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Executive Summary

The Docking Institute of Public Affairs at Fort Hays State Univeositjucted the 2011 Kansas
Speaks surveydm June 21 to September 2, 2014random sample of adult residents of Kansas age 18
and olderwas surveyedby telephone or mail quesinnaireto assessheir attitudes and opinions

regarding various issued interest to Kansas citizens. The survey finds:

 OverhafoNBalLlR2yRSyiGa opndy::0 AY wnmm alAR (GKS& 7FSf
322 R¢ LI, HoOwSrom®%in 20885 hyfe& o: alFAR Ylyatka gl a S
LJ2 2 NE  LJt, hboud thels@me fashingP81®espondents whora strong Rpublicars and
those who considethemselves politically conservative were more likely to say that Kansas was
atleastad 3 2 2 R éto likéftHarOr&pondents whara strongDemocrats and those who
considered themselves liberal.

1 About forty percent40.2% of respondentghink the Kansas economigt | & f Shhiléd G322 R
Hm? alAR Ylyala KFER | GRSEpANED 2 NI sdnBSiudnot2 2 Nk S O
significantlydifferent from thosein 2010.

In 2011, 47.6% of respondentsea@moderatel\ or évery satisfiedg A 1 K D2 GSNY 2NJ . NB 4 )
efforts to improve tte health ofthe Kansas economy, up slightigm 46.2% in 201€r
Governor ParkinsanConservative an&epublican respondentse@more likely to feefverye or
émoderately satisfieélg A Gt K D2 @S NJ 2 NJ .thaRrésponderidsiwfagie ST F 2 NI &
Democratioor liberal.

1 About 3860f respondentsn 2011are dmoderatel or dvery satisfied with the Kansas
DemodNJ} G A O t I NI &Ga al ywS Lidssrta tOimgrove theddieseédiomy.

These resultsra similar to thosen 2010. Respondents tended to express higher satisfaction
with the efforts ofthe Partywith which they seldentified.

 In2011, 71% of respondentdl®d SAGKSNJ a OSNE O2y OSMESKK | ZINIGKS2 F
Kansas economy will seriously threaten thaitheA NJ ¥ YAf ASaQ 4SSt FIF NB> aft A
68% in2010.

1 Preferences for changes in income, sales and property tangiolicyin 2011 ae not
significantly different fom those in 2010. Respondenteanost likely to favokeeping each of
these threerevenue sources at their current rates. The strongegtport for decreasing taxes i
for property tax (45%n 2011). Among those who favaising taxes, most favancreasing sales
tax (25% in 2011), followed by income tax (19% in 2011). OnlyaM@¥irfcreasing property

taxes



Respouentswho voted in November 201&re more likely to support a sales tax increase than
those with who did not vote Respondents with higher levad$ education ae more likelyto
supportincreasing property taxethan respondents with lower levebf education

Democratic andiberalrespondentsare more likely to spport increasingricomeand property
taxesthan Republican and conservative respondents

When asked about preferences for changes on taxation pfaicyarious earner categories,
respondents were most likely to favor increasing taxes on large corporatimh$op income
earners. A majoritjavor keeping current tax policies for thmiddle classind small businesses
The percentage of responderfiavoringtax increase for corporations (52% to 63%) and top
income earner$41% to 58%fMas been increasing eagkar since2009.

Democraticand respondents who are politically liberakanore likely to support tax increases
on top income earners, large corporations, aod lesser degreesmall businesses than
Republicans and respondents who were politically conservative.

w S a LJ2 ¥y R S ¢af Kafas NthteigbwsrAment in 201 temnot significantly different from
thosein 2010. In 2011, 8% rateéi 6 S I2BSNYYSyYyd | & G d8&NMdrated22 RE 2
AG a aLI22NE 2N agSNE LR 2 NWDE

LY HammI NBALRY R beKaksa legidaiuk, aFwalliiek @wstaté A ( K
sendors and representativedncreasedslightlyfrom 2010, whilesatisfaction wih the Governor
and their U.S. @hgressmen deciased

In general, Bpublican respondents and those wh@re politically conservativera more likely

to feel dverye or dmoderately sasfiecE with their elected officials than Democratic and
politically liberal respondents

wS &Ly RSy (i auih thelpérfbrinante Ofehators Moran and Roberts is aboig
same. A litle over half of respondentsra dverye or dmoderately satisfieélwith each

In 2011, over hdlof respondents (51.6%) favdecreasing state spending, while only 16.4%
favorincreasing spending S & LJ2 Y RSy (1 4 Q 2ehBry/sknRaytd thoke/in 2010.M m |
Republican respondents and those who are politically comatve ae less likely to say that
Kansas government spending should be increased in 2011.

As in 2009 and 201€he energy source thaespondents in 2011ra mostlikely tofeelis
GSEGNBYSt @ AYLERNIFyYyGé T asMindreheyus, blldwedibg oilaig2 6 S NB a
coal both ofwhich increased significantly from 201Rupport for the development of nuclear
energy b the lowest among the varioenergy sourcedRespondents wth higher levels of

education ae more likely to think it is not important to develop coal and oil.

7



Republican respondents and those who considered teelmes politically conservatisge more
likelytosayitda GSEGNBYSt & AYLRNIFIYyGE 2N GAYLEBNIFYyGE F
development of coal, oil,rad nuclear energy in 201 Democratic respondents and those who
considered hemselves politically liberatamore likelytosayiti ¢ SEGNBY St & A YLI2 NI |
GAYLRNILIFYyGE F2N YIyala (G2 RS ddeiedgy NSE&2 dzZNOSa G2
The percentages of respondents wésirongly agreéor éagreg  (ittieledonomic benefits of

coal and oil production outweigh concerns about the impact on the environinantbeen

increasing since 2009, wilkepubl¢can respondents and those wiape politically conservative
beingmorell St & G2 &aadNRy3Ifte |INBSE 2N alF ANBS P
When asked about the current levels of state fundiogeducation a majorityof respondents
supportedincreased funding fok-12 (58%) and favored keeping funding for higbéucation at

current levels (51.4%). Over one third (35#Pportincreased funding for state colleges and
universities.

In 2011 respondents favoringncreased statéunding for all levels of educatidend to be

younger, [2mocrdic, politically liberalandhavehigher education levels.

Respondents who voted in November 20D8mocratic respondents and those who coresid
themselves plitically liberal a more likely to support increasedase funding for social

services.

When asked if they suppodr oppose Kansas House Bill 2067, which will require persons to
provide documented proof of citizenship when registering to vote and a photo 1D whergvaoti

2013, 55.4%aid that theya & (0 N2 y 3 f the laivdalhileJaniithied 3.3% saidrey

G az2YS g KINTté Dulyodle}eventh (13.6%) said that théya (G N2 y 3 fiteThevedyJ2 a S ¢
youngest and very oldest respondemte least likely to supporthe law. Respondents whaoa
conservative, Bpublican or leaning &ublican a morelikely to suppet the lawthan those

who ae liberal, Democratic or leaningeBhocratic.

When asked if they support or oppose the eliminationief Kansas Arts Commissidy,.4% of
respondentssupported the elimination, 32.1% were neutral, and 40dg¥6osed the
elimination.Republican respondents and those who considered théwesepolitically

conservative ee morelikely to support eliminating the Kansas Arts Commission

When askd if they support or oppose state law that requires women to purchase additional
coverage foabortion procedures, 43.5% aéspondentssupported thelaw, while36.6%

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

political party andideology



1 Repealof the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act of 2@0Dbama Caresisupported
by 46.9%0f respondents, whil&9% of respondentepposerepealing the legislatiorRepublican
respondents andndependent voters leaninggRublican tendo support the rgpealmore than
Democratic and other Independent respondentfie more politically conservaé a respondent
is, the more likely to supporepealing the legislation

1  When askedabout their levet of pride as a citizemride in being a&itizen of the Unitd States
is, by far, the strongest, withmost eight/ percent 799 of respondentssaying theyare avery
proud®d € nly 4090 ae avery proud to bea citizen of the global societyAbout 80% of
respondents ee either dproude or dvery proud to beacitizen ofKansaswhich is similar to
levels of pride irbeing citizens atheir local communities

f  Respondets who voted in November 2010eamore likely to bel & JibilBidé to be a citizen of
Kansas and their local communitiesesRondents with lowelevels of education were nmrie
likely to report feelingoroud to bea Kansas citizen

1 Politially conservative respondentseamore likelyto be proud to be a citizen of Kansaghile
Democratic and politicalljberalrespondentsare mare likely to feeproud to be citizens ahe
global society.

1 FOX newssithe media source most commonly citedthg most trusted medh source.
Interestingly, it$ also most commonly citeaithe least trusted media sourcéAmong norTV
media sources, local newspapstlie most trusted media source, while internetebsites ae

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 citizenshe survey was administt through both telephone and mailtilizing an
addresseebased sampling technique to facilitate the most representative sample possible
Respondents for which telephone numbers were availa®es surveyed by telephone. Té®
respondents for whom no gine number was available were mailed the questionnaire and a self
addressed business reply envelopehe telephone survey was conducted frdmme 21 tocAugustl10,
2010, whenl,688households were contacted via telephank total of807 households complet the
telephone survey, resulting in4v.8% response raté807/1,689. The survey questionnaires were
mailed to 2530households oruly 25 By Septembeg, the end of the data collection periodl2 mail

invitations were returned as undeliverablend232 questionnaires were completed and mailed back to
9



the Docking InstituteThe valid population size for the mail survey is th84&(2,530¢ 12), and the
response rate for the mail surveyd2% @32/2,518). With a total of1,039 households completinthe
survey, the overall response rate24.7%6 (1,0394,206. At a 95% confidence level, the margin of error
for the full sample ofL,039is 3.04% assuming no response bia8.margin of error 08.04% means that
there is a 95% probability that findingsong thesample vary no more than +8.04% from the value
that would be found if the entir@opulation of interes{adult Kansas residentaere surveyed
assuming no response biaSample demographics were compared to known Cehsised distributios
(seeAppendix A). The sample matches closely with all Cdresesd distributios except Hispanic origin
and age. The survey had higher response rates among Kansas residents wholdigpaoicandthose
over 50. Terefore, he overall population estimategre biased toward the opinions of ndtispanic and

older Kansans.

This report containsevensections.Each section presents not only descriptive analyses of
NEALRYRSYGaQ FyasgSNE G2 SIFOK ljdzSadAz2yey odzi It az
demographic variables to see how citizens in various social categories differ in their opiniarsos
issues. These eighéections are:

1) Overall Quality of life in Kansad his 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) TaxesThis section shows results to opinion questions regarding faieéffedtive personal and
businesgaxation policies.

4) State Government¢ KA a aSOGA2Yy LINBaSyida GKS NBadzZ da 27
in general, as well as their various state governnmedattedofficials.

5) Energy PolicyA key componenof this study is to assess the level of citizen support for public
resources being devoted to developing valsasources of energy production, including oil, coal

and wind.

6) Public Policy Issue¢ KA a &aSO00GA2y t22714& | G OlkyissuesSiyiciuding2 LIA Y A 3

illegal immigration health care, and education.
7) CitizenPrideand Trust of MediaThis section presents how proud people feel of being a citizen
of their local community, Kansas, the U.S., and the global sodwsdia sources that are trusted

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

Respondents were asked to rate Kansas generally as a place tAinang thosel,028
respondents who provided valid answers to this questfis, &l AR Yl yal a 6l a |y aSE(
live,348: FSt0 Ylyalra gla | GZSNBSHRIRERLIVI 08 8206t & 063
live. The percentages of respondents who feltKana ¢ & |y GSEOSttSyiGés aOdSNE
to live have been declining from 2009. The difference between 2010 and 2011 is not statistically
different, butthe difference between 2009 and 2010 iatsgtically significanat the 95% confidence
level ; indicating a 95% probabilityat the differencebetween 2009 and 201@ould be found if the

entire population of interest was surveye@assuming no response bias in the sur{fegure 1)

WSALR yRBYWAh2Yas 2F G(KS ljdz t AGE 27F v¢ofingtSehadior NA SR &
In year 201, 58% of respondentsho voted in November 201€aid that Kasas was atydi a SEOSt t Sy i ¢
oraveryd 2 2 R¢ LI FahbperdeR{4yoidesppndents who didot vote in November 2010
said sqFigure 2).
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Figure 2: Rating of Kansas as an Overall Pla

Figure 1: Rating of Kansas as an Overall Place . . i
g g to Live by Voting Behavior: 2011
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0% . . . Votedin Didn't Vote
2009 2010 2011 2_010 in _2010
(n=1218) (n=997) (n=1028) (n=844)  (n=126)

* Qatistically significantly differenciom previous year
Question:In general, how would you rate Kansas as a
place to live?

hLIAYyA2ya 2F GKS ljdZd tAGe 2F tAFTS 6SNB faz2 aiady
and ideobgy. Compared witbemocratic respondents,gRublican respondents were more likely to feel
GKFG YlFyala gt a |G MBre than seventy @eht{#L.7%bflreSdndéngowid A &S @
considered themselves strongR.Jdzo f A Ol y& &l AR (K|l oraBISWRI F2@IRE LY | ©
live, while less than half (48.8%f)respondents who considered themselves str@gmocratssaid so
(Appendix 2.1). Respondents who considered themselves politically conservative were more likely to
alke GKFG YIFyal2aRés FLat @S 052 afiA @S aidsid yhensdvasligesaR Sy (1 a ¢
Almost seventy percent (69%) of respondents who considered themselves very conservative felt that
YEyalra é6la Iy aSEOSttSyidé 2N a@SNE 3I2c¢hsdered,)t | OS 2
themselves very liberal felt the sani&ppendix 3.1)
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Section2: Economy
When asked to rate the Kansas economy24®ofthe 1,004respondentavho provided valid
answerssaid it was at leagt 3 2 2WRIIE 24% said Kansas hadi LJ2 2 N¥ 2 NJ a 9SNE LIR22NE S
t S2 L) S Qsin 2P1vefehoRsgnificantly different from thosén 2010. The difference between
2009 and 2010 was statistically significéieigure 3).

Figure 3: Rating of Kansas Econar2909¢ 2011
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e
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2009 2010* 2011
(n=1197)  (n=995)  (n=1004)

* Qatisticallysignificantly differencérom previous year
Question:In general, how would you ratbe Kansas econorfly

Thed dzNIS & O2y Ay dzSR satsfadtich levelg dith GdersdyhBEE 4l 4 1Qy R
adlk i8S L MNibres tofinfhiove Sélieddh of the Kansas econorResponderdCsatisfaction
levels withthe @ @S Ny 2 NR Q  Ssigfifandlia 20 FONEmipirdd Rith 200Dut increased in

2011 In 2011,47.6% of respondents wecenoderatelyé or very satisfiedwith 2 @S NY 2NJ . NB gy ol O
13



efforts, increasing from 46.2% in 201Thedifference between 2010 and 2011statistically

significant. The grcentage of respondents who weémoderatel\ or dvery satisfied with the Kansas
5SY2O0NI GA O t I NI 8om33.386fnR2a181b 48.6% yh QUNIR¢ diffé&rdhce between

2010 and 2011 is not statistically significafibe gercentage of respondents who weé® 2 RS NI (1 Sf &8¢ 2
G DS NE HIA{IAKE FYA- S/Rigk & w S LJdzd fioAcBangé frami2000 ® 204 Witk aFskgatMIi R A

higher percentage of respondents feeliagery satisfied (Figure 4).

CAIdzNBE nY {lFGAaTFI OUAYZR/ {[(S-ASS atEMoNSiKn (DR HREASERMN A Q
the Kansas Econom009¢ 2011
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90% -
80% -
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60% - H Not
Satisfied
50% -
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40% - Satisfied
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20% Satisfied
o
= Very
10% 7 Satisfied

0%
2009 2010* 2011* 2009 2010* 2011 2009 2010 2011
(n=1155)| (n=885) | (N=932) | (n=1104)| (n=859) | (n=840) | (n=1105)| (n=872) | (n=885)
Governor Sebelius(2009)/ KS Democratic Part KS Republican Part

Governor Parkinson(2010)/
Governor Brownback (2011)

* Qatistically significantl,ydifferencef[ory previous year ) o 3
Question] 26 &l GAAFASR FNB &2dz 6AGK D2OSNY2N . Negyol O1Qa |y
of the Kansas econorfly
wSalLRyRSyGaQ LI NIe FFFAfAFLGA2ya | yh®& ARS2ft 238 |

R OSNYy2NRa +FyR adlradsS LINIGHe fSFRSNBRQ SFF2NIa G2 AYl
Republican respondents were more likely to féedrye or dmoderately satisfied with Gogrnor

NRgyol O] Qa endarai@raspoadents{Apgendd?). The more conservative the
NEALRYRSYGQa LIRtAGAOIE ARSZ2( #vankordtodedtely HtBfiedd 2 NS A |
gAU0K D2@SNY 2N . NEethaddev@rityparced §7F.24)\af @spondents who considered
themselves very conservative weile@ S NE ¢ 2 NJ a Y2 WA NIKG DRI SN/ ENA T NE®Y 0 | (
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whereas 19.2% of respondents who considered themselves very liberabw@r§ NEB ¢ 2ty & Y2 RS NI
al A eAppersiRZ.2).

2 KSYy aA1SR Fo0o2dzi alFGA&aFIOGA2Y gAGK adGlraS LI N
Kansas economemocratic respondents and those respondents who considered themselves politically
liberal were more likelytofdd S NE ¢ 2NJ a Y2 BANIKG SIS 20Nt XiaAPA SRaANT e
(Appendces2.3 and 3.3).Republican respondents and thosespondentavho considered themselves
politically conservative were more likely to f@eld S NE ¢ 2 NJ & Y 2 RithNRepiilfida®art@ | G A & FA S
f SFRSNEQ ST Fx4nid8.4)6! LILISYRAOSaA

Respondents were also asked how concerned they were that the Kansas gcamathal
seriously threaten thenortheiNJ F I YA f A S & Q71%2X5% FNBNBII2 Yy RSz 6 SNBE SA (K
O2Yy OSRANSRY2RSNI (St &1, &2500nSrokikeSreng 20M0le differemce between
2009 and 2010 is statistically significatit there is no significant difference between 2010 and 2011
(Figure 5)

Figure5: Concerns with the Threat from the Econoi / 2y RAGA 2y & Ay Ylyala G2 L
Welfare:2009¢ 2011
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2009 2010* 2011
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* Qatistically significantly differenciom previous year
Question] 26 O2Yy OSNYySR IINB &2dz G4KIFIG GKS Ylyala SO02y2Yeé gAff
the coming year?
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Section 3: Taas

Kansas has three primary revenue sources: income tax, sales tax, and propehittiaxgh
the most commonly expressed preference was to leave all tax rates at their current Evé¥% of
respondents thoughthat income tax should be significantly or somewhat increas@btout a quarter
(25.2%0) of respondents thoughhat sales tax should be significantly or somewhat increagéohost
half @45.26) of respondents thought that property tax should be somewhatigmificantly decreased.
wSALRYRSY(aQ 2 Lloysigdfifaitly different fmom thosg i ROEFigure 6)

wSa LR yRSY(aQ s i@ Ravemped 2001 Svkisigificantidrelated with their opinions
on sales tax changefespondents whaoted in November 2011 were more likely to support a sales tax

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

Figure6: Opinions onChanges of Income Tax, Sales Tax, and Propertyfordke Years 2010 and 2011

100% -
90% -
80% -
70% - P
m Significantly Decrease
60% -
50% 1 o 45% m Somewhat Decrease
40% - Remain the Same
45%
30% | 40% B Somewhat Increasec
20% 1 m Significantly Increase:
10% -

0%

2010 2011 2010 2011 2010 2011
(n= 973) (n=979) | (n=983) | (n=981) | (n= 979) (n= 967)
Property Tax Sales Tax Income Tax

Question:Kansas has three primargvenue 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 significaathaded?
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Figure7: Opinion onSalesTaxChange by Voting Behavior: 2011

m Significantly
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B Somewhat
Decreased
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B Somewhat
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m Significantly
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wSaALRYRSYy(GaQ 2LAYyA2ya 2y LINRLISNIe& 4 BVhieKIl y3$§
and African Americarespondents were more likely to séya 2 Y S indkelasi regardingproperty
taxesthan otherracial groups (Figure 8Respondents with higher level of education were more likely

to supporta property tax increas¢éhan respondents with lower level of education (Figure 9).

wSaLR2yRSY(aQs dripdlilicadl iddodgredffedted théir dpihions on tax changes
too. Democratic respondents and those who were politically liberal were more likely to sugaport
income tax increasenan Rpublican respondents and those who were politically conservative
(Appendix 2.5 and Appendix 3.5). Respondents whoevpslitically liberal werenore likely to support

aproperty 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
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Figure9: Opinion on Property Tax Change by Education: 2011
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less (n=232) (n=229) Technical Degree Degree or
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Tax increases and reductions can be targeted at diffelygres ofpeople or businesses. In
2011, 44.8% of respondents thought taxes on small businesses staudecrease, and62.5% of
respondents blieved that taxes on large corporations shohtgincreasel. Almostone-third (30.26) of
respondents thought that taxes on middle class shdiddliecrease, while only9.8% said taxes on top

income earners shouldedecreasd. WS & L2 Y RSY (14 Q 2LIAYA2Y A AY HAMM 6 SNE
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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 eadhers
increasing percentages favoring keeping taxes on small businesses and the middle class at their current
levels Aaoss all target groups consistenttend between 2009 and 2011 of cieasing percentages of

respondents favoringpwer taxes is also édent.

wSalLRyRSyiGaQ LI NIeée FFFAfALFLGAZ2Yya |NB adNepy3ate |
income earners, large corporations, and small businesses. Democrats and respondents who were
politically liberal were more likely to support tax irases on top income earners, large corporations,
and, to a lesser degresmall businesses than Republicans and respondentswetne politically
conservativg Appendices 2.6, 2.7, 2.8, 3.7, 3.8, and.3.9)

FigurelO: Tax Changes on Different Groups: 2602011
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* Qatistically significantly differenciom 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, remainestiie, or decrease.

Section 4: State Government
INn201,395: 2F NBAaALRYRSydGa FStdG GKIFIG GKS afleagtal & adl
dgood¢ which was nosignificanty higherfrom that in 201Q(Figure 1). The rating of state

A % /4 A x

governmentwerel FFSOGSR o0& NBAaALRYRSYy(GaQ LIReplbEicanr FFAL AL GA2Yy
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respondents and those who were politically conservative were more likely to think the state
32 0SNYYSYil o1 &g s 8E O3 2 anBaatickrdifiyedklFesponden{Appendices 2.9
and 3.10)

Figure 1. Rating of Kansas State Government: 2092011
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* Qatistically significantly differenciom previous year
Question:In general, how would you rate the Kansas State Government?

In 2011, 46.4% of respondents wereerye or dmoderately satisfieélwith the overall
performance of their U.S. congresspans,slightly lower than thatn 2010. A higher percentage were
ay2iG al dAaaTAiSRe g A FOKL tHaRwitlShigraoNParkinsBms 20 1@ The percanyage
2F NBalLlRyRSyia ay2i ariAaFTASRé oA0GK (GKS.WMeyala [S
percentages ofespondentsvho weredverye or moderately satisfieélwith their ownstate senatorand
legishtor increased slightlyin both 2010 and 2011, about 56% of respondents vie@ S NB ¢ 2 NJ
G Y2 RSN (S twih thieit oliviA sialederBaRrg as well as for their statepresentative
w S a LJ2 ydRé&hged isddsfaction with performance of the Kansas $égfure aml the Governor

between 2010 and 2011 were statistically significgitjure 12
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Figure P: Satisfaction with Performance of the Kansas Legislature, Governors, and/St&e
Legislators 2009¢ 2011
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m Not Satisfied = Slightly Satisfied m Moderately Satisfied m Very Satisfied

* Satistically significantly differenciom 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 mowisfied withthe Kansas legislature but less satisfied
with their state senators than neHlispanic respondents in 2011. More than half (55%) of Hispanic
respondents wer@verye oré moderately satisfieélwith the overall performance of the Kansas
legislature in 2011, wéreas 39% of nehlispanic respondents werwerye or dmoderately satisfieél
(Figure B). In 2011, 21% of Hispanic respondents were very or moderately satisfied with the overall
performance of their state senators. In contrast, 58% of-klispanic respondes were very or
moderately satisfied with the performance of their state senators (Figdye The low sample size for
Hispanic respondents greatly increases the probability of sampling ferrtinis demographic, so these

results are less valid.
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Figure 13 Satisfaction with Performance of the  Figure 14 Satisfaction with Performance of State
Kansas Legislature by Hispanic Origin: 2011 Senator by Hispanic Origin: 2011
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wSalLR2yRSyGaQ LI NIe | F7FAdighificinflyastyonglrefatonshigstwithii A O £ A
NEaLR2YyRSy(iaQ alFdraa¥srOdAazy oAGK GKS 20SNIff LISNF2N.
state senators and representatives, and U.S. senatalangresspersondn general, Bpublican
respondents andhose who were politically conservative were more likely to feelrye or dmoderately
satisfied with all elected officials and legislative bodies in Kafidapendices 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, am).3.1

¢CKS HnAammM &adzNBSeé |ala alLISOAFAOFfteE |62dzi NBaLRy
Senators Moran and Robertsr Sa LI2 Yy RSy taQ &l GA&ATFFOUA2Yya 4AGK GKS L
were almost the sameA little over half of respondents wele @S NE ¢ 2 NJ aY2 REBWNI G St & al

Senatos Moran and Roberts (Figure 15).
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Figure b: Satisfaction with Performance of U.S. Senators Moran and Roberts: 2011
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When asked about Kansas government spendi6g®b of respondents thought it should be

gincreased; 31.9% thought it shouldremain the sameé,and51.6% thought it should bédecreased in

2011 The percentages were very similar to those in 2(HiQure B). Among all the respondents,

F'TNROFY 'T'YSNROFya 6SNB Yz2ai

' YSNAOIY NBaLRYRSy(a
those who were politicallyanservative were less likely to say that Kansas government spending should

0S GAYONBlFIraSRE AY HAMM

tFarty-dhé perceiit Bf Aflidari Vv |

i K2 dz3a K G 7)i Republicah iespénéetsizindR

0! LIWISYRAOSA HOMT

Figure B: Opinion on Kansas Government Spendi2§09¢ 2011
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* Qatistically significantly differenciom 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
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Section 5: Energy Policy

w S & L2 y Rgpyitifaitite development otoal andoil energyincreasedsignificantlyfrom
2010t02011LYy HAMMI pmMdoe: 2F NBALRYRSyGa (GK2dzaK4G AdG 4l
Kansas to develop coal energy, while in 2010 the percentage was 4Bla#st twothirds of
respondents (64.1%) thdza3 K Al 61 & GSEGNBYSt & AYLRNIFYyGé 2N aA
energy in 2011, whereas in 2010 the percentage was 57%5§port forthe development of wind
energy declinedlightlyfrom 2010 to 2011but the change was not statistically sfigant. In 2011,
Ty 2F NBalLRyRSyGa (K2dzakKid Ad 6l a aSEGNBYSte AY
energy. In 2010, the percentage was 82.5%.KS HnamMm & dzNSe | faz2 Fa]SR Foz2d
on the devéopment of nuclear energySupport forthe developmenbf nuclear energy was the lowest
compared to all other energy sources measuréu2011, 38.7% of respondents thought it was
4 SEBNBY A YLR NI I vy (far Kadsdlo devetopJaubldar-egfefigy, whis®.2% thought it wa
ay2aG G | (Figurely LI2 NI | y G ¢
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Figure 18 Opinionon Devoting Resource® the Development of Coal, Oil, and Wind: 20Q2011
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* Qatistically significantly differenciom previous year
Question:How important is it for Kansas to devagsources to the development of the following energy sources?

LY HnmmZI NBaLRy RS asséciatedSvithdr®@ir apinidoyi thé de@iSdmensdf &
coal and oil.In general, respondents with higher levels of education were more likely to think it was
ay2a4 4G fonya¥RPRBKYGe AXNRNIFyGe F2NJ YIanda G2 RS
200 wSalLRYyRSyiGaQ | 35S sonthe GedeibghiRnoliok Séndkallgréspoyderiss
yearsandoldes SNB Y2NB fA{1Ste (2 GKAYy]l Al o dGsattSEGNBY STt &
develop oil tharrespondentaunder 45, with those 65 and older expressing, by far, the highest support

(Figure 2).
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Hgure 19 Opinion on Devoting Resources to the Development of Coal by Education: 2011
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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 A&f4:1
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Respondents with different party affiliations and political ideologigsed in their opinions on
energy policiesln generalRepublican respondentand those who considered themselveslitically
O2yaSNIBIGADBS 6SNBE Y@NBYSARSAVLWRIBY&E ABNYGAYBISHD I
resources to the development of coal, oihcanuclear energy in 2011 thareBocratic respondents and
those whoconsidered themselvegsolitically liberal (Appendicez.18, 2.19, 2.21, 3.19, 3.20, an@3).
Democratic respondents and those who considered themselves politically liberal were more likely to say
Al 61 &8 GaSEGNBYStEE& AYLRNIIYyGE 2N GAYLRNIIyYyGéE F2NIY
energy (Appendices 2.20 and 3.21).

Respondents were asked about their opinionsadretherthe economic benefit®f coal and oil
production outweighconcerns abouthe environmental impact.In 2011, abouttwo-thirds 67.8%) of
respondentsy  ANB S ¢ 2 NJ dhatiheBcghanidendfitadfidl réduction outweih concerns
about theimpact on the environment, an@2% of respondentd I INBE S¢ 2 NJ dhatih2 y 3t & | 3|
economic benefits ofoal production outweigh concerns of tirapact on the environmentThese
percentagehavebeen increasing since 2008Bhe increases in both years atatistically significant

(Figure 2).
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In the 2011 survey, the party affiliation variable has significantly strong relationships with
NEALRYRSYGaQ 2LAYA2Yya 2y O KdSimmaA afyoalbidoil poodugtisnF A Ga |y
wSLJzof AOFlYy NBalLRYyRSyGa 6SNBE Y2NB tA(1Steée (2 daadNey
coal and oil production outweigh concerns abdi impact on environment thanémocratic
respondents (Appendices2 and 2.23)wWS a LR YRSy 1aQ LRt AGAOFIf ARS2f 238
GAGK NBaAaLRYRSYy(GaQ 2LAYA2Yya 2y (GKS SO2y2YAO o0SyS¥TaA
production.t 2t AGA Ol f & O2yaASNBI G§AGPS NBALRYWSYHANBISISNSI K12
the economic benefits of coal and oil production outweigh concerns about the impaheon

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

Figure 2: Opinion on Cal and Oil Production: 2008 2011
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80% p—_— 24%
o 29% 25% 379%
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60% -

m Strongly Disagret
509% - .

Disagree

40% - m Agree

m Strongly Agree
30% -
209% -
10% -

0%

2009 (n=1111) 2010* (n=900)| 2011* (n=902)‘ 2009 (n=1133) 2010* (n=919)| 2011* (n=922)‘

The economic benefits of coal production The economic benefits of oil production
outweigh concerns some people may have outweigh concerns some people may have
about its impact on the environment about its impact on the environment

* Qatistically significantly differenciom previous year

Question Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the following statements about coal
and oil production?The economic benefits obal productionoutweigh concerns some people may have about its
impact on the environmentThe economic benefits @il productionoutweigh concerns some people may have
about its impact on the environment.

Section 6: Public Policy Issues

Respondents were askedtlife current leves of state funding for grades kindergarten through
high schoo(K¢ 12), state colleges and universities, and social services (such as senior and disability
AaSNPAOSay aKz2dAZ R &S &
thought the state funding foK¢ 124 K 2 dzft R 0 S Ik 2010 drcraBednés 52.8Vhe
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difference was statistically significarBupport for increasingtate funding for stte colleges and
universities, as well gsinding for social servicedeclinedslightlyfrom 2010 to 2011but notto a
statisticallysignificanly degree. The majority prefer to keep funding for higher education and social

services at the current leves (Figure 3).

Figure 23 Opinion on $ate Funding for State Education and Social Services: 200911

100% 1 7% 8% 9%
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% - Decreased
40% - m Kept at Same Leve
30% - M Increased
20% -
10% -

0%

2009 2010 | 2011 2009 | 2010* 2011 2010 2011
(n= 1169 (n=981) | (n=964) | (n= 1153 (n=967)| (n=949)| (n=965)| (n=958)
Funding for Grades Funding for State Colleges| State funding for
Kindergarten Through High and Universities social services

School

* Qatistically significantly differenciom 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 increasé@pt at the same level, or decreased?

Note: Opinion on state funding for social services was not asked in 2009

RSaLIR2yRSY(aQ ré&R paiyafiilfatbry, and idedlSgvere strongly associated with
their opinions on state funding fd€¢ 12in 2011. In general, respondents with higher education levels
were more likely to support increased fundingixtyfive percent (65%) of respondents who had
graduate degrees thouglhe state funding foiK ¢ 12 should be increask whereas 52% of responden
with high school or less education supported increased state funding (Figuré&l2e age variable is
negatively associated with the support of increased state fundifmunger respondents were more
likely to support increased state funding (FiguEg.2The percentages of African American and American
Indian respondents who support increased state funding were higher than those of other races (Figure
26). In general, Bmocratic respondents we more likely to think thastate funding should be
incressed. Independent voters leaning Democi@had the highest support fdncreased state funding,
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with about eighty percent (80.4%pying they thoughtunding should be increased (Agmdix 2.24).
Respondents who considered themselves politically libeeabwnore 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
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Figure 25 Opinion on State Fundimfor 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
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wSaL2yRSY i age atiRdadgyiede also Telated to their opinion on state funding
for state colleges and universities in 201f.general, younger respondents and respondents with
higher educathin were more likely to think thattate funding for state colleges and universities should
be increased (Figure§ 2nd28). 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 &mversities by Education: 2011

100% -

90% -

80% -

70% -

60% 1 m Decreased
50% -

B Kept atthe Same Leve

40%

30% - ® [ncreased
20% -

10% - ~

0%

High School or Some College Associateor ~ Bachelor's Master's
less (n=227) (n=228) Technical Degree (n=237) Degree or
Degree (n=83) Above (n=160)

Figure 28 Opinion on State Funding for State Colleges and Universities by Age: 2011
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w S & LJ2 ¥ R S vofing ehaMidy @dtical affiliation, and ideologyere associated with their

opinions on state funding for social services in 20Aftican American respondents were most likely to

support increased state funding for social services, wagfesian respondents were least likely to
support it(Figure29). More than half (52%) of respondents who did not vote in November 2010
thought the state funding for sociakrvices should be increased, while only#of respondents who

voted thought so (Figurg0). In general, Bmocratic respondents and those who &ittered

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
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Figure 30 Opinion on State Funding fd8ocial Services by Voting Behavior: 2011
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When asked if they support @pposeKansas House Bill 2067, which will require persons to
provide documented proof of citizenship when registering to vote apt@to ID when voting in 2013,
55.%% ofthe 997 respondentswho provided valid answesid that theyostrongly suppor the law, and
13.3% said theysomewhat suppo# it. About oneseventh(136%) said that theystrongly opposeéit
(Figure 31
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Figure 31 Opinion onKansas House Bill 2067: 20997
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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 thisew state law?

wSalLRyRSyiliaQ 2LAYyA2ya 2y Ylyala | 2dzAaS . Aff
ideology. Respondents wih were 24 years oldr younger and those who were 65 years old and older

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

old and 65 years old and over groujsronghford & 2 YS ¢ K (i & dzLHoiz Rodf G KS € |

respondents of other age grougsa (4 NB y 3f & ¢ 2 NJ dha law(Sigurié B).(Respalztidht® NIi ¢
who ae Republican or leaningRepublican & more likely to gpport the law than those whore
Democratic or leaninpemocratic (Appendix 2.26Respondents who cordgred themselves

conservative e more likely to spport the law than those whora politically liberal (Appendix 3.28).
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Figure 32 Opinion on Kansas House Bill 2067 by Age: 2011
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In 2011, the Kansaegislature voted to eliminate the Kansas Arts Commis3ibe survey asked

respondents if theygport or oppose this decisiorFigure 3 shows that 286 of respondentsupport

the elimination, 32.1%ra neutral, and 4%opposeeliminating the Kansas Arts Commission
wSALRYRSY(aQ 2 Llassdciatgdavithah®iNdrty afiliai@ny ahd pblitical ideology.

Republican respondentnd those who considered themselves politically conservative were more likely

tod AGNRYyAf &8¢ 2 NJ dha dinfisatol (Appendixi 2 ArEhddote conservate the

NB & L2y RSY (i Q4 y, the rhokelikel(dthely wekeRES2(E NEIy 3 € 8 K | @ NA dzluy 416 ¢

eliminating the Kansas Arts Commiss{éppendix 3.29).
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Figure 33 Opinion on Elimination of the Kansas Arts Commission: 2(1-1937)
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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 procedure$he survey asked respondents if they supported or
opposed the lawmwhich requires women to purchase additional coverage for abortion procedures.
wSALRYRSY(aQ | vy awithAdghespdrbdbtagelayingd &8 SRR y It & & dzLJLJ2 NJi ¢
GKIFYy (K2asS ¢K2 aaiAduyfatyféur peroaniZdd. 8T rasgorientsatrbrighé
ordd2YSgKLI (G & dzlVak Miné thiddk36.6%flregpondentst A G NBy 3f 8¢ 2NJ G a2 Y
21LIJ2 aS¢é (FgukeR). WE&LR2 YRSy (iaQ LI NGe FFFAEAFIGAZ2Y YR AR
opinions. In general, Bmocratic respondents were more likelydod G N2y 3t 8¢ 2NJ 6 a42YS oK
bill, while Republican respondents were mdikely tod a G N2y 3f 8¢ 2NJ Gaa2YSgKIF G & dz.
(Appendix 2.28)¢ KS Y2 NB O2yaSNBI G6AOS | NBnotadikglfghdyyherea L2 € A
todAGNRYyIE &8¢ 2N Ada2YSoKIG adzlJL2 NI ¢ NBlJdZANAY3I g2YSy
abortion proceduregAppendix 3.30).
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Figure 34 Opnion on Prohibition of Inclusiv@bortion Coverage by Insurance Companies120
(n=938)
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Question In 2011, the Kansas legislature passed a bill that prohibits health insurance companies from
automatically covering abortion procedureldow 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 201QJ2 LJdzf | NI & | Y 2 6.§/Thé shurveg asketl rédpondenthidS
they supported or opposed the effort to repeal the Act. The effort to repeal the Act received a higher
f SOSt 2F adzJLR NI GKFyYy 2L &aAGA 2 KobutoryzseveNgeicede y RSy G &
(46.9%) of respondents A G NPy 3f €¢ 2NJ da2VYSg KL O ,whiel3R92fNI ¢ NBLISTH 7
respondentsy &a U NPy 3f 8¢ 2NJ da2YSoKI i @Figled2Sh RespondSLaSA T Ay 3 (K
opinions were related toheir party affiliations and political ideologyRepublican respondents and
those Independent voters leaningpublican tended to support the repeal effartore than mocratic
respondents and dter ndependent voters More than 60% of Republican resments and
Independent voters leaninggRublicand & G N2 y 3f @ ¢ 2 NJ @ & 2,YBese&sHeds thardzLILJ2 NJIi €
40% of other Independent voters ane@iocratic respondentd A Y BB 8 ¢ 2 NJ da2YS6KIF i &dzl
repealing Obama Caf@ppendix 2. 29)The more politichy conservative aespondnt was, the more
likelythey were to supportepeal More than seventy percer(71.3%) of the respulents who said
they weredvery conservativealsosaid theyd & 0 N2 y 3t & & dzLJLJ2 NI éAppdslikBB31) Ay 3 h o
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Figure35: Opinion on Repeal of the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act: 20£948)
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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) Gdow strongly do you support or oppose the effort
to repealthis legislation?

Section 7Citizen Pide and Trust of Media
The 2011survey askedespondents howroud or ashamedhey wereto be a citizen otheir
local commuity, of Kansas, dhe United Statesndof the global societyPride in being a citizen of the
United States was, by far, the strongeEigure & shows that 79% of respondents weieery proud to
bea dtizen of the United States, while ord% wered @S NB td B2 aitzFes of the global society.
About 80% of respondents wedproudé ord @S NB  td B2 ditzFed otheir local communitiesand
80%% SNB G LINRPdzRé 2NJ 6 OSNBnsasINRP dzRé¢ (2 o06S | OAGAT Sy 27

wSALRYRSY(iaQ @20dAy3a 0 DHdei@beidgh cizersoheidddal § SR ¢ A K
communities, with espondentsvho voted in November 2010 being more likely to be prosigjhtyone
percent (81%) o¥oting respondents feefprouds or dvery proud to be a citizen otheir local

communities Among those o did not vote, the percentage was 68% (Figure 37).
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Figure 36 Citizen Pride2011
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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 oldt&, Citizen of the global Society

Figure F: Pride of Beinga Citizen of Local Community by Voting Behavior: 2011
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w S a LJ2 y Ridyh bein@a diddilof Kansas was related tteeir education level and political
ideology.In general, respondents with lower levels of education were more likely tqpfeeldto be

Kansas citizendMore than half (56%) of respondents with high school education or lesd/&l
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proudé to be Kansas citizens, whereas 39% of respondents withind N2& RSINIEeE 2NJ | 62 O
proucé (Figure3g). ¢ KS Y2 NB O2yaSNBI A0S I NBaLRyRSydGQa LRt A
she was to be proutb bea citizen of Kansasviore than 92%of respondents who considered
themselvesiveryconservativé TSt (i  LINR dzR (i, fvhete&only51% bf yhase iiho OA G AT Sy
considered themslves very liberal felt that wa§Appendix 3.32)

Figure38: Pride of Beinga Citizen of Kansas by Education: 2011

100% -
| 11% 14%
90% o
16% 16% 15%
80% -
70% -
60% - = Very Ashamed
509 - B Somewhat Ashamec
40% - Neutral
[ |
30% 1 Somewhat Proud
= Very Proud
20% -
10%

0%

High School Some Associate or Bachelor's  Master's

orless College Technical Degree Degree or
(n=239) (n=232) Degree (n=244) Above
(n=87) (n=161)

w S & LI2 vy Rideyh bein@a ditiieh athe global society varied with their party affiliation and
political ideology.In generd respondents who were Democratic anmbre politicallyliberal were more
likely to feel proudo be citizens of global saty. More than 74%ef respondents who werég & (4 NB y 3
Democratg felt avery proud (i gitizensSotthe global society, whereasnly58% ofd & G NB y 3
Republicarg respondents felt so (Appendix 2.3MYlore than eighty percent (81%) of respondents who
considered themselvedery liberaf T St (i elcitikBndabthe ylabal Society, while onf7% of

respondents who considered thesalves very conservative felt this wgyppendix 3.33)

Respondents were asked whiotedia sources they trusted the most and the leastmong the
TV stations, FOXews hadhe highest proportion of respondents who said they were the most trusted

source, but also the highest proportion who said they were the least trusted sodoeut 18.9%of
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respondents indicatethat FOX News was onethie sources thg trusted the mos(Figure39), while
19.7% of respondents indicated FOX News was one of the sources they trusted the leasé(Figure
Among noATV media sources, local newspapend radiostationsreceived the highedevel oftrust.
About19.2% of respondents indiad that local newspaperwere amonghe media sourcethey

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 (Bi@ure
Among noATV media sourcehe internet was least trusted Aboutseven percentq.5% of

respondents indicated that websites or thieternet were among the sources they trusted the least.
Local newspaperreceived relatively high distrust toAlmost seven percent (6.8%) of respondents

indicated that local newspapers were among the sources they trusted the least (FRjure 4

Figure 39 Media Sources Trusted the Most: TV Statiqns1039)
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Question Which media source(s) do you trust thest? ListTV news program(siewspaper(s), website(s), or
radio staion(s) that you trust the most
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Figure 40 Media Sources Trusted the Most: Othegiis=1039)
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Question Which media source(s) do you trust the mokt&t TV news program(s), hewspaper(s), website(s), or
radio station(s) that you trust the most

Figure 41 Media Sources Trusted the Least: $tations (n=1039)
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Question Which media source(s) doytrust the least?List TV newprogram(s), newpaper(s), website(s), or
radio station(s) that you trust the least.
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Figure 42 Media Sources Trusted the Least: Othéns1039)
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Question Which media source(s) do you trust the leaki8t TV news program(s), newspaper(s), website(s), or
radio station§) that you trust the least.
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Appendix1l: Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Social Indicators

Gender Male
Female

Hispanic Origin

White

Black or African American
Race Biracial

Asian

American Indian

Other

Less than $10,000
$10,000-$19,999
$20,000- $29,999
$30,000-$39,999
$40,000-$49,999
$50,000-$59,999
$60,000 or more

Household Income

Less Than High School

High School Diploma
Education Some College

Associates or Technical Degree

Bachlor's Degree

Survey
Sample
(N=950)
56.4%
43.6%
(N=1039)
2.3%
(N=1039)
91.4%
3.1%
0.9%
0.8%
2.0%
1.8%
(N=842)
3.8%
10.0%
8.7%
11.9%
14.0%
12.6%
39.0%
(N=969)
3.8%
21.1%
24.1%
9.0%
25.3%

Masters, Law Degree, or Doctoral Degree  16.7%

* Education data for the 2010 Census is of adaffes25 and over
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Study
Population

49.6%
50.4%

10.5%

83.8%
5.9%
3.0%
2.4%
1.0%
3.9%

7.0%
11.6%
11.6%
11.0%
10.3%

9.0%
39.5%

10.8%*
27.8%*
24.2%*

7.4%*
19.3%*
10.5%*



Appendix1 (cont.): Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Social Indicators

Age

Political Party Affiliation

Years Living in Kansas

Participation in 2010 Election

Registered to Vote

18-24 Years Old
25-34 Years Old
35-44 Years Old
45-54 Years Old
55-64 Years Old
65 Years Older and Older

Strong Republican

Republican

Independent Leaning Republican
Independent

Independent Leaning Democrat
Democrat

Strong Democrat

1to 20 Years

21to 40 Years

41 to 60 Years

More Than 60 Years

Voted
Did Not Vote

Yes
No

45

Survey
Sample
(N=950)

2.6%
7.9%
10.5%
19.7%
22.7%
36.5%

(N=942)
21.2%
10.0%
15.1%
21.6%
11.6%

7.3%
13.2%

(N=1030)
20.0%
25.7%
29.0%
25.2%

(N=973)
86.9%
13.1%

(N=153)
71.2%
28.8%

Study
Population

10.2%
13.0%
12.2%
14.2%
11.6%
13.1%

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a



Appendix 2: Opinions by Party Affiliation
Appendix 2.1Rating of Kansas as an Overall Place to Liveasty Affiliation: 2011
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Appendix 2.50pinion onincomeTaxChange by Party Affiliation: 2011
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Appendix 2.9 Rating of Kansas State Governmeyt Party Affiliation: 2011

100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% - = Very Poor
m Poor
50% - .
| Fair
40% - = Good
B Very Good
30% 1 B Excellent
20% -
10%

0%
Strong Republican IndependentIndependent Independent Democrat Strong
Republican (n=88) Leaning (n=195) Leaning (n=65) Democrat
(n=192) Republican Deomcrat (n=121)
(n=136) (n=108)

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

100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
= Not Satisfied
50% - . L
= Slightly Satisfied
40% - B Moderately Satisfied
m Very Satisfied
30% -
20% -
10% -

0%

Strong Republican IndependentIndependentIindependent Democrat Strong
Republican (n=88) Leaning (n=197) Leaning (n=65) Democrat
(n=1900 Republican Deomcrat (121)
(n=134) (n=107)

52



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

100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
= Not Satisfied
50% - . -
= Slightly Satisfied
40% - B Moderately Satisfied
B Very Satisfied
30%
20% A
10% 7
d
0% T T T T T T {
Strong Republican Independent Independent Independent Democrat Strong
Republican (n=87) Leaning (n=188) Leaning (n=64) Democrat
(n=184) Republican Deomcrat (n=118)
(n=133) (n=106)

Appendix 2.12 Satisfaction with thePerformance of State Senator by Party Affiliation: 2011

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%
B Not Satisfied

50%

° u Slightly Satisfied

40% B Moderately Satisfied
= Very Satisfied

30%

20%

10%

0%

Strong Republican Independent Independent Independent Democrat Strong
Republican (n=80) Leaning (n=169) Leaning (n=54) Democrat
(n=167) Republican Deomcrat (n=98)
(n=123) (n=92)

53



Appendix 2.13 Satisfaction with the Performance of State Representative by Party Affiliation: 2011
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Appendix 2.15 Satisfaction with the Performance of U.S. Senator Roberts by Party Affiliation: 2011
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Appendix 2.17 Opinion on Kansa§&overnment Spendingpy Party Affiliation: 2011
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Appendix 2.21 Opinion onDevoting Resources to the Development of Nuclear Energy by Party
Affiliation: 2011
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Appendix 2.23 Opinion onEconomic Benefits and Environmental Impact of Bibductionby Party
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Appendix 2.25 Opinion on State Funding fd8ocial Services by Party Affiliation: 2011
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Appendix2.27: Opinion onElimination of the Kansas Arts Commission by Party Affiliation: 2011
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Appendix 2.29 Opinion onRepeal of the Btient Protection and Affordable Care Act by Party

Affiliation: 2011
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Appendix 3: Opinions by Ideology
Appendix 3.1Rating of Kansas as an Overall Place to Liv@bltical Ideology: 2011
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Appendix 3.50pinion onincomeTaxChange by Political Ideology: 2011
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Appendix 3.7 Tax Changes ohop Income Earners by Politicleology: 2011
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Appendix 3.10Rating of Kansas State Governmeyt Political Ideology: 2011
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Appendix 3.12 Satisfaction with the Performance of Governor Brownback by Ideology: 2011
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Appendix 3.14 Satisfaction with the Performance of State Representative by Ideology: 2011
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Appendix 316: Satisfaction with the Performance of U.S. Senator Roberts by Ideology: 2011
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Appendix 3.18Opinion on Kansas Government Spendimg Ideology: 2011
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Appendix 3.22 Opinion onDevoting Resources to the Development of Nuclear Energy by Ideology
2011

100% -
90% -
80% -
70%
60% - H Not At All Important
50% A B Somewhat Important
40% - B Important
30% A = Extremely Important
20% -
10% 1 ~
T T T T f

0%

Very Liberal Somewhat Moderate Somewhat Very
(n=52) Liberal (n=232) Conservative Conservative
(n=123) (n=250) (n=162)

Appendix 3.23 Opinion onEconomic Benefits and Environmental Impact@bal Productiorby
Ideology. 2011

100% -
90% -
80% A
70% A
60% - m Strongly Disagree
50% 1 = Disagree
40% H Agree
2096 - m Strongly Agree
20%
10% - .
T T T T i

0%

Very Liberal Somewhat Moderate Somewhat Very
(n=52) Liberal (n=234) Conservative Conservative
(n=122) (n=247) (n=172)

73



Appendix 3.24 Opinion onEconomic Benefits and Environmental Impact of Bibductionby
Ideology. 2011
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Appendix 3.26 Opinion on State Funding f@tate Cdeges and Universities by Ideology: 2011
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Appendix 3.28 Opinion onKansas House Bill 2067 by Ideology: 2011
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Appendix 3.30 Opinion onProhibition of Automatic Abortion Coverage by Insurance Companies by
Ideology: 2011
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