures. 

wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇƻƭŀǊƛȊŜŘ, with a higher percentage saying they άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ ǘƘƛǎ ƭŀǿ 

ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ƻǇǇƻǎŜέ ǘƘŜ ōƛƭƭ.  About forty-four percent (43.5%) of respondents άstronglyέ 

or άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿ.  More than a third (36.6%) of respondents άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅέ ƻǊ άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ 

ƻǇǇƻǎŜέ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿ (Figure 34).  wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

opinions.  In general, Democratic respondents were more likely to άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅέ ƻǊ άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ƻǇǇƻǎŜέ ǘƘŜ 

bill, while Republican respondents were more likely to άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅέ ƻǊ άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ ǘƘŜ ōƛƭƭ 

(Appendix 2.28).  ¢ƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜ ŀ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎȅ ƛǎΣ ǘƘŜ more likely they were 

to άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅέ ƻǊ άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ ǊŜǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ ǿƻƳŜƴ ǘƻ ǇǳǊŎƘŀǎŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŎƻǾŜǊ 

abortion procedures (Appendix 3.30).  
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Figure 34: Opinion on Prohibition of Inclusive Abortion Coverage by Insurance Companies: 2011  
(n=938) 

 
Question: In 2011, the Kansas legislature passed a bill that prohibits health insurance companies from 
automatically covering abortion procedures.  How strongly do you support or oppose this law that requires women 
to purchase additional coverage for abortion procedures? 

 

 In early 2011, the U.S. House of Representative proposed a bill to repeal the Patient Protection 

and Affordable Care Act of 2010, ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ άhōŀƳŀ /ŀǊŜ.έ  The survey asked respondents if 

they supported or opposed the effort to repeal the Act. The effort to repeal the Act received a higher 

ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŀƴ ƻǇǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇƻƭŀǊƛȊŜŘΦ  About forty-seven percent 

(46.9%) of respondents άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅέ ƻǊ άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ ǊŜǇŜŀƭƛƴƎ hōŀƳŀ /ŀǊŜ, while 39% of 

respondents άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅέ ƻǊ άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ƻǇǇƻǎŜέ ǊŜǇŜŀƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ (Figure 35).  RespondŜƴǘǎΩ 

opinions were related to their party affiliations and political ideology.  Republican respondents and 

those Independent voters leaning Republican tended to support the repeal effort more than Democratic 

respondents and other Independent voters.  More than 60% of Republican respondents and 

Independent voters leaning Republican άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅέ ƻǊ άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ ǊŜǇŜŀƭ, whereas less than 

40% of other Independent voters and Democratic respondents άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅέ ƻǊ άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ 

repealing Obama Care (Appendix 2. 29).  The more politically conservative a respondent was, the more 

likely they were to support repeal.  More than seventy percent (71.3%) of the respondents who said 

they were άvery conservativeέ also said they άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ ǊŜǇŜŀƭƛƴƎ hōŀƳŀ /ŀǊŜ (Appendix 3.31).  
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Figure 35: Opinion on Repeal of the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act: 2011 (n=948) 

 
Question: In early 2011, the U.S. House of Representatives proposed a bill to repeal the Patient Protection and 
Affordable Care Act of 2010 (commonly known as Obama Care).  How strongly do you support or oppose the effort 
to repeal this legislation?     

 

 

Section 7: Citizen Pride and Trust of Media  

 The 2011 survey asked respondents how proud or ashamed they were to be a citizen of their 

local community, of Kansas, of the United States and of the global society.  Pride in being a citizen of the 

United States was, by far, the strongest.  Figure 36 shows that 79% of respondents were άvery proudέ to 

be a citizen of the United States, while only 40% were άǾŜǊȅ ǇǊƻǳŘέ to be a citizen of the global society.  

About 80% of respondents were άproudέ or άǾŜǊȅ ǇǊƻǳŘέ to be a citizen of their local communities and 

80% ǿŜǊŜ άǇǊƻǳŘέ ƻǊ άǾŜǊȅ ǇǊƻǳŘέ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴ ƻŦ Kansas.  

 

 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƻǘƛƴƎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ ǿŀǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ pride in being a citizen of their local 

communities, with respondents who voted in November 2010 being more likely to be proud. Eighty-one 

percent (81%) of voting respondents feel άproudέ or άvery proudέ to be a citizen of their local 

communities.  Among those who did not vote, the percentage was 68% (Figure 37).  
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Figure 36: Citizen Pride: 2011  

 
Question: Are you very proud, somewhat proud, neutral, somewhat ashamed, or very ashamed to be a citizen of 
your local community, citizen of Kansas, citizen of the U.S., Citizen of the global Society? 

 

  

Figure 37: Pride of Being a Citizen of Local Community by Voting Behavior: 2011   

 

 

 

 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊide in being a citizen of Kansas was related to their education level and political 

ideology. In general, respondents with lower levels of education were more likely to feel proud to be 

Kansas citizens.  More than half (56%) of respondents with high school education or less felt άvery 
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proudέ to be Kansas citizens, whereas 39% of respondents with maǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ ƻǊ ŀōƻǾŜ ŦŜƭǘ άvery 

proudέ (Figure 38).  ¢ƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜ ŀ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎȅ ǿŀǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ƘŜ ƻǊ 

she was to be proud to be a citizen of Kansas.  More than 92% of respondents who considered 

themselves άvery conservativeέ ŦŜƭǘ ǇǊƻǳŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴ, whereas only 51% of those who 

considered themselves very liberal felt that way (Appendix 3.32). 

 

Figure 38: Pride of Being a Citizen of Kansas by Education: 2011 

 

 

 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊide in being a citizen of the global society varied with their party affiliation and 

political ideology.  In general, respondents who were Democratic and more politically liberal were more 

likely to feel proud to be citizens of global society.  More than 74% of respondents who were άǎǘǊƻƴƎ 

Democratsέ felt άvery proudέ ǘƻ ōŜ citizens of the global society, whereas only 58% of άǎǘǊƻƴƎ 

Republicanέ respondents felt so (Appendix 2.30).  More than eighty percent (81%) of respondents who 

considered themselves άvery liberalέ ŦŜƭǘ ǇǊƻǳŘ ǘƻ ōe citizens of the global society, while only 57% of 

respondents who considered themselves very conservative felt this way (Appendix 3.33) 
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respondents indicated that FOX News was one of the sources they trusted the most (Figure 39), while 

19.7% of respondents indicated FOX News was one of the sources they trusted the least (Figure 41).  

Among non-TV media sources, local newspapers and radio stations received the highest level of trust.  

About 19.2% of respondents indicated that local newspapers were among the media sources they 

trusted the most, and 11.5% indicated that local radio stations were among the media sources they 

trusted the most.  Eleven percent (11%) of respondents indicated that they trusted no media (Figure 40).  

Among non-TV media sources, the internet was least trusted.  About seven percent (7.5%) of 

respondents indicated that websites or the internet were among the sources they trusted the least.  

Local newspapers received relatively high distrust too. Almost seven percent (6.8%) of respondents 

indicated that local newspapers were among the sources they trusted the least (Figure 42).   

 

Figure 39: Media Sources Trusted the Most: TV Stations (n=1039) 

 
Question: Which media source(s) do you trust the most?  List TV news program(s) newspaper(s), website(s), or 
radio station(s) that you trust the most 
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Figure 40: Media Sources Trusted the Most: Others (n=1039) 

 
Question: Which media source(s) do you trust the most?  List TV news program(s), newspaper(s), website(s), or 
radio station(s) that you trust the most 
 

 
Figure 41: Media Sources Trusted the Least: TV Stations (n=1039) 

 
Question: Which media source(s) do you trust the least?  List TV news program(s), newspaper(s), website(s), or 
radio station(s) that you trust the least. 
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Figure 42: Media Sources Trusted the Least: Others (n=1039) 

 
Question: Which media source(s) do you trust the least?  List TV news program(s), newspaper(s), website(s), or 
radio station(s) that you trust the least. 
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Appendix 1: Demographic Characteristics of the Sample 

 
* Education data for the 2010 Census is of adults ages 25 and over 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Survey 

Sample

Study 

Population
(N=950)

Male 56.4% 49.6%

Female 43.6% 50.4%

(N=1039)

2.3% 10.5%

(N=1039)

White 91.4% 83.8%

Black or African American 3.1% 5.9%

Biracial 0.9% 3.0%

Asian 0.8% 2.4%

American Indian 2.0% 1.0%

Other 1.8% 3.9%

(N=842)

Less than $10,000 3.8% 7.0%

$10,000-$19,999 10.0% 11.6%

$20,000- $29,999 8.7% 11.6%

$30,000-$39,999 11.9% 11.0%

$40,000-$49,999 14.0% 10.3%

$50,000-$59,999 12.6% 9.0%

$60,000 or more 39.0% 39.5%

(N=969)

Less Than High School 3.8% 10.8%*

High School Diploma 21.1% 27.8%*

Some College 24.1% 24.2%*

Associates or Technical Degree 9.0% 7.4%*

Bachlor's Degree 25.3% 19.3%*

Masters, Law Degree, or Doctoral Degree 16.7% 10.5%*

Household Income

Social Indicators

Gender

Hispanic Origin

Race

Education
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Appendix 1 (cont.): Demographic Characteristics of the Sample 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Survey 

Sample

Study 

Population

(N=950)

18-24 Years Old 2.6% 10.2%

25-34 Years Old 7.9% 13.0%

35-44 Years Old 10.5% 12.2%

45-54 Years Old 19.7% 14.2%

55-64 Years Old 22.7% 11.6%

65 Years Older and Older 36.5% 13.1%

(N=942)

Strong Republican 21.2% n/a

Republican 10.0% n/a

Independent Leaning Republican 15.1% n/a

Independent 21.6% n/a

Independent Leaning Democrat 11.6% n/a

Democrat 7.3% n/a

Strong Democrat 13.2% n/a

(N=1030)

1 to 20 Years 20.0% n/a

21 to 40 Years 25.7% n/a

41 to 60 Years 29.0% n/a

More Than 60 Years 25.2% n/a

(N=973)

Voted 86.9% n/a

Did Not Vote 13.1% n/a

(N=153)

Yes 71.2% n/a

No 28.8% n/a

Social Indicators

Registered to Vote

Age

Political Party Affiliation

Years Living in Kansas

Participation in 2010 Election
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Appendix 2: Opinions by Party Affiliation 

Appendix 2.1: Rating of Kansas as an Overall Place to Live by Party Affiliation: 2011 
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Appendix 2.2: Satisfaction Levels with Governor .ǊƻǿƴōŀŎƪΩǎ 9ŦŦƻǊǘs to Improve the Health of the 
Kansas Economy by Party Affiliation: 2011
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Appendix 2.3: Satisfaction Levels with {ǘŀǘŜ 5ŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ tŀǊǘȅΩǎ 9ŦŦƻǊǘs to Improve the Health of the 
Kansas Economy by Party Affiliation: 2011 
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Appendix 2.4: Satisfaction Levels with State Republican tŀǊǘȅΩǎ 9ŦŦƻǊǘs to Improve the Health of the 
Kansas Economy by Party Affiliation: 2011 
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Appendix 2.5: Opinion on Income Tax Change by Party Affiliation: 2011 
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Appendix 2.6: Tax Changes on Top Income Earners by Party Affiliation: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 2.7: Tax Changes on Large Corporations by Party Affiliation: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 2.8: Tax Changes on Small Businesses by Party Affiliation: 2011 
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Appendix 2.9: Rating of Kansas State Government by Party Affiliation: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 2.10: Satisfaction with the Performance of the Kansas Legislature by Party Affiliation: 2011 
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Appendix 2.11: Satisfaction with the Performance of Governor Brownback by Party Affiliation: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 2.12: Satisfaction with the Performance of State Senator by Party Affiliation: 2011 
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Appendix 2.13: Satisfaction with the Performance of State Representative by Party Affiliation: 2011 

 
 
 
 
Appendix 2.14: Satisfaction with the Performance of U.S. Senator Moran by Party Affiliation: 2011 
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Appendix 2.15: Satisfaction with the Performance of U.S. Senator Roberts by Party Affiliation: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 2.16: Satisfaction with the Performance of U.S. Congressperson by Party Affiliation: 2011 
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Appendix 2.17: Opinion on Kansas Government Spending by Party Affiliation: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 2.18: Opinion on Devoting Resources to the Development of Coal by Party Affiliation: 2011 
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Appendix 2.19: Opinion on Devoting Resources to the Development of Oil by Party Affiliation: 2011 

 
 
Appendix 2.20: Opinion on Devoting Resources to the Development of Wind by Party Affiliation: 2011 
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Appendix 2.21: Opinion on Devoting Resources to the Development of Nuclear Energy by Party 
Affiliation: 2011

 
 
 
Appendix 2.22: Opinion on Economic Benefits and Environmental Impact of Coal Production by Party 
Affiliation: 2011 
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Appendix 2.23: Opinion on Economic Benefits and Environmental Impact of Oil Production by Party 
Affiliation: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 2.24: Opinion on State Funding for Grades Kindergarten through High School by Party 
Affiliation: 2011 
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Appendix 2.25: Opinion on State Funding for Social Services by Party Affiliation: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 2.26: Opinion on Kansas House Bill 2067 by Party Affiliation: 2011 
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Appendix 2.27: Opinion on Elimination of the Kansas Arts Commission by Party Affiliation: 2011  

 
 
 
Appendix 2.28: Opinion on Prohibition of Automatic Abortion Coverage by Insurance Companies by 
Party Affiliation: 2011 
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Appendix 2.29: Opinion on Repeal of the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act by Party 
Affiliation: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 2.30: Pride of Being a Citizen of Global Society by Party Affiliation: 2011 
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Appendix 3: Opinions by Ideology 

Appendix 3.1: Rating of Kansas as an Overall Place to Live by Political Ideology: 2011 

 
 
Appendix 3.2: Satisfaction Levels with Governor .ǊƻǿƴōŀŎƪΩǎ 9ŦŦƻǊǘs to Improve the Health of the 
Kansas Economy by Political Ideology: 2011 
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Appendix 3.3: Satisfaction Levels with {ǘŀǘŜ 5ŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ tŀǊǘȅΩǎ 9ŦŦƻǊǘs to Improve the Health of the 
Kansas Economy by Political Ideology: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 3.4: Satisfaction Levels with {ǘŀǘŜ wŜǇǳōƭƛŎŀƴ tŀǊǘȅΩǎ 9ŦŦƻǊǘs to Improve the Health of the 
Kansas Economy by Political Ideology: 2011 
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Appendix 3.5: Opinion on Income Tax Change by Political Ideology: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 3.6: Opinion on Property Tax Change by Political Ideology: 2011 
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Appendix 3.7: Tax Changes on Top Income Earners by Political Ideology: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 3.8: Tax Changes on Large Corporations by Political Ideology: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 3.9: Tax Changes on Small Businesses by Political Ideology: 2011 
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Appendix 3.10: Rating of Kansas State Government by Political Ideology: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 3.11: Satisfaction with the Performance of the Kansas Legislature by Ideology: 2011 
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Appendix 3.12: Satisfaction with the Performance of Governor Brownback by Ideology: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 3.13: Satisfaction with the Performance of State Senator by Ideology: 2011 
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Appendix 3.14: Satisfaction with the Performance of State Representative by Ideology: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 3.15: Satisfaction with the Performance of U.S. Senator Moran by Ideology: 2011 
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Appendix 3.16: Satisfaction with the Performance of U.S. Senator Roberts by Ideology: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 3.17: Satisfaction with the Performance of U.S. Congressperson by Ideology: 2011 
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Appendix 3.18: Opinion on Kansas Government Spending by Ideology: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 3.19: Opinion on Devoting Resources to the Development of Coal by Ideology: 2011 
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Appendix 3.20: Opinion on Devoting Resources to the Development of Oil by Ideology: 2011 

 
 
Appendix 3.21: Opinion on Devoting Resources to the Development of Wind by Ideology: 2011 
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Appendix 3.22: Opinion on Devoting Resources to the Development of Nuclear Energy by Ideology: 
2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 3.23: Opinion on Economic Benefits and Environmental Impact of Coal Production by 
Ideology: 2011 
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Appendix 3.24: Opinion on Economic Benefits and Environmental Impact of Oil Production by 
Ideology: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 3.25: Opinion on State Funding for Grades Kindergarten through High School by Ideology: 
2011 
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Appendix 3.26: Opinion on State Funding for State Colleges and Universities by Ideology: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 3.27: Opinion on State Funding for Social Services by Ideology: 2011 
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Appendix 3.28: Opinion on Kansas House Bill 2067 by Ideology: 2011 

 
 
Appendix 3.29: Opinion on Elimination of the Kansas Arts Commission by Ideology: 2011  
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Appendix 3.30: Opinion on Prohibition of Automatic Abortion Coverage by Insurance Companies by 
Ideology: 2011 

 
 
 
Appendix 3.31: Opinion on Repeal of the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act by Ideology: 2011 
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