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PREFACE
-

West Virginia University's Appalachian Center is dedi-
cated to the objective of bringing knowledge needed for effec-
tiVe decieioa-making- to those who plan and work for the better-
rnellt of the State and the Appalachian Region .of which this
State i8 a part. The need for knowledge is greatespecially the
concentration of knowledge in the social and physical sciences.
1VIOreover, the needed information spans a number of method:-,
olOgies, for its generationknown principles must be collected
and applied, and in other instances, use must be made of ern:

inVestistions.
The Illost. important function of the Appalachian Center's

.Office of Research and Development is to produce the, type of
knOwledge that is vital for rational social and economic deci-
sions with respect to both its value to leadership audiences in
the 040 and .the Region, and the Center's staff of program-
mers and field educators located on the University's Campus
and thronghout West Virginia's counties. The Office -of Re-
search .0141 Development supports a variety of research con-
ducted both by its:own staff and other, 'components .of West
Virginia University.

ThiS p6aper deals with West 'Virginians' attitudes toward
st.gle and local governMent taxes and their uses. Ir general;
the data axe not encouraging--o4ICRipg dire tly it

cope legols and the low incun of tAe State
c

i.6 are incon-
sistent witji the need for dramatic tax increases. S.uggestionS
for short'run and long run changes are offered. It is exincted
that rnore detailed analysis of these data will be, made and re-
ported in subsequent publications.

. The authors wish to expres their appreciation to Mrs.
soldra Pavick kor the computations which axe involved in this
work.

FREDERICK A. ZELLER, DniEcron
Office of. Research and .11evelopment
Appalachian Center(
West Virginia Uni4rsity



Attitudes Toward State -and Local Taxes in
West VirginiaThe Preliminary Results

of a Survey
I INTRODUCTION

Increasingly, it seems, a state's ability to compete in eco-
nomic terms depends upon the quantity and quality of its pub-
licly provided services. Some of the more important of these are
roads, highways, and other elements of-transportation systems,
educational and training_ systems, recreational facilities, and
law enforcement. Of course, there are many other -important
ones as well. In fact, we are witnessing a trend -characterized
by the growth of .iniPortance of publicly provided seryices in
the total cOmposdtion of the affluent American way-of-life. .

Constant expansion of the quantity and quality of publicly
provided services, however, is pc3sSible only if larger amounts of
revenue are collected and spent wisely by government. One
problem, which has received widespread V attention in recent
years, is that although many of the vital puh1ir lerv:ices can be
provided most efficiently by _ate ari Icint, the
ta7-- .J1.) Jives available at these. levels .are inadequate to
meet present and prOjected needs.. The tax systems whiicla have
the greater degree's of adjustability of revenue flows It aye been
preempted by the Federal Government and, becaus or this,
means .are being sought to channel tax funds from Trpoleral Vt co
lower levels. of government. While . one could claim -ti? LA the
newV Federal programs of the 1960's represent effortsLin tthis di-
rection, there is little indication that the problem haf3 been
satisfactorily resolved. In general, state and local gorerrrnents
in the U. S. are caught in the unsatisfactory positian of.., being
called on to -provide more public services while thetr rf.-wenue
sources are unable to expand with the same rapidity..

The state and local .goVerninent fiscal problems aire corn-
potmded in those areas of the U. S. which have not enpErienced
rates of economic progress cornparabl f.. to the natic.2)al aver-
ages. In areas where unemployMent and underemzoloyment
have been relatively high, where the przAuCtivities Off available
jobs have been low,: and where larger than average pr....oportions
of the population are not in the labor force, ,the tEL- bases of
even the traditiOnal sources of governmental revenu- are lower
than average and, hence, productive of less income fxr support
of public services. Moreover, in such areas, thèrerê larger



than average claims for governMental assistance in such areas
as health services, welfare payments, and programs in support
of the development Of private housing. Taken together these
two facto:es act to constrain the types of governmental expendi-
tures needed to make the areas economically and socially at-
tractive to the private investors in sound economic health and,
thus, tend to combine to perpetUate themselves.

While ultimately a greater volume of Federal assistance
will be required to permit state and local governments to de-
velop lasting solutions to their fiscal problems, it also seems
that it will be necessary. for these levels of government to ex-
ploit more fully, the sources of tax revenne available tAhem in_
the foreseeable years to come. Moreover, this is becoming espe-
cially i,mportant in the disadvantaged areas of the country,
such as' Appalachia, for two reasons. One is it,. .t.7:!ides in
increased public services needed to make the an L 3Inpetitive
with the rest of the a' S. probably will not be financed com-
pletely with Fed,erally collected tax funds at the present time.
Recent -experience indicates that the political complexion of
our national system will not xermit sufficient concentration of
Federal aid to depressed areas to cope with their. mOst difficult
problems. The other is.that within the economically disadvant-
aged areas there are growing demands for the achievement of
economic parity, with the rest of the nation. Those in the lower
economic strata are demanding standards of living .comparable
to those generally associated with the middle economic strata.
And those in the upper strata are demanding that these areas
catch up with th6 %rest Of the.U. S. in thrms of appearance, con-.
venience, and general quzliity.*

Satisfactio p. of these demands will require, obviously,
greater *amounts of income available to state and local govern-
ments. This, of course, is not a sufficient condition for satisfac-
tion of the demands. Much depends on how the incOthe avail-
able to state and local government is spent. For example, if ex-
p'enditure decisions are primarily political in nature, their
benefits-prociucing results would be miniMal; if they are..not
minimal, this result probably would be due to .Chance. On the
other hand, the expenditures. criteria 'could be calculated to
produce a map of the alternatiyes rated according tOt their

°P;or an analysis of societal pressures imposed on the upper socioeconomic
strata in Appalachia, .see John Photiadis, "Rural Southern Appalachia- and Mass
Society, An Overview", Office of Research and Development, Appalachian Cen-
ter, West Virginia University, 1966.

6



potential for resulting -in the best combination of primary and
secondary benefits. This rerort, however, iS related to the for-
mer questionwhat is the probabKity that larger amounts of,
state and local government ineotnecarr be obtained from exist- -

ing sources of revenue?
The study upon which this report is based .was formulated

on the premise that taxpayers are more- or less willing to pay
taxes. to state and local governments depending upon their
attitudes, toward several issues: satisfaction associated with,
expenditures. of 'tax dollars; evaluations of the tax systems;
methods Of tax collection; and, the decision-making process
govx3rning tax expenditures. In addition to determining the
coniiguration af.taxpayerS' attitudes and, thdrs; acquiring the
ability to more accdrately pinpoint sourCes of support or oppo-
sition to tax programs, n aim of the study was to delineate
some of the factors which deem to determine thew attitudes.*

The importance of this work is derived frGin the need of
political _policy makers to secure the may.imum of support of
citizens for increased taX programs with a minimum of dis-
satisfaction and opposition. Effective and realistic . tax pro-_
grams cannot be carried out without knowing how taxpayers,
distributed and analyzed accordirig to various sub-classifica-
tions, feel abOut therm

The following' sections of this report deal with people's .at-
titudes, and theii- intensity, toward various types of taxes, their
views about the expenditure of future-tax revenues, and factors .

related to these attitudes. These data and their analysis should
useftil both for West Virginia state or locai gOverriment of-

ficials in -planning tax programs and for adding to the scholar's
understanding of this aspect of political behavior. The3"r also
may b,e applicable to other areas, although the sample on
which they.are based probably is mOre representative of Appa-
lachian, rural, and relatively underdeveloped areas.

IL THE SAMPLE
The sample included Charldston, Morgantown, and both

open country and the town of Beckley in Raleigh County. The
sampling in the urban areas was done by selecting randomly.
every N'h house in 5 to 7 different socio-economic groups within

nesearai in l'his area is very limited. How
c-ver,

for one' example, 'tself a
pilot studz, see llorirc:rt Lloyd Enrick, "A Pilot Study of Income Tax SA' Con-
sciousness , journal of'Economics, xyl, No. (Aug., 1963), PP. 169-73.
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these communities. Approximately six hundred male heads of
households were sampled.

III. FINDINGS
General* Attitudes

The data presented n Table I indicate that aver half of
the people in the sample feel- that state `taxes are, high, less
than. one third feel they aie about right, and about one.tenta
of the people feel they,are low.

TABLE. .
What Do You Think About State and Local Taxes in General?

State -Taxes Local Ta;ccs

Are High 35.1 31.4
Are. Moderately High 24.3 -.. 22.8
Are About Right 29.3 32.2
Are Moderately Low
Are Low _ ,

6.9
4.4

8.4
5.2

,---- ---
Total Percent 100.0 100.0
Number of Cases 655 655

The breakdown for local taxes is similar but slightly more
favorable: , .

When asked how they felt state and local taxes are speni,
it. was found that 9ver half of the respondents feel that taxes
are spent "not,isrely" or "not wisely at all." .(See Table 2). -

TABLE 2
How Do Zoo Think State and Local Taxes Are Spent?

/ State Taxes Local Taxes

:Wisely .. . . 6.5 8.3
About as They Should 36.8 43.4
Not Wisely 40.9 _ 36.2
Not Wisely at All 15.8 '- 12.1

. ---
Total Percent -

- 100.0 100.0
Number of Cases 642 642

For local taxes the .percentage of those thinking that taxes are
spent "not wisely"..or "not WiselSr at. all"- is only 48.3 percent,
thus indicating a more favorable Attitude toward local taxes
again. . . 4".

For those saying that taxes are not spen.t wisely; the rea-
son-most often mentioned in mgard to state and local taxes is
poor management and plannhig. (See Table 3).

8
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TABLE 3
If You Think Taxes Are Not Spent Wisely, What Don't You Like\;iu Particular?°:'

About State Taxes

Reasons Given

Alinnt Local Taxes
Times

Mentioned
Poor management or

poor planning - ... 127
Not enough spent on roads

(construction of new or . -

repair old ones) . , . . 69
Corruption in government. , 67
Not enough spent on

'schools (or teachers'
salarieS) 23,Too much spent for welfare 9

Too many or inefficient
state employees . ; .... 7

Too much spent for
recreation 5

Times
Reasons Given Mentioned .!

Poor Management or
poor. planning 108

Not enough spent on roads
-(constructions of new or
repair old ones) 56

Corruption in government 44
Not enough spent on

schools (or teachers'
Salaries) 17.

Selection of poor projects 11
Too much tipent for --

, recreation 8

°Only. tbose whOT bad fqlt that .taxes
question."

a,

are not .spent wisely were- asked this

The reason for -dissatisfactfb.in indicated kiext most qequently
centers on the failure to spend more for. fhe construction and
improvement of roads. Corruption in government guch as
graft and appointing non-qualified personnel, is also, men-
tioned quite often by those who feel taxes are not spent wisely.
This complaint- is made More often. of the state government
than of local government. The following reagons were less often
mentioned; to little spent for schools; tod mUch spent for wel-
fare; inefficient state employees; and exceSsive spending on ..3
recreation.

Next, respondents were asked Whether they- felt taxes
should be increased or decreased, considering the overall condi-
tion of the State and their local communities..Less than one-
fifth- of the respondents felt that state and local taxes should
be increased. (See Table 4).

To determine whether people were- unfavorable toward
taxes because they felt they wefe not spent wisely or because
of distrust _of government, they were asked what their reaction
would be-if taxes were spent the way they wanted.. /

The percentages of those Wanting a decrease' of iboth'state
and local ,taxes are a little gmaller when their, uses are per--
ceived to be in.accordance with fteople's.views_about public ex-
penditures. (See Table 5). And sorne additional 'people would
favor.higher taxes: if they agree with their intended use..But

9
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there are still large nUmber'S who would not want, increased 4

-taxes regardless of how they would be spent.

TABLE 4
Considering the Overall Condition of the State and

Think Taxes Should Be:
Local Community, Do You

State Taxes,- LoCal Taxes
Increased - 5.5 -. 6.2
Slightly Increased 8.0 9.5Remain the Same 44.5 , ' 45.2Slightly Decreased -14.4 14.1
Decreased 27.3 25.0
Total Percent 99.7 t 100.0
Number of Cases 645 644

,
The data in Table 5 also indicate that when people know that
their 'taxes are being spent in ways which they- approve, the
differences in their attitudes toward state and local taxes .dis-
appear. The question of why some people want higher taxes-
and sOme want lower taxes even when they are sure, hypotheti-
cally, that their taxes will be spent in ways which they approve

- Will be examined later in this paper.

TABLE 5
Which of the Categories Would You Haye Checked If You Knew Taxes Were

Spent the Way You .Would -Like Them To Be Spent .

State Taxes Local _Taxes
Increased 12.1 12.9Slightly Increased 21.6 21.2Remain the Same 43.0 43.7
Slightly Decreased '9.0 8.4
Decreased- 13.8
Total Percent 99.9 100.0Number of Cases 578 .572

People in the sample were asked how they felt about par-
ticular taxes in the stale. (See Table 6) . It was found that
there is Somewhat more support for income tax increases, and
less support kor decreases, compared to the other types of taxes.
With respect to real-estate, taxes and person:al pi operty taxes,
few wanted an increase; Most wanted than to remain the Same
or be decreased.

Those in the saniple were then asked to indicate a first and
second choice as to how they wanted state tax money spent.

10
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°TABLE 6
Which Particular Type of Tax Would You Like to See Increased, Decreased, or

Remain the Same?
State

Inconie
Tax

Real
Estate
'Tax

Personal
Property

Tax

Increased 10.5)
,

, 4.9 _
6.7

Remain the Same .-- ....... . . 537 \, 38.5 49.9

Decreased 31.3 \-- 54.6 41.0

No Response 4.5 2.0 2.4
--- , ---

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0

Number of Cases 655 . 655 655

.

TABLE 7
In What Areas Would You Like To See More of the Present 'State Takes Spent?

Indicate Your First and Second Choice.

First
Choice

Second
Choice -

Not
Chosen

Total
Percent

,Colleges and
Univeisities 29.4 23.8 46.1 99.3

.. Schools 52.0 26.8 21..1 99.9

'Roads 42.7 -41.1 16.1 99.9

Recreation - 5.6 31.1 . 63.2. 99.9

Public Works 4.7 21.5 73.6 99.8

Health 17.9 36.8 45.2 99.9--- --- ---
Number of Cases .. 659 659 .. 659-

A little more than eighty-three percent of the respondents
chose roads as either a first or second choice, and about 79 per-
cent chose schools. However, considering the areas individually,
over half of the respondents chose schools first and about 43

percent chose roads. Colleges and 'universities were in third'
place and spending for health was fourth. Public works and
recreation were very infrequently_ criosen first as areas where-

-people wanted their taxes spent.

Factors Related to Attitudes Toward Taxes

Size of Town
Size of the respondents' home towns was related to atti-

tudes towai-d taxes for two reasons. First, town size -could. be

related to other dimensions-such ,as income, education, and
type of occupation-which could be rel-ated to attitudes to-
ward taxes because the interaction Patterns which are initiated
in different size communities maY lead to the development of

different types of personalities. For example, it is, known that
11



conservatism and unfavorable attitudes toward big govern-
ment are associated with small town size.

The data presented in Table 8 indicate that there are more x
people in smaller communities and the open country who feel
that statd taxes are high_than in larger towns. This is the case
for both state and local taxes. The dfference is even more pro-
nounced in terms of the proportion of people who fetl taxes are
low: Not one person tn the open country felt taxes were low.
The results are similar for local taxes. (No supporting table)

TABLE 8
What Do .You Think About State Taxes

Size Ifigh or Low or
of Moderately About Moderately Total Total

TOwn High Right Low Percent Cases
'Open Coubtry 68.- 31.9 0.0 100.0 69
Up to- 1,000. 66.7 29.5 3.9 100.1 207
1,000725,000 79.9

. 25.0 2.8 .100.0 . 72
Morgantown 41.5 .33.3 25.2 100.0 159
Charleston 56.9 25.7 17.4 100.0 144

In all types of. communities the majority of the respon-
dents felt that state taxes are spent "not wisely" or "not wisely
at all". (See Table 9). With respect to local taxes, the results
are similar except for Morgantown and CharlestOn, where ma-
jorities indicated that taxes are spent' "wisely", or _"about as
they should". (See Table 9) :

TABLE 9
Ifow Do You Think State anti Local Taxes Are Spent?

Size
of

Town

State Taxes° Local Taxesb
Wisely or
About As

They Should

Not Wisely or
Not Wisely

At All

Wisely or
About As

'They Shguld

Not Wisely or
Not Wisely

At All
Open Country 43.3 56.7 52.9Up to 1,000 . 43.0 57.0

.47:1
42.7 57.3

1,000-25,000 37.5 62.5 .. 37.5 62.5Morgantown 47.4 52.6 .- 57.7 42.3
Charleston . 39.4 60.6 65.5 34.5

oTercentages are totaled horizontally and separately for state and-local taxes.

With 7 respect to what they ,. did not, like about the ways
taxes were spent, some differenceS were found, between the re-
sponse of the people living in the smaller and larger towns. In
terms of state taxes, corruption in government was most often

12
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mentioned as the factor not liked by those living in Charleston
(40%). (See Table -10). More of those living in Morgantown
tende-td to believe that not enough is spent ,on roads and
schools,. However, relatively more of the respondents living in
tx:i-Tvins (of less than 25,000 disliked tax expenditures because of
7cvastenri spending and poor ma:nagement. There is compara-
tiwely _little difference in respons-a between the inklividuals liv-
ing in the various sized towns as 70 their attitudes about spend-'
ing fL_= roads and schools, (except for MOrgantown) and exces-
sive srfaading for welfare.

With respect to the expenditure of local taxes, cofru,Ttion
in local government was mentioned by those living in larger
cities more often than by those living in smaller to,Vms. (See
Table 11). Other than this, the major difference was betweent.
the Charleston respindents and all other- groups on the point
that not enough is spent on roads. and schools. Very few in
CharleStoh made this coMplaint.'

The.cities of Morgantown and Charleston have the lowest,
proportions of respondents wanting decreases' in state and local
taxes. (See Table 12). On the other hand, the towns Of less
than 1,000 people have the lowest percehtage of respondents
.wanting an increase .in these taxes. Interestingly, this differ-
ence between Charleston, and the ,small areas (under 1000 or
open country)' is *magnified when the' respondent's are assured
that their, taxes would be spent in ways of which they would
approve, -although more -respondents from all areas favor tax
indreases under, this condition. ,(See Table 13). The respon-
dents from Morgantown indicate an important.difference from
thOse in .towns- of 1,000-25,000 and Charleston. Comparativ-ely
few.of them favor increases in/either state .or local government
taxes even when they are given asstrance that the taxes.would
be used in ways they favored.

Turning next to attitudes toward specific types of taxes,
there is no large group ,Of respondents from any of the town
size grdups favoring an/increase iryany of the. typesstate in-
come tax, sales tax, real estate, tax, or personal property tax.
(See Table 14). Majorities in all town sizes except Morgantown
and 1,000-25,000 prefer a decrease in the sales tax. Majorities
in all of the town sizes believe the; state income tax ,should re-
main as it is. Beyond this, large 'proprtions of those in the
1,000725,000, up to 1,000, and open country classifications favor
decreases in real estate and personal property taxes.

13
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Cross-classifying tlie data by response from the various
sized towns and the ways they would like to see more state
taxes spent (See Table 15), seventy percent of the people living
in the open country did not check spending for co- lleges and
universities as a first or second choice, but only 29.2 percent of
those living in Charleston did not choose it. The distribution
for school expenditures is similar td that for colleges and uni-
yersities. However, 'the difference between the various sized
towns narrows when it concerns spending taxes for public
works, reereation, health, and roads.

Looking at the two extremes, proportions of those in the
open country and Charleston who have checked each area of
spending as a first choice are as follows (Charleston propor;
tions are' in parenthesis) : College& and universities, 10.0
(47.2); roads, 32.9 (35A) ;ischools, 27.1 (65.2) ; public works, 0.0
(1.4) ; recreation, 2.9 (6.9) ; and health, 14.3 (15.3).

(The data about local tax expenditures are similar to those
presented in Table 15).

Age
When respondents kr the various age groups were asked

about their opinions as to whether state or local taxes were
high, about right, or low, no important differences appeared
among them. When, however, it comes to opinions as to wheth-
er taxes are spent wisely or not (as shown in Table 16) the
younger people are somewhat less satisfied with tax; Spending
than are the older ones. For instance, in the group of those
who are 16. to 30 yekrs of age, 63.1% were critical of tax eic-
.penditures while in the groups between 41 and 60 only about
52% felt the same way.

Even more negativism of the younger groups With respect
to state and local taxes is shown in Table 17. Of those in. the 16-
30 age group, 48.1% favor tax decreases, and 53.3% of thoSe in
the 31-40 .group favor reduced state and local taxes. Fewer re-
spondentS from the older groups believe taxes should be de-
creased,'although the figures increase in the 51-60 and 61 and
over groups.

StIcio-economic Status
Socio-economic status is most often defined in terms of in-

come, education and occupation. Because there are theoretical
considerations suggesting that socio-economic status is a factor

16
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TABLE 16
How Do You Think State Taxes Are Spent?

Age
About As Not Wisely or

They Not Wisely Total Toial
Wisely . Should At All Percent Cases

16-30 1.5 35.4 63.1 100.0 65
31-40 6.4 27.3 66.4 100.1 110
41-50 5.5 42.1 52.4 100.0 164
51-60 5.1 42.8 59.0 -400.1 138
61 and above .,. . 8.0 32.1 59.9 100.0 137

TABLE 17 /
Consider the Overall Condition of State and Local Government. Do You Think

State and Local Taxes Should Be Increased, Remain the Same, or Decreased?
State and Local Taxt's Should Be:

Age
Total

Remain Number Total
Increased the Same Decreased of Cases Percent

16-30 15.3 36.6 48.1 131 100.0
31-40 12.6 34.2 -3.3 199 100.1
41-50 ., 17.5 50.0 326 100.0
51-60 11.0 51.1 37.9 ---4272 100.0
61- 11.3 46.5 42.3 284 100.1

affecting . attitudes toward taxes, its three components are
treated both as a group and, because each of these components
is most probably independently related to attitudes,_they also
are treated separately.

The notion that socio-economic status is a variable affect-
ing attitudes toward taxes could be derived theoretically. One
such theory refers to Appalachia, in particular, and suggests
that the upper socio-economic strata May- be more willing to
pay more taxes in an effort to change the national image of
West Virginia as a less developed state.*

InconV
3ncome may be expected to be a highly significant factor

assOciated with attitudes to-ward taxes since'in Most cases, peo-
ple's income determines their ability and willingness to aMocate
their purchasing ;power to.the private and public sectors of the )
econothy. Because of the importance of income as a factor, the
relationships presented under the present subheading are more
elaborate than those of the stiblieadings which follow.

°John D. Photiadis,)"Tharal Southern Appalachia and Mass Society, An Over-
view, Office of Research and Development, Appalachian Center, West Virginia
Universit-/, 1966.
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Both tables 18 and 19 show that the higher the income the
less the feeling that. taxes are high with only one exception; the
relationship between the two variables is not as strong when it
refers to the less than $2,000 income group. *When this- group
is compared to the $2,000-$4,000 group, it can be seen that the
former group includes smaller proportions of individuals who
feel that taxes are high. This could be due to the \fact that a
number of respondents-in this group are on relief and, as a con-
sequence, their income depends at least partially on tax reve-
nues. For both state and local taxes, the income group which
has the highest proportion Of respondents who feel that taxes
are low -and the lowest proportion of respondents who feel that
taxes are high is thec)Dver $14,000 income group. This is most
visible in terms of to al taxes; 12.4% say taxes are high com-
pared to 47.2% sa4cg taxes are low. The opposite is true for
the $1,000-$2,999 income group; the difference between the
high and low cat gories is 46.2 versus 0.0 percent respectively
(See Table 19).

Relationships milar to those:shown in Tables 18 and 19
are evident in Table2O in which additional data about future
increases and decreases of taxes are presented. In this case
again, the higher the incorne, the nfore favorable the opinions
toward increases of State and local- taxes. A small discrepancy
again appears in the less than $1,000 income group which, as
previously indicated, includes some people who 4,re on relief.
The proportion of those who feel that both state and local taxes
should be reduced is greatest .in the group with $1,000 to $3,999
ncome.

irnilar to the data in Tables 18 and 19, the over $14,000 in-
come group includes the highest proportion of people who
would like an increase in taxes and the smallest proportion of
those who Would like a decrease in them. .

Table 21 shows the relationshiPs between the respondents'
incomes and their opinions -about how wisely taxes ate spent:
The indication is that there is no systematic relationShip be-
tween income and opinions as to how wisely tax money is
spent. COncerning local taxes, however, some differences exist
among the income groups, with the higher income groups hav-
ing more favorable attitudes.

.

Table 22 shows the relationship between Income and de-
sire for an increase or decreaie 'in taxes when tax money would
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TABLE 21
Opinions- of Various Income Groups As to .1-Tow State and Local Taxes Arc Spent

Manner in Which State Manner in Which Local
Taxes Are Spent° Taxes Are Spent°

Income Wisely or Not Wisely Wisely or Not Wisely
Category About As or Not Wisely About As or Not Wisely

They Should soAt All . They Should At All
14,000 and -up . , . 4L3 58.7 66.0" 34.1
9,000-13,999 . ... 34.3 . 65.7 , 58:1 41.9
7,000- 8,999 . . 45.7 54.3 56.8 43.2
5,000- 5,999 . .. . 50.4 49,6 53.3 46.7

- 2,000- 4?999 . .. . 36.6 . 63.4 39.5 60.5
Less than 2,000 . . 46.4 .. 53.6 47.3 52.7

°Percentages totaled hbrizontally and separately for state and local taxes.

be spent in. a .manner of which the respondents approve. Corn-
..paring Tables 20 .and 22 one can see that the proportion of
those who favor a raise and ,disfavor a reduction of taxes has
*been increased. in all income groups but particularly in the'

. $9,000 to $19,000 income range. In this group the proportion of
those who favor a .decrease of state or local taxes is extremely
small. In the over $19,000 group the proportion:of those who
want a decrease is slightly greater *in terms of both taxes.

Table 23, which contains data ..bout the relationships be-
tween income and the preference for different types of taxes,
shows that when considering a decrease of taxes the smallest
difference among thexvarious4ncome groups exists in reference
to the state income tax. Also, these data indicate once again
that those in the upper income categories have the most posi-
tive attitudes toward all of the types of taxes. The type of tax
increase most preferred by the upper income groups is the.real
estate tax. In general, the state income tax-is the.tax the small-
est number of respondents want decreased, regardless of the
respondent's income.

The data presented in Table 24 indicate that there are
sortie systematic differences among the various income classes
as to how the respondents would prefer to see state taxeS spent:
There is a clear relationship between expenditures for colleges
arid universities and schools.. and incomethe higher the in-
come clasS; the oftener such expenditures are- elected as a first
or second choice. Beyond this, however, the inCome-preference
relationships are muèh weaker. What stands out. is fhat there is
strong support among all income classes for expenditures for
roads, moderately strong support for health- expenditures (ex-

23
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TABLE 23
Opinions of Various Income Groups Concerning Increase or Decrease of the

-Various Kinds of State Taxes

State Income Tax
Income

Category
Remain

Increased the Same Decreased
Total

Percent
Total
Cases

14,000 and up .

9,000-13,999 . .

7,000- 8,999 : .

5,000- 6,999 . .

2,000- 4,999 . .

Less than 2,000

. . 23.9 47.8

. . 16.3 ".. 57.7

. . 13.4 - 69.2

.. 10.4 55.2
2. 5.5 57.9
. 5.6 56.5

28.3
26.0
24.4
34.3
36.6
38.0 .

100.0
100.0
100.0
99.94

100.0
100.1

46
104
82

134
- 145

108

Sales Tax
14,000 and up . . . 6.4 57.4 36.2 100.0 47
9,000-13,999 . .. . 10.6 39.4 50.0 100.0 104
7,000- 8,999 ... . 8.4 36.1 55.4 99.9 83
5,000- 6,999 . . . . 3.0 40.6 56.4 100.0 133.
2,000- 4,999 .... . 2.6 30.1 67.3 100.0 156

Less than 2,000 . . 1.8 46.4 51.8 100.0 112

Real Estate Tax
14,000 and up . 31.1 60.0 8.9 100.0 45
9;000-13,999 . . 19.2 . 50.0 . .30.8 100.0 104
7,000- '8,999 . 14.5 . 51.8 33.7 100.0 83
5,000- 6,999 . . 6.7 48.5 44.8 100.0 134
2,000- 4,999 . - 1.3 51.7 47.0 100.0 , 149

Less than 2,000 1.8 - 43.8 100.1 112.54.5
;

Personal Property .Tax
14,000 and up . . . 17.0 68.1 14.9 100.0 47
9,000-13,999 . . . . 13.5 51.0 35.6 100.1 104
7,000- 8,999 . .. . 10.8 56.6 32.5 99.9 . 83
5,000- 6,999 . - . . 5.2 49.3 45.5 100..0 134
2,000- 4,999 . .. . 1.3 46.4 52.3 100.0 153

Less than 2,000 . . 1.8 51.4 46.8 100.0 111

cept for the hIghest income group), and weak support for pub-
lic works and recreation expenditures.

With respect to expenditures of local taxes, there is strong
support for school expenditures (although Significantly less so
in the lowest.income class), support for road expenditures, but
comparatively little support for services' expenditures, except
for the two classes between $7,000 and $13,999 (see Table 25) .

Education
Table 26 shows that the higher people's education, the less

they feel that taxes are high. The group which is strikindly dif-
ferent is that which has less-than 13 years of education. In the
Class with six or less years of education, only 1.1 percent feel

.25



TABLE 24
First-and Second Preferemi: Choice of. Various Income Grqufs As to Where They

Would Like'.toiSee State Taxes Spefit

Income
Category

Colleges and Universities' Roads*
First

Choice
Second
Choice

No
Choice

First Second , No
-Choims! .Qhoice Choice

14,000 and up .

9,000-13,999 . .

- 74000- 8,999 . ..
5,000- 6,999 ..
2,000- 4.1-99

36.2
47.2
39.8;
28.5
22.2

36.2
24.5
18.1
24.8
25.3

2"!.7..7`
t.,,,,--3

.41_1.:.-..-'

IA:1
'W_...55

40.4 48.9
40.6 53.8
41.6 48.2
44.5 34.3
44.3 36.1 -

10).6
517

10/.8
21..2
19.6

Less than 2,000 . 15.8 18.3 653fi 44.2 35.8 20.0i

SehoOls, EUElilie Works*
14,000 and up ... 59.6 31.9 . SIU 2.1 17.0 80.9
9,000-13,999 . . 56.6 ' 27.4 Lifin 0.9 26.4 72:6
7,000- 8,999 . . 62.7- 24.1 13:5' 3.6 26.5 69.9
5,000- 6,999 . . . . 58.4 21.9 19.77 9.5 24.1 66.4
2,000- 4,999 . ... .' '50.0 26.6 ....dgac 5.1 20.3 74.7

Less than 2,000 .. , 33.3 32.5 al4,11. 2.5 15.8 .81.7

Recreation° Health°
14,000 -and up ... 6.4 36.2 57.4 10.6 25.5 63.8
9,000-13,999 . .. . 8.5 43.3 48.1 19.8. 33.0 47.2
7,000- 8,999 ... . 1.2 37.3 61.4 18,1 43.3 38.6
5,000- 6,999 . ... .7.3 33.6 . 59.1 . 20.4 35.8 43.8
2,000: 4,999 ..... 5.7 26.6 67.7 20.3 34.8 44.9

Less than 2,000 . . 3.3 19.2 77.5 13.3 45.8 40.8
*Percentages totaled horizontally.

that taxes are low while among those with thirteen or more
years of formal education, the correspondhig percentage is
28.6.

With respect to people's reaction to the question of wheth-
er taxes should be increased.or decreased, the indication, again,
is that the group most favorable to .the increase of taxes and
least favorable to the decrease is the college group (see Table
27). Of those who have attended college, 3.1.6 percent would
favor an increase in taxes; the corresponding proportion for
those with six or less years of education is 2.1 percent_

However, as was true with the income relationships, edu-
cation is not a factor in determining ,opinions as to whether
one feels state taxes are spent wisely`.or about as.they should.
It is mOre of a factor in determining whether or not one feels
local taxes are spent wisely. (No supporting table)

The different educational groups change their opinion
about an increase or decrease of taxes differently when they
are assured Of a situation in which they know that taxes would

26



TABLE 25
First and Second Preference Choice oL Various Irecome.Grouras As to Where Laval

Taxes Amu ld Be Spent

Income
Category

Schools
Tot41.

Percent
Taital
Causes

First
Choice

Seemnd
Chbice

,No
Gliwice

14,000 and up .. 57.4 27'.7 14.9 100.0 47
9,000-13,999 . .. 58.5 27.4 14.2 100.1 106
7,000- 8,999 . .. . 62.7 19.3 18.1 100.1 83
5,000- 6,999 . .. . 56.2 29.9 13.9 100%0 137
2,000- 4,999 . .. . 45.6 32,9 2L5 100.0 :158

Less than 2,000 . . 35.8- 31:7 32.5 100.0 120

Roads
14,000 and up . . . 14.9 51.1 34.0 100.0 47
9,000-13,999 . . . . 27.4 5Z.8 rr9.8 100.0 106

. 7,000- 8,999 . .. . 37.3 46.2 4_5 100.0 83
5,000- 6,999 . . . . 35.0 414.5 ..:0.4 99.9 137
2,000- 4,999 , _ .. 41.1 41.8 L.1.1 100.0 . 158

Less than 2,000 . . 39.2 33.7 24,2 100.1 120

Services
14,000 and up .. . 12.8 29.8- ,_57.4 100.0 . 47
9,000-13,999 . .. . 17.9 40.6 41.5 100.0 106
7,000- 8,999 .. . 15.7 39.8 44.6 100.1 83
5,000- 6,999 . . . . 12.4 29.2 58.4 100.0 137
2,000- 4,999 ... . . 6.3 20.9 72.8 100.0 158

Less than 2,000 . . 3.3 20.8 75.8 99.9 120

TABLE 26
Opinion of Various Education Groups About the Magnitude of State and Local

Taxes

State and Local Taxes Are:
About Total . Total

EducatiOn High Right Low Percent Cases
0- 6 Years 70.5 28.4 -1.1 100.0 . 190
7- 8 years 67.1 28.9 4.1 100.0 246
9-12 years 58.3 32.7 9.0 100.0 465

13 and above 42.0 29.4 28.6 100.0 367

TABLE 27
Opinions of Various Education Groups Concerning Increase or Decrease in

State and Local Taxes
State and Local Taxes Should Be:*

Increased Remain Decreased
or Slightly the or Slightly
Increased Same . Decreased

0-6 years 2.1 38.3 59.6
7- 8*\years 4.1 48.3 47.5
9-12 years 11.5 46.4 42.1

13 and',above 31.6 44.4 24.0
'Percentages totaled horizontally.
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be spent as they vP.,;ish. Al educational groups become more
favorable when . they know that taxes wir.:1 be spent the way
they wish, but the change is mu.ch larger in the non-college
education groups amd greatest in the group with less thian d
years education. (MD supporting table).

Education does not seeni to a:ffect significantly the le,,,-.7,pe of
--taxes -reSporidents would prefer increased or decrewitedi, (no
supporting table), thut it affects the, way people would 1Ae to
ee the sctatte tmx money spent. The areas of spending wl:t.l'a are

most systernatica1147 affected by education are colleges and uni-
versities and roadis (see Table 28). Colleges and universitk-s are
chosen as a first choice more often by higher .echicated1Reop1e,
,while roads are chosen moie often by the liess educated- More
educated people also seem to favor spending for schooLs; and
recreation, while the less educated favor spending for public,
works. When one considers the mOney spent for healt4, there
is only a small difference in the two extremes of. the education.
scale.

TABLE 28
First and -Second Preference Choice of Various Education Croups As -115- Where,

State Taxes "Should Be Spent

Education
Colleges and Universities° Roads
First

Choice
Scond
Choice

No.
Choice

First Second No
Choice Choice Choice

0- 6 years --\ 11.6 21.1 67.4 53.7 331 1.267- 8 years 19.4 21.8 58.9 37.1 38.7 24.2
9-12 years 32.3 99.6 45.1 47.2 38.7 14.013 and above 43.2 27.4 29.5 30.8 - 49.5 13.7

Schools° Public Works°
0- 6 years 43..2 25.3 31.6 6.3 22.1 71.67- 8 years 41.1 24..2 '34.7 6.5 21.0 72.6
9-12 years 57.0 25.1 17.9 4.3 28.1 67.7

13 and above . 57.9 31.6- 10.5 ' 2.6 15.3 . 82.1

Recreation° Health°
0- 6 years , 4.2 24.2 71.6 13.7 48.4 37.97- 8 years 3.2 21.0 75.8 21.0 37.9 41.1
9-12 years 5.1 38.7 56.2 20.0 35.7 44.313 and above . 8.4 32.6 258:9 15.3 32.6 52.1

°Pereentages tota ed horizontally.

Finally, educ tion,seems to affect one's preference for the
spending of local thxeJn much the same way as it affected
preferences for the spending of state taxes. (No supporting
table). Again the more educated respondents checked schools

28



as their first choice more often than those with less eition.
but the difference .is relatively smaL. However, a strorig-e,r re-
lationship exists between education and spending tax money
for Services and recreation. As Was the case with state taxes, a
relatively negative relationship exists between education .and
preference for spending for roads.

Occupation
Since occupation also entails the variables tha., :ate in-

volved in socio-economic status, it could be hypothesize-4 that
individuals engaged ,in occupations involving more edumtion,
higher status, and greater financial compensation would be
more favorable toward taxes.

TABLE 29
What Do You Think About State Taxes in General?

Main
Oecupatioh

Through Life

High or
Moderately

High
About
Right

Low or
Moderately

Low
Total

Percent
Total
Cases

Coal .Miner 70.1 27.0 2.9 100.0 204
Unskilled

Semi-Farmer . . 69.8 27.1 3.1 100.0 129
White Collar . . . 56.3 . 31.0 12.7 100.0 158
Business and

Managerial 36.0 40.0 . 24.0 100.0 50
Professional . . 34.9 32.5 32.5 100.0 83

The data in Table 29 support this hypothesis: 70.1 percent
of the coal miners thought taxes were high in coMparison to
34.9 percent of the professionals. Likewise,, only 2.9 percent of
the coal 'miners and 3.1 p6rcent of the unskilled and semi-
skilled workers thought taxes were low, but 24.0 percent of the
business-managerial and 32.6 percent of the professionals .felt
that they were.

When a comparisOn .was made between the respondents'
occupations and their feelings toward increasing and decreas-
ing state and local taxes, the main hypothesis was again up-
held (see Table 30). Howevermore of business and managerial,
and professionals would like to *see local taxes increased corn-

. pared 'to state taxes, and Imre would prefer to have state taxes
decreased compared to local taxes. Few coal miners or the un-
skilled or semi-skilled groups want either state or local taxes
increased. ,

.29

29



TABLE 30
Consider the Overall Condition of State and Local Government. Do You Think

.State Taxes and Local Taxes Should Be Incieased, Remain the Same,
or Deerea4sed?

Main
Occupation

Through Life

State Taxes LocaI- Taxes

Increased
or Slightly
Increased

Remain
the

Same

Increased ,
or Slightly
Decreased

Increased -Remain
or Slightly the
Increased Same

Increased
or Slightly
Decreased

Coal Miner . 4.9 52.9. 42.2 , 4.4 4L9 53.7
Unskilled

Sethi-Skilled 7.0 47.7 45.3 6.3 50.4 413.3
White Collar . 19.1 44.7 36.2 23.7 41.4 34.9.
Business and

Managerial 20.0 56.0 24.2 29.4 54.9 15.7
Professional . .. 34.6 48.1 17.3 36.3 50.0

,.
. 1.3.8

Fe-eling of Alienation from Society
Mistrust of Government Officials

Alienation is a general term which refers to the\ overall
relationsetween the individuals and society; including how
much the individual feels .part of society and liow mucli order
he sees in the society.

Mistrust of government officials: was n}6Sured' with the
respOnse to four statements dealing with the way peopl per-
ceive the motiveS and behavior of Caose in high officesls,* A
typical statement in this scale is the following: "People whk go
into public offibe are usually out for all they can get." The i7e-
spondents were asked about the degree of their agreement or
disagreement with the statements. The scores can range from
a high of 28, when there is strong agreement with all four
statements, to a low score of 4, when there is stronidisagree-
ment with all four statements. Respondents who -vary in their
opinions oa the statements fall between these two---eXtreme
scores.

.

\-
Table 31 shows that more people who mistrust.government

of ficiala feel that state taxes are high Of those who have high
scores in the mistrust scale, onlr 5.4 percent feel that taxes are
low; *hile among those-'who have low scores, the percentage is
more than four times higher, 3.2 percent.'

°The statements used in the scale are as follows:
(1 "People who go into public office are usually out for all they can.
(2 'Elected officials become tools of. special interests, no matter what."
(3 "Local officials soon *lose touch with the people who elected them."
(4) "If people Imew what was really going on in Iligh places, it wouldblow

the lid off thTnlis.
:------'' 30



TABLE 31
What Do You 'Think About State anti Local Taxes?

Mistrust of
Government

Officials High
About
Right Low

Total
Percent

Total
Cases

Low Mistrust
(Score 4-18) 4.1.7 35.0 23.2 99.9 448

Medium ,tr"

(Score 19-23) 59.8 31.7 8.6 100.1 338
High Mistrust ..

:Score 24-28) . . 69.4 25.2 5.4 10040 445

Mistrust of government officials is also related to people's
'opinion as to whether taxes are spent Wisely (see Table 32) and
to whether one wants an increase in taxes (no supporting
table). The higher the mistrust of government officials, the
more the-feeling that taxes are riot spent wisely and the fewer
who want an increase in taxes. Even in the case where tax
money would be spent the way the respondents want, the dif-
ference still exists (see Table 33).

TABLE 32
How Do You Think State and Local Taxes Are Spent?

Mistrust of
Gol,ornment

Officials Wisely
About As

Should
Not Wisely

At All
Total

Percent
Total
Cases

Low Mistrust
(4-18) 9.7 39.1 100.0 445

Medium
(19-23) 4.3

.51.2

40.9 54.8 100.0 325
High Mistrust

3.9 29.6 66.4 99.9 432

' TABLE 33
Category Checked If State and Local Taxes Were Spent

the Way Respondents Wanted

State and Locai Taxes Should Be:
Mistrust of
Government

Officials Increased
Remain

the Same Decreased
Total

Percent
Total
Cases

Low Mistrust
(4-18) 41.0 46.8 12.2 100.0, 378

Medium
(19-23) . , . : 36.0 46.7 17.3 100.0 300

High Mistrust
(24-28) 24.9 39.7 35.4 100.0 426
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In terms of preference as to how state taxes should be
spent, the main difference exists in terms of education, where,
as expected, those with lower scores in the mistrust scale have
chosen colleges and universities and schools as their first
choice more often than those with medium or high scores (see
Table 34).

Similapy, :local tax expenditures for schools received more
support from those with low than high mistrust scores.

TABLE 34
'Where Would You Lace to See State Taxes SPent?

Colleges and Universities Schools
Mistrust of

Government First Second No .First Second No
Officials Choice Choice Choice Choice Choice Choice

Low Mistrust
(4-18) 39.6 27.6 32,9 59.6 96.2 14.2

Medium ik

(19-23) 27.5 25.1 47.4 5.6.1 28.7 15.2High Mistrust
(24-28) . . 21.8 19.6 58.7 44.4 26.2 29.3

Bewilderment and Confusion
The:respondents' feelings of bewilderment and confusion

were measured with five questions referring to the way the
individual perceives society (in terms of expectations) and its
leaders (in terms of performing their duties and of being trust-
worthy).

Table 35.shows that the more bewildered and confused one
feels, the more he tends to see taxes as being high. The re-
lationships which .are shown are quite similar to those pre-
sented above where attitudes totvard taxes were related to
scores of trust in government officials.

Also those who scored high in the bewilderment and con-
fusion scale have less desire to see taxes increased and tend to

TABLE 35
What Do.You Think About State and Local Taxes?

High or Low or _

Bewilderment Moderately About Moderately Total Totaland Confusion High Bight Low Percent Cases
32-42 -High 70.8 25.6 3.5 99.9 42523-31 54.0 32.2 13.9 100.1 3396-22 Low 46.0 34.2 19.7 99.9 42 1
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believe that taxes are spent unwisely. (NO .supporting table) -
As in all previous cases, the difference_between those with high
and low scores became smaller when the respondents were' pre-
sented with a situation in which they were assured taxes would"
be spent in a way they approved. (No supporting table). I

Concerning how state taxes should be spent, there are dif-
ferences among the respondents which are associated with the
degree of their bewilderment and confusion. (Nd supporting
table). Highef scores in this variable are associated with less
desire for spending for colleges and universities, primary and
secondary schools, and recreation. Higher scores are assoc ated
with more favorable attitudes only in the case of public works.

Primary Groups and Religion As Buffers To The Outside i rld
In the previous two subheadings, we have shown examp s

which indicated that the two aspects of alienation which hav
been examined are related to attitudes towardsr,state and local
taxes. A feeling ofo. alienation from society is t state which is
most probably associated With anxiety and, in turn, is associ:
ated with a desire to alleviate anxiety. One who feels alienated
from the American Society would not tend to, be favorable to;
ward paying higher taxes for the betterment, of a society of
which he does not feel a part. It could then be hypothesized-
that people who feel alienated would tend to attempt to allevi-
ate their amdeties by becoming more involved in primary ,
groups and religion.

Table 36 shows that the higher the score in the scale
which measures the use of primary groups and religion as buf-
fers' to the outside world, the less favorable the attitudes to-
ward taxes.

When this table is comPared to the dorresponding tables
where mistrust of government officiali and bewilderment and
confusion are the independent variables, one sees that very
similar relationships exist for all three aspects of alienation.

TABLE 36
What Do You Think About State and Local Taxes?

Primiiry Group
and Religion

About
High Right Low

Total Total
Percent. Cases

63-53 High 68.7 27.4 3.9
,

. 100.0 361
52-41 55.9 '33.4 10.6 99.9 - 404
4,0-9 Low . . . 46.4 . 31.4 22.1 99.9 , 407
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Values of Progress and Achievement
In the previous pages attitudes tOward taxes were related

to various social and socio-psychological dimensions. In this
section attitudes toward taxes are related to several psycho-
logical orientations, including the value of progress and
achievement.

Value of Progress -

Attitudes.toward progress are defined here in terms of the
individual's evaluation of new and future forms of society when
compared to those of the past and are measured by agreement
or disagreement with four different statements. Two of the
stater/1-0AS- are as follows:

"Getting ahead is one of the most important things in
life."

"A person shOuld spend a considerable amount of his time
thinking about improving his chances."

Table 37 shows that the more favorable the attitudes to-
.ward progress the lower the proportion of respondents who

feel that taxes are high or moderately, high: Of those Who have
high progress scores (Le. scores of 24 to 28) 49.9 percent feel
that taxes are high and 158 feel that taxes are. low. On the-
other hand, among those who have -lOw scores, 68.9 percent feel
that taxes are high and only 10.0 percent feel that taxes are
low.

TABLE 3't
What Do You - Think About State and Local Taxes?

High or Low or
Progress Moderately About Moderately Total Total

High Right Low Percent Cases
28-24 High 49.9 34.4 15.8 100.1 387
23-17 53.7 35.4 ' 10.9 100.0 475
16-4 Low 68.9 21.1 10.0 100.0 331

The same relationship which exists between attitudes to-.
ward progress-and magnitude of taxes exists between attitudes
toward progress and one's opinion about the way taxes are
spent. The more favorable the attitudes toWard progress, the
less people feel that state or local taxes are spent unwisely..

Table 38 (left half) shows that attitudeS toward progress
are positively related4o attitudes toward an increase of State
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taxes and negatively related to attitudes toward a decrease in
state taxes. The latter relctionship is more pronounced because
almost twice as many (60.9 percent)- of- those with low scores
in the attitudes_ toward progress scale as those in the higher
group (32.6 percent) would like to see a tax decrease:

TABLE 38
Opinion About In\crease or Decrease When Taxes Were Spent the ,WaY the

Respondent Wanted Them Spent and Otherwise.
Spent the Way

Respondents Wanted
State Taxes Should Be: State Taxes Should Be:

Increased Remain Decreased
Progress or Slightly- the or Slightly

Increi:sed Same Decreased

Incrt.3sed Remain
or Slightly the
Increased Same

Decrewed
or Slightly
Decreased

24-28 High 16.r. 51.1 32.6 33.3 49.4 17.2
17-23 13.0 52.5 34.5 35.2 46.9 17.8
4-16 Low. 10.6 28.6 60.9 32.2 31.5 36.2

As has.been the case with other variaNes which are related
to attitudes, toward taxes, when it comes to spending tax
mOney the way the respondents want, those with low scores
favor an increase as much as those with high score (see Table
38, right half).- However, when it comes fo decreases in taxes
the .r...kiationship is retained;. 17.2 percent for the __high progress
group 'and 36.2 percent for the low- progress group.. In other
words, the higher .the score in the progress-scale the lower the
prOportion of -respondents who would like to see a decrease in
taxes.

Those who place a higher value on progress are more
favorable toward tax expenditures for colleges and universitie,s
and schools, while there are' no important differences between
the high and. low progress groups. in terms of expenditures
spent for roads (see Table 39). However, those 'who have high
scores in- progress 'tend to check roads. more often as their first
choice and less often as no chbice.

Achievement Motivation
American cultUre is marked by a central stress upon per-

sonal achievement, especially secular occupational achieve-
ment. The."Success Story" and the respect accorded to the self-
made man are distinctly American. It is, therefore, interesting
to see how'people who are achievement orientated feel toward
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taxes, which refer not to individual achievement but to group
achievement.

Achievement was measured with agreement or disagree-
ment with seven individual statements referring t6 situations
in which socio-economic achievement was presented as a highly
desired way of life. Two typical statements were:

."Getting ahead is one of the mrst important things in
life."

"When a man is no longer anXicus to do better, he is con-
sidered done for."

In the case of the magnitude of state and local taxes, no
significant diffexences were found between those who had high
and Iow scores on the achievement scale. (No supporting
table) . There was no relationship between achievement orien-
tation scores and opinion as to whether state or local taxes
nbould be increased or decreased. (No supp9rting table) . And
no relationship appeared when respondents were assured of a
situation where taxes would be spent the way they wanted. (No
suppor ting table) .

Although achievement orientation does not seem tu be re-
lated io attitudes toward magnitude or tax increases and de-
creases, it is related -to attitudes referring to the ways taXes are
.spent. High achievement orientated individuals prefer to see
more state tax mOney spent for colleges and universities,-
schools, and roads. (No supporting table) . Concerning schools
and toads, similar relationships are found in terms of spending
of local taxes..

. IV. ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS
Although the relationships between attitudes toward taxes

and their uses and various other attitudes and variables pre-
sented in this report are. all of significance for planning and
policy purposes, it appears that the most general and over-
.riding relationship are between income levels of the respon-
dents and their attitudes toward taxes aid:11v use of tax reve-
nues. The data indicate, with some slight exception in the
lower income categories, that there is a posit\telaii ro
between people's income levels and their attitudes to*6rd taxes
and government in general---:as income increases support for
taxes and government increases. A number of reasons for this
are apparent.
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First, it should be made explicit that the present study
measured attitudes toward the tax system of West Virginia as
it existed at the time of the study. This tax system is regressive
in that people in low income groups pay larger proportions of
their incomes in taxes than people in high income groups. In
other words, the tax system favors people in the high income
groups and discriminates against those in the low income
groups in terms of comparative tax burdens. This, in- itself,
would be a powerful reason for the relatively poor to tend to
be opposed to taxes and the governmental programs.

Apart from equify considerations, however, those in the
low income groups are simply less able to pay _taxes. The- un-
fortunate fact is that, compared to the national average, West
Virginia-has disproportionately larger numbers of people in low
income categories. Moreover:people ir lower income categories
rapidly are being sold 'on the averagu m e ri dan way-of-life. To
the extent this is so; they probably feel stronger needs to make .

expenditures in the private sector of the eConomy than in the
public sector. This could be true because expenditures in the
private sector may produce a more tangible result in terms of
protecting social-status and position compared to expenditures
in the public sector. A restatement of this proposition is that
people feel more pressure to perform satisfactorily in- terms of
individual expenditures' (and private sector) decisions than in
terms of collective expenditurest (and public sector) decisions.

it should be suggested that the uses of tax receipts
probably benefit more people in the upper than the lower in-
come groups, with the exception of those in the lowest income
categories who receive welfare benefits. For example, it is rath-:
er unrealistic to expect people in the lowest income categories
to support taxes and expenditures for schools' and colleges and
universities since they, and their children, are apt to obtain the
least benefits from them. It might be argued that people from
the lowest income, groups should want the educational pro-
grams, but the facts suggest _that they will not ket much from
them. Their children tend to "drop out" rather early in the
game._

All the data_ which are presented in this rePort indicate
that 'an awareness that taxes would be spent the way the. re-
spondents feel is right is a factor which affects opinions' about
increase or decrease of taxes. This is also true for most of the
individual factors which .are treated here, Such as age, income,
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and feeling confusion about the function of the new society,
all of which are factors related to attitudes toward an increase
or decrease in taxes. However, what this study does not show
are the following: (1) what proportion of the favorable or un-
favorable attitudes toward taxes are cumulatively determined
by the combination of all these factors and which are deter-
mined by an .individual factor, holding the rest constant; and
(2) what other factors not treated here influence an individ-
ual's opinions toward an increase or decrease in taxes. If one
knew the answers to these two questions it would perhaps be
possible to indicate (1) the factors which affect an individual's
reaction to taxes and the extent of the influence of each factor;
And (2) the methods which should be used to influence peo-
ple's attitudes toward taxes. ,Finally, the relationship between
the extent of influence of each factor and the level of taxation
which will be imposed would be understood. For iristance, if
the taxes imposed on the higher income group are higher than
this groups' expectations and the opposite is true for the lower
income group, the relationship between income and attitudes
towards taxes and the lower income group could become quite
favorable toward. them. but even this will depend on the ex-
tent of factors and on specific situations which will exist at the
particular time. For instance, if the higher income group is
faced with paying higher taxes, and, at the same time that the
taxes are imposed, a desire for catching up With the other
states is created, the increased tax load will not lead to a nega-
tive relationship between income and attitUdes toward taxes-
Upper socio-economic strata are more prone to develop a
"catching up" desire than people from lower socio-economic
strata. This discussion, then, suggests that opinions about an
increase or decrease of taxes depends on the interplay of a mul-
tiplieity of social, psychological, and economic factors. The
more favOrable these factors, or the more effectively they can
be manifested,, the more .favorable the individual's attitude to-
ward an increase of taxes will be.

In general, however, the data presented in this report indi-
cate that there is not, at present, widespread (simple majority)
actual or potential support for increasing either state or local
taxes although the nature of the data is.such that it could con-
ceal strong support for local taxes of particular 'types, the
spending of which is well planned. Majority support of state
taxes used for particular purposes specified in this study is not
clearly visible. 39
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Further re, it is doubtful that sufficiently large numbers
--of people in es t Virginia could be "educated" to support the

type of sta and local tax programs which. Would be necessary
to catapult the State's economy and social system to the level
which would correspond to the national average. Again,
though, it might be possible that local tax increases could be
managed if handled judiciously.

In the long run, then, the hope for acce talale rates of eco-
nomic and social progress in West Virginia, so far as they are
dependent ,upon public expenditures made from state and local
tax receipts, lies with the reduction of people in the low income
categories and/or wholesale change in the tak systems. In theo-
retical terms, one could assume that one or both of these will
occur along the urbanization of the State, increaseS in edu-
cational levels, rethiced alienation, greater acceptance of the
progress and achievement .values, less mistrust of government,
and greater agreement with the uses 'which should be made of
tax revenues.-In practical terms, all ot these changes probably
must be accomplished simultaneously. They seem to be inter-
dependent.

In the short run, the possibility oi greatly increased quan-
tities of funds from existing state anet local soUrces for public
expenditures is slight. Therefore, it appears that the greatest
opportunity lies-in the area of more effective-use of tax revenue'
presently generated by the existing tax system.. If this. is not
possible the future is bleak.
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