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The voter turnout data in Kansas in the 2014 
congressional midterm and 2012 presidential 

elections once again show that the claims by oppo-
nents of voter identification are wrong. There is no 
evidence that the turnout of Kansas voters was sup-
pressed or affected in a negative way by the state’s 
voter ID requirement.1 In fact, it may have had a very 
slight positive effect.

The Kansas Experience
The Kansas voter ID law went into effect January 

1, 2012. It requires every registered voter to present 
one of nine forms of acceptable photo ID, ranging 
from state-issued driver’s licenses to an identifica-
tion card issued by an Indian tribe, in order to vote in 
person. The law also requires those who vote absen-
tee to submit a verified signature and include either a 
photocopy of one of the nine forms of ID or a Kansas 
driver’s license number with the absentee ballot.2

The 2012 Election: The GAO Report. A recent 
study released by the Government Accountability 
Office (GAO) highlighted Kansas as a state that had 
seen decreased voter turnout since its voter ID law 
went into effect. The GAO claimed that the 5.2 percent-
age point decrease in 2012 over 2008 was “attribut-
able to changes in the state’s voter ID requirements.”3 
These claims are, to say the least, highly questionable.

As Kansas Secretary of State Kris Kobach point-
ed out in an August 29, 2014, letter to the GAO, the 
difference in voting patterns between 2012 and the 
last election was not due to the voter ID law. The 
GAO failed to take into account that “there was 
no statewide U.S. Senate race in 2012” in Kan-
sas and that presidential campaigns are “typical-
ly not active in Kansas due to the perception that 
Kansas is a ‘safe’ Republican state.” Consequently, 
according to Kobach, “there were no get-out-the-
vote [GOTV] efforts whatsoever” in Kansas in 2012 
since “there were no statewide political campaigns,” 
and voter turnout therefore was down.4 This omis-
sion seems particularly strange given that the GAO 
acknowledged in its own report the importance of 
GOTV programs on turnout: “Matching election 
cycles controls for the presence of statewide politi-
cal campaigns, which typically run programs to 
encourage turnout.”5

Kobach explained that the most appropriate prior 
election year for an apt comparison to 2012 was 
2000, the last comparable election in which there 

“were no U.S. Senate or statewide offices on the bal-
lot.” According to Kobach, the turnout of registered 
voters in Kansas in 2000 when there was no voter 
ID law in place was 66.7 percent, and the turnout in 
2012 was 66.8 percent.6

Other measures of turnout support that claim. 
According to the United States Election Project, the 
turnout of the Voting-Eligible Population (VEP)7 in 
2000 was 56.7 percent in Kansas.8 In 2012, when 
the new Kansas voter ID law was in place for the 
first time in a presidential election, the VEP turnout 
was 58.3 percent, a slight increase of 1.6 percentage 
points. This indicates that if the voter ID law had 
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any effect on turnout at all, it was a positive one. At 
58.3 percent, the VEP turnout in Kansas was only 
marginally under the national VEP turnout of 58.6 
percent in 2012. The GAO’s conspicuous failure was 
compounded by its comparing Kansas turnout to 
voter turnout in Maine. Maine had a U.S. Senate race 
in 2012 when Kansas did not.

The same GAO report made similar erroneous 
claims about Tennessee, which also implemented a 
voter ID law in 2012.9 However, as Tennessee Secre-
tary of State Tre Hargett noted in an August 29, 2014, 
letter to the GAO, the GAO report was “fundamen-
tally flawed” because, rather than using official turn-
out data from the states, the GAO “used data from a 
biased political agent.”10 The GAO relied on Catalist 
to “provide the data and to create algorithms for some 
of the conclusions drawn in this report.” Catalist’s 
Website says that its mission is “to nurture a vibrant, 
growing, progressive community, and to work[] with 
that community towards a more just, equitable and 
tolerant America.”11

Besides having as its clients many liberal advoca-
cy organizations that have opposed voter ID laws in 
litigation, such as the Lawyers Committee for Civil 
Rights Under Law, the NAACP, and the American 
Civil Liberties Union, Catalist is the campaign data 
consultant for numerous Democratic Party can-
didates, the Democratic Congressional Campaign 

Committee, the Democratic Governors Association, 
the Democratic Legislative Campaign Committee, 
and the Democratic Senatorial Campaign Commit-
tee.12 A complaint recently filed with the Federal 
Election Commission claims that Catalist is actually 
a political action committee “financed, maintained 
or controlled, by the [Democratic National Commit-
tee],”13 although no determination has been reached 
on the merits of that complaint.

Secretary of State Hargett also noted that he had 
“no record of Catalist buying the official state data-
base of voters” for the 2012 election in Tennessee, 
throwing into question “the accuracy or reliability” 
of Catalyst’s turnout data. The “accuracy or reliabil-
ity” of Catalist’s data was also thrown into question 
in Virginia in 2012 when the state board of elec-
tions started to receive complaints that an advocacy 
group using Catalist data was sending voter regis-
tration forms “addressed to dead relatives, children, 
family members in other states, non-U.S. citizens, 
people with similar names, existing registered votes 
and residents’ cats and dogs.”14

Thus, the GAO relied on methodologically flawed 
data to reach an erroneous conclusion about voter 
ID. Opponents of election reform have also gotten it 
wrong on the effects of voter ID laws. In fact, when 
the Kansas voting law was first passed, Secretary of 
State Kobach reported that just 32 of the state’s 1.7 
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million voters requested a free ID, indicating that 
assertions by photo ID critics that large numbers of 
Americans are without photo IDs are likely wildly 
exaggerated. 15

The 2014 Election. The slight increase in turn-
out in Kansas in comparable presidential elections is 
not an anomaly. When comparing the midterm con-
gressional elections in two election years that had 
similar elections occurring—2010 (when there was 
no voter ID requirement) and 2014—there was a posi-
tive 1.1 percent increase in voter turnout based on 
registered voters.16

Both election years had statewide U.S. Senate 
races on the ballot: Lisa Johnston (D) vs. Jerry Moran 

(R) in 2010 and Greg Orman (I) vs. Pat Roberts (R) 
in 2014, one of the most-watched Senate races in the 
country due to a dispute over the Democratic candi-
date on the ballot, who withdrew in favor of the inde-
pendent challenger.17 Both election years also had a 
statewide governor’s race: Tom Holland (D) vs. Sam 
Brownback (R) in 2010 and Paul Davis (D) vs. Sam 
Brownback in 2014, a very competitive race that 
Brownback won by less than 4 percentage points.

Election Turnout in Kansas
In three different measures, including the turn-

out of registered voters, the turnout of the Voting-
Eligible Population, and the turnout of the Voting-
Age Population (VAP), Kansas showed an increase 
in votes from the 2010 to the 2014 election ranging 
from 1.1 to 0.8 to 0.6 percentage points, respective-
ly. This increase in votes surpassed national lev-
els. According to the United States Election Proj-
ect, when considering VEP or VAP as the measure 
of voter turnout, Kansas’s voter turnout grew by a 
little under 1 percentage point, while the nation-
wide turnout numbers decreased by approximately 
5 percentage points.18

Conclusion
As voter turnout results continue to come in from 

voter ID states, the facts are painting a picture dif-
ferent from the widespread, mistaken assumptions 
propagated by the opponents of voter ID require-
ments or by the GAO in its badly flawed report. 
Despite claims of voter suppression, actual voter 
turnout statistics tell a different story: Instead of 
suppressing votes, voter ID laws either have not had 
any effect on turnout or may even have had a slight 
positive effect.

This fact pattern is not unique to Kansas: Georgia 
and Indiana also had positive results in voter turn-
out after their voter ID laws were implemented. The 
data do not support the alarming claim that these 
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KANSAS VOTING POPULATION

Percentage of Residents  2010 2014

Of voting age 39.2% 39.8%

Of voting age and eligible 42.6% 43.4%

Eligible and registered
49.7%

(857,631 
voters)

50.8%
(887,023 

voters)

The voter iD laws implemented in the state  
before the 2014 midterm elections did not 
suppress voter turnout. Turnout actually 
increased slightly across several voting 
measures compared to the 2010 midterms. 
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laws deny anyone the right to vote.19 As Kansas Sec-
retary of State Kris Kobach says, “The system is real-
ly designed to ensure that it’s easy to vote and hard to 
cheat and I think we accomplished that.”20
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