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Executive Summary

The Docking Institute of Public Affairs at Fort Hays State Univeositjucted the 2011 Kansas
Speaks survey from May 21 to September 6, 20r2ndom sample of adult residents of Kansas age 18
and olderwas surveyed by telephone or mail questmaireto assessheir attitudes and opinions

regarding various issued interest to Kansas citizens. The survey finds:
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in than Democratic respondents. White respondents or those who had voted in November 2012

weremore likely2 NJ S Yl yala Fa F a@SNE JI22Ré¢ 2N aSEOQS
e Almost half (46.8%) of respondents feltthe dada S O2y2Yeé gl a a3I22RIE aBS
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GSEOStfSylioéd wSalLRyRSyda ¢gSNB fSaa tA1Ste 02

when theyhad higher education (as compared with those who had lower education) or higher
income (as compared with those who had lower income) , identified themselves as Republicans
(as compared with Democrats), or had voted in 2010 (as compared with those whotdid

vote).
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economy than Democratic respondents and independent voters. Respondents with higher

education were less likely to feel so than those with lower education. Respondents who voted in

2010were more likely tdoed S NE &l GAAFTASRE 2N G@SNE RAaa&l GAA

e _2dzyISNI NBALRYRSY (4 6SNB f S&iat iphdenoddtie TFSS¢

a

t I NIe@ fSFRSNEQ STF2NIia (2 AYlaNRIEEesporidédits. KS | £ (G K 2
altS NBaLRyRSyGa ¢6SNB f Saaé fal dbrhane BDebBemtBSt o ISN
tF NGe fSFRSNEQ STFF2Nlia GKIFIYy FSYIFIES NBRaLRyRSyila

2NJ aY2RSNKI inhda ghey Bad ljher family income (as compared with those who
had lower income) or identified themselves as Republicans or leaning Republican (as compared

with Democratic respondents and those leaning Democratic).



wSaLR2yRSyiGa ¢SNE Ysusied { RNERBNIIRSTFESE I G OSNESRE
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of education(as compared with those with higher educatiomere Republicans or leaning

Republicar{as compared with Denopats and those leaning Democratioy were white(as

compared with other racial groups)

lo2dzi aS@Syide LISNOSyYyild ocopdp:0 2F NBalLlRyRSyida o
O2yOSNYySRe¢ GKIFG GKS Ylyala S02y2Ye b 20d3tRF FaNSSNDR 2
Older espondentss SNBE Y2 NB fA1Sfte 22 6§FEGRSHND S Qiiae O D g OSSN
younger respondents. Respondents with lower education were more likely to feel concerned

that those with higher education. Female respondents were maedlito feel concerned than
malerespondentsRespondentsvith lower family incomavere more concerned than those

with higher income. Bmocratsand those leaning Democratic were more likely to be concerned

than Republicans and those leaning Republican.

Most of the respondents prefer to leave the tax rates for income tax, sales tax, and property tax

at their current levels. About sixteen percent (16.4%o)espondents thought that income tax

dK2dZZ R 0S GaAIYATAOlIyGfeé 2 NyperehtYRAE%K)ofi Ay ONBI &
NBaLRYyRSyila (K2dAK{G GKFG altsSa GFE akz2dZ R 0SS «a
pHOH: 2F NB&LRYRSyi(la (K2dAKGI GKFG LINRLISNIe G E
RSONBIaSR¢ O0CAIdz2NBE HTOO®

Respondents with higher educatiovere more likely to say the income tax should be
Ga2YSeKEGe 2N aa Atythoseawdn loivér edlicatiory, SoNEre BeBidteats

and thosedeaning Democratias compared with Republicans and those leaning Republican
Respondentsweremoe A { Sf & (2 & dzLJLJ2 NI iacleds&dd 2AINJEG &iA23 yoAST MG
AYONBI AaSR¢é gKSYy (GKS& KIR KAIKSNI SRdzOF GA2Yy ol &
higher income (as compared with those with lower income), or voted in 2010 (as compared with

those who did not vote). White respondents were more likely to support sales tax increase than

other racial groups.

Respondents with lower family income were more likely to support property tax increase than

those with higher family income, so were thagspondents who were Democrats or leaning

Democratic as compared with those who were Republican and leaning Republican.

More than half (51.5%) of respondents thought taxes on small businesses should be decreased.
Almost sixty percent (57.7%) of respondebgdieved that taxes on large corporations should be

increased.



Almost onethird (31.9%) of respondents thought that taxes on middle class should be

decreased, and 63.5% said taxes on middle class should remain the same.

More than half (55.8%) of respdants taxes on top income earners should be increased, while

only 9.1% said they should be decreased.

Respondents with higher education were more likely to support tax increase on middle class.

Except for those respondents whose family income was $15@06tbre, respondents with

lower family incomeavere more likely to support tax increase on middle class.

Male respondents were less likely to support tax increase on large corporations than female
respondents, so were respondents with higher family incaaeompared with those with

lower family income.

Respondents who were strong Democrats, Democrats, independent leaning Democratic and
independent were more likely to support tax increases on top income earners, large

corporations, and, to a lesser degresmall businesses than Republicans and respondents

leaning Republican.

l02dzi F2NIié LISNOSYyld o6nndo>0 2F NBALRYRSyGa 7FSf
LISNF2NXYIFyOS 461 & G 4322RZé a@OSNE 3I22R=Z¢ 2N aSE
In general, respondents with higher educatiwere less likely to feel the Kansas state
I20SNYYSYyid o6& alLR2NE 2N adSNE LR 2NWDE

Democratic respondents and those leaning Democratic were less likely to think the Kansas state

A2 @PSNYVYSyilG o1 a aSEOSttSyidé 2N a@SNBngI22R¢ G(KFy
Republican, and independent voters.

¢CKANIL & LISNOSyid o6om:0 2F NBalLRyRSyia 6SNB aY2RS
performance of the Kansas legislature.

Respondentsvith higher educatio’s SNB Y2 NB fA{Ste& (2 FSSReéAaODSNEE
with the performance of the Kansas legislattinan those with lower income, so were those

respondents who wer®emocrats or leaning Democratis compared with those who were

Republican or leaning Republican

Almost forty percent (39.6%) of responded ¢ SNBE G Y2RSNI GSfte&é¢ 2N d OSNE
performance of Governor Brownback.

WSALRYRSY(Ga sAGK KAIKSNI SRdzOFGA2Yy 6SNB Y2NB f A
with the performance of Governor Brownback. Republican respondents, indepeudters,

YR (K2aS ¢K2 @2GSR Ay wnanmn ¢gSNBE Y2wibs fA]1Ste
D2JSNY2NJ . NEoyol 01 Qa LISNF2NXIyOSo
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About half (50.4%) of respondents thought Kansas government spending should be decreased,

31.8% thought it should remain the same, and 17.7% thought it should be increased.

In general, respondents with higher education were more likely to support Kansasngnent

spending to be increased. Hispanic respondents were also more likely to support spending

increase than notHispanic respondents. Respondents who were Democratic and leaning

Democratic were more likely to support spending increase than those velne Republican or

leaning Republican.

About three quarters (75.3%) of respondents thoughtit@aS E i NBY St & AYLER NIl yié
GAYLER NI yGé F2 Mindeheyn ABout ind thiRIS(@69%Pof despondents

GK2dAKG Ad o1& aSEGNBWItie FTARYNUYNIY &y (aé (22N RISAYSLI22N
NEalLR2yRSyilia (K2dAKG RSGSt2LIAy3 O2lessthanfaty & SE G NB
percent (37.1%) of respondents felkveloping nuclear energy wasxtremely importan€ or

amportant® €

Ingenet £ > NBalLIRyRSyila gAGK KAIKSNI SRdzOI GA2Yy 6SNS
AYLERNIFYyGE 2N 6az2YSoKFEG AYLERNIFYyGE F2N YFyal &
wSallR2yRSyta oSNB tSaa tAa1Ste G2 KAyl AdG gl a a
develop oil wiken they had higher educatigas compared with those with lower education)

hadhigher family incoméas compared with those with lower family incomej were 35 years

to 64 years old (as compared with those who were younger and older).

Respondentswere S84 fA{1Sté& (2 GKAYl AlG 61 a GSEGNBYSt 2
develop wind energy when they were mgbes compared with female respondentsy African

American or biraciglas compared with other racial groupsy when they had higher faily

income(as compared with those with lower family income)

Male respondents were more likely to support the development of nuclear energy than female
respondents.

As compared with Republican respondents and those leaning Republican, Democratic
respoRSy ia |yR (K2aS tSIyAy3a 5SY20NI GAO ¢gSNB ISy
AYLRNIFYGé 2NI aAYLERNIFyYyGdGé F2NI Yryala G2 RS@2GS
y dzOf SI NJ SYSNH&zZ odzi Y2NB A St &2 NIRI yad ¢ TAINIGY Ay
devote resources to the development of wind energy.

Almostsixty percent (57.9%) of respondents thought the state funding for grades kindergarten

through high school @&2) should be increased.



More than a third (35.3%) of respondearthought the state funding for state colleges and
universities should be increased, and 48.8% preferred to keep the funding at its current level.
Almost half (47%) of respondents thought the state funding for social services should be
increased.

Female respondents were more likely to suppmstate funding increase for-K2 and higher
education and social services than male respondents.

Compared with Republican respondents and those leaning Republican, Democratic respondents
and those leaning Democratic were more likely to suppatate funding increase for education
and social services

Younger respondents were more likely to suppestate funding increase for-K2 education

than older respondents.

In general, respondents with higher education were more likely to suppstdte funding

increase for KL2 education and state colleges and universities.

Except for respondents who we6& years old and older, older respondents were more likely to
supporta state funding increase for social services.

Respondents were less likely to support increased state funding for social services when they
had higher family income or had voted in 2010.

Before the U.S. Supreme Court issued the decision to uphold the Patient Protection and

' FTF2NRIOES /INB ' OG Ay WdzyS HAMHI ncow: 27F
the effort to repeal the act. Male respondents were more likelgupport repealing ObamaCare
than femalerespondents Democratic respondents and those leaning Democratic were less
likely to support the repealing effort than independent voters, Republicans and those leaning
Republican. Respondents who voted in 2010 were moreylikesupport the repealing effort

than those who did not vote.

After the U.S. Supreme Court issued the decision to uphold the Patient Protection and
Affordable Care Act in June 2084,.2% of respondents thought that the Supreme Court had
made the wronglecision to uphold the acRespondents with higher education were more
likely to think the Supreme Court made the right decisidamocratic respondents and those
leaning Democratic were more likely to think the Supreme Court made the right decision than
those who were Republican, independent leaning Republican, and independent

Almost all (97.9%) of respondents currently had a governAs=uted photo identification.

Among those who did not have one, 55.6% said they intended to obtain one.



Respondents wo were 65 years old and older were much less likely to have a government

issued photo identification than those who were younger than 65 years. Respondents who did

not vote in 2010 were less likely to have such identification than those who voted. African

' YSNAOIY |yR (GK2aS gK2 O2yaARSNI KSyasStg@gSa I a
likely to have such identification than other racial groups

lftyY2ald GoeSyide LISNOSyild ompee:0 2F NBaLRYyRSyGa A
R A T Ffardhdmb td grovide their birth certification. In general, respondents with higher family
AyO2YS 6SNB tSaa tA(1Ste G2 FSSt Al o6l a aaz2yYSoK
than those with lower family income. Democrat respondents angéhieaning Democratic

GSNE Y2NB tA1Ste G2 FTSSt aaz2YSoKIGéE 2N aOSNE R
Republican, independent leaning Republican, and independent.

More than forty percent (44.3%) of respondents indicated that they would have voted for Mitt

Romney if the 2012 Presidential Election had been held on the day they were surveyed, and

30.2% would had voted for Barack Obama. Male respondents were moretdikadye for Mitt

Romney, and female respondents were more likely to vote for Barack Obama. Democratic

respondents and those leaning Democratic were more likely to vote for Barack Obama, and
independent voters, Republican respondents and those leaninglitiepn were more likely to

vote for Mitt Romney. Respondents who did not vote in 2012 were more likely to be

Gdzy RSOARSREé (GKIFy (K2aS ¢K2 @20SRO

wSaLRYRSY Q& abdlapladeyodive lcElined befiedn 2009 20d.2.

wSalLR2yRSYy(Qa shsstata giadnmart dedife§betwéey 2009 agd12.

Compared with 2009, respondents became more concerned in 2012 that the Kansas economy

g2dAd R ASNRA2dzaf e UGKNBFGIGSY GKSANI 2NJ GKSANI FI YATfA
Compared with 2009, respondents in 20dvere more likely to suppo#dtax increase on top

income earners and large corporations, and more likely to support unchanged tax on middle

class.

WSALRYRSY(IQa adzldll2NIi 2F 2Af Sy
supportofwindg Ry dzOf S NJ SySNH& RSOf A

SNE& RS@St2LYSyi
YSR FNRBY HwHnndg 02
did not change significantly.

wSaLR2yRSY(Qa&a &dzLJLJ2 NIfor K12 indreAsedNiBtivee$2060 R0 i2SThéF dzy RA y 3

support of state funding for state colleges and univeesideclined from 2009 to 2012.



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 valesus iss
interest to Kansas citizenshe survey was administered through both telephone and,mdlizing an
addresseebased sampling technique to facilitate the most representative sample possible
Respondents for wdm telephone numbers were availableere surveyed by telephone. Té®
respondents for whom no phone number was available were mailed the questionnaire and a self
addressed business reply envelopehe telephone survey was conducted frésay 21 to August27,
2012, when1,415households wereontacted via telephoneA total of753households completed the
telephone survey, resulting inE8.26 response raté/53/1,415). The survey questionnaires were
mailed t03,087households oruly B, 2012 By Septembe6, the end of the data collection period4
mail invitations were returned as undeliverabend175questionnaires were completed and mailed
back to the Docking Institutélhe valid popuattion size for the mail survey wisus 3,053(3,087 ¢ 34),
and theresponse rate for the mail surveyas5.76 (75 3,053. With a total 0f928 households
completingthe suwey, the overall response rate wa0.8% 028 4,468. At a 95% confidence level, the
margin of error for the full sample ®28is 3.22% assuming no response biaé.margin of error of
3.22% means that there is a 95% probability that findings amongdneple vary no more than -+/
3.22% from the valuehat would be found if the entir@opulation of interes{adult Kansas residents
were sirveyed assuming no response biaSample demographics were compared to known Census
based distributios (seeAppendix A). The sample matches closely with all Cdmesesd distributios
exceptrace,Hispanic origin and age. The survey had higher resp@ties among Kansas residents who
are white, non-Hispanicandthose over 5. Therefore, he overall population estimates are biased

toward the opinions oivhite, non-Hispanic and older Kansans.

Thisfollowing analysisontainseight sections.The first sevesectiors present not only
RSAONARLIGAGS |ylrteasSa 2F NBaLRYyRSyGdaQ FyagSNBR G2 S
relationships with key demographic variables to see how citizens in various social categories differ in
their opinions onvarious issuest KS fFad aSOGAz2y O2YLI NBa NBaLRyRSyl
2009, the year Kansas Speaks was inaugurdteeise eighsections are:

1) Overall Quality of life in Kansad his section shows how Kansans generally feel about Kaasas

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 fair and effexgenal and
businesgaxation policies.

4) StateGovernment¢ KA a aSOGA2Yy LINBaSyida GKS NBadztia 27F C
in general, as well as thestate governmentlectedofficials.

5) Energy PolicyA key component of this study is to assess the level of citizen support for public
resources being devoted to developing vailsasources of energy padaction, including oil, coal,
wind, and nuclear

6) Public Policy Issueg¢ KA & & SO A 2 yopinigng dn&sevéral keyOpblityissues/ iacfiding
health care, educatiorand issues related to thelection

7) Presidential ElectionThis section presents citiz&rQ Ay i SY RS R Orstlan®ofthe2 ¥ G K S
United States.

8) Changes from 2009 to 201Ransas Speaks askset of questions every year since 2009. This
section presents significant differences betwedds &4 LJI2 Y RSy a4 Q FyagSNaE G2 (K
2012andthose in 2009.

Analysis
Section 1Overall Quality of life in Kansas
Respondents werasked to rate Kansas generally as a place to Aimong those923
respondents who provided valid answers to this questithy: &l AR Yl yal a 6+ a |y aSE
livein,34gz TSt 0 Ylyalra gl & lin aaddB1sabelicded BAREl LI A QS (G 24 I 202K
place to liven. Only 2.7% olB a LI2 Yy RSy (i1a al AR Y I y &ih and #.5%insweredt L2 2 NE |
G @S NE (Figlge2INE

Figure 1: Rating of Kaas as an Overall Place to Lige=923)

As a place 1.5%
to live,

Kansas is 2.7%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Excellent m Very Good m Good u Fair m Poor m Very Poor

Question:In general, how would you rat€ansas as a place to live?



Responder® opinion of the quality of lifevas significantly related thllS & LJ2 ypRryy U Q &
affiliation. Compared witlstrong 2mocratic respondents anddependent voters leaningddnocraic,
Republican respondents were maireA { St & (2 FSSt GKIG Ylyaina gl a |G f
Almost seventy percent (68.6%) of respondent®wbnsidered themselves strongublicans said
GKIFdG Ylyala é6F&a Iy aSEOSihwhilgIban of edpondedhe 322 Ré  LJ |

considered themselves strongBocrats said so (Figure 2).

Respondents with different races and voting behaviors also varied significantly in their opinions
onthe quality of life2 KAGS NBaLR2yRSyiGa oSNBE Y2NB tbBy8Ee282 adst
322 Ré LI ihtBad otliefrackl hdupBlack or African American respondents were least likely
to say soAmong white respondents, 56.6% radt¥ I yal & | a Iy aSEOSttSyié¢ 2N a
inhyta mpom: 2F ! TNRAOLY ! YSNAOIY NBaLRyRSyida TSt
(Figure 3)More than half $6.6% of respondents who voted in November 2010 said that Kansas was an
GSEOSttSydé 2N adFotly peeh@t¥%) of tepbn@eits wihd did nbt @dfe in
November 2010 said so (Figure 4).

Figure3: Rating of Kansas as an Overall Place to Liveaty Affiliation

0.6% 0.8% 1.3% 2.4% 1.9% 2.6%
100% 1.1%
90% -
80% m Very Poor
70% -
m Poor
60% -
50% - m Fair
40%
m Good
30% -
20% - m Very Goog
10% 7 m Excellent
0% T T
Strong Republlcan Independent Independent Independent Democrat Strong
Republican (n=121) leaning (n=155) leaning (n=52) Democrat
(n=178) Republican Democrat (n=114)
(n=132) (n=83)




Figure 3: Rating of Kansas as an Overall Place to Li\Reog
1.2%

100% -
90% -
80% = Very Poor
70% 7 m Poor
60% - o Fair
50% 1 = Good
40% 1 m Very Good
30% 1 m Excellent
209% -
10% -

0%

White (n=803) Black or Biracial (n=4)  Asian (n=8) American Other (n=26)
African Indian (n=5)
American
(n=13)

Figure4: Rating of Kansaas an Overall Place to Live by Voting Behavior

100% -
90% - m Very Poor
80% - m Poor
70% - .
| Fair
60% -
50% - m Good
0f -
40% m Very Good
30% -
20% - m Excellent
10% -

0%

Voted in 2010 (n=757) Did not vote in 2010 (n=118)
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Section2: Economy

When asked to rate the Kansas econoudty,8% 0f910respondentsvho provided valid answers
said it was at leagt 3 2 2WRIIE ¥9.4% said Kansas hadi L]2 2 Nk 2 NJ a OSNE LJ22NE SO2y
Ratingof the economy vassignificantly associated withBS & LJ2 yhiyigegt édQdation level. People
gAGK KAIKSNI SRdzOF GA2y gSNB tSaa tA1Ste G2 GKAyYy( @
respondentss A i K R2O0G2NIf RSINBSEAT odm> EbErast 40%KfS YI yal &
respondents who did not havgigh school diplomas felt &igure 6).

Figure 5 Rating of Kansas Econorftly=910)

0.7%
of Kansas is
/'/
0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%
m Excellent m Very Good m Good u Fair m Poor m Very Poor

Question:In general, how would you ratbe Kansas econorfly

Figure 6: Rating of Kansas Economy by Education
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m Poor
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u Fair
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high school diploma or college technical degree law degree  degree
(n=5) equivalency (n=234) degree (n=195) (n=104) (n=29)
(n=198) (n=79)
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Responderd 1@tings of the economyvaried significantly btheir familyincome Respondents
who had highefamilyA y 02 YS 6SNB Y2NB fA1Ste G2 F8St (KS Ylya
fA]1StEe (2 FTSSt AdG 61 & aLR2NE 2N a OSiekeledshanNIpé | Y2
PmanInnn AY HaAMMI nc®w?: GK2dzZ3KG G KBhilers. iyoddit awasS O2y 2 Y &
Fd €Srad a3a22Rdé | Y2y 3 NEBeiebiB0RBMorG 630% litte T YA & A
YIyala SO2y2Ye SlAYil & fBEAGTFHMAR 2RI 61 & aLR2NE OCA:

Figure7: Rating of Kansas Economy Imcome

1.7% 1.9%

100% -
90% -
80% - m Very Poor
70% 1 = Poor
60% -
u Fair
50% -
20% - = Good
30% - m Very Good
04 -
20% m Excellent
10% -
T T T 1--4.0, T 1-220/ 1

0% 2696 1% 1. 3%
Less than $10,000 - $25,000 - $35,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000 - $150,000
$10,000 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 or more
(n=39) (n=111) (n=104) (n=106) (n=176) (n=104) (n=76) (n=36)

w S a L2 y RSy e acondmyiwasygiificahtlyassociated with the party affiliation and
voting behavior variablefRepublicanegspondents were more likely to feel the Kansagresny was at
f Srad a322Ré¢ 0 KI y DeNBciakRbguRsiy perdentd6R.8%) geSpddlerns who
considered themselvestrongRepublicas¥F St (i GKS Yl yal a SO2y@arNAf &l &n ddi> f
respondents who considered themselves stradnocrasfelt the same (Figure 8). Respondents who
votedin2010were®da f A1 Ste& G2 are GKS Ylyala SO02y2Yeé gl a
respondents who voted in 2010, 17.8% felt the Kansa®e/ 2 Y& & & @ LJ2.2 Ahost2 NJ a @S NEB
thirty percent (28.7%) afespondents who did not vote in 2010 felt so (Figure 9).
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Figure8: Rating of Kansas Economy Barty Affiliation
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Figure9: Rating of Kansas Economy YWgting Behavior
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Thed dZNS & O2yv Ay dzS R satesfadtioh level dith GdvemEpWnBEE & 410y R
adl 4GS LI dfiores tofinfplove Shéltiedlth of the Kansas econoriiyirty-seven percent (37%0f
respondents wer@moderately or Gvery satisfied s A G K D2 @S NJ 2 NJ .ahdKangas | O1 Qa ST
RepublicanPartyt S I ReBoNgtddmprove the health of the Kansas econanfhepercentage of
respondents who werémoderately or dvery satisfied with Kansas DemocratieadesCefforts was
27.8% (Figure 10

wWSALR yYRISYXNDEI OGA2Y 6AGK D2@GSNYy2NJ . NBgyol O]l Qa S
Kansas economy waslated toeducation, party affiliation and voting behavior. In general, respondents
gAGK KAIKSNI SRdzOF GA2y gSNB tSaa tA1Ste G2 oS arbr da
health of the Kansas economy. More than forty percent (43.6%) of respondenteviiighest levels of
SRdzOF GA2Y ¢SNB KAITK & cafisHef 2ANIGSIRRASAUT f1Byf B TS ik aFA S

. NRSyolO1Qa STF2NIAT S6KSNBIA nnom: saidiedBANIEZ yRSY (i &
GY2RSNI (St e &l RaspoRderisRvho weer€ Reputiidadh omielaning Republican were more
f A1 St e Osatsfied S odardehydhlisiedg A 0 K D2 OSNY 2N . N2gyol O1 Qa S

who were Democratic or leaning Democratic (Figure 12). Respondents who voted in Z@lave
fA1Ste G2 FTSSt a@OSNE aliGAaFASRE 2NJ adSNE RAaalGAa
(Figure 13).

Figurel):Sah a T OG A2y [ S@SfyaR Al Ki SD 2AEFGNSIEANNITRE tHe SléalhQ
of the Kansas Economy

Satisfaction with Brownback's o
efforts to improve Kansas 22.4%
economy (n=858)
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Question] 2 ¢ al GAAFASR INB &2dz gA0K D2OSNYy2NJ . N2gyol Ol Qa |y
of the Kansas econorfly




Figurell: Sah a F I OG A 2y
Education

[ S @ SEffaits td nprdee tieHERSHNT/ IR Kihsas Econoby
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Figurel2 Sah 4 T OG A 2y
Party Affiliation

[ S @ SHffaits tdImprdee tite2HeahNag/tiRe Kihsas Econobyy
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Figurel3:Sah a ¥ I O A 2y [ S @ Sffdits tdImprdde tieHEagNa/tiee Mahsas Econobyy
Voting Behavior
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Responént@ &l GAaFTFOGA2Y 6AGK Ylyala 5SY20NIGAO t N
the Kansas economy was significantly associated with the age, gender, income, and party affiliation
variables. Except for the youngest age groupZ48/ears)younge respondents were less likely to feel
G O Shtified 2NJ aY2ZRSNI GSfteée aliAGFANBR:f BARBNKOWEF & 2 5B X ¢
6oodd:0 2F NBALRYRSyla ¢gK2 satSindS 2N @ 82 RENR GO & & NaR
withKansas SY2 ONJI G A O t I Nlié fSFRSNBRQ STT2NMycarsglKkAt S mod
FSt0G a2 O0CAIdZNB mnod / 2YLINBR ¢gAGK YIS NBaLRyRSY
satisfied 2 NJ A Y2RSNI G St & &l OXE5T RENA Q5 SHKF 2NT1Va2 @NIAEMINSt |
lower familyincome were more likelpo ¥ S S salighe®NE2 NJ da Y2 RSN} 6 St & al GdAaftaAs
tF NG& fSIFRSNBEQ ST 7T 2aniy incomek(Figlrea), krl #e§pondents Who Weked K S NJ
Democras or leaningDemocraicg SNBE Y2 NB  Asatfie@ 2 NWR20RENI @iBEINE al GAATFA
5SY2O0ONI GA O t I NI &respdbdeRsSuidawere épdblicanbidieaningi Bpublican(Figure
17).
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Figurel4: Saisfaction Levels with Democratic Parfy S I RESfol 1@ Improve the Health of the
Kansas Economlyy Age
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Figure 16: Satisfaction Levels with Democratid Nlié [ SF RSNEQ 9FF2NIia G2

Kansas Economy by Income
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Figurel7Z.Sah a ¥ O A2y [ S@Sft a ¢ A (iKiforts B MprovhldhdiHealth df theNi
Kansas Economlyy Party Affiliation
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lower levels of education (Figure ) 8vere Republicars or leaning Republican (Figure)18r werewhite

(Figure 20.
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Figure20: Sah a T OG A2y [ S@St & ¢ A (iBffortetS Inddmdvé theGHeafth of theNJi & [ S| R
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Respondents were also asked how concerned they were that the Kansas gcamarhl
seriously threaten thenor theiNJ T I YA £ A S & QseuverByf par¢entIBI%) of lespéndeiits were
SAGKSNI a@SNE 02y O0SNY S Regure NJRéspoader® EhhcérSwas sighitcghtyS NI/ S R €
associated wittithe age, education, gendeiamilyincome, and party affiliation variables. As shown by
Figures 2, 23, and 24, respondents weve2 NB f A {1 Sf &oncérged F BISG YZRBSNEBG St &
02 y OS Ny Stey¢wen Kldeyfess educated, or female. Respondents viaol lowerfamilyincome,
or identified themselves asdinocrasor leaningDemocraicg SNB | f a2 Y2NB fA(1Ste (2
concerned 2 NJ AY2RSNI 0SSt &254n8360SNY SRé 6 CAIdzNB a

Figure21: Concerrs A i K (G KS ¢KNBF G FNBY GKS 902y2YAO / 2yRAGA
Welfare
economy will threaten

your or family's welfare

- T T T T 1
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Question] 26 O2yOSNYSR IINB @&2dz dKIG GKS Ylyala SO2y2Ye gAff
the coming year?
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Figure22: Concerngs A 1 K 0 KS ¢KNBIF G FNRBY GKS 902y2YAO / 2yRAGA
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Figure24: Concerns withi KS ¢ KNB | G
Cl YAfASapGehddrt T NB

TNRY

GKS 902y2YAO

| 2y RAGA2Y S

100% - m Not Concerned
90% -
0f -
80% = Slightly
70% - Concerned
60% -
50% - m Moderately
40% - Concerned
30% -
20% - m Very Concerned
10% -
0% . .
Male (n=355) Female (n=424)
Figure2sY / 2y OSN¥y & 6AGK GKS ¢KNBIFG FNRBY (KS 902y2YAO |
Cl YAf A SdRIincongef ¥l NB
100% -
90% -
80% -
m Not
70% - Concerned
60% -
m Slightly
50% - Concerned

40% -
30% -
20% -

10% -

4
T T T T T T T T

0%

Less than $10,000- $25,000- $35,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000 - $150,000
$10,000 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 or more
(n=39) (n=112) (n=105) (n=107) (n=177) (n=103) (n=75) (n=35)

m Moderately
Concerned

u Very
Concerned

22



Figure26: Concerns with thet K NB |
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Section 3: Taas

Kansas has three primary revenue sources: income tax, sales tax, and propehithaxgh

the most commonly expresseateference was to leave all tax rates at their current leveis4% of

respondents thoughthat income tax should beésignificantl¥ or Gsomewhat increased.More than

twenty percent(21.7%6) of respondents thouglthat sales tax should bésignificantl¢ or ssomewhat

increase More thanhalf (62.2%) of respondents thought that property tax should @smewhaté or

osignificantly decreaseédFigure27).

Respondents with different education and party affiliations varied in thginions on income
taxincrease¢ KS KA IKSNJ 6 KS NBaLRYyRSY (i Qdrshs Raszd buppore y f S@St =

income tax increase (Figure 2Besponderg who were song Democras, Democrator leaning

Democraic were more likely to say the income tax shoulb ¢ a2 YS 6 K I { ¢

ifcigdséda A Ay A T A O

than Republican respondents, those leaning Republican, and independent vieigusg 29).
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Figure27: Opinions onChanges of Income Tax, Sales Tax, and Property Tax
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Question:Kansas has three primary reversmurces: 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 de€reased

Figure28: Opinions on Income Takhangeby Education
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Figure29: Opinions on Income Takhangeby Party Affiliation
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Responderd @pinions on sales tax increase wesignificantly related to edudin, gender
familyincome, raceand votingoehaviorin 2010.As the education level increased, the percentage of
respondents who supported significant increase of sales tax also increased. The percentage of
NEBalLRyRSy(Ga ¢gK2 &dzLILl2NISR &alFtSa GIE G2 @S aaz2YSsK
among respondents who did not have doctoral degrees (Figure 30). Male respondents and those who
@20SR AY Hnmn 6SNB Y2NB f A] Stindrease@ 2 0IJWANHYAFA & yi
AYONBlFI&SRé¢ O0CA3IdzZNBaA om FyR onovo

Among respondents whoserfaly income vasless than $100,000 in 2011, those with higher
family income were moréikely to support sales taxtolied 2 Y Siadkeaséd 2 NJ ¢aA Iy AFAOI y il
increasek ¢ K2aS NBaLRy R&pNEd$106,00@ ai iSoretin 2914 wereSess likely to
suppot asales taxincreasethan those whose family incomeasbetween $75,000 and $99,999, but
more likely to suppora salestax increasehan those whose family incomeasless than $75,000
(Figure 2). Except for respondentgho indicated they were obther races, white respondents were the
most likely to suppora sales tavincrease(Figure 33)Respondents who voted in 2010 weaksomore

likely to supportasales tax increase (Figure 34).
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Figure 30: Opinions on SaleBaxChangeby Education
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Figure 3: Opinions on Sales Tax Change by Gender

m Significantly
100% - Decreased
90% 1 B Somewhat
80% - Decreased
70% ® Remain the
60% - Same
50% -

0 m Somewhat
40%- Increased
30% -

20% - | Significantly
Increased
10% -

0%

Male (n=355) Female (n=424)

26



Figure 2: Opinions on Sales Tax Changelbgome
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Figure 3: Opinions on Sales Tax ChangeRsce
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Figure 3 Opinions on Sales Tax ChangeMmting Behavior
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Respondents with different family incorsand party affiliations had different opinior
property tax changen general, respondents who had higher family incomege more likely to support
aproperty tax decrease (Figure 35). Respondents whie srong Democras, Democras, or leaning

Democraic were more likely to suppord property tax increase (Figure 36).

Figure &: Opinions onProperty Tax Change bincome
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Figure &: Opinions onProperty Tax Change biparty Affiliation

100% -
90% - m Significantly
Decreased
80% -

. B Somewhat
70% 7 Decreased
60% -

° ® Remain the
50% - Same
40% - B Somewhat
Increased
30% -
m Significantly
0f -
20% Increased
10% -

0%

Strong Republican Independent Independent Independent Democrat Strong
Republican (n=121) leaning (n=148) leaning (n=50) Democrat
(n=174) Republican Democrat (n=111)
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Tax increases and reductions can be targeted at diffeygres ofpeople or businessesviore
than half (51.5%) of respondernttsought taxes on small businesses shauédlecrease. In contrast,
57.%6 of respondents believed that taxes on large corporations shmillccreasel. Almostone-third
(31.9%) of respondents thought that taxes tre middle class shoulbe decreasd, while only9.1% said

taxes ornthe top income earners shoulde decrease (Figure 37)

Respondents with differentducation and family income levatiiffered intheir opinions of tax
changes on middle class. Respondents with higher education were more likely to safgpomcrease
onthe middle class (Figure 38). In geale respondents who had higher family income wksss likely to

support decreasingaxeson the middle class (Figure 39).
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Figure 37: Tax Changes on Different Groups
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Question:Tax increases and reductions can be targeted at different peojplesimesses. Please tell us whether
you think taxes on the following groups should increase, remained the same, or decrease.

Figure B8: Tax Change oWliddle Class by Education
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Figure ®: Tax Change oiliddle Class by Income
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Respondern®opinion of tax change on large corporations was significantly related with the
gender and family income variables. Female respondents were more likely to sagpriincrease on
large corporations. Almost twthird (66.2%) of female respondents féiat taxeson large corporations
should be increased, whereas 48.1% of male respondents felt so (Figure 40). In general, respondents
who had higher family income were less likely to supadex increase on large corporations (Figure
41).
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Figure40: Tax Changen Large Corporation by Gender
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Figure41l: Tax Change obarge Corporation by Income
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Respondents with differentarty affiliatiors varied in theiopinions of tax changes on top
income earners, large corporations, and small busines®espondentsvho werestrong Democrad,
Democras, independent leaning Democratic aimdlependentwere more likely to support tax increases
on top income earnerfigure 42)large corporationgFigure 43)and to a lesser degresmall

businesses than Republicans and respondz@ring RepublicafFigure 44.
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Figure42: Tax Changon Top Income Earners by Party Affiliation
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Figure43: Tax Change obarge Corporation byarty Affiliation
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Figure44: Tax Change oBmall Businesses by Party Affiliation
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Section 4: State Government

In 2012, 40.3% of respondents feltthatth¥ | yal a aidl S 32 3SN)amenst G Qa LIS
dgoock (Figure45). Respondents with different education and party affiliations rated the Kansas state
government differentlyln general, respondents with higher education were less likely to feel the state
A2PSNYYSYy(ld 61 a alLlR2NE odlatic @§pdddntslalid2hbdéearong A 3dzNE nc 0 @
Democraicwere less likelyi 2 G KAy |1 GKS adlI S 3adSNFYSF@@Rel AaK&FEOD

Republican respondents, teeleaning Republicarand independent voterérigure 47.
Figure 45Rating of Kansas State Government=893)
1.6Y
government is

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

H Excellent m Very Good m Good H Fair m Poor m Very Poor

Question:In general, how would you rate the Kansas State Government?
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Figure 46 Rating of Kansas State Governmédyt Education
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Figure 47 Rating of Kansas State Governmdiyt Party Affiliation
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When asked to evaluathe performance of the Kansas legislature, 3% of respondents were
GOSNE &l dAaFTASRE YR HTY: 6SNB aY2RSNIGSte& alGArAaTa
G O Shtified 2NJ aY2RSNI GSt e al GAaFASRE oA FigurdidB S LIS NJF 2 NI

Figure 48 Satisfaction with Perfamance of the Kansas Legislature a@Gavernor
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(n=890)
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Question:How satisfied are you with the overall performance of the Kansas legisktdr&overnor Brownba@k

Respondents with different education and party affiliations differed in thatisfaction with the
Kansas legislatur®espondents with higher education were morélik @8 (G2 0SS G @SNEBE 2 NJ &
dissatisfied with the Kansas legislature (Figure 49)nideratic respondents and those leaning
Democraticds SNBE Y2 NB A {iSshtigfiedi 22 NISEY 2 RDEINESt &8 RA A& GAATAS

legislature than Republican respondents and those independent voters (Figure 50).

Respondern® satisfaction wittGovernor Brownback was associated with the education, party
affiliation, and voting behaviorariables Respondents with higher education were morehkto be
G @S NE ¢ 2 NldigsxtizfiBdSmild Govefnagr Brownback (Figure 51). Republican responderds
independentvotersg SNBE Y2 NB fA(1Sfe (42 06S a@OSNEB¢ 2N aY2RSNI @
than Danocratic respondents and thodeaning Democrat (Figure 52). About forty percent (40.3%) of
NEALRYRSY(la ¢K2 QRaisBd@2 Ny a¥ERENFE8CHeadENRATFTASRE g A
6% higher than those who did not vote (Figure 53).



Figure 49 Satisfaction with Perfomance of the Kansas Legislature by Education
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Figure 50: Satisfaction with Performance of the Kansas LegisldtyrBarty Affiliation
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Figure 51 Satisfaction with Perfamance of Governor Brownback by Education
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Figure 52 Satisfaction with Perfamance of Governor Brownback by Party Affiliation
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Figure 53 Satisfaction with Perfamance of Governor Brownbadiy Voting Behavior
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When asked about Kansas government spendifig®6 of respondents thought it should be
gincreased; 31.8% thought it shouldremain the same,and50.4% thought it should bédecreased
0 CA 3dzNB p n Oopiniom SraKiaizas Bdveminené spendimas associated witthe education,
Il A&ALI YyAO 2NRAIAYIT YR LINGE FFFAEAFIGAZ2Y GFNALFIoOf Sao
GKFyYy KAIK aO0OKRREIZEY RKSH K3, s&kmodikelhe @& ghe waS © Support
increase of government spending (Figure 55). Respondents of Hispanic origin were much more likely to
support spending increas¢han respondentsvho were not HispaniFigure 56)Democratic
respondents and those leaning Democcatiere more likely to support spending increasean

Republian respondents, and those who wdeaning Republicaandindependent (Figure 57).
Figure 54 Opinion on Kansas Government Spending
spending should be

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

H Increased H Remain the Same m Decreased
Question:Do you believe that Kansas government spendirauld be increased, remain the same, or decreased?
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Figure 55 Opinion on Kansas Government SpendingHgucation
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Figure 56 Opinion on Kansas Government SpendingHtigpanic Origin
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Figure 57 Opinion on Kansas Government SpendingRarty Affiliation
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Section 5: Energy Policy

The survey asked about the importarfoe Kansaso develop coal, oil, wind, and nuclear energy.
w S & L2 yRpeitifaitite development ofvind energy was very high. About three quarters. 82§
ofrespondentst® dz3 K Al ¢l & GSEGNBYSE & AYLR NIwigtérergy2 NJ a A Y L.
Support fordeveloping oil energy ranked secor@ipport for developing nuclear energy was the lowest.
Less than forty percent (37.1%) of respondents felt it ddremely importané or importante to

develop nuclear energy (Figure 58).
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Figure58: Opinionon Devoting Resource® the Development of Coal, OMind, and Nuclear Energy

Wind
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Nuclear

||||\

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0% 100.0%

m Extremely Important H Important m Somewhat Important m Not At All Important

Question:How important is it for Kansas to devote resources todieelopment of the following energy sources?

Respondents with different education varied in thefrinion on the development of cadhn
general, espondents with highe RdzOF A2y G6SNB Y2NB fA]1Sfte (2 GKAY]
onlyda2YSgKIG AYLRNIIFIyYy(Gé F2NI YlIyala G2 RS@St2L) O21 f

Responder®opinionon thedevelopment of oil energy waslated to the age, education, and
income variablesRespondents who were 35 years to 64 years old were less likely to think it was
GSEGNBYSte& AYLRNIFIY(Gé 2N aAYLRNIFIYyGéE F2NI YIyala i
(Figure 60). In generakspondentswith higher educatios SNBE f Saa t A1 Ste (2 GKAY]
AYLRNIFYGé 2N aAYLR NI thgnihose Wighibdervetugalidn &Figure261)RaS @3St 2 LI 2
were respondents witthigherfamilyincomeas compared with those with lower family incorfféigure
62).

42



Figure ®: Opinion on Devoting Resources to the Development of Coal by Education
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Figure 60: Opiniommn Devoting Resources to the Development of Oil by Age
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Figure 61 Opinion on Devoting Resources to the Development of Oil by Education
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Figure 62: Opinion on Devoting Resources to the Development of Oil by Income

100% -
90% -
80% -

0 m Not At All
70% 1 Important
60% -

50 - = Somewhat
0 Important
40% -
30% H Important
b -
209% -
m Extremely
0f -
10% Important

0%
Less than $10,000 - $25,000 - $35,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000 - $150,000
$10,000 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 or more
(n=39) (n=109) (n=101) (n=106) (n=174) (n=103) (n=72) (n=36)

44



Respondents with different gender, income, and races differed in tp@itions on the
development of wind energyAlmost eighty percent (78.5%) of female respondents thought it was
GSEGNBYSt& AYLERNIIYGé 2N aiYLR NHohighéréhaniatofn@St 2 L) 4
respondents (Figure 63). In general, respondevith higher family income were less likely to f@alas
GSEGNBYSt& AYLENIIYy(dé 2N aAYLRMNJulk ¢4l Respordents @St 2 LI 6
were African American or biracial were less likely to saylita & SEGNBY St & AYLER2 NI yié

develop wind energthan other racial groups (Figure 65).

Figure &: Opinion on Devoting Resources to the Developmentdind Energyby Gender
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Figure @ Opinion on Devoting Reairces to the Development of Win&nergyby Income
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Figure65: Opinion on Devoting Remirces to the Development of Win&nergyby Race
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Responder® opinion on thedevelopment of nuclear energyasrelated togender. Male
respondents were more likely to support the development of nuclear energy. More than forty percent
6nod®dTz0 2F YIES NBaALRYRSy(da GK2daAKGE Ad o1 % 4SEGND
resources to the development of nuclear energy. Less than a third (31.5%) of female respondents
thought so(Figure 66)

Respondents with different party affiliations varied in their opinions on energy policies. In
general, Democratic respondents atibse leaning Democratg SNB f Saa f A1Ste
AYLERNIFYyGE 2N GAYLRNIFYyGE F2NI Ylyala G2 RS@2i0
SySNHeés odzi Y2NB tA1Sfte (2 alée Al otodevaeSEGNBYSE &
resources to the development of wind energy (Figures 67, 68r6970).

Figure66: Opinion on Devoting Remirces to the Development dluclear Energypy Gender
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Figure67: Opinion on Devoting Reairces to the Development of Coaly Party Affiliation
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Figure68: Opinion on Devoting Reairces to the Development of Obly Party Affiliation
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Figure69: Opinion on Devoting Reairces to the Development of Windy Party Affiliation
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Figure70: Opinion on Devoting Reairces to the Development of Nucledny Party Affiliation
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Section 6: Public Policy Issues

Respondents were asked if the current les@f state funding for grades kindergarten through
high schoo(K¢ 12), state colleges and universities, and sos@Vices (such as senior and disability
ASNAOSa0 akK2dA R BS &aRhyONBESDSRAESLFighdNR 8IS B¥IH & SR ¢
respondents thought the state funding fsic 124 K2 dzf R 0 S Thé nyajoriyd!8.8vspiRfened
to keepfunding for higher educatioat itscurrent level Forty-seven percent (47%) of respondents

thought the state funding for social services should be increased.

Figure71: Opinion on State Funding for State Education and Social Services

Funding for k-12 schoors [GT00N G 00N 6.054)

Funding for social services 7.19

Funding for state colleges 15.9%

and universities

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%
H Increased H Kept at the Same Level Decreased

Question Think dout 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, keptra same level, or decreased?

CSYIFIES NBaLRYyRSyi(laQ 2LAYyA2ya 2y aiuladS TdzyRAyYy3
AAIAYATAOLIYyGft & RATTSNBY i Femdl@raspovderitsSverdliBaiellidy® Sy G4 Q 2 LJ
support state fundingncrease for education and social services than male respondents (Figures 72, 73,
and74). Respondents with different party affiliations also varied in their opinions on state funding for
education and social services. Compared with Republican resporaleththoseleaning Republican,

Democratic respondents and those leaning Demacraéere more likely to support state funding

increasafor education and social services (Figures 75aif,77).



Figure 72 Opinion on State Funding for Grades Kindergarten through High SchoGldnder
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Figure 73 Opinion on State Funding fddtate Colleges and Universitiésy Gender
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Figure 74 Opinion on State Funding fdocial Servicely Gender
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Figure B: Opinion on State Funding for Grades Kindergarten through High SchoBkoty Affiliation
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Figure 76 Opinion on State Funding f@tate Colleges and Universitiéy Party Affiliation
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Figure 77 Opinion on State Funding fdsocialServicedy Party Affiliation
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Besides gender and party affiliaticthe age and education variablegere also related to
respondenf opinion on state funding for grades kindergarten through high sqtet). In general, as
the age variabléncreasel, the percentage of respondents who supporiedreasedstate fundingfor K-
12 decreasd (Figure 78). Except for the respondents with less than high school education, respondents
with higher education were more likely to suppearstate funding increase fdt-12 (Figure 79).
Respondern® opinion on state funding for state colleges and universitiasalsopositively associated
with the educationvariable Respondents with higher education in general were more likely to support

state funding increasérigure 80).

Besidegender and party affiliatiorage, income, and voting behavior were also associated with
NB & LJ2 yoRiSioh dncstate funding for social services. Except for respondents who were 65 years old
and older,older repondents were more likely to suppostate funding increasgor social services
(Figure 81)Respondents with higher family income were less likely to support increased state funding
(Figure 82). Respondents who voted in 2010 were also less likely torsuppeased state funding than

those who did not vote (Figure 83).

Figure 78 Opinion on State Funding for Grades Kindergarten through High Schoélgey
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Figure 79 Opinion on State Funding for Grades Kindergarten through High SchoBldogation

100% ~

90% -
80% -
70% -

m Decreased
60% -
50% -

H Kept at the
40% - Same Level
30% -

M Increased
20% -
10% -

0%

Less than High school Some college Associate or Bachelor's Master'sor  Doctoral

high school diploma or (n=223) technical degree law degree  degree
(n=5) equivalency degree (n=195) (n=104) (n=28)
(n=195) (n=73)

Figure 80 Opinion on State Funding fdstate Colleges and Universitiésy Education
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Figure 81 Opinion on State Funding fd@ocial Servicesy Age
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Figure 82 Opinion on State Funding fddocial ServiceBy Income
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Figure 83 Opinion on State Funding fdocial Services by Voting Behavior
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¢CKS &dzZNBSeé |a1SR lo02dzi NBALRYRSYGaQ 2LAYAZ2Y 2V

of 2010. The telephone survey started before June 28, 2012, when the U.S. Supreme Cedithissu

decision to uphold the act. The mail survey started after June 28, 2012. Before the Supreme Court issued
the decision, the telephone survey asked if the respondent sugporbpposethe effort to repeal the

FOG® ! FOGSNI GKS { dzbtiN®epine/amd dublillsiieys Rs&eO fespandeyits if they

believed the Supreme Court had made the right decidd@iore the Supreme Court issued the decision,
46.2% of the respondents who participated in the telephéndzNJ3 S &  sugpdrid® y@NEY S g K |-
supported the effort to repeal the Patient Protection and Affordable Care(Rigure 84)After the
SupremeCourt issued the decision, 61.2%e$pondentghought that the Supreme Court had made

the wrong decision to uphold the act (Figure 85)

Figure 84 Opinion onEffort to Repeal the Patient Protection and Affordable Care fct426)

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

Repealing the Patient
Protection and
Affordable Care Act

m Strongly Support m Somewhat Support m Neutral m Somewhat Oppose m Strongly Oppose

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?
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CAIdzZNBE ypY hLAYA2Y 2y (GKS {dzZLINBYS / 2dzNIQ&d 5SOA&AZ2
Protection and Affordable Care A¢h=423)

7.1%

m The Supreme Court made
the right decision

B The Supreme Court made
the wrong decision

= | am not sure

Questionin June 2012, the U.S. Supreme Court issued a decision on the legality of the Patient Protection and
Affordable Care Act of 2010, coronly known as Obama Care. Do you believe the Supreme Court made the right
decision?

Responder® @pinion on the effort to repeal the Patient Protection and AffordaBkre Act was
associated witlgender, party affiliation and voting behavior. Male resgdents were more likely to
GadNBugparE @ 2 NJ G a2 YBHKE G (&&LIS T Fctizab fenjaR redBrdédtgigurell KS !
86). Damocratic respondents and thogeaning Democrat g SNB f Sa a f ’sqpfofte 20NJ G & G NP
Gaz2YSeKIFG &dzLdLd2 NI ¢ Ad & thE8sE Wrawede RepudlicayiBdbpdridént laamng
Republican, and independe(figure 87). Those respondents who voted in 2010 were more likely to
éstronglysuppore 2 NJ & & 2 Y8 BlK E (i ( &KrépeabtAeethal thasewho did not vote
(Figure 88).

Figure 86 Opinion onEffort to Repeal the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act by Gender
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Figure 87 Opinion onEffort to Repeal the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act by Party
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Figure 88 Opinion onEffort to Repeal the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act by Voting
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Respondentsvith differenteducation and party affiliationvaried irtheir opinions on the
{ dZLINBYS / 2 dzNIi Qa Fr&tien and Afgfdaliie2CardzhdK Refsgendénts &ho had higher
education were more likely to think the Supreme Court maderight decision to uphold thecA
(Figure 89). Dmocratic respondents and thoseaning Democrat were more likely to thinkhe
Supreme Court made the right decisithran those whawvere Republicanindependent leaning

Republican, and independe(figure 9).

Figure®Y hLIAYA2Y 2y (GKS {dzLINBYS / 2dz2NIliQa 5SO0OAaArAzy 2y
by Education
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Figure90Y h LAY A2Y 2y (KS {dzLINBYS / 2dzNIi Q& 5S0AaA2y 2y
by Party Affiliation
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Kansas passed its voter ID law in 2011, which required people to show a passport or a birth
certification when theyegister to vote and present a photo ID at the poiithough the voter
registration requirement will not apply to the 2012 electidrhe surveysked if the respondent
currently hada governmentissued photo identificationFigure 91 shows that 97.9%respondents
currently had a governmerissued photo identification. The survey continued asking those who did not
have a photo identification if they intended to obtain one prior to the November 2012 election. More
than half (55.6%) of respondents said yhiatended to obtain one (Figure 9Bespondents who were
65 years old and older were much less likely to have a governissmed photo identification than
those who were younger than 65 years (Figure 93). Respondents who did not vote in 2010 were less
likely to have such identification than those who vo(&igure 94)African American anthose who
O2yaARSNI GKSYaSt@Sa a oSAy3a Ay G20KSNE NI OAFf 3N
other racial groupgFigure 95)
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Figure91: Possession of a Governmeidsued Photo Identificatior{n=878)
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Question Do you currently possess a governmgm & dzZSR LK 202 ARSYUGAFAOFIGAZ2Y 6F2NJ S
passport, state identification card)?

Figure92: Intension to Obtain aGovernmentissued Photo Identificatior{n=18)
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identification prior to the
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Question Do you intend to obtain a photo identification prior to the November 2012 election?

62



Figure93: Possession of a Governmeidsued Photo Identification by Age

100% ~

99% -

98% -

97% -

96% -

95% -

m | do not possess a
government-issued
photo
identification

m | currently possess
a government-
issued photo
identification

S

94%

18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65 years
years (n=6) years years years years and over
(n=47) (n=94) (n=142) (n=201) (n=366)

Figure94: Possession o Governmentissued Photo Identification by Education
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Figure95: Possession of a Governmefgsued Photo Identification by Race
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Figure96: Possession of a Governmeidsued Photo Identification by Voting Behavior
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Respondents weralsoaskal how difficult it would be if they were asked togvide their birth
certificated ! f Y2a(d (gSyide LISNOSyd ompdoz0 2F NBaLRyRSyl
G @SNE RA T T A Qovddditideir Hirth deltificatedgure®2)In géneral, espondents with higher
FLrYAt@ AyO0O2YS gSNB f Saadifficult S NJ d@S NE SR Aheifbitidy dzfa i & a@:
certificate (Figure 98). Democritrespondents and those leaning Demodcatere more likely to feel it
would bed & 2 Y Sdiffictltd 2 NJ a S NE R iheifbktidwmtifiGatethan 2hoseIN2 A R S

respondents whavere Republicanindependent leaning Republicaand independent (Figure 99).

Figure97: Difficulty to Provide Birth Certification (n=874)

How difficult is it
to provide your
birth certification

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%
m Very Easy m Somewhat Easy m Somewhat Difficult m Very Difficult

Question If youwere asked to provide your birth certification right now, would it be very easy, somewhat easy,
somewhat difficult, or very difficult?

Figure98: Difficulty to Provide Birth Certification by Income

100% -
90% -
04 -
80% m Very Difficult
70% -
60% - = Somewhat
Difficult
50% -
40% - ® Somewhat
Easy
30% -
200 - m Very Easy
10% -

0%
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Figure99: Difficulty to Provide BirthCertification by Party Affiliation
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Section 7: Presidential Election

The survey sked respondents who they woulabte for if the 2012 Presidential Electibad
beenheld on the day they wereusveyed. Rspondentsvere most likely (44.3%) to indicatieat they
wouldvote for Mitt Romney Less than a third (30.2%) said they woubde for Barack Obama (Figure
100).Male respondents were more &ky to vote for Mitt Romney, whileemale respondents were more
likely to vote for Barack Obama (Figure 1@&Xcept for those respondents whose family income was
$150,000 or more in 2011, respondents with higher family income were more likely to vote for Mitt
Romney (Figure 102). Democratic respondents and those leaning Dein@@est much more likely to
vote for Barack Obama than Reblican respondents and those leaning Republi€epublican
respondentsand those leaning Republicarere much more likely to vote for Mitt Romney than
Democratic respondents and those leaning Democraimong independentoters 31.1% would vote
for Mitt Romney and 23% would vote for Barack Obama (Figure 103). Among both those respondents
who voted in 2010 and those who did not voted in 2010, people were more likely to vote for Mit
Romney than Barack Obama. More than a thirdZ3#of those respondents who did not vote in 2010
SNBE adzyRSOARSRé 2NJ RAR y20 (y2¢ oK2 (2 iglee(iS F2NJ
than the percentage of undecided respondemtso voted in 2010 (Figure 104).
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Figure100 Vote in the 2012 Residential Election

B Mitt Romney
m Barack Obama
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m Other

Question If the 2012 Presidential Election were held today, who would you vote for?

Figurel01 Vote in the 2012 Presidential Election by Gender
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Figure102: Vote in the 2012 Presidential Election liycome
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Figurel03: Vote in the 2012 Presidential Election IBarty Affiliation
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Figurel04: Vote in the 2012 Presidential Election Moting Behavior

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0% : i
Voted in 2010 (n=743) Did not vote in 2010 (n=111)

m Other

Undecided/Don't Knov

m Barack Obama

m Mitt Romney

Section 8: Changes from 2009 to 2012
Kansas Speakms asked set of questions every year since 2006 &4 LI2 Y RSy 14 Q | yasgSN
2012 to 11 of those questions were significantly different from those in 2ZDB8.section presents

those significant differences.

w S a LJ2 ¥y RS yaf Kafisasd\ibk aiplayedodive ahd Kansas state government2012
declined as compared with2089 Ly HAandpX cndw: 2F NBALRYRSyGa NI GS
322 R¢  Live in.GBwetierthe percentage dropped to 53.1% in 2012. The percentage of
respondents who feltKanga ¢ a | @& LJ2 2 NE t@IiMS imfwESINGS in RBDR iNGreadidfj 1 O S
3.1% in 2012 (Figure 105). Whenimgtthe Kansas state government, 51.2% of respondents thought the
YIyala adlrasS 320SNYYSyG é61a i ft 8NAGOSHE2RR2NYRAN
HAMHYE nTom>» 2F NBalLRyRSyiGa GK2dAKG GKS Ylyala adgt
AG a aLR22NE 2N AOSNE LIR22NE OCAIdNNBE mMnco @
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Figure105: Rating of Kansas as an Overall Place to 123932012
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Question How would you rate Kansas as a place to live?

Figure106: Rating of KansaState Government: 2002012
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Question How would you rate the Kansas state government?
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Compared with 2009 gspondents became more concernied2012 that the Kansas economy
g2dzd R ASNA2dzat & GKNBFGSYy GKSANI 2NJ GKSANI FFYAfASAQ
lyagSNBER GOSNE O2yOSNYSRé¢ |yR ondodz yasSNBR aY2R
were 28.7% and 33.2%aggectively (Figure 107).

Figurel07./ 2y OSNYy & 6A 0K (GKS ¢KNBFG FNRBY GKS 902y2YAO [
Cl YAt ASaz09208% FI NB

m Not
100% + Concerned
90% -
80% - m Slightly
20% 4 Concerned
60% - ® Moderately
50% - Concerned
40% -
m Very
30% -
0 Concerned
20% -
10% -
0% T .
2009 (n=1214) 2012 (n=725)

Questionl 26 O2y OSNYySR INB &2dz dKIG GKS Yiryala S@2in2yYe gAff
the coming year?

wS a L2y RSy lofitax changls yrit@yhdome earners, middle class, and large
corporations in 2012 were significantly different from those in 2009. In 2012, 55% of respondents felt
GKFdG GKS GFE 2y (2L Ay O2whish vkl Napbidghdr than@aodiguee 6 S aAy O
108). The percentage of respondents wdupported decreased tason the middle class dropped from
41.1% irk009 to 30.1% in 2012.h& percentage of respondents who felt the émon the middle class
AK2dzf R aNBYIAYy (KS al vi%to 20i2(Rginé 10F. R 2608, 51 dfrs2  FNB Y
respondents thoughtthetaes2 y f I NAS O2N1LR N} GA2ya akKz2dZ R 0SS aAyoOl
respondents thaght corporate taxed K2 dzf R 6S GAYONBlF A4SRé 6CAITdzNE mmno
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Figure108: Tax Change on Top Income BEars: 20092012
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Question Please tell us whether you think tax on the top income earners should increase, remain the same, or
decrease.
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Figurel09: Tax Change on Middle Clas)092012
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Question Please tell us whether you think tax on the top middle class should increase, remain the same, or
decrease.

m Decreased

B Remain the Same

M Increased
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Figurel10: Tax Change on Large Corporatio29032012
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Question Please tell us whether you think tax on the top large corporation sliocigase, remain the same, or
decrease.

m Decreased

m Remain the Same

M Increased

wSALRYRSY(laQ 2LAYA2ya 2y RS@G20Ay3 NBaz2dz2NDOSa (2
significantly from 2009The percentage of respondents who supported the development of oil increased
from2009t02012. Im n MH X on®ci> 2F NBalLRyRSyida FStd AG 61 a a
devote resources to the development of oil, increasing from 28.4%inn ¢ 6 CA I3dzNBE MmMmMO ® wS
support of wind energy and nuclear energy declined from 2009 to 2012. In 2D@3p®f respondents
FStGd AdG 61 & aSENBNSDhrees tdtheldevaldpmeftivEwind enerdy &nd anfy 3.2%

FSEG AdG o6l a ayz2aG a4 Fff AYLRNIIyYyG®E LY HAMHI ny®
develop wind energy, andtheNO Sy (i 3S 2F NBalLlRyRSyia ¢K2 FStG A

9.7% (Figure 1120y HAnn g pmdw: 2F NBaLRyRSyda ¥Std A4 41l a

devote resources to the development of nuclear energy.0h2Z 35% of respondentslt so. In four

yeass (G KS LISNOSyidl3S 2F NBaLRyRSydGa ¢K2 FStd Al ¢l &

development of nuclear energy increased from 20.7% to 33.1% (Figure 113).
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Figure111: Opinion on Devoting Resources to thidevelopment of Oil 20092012
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Question How important is it for Kansas to devote resources to the development of oil?

Figure112: Opinion on Devoting Resources to the DevelopmenMgind Energy 20092012
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Question How important is it for Kansas ttevote resources to the development of wind energy?
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