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T - ¢ INTRODUCTION
. ) j ( '/

.

On November 4, ‘1980 Massachusetts voters passed Proposition
2 I/2 by ,a 59 to 41 percent majority. Proposition#2 1/2 severely ' ,
restricts the ability of Massachusetts cities and towns to raise money
for local public services. This initiative law requires high tax rate
- communities to reduce property taxes by at least 15 percent per year )
' until they reach the maximum allowable rate of 2 1/2 percent of full ( '
) cash value. Communities witﬁ“effective tax rates below 2 1/2 percent
-are allowed to raise taxes; but by no more than 2 1/2 percent per' . .
year. In addition, Proposition 2 1/2 reduces the auto excise tax rate ¢ )
from $66 to $25 per $1,000 of valuation. Together, these provisions .
mean that tax revenues available to Massachusetts cities and towns in
fiscal year 1982 will be approximately $500 million less than in 1981,
and that =211 citigs and most large towns will experience revenue .-

“reductions of at least 15 percent during the first year.

v
e [
-

~

Proposition "1/2 also removes fiscal autonomy of ~ school
committees, ends binding arbitration for police and fire personnel,
prohibits the gtate from mandating programs without providing funds, ..

and allows renters to deduct one-half of)their rent payments from

their state taxable income.

_ e~ e

Proposition 2 1/2's success at the polls raises many questions

about what Massachusetts voters,were trying to say. Did they.want

*, fewer public services? If so, did they want'to reduce all services
equally, or some more than'others? Did they want to Bhift away from ,

ean-overbuzdened property tax to other Tevenue sources—or did they want

lower taxes .in géneral? Was the ‘vote ‘a protest against government

ineffiéiency’ If so, .were people protesting inefficiency in local or -

state_gblernmenn. or both?'

.
—

To answer these questions, we conducted a statewide survey duringe .
the two weeks immediately following the November election. . The survey ‘
consisted of half-~hour telephone .interviews conducted by a profes-

sional survey research firm. *The sample includes 1,581 male and




,ratﬁer than for 1ts own proposal. With‘no organized 'support for the o ; R

?

female household heads randomly selected from Sifgkssachusetts cities
and towns. These communities were chosen randomly from groups of g‘
relatively homogeneous cities and towns. The sampling design assures
that the 58 &dmmunities are representative of cities and towns

throughout the state in terms of per capita property wealth, per

capita expenditures, population, and percent 'of owner-occupied

\

Nlthough'based on a single state,‘the results reported here

-

2
housing. ! . .

should be useful to policy makers in other states and to academicians

trying to understand the message of the nationwide "tax revolt"”. This

l\

detailed examination of the Massachusetts experience is par icularly B
enlightening \for a number of reasons. First, a- vigorous campaign
combined with thorough media coverage assured that Massachusetts
residents were well informed both of the Proposition's provisions and ,
of the issues. This méans that the Massachusetts s1tuation provides

an ideal setting for examining how voters' views toward complex public

., sector issues influenced their voting behavior. ' Second, the absence’

of a state surplus meant that if Proposition’Z 1/2 passed, state and ) .
local governments in»the Commonwealth wOuld be faced immediately with '
hard choices. This contrasts with the well-studied California
situation where the, existence of a largeﬁstate surplus made it easy
for people te believe that the tax—limitation measure woptd not lead— — . ~

to service cuts. &hird, voters” were basically making a decision op,a )

gingle tax limitation proposal. Although the Massachusetts Teachers P .
Association had placed an alternative tax limitation measure on the

ballot, the Association chose to campaign against Proposition 2 1/2

Association's proposal, its presence on the ballot appears to have iy

played little rqole in the Proposition 2 1/2 vote.3 This situation is’

quite unlike the 1978 Michigan experience where the presence of
alternatives and confusion about what would happen if two or mare of

the measures received majority~ support may have influenced voting - ,

behavior in a non;-generalizable,way.4 . ' .




It should be noted that Massachusetté" Proposition 2 1/2 is an

initiative 1aw rather ‘than a’ constitutional amendment. This means

.
~

that, once passed by the voters, it became a repular law subject to
ghange by the- legislature.. Although\ this characteristic of
Proposition’ 2 1/2’shou1d be'borne in mind in interpreting the results

. /
of this study, the difference between an initigtive law and a

-

constitutional amendment should not . be overstated;, state legislators
are generally reluctant to undo ®hat has been wilied by a majority of

the voters, particularly when the majority is 1arge.5 . .

~ [

The next section describes Massachusetts'’ governmental structure

and .the ta} situation that set the stage for "Proposition 2 1/2.

Section III then provides an overview of the full report.

Ed . .
-« €

II, 'MASSACHUSETTS CONTEXT . : . .
Massachusetts has a relatively simple governmental structure.*

Its 351 cities and towns levy all the propert§ taxes in-the state.

Both the county. governments which have few responsibilities and the v

limited number.of special districts finance their nmdgets by assessing

the cities and towns. Mereover, the property tax is the omnly
" broad-based - tax ayailab e 'to cities and towns. Aside from small
‘amounts of tevenue from the motor vehicle excise tax, which is levied
—at_a statewide uniform rate; charges, fees andstate and féderal aid
‘provide mmnicipalities"only other revenue. Cities and towns have

broad expenditure responsibilities, but, since 1968, the state-local

portion of welfare expenditures has been'financed fully at the state
level. Most Qchool-district boundaries are coterminous with those of ~ .

-ecities and— towns.- Before*?rvpositi o2 1/2, séﬁ‘BI “committees enJoyed

[}

fiscal autonomy in the sense that each city or town legislative body ,

was_xequired_to-aeeept—the~schvar—bu get as propose& by the school

committee and to raisé the netessary property taxes as part of the

municipal tax levy. N
* By the fall of 1980, Massachusetts was ripe for a stringent
property tax- limitation measure. Property tax burdens expressed

<, /’either per capita or per $1000 offpersonal income were among the

- . - * - '
’ o ™\ .




ot . .

highestﬁin the United States.6- Moreover, property tax berdens had -
continually risen despite\state officials' claims that new state'aid
and state assumption of certain local expenditure respoﬁsibilities»
would provide property tax relief. A 1978 classification amendment ..

forestalleﬁ the dramatr5/§hift of tax‘berdens away from business onto

residential property that had been feared as an outcome of the .
. - //~ . ~
. court-ordered shift to 100 percent assessmept; it did nothing,

however, to reduce the average property tax burden:7 And a 1979 State
law limiting the growth of local tax levies to four percept per year:
was only partially successful. The combination of the tax cap and new .
state aid contributed to a small Eegline in propert§ taxee in 1936,
but the tax cap failed to prevent an 10.2 percent increase *in 198l.
Given thé chance to vote on Prbposition 2 1/2, voters took matters )
into tpeir own hands and in many cases voted themselves a 15 percent
property tax reduction in the first year, with additional reducfions
promised in future years for taxpayers im high tar rate towpé and

. cities. N ’ .
N (‘\

Becauee of the 62 percent immedlate reduction in the motor

vehicle excise rate,’ every town and city faces some revernue loss

during Proposition 2 1/2's first year, fiscal year 1982. The overall

. impact of Proposition 2 1/2 varies dramatically acrdss communities; -

however, since the law allows some types of communities to increase .

* '  property taxes by 2 1/2 pércent during the first year, but requires
other communities to reduce property tax levies by 15 percent. The

overall first-year impacts range from sma%l revenue losses in those

.

communities permitted increases in property tax revenues to

— - _ —_—— - — =

substantial losses in those communities required to reduce property
4___nw_tax_lenies+f~Impaet3*rn*$ub3eque—f_years are'EVEE#EBre:§;£Q§§E}7
distributed across -communitiesf most large cities in the state face |
several years of 15 percent property tax reductions at tﬂe same time

that many wealthy towns will be allowed to increase property tax

.

revenues by 2 1/2 percent per year. : . " )




ITII. OVERVIEW OF REPORT

This final report consists of a set of°five separate but related

’ papers. We chose this format because the study was designed to -serve

a range of audiences from academicians to policymakers. With a series
which he or she finds most useful. oo -

'In "Proposition 2 1/2: Explaining the Vote",'we use ‘responses
from the, basic samplé of 1,561 respondents to dexermine,'ﬁ&rst,'how
much Massachusetts residents knew about Proposition 2 1/2 and what
they expected it to do and; second, what theyewanted in the way of

. changes in service levels, taxes, and the vay government operates,
independent of Proposition 2 1/2. We then combine respondents

expectations about” the effects of Proposition .2 1/2 with their
preferred outcomes to explain what motivated people to vote for or

-

against the Proposition. .

~

Proposition 2 1/2: Variations in Individual Preferences and

"

Expectations Across Communities” extends’the descriptive,analysis by

-

disaggregating some of the survey results by type of community.

—Supplementing the basic sample with interviews from an additional 94

.

Boston residents, this paper separately analyzes the views of Boston

résidents and compares them to the views of residents in other cities

and'towns. e

-

The use' of muitivariate regression analysis to explain voting

behavror on Proposition 2 1/2 distinguishés the next two papers from
the first two. In Why Voters Suppor Tax Limitations._ Evidence From
~ sector lchangegzﬁﬁf_their expectations  about what Proposition 2 1/2
Tt *, Wwould do are used to explain voting %ehavioru This behavioral model

is then used tb egtimate the relative contribution of each of a number

. of public policy issues to.the statewide vote for Proposition 2 1/2.

A ‘ t. v .
. . N

.

- _ In "Who Supports Tax Limftations: Evidence from Massachusetts’
l Proposition 2 1/2," .voting behavior is modeled as a function of the

+£iscal ,characteristicé of respondents' communities, demographic -

of separate papers, any iandividual reader can focus on those.- papers’-

. - ' * x v

’

Massachusetts'- Proposition 2 1/2 " wvoters' ,QEEfexences,_forr~publicr —




characteristics and “respondents! attgtudes toward the role of

government.' py shedding 1light on who supports Proposition 2 1/2

rather than why' they support it, the results‘,from this paper. » N
[ ! . .

complemerit those from the behavioral model. y

\’ +° Because local public schools rely heavily on property taxes in -
Massachusetts, the property tax reduction required by Proposition
2 1/2 has potentially ma jor implications for elementary and setondary
education.  "Education and Tax Limitationst Evidence from Massachu™
setts' 1980 Election” shows the extent to wnich views toward education" . -
.influenced the votes for or against both Proposition 2 1/2 ano'the T a
Massachusetts Teachers' Associa;ion alternative oroposal. This paoer -

@lso includes a detailed examination of how residenés' views on

education vary by demographic characte%istics. N
, . - ¢ e B {.

. 4 ) . l” a
' - The final, appendices describe the samplingt plan, - interviewing

prooess and estimation procedure Vsed for filling in missing income

N ’

data. . : . ” .




- *  FOOTNOTES ) .ﬁ
Finst year revenue iosses were initia11y estimated to be close to
$600 million. In July, 1981, however, the Department of Revenue
,‘estimated -that the first year losses would be"about $486 million. of
thig, $321 million\is\the net reduction in property tax leyies; this

is about, terr percent\ of the fiscal year 1981 property tax collections
of 373 billion. <

\See Appendices Alagnd B of this report for a full description of the
-sampling plan and interviewing procedure. Because of an interviewing
etrer, only 25.0f the 55.interviews %or the city of Salem were'
conducted. To offset this error, each Salem respondent wasg given a
weight of two throughout the analysis. - M

1) >

-

-

3The Massachusetts Teachers' Association proposal was defeated by a 36
to 64 petcent vote.’ . g

L * T
4See Courant, Gramlich and Rubinfeld (1980 and 1981) for an analysis
of the Michigan vote and the comments by OakIand in.Ladd and Tideman
(1981).

- 4 . - i

5To check whether people wouldjhave voted differently hgd Proposition
2 1/2 beén a constitutional amendment, respondents tere, asked whether
.or not they though Proposition .2 °1/2 was an “amendment to the
Constitution.‘ ose respondents.who answered correctly were then
asked how they would. have voted had- it been a constitutional

' amendment. A comparispn ofi these responses with their reported votes
shows a small net shift of 40, votes against the PBroposition (out of
.our total vpter sample of 1,253 respondents) had it been "a
constitutional amendment. . -

¢ e

Tt g s

In- 1979 property tax,burdens in Massachusetts were the ‘highest of
. . any state in the continental Unit2d States, both express@d per capita *
and per §1,000 of personal income. The 12]9 per. capita” burden of
$545 was almost double the .United States average of $280. Total
state and 1oca1 taxes and spending in Massachusetts were also
somewhat above the national average, but less so than property taxes.
In FY1980, state and local direct general expenditures. ‘per capita in

“Masgachusetts—exceeded the “United “States average by 11 pércenf. For

other fiscai comparisoms, see BradB“ry;“haddeand_\hristophe;son.
7The 1978 classification amendpent.ih described and’analyzed in
Avault, Ganz agg Holland®(1979)." ST

Tome—
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INTRODUCTION : *

On November 4, 1980, Massachusetts voters passed Propoéition 2%

* i

by a 59 to 41 percent majority. Proposition 2% severely’restricts the

ability of Massachusetts cities and towns to raise money for local public

£ 4

services. This initiative law requires ¢ommunities to reduce property

taxes by at least 15 percent per year until they reach the maxiﬁum allow-

able rate of 2% percent of full cash value. Communities with effective
tax rates chrrently below 2! percent are allowed to raise taxes, but by
no more than 2% percent per year. In addition, Proposition 2% reduges
the au;o excise tax réte froﬁ $66 to $25 per $1,000£of valuation. To-

gether, these provisions mean that tax revenues available to Massachusetts

" cities and towns in fiscal year 1982 will be approximately $557 million

" less than in 1981, and that all cities and most large towns will exper-

ience revenue reductions of at least 15 percent during the first year.1

4
v

Proposition 2% also removqs(fiscal autonomy of school committees,

ends binding arbitration for police and fire personnel, prohibits the .

state from ﬁéndaqiug programs without providing funds, and allows renters

- v

to deduct one-half of their rent payments from their state tawable income.

roposifién~2%is—9uecess at the polls raises many questions. What

~ é

were the voters trying to say? Did they want fewer public services7

o
Or did they think spending could be cut without service reductions? Did
they want to shift away from an overburdened property tax to other rev-

enue sources? Or did they want lower taxes? Was the vote a protest

rd

3

- -

1The revenue loss estimates are based on figures released on March 6, 1981

by the Massachusetts Department of Revenue as reported by the Boston Globe
(March 7,.1981). Of the $557 million revenue loss, $225 million represents
the eatimated loss in excise tax revenues over an 18 month period and $332
million the net reduction in property tax revenues. Property tax col]ections
during fiacal year 1981 uere—approximately $3 3 bil%i??. :
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against govermment inefficiency? If so, were people protesting inefficiency b '

. 3 .
<
in local or state govermment, or both?

Unlikg.Cdliﬁprnia at the time Proposition 13_was passed, Mﬁssachusefts

2 -
.

has no state budget surplus available as a source of new state aid for local

) gavernment. This makes the policy choices in Massachusetts particularly . ’ -

difficult. Should the state government bail out, the cities‘and towns? ]

'

"If so, should the money come from increases in state taxes or'reductions

’

in other state expgnditures? Or should state officials interpfe% the

i

vote on Proposition 2 as a protest against local govermment alone and

leave these govermments to fend for themselves?

To answer -these questions,.we conducted a statewide survey during
the two weeks immediately following the November election. This paper

o

reports thé first seg‘of survey results. Our findings.should'codfriBute

. to the current policy debate by helping policy makers interpret the vote . :
on Propositidh 2% and better understand what.Massachusett's citizens

wadp in the way of changes in service levels, tax referm, and goveyﬁmeqt'

14

operations.

The survey consisted of half-hour ‘telephone interviews conducted by . e
Y

P a professional survey research firm.’ The sample includes 1,531 male and

o .
female shousehold heads randomly selected from 58 Massachusetts ci&ies

~—and towns. These communities were -chosen randomly from.groups of rela- .

tiyely homogeneous cities and towns. Our sampling design assures that

S

‘the 58 communities are representative of cities and towns threughout the

d . ‘ .
state in terms of per capita property wealth, per capita expenditures,

population, and percent of owner-occupied housing (see appendices -A,

B, and.C). ‘
i . A~ s
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. * The study is divided into three sections. Section I focuses on
respondents' inowiedge’of and expectations about the éf{ects of Proposi-
tion 2)s at-the time of the election. Results in this section show what
voters thought th;y were voting for. Section II examines the changes
Hassachusetts citizens woui& like to see in.service lévels, taxes, and
the way government operates, independent of Proposition 2{. In Section

.

I1I, we combine’ the results from Sections I and II to explain what motiv-

ated people towote for or against the Proposition. ot .
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We report results for three categories of people: total respondents,

"yes!' voters, and "no". voters. "Yes" voters are those who said they voted

»
in favor of Proposition 2%. "No" voters are those who said they voted

against it. "Total }espondents" include "yes" and "no" voters and those

who did not vote on the Proposition. OQur sample includes 1586 respondents,
A8

of whom 721 are "yes" voters and 522 are "no" voters.

We restricted the saﬁple to heads of households (both male and female).
Conseguently, our "yes'"/voters and "no" voters are representative of
‘heads of households supporting or opposiné Proposition 2%, rather than
of all "yes" and "no" voters. Among the respondepts.who said they voted’
on Proposition 2}, 58 percent voted for and 42 percent voted against it.
These percentages are very similar ta the actual vote; 59 percent voted
for and 41 percent voted against Proposition '2k. )
We report results relating to three major policy topics: size of
public sector (definea by service levels), tax reform, and government
operations. For each topic, we focus on what changes respondénts want
and what they expecfed Proposition 2% to accompfish.
Massachusetts residents are generally content with their pre-Proposit%on

*

2 levels of services. . On average, respondents want to keep state-provided

‘ ~

services at current levels and to increase lvcal services somewhat. ‘When ~ .

asked abopt specific services, a majority of respondents want to increase

suéhvservices as mental health programs, elderly ;ervices, and Speciai -

?ducation'fbr children with learning problems. Only in the case of welf;re

do a majority o?ﬁrespondents support seryice reductiéhs.‘ .
uyost respondents recognized that Proposition %% would redﬁire reduc-

tions in.public services. More than half, however$‘thought thdt basic ~ T

- .
-

municipal services such as’police protection, fire protection, and garbage

Q pick—up would not be cut. "Yes' voters were less likely than "no" voters

IToxt Provided by ERI

RS~ 15 ‘
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to expect service reductions-because of Proposition 2k. Only a third of

4 .
. .

"the "yes" voters, in contrast to two-thirds of the "no" voters, expected

cutbacks in the servicés used regularly by their household.

Most Massachusetts residents want to retain the property tax as the

1

major source of revenue ‘for traditional municipal services such as police

\

and fire protection. Many, however, would like to reduce reliance on

the property tax for financing other services such as local public trans-

portation and special education. Among those who want a greater share

of revenues for particular services to come from state taxes, respondents

overvhelmingly prefer state income to state sales taxes. For several local .

public services, many "yes" voters would like to see heavier reliance on

user charges.

+

Nine in ten "yes" voters expected property taxes in Massachusetts
to go down because of Proposition 2%s. 'While many expected these property
tax reductions‘to be offset in part by higher state taxes, 6 in 10 of
the "yes" voters expected the overall taxes paid by their household to
go down. "No" voters were less optimistic. Only 2 in 3 "no" voters

expected property taxes to fall and less thap 2 in 5 expected the overall

‘ » o

taxes paid by their households to go down. "Yes'"'voters were more likely

than Mo" voters to expeci additional state aid for local goveriiments,

but, unlike the "né" voters, did not expect Proposition 2); to lead to more

control over local matters.

Responaents think Massachusetts government is both inefficient and
- .
corrupt, particularly state government. Seventy-three percent of all
. - B . \

respondents think spending by state government coulq/be cut back by 15

percent or more withdut affecting the quality or quantity of services

provided and 88 percent of the respondents believe that corruption is

. .

common in state government. Attitudes toward local governments are gim-

.




ilar; 60 percent of all respondents think spending by their local govern-

» B

ment can be cut by 15 percent or more without affecting the quality or_
quantity of services provided and 63 percent believe that corruption

is common in their local government "No" voters are most copcerned about

o

i
inefficiency and corruption in the state government. "Yes “Voters are
concerned about these problems in both state and local government

"Yes! voters and "no" voters.had very different expectations about
% - s

whether Proposition 2% would change. the way govermment operates. More

e

N .
than 4 in 5 "yes" voters--compared to only 2 in 5 "no" voters—expected

Proposition 2% to reduce inefficiency and corruption in Massachusetts

. ? .
govermment. This finding helps explain how "yes" voters were able to

reconcile expected reductions in spending and taxes with expectations

of minimal service cutbacks. 8 . .

The issue of government inefficiency and corruifion most clearly

v

differentiatés "yes" from '"no" voters. Seventy—five percent of the '"yes"

-

voters--in contrast to 32 percent 6f the ' no ' voters--both perceive

inefficiency and corruption and expected Proposition 2% to improve the sit-

- ~

uation. Preferences and expectations about the size of -the public sector
- : . o,
also differentiate "yes" from "no" voters, but are less important in

explaining the favorable vote since so few voters want to reduce public = ~
~ 4 .~ . - ' '

services. Finally, most Massachusetts residents want tax reform. Since

) .

views about tax reform differ only §lightly between "yes"-and "no" voters,

- however, the issue of tax reforp does' not explain why some voted for and -

.
»

others against Proposition 2. s v

*
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2. " .
KNOWLEDGE AND ANTICIPATED EFFECTS OF PROPOSITION 2k

F'. -
; . 8 . -
L]

How much did people know about)Propgsition 2} at the time of the

v

election? The variety gf separatefprpyisions may have confused voters.

Did they understand that Proposition 2% reduced local but not state taxes?

Did they know that it ended school cohﬁittee autonomy and binding arbitra-

tion for policemen and firemen? T

4

Even more important, what did people think the effects of Proposition

25 would be? Did they expect it to iead }o gservice cutbacks? If so, 15
., 1

what areas? Did they anticipate lower oyerall taxes, or just lower property

taxes? Finally, did voters expect Proposition 2% to make government more

[N

efficient and less corrupt? Answers to these and similar questions are

important in understanding why people voted for or against Proposition 2k.
) ) .
A. Knowledge of Provisions Included in Proposition 2%

Videspread publicity assured that most\people had heard.of Proposition
25 before the November 4, 1980 election. We find, however, that people
differed in their knowiedge of the proposition's provisions.1 .

»

More than three in four respondents thought correctly that the -

ﬁé_ proposition included provisions about prdberty taxeg/ excise-taxes, and

’

rent reductions. Sixty percent of the respondents thought the measure

#

ended binding arbitration and reduced the power of school committees. In

>

all of thése cases, "zes voters appear to have been slightly more Eﬁow—

-

ledgeable than no v0ters. Table I-1 summarizes these findings.

Y ® ~

l. We restricted knowledge and awareness questions to our first 501 inter-'

' views because of the length of our survey and our, fear that 'posts
election publicity would bias respondents' recollections. This smaller
sample is similar to the complete lample, but slightly overrepresents
towns and women. Forja comparison of the demographic charaCteristics

; [ERJ!:‘ of the two samples, see Appendix C. . .

-, ' ‘222}
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The most surprising finding is that‘60.6 pefcent .of the total and

¢9.6 percent of those voting "yes' stated incorrectly.thaE Proposition 2%

‘e

limits state government taxes and spending. This confusion may reflect
.respondents ' expectatipns'about how the state legislature would %espona'to

Proposition 2% (see Section I-C), their misperceptions abocut which seryvices

. .

© are financea by property taxes (see—Seetion II-D), or .their desires to
reduce state as well as local taxes and spending (see ‘Section II-B).
Whatever the reason, the finding is important; it shows ghat many people

6ﬁZ§<ectéd Proposition 2% to limit ;tate government as well as local govern-

., ment taxes and spending.

’

The folfowing sections discuss what respondents expected the effects

v

of Pro?osition 2%‘to\be on public services, state-locil relations, govern-

ment operations, and the economic climate of the staté.//

B. Anticipated Cuts in Public Services Due to Proposition 2k : :

‘chal Public- Services. Most respondents recognized that Proposition

v

2} would require reductidns in the public services availabie in tﬁeir coms

munities. More than half, however, thought that basic municipal services
) 9 = .l (
such as police protection, fire protection and garbage pick-up would not

‘ {

be cut. ) ' e

As shown below, 69 percent of the total sample anticipated that Tocal
"com%bnity.services would be cut back either a‘lot or a littlé. People,.

voting against the measure were more pessimistic thdan those voting in favor.

Eighty-five pgrcent of the opponents, compared with 6n1§ 60 percent of the
propopents;e;pected local services to be cut; and nearly six tihes as baﬁy\

= opponents as proponents thgught Proposition 2% would force their commmities

to cut back 16ca1 services a lot (E6;12 vs. 8.1%). ' ’ .

P

~ ’ r

— 23 »
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R Table I-1 | .«
. KNOWLEDGE OF THE PROVISIONS INCLUDED ,
- ' IN PROPOSITION 2} ’
. o By Jote on Proposition 2%
- 7
’ ‘. - B . - '
_ 5 - ’ Vote' on ' - . Difference:
Proposition 2J: ., Total ” . Proposition 2% Vote Yes . .
. ' - . S Yes . 'No Minus Vote No
LY - . : ~ £
Iamits—Property Taxes to . . '
248 of Miarket Value - . - - v . ., -
Included 80.4% ~ 85.:M - 75.0% +10.7%
, Not included 15.1 12.1 18.6
Don't know ~ * . 4.5 2.2 6.4
- .
Cuts Auto Excise Taxes . ,
Included B 84.5 91.3 86:0 + 5.3 ;
Not included 12.5 7.4 - 12.8 Lt
Don't know 2.9 1.3 . 1.2 7
Allows Tenants éo Deduct Half . v I
of Their Annual Rent in State : -
Income Tax Returns
Included 75.3 _ 79.1 72.7 + 6.4
‘Not included 15.1 12.6 18.0
Don't know 9.6 8.3 9.3
Limits State Government
Taxes and Spending 2
Included ' 60.6 69.6 46.5 "+23.1
Not_jncluded ' 34.7 28.3 a9 48.3 . .
pon't know - 4.7 2.2 5.2
“Bnds Binding Arbitration ’
For Policemen and Firemen . Y. .
Included 61.0 63.9  61.6 + 2.3
. Not included RS —— ] 79 < — 25.2 . 27.3 .
Don't know _ To12.2 - 10.9 11.0
Takes Away the Power of = - | ) ' ’
School Committees . o
To Set School Budgets . ., .
Included 60.8 63.0 , - 64.5 - 1.5
Not included i . 31.2 31.3 27.3
Don't know R 8.0 5.7 + 8.1

fBaséd on the question: "Now I'd like to talk to you about Proposition 2%. As you
probably know, Proposition 2% contains a number'of provisions. Other people we
have talked to told us what they think is included. I'd like to read you some °
statements and have you tell me, based on everything you have heard or read,
whothor you think each of these is included or not included in Proposition 2%,

O “oes Proposition 2%..." _ 24
4

l: ,
nlﬁxmdhis table is based on a sample of 501 interviews. See Appendices B and C.

. . . .
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ANTICIPATED EFFECTS OF PROPOSITION 2%.0N COMMUNITY SERVICES

/. . - Services in my community will be:

A o
£ Cut ‘back Cut back Remain. Increased Increased -

—_— a lot ©a little the same a little ' a lot
Total . i , ' ' " y,
Respondents 23.2% .8 .

v
Lo

£
o
o
8N
wn
£
o
-
o

.Voted yes . 8.1%
Voted no 46.1%

.

«

w n
w0 N
o

N
r-w
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N W
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[ N
o0 o
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Specific Services! To determine expectations about speciﬁic services,

we asked respondents how they thought, Proposition 2% would affect each of |

fifteen‘servi%es. The services include traditional municipal services (po- "
lice, fire, street repair: garbage pickup, parks.and public transportation)}

locally financed education services (elementary and high school educatibn,
after-school programs,- special educatiog and adult education), human re-

sources services (mental health services, elderly services, and colleges),
courts and judges, and welfare or other public assistance programs
R ’ . s
Most reépondents thought basic secuyrity services would not be - o o

affected by Proposition 2% o . ’ ¢

3 -

+ ® Fewer than half the respondents thought Proposition 2% would force . .

- ’/&uts in basic munieipal services such as police protection (43.3%),

4 ~
fire fighting (40. 74), and regulat garbage pick-up (39. 64)

) Only one in three respondents expected cuts in legal services.

.

In.contrast, more than half the respondents expected Propo‘ition 2%

- .

to result in cutbdcks in seven of the fifteen services.
. st

J e Many respondents expected Cutbacksfin locally financed education i :
services, particularly after-school programs (71.4%), adult education

L}

(63 92) and public elementary and high 'school education (56.4%).

0 Slightly more than six in ten respondents (62. 92) thought welfare

and other public assistance programs wéuld be cut back.

7

e A majority of the respondents expected three of the traditional '

nunicipal services to be cut back -- pg?lic parks and recreation
' : . 5} , -

.
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. Table I.2 _
. PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS EXPECTING sznvzcs CUTBACKS
BECAUSE .o?“ PROPOSITION 24>°

gx Vote-

.-

- ‘ -Vtéon
Service Type Total . Ploposition 2%
) . Respondents , N T

Il ]

~

¢ . - - - . ¢ ‘ }J

—

- ~ . -

+

Municipal Services

Police T

Pzre fighting T

Street & szdewalk’repazriy///

" ‘Regular garbage pickup

Local public parks and
recreation

Support of local public
transportation

Lochl School-related Services

Public elementary and high
school education

After school programs

Special education

Adult education

"Huinan Resources Services
Mental health programs
Services for the elderly
State and community ‘colleges
and universities - )

bfiegal Services
Courts and judges

v

Public Assistance
Welfare or, other public
qssiltlnce

- Local sorviccs

Services ;ty household uses

-~

\
P A

2:Ppootnotes on following page.
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®Based on the questions: ‘
“Now that Proposition 2% has passed, what do you think will happen to services )

I read. Using the first list of phrases tell me whether you think there will
be a lot less, a little less, the same, a little more or a lot more ("X'd ITEM) -
services now that Proposition 2% has pasged?" ?

"Overall, how do you think the passage of Proposition 24 will affect your com-
munity--de you think the services your local government offers will be cut back »
. @ lot, cut back a little, remain the same, increase a little or increase a lot?" » -
"How about you and members of your household? Now that Proposition 2% has ,
passed, do you think the public services your household uses will be cut back
a lot, cut back a little, remain the same, increase a little, or increase a lot?"
[} N ¢ L ¢

~

bEach entry is the percentage of respondents who think there will be a lot less
or a little less of that particular service or who think that community or
household services will )be cut back a lot or cut back & little. Percentages

- are based on those respbnding to the question. 5
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facilities (61:5%). stréet and sidewalk repairs (57.2%), and
support for local public transportation (54.1%). -
Oﬁipnents and supporters anticipated very differeh@ resﬁltg from

Propogitiqn 2)%. With one exception, suppqrters~;ere much less likely than

® 1

opponents to expect Proposition 2)s to force cutbacks in each of the fifteen

services we included. The exceptioniis welfare and related public assistance

b} ’ , v .

programs, for which over 60 percent of each grQup expected program cutbacks.
*

(See Table I-2).

.

‘ A majority of "yes" voters anticipated cutbacks in only threé other

services - - after-school programs, QQSlt education and support of local

\

public transportation: In sharp contrast, more than half of the "no"

voters thought Proposition 2}s would force cutbacks in all other,éérvices

. *»

except courts and judges. More than two-thirds of the "no" voters expected

~ -

reductions in :
&

® locally financed educatioh services, such as after-school

”

programé (82.1%)< public elementary ;ﬁd h}gh school qucaéion
(77.7%), adulﬁ edubation_577.62), and special education (69.6%),

) traditiona:"municipab services, such as stree£ and sidewalk
repgirs,(z3.8i3, and local public parks_and recifation
fagilities (77.0%); and . o '

o _social service programs such as services for the elderly-

' (71.4%)- and mental health programs (66.8%).

Services Used by Respondent's Household. Some have interpréted the

»

‘the favbiabib vote on Proposition 2)s as an expression of Massachusetts'

QStEr: willingness to sacrifice iublic services in return for lower taxes.
v . .
. ‘ 9
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Aithough there may be some truth.to this interpretation, many "yes"'voters

appearito have. thought that someone else'g services, #ot their own, would

be the ones cut back. When asked how Proposition‘gg_would affoct the services o

used by their householé, 65 percent "of the supporters ---in contraot to 33

percent of the opponeots -- said Proposition 2% would leave them asAwoll off

or better off than before in termo of public services. S;ated.différentfy,

only one in three supporters compared to two in three oppgnents anticipated .

cuts in the services used regularly by their household.

>

ANTICIPATED EFFECTS OF PROPOSITION 2! ON SERVICES RESPONDENT'S

. x HOUSEHOLD USES o

By Vote on Propoéition 2%

- Services mé household uses will be:

Cut back Cut back Remain Increased Increased
a lot ° a‘little the same ° a.little a lot
Total - ————— —_—
Respondents 9.6% 38.2 47.6 3.2 1.3
Voted yes 2.2% 32.8 62.2 2.4 0.4
Voted no 19,0% 48.2 29.8 1.6 . 1.6 ) o

Note: Percentages add to 100 across each row.

c. An;ic;pated‘rax éhanges Due to Proposition 2%

Did Massachusetts residents think the reduction in property taxes
- B v '
promised by Propositidn 2% would reduce their overall tax burdens? Or . "

did they think that ifcreases in other taxes would leave their total tax . \

- ~
r

[}

burdens no lower than before?

ATax,ﬁurden on Household. Nearly half the respondents (49%) thought

the taxec paid by their household would decrease. Supporters of Proposition
2% were much more optimistic thiin opponents. Sixty-one per cent of those

who voted 'yes' compared to only 36 percent of those who votéd*"no";cxpected

. their household taxes to go down. - >

2

vEKC L T 29
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ANTICIPATED EFFECTS OF PRQPOSITION 2)5 ON RESPONDENT'S TAXES

Taxes'paid by my household will be:

A lot A little Same’ . A little A lot
Total less less amount more more
Respondents 107 39 . 31 15 2
Voted yes 14 . 47 - 28 9 2
Voted no - 5% 31 35 21 8

Note: Percentages add to 100 across each row.

Statewide Tax Effects. Differing expectations about statewide tax

impacts help explain the differing expect;tions about household tax impacts. -

Supporters were/much more likely than opponents to believe that local property
taxes in Massachusetts would fall. ngreover, supporters were ?150 less

likely to believe that Proposition 2% would lead to higher state income or
sales taxes. It should-be noted that 34 percent of the "yes! voters expected
state income taxes to increase, and an even larger percentage expected state
sales taxes to increasg. The "yes" voters apparently thought that any rise

in their own state in%pme or sales tax burdens would be more than offset

by the reduction in their own property tax burdens. The "no’ voters were -

4

more péss;mistic.

¥

PERCENTAGE AGREEING A LOT OR A -LITTLE WITH STATEMENTS

ABOUT POSSIBLE EFFECIS Og FROPOSITION 2} ON TAXES AND TAX REFORM
"By Vote on Proposition 2
1 .
. Total Vote on Difference:
Proposition 2% will: Respondents  Proposition 2%  Vote yes minus
’ ‘ c : Yes No vote no
' ‘ ~/
...lower property taxes in 82.1% 92.1% 67.6% +24.5% ‘
Massachugetts ‘ '
.+sincrease Massachusetts ' 60.8 .. 53.5 74.8 -21.3 -
state income taxes . ,
...increase gtate sales taxes 67.5 ~ 62,2 81.3 -19.1




Tax Reform. Most of the requpdents expected Proposition 2% to encourage'
Y o ’ ,

the legislature to '"reform taxes." Overall, 81 percent of the réspondents

expected to get tax reform; 91 percent of the 'yes" and 69 percent of the

" "no" voters expected this outcome. But these results are difficult to

interpret because we do not know what people meant by "tax reform." At a

e

minimum, respondents appeared to'mean property tax reduction, with some, but

not éll,\fncluaing in the definition an offsetting increase in other taxes.

Many of the ['no" voters:3eemed to be worried that, instead of tax reform,

2
the outcome would be higher overall taxes. In Sections II and III, we will

~

explore the topic of tax reform in more detail. >

PERCENT AGREEING A LOT OR A LITTLE
THAT PROPOSITION 2)s WILL ENCOURAGE THE LEGISLATURE TO REFORM TAXES

-~ By Vote on Proposition 2 -

T Total Vote on Difference:
Respondents Proposition 2% - - Vote yes minus
Yes No vote no

S
v

Proposition 2% will

enfourage state .

legislature to reform- . ’ \\\\

-Massachusetts taxes - 81.1% 91.3% 68.7% +22.6% B
¢ . "«*&s %

-

' 2. ) V . & \\\\\_/
D. Anticipated Changes in Local-State Relations Nue to Propositien 2% ,

Supporters and oppanents of Proposition 2% also had very different
_expectations about the impact of the tax limitation measure on the relatidnship
betwé;n state and local governments. Many supporters believed thft the staEe
would provide new aid to the qitiés and towns. Opponents, on the other,

hand, believed that increases in state income or sales taxes would simply

. ’allow the state to expand into areas traditionaliy left to local governments.

-
~

A i Text provided by e
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Fifty-six pertent of the "yes" voters expected the state to increase

T -
aid to cities and towne, but only 34 percent ant{cipated more state control

4

over locallmatters.° In striking contrast, only 39 percent of the '"no" voters

expected more state aid while 61 percent anticipated more state control.

PERCENT AGREEING A LOT OR A LITTLE WITH STATEMENTS

L4

Z\\ ABOUT POSSIBLE EFFECTS OF PROPOSITION 2! ON TAXES AND ON TAX REFORM

. ‘ By Vote on Propositiorn 2%
Total Vote on ' Bifference:
Proposition 2% will: Respondents Proposition 2% Vote yes minus
~ Yes §2_ vote no *

Increase state aid to ' . ,
cities and towns 48.77% ’ 55.6% ° 37.8% +17.8%

I d

’
Give state government
more contrdl over local Y <
matters ‘ 45.8 33.6 60.7 -27.1

.

E. Anticipaied bhangesiﬁ Government Operations Due to Proposition 2%

Will local government operate differently? "Yes", said the supporters.

¢

Local voters will have more control over school spénding and local governments
wil}'be more efficient. "Probably not", said the opponents.

‘ Although Proposition 2% enés fiscal auténomy ‘of school committee§, the
érovision's effects on voter contr&l are uncertain. Even witﬁ fiscal autonomy
intact, voters exerted some control over school committees through the election
of schogi committee members. The juestion is whether voters will exert mo;e‘
control when school budget decisions come under the scrutiny of city councils

-

or town meetings. Eighty-six percént of "the supporters of Proposition 2%

L -

expected this would happen. Opponents were less sure; only 52 percent of o

them expected more voter control.
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More than 4 out of 5 "yes" voters thought Proposition 2% would make
local governmeng more efficient. Supporters apparently believed that the
removal of school-committee autonomy, plus the reduction in available tax
revenues would force government to be more productive. '"No" voters were more

skeptical: three out of five disagreed with the view that Proposition 2%

would make local government more efficient. {

PERCENT AGREEING A LOT OR A LITTLE WITH STATEMENTS ABOUT POSSIBLE EFFECTS
OF PROPOSiTION 2% ON LOCAL VOTER CONTROL AND GOVERNMENT EFFICIENCY

By Vote on Proposition 2k

' Vote on Difference:

Proposition 2% will: Total * Propositicn 2k Vote yes minus
Respondents Yes No vote no

Give local voters more . \

control over school spending 70.8% 85.8% 51.8% +34.0%

Make local government )

more efficient - 65.2 '84.8 38.4 +46.4

F. Anticipated Changes in the State Economic Climate Due to Proposition 2%

Almost 3 out of 4 Massachusetts residents polled expected Proposition

2% to make the state more attractive to business and industry. People‘

believing this were more likely than others to expect Proposition 2% to

" lower property taxes and make local government.mpre efficient. They were -
also less likely to believe that state taxes wculd be increased. This suggests
that Massechusetts residents believe lower property taxes will attract .
business and industry, provided that the lower property taxes are\not"offset
by new state taxes. As. discussed above, "yes" voters were more likely than

"no" voters to expect this tax outcome. Thus, it is not surprising that

'

"yes" voters were more likely than "no" voters to expect Proposition 2l

to lead to increased business.investment in the state (87.5% wvs. 54.4%).

.
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PERCENT AGREEING A LOT OR A LITTLE THAT PROPOSITION 2k
°  WILL ATTRACT MORE BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY TO MASSACHUSETTS . .

By Vote on Proposition 2%

Total Vote on Difference: .
‘ } Respondents Proposition 2% Vote yes minus
' Yes No wvote no )
Proposition 2% will attract ;
more business and industry '
to Massachusetts 73.6% N 87.5% b4 4% +33.1%

' 4
G. Most Important Changes Anticiggﬁed to Result from Proposition 2%

In addition to the questions previously discussed, respondents were

asked: 'Overall, what do you think will be the single most important

©

change caused by Proposition 2?" This open-ended format allowed respondents

-

, . !
to state their views without the constraints of predetermined categories.
Although we asked for the single most important change only, some respondents

gave us more than one. Hence, total responses add to more than 100 percent,

averaging about 1.3 responses per person.

~

Responses ' to this question reinforce our earlier findings that proponents
= . .

"of Proposition 2% expected fewer service cuts and greater tax reductions than
opponents. In their responses to this open-ended question, supporters of .

fropositidﬂ é% were more likely to focus on anticipated tax relief, while

A .
opponents were primarily concerned about the possibility of service cutbacks. -

pp—
. g

Large proportions of "yes" voters ¢ited lower taxes or more government

. / a ’
efficiéhhy\gnd responsibility. Less "than 10 percent of these voters cited
service cutbQ?ks as the most likely outcome. In contrast, half the "no"

o o « . &
voters.mentioned service cutbacks as the imost important change, well over

©
-

'Ewice the number who mentioned ‘lower taxes or incyreased efficiency. (See

Table I-3). : , o .
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This difference in emphasis on the part of supporters and opponents

,2lso emerges from other responses.to this question,

~ ‘

® Eighteen percent of the 'yes" voters -- compared withdgnly 3% of the

" "no" voters -- said Proposition 2% would "send a message to the N
legislature." Although the exact nature of the intended message

is not clear from the respdnses to the open-ended question, our

findings on people’'s attitudes toward Massachusetts government
suggest voters are saying: "We want more'efficient, less corrupt

K
government " (ﬁee Section III for more discussion)

o Supporters of Proposition 2% were slightly more likely than
opponents to mention tax reform as the most important outcome,
whilevopponents were more likely to mention tax.shifts.‘ We noted
earlier that "tax reform" is an ambiguous concept but probably

I3
means reduced, taxes to many respondents. (See Section III for more

discussion). . oo . 3

® Ten percent of the opponents of Proposition 2k -- in contrast to

.

one Percent of.the supporters -- expressed greatest'concerh about

unemployment of public employees.

Further emphasizing the difference between supporters and opponents

are the views of many opponents that Proposition 2%-will not work.

A}

e Four times as many opponemzs as proponents thought Proposition 2%

would just cause problems and would not achieve the goals of its

supporters (19.4%vs.4.7%9.f )

i
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Table I-3 E .

* PERCEPTIONS OF MOST IMPORANT IMPACT OF PROPOSITION ZHa

MaalieS

By Vote:on Proposition 2%

-

. -

Difference: .

.’ . A Vote on
' - Total Proposition 2% Vote yes minus ¢
Respandents Yes * , No vote no,
Lower Taxes ° ) 28.6%° 37.5% 13.6%  +23.9%
More efficiency & respon- 20.2 30.9 8.4 422.5°
sibility, less corruption
Cutback services 24.3 8.0 . 50.2 -42.2 “
Send a message 11.0 - 17.8 2.9 +14.9 N ,
Tax reform 6.3 "8.2 5.4 = + 2.8 ;
- Tax shift 6.4 4.7 10.3 - 5.6 :
Unemployment of government 4.1 ~ 0.8 ' 9.6 - 8.8
. workers . ,
Government will spend less 6.3 7.8 5.0 + 2.8
More investm§nt in state 2,2 3.5 1.0 + 2.5 ;
Less power for school 3.3 ' 5.4 1.3 + 4.1 , ’
committees - 2 . .
Less control*at.;pcal level 0.9 0.3 - 1.9 - 1.6
. {Won't work/cause problems 11.2 4.7 19.4- - -14.7
TOTAL 124.8 <129.6 129.0 B
’ »
Average number of responses ° .
per person 1.2 1.3 . 1.3
N : . \ .

2pased on the question: "Overall, what do yon.'think will be the sinélg_ﬁost
important change caused by Proposition 24?" Percentages are based on those -
responding to the question. . ’ :

W
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- Section II

DESIRED CHANGES IN SERVIGE:LEVELS, TAXES AND GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS>

)
.
4
M .

‘We now turn to the issue of what Massachusetts residents want in the
, ,
¢
way of changes in service levels, financing arrangements, and governmerit
operations. In November 1980, state residents were given the choice of

supporting or rejecting ope, alternative to the status quo. Massachusetts

‘voters overwhelmingly opted for change; <Section I described what respon- .

dents thought t?e effects of Proposition 2% would be. But are those
anticipated effects what Massachusetts residents really want’ What level .
of state and local services do they want? How do they want to finanCe

-

various' services? What changes do they want in state and local government

‘ Is
operations? .
. ) ‘ A ‘
A. Preferred Level of State and Local Services ) \/
Overall state and local services. Massachusetts residents are generally N
\content with the levels of publicd;ervices they have been receiving. On ¢

average, respondents to this survey want to keep overall state government :
. v «

services at their pre-Proposition 2% levels and to increase local services

somewhat . . . " ,

This\average;’however,\conceals wide variation in respondents' prefer-
ences, especially with regard to state-provided services. While 25.9
N o~

percent of the respondents'want to maintain state services at current

v

levels, 35.4 percent want more, and another™38.7 percent want less. Pre- o

ferences for local services exhibit slightly less variation, with nearly

v 7 in 10 respondents wanting either the current amount or slightly more.

»

<
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‘ AR

LEVEL OF STATE AND LOCAL SERVICES' PREFERRED

@ " ¢ Cut back Cut back Keep Increase Increase
’ v a lot -.a little the same a little a lot Average® .
State Services 11.3 . 27.4% 25.9% 25.4% 10.0% -0.50
v Local Sewices 3.7 16.0 "43. 9 . 25.5° 11.0 +0.24

Based oh a 5-point scale in which -2 = cut back a lot, -1 = cut back a
little, O = keep the same, +F = increase a 1itt1e +2 = increase a lot.

' Percentages add to 100 aé¢ross each row.

<
1

Supporters of Proposition 2) aré more iikely than opponents to want |

cutbacks in state and iocél services. Half the supporters - compared with s

onlx a quarter of the opponents -- want to cut back state services. A .

,third of the'supporters -- compared to less than a tenth pf the opponents --

want to cut local services.' L . .

Y N

PERCENTAGE WANTING TO CUf.SERVICES A LOT OR A LITTLE

~
~

.. By Vote on Proposition 2% e ‘ ’ ’
: ) ’ Vote on . Difference:
Total Proposition 2k Vote yes minus ) :
. Respondents Yes No Vote ‘no R )
State Services 38.7% 53.7%,  25.3% _, +28.4%

Local Servieces 19.7 -30.4 8.9 +21.5

[N

Specific Services. - This apparent sati;faction with the overall amount

]

of state and local services obscures the fact that respondents prefer,

L.

incteases in some services and decreases in others. Respondents were read ,
a list of fifteen state and local services and asked wﬂether they would
prefer a lot more,‘% little more, the same amount, a iittle less or a lot

less of each. They were told that increeses in services would mean higher

taxes and that decreases in services would mean lower taxes.
4 © :1 . a . o )
For every service 'except welfare, more respondents want to increase

' A
[~ .
v
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. ? Table II-1
v N
"~ AMOUNT OF SERVICES PREFERRED®’?

. By Vote on Pr-oposition 23
‘ : | : 2 .
X Cut back Cut back Keep Increase
a lot ' a‘little the same ' a little

MUNICIPAL SERVICES

Police 3.3% 7.6% 55.1%  21.0% -
Voted yes 3.5 . 1022 60.4 . 16,6
Voted no 1.0 " 4.6 . 53,6 24;

5\ +

- TFire 2,5 . 6.

2.5 5 7.} 12,7
Voted no 1.2 3.9 68,1 17.5

[N

. Street Repairs 3.9 6.1 50.1 --22.9
Voted yes 5.5 8.4 52.8 20.8
Voted no | 2.4 3.0 " 51,5 24,0

~
(o))
~4
w
—
[ ]

> \ Gafbage Pickup . 3.3

* Voted yes . £ 7.7 11009 : 72.4 - 538 ” .
Voted no . 3.5 ) 4.8 76.0 ,10.0

.

Parks & Recreation 3.6 10.2 53.1 21.4
Voted y °  +5,5 13.4 55.% 17.1
Voted . © 2,00 7.2, . 49.5 26.9
Loc'al\‘c Trans- :

' , portation 11.9 9.8 28.9 23,3
Voted yes 16.7 12.5 - 28.2 23.3
Voted no 8.8 8.1 27.6 24,2

LOCAL SCHOOL-RELATED sx-:xvmcas ' " °

- Public Elementary & \ T
High School . . ‘ T
. Education 4.1 13.0 44.3 22.3 -
a Voted yes: 6.0 - 17.4 49.6 ¢ 17.2
*  Voted mo LS N 4.8 41.3 26.3

: _After school programs 7.6 * ' 15.2 46.2 " 16.7
- Voted yes 1T.1 .20.2 47.4 13.2
' 46.8 19.4

Voted no . 3.5 . ] 10.2

.

: Special Education 3.5 L6 34.0 27,3
- Voted. yes 4.6 11,1 38.4 25.2
,Voted no 2.0 -1y 32.3 29.5¢

(cont:lnued')f
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T _ .- Table II-Leontinued :
. AMOUNT OF SERVIEES PREFERRED™'® " o
~ By Vote on Proposition 2% K - .
g . Cut back Cut back. Keep " Increase , Increase
’ a lot a little the same a little a lot
¢ o ‘
~ Adult Edubation 6:4 - 11.6 54.4 18.1 9.4
Voted yes' - 9.5 13.8 53.3 17.1 . 6.4
Voted mo 3.9~ - 8.8 58.2 .0 19.3 9.8
HUMAN RESOURCES SERVICES. - s
Mental Health ¥ ' -
" Programs 3Hh7 - . 5.8 ' 40.4 28.0 22.1 °
Voted yes ) 5.6 6.7 . 44.3 25,0 18.3
Voted o 1.9 -5.3 34 5— 32.1 26.4
- r ‘
- Services for the: _ . . v
Elderly 1.4 4.6 39.5 29.0 25.6
Voted yes 2.0 6.2 ~  43.8, 26.8 ° 21.3 "
S Vetedmo 0.4 3.4 F37.6 32.1 26.5
e, '. ‘ - ) f‘ . - -
State & Community - ) - ) S . .
Colleges & . . C )
Universities 5.1 12.6 ' 54,1~ 17.4 10.8
Voted yes -~ 9.1. 1’5.‘4 55.1 12.3 W81
Voted no 1-:4 8.7 ) 54.3" 23.8 11.7 .-,
© LEGAL SERVICES : : T e ’
."Courts and Judges '.6.5 .  14.2 - 464 - 20,7 12.1
Voted yes 9.1 17.4 44.1 " 184 T1.0 7~
Voted o - 4.0 10.4 46.4 23.1 16,1 7"
' . ! . . Ty i,""n.:t’:
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE' P . .o R T RSL N
* Welfare or other Pub-’ . - - Tt v B
lic Assistance- 27.9 26.7 28.7 11.0 - -~ 7 5.7
Voted yes - .. 37.8 - 30.1 " - 23.0 508N 3%
. Voted no . Y 17.0 25.Q ) 35.7 P (15’,.2,-'-'5'""“ 7.2 0,
. ; N «”‘r ’:\-‘ e . ln .
Local Services )g 3.7 . 16.0 . 43.9 1 25,5 . 1.0
Voted yes 6.3 24.2 44.8 A7.3. . 7.4
* Voted no . Lo 1.2 7.8 44.8.  «  32.2 > 14.2
‘ ) . . . N , \ . ) , ,,
State Servicgs 1.3 - 27.4 . '25.9 < 25,4 ... 10.0"-
_ Voted yes . 16.9 36.8 .-23.1 -~ - 18,0 5.2
- Voted no ‘ {,6.3 19.6 27.6 , 32,6 . 139
re . * ., ’.’ : r s 4 :‘d'

*

2pased on the quution‘ "Think about the services provided by the state or locll' -
govermment to residents of your town or city. For, each service I read, please
tell me whether state or local government should be proyiding a 'lot less, a little
less, the same amount, a Iittle more or a lot more of this urvice. Remember, if
. govermment provides less urvicn state or local taxes will be rcduced, lnd if
govermment provides more services, state or local taxes will be increased. If »
‘O the service is not available to residents in your cdty or fovn, pluu let me knovw. -
EMC Let's begin with (“X'd" ITEM). Which phrase in the first list, ducribu how nuch
— ion or. less ("x'd" ITEM) . state or local govcrmu'xt should providq?" VA

¥
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than decrease servie€ levels., As Table II-1'illustrates: o o

. 4 s
. .

® At Jeast half the respondents want to increase the amount of

N - . -
— ., N

Services provided by sociei programs, such as elderly services,

2 mental health programs, and special education for children with

- J—

» “ J

~ learning problems. .
® Between 40 and 50 percent want to increase such traditional

‘Wmuhicipal services -as police, street and sidewalk repai;s,, -

and support of-public transportation.
o

e Almost 40 percent want to increase public elementary aﬁd high ,

school education services. '

.

. e Over 50 percent want to decrease welfare or other public assis-

Y

“, tance. This is the only. service of the 15 measured for which

cutbacks wererstrongly supported. 0 N
) ’ ¥ . .

Current users of the variouéaservices, younger respondents, lower
income respondents, blacks;and renters are most likelf to want greater amounts
of almost all of the 15 services measured. Residents of cities are more

likely to want service increases than residents of towns. Boston residents
) ) ) A

want.even greater increases in their services than do residents of other
- B

‘ cities.(Table not reported).

e, R . 4‘ ) ,

Preferences of "Yes" 'Voters vs.,"No" Voters. Massachusetts residents
-

in general express little interest in cutting back specific public services,

excépt welfare services. Supporters of Proposition 2k, however, are slightly

more interested than opponents in cutting back public services (see Table I1I-1)-.
A Breater proportion of "yes" than "no" voters express interest in cutting _

back each of the specific services. Yet even among '"yes' voters, support

f -

for service cuts is not very strong. ‘Welfare is the only public service which

*

» A

- 4
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. o
a majority of supporters want to cut. Among the supporters: ’ : .
. . : A Y ‘
e Two out of three want to decrease welfare and other
" public assistance programs.
- j;f,-' . ! b .
® Only one in four wants to cut education services, such as after
school programs, public elementary and high school education, .
R . . . -
adult education, and state and community colleges and universities.
e Only three in ten want to reduce support for local public
transportation. ‘ . . ' ) .
e Only one in four wants to cut back the services of courts and N
& judges. ' ) ’
Few '"no" voters want ‘to cut any of the specific services measured,
except welfare. In fact, opponents of Proposition 2)s show considerable I

Al

interest in increasing the level of public services and want to increase
an average of 5.9 of the 15 services neasured. Among the opponents:

e More than four in ten want to increase traditional municipal ser=
-~ ,

- . 9ices, including police, street repairs, public parks and recreation,

and support for local public transportation.

v

@ At least four in ten want to increase local education services,

‘ inqluﬂing public elementary and high school education, -after school

4
~
1

programs, and special education. ~

o' Nearly six in ten want to increase social services, including méental

. ! R - Ar
N health programs and elderly services.
B. Amount Massachusetts’ Residents Are Killing to Spend on Services
In addition to asking about,preferred levels of publig_servicés, we
asked about preferred levels of government Spehaing and taxes. ''Compared

to what the state government (or local government or lgcal school system) v

. - . A .
now speéends, by what “percentage, if any, would you like to see state govern-
7 . . ’ o -

'Y
: X3}
42
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4
. ment (or local goyernment or local public school) spending and taxes

. »
« 3
increase or decrease? You may answer any percent increase or decrease

from 1 percent to 100 percent or tell me you waﬁt it to stay the same."
«

Despite wanting about the current level of state, local and educa-

tional services, the median respondent1 wants to reduce spending‘and

taxes. The median or typical respondent wants to cut baék state spend-

ing 20 percent, cut back local spending 10 percent, and keep school
Q .
spending at its current level.

DESIRED CHANGES IN TAXING AND SPENDING

Local

Median spending change % -10%
Percent wanting: v

--spending increase

--no change

--spending decrease

Supporters of Propositién 2); want greater cutbacks in taxes and
spending than do opponeﬁts. The typical supporter wants a 20 percent
reduction in state and local spending and a 10 percent reduction in
school spending. The typical opponent wants a five percent reduction
in state spending and no change in local gﬁending or school spending.

rd

c.’ Perceptions of Inefficiency and Corruption in Government

How can respondents' demands for less spending and taxing be re-
conciled with tHeir apparent wish to maintain or increase services?
This gection shows that the gap can be explained in large part by resi~

dents' demands for more efficient and productive government.
- v

1The median respondent is the middle respondent. In other words, half the
respondents want less taxes and spending than the median respondent, and
half want more taxes and spending. -

4




~29-

We obtained a measure of the extent of perceived governhent ineffi-
cien?y and wa;te by* asking ;Espondents how much they think spend%pg can .
be reduced without significantly affecting the quality and quanéity of
c:services provided. The table below shows that respondents think there
is more waste in the state budget than in local budgets, and more in

overall local budgets than in schooi‘bddgets. _oThe magnitudes are suffi-

ciently large to account for the discrepancy between the large spending

'

cutbacks desired and desires to maintain or slightly increase service levels.
[}

AMOUNT RESPONDENTS THINK SPENDING AND TAXING CAN BE REDUCED
WITHOUT SIGNIFICANTLY AFFECTING THE QUALITY AND QUANTITY OF SERVICES

State Local Elementary &
Services Services High School Education
\
Possible cutback (Average) 24% . , 197 13%

Table II-2 summarizes respondents' perceptions of inefficiency for

nine’ of the 15 services. For example, the table shows that 51 percent of

&

the respondents think cuts of 5 percent or more-in pol@cevbudﬁets would
siénificanyly affect police services. Another 27 percent of the respondents

disagree; they think pplice budgété could be cut by 15 percent or more
N . *

- without significantly affecting police services.

In the case of each service, "yes" voters are more lik than "no"

voters to believe budgets can be cut substantially without akfecting ser- ~

vices. Despite the fact that "yes' voters perceive more inefficiency than

i

"no" voters for any given service, the two groups hold similar views about

which services are most inéfficiently provided.

‘@ Both groups think the greatest cuts can be made in the welfare

-

and public assistance budget.
e Both groups think police, garbage and special education budgets

are least amenable to spending cuts without service cuts., \\\\

44
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Table II.2

¢ BELIEFS THAT SPENDING CAN BE CUT
WITHOUT AFFECTING THE QUALITY OR QUANTITY OF SERVICES:
POSSIBLE CUTBACKSJPF LESS THAN 5 PERCENT/POSSIBLE CUTBACKS OF 15 PERCENT OR HORE.'b

v By Vote on Proposition 2k
- - , Vote on
Service Type Total \ Proposition 2%
. . . Respondents Yes No
* <5%/>15% <5%,/515%

Municipal Services

Police 51%/27% 44%/33% 61%/17%
Fire fighting ' NA ' NA NA
Street & sidewalk repairs 45/36. 40/41 ai‘ﬁ 52/27
Rzgu{ar garbage pickup 51/30 51/34 56/23
Local ‘public parks and R 7. NA NA
- recreation - , -
Support of local public NA ’ NA NA
transportation . -
. local School-related Services
Public elementary and high. 38/37 27/48 51/27 :
school education ' ’ :
After school programs 42/34 o +35/40 55/24 .
Special education 58/22 ‘ 51/26 66/16 ; ]
Adult education” - 31/45 27/50 42/33 . .
Human Resources Services
Mental health programs NA NA NA
Services for the elderly @~ ~ NA NA " NA
State and Community colleges 35/40 . - 29/66 * 45/30

a1
.

Local 8¢fvgscs 18/60 . 10/69 30/46

_'and universities

: p—

legal Serviées Vo

Courts and judges o NA - ‘NA N . r
’ o‘ ‘ . ; )

Public Assistance . Lol : . '

Welfare or other public 18/67 . 11775 . 25/58 ' b
- assistance - o . ' ; \ ‘

. - . . t

State Services ) 11/73 ', 6/80 . 19/63 "

b

\ . FSRd .
Footnotes on following page. '

o,
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~ ‘ - C
Table 1I-2, footnotes

aBa'sed on the questions: "Now let's talk about some specific services. People
we've talked to believe that government could cut back spending on these ser-
vices by eliminating waste, inefficiency and other problems. By what percent-
age, if any, do you think government could cut back spending on ("X'd" ITEM)
without significantly affecting the quality or amount of services provided?".

"And by what percentage, if any, do you think -state government could cut taxes
and spending without significantly cutting the amount of services?"

"Overall, by what percentage, if any, db_you think your local government could
cut taxes and spending without significantly cutting the amount of services?"

bEach entry has two numbers. The number to the left of the slash is the per-
centage of respondents who believe that spending cuts of 5% or more would
significantly affect the quality or amounf of service provided. The number
to the right of the slash is the percentage of respondents who believe
spending for that service could be cut by 15% or more without significantly
affecting the quality or amount of services provided. Percentages are based
on those responding to the question. NA means that the. question was not asked.

Y.




.
. Ine:fficiency means diiififeeremt whilmngs tw different people. To soma—it—
means Ehat resources sucdy g worker :t:nm: amd tax money are not being used
as productively as possiiile. "o others it means that government resources

are being used for the wmmmy pumpose cwr by people not needing services.
: A series of attitude questinms pmewidie aibiiindomal information on respondents’

views about the extent nf iimeFFirieamy iir Wassachusetts lgov‘ernment ¢

Nearly half the resyomilents thiinik IJogal ',pnbiic employees are overpaid,

and two-thirds think that laczl puitilic enpllowees do not work as hard as
.

their private-sector commtermmits. Thds augpests that many state residents

believe their tax money iix Rearimgp westadl. Ty the same vein, when asked ~

about the recipients of zroe gErtizudawmily ssemitive service --welfare--
over three in four resmndems agree sy "people now on welfare could
£ind jobs if they really smiefl.™ A tiie vaile below shows, supporters
\':f Prépo’sition 2% are more Iikely them oppeaosmts to believe t;hat the

public sector is ineffirizmt acromiing to. “hmse definitions.

PERCENTAGE AGREEING A IMT CR A LITMB. THWHT BOVERNMENT IS INEFFICIENT

By wote am Propeasition 2%

Di}ferencgs:
. Tzl Vote on Prop. 2k Vote yes minus '
Respendbnts Yes " No Vote No
City or town employees ame a7 0% 55.5% 30.9% +24,67
overpaid’ T - -

City or town employees dm "t ~ " €6.7 . 76.0 53.4 " $22.6
work as hard as peopile wiw
work for private compauies ) e . ‘

People now on welfare souild Y/ %] 84,8 67.4 +17.4
find jobs-1if they reallly
tried :
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Corruption also leads toAQasteful govermment. OQur respondents over-
whelmingly agree that public sector corruption is common in Massachusetts.
Eighty-eight“percépt of the respondents agree that '"corruption is cémmon’

in my state government' and 63 percent agree to a similar statement about

local government. Supporters and opponents of Proposition 2% hold similar

-

views.
PERCE&T AGREEING A LOT OR A LITTLE THAT GOVERNMENT IS CORRUPT ” !
By. vote on Proposition 2%
| ) Difference:
. Vote on Prop. 2% Vote yes minus
A ' " Total ‘Yes No Vote no
Corruption is common in 87.8% 89.4% 86.0% +3.4%
my state government ‘ ~— . .
Corruption is common in 63.4 63.3 57.8 +5.5

my,; local government

Finally, to determine whether Massachusetts residents believe that

taxes can be cut’ without lowering service levels, we asked whether they
<

agree with the statement, "Proposition 13 in California showed that taxes

can be cut wifhout cuts in services." More than eight:in ten supporters

of Proposition 2%, in contrast to one in three opponedts, agree that Pro-

position 13 demonstrated that ghis could be done. It appe;rs that many
supporters either ignored or were unaware of the fact that California
had a"large state budgét sutplus when.Proposition 13 passed.

‘ PERCENT. AGREEING A LOT OR A LITTLE THAT TAXES CAN

=]

b ' -BE CUT WITHOUT SERVICE CUTS ) N

By vote on Proposition 2%

. Difference: ,
\ Vote on Prop. 2% Vote yes minus
N Total Yes No Vote no
Proposition 13 4n Califdrnia 63.8% 82.4% 34.8% +47.6%

showed that taxes can be N
cut without cuts in services :




D. Preferred Method of‘Financingfservices S

Do Massachusetts residents want to change the way basic public services

are financed? -To address this, we asked respondents: "For each service I
3

-

read, would you like to keep the financing the way it is now or see a
greater share of the money come from local property taxes, from state income
. o .

taxes, from state sales taxes, or a greater share from fees paid by users

of the service?" Respondents generally want to continue financing tradi-

tional municipal services with property taxes. They show considerable

’ interest however; in shifting the financing of more redistributive services,

2

- t )
such as elderly services, to other tax sources. Five general conclusions

emerge. (See Table Ir-3.)

’

First, Massachusetts residents do not want to eliminate property taxes.

v

Most respondents want-.to retain the local property ta% as the major revenue

source for financing traditional municipal services. Between 70 percent and
B . .
80 percent of the fEspondents want to keep financing as it is now or want
¢

3

-

property taxes to provide a greater share of money for police services,

’fire fighting services, street-and sidewalk repairs, regular garbage pick-

‘ up and local public parks and recreation facilities. Thus, in spite, of its
faults, the property ‘tax is viewed by many as an appropriete\Wag\to finance
municipal services. This conclusion. is reinforced bp‘the fact that 58.9
percent of the sample agree a little or a lot with the Statement "The
property t;x is the best way for cities and towns to raise money for city
services." '

Second, there is considerable 'interest in shifting away from reliance

on ‘the property tax for education services. More than two out of three

people want to reduce the use of prgperty taxes in the financing of special
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, t : ‘ Table II-3 .
) " . PREFERRED METHOD OF FINANCING PUBLIC: SERVICES™"
. , By Vote on Proposition 2k ‘ .
S : ‘ -
» N Greater Share of Money.Should Come From:
) ’ Keep Iocal . State State ﬁ\tr/ ‘
Bervice Type ' Financing ©Property 1Income' Sales User Other
. . the Same Taxes ~ Taxes - Taxes ' Fees  'Sources
- - "
: -
. MUNICIPAL SERVICES -
Police 24.4 % 50.7%  16.6 % 5.2% 2.2% 0.9% _
Voted for onposition 2k 23.6 54.0 13.9 5.6 . 2.0 .0.9
Voted against - 27.8 50.8- 16.4 3.3 1.2 0.5
Fire Fighting © 30.6 51.0 ° 1146 4.9 1.4 0.5
Voted for Ptoposition 2k 29.6 57.0 . 7.4 4.4 0.9 . 0.7
Voted against . 33.9 45.6 15.8 3.5 1.2 0.0
- A
L - “ . : '
Street & Sidewalk Repairs =  30.5 50.8 9.6 6.7 1.8 0.6
Voted for Proposition 2% 730.0 " 53,9 - 7.4 6.1 1.3 1.3
Voted agnnst ‘ 34.9 49.4 " 8.1 5.2 2.3 0.1 s
- Regular Garbage Pickwp ° -  29.7 - 41,7 ~ 6.4 ‘3.8 7.2 _1.2
- ° Voted for Prop%ition 2k, 30.3, 40.4 " 5.3 4.4 18.4 ' 1.2
"’ Yoted against > 31.1 - 44.3 5.4 0.6 17.4 1.2
Local Public Parks & *w. 21.9%.  49.0 12.2 7.1 - 8.4 1.4
Recreation K . l
Voted for Proposition 2k - 21:4 ., 49.9 0.5 7.5 9.2 1.5
Voted against ’ 24.5 9° . ?Q.E 13.4 4.7 . 5.6 1.2
, ' REEC
Support of lLocal public 17.3 " ™18.2° . 23.3  12.4 . 25.7 _3.1 .
' . Transportation ‘ ;
Vot‘d for Proposition 2‘! 16.6 15.8 f’% © 20,7, 12.6 . 30.3 4.0
Voted againlt 17.2 20.2° ‘5 26.0 11.6 22.4 2.6
. M M \ v I 4
a 4

g . 3 g (contipued)
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Table II'w3, continued

By Vote on Proposition 2':

-

) . PREFEREEP-HETHOD OF FINANCING PUBLIC SERVICES

a,b

»

.’

-’ -~

N o

A

* Greater Share of bbney Should Come From:

- Voted against -

o

Keep local State State -
Service Type Financing , Property Income Sales User Ot.her
the Same Taxes _ Taxes  Taxes ' Fees Sources
1,0Cal, SCHOOL-RELATED »
SERVICES ,
Public Elementary and. 20.3% 34.1% 28.4%  B.5% 7.2% 1.5%
High 'School Education \
Voted for Proposition 2': 19.6 35.4 25.4 8.3 2.9 1.4
Voted against 20.7 36.8 30.4 6.2 4.1 1.8
After School Programs such ° 19.6 39.1 13.3 6.2 .20.5 1.3
. as Music_and Athletics _
Voted for Proposition 2k 18.2 39.9 9.1 5.7 25.6 1.5
Voted against ’ 20.7 | 40.8 .15.5 6.9 15.7 1.3
Special Fducation for (Mildren 16.9 15.2 48.4 12.1 ‘5.9 1.5
With learning Problems . ) .
Voted for Propositon 2k 17.1 15.2 46.0 12.6 7.0 2.1
Voted against 18.3 14.6 52.0 10.3 3.7 1.1
G “
Adult Education 19.8 20.3 19.6 6.6 32.4 1.3
. Voted'for Proposition 2% . 19.6 21.4 16.6 6.8 34.2 1.4
Voted against 21.1 21.3 20.1 5.7 30.1 1.7
!
HUMAN RESOURCES SERVICES . -
Mental Health Programs $16.5¢ 5.4% 57.8% 13.7% 4.8y 1.8%
.. Voted for Proposition 2% 16.4 5.6 56,5 14.4 5.2 1.9
" Voted against T 8.2 3.4 60.6  11.9 4.0 " 1,9
. J
" gervices for the Elderly® 24.3 6.1 42.4 13,1 - 2.9 1.2
Voted for Proposition 2% ., 22,3 14.4 39.7 19.2 3.1 1.3
Voted against 28.5 19.2 41.9 8.1 ~ 1.7 0.6
State & Community Colleges 16.5 3.4 46.1  12.0 20.7 1.3
. & Universities . .
Voted for Proposition 2% 13.6 3.4 .u84.0 12.3 25.1 1.6
20.7 2,2 50.9 10.6 4.2 | 1.4

y 4

e d d e o B
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Table IT-3, continued .
PREFERRED METHOD OF FINANCING PUBLIC SERVICES

By Vote on Proposition 2%

a,b’

¢ \ N Greater Share of Money Should Come From:

2 ! . Y Keep Local State State ,
Service Type ‘ . . , Financing Property Income Sales. User Other
{ the Same  Taxes Taxes Taxes  Fees Sources
v . —=. * o - b
LEGAL SERVICES & ‘ i W /
Courts and-~Judges® 25.5 8.9 43.9 9.7 - 10.5 1.5
Voted for Proposition 2% 26.4 ' 6.5 « 44.6 13,0 . 6.9 2.6
Voted against ., 28.9 11.4 44.6 5.4, 9.0 0.7

< . ) ’ ., N » .
P . s

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

Welfare or Other .Public 21.5 7.8 45.6  13.6 8.0 3.5
. _AssistanceC - BN

Voted for Proposition 2% . 17.5 7.2 45.3 17.5 7.2 5.3
Voted against . 26.4 10.2 44.3 11.4 6.6 1.1

‘Bu_ed on the question: "For each-service I read would you like to keep the financing

* the way it now is or to see a greater share of ‘the money come from local property
taxes, from state income taxes, from state sales taxes, or a greater share from fees

_paid by users of the service?"

»
-

chrcentqges are calculated for respondents who msweréd each question, and total
to 1008 across each row. ’ ) [

Casked only of & 'subsample of respondents.

14

v
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' L4 e -

education services for children with learning problem%lv This desire for \;;%'

' - -, -

change exisEs even though respondents undersetimate the extent of current
- +

e

average that property taxes pay for 42 percent of these expenditures, the

‘reliance on property taxes. ‘Indeed, although respondents estimaté on

actdial proportion, as reported by the\étate Department of Education, fs

-

closer to 60 percent.

Less than half the respondents, but still a substantial proportion,
’ . 2 "‘

also ﬁant to alter financing arrangements for the other school-related
services included in the survey. Specifically, 45 percent want.to deerease

the relative reliance on property taxes for overall financing of elementary
: . . [N

. .

and secondary education; 49 percent would'do so for adult eqdbation, as

-

It

would ‘41 percent for after-schpol programs. In the qases of adult educa- , .

-

—

tion and after-sghool programs, there is considerable interest in shifting

to user charges (32.4% and 20 5% respectively). ) ‘-

Third, at least 40 percent_of the respondents want to see state income
* / i ) J [3
tax money finance a larger share of human resources services. (mental health

programs, elderly services and puhlic higher educétion),'?ourts and judges,

and welfare and other/pnblic assistance programs. This probably reflects .,
. <

both trfue interest in seeing.such a shift, and some misunderstanding. Respon-

-

dents generally tend to overestimate the amount of each of these‘bervices
that is financed by propert§ tax revenues. This is particularly true in the

case of legal services and public assistanpe., Respondents think property
h ]

taXes finance an average of 36 percent and 39

©

percent of these services,
/

-

[

respeqtivﬁny, when, in fact, almost no contributions are currently made

: 1
to these services from property taxes. T -

Only tue-subsample of 501 respgndents was asked about thegproportion of .. - b

legal services financed by property taxes. See Appendices B and (.
R ‘ ; .

[

' .93

/
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*

- Fourth, supporters and opponents of PrOposition 2& hold similar views

-

- about the extent toyhich property.gaxes should be used to finance traditional
!

-

* municipal services and Iocal education services But among those wanting

to shift to other revenue sources to finarce these services, supporters are.

&

more likely than opponents to want to shift to~user\ch:r§es For example,

30 percent gf thé’sa who voted "yes" 05 Proposition’ 2% believe a greater .
!

share of support for local public transportation should come from users,

while only 22.4 percent of the "no" voters hold similar views. "Yes"

»
voters are also more likely than "no" votérs to prefer user charges for

3

4
local public parks and recreation (9.2 percent ws. 5. 6 percent); education

-~ > . oo
serviceg’(general education, 9.9 percent vs. 4. l pércent ‘'special education,

7.0 vs. 3.7 percent, adult education, 34.2 vs. 30.1 pércent and after-

’ schdol ‘prograns, 25 6 percent vs. 15.7 percent), and state and community

~

e leges (25.1, vs. 14.2 percent). The differences between "yes" and

"no\' voters' preferences for user-charge financing ate small for other

-
v

ices. . L, ) . b,

Y

- Finally, among those who want to shift)f;aancing responsibility to
the state government,'state incdme taxes are overwhelmingly preferred.té/.~\\\\\

. . ' I -~
state sales taxes. Of the 37 percent expressing a prefernce for more state

funding of lementary and secondary education, for examp}e, those preferring

the use of Stat%ii c%me taxes exceed those preferring use of state sales “;

»
, A )

- taxes by more th: to I& ‘This pattern #61ds for other services as well; \*f,_

with the income tax being preferred Aﬂto 1 for special educatdon, and more

- - . 4 X

than 4 to, l.for mental health programs.

| ;-ggﬂdiional insiéhts into people's feelings giout financing arrange-

s ments emerge from several attitude questions, The table be{ow shows that

. . both "yes and "no" voters are concerned about rapidly rising’p?bperty taxes.
) . ,

EKC ' . / ,' . . 54 N . \ }

- MRS T ,’ ) ) . 0"' . . ' ) . \ . \
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A striking 78 percent of all respondents disagree a lot or a little with

* v

the statement "It's OK for property taxes to grow as fasg/g§\fhe cost of

living." There are at least two explanations for this attitude.- First,

—

‘ﬁw ’
even if everyone's pretax income grew as fast as prices, incomes net of
A %

federal ‘income taxes Qoulg grow more slowly. tﬁan prices because inflation

A8

pusﬁgi'people into higher tax brackets. A; a result,’if property taxes

~

increased as fast as prices, after-tax incomes would not grow as fast as
property taxes. Second, inflation-induced increases in property taxes can

present serious financial problemﬁ/i3;,h6useholds whose incomes do not

rise as fast as inflation. -

That Massachusetts heads of households want to restrain the rate of
growth of property taxeés also shows 'up clearly. More than }7 percent of
the respondeﬁts believe that state government should give more money to
the cities and towns so local property taxes can be kept down. It should

N . - :

be noted, howéve;, that respondents were not asked whether this state

money should come fromem€W state taxes or reductions in other state PO

expenditures.

Finally, 58.1 percent of the respondents dfgagree with the view that

- taxpayers in wealthy cities and towns should help pay for services in poorer

. . % '
cities and towns. Morggver, supporters of Proposition 2% disagree more ',

strongly yigh this view than opponents do. Taken together, this suggests

"that the désire for more state aid reflects the desire to restrain the

4
growth of property taxes more than the desire to spread the burden of,

{ﬁnancing local public setvices more evenly across jurisdictions

&

L}

- s

-
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: ATTITUDES, TOWARD TAXES/AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS .
] ) i Disagree  Disagree  Agree a  Agree a
- - . - -.a lot a little little lot .
. It's OK for property taxes
s 5 tg risé as fast as the -~ 45.7% 32.3% ~ 16.8% 5.2%
. cost of living. NN * . ’
Voted for Prop. 2k 50.0 31.4 13.8 4.8
* .  Voted against Prop. 2% 40.3 34.1 19.2 . 6.4 .
State:-government should -
give more money. to the 6.8 16.0 40.4 36.8
. cities & towns so local
property taxes can be >
kept down. .
Voted for Prop. 2k 9.0 15.9 39.1 36.0
Voted against Prop. 2% 5.5 17.5 39.3 37.7
Tax payers in rich cities. - B
_.& towns should help pay 30.0 28.2 -~ 28.9 o 12.9 .
for services in poorer . .
cities & towns. .
Voted for Prop. 2 37.5 27.9, 25.4 9.2
Voted against Prop. 2% 23.3 28.7 3.1 13.9 «
J o 4
. ° Note: Percentages add to 100 across rows.

- +

“y 4
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Section III

EXPLAINING THE VOTE _

o]

In Section‘I, we discussed people's knowledge of and expectations
about Proposition 2%. 1In Section II we' reported what ‘people in Massachusetts
want in the way of changes in public services, financing arrangements,

and government operations, independent of Proposition 2%. This section

combines the two parts to determine why people voted for or against the

measure. The discussion is organized around three potential egtivations:
the desire for a smaller public sector, the desire for taxvreform and

the desire for changes in the way goéernmenf operates.

”

v

[ 8

A. Smaller Public Sector '
r&/

We define the size of the publ{c sector in terms of service levels -
rather than spending levelg;' This distinctioﬁ is important; as discussea
above, many of our respondé;ts want to reduce government spending aﬁd
taxes ét the same time that they want to maintain current service {Fvéls.

Table III-1 summarizes our findings about people's desires and expectations

for a smaller puﬁlic sector. Since this is the first of a series of similar

tables, we will explain in some detail how we constructed the table. -

-

Based on our survey questions, we established criteria tv determine whether

.

a respondent ghows evidence of desiring or expecting service cutbacks. These

criteria dre sometimes based oﬁ_the responses to a single questionj in other

-

cases, they refer to responses to a combination of questions.
o

1. The percentages reported in Tables III-1 through III-5 may differ slightly
from those reported in earlier tables. The percentages for Yables in

this section are based on all interviews while percentages in earlier
tables are based only on the number of people responding to. a particular
question. Table entries in this section are based on 1586 total respon-
dents, 721 "yes" voters, and 522 "no" voters. 57 '




1. Expect Proposition 2% to reduce size of public sector: We
categorize respondents as expecting Proposition 2% to reduce the
size of the public sector if:
] they state that service .cutbacks are the single most
“important change OR
e they indicate that their community services will be
o cut back (a little or a lot), OR
® in telling us how much they expect each of the 15 specific
services ,(police, fire, etc.) to be cut back under
Proposition 2}, they indicate that, on average, they
s . expect servi;gbreductions. .

2. Prefer a smaller lic sector: We define respondents as preferring
a smaller public sector if they want to cut back (a little or a lot)
either state or local services, providing that they do not want an
offsetting 1ncrease in the other type of service. -

3. Strongly prefer a smaller public sector: We define respondents
as strongly preferring a smaller public sector if they want to cut
back (a little or a lot) both locally provided and State-provided

public services. - .

’
L

Once the criteria are established, it is a simple matter to determine

the numbervof respon&enté in each category. In the first columm, we

report the percentage of total res;ondentg in each of tﬂe categor%es.

For example, the table shows that 10,7 percent of the total respondents

both strongly prefer and expect Proposition 2} to lead to a smaller publié

sector. The secoﬂﬁ and third columns report the percentages of 'yes" R

and "no" voters in each category.. We should note that our definitions

are somewhat arbitrary; different criteria, however, yield only slightly )

"' different percentages.

Table 11I-1 reinforces our findings. Most people polled expect

.

Propositibn 2)s to require service cutbacks, but only a-third of all

~ + respondents appear to want a reduced level of public services. To avoid

-

misinterpretation, we emphasize that the .critewia we used to determine

whether a respondent expects service cutbacks do not distinguish between
<

v

those who expect small-scale cutbacks in a few services, and those who )

98
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Table I1II-1

SMALLER PUBLIC SECTOR:
PREFERENCES AND EXPECTATIONS®
By Vote on Proposition 2k

v

-~

<

Vote on
. Total Proposition 2%
~ - *  Respondents Yes No
- - Expect Proposition 2% to reduce ) ~_"
size of puhlic sector 90.0% 88.2% 96.4%
Prefer a.smaller public sector 33.7 48.8 20.1
--and expect a smaller -
public sector . 31.4 44.7 19.9
*-but do not expect a ,
' smaller public sector 2.3 4.1 0.2
_ Strongly prefer a smaller
public sector 11.2 18.7 4.0
--and expect a smaller - )
public sector 10.7 17.8 4.0
--but do not expect a : -
smaller public sector 0.5 0.9 6.0

aSee text for definitions of variables.




. ’
o

) . .
expect major disruptiog§. As noted in section I, at least half the -

respondents do not expect cutbacks in basic services such as .police and

L4

fire protection and garbage pickup.
Althdﬁgh the vast majority of’Masgachusgtts reégdgnts apparentiy .
do not want to decrease the size of gbvernment&‘preferenégs for and
expectationg ogla smaller public Eecto; probahiy?accoﬁnt f;r some of
the favbrablé vote on:froposition 2. At the Qaﬂe time,'fears of a“

smaller public sector ‘apparently led many voters to oppose the Proposition.

We base these conclusions on differences between the 'yes" and "no"

.

-

voters. The pfoportions of "yes" voters.(44.72) who both prefer a smaller
public sectqr and expect PrOposifion 2 tsilead to that outcome is more
than twice the proportion of "no" voters (19.9%) holding the same views.
'Similarly, the proportion of "yes" voters (17.8%) who strongly prefer

a smaller public sector and expect Proposition 2% to reduce' the size

of the public sector is more than four times_the proportion of comparable
"no" voters (4.0%). ‘

We are impreésed.by the relatively small proportion of "yes" voters who
want service cutbacks at both the state angd-local levels (I8.7%). In fact,
less than half the "yes" vote;s want service cutbacks at agy levef of
government. This suggests that the desire for a smaller‘public sector

-

was neither the only nor the dominant motivation behind the favorable
b 4
vote on Proposition -2).

e —-

B. Tax Reform =
X
/
Alternatively, people may have voted for Proposition 2} to achieve
tax reform. We have defined tax reform in two ways -- as a shift away,

from local property taxes to heavier reliance on state taxes (referred to

S 8D
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as specific tax reform) and as a shift away from local property taxes to
heavier reliance on other taxes or fees (referréd to as general tax reform). ///
The element common to both is reduction in property taxes.

.

Table III-2 presents the specific tax reform results.’ Respondents

are classified as follows:

1. :Expect Propgosition 2% to shift Bur&eﬁ to state taxes. Respondents
who expect property taxes to fall and who believe that either
state sales or income taxes will be increased.

!

40

2. Prefer shift to state taxes (education). Respondents who want
a greater share of funding for public elementary and high school
* education to come from state income or sales taxes.

r

3. Prefer shift to state taxes (for at least one local service).
Respondents who want a greater share of funding to come from
state income or sales taxes for at least one of. the following
services:. public elementary and high school education, special
education, fire, police, support of local public transportation,
regular garbage pickup, street and sidewalk repair, public parks
and recreation facilities, adult education or after school programs,

The table shows first that '"yes" voters are more likely than '"no" voters

’ -

to expect Proposition'zk to shift the bur;en to state taxes. (65.5% vs.
58.4%). ‘This finding appearg to conflict with our earlier s;atement §n
Section II-D that '"no" voters are mored;ikeiy than 'yes'" voters to expect
higher income or sales taxes. But the findinés can be reconciied by noting
that many of the '"no" voters do not expect Proposition 2% to reduce

>

property taxes. In oth;r words, many of the '"no" voters expect an increase

in state taxes without a shift awayﬁfro; local taxes. i
Because education expenditures are such a large portion of local budgets,

we singled out preferences for financing elementﬁry and secongar§ g@ucation.

Only 33.1 percent of the "yes" voters and 36.2 percent of the "no'" voters

want to shift to more state financing of public schools. ﬁecause “yes"

voters are more: likely thqﬁ "no" voters to expect Proposition 2% to shift

tax burdens to the state, however, slightly more 'yes" voters than "no"

«~voteri (22.6% vs. 18.6%) both want and expect tax reform of this type.

— , ‘ -~ b1




Table III-2
SPECIFIC 1AX REFORM--SHI?T BURDEN TO STATE TAXES:
PREFERENCES AND EXPECTATIONS

By Vote on Proposition 2k

-Vote on
. Total Proposition 2%
‘ Respondents Yes No
Expect Proposition 2% to shift ' ‘
burden to state taxes 61.2% 65.5% 58.4%
Prefer shift to state taxes (education) 36.2 33.1 36.2

-~  ——and expect shift to state taxes 21,5 22.6 . 18.6

--but do not ‘expect shift 14,7 10.5 17.6 .

Prefer ghift to state taxes ‘ \ )
(at least one local service) 86.4 84,3 88.5
--and expect shift to state taxes 53.9 56.3 51.7 : “

==but do not expect shift
to state taxes 32.5 - 28.0 36.8

a : C el .
See text for definitions of variables:




These small differences between''yes" and "no" voters suggest that preferences
for dnd expectations about ‘education finance reform do not add much to our

understanding of why Proposition 2} passed.

To what extent did the desire to change the way any of a number of

local public sérvices are financed influence the vote? The percentage of

A

people favoring tax reform increases dramatically when we broaden the

definition to include people who want to shift tax burdens to the state
for at least one of several local public services. According to this
definition, 86.4 percent of all respondents want tax reform. The patterns
-of preferences and expectations for "yes'" and "no" voters, however, is
similar to what we found when we looked at preferences for changing
education financing. "No" voters are slightly more likely than ''yes"
voters to prefer a shift to state taxes; because of different expectations
about the effects of Proposition 2%, "yes" voters are only slightly more
likely. than "no" voters to both Wwant and expect tax shifts. Thus, it is
~difficult to distinguish the '"yes'" voters from the "no" voters on the
basis of this specific tax reform issue.
3
To further explore the topic of tax reform, Le define a set of general
tax reform categories ~- preferences and expectations for property tax
reductions of?setdgy additional taxes and fees.
1. Expect Proposition 2% to reform tax structure: Those who
expect property taxes to fall and who believe that one or
more of the following outcomes -will occur: state income
o or sales taxes will be increased; state aid for cities and
towns will be -increased, or the legislature will be encour-
aged to reform Massachusetts taxes. Alternatively, respon- -

dents could mention tax reform or tax shift as the single
.most important impact of Proposition 2%.

2. Prefer tax reform: Those who want a greater share of
- funding to come from state income or sales taxes,
charges or other revenues for at least one local public
service.

-

6o
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Table 111-3, ‘ ) )
GENERAL TAX REFORP{:
- ‘. PREfEREVCES AND EXPECTATIONS? .t
By Vote on Proposition 2% .
Vote on
Total Proposition 24 b
Respondents Yes No '
Expect Proposition 2% to reform ,
tax structure 79.0- % 89.9 % 6511 %
' Prefer tax reform 95.3 ) 95.7 . 95.0-
-~ and exp;ect tax reform - 75.6 ) “86.1 61.5
-- but dt?:‘ not expect tax reform 19.7 9.6 . 33.5 s
2 See text for definitions of variables. ) .

»
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Most Massachusetts residents want general tax refor; (see Table III-3).

"Yes" and "no" voters have similar prefé}ences for general tax reform
o . .
but have different expectations about the effects of Proposition 2k.
Eighgy-six percent of the "ng" votersprefer and expect general tax :
- . reform, while only 61.5 pere;nt of the "nS"‘votefé hold Similér views.

These findings suggest that the interactiép of preferences and<expeétations
_about general tax reform differen;}ates "yes" voters from "no" voters and
consequently egplains some of the support for Proposition 2%. -

From a policy perspective, it would be useful to know what voters
mean by tax reform. Respondents generally, and "yes" voters in particular:
want to reduce property taxes. There is no consensus, however, about
alternative revenue sources. Some people want to shift away from property

taxes to state taxes. Others want to increase fees on users of servies.

C. Changes in the Way Government Operates

Finally, people may have v6te§ for Proposigion 25 in protest against
the inefficiency, corruption, and waste xhéy perceive in M;ssachusetts
governmeng. In section II, we noted the large proportion of‘M;ssgchusetts
heads of househélds who believe inefficiency and corruption are common at
both the state and local levels. In this section we combine these percep-

tions with voters' expectations about whether Proposition 2% will induce

-

change.
, .
- ‘ .
Tables III-4 and III-5 pqrtray major differences between "yes" and
"no" voters in both their percepﬁ‘nps of inefficiency and their expectations

about the effects of Proposition 2%. Table III-4 refers to local government

N

inefficiency while Table III-5 refers to inefficiency and corruption at

both the state and local level.

C
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Referring first to Table III-4, we define the variables as follows:

1. Expect Proposition 2% to make local government more efficient.
Respondents expect Proposition 2% to make local government
.more efficient if they agree a lot or .a little with the
statement "Proposition 25 will makeflocal government more ) !
efficient." - ") - s

v

2. Perceive local inefficlency. We define a perception of local
inefficiency by a response of 5 or more percent to the question
of how much the respondent believes spending on local public
services can be cut back without cutting services.

3. Perceive much local inefficiency. This definition is gimilar
to that of "perceive local inefficiency," except the cutoff ’
is increased to.a response of 15 perdent. _

Table III-4 shows first that "yes" voters are much more likely than
"no" voters to expect Proposition 25 to make local government more efficient.
This merely restates findings from Section I. The table also shows that a
"yes" voters are substantially more likely than '"no" voters to believe
that local government is inefficient.

Combining expectations and beliefs nidens differences between 'yes!
and "no" voters. While 63.3 percent of the 'yes'" voters perceive‘some i .
inefficiency and expect change, only 22:6 percent of the."no" voters
hold similar views. 1In contrast only one in nine "yes" voters (11.0%)
compared to almost one in four' "no" ;oters (22.6%) perceives some inefficiency
bnt does not expect change. These findings support the hypothesis that peeple's
‘perceptions and expectations about the inefficiency of local goﬁernment

-
~

played an important role in the overall vote.

Table III-S presents similar results for a more broadly defined concept
' of 1nefficiency and corruption. For this table we categorize respondents

as follows:

1. Expect Proposition 2% to reduce inefficiency and corruption:

. Respondents who either agree (a lot or a little) with the
‘. ) statement that Proposition 2% will make local government more
* efficient or who mention increased efficiency, responsibility .
- or less corruption as the single most important impact of the
tax limitation measure.
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N .
LOCAL PUBLIC SECTOR INEFFICIENCY: ' X
PERCEPTIONS AND EXPECTATIONS?
By Vote on Proposition 2k
® , Vote on
Total ) Proposition 2k
) Respondents Yes " No

Expect Proposition 2% to make local

government. more efficient < 63.4% 82.7% 37.7%
. -/ . .
Perceive some local inefficiency 63.7 74.6 46.4 ‘
=~ and expect change 46.0 - 63.6 22.6 °
-- but do not expect change 17.7 11.0 23.8
Perceive much local inefficiency 47.9 r 57.4 31.8
-- and expect change 34,8 - 48.5 19.1
v ‘- , N \ . .
8.9 16.0

-- but do not expept change  13.1:

. a See "text for definitions. of variables,

\




2. Perceive inefficiency and corruption: Respondents perceive
inefficiency and corruption if the sum of their stated //

" percentage of possible spending cutbacks for local and
state government without service cutbacks is greater‘than
or equal to ten percent and they agree that corruption is
common in their local government or state government.

+ 3. Perceive much inefficiency and corruption: Similar to the , .
definition of some inefficiency, except that the cutoff for :
possible amount of spending cuts is increased to 20 percent.

"™ .

C> This table repeats the findings of the previous table on local '

=4

government inefficiency: "yes" voters are much more likely than "no".

.

(AN “
voters to perceive general inefficiency and corruption and to.expect

Proposition 2% to' improve the situation. R gardless of the definition .
] .

~

}
n contrast to about 30 .,

used, over 70 percent of the ‘''yes" voters --

percent of the "no" voters == hold such views. note again that a

substantiai portion of "no" voters (39.5 on™3.9 percent) perceive - o

;nefficienci and corruption but d; not expect position 2% to \ o ] . \;i

‘improve the situation., ‘ ‘ T N Yo R
We‘conélude that Massachusgtts Pters are very éoncernéd-aboué " ; . B

.
.
-~

widespread inefficienc§ and corruption. The '"no" voters:arée conéerT’ s

P

ned-more about waste, inefficiencytﬁggg7corruption in sta;e‘govgrnmeqﬁ.

N ‘ ' (
.
.- )

oo T4 . . .
*Yes" voters-typically believe such problems occur in.both state‘pQéf ~

local government. Because 'yes' ‘voters aré much more likely than "no"
: . . . . () ,
voters tq believé Proposition 2% will lead to more efiic;ent government, . .

" -

we conclude that expectations about increased government efficiency.explain

.

a large ﬁfoportion of the vote on Proposition 2%.




. Table I11-S

S

=

INEEFICIENCY AND CORRUPTION‘

* PERCE IONS AND EXPECTATIONS

. S
By Vote on Proposition 24 S
» : /“ \
i > Vote on
Total Proposition 2k
Respondents Yes 5
7

’

Expect Proposition 2} to reduce ot -
inefficiency and corruption . 66.6%

Perceive some ineffic:l,ency and
corruptienis . .- 80.0

" »~ and expect change oo . : K31.€g
, , )

-- but do not expect change

Perceive much ineff,j;cienqy and ___
corruption -~ |

P

~~ and’ expect change

-~ buy do not expect change

1
!’ b

a §§.¢ text for définitions of variables.
- N




e

Section III is orggnized around three main issues -- size of the public
seetorf financing arrangements, ‘and government operations. In connection

. g - o

with each, two questions arise: To what extent do Massachusetts residents want

change? ﬂﬁd, to what extent do views;about the three issues explain how people

(3

voted on Proposition 2%?

-

.

-

. We find that most Massachusetts residents do not want to reduce the size

LS
of the public sector. Respondents would, however, like to make government

more efficient and less coxrupt: In addition, they want changes in the way

N
public services are financed. While they agree fhat lower property taxes would
be desirable, they disagree about the best alternative revenue source.

To understand why people voted for or against Proposition 2k, voters pre-

ferences for change must be combinel with their expectations about what ?roposi—

tion 2 would do. Large differences between "yes" and "no" voters in preferences

and expectations on a giveﬁ issue imply that the issue influenced.the voting

outcome.
e

‘{hile there is considerabfe interest in tax reform, "yes" voters are only

' .’ N ap— .
somevwhat more likely than "no" voters to both want and expect tax reform.

e

The small size of the differences suggests that interest in tax reform is npt

.
the major issue dif ferentiating the "yes" and "no" voters.

-

The issue of publie_sector size differentiates "yes" and "no'" voters more

—t

. clearly. '"Yes" voters are more likely than "no" voters to simultaneously

wvant and expect a smaller public sectof. The relatively small percentage of
‘ . ’ ~ ~——"

. 1 : ' .
"yes" voters wanting service reductions, however, suggests that, while important

in differentiating yes and no voters, this is not the major issue motivating

- A

~ i,

the "yes" vote. ' ] - .

i | r}: O ‘ L
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The dominant issue appears to be concern about govermment inefficiency
and corruption. Both "yes" and "no" voters want mote efficient and respor-

sible govermnment. We find dramatic differences between "yes" and "no" voters
4 .

on this issue, however, because "yes" voters were,much more 1ikély than "no"

voters to expecE #ropo;ition 2}s to make’ govermment more efficient and respon-
sible. This ex%ectation of increased effieiency helps explain 'yes" voters'

beliefs that Proposition 2% could provide reductions in taxes and spending

without large-scale service reductions, -
These findings imply that a major component of the policy response
/s’ -
to Proposition 2% ought to focus on making govermment more productive. As

is now becoming apparent, however, the views held by many of the 'yes" voters

about the potential for efficiency gains.may have been unrealistic. These

e

unrealist# expectations complicate enormously the policy choices that public
) -
officials must now make in response to Proposition 2k.

We gna by noting that more powerful statistical techniques are needed
to completely sort out the differené-factors iﬁfluencing the vote on

Proposition,2%. For example, many people wanting tax reform may'have voted

hd -

against the Proposition because they feared massive service reductions. By

-~

looﬁlng at tax reform, service levels and government operation separately, as

we have, done in this paper, we may have missed- some of the interrelations

_ gmong these thre;‘toncerns Elsewhere, however, we have reported results .
based on-a comprehensive multivariate voting model that confirm-the basic
; ‘/ i ’ ‘ \ . ‘
-conclusions of this report.* ‘. T ,
.

&
.
-~

e
-

. ’
#*Helen F. Ladd and Julie Boatright Wilson, "Why Voters. Support Tax Limita-
tions: Evidence-from Massachusetts' Proposition 2)%" in Tax Limdtation Study,

prepared. for the National Institute of Education, 1982.

, .
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‘ . " Appendix A -

SAMPLING PLAN

~.

A total of 1,561 interviews were administered 'to male and female house-

hold heads selected by a state-wide stratified random c1q5tér sampling §1an.

The sample was drawn as follows. First, each of the 351 Massachusetts

cities and towns was grouped into one of 15 cells, based on four property-
wealth a;d f;ur éxpenditure categories.1 " We consolidated the two cells
defined by thé highest wealth aﬁd the two ;owest expenditure levels because
of thé smallqproéortion of the sta:e's population they represent. We
assigned a quota of interviews to each of these 15 cells in propértion to

the percentage of the state's population residing in that cell.2 This :

*  assured that interviews would be spread proportionately acréss commuq}ties

\. [
cQaracte;ized by the full ‘range of property wealth and expenditure leévels.

For a variety'of\analytical and practical reasons, we clustered our

Y ’ R .
interviews in randomly s¢lected cities and towns rather than spreading them

-

randomly across each cell. Before selecting the clusters, each cell was

divided into twWo or more substrata Jgfgned by population size and the per-

o/

centage of owner-occupied housing. Grouping cities and towns
) Pl . .
”fqur dimensiqns (per capita property wealth, perx, capita expenditure, pop-

ulation size and percent of owner-occupied bousing) assured .that our clusters

along ghese ’

-~

were gelected from groups‘o%brelatively hoﬁogenequs cities and towns. Inter-
v;ews were assigned to each sﬁbstratum approximately in pfoportion to pop-
ulation. All towns and cities with'more than 2500 residents were listed
alphabetically by substratum and given one chance to bg selected for each
5000 resident£.3 U;ing a rggéom number table, we selected clusters of 5,000
fcsidents. This proce&ure allowed larger cities to be randomly selected

R

as cluster, points more than one time, In general, 25 interviews were allo-

\§\ . ’ . . '723‘
T —— , Sy ; ) ‘

Q
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cated to each cluster point. In some cases, we allocated fewef than 25
in order to obtain a reasonable distribution of interyiews across su£strata
within any given wealth/expenditure stratum. * -

In each randomly selected city or town, telephone numbers were selected
in a two éiage process. First, the initial four digité;of exchanges currently
in use were selected in proportion to their number in the total pbpulation
of telephone numbers. This screening process minimized th; amo;ﬁt of tine
spent dialing numbers that were not in use. In the second étagé a random
number process assigned the last three digits to the four-digit stem. As

- h ] . - .
a result, all telephone numbers in use in the jurisdiction, not merely pub-

licly listed numbers, had an equaily likely chance of being selected for our

sample. L
)

The numbers selected in this manner, called starting points, were given

to professional interviewers. If‘no‘in;erview was ob;ained at' the starting
point number{® Ehe interviewer added 10 to the original telephone number and
made ano¥her attempt. OIhis process of adding 10 to the telephone number was
repeated up to four times until five attempts had beeﬁ made to obgain an

interview based on the starting point number. If no interview was cgpplgted

aféer the use of five variations of the priginal number, another starting

point number was drawn. (]

In the final stage of the sampling process, we selected individual

respondents in each household. Interviews were restricted to male and fe-

- male household heads. We exclyded other vqﬁ@ng-age householﬁﬂz;;bers-because

the purpose of the study is to focus on the behavior, preferences and orien-

. /
tation of household members most concerned with property tax payments. We

divided interview evenly amoung men and women. Male or female respondents

4

vere randomly selected after initial contact with thé household had been

ude . ' .
. 7

75

Y\
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Table Al shows the fifteen‘strata, the 58 cities and towns ih which
'“lj/{nterviews vere conducted, and the number of interviews we planned to con-
-7 duct in each of these towns. 1In a few cases, the actual number of inter-

views conducted differs slightly from the quetas listed 65 the tg?le.

7> _In one case, the difference is substantial; only. 25 of the 55 interviews

Q ~a/>planned for Salem were conducted. 1In thé anglysis, each Salem respondent
ng given‘a weight of two. As.a r%sult, the percentages presented in this
repa;t are based on 1,586 rather than 1,561 kespoﬁdents.‘

/ ' .

1The chtegories were developed by the Massachusetts Taxpayers' Foundation
for simulations of the effects of alternative tax limitation measures.
The percapita wealth and expenditures are based Env1976 population figures.

é :
2We would have preferred to allocate interviews among strata in proportion to
the number of resident households rather than in proportion to population,
~ but 1980 Census data on households were not available. .

3Because the census does not gather .data on the social and economic charac-
teristics of small towns, additional information to supplement. that gathered
in the personal interview is not available. These small towns comprise

only 1.7 percent of the state's population. -

a—




Table A-l
‘ STRATIFIED RANDOM CLUSTER SAMPLE~—
4 QUOTA OF INTERVIEWS IN EACH RANDOMLY SELECTED TW\/CI‘H
Bv Per Cavita Expenditure and Per Capita Wealth Categories

Per Capita Wealth

I1(less than 510,771) 1(510,771-513‘9062 1118i3,906-518,160) , IV(more than 518,160)
- ‘ f of f of 1 of . ? of
ita Expyend!:ure CITY/Tovn  Tnterviews CITY/Town Interviews CITY/Town Intervievs  CITY/Tovn _ Interviews
(less than $625) Clinton 25 Swansea . 25 Groton 20 F Yarasuth 25
Dudley 25 . .
Halifax - 25
LEOMINSTER “*~2§
1 ($625-8717) Bellinghan 20 Peabroke 25 Dertaouth 28
’ FALL RIVER 25 Hestfield 25 Westpore a5 —
Greenfield 20 W.Springfield 25 Y
HOLYOKE 25
lavrence 25 a
‘ MALDEN 50
MEDFORD 28 .
NEW BEDFORD 25
" NORTEAMPTON 20 \ ’
Oxford 20 :
T ($717-8838) BROCKTON 25 Arlington 25 Dedhan 25 Lincoln 20
' MELROSE 25 ATILEIOND 25 E.longmeadow 25 Lynnfield 10
REVERE 25 BEVERLY 25 Waltham 25
SPRINGFIELD 50 - Fraainghan 25
. Randolph 25 - '
. Tevksbury 28
) Wakefield 28 '
{more thar $338) BOSTON 150« PEANODY 28 Braintree 28 Andover 25
2 . CAYBRIDGE 25 QUINCY 25 Brookline 15 EVERETT 10
CHELSEA 15 SALEM 58 SEWTONR 30 Needham 25
RAVERILL 20 S$haron 25 Orleansd - 25
LYNN 21 Walpole 25 Provincesown 20
WORCESTER 42 Somerset 25

.8« In a fev._cases, the actusl number of interviews differs slightly from the quotas listed in the table.
In one case, however, the difference is subatantial. Only 25 of the 55 interviews planned

for Salem were conducted.

»

-
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Appendix B .
A\

QUESTIONNAIRE AND INTERVIEWING

- .

The questionnaire on which this report is based includes questions in

each of the following areas: . A
I. ‘PROPOSITION 2k 5
% A. How did respondents vote on Proposition 24? If Proposition 2% had
been a constitutional amendment, would they have voted differently?
How would non-voters have voted? How did respondents vote on Question 3?

B. Anticipated effects of Proposition 24? What did respondents think
the overall effect of Proposition 2% would be on taxes, governmental
effic1ency and state aid? How would it affect certain specific

-servicé€s such as police and education? How would it affect the
taxes paid and services used by the respondent's househoid?

C. [Knowledge of Proposition 24? What did respondents know about the
provisions of Proposition-24? .

II. PUBLIC SERVICES

A. Perception of the overall level of public services. How do respondents
think their public services compare with those provided in othér ~* ~ '
towns, in other neighbdrhoods in the same jurisdiction, and in
their jurisdiction two years ago?

x

B. Desired public service levels. Compared to the level of state and
local public services currently provided, what level would respondents
prefer--both for services in general and for a number of specific services?

v N
III. FINANCE ISSUES . _ |
A. Perceptions of costs. How aware is respondent of direct and indirect

property tax burdens?

b B. Awareness of current financing arrangements. Wwhat proportion of the
costs of a variety of services does respondent think are financed

by property taxes? .

s L]

C. Desired financing arrangements. Do respondents desire changes in the
method, of financing varioys public services? For each specific service,
would they prefer increases in the proportion financed by user charges

= . or state income or sales taxes?

-
’

D. Desired tax and spending levels. What percentage changes & respondents

desire in total taxing and spending levels for overall state, municipal
and school services?




~
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IV. EFFICIENCY IN PUBLIGC SERVICE DELIVERY .
- A. Perception of inefficiency. To what extent does respondent perceive
state and local government to be inefficient and corrupt?

.

B. Amount of inefficiency. How much does respondent think services in
. general and certain specific services could be cut back without

' significantly affecting the quality and quantity of the services

pyovided?

V. BENEFICIARIES OF PUBLIC SERVICES .
A. Service usage. Which public services does respondent's household use?

B. Perception of other beneficiaries. To what extent does respondent
.think that members of certain groups currently receive their fair
share off public services for the taxes they pay? Do certain groups
benefiffmore now than they did in the past?

VI. ATTITUDES TOWARD GOVERNMENT AND TAXES
* A. Attitudes toward taxes and firance arrangements. What is respondent's °
attitude toward various forms of taxes and service finance arrangements?

B. Perception of appropriate government role. What does respondent think
the appropriate role of government is in a free enterprise economy?
How much Should citizens expect from their government?
VII. RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS N “1 ’ ¢
A. Demographic characteristics. What is respondent's educational level,
occupation, family composjtion, income, race and religion?

B. Perception of financial well-being. Are respondents better off now
than they were in the past? Do they expect to be better off in the

future? .. .~ .
l , ;

C. Housing characteristics. What'kind of housing does respondent live
in? What are the market and assessed values of owner-occupied housing
and how much rent is paid for, rental housing?

The interviewing was conducted for us by Lieberman Research Suburban, Inc.

A pretest thesweekend before the.eleqtion indicated that respondents underétobd
and could answer all questions but that tne survey took an everage of 51 minutes
to complete. As a result, we eliminated or rewrote.a nunber e;’gne;tions.
Lieberman Research, Ing;, began the fina} interviewing on Thursday, Nov-
ember 6. After approximately 500 interviews-were completed,‘we discovered that
the queEtionnaire was still too long, taking approximately 45 ndnutes to complete.

Hence, we €liminated additional questions while the interviewing was in progreesn

v

The final shortened questionnaire took approximately 30 minutes to complete.

[:R\j: All interviews were administered within approximately two weeks of the electior.’

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

- e 77 . 1
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Appendix C
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLE AND SUBSAMPLE

A

Most findings presented in this report gre based on data from the total
number ¢f respondents interviewed. Some findings, however, are based on data
from a subsample of respondents. The first 501 respondents interviewed make
up the subsample. As explained in Appendix B, after these 501 respondents
were interviewéd, we discovered that our interview was taking too long to
administer. We eliminated several questions to save time. Consequently some
information obtained from this subsample of 501 respondents was not obtained from
those interviewed later.

-

: ' . Total Respondénts Subsample
3 . (1,586) (501)

Yes
No
Didn't vote

Sex! .
Male 49:7 - - 44.2
Female 5

o

Vote On’Proposition 2% .
Cas
33
21

an A

Age
16-24 years . - 9
25-44 years .49
'45-64 years 29,
65 and over : 9
No: answer 1

1.

Average age 41.8 years - 4

Education i
Less than high school degree 11.2 . 11.9

High school degree (including
trade school)

Some college

College graduate or more

No answer

W N W
W= OWw
T ONO

Occugatlon2 ‘ \ ’ -

Manager, professional, technlcal
Clerical and sales

Blue collar

Service

Farming .

No answer

)
= N O

OO WUV —=O
~N Ovi ONOO WO

1 -

15 quonta of half males and half females was purposely. set for this study
zlncludes last occupation of respondents who are retzred or not working. 1f

-

' .
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. . ) Append¥x C (Continued) b
. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLE

* Total Respondents Subsample
(1,586) (501)
Government Worker . ¢ ' *
- Public schools 6.1 6.7% ,
Town/city government 7.6 7.3
5 State/county government 3.6 4.1
Federal government 4.1 2.9
Not a government worker , 78.6 79.0
Income v ,
i $10,000 or less 11.2 9.4
$10,00] to $20,000 23.3 24.0
$20,001 to $30,000 . 19.3 . 21.7
$30,001 or more 15.0 D . 15.0 -
Refused 31.2 29.9° -
” . Average income ’ $24,115 $24,550 .
‘Marital Status
Single ’ 16.7 13.4
Married . o 66.6 -68..2 i
Widowed, divorced or separated 15.4 16.5
Other - 1.3 1.9
NMumber in Household 3.1 3.2 :
. Race - '
M ite ’ ‘94.0 ' 94.1
Black . ) 2.6 2.3
Hispanifc 2.3 1.7 .
Other 1.1 1.9
Religion
atholic 49,2 47.0 -
Protestant o 28.6 31.7
Jewish . 5.8 5.6
Other 6.9 7.5
No preference 9.5 8.2
Tenure » ] ‘
N Own - 62.7 66.2
Rent - 34.8 30.9
Other ' o 1.7 1.9
Py Refused o 0.8 1.0
Current Market Value (Owners Only) $64,518 $63,575 .
) LA =~
Ly .
~Kssessed Value (Owners Only) $38,616 $39,869
Last Year's Property Taxes (Owners Only)$ 2,158 $ 1,836
Monthly Rent (Renters Only) $ 32 $ 32
~ ‘ \ - ' . .
- 79 . . |
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Appendix C (Continued)
- DEMONGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLE

Total Respondents Subsample

] : : (1,586) (501)
Number of Years Lived in Massachusetts 33.4 34.5
Number of Years Lived in City/Town 19.7° 19.8
Municipality Type / .
Boston ' | 9.7% 1.7%
Cities other than Boston 40.2 ° 38.4
Towns . . 50.1 59.9
Services Household Uses ngglgrly . ’ v
Adult education 20.7 21.9
- Special education - ' - 8.3 9.8
State and community collbges
and universities . 21.8 21.
-~ -Local-public transportation .. - 41.0 34.9
Local public parks and - ‘
recreation facilities _ 59.6 59.9
Mental health programs ©5.0 4.4
Welfare or other public
~ assistance programs - 7.9 ( 7.3 p
- Services forthe elderly Ay 4.8
After school programs y 189 - 22.3
32.7 35.7 )

“.  Public school

Lt

#.

\
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. for fiscal change'vary across community groups.

1 !
% A‘ /
, .
. ~ .
] k )
‘ PROPOSITION 2 1/2: VARTATIONS IN INDIVIDUAL . :
PREFERENCES AND’ EXPECTATIONS ACROSS COMMUNITIES ‘\\
®.
r 4 - ,

’ L4
Massachusetts voters ovarwhelmingly supported a stringent tax
limitation measure in Novembexr 1980. Commonly known as Propositipn

2 1/2 the measure requires high tax rate communities to rednce
property tax levies fifteen per‘cent per year until the tax rate Is

" reduced to the maximum allowable rate of 2 1/2 percent of full and

fair market valueI. Low tax rate communities may intrease property tax

levies but by no more than 2 1/2 percent per year.

|

1

A state wdl.’de telephone survey of, 1561 Massachusetts residents_

V . administered during the two weeks immediately following the vote sho‘ws

that supporters and opponents of Proposition 2 1/2 had-very different
expectations about what the proposition would accomplish. Supporters

were more likely than opponents to expect Proposition 2 1/2 to result
in lower taxes dnd more efficient, repdnsible government and were less

’

likely_to expect service cutbacks. In addition, the survey results
indicate that supporters were more%ely than Jpponents te desire
lbwer levels of O'public services d spending and to perceive

widegpread inefficiency an corruption' in local government. (See Ladd
and Wilson, 1981.) . . .o .

’
-

I
This paper extends .the earlier analysis “of the survey data by
addressing the question of whether :R\dividuals' expectations and
preferences vary in a systematic way across communities grouped by

1981 effective tax rates. Sectiomr I describes .and justifies the

community grou ings. Sections IT and IIIX examine how respondents'
expections of th effects of Proppsition 2 1/2 and their preferences




v

I.' COMMUNITY GROUPS . L.
3 The basic 'sample .consists of _156I' Massachusetts heads of
. households, "evenly divided between men and women, randomly selected

from 58 cities and' towns. The sampling design asgures that the 58
communities are representative of all communities throughout the state
in terms of per capita property wealth, per capita expenditures,
~pppulation and percent of owner-occupied housing. The basic sample

o
is supplemented by interviews with an»additional 94 ‘randomly selected
household heads in Boston. Combining the 154 respondents from Boston

" large enough for separatg analysis of the views of Boston residents.
This is desirable because of Boston's large size, its qﬁecgal fiscal
problems and its high tax rate.2 Respondents from other cities and

towns have been grop/ed into three c:;j}ories defined by the estimated
1981 full value tex rate in the respdndent's community.3 These tax

rate categories are defined‘as follows: -

’ H
« . o *

x Low tax rate —- towns and cities with\tax rates less than 3*5
' percent; .

1 »

» Moderate tax rate -- towns and cities with -tax rates between 2.5

> | " and 3.9 percent;
Y Al
. High tax rate -- towns: and cities with tax rates greater than or
- g » equal to 4 percent (except Boston).
» -

1See Appendices .A, B, &nd C of Helen F. Ladd and Julie Boatright
Wilson, ”?roposition 2.1/2: Explaining the ¥ote,".fop a description

. v of the samplings:plan and survey ‘methodology. .Because of .an

interviewing error, only 25 of the ‘55 interviews for the city of

* 'Salem wvere conducted. Hence, throughout the. analysis each Salem
L respondent is given a weight of two. , ) .

~ - »,
2Accomding to the Massachusetts Department of Revenue, Boston' s(l9é1
full value-tax rate is: 9.9 percent. 'This is probably a substa

overestimate, however. ' A 1974 study by D. Holland and 0. Oldmah

P still high relative to most other'cities dn this state.
. ¢ m\ .
- 31981 full valge tax rhtes ‘are based on Maggpchusetts’Dep tment of
Revenue estimates of the market value of taxable prope in each

community. For a riumber of reasops, the tax rate estimates probabl
oversfate true effective tax rates, especially in the larger citi
and towns. < . :

in the basic sample with the 94 from.the oversample yields a. sanple

tial -

" determined that' the full value rate was about 6.6 percent. This is

v




“These groups are defined to highlight differing expectatioeg that .
reflect relevant differences in the objective characteristics of the

respondent’s community. The low tax rate communities face -no first

N

» year property tax reduction but must limtt the annual growth of
property tax levies to 2 1/2 péfcent; the moderate rate_ communities
face up to 15 percent reductions in the first year and in some cases
reductions in subsequent‘thrs as well; and the high tax rate
comﬁunitie; all face more than one year of property tax reductions.
Further subdivision of these grodbs by community service 1evels; the
homogeneity of the population or by type of goverﬁment (i.eéj toéﬁ
meéting or mayor-city council form) would be desirabie to differenti-
ate the extent of satisfaction with current service levels and
perceptions of govermmental inefficiency and corruption across
communitieg.' These Subdivisiéné are ruled out, howevef, because the
‘resulting sample sizes would be too'small for accurate statistical

ébmparison of differences across groups.
- ~ . Q, ] ‘
‘The number of sample communities and total respondents in each

o\

- ’

tax rate category are as follows: . ' i 7

- . Number of communities

Community Group Sample-Size - in survey
Boston - ) ? 248 1

High tax rate * 615 22

Moderate tax rate 620
Low tax rafe 197\ s {v ‘ 9
1680* 58

*The basic sample of 1561 with*Salem respandents weighted twice
makes 1586, plus 94 additional respondents from the Boston
oversample yields 1680 total respondents.

v

s t. -
1Because the 1981 estimated full valye tax rates probably overestimate
. actual tax rates, they cannot be used to make precise statements of
" the revenue reductions required by Proposition 2 1/2. In addition,
all communities lose 62 percent of theilf motor vehicle excise
revendés becapse*Proposition 2 1/2 reducpg the statewide uniform rate
from 6.6 to 2 1/2 percent. 1In 1981, lo revenues from this source
accounted for about 6.5 percent of total local tax revenues. For a
- discussion of .Proposition-2 1/2's first year revenue impacts, see
K.L.¢Bradbury, H.F, Ladd, and C. Christopherson, “Proposition 2 1/2:
Jnitial Impacts.” R
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i ; .
Because the estimated standard error of a difference 1in s
. Proportions depends on the two sample propor‘tfiqns arnd on the two
’ sample sizes, no simple statement can be made about the magnitude of
the difference needed for statistical significance. A rc;ugh guide-for
' the results reported below would be that dffferences of eight to ten
. . - « R ’ [l )
percentage points between any.two groups are statistically signifi- ' .
cant. (See Appendix A for table of sEatistically significant ) '
di‘fferencesr.) - « - d
, The following table shows the actual vote on Proposition 2 1/2 _
and the proportion of voters in our sample saying they voted "yes" on .
Proposition 2 1/2 by community group. ! ‘ .o .
SUPPORT FOR PROPOSITION 2 1/2 ’
. (Among s hose who voted on Proposition @ 1/2) ) \
. . By Tax Rate s .
Percent Supporting
. . - : - Proposition 2 1/2 . <
- \ . , “ t an: b 3 K *
. ) Community Groups Actual Sample . .
Total ' . © . 57.9 57.7 -
—_N Boston, 57.4 52.2 :
L High tax rate - . .. 57.6 58.6 . oo
- " Moderate tax rate RN . 59.4 . 59.2 :
Low tax rate ,. 53.2 ; 53.8 .- ‘ )
3 a‘ ; /
. Proportion of yes .votes on Proposition 2 1/2 in Massachusetts ~ )
: - communities included in each category of our sample. s
b, 2
- Proportion of voting respondents who report voting yes on
e Proposition 2 1/2. . y .
o _* .
' A majority of voters in each group "supported the Proposition, with P .

,  support being somewhat weaker~in communities with low tax rates than
‘in other communities. In compa;i'ing the sample proportions to the
' actual proportions, it should be noted that we sampled hpuseholds, not

- voters. This distindtion is pg'i't’icularly relevant for Bc;ston,whicim‘ ’
" " has a laréer proportion. of single adult households . than other com-
v . munitfes in the &be. Because surve'y results indicate that adilts in

single-adult households 'wsée. more likely to vote "no" than respondents
~ . — IS




¢

in multiple-adult households, this distinction partially explains-'the
\discrepancy between the- 52.2 percent of the Boston sample that said
they,vor€d “yes" and the 57.4 percent actual vote.

-
- -

g

IX. EXPECTED EFFECTS OF PROPOSITION 2 1/2
‘ Because of major differences across the four comnunity groups in
the magnitude of local revenue losses required by Proposition 2 1/2,
respondents' expectations about the measure's impact on local
< govermment activities are likely to differ systematically across these
' groups. We did not expect to observe systematic differences across
" these groups in expectations about theLproposition s impact: on state
government activities, however; Predictions about expected impacts on
overall household welfare are muddied by the possibility that the
gains from local tax reductions may be offset by service reductions or

higher state taxes. \ . 5

P -

-
z

*Local Public Services .
As Table I indicates, respondents liwing ih high tax rate

communities were more likely than‘those living in low tax rate
‘communities to expect Proposition 2 1/2 to lead to reductions in the
‘overall quantity of public services provided by their local

*R\governments. The proportion of respondents expecting service cuts
‘ ranges from 60 percent in'towns with low tax rates to 76 percent in

- r
Boston. : L .

<
a v - -
- Vv
“ -

éﬁrprisingly, however, expectations about the impact of
Proposition 2 1/2 on specific services provided by local govérnments

exhibit little variatign across groups. Only the expectations of

~

Boston régpondents stahq out. v
Respondents in high, modeéate and low tax~rate communities

were equally likely to expect Propositionh 2 1/2 to lead to
cuts in each local service measured: ¥

Boston residents were more likely than others to expect
Propositioi 2 1/2 to lead to cuts 4in many specific local
sgrvices. With(respect to police and fire services, however,
Boston residents were no#*more likely than»others to expect

servicedreductiOns.- L Y




Codrts and Judges - ’ 31.7

Table I
o~ &
PERCENTAGE OF ERESPONDENTS EXPECTING RV CUTBACKS
BECAUSE OF PROPOSITION 2 1/23:
By Tax Rate . .
P 4 ' ) Property Tax Rate per $1,000 of Estimated ‘Marke{: Value:
: : $25 to
Service Type Total Iess than
. . a Respongents®  Boston #40 or more %39 $25 -
Mnicipal Services . )
Police 43.3% 43.9% , 43,0% 44.7% 42.4% -
Fire fighting 40.Y 43.9 41.3 40.4 37.4-
Street and sidewalk repairs 57.2 67.9 57.8 56.8 48.9
Reqular garbage pickup 39.6 45.9 36.5 42,7 36.3
Local public parks and ' . -
~ recreation 61.5 73.7 60.2 61.9 : 56?
Support-of Jpcal public
transportation ' 54.1 59.1 55.4 53.7 49.4
Iocal S_::l!lool-related Services | i
Public elementary and high
school education , 56.4 61.6 . ~ 55,2 57.2 54.0
. After school programs 71.4 77.4 . 70.9 71.7 68.2,
Special education : 49,9 57.2 51.2 46.9 51.1
Adult education 63.9 74.3 66,7 647 " 66.8
Humam Resources Services ) -
Mental health programs 49.0 61.5 48.5 46.9 495
-Serviges for, the elderly 48,7 . 57.2 50.1 45.5 50.8
State and comunity colleges ’ L
and wniversities 54.4 62.4 53.2 53.4 58.5 .
Iegal Services -
; 38.3 30.5 29.9 32‘fl




; ' . Table I, ,continue\d -

. PERCENTAGE (F RESPONDENTS EXPECTING SERVICE CUTBACKS
2 BECAUSE OF PROPOSITION 2 1/23/b

[ ~
»

~

Property Tax ‘Rate per $1,000 of Estimated Market Value:

Service Type Total . $25 to less ‘than
, " Respondents Boston $40 or more $39 $25

-

- Public Assistance
Welfare or other public

assistance 62.9% 65.4% - 62.3% " 63.9% '59.9% N
} . . ~
- - . |
Iocal Services . 69.3 76.4 . 71.0 68.7 59,6 . .
~ ' L4 Y v * .
Services my Household Uses 47.8 54.7 " 49.3 46.8 38.9
¥pased on the questions: ) ~

- "Now that Proposition 2 1/2 has passed, what do you think will happen to services I read. Using the first list
s of phrases tell me whether you think there will be a lot less, a little less, the same, a little more or a lot
rmore ("X'd ITEM) services now that Proposition 2 1/2 has passed?" ‘ ) ‘

"Overall, how do you think the passage ;)f Proposition 2 1/2 will affect your commnity--do you think the .servi-
ces your local government offers will be cut back a lot, cut back a little, remain the same, increase a little
or increase a lot?" ) .

"How about you and members of your household? Now that Proposition 2 1/2 has passed, do you think the public .-

* services your household uses will be cut back a’ lot, cut back a little, remain the same, increase a little, or :
increase a 1ot? ’ ) * .
~ ’ P ]

” .- .

; bEad'l entry is the percentage of respo who think there will be a lot lesssor a little less of that particu-
) lar service or who think that commmity or ehold services'will be cut back a. lot or cut batk a little. Per-
’ centages are based on those responding to thé question. . ’ . »

- 90

o+

¢ ’
\)‘ . - ' ' ’
ot . - ’

. Srotal doesé 50(: include Boston oversaible.
‘ . ~

. e s
- -




Other Public Services . .

There are almost no differences across the three non-Boston
groups in terms of respondents' expectations about the impact of
Propodition 2 L/2 on human resources 'services, legal services and
public assistance. This reflects the fact that primary responsibility .
£or providing and financing all three rests with the state. We
emphasize that exnectations of service cuts at the state level are not .
irrational. A§ shown below, many respondents expected the gtate i
government to ‘bear part of the bnrden of property tax reduction by

H

providing new state aig.to local govermments.
Respondents from Béston were generally more pessimistic than
other respondents about the impact of Proposition 2 1/2 on human

resources and legal services. In the case o0f human resources’

services, the explanation may be that Boston provides some of these . }

services locally. .

Changes in Govermment Operations . .
Boston respondents were significantly less likely than other
respondents ko expect Proposition 2 1/2 to lead to more efficient

govermment and more local control over school” spending.l Despite this

differenee, Table II shows that more than kalf the Boston respondents

expected_these outcomes. ReSpondents in communities with moderate tax

rates were most likely to expect more voter control over school

spending.. This pattern of expectations"for increased efficiency .and

eontrol helps account -for the similarity in expectations of cuts in —

specific services across the three non-Boston groups. ' ' )

. - < S .

Tax Reform and Local-State Relationg - e
Most respondents expected the passage of Proposition 2 1/2 to

encOurage the legislature to reform taxes, but respondents from low . .
tax rate communities were slightly less likely than otfer respondents

to expect this outcome. ‘

A . B i -
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Table II '
3@ \ v -
PERCEIVED EFFECTS OF PROPOSITION 2 1/2) . : , -
' By Tax Rate _ 3 "
V4
. /
' Property Tax Rate per $1,000 of Est:mated Market Value:
Prcposition 2 1/2 will: . Total ) o I $25 to .Less than
. ' - Respondents® Boston $40 or mare - $39 $25
: N - . e
Lower property taxes in Mass. 82.1% 85.8%" 80.5% © 85.9% . 72.0%
Encourage state lng.slature to : {
reform taxes 8l1.1 81.6 80.7 83.6 : 75.5 . '
Increase Mass. state income taxes 60.8- 65.0 57.6 , 63.6 62.1
Increase state sales tax 67.5 75.5 66.0 68.2 - 67.5 "
Increase state aid to cities and ’ , . ' . 5
. towns . 48.7 49,2 50.4 - 48.6 47.1 1
Give state government more , , ' ’
ocontrol over local matters - 45,8 48.7 49.3 43.4 g 43.5
Make local government more . . . .
efficient - 65.2 '55.7 67.4 67.2 +61.3
Give local voters more control ) \ .
: "over school spending " 70.8 62.5 . 70.7 73.7 67.2
» . Decrease funds for local public : ) - ‘
schools 69.2 - . 78.8 <66.0 71.9 Ry ~
Iower rents - 39.5 36.2 . 4@ ) 40.-3 34.2 '
Attract nore business & indus- : ‘ -
try to Massachusetts - ) 73.6 73.3 74.3 ., 74.0 ‘. 63.4 .
%pased on the question: " "Next, I'will read a Tist of 'some of the effects that the passage of Proposition 2 1/2
might have in Massachusetts. To what t do you agree or disagree that Proposition 2 1/2 Wlll
-Do you agree a-lot, agree a llttle, disagree h.ttle, or disagree a lot? .

- -

l:'Each entry is the percentage &t repondents who agree "a lot" cr "a llttle" that the particular outcome will .
occur. Percentages are based on those responding to the question. - . .
. » ) ‘. 7 8 3, ) ,]

Crotal does not include Boston oversample. 4
Q d
) 9 g . . - - (t R " 'y £ *
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) There were few differences across groups in respondent”expecta-
tions of increased state aid to municipalities. In each group, close
) to half the réspendents expected increases. Respondents in high tax

. rate communities, including Boston, were slightly more 1likely than
others‘to expect Proposition 2 1/2 to give the state government more

control over local matters.
; m 2 |

€
~ .

Most Important Changes Resulting From Proposition 2 1/2

- Respondents in each group\reportéd that lower taxes, followed by

service cutbacks and greater government efficiency were the most

important effects expected to result from Proposition 2 1/2 (see Table

III). Boston residents were more likely than others to report that
the most important effect would be that Proposition 2 1/2 would not
work or would cause problems, and respondents in low tax rate towns

were more likely than others to report that the most important effect

‘would be a shift in taxes}away from property taxeS.y

Services Used by Respondent's Household
The higher the tax rate in the respondent s community, the more-

likely the® respondent was‘to expect Rroposition 21/2 to 1ead torcuts
in services useg by its household. Slightly less than 40 percent of

ﬁ%k - respondents in low tax rate towns compared to 55 percent of Boston
residents‘ expected the tax.limitation measure to affect household

Y

services directly (see Table I). . ) . )

2
| 4 ¥

Taxes Paid by Respondent's Household .’ o ' X
k . Table IV indicates that respondents.in 1ow tax rate towns were
/significantly less 1likely . expect ‘lower household axes and ’ .
significantly more 1ike1§ to expect higher household taxes :lcause of

Proposition 2 1/2 than respondents from higher tax rate communities.

.

. The difference reflects both the smaller reduction of‘local‘taxes in ,
low.tax rate communities'andfthe fact that respondents‘in low tax rate
towns were just as likely as 'respondents in ‘other communities to
expect Proposition 2 1/2 to lead to increased state salés and income

“

'3 taxes. ) . .

- , v )

]
¥
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R PERCEPTIONS OF MOST IMPORTANT IMPACT OF PROPOSITION 2% =
, ) ) * % .
. By Tax Rate . . ' .
L oo . ) Property Tax Rate per $1,000 of Estimated
T Market Value: y .
¢ Total ' ) $40°0r §25 to Less
- BN Respondents Boston more $39 than $25 '
. 5 3 b
; Lower taxes e . T (28.6% ~25.4% °  30.7% - 29.0% *  24.4%
K . . ‘ J
More efficiency &*responsi- * < ’ ’ o .
bility, less corruption 20.2 22.56 17.9 22.3 19.8 .
Cutback services =~ - 24.3 28.2 22.9 - 26.1 22.8
Send a message . 11:0 . 8.5 . 0.1 12,1 10.7 -
.. Tax.reform . N 6.3 9.7 6.2 ' 5.3 L 7.1 '
- " . . . T [ , Y
Tax shift 6.4 3.9 6.3 5.0 13.2 .
” Unemployment of government , e : . :
workers 4.1 2.4 4.1 L 4.4 L4l ’ -
Government will spend less 6.3 -  B.5 6.7 -6.6" 3.6 ‘
More 1nve§}ment in state 2.2 3.2 . 2.6 ‘f . 1.6 . 2.0
Less power for school ‘ g R - S St
committees . © . 3.3 VNA, © 3.2 . 4.4 1.5
Less control at local level 0.9 , 0.8 0.5~ - 1.0 1.5
. ,. _‘ 1 ‘ ) . L
Won't work, cause problems 1102 16.5 11.2 9.7 11,2 .~ , -
" TOTAL 124.2 129.5, ©  122.4 . 127.5 ' 122.4
Average numbet of responses - . ~. e ‘ - T, ' ’
per person . 1.2 . 1.3 1.2~ 1.3 1.2 .
\ ¥ :
- " A - ¥ - - 'l
aBased on the question: "Overall, what do you ‘think will be the 51ngle most important . ﬂ” .
change caused by the passage of Proposition 252" ' < N )

bTotal does not inclddelBoston oversample.




Table IV . -

/ ~—

EFFECTS OF PROPOSITION 21/2 ON HOUSEHOLD ‘TAXES?

By Tax Rate i -

-

’

Property Tax Rate per $1000 of Estimated Market Value:

Total b

¥Baged oﬁ'thg questiod.

passed, do you think youi' household will be paying a lo

a little more, or ¥ lot more in taxes}”

b'I'otal does not include Boston oversample.

"How about the ‘amount of taxes your houSehold pays--now that Propqsition 21/2 has
t less in taxes, a little Iess, about the same amount

-

+ Resgpondents Boston $40 or more $25 to $39 Less than 525 .
L i’ . - ‘ . N )
Now that Proposition .
2 1/2 has passed, my . . ' . :
household taxes will ; : .
be: . . . -
| R . \
* Less 49,4% 48,7 50.7% 53.4% 33.3%
Lot 1888 10. . 10.5 1.9 ) 9.8 5.7
Little less: /;9.2 ' . 38. 38.8 ) 43.6 27.6 *
Same L 30.7 " 30.3 29.6 G, 42947 36;5 4
More L 19.9 - 20.0 9.7 16.9 . 30.2
Little more ) 14,9 217.2 4 12.8 22.4°
Lot more . 5.0 .3 4,1 7.8 ‘
+ C . " ~ ’
/ v g

.
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Overall Effect on Household
7 ’ :

The surprising finding in Table V is that less than 40 percent of

the resppndentsuin each group expected Proposition 2“1/2 to make theirs

household better offe This suggests that household welfare was not
the o ly factor motivating the vote.‘ At the same time, we note that
the pattern of responses across groups is similar to the pattern of
Voting outcomes based. on Sur, sample data. In particular, the two
groups--Boston and the low tax rate towns--that were least likely to
expect improved household welfare also provided ,the least ,support {or

’ ~

‘ .

v

Proposition 2 1/2. . . . /

i
-

Summagz

‘In general these. findings . confirm our prediction that
expectations about the proposition s impact on local government but
not on state' activities would vary wflhﬂthe local property “tax rate.
At\the same tjme, some of the differences across groups are relatively

small; of particular interest is the finding that the expectations of¢

non—Boston respohdents about possible cuts in specific local service

showed almost no variation across community’ groups.,
. MY . -~

® » e b
III. DESIRED CHANGES. IN SERVICE LEVEELS, TA?ES AND GOVERNMENT
" OPERATIONS ) s
A e have no firm theoretical basis for. predicting how. desired

>

changes in service 1evels, taxes and government operations are likely

to vary across communities grouped by tax rate. To the extent that

high tax rates- reflect‘taxpayer-voter demands for high public service

4

levels, for example, residents of communities With high tax rates
should be no more 1ike1y to want lower spending or service levels than
residents in other communities. < On the other hand, several arguments
vcan be suggested for why respohdents iv high tax rate communigies
might be less satisfied with their‘fiscal situations than those in low
tax rate communities, The former may/interpret high tax rates, either
correctly or.incorrectly, as a sign that spending is excessive or that
their iocal government is inefficient. In- addition to the extent

- .

that h}gh tax rates reflect high spending on needy segments of the

7 ’
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e : ' ! - _©+ Table,V
. ) p OVERALL EFFECTS OF PROPOSITION 2 1/2 ON HOUSEHOLD ¥ .
- - ’ By Tax Rate J
. & .
] * ; v
. _ . . . » . .
- . V : - . .
, Total Prbperty Tax Rate per $1000 of Estimated Market Value: \
. _Respondents™ } Boston' $40 or more $25 to-$39 Less than $25
»“" : k -
Now that Proposition v ' . S
2 1/2 has passed, over— = T ' . > .
all my household will . . ~~ .
be: . '\ /”" . , - . 4
T A ' S . SR A . . , -~ )
Better off MR 37.2% 33,12 ' 39.4% . 38.2% . . 30.6% -
Lot better off 8. . TET 10.0 . /9.3 3.1 ¢
Little bettér off 2847 : 24,4 29.4 . 28.9 26.5
. ' - ‘k - N v
Same ‘' 38.8 * 1‘0.1 3”.6 38.4 43.\9 [
. 1 !
’ s R
Worse off 239 .- . “36.9 23.0 23.4 2646
LittIe Wotse. fo . 17." ’ + .21.9 bl 16 6 . \la5.8 18q9 2 N
Lot.worse off ) T 6.8 " 5:0 "6i4 ’ 7.6 7.7 o .
. ¢ L . * . 3 N . P

.

l '.
3Basged .on the question:

a little better off, or a 1bt better off. now,that Proposition 2 1/2 has passed?” ¢
O o LT
/1 M . .
bTotal does not include' Boston oversample. - ® ’ . ~e
i , . . . - a9 @ \
e . . N - .
* -

“Overall, will your householdnbe a lot 'worse off, a little worse off, aboét the~same,
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,nopnlation, non—needy residents might petceive unfair byprdens on
themselves. Finally, if high tax rates reflect small tax‘gases rather
than high spending,  residents in cities and towns with High tax rates
may be more likely than others to prefer service, increases'anc to

prefer'a shift away from local property taxes to state income or sales

[}

taxes.
. . - ’

Preferred Level of Local Services

~" Respondents froim Boston and the bigh tax rate communities were .

more “likely than ‘others to express preferences for higher levels of

overall local services. In Table VI, the same *pattern emerges with . ¢
respect to preferred changes in the level of specific local services:
e Boston ‘residents were much more interested than others in
increasing police services. Nearly six in ten (59%) Boston

residents wanted to increése police services, a proportion

twice as high as that in low and moderate tax communities. -
Yt e Although respondents in Boston and other ‘high tax rate .
) communities were more likely than othets to want-higher local
servi'ces in general, residents in low tax rate towns were
. equally as likely as those in‘high tax communities'to want Lo ¢
’ higher‘ levels of gdrbage pickub, park and recreation l
\ ' services, support for® local public transportation and adult
eduéation. - ‘
) Boston residents are significantly more likely than others to
want higher levels of publiq elementary and high school *
education. : w ’ ’
Preferred Level of State Services a
Preferences for changes in overalﬂ state services show little
variation across community, groups. Simif rly, preferences for many "of .
the gpecific services financed primarily |by the state exhibit little
variation across groups. ~Only in the case of elderly services were '_
residente in Boston and other high tax rite communities significantly X
more likely than others to prefer increases. ! :
¥See Bredbury, Ladd and Christopherson {for evidence that actual oo P

differences in tax rates across Massachusetts communitiegs reflect
base differences more than spending differdnces.

- o 10 ‘

’




v
L)

~-16- 7

;o o .

(continued)

! . \ - : '
) . Table VI ° L
AMOUNT CF SERVICES PREFERRED®
. . By Tax Rate® /
o Cut back Cut back Keep. - Increase Increase
\ , a lot a little the same  a little a lot
MUNICIPAL SERVICES e :
- Police 3.3% " 7.6% 55.1% 21.0% 13.1%
Boston T.e 5.3 34T 30.5 | 285
» $40 or more ‘ 3.8 " 6.4 53.7 22.8 13.3
$25 to $39 3.2 9.7 " 59.3 18:0 9.7
Less than $25 2.5 5.1 62.4 © 18.8 11.2
_Fire | "2.5 6.5 71.1 12.7 7.2
*" Boston 0.8 71 69.1 I59 10.2 g
$40 or more | ‘ 2.6 6.1. 69.1 14.6 7.6
$25 to $39 2.8 8.7 72.3 10.3 5.9
Less than $25 / 2.1 3.1 75.1 10.4 9.3 .
Street Repairs ""3.9 6.1 70.1 22.9 17.0
Bosten . T6 6.1 3.1 2.8 ./ 7.4 )
$40 or more 4.3 5.8 45.0 25.2 19.6
$25 to $39 . 4.4 7.6 54.2 20.8 13.0°
.less than $25 2.7 "4.3 57.3 -20.0 -15.7
Garbage Pickup 5.3 7.6 \ 7321 8.2 5.8
Bostan . I3 57 69.7 . 9.2 10.T ¢
$40 or more 4.8 ~6.1 75.7 9.2 4.2 .
$25' to $39 7.0 7.8 73.0 7.4 4.8
' less than $25 5.3 9.9 64.9 9.2 10.7.
[ : ’ )
- . Parks and Recreation 3,6 10.2 +53.1 “21.4 11.7
Boston T . 1.2 52.9 20.2 IT.6 |
$40 or more 3.5 9.5 51.9 23.6 11.5
$25 to $39 3.8 11.4 53.8 20.0 / 1l.1
Less than $25 4.3 8.6 53.5 18.9 14.6
Local Public Transporta- 11.9 9.8 28.9 23.3 26.0
" Boston 2.3 10.3 20.6 21.8 - 3.0 © ~-.
$40 or more 1376 . 10.5 32.0 20.7 23.2
$25 to $39 11.8 8.8 28.2 26.2 . +25.0
. Iess than $25 6.0 7.3 - 27.8 27.2  ; 3l.8




.. Table VI cmtinuesl
AMOUNT CF, SERVICES PREFERRED® P
By Tax RateC

Increase
a little

+ - IOCAL SCHOGL~REIATED SERVICES

Public Elementary and High
School Education .

>
.
o0

°$40 or mare
$25 to $39
Less than $25

[ S I SN
- . .
o

~J

i

After School Programs

|

W
. . . .
nuHWw

$40 or more
$25 to $39
Less than $25

v oo~

] . ]

o v N

H

J9W
[ ]

w
\, w»
™

o

Special Fducation

' $40 or more .
$25 to $39
. Less than $25

N Wk
. . .
WO
[y

N 00 oy O
. . .

O O O

o
K
—
. [
o Je
am

Adult BEducation

$40 or mare
$25 to $39
Iess than $25

Mental Health.

w o
.
‘\xmw

* $40 or more
, © $25 to $39
Less than $25'

W NS W
. . . .
U1 oo U Wi

—

iR

Sexvices for ‘the Elderly

$40 or more
$25 to '$39
Less than $25

-
.o @ .
Huw

22.3%
T
241

2
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Table VI-continued .. -’

AMOUNT OF SERVICES PREFERREDZ'P

X By Tax Rate®
‘Cut back  Cut back Keep ., Increase Increase
“alot a little the same a little a lot

State and Camunity
Colleges and Universities 5.1 12.6 54.1 17.4 10.8

- Boston i 6.6 I8 390 83 - 10.4
$40 or more 6.0 12.5 51.8 17.5 12.2
$25 to $39 4.7 13.3 54.8 17.6 v 9.7
Less than $25 2.6 8.4 60.5 16.3 1271

~

LEGAL SERVICES :
Courts and Judges 6.5 14.2 46.4 20.7 12.1
Boston 35 I3T =7 227 1533
$40 or more 7.0 14.2 45.9- 20.4 12.5
$25 to $39 7.5 12.9 48.0 21.0 s 10.6
Less than $25 4.0 15.0 46.8 20.8 13.3
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE ~ "
Welfare or other Public

'~ Assistance 27.9 26.7 28.7 1120 5.7
Bostan « 212 237 36.0 9.7 a 9.3
$40 ar more 28.3 25.8 ~ 28.4 10.6 6.9°
$25 to $39 30.2 26.8 28.4 10.7 3.9 .
less than $25 27.9 - 29.5 o 24,2 12, 5.8 °
LOCAL SERVICES 3.7 16.0 43.9 25.5 11.0
Boston ‘ . 6.5 137 T2 . 348 . 304
“$40 ©r more 4.3 15.8 42.7 25.5 11.7
$25 to $39 2.9 ° 17.8 45.9 22.8 10.6
less than $25 2.0 12.2 53.1 25.5 7.1
STATE SERVICES "11.3 - 27.4 25.9 25.4 10.0
Bostan - . 223 320 22,7 2T

. $40 or more 10.9 25.3 25.3 26.3 12.1
$25 to $39 11.3 30.1 34.7 26:1 7.8

_ less than %25 12.4 27.3 28.9 22,7 « .8

- , N
' .
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Table VI, continued . . ‘

“Based an the question: "Think about the services provided by the state

or local government to residents of your town or City. For each service

I read, please tell me whether state or local government should be pro- '
viding a lot less, a little less, the same amount, a little more or a lot ™
‘more of this service. Remenber, if government provides less services

state or local taxes will be reduced, and if government provides more
services, state or local taxes will be incrtased. If the service is not.
available to residents in your city or town, please let me know. ILet's

begin with ("X'Qd" ITEM). Which phrase'in the first list describes how

muwch more or less ("X'd" ITEM) state or local government “should provide?"

bI»“eroe.n'tages are based on those respondj:ng and total to '100% across each
row. Totals do not include Boston oversample.

Crax rate is property tax-rate per $1,000 of estimated market value.

[ ad

. N l M
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Amount Residents are Willing to Spend on Services -

.In response to questions,abodt whether total state or local
spending d&nd taxes should be increased, remain the same, or be
decreased, a majority'of respondents in each group said- they wanted to
.reduce spending and taxes. In no group, however, did a majority of

. respondents want lower spending on schools. As Table ~VII shows,
spending preferénces vary somewhat across commugity_groups: -
. ® éoston respondents were least interested of all respondents

in decreasing state govermment taxes and spending and most
likely to favor increases in local government spending and ,

taxes and in school spending. .
© 0 - . . Respondents in low’ th rate communities were less+interested -
than others in deéreasing local government spending apd
* " taxes. Moreover, a higher proportion of rewpondents in this
group than. in others were satfsfied _with curren; spending
* levels in their commuhdties. o ‘¢ ’ .
'

e The greatesf’ discontent with curtent 1levels of school
spending emerges in the moderate ‘and high tax rate
copmunities. : et

. ‘ > L
. ¢ ) ’ ’ - o,

'
. - -

Perceptions of Ineﬁficiency and Corruption in Government

.

- ° L )

We use as our measure of perceiyedy inefficiency respondents'
beliefs about the extent to which spending can be cut without
+ ‘affecting the quality and quantity of the services provided. Table

VIII reports the percentages of respondents in each group who believe

that spending tuts of 5:percent or more would significantly aﬁfect ‘the

- flevél of each Specific service and the percentages who believe that
spending can be cut by 15 percent or more without signifiéantly, -
? ‘. - -

~

affecting service levels., The higher)the'first“percentage, the less
/
*inefficiency ‘s perceived. The higher ‘the second percéntage, the

greater inefficiency is perceived. . ~ ’ o
) - . .
1

[ S - - -

.
Respondents“ perceptions of the’ efficiency of state and loecal
government,vary adross community groups. Respondents in IOY tax rate

towns are most likely to believe local services are efficiently
A
. v «
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. Table VII. ‘ L |
’ ‘, DESIRED CHANGES IN -TAXES AND SPENDING® '
. . *\\ . .
o S : ‘ .+ By Tax'Rate . a
- ) <, :, ) ? —.'-._"‘_"— . ‘“ ) " . ,
z y _ . HLTE » i N K 3 . L i . .
e - . Property Tax Rate per $1000 of Estimated Market Value:
’ . \ - Total B ? { ‘ $25 to »Less than
. ': Respondents™ - Boston . $40 or more- $39 $25 ,
AN -~ ’ - ..‘—
State goverrment ‘spending and ) ‘
taxing should be: . .o : ) - .
Increased . 15.9% N 19.4% l6.9% t 14.1% ' 12.4% J
Kept the same 20.5 27.0 20,7 + 18.3 . 26.9
Decreased ) . . ~82.8 ' 53.6 62,5 . 67.5 60.7
'Local goverrment spending and ’ . ‘ . ” !
' taxing should be: . .
Increased .- 12,4\ -+ «18.5 -12.0 1.6 11.4 :
- Kept the same . 27.9 \ 26.2 24,7 28.9 38.3
Wreased " ) e 58.6 tT 7 55.2. 63.3 59.5 - 50.3 -~ {
. ) ’ . ” : - N
Local public school spending and * Co. L ) . v - 'T.
taxing should be: - .
. Increased .» ] R 20.0 .- 3l.4 20.5 .- 1632 19.9 )
Kept the same 35.6 33.5 33.2 37.5 L 41.3
Decreased i ) 44.4 35.1 46.3 46.2 38.8
- i \ S - . ’
3ased on the questiéns: "Campared to what'the state government now spends, by what pefcentage, if any, would
you like to see state government taxing and spending increase or decrease. You may answer any percent increase
. or decrease fram 1% to 100% or- tell me you want it to’stay the'same. And by what percentage, if any, would you
*  like to see local govermment taxing and spending ingrease or decrease? And by what percentage, if any, would .
yau like to see local public school taxes and spending ihcrease or decrease?".’ . -
. e . ° . <
l:‘I'otal does not’ include Boston oversample. - =
-~ ~ )

! ' .\ P ' . - . »
~ . ‘ 4 -~
. . . . , 1'_)
o - - 03
e " . )




K : S Table VIII

) . : BELIEFS THAT. SPENDING CAN BE CUT
. . . WITHOUT AFFECTING THE QUALITY OR QUANTITY .OF SERVICES: b
\/ mmmmmsmspmmsmmmoplspmmmma

) I

‘ ‘e » - R e - gz Tax Rate
. : i “
. ' . Property Tax Rate per $1,000 of Estimated Propert:: Value »
¢ ’ ‘ $25 to " Less than
: L "Total o Postan . $40 armare - $39 . 825
Service Type Respondents™ <5%/>15% ° <5%/>15%  <5%/515% ., <5%/>15% > -
mnimpal Services o ‘ ‘ s 3
#Police + 51%/27% :51%/29% & 50%/29% 50%/27%  B5%/22%
Fire fighting - . NA - NA NA : NA NA
Street & sidewalk repairs 45/36 44/36 . 42/38 45/35 50/31
.Regular garbage pickup 51/30 . , 45/29 46/35 55/27 58/27
- .~ Local public parks and re- ' - . ) A
creation | .M . NA NA NA . NA
Support of local public P ‘ . w
transportation NA , NA X NA . NA NA
Local Schobi=related¥services B ‘
Public élementaty'and high ) ' ; . '
. school education 38/37 43/37 39/39 - 36/38 . 44/29
After ‘fichool programs " 42/34 50/32 39/37 . 42/33 - 47/32.
Special education ° 58/22 63/23 ‘ 53/27 59/19 63/17
Adult education 31/45 . 37/41 -~ 28/47 31/45 . 38/39
. - P4 -~ ’ N .
Mental health pr6grams NA . N NA N 4 NA
: o&? for the elderly ' ., NA NA - NA NA t NA
tate ahd comunity colleges . Lt L.
and.mversities 35/40 . " 37/42 ' 30/42 . 35/42 . 45/32
» , J ) -~ 1
, o, . : - (continued) 11y
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T : . ~ ‘Table VIII contimed ,
4 ) ) ” ’ . &

*

r

PropertM Rate per $1,000 of Estimated Market Value
- 8

. $25 to ’ Less than -
. : Bostan $40 or more > $39. - $25
Service Type Total <5%/>15% ‘ <5%/>15% <5%/>15% - <5%/>15%
Legal Services ° ‘ h '
Courts and Judges . NA ‘ A NA ' NA
. hd N4
Public Assistance . ‘ ) ' . . ’
* Welfare or other public’ : . Co )
assistance . | 18%/67% - 23%/59% * 18%/68% 15%/69% © 120%/65%
State Services ‘ 11/73 20/57 ’ 11/74 10/76 . 11/69
Local Services 18/60 - 17/60 i 13/68 18/58 . 31/41 .
“ - . N
!

. ®Based on the questions: "Now let's talk about some specific services. People we've talked to believe that govern-
ment could cut back spendmg on these services by eliminating waste, inefficiency and other problems. By what per-
centage, if any, do you think government could cut back spending on ("X'd" ITEM) without significantly affecting the
quality or amount of _services provided?" ’

‘. N . ~N -
" "And by what percentage, if any, do you think state govermment could cut taxes and spending without significantl
cutting the amount of services?" . ot g'n ~ d

"ngrall, by what percentage, if any, do you think your local government could éut taxes and spending without sig-
nificantly cutting the amount of services?" ' “ ’ ,

- »

bFaqh entry has two numbers. The number to the left of the slash is the percentage of respondents who believe that
spending cuts of 5% or mofe would significantly affect the quality or amount of sexrvice provided. The number

to the right of the slash is the percentage of respondents who believe spending far that service could be cut

by 15% or more without significantly affecting the quality or amount of services provided. Percentages are

based al,those responding to the question. NA means that the question was not asked.

'y

JTotal does not include Boston oversample. . , ' .




provided. In addition, these respondents perceive a greater

difference between the efficiency of state and local governments than
do respondents in other groups. Boston residents are less likely than

others tp think state services are inefficiently provided and, along
with respondents from other high tax rate communities, see very little

difference between state and local govermments in terms of efficiency.

With rbspect to perceptions of the efficiency with which specific
services are provided the_following patterns emerge:

¢ Respondents in low tax rate communities were more likely than
others to think that police, garbage pickup and street repair

Services are efficient?y provided.

® Respondents in-Boston and in low tax rate communities were
more likely than others to think school-related services such
as elementary and high school education, after-school
programs, special edycation and adult education are
efficiently provided.

¢ Boston residents were somewhat less likelyAthan others to

perceive inefficiency in the provision of welfare services.

Respondents in the three other groups tend to agree about the
amount by which spending on this service could be cut back

without cutting services.

L4

Closely related to perceptions of -inefficiency are perceptions

about the cost of municipal personnel, citizen abuse of public ser-

vices,. and eorruption. The data presented im Table IX indicate that:
® The perception that municipal employees are overpaid is more

coumon in communities with high tax rates than in those ‘with

low tax rates. Boston respondents, for example, are nearly

twice as likely as respondents in low tax rate towns to
believe municipal employees are overpaid (60% vs. 34%).

. Respondents in low tax rate towns are more likely than others
to believe that people expect too many services from the

govermment., Perceptions of the abuse of omne particularly
sengitive service, welfare, does not\vary with the local tax

rate, with the exception that Boston residents are 1ess
E “

T

113 | ‘

]
»




"\ Table IX

ATTITUDES 'IWABD GOVERNMENT AND TAXES®P

, e By Tax Rate
’ Property Tax Rate per $1,000 of Estimated Property Value
: Total < Lo . $25 to , less than

‘ . Respondents® . Boston $40 or more $39 $25
The government should make sure : \

that each fam:.ly has enough to } .

*live on 65.5% 64.9: 68.8% 64.0% 58.0%
People expect too many services " |

from government - 68.4 . 63.8 . 66.1 70.1 75.5 5
‘Government interferes to much in ‘ . '

pecple's lives 76.5 68.4 75.4 79.7 77.6
People now on welfare could find _ \ . ‘

jobs if they really tried 78.8 61.2 ' - 82.8 79.5 79.0 .

City or town employees are over-
paid 47.1 60.2 ‘ 53.4 42.0 34.2
* City or town employees don't work “ . T
’ as ha:;d as people who work for
private carpam.&s 66.7 70.9 69.3 66.2 58.6 ,
. Proposition 13 in California showed ) .
that taxes can be cut w1thout cuts

in services 63.8 .. 52,9 1 65.4 647 61.9 . ,
Corruption is comon in my local
government 63.4 87.7 . 70.0 55.1 '50.8

Corruption is common in my state | , .
government 87.8 89.8 1 87.3 88.7 85.4




\ ‘ ‘&
- _Table IX continued
“v + " ATTTTUDES TOWARD GOVERWENT AND TAXES®'D . \
* . ! L] * ’ - ° N
5. By Tax Rate
R - B 7 - . \
. te - * Property Tax Rate per $1,000 of Estimated Property Value
" Potal c $25 to Less than
Respondents™ Boston ,  $40 or more $39 $25
© - .‘0 3 .
- ¢

A graduated income tax is the best A . ) , e
way for the state to raise money 61.9% 68.3% . 60.4% 61.4% . 60.4%° !

A sales tax is the best way for the S . .
state to raise moneyd ™ 73.1 .. . 1.3 . 74.5 72.9 . 73.6

The property tax is the best way for T !
cities and towns to raise money for ' i . "
city services 58.2 ° . . 46.7 59.5 - . 59.8. ° , 58.5 ®

It's K for property taxes to rise . . ' : ., !
as " fast as the cost of living 21.8 . 27.9 . 20.1 21.6 ;- 25.4 Lo

‘r . M v .

State government should give more ) ‘ : ) \
money to the cities and towns so . . ST .
local property taxes can be kept o . ' ‘

. . ' 77.2 - 71.8. *.8l.2 © | 77.9 66.5

Taxpayers in rich cities and towns S - o »

. should help pay for services in -, . . - . .
poorer cities and towns 41.8 | 50.8 42,4 J39.7 . 39.8

A cut in property taxes would bene- . ‘ ' . . ) .
fit homeowners more than business ~ LT . ' » B ‘ .
and industry 59.6 - 50.2 - 63.3 . 59.3 - 54.8

When property taxes go wp, landlords T X
just raise rents 89.4 89.1 B 88.8 . 89.9 88.6

When husiness property taxes go uw, . . . . ,
businesses just raise their prices . . o
to corsumers 88.0 88.3, - ., 88.1 " 88.9 86.1

. o . ‘
- “ (G)ntinlﬂd) 1’1 :7

X ‘ v . C : .
CLRICT 11 FE an
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. .. Tablé IX continued

¢

%pased on the question: "Now I'd like tb get Jganr opinions on tax and other government issués. For each state- - /
ment I read, tell me whether you agree a lot, agree a little, disagree a-little or disagree-a-tot——How muach ] f .
- or disagtee that/ » M ‘ ) : .

bEaEh eﬁtzij is the bementage of respondents who agree-"a lot" or "a little"
occur. Percentages are based on those responding to the qubstion.

“rotal does not include Boston oversample. ‘ L
. Uhis qu'es-tiorl'was asked of only a subsample of .respondents.
- » R

~ * )( -
.
N

that the particular cutcane will

L
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) likely than others to believe that'“people now on welfare

_ could find jobs if they really tried."” ‘ s )
- X o e The belief that, corruption is common in local government

- .
‘ Y -

=" " varles systematically ‘across groups; 87 7 percent of the

) . Bosgton respondents think their ocgl government is corrupt in
" contrast to 70.0,- 55.1 and 0. éipercent in the other groups.

- ' Beliefs about corruption in state government do net vary much

v across groups.

- .
N

.-

P ’ I ‘
A . . ) . »

Preferred Method of Financing Services -
’ Table X shoWs .that most respondents want {%Jretain the property

N . .tax as the major revenue source for financing traditional municipal
services. A maJorfty, however, would like to shift toward more state
° financing of ‘special education (69 percent of which is currently
financed locally) and toward more state or user charge financing of
local public transit. In general, the .lower the local tax rate, the
higher the proportion of residents who would§like to maintain the
current financing method or put greater reliance on lbcal property
taxes for traditional municipal services., In the case of public
education, for example, 64. percent of the respondents in towns with
. 'low tax rates, in contrast to 41 percent in Boston, 51 percent in high
tax, and 57 percent in moderate tax communities, are content with-the
current or increased reliance on local property~taxes. Respondents in}
Boston and other high;tax rate cities and towns showed more interest

. than others in shifting to state taxes, pargicularly income taxes, for
N . \

~

most services. = - \ .,

In addition, Boston residents were more likely than others to-
‘believe "a graduated income tax ts the best .way for the state to raise

- . money” and less likely than others to belleve ' 'property taxes are the

<

‘best Way for cities and towns to raise money for city services. . .

e ‘
4

' < 1 .

a2 < )
. . Respondents in higH,and moderate tax rate communities other than
Goston are more lfkely than others to think the state government

-
r . o

\{20 S

should give additional money to the cities and towns 80 local property *
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. T Table ;\, .

‘ " PREFERRED METHOD OF FINANCING PUBLIC SERVICES®'®
‘ - By Tax Rate®
- . . - <
i Greater Share of Money Should Come From:
- Keep Local - State State N
" Service Type . Financing Property 1Income Sales User Other
- the Same. - Taxes . Taxes Taxes Fees Sources
( .
MUNICIPAL SERVICES . . ’
* ) a e
Police 24.4% 50.7% . 16.6% 5.2%  2.2%  0.9% >
Boston i . 20.2 48.0 22.6 ° 5.6 1.6 2.0
. $40 or more 23.5 46.5: 18.1 7.6 3.0 1.5
" $25 to $39 25.2 54.0 15.5 3.5 1.6 0.2
Less than'$25 _ 29.4 52.6 12.4 3.1 2.1 0.5 ¢ ™
Local Public Parks and .
Recreation 21.9 <49.0 © 12,2 7.1 8.4 1.4
Boston 18.0 . 47.8 13.9 9.0 10.2 1.2 -
$40 or \more 22.7 46.0 . 12.6 9.0, 8.4 -« 1.3
$25 to $39 i 19.3 ¢ 53,6 12.0 4.7 9.5 1.0
Less than $25 30.2 42,7 13.0 ° 7.3 ‘4.7 . 24
- §support of ‘Local Public - . £ . ,
Transportation - 17.3 ©18.2 23.3 12.4 25.7 3.1 .
Boston T 8.6 - - 15.6 30.7° 14.3 27.5 3.3,
$40 or more . 18.6 17.3 _ .23.5° 12.8  24.5 3.4
. _$25 to $39 e .. 14.9:. . 2.2 21.2 11.7 28.4\ 2.5 -~
Iess than $25 . 27.0 14.1 24.3 11.4 , 20.0 3.2
LOCAL SCHOOL-RELATED SERVICES ] ' . ' g
‘Public Elementary and «High T . . )
. School- Educatio . 20.3 34.1 28.4 _ 8.5 7.2 1.5
4 Boston -’ ., . 14.2 26.8¢ 37.8 11.4 7.7 2.0
" $40 or more 20.9 ©30.0 29.2 9.4 8.6 2.0
$25 to $39 " 19.3 N 38.0 29.2° 6.9 5.6 1.0 .
Less than $25 24.2, . 39. ©20.0 7.9 7.4 1.1 .
‘  After School Programs such . . >
-as Music. and Art 19.6 . 39.1 13.3 6.2 , 20.5 1.3
‘,‘ Boston -« 15.4 32.8 19.1 7.5 22.8 2.5
* $40 or more 20.6+ 37.5 15.0 7.3 18.3 °1.3 3
$25 to- $39 . ©17.3 ¥ 43.0 11.0 . 5.1 22.2 1.3 .
Less than $25 27.6 37.0 10.4 6.2 .17.7 1.0
. . (continued)- -y

- ‘y . ¢ . ” -
v
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hBased on the question.

" 100% across each row.
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Table X (continued)

PREZERRED METHOD OF FINANCING PUBLIC SERVIéESa'b )

By Tax Fatec

, . wreater Share of Forey Should Cone From:
- Keep Locel State State
Scrvice Type » Financing ~ Propertv Income, Salbs, User Other
‘ ' the Same Taxe . Taxes Taxcs Fees Sources
N L
Special Education fbr Children !

With Learning Problems 16.9% 15.2% 48.4% 12.1% 5.9% 1.5%
Boston . 13.1 13.9 51.8 13.1 6.5 1.6
$40 or more ) © o 18.4 13.8 45.8 13.0 6.5 2.5
$25 Yo $39 . . 14.7 16.4 51.% 11.7 5.3 0.8
Less than $25 . 22.6 18.8 >  43.0 9.7 5.9 0.0
Adult Education 19.8 20.3 1%.6 6.6 32.4 1.3
Boston - ' 16.1 14.1 24.0 5.8 37.2 2.9
$40 or more 21.4 19.5 19.3 7.4 31.0 1.3
$25 to $39 16.9 . 22.4 17.6 6.8 35.7 0.7
‘Less than $25-+ 27.5 - 21.8 21.8 4.1 22.8 2.1
HUMAN RESOURCES SERVICES . -

Mental Health Programs 16.5 5.4 57.8 13.7 4.8 1.8
. ‘Boiton 15.3 6.6 54.1 14.9 6.6 2.5
$40 or more 19.1 6.7 53.9 13.7 4.7 1.8
$25 to $39 12.5 ' 4.0 "64.1 13.5 4.5 1.3
Less than $25 21.1 4.2 52.6 12.6 6.3 3.2
State and CanmunitYAColleges . ) .

and Universities - 16.5 3.4 46.1 12.0° 20.7 1.3
Boston: 11.6 6.2 47.3 10.8 . 22.4 1.7
$40 or more ~ 17.0 4.0 42.0 14.1 21.0 2.0
$25 to $39 ~ 15.3 2.3 48.1 10.3 22.8- 1.2,
‘Less than $25 ‘ 21.9 3,6 49.5 10.9 14.1 0.0

P 2 N .

—

feés paid by users of the service?"

.

<

€

»

¢

Cpax rate is property tax rate per $1,000 of estihated‘property value.

"For each service I read, would you like to keep the financing
the way it now is or to see a greater share of the money come from local property
taxes, from state income taxes, from state sales taxes, or a Qreater share from

~

.bEercentages‘are calculatea for respondents who answered each question, and total to
Totals do not include "Boston oversample.
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taxes cah be kept down. Support for greater state aid to local

govermments does not imply support fer redistributing money across
jurisdictions, however. Only in Boston were a-majority of respondents

interested in such redistribution.

Relative Cost of Services to Various Groups ifmthe Population

At least half the respondents in each group think they receive
less in services than they pay for. This dissatisfaction is greatest

in high tax rate communities, including Boston, where about 60 percent

of the respondents are dissatisfied.

AMOUNT OF SERVICES RESPONDENT'S HOUSEHOLD GETS
_FOR TAXES THEY PAY

By Tax Rate
My Household Gets : My Household Gets
Less Than It Pays For My Household More Than It Pays For
Lot Little Gets Amount Little _ Lot
) - Léss Less It Pays For More More
’ Total lg.9z 35.5? V 36.1% 6.3% y '2.1%
Boston 25.1 35.6 29.6 7 2.0 -
$40 or more 20.8 38.6 32.6 6.3 1.8
$25 to $39 18.9 32.6 40.9° 5.1 2.4
Less than $25 21.2 - 38.7 36.8 - 7.3 1.0

Respondent perceptions of the cost of services to their household
compared to the cost of services to other types of households differ
.across tax rate categories (see Table XI). ’
¢ Bostem respondents were more likely than others to think that
they pay more for their household services than do middle
class families  and homeowners. They were least likely to “
think they pay more than renters, poor families or minority
groups. Tﬁis may reflect the greater likelihood of a Boston
resident being a renter, podr, or a member of a minority
- group. ' o
® . Respondents in low tax rate towns were least likely to think |
theig ho?seholds pay more for services than do business or
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Table XI

L4

AMOUNT RESPONDENT'S HOUSEHOLD PAYS FOR SERVICES IT RECEIVES
COMPARED TO AMOUNT OTHER *GROUPS PAY FOR SERVICES THEY RECEIVE

By Tax Rate® :

a,b

) ’ Lompared .to what these hduseholds or groups pay for the
servites they use, my household pays:-
Much more  Samewhat Same amount Scmewhat Much less
for the more for the for the less for the for the
- services services. services services services
it receives it receives it receives receives it receives
Middle Class Families 5.8% 10.6% 55.1% 20.7% 7.7%
Boston 10.6 13.5 48.6 18.4 9.0
$40 or more ) 5.6 12.3 52.6 22.1 7.3
$25 to $39 4.3 8.1 59.2 20.6 7.9
:Less than $25 . -7.9 11.6 55.8 117.9 . 6.8
Poor Families 30.8 " 13.8- 25.0 19.5. 10.7
Boston ' 28.3 10.2 | 29.5 16.0 10.7
$40 or more ", 30.0 14.1 25.0 22.1 - 9.8
$25 to $39 31.8 14.6 24.2 18.9 10.6
Less than $25 3470 12.6 25.7 257 12.0
Rengers 13.1 16.3° ., 41.1 21.5 8.0
Boston 7.4 15.2 ~ . 47.7 20.2 9.5
$40 or more 13.9 17.6 40.4 21.1 6.9
$25 to $39 : 12.5 15.1 42.4 22.0 8.1
Less than $25 o 18.4 18.9 34.1 21.1 7.6
Home Owners 6.2 = 12.1 59.5 ' 16.6 5.7 -
Boston ) 12.3 16.8 50.4 15.2 5.3
$40 or more 5.5 15.8 58.0 13.4 7.3
$25 to $39 3.6 10.5 62,7 17.7 5.4
less than $25 7.4 10.5 60.5 16.8 5.8
Minority Groups 35.8 15.6 26.9 13.9 7.7, ™~
Boston © . 34.3 12.0 28.8 v 17.2 , 7.7 N
" $40 or more = T o37.2 16.2 . 27,8 12.4 6.4
$25 to $39 ‘ 36.9 - 14.4 26.0 14.1 8.5
- Lags than $25 .+ 30.8 20.5 - 27.0- 14.0 7.6 h
Retired People * o 14.7 12.1 36.2 23.5 13.5
. Boston . ) 20.3 ' 10.4 38.6 19.1 11.6
$40 or more 15.1 13.9 , 36.0 23.1 11.9
"$25 to $39 13.6 10.4 35.6 24.8 15.6
‘Less than $25 - 13.5 . 15.1 37.0 22.4 ., 12.0 .
- Business and Industry 42.2 20.5 24.4 9.4 3.3
.~ Boston ) . 46.6 19.1 25.8 . 6.4 2.1 '
$40 or more 46.0 19.7 - 2’ 22.3 8.9 3.0
., $25 to $39 40,1 21.3 2547 9.7 3.2, |
" Less than $25 ' 34.6 20.7 - " 28.2 12.2 4.3
- -

IToxt Provided by ERI -

S . ’
3 ’ o _ 1 2 4 (cantinued)




Table XI (continued) '

* <

AMOUNT RESPONDENT’S HOUSEHOLD PAYS FOR SERVICES IT RECEIVES
. GOMPARED TO AMOUNT OTHER GROUPS PAY FOR SERVICES'THEY RECEIVE®:D ~ = .

¢

By Tax Rate® )

aBased on the question: "Sometimes it seems that certain groups of people

.bay a lot in ‘taxes but don't get very many services while others don't pay
e’ much in taxes but get a lot of services. Please tell me whether (X'd GROUP)
gets a lot less than they pay: for, a little less, the same amount as they
pay for, a little more, or a lot more than they pay for." Responses were
scored on a five-peint scale ranging from one (lot less) to five (lot more).
Respondent's score for own household was subtracted from his/her score for

other groups. "Much less" is a score of two or more, "Somewhat less" is
a score of one, "Same amount" is a score of zero, "Somewhat more" is a score
of minus one, and "Much more" is a*score of minus two or less. ¢

.

)

b . . .
Percentages are calculated for respondents who answered each question, and
total to 100% across each row. Totals do not include Boston oversample.

cTax rate is property tax rate per $1,000 of estimated prbperﬁy value.
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industry. Nevertheless, even among these respondents, more

than half believe they pay more for the services ‘they receive
; than the'business sector pays for the services it receives.
T C . . -,
Slight%y less than half the respondents reported that the
services they received at the time of the survey for the taxes they
paid werehabout the same as they were two years earlier; a similar

proportion reported that things were getting worse. Essentially no

differences emerge across community groups.
CURRENT RATIO«OF SERVICES RECEIVED TO TAXES PAID
COMPARED TO TWO YEARS AGO

' By Tax Rate »
' Compared to two years ago, my household is:
Better Off ' About the same Worse off .
Total 7.5% C 46.6% 45.9%
Boston 7.1 . 49.0 43.9
$40 or more 8.0 T 47.0 45.0
$25 to $39 6.4 . 45.9 47.7
Less than $25 9.4 45.8 44,8
L. / '

. As Table XI1 dqnonstrates, at least half'the respondents reported
that the relationship between their household service costs and those
of most other groups had remained relatively constant over the
previous two years. Only when comparing their service costs to those
of businesg and 1nd%stry did more than a third of the respondents feel
they were worse off than they were two years earlier. Respondents in
low tax rate towns were less likely than others to think the cost of
their- households' services worsened relative to'that of business and

3
industry.

Iv. SUMMARY &
Bec;use/Proposition 2 1/2 requires larger revenue reductions, in
commmities with high tax rates than in ;hose vith low rates, we
hipothesized that residents' expectations about the eff?cts' of
Proposition 2 1/2 would vary systematically across communities grouped

by local tax rate. The observed patterns are generally consistent

< ' e -
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Table XII

CHANGE OVER PAST TWO YEARS

IN AMOUNT RESPONDENT'S HOUSEHOLD PAYS FOR SERVICES IT RECEIVES
COMPARED TO AMOUNT OTHER GROUPS PAY FOR SERVICES THEY RECEIVE

-

a,b

By Tax Rate®

Compared to these groups, my household is:
Much Somewhat About Somewhat Much .
better off better off the same worse off worse off
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* Table XII (continued) .

CHANGE OVER PAST TWO YEARS
IN AMOUNT RESPONDENT'S HOUSEHOLD PAYS, FOR SERVICES IT RECEIVES -
COMPARED TO AMOUNT OTHER GROUPS PAY FOR SERVICES THEY RECEIVEa’b

3
. By Tax Rate®

.

aBased on the.question: "Now we'd like You to think about two years ago. Taking .
into account the services they get for the taxes they pay, are (X'd GROUP) better
off, worse off, or about the same now wus they wexe two years ago?" Responses were
scored on a three-point scale ranging from one (better off) to three (worse off).
Respondent's score for his or her household was subtracted from his or her score
for other groups. "Much better off" is a score of minus two, "Somewhat better
off" is a score of minus one, "About the same” is a score of zero, "Somewhat worse _
off" is a score of plus one, and "Much worse off" is a 'score of Plus two.

>

bPercentages are calculated for respondents who answered each question, and total
to 100% across each row. Totals do not include Boston oversample.

- -
Pl » , 5

®Pax rate is property tax rate per $1,000 of estimated property %alue.

.
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with this prediction. . The higher the.local tax rate, the more likely

respondents were to expect lower“taxes. Surprisingly, however, these

expected tax reductions were not systematically translated into

. expected reductioné in specific’ Iocal services. That is, respondents
in communities with high tax rates.were no more -likely than those.in

commnities with moderate or low tax rates to expect cuts in specific.

Jocal services. Only the Boston respondents were more likely than
those in other groups to expect cuts in many of the specific local-

services, but even they were nojmore 1ikely than others to expect cuts
in police and fire'services.‘ . ’

Although not b%éed‘on‘&ifm theoretical hypotheses, the observed
differences across community groups in preferences for changes in
service levels, taxes and ‘govermment operations are enlightening and
" confirm initial speculations that the higher the local tax rate the
less satisfied residents were 1likely .to be with, their fiscal
situations. In general, we find that residents in ‘high tax rate
comfunities were more likely than others to want higher levels of”
local public services, to believe that their local ,government was
inefficient and corrupt, and to believe that municipal employees we;e
overpaid. In addition, respondents in high tax rate areas were more
likely than others gs\prefer a shift away from local property tax
financing to financing by 'state government or users. Moreover,
respondents in high tax rate cities and towns were' more likely than
others to ‘believe that they received less in services than they paid
for in taxes., Interestingly, however, they were no, more likely than-

others to feel that their fiscal situation had deteriorated during the

two years prior to the Broposi:}on 2 1/2 vote.

-~
Al

. The differences in fiscal dissatisfaction across communities
grouped by local tax rate are interesting in their own right and
worthy of further investigation. The link between fiscal dissatis-
faction and the. vote ‘on Proposition 2 1/2 is ambiguous, however.

Support for Proposition 2 172 across communities is not a simple
function of voters! dissatisfact!on with their fiscal'situation; the

"yes" vote of our Boston .sample, for example, was less than that of




N -

communities with moderate * tax rates despite the greater fiscal

* discontent found among respondents in the Boston sample. This
partially reflects the finding that respondents in high tax rate areas
wanted relatively more, rather than fewer, services and that respon-
dents in different communitiés “had differing expectations about the

impac’t of Proposition 2 1/2 on service levels and governmental

tfficiency.1

A

1For complete multivariate models of voter behavior, see Ladd and

Wilson, "Who Supports Tax Limitations: Evidence from Massachusetts'
‘Proposition 2 1/2" and "Why Voters Support Tax Limitations: Evidence
from MassachuSetts Proposition 2-1/2."
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STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF PE?CENTAGE DIFFERENCES

[

™ -

. The following tables are guides for determining the significance
?

(two standard errors) of differences in percentages between any two

subgroups in tpeﬁoverall sample. The size of the difference necessary

for significance decreases as the sample sizes increase and as the

- - . * -
percentages being compared move away from 50 percent in either ~

direction. fﬁus, a separate table is oresented for each of four sets
of percentages. The entries in each ¢ell define the range of

nécessary differences for ‘samples of varying sizes. The lower nunfer
is the difference required for "significance between two simple random
samples. The higher number, 1.25 tfmes the lower number, is a
conservative estimate of the difference required for significance when

other’ sample designs are used. .

A stratified random cluster sample plan was used in this study.
Stratification®reduces the !ize of the standard errors relative to
those in simple random samples;_ciustering increases the 'size of the
standard (errors. Because the sampling plan incorporateé a large
) ger of ‘clusters (65) with a small nupber of interviews in each

ter (15 to 25), any increase in standard errors due to clustering

: s‘ be minor and more than offset by the decteases gained through
f

ication. Thus the entries at the- lower end‘of each scale

str
represent conservative estimates of the  difference in percentages

required for significance between any two subgroups in this study.

by .

The sizes of the subgroups analyzed in this paper are as follows:
' Number in .

Subgroup ’ ¢ Sample
Boston .. < . Y48 .
High “tax rate community 615
Moderate tax rate community ’ 620

Low tax rate community 197

¢

<




Table A~I '{ .

-

EXAMPLE OF SAMPLING ERRORS OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PE‘.RG'EI‘JQP.AAC}ES1
“ . .

No. of No. of Interviews

Inter- = :
views 1000 {"700 | s00 | 400 | 300 _ }oo/
For Percentages from 35 to 65 + ‘

44-55 | 50-62| 5.5-69 | 6.2-7.8
49-6.]1 | 5569 59-74 ] 6.6-8.3
53-66] 59.74(63-79 6.9-3.6
6.3-79 | 6.7-8.4 7%._1__
. 7.1-89 | 7.659.5
 $.2-10

-

»

For Percentages around 20 and 80

V4
354414050 44-34] 5062
3949 44-55) 4.7-59 | 5.3-6.6
4.3-54|47-59( 50-62 ] 5.5-69
S.1-64 | 5468 | 53-72
: $.7-1.1 | 6.1-2.6
6.5-8.1

I

2

sseEl

.

8

. For Perceritages arquind lOln:i90-

23-29 | 26-3.2 | 3.0-3.8 | 3.34.) 3.74.6
27-34]30-38 [ 3.34.1 | 3.64.5 | 4.0-50

. | 3240 3544|3848 41-51] 4
3848 ] 40-50 4.4-55 |5,
'42-52 | 4.6-5.8
' 49-61

~

2000
1000
700
500
400
300
200

!jor?_erc:nugammdSmd”

1.7-21 1924 | 22-28 | 24-3.0 | 29-3.4
19-241°21-2.6 | 24-3.0 | 26-3.2 | 2936
*123-29]2632) 27343038
. v 1 28-35729-3.6 ) 3240
4 ) . ]30-39 3341

13.645

TABLE 14.1.HI  Exampleof Simpling Errorsof Differences between Percentages

rpetsins of percenages et ot soesgy B s (o Handard error)
com two diffe. 5 : A

values—jow and hi -:‘:givenforud)eeu. 7 i \

‘These' generalized and approximate ¥alues of 2se (p - ) t the resulis of

*+, jmany computations. The jow values are merely 2{PQ(1/r 4 1/n')]¥, conwonding to’

two simple random samples. The high values are about.l.zs'ﬂ:ter. ost of the

ually computed values of the standard error fell between two boundaries.

"f?am.- Freedman, Whelpton, and Campbell [1959)) - .

o

( . ;-“ . - - ’
. lLeslie Kish, Survey ‘Sampling. °New "York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.,
1965, Pe 580. . ; ) R .

-

#88388
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, , APPENDIX B: ,BOSTON ‘ ’ . .

-
L4

The following tables provide information on the expectations N -

and preferences of Boston residents disaggregatedva those voting
L] --J ’ .
‘- "yes" and those voting "no" on Proposition 2%. The tables are ;

based on those 248 randomly selected respondents who comprise the

N

Boston sample. : ’ -
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- . TABLE B-I ,
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS EXPECTING SERVICE CUTBACKS .

‘5’:{ BECAUSE OF Pi{OPOSITION 2 1/2---BOST0NE1’b
By Vote
o . o Total - Vote on Difference:
Service Type ) Boston Proposition 2% vyoté Yes Minus
. . y Respondents Yes No Vote No
Hgnicipal Services .
p icg. . 43.9% 28.5% 54.6Y -26.1%

e fighting 43.9 29.8 55.8 ~-26.0
Street & sidewalk'repaigg 67.9 v66.0 78.8 -22.8
Regular garbage pickup * . 45.9 . 38.7 49.4 -10.7
local public parks and
‘ recreation - 73.7 6992 't 86.0 ~-16.8
Support of local public .

transportation ' 59.1 54.4 62.6 -8.2
Local School-related Services
Public elementary and high
school education 61.6 " 4844 77.6 -29.2
After school programs 77.4 - 77.4 ,80.5 -3.1 :
Special education - 57,2 ' 45.7 70.9 -25.2
Adilt education L 74.3 74.5 81.6 -7.1 -
Human Resources, Services )
.Mental health programs 61.5 58.5 67.4 ~-8.9
Services for the elderly 57.2 46,3 71.3 -25.0
State and community colleges - v
and universgities 62.4 - 61.3 63.5 ~2,2
legal Services ' .
" Courts and judges 8.3 . 32.6 42.4 " -9.8 ;
Public Assistance
Welfare or other public .

. assistance .- 65.4 - 56.8 77.0 ~20.2
Local services . 76.4 " 72.6 83.7 _-11.1
Services my household uses 54,7 ' 38.3 66.3 - -28.0 .

i ™

" Footnotes on following page.
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TABLE B-I (continued)

.~

)

¢
®Based-on the questions: ]

“"Now that Proposition 2% has passed, what do you think will happen to services
I read. Using the first list of phrases tell me whether you think there will
be a lot less, a little less, the same, a little more or a lot more ("X'd ITEM)
services now that Proposition 2% has passed?" ) Ay

* . \
"Overall, how do you think the Passage of Proposition 2% will affect your com-
munity--do you think the services your local govermment offers will be cut back
a lot, cut back a little, remain the same, increase a little or increase ‘a lot?"

"How about you and members of your household? Now that Proposition 2% has
Passéd, do you think the public services your household uses will be cut back
a lot, cut back a litt}e, remain the same, increase a little, or increase a lot?"

-/ . il
Each entry is the percentage of respondents who think there will be a lot less
or a little less of that particular service or who think that écumunity or
household services will be cut back a lot or cut back a little. Percentages

<

a

are based on those responding to the question.

¢

.




Table B~II
PERCEIVED EFFECTS OF PROPOQ}TION 2 1/2--BOSTON%
By Vote on Proposition 2 1/2

i

Proposition 2 1/2 will: _ Tdtal Vote an Difference:
Boston Proposition 2 1/2 Vote Yes Minus
Respondents For Against " Vote No
Lower property taxes in Mass. 85.8% 91.6% 80.5% 11.1%
Encourage state legislature to ) ‘
reform taxes ,  81.6 90.5 76.2 14.3
Increase Mass. state income taxes 65.0 59.8 77.6 ~17.8
Increase state sales tax 75.5 75.0 80.2 -5.2 ! ’
Increase state aid to cities ) ’
and towns - 4?.2 “ 60.4 45.4 15.0
Give state government more -
control over local mdtters 48,7 38.9 . 53.0 -14.1
"Make local government more L ’
efficient 55.7 ) 73.7 38.8 + 34,9
Give local voters more control . :
over school spending 62.5 . 78.3 44,2 34.1
Decrease funds for local public. v
schools .. 78.8 1 75,8 . 81.6 -5.8
. Lower rents 36.2 .. " . 45,6 25.3 20.3
‘Attract more business & indus- ) ' ' -
try to Massachusetts 73.3 87.2.° ~ 64.7 22.5 .-
- ———

8ased on the question: '"Next, I wil} read a list of some of the effects that the
passage of Proposition 2 1/2 might have in Massachusetts. To what extent do you
agree' or disagree that Proposition 2 1/2'will . ' _? Do you agree a lot, agree
a little, disagree a little, or disagree a lot?"

bEach entry is the percentage of respondents who agree "a lot" or "a little" that
the particular outcome will occur. Percentages are‘based on those responding to
the question.

Xl
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. Table B-III

AMOUNT OF SERVICES PREFERRED—-BOSTgNa’b

By Vote on Proposition 2% ~
Cut back Cut back Keep Increase Increase
a lot a little the same a little a lot
MUNICIPAL SERVICES .
Police 1.6% 5.3% 34.1% 30.5% 28.5%
Voted yes 2.1 6.3 33.7 32.6 25.3
Voted no 0.0 3.5 35.3 30.6 30.6
Fire , - 0.8 4.1 69.1 15.9 10.2
Voted yes 0.0 6.3 73.7 8.4 11.6
Voted no | 1.2 3.5 65.9 21.2 8.2
. f 4 .'
Street Repairs . 1.6 6.1 43.1 26.8 22.4
Voted yes 3.2 7.4 43.2 31.6 14.7
Voted no 1.2 4.7 48.2 23.5 22.4
. alk
. ~ . .
Garbageétckup 1.3, 9.7 69.7 9.2 10.1
Voted yes 3.3 14.3 68.1 6.6 7.7
Voted no 0.0 7.2 77.1 7.2 8.4
Parks & Recreation 4.1 11.2 52.9 20.2 11.6
Voted yes - 6.4 19.4 o 51.6 17.2 5.4
Voted no , 3.6 9.6 50.6 21.7 14.5 !
« : ’ ' - t
>, Local Public Trans- .
portation 12.3 10.3 20.6 21.% 35.0
‘Voted yes 16.3 12.0 25.0 21.7 25.0
Voted no 12.9 11.8 16.'5 21.2 37.6
LOCAL SCHOOL~RELATED SERVICES
Public Elementary & ’
High School .
Education 4.8 10.4 33.0 24,3 27.4
Voted yes 3.0 ¥ 16.1 ~ 33.3 23.0 19.5
Voted np " . 2.5 8.6 30.9 27.2 30.9
After school programsg ; 13.1° 39:0 21.2 18.6
_ Voted yes ~ 14.3 16.5 44,0 14.3 11.0
Voted no 3.7 13.6 43,2 21.0 18.5
Special Educition 3.8 6.0 29.4 27.7 33.2
Voted yes . 3.3 11.1 32.2 28.9 24.4
Voted o 6.1 2.4+ 32.9 24,4 34.2°
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Table B-III;(continued)

' : .
AMOUNT OF SERVICES PREFERRED--BOSTONZ'> .

By Vote gn Proposition 2%
o Cut back Cut back Keep Increase Increase .
a lot a little the same a little a lot -
- Y ] ‘
Adult Education ._5.0% 15.1% 49. 4% 17.6% 13.0%
Voted-yes 7.7 v 23.1 44,0 15.4 9.9
Voteq no . 3.6 9.6 54.2 16.9 15.7
HUMAN RESOURCES SERVICES ' ) a
Mental Health
Programs 4.3 1.4 36.5, 27.0 24.8
Voted yes 6.7 6.7 43.8 24,7 18.0 1
Voted no 3.8 ‘8.8 28.8 27.5 31.2
Services for the >
Elderly 0.8 4.6 37.6 29.1 27.8
Voted yes 2.2 6.6 44.0 24,2 23.1
Voted no 0.0 2.4 39.0 28.0 30.5
i . ’
State & Community
Colleges &
Universities 6.6 15.8 49.0 18.3 10.4
Voted yes 14.0 20.4 50.5 11.8 3.2
Voted no 3.6 v 11.9 47.6 21.4 ° 15.5
LEGAL SERVICES . VoL
-Courts and Judges 3.5 13.1 * 45.4 22.7 15.3
Voted yes . 3.3 18.9 43.3 «15.6 18.9 .
Voted no 5.1 7.7 47 .4 26.9 ;12.8
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE ) )
Welfare or other Pub- ) ) .
lic_Assistance 21 2 23.7 36.0 9.7 9.3
Voted yes 31.1 34.4 ‘ 25.6 3.3 5.6
Voted no 13.2 16.9° 44.6 12.0 13.2
"’ Local Services 6.5 14.2 31.2 34,8 13.4
Voted yes 12.6 22.1 - 31.6 27.4 6.3
Voteq no 2.3 9.3 33.7 36.0 18.6
State Mrvices  10.9 22.3 32.0 22.7 12.1
Voted yes ’ 17.9 33.7 34.7 8.4 5.3
Voted no 9.3 12.8 37.2 26.7 _ . 14.0

— -

%pased on the question: "Think about the services provided by the state or local®
government to residents of your town or city. For each service I read, please
tell me whether state or local govermment should be providing a lot less, a little
less, the same amount, @ little more or a lot more of: this service. Remember, if
‘government provides less services state or local taxes will be reduced, and if ¢
government 'provides more services, state or local taxes will be increased. If
the service is not available to residents in your city or town, please let me know.
' O Let*s begin with ("X'd" ITEM). Which phrase in the first list describes how much
]:KClorc or less ("X'd" ITEM) state or local government should provide?" 14 0

~" “Percentagés are based on those responding to the question & total 100% acrdss each row.




Table p-1V

= BELIEFS THAT SPENDING CAN BE CUT
WITHOUT AFFECTING THE QUALITY OR QUANTITY OF SERVICES:

POSSIBLE CUTBACKS OF LESS THAN 5 PERCENT/POSSIBLE CUTBACKS OF 15 PERCENT OR MORE--BOSTONa’b

¢

: -

By Vote on Proposition 2k

Vote on
Total Boston Proposition 2k
Respondents Yes No
<5%/>15% <5%/>15%

Municipal Services \
Police 51%/29% T 42%/31% 57%/28%
Fire fighting . NA . NA NA
Street & sidewalk repairs 44/36 38/45 48/31
Regular garbage pickup 45/29 40/35 53/26
Local public parks and ' ’
recreation- NA . . * NA NA
Support of local public
transportation - NA NA NA

. Local School-related Services
Public elementary and high
school education
After school programs
Special education
Adult education -

Human Resources Services

Mental health programs

Services for the elderly

State and community colleges
and universities

legal Sexvices ’
Courts and judges

ll

Public Assistance .,
Welfare or other public-
assistance

State Services
Loéal Services

2/Dpotnotes on following page.




Table B~IV (continued)

aBasad on the questions: "Now let's talk about some SPECifiélservices. People

we've talked to believe that government could cut back spending on these ser-

vices by eliminating waste, inefficiency and other problems. By what percent-

age, if any, do you think government ‘could cut back spending on ("X'd" ITEM)

without significantly affecting the quality or amount of services provided?" _ s

"And by what percentage, if any, do you think state government could cut taxes
and spending without significantly cutting the amount of services?" -

"Overall, by what percentage, if any, do you think your local government could
cut taxes and spending without significantly cutting the amount of services?" '

bEach entry has two numbers. The number to the left of the slash is the per-
centage of respondents who believe that spending cuts of 5% or more would
significantly affect the quality or amount of service provided. The number

to the right of the slash is the percentage of respondents who believe o
spending for that service could be cut by 15% or more without significantly
affecting the quality or amount of services provided. Percentages are based
on those resporiding to the question. NA means that the question was not asked:

?

.
’

-
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Table B-V

-
[}

ATTITUDES TOWARD GOVERNMENT AND TAXES--BOSTONZ’P *<

- ] ) By Vote on Proposition 2 1/2 ‘

businesses just raise their prices
to consumers ‘ :

. Total Vote on Difference:
Boston Propogition 2 1/2 Vote Yes Minus )
o Respondents Yes No Vote No

The government should make sure 64.9% 47.8% 75.9% ~28.17%
that each family has enough to
live on Q . .

People expect too many setvices . 63.8 77.4 1 63.2 +14.2 '
from government ‘ -

Government interferes t:oo much in 68.4 80.6 60.0 +20.6 .
people's .lives

People now on welfare.could find 61.2 65.6 ) 48.8 +16.8
jobs if they really tried ‘ .

City or town employees are overpaid 60.2 76.4 44,6 +31.8.

City or town employees don't work as 70.9 80.0 67.1 +12.9 L
hard as people who work for private ¢ ,
companies .

Proposition 13 in California showed 52.9 70.0 30.0 ,+40.0
that taxes can be cut without cuts * )
in services

Corruption is common in my local 87.7 91.5 82.6 + 8.9
. 8overnment .

Corrupt:ion is common in my state 89.8 90.4 87.1 +3.3
government . .

A graduated income tax is the best 68.3 88.5 | 77.6 +10.9 -
way for the state to raise money ‘ -

A sales tax is the’ best: way for the 71.3. 74.0 67.2 +6.8
state to raise money © ‘ *

The property tax is the bést way for 46.7 39.4 46.5 »=7.1
cities and towns to raise money for - S,
city services e

It's OK for property taxes to rise as 27.9 21.3 38.4 -17.1 -
fast as the cost of living -

« State government sliould give more 71.8 58.9 82.8 -23.9
money to the cities and towns so .
. local property taxes can be kept .
down

Taxpayers in'rich cities and towns 50.8 39.4 ‘. 62.8  -23.4
should help pay for services in
poorer cities and towns

A cut in property taxes would bene~ 50.2 51.1 44.2 +5.9
fit homeowriers more than business
and industry .

When property taxes go up, landlords 89.1 87.2 ° 90.8 -3.6
just raise rents .

~When business property taxes go up, 88.3 90.5 87.4 , +3.1




. ’ Table B-V (continued)

-

‘ , - N
a_Based on the question: 'Now I'd like to get your opinions on: tax and other
. government issues. For each statement I read, tell me whether “you agree a

lot, agree a little, disagree a little or disagree a-lot with each statement.

How much do you agree or disagree that oMo .

- (bEach entry is the percentage of respondents who agree "a lot" or "a little"
that the particular outcome will occur. Percentagés are based on those res-

ponding to ‘the question.
Al
Crhis question was asked of only a subsample of 188 respondents.
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Table B-VI

v

¢

. ‘ PREFERRED METHOD OF FINANCING 'PUBLIC SERVICES--BOS'.I‘ONa’b
gL\Iote, on Proposition 2&

’

Greater Share of Money Sh

ould Come From:

®

Voted against

Keep Local State _ State . oth .
‘ Financing Property Income Sales User er
Sexvice Type . the Same Taxes Taxes Taxes Fees Sources
MUNICIPAL SERVICES
Police 20. 2% 48.0% 22.67  5.6% 1.67 2.0
Voted for Proposition 2 1/2 22.1 55.8 16.8 3.2 1.0 1.0
Voted agalrst T 21.8 42.5 28.7 4.6 0.0 2.3
> Local Public Parks &

Recreation 18.0 47.8 13.9 9.0 10.2 1.2
Voted for Proposition 2 1/2 21.1. 45.3 12.6 8.4 12.6 0.0
Voted against 17.9 52.4 15.5 9.5 2.4 2.4

’ . \ A\
- Suppdrt of Local Puwblic , ,

Transportation 8.6 15.6 30.7  14.3° 27.5 3.3
Voted for Proposition 2 1/2 7.4 11.7 24.5 19.2 34.0 - 3.2
Voted against 5.9 15.3 34.1 11.8 29.4’ 3.5
LOCAL SCHOOL-RELATED ,

SERVICES
Public Elementary and High

School Education ) 14.2 11.4 7.7 2.0
Voted for Proposition 2 1/2 " 11.7 10.6 10.6 0.0 |
Voted against - ¢ 10.3 §.9 4.6 4.6
After School -Programs such . ~a

as Music and At ‘ 15.4 7.5 22.8 2.5
Voted for Proposition 2 1/2 16.7 6.7 31.1 1.1
Voted against ' . 14.0 " 7.0 17.4 3.5
Special Educatrion for Children%

With Learning Problems 13.1 13.1 6.5 1.6
Voted for Proposition 2 1/2 12.9 16.1 11.8 1.1
Voted agaimnst ) ©12.8 9.3 2.3 2.3
Adult Education 16.1 5.8 37.2 2.9
Voted for Proposition 2 1/2 17.6 7.7 38.5 2.2

: 16.5 7.1 32.9 3.5
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! Table B~VI (continued)

' { .

e
' - PREFERRED METHOD OF FINANCING PUBLIC SERVICES——BOSTONa’
o By Vote on Proposition 2 1/2 ' Vv

b

- Greater Share of Money Should Come From:
Keep Local’ State State

2
' '_ Financing Property Income Sales User Other
Service Type - the Same Taxes Taxes Taxes Fees Sources
HUMAN RESOURGES SERVICES
Mental Health Programs 15.3% . 6.6% . 54.1% 14 9% ——b- 6% - 2:5%— —— -
Voted for Proposition 2 1/2 13.0 5.4 57.6 ° .13.0 9.8 1.1
Voted against - 15.5 3.6 .. 57.1 16.7 3.6 3.6
\

State & Community Colleges . * / K 7

& Univérsities - 11.6 6.2 T 47.3 10.8 22.4 1.7,
Voted for Proposition 2 1/2 11.8 6.4 38.7 10.8, 31.2 1.1
Voted against 14.5 6.0 57.8 7.2 12.0 2.4

»
]

®Based on the question: "For each service I read, would you like to keep the financing
the way it now is or to see a greater share of the money come from local property
taxes, from state income taxes, from state sales taxes, or a greater share from fees

paid by users of ‘t.he service?" .o~

- ——— 1

Percentages are calculated for respondents who answered each question, .and total to 1
100% across each row.' Percentages are based on those respondinpg to each question.

-~
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. # - . * WHY VOTERS supponr‘ TAX LIMITATIONS: EVIDENCE. :
% : 1 FroM MASSACHUSETTS' PROPOSITION 23

-
« » M
)

On November 4, 198% Massachusetts voters followed California' s"'
lead by passing a stringent tax limitation measure. Commonly known as .
Proposition 2k, the’ measure s,everely. restricts’ the ability of - '
I y )iassachusetts cities and towns to raise"tax re%or local ‘publie ‘ \

4 services, Cities and towns with «high tax rates quired: to’ reduce.
property ’ta&c levies by at least 15) percent per year until they reach - .
the maximum allowable rate of 21' Dexcent._commupities-witb—rates—below;'—r—- ——

that level are allowed totraise property taxes, but by no more than 23

4

percent per year. - . -
L] ’ V4 l ‘ ’ ﬂ\
While high property taxes, in Massachusetts.set the stage for the . Ve

passase of Proposition 2%, a riety of goals - 'including but not
limited ) property tax reduction -~ may have motivated \individual
voting /{::avior'.1 Support for property tax reduction, for example,
miy have been moti&ated. by a desire to reduce service levels, to
increase government .effici.enoy, or ‘to achieve tax reform in the sense .
of shifting away,from local property taxes in favor of state sales or
income taxes. Similarly, -'opposition to the tax limitation measure‘may

have indicated satisfaction with xisting service levels, the way *
o government .operates, ‘or with‘ the division of financing -

responsibilities among levels of éov'ernment. _In addition, some_\vot‘;(s\
* ., may have supported Proposition 2% to improve their fiscal .status

' Nrelative to other groups and others may have opposed it to preserve L

“a

their puplic sector jobs. -
% - s

b . ? .
This pgpe uses data from a large statewide survey of w= . 7' {;

‘ Massachu'sett: idenb's to measure tHe relative importance of these
motivations in° inf"xencing the overa],l statewide vote on
Proposition 2% ' The survey consisted of, halflhour telephone ~

interviews conducted by & professional surve& firm during the two
wee. following the vote and was based on a suryey instrument that was

tten by the’ authors specifically for this purpose. THe full sample ’
ilaeludes 1,561 mage and female household heads random19 selgited from

o 58 Massachusetts cities and towns.2 ' The sampling*design assures

| EKC r i 14 : | N >

uiToxt .mmnm ,

4 L . . A\ - -
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. that- the '58 ‘communities are representative of cities and towns

throughout the stite in terms of per capita property wealth, per
capita expenditures, population, and percent of o ~occupied

L3

'housing.3 ;

/ . '

» -

Altholgh based on a. single state, the results reported here

should be useful to policy makers in other. states and researchers in
other areas tryiqg to understand the message of the nationwide "tax
revoli:T‘ The Massachusetts experience is particularly enlightening

for a number of ’reasons. First,-a vigorous campaign together with

!

thorough media coverage assured that residents were well informed both
of the proposition's provisions az:(:f}fthe issues. This means that

the case of Massachusetts is an ap opriate setting for examining the‘

link between voting behavior and complex public sector issues.
SecondY the absence .of a state Surplus meant " that passage of
Proposition 2% would force state and local -governments to make budget
reductions immediately. This c\\trasts with ‘the well-studied
California situation where a large stabe surplus enabled people ‘to
believe that the tax limitation measure, would not result in fewer
publichervices. Third, the chcice“befcre the voters was clear-cut.
Although the Massachusetts Teachersf Association had placed an
alternative’tax limitation measure on the ballot, it chose t5 campaién

against Proposition 2% rather than .for its own proposal; with no
organized support for the Association's bragosal,‘ its existence °

apparently played little role in the vote on Proposition 2%.” This

situation is quite unjike the 1978 Michigan experience where the
presence of alternativ%i and confusion about what would happen if two
or more of the measures received majority support may have influenced

voting behavior in a non—generalizable way.

.
-

It should be noted ‘that " Massachusetts' Proposit;on 2% 1s an
initiative law rather than a constitutional amendment; once passed by
the voters, it became a regular law subject to change by the legisla-
.ture.. Although this characteristic ‘of Proposition 2% should be borne
in mind when interpreting the results of 1his study,‘the distinction
between an initiative law and a constitutional amendment need not be

g - 145
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* their state taxable income.

overemphasized; state legislatore are generally reluctanf to undo whats~"

thé majority of the voters support, particularly when the majority is
1a.x'ge.~‘6 '

-

-

)

The following section provides ar; overview of the voting model,
Section IT reports and interprets the results, and Section III sum-
marizes the conclusions.

L
’

T. MODEL OVERVIEW .. ..

Proposition 2's main thrust is to roll back or limit the growth
of property taxes in Massachusetts' 351 cities and ‘towns.7 Combined
with the proposition's reduction in the .motor venicle excise tax,
these pr'ovi‘si’cns reduced local tax revenues by almost $500 million
between fiscal years 1981 and 1982, or about 14 percent of 1981 tax
r'evenues.8 Proposition 2% alsc removes fiscal autonomy of school
committees, ends binding arbitration for police and fire personnel,
prohibits the state from mandating pr:ogr‘ams without providing, funds,

and allows renters to deduct one-half of their rent payments from
9 ‘ .

-Because it neither' made explieit provision for new- state aid to
replace lost property taxes nor restricted the state government f‘rom
raising state taxes, Pr'opqsition 2%'s impact on spending and taxes by
level of government was uncer-tain at the time of the election. The

1mpact on 1oca1 spending of a fall in'‘property taxes depended on the

extent to which the state responded. with new state aid. The impaet on

Spending for state purposes ?fnded on whether the neyw aid would be
financed by higher state taxed”or by lower state spending. In addition

‘to uncertainty about sPending 1evels, there was tremendous uncertainty

about how ’gpending changes would be allocated across functional cate-
gories and about the implications of spending changes for service
levels. . U
. ’ - . « —
oo i ) LY
The votiné model\(or Propcsition ‘2% fully incorporates this wide
S
ralge of potential effectsr and> thesuncertainty associated with them.

3
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As Table I indicates, the model addresses six issues that might moti-
vate support for or opposition tvo the taleimitation measure: service
levels, inefficiency and waste, spending -and taxes, tax reform; rela- -
tive fiscal status, and publie sector job status. For each of the
"fibSt four, the,model includes variables captﬁring-voters' preferences,
perceptions, or attitudes (column 2) and their expectations about what
Proposition 2%' would accomplish (column 3), The. former ’represent
voters' desired changes in service or® SpendIﬁg levels, government
operations, and financing arrangements, ?egardless of Propesition 2k,
The latter reflect voters' expectations about Propos;tion 2%'s impacts
on the behavior of state and local governments and on the services

consumed and the taxes paid by Eheia households. -

Relative fiscal status and public employee job status represent
two additional aspects of self-interest that might motivate support or
opposition to Proposition 2%  In addition to’caring about specific
service or tax levels, voters may care about the }31ative size of the
net benefits'they receive from the public sector. °fﬁé hodel controls
for and tests this motiva%ion with a set of variaGies representing
respondents' perceptions of how they fare qelative to other groups of ’
taxpayers. Unfortunately, there is no comparable measure.of expecta-
tions .about how Proposition 2 would alter the respondent's relative
fiscal Statﬁso’\Inclusion of public sector job status identifieS‘the
self-interest of voters who oppose the proposition to preserve their

Jobs, income, or quality of work environment.1o

’ - % v
Thef full model explaining the probability that a voter voted
v - [
"yes" on Proposition 21 includes 45 variables and is based on the
responses of the 1,114 sample voters for whom complete information is

1 1% Both forms of the model -~ a linear probability model

available.
estimated by ordinany least squares and a logit model estimated using
maximum 1ikelihood techniques -- yleld similar results. The discussion
that follows focuses oh the results of the linear form because its
coefficients are simpler to interpret and it allows a simpler approxi-
mation of the relative contribution of each of the six issue¥ listed
in Taﬁla I to the statewide vote on Proposition 2%.13 Comparable

results for the logit model are reported in the appendix.

o
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‘Table I. OVERVIEW OF VOTING MODEL

rs
7

~

Issues Motivating

Voting Behavior

(1) *

. Variables

Preferences ’ Pérceptiorxs
and Attitudes
(21

Expectations about

Effects of Proposition 2-1/2

. (3)

l.

Service levels

Inefficiency and waste

(cost of public services)

Spending and taxes

Tax reform
(tax shift) ©

* Relative fiscal status

Public sector job
status

Preferences for clusters
of services

%Percepums of ineffi-

ciency or waste

- local public schools

Desired spending and tax~

ing W =
- state government

- local govermment

- local public schools

Desired tax shifts.
Attitudes toward taxes.

Perceptions of how other
groups fare relative to
household.

Expected effects on clus-
ters of services; expected
effects on services used by
respondent's household,

Expectations of nore res-
ible government, more

efficiency in local govern- .

ment, more voter control
over schools.

Expected effects on state
‘and local taxes; expected

" effects on taxes paid by

respondent's household.

' Expectations about state

aid and about tax reform.

Public sector employee as
proxy for fear of job loss
or decline in quality.of
work environment.

I

(1

o -

A,
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_ )bverall, the 1linear probability model does an excellent .job of
explaining the vote on Proposition 2%. The .82 of 0.54 is high for
linear probability models given the binary/nature_ég the dependeﬁt
variable. More importantly, using a cut-off probability of 0.5 to
separate "yes" voters from "no" voters, the model correctly predicts
85 percené pf the sample voters. This represents a substantial gain
over the 51 ?ercent that would be correctly predicted by chance or the
58 percent that would be correctly predicted by projecting a "yes"

14

vote for everyone in‘zhe sample, \

II. EMPIRICAL RESULTS ) , N—
The six iséhes identifiéd in Table I as 1likely to influence
voting behavior on Proposition 2% provide the framework férlpresenta-
tion and interpretation of the model results. . For each issue, we
first report the coefficients of the relevant variables. These. co-
efficiqnts show' how preferences and expectations about the particuiar
;ﬂsue influenced the probability that an individual would vote for or
agdinst Proposition 2%, controlling for all other variables. We then
present estimates of the impact of each specific view on.the statewide
vote for the proposition. Derived by weighting the marginal impacts
from the estimated equation by the sample distribution of each variable,
- these "wéighted impacts" show the difference Petween the actual percen-
tage of respondents who voted in favor of Proposition 2% and what the
statewide vote of household heads would have been had voters neither

wanted nor expected any change in each specific variable.15

"Service Levels ) . .

Like other surQeys of voters' preferences for public services at
the time of tax limitation votes, this study finds that a majority of
Massachusetts voters wanted to maintain or inerease the levels of most

state and locally provided public services.16 This does not rule out

the possibility, however, that a substantial minority voted for tax.

limitation with the explicit goal of either reducing overall services

or of reducing the levels of particulan services.




)
? -

To examine this poséibility, preferéence and expectations vari- .
ables were defined for each of the following five clusters of public

services: ' ’

-

Id

0 Education and recreation: includes public elementary and
secondary education, after school programs such as music and
athletics, adult education, and local parks and recreation.

" o Public safety: includes police and fire-fighting services.

-5

o Sanitation and street maintenance: includes garbage collec-
tion and street and sidewalk repairs.

0 Human services: includes sppeial education for children *
with learning probléms, mental health programs, and services

for the elderly. - \

o' Welfare: welfare and other pubiic aésistance.18

-
Beyond reducing the number of separate services in the model to a
manageable level, clustering also averages out the random errors
associated with responses to & single item. The clusters nonetheless-
provide sufficient detail to isolate how views toward different types
of services influenced the vote on Proposition 2%; -

For each cluster of services, preference variables were
constructed by taking the mean response across items to a question
about whether respondents would like a particular service cut back a
lot, cut back a 1little, kept the same, increased a little or increaseq
a lot.19 The «service leyel expectations variables are similarly
constructed with the scale representing respondents' views on whether
Propositian 2% will lead to a lot less or a 1little less, the same [
amount, a little more pr a lot more of” each public service. The five-
point scales for preferences and expectations are treated as if they
were interval scales. With respect to expectations, however, it is
reaqpnable to suppose that voters might have viewed the difference

_—

- . 15




Sétween gepviées that would be cut "a lot" and those that would be cut
"a little" (i.e., the difference between a,1 and a 2 on the scale) as
iarger than the diffé}ence ggtween services that would be cut "a
1ittle" and those that would Se kept'the same (i.é.%’the difference
between a 2 and a 3). . Statistical tests ‘provided support for a
logarithmic specification for all the service expectations variables

except welfare, for which the linear form was preferred.zo

¢
\

As Table IT indicates, four of the five preference variables have
negative coefficients. This finding supports the view that, for most
types of services, respondents who~ prefer service cutbacks are more
likely .to support Proposition 2% than those who prefer the same or
higher service 1levels. The clusters of locaily provided services,
i.e., education and recreation and public safety, exhibit the greatest
effects. - The desire to reduce education and recreation services a
little (a 1lot), for example, increases the probability that a voter
will support Proposition 2% by four (eight) percentage points compared
to thé‘!isire to maintain services at their current level.

ﬁlthough state and federal taxes fully finance‘ welfare in
Massachusetts, many people expected Proposition 2% to lead to welfare
reductions. For some voters, this expectation may have reflected tﬁe "
incorrect belief that welfare is financed inébart by local property
taxes; for others it may have reflected ?he belief that the money for
new state ald would come from existing publice assistgnce programs.,
These views help to explain why the desire for less welfare assistance

increases the probability of subport for Proposition-2% even though
its provisions apply only to local taxes.

'
.

Surprisingly, preferences for human services - have a positive,
though ’statistically insignificant, coefficient, suggeé}iﬁg that
voters who wanted to increase human -services may have been mdre likely
to support Propogition 2% that those who did not. This finding is
hard to explain. Both state and local governments finance and deliver
human services in Massachusetts. It is possible, however, that voters
wanting to increase human services supported Proposition 2% in the

-
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Table II. SERVICE LEVELS

-
-

Estimated Coefficients and Impacts’ on Probability of a "Yes" VoteZ
Variable Forn”  Coefficient  Effect on Probability of a
(Absolute = | "Yeg" Vote of Expectation c
value of that Services Will be Cut Back:
t-statistic) a little a lot . .
Preferences ‘
e »
Education and Linear -0.040 ’
Recreation (1-5) (2.01)
Public Safety Liﬁear ~0.027 *
- (1-5) (1.57)
" Sanitation and Linear ~-0.004% '
(1-5) - (0.22) :
Human Services " Linear 0.024
/ (1-5) (1.39)
! )
Welfare Linear ~-0.023
(1 5) (2.10)
- Expectations
Education and Ln€l,5) 0.151 -0.061 ~0.166
- Recreation (3.02)
Public Safety Ln(1-5) 0.124 -0.051 -0.136 )
(2.98)
)
Sanitation and _Ln(1-5) 0.041 -0.017 -0.045
~ .Street Repair (1.01)
Human Services Ln(1-5)  0.119 ~0.048 -0.131
(2.64) ‘ .
: Welfare Linear ~-0.043 0.043 0.086
(1-5) (3.12)
Total Community _  Ln(1-5) 0.124 -0.050 -0.136 ’
Services (3.81) .
‘ . L | "
Services Used Ln(1~5) 0.031 ~0.013 -0.034
by Household (0-.82) -

A}

8ased on the full model of svoting behavior, which includes 45 independent variables
and was estimated'by ordinary least squares. The dependent variable is "1" if
the respondent voted "yes" on Proposition 2% and "0" if -he or she voted “'no."

bThe preference and expectations scales are decrease a lot (1); decrease a little

(2); no change (3); increase a little  (4); and increase a lot (5). "Ln" signifies Je-
that the variable is expressed as a natural logarithm.

c
Compared to the expectation that services will not change.

Q ‘ ,
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ﬁope that- a tax structure less dependent on local propefty taxes would
be better suited to pﬁoviding these services.

Comparison of the upber and 1owér sections of Table II reveals

that expectations about the impacts of Proposition 2% on service

levels influence voting behavior éven %org strongly than preferences.
The positive Bigﬁs of the first four service clusters -- education and
Yecreation, puBlic safety, sanitation and street repairs, and human
services -- indicate that people expecting the measure to lead to

_ cutbacks in these services were more likely to vote against the propo-

sition than those who expected no change. The logarithmic specifica-

tion for these four clusters captures the non-linear relationship
between the expectations scale and the probability of voting yes. As
the lower right section of Table IT shows, the 1logarithmic form
implies that expectations of- large service cutbacks have more than
twice the impact on the probability of voting "yes" on Proposition 2
than expectations of small cutbacks,

In contrast to the first four service clusters, expectations
about welfare services enter. the model iinearly and have a negati&e
sign. ‘The coefficient of -0.043 implies’ that voters who expected
welfare to be cut back a 1ittle (a lot) are 4.3 (8.6) percentage
points more 1likely to support Proposition 2} than those who expected
no change. We interpret this result to mean that voters, on averagé,
viewed expected reductions in welfare as a desirable outcome of the
tax limitation mgfsure.21 ' '

¢ o

To capture all possible service-related effects, the model also
includes respondents' expectations about how Proposition 2; would
affect overall service levels in their particular community as well as
specific services directly used by their households. The positive qu
statistically significant coefficient for expectations about overall

community services ‘signifies that this variable exerts anfindependent
influence on voting pehavioﬁ; the larger the cutbacks expected, the
lower .the probability of a ‘favorable vote. The small. and
statistically finsignificant coefficéient of the other va;iable,
however, implies that voters' concerns about the impact = of
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‘Proposition 2!2”on' the services Mdirectly used by their households are
" already captured by the service cluster variables.

.'The results reported so far relate to individual behavior; the
estimated impacts of these service-related views on the statewide vote
for Proposition 2% are reported in Table III. Eac’n ”weighted impact"® T
is the sum of the estimated effects on the_pr'obability of a "yes" vote '
weighted by #&he proportion of sample respondents in each response
category. In each case, the implicit comparison is to a base case of

"no change™ in either a preference or an expectations variable (&

-~

value of 3 on the 5-point scale). 22 ..

The results are strikgg. On net, preferences and expectations “
about all the service clusters other than welfare decreased the favor-
able vote on Proposition 2} compared to what the voting outcome would
have been had. voters neither wanted nor expected changes in service
levels. 1In addition, expectations of changes in services influenced
the vote more strongly than preferences. Typically, the net effects
result from small positive contributions te the favorable vote from
people who 'desire fewer sgrvices or who expect more (shown in the
"for" column) and larger negative contributions from people desiring
more services or who expect fewer (shown in the "against" column).

/__‘_\’V\iews to"’ard loetal education and r_'ecr'eation have the biggest impact of
any cluster of services. These views reduce the overall favorable
state vote by close to 7 percentage points. Taken together, the nét
effect of all service variables other that welfar'e_is‘ to reduce the
favorable vote on Proposition 23 by 18.3 percentage points.Z>

These results for all services other than welfare r’eflect the
fact that voters on average desired higher service 1eve1§ but expected
Proposition 2% to reduce them. As Table IV demonstrates, the percent
of voters wanting cutbacks in particular service areas is substan-

tially less than the percent expecting cutbacks.

v
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Table III. PUBLIC SERVICES 4 ‘ /
PREFERENCES AND EXPECTATIONS | o

. R _
- ) Weighted Impacts on Total Voteaj. -

<

\ r,“
. Weighted Impacts on Total Vote
Variable ’ For Against Net

Education and Recreation .
Preferences for less -
-~ for more
Expectations of less
~ == of more

-~

.Public séfety
Preferences for less .,
-~ for more
Expectations of less
-~ of more

Sanitation and Street Repair
Preferences for less
~~ for more
Expectatlons of less
-~ of more

Human Services
Preferences for less
o e for more
Expectations of less ' _
-~ of'more -

Welfare
Preferences for less
~- for more
Expectatipns of less
- -~ of more

Total Community Services
Expectations of less
== of more

Services Used by Household
Expectations of less
) == of more

aEach entxy is the difference between the actual statewide vote of household heads
for Proposition 2% and the predlcted vote had no household head wanted or expected
the speclfied change in service levels/ .

”~N .
bBased on a coeff1c1ent that is, not statistheiiy significant at the 5 percent
one-tailed level. - ’ - .

-




Table IV. PUBLIC SERVICES

DISTRIBUTION OF PREFERENCES AND EXPECTATIONS ° .
. ' Percent Percent
Variable Mean Wanting Expectiqé
Response Decrease Decrease
V ~‘
Education and Recreation . . )
Preférences( 3.17 31s -
Expectations 2.12 . -- 87%
Police and Fire . \
Preferences 3.19. 13 -
Expectations s 2.50 -- 48
. <
Street Repairs and Garbage
Collection
Preferences 3.17 17 - -
Expectations 2.37 - 64 .
<
Human Services - ‘ ) ) N ‘
Preferences 3.61 12 -
Expectations 2.41 . - 70
. D —1 A .
Welfare -
Preferences 2.32 . 57 -
Expectations 2.18 > -- . 65
Overall Community Services -
Expectations 2.10 -- 72

Services used by the . . -

respondent's household
Expectations 2.33 - 49

‘aBased on 1114 respondents who voted on Proposition 2%, The preference and
expectations scales are decrease a lot (1); decrease a little (2); no change
(3); increase a little (4); and increase a lot (5). - ‘

]

=
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Welfare stands out as the® only service that more than half the’
voters wanted to see reduced. As noted abovey it 1s also the only
service for which the expectations variable has a negative sign in the
voting model. These factors together imply that attitudes toward
welf e comribute 5.4 percentage points to the favorable vote on®

"Proposition 215. - -

Inefficiency and Waste .

Massachus‘etts\ voters believe that both their state and 1local
governments deliver public serviees inefficiently, Over 80 percent of
the voting model sample believe, for example, that spending by each
level of government could be reduced by five percent or more without
reducing the quality or quantity of services provided. As reported
elsewhere, 73 pereent of the total sample of voters and non-voters
believe state spending could be cut ‘15 percent or more, “and 60 percent
believe that local spending eou]:d be similarly cut,’ w‘it;hout service
reductions. In addition, 88‘percent of these responderits thinkﬂcer;' :\
ruption is common in state government while 63 percent believe)that
corruption is common in their particular local government, In response
to two other questions related to the cost of providing local public
services, 47 percent agree with the statement that "eity or town
employees are overpaid" and 67 percent agree »that "local public
employees do not work as hard as employees of private companies. n2H

a

The results of the voi:ing model suggest ’c&at, controlling for
other preferences, expectations, and attitudes, such perceptions .of
inefficiency and waste in public service delivery influence the vote
on Proposition 2% somewhat, but that expectatiens/about the measure's j‘
ability to alter the way government operates are a more powerful set
of explanatory variables. Those believing that the ta:; limitation
measure would make government more efficient and resﬁoﬁgible are thus
much more likely to suppért Proposition 2% than those less optimistie

in this regard
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Starting with ;ixerceptions and‘attitudes, the model includes five

variables to capture voters' vyiews about" the extent of government
waste and inefficiency. Four of these - -are dummy variabIes that take /
.an‘the value 1 if the 'respondent inks state, 1local, school, ror
welfare spending Ican be reduced by five percent or .more without ser-
vice cutbacks.zsr'Because schodl spending i1s such a large proportion
of 1local budgets' and ' welfare .spending of the state budget, each is
/>included as a separate spending category. Céntrollir;g for perceptions
about school and welfare ineffici#ncy in this way implies that the
local inefficiency variable can\lg interpreted as 1local non-schodl
inefficiency and the _state government ineffibiency variable as. non-

welfare state ,governnient inefficiency. The fifth variable measwuring

perceptions of i}i'efficiency and waste 1s the respondent's extent of
agreement with statements that local government employees are overpaid
and that they work less hard than private sector, employees. The
higher the average respofise in the ranggsl to 4, the more strongly the .
respondent agrees that the wage costs of 1locally provided pubye—:/

services are "excessively high. The data presented in Table V show
that only two of these five variables are statistically significant
In particular, respondents who beﬁeve that school services are ineffi-

ciently provided or, who believe that wage costs are too high are more
likely than others to suppoi't Proposition 235.26
- » . ) :

Im contrast, all {hree expectations variables are statisfically

» . hY

significant and have large positive coefficients, Voters who expect
Propositior 2% to make local government more efficient\are 15.9 percen-
tage points more likely to vote for the measurelf than those who are
less optimistic about efficiancy 'gains. Similarly, the belief that
the most impertant effect of Proposition 2} will be to make government
more résponsible and efficient or less corrupt increases the;probabil- i
ity ot: a "yes" vote by 9.6 percentage points. Moreover, the belief
that Propdsition‘?ﬂi will increase voter control over school spending
rais;s\‘the probabllity &6f a "yes'l vote by 12.9 peréentage points. The
additive form of the model implies that, 'ronlling for other vari-
ables, these three ex;?ectations_alone rafse the probability of support- ~

.
(3
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e { .Tale V. FINEFFICIENCY AND WASTE = -~ {
. Estimated Coéfficients and Weighted Impacts on Total Vote® ’ o
+ ©  Variable ) Form Coefficient Weighted Impactf on Total Vote ' .
& . . - " .- (aAbsolute _ » >
T _ " value of .- . For - Against  Net
e e L ' - t-statistic) P .
‘ _.Perceptions of ~ ) : R : L = )
Inefficiency dn:.. " 4 : o
e . ..local ‘government O-1. ,- - . =0.002 - : -0.002b
R S o . (0.05) . R o :
,"‘ ” . . - ] . - -
L state government 0-1 9.039 . 0.034b‘ o ) s . 4
T am L W (1.03) T : :
] . .g; - <7 - A ! ‘. -
¢ .+ “local schools  0-1 . - 0.050 0.031 . '
,,‘> - o - . ) ’ L
4 L . , .01) o L
oL 2 . R B - R ) . * , ¢
! -7 . welfare 'spending 0-1 .- 0.018 " 0.5 S - "
) . AN - e . K (0.%) " 7 . .
e ~'Att:Ltude R | ’
. Local government Lineay ©0.057. . .  0.026  °-0.015  °
employees are (1-4)€ (4.23) ~ . , .

~-, - overpaid and do ‘ . A - . ) . AN
Lem - . . . d L
4 . not work hard Ce . -, ©L . ) .

‘.. ‘g_xg‘ ectations, ’ - x - - o “ : : L

. More.efficieggy. 0-} 0,129 - o.0s4 S - E
¢ inloealr . ¢ 7 v (4,89) - . 0 - . L.,
5‘g’6\i‘emment a T LR L PR
o 3 ) ” - «
e Moze efficzent, A0=1 ‘. 0,096 7" | 0.021 - _ .
D, respon51b1e, or L Y (3.§38)~ o e o . .
1esa~corrupt Lo . . ) R ' - . -
St e govérmment - st it fLo T LT " e
2 '; (single most. . = o ‘o e, T,
" . . important impact) < — o
Ly i . X - .
More-local voter = - 0.129 » ° . 0.090- . _, - T .
“ . “control over - (5‘“ 122) S R i .
. ,-'f:chool ‘sp'ending S y .. -0 T 0.284 ; ,

aBased.on the fulI“hodel of Voting behavzor which inc des 45 independent variables
] and‘was estimated by ordinary. least squares. , The pendent variable ig "1" if the
. respondent voted "yes" on Proposztioh 2% and "0" if he ‘or she voted "no." The,
weighted impacts ‘are the difference between the actual statewide vote of household
. ,heads ¥or Proposition 24 and the predicted vote had no household head perceived
- inefficiency ox expeetad’Proposition 2% to: make government more efficient.

bBased on a cOefficient tha't is not statistically significant at” the 5 percent -
v one-tailed level. ° o S, E y . >

g , 'rhe ‘base for the calculabion of weighted impacts is a value of 2. 5




The weight _effects . of the inefficiency variables, also
" preseénted in Table V, indicate thq, contribution of each variable to
the overall state vote. Each weighted impact starts from a base case
in ‘which the respondent perceives 1little or no " ineffigiency in
A government (a value of zero an each perception ,variable), neither
agrees nor disagrees that local government employees are overpaid or
do ndt work .hard (a’ value of 2.5 for the attitude variable), and
expects no change in ‘the way government operates (a value of zero for
each expectation'variable). ‘

Unmistakably, these perceptions, attitudes, 'and expectations
about governm nt effie yf~*and\. waste ' make - ’a Ssubstantial
contribution to the statewide vote in Yavor of Proposition 2% Most
of the weighted effects are large and positive, the largest being the
eight and ninE'percentage point ippacts of the expectation that the
measure would produce more efficiency in local government and allow
more wdter control over schooi' spending; The net additive '
contribution to the statewide vote of all. these beliefs and
expeetations 1s about ‘28 percentage points, a large contribution
compared to the sample-favorable vote of 58 pencent. ,
« o '

~

Spending and Taxes

J

<

Sample voters are much more™~likely to prefer lower spending and
taxes than.to. prefer fewer services.. The fraction of _yoters desiring
spendingdreductions in state government for example:iis 65 percent‘
vs. 42 percent preferring service reductions. The comparable‘percen—
tages for local government spending and service reductions are 59 and
22 percent- and for school spending and services, 47 and 18 percent.
» Beliefs that government spending can be cut without reducing “the
quality and quantity of services help reconcile these differences, but
they do not explain them fully. The question, here ié the extent to
which voters"preferences for lower spending and. taXes influence the
vote on Proposit;on 2%, 'controlling for preferences for service levels -

:and perceptions of government inefficiency and waste.

| * ,1841 LC
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The three spending reduction variables, shown in the first three
rows -of Table VI, all have positive coefficients and make small contri-
butions to the overall statewide favorable voté on Proposition 2i;
only the school spending coefficient, however, is statistically signi-
f‘icant.27 . Although the desire. to deérease sohool spending increases

g the favorable vote by 2.3 percentage points, fear of lower school
spending -- measured .by a dummy variable representing the expectation
that Proposition 2% would lead to a decrease in school funds -- reduces
the favorable statewide vote by 4 percentage points. On net, concern
about decreased school epending thus outweighs the desire for that
spedaing outcome in terms 'of its influence on the Propogition 23, vote.

Instead of asking’respondents directly about what they expected .
: ' to happen to state and local government spending, the {uestionnaire
elicited respondents' expectations about how Proposition 2% would ’ _
. raffect the major local tax (the property tax), and the two major state ‘
. ——taxes (sales and income taxes). The results shown 1in Table VI
ipdicate that the expegtation of lower property taxes increases the’
probability of a "yes" vote by 13 peréentage points, with a large
weightied effect on the overall vote of 10.6 percentage points. The
possibiiity that the state government might Jraise state taxes to
offset the local revenue losses from the measure, however, was viewed
as an undesirable -outcome as shown by the fact that the expeetatiop of
higher state income or sales taxes enters the probability model with a
negative sigmr and exerts a weighted impact ‘of 6 3 percentage points

-

. against the proposition.

. . 5 R -
The final“‘tex varfable, respondents' expectations about the
impact of Proposition 2% on'househoid taxes, enters the voting model
strongly with the predicted negative sign. The preferred logerithmic
{ specification implies that expectations that household taxes wouiq
decriease "a 1ot" (a value of 1 on the five-point scale) has more than
twice the ‘effect ‘'on the probability of.a‘:yes" vote. than expectations
that household taxes would decrease "a little" (a value of 2), rela-

. “

.
. .
> . . <
.

- -
S

b
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Table VI.  .SPENDING AND:TAXES *
Y ) t . . '-
' Estimated\Coefficients and Weighted Impact on Total vote®

r —
Variable Form Coefficient  Weighted Impact on Total Vote
' - (t-statistdic)® For Against Net
. Want lower spending NI -
’ and taxes — ) b
-- state govern- 0-1 0.028 .o~ _ __
ment (1.13) b
. == local govern- 0-1 0.021 |, . 0.012 e
ment (0.83). o
B == local schools 0-1 0.049 0.023
(1.96) ’ .
Expect ‘decreasé in 0-1 -0.06Q : +=0.041
school funds - (2.55) ‘
E ]
©  Expect lower " 0-1 0.131 0.106 \
property taxes {4.50)
Expect higher 0-1 -0.079 -0.063 ~
state taxes i (2.93)
Expect lower th(1-5¢  =0.112 0.031 -0.007
household taxes ' (4.14) ' 0.190 -0.111 Og079

\s

-

®Based ‘on the full model of voting behavior which includes 45 independent
variables and was estimated by ordinary least squares. The dependent variable
is "1" if the respondent voted gyes" on Proposition 2% and "0" if he or she
- voted "no." The weighted impacts are the difference between the actual .
statewide vote of household heads for Proposition 2% and the predicted vote
had no household head wanted or exp%cted lower spending or taxes. SN '

b ”
Based on a coefficient that is not statistically significant at the 5 percent . -
’ “oneftailed level. .

. .
c
t-statistiok are in absolute-value form. )

PPN

d T
"Ln" signifies that the variable is specified as a natural logarithm.

‘ >
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tive to the expectation of no change (a value of 3). The weighted
impacts indicate that expectations of lower household taxes contribute
3.1 percentage points to the favorable vote, while the less common
expectation of higher taxes contributes a slight 0.7 percentage points
against Vle vote. -

‘ A\

In sum, compared to a base case of no desired or expected changes
in spending and taxes, the desire for or expectation of lower spending
or taxes contributes 19 percentage points to the favorable statewide -
vote on Proposition 2%, yhile fears of higher state taxes or lower
school spending reduce the favorable vote by 11 percentage points.

b
Tax Reform
e

The above discussion treats tax reform only in the sense of
property tax or oérall tax reduction. In this section, tax reform is
defined as a shift away from reliance on the property tax to alter-

native taxes or fees, controlling for the level of government spending.
\

- )
The fc?ur desired tax shift variables in the voting model are

based oh a series of questions of the form: "For each service I read,
would you like to keep the financing the way it is now or see a greater
share of the money come from local property taxes, f;rom state income
taxés, from sales taxes, or a greater share from fees paid by he
users of the service?" The shift variaples include:

SHIFT1 1 1if responden(: wants more state (sales or
) income tax) financing of elementary and
secondary education, and 0 otherwise.

SHIFT2 1 if respondent wants more state (sales or
income tax) financing of speciaI educatio/
and 0 otherwise., .

SHIFT3 Sum of responses indicating a desired shift

. to state incofie or sales taxes for” police,

- parks, or after school programs, divided by
the number of these services for which an .
‘answer was given. (Range is 0 to 1).

-




V o -21=-

SHIFTY = Sum of r:esponses indicating a desired
. shift to user —charges for 1local
transportation, adult education, and
after school programs, divided by the
number of these services .for which an

answer was given. (Range is 0 to 1.)

Table VII shows that SHIFT1, which captures the desire #for more
state financing of education, enters the voting model with a positive
and statistically significant coefficient of 0.047. Compared to the
base case of no desire to place heavier reliance on state taxes,
“however, these pr'efer'ences contribute only about 1.6 percentage points
to the statewide favorable vote on Proposition 2%, The desire to rely
more heavily on user charge financing plays ai similar-_ role in the
overall vote, contributing about 1.5 percentage points. The coeffi-
cients for the other two SHIFT variables are .small and insignificant.

Although this minimal impact is not surpr'ising for' SHIF'I‘3, the results

Vfor' SHIF'I;Z r-efute ‘the hypothesis that dissatigfaction with the finan-
cing of ° special education played an important role in the

Proposition 2% vote.

Two additional attitude var'iat}les help represent respondents'
views on tax reform. -The first, a "dummy variable that takes on the
value 1 if the respondent believes the state should provide more aid
to cities and towns to keep ‘ggoper'ty taxes down, enters the voting
model with 2 small negative and statistically insignificant
coefficient. The second is a cluster of responses to two questions
measuring respondents' attitudes towat'd redistributive taxes and state
-alde The higher the average response (on a four-point scale), the
more the respondent supports graduated income taxes or equalizing aid
programs. The, cluster's negative c'oefficient implies that those who,
fayor using the state-local public sector' to achieve redistributive
goals are more likely to vote against the proposition. Presumably,‘
these voters believe Proposition 2% will obstruct, rather than
facilitate, the redistributive, -tax refom they .desire, Compared to a
base of no opinion on this issue (a value of 2.5 on the four-point
scale), the weighted impact o’ff" the desire for more r'edist_r'ibutive
taxes and aid decreases the.statewide favorable vote by 0.9 percentage
. poiots; this : is exactly 'offset, however, by the dimpact of
| | 168
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b — Table VII. TAX REFORMv .
5' Estimated Coefficients and Weighted Impact. on Total Votea
~ Variable Form Coefficient Weighted Impact on Total Vote
(Absolute )
value of - For Against Net

~
[y

t-statistic)

Desired Shifts ‘ ) ,

SHIFT1: Shift of 0-1 " 0.047 0.016
education to - (1.93)
state taxes
SHIFTR®: Shift of 0-1 0.009 0.005°
special educa- (0.39)
tion to state
taxes .
SHIFT3: Shift of 0-1° -0.019 -0.004° '
other local (0. 46)
services to
state taxes ,
SHIFT4: ~Shift of~ 0-1° 0.053 0.015°
certain services (1.53)
to user charges
“TAttitudes S ) oy ' T
State should give 0-1 -0.013 -0.010b
more aid to (0.51) ’
reduce property :
taxes
Support for re- Linear ~-0.025 0.009 ~-0.009
distributive (1-4) (1.83)
taxes and aid -
Expectations ‘ )
Tax reform 0-1 0.057 © 0.046 )
) (1.96)
More state aid 0-1 f 0.024 0.010b .
(1.10) 0.101 «0.023 0.078 .

aBased on the full model of voting behavior which includes 45 independent variables
and was estimated by ordinary least squares. The dependent variable is "1" if the
respondent voted "yes" on Proposition 2% and "0" if he or she voted "no." The
weighted impacts are the difference between the actual statewide vote of household
heads for Proposition 2% and the predicted vote had no household head wanted or

cxpected\tax reform or a shift in the financing of public services.

bBased on a coefficxent that is not statistically significant at the 5 percent
one-tailed level.

Ccontinuous' variable with range 0 to 1. . . .
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Proposition 2 & supporters who oppose redistributive fiscal reform.

E;bectations of a tax shift are difficult to isolate from expec-
tatiéné of tax redﬁction. In both cases, for example, people would
éxpect Proposition 2% to lead to lower property taxes. If respondents
preferred shifting burdens away from property taxes onto state taxes,
however, the expectation of higher state taxes would inecrease the
pqobabil;ty of a "yes" vote on Proposition 21, Thus, the finding
reported above that this expectations variable has a négative coeffi-
cient suggests that voters are more concerned with tax reduction than
with actual tax reform.

E

In an attempt to incorporate more directly respondents' expecta-

‘tions about tax shifts; the model includes a dummy variable that takes

on the value 1 if the voter expected Proposition 2% to "encourage the
state legislature to reform Massachusetts taxes," and 0 otherwise.
Expecting tax reform increases the probability of a "yes" vote by 5.7
percentage points compared to‘not expecting reform. Moreover, bec;use
S0 many respondents expected tax reform, the weighted impact of this
variable is relatively large. Unfortunately, however, the possibility
that this variable represents expectations of overall tax reducéish
rather than of a tax shift cannot be ruled out since "tax reform"

Oy

means different things to different people.

b ‘ —

Arother approach to the tax shift issue is through respondents'
expectations of new state aid. Aside from state takeover of local
expenditure responsibilities or legislation enabl&ng local communities
to use non-property_taxes, a tax shift can only occur if new state aid
financed by state taxes replaces lost“broperty tax revenues., This
logic Justifies Interpreting a variable that takes on the value 1 if
the’ respondent expects Proposition 2% to lead to more state aid and 0
otherwise as an indicator that the respondént expects tax reform. The
variable makes a small positive, but statistically’ insignificant,
contribution to the statewlde favorable vote on Proposition 2%.

1iy




To summarize, attitudes anqﬁexpectations about tax reform in the
sense of tax shift contribute an estimated 5.5 to 10.1 percentage
points to ;he sta?éwide favorable vote on Proposition 2%, depending on
-how one interprets the variable for expectations of "tax reform." The
desire for redistributive,t;x reform, however, works in the opposite
direction;y those who desire such reform are more likely to vote against

.

. the tax limitation measure.

Relative Fiscal Status ~

To wha tent were voters motivatedﬂby the desire to improve or
preserve the fiscal position of their households relative to that of
other groups? To isolate this motivation, the model. includes a set of
variables representing respondents' views about their households'
fiscal position relative to business firms, poor households, and
minority households at the time of the vote, and perceptions of cﬁgnges
in:?elative status during the previous two years. Each~3urrent-status_
variable takes on the value of 1 if the respondent believes-that the
other grqup receives .more publig,services in relation to taxes paid
than his or her household, and 0 otherwisg. .«Each change-in-status
variable takes on the value of 1 if the respondent believes the fiscal
status of* the Sther group has improved relative to that of his or her
household oVer the past two years. The weighted impacts of these six
variables, reported in Table VIII, start from a baseline Qplief that
the "respondent's household 1s fiscally as well off as each of the
other groups and that the relative positions have not been changing

over time.zq

:

1]

Of particular interest are the change variables, all of which are

statistically .significant at the five percent 1level for all three
-categories. The belief that business firms have been improving their
fiscal status relative Ea' the respondent®s household increases the
g@obabiliiy of a "yed" vote by 4 percentage points and contributes 1.8
/"ﬁércentage points to the overall ‘favorable vbote in Proposition 2.

Thus, while concern about the shift of taxes away from business firms

onto,individuals motivated some support for the tax limitation measure,
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Table VIII. RELATIVE FISCAL STATUS v

Estimated Coefficients and Weighted Impacts on Total Vote®

a

—
Varidble ~Form Coefficient ¢ Weighted Impact on Total Vote
. (t-statistics)” For Against Net -

. .

Perception of fiscal
position relative
to that of’respon- .
dent's household )

Business firms are .
better off ' 4

A
—-today 0-1 --0.030 - '-o.?1ab ’
- (1.34) ') - T
» ——compared -
to 2, = 2 0-1 0.041 \- 0.018 ,

years ago (1%77) - ’ }

Poor households are . L
better off ’ ‘ '

--today 0-1 0.015 0.007° ' -

Py

~-compared L
to 2 . 0-1 0.071 ~ '0.015- -
years ago (2.18) . '

Minority households S b
are better off ‘ ‘ '

--today- = 0=1 0.035 0.018> i 4
. (1.27) : o
~-compared
to 2 .0-1 -0.055 -0.019
years ago (1.88) ‘

0.058 ~ =-0.037 0.021

R
.

®Based on the full model of voting behavior which includes 45 independent
variables and was estimated by ordinary least squares. The dependent variable
is "1" if the respondent voted ‘"yes" .o Proposition 2% and "0" if he or she
voted "no." The weighted impacts. are the difference between the actual
statewide vote gf household heads for Proposition 2% and the predicted .

vote had no household head perceived other groups were figé¢ally better

off or had become better off relative to the respondents Household during
the past two years. '

~

3 ) . fatn]

.

J . Y, > )
Based on a coefficient that is not statistically significant at tle 5 perceat
one-tailed devel. '

v

ct-ltatistics are in absolute. value form.

e
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the overall impact of this attitude on voting behavior appears to be
small.

The coefficients‘for beliefs abput the changing relative position
~of poor families and minorities are intriguing because they differ in
sign. The view that poor households have been gaining relative to the
respondent's household increases the probabilityr of a "yed" yote on R
Proposition 2% by T.1 percentage - points while the comparable view
about minorities decreases the probability by 5.5 percentage»points.
\"Thede results suggest that respondents disapprove of perceived fiscal

gains among poor households at a time when their own income outlook 1is
uncertain. At the same time, however, gains among minority households ~
ane apparently viewed as an appropriate outcome of public sector '
activity that tax limitation ‘measures should not restrict. Because a’ L ©
smaller proportion of the sample respondents perceive fiscal gains for .

-the. poor than perceive gains for minorities, the positive welghted

1mpact on the statewide vote of attitude$ toward the poor 13 somewhat

smaller than the negative impact of attitudes towards minorities. ¢

The signs of the variables: representing respond;nts" views of
" their current relative status complicate the net impact of voten\
attitudes toward other groups. The belief thdt poor or minority/
, households are fiscally better off than the respandent's household
leads to support for a phange and, hence, for tax limitation; Neither
coefficient however, is statistically significant at the give percent
B leVel. One possible interpretation of the negative (but insignificant)
sign of the variable representing perceptions about, th rrent fiscal -
position of business is that voters ‘who consider business taxes to be -
high "in relation to sbrvices received (a low value of the variable)
are more -likely than others to support Proposition 2 and its promise
of overall tax reduction. -This interpretation is consistent with one
of the campaign arguments used by the proposition‘s advocates., It
also conforms to the finding that 74 percent of the total sample
(voters and non-voters) agreed ‘with the statement that Proposition 24%°
would attract more business and industry’ to Massachusetts.29 ; - .
should be noted, however, that the variable actually expresses percep-
S 173 -
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tions of the fiscal position of Massachusetts firms relative to the
respondent's household rather than’ fir-ms in other- states.

Beliefs that business firms and poor hauseholds have improved
their relative fiscal positi?g\ during the pr-evious two years and that
poor families and minorities receive greater' net benefits from the
public sector spending tha:}’ r-espondent's household thus contribute
about 5.8 percentage points#to the statewide favorable vote on Propo-
sition 2% On the othe;' hand,’ the view that firms are r'elatively well
_.'off today and that minority househ.olds are better off than two years
‘ago contributed 3 7 percentage points to the overall vote against the
proposition, o

*

Publie Sector Job BLtatus . -

'As shown in Table IX, the estimated equation implies that employ-
ment in the logal public sector reduces the probability of a "yes"
yote on P"r-oposition 2% by 12 per-centage points, while employment in
elther state government or local pu,bl;‘.tc ‘schools reduces’ the probabi-
lity by about 7 percentage points. Since the equation controls for -
preferred. levels of and expectations about p‘:xblic services, taxes, and
spending, these ef‘f‘ec\s are relatively large and suggest that concern
among local publie™ employees about income reduction or porale loss
strongly inf‘luenced their votes. The weighted effects on&the over'all
vote are small, however', because only a small proportion oi‘ all

Massachusetts households have a public sector employee. ‘
ITI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

. . Table X combines | the pneceding findings to present a complete

plcture of the relativ importance of the six issues motivating the
Pr-opositio'n 2% vote, based on the concept of‘ welghted impacts. The
fir-st line estimate indicates what the voting outcome would have been
had vote&'s neither wanted nor expected changes in the level and distri-
bution of public ser'vices and taxes, neither perceived governmental
inefficiency ‘nor expect'ed Proposition 2} to lead to more efficient or
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Table IX. PUBLIC SECTOR JOB STATUS

-~

Estimated ‘Coefficients and Weighted Impacts on Total Vote?

_ Variable Form Coefficient Weighted Impact on Total Vote

(t-statistic)® For Against Net
b .
State government 0-1 -0.076 x -0.003 )
employee» , (1.30)
Local government 0-1 -0.121, ~ 20.010
employee ¢3.06)
" Local school 0-1 -0.072 -0.005
employee (1.69) .~
-~ -0.018  -0.018
4 +
-

‘%Based -on the full model of voting behavior which includes |45 independent
variables and was-estimated by ordinary least squares. The dependent variable
is "1" if the respondent voted "yes" on Proposition 2% and| "0" if he or she,

oted "no." The weighted impacts are the difference between the actual
statewide vote of household heads for Proposition 2% and the predicted
vote had no household head lived in a household with an eﬁployee working
in the state or local public sector. ° - {

bBased on the coefficient that is not statfétically significant at the
5 percent one-tailed level. v

ctestatistics are in absolute-valqe form.

-~




Table X. SUMMARY OF WEIGHTED IMPACTS CN TOTAL VOTE B

L)

. . g
. Assume all voters neither want nor expect ‘
M any public sector changes and no .
household member works‘in the state .
Qnd local public sector \
o

Base favorable vote . 0.267

L Y
B. Issues increasing the fgvorable vote

Inefficiency and wastle in i ¥

s .==local government 0.093 .

N % " Z-state government S Jospze <
‘ . ==local schools 0.121

L

) " 0.284
u Lower taxes #ng, spending
‘ --lower property taxes 0.106
» ==other ; 0.084
] ‘ r . ' , 0.190
Tax reform (net) , . . 0.078 4
Desire for lower public L ) ,0.010 ;
services (not welfare)? i ' .
. Lower welfare 0.057

~ - >

I ’ ;
Relative fiscal status (net) - ' 0.021

Total additions to favorable vote ’ 0.640

: . i s
&C. Issues decreasing the favorable Vw Rl
. b ©-

Fear of service loss .
"  --education -0.075
--other® -0.132 ) .
’ . -0.207
Fear of lower school f£dnding .+ =0.040 - "= T
Fear of higher taxes ©® -
--state taxes & -0.060 .
--taxes-paid by household : , -Q.O‘O?
. ' -0.067 ®
/ Fear of loss of job security amgng ) T
" . public sector empl&yees g - ~0.018 ,

12

Total subtractions from favorable vote . +=~0.332 -

r (( Overall total o s ) 0.575

-

el

1

8.

. ‘_ a’l‘his nets out the anomalous, but statistically insignificant,o.ooz negat

bNet of the small effects of expectea service increases.

l

favorable vote contributed by those who want to increase human services.

i ' c 176
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Crhis nets out the anomalous, but/ statistically insignificant 0. 017 impact on the

impact on the favorable vote contributed by those who wa’.nt to decrease human services.
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“responsible government, and had no direct stake in the state—local

'« public sector through a household member's employment in that sector"

Under these asstmptions, only about one quarter (26.7 percent) of
Massachusetts< household heads would have supported the tax limitation

measure. In other words, most people woduld not ‘have voted for change
a

®

simply for the sake of change, : M . .

- . o * -
.

Among the factors leading to increases in ithe favorable vote,
views toward inefficiency and waste in government are the ‘most impor-
tant, Included in these views are the effects not_.only of perceptions
‘of existing inefficiency but also of expectations that- Pro‘wsition 2%

"would improve the situation, with the lat r playing the larger role.
The 28.4 percentage point contribution of/ these views ‘alone is large

enough to turn the estimated 26.7 percent base favorable vote into

\majority support for. Proposition 2. The proposition's orientation
toward, loeal, rather than sta.te, government ‘is reflected in the dis'gri-
" bution ‘of “these effects by 1leéevel of goverr\1ment, deSpite ‘the &nding
Xhat wvoters believe state government is less effigient than local
government views about inefficiency in state’ government contribute
less to the favorable vote than do similar views aBout the operation

of .local government and public schools.-

. - <
- b .
¥ . . s o

Preferences for and expectations of .lower taxes and spending
contribute /another 19 0 percentage points ‘to the favorable vote.
,Since more than half of this contribution reflects the expectation of
lower property taxes, this might be interpreted as a tax reform: effect.
‘I'ax reform, in the sense ‘of tax' shift rather than reduction, however,
adds another estimated 7 8 percentage points to the favorable vot
Overall the ‘model implies that concerns . about the level and- comgasi-

~

tion of t\ixes increase the "yes" vote on Proposition 2% by 26.8 per- . ’

L]

.Gentage points. " -, . ) )

'\ . ' 4 - - N - ty

A

In contrast tg thesx large effects relx¥ad to inefficiency and
tax issues, the preference for lower levels of all services excep( DD
welfare contributes only 1 0 percentage point to the favorable vote. °
This result clearly does ‘ot support ‘the view. that the. success of
Propositiog 215 represents a general demand for f“ewlr publid, services.

. ) , , P
~ " ‘ .
A . ‘.A . ° <. &l v .

A

’
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" Preferences for and expectations of lower. welfare services, however,
‘ are estimated‘to increase the favorable vote by 5.7 percentage points,
:' b ?inally, the- desire to improve one s, fischl status relative to that of
" ‘fk . other groups also contributes 2.1 percentage poinbs. Combining all of
' these factors leading to a favorable vote with the predicted base =
favorable vote of 26.7 percent yields a 90.7 percent statewide vote

for Proposition 2%. . ¢ -

- - -

Other preferences and expectations, however, motivated voters:.to .
oppose the tax limitation measure. As ‘Table X- indicates, fear of
service loss is the mosf important cause of a "no" vote. Of this 2o.é
percentage'.point impact 7.5 points represent concern about reductions
in.: education (and recreation) services. Combining this with evidence
of concern about reduced education funding, fear of Proposition 23” E
adverse in;pact on~tloca1 public schools reduces the favorable vote by
11.5 percentage points.: . The belief that Perosition 2% would lead to
higher state taxes or higher taxes forcthe respondent's .househdld_
®  contributes another 6.7 percen‘tage points to the negative vote, while/\

concern about the’ impact ‘on public sector Jjobs adds 1.8 percentage

points.* Subtracting -the sun\ of these negative eff;ects from the pre-
«dicted 90.7 favorable vote yields the sample of 57.5 percent in favor

L4

of Pi"oposi tion 2L. . , >,

L3 ¢ - .
i’ - Thus, .the rsurvey results clearly - indicate that the vote for
Proposition’2 -was much more an attempt to obtain lower taxes and more

efficient government than to reduce the 1level of public services. -

. ' This conclusion is remarkably consistent with those f/r;o‘m other states.
From a sumvey-based analysis of the vote on Michigan's successful 1978
Headlee Amendment limiting state taxes, for example, Courant Gramlich
,'and Rubinfeld conclude that: ”

- -4 ’

L

. ’ 0 ‘ - ] .
. ' « o3 St of 4 voters respon?le for the plural-
e

d ity of the Headlee Amendment e, motivated bv a

- ¢ desire for - either efficiency gains or a fr
L . lunch.’ Only one out of Y4 appears to favor a ‘ . v
. » smaller-sized publie 3bector where both spending ‘
\ and taxes are reduced. ° L )




‘:if °  Using survey data gathered Jpst‘before the 1978 wote on ‘California's
property tax limitation measure, Proposition 13, Jack Citrin also draws
qualitatively similar conclusions; like yoters in 14assaéhusetts and
Michigan, a“majority of Californiaqpesidents‘Gere apparently satisfied
with the existing levels of most publie services at the éime of the .

= . tax limitation vote. Moreover, ’ ' '
- s . - ’ . -

-

. fully 38 percent of "the California. eleBtorate:
) believed that state and local governments, could:
provide the same level of services as pregiously

wtth a 40 percent reduction in their budget.

The similarity of findings froﬁ Massachusetts, Michigan and
California is SPriking in 1light of the different forms of theiF tax
limitation measures and their.differing fiseal and economic #ituations.-
These findings need nbt imply that state and local go roments were in

R fact any more inefficient in the late 1970's than in other periods.
They do suggest, however, that, for whateyer reason «- high and rising
property taxes, changfﬂg economic condifions or a shift in political S

ideology -- voters in some states were particular;y-sensitibe to issues

. of inéfficiency and ‘waste during this period.

' - : Y \ »
- ’ v N * . ]

©
1
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FOOTNOTES

- -~ .
e — .

1In 1979, praperty tax burdens in Massachusetts were the highest of
any state in the continental United States, expressed both per capita
and per $1000 of' personal income. The 1979 per capita burden of $545
was almost.double the United States average of $280.

’

v ';hecause 6f an interviewing error, -only 25 of the 55 interviews for
the city of Salem were conducted. Hence, throughout the.agalysis,

each Salem ?esponaént is gfven a weight of two. .
‘ 3A preliminary analysis and descripti;;)of the survey results can be T
found in Ladd and Wilson, "Proposition s Explaining fthe Vote."

. Appendices A, B and C of that report describe the sampling plan, the
questionnaire and interviewing procedure and preésent a «demographic
profile of the sample. ) .

<

uThe Massachusetts Teachers' Association proposal was defeated by a 36
to 64 percent vote.

5See Courant, Gramlich, and Rubinfeld (1980 and 1981) for an analysis
of the Michigan vote and the comments by Oakland in Ladd and Tideman

(1981), p. 76. . T

' ’6Td check whether people would have voted differentig had Proposition !
2); been a constitutional amendment, respondents were asked whether or -
not they thought, Proposition 2% was an amendment to the constitutioen.

" sylhose ‘respondents who answered correctly were then asked How they

ﬁ%puld have voted had it been a constitutional améfdment, A comparison

of these responses with their reported votes "shows a small net shift
of 40 votes against the proposition (out of our total voter sample of
1,253 respondents) had it been a constitutional amendment.

v - ! v

7In Massachusetts' relatively simple government structure, the 351

gities and towns of the Commonwea{th levy all.the propeﬁty taxes. P

Both the county governments, which have few responsibilities, and the

limited number of speciq} districts finance themselves by assessing

the bities/gnd towns. ..

[

- .
- x A 7y

8The property tax is the only broad-bhsed tax avadilable to cities and

b . L ' towns. ' Aside from small amounts of revenue from™ the motor vehicle

' . excise, tax ‘(about 6.5 percent of local tax revenues before Proposition

4 2%), charges, fees, and intergovernmental aid, grovide municipalities! ‘
only other revenue.

. 9Mbsb school district: boundaries are coterminous with those of cSties
and towns. Before Proposition 2%, school committees “enjoyed fiscal
gutonomy in .the sense that each city or town body was .required to

) accept the proposed school budget and to raise the nedwssary property

T taxes as part of the municipal tax levy. . L

. o v L ’ g ’

. P R
.2 , .
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each’ preference variable ‘with an expectations variable.

o,”

see footnotes 20 and 23 below. ’

Proposition 2%, Of these, 139 were eliminated- because of

information. —~ -

-. entire population of voters.

13This simplicity comes, howgver, rom the imposition of a
form that is theoretically inferiqr

" the appendix, the two forms have s

importance of the various motivating factors.
1uThe sample probability of a "yes" vote is .58 .and of a
.42, Hence the percent that would be corﬁectly p?fdicted
L. using these aggregate probabilities is (.58)< + (.42) = .51.

1SFor' the simple case of a 0~1 variable, éhe Qeighted impact

below. .
16

-

ings in parentheses):

1. Public’ elementary and high “school education
3 : (0.51), after school programs (0.77), adult
. education (0.56), local parks and reoreation
(0.51) and state colleges and universities
(0.74). L ‘ ) ’

L}

1,OIf'voter's were perfectly rational, it would be desirable to igteract

This would

allow fiscal changes that are simultaneously preferred and expected to
exert a larger impact on the probability of a "yes" vote on ‘Proposi-
tion 2% than those that are”either preferred but not expected or
. . expected but not preferred. In addition té being unmanageable, a
N gimplete iwteractive specification would_require many arbitrary assump-

ons. Hence, the basic mod€l reported here eschews interactions in

favor of a more inclusive range of possible fiscal motivations. But

' 11Of the (weighted) total of 1586 respondents, 1?53 said they voted on

incomplete

Vs

1'2Th1~oughout: this paper we refer to the impaet of a variable on the
probability of a "yes" vote or on the Statewide favorable vote for
Proposition 2%, These statements should be interpreted to refer to
the population of Massachusetts househpld heads, rather than to ‘the

functional

to the logit form. As noted in
ilar implications for the relative

"no" vote
by chance

is calcu~

lated bf multiplying the estimated coefficient by the proportion of
the sample having the specified characteristic. See footnote 22

See Ladd and Wilson, "Proposition 2k: laining the Vote"; Citrin
"Do People Want Something for Nothing: Public Opinion Polls on Taxes
and Government Spending®; “and Courant, Gramlich and Rubinfeld, "Why
YVoters Support Tax Limitation Amendments: The Michigan Case."

v .o

17A combination of fawtor analysis and judgment were used to .define
the five' service clusters. The responses to.questions about preferred
service levels forr each of the 15 'separate services incluQed in the

survey were first factor analyzed using a prineipal ams approach with
quartimax rotation. Baged on the factor loadings; the 45 services
were initially grouped into six factors as follows (with factor load-

*




2. Police (0.78) and fire (0.80) services.

3. .Garbage pick-up (0.73) and street and side-
walk repairs (0.68).

4, Specjal education (0.64), mental health
programs (0.78) and services for the elderly
(0.69).

5. Welfare and other public assistance (0.70), -
, and support for local public transit (0.65). °

- ° 3

6. Courts and juhges (0.86).

Three services were then excluded: Courts and Judges were eliminated

to reduce the number of clusters; support for local publie transit,
because of e low correlation between voters' expectations dbout
Proposition 2% impact on public transit and on welfare; and state .~
and community coMNeges, because they are financed differently than the
other services in the educat:jp,znd recreation cluster.

183

The welfare cluster consists of a single item. -

3. ‘ , .
19Responses weA“,averaged across those items in the cluster for which
responses were given. This procedure makes it possible to keep in the
sample those observations missing individual parts of the question,
provided a response was given for at least one item in the cluster.
20The model was also estimated with preferences and expectations
interacted’ by service category. Because dummy variables were used to i
construct.the interaction variables (e.g., prefer but do not expect a
reduction in public safety), 'this alternative specification has the
advantage of not requiring any arbitrary assumptions about the inter-~
vals between response catégories. Because response dategories had to
be - collapsed to keep the total number of variables to a manageable .
number, however! the interactive model 1is also somewhat arbitrary.

See footnote 23 below. . )

22For variables taking on n discrete values, the -expression for the
weighted impact (M) for the ith variable takes the form:

. .

QO

o "A [l

n
.. 2
M, = ﬁ fix By Wy -Viob -

¢
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where f,, is the proportidn of the sample in the Kt
variable i, Bi is the estimated efflect of the ith variable in the

value category of

voting model, Vik is the kth value of the ith variable and Viéyis the )
~ o ' [ 4
- 'value of the value of the ith variable for the case of no change.

(Viq equals 3 on a 5-point linear scale and ;ﬂ3'on a 5-point logarith-
mic scale). * For multi-valied «variables (e.g.,. variables that -
represent clusters of responses), Mi is approximated by 1letting k ' ’
refer to intervals (each of length one standard deviation)_and Vik to

the mean value in the kth interval. For most of the calecilations, six

intervals were used, three on either side of Vo : .
‘ [

I~ 23The comparable weighted impact from the interactive specification is

Ll 18.2 percentage points. The implications of the reported specifica-
tions are thus virtually identical to those of the richer interactive
specification. -

24 -

Ladd and Wilson, pp. 30-33.

25Earlier versions of the model included two dummy variables for each
spending category to represent perceptions of some inefficiency (5 to
less than 15 percent possible spending reduction) and much
inefficiency (greater than 15 percent possible spending reduction).
.The similarity between the coefficients "in each pair Jjustifies the
single set of dummy variables reported in the final equation.s

26In/the logit model, the variable representfné perceptions of  ,ineffi-
eiency in state government is also statistically -significant at the
five percgnt level. .

27The school spending coefficierit is nkt statistically_significant in
the logit model. 3 !

. . x
28These data are from responses to, two quegdfions: "Sometimes it seems .
that certain groups of people pay a lot taxes but don't get very S Y
many services while others don't pay much in taxes but get a lot of , !
services. Using the phrases in 1ist one, please tell me whether
* get a lot less than they pay for, a little less, the same N
amount as they pay for, a little more, or a lot more than they pay
for"; and "Now ‘we'd like you to think about two years ago. Taking
" into account services they get for the taxes they pay, are
better off, worse off, or about the same now as they were two years
T ago?" In the case of ‘the first question, tle responses were scored on
"~ a five-point scale, ranging from a lot less (1)# a lot more (5). 1In .
the case of the second question, the responses were scored on a three-
- point scale, ranging from better off (1) to worse off (3). L
The variables used in the regression mod were computed by
subtracting respondents' scores“for their households ¥from their scores
for other igroupsi The value 1 was given to those respondents who
thought a specific group paid less for services or was better off now. . "
than the :respondent's household. ) .

ERIC : | 183 T
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29Ladd and Wilson, p. 19.

30Couraht, Gramlich and Rubinfeld, ' "Why Voters Support Tax
. Limitations: The Michigan Case," (1980 and 1981), p. 18.

3

-
e

1Citrin, p. J15. . .
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T APPENDIX A ) 3

WEIGHTED IMPACTS BY MODEL TYPE

P N [

<

) / )

The-'logit model is conceptually superior to the linear model but
is more difficult to. interpret. This appendix illustrates that the
results from the linear model are similar to those from the logit
model. h

¢ Lo - L

The weighted impacts from~.the logit model have been c¥lculated
from two starting points: the 9.6 percent favorable vote predicted to .
occur if voters had neither wanted nor expected any publie sector
changes and the favorable vote of 58.5 percent predicted to occur 1if
everyoneé were characterized by mean vyalues for all the variables
included in the model. Thus, the logit entries’ in the- following
tables represent upper and lower ‘bound estimates of the impact of the . '
specified beliefs on the statewide vote of houSehold heads for
Propositiqn\ 2%,




- %
Table A-l: PREFERRED AND EXPECTED CHANGES IN SERVICE LEVELS

" IMPACTS ON STATEWIDE VOTE FOR PROPOSITION 25 I

s ’ By Model Type

r Logit Model % Linear Model

Variable Co Base = 0.0963 Base = 0.5850 Base =.0.0260°
' (F - 0.096) (0.585 - B) (® - 0.260)
— ) : T
Education and Recreatlon
Preferences ~-0.006 -0.017 -0.007
Expectations - * =0,035 -0.111 =-0.060
.4  Combined - -0.039. ° -0.126 ~0.067
Public Safety ; ‘ .t -
Preferences =-0.005 =-0.014 -0.006
Expectations -0.023 -0.069 -0.028
Combined ~0.027 +-0.082 -0.034-
Sanitation and Street Repair - - PR
Preferences ) ~0.001¢ -0.002¢ 0.0009
Expectations : -0.013 -0.0379 .- -0.on®
Combined 0.014 -0.039. -0.011
Hhman Services ,5 . . —
Preferences - 0.012% 0.0344 0.015%
Expectations - -0.022 -0.065 -0.032
Combined -0~003""" -0.034 . _ . -0.017 5
Welfare . , .
Preferences . 0.013 . - 0.032 0.016
Expectations , 0.034 - . 0.080 0.035 - . .
Combined N 0.050 « 0.10% 0.051 , '
Total Copmunity Services ) Lo )
;Expectations . . =0.040 ~ =0.092 ) -0.054 -
v v . d d," s d/
Services Used by Household . . ~0.007 . =0.022" } -0.008

BThe entries in this column show the Ampacts the predicted statewide vote
for Proposition 2% of the actual distributionsl.of preferences and expectatlons

voters neither want nor expect any public sector changes. For example, the )

first entry says that the actual distribution of preferences for education and

recreational services lowered the vote by 0.6 percentage points compared

the 9.6 percent favorable vote predigted to occur if no one}?ad wanted nor -,
" expected changes of any type including changes in the level (o educational .

and recreational services.. Note that the combined effect of preferences ,

and expectations for each service category is not merely the sum of° thé

two separate iinpacts because of the nonlinearity ‘of the model.

N )

. ' ~

, o o 1 87 (continued) : o
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TABLE A-1 (continued}

- @ -

bThe entrles in this column show the predlcted 1mpacts on the statewide vote

for Prop051tlon 24 of the assumption that no one prefers (for the preference
variables) or expects (for the expectations varialgles) ‘a change in the parti-

ular service compared to the 58.5 percent favorable vote predicted to occur if
everyone is characterized by mean values for all yvariables included in the

model. To make the signs con51stent with those in the other columns, the
impact is defined as the predlcted value for the base case (0.585) minus the
predicted value for the specific“simulation under consideration. Thus, the
first entry shows that the favorable vote would have been 1.7 percentage
poirts higher th fn the 0,585 vote predicted for mean values had no vater
wanted changes ‘in educat;onal and recreational serv1ces.

~

CThe entries in this column show the weighted impacts of each variable on
‘the statewide favorable vote for Prop051tlon 2%  derived from the linear

model. See Table III. - : . . ~
. ‘ . 3

dBased on a coefficient thdt is statistically insignificant at the five

percent one-tailed level. 4 , ¥ .
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_ changes. . .. -
bThe entries- in this column show the predicted impacts on the

. <
.~ A *

Table A~2. INEFFICIENCY AND WASTE - -

IMPACTS ON S'I‘Z}TEWIDE VOTE FOR PROPOS-ITIlON 2k

A
]

. By Model Type' .

A
-

v ‘Logit Model " Linear Model

Variable o Base = 0.0962 Base = 0.585°. Base = 0. 0260°
© , (® - 0.096) (0.585 - B) (B --0.267
. < ¢ -
Perceptions of .Inefficiency in: 4 )
local government -+  -0,004 -0.012%, -0.002%
state government 0.065 0.147 0.034d
local schools | -, 0.026, . 0.068, 0.031
welfare spending . " 0.019 0.051 . 0.015%
Attitude ’
Local goveiriment employ- 0.009 . 0.026 . "0.011 -
ees are ovérpad and do " "
not work hard.: - ' -
A - )
Expectations .
:; More efficiency in 0.057 . 0.133 0.084
local government - - - . '
More efficient, resbon- 0.016 0.043 0.021
sible, or less . -
' corrupt government ‘ /\\\_"
More local control ovef  0.083 0.178 " 0.090
séhool spending .
Combined ' . 0.480 0.486 0.280

%rhe entries in this colum show the predicted impacts on the statewide wote for
PmmmnmZﬁdtMauml&nnmnmofmemhn%dwn&hcmmmdw
the base case whlch agsumes that voters neither want nor expect any. public sector

3
°

atewide vote for
'Propos:.t:.on 24 of the assumption that no one expects a change o rceives a.need
fox a’'change compared to the 58 7 percent favorable vote predicted to occur if
everyone is, ‘chadhcterized by mean ‘values fOr all variables included in the model.
To make the signs consistent with tHose in other colums, the impact is defined
as the predic;ed value for the base case (O 585) minus the predicted value for

the simulation under conszderation. . . o
The éntries in this columh show the weighted impacts of each variable on the '
ctatiwide ﬁavorable véte for Proposgition 2% derived from the linear model. .
See; Table V /, oo . . )

dBlle on a coefficient that is statistically insignificant at the five percent

7tailcd level.’




. Table A-3. SPENDING AND TAXES

-

IMR&CTSFON STATEWIDE VOTE FOR PROPOSITION 2k

By Model Type

3
Logit.Model Linear Model .
' Base = 0.0962 Base = 0. 585b Base = 0. 0260c
(8 - 0.096) . (0.585 - B) (P - 0.267)
. <

Want lower spending and taxes . ’ ‘0 a
-- state government 0.015 ' 0. 039d 0.018d
-- local government 0.009 Tt Q.026d . 02012
-- local schools 0.030 L 0.027 : 0.023°

.

Expect decrease in school ~0.024 0.073'6 -0.041*
funds . . .

Expect lower property taxes ~ 0.117 0.2%0 »0.106

" Expect higher state taxes *  =0.026. -0.143 120.063

-~ -

Expect lower household taxe§ 0.02k .« . 0.055 - 0.024

“ 4

%he entries in this column show the predicied impacts on the statewide

vote for Proposition 2% of the actual distribution of the indicated variable
compered to; the base -case which assumes that voters neither want nor

expect any public sector changes.

N N .t )
‘.
. N M .

b'rhe entries in this column show the predicted impacts .on the statew;de vote
for Propositionfzﬁ of the assumption that no one wants a change or -
expects a change compared to the 58.7 pércent favorable vote predicted
to occur if everyone is characterized by mean values for all variables
included in the model. To make the signs consistent with those in othex
columns, the impact is defined as the predicted value for the base case
(0.585) minius the predicted value for the simulation under consideratioh.

Sohe entries in this columm show the weighted 1mpacts of each variable on
the.statewide fevorable‘vofe for Proposition. 2k derived from the linear
«model. See Table W. = - ‘ . .

' =

-~
-

dBased on a coefficient that is statistically insignificant at the five .
percent one-taileﬁ level. °
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Table A-4. TAX REFORM
- IMPACTS OoN STATEWIDE VOTE FOR PROPOSITION 2 | !

By Medel Type

[

] o . J.ogit Model Linear Model R
Variable - ' Bise = 02996 Base = 0.§85 Base = 0. 0260
. (P - 0.096) {0.585 - p) (P -‘0. 260) .
Desired Shifts , . " . T
SHIFT1: Shift of education  0.018 T 0.047 0.016 '
to state takes . a . P . a
SHIFT2: Shift of special - 0.000 0.001 0.005
education to state taxes ’ \g T4 ] a ,
. SHIFT3: .shift of other ~0.004 -0.012 -0.004" -
local services to . .
. state taxes T T 4 - 4 .
. SHIFT4:’ shift of certain . 0.012 . '=0.033 -0.Q15
services tb user charges :
Attitudes - =
) 4 4 d
State govefnment should -0.007 -0.019 -0.010
give more aid to reduce, . . '
property taxed . :
Support for redéstribuqive -0.001 -0.003 _ -0.00®
taxes and aid~ | .
Expectations AR v, 1o ' '
Tax reform ) 6.039 . 0.09 0.046
More state aid 0.012¢ " o.030% . - 0.010% .

A

-

of

aThe entries in’ this column show the predlcted impacts on the statewide vote for
Proposition 24 of the actual dlstrlbutlonép
the base case which aésumes that voters n

changes. L

~

f the 1nd1cated variable compared to
ther want nor expect any puhllc sector

bThe entries in this column show the predlcted impacts on the statew1de vote for
Prop051t10n~2ﬁ of therassumption that n¢ one wants a change.or expects a change .
compared to the 58.7 percent favorable, vote predicted to ocgur if everyone is
characterized by mean values for all variables includedin the, model.
the signs consisteént with tlose in other columns, the 1mpact is defined as the
predlcted value for the base case (0.585) minus the predicted value for the simu-.

lation under consideration,

To make

>

°The entries in this ‘column show the.weighted 1mpacts of each variable on the state-
wide favorable vote for Propositién 2% derived from the linear model.

dBased on a coefficient that is statlstlcally 1n31gn1ficant at the five percent one-

tailed level. .o

See Table VII.

Net effect of those who want and those who do not want ‘a more redistributive fiscal

strutture,

[




‘Table 5. RELATIVE FISCAL STATUS
IMPACTS ON STATEWIDE VOTE, POR PROPOSITION 2k ! ' '

By Model Type . . T

. . i Logit Model g Linear Modei>
Variable ‘Base = 0.0962 Base = 0.§§§b -Based = 0. 0260°
~ - ® - 0.096 {0.585- - P) (F - 0.260)

)

( - , . ; " . b .
Perception of fiscal«p051ticn '
, relative to that of respon-
“dent's household

.y

'aninéss firms are better-off-- 4
Today : . =0n012 -0.036° -0.018
Compared to 2 years ago O. 0094 0.026% 0.018

Q

N
Q
)

Peor households .are better‘oif- S
Today L . o.o11¢ . 0.029° jl 0.007% <
Canpared to 2 years ago 0.018 0.049 0.015

'Minority households ‘are - *-

better off--' .
Today 0.000° ' o0.02¢®  o.08% - o

Compared' to 2 years ago =-0.019 " . ~0.055 © =0.019 . .

“ E .
The entries in this column show the predicted impacts on the .statewide vote for
Proposition 2% of the actual distributign of the indicated variable compared to
the base case which assumes that voters neither want nor expett any public
sector changes. . "
bThe entries in this column show the predicted impacts on the statewide vote: for
chpos;tion 2% of the assumption that no one wants a change or expects a change_
‘compared to the 58.7 percent favorable vote predicted to occur if everyone is
characterized by mean values for.all variables included 1n the model. To make
the signs consistent, with those in other columns, the impact is defined as the
predicted value for the base case (0.585) minus the predicted value for the

51mulation under consideration. SN o

The.entries in this column show the weighted impacts'of each variable on the .’

-

A

See Table VIII. ) .

dBased on a coefficient that is statisgically insignificant at the five percent
one~-tailed level. .

.
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" Table' A-6. PUBLIC SECTOR JOB STATUS , . . ) ‘
o / TMPACTS ON STATEWIDE VOTE OR PROPOSITION 2 ‘
£ .
By Model Type ' : ' , C .
t g N [
3 . . ’ (T . .
o Logit Model |, . Linear Model o
Variable Base = 0.0962 Base = 0.585P Base = 0.0260 .
: (P - 0.096) (0.585 -%) (B - 0.260) ©
s - . N -/ EIN
. - . . f
State government employee -0.00Eq( -0.004d . ‘-0.003d . >
Local government employee -0.009 © o =0.025 - -0.010 :
Local %school employee -0.0042 " | -0.010%  =0.005 "
, ! . ' 4
" Cémbined ., . ° -0.014 -0.040 " -0.018 1 ;
. . . e, ‘ o .
%rhe entries in ‘'this column show the predicted impacts ‘on theé statewide vote for ,
mp

Proposition 2% of the, actual distribution of the indicated variable compared to
the base dagse which assumes that voters neither ‘want nax\expect any public sector
changes. ., " . ' - o .
® . * b . N
bThe entrieg in this colﬁhn show the predicted impacts op the statewide vote for °*
" - Proposition 2% of the ‘assumption that no omp wants a change or expectssa change
compared to the 58.7 percent favorable vote predicted to occur if evéryone is
qg&ractefized by mean values for all variables included ‘in the model. To make -
the signs consistent with those in other columns, the impact is defindd as the
predicted value for the base.case (0.585) minus. the predicted value for the
simulatien under consideration.

c?he entries inm this column show the weighted impacts of each variable on the
statewide favorable vote for Proposition 2% derived ;rdm the lineargmodel. ’ .
See Table IX. -4 \

dBas‘ed"on a coefficient that.is statistically ins{gnificant at the five percent

one~tailed level. - ) s .
' .. ' /(‘ Q ’ T
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WHO SUPPORTS TAX LIMITATIONS:
' EVIDENCE FROM yASSACHUSETTS' PROPOSITION 2 1/2

In Novemnez 1980, Massachusetts voters overwhelmingly passed
Proﬁbsition 2 1/2, a stringent: property tax limitation measure.
Proposition 2 1/2's success at the polls raises a number of questions
about suppont for tax l&nitafiqn: Did the election represent a revolt
5f the "haves,” frustrated over subsidizing the "have-nots”?- Were
those most likely to realize tax reductions or those least in need of
ggp&ic services more likely to §up§ort the measure? Or did  the
election represent an ideological split in the elechrate; réflecting

voters' fundamental beliefs about the‘az&FOpriate role of'governmeneg
\ .

; ; . o~ ) ’
. 4 , >
Data to explore these questions were coliected from half-hour

télephone interviews with 1,561 Massachusetts household heads,

conducted during the two weeks immediately fol}owiné the election. An,

.equal number of male and female respondents were selected randomly

from 58 communities that are representative of all cities and towns in
b ]

1
the state.

This paper focuses gn the characteristics of voters wh64supported

Proposition 2 1/2. Section I uses cross—tabular dnglysis to examine

variation in support for the tax limitation measure across a number of

demographic, householdr and municipal characteristics, as well as
attitudinal dimepsiéns. Section II then\employs‘multi;afiate analysié
to assess the impact pf each of these charaeteristics on voting
behavior, centrollinghfor all other variables. The final secd®ion

summarizes the Massachusetts findings and compares them to the results

~ of tax limitation studies in California.and Michigan.

. .
.

N4
L

.

ber a more detailed description of the survey and the sampling plan,
see Appendices A, B, and C of Helen F. Ladd and Julie Boatright
Wilson,-"Proposition 2 1/2: Explaining the Vote."

-
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1., SELF-INTEREST VS, ROLE OF GOVERNMENT '
. C s . ¢ 7
- * Self-Interest Hypothesis ? ’
v+ + Expectations of personal economic benefits may have provided the

principal .motivation for supporting Proposition 2 1/2. This
‘hypothesis has the straightforward implication that those who expected

1B

to’receive the greatest financial benefits from the itiplementation %of
Proposition 2:1/2 would be the most likely to vote for thé measure.
Identifying "the gainers, -however, is difficult because of the
open-ended nature of the proposition; different people held differing
f‘ \\ expectations about what the tax limitation measure *would accomplish.

The major impact of Proposition 2 1/2 was to limit property taxes
to 2 1/2 percent of fair market value, with high tax rate communities
s required to reduce tax ‘revenues by ‘15 percent per year until they

N
- reach the maximum ‘allowable level. Additional provisions reduced auto

v

éxcise taxes, allowed renters an income tax deductipn, ended binding -

AN arbitration for police and fire personnel, limited the fiscal autonomy
of school committees, and prohibited the state from maridating programs
without providing finds. At the time of the election, Massachusetts

s . municipalities anticipated losing close to ?500 million'in revenues if
the' measure were passed. The initiative petition, however, provided
no explicit provision for new state aid or- state assumption of local
expenditure responsibilities, and did not offer any ipdication of
which local - services might be reduced. ; \ ) .o

In the face of this ambiguity, the extent ‘to which an individual

voter expected to benefit from the passage of Proposition 2.1/2
depended on individual preferences for changes in taxes and service
levels, and expectations of_how the measure “would affect taXes,
servicas,"intergovernmental:aid andigovernment operations. Views on

d ('~these issues are likely to vary by the respondent's demographic

characteristics and the tax and revenue characteristics of the,

»

.
. ~

particular city or town where he or she, lives. .




Respondents preferring more rather than qf;fvier local services

should be more likely to vote "no" on Propositi 2 1/2. Preferences

for maintaining or increasiﬁg public service levels are. likely to’ be
greatest among.those who are most dependent on local public services
(public service users, households with school—age children, low-income
voters), those who anticipate using local public.- services in the
future (childless young adults, Households with pre—school children);
those who are least able to move to communities where higher serv1#e
levels are available (non-whites, ‘low-income households); ‘those who
are least able to purchase alternatives to public services #n the
private sector (low=income households); those who believe they pay
little for local public services (renters, owners with low tax

shares); those who are primarily concerned with the day-to-day

"activities df household members, particularly children (women); those

(14

who have historicélly‘ been committed to public services or whose
. . - .

occupation involves servicing needs (Jews, respondents in households

hedaded by professionals); and those whose household inéludee a worker

employed by local or state governnent.

Support for Proposition 2 1/2 is likely to increase with the size

of expected tax reductions. Because homeowmers pay property taxes
directly, they are likely to expect gredter tax savings than renters.

Furthermore, tax savings should increase with.the homeownét's share of
the local tax burden. TIn light, of Proposition 2 1/2's specific
Provisions,- expectations of tax redubtione are 1likely to vary

dramatically across communities K depending on existing propert} tax

rates and/estimated‘first—year_revenue losses. At the same time,

however; large tax savings may imply .large service reductions, making .

5 . 4

t
-

4

g
)
. L

1

Renters may have been unclear about how Proposition 2 1/2 would
affect their taxes and rents. On the one hand, tenants had no
guarantee that landlords would pass tax reductions along in the form

of lower rents; on the other hand, Proposition 2 1/2 provides some

direct tax relief to tenants by allowing them to deduct half their
rent from their state. income tax returns. Tenants may not have
expected these tax savings to be large or may have expected the
measure to lead to simultaneous increases in state income or sales

taxes. . . . . ) )

- 197
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-the link between firsp-ygéi revenue losses or.the existing tax,rafé -
. and support for Proposition 2 4/? less clear cdf. To the extent fbat
.. expeciations--of tax reductions out&éigh concern over service
rqguctions, bupport for the measure may increase as first year tax
) , savings and ‘pre-Proposition 2 1/2 tax rates increase. To the extent .
.~that concern over sérvice reductions is parapoQPt, the opposite\:

. relationship should be observed. . 0

-

e Support for Preposition 2 1/2 should also increase with
respondénts’ eipectations that the measure would encourage more
efficient government operations. Because voters with less education

- are less likely,to be aware of the compléxities'of fiscal issues,

. , those with the least education are more likely to’ have expected
\ Proposition 2 1/2 to provide tax saviﬁgs without offsetting service '
:cuts. A respondént’s education level ;s therefore likely to’ be . )
inversely torrelated with support for Proposition 2 1/2. Respondents,

yho are most concerned with management issues and are, willing to

tolerate service reductions either to ‘improve the efficiency or to .
. limit the scope- of local government operations also should be more )
likely than others to support Proposition 2 1/2. Thus, respondents in -

' households headed by managers may be more likely to vote "yes" on the

‘tax limitatidn measure than those in households headed by blue-collar

workers or professionals.

- .

~

In sﬁm, the sglfiinQerest hypothesis implies that those who were )
likely to benefit most from the passage of PRroposition 2 1/2--i.e.,
homeownérs, lfss educated respondents, high income households, older
childless households, those in households headed by managers or [
with no member employed by local or state ‘government, men, whites, .
non-Jé&s, and non-service userS--would be more likely than others to
support the measure. .The effect of pre-Proposition 2 1/2 property tax
}ate levels on,voting behavior ié ambigﬁous; high tax rates imply

larger tax savings but also larger potential service reductions.

- - * ) ’ v
‘Based on data gathered in interviews with Massachusetts household

oA '

- . - ¥, .

//heads, Table I shows* the proportions of voters who voted "ye%& on




i

Proposition 2 1/2 by various demographic and community characteris-

tics. In almost all cases, the results are consistent with the view
that respondeets tend E? vote in their own economic self-interest.

Men, whites and non-Jews were significantly more likely than women,

non-whites and Jeys‘to\fgpport the tax limitation meas?re. Support
increased with the age of the household head. The elderly, for
example, were 23 percentage points more likely Jghan young hehseholds
with no children to suppore(the measure. In addition, support fer
Proposition 2 1/2 was substantially weaker among those with at least_a:
college degree than among those not completing college. Across .

occupation groups, management households were Most likely ro support

. / -
the measure, followed closely by respondents in pink-collar and

service wbrker households; professional households were least likel§
to support the measure. Support was weakest among respondents in
households having a worker employed in the local government or sahool

system, somewhat stronger in households having a state government

. employee, and strongest in households havinghno state or local public

sector employee. The proportion of "yes" voters on Proposiftion 2 1/2 ’
alsa tended to increase with household income, rrsing dramatically at

-

the $10,000 level.? | E

‘Renters, particularly those who had never owned and had no
immediate plans ‘to owrr homes, were significently less, likely than
homeowners to support Proposition 2 1/2. Among owners, support for
the measure tended to increase as the respondent's local tax sﬁare
ircreased, although not smoothly.

7

~
.
. - -4

The Bize of the differences required for statistical significanc“\is
provided in Appendix A. | )

2Thirty-one percent of" the. respondents- failed to <report their
household income. These missing data were estimated using.a model
expressing hoysehold income as a function of the’age, education level
and race of the respondent and the ‘sex, work status, *and occupation
of each adult head in the household. Sex, occupation and work stgtus
were interacted to allow for the possibility that the contribution to
household income made by a worker in a particular occupation varies
with his or her work status (i.e., full or part-time) and with the
sex of the worker (because of labor market discrimination). .For ‘a
more detailed discussion of the income estimation process, see
Appendix C: Income Estimation.
)
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Table I

SUPPORT FOR PROPOSITION 2 1/2
AMONG VARIOUS TYPES OF VOTERS

b Percent who
Demographic ’ Voted "Yes" on Number. of Voters
Characteristics " Proposition 2 1/2 in Sample

Total . ‘1243 |

Sex |, ’ ) .
‘Male . . . 616
Female ' . , 627

- Race. . . .0
Non-white: - . ) 50
White ' . . 1193

Religion
Catholic 605
Jewish s 82
Protestant 360
Other, no religion . . 196.
Stageyin Lifecycle L .
Young, no children Y, 225,
Children present, oldest <6 120
Children present, oldest 6-17 ) 432
Older adults; no children . ’ 267
derly* (60+) adults, . i
no childrett ' " 199

. Edicdtion .
Less than high schodl - 107
High school’degree ® ] ' . 386
Some college | " 287
College degree h 275
Graduate school - ' ) . 160
Household Income .
Less than $10,000 . 107
$10,000 to <$20,000 : _ 368
$20,000 to <$30,000 375
$30,000 to <$50,000 313
$50,000 or more




Table I (contjpued)

« e SUPPORT FOR PROPOSITION 2 1/2 y
» AMONG VARIOUS TYPES OF VOTERS

g t

Percent who"

Demographic T Voted "Yes" on Number of Voters
p N Characteristics ~ Proposition 2 1/2 in Sample -

Occupation of Household Head

Professional - 51.2%, 322
Managerial _ ) 66.4 " . 268 e
Clerical, sales 62.3 154
,Blue collar ) 57.3 . 302 :
Service © . - - $1.4 : 70 .
Not reported, no occupation ¢ 52,0 , 127 .,
- . e ) .
Government Employee ) v ) [+
Educational employee ., 31.8 85,
. Local government employee, [29.2 106 - d
., State government empl'oyee /YA . ¢ . 45 :
No local or state employees - o
P in household 63.8 . . 1007
Local Tax Share . .
Owners: Less than 75% of . ) -y : +
. commudity avg. .58.5 4 ) 183
L Owners: 75% to <l100% of i o )
. - community avg. 67.0 - 221~ :
', Owmers: '100% to <125% of g '
Lo community avg. o 60.5 Y | 157 L8
. Owders: 2125% of L : . . .
cqmmunity awvg. . 69.8 . 202 .
.Owiers: Taxes not reported 55.3 . ' - 85 .
- . / R .
U Rentets ‘Never owned, ' .. , i
' no plans to . 38.6 . 158 —
' Renters: Ever owned 50.0° T 122. : -
Reniters: Plan to own . 52,3 86
Neither rent nor own _- 55,2 A" -
< .
v ) S
. | ' .
. . N
» Y. S - .
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Tabile I (cogtinued)

SUPPORT For PROPOSITIG& 2‘1/2
(f‘AMONG VARIOUS TYPES Of ° VOTERS -
~ -

-

T
.\ ) Percent whe 7 . .
Service Use and . .F’l Voted "Yes” en * , Number of Voters
Community Characteristigg Propogition 2 1/2 in"Sample

\‘ . L.
=

SERVICE USE _
Publi¢ Elemenfary and
High School Education

“Use ~X ' .
Do ngg use

’

73
Private School
Use S
Do not use

’

Human Services
. Use *
Do nét use

"~ Welfare
Use
Do not use j%
After School Programs or
Recreation Facilities
" Use
Do not ‘use’

' cbuMUNITY CHARACTERTSTICS

Anticipated 1982 Revenue Loss
Less than 10% ~

10% to 14.9%
15% or more

Pre-Ptoposition, 2 1/2
Tax Rate
less than 2.5%
2.5% to'3.9%. p
4.0%:to 4.9%

" 5.0% or more

hd

A




- [

A

a¥

‘ [Kc

.
. . A}

For-all services except schools, users vere less 1likely than

non-users to,ggpport the- tdx limitation méasure. The similarity of

.support between school users and non-users may reflect anticipated use
- e 4 . ~

of educatién services by young childless households or those with

pre-school children. There is no evidence that those vhose‘children‘

attend private or parochial schools were more willing than others to

a
-

support Proposition 2 1/2. - .

£ . '
The proportion of 1/72 .

-increased systematically with the size of the, first year ; revenue

respondentt supporting Proposition 2

losses in the respondenf's community, suggesting that anticipation of

Jmmediate tax reductions outweighed fear of service cuts. The pattern

of support across tax rate categories'was mixed, however; increasisdg
as the tax rate rose to the five percent level and- then decreasinge.

While rdspoﬂdents' anticipations of tax savings and efficiency gains

thus seem to have: outweighed concern over service reductions in low

tax rate communities, concern over service cuts may have been;

particularly important’ to voters in communities facing several years

of property tax reductions because of their high 1981 property tax

.

rates. yi ,
\ -
Role of Government Hypothesis‘ i :

An alternative hypothesis explaining support for Proposition
2.1/2 is that voters were motivated less by personal economic benefits .
than by more general attitudes about the role of government. Voters
may even have voted’against their particular self“interests because Of
fundamental beliefs about—vthe éoverhment 8 responsibility fors thé
welfare of individual é}tizens. This -hypothesis implies that those

—

who report beiné‘politically censervative, who believe the government
should be less involved in helping people, or who believe that those

currently dependentuon the government ¢ould support themselves would

than others to vote "yes" on Proposi:ion—E/I/Z.

-~

»>

be more likely

The
hypothesis.
liberal respondents to have voted for Propoiition 2 1/2. Similarly,
the more respondents feel "welfare recipients could find Jobs if they

11 consistent with this

More congervative respondents were more likely than

data presented in Table are

really tried " the more they believe "people expect too many services

- . 203 '
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.Table II

SUPPORY FOR PROPOSITION 2 1/2
BY POLITICAL ATTITUDES *© <

—

\

Percent Who .
Voted "Yes"” on T, Number of Voters
¢ Proposition 2 1/2 , ~ in Sample®
.

Total _ 58.0%2 1,243

s
Self-ﬁroclaimed*
Political Ideology
Very conservative:
Fairly comservative

e Middle~-of-the-road
Fairly liberal
Vegz liberal

Welfare recipients could find
jobs if they really tried
Agree a lot

Agrée a little

_ Disagree a 1ittle

' ‘Disagree a lot © .

People expect too many
services from the government
Agree a lot .
Agree a littleg .
Disagree a little

. Disagree a lot

¢ .
" The government should make sure
that each family has enough
to live on .
* Agree a lot ‘ .
Agree a little \
Disagree a little
Disagree a Iot .

*
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from the government," and the less they believe ‘the government should

make sure each family has enough to 1ive on,” the more likely they

P A

T were to support the tax limitation measure. Massachusetts household
¢ heads thus apparently voted in a manner consistent with their
fundamental beliefs about the appropriate responsibilities of

government.
To what extent dre respondents' attitudes toward government
-y HY .
,merely rationalizations for behavior motivated primarily by economic

se1f-interest° Is there any evidence that the attitudes toward

. government bperate independently of economic self-interest? - The
= following section addresses these and related fuestions.
II. - MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS. - W

Table III reports the coefficients of a linear probability model’

- in whiéh the probabilty of a “yes” vote on Prgposition 2 1/2 is a
function of the fiscal characteristics of the réspondent's community

the respogﬁent 's demographic characteristici and attitudes toward
the role of government. Use of mulfivariate regression analfsis
%solates the effect of individual variables.on “the vote by controlling
for all other variables. Each of the 50 variables in the equation,
including thode discussed above plus additional fiscal characteristics
of the respondent s community, is, hypothesized to influence voting

. behavior through its impact on respondents preferences, perceptions

or. expectations, about what Proposition 2 1/2 would accomplish.1 The

* complete information is available. " '

A ]

LY
.

A
Eln "Why Voters Support Tax Limitations: Evidence From Massachusetts'
Proposition 2 1/2," 'Ladd and Wilson report the regults of a
behavioral model based on the same survey data that expresses voting

. behgyior as a function of respondents! preferences, perceptions and
expectations relating to several public policy issues. Each of the
““preferences, perceptions and expectations can, in turn, be expressed
as a function of exogenous municipal, demographic, 'and attitudinal
characteristics.. The equation reported here may therefore be viewed
as the reduced form of the complete structural model.

t I '

SR ;quatiOn is bas;8~on the responses of 1,182 household heads for whom-

*
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Table 1II '

*

. 1

»

4 N . h
SOURCES OF SUPPORT FOR PROPOSITION 2 1/2: REDUCED FORM MODELa

.

Variableb . . Coefficient -,

Y}

t Value

COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

1982 Revenue Lossc

Pre-Proposition 2 1/2 tax rated
Less than 2.5%

2.5% to 3.9%

4.0% to 4.9%

5.0% or more _

Per Pupil Spending e
on Public Education
Per Household Spending
on Non-educqtion Services

% Households Below Poberty Levelﬁ
% Household Headed by Non-whites

% Real Estate Revenue from i
Commercial and Industrial Properties “027

PERSONAL DEMOGRAPHIC AND HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERIST&CS

Sex . - . .
Male Base
cFemale -.08

Race
‘Non-white -.11
White Base

Religion

Catholic -.02
Jewish ‘ -.16
Protestant ) ' Base

Stage in Lifecycle .
Young, no children -.001 |
Children present, oldest <6 =01
Childfen present, oldest 6-~17 . ~.1
Older adults, no children s Base
Elderly (60+) adults, no childrén .08

>~
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Table III (contihued) X ’
L} Y
—- -SQURCES..OF .SUPPQRT .EOR. PROPOSITION 2 1/2: .. REDUGED FORM MODELZ . b w
A} » ~f -
b T
Variable - Coefficient t Value
~» ‘J
Services Used N ' . -
« Public elementary hnd'secondary education .01 0.17 , . .
Private schools . . . =.,03 -0.52
Parks or after school programs * . =07 -2.23
Elderly, mental health or : . '
special education services -.05 -1.18
Welfare . -.08 - =1.25
Education of Regpondent
 Less than high school’ : Base --
High school degree .01 0.25
Some college Co =.05 -0.90
- College degree -.09 -1.46
Graduate schpol . -.13 -1.86
Household Income’ . —
Less than $10,000 . -.08 e -1.44
$10,000 to <$20,000 . Base -
$20,000, to' <$30,000 -.04 N -1.21
$30,000 to <$50,000 : .04 1.07 .
$50,000 or more - . .07 . "0.96
Occupation of Household Headk ,
Professional - .03 , 0.75
ganagerial i .09 2.11
. lerical, sales <05 ~1.14
Blue-collar * Base -— ' ,
Service . : .09 1.48 . '
Not reported, no occupation .01 R 0.28° ° . ' .
Empl&yer. )
Local public schools =27 -£.95
Other local government e =32 -6.46
State or county government ) . -.12 -1.61 ,
Not local or state government . Base --
~’ _. ”- -
1 . . b ] ~
- {
, .

Q j' . ' * . ;2()7’ o .
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Table III (continued) R

4 A4 s
-

SOURCES OF SUPPORT FOR PRQPOS N 2,.1/2: REDUCED FORM MODEL? -
b ' . N
Variable Coefficient t Value
Local Tax Share
Homeowners :
Less than 75X of community avg. . Base -
75% to <100% of community avg. .07 ) 1.52
100% to <125% of community avg. -.01 . -0.12
"2125% of community avg. .07 - - 1.40
Taxes not reported -.02 -0.-30
Renters .
Never owned, no plans to -.14 =2.52 b
Ever owned -.01 -0.17
Plan to own in next 5 years -.07 -1.08
Neither rent nor own B -.07 =-0.66
ATTITUDES AND IDEOLOGY
Polftical Ideology1
Consérvative .01 0.18
Middle of the road ’ Base -
.Liberal hd -011 ‘ -2095
‘ #”
Attitude to welfare recipients
Believe welfare recipients could find -
jobs if they really tried .12 3.52
Believe welfare recipients could not '
find- jobs if they really tried Base -
Government's role vis-a-vis 1nd1v1&ualsm
Individuals should rely less Qn government .10 A 3.42
Government should help individuals Base §o-—
aBased on 1,182 respondents for whom complete information was
available. ‘Estimated using ordinary least squares. T@g dependent
variable takes'on the value of 1 for a "yes" vote. The R".is .21,
bVariables efiter the equation as continuous linear variables and
binary 0-1 variables. L
- - . ’

cAnticipated 1982 revenuecloss, including both property taxes and auto
excise taxes, as a proportion of all 1981. revenues in respondent's

city or town. ] .

-

dFull value tax rates in 1981 as estimated by the Massachusetts
Department of Revenue. . < .

‘ v
L)




Taole III (continued)

1981 operating expenditures: of education per public school student in
respondent s city or towne.

1981 expenditures (minus pension costs, debt service and operating
expenditures for educatien) per household in respondent s city or

town.

gPercentage of households in respondent's city or town with incomes
below tlre poverty level. .

hPercentage of residents in respondent's ¢ity or town who are not
white.

‘4 ~ .
-Assessed value of commercial and industrial property as a proportion
of. total assessed valuation in the respondent's city or town.

jMissing income data were estimated using a multivariate procedure.
described in Appendix C of Helen F. Ladd and Julie Boatright Wilson,
Tax Limitations in Massachusetts. ,

‘.

kHousehold head is defined as the male in joint households and the
respondent in single—adult households. Research suggests that in
joint households, status and economic situation are more likely to be
defined by the male's occupation than the female's.

1 ! )
Respondent's political self description recorded on a five-point
scale in which very conservative = 1, fairly conservative = 2, middle
of the road = 3, fairly liberal = 4,.and very liberal = 5.

-

.mDummy variable formed from two attitude statements: “"People expect
too many services from the government,” and "The government should
make sure that each family has enough to live on.” Scores on the
latter statement were reversed to make it consistent with the first
statement. All attitude items were scored on a four—point scale:
disagree a lot = 1, disagree a little = 2, agree a little = 3, agree
a lot = 4. Respondents believing the govermment should have a more
restrictive role, those with mean scores greater than 2.5, were
assigned a value of 1. .




Municipal Characteristics
The specificgnmnicipal characteristics included in the model

attempt to capture variation in tax rates, in spending levels, and in
‘the compogition of the population and the tax base across communities.
The equation shows that the higher the 1982 revenue loss, axpréssed as
a proportion .of 1981 revenues, the greater the probability that the
respondent voted for Proposition 2 1/2. This‘relationship is
statistically significant and suggests that expectations of immediate.
tax: savings outueighed concerns about possible service losses. The
higher the local pre-Proposition 2 1/2 tax rate, however, the more
likely the respondent was to vote "no." Although not all the
community tax rate dummy variables are statistically significant,
opposition tends to increase with tax rates, suggesting that concerns
about long-term service reductions were more important to voters than
the'e#pectation of long-term tax savingé._ This differs somewhat from
the cross tabular analysis which showed that support increased up to a

tax rate of 5.0 percent, and then declined.

{

3

The model includes two local spending variables: per pupil
spendipg on education services and per household spending on
non-cducation servicess- The measures are oni&'crude proxies for local
service levels, since they capture variation in the costs of producing
services as well as variation in the quantity and quality of services
delivered. "The data in Table III indicate that while the level of per
pupil education spending had little or no influence on the ‘vote, the
coefficient for non-school spending is pos tive and statistically
significant. Thiskrcsult implies that respondents in communities with
high non-school spending per household were more likely to support
Proposition 2 1/2 than those in communities with low spending levels.
While thesengindings suggest that people were basically satisfied with

,pré-limitation levels of school spending, respondefts in communities
with high non-school spending apparently preferred lower levels,
perhaps because of beliefs that such expenditures could be cut without

.

reducing service levels. ° r

To measure the composition of the local population, the model

includes the proportion of households in the community below the

210
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* poverty level and ghe proportion of households headed by a non-white.

Both variables account for varilations across communities in service:
needs; the former also reflects variation in ability to. pdy. The

equation shows that the proportion of poor households in a Eommunity

has little or no effect*on the Proposition 2 1/2 vote. In contrast,

as the proportion of non-white residents increases, support for

Proposition 2 1/2 decreases.l" This finding apparently, reflects a_

willingness to use the public sector to aid a’ segment of the
population that has ‘traditionally faced discrimination in both the

. 2 .
public and private sectors. o .
e .

The composition of the tax base is measured by the proportion of
\
total property tax .revenues coming from commercial and industrial

property. As the proportion from business property incneases,

respondents are more likely to’ support the' tax limitation measure.

This may reflect respondents beliefs that business does not pay its

14

fair share of taxes.

»
r - Al \

Demographic and Household Characteristics

" In most cases, the. relationships between tHe demographic vari-
ables and voting behavior that emerge from the mgltivafiate equations
resemble the results from the cposs-tabwlar analysis:

exceptions, controlling for munjd¢ipal echaracteristics, and political

with only a few

attitudes thus does not alter -the relationships shown in Table I.

D : -

1In "Why Voters Support Tax Limitations: Evidence from Massachusetts'
Proposition 2 1/2," Ladd and Wilson fopnd that belief that the poor
were benefiting at the respondent's expense\was weakly associated
with an increased likelihood 'of voting “yes,” while belief that
minorities were benefiting at his or her expense was associated with ,
an increased likelihood of voting "noe.

N

2Non-'white households tend to be. clustered primarily in the cities.’

It might be argued that residernts of more racially hetérogeneous
communities dre more liberal and.therefore that the measure of racial
heterogeneity is really a proxy fbr'community political ideology.
The findings reported here, .however, are the effects on voting after
controlling for political orientation and ideology.

213
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Women, nOn-whites and Jews were again significantly more likely
to oppose Proposition 2 1/2° than men, whites and members of other
religious groups. Stage in the lifecycle exhibits little relationship
to voting behavior in the mnltivariate model, however, with the one
exception that elderly respondents were' the .group most likely to
support Proposition 2 1/2. Thus, many of the differences in voting
behavior across life-cycle categories that were noted earlier
apparently reflect differences in such “characteristics as income,
"~ education, tenure and attitudes towarg’government.

The likelihood of voting "no" on_PrSposition 2 1/2 increases as
the respondent's educational attainmenf:increases. This pattern is
similar to that observed in the cross-tsbuler analysis and‘suggests
that those with more education view the tax and spending situation as
highly complex and therefore are less likely to expect the measqre to
offer a simple solution to the problem of‘high property taxes.

. - ~
‘e
- . \ -
» . - \

Household income displays the same relationship to the vote in
both the multivariate-and cross-tabular analyses: support for
Proposition 2 1/2 generally increaSed with " household® income.
Households in the lowest income categor&l (under §10,000) wereé
significantly less likely than those in the highest income categories
($30,000 or more) to support the measdre.' This result apparently

reflects the fact that lower income households have fewer resources:

and are more dependent on public services.

" Occupation of the household head continues to~‘influence

respondents' voting behavior in thé predicted direction,.even after

controlling for income and education differences. Respondents from

households headed by managers and service workers were both about nine
percentage points more likely to support Proposition 2 1/2 than’tﬁoee
from honseholds“-headed .by blue-collar "workers. . Respondents in
clerical and sales households fell betweenthe two . extremes, while
those in professional households tended to respond similarly ‘to those
in blue-collar households. In addition; respondents in households

with a member working in the local school system or local government

were significantly more likely than\others to oppose the tax limiation

[} -

‘ T R1R2
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measure.  This result presumably, reflecgs the fact tggt these
respondents expected their households to experience layoffs or
changing job conditions from passage o% Proposition 2‘1/23

The importance of anticipated tax reductions is evidept in the ' -
finding that renter; were less ;ikely than homeawners to support
Proposition 2 1/2, evenAafter'controlling fo; other demographic :and | -
municipal characteristics. Renters whe have never owned and had no .

immediate plans to own were significantly less likely than owners to

vote “yes." Among owners, the probability of suﬁpofting Proposition-
2 }/2 is seven percentage ﬁpints greater among respondents in the-
highest tax share group (125 percent or more than city average) than
in the lowest tax share group (75 percent or less than average). The,
,middle two tax share groups, however, do not exhibit the expected

pattern. )

<0 Cu;renf or potential ,service usage éene;glly decreases the

probability of suppo:ting' Proposition 2 1/2; their independent o
influence, hogever, is statistically significaﬁt“only in the caseﬁof 3
after-school or recréation services. The fact that users of
after-school érogréms were significantly more likely than non-users to
vote “no" probably reflects the attention focused on cyts in these .
programs by the anti-Proposition 2 1/2 groups during‘the" campaignq .
The equation provides no support for the conclusion that households
with children attending public school are less likely to support .

Proposition 2 1/2 than other households, all other variables held

. constant.
” .

- . .
- . . -

,#blitical Ideology and Attitudes Toward the Government
Réépondents were asked to describe themselvés‘politicaily. Thé

results of- the equation indicate that those claiming 'to be liberal

1Be‘cause the use of services provided to children and the lifecycle
stage of school-age children may be highly correlated, alternative
equations were estimated eliminating each set of variables. The'
results remain.the same: neither publie service usage nor the’
presence of school-age children appear to influence the probability

of a "yes" vote.
~ re13 ‘ .




A - . .

were 11 percentage points less likely to suppors the measure - than

those claiming to' be middle-of.the-roaders. Somewhat surpri81ngly;
however, those claiming to be conservative did not differ from the
‘ middle-of-the-rqaders in/their support for Proposition 2 1/2.
. ]

RN
L}

. Tne equation also includes measures of ‘attitudés abont the
appropriate scope of govefnment vis-a-vis individuals and about
recipients of one particularly controversial govennment service, i.e.,
welfare and income support programs. Attitudes toward the appropriate
scope of government are entered in the equation as a dummy variable
ereated fion a cluster formed from two of tné attitude statements

discussed above: "People expect too many services from the

government,” and-"The government should make sure that each family has,

enough to live on."1 As the data in Table III show, those who believe

. L}
the government should be less involved in supporting people were 10

° percentage points more likely to suppert Proposition 2 1/2; those who

believe "welfare reéipients could find jqbs if they really tried” were
12 percentage points hore likely to support the tax limitation

measure. -

III.. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Survey information has also been used to determine who supported
tax limitation measures in California and Michigan.2 Californiafs

\\Proposition 13, like Massachusetts' Proposition .2 1/2, reduced local

property taxes and capped their rate of growth; Michigan'sfHeadlee
Amendment, in contrast, primarily'iimited.the growth of state govern-
ment Trevenues. At the time of the tax limitation vote, California
enjoyed a substantial staté surplus; Michigan and Maesachusette did
not. Compared to the other states, Magsachusetts relied more heavily
on pfoperty taxes to finance local services. Moreover, California was

in the midst of a housing market boom while Michigan,nas suffering
»

‘
v

1Factor. analytic techniques were used to cluster these attitude items.
Scores from the. latter sgtatement were reversed to .make them
consistent with those from the former. . '

]
See Citrin, 1979 and Courant et al., 1981.
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from high unemployment caused by the depressed automobile ' market.
Despite these ma jor differences\in the! form of the limitation measures
arnd in/the states' fiscal and economic climates, the studies show that

) (similar types of people supported tax limitation. .

. ’ l‘x, <«
Table IV compares the findings from the California.and Michigan

Michigan, the equationsfare linear probability models; for California,
the equation is a probit model. _ Only the Massachusetts equation

. includes municipal characteristics.
* . ! . Y. .
“

When the studies include similar variables, the relatfonships
between the variableg and support for the specific limitations are’the

-

~ sames Fqr example, support for tax limitation was strongest among
.‘!&en, whites, less well-educated respondents, older respondents:
homeowners, conservatives and non-Democrats; opposition was strongest

among households with state or local public sector employees., All

three studies show that higher-income voters -were more likely than
niddle-income voters to support tax limitation: The behavior of
low-income respondents, however, varies. somewhat across states either

because of difierences in model specification br because of actual
differences in behavior: The'finding that low-income hoyseholds were

the mgst 1likely .of all incomengroups to support the tax limitation

meas92t in Michigan could thus reflect the absence offan educational
background variable from the model. The similarity of results for the
demographic and ideology varfables across studies indicates a ¢ertain

# * )

generalized from one state to another. . ‘ e
A— - b - .

This study of Proposition 2 1/2 tcléarly indicates that household
heads voted in their apparent economic self—interest. The vote does
not, however, reflect a.major social cleavage between those who had

a lot to gain and those who had a lot to lose if the measure passed.

) Each respondent i8 defined by many demographic characteristics that

.influence voting behavior..  Some characteristics associated with

support are positively correlated with others associated with

studies with the results for Massachusetts. For Massachusetts and’:

v commonality to the tax revolt, suggesting that the findings )can be,
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Table IV -

- . : COMPARISONS OF FINDINGS IN STUDIES
OF SUPPO FOR TAX LIMITATIONS IN THREE STATES? .
Massachusetts: b ) California - . Michigan: S d
) Proposition 2 1/2 Proposition 13° Headlee Amendment
. ‘ kd <
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
ex . -Women less likely to support NI Women less likely to support
ce Non-whites less likely to Blacks less likely to Blacks less 11ke1y to
support /. support support
ligion Jews less likely to support NI NI

Life-cycle stage/age

No effect at younger ages,
but.older are more likely
to support ’

No effect, but entered £s

. continuous variable

s

No effect, but older are
somewhat more likely to
support -

Service usage-

-
o~ . A ,

-

After school program users
and welfare recipients
less likely to support

NI

.

gfublic school users and
» transfer recipierts less
likely to support

b}

Education

More educated less likely
to support

More educated less likely
to support

NI

Household income

’

High income more 1likely
than middle income to

support

.Higher income and lowest

income more likely than
middle income to support

High income and low income
more likely than middle
income to support

recipients

3

-

recipients could work more
likely to support

-

Occupation . Managers and service workers NI/ NI
. ' ) \ most likely to support . .
Unemployed NI . - NI Less likely to support
Public employee.in household Less likely to support NI ~ o Less likely to support
Renters \ Less likely to support " Less likely to support Less 1likely to Support
{Tax share of owners \ Mixed relationship NI ° NI
—ATTf%UDES ] . Y
. Political ideokogy - Conservatives more likely = Conservatives morg likely NI T
“to support to support-
Scope of .government Bellevers that govt. should NI NI ;
- / limit its scope, more likely
¢ to zsupport . .
Attitudes to welfare Believers that welfare NI NI *

’

Party registration

Ni .
N »
1, .

Democrats less likely to

Democrats less Mkely to

é/EliC 21 6 )

IText Providad by ERIC.

£
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Tablé IV (continued)

COMPARISONS OF FINDINGS IN STUDIES . -
OF SUPPORT FOR TAX LIMITATIONS IN THREE STATES?

Massachusetts:

Proposition 2 1/2
o«

i g

-

California Michigan:
Proposition 13¢

Headlee Amendnientd

MUNICIPAL CHARACTERISTICS

iAnticipated revenue loss

Higher revenue loss, mor

likely to support

e

y  —

NI !

Pre-limitation tax rate

Higher rate, less likely

to support

NI

Spending levels

Higher per capita non-
education spending more

likely to support

NI

NI

Population diversity

Higher percentage non-
white, less likely to support

NI

NI

Tax base diversipy

Higher percentage commercial NI

and industrial,

less likely to support

NI

NI = Not included.

tax levies to 2 1[2%.

bPropbsition 2 1/2 limited local pr

dBased on Paul M. Courant, et al.,""Why Voters Support Tax Li

CBased on Jack Citrin, "Do People Want Something for Nothing:
National 'Tax Journal, Vol. XXXiI, No. 2, Supplement, June 1979
rates and limited the growth of assessments.

¢perty tai rates to 2 1/2%4 of fair market value and limited the growth of property

"‘ ap11 findings_are basedyon multivariate techniqueg and thus estimate the relationship between any one variable aﬁd
support for -the tax limitation measure controlling for all other variables included in the equation.

yom

-~

Public Opinion on Taxes and Government Spending”,
» PPe 113-12Y. Proposition 13 reduced local property tax

2

mitatibﬁ Amendments: The Michigan Case”, in Helen F. Ladd

Ed

’

«

and T. Nicolaus Tideman (eds.), Tax and Expenditure Limitations, Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute Press, 1981,
pp. 37-72. The Headlee Amendment limited the growth of state revenues. :




CHART I

-

PREDICTED PROBABILITY OF VOTING "YES" ON PROPOSITION 2 1/22

+
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)
opposition to>the measure: high income; for example, contributes to a
greater likelihood of voting "yes" on Proposition 2 1/2 while high
e&ﬁcational attainment, contributes toya greater likelihood of voting .
"no." As, Chart I demonstrates, few voters possess the unique :' -

& combination of demographic characteristics that would imply total
support or opposition; most have a combination of denpgraphic
characteristics that imply offsetting impacts on the probability of

. support for the tax limitation measure. : |

¥

The study also shows that political ideology and attitudes about Y

¢ on

the appropriate scope: of government'{ngluence voting behavior, even l&»
after, controlling for demographic characteristics. Otherwise similar " .
people may thus 'vote  differently if they have different political
orientations. While these attitudes are somewhat correlated with
personal characteristics, the fact that political orientations differ
among otherwise similarchousehoid heads dilutes the influence of the.
demographic characteristdcs and provides further support for the
assertion that the election was not simp1¥ a victory for the "haves"
> over the "have-nots."” ' ‘
- L

Finally; the Massachusetts study " inéicates that community
characteristics influenced the vote. Two househotd heads sharing the
same demographic characteristics. and holding similar.beliefs about the ” )
appropriate role of government may have different probabilities of
supporting tax limitation depending on their residence. : Respondents
in high tax rate communities, who had the most to lose in the way of .
services from Proposition 2 1/2,; were less likely to support the
measure than residents in low tax rate communities. To the extent a . - N
state is as 3balkanized as Massachusetts, a favorable vote for tax
limitation may thus be a way for the better-off communities to benefit ’
at the expende of those that are less well off. Where tax limitations
have smaller differential effects, however, variation in commurity

characteristics may- be a less important influence on the vote. )
. | -

-
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- STATISTIGAL SIGNIFICANCE OF PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCES

Table A-1 is a guide fo;’determining the significance (two

. standard errors) of differences in percentages between any two
" subgroups in ‘the overall sample.‘ The size of the di feren;ﬁknecessary
for significance decreases as the sample sizes in e and as the
percentages -being compared move away from 50 percent in either
direction. Thus, a separate table is presented for eagh of four sets

of. percentages. The entries in each cell define the range of
necessary differences for samples of varying sizes. The lower number

is the difference required for significance between two simple random

. samples. The higher_number, 1.25 times the lower number, is a

conservative estimat'e of the difference required for significance when

other sample designsiare used.

v [}

\ A stratified random cluster sample plan was used in this study.
Stratification reduces the size of the standard errors relative to

" those - -in simple random samples; clustering increases the size of the )
standard errors. Because - the sampl;ng plan incorporated a. large
number of clusters (65) with a small number of interviews in each ,
cluster (15 to‘25)3 any increase in.standard errors due to clustering

"should be minor and more .than offset by the decreases gained through

3

stratification. Thus the entries at the Jlower end of each scale
represent conservative estimates of, the difference’ in percentages

required for signifid%tce between any two subgroups in this study.

~ -

The sizes qf the subgroups analyzed in this paper are presented

in Tables I and II in the text."

.
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ud - Table A-I ! .
EXAMPLE OF SAMPLING ERRORS OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PERCENTAGES
‘ ‘ ’ :
- . "
i No. of No. of Interviews '
Inter-
views | 2000 | 1000 [ 700 i so0 | 400 | 00 | 200 | 100
For Percentages from 35\t0,65 )
2000 [ 3240|3949 44-55] 5062 5.5-69]62-718] 7492 10-12 ' . ) .
1000 . 4.5-56 | 49-6.1 | 5569 59-74 | 6.6-8.3| 7.7-9.6 | 10-13 -
700 53-66] 59-74] 6.3-7.9] 69-8.6 | 8.0-10 | 11-13. ¢ .
500 63791 6.7-84| 7.3-9.1 | 8.4-10.] 11-13
400 7.1-89 | 1.6-95 | 8.7-11 | 11-14
00 | . , . [ 82-10 | 9.3-11 | 12-14 ] .-
200 . - 10-12 | 12-15 ‘ -
" 100 - 14-17 -
For Percentages around 20 and 80 ‘
2000 |25-3.1]3.1-39]|3544(4.0-50] 4455 5.0-6.2 59-74 1 8.2-98
_ 1000 3645]3949|44-55|4.7-59] 5366} 6278 $.4-10 . "
w 700 43-54 1 4.7-59 | 50-62 | 5.5-69 | 64-8.0 | 8.6-10
500 5.1-64 | 5468 | 58-7.2 ] 6.7-3.4 | 8.3-11 .
400 53-7.1161-761 69-85 | 9.0-11
300 . ‘ 6581 73-9% | 92-11 . ‘
© 200 | . |sgto {9812 | -
100 e 11-14
' ” For Percentages around 10 aid-90
2000 |19-24]23-29]26-3.2 3.0-3.8.| 3.34.1 | 3.74.6 | 4.4-55 . .
1000 i 2.7-34 ] 3.0-3.8 | 3.3-4.15] 3.5:4.5'|4.0-50 ] 4.6-5.3 N
m , 324035443848 4.1-5.1 | 483-6.0 :
3848 |4.0-50] 44-55] 5.0-62 . S
- 400 42-52 [4.6-58 ] 52-6.9 . :
300 ‘] 49-6.1] 5.5-69 .
20 | ) 60-15 N
i L1
For Percentages aroiind 5 and 95" :
2000 |14-18]17-21] 1924 | 22-28] 2430 [ 2734 )
1000 1.9-24 | 2.1-2.6 | 24-3.0{ 2.6-32. 2.9-3.6
700 232912632 27-34 ] 3.0-38
500 28-35(29-36 | 3240 o ;
400 . . 3.1-39 | 3.34.1 '
300 , 3645 ‘
--TABLE m.m Exampleof Sampling Errors of Differences between Percentages )
mvduashmmthednﬁmnqw for significance (two standard errors) in
‘Mptrcen deﬁvedfmnml]mubpoup:ofmeuvcy Two
1 given for each cell. -
approximate values of 2ee (p t the nnlu of - 8
+  ghany compumiom ‘l'he lowvuluu are merely:[fa(lln + 112}15{ .
twosimplenndom The high values are about 1.25 greater. ouofthe .

+Somputed valies of the standard error fell between two boundarics. -
(Soum' Fmdmln, Whelpton, and Cumpbcll [19581) .

3
[

chvlir Kish, Survey Sampling. }‘Ie_w York:' John Wiley and Sons, Inc., .
1965, p. 580, _ . )
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_EDUCATION AND TAX LIMITATIONS: 3
EVIDENCE FROM MASSACHUSETTS' 1980 ELECTION ~
- -

‘ On November. 4, 1980 Massachusetts voters overwhelmingly passed
Proposition‘2,1/2. This tax limitation -measure takes its name from
its major provisions: high tax rate cities and towns are required to
redUce‘property'tax levies by at least 15 percent per year until they

reach the maximum allowable‘rate of 2 1/2 percent of fair market

value. Communities with low tax rates are allowed to rdise property v o

taxes but <by- no more than 2 1/2 percent per year. In the same
election, voters turned down by a 36 to 64 percent margin an
alternative measure, Question" 3, sponsored by the Massachusetts”
Teachers' Association "(MTA). This alternative would have limited the
growth of both state and local taxes and increased- the state share of

education costs to 50 pertent over a three-year period.

How local public education should be financed was cladrl§ a major
issue in the vote on Question 3. Education issues also influenced the
vote on Propégition 2 1/2, however, e;en thbugh its major thrust was
property tax_reduction. After all, property taxes provide the- major

source of- funds for elementary and secondary education, education

' budgets account for the largest share:of local expenditures, and the

measure'spegifically refurned the power to6 set school budgets to the
municipality. What specific messages were voters trying'toqsend when
they voted for.froposition 2 1/2 but ‘against Question 3? ' Did they.
want .to reduce education services and spending? Or was local control
over school budgéts the major concern?
.

This paper uses survey”data colleeted during the, two weeks

following the November 4, 1980 election to answer these and other

‘questions related to the 1link hetween views about education and

support for tax limitation. Section I describ®s the provision-and
financing of education in Massachusetts; Section II disentangles the
effects of education~related motivations from other factors motivating
the votes on Proposition 2 1/2 and Question 3; éection 111 describes
how views about ‘education are distributed across various- subgroups of
the population, and Sectiqn IV summarizes the findings..

c o R27.
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I. BACKGROUND

Education Spending"and Finance in Massachusetts

Elementary and secondary education in Massachusetts is provided
by local school districts and financed heévil? by local property
taxes, while highér education is primarily a state responsibility
financed by tuition and state taxes. In FY 1981 the state government
appropri‘at:ed $333 million for high;r education, and about three tin;es -
that amount for assistance to local public schools.  Altogether,

" .
local,. state and federal expenditures on local public schools in F;I
1981 exceeded $2.25 billion. > ' .

.

. "
* The boundaries of school districts are typicaily coincifient with
those of Massachusetts' 351 cities and towns. The school districts
are run by elected school committees and have x;o. taxing power of their
own. Before Proposition 2 /2, cities and towns had no direct control .
over school committee bu@geté'. but were require;i to raise the necessary .
school property”" taxes as. pg'rt: o’f ‘the- regular muqicipal levy. ", )
Propo)sit:ion‘Z 1/2 reduced the fiscal. autonomy of school committees by
giving local legiglafive bodies (city councilé or town meetings) power
}:oge‘r schc;o]:‘commit:tee budget:s'.1 ' '

-

*additioﬁ to the 297 t:it:iés and towns that operate instruc-
tion ‘rogi‘ams", there are ‘54 regional academic school districts andl ,
27 vocational distpicts. Before Proposition 2 1/2, school.committees

for each of these regional and'v0cat1‘ona1 districts determined the
budget and allocated costs among member communities according to ,
agreements made at the time the district was formed. Proposition

2 1/2 1imits the fiscal autonomy of these regional school c\ mmittees

in the same way 't:hf't:'ilt: limits t:‘he pover o'f local schpol committees;

B 3 \ "
B

) .

!

, X - \ :
The Massachusetts .Department of Revenue has ruled that séhool'

committees lose contrdl over-only the ‘total appropriation; they
retain control over the allocation of expenditures across categories. ¢

-

1

AY

. , . ‘
2The treatment of regional school districts under Proposition 2 1/3
was Anitially unclear. The issue was whether they should be treate \ .

. 1ike special districts. or like local schools. ° The Department of
Revenue ruled that they should be treated like local school\st

oL ; " }3;3&;
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Tremendous variation existg “in- fiscal capacity, property tax :

v

burdens, and education spending' across - school districts. " An

equalizing state aid program helps to offset some of the differences
P
Jn fiscal capacity and needs across districts, but sthool aid in

Massachusetts accdunted for only 37 perCent of total stAte .and 1oca1 N

own-source revenues for schools in 1980. This contrasts with 52
_percent imy the nation as a whole- Consequently, dispar,ities in per, _“

. ” )
) - .pupil education spending are larger in Massachusetts than elsewhere.1 . ]

These disparities have led to continued pressurgs—for additional state -~ .
s aid for education and, recently, to a court case (Wehbe ve King) | ~

challenging Massachusetts system of educatipn finance. B T

/
Q Table I shows that }ocal education expenditures have continued to

 grow,in recept years despite dEclining ‘enrollments; between 1975- 76-

"and 1979*80,—tota1 expenditures grew 29 percent while the number of n
-~ pupils declined by:13 percent. Moreover, the-47 percent growth in per

pupil expenditpres duiing this period represents substantial growth in,

teal terms. : . . o

-

-
., . ) LI S .

‘ Some have blamed the increase ‘in’ per pupil spending on the )
autonomy ‘'of school committees. This claim is diffjcult to evaluate./ 7 ot S
" V‘On‘the one hand, school committeés are elected anHJflike other public ' Ai . .
officials, are directly accounbable to the voters. On the other hand,g ’25‘ ,
with autonomous,school commit s3;1223§x¢egislative bodies are unable "

to make explicit trage-of f between gducation and all other spending. °

.
.

e
. . . LY . - r ’ . ' | *
v N " . LIPS P a
e b= - . .\ / . N ) - ﬂ.\a"»’ o '»”“t
. l . / ‘! -~ . 4 - > : « q"’:‘f . " N ‘n': -
., ~_~'1977 data froh. the National Center for Education Statigt{ds” shows . ',
thdt~the disparify between pet pupil expenditures for, pnpibs At the -
. 5th 'and 95th percentilés o ducation spending was - 1arger in S
' Massachygetts than in any other state. The newly revised school aid \v '

! program of 1979 does not seem’to have changed.the situation. In 1981,
N{3~testimony before the ouse Ways/and Means Committee, former,Education

, Commissioneg,Grego " Anrig claimed -that Massachusetts ‘continued’ to’.

< rank first-in the/ aftionm for differences in per pupil. spending
. ' . between wealthy poor communities. - L& TR S
- . S 3 AT, L
p . 2 . ' . . ‘) .x

This, stetement 4s based on_the comparable 35 percent increase in the
implicit price, déflator for state and local government purchases of
good® and ‘services. Economic Report of the President, January 1981(,
(Washipgton, D.C., UnitedlStates Govermment Printing Office, 1980). ..
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-~ Table I

" EDUCATION EXPENDITURES

-

. - , Expenditures Per pupil
School year (millions)  Pupils Expenditures

e,

1975-76 ‘ 1,177,536 '$1,496
1976-77 . 1,146,839 1,695
1977-78 . ; 1,107,174 1,811
1978-79 * 1,078,550 1,992
1979-80 _ 1,032,691 2,205

Peréenqichange 47.3%

Source: Massachusetts Department of Education; Per Pupil' Expenditure
1979-80. , A ' AR .
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Others have sblamed rising per pupil expenditurea on state-
mandated programs for children - with 1earning disaBilities.
Magsachusetts pioneered in the field of special education with a 1972
law requiring local school districts to provide special education
ser%icea for all children who needed it. Expenditures under this
program grew from $104 million in 1973-74 to $335 million in 1979-80,
Between 1975 and 1978, a substantial share of this growth in costs was
financed with local property taxes. With the 1979 revision of the
school aid formﬁla. the growth in costs is now distributed more evenly
between the state and local goVernments. In 1979-80, 60 percent of
tota1 expenditures for special education were borne by 1oca1 govern—

meénts, 33 percent by the state government, and 7 percent by the

& federal government.

'S

Tax Limitation Measures and Education . .

Proposition 2, 1/2'8 revenue provisions affect all cities and

] towns; and hence school dist%icts, in the state but hurt some more

a

than others. High tax rate communities are required to lower tax
1evies by 15 percent per year until they reach the maxignm allowable
effective rate of 2 1/2 percent (equivalent to $25 per $1000 of full
cash yalue). Communities with tax ’rates’.below 2 1/2> percent are

~allowed to_increaae tax levies but by no more than 2 1/2 percent per

year, regardless of growth in the tax base or in service needs. In

. additionm, Proposition 2 1/2 lowers the motor wvehicle excise tax rate

from $66 to $25 per $1000s This tax is impogaa at a uniform statewide

rate but accrues to local treasuries. Along with the local property

tax it provides the only tax revenue available to Massachusetts cities

and towns.

fnitiai'estimates suggested that the first year revenue-loss from
these measures would be close to $600 million. July 1, 1981 estimates
lowered the expectéd first year revenue loss to $486 million, or about
14 percent of 1981 local tax revenues., All large cities and'towns

» AR

lAn additional provision tequires communities that had effective tax
. rates below 2 1/2 percent in 1979 to use their 1979 tax rate limit

rather than 2 1/2 percent.

v o esl




face first year revenue lpsses larger than this statewide average, and
: 1

many face additional required reductions in future years.
Importantly,‘the proposition provided for no additional state aid to
offset these local revenue losses. At the same time, new state aid
was not ruled out because the proposition pladed no limit on ‘state

government taxing and spending powers.

In response to the threat of Proposition 2 1/2, the Massachusetts
Teachers' Association (MTA) put a counter-proposal on’ the November’
ballot. This initiative petition would have limited the growth of
both state and local taxes to the growth of personal income in the
state and would have dincreased the state's share of education costs to
50 percent over a three-year period. . With this proposal, the MTA
hoped either to weaken support for Proposition 2 1/2, or if both
passed, to have the more lenient provisions of its proposal take
Precedence over the stringent provisions of Propositjon 2 1/2 in those
areas where the two overlapped. Once the campaign began, however, the
MTA did not push its propositign very hard, believing that a single
unified message (that is, do not vote for Proposition 2 1/2) would be
stronger than two messages (do not vote for Proposition 2 1/2 and do
vote for the MTA proposal).2

Education groups waged an active campaign against Proposition
2 1/2. The State Board of Education worked with the Massachusetts
Teachers' Association, the Massachusetts Superintendents, and the
‘ Association of School Committees to provide information to voters.
The Commiésioner of Education campaigned vigorously across the state\
and education groups communicated constantly with other groups
campaigning against the measure. The Commissioner of Education took
pride in.the campaign. fAltnough’sorrowful that "we lost,” he-believed
it was a good campaign, that the voters were fully informed, and that
Proposition 2°1/2 clearly reflected the "will of the people.” '

4

1

A '
For a full discussiop of the first year revenue losses under
#Proposition 2 1/2, see Katherine L. Bradbury and Helen F. Ladd, with

Claire Christopherson, "Proposition 2 1/2: Initial Impacts.”

2
This discussion is based on an interview with Jack Pacheco of the

Magsachusetts Teachers Association on August 28, 1981. -

3Based on an interview with former Commissioner of Education, Gregory
Anrig, June 11, 1981. . 2




II. EDUCATION ISSUES AND THE VOTES ON PROPOSITION 2 1/2 AND
QUESTION 3 '

To determine thes"will of the people,” a comprehensive half-hour
telephone survey was administered to 1561 Massachusetts household
heads by a professional survey research firm during the two weeks
following the electiod. Survey respondents, half of whom were men and
half wonen, were randomly selected from 58 cities and towns that are
representative of all the cities and towns in ‘the state.1 ‘

¢

This section summarizes the education-related results from two

multivariate modelsﬂof voting behavior estimated from the survey data.l

Each model~~-one explaining the vote on Proposition 2 1/2 and the other
explaining the vote~ on Question‘3--inc1udes‘variables representing the

major factors motivating a "yes"” or "no" vote on that measure. The

comprehensiveness of each model makes it possible to separate the

effects of education issues from other ‘policy-related issues that
{

might have motivated the vote.

~

N
-

Tabie II provides an overview of the model explaining the vote on

Proposition'2 1/2. The model includes variables representing voters'
preferences and attitudes toward several fiscal concerns, as well as
expectations about how Propositiongz 1/2 would affect these concerns.
Estimated using ordinary fleast squares, the equdtion includes 45
variables and "is based on the 1114 voters for whom full information
was available.2 This full model includes nine education-related
variables derived from respondents' stated preferences, perceptions or

expectations about levels of education services and spending, the
efficiency with which school services are provided; and the way

education is financed.

- ~

1 b . ,
For a complete description of the survey and the sampling plan, see

- Appendices A, B and C of Helen F. Ladd and Julie Boatright Wilson,

-"Proposition 2 1/2: Explaining the Vote.” -

The full equation is reported in, Appendix A and discussed more fully
in Helen F. Ladd and Julie Boatright Wilson, "Why Voters Support Tax

Lipitations: Evidence from Massachusetts' Proposition 2 1/2."

o | | | 233
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Table II

. Ovexrview of Proposition 2% Voting Model

' T L Variables :
Issues bbtivap‘.ng Preferences, ions Expectations about
Voting Behavior and Attitudes Effects of Proposition 2-1/2

(1) (2)

(3)

1. _Service levels Preferences for clusters

of services

2. Inefficie;xcy and waste.
(cost of public services)

Perceptions of ineffi-
ciency or waste in:

= state government

- local goverrment .
- = local public schools g

Desiredu spending and tax-
ing by: '
- state government
.= local government
. = local public schools

Desired tax shifts.
Attitudes toward taxes.

. Perceptions of how other
groups fare relative to
househo

3. Spending and taxes

4. Tax reform
(tax'shift')* K

5. Relative fiscal status .

»
-~

Public sector job
status

——

Expected effects on clus-
ters of services; expected |
effects on sexrvices used by
respondent's household. .

Expectations of more res-
ponsible government,:moré
efficiency in local govern-
ment, more voter control
over schools.

Expected effects on state -
and"local taxes; expected
effects on taxes paid by

respondent's household.

Expectations about, state .
aid' and about tax reform.

- ey Ao .
£l

Public sector enployee as

< proxy for fear of job loss

or decline in quality of :
work envirorment.

3
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Most of the education-related variables exert statistically
significant effects on the probability that an individual household
head will support Proposition 2 1/2. In particular, the equation
implies that the desire to reduce the quality and quantity of
education seryices, the belief that education services are ineffi-
ciently provided, the desire to shift more of the burden of education
finance to state taxes or user charges and thé expectation that
Proposition 2 1/2 would increase voter control over school budgets all
increase the probability that any given voter would support the tax

~ limitation measure. . ¢

©

The contribution of each Qariable to the overall statewide vote
of household heads depends both on the effect of the particular
variable on the probability thaé an' individual household head wouid
support ProPosition 2 1/2 and on thé distribution of that variable
across household heads within the state. For example, the equation
shows that people who want to reduce education services are more
likely than those who want to mainfain or increase these services to
vote "yes" on Proposition 2 1/2; the ippact of these preferences on
the overall statewide vote is small, howéver, because of the small
proportion of'pegple wanting such reductions. The first entry}in
Table III shows that the estimated magnitude of this impact is.0.8
percentage péints. In other ﬁords, the results impfy that the
favorable vote for Proposition 2 1/2 would have been 0.8 percentage

points lower than the actual vote had no Massachusetts household head

wanted to reduce education (and recreation) services. "

The other entries in Table III can be interpreted in a similar
way. Together they show the impacts on the statewide votevfor
Proposition 2 1/2 of all the education-related variables in the full
model, controlling for all other motivations. They were derived by
comparing the voting outcome based on the actual distributions of
views with the voting outcomes predicted to occur had no one wanted or

expected any change in each aspect of education finance or service

delivery. ~ Thus, the total in the net column implies that, overall,

the education-related views of hoqsehold heads, tﬁroughout the state

~




. Table III

A

SUMMARY.CF WEIGHTED IMPACTS OF EDUCATION VARIABLES

ON TOTAL PROPOSITION 2% VOTES

~

Variable Weighted Impact on Total Vote
) For Against. Net

~

©

“Service Levelsb

Preferences for education and
recreation--less
--more

Expectations about education and
recreation--less
¥ " --more
- ;

Spending

Want decrease in school spending
Expect decrease in school spending

Efficiency and Control .

Perception of inefficiency in
local schools ) ’

.

Expect more voter control over
school spending

Finance'Reform

Shift of more education financing
to state taxes

Shift of more special education
financing to state taxes

-

Shift financing of some servites

to user charges®

%

N
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Table III, continued

Derived from the nine education-related variables.included in a
linear equation estimated from 1,114 survey observations to explain’
the probability of a "yes"-vote on Proposition 2 1/2. Each entry is
the predicted difference between  the ;actual statewide vote of
household heads and the hypothetical vote had no household head
wanted or expected a change in that aspect of education, controlling
for all other variables in the model., The full model is reported and

' interpreted in Helen F. Ladd and Julie Boatright Wilson, "Why Voters
Support Tax Limitations: Evidence from Massachusetts' Proposition

2 1/2" in Tax Limitations in Massachusetts, unpublished report to the .

* National Institute of Education, 1982. -

b -
Education and recreation is the primary education-related service
cluster. Not included in this table is the human services cluster

which includes special education along with mental health programs
and programs for the elderly.

/
These services include adult education, after school programs, and
local public trangportation., » . , .
\ ) \

[
.
s .
.
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‘ contributed 7.2 percentage points to the 58 percent favorable vote on

Proposition 2 1/2.

L

Several conclusions emerge from Table III. First, the finding
that views on education-related issues together contributed only 7.2
percentage points to the favorable vote suggests that the vote for tax
}imdtation in Massachusetts should not be interpreted as a general \
revolt against local schools and the way they are operated.
Disaggregating this net. impact, however, shows that certain viewa )

toward education contributed 18.9 percentage points to the' favorable .
vote, while others contributed 11.7 percentage points to the negative

vote. More than half the 18.9 percentage points of support for

Proposition 2 1/2 comes from perceptions and expectations related to
efficiency and voter control; beliefs that Proposition 2 1/2.wou1d
—lead to-morevoter control-over school spending contributed 9:0

percentage points'to'the‘favorable\vote,'and perceptions that 1local
school services are inefficiently provided contributed another 3.1

pPercentage points.

-

In contrast to the large contribution of views about efficiency -
v and voter contro}, deeires for lower levels of spending or services
contributed iny smali'amounts to the statewide favorable vote. The
desire for lower education and recreation services added only 0.8
Percentage. points to the  favorable vote ‘and the desire to reduce \
school spending, as distinct from service levels, contributed another
\v 2.3 percentage points. As shown at the bottom of the table, the -
desire to change the way locally provided education is financed in
Massachusetts also contributed’ to the favorable vote, but once again ‘
the impacts are relatively small. Although not shown explicitly in
the table, the desire to shift the financing of special education
) . services to the state contributed essentially nothing to the statewide

i

vote for Proposition 2 1/2.

) 4 . -

1 ”
The statewide actual favorable vote was 59 percent. The 58 percent
used in the text is the favorable vote in the sample which represents

an estimate of the statewide favorable vote of household heads.

“r
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Finally, Table FII shows that concern about servige or spending

* cutbacks contributed 11.7 percentage points to the vote against

Proposition 2 1/2. This finding is consistent with the view that the
) campaign.to educate voters about- the possible cuts in education

aervices that would accompany Proposition 2 1/2 had some, effect. ,
Importantly, the negative impact on the vote of those who OPPOSGd \\?/

service or spending reductions outweighed the positive impact of those
who wanted them.1 LA

- E
s .

-+

Summarizing these results, it appears that the education-related
favorable vote for Proposition 2 1/2 is‘not, on net, a vote for

reductions in school spending or service levels. Irnstead, the

favorable vote reflects expectations of more voter control over school

__. 8pending and, to a limited extent, the desire for changes in the way
education is financed in Massachusetts. ’

.

g ~
The model explaining the vote on Question 3 is conceptually
similar to that estigated for Proposition 2-1/2, but is based on a

substantially smaller gubsample and, because the goals of the two tax

limitation measures differed, contains different .variables measuring

2 . .
expected outcomes. The smaller sample Primarily reflects the fact:

that ﬁnly a subset of alﬁ.respondents were asked what they thought

would have happened to taxes and services if the measure had passed.
The estimated equation coq;ains 32 variables and is based on: the 315

voters for whom fulI infoimation was available.3

L -

a . ”\‘ ‘

1 ke

This is interesting in light of preliminary findings that education
budgets were cut back proportionately more than other budgets during
the firet year under the proposition. See Khtherine L. Bradbury and
Helen F.. Ladd, with Claire Christoph&%son, "Proposition 2 1/2:
Initial Impacts. éE N ©

2Becauae Question 3 would have limited the growth of state and local
taxes rather than actually reducing thém, detailed information on

expected cutbacks in specific services or on expected increases in
efficiency was not collected. Likewise, because the measure 4id not
restrict the power of local school committees, respondents were not
asked how Question 3 would affect voter «ontrol. .

3
-For the complete Question 3 voting model, see Appendix A. The
characteristics of the aubsgmple on which the model is based are

described in Appendix C of Ladd and wilaon, "Propoaition 2 1/2:
Explaining the Vote." ©
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The full Questinn 3 model includes seven education-relatgd
variables. Although the equation explains the vote relatively well,
nany of the variables are statistically insignificanf.1 0f these
seven education-related variables, only one--the expectation that
Quéstionv3 would have lgg to more school spending--is statistically
s&gnificant) The coefficient of this variable implies that those who

xpected Question 3 to lead to more snhool gpending were 19 percentage

‘//N\;Elnts more liﬁeiy to vote "yes” than those who di& not expect this
oufcome. Additional evidence that supporters of Question 3 viewed the

© Deasure as a way of expanding, rather than &imiting, the resources
available to local publié schools is based on a relative}y largerut .
statistically insignificant coefficient that péople preferring cuts in

education spending were more likely than others to vote against the

measure.

The following \expectations variables all enter the Question 3
voting model with large positive and statistically significant

- coefficients: the expectation of state tax reform, of slower growth
in property taxes, and slower growth in total taxes and spending.

Thus, the conclusion emerges that 'supporters of Question 3 were in
favor of slower growth of property and total taxes while at the ‘same

time they favored increased education spending.

’v
Finally, the equntion shows that even after controlling for their

preferences .and expectations, local public sector *employees were

substantially more likely than private sector employees to support
Question, 3. Similarly, the equation suggests that voters with a

household member employed in locaf'publid schools were more likely
than private sector éﬁ%loyeesnto support Question 3. The statistical

insignificance of this result should not be taken too seriously; only

. . : ) . N

K

1
. Using a cutoff probability of 0.5, the equation correctly predicts
the vote of 802 percent Qf the sample. This compares to the 53

percent [(0.36)" + (0.64)"] that would have been correctly predicted

¢ by chance or to the 64 percent that would have been correctly
‘ predicted had a no vote been predicted for everyone.
‘e
o u
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+ 12 of the 315 voters in the sample had a household member working in
local public schools.1 .o, .

Comparing ther models for Proposition 2 1/2 and Question 3, we
conclude that support for each measure came from groups of the
Population holding very different views on education-related issues.
This conclusion is reinforced by a simple comparison of the views of ”
each measure's supporters (see Appendix Tables B-I through B-V) "The
supporters of Question 3 typically expected the measure to lead to
their’ preferred outcome of more spending on education. Proposition 2
1/2's supporters,-in contrast were more likely than Question 3's

supporters to prefer lower levels of school services, to believe that
local education is inefficiently provided and to expect Proposition 2

1/2 to lead to increased control over school spending. .

- The passage of Proposition 2 1/2 and the defeat of Question 3,
however, should not be interpreted as widespread disenchantment with

local public education. Indeed, the next section shows that at the )
time of the election, the average Massachusetts household head wanted

P

to maintain most types of education services at their current levels,
did not perceive pervasive inefficiency in the delivery of education
“services, and was not dissatisfied with the way elementary and
secondary education-~other than’tgi: for special needs students--was

hl

financed.

-~ .
' I3

1 ~ Qs
Looking at the larger sample’ of all those who voted on Question 3 °
rather than those for whom complete data are available for the

equation, we find that 53.2 percent of the 96 voters with a household
member employed in education and 55.0 percent of the 121 voters with

‘a household member working for local govermment voted in favor of ™~
Question 3. The comparable percentages® for Proposition 2 1/2 are

29.2 and 31.8 percehne, respectively.

-
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I11. VARIATIONS IN PREFERENCES ACROSS POPULATION SUBGROUPS

Lo
-

While a majority of household heads were satisfied with most
aspects ‘pf education finance and service delivery, substantial

proportions were disenchanted with particular aspects. This section
summarizes the education-related views of all survey respondents (both

> voters ' and non—voters)l and documents differences among subgroups
defined by socio-economic;\\ fiscal - and attitudinal

characteristics.

w._MT'he cross-tabular analysis presented below is well suited)to the
determination of which groups are most disenchanted with particular

. ’
' aspects of local public education. More complex multivariate analysis
would be required however to explore why particular patterns emetge«

Ihus, when we find that high income households are more likely than
low income households to want service xeductions, we do not know

R whether this is’'because they are more liiely to\be homeowners with

T large property tax burdens, they live in communities with high

existing se;vice levels, or they are better able to afford private
sector alternatives. Thus, the purpose of the following discussion is

to document patterns, leaving the more complicated task of sorting out

motivationsto future research.2

o

Service Levels T .

- A

Only a-small proportion of all respondents wanted to reduce the
level of any of the five education services included in the survey--

public elementary and high school education; after school programs;
special -education' for children with learning disabilitiesi adult

"education; and state or community colleges. Table IV shows that the

proportions wanting cutbacks range from 11 percent for special

. L

h

(3

'

For a ¢omparison of the views of those voting:"yes™ with those voting
"no" oR Proposition 2 1/2 and a comparison of views about education

- with those about other public services, see Ladd and Wilson,
“Proposition 2 1/2: Explaining the Vote." See also Appendix C of
this report for respondents' expectations of how.Proposition 2 1/2
would sffect education, by demographic group.

2 . B
- For a discussion of the,significance of differences between any two
groups, see Appendix D. B
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Table IV

.

PREFERENCES FOR FIVE EDUCATION SERVICES®
A1 Respondents

’ - . “
,t . e v

. Jb' ) ’ B ’ '
. Pe%%ent of all respondents who want to:

: . Decrease Maintain the Increase
Service,Type A ' e sgrvice at the

b X c
service turrent el , servicer .
~

Public Eiementary and "

High School &J ) )

Education . 17.1% 44,3% 38.6%
After School Programs ‘ 22.8 . 46,2 T 31.0
Speaial Education - N 1l.1 © 34,0 54,9
Adult Eduéa;ioi . 18.0 54e4 27.5
State and Community : - <y »~;7’

Colleges and S —
Universities -5 1701 A, Shel” (28.2

>

>

A
“ A
a ’ « - i . \ vV
-Baged on the question: "Think about tHe services prévided by the
‘state or,local'govqfnment to residents of your town for city. For
,+ each service I read, please tell me whether state or loeal government
should be, providing a lot less, a little less, the same amount, a
little more, or a lot more of this service. Remember, if govermment
provides less services state or ldtal taxes will be reduced, and if .
- govermment provides more. “serviceg, state or local taxes will be
increased. If the service is not available to residents in your city
‘or town, please let me know. Let's bégin with ("X'd ITEM). Which '
phrase in the first list describes how much more or less ("X'd" ITEM) -
staté orflocal govermment should provide? . 4

L4 ¢ \ H

b L ' . . ,
Includes thoge who want .to decrease services "a little" and "a lot.”
- »

7 . ,
cIncluéés those‘yho want to increase services services "a little" and
"a lot." ; . -
; 7 . .




W L ty

© e

education to 23 pyf:e'nt for after school programs. Because these
percentages are so low, we begin our disaggregate analysis by iooking
" at variations in the proportions wanting to 'increase services. These
_proportions range from 28 percent for adult education £6 D5 percent
for special education. ' : ' c -
Jﬂ ’ _r . : . - ) N N
LA - ‘ ' - e
: Table V shows that the proportions of respondents wanting .more ’ :
education services vary across the subgroups in most of the

demographic categories examined. Women were substantially more likely
than men, and non-whites more likely than whites, to want higher

levels of each ‘of tHe five services. In contrast, the differences by
religion are much smaller and less consistent across service types.

N i

In particular, the evidence does not gupport the hypothesis that the
availability of Catholic privare schools makes Catholics less

supportive than non-Catholics of gublic education. . . I
.A clear pattern emerges by stage in life-cycle. In general,

older households with no school-age children were less likely t - i

younger households to want more educ}ation servicess In particy

less than a third of the older households with no children or of the

elderly want:ed more of any service other than e&pecial educat:ion. ~,
Int:erest:ingly,. great;gbsup,pgrt for particular services came from fthe

., households that<were likely to use ‘the service in the ne'ar’fut:u‘re; ’
hquseholds with pre-school children’ were the most likely to want more
public educatiOn, aft:er-school programs. and s‘gpecial education, and
"those with children between 6 and 17 were most likely to want more
publicly supp.ort:ed higher education. ~ o

* . L 3 4 . .
) OVerI‘I.apping the stage in life-cycle categories are the service I

usage categories. As expected, those who report that members of their

household use the service were more likely: than non-users to ‘support r
increases. The relative narrowness of some of these differences can

-be explained in part by the life-cycle findings: “non-users” include

many households who will use the service in the future.
~ , N “"




Table V
&
PREFERENCES FOR INCREASES IN FIVE EDUCATION SERVICES
~XDemographic Characteristics

-~

a,b

’

£ . - ~,

Percent of respondents in each category who want to

increase: ”

Public Ele-. . -
mentary and ~ After :

Secondary School Special Adult Public
. Education Programs Education Education Colleges
Total 38.6% 31.0% 54.9% 27.5% 28.2%
T ¢
Sex ’
- Female 44,6 36.4 57.5 30.2 31.6
Male ’ 32.5 25.6 52.3 24.8 24.9
<
Race | '
Non-vwhite ” 54.7 46.8 - 66.7 35.4 41.1
White 37.5 30.0 54,2 27.0 27.3
Religion
Catholic 39.4 30.9 * 58.3 T 28.8 28.8
Jewish 36.4 32.2 . 53.4 . 18.0 26.4 ’
Protestant 36.4 ' 33.0 *° 51.0 ~28.5 28.4
" Other, no | . - K
. -religion 40,5 27.6 - 51.8. 25.3 26.6" D -
K O . .
- Stage in Life ‘ ‘ ﬂ ﬁ
-Cycle . .
. Young, no .
5 children 44,2 36.9 ° 64.5 36.5 -32.9
Children present, " . A o . ‘
oldest <6 “48.0 v 38.5 66.7 27.7 27.9 4
"Children present, « ' - . ‘
oldest 6-17 . .- 40.3 - 30.7 49.6 24,5 30.6
Older adults, no . . . )
" dhildren : 31.5 '27.6 50.2 ° 25.2. 24.9
- Elderly (60+) ' . e
adults, no . . ‘
. children 28.2 21.9 50,7 24,7 20.3 .
Service Usage : ' _ . '
 Use thise¢service -.41.6 32.4 6l.1 - 32.9 34,2 -
Do not use this' ) ‘ :
’ 26.5 .

“  gervice

37.Q 30.6 54,3 2601
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Table V (continued)
PREFERENCES FOR INCREASES IN FIVE EDUCATION SERVICES®sD ‘
By Demographic Characteristics
Percent of respondents in each category who want to
B increase: c
el Public Ele-
~ mentary and After .
o Secondary School Special Adult Public
- ' ' ° Echation Progragms Education Education Colleges
< Education
Less than high . . .
" school o 48,17 40.5% 65.6% 31.5% ©.37.6%
High school . —~
degree 39.9 30.0 59.7 3Q5 28.7
. Some college 36.2 ©30.9 50.3 26.9 27.4°
College degree 35.2 27.1 49,4 23.6 . *24,7
Graduate school 33.9 30.1 47.4 22.3 24,0
° Household Income ' ' .
Less than $10,000 50.3 43.6 71.2 37.6 35.2
$10,000 to <$20,000 ~ 41.0 34.8 60.% 28.3 30.6
$20,000 to <$30,000 38.0 26.7 50.3]f« . 27.6 26.6
$30,000 to, €$50,000, 30.8 25.4 45.9 22.8 24,5 .
$50,000 or more 30.9 . 29,2 43,3 ° 23.1. 14,5
oOccupation of Household Head
Professional 36.9 30.1 50.7 26.2 . 24,7
Managerial 34.4 26.6 47.6 21.3 24,1
Clerical, sales 36.2 32.1 56. 1 ' 28.6 33.9
. Blue collar 40.7 29,7 59.4 29,7 & °29.3
) Service 50.5 42,7 69.5 33.6 32.0
X Not reported ) 39.8 36.3 56.2 31.0 32.7
Government Employee
Educational
employee 49.5 ) 37.2 48.9 22.4 . 34,8
Locdl government , .
employee , 45.4 37.8 53.8 28.3 26.7
State goyegnment * .
employee 42,9 38.9 59.3 29.1 35.7
Federal govern-. ;
ment employee 40.3 27.0 62.5 29.7 38.6

No local, state, or

federal employees '
in hou‘ehold 36.8 29.7 54.9 N 2706 i 27.5
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Table V (continued)

fag ~

PREFERENCES FOR INCREASES IN FIVE EDUCATION'SERVICﬁSa’b
By Demographic Characteristics -0

) Percent of respondents in each category who want to

dncrease:
+ 7 Public Ele- < e
mentary and  After
Secondary ‘School - |, Special Adult Public
Education , Programs Education Educatioq Colleges !
Local Tax Share: - “ .
Owners: Less than 75%%§; . ‘
of community avg. 31.1 25.3 52.9 23.1 25.3
Owners: 75% to <100% . .
. of community avg. 34.7 25.5 43.0 18.7 24.7
Owners: 100% to <125%
of community avg. - 30.9 24.0 - 46.8 26.3 24.6
Owners: 125% or more .-
of community avg. 25.6 20.3 - 39,2 , 16.3 17.2
Owners: Taxes not . ® T
reported 37.2 - 27.4 53.1 31.9 27.4 -
Renters: never owned, . .
no plans to own 48.4 44.9 65.2 36.3 + 33.6
Renters: Ever owned 53.4 39.2 67.6 40.3 38.6
Renters: Plan to own  45.0 - 30.8 ° 59.2 29.2 23.3
Neither rent nor own 27.9 34.9 67.4 16.3 23.2
Political Ideology *
Very cdnservative 35.4% 28.9% 56.1% 31.6% 23.1%
Fairly . , \
‘conservative 36.8 28.3 50.0 25.5 25.4
Middle of the .
road 34.7 . 27.8 53.0 23.6 25.8
Fairly liberal 43.8 36.5 60.2 31.2 35.9
Very liberal . 06.4 51.0 67.6 40.8 44,4

2Baged on the question: "Think about the services provided by the state or
local government to residents of your town or city. For eacli service I read,

. please tell me whether state or local govermment should be providing a lot
less, a little less, the same amount, a little more, or a lot more of this

service. Reitember, if government provides less sérvices state or local.taxes
will be reduced, and if government provides more seryices, state or local

taxes will be increased. If the service is not available to residents:'in
your city or town, please let me know. Let's begin with ("X'd ITEM). Which

phrase in the first list describes how mu¢h more or less ("X'd"” ITEM) state
or local government should provide?”

bEach entry is the percentage of respondenfa that think tﬁere should be a "lot
more” or a "little more” of that particular service. Percentages are based

on those responding to the question.

!

IS

CrState govermment mployee," inqludes county employees. - 2 47
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With only a_ few exceptions, support for higher levels of each
service decreases both with the “amount ‘of education received by the ’
respondent and with household income. In addition, hodseholds headed
by managers are least likely and those from households headed by

- 8ervice workers are most likely to want higher education service
levels. A
v
. /

Respondents from households having at least one member employed
by a local public Bchool are more likely than other households to want
higher 1levels of elementary and secondary education. These’
respondents are no more likely than those from households haxing
non—school state or local public employees, however, to want more of
the other four’ education‘services. Interestingly, respondents living
ih households having a federal govermment employee have the highest
probabilities of all groups of wanting more special education, adult
education and publicly supported higher education.

" The tax share findings are roughly consistent with the nypothesis
.that respondents with low tax shares are more likely than _others to
want higher'service levels. Among.homeowners, the percentage wanting
higher service levels generaliy decreases with the household's share
of the tax burden, but the differences.are small and the patterns are
not consistent. Renters, particularly those who have no immediate
pPlans to purchase a home, were more“likeiy than homeowners to want

more of each service. Presumably, this group of renters believes that

they paf little or no local property taxes.

Finally, those who describe themselves as 1liberals express
greater preference than others for increasing .education services.
Somewhat surprisingly, conservatives are no less likely and, in the
case of speciql education and adult education, .are more likely than,

‘ those claiming to be' middle-of-the~roaders to want to increase

education services.

Table VI looks at the other side of the coin, i.e., variations in'
desired cutbacks. -In most cases, tHe patterns are the reverse of
Y <
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PREFERENCES FOR CUTTING BACK FIVE EDUCATION SERVICESa’

Table VI,
b

ggrnemographic Characteristics

L4
1S

Percent of respondents in each category who want to
cut back:

3

Public Ele~

mentary and  After

Secondary School Special Adult Public
Education Programs Education Education Colleges

Total

Sex
Female
Male

Race
Non-white
White

Religion
Catholic

Jewish

Protestant

Other, no
religion

Stage in Life
Cycle .
Young, no
children
Children present,
oldest <6
Children present,
oldest 6-17
Older adults, no’
child
Elderly (60+)
adults, no
children

Service Usage
Use this service
Do not use this

service

sorerin

22.8% 11,12  '18.0% 17.6%

-




- ‘ - VI (continued)

PREFERENGES FOR CUTTING BACK FIVE EDUCATIéN SERVICES3»P

u By Demographic Characteristics .
Percent of respondents in each category who want to P4
¢ cut back: . -
- Public Ele-
mentary and  After .
Secondary School *'. 'Special Adult Public
¢ Education Programs Education Education Colleges .
Education . e
less than high . .
school . 15.4% 20.5% 6.7% 12.8% 14,23
High School , .
degree 18.2 22,3 6.4 17.6 "17.8
G Some college - 17.7 25.1 11.4 18.5 15.5
College degree 16.4 , 22.9 17.0 19.2 21.5
- Graduate school T 1644 K 22.0 19.1 22.3 18.9
.
Occupation of Household Head - .
Professional 13.6 23.2 14.8 18.4 18.4
Managerial 24.8 24.2 16.2 24,7 18.3
Clerical, sales 16.0 . 19,2 10.0 13.8 17.2
, Blue collar 17.6 24.8 - 7.9 16.7 17.4
Service 8.6 . 11,6 1.0 12,5 15.0
Not reported 16.8° . 25.0 9.3 ' 16.8 18.0
Government Employee l
Educational . o .
employee 5.4, . 7.0 20,2 14.9 11.2
Local government . ' _ C
employee 14,3 13.4. 10.1 15.0 12.1
. State government . .
femployee. . 4.3 13,0 11.1 12,7 21.4
Federal govern- :
. ment employee 25.8 30.2 10.9 31.3 17.5
No local, state, or .
federal employees :
in household 18.0 24,2 10:5 18.1 18.6
Household Income >
Less than $10,000 12.6 15.2 3.8 10.5 . 16.4
$10,000 to <$20,000 15.5 18.9 © 7.0 13.2 15.9
$20,000 to <$30,000 19.0 26.7 13.8 19,9 18.2
$30,000 to <$50,000 19.0 26.8 16,0 25.1 17.4
17.9

$50,000 or more 20.6 21.5 . 24.6 33.9 .




Table VI (continued)

PREFERENCES FOR CUTTING BACK FIVE EDUCATION SERVICES®:P L

‘ + By Demographic Characteristics
Percent ot respondents 1In each category who want to .
increase: . :
. Public Ele-
~ " mentary and _ After
Secondary School Special * Adult Public
Education Programs Education™ Education Colleges

’

2

Local Tax Sharé.
" Owners: Less than 75% .
of community avg. 15.8% 25.1% 8.6% 16.4% 14.7%

Owners: 73% to <100% .
of commuiity avg. 19.8 26,4 . 14,3 25.6 21.0 4
Owners: 100% to <125% . _ .
of community avg. 20.0 26,7 . 17.2 21.5 24.1
Owners: 2125% of i . - .
community avg. 21.5 27.3 18.6 ©24.9 21.9
Owners: Taxes not o~ .
reported .26.1 . 25,2 12.8 18.9 15.2
Renters: never owned, '
no plans to own 13.0 13,1 6.1 8.6 12.4
Renters: Ever owned 10.9 16.8 5.1 12,2 13.9
Renters; Plan to own 12.0 26.1 8.6 16.7 22.3
Neither rent nor own 14.6 22.5 0.0 12.2 \ 7.5
Political Idéolggz . .
Very conservative 20.8 28.1 12.9 23.3 29.2
Fairly conservative °  20.6 28.8 16,0 - 23.7 18.8 -
Middlq;of the road‘ . 17.5 21.3 11.1 17.3 15.6
Fairly liberal- 13.8 18.6 6.7 13.2 16.5
Very 1liberal ’ 5.9 14.7 1.0 10.2 12.1

!
Based on the question: "Thinﬁ‘abdut the services provided by the state or
local government to residents of your town or city. For each service I read,

please tell me whether state or local govermment ghould be providing a lot
less, a little less, the same amount, a little more, or a lot more of this
service. Remember, if govermment provides less services state or local taxes
will be reduced, and if government provides more services, state or local

taxes will be increased. If the service is not available ﬁp residents in
your city ‘or town, please’let me know. Let's begin with ("X'd ITEM). Which

phrase in the first list describes how much more or less ("X'd" ITEM) state
or local government ghould provide?” - .

. b * . »
Each entry is the percentage of -respondents that think there should be a

© "little less” or a "lot less” of that particular gervice. Percentages are
based on those responding to the question.
' ‘ 5 251
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‘c"Staiedgpvgrdhgnt empioyee” includes ngnty employees.
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of those for desired increases. Support for cutbacks is higher among-
respondents who are male, white, better educated or conservative than

among those who are female, non-white, less well educated or liberal.

In addition, support for cutbacks is higher among respondents whose

households are older with no children, do not use the service, are
headed By a managerial worker, have higher household income, and own

their own home, compared with respo%dents wvho are young, use the

service, whose household head is a service worker, have lo& incomes,

or who rent.

w

-
»

Not surprisingly, only five percent of respondents in households
with a worker in the local public schools wanted to reduce elementary
and’ secondary education setvices. At the same time, however, 20
percent of these respondents--in contrast to 10 percent of other
groups-—wanted to reduce special education. As shown below, part of
this difference in views about special education may reflect differing
‘'perceptions of how efficiently the services are provided. More
generally, these findings indicate ‘that at least some educational
employees would like to reverse the recent trend of growth in special
education services at the expense of regular e€ducation.
épending Levels . - - l , :

This section looks at desired changes in .spending for local
pgblié education, in contrast to desired changes in setvice levels.
The next section then discusses respondents' perteptions df the 1#nk-
between spending and service levels. .

3

~

Table VIIﬁshows that.44 percent of the respondents wanted to
decrease school spending, 36 percent wanted to keep it the same, and
20 percent .wanted to increase it.1 Thus, a‘,gelatively large
proportion of Massachusetts household heads, including the "middle" or
average respondent, -was content with the pre-Proposition 2 1/2 level
of school spending. At the same time, a}moqt half the respondents
wanted lower spending even though, as discussed above, a‘'much smaller
proportion wanted to reduce service levels.

.
. v ’

-

N .
Respondents could indicate desired increases or-decreases from 1 to 100
percent. "Keeping spending the same” is equivalent to zero percent desired

7

-

s
¢




Table V11 - ;

DESIRED CHANGES IN SPENDING AND TAXES .EOR LOCAL PUBLIC SCHOOLSa b

AY

. - . gyrDemographic Characteristics

[
1

. \ . Local School Spending Should - L

Increase  Stay the Same Decrease - S
Total _ 20.0% 35.86%2 . L4.u%
T Sex )
Female 21.7 36.8 4l.4
Male -- ' 18.4 - 34.3 47.3 . .
Race -
Non-white 35.4 30.2 3434
White 19.0 + 35.9 “ 45.0
Religion ‘
Catholic 18.5 34,0 47.6
Jewish 23.9 40.2 35.9
Protestant 19.6 - 37.5 " 42,9
Other, no -
religion 24.1 35.4 40.5
Stage in Life ' '
Cycle ’ .
Young, no
children Y4.4 38.1 27.6
Children present, ‘
oldest <6: ‘ 25.6 35.6 38.9
Children present, .
oldest 6-17~ 19.7 36.2 44,2 '
Older adults, no L
children 11.0 33.7 55.2 ©en
Elderly (60+)
- -adults, no i

children 8.3 . 33,2 . 58.5

‘Service Usage
Children in public

schools 20.4 35.0 44,7
No children in ’

public schools 19.9. - 35,9 . 44,2
Education .
Less than high . .

‘school . 23.0 32.0 50.0
High School B ’

degree 16.9 ‘ 35.1 48,0
Some college 20.6 -~ 36.3 43.1
College degree , 20.6 37.4 b2,

38\03 * 3607

Graduate school 25.0

- | . 253
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R Table VII (continued) , ' .
’Q DESTRED CHANGES IN 'SPENDING AND TAXES FOR LOCAL PUBLIC SCHOOLSa’b
E5Y v
By Demographic Characteristics
"_a Local School Spending- Should
~-Increase Stay the Same Decrease
Household Income ’ B
i Less than $10,000 29.0% * 37.9% 33.1%
$10,000 to <$20,000 23,8 32.4 43,8
$20,000 to <$30,0600 18.2 33.4 48.4
$30,000 to <$50,000 12,0 - 41,9 46.2 -
$50,000 or more 21,7 33.3 44,9
: . Occupation of Household Head -
Professional 22,6 ° 37.3 40,1
, Managerial 14,8 35.0 50,2
Clerical, sales 15.5 41,5 43,0
Blue collar 21.6 31.0 47,5
Service ; 25,7 37.1 37.1
Not reported 21.5 36.2 42.3
* Government Employee
Educational .
employee 20,2 41.5 38.3
Local government ‘
. employee 21,0 27,7 51.3
State government - N °
’employeec 17,5 38.6 43.9
Federal govern— . .
ment employee 15.4 36.9 47,7
No local, state, or ' )
federal employees ’
_ in household : 20.3 © 35,7 44,0
’ Local Tax Price ‘ J
Owners: Less than 75% e )
of community avg. 16.0 33.3 47.6
Owners: 75% to <100%
of community avg. 12,0 34.3 52.2
. Owners: 100% to <125%
o of community avg. 10.9- 36.6 52.6 -
Owners: 125% or more . : .
“ . of community avg. 11.9 ' 33.0 53.7
‘ Owners: No taxes : ’ —~ .
. reported . 17.7 \/ 35.4 46.0 *
i Renters: Never owned, -~ : \T_‘/
no plans to own 31.6 39.8 28.5
o Renters: -Ever owned 36:4 32.4 31.2
IR - Renters: Plan to own 25.8 "33.3 . 48.8 .
7 Neither . rent nor own 16.3 46.5 37.2 .




Table VII (continued)
DESIRED CHANGES IN SPENDING AND TAXES FOR LOCAL PUBLIC SCHOOLSa’b

By Demographic Characteristics

: Local School Spending Should :
- Increase Stay the Same . Decrease

Political Ideology

Very conservative 19.3% 30.4% 50.4%
+ Fairly conservative 15.8 30.8 53.5
Middle of the road 17.7 37.6 44,6
Fairly liberal 25.7 . 36.5 37.8
Very liberal 37.9 36.9 25.2

aBased on the question: "Compared to what the state govermment now spends, by
what percentage, if any, would you like to see state government taxing and

spending increase or decrease? You may answer any percent increase or
decrease from 1% to-100% or “tell me you want it to stay the same. And by
what percentage, if any, would you like to see local government taxing and

. spending increase or decrease. And by what percentage, if any, would you
like to-.see local public school taxes and spending increase or decrease?”

b .
Percentages are based on those responding to the question and total to 100%
across rows.

c"
State govermment employee” includes county employees.

.




At least ‘half the respon&ents in each of the' following groups
>

wanted lower school spending: * . ~
® older households with no children, inciuding the elderly; i
e respondents with less than a high school degree; .
e households headed by someone 'in a managerial poéition; )
. heusghq{?s with a local government employee; R -
e households with local tax shares greater than 75 percent of

the community average; and

e respondents who are "fadrly” or "very" conservative.

The findings confirm thgsvstage in life-cycle is an important
determinant of opposition to public school spending, with young

childless households providing the 1least opposition and older
households the most. In addition, respondents in households including

local school employees are less likely than those in households with
or without other public sector emplo¥ees to want less school spending.

This could reflect either above-average preferenceé for school
‘spending among this group or concern that their household incomes

would be adversely affected by spending reductions. Concern about
public sectof jobs may also account for the large-fractf‘n of

A , ’
non-school local public sector employees who want spending reductions;

cutbacks in school spending may allow local government to maintain

non-school spending and jobs at current levels. y

Perceptions of Inefficiency

Respondents' perceptions of, inefficiency\can partially reconcile
their apparently inconsistent desires to redugg spending but not ‘.
service levels. We measure these perceptions as the perceritage by
which respondents believe spending can be reduced without appreciable
r?ductions in service levels. Table VIII reports the results in
summary form. The first number in each entry indicates the percentage

13
.

I

of respondents who believe .that spending cuts of less than five
p€fcent would significantly affect seryice levels. ‘Tﬁé larger this .
number,lthe grééter the"propbrtion of ‘respondents who believe the
service is provided efficiently. The second number in each entry

represents the percentage of respondents who believe that spending
t -~

. .256 - ‘
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BELIEFS THAT SPENDING CAN BE CUT WITHOUT AFFECTING THE QUALITY OR QUANTITY '

*

“

Religion : ’

. Catholic 36/39 4o0My  s56/22 .. 27/48 31/44
Jewish ‘ . 45/29 43/31 60/16 27#5 - 39/33. .
Protestant- 42/35 46/28  59/22 . 38/38 . 38/37
Other, no = ‘

religion ;///yé\,33/40 . 42/40 60/23 + 34/46 , 39/37
- Stage’inLife l . '. o7 T o

}

N

Education v ] 2

Less than high . , , ‘ . ”( )

I . school 2/39 . 39/37 58/26,# 29/47 34/46 '
. High School . . . '
degree - ¥ 36/41 .36/39 58/21 27/49 32/44
me college ° 36/45° 46/34 58/21 2444 36/37
. College degree 42/35 . ., 46/27 @ 57/21 . 35/40 36/37 »
‘ Graduate schoo{,_ ;42/32 (/ 48/31 59/23 38/37 38/37

57

— v

- OF VARIOUS EDUCATION SERVICES: POSSIBLE CUTBACKS OF Lgsg THAN 5 PERCENT/
POSSIBLE CUTBACKS OF 15 PERCENT OR MORE™’
- _eremogkLpﬂ&c Characteristics ’
Pyblic Ekle- ,
mentary and After
Secondary School Special ~ Adult * Public
. Education Programs Xducation Educatjon Colleges
C} i $5Z/215% ° <5%/>15% - 2/215% <SZ/>ISZ <5%/215%
\ — : x —~
Total .~ 38%/37% 42%/34%  58%/22% ;_zzzﬁZf* 3540408
. 4 ‘
’ —s—e_x . ~ ‘e f,( )
Female A1/36 42/36 58/22 > 32/46 35/41
Male 36/39 T 42/33 57/2 31/43 34/40
v ;o !
Race » ..
Non-white 41/35 39/39 60/22 34/45 35/3
" White , 38/38 42/34 . 58/22 © 31/45 . 35/41

Cyele. -~ o , : , ; o -
Young, no . . . N -
children 43733 44/33 61/20° © 34/38 36/38

Children present, . L.

oldest <6 41/34. 40/37. . 63/18 29{/\}’ 27/43
Children present, ’ . ' ) A

oldest 6-17 38/37 40/31.  56/21 29/46 © 35/40
Older ts, no : . ,

chifdren - |  33/46 43/39 'szfgz , 0/46 36/40
Elderly (60%) S : . P

adults, no - R ' Tt ) ‘ s’

children 39/37 . *45/35 - 63ﬁg 37/47 o 37/45°

' 4 . . .

Service Usage . . - : b »
Use this service 38/37~ . 45/26 - 67/17 - 39/39__J  41/36
Do not use this . . : - e ’

service’ :39/ 8 .41/36 57/22 29/16 - 33/42




.
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‘ ' Table VIII (continued)

Y

B LIEFS THAT SPENDING CAN BE CUT WITHOUT AFFECTING THE QUALITY OR QUANTITY

., OF VARIOUS EDUCATION- SERVICES.

(continued)

By Demographic Characteristics

e

Public Ele-

mentary ﬁnd_ After - ’
” Secondary " Sthool Special Adult * Public
. Education Programs® Education Education Colleges -
. <5%/>15% - <5%/>15%  <5%/>15% <5%/>15% - <5%/215%
Household Income . =~ . . ’ .
Less than $10,000 ' 48/35%~—_—3/39%  61/24% 37/43% ' - '41/4%z
$10,000 to <$20,000 37/38 41/34 60/19 30/46 = 33
$20,000 to <$30,000 37/39 42/35 +57/23 28/46 33/42
$30,000 to <350,000 39/38 ™ 44/31 <~ 57/22 . 34/43 . 37/38
$50 000 or more 32/43 34/40 41/32 30/46 28/43 °
Occupation of Household Head - , .ot .
Professional’ 38%/35% A6%/32%" " 56%/23% 31%/42% 34%/37%
Managerial 34/38. 4431, 57/22 34/ 4k , 34140
"Clerical, sales 41/36 41/32 57/22 .34/42\5\\. 38/35°
Blue collar 40/38 39/38 . 63/19 + 30/46. . }6/44
Service 41/39 35/40 52/24 26/53 . _---32/48
Not reported . 37/40 43/36 57/24 31/49 - 34/44
Government. Employee ’ . )
*Educational g :
ployee > 48/31 « 51/28 56/27 33/45° 40/35
Local government ’ 5 - L
employee ° 35/45 45/34 _ 59/24 pa/de . . 33/39.-
State government. - ’ ' .
employee 46/39 57/18 67/19 - 37/44 51/44
Federal -govern- ' — . - ' . .
. ment employee 45/36. = 38/37 T66/19 - - 29/48 38/42
.~ No-local, state, or i .
federal employees _ . . ‘e
in household 37/37 41/357>" “57/22x, 31744 34/41
Local Tax Prnice . . - e : . ’ ’
Owners: Less than 75% . S l | ) T .
of community avg. 40/31: 40/29 - ¢;/L6 26/47 36/37
* Owners: 75% to <100% LT ‘ : ) .
of community avg. 34/39 39/32. . 56/23 31/45 29/41
Qwners: 100X to <125% o ~r ) c )
-of copmuiiity avg. 33/42 _43/34 - 51/25 30/42 , . . =31/45 .
Owners: 125X or more R o 5 S
of community avg. 30743 41/35° 48/25 30/44 31/39
Owners: Taxes not =  © . o= K T
reported 35/35 . 36/35 58/17 «  32/42 39/34
. ) ’( . ~ ¢ ! 2 ! “

-




Table VIII (continued) .

P
BELIEFS THAT SPENDING CAN BE CUT WITHOUT AFFECTING THE QUALITY OR QUANTITY OF
' VARIOUS EDUCA{EON SERVICES: (continued) '

By Demographic® Characteristics

P

Public Ele-

mentary and  After

Secondary School Special Adult Public ‘
Education Programs Education Education Colleges -

<5%/>15% <5%/215% . <5%/315%  <5%/315%  <5%/215%

Local Tax Pfice-(continued) e

Renters: never owned,

no plans to own 47%/31% 43%/30%  57%/21% 33%/41% 36%/37%
Renters: Ever owned 39/35 41/34 60/21 27/43 - . 34/39
Renters: Plan t6 own 37/43. 38/45 58/22 31/43 32/41

PR S

Neither rent nor own /fg 51728 67/14 53/33 42/28

Political Ideology ,

Very consérvative 35/44 35/47 49/30 29/48 27/50
" Fairly conservative 34/43 " 38/40° © 53727 . T31/48 T~ 33/44

Middle of the road 37/37 42/31 58/21 29/44 34/38

Fairly liberal 43/31 (  48/28 64/16 35/39 37/39

Very liberal 51/25 ~ ' 51/29 69/13 36/43  : 47/29

aBased on the questidns: "By what percentage, if any, do you think .govermment
.could cut back spendifng on . without significantly affecting the 'quality
or amount of service provided?” And by what percentage, if any, do you think
' Btate govermment could cut taxes and spending without significantly cutting
the.amount of services? Overall, by what percentage, if any, do you think
your local govermment could cut taxes and spending without significantly
cutting the amount of servicée’"

»’

b
Each entry has two numbers. The number to the 1ef:‘“§ the slash is the

percefitage of respondents who believe that spending cuts of 5% or more would
significantly affect the quality or amount of service provided. The number
to the right of the slash is the percentage of respondents who believe
spending for that service could be cut by 15% or more without significantly
affecting the quality or amount of service provided. Pergentages are based
on those responding to the question. NA means that the question.was not

asked. ) -

s

Ce "
""State govermnment employee” includes county empldyees.

W




could be cut.by 15 percent. or more without reducing service levels.
Hence, the .larger this second number, the greater the proportion of

respondents who perceive extensive inefficiency and waste.1

-

Previous analysis has shown that respondents perceived less
inefficiency and waste in the provision of gducation services than in

the provision of overall local or overall state services.2 Despite

this, at least one in three respondents thought spending on four of
the five education services could be reduced by 15 percent or more

without affecting services. - In the case of special education, only .
one in five (22 percent) held this view, while six in ten (58 percent)

believed spknding cuts of five percent or more woyld reduce service
levels. .

/-’ - .

The clearest ‘pattern emerges with respect to political ideology.
Those who are conservative are consistently more likely than those who

_are 1ibera1 to perceive inefficiency-and wasfe, and in many cases the
— differences are large. Fbrty-four percent of those who say they are
very fconservative, in contrast to 25 percent of those who say they
. are "very" .liberal, thought spending “on elementary and secondary .
’ education could be cut by 15 percent or more without service
reductions. )
Not surprisingly, respondents in households with\ a worker in
the local public school are the least likely to perceive inefficiency
'in school operations. These respondents are more likely than other
groups, however, to perceive inefficiency in the provision of special .

education. This provides additional evidence of the conflict between
* regular and tfecial_education. A similar conflict appears between

- ni . \ ) )

I

1
This measure -of perceived inefficiency is flawed to the extent that ‘w»
respondents who wanted to shift to private provision or more user

charge, financing of a publicly provided service_reported that they~

believed spending could be cut ‘withguteservice cuts. This limitation

should be kept in mind when interpreting the results for adult
- education and public colleges. «

See Ladd and Wilson, "Proposition 2 1/2: Explaining the Vote.” - ,

C LS 260
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\ ‘.
) school and non-school local govermment operations; respondents in
., households with a municipal employee are much more likely than all

other groups to believe that local public schools are inefficiently -

run.
./—,'v)‘ . -
Patterns across the~other demographic categories are suggestive

-though not always consistent across service types. —To summarize, more
than two out of five respondents in each of the™ following groups
believes that spending in elementary and secondary schools can be cut
back by 15 percent or more without service reductions:

e . non-elderly older households with no children;

. ® respondents with some co}lege educ#tion; { '

. ® households with a non-school local government employee;

® households with income greater than $50,000; and

° -resﬁondents who consider themselves “"fairly"” or -'very"

. conservative.
These are therefore .the groups most commonly disenchanted with the
- operation of local puBlic schools. ' T,
. \’ .
Education Finance ’ .

As noted in Section I, elementary and secondary education is

financed heavily by local prgperty taxes in Massachusetts while state

and community colleges are financed primarily by state taxes and®
tuitions. In this section we ¢xamine how respondents would like to

alter these financing arrangements. The findings are based on
- yesponses to a question about whether respondents wanted to continue

! rhe current financing arrangement for each education serviee or

whether %hey wanted to see a_greater shaxe of the money come from

local property taxes, state income taxes, state sales taxes, user fees

. 1
or some other source.

P

s

Table .IX ‘shows that preferences for changes in financing
arrangements 91ffef\€cross the five edueation services. More than
three-gparters of the respondents wanted to change the way public
elementary and secondaty education is financed _in the state, but

r

v

. ) S
Regpondents were not told what proportion of’any of the services was
]:KC 5, currdntly financed with property taxes. 261
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PREFERENCES FOR SHIFTING MORE OF THE FINANCING OF VARIOUS EDUCATIONAL SERVICES TO LOCAL OR STATE TAXES OR USER FEESa’b’c
By Demographic Characteristics

W

Table IX

~

Public Elementary
& Secondary Educ.

.After School

Programs

Special
Education

Adult

Education’

Colleges

Publ

ic

Shift more to:

Shift more to:

Shift more to:

Local State User
Taxes Taxes Fees

Local Stagf User
Taxes Taxes Fees

Local State User
Taxes Taxes Fees

Shift more to:

Shift more to:

- Local State User

Taxes Taxes Fees

Local State User
Taxes Taxes Fees

Total

Sex
Female
Male

Race
Non-white
White

Religion >
Catholic

Jewish
Protestant
Other, no

" religion

Stage in Life
Cycle
Young, no
children
Children preserdt,
oldest <6
Children péesent,
oldest 6-17
Older adults, no
children
Elderly (60+)
adulFs, no
children -

34% - 36% . 7% 39%  19%  20% 152  60% 6% 20%  27% 324
S\
32 38 7 39 18 23 15 60 6 21 25 31
36 36 7 39 21 18 Is 62 6 20 27 33
26 41 3 29 30 - 15 18 51 8 18 31 16
36 37 7 40 19 21 15 6l 6 20 26 33
36 36 7 42 " 21 19 15 62 5 23 26 31
33 39 5 36 18 20 16 62 3 19 23 42
32 37 7 40 16 21 17 55 7 200 26 31
_ ’ \V
31 40 9 32 21 24 11 66 7 14 28 36
J [
34 46 5 35 4 20 11 69 6 20 26 39
35  « 36 8 39 " 22 23 26 55 4 18 29 30
36 34 7 42 16 21 15 60 6 22 23 35
31 38 11 36 21 21 137 62 7 18 29 30
34 29 6 42, 16 18 17 55 ¢ 23 28 21
()

3%

N

'S

wwun

8% 21%
58 19
58 22
61 16
58 -2
1,
59 20
61 18 ‘
56 20
57 24
é
60 19
54 29
57 22
61 19
58 16




fg co T - Table IX (continued) .

PREFERENCES FOR SHIFTING MORE OF THE FINANCING OF VARIOUS EDUCATIONAL SERVICES TO LOCAL OR STATE TAXES OR USER FEES?:DsC
' ! By Demographic Characteristics .

-

. Public Elementary After School Special - Adult . " Public
& Secondary Educ. Programs Education Education Colleges
5 Shift more to: Shift more to: Shift more to: Shift more to: . Shift more to:
Local State User Local State User Local State User Local State User Local State User
Taxes Taxes Fees Taxes Taxes Fees Taxes Taxes Fees Taxes Taxes Fees Taxes Taxes Fees

»
Service Usage -

Use this service 37% 35% 6% 437 19% 6% 18%2 63% 2% . 20Z2 27%  30% 2% 66%  18%
Do not use this .
setvilce 33 . 38 8 38 20 6 15 - 60 6 21 26 33 4 56ﬁ¥ 22
Education
Less than high B : _
school 29 50 3 26 33 16 15 61 5 21 '35 22 5 57 17
High School i « ‘ ‘ o .
degree 33 . 36 8 41 20 20 19 57 5 20 29 31 4 56 22 :
Some college 37 N~ 34 7 43 15 20 14 61 7° 19 23 36 2 58 23 @
College degree 38 36 8 44 15 23 14 62 6 23 21 37 4 61 \20 .
Graduate school 34 35 8 ©32 17 22 18 64 7 17 24 33 2 60 18
Occupation of Household Head
Professional 32 36 7 37 19 22 12 61 7 .~ 19 23 34 ‘3 ;62 18
Managerial 37 34 10 42 15 26 19 57 .—8- 23 19 41 2 58 24
T Clerical, sales 30 37 7- 1t 36 21 22 12 59 6 17 28 32 3 58 21
Blue. collar 38 + 37 6 41 22 17 18 63 3 20 31 28 4 57 21
Service 21 47 9 44 19 18 14 59 9 25 30 . 28 8 55 15
Not reported 36 36 6 37 23 16 12 62 6 19 29 27 3 54 22
./' .
Government Employee -
. Educational t -
employee 26 . 41 9 36 23 20 12 56 7 25 22 31 2 64 14
Local government - . ¢
employee 37 37 7 46 16 17 20 56 4 26 19 33 » 3 55 22
State goveznment. ' ) . ¢
employee 23 . 46 7 33 21 23 5 72 4 20 36 42 5 59 20
' Federal govern- '
d ment employee 28 44 (12 29 22 27 15 57 12 17 23 35 2. 6l 25

No local, state, or

federal employees ‘
in household 35 36 7 40 19 20 .16 61 6 20 27 32, 4 58 21

264




o

¥ Table IX (continued) .
PREFERENCES FOR SHIFTING MORE OF THE FINANCING OF VARIOUS EDUCATIONAL SERVICES TO LOCAL OR STATE TAXES OR USER FEES?» LA
/r By Demographic Characteristics
Public Elementary After School Special Adult Public .
& Secondary Educ. Programs Education Education Colleges
Shift more to: Shift more to: Shift more to: Shift more to: Shift more to:
Local State User Local State User Local State User Local State User Local State User
Taxes Taxes Fees Taxes Taxes Fees Taxes Taxes Fees .Taxes Taxes Fées ' Taxes Taxes Fees
Household Income P . o - s .
JLess than $10,000 33% 407 4z 327 30% 18% 1472  60% 7% L 22% 3042  29% 5%  58% 187%
$10,000 to o - :
<$20,000 31 39 6 3821 17 15 60 5 18 30 29 4 58 18
$20,000 to ! ‘
<$30,000 33 38 8 42 17 20 13 65 5 19 24 33 3 55 23 &
$30,000 to J : , ¢
<$50,000 - 41 31 I0 41 15 26 18 57 7 23 22 37 3 61 23
$50,000 or more 34 35 7 40 16 28 .17 - 52 12 19 21 39 2 ' 62 ..26
J * .- VI s
Local Tax Share
Ownerg: Less than . s
75% of — ' .
community avg. 31 39 4 39 15 19 15 57 5 - 16 26 32 3 54 18
Owners: 75% to 3 . . t
<100% of .
_community avg. 39 28 8 45 13 21 15 - 61 4 20 21 36 3 56 22
Owners: 100% - '
to <125% of 4=
community avg. 37 36 8 37 15 24 17 57 3 25 24 26 .2 60 21
Owners: 125%
or more of ) . . !
community avg. ‘27 35 9 41 11 24 15 52 9 23 22, 33 2 54 26
Owners: Taxes not - L A . - '
reported 37 . 35 4 3 22 21 18 63 3 19 30 29 20 58 18

2(:;.8.'- - ) | o 267




D Table IX (continued) ) o .

-
~

PREFERENCES FOR SHIFTINC MORE OF THE FINANCING OF VARIOUS EDUCTIONAL SERVICES TO LOCAL OR STATE.TAXES OR USER FEESa’b’c
By Demographic_Characteristics

.

Public Elementary After School Special Adult Public Coa
& Secondary Educ. Programs Education Education Colleges

® Shift more to: Shift more to: Shift more to: Shift more to: Shift more to:
Local State User Local State User Local State User Local State User Local State User
Taxes Taxes Fees ‘Taxes Taxes Fees,  Taxes Taxes Fees Taxes Taxes Fees Taxes Taxés Fees

& -~

Local Tax Share (continued)
Renters: never

owned, no . ,
- plans to own 30% 457 6% 322 30% 18% 152  61% 7% 172 - 31%2  30% ° 6Z 56Z 15%
“ Renters: Ever . . e
owned - 35 38 7 39 25 15 12 67 5 21 25 36 3 67 - 17
Renters: Plan .. J , ' T
to own 32 26 11 37 32 20 13 7 50 9 . 15 30 28 6 43 23
R :
Neither rent =~ .
nor own 44 40 5 42 21 16 9 63 7 - 26 25 33 2 63 23
Political Ideqlogy : .
~Very conservative 33 = 35 6 35 18 24 11 63 9 17 26 34 3 55 27
Fairly ’ c . .
” conservative 36 ' 38 9 37 23 20 14 _ 59 6 22 28 31 3 60 20
~ "Middle of the road 36 36 6 43 18 20 16- 60 6 21 25 32 ~3 57 21
Fairly-liberal 35" 36 8 ' 40 16 21 15 63 4 20 22 38 4 55 22
.Very liberal 25 49 8 31 .26 16 18 6% 5 15 37 24 3 65 . 12 .

o . -
L}

. . ,

8Based. on ‘the question: "For each service I read, would you like to keep the financing the way it now is or to‘seé a
greater share of the money come from local property taxes,’ from state income taxes, from state sales taxes, or a

f

-

greater share from fees paid by users of the service?” ) s - ,

A

bPercentages are calculated' for respondents who answered each question. i~ . J »
€State taxes include income taxes and sales taxes. : o

d"St:at:e goverument employee” includes counly employees. . c, ' ‘ N

- . < . “ Miso, .289
.

-
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surpriéingly, only a third (36 percent) wanted to increase the share

financed by state taxes while another third wanted to increase
reliance on the local property tax. Strongest support for increased
state finahging came from thpée with less than high school education,
heads -of young households with no children; non-whites, low income

households, renters who have never owned and have no immediate plans . -
to~ own, and -those who describe themselves as very 1liberal..

: o~
-Surprisingly, homeowners on verage were less likely than renters s
prefer more reliance on statp taxes. Strongest support for increasing

the property tax share of public school finance came from Catholics, .

vhites, and both managerial /and blue~collar households.

.

With respect to the financing of after school programs, four im
ten respondents wanted to rely more heavily on local property taxes,

two in ten wanted to shift some of the burden to state taxes, and
another two in ten want to increase reliance on user fees. Respon-

‘dents with less than a high school degree, non-whites, and ;enﬂbrs--
especially those who have never owned and have no immediate plans to
/own—-are more likely than others to prefer‘a’higher state share,

Whites, women, respondents in pink~ and white-collar households, in
)

houéeholds with above average local tax shares and incomes above
$30,000, and those who describe theéemselves as very conservative are

more likely than others to prefer a shift to user fees.
AN .

Six in ten respondents want to incre;se the state share of
special education financing. Support for state financing of special

education is similarly high a&ross all groups, although'it increases
as the respondents' education increase§,‘and is greater among whites
than non-whites and &dmong rgsﬁondents in youﬁg households with no
children than in og&er household types.
Three in ten respondeﬁés wanted to increase the users' share of
”fingnéing fof adult gducatidn. The strength of this preferenée
increases wigh the respon&énts' education and household income. It.is

weakest among the: elderly, non-whites, managerial houseﬁo}ds, and

v




- J
those who descrde themselves as very liberal. One in four

teSpondepts wanted ¢ increagé the ;gate share of financing for ad;}t
education. ~Interest in this typé of change exhibits, the opposite

pattern across income and education groups than that for user chgrges;' .
the less educated and the poor are more likely than other$

larger state ghare. Support for this change is wedkest among

and professional and managerial households.

- «

-

: ¥
Nearly six .in ten respondents wanted to increase the state share

of financing for public higher education while two in’ten wanted Fo
o , .

increase tuitions and -fees. Support fé; increasing the state share

came equally from al} groups. Support for increasing‘tuitibns and '

fees was _8Teatest aﬁong young'.pousehold )heads- wifh pre-school
children, high indome households, and those who descgzﬁe themselves as

. ’ '
very conservative. - , ' '

5 . .- ‘
IV. CONCLUSION - SR

-

.
AN .7
.

\

Py

Respondents' views on education-related issuQS'help to explain )

the voting outcomes on Proposition .2 1/2, which requires dramatic v

) ' .
reductions in property taxes, and on -Question 3, “which would, have
"required increased state aid fofr education. ‘;he passage of the former

and the defeat of the latter shogld not be intewpreted as evidence
that Massachusetts voters were reb

ing gagainst education services ' .

and.\Epending. Instead, household heads) appear to have been more
concerned with the procesg by which education spending is determined.

As shown in Section II, education views contributed on néf about 7
, Dbercentage points to the /statewlide favorable vote “on Proposition

2 1/2. Perceptions of inefficiency and@expectations that. the measure
would -lead to greater control by voters over school spending

contributed much more “to the favofaﬁlg vote than preferqués fOé)lower
service or spending levels. )

< -
Section III)showed that tﬁg typicgl Massachusetts,housegold head
was relétively satisfied with the level of public_eduqa;ion services
and the way they were provided at the time of the tax limitation vote.
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At the same time, 'Exoyevér, there was ‘more diéé{zchantment: with some
aspects of local public schools than others and, certain categories of ™~

. residents were less satfsfied than others. ". 'Récogniti;)n of ‘these -
e ’ o~ .
di#ferences is important . for public officials in Massachusetts . L--

- J '
« -responding to-‘Proposition 2 1/2 and for polﬁy makers in other states
vgrappling with the pf%gblem of allocating scarce resources between

_educat:ion and ot:_her public service‘s, and among categories of education
. - . 8
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PROPOSITION 2 1/2 AND QUESTION 3 VOTIKG MODELS
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” A-1 < ¢ ’
' Table A-1

v PROPOSITION 2 1/2 VOTING MODEL® o ‘

- ' ' ﬁ_,// ’ Estimated Coefficients and t Values

" Variable . ' Form® Coefficient t Statistic
Intercept , ) 0.007 0.06 -
( ’ : b4 L) -

c
Preferences Fon Service Levels ’ : ;
- .

Education & Rgcreationd . Lin (1-5) -0.040 . =2.01
. Public Safety Linzzf\(l-Sl -0.027 - =1.57
’ Sanitatign & Street i
. Repair™ Linear (1-5) -0.004 . =0.22
K\“\\§_,_ Human Services® Linear (1-5) 0.024. , 1.39-
- Welfare Linear (1-5)  -0.023 =2.10
Expected Serviceiygszlsi - L . —
y _ Education & Rgcreationd Ln (1-5) ‘ 0.151 . 3.02
Public Safety In (1-5) 0.124 .« ° . 2.98
Sanitatign & Street ) L
Repair ¥ Ln €1-5) 0.041 1.01 ,
Human Sﬁrvicesg , Ln (1=5) 0.119 ] 2.64
" Welfare Linear (1-5) -0.043 , _fGTT!]

. Total community services Ln (1-5) 0.124 " 3.81
Services used by ’ e

h_,-ﬁmuaehald_ﬁﬁ*_ﬁﬁm Lo (1-5). 0,031  _ R 1N 7 S —
™, _ o . < i ‘ y

Perception of Inefficiencf in;i T .
Local government , .0-1 s -0.002 -, . -0405
State government . ., 0-1" ’ 0.039 1.03
L Loc%®l schools - / . 0=1, s 0.050 . "2.01
e Welfare spending - . - 0-1 0.018 L 0.58
o : . ) ‘ : ' o
Attituydes about Inefficiency , - ' ) ;
Local government employees , ‘
‘ are ovgrpaid andk ' R . ’ o
“do nof work hard® \¢ lnear (1-4) 0,057 b 4.23
) Expected Efficiency Gains® .
¢ More. efficiency in local - - “ ) t. . '
- ., government oo 0-1 -4 ~0.129 : 4.89
More. efficient, respon- - L ..
] " sible or less-+ " : . S : :
T corrupt government~ . 0-1 ‘ ,~0,096 -0.021 ¢
Mo © More local voter control ) ) - .
.~ over school spending’' - 0-1 . 00129 ) ;- 0.090 ™
. ' R o e




A-2

Table A-I (continued)

[ )
. PROPOSITION 2 1/2 VOTING MODEL®

Estimated Coefficients and t.Values

-

.

. Variable/
\ ¢

Coefficient

e

. t Statistic

Preferences for

Lowér Spendipg and Taxéhm

State government .
Local govermment
Local schools

Expected Changes in -
Spending and Taxes

Decrease in school funds 'L 0-1

Lower property taxes
Higher_ state taxes
Lower, household taxes

'?ééferences for Shifting

Method of Finance
Shift of !

-education to sfate taxésn
. Shift of speciadl educg-

tion to state taxes
Shift of other local

services to

state taxes

\Shift of certain ser—

+

.vices to
uger charges

-

q

0-1
0-1 0.021
0-1 0.049
, * -0- 060
¢ 0-1 0.131
0-1 -0.079
La (1-5) -0.112
0-1 . 0.047
0-1 ot 0.009
Linear (0-1) -0.019
Linear (0-1) 0.053:

Attitudes. Toward Taxes

State should give more

aid to reduce )
property taxes '
Support for redistri-

~ butive taxes and aid
. £ - Y

. Expected Changes‘in Taxes® :

Ta; reform .
More state aid

>\& 0.028

4L

0-1 ©-0.013

Linear (1-4) =0.025

- )

, 0-1 " 0.057
0-1

£

-t

-2.55
4.50
- -93

., l.93

0.39

-0-46

1.53




-

A-3

U

Table A-{ (continued)

PROPOSITION 2 1/2 VOTING MODEL?

Estimated Coefficients and t Values

Variable .-

Form

Coefficient

t Statistic

Perception of Fiscal Position
of Other Groups Relative
to that ‘of s
Respondent's Houskhold

Business firms are better v
off today

Business firms have done
better over the past
two years

Poor hous

done better o%er . | .

the past two years /{Pll
Minority households are

better off today

Minority housktholds have

done better over the -
past two years

Household Member Employed

By Public ‘Sector
Local schools
Local ggvernment
State govérnment

’

=0:030

0,041
0.015
0.071
0.035

=0.055

-0.076
-0.072

I

),

1.34

1.77

0.56 .

¢ 2. 18

1.27 -,

» '1088

-1030
-3006
-1069

-$naed on I,114 respondents for whom complete information was available.

Estimated using ordinary least squages.
The R~ 18 .54,

value of 1 for a "yes" vote.

‘the vote of 85X of the respondents.

2 .

Variables enter the equation in three forms--linear, log,

\ and dummy .

The dependent variable takes on the
The‘equation correctly predicts.

< ‘

and log variables are scaled from one to five or one to four. Responses

ranging £rom one to five are based on the following scale:
"a little less” = 2, "the same”

-3’

"a little more" = 4,

"A lot less” = 1,

"a lot more"” = 5.

Responses ranging from one to four are based on.the following scale:
"disagree a lot" = ], ”disagree a little”™ = 2,
Yot™ = 4, Unlecs otherwise indicated;adummy variables are scored in the

following manner: 1 = “agree a lot"” or “agree a little” with the statement.

All other responses = 0. -

277

"agree a little” = 3, "agree a

L]

l

Linear™™

£
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;. Table A-1 ngﬁfinued)

* . 1
“Items in each group were clustered using factor analytic techniques. For a .
Jore detailed discussion of this see Helen F. Ladd and Julie Boatright v
Wilson, "Why Voters support Tax Limitations: Evidence from Massachusetts'
e Proposition 2 1/2."
* dIncluples "public elementary and high school education,” "adult educé%ion,"
“"local public parks and recreation facilities,” and "after school programs

for students, such as music and athletics.”

»
-

'®Includes “fire fighting services” and "police servicdes”.

#

f ” . " ” ”
Includes "regular garbage pick-up” and "street and sidewalk repairs.

-~

- gIncludes "special education for children with-learning p}oblems, mental .-

health programs,” and "services for the elderly.”

~ s )
.

h ’
"Welfare or other public assistance programs."

i
All expectation variables are respondent's belief that certain outcomes will
occur as a resu}t of Proposition 2 1/2.

JBeligf-eﬁEE'gpending\id these areas could be reduced by 15 percent or more
. without significantly reducing the quality or quantity of services.

kCluster of two attitude items: "City or town employeés are overpaid" and

"City or town employees don't work as hard as people who work for private
companies.” Respondents' scores on these two items are added and divided by

‘two. ' ‘Scores range from one to four.

lOpen-ended response to: "Overall, what do you think will be £he single most
. important change caused by the passage of Proposition 2 1/2?"

~Pprefer to reduce spending and taxes by five percént or more.

» -

tate (sales or income tax) financing of:
and O otherwise. iy

n
chred\l if respondent wants more
N elementary and secondary education,

) Scored 1 if respondent wants more state (sales or income tax) financing of
. specidl education, and O otherwise. ’
y ’
i

! 1 ~ "
| PSum of responses indicating a desired ft to state income, or sales taxes
for police, parks, or -after—-school programs, divided by the number of these

services for which an answer was given. (Range is 0 to 1.) ) N

qSum of responses indicating a desired ghift to user charges for local
transportation, adult education, and after school programs, divided by the )
number of these services for which an answer was given. (Range iS’O’FO d.) -

TCluster of two attitude items: “A graduated fﬁhome'tax is the best way for

the state to raise money,” and "Taxpayers in rich cities and towns should -

g help pay for services in poorer cittes and towns."” Resdpondents' sgores on
+ thege two items are “summed and divided by two. gres range from one to

four. ‘\‘ ” -

L4 .




. Table A-1 (continued) ,

. Based on two questions.F\\§ometimes it seems that certain groups of people
pay a lot in taxes but don't get very many sérvices while others.don't pay
much in taxes*but get a lot of services. Using the phrases in list one,
please tell me whether get a lot less than they pay for, a little less,
the same amount as they pay for, a little more, or a lot more than they pay
for"; and "Now we'd like you to think about two years ago. Taking into

- account services they get for the taxes they pay are better off, worse
off or about the same now as they were two years ago?". Respondents' scores :
for their own household are compared- to their Esgres for business and
industry, poor families and minority groups. score of 1 is given if the
repgsondent believes members of the other group pay less for services than his
or her household does or are better off now than his or her household
compared to two years ago.

’ ———
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. Table A-I11

&

QUESTION 3 VOTING MODEL®

Estimated Coeffiqients and } Values °

] . T . ’

.o

Variable ' .o Form . Coefficjent " "t Statistic

¢
»

Intercepé' <. T ‘ -0.151 : '—0.60

.

Preferences For Service Levels® i L
Education & Recreation ) Linear (1-5)

0.061 1.34

Public Safety Linear (1-5) 0.009 0.18

Saninatign & Street o . ) -
Repair Linear (1-5) - -0.055 . -1.32

Human Sﬁrvﬁcesg T Linear (1-5) 0.041" . 1.00

Welfare . . Linear (1-5) 0.027 ’ ' 0.9%

Perception of Inefficiency in:i . . . ’
Local.government 0-1 . © 0.007-. . 0.09
State government ) 0-1 " =0.046 ‘ -0.50 ’
Local schools ) -7 0-1 ~0.032 -0.50
Welfare spending - o 0-1 0.045 0 0456 “

_Attitudes about Inefficiency - * e
Local government employees . - o - ’ .
are overpaid y - o ’ : ' . L,
and do no)! ork hard Linear (1-4) '~0.039. ~1.14

Preferences for . K
Lower Spending and_ Taxes

A

-State government . 0-1. .+ 0,013 . 0.23.
Local government: . 0-1r _ 0.028 . '9.47 .
Local schools i 0-1 " =0.085 b =1.36

'Expected Chariges in 1 -
‘Spending and Taxes -

More money for local schools 0-1 ) - 0,200 3.75
Slower growth of _ ’ o ‘ - o .

property -taxes N (2 -  0.169 - 2.88
Slower growth of all- . . .- ) ) o J Semea 4

taxes and spending o 0-1 ’ 0.¥43 . .. 2.52

* Preferences fofr Shifting . . ) N
Method of Finance- "t . o .
Shift of educa- ‘o - ' R 7.
tion to state taxes . 0-1 " 0.0408 0.69.
Shift of special educg- Lo oo
tion to state taxes .- 0-1 : *=0.042 o -0.80
Shift of other local ’ : : .
services o ) , . AREVEE .
to state -taxes T Linedr (0-1) 0,184 . - . 7 1.65 .
Shift of certain ser- . o s a7 T, .
vices to . e, . S L
_ user chargesp - v Linear (0-1) 06078 I -~ © 0492 7 .
, .. ,I' “ ‘ :\ ‘ '.,'”'.’ o - . 2802
RN Lo g TR <

A <

s " ‘
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Table A-II (continued) . L' ( K \\\\
QUESTION 3 VOTING M?ELa o o)
) ‘ ' 2
Estimated Coefficients and t Values. § .
/ , . N
I *
. . . ’ ) T -
Variable . . Formb Coeffic¢ient t Statistic Y
_ Attitudes Toward Taxes \‘ ,
State should give more , .- .. ~ ‘N
aid. to reduce- R S : , . ‘
property taxes ) 0-1 . +  =0.015 _ -0.24 °
Support for redistri- ’ o
Autive taxes and a;d? o 0-1 -0.006 . =0.17

’Expecced Changes in Taxes

1 , ;
State tax reform . 0-1 ' OE%%&J/ ' 2.16
* “ - )

Perception of Fiscal Position
of Other.Groups Rélative ‘
to that of r
. + Respondent's Household
* Business firms are-better T . s .
N - off today 0-1 0.079 . }.45 .
Busipess firms have done . T
better over the past ) :
- two ‘'years P e 0-1 - T 0.047 . \__0.85.
Poor households are : . - ‘ .
better off today . -0-1 - 0.029 0.44
Poor households have . : ]
done better over *’ ! ’ - "
¢ -the past two years . 0-1
Minorigy households are \\\\ B .o
" “better off today T 0-1 -0.009 . =0.14
) Minority households have , - ) . o .
done better over the
) past two years . 0-1 * -0.015 ‘ .

Household Member ‘Employed
By -Public Sector - ¢
Local schools 0-1 . 0.133 , 1.34 .

i cal goyernment ., 0-1 0.167 * 1.84
4 State govermment 0-1 0.090 0.67




Table A-1I (continuedf
QUESTION 3 VOTING MODEL® '

Estimated Coefficients and t Values

.

Based on 31% respondents for whom complete information was available.
Estimated using ordinary least squages. The dependent variable takes on the
value of 1 for a "yes".vote. The R is .2l. -

bVariables enter the equation in three forms--linear, log, agd dummy. Linear -
and log variables are scaled from one ‘to five or one to four. Responses '
ranging from one to five are based.on the following Scale "A lot less” = 1,
"a little less" = =2, "the same” = 3, "a little more" = 4, "a lot more" = 5.
i Responses ranging from one to four are based on the following scale:

"digagree a lot"” = 1, "disagree a little"” = 2, "agree a little" = 3, "agpee a
lot" = 4. . Unless otherwise indicated, dummy variables are scored in the -
following manner: 1 = "agree a_lot" or "agree a little" with the statement.

All other responses = 0.,

Items in each group were clustered using factor analytic techniques. For a
more detailed discussion of this see Helen F. Ladd and Julie Boatright
Wilson, "Why Voters Support Tax Limitations: Evidence from Massachusetts'

Proposition 2 1/2." *
)

d ’ ¥

Includes "public elementary and High school education,"'"adult education,”
"local public parks and recreation facilities,” and "after school programs
for students, such as music and athletics.

®Includes "fire‘fighting services" apd apoiice services . |

-~
fIncludes regular garbage pick-up and "street and sidewalk repairs.”

8Includes special education for children with learning problems, mental

health programs,"” and ' servi\es for the eldenly."

h Welfsre or other public assistance programs.” -

iBe'"lief that spznding in these~areas could be reduced by 15 percent or
without significantly reducing the quality or quantity .of sirvices.

jCluster of two attitude items* City or town employees are overpaid ahd
“City or town employees doa't work as hard “as people who work for private
companies.” Respongents'“Scotes on these t items are added and divided by .

two. Scores range from one td four.

>

kPrefer to reduce spending anﬂ taxes by five plrcent‘or more. df\\lt

1All expectation variables are respondent's belief that cé%tain outcomes would
have occurred if Question 3 had “passed. P o .

[
Scored 1 if respondent ants-more state (sales or income tax) financing of
elementary and seconda education, and O otherwise. -
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. Table A-II (continued) .\
Scored 1 tf°respondent wants more state (sales or income tax) financing of
special educdtiqn, and. 0 otherwise.

3

Sum of responses indicating a desired shift to state income or sales taxes
for pdlice, parks, or after-school programs, divided by the number of these
services for which an answer was given. (Ran%S is,0 to 1.) -

pSum of responses indicating a desired shift td user charges for local
transportation, adult education, and after school programs, divided by the
number ofothese services for which an answer was given. ,(Range is 0 to-l. )
’ !

Ycluster of two attitude items: "A graduated income tax is the best way for
the state to raise money," and "Taxpayers in rich cities and towns should
help pay for services in poorer cities and towns.” Respondents' scores on ,
these two items are summed and divided by two. Scores range from one ‘to
four.

rBased on two questions: “Sometimes it seems that certain groups of people
pay a lot in taxes but don't get very many segvices while others don't pay
much in taxes but get a lot of services. Using the phrases in list one,
please tell me whether get a lot less than they pay for, a little less,
the same amount ds they pay for, a little more, o¥ a lot more than they pay
for" ; and "Now we'd like you to think about two years ago. Taking into
account services they get for the taxes they pay are better off, worse
off or about the same now as they were two years. ago?”. Respondents' scores
for their own household are compared to their scores for business and
industry, poor families and minority groupss A score of 1 is given if the .
repsondent believes members of the other group pay less for services than his
or her household does or are better off now than his or her household
compared to two years ago.

s
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/ - ‘ - Table B-1 . ' ‘ . ! . ‘

. ¢ ~ .
~ ' ‘ AMOUNT OF VARIOUS PUBLIC SERVICES PREFERRED?’D>C
) J By Support for Proposition 2:1/2 and Question 3 \
T, - Total Respondents Voted for Proposition 2 1/2 .| Voted for Question 3
* Cut, Keep In- . .| Cut Keep ~"1In- " | Cut Keep In~-
v . Back Services crease Back Servicés crease . Back Services crease
Service Type . Services the Same Services | Services the Same Services | Services.: the Same .Services
- . hd hd ’
Muriicipal Services s l S . , . .
N Police 10.97% . 55.1% 34.1% 15.7% " 60.4% 25.0% 6.0% 56.3% 37.7%
Fire fighting . 9.0 71.1 19.9 13.0..- 75.9 L1102 5.8  68.5 25.7
Street & Sidewalk - . . . .
Repairs 10.0 50.1 39.9. 13.9 52.8 33.4 7.8 50.9° 41.3, |
Regular garbage o . R . . ) N
pickup 12.9° 73.1 14,0 18.6 72.4 9.0 9.7 76.1} ’ 14.0 )
*  Local.public parks ) . . ) . . 5
+and recreation 13.8 53.1 33.1 18,9 _  55.4, © 25.7 10.1 "52.6 - 37.4 ' w
+Suppor't of local pub- . ) ‘ \ i ‘ -
lic transportation 21.7 28,9 49,3 . 29,2 28.2 . 42,57 21.9 25.9 52.2
Local School-Redated /' & : g - - '
+Services - : o . ) .2 : 4 .
Public elementary & . . - C.
R High School * '/ . - i v . ) '
' education - S 1741 44.3 . 38.6 23.4 49.6 26.9 d007 - 46.0 43.3
N After-school ) L ' ' i I .
. programs 22.8 b46.2. 3L.0 31.3 47.4 21.3 . 16.6 48.7 34.8 -
Special education 11.1 | 34.0 54.9 15.7° . 38.4 45.9 9.0 31.9 59.2
Adult edt@étion 18.0 * 5444 27.5 23,3 53.3 23.5, 13.0° 56.5. 30.5
- / . N L, - s .
N\ Human Resources Services “* v " . ’ o
Mental health v ’ : e . -
programs 27 9,5 40.% . 50.1 *12.3 44,3 . 43.3 | 8.4 35.9 55.7 ™
Services, for the : ~ - ) ) . : . ,
~elderly - 6.0 © 39.5 54.6. 8.2 43.8 48,1 5.1 36.0 . 58.4
State & community . . A ‘ : N ’
colleges and” . . . .t . :
. universities L 17.7 S4e1 28.2 |” 24.5- . 55.1 20.4 10.8 0534 . 3508
. . . .
- | D286

FRIC 285 - SR L ﬁ

. Toxt Provided by ER ‘ . ' .
i . .. .
. ‘ . 3 . . ra
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. . Table B-1 (continued) >-‘ CoL s . -~

¢ .

AMOUNT OF VARIOUS PUBLIC SERVICES PREFERREDa’b’C

v :By Support ‘for Proposition'2.1/2 and Question 3

L . : — N s : P
* ’ Total Respondents. Voted .for Proposition 2 1/2 | Voted for Question 3 “
’ ) Cut Keep In- .| Cut Keep In- . | Cut Keep In-
' Back Services crease Back " Services crease Back Services crease
ServiceﬂTyyé_ Services the Same Seryices Services the ‘Same Services | Services the Same Services

LegalOServices TR . ‘ ' . .
Courts and judges 20.7% 46.47 32.8% 26.5%2 , 44.1% 29.47 . 20.1% 42.47% '37.5%

Public Assistance . © - | ; L ) .
Welfare or other ' © . 2, ! / PR - N
public assistance 54.6 °. 28.7 \416'7 ‘ 67.9 _ 2%.0 P 9.0 50.4 30.0 19.6
. ‘ o ' ~ ' : PR A v
Loeal Services 19.7 43.9 36.5 30,5 , 44.8 2.7 | 13.7; ﬂz.g 4.5,

State Seryices . 38.7° 95.9 35. 4 53.7 ° - 23.1 23.2 31.7 27.2 41,1

e tt—— ——————— ——— it

’

- ' Y L]

: oL = .
- 2!

T

§ e

.

-a Based on the question " "Think about the services provided by. the state or local gov%rnmelt tb residents of
your town or city. For each service I read, please tell me whether state or local government should be '

" providing a lot less, a little less, the same amount, & little more or a%ot more of this service. Remember,’
if government provides less'services state or local taxes will be reduced, and if government provides more
‘services, state or-locals taxes will be increased. If the service is not available to residents im your city

or town, please let me‘know. Let's begin with’’' ' . Whith phrase in the first list describes how much more
or legs * state~or 1oca1,government snould provide7" . .

s

b

Of the 1,586 respondents: interviewed 722 rgg’rt voting "yzs" on Proposition 21/2 and 431 report voting
"yes"” onr Question 3. Percentages are based on eligible respondents answering each question and total 100%
acrops a row for supporters of each group. Differences between the two groups of supporters of at least 7%

are significant at the .05 level. z '

,’C"Cut back services"‘includes "cut back a lot" and "cut back a little". “Increase services“ includes

"increase a lot" and "increase a little". . ' .
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N Table B-~II

. DESIRED CHANGES IN TAXING AND SPENDINGa’b . ‘;
. By Vote on Proposition 2 1/2 and Question 3 ’
~ <«
/— . . - Difference: Voted -
7/ . : Yes on Proposition ¢
Total . Voted Yps on Voted Yes on - 2 1/2 Minus Voted s T
_ Respondents *“Proposition 2 1/2  Question 3 Yés on Question 3
“ ] * N s . ” * < . — . -
. State’government spending e
\ * __and taxing should be: ' -
Increased | 15.9% 10.6% 18.8% -8.2%
, Kept the same 20.5 14.2 - \ 21.0 : -6.8 -
Decreased 62,8 75.1 60..2 *14.9 AN
LosaI)governhent spending . ¢ . ) R o - \\
and taxing should be: o . . ' C
. ” Increased - 1244 7.6 - . 1.7 =4.1" LT
\Kept the same . . 27.9 21.8 " 33.3 . -11.5 .
Decreased 58.6 N 70,6 * 7 55.0 . +15.6 . b
. . w
Local public scheol spending ) * ' .
and taxing should be: .
Increased ¢ -20.0 - ©17.8 21.0 -3.2
1 Kept the same ’ 35.6 24,3 41.0 , -6.7 :
. Decreased ) 444 ., 57.9 38.0 . +19.1 N
’ ¢ ‘/r - ) N . . v

L - ‘. Y : .
’ aBased.on the questions: “Compared to what the state government now spends,’ by what percentage, if any, wd@ld
¢« you like to see'state government taxing and spending increase or decrease. You may answer any percent
increase or decrease from 1% to. 100% or tell me you want it to stay the same. And by what, percentage, if
any, would youlike to seé local governmenf tgxing and spending increase or decrease? And by what
percentage} if any, would you like to see local pubch school -taxes and spending increase or decfease?”

; . bOf the 1,586 respondents interviewed, 722 report voting “yes" on Proposition 2 1/2 and 431 report voting,
"yes” on Question 3. Percentages are based on eligible respondents answering each question. Differences
between the two groups of supporters of qg least 77 are significant at the .05'1evq1. '

L -

M )

; . B | - . 230
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BELIEFS THAT SPENDING
OF SERVICES:

B-4
}
:Table B-I111

CAN BE CUT WITHOUT AF;;CTING THE QUALITY OR QUANTITY
LESS THAN 5 PERCENT/ ,/
POSSIBLEs CUTBACKS OF 15 PERCENT OR MORE? »b

POSSIBLE CUTBACKS 0O

. aAqugASuﬁporters of Proposition 2 1/2 and Question 3

' Difference:
Voted |
- Yes on Proposi-
, Voted Yes  Voted tiof 2 1/2
. Total on Proposi- Yes on Minus Voted Yes
' Réspondents tion 2 1/2 . Question 3 on Question 3
. S5%/2154 <5%/215% <5%/215% <5%/215%
» LN - <
Municipal Serviﬁes . . h
Police* .ot 51%/27% T 44%/33% 57%/20% <13%/13%
Fire fighting - NA NA " NA -
Street & sfdewalk 3 .
repairs o 45/36 40/41 46/34 -6/7
Regular garbage, pickup 51/30 51/34 53/26/ =2/8
. Local public parks .
~-and recreation NA NA NA - .
Support of local
public transportatiqr NA NA NA -
» ‘ .
Local School-related Sérvices
"Public elementary and ° - N
high school educatiom 38/37 27/48 44/33 -17/15
After-school programs 42/34 35/40 48/29 -13/11
Special education 58/22 51/26 61/19 -10/7
Adult educdtion 31/45 .27/50 35/41 ame -8/9
Human Resources Services , = . LA .
Mental health programs NA “NA NA -,
- Services for the elderly NaA v 'NA . NAN -
State and community col- , . ‘
- leges & universities 35/40 29/66 °. 41/35 \\ -12/31
‘Legal Services . i ,
Courts and judges " ’ NA NA" T NA - -
Public Assistance . , <
Welfare or other public : ! . _
assistance 18/67 11/75 17/65 -6/10
State Services 11/73 6/80 13/69 Co=7/11
Local Services ~ «18/60 10/69 20/55 -10/14
- L
(Footnotes on fqllowfhg page) N
. - y . 291; A




a . s . '
Based on the questions:” "Now let's talk about some specific gervices.,

People we've talked to believe that government could cut back spending/on
these services by eliminating waste, ;inefficiency. and other probiems. By
what percentage, if any, do you think government could cut back spending on

without significantly affecting the quality or-amount of services -
provided? And by what percentage, if any, do you think state government .
could cut taxes ,and spending without significancly cutting the amount of-
services? Overall/ by what percentage, if any, do you think your local
government could cut taxes and spending without significantly cutting the
amount of services?" . ‘)

[} ’ Y

b : . .
Each entry has two nupbersy, The number to the left of the slash is the

NS

percentage of‘respondents‘aho believe .that spending cuts of 5% or more would .

significantly affect the quality or amount of service provided. The number
to the right of the slash is the percentage of respondents who believe

‘'spending for that service could be cut by 15% or more without significantly

affecting, the quality or amount of services provided. Percentages are based

on those responding to the question. NA means that the question was not

asked. . .
N

.
.

Of the 1,586 respondents interviewed 722 report voting “yes" on Proposibien
2 1/2 and 431 report voting "yes" on Question 3. Percehtages are based on
eligible respondents answering each question. Differences between the two
groups of at Ieast 74 are significant at the .05 level.

1] \ M
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Table B -1V

ATTITUDES TOWARD GOVERNMENT AND TAXES®? absc

L5

’

. By Vote on Proposition 2 1/2 and Question 3

3

. < Total

{

Respondents

o
Voted Yes on
Proposition 2 1/2

Voted Yes on
Question 3

o~

Difference: Voted
Yes on Proposition
2 1/2 Minus Voted

Yes on Question 3

4

_ The government should make- sure

that each family has enough
to live on X '

People expect too many services
from government

* Government interferes too much

in people s lives -
People now on welfare could find_
jobs if they really tried

City or town employees are
overpaid

City or town employees don t work

as- hard as pegple who work’ for .

private companies -
Proposition 13 in~Califor$ia '
showed that taxes can be cut
“without-cuts in services
Corruption is common in my
local government .

Corruption is:common in my °

state government d

65457
68. 4
76.5 .

78.8°
47.1
66.7

63.8
63.4 -

76.0

824

63.3.

65. 1%
69.5
76.8

717.4

©*39.5

-6.5% Y K
T
t48.2 o o
46,2 ) .
F.4
+16.0 .
- - 4
+13.7
+26.2 }
-0'4'




their prices to consumers -

hY Py
. - “ ! -~ ¢ P
‘ Table B-1IV (contimied) ‘ s o
) ‘ ATTITUDES NT a,b,c d
TOWARD GOVERNMENT AND TAXES
) By Vot& on Proposition 2 1/2 and Question 3 ’ ! o
N
,Q : 4 g f \ '
' ‘ " Difference: Voted ‘-
. . . *Yes on Proposition
, Total Voted Yes on Voted Yes on 2 1/2 Minus Voted
. . . Respotdents Proposition 2 1/2 Question 3 Yes on-Question 3
< ‘ . -~ ' - ‘ - [
- -
A graduated income tax is the best ‘ . ’
way for the state to raise money 61.9% . 59.97% & - 65.4% -5.5%
& sales tax is the best way ' . ’ ] ) .
.for the state to raise money® 73.1 73.8 o 77.0 ° -3.2 L
The property tax is the ‘best ! .
§ .
way for cities and .towns to . .
raise money for - city services 58.2 : 55.5 . 59.6 ° ~4.1 , ™
It's OK for prbperty taxes to rise . . . . 5
as fast as the cost of living  21.8 Gs.6 20.3 -1, % ‘
> 'y B v . ‘ c‘
State government should give more's
money to the cities’and’ towns v B - . \
so local property taxes can . . .
be kept down 77.2 ° 75.2 83.5 -8.3 - 7
‘Taxpayers in rich cities and towns . S L L N v
should help pay for services in S
poorer eities and towns 41.8 * ¢ 34.6 ] 42,9’ -8.3
A cut-in property ‘taxes would: - . . :
“benefit .homeowners more . ’ . ' ) N 7
than business and industry | 59.6 ' '66.3 .. »55.7 +10.6 -
.When property taxes go up, - -~ T . .
landlords’ just raise rents’’ - -89.4 ‘ " 89.5 88.7 +0.8 y
When business property taxes .. J T .
go up, businesses just raise ° T : - .-
’ 88.0 ! ’ 88.6 * . - 88,1 * +0.5
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Table "B-IV (continued)

ATTITUDES TOWARD GOVERNMENT AND -TAxis?:P»C. -

" .
By Vote on Propbsitign.2 1/2 and Question 3°

Difference: Voted

o : . p Yés on Proposition
Total Voted Yes on Voted Yes on 2 1/2"Minus Voted
Respondents Proposition®2 1/2 Question 3 Yes on Question 3

S

hd ¥

v o T
. . : ., v

Political Ideology . ’

Very conservative ) 10,02 = 5, . - +3.47%
Fairly conservative 30.1 ’ - . #1.9

Middle of the road ° . 42.1 ) 34,0

Fairly liberal . : - 13.8 . -5.1

Very liberal ’ P 3.9 ~4.3

.

,",-“ » , : - - ‘
3Baged on the questions: "Now 1'd like to get your opinions on tax and other government issues.. Bor each
statement I read, tell me whether you agree a lot2 agree a little, disagree a little or disggree a 16t. How
much do you agree or disagree that ?" and "How would you describe yourself politically? Would you

say. you are very conservative, fairly conservative, middle of the road, fiarly liberal or very iiberal?"

banh entry (except those for political ideology) is the percentage of respondents who agree "a lot" or "a
little” that the particular outcome will occur. Of the 1,586 respondents interviewed, 722 report voting
"yes" on Proposition 2 1/2 and 431 report voting "yes" on Question 3. Percentages are based on eligible
respondents answering each Question. Differences 'between the two groups of,supporters of at least 7% are
significant at the .05 level. - RN

CThis question was asked of only a subsample of respondents.
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- N - v ~
: . : Table B-v
. \ 'PREFERRED METHOD FOR FINANCING VARIOUS PUBLIC SERVICES?:P
) . ::‘ }‘ By Support. for Proposition 2 1/2 and Question 3 .
i~ ) -/ - Difference: Voted for
s ' . Voted Yes on Voted Yes on Proposition 2 1/2 minus
s - Total Respondents Proposition 2 1/2 Question 3, Voted for Question 3
Greater Share of Money | Greater Share of Money |Greater Share of Money |Greater Share of Money
From From From From .
, Prop~ Prop~- Prop- Prop-
. ‘erty . State User erty State User erty State User erty State User
\ Taxes - Taxes Fees Taxes Taxes Fees Taxes Taxes Fees TaXes Taxes Feeg
Municipal Services' o
, Police , _ c S1% 22% 2% 54% 20% 2% 54% 247 2% 0% =47 0%
Fire Fighting °* 51 16 1 57 12 1 53 22 0 +4 . =10 +1
Street & g * ;
Sidevalk Repair® 51 . 16 2 54 14 56 17 0 -2 -3 +1
Regular c - .
Garbage Pickup 42 10, 7 40 10 18 48 5 20 -8 +5 -2
Local Public Parks ’ . ’ . Co .
and Recreation 49 - iy 8 ~| 50 18 9 52/ 21 8+ -2 -3 +1
Support of Local ,‘,gg—_‘q 4 ve £ )
Public ,"’;&f(\“' . zl\w t‘::". =~ yoc ! .
Tranw:i_on » 18 36" Y26 16 ?33- 530 19 38 N 26 -3 -5 +4
Local School-Related Services - ' / o
Public Elementary
&'#ligh School . - T )
Edication, 34 37 7 33 3 .10 37 42 6 -2 -8 +4
After-school : , _—
. Programs -5 39 20 20 40 15 26 42 21 18 -2 -6 " +8
Special Edu€ation 15 . 60 6 15 59 7 14 66 4 4 +1 -7 +3
Adult Education ° 20 26 32 21 - 23 34 23 27 30 -2 -4 +4
< 4 ’ '
¢ . 7 S




+ Table B-vy (continued)

P . PREFERRED METHOD FOR Frnanciyg VARIOUS pyBLIC SERVICEg®D | ¢ s

- L . ./’Ez Support for Proposition 2 1/2 ‘and Question 3 cl ‘ ‘ S
A ~ . .
- . . Ipiffererm—no

. ifference; Voted.for
Voted Yes on ~ Voted Yesg wn -7 Proposition 2 1/2 minug
T Total Resgondents Progosition 2 1/2 . |Question 3 © |Voted for Question 3
' Greater Share of Money Greater Shape of Money Greater Share of Money Greater Share of Money
From . From K From From
v * Prop-: Prop- Prop- Prop- ,
N erty State User erty State User erty State User erty State User v
Taxes Taxes Feeg Taxes Taxes Feeg Taxes ~ Taxes Feet Taxes Taxes Feeg
‘ ~———-———7——-——--————————-——————-—-—-——-—-—-—-——-—-‘-7“‘——J—-“““““‘—‘““““““
Human Resourceg Services ’ -7
Mental Heaich c . i . . :
* - Programsg 5% S 72% 5 5% 6% 71% 5% 4% 75%- 5% +2% =47 0%
Services for c . . v
the Elderly 16 56. 3 14 59 3 22 . 55 3 -8 +4 0
State & Communi ty ’ : &
Colleges & : ‘ ) a
Universities *3 58 21 3 56 25 3 64 17 0 -8 +8 e
Legal Serviceg / . ‘
Courts ang Judges 9 54 + 10 6 58 3 9, 59 1 -3 -1 . +2 _
ot i - !
Publi¢ Assistance , : E /
Welfare or other ) . . ’ .. .
Public Assistance § 59 8 7 63 R 7 © 62 7 0 +1 0
F . o # . i !

-

a’B\a“sed en the question: "For each service 1 read, would you like to keep the financing the way it now is or to gee

8 greater share of the'money come from local Property taxes, from gtate income taxes, from state saleg taxes, or a
8reater ghare from feeg Paid-'by userg of the sérvice? , ‘

,—lbOf the 1,586 respondentg intérvieyed, 722 report voting "yes" on Proposition 2 1/2~and'431 report voting “"yeg" op
Question 3, Percentagesuare based on eleigible respondents answering each question, ang total to .100% 4cross a roy

for. each group of respondentsg, Differenceg between the two groups of Ssupportersg of at least 7% are significant at
the .05 level., | , ‘ ) -

cAsked only of g su@sample of respondents, Differences befween each group of 10% or more are signi?icént at Ehe .05
Jdevel, ' ‘

- e - - . ’ . . = o 302/
t;@c"aor-——-—-w' | o L

~
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APPENDIX C

EXPECTED EFFECTS OF PROPOSITION 2 1/2
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Table C-1

EXPECTATION THAT.PROPOSITION 2 1/2.WILL LEAD TO CUTS IN

VARIOUS EDUCATION SERVICES®®P

By Demographic Characteristics.

Public Ele-
mentary and After .
Secondary School Special  Adult Public

- Education Programs ' Education Education Colleges

“Total

Sex
Female
Male
Race ,

Non-white
White

Religion
Catholic
Jewish
Protestant
Other, no
religion

Stage in Life .
" Cycle®

Young, no

children

Children present,
oldest <6

Children present,
oldest 6-17

Older adults, no
children

Elderly (60+)
adults, no
children ,

Service ‘Usage --

Use this service

Do not use this
service

-

Education . -

Less than high
8chool

- Highy School -
degree '

Some college

College degree

Graduate school

56.47 71.4% 49.9% 65.9% Sh44%

57.3 69.5 51.9 64.0 52.1
55.4 73.3 47.9 67.9 56.7
60.2 63.7 59.1 - 60.4 52,8
56. 1 71.8 49.4 66.3 54
54,6 70.8 47.5 64.8 54,3
67.4 82.6 55.6 84.4 61.8
52.6 68. 1 49,2 * 60,1 52.3
<
. 64 .U~ 74,8 56.4 72.9 55,6
ﬁ“

60.6 76.1 59.0 ° 65.8 60.4
58.8 72.2 49.7 . 66.5 57.7
56.7 72.8- ' 51,9 4 68.7 °  %3.6
56,0 %1.5 45.3 ., 70.1 52.2
48.2 60.4 38.6 ° 53,5 - 47.7
57.8 75.2 51.1 62.0 °  54.3
55,7 70.6 49.8 67.0 42.4
51.7 69.4 50.0 / 61.8 49.0
49.9 64.6 44,6  60.6 48.9
56.6 72.0 51.2 64,7 56.8
60.0 75.6 51.1 72.0 60.5
73.2 84.4 . 60.1 78.0 60.4

-
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' Table C-1 (continued)

EXPEC?ATION THAT PROPOSITION 2 1/Z WILL LEAD TOICUTS IN
\ VARIOUS EDUCATION SERVICES®:P, -
- ;«By Demographic Characteristics '

Public Ele- - ,
mentary and ., After ,
Secondaqy ~ School Special  Adult Public *
Education’ Programs Education:Education Colleges
Household Income o - o .
Less than $10,000 52.5% 62 67 5F.24 . 56.1% 44,77
510,000 to <520,000 55.1 , 68,9 . 49,7 62.6 53.5 -
$20,000 to <$30,000 59.3 \ 73.2 51.3 67.0 * 56.6
$30,000 to <$50,000 55.6 \' 75.1 47,4 72.6 56.6
$50,000 or more . ’ 58.8 81.2 5067  + 73.9, . 56.5 p
. . . ¢ t ~
Occupation of Household Head : , : Rl T
Professional 6h.4 7546 55.4 72.4 57.9 -
Maragerial 53.2 73.9 45.8 67.0 51.4 N
Clerical, sales . 54.3 . - 64,6 42.8 59.0 48,4 \
Blue collar "+ 53.3 "~ 73.5 50.6 - .65.5 56.8
Service . 53.4 ° 61.0 49,5 58.1 48.1
Not, reported .55. 1 ' 65.8 50.9 62.7 " 5643 '
«’ Government Employee LT //
: Educational? . o
employee , 76.8 84.0 - 58.5- . "88.2 67.4
Local government Do, ..
employee: 73.3 79.2 65.0 69.5 59.1
State government o . 1 : \
employee® 57.1 - 76.8 " 48,2 ,  67.3 . 52,7 i
Federal govern- _ , . ) 8
ment employee . . 54.8 68.8 54,7 71.9 54,7 * i
No local, state, or . -, B )
. federal employees gt o ) ’
in household 53.1 , 69.6 47.6 63.5 53.0
~ 1 ¥
) ,
] r ‘
N \. ‘




'+ Table C-1 (continued)

v .‘ . .‘c' ] L . : .
EXPECTATION THAT PROROSITION 2 1/2 WILL LEAD“TO CUTS IN

‘ VARIOUS EDUCATION SERVICES®*®

. By Demographic Characteristics

& <

~

‘ Public Ele- .. -
mentary and After

Secondary School Special  Adult _ Public
Education .Programs ,Education Education Colleges

local Tax Share ) ‘ L7 . )
Owners: Less than 757 . . )

of community avg. 57.3% - 70.7% = 48.0%  61.8% S52.4%
Owners: 75% to <100% . '

of community avg. . 51.8 73.3 7 T 48.6 66.9 52,6 ‘
Owners: 100Z to <125% . o

of community avg. 51.4 72.0 _49.1 68.0 54.3
Owners: 1257 or more - s e -

of community avg.- 52.4 71.8 . 38.3 67.4 " 52,0
Owners: no tax infor- : . '

mation given 49.6 67.3 45.1 61.1 45.1

;o . . . .. . -)/

Renters: never owned, - . X ) '

no plans to own 59.0 66.4 52.7 61.3 . 48.0°
Renters: Ever owned 6l.4 71.6 - 59,7 68.2 "60.8 e
Renters: Plan to own 50.0  ° 65.8 © 48,3 _  60.0 48.3 ‘

j /\ . «

Neither rent nor own 65.1 74.4 " 48,8 ° 62.8 67.4 -
Political Ideology <~ ‘
Very comservative 56.1 65.2 - 51.5 62.7 53.0. .
Fairly conservative 55.1 s 1441 © 47.1 67.8 54.7 | .
Middle of the road 51.0 66. 3 46.0 61,2 51,5 »
Fairly liberal . 6647 80.5 59.4 75.1 59.Q. -
Very liberal 66.7 76.7 58.4° 68.6 _ '58.0

aBased on the questions: "Now that Proposition 2 '1/2 has passed, what do you
think will happen to services I read. Using”the first list of phrases tell,
me whether you thipk there will be a lot less, a little less, the samg, a
little more or a ‘lot more ("X'd ITEM") services.now that Proposition™2 1/2
has passed?” cf . B

0 -

bEach entry is the percentage .of respondents yho, think there will be g lot
less or a8 little less of that particular service. Percéntages~a;e based on

those responding to the question.

1

Cu ‘ " ' Lo
. State government employee" includes county employees. . .

-

-
»

T a0

A~ i




\ Table C-11 T
ANTICIPATED EFFECTS OF PROéOSITION"Z 1/2 ON SCHOOL BUDGETS '

By Demographic Characteristics

.

. '
Proposition 2 1/2 will:
‘ . Decrease funds for Give local voters more
* local public schools * control over school spending
‘ Total 69.62 71,04,
Sex ) ‘
, Female . 69.4 : 67.9 !
Male 69.0 73.7
Race’ " .
Non-white 56.2 60.7
White © 7040 71.4
* Religion: . : . g
Catholic 68.8 . 74.4
- Jewish . 74e4 ¢ . 61.5
Protestant. ’ 68.6 ' o 69.0
Otherxr, no . ’,
religion © 69.3 T~ 66.8
-+’ Stage in Life : . . S
Cycle 4 - :
Young, no L :
. ‘- children ~ 71.5 - 63.3
Children present, - o - : . .
‘oldest <6 . S T 71.9 5 70.7 .
Children present, ) R -
‘oldest 6717 ) 67.4™ =g < 69.8
Older adults, no g ’
children o 69.9 ) 73.2 -
) Elderly "(60+) . . ’
¢ adults, no ‘ . -
L, children 67.0 80.9
+ Service Usage “ . *
. Children in public . . . . .
‘o schools, 66.2 ’ . 70,3 . )
No children in public . .
schoolb——“ 70.6 C V7.1
. ST N
Education .
Less than high * .
school ' 66.0 o, - 69.8 .
High School . ‘ . . ’
) degree . 65. 6\ ! 7600 -.
¢ Some c011ege 660 3 N . ‘ 72. 6 P -
College degree ‘ 71.9 ) © 67.0 T
Graduate school - 83.7 . 60.4

o | T 3 .
*PJ:Ref: IR ‘ o B 1'7 ' "
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« ° ' Table C-1I (continued) . *
ANTICIPATED EFFECTS OF PROPOSITION 2 1/2 ON SCHOOL BUDGETS °
- . . By Demographic Characte;;stics (continued)* )
o ‘ S / Proposition 2 1/2 will:
. s L S Decrease funds for Give local voters more
S = local public schools cvntro% over school spending
. »
Household Income . - ' o co
Less than $10,000 66. 9% pl ’ 68. 4%
$10;000 to <$20,000 . 66.8 ‘68,2
$20,000 to <$30,000 . - 69.5 2 72.9 - -
$30,000 to <$50,000 71.6 % 73.3
$50,000 or more 77.6 ~68.1 -
Occupation of Household Head
Professional i 75.0 “67.5 i
Managerial - 71.8 N 72.7 :
Clerical, sales 64.6 ' © 72,0 .
Blue collar. 66.7 ) 74.1
Service 61.8 o 61.0
Not reported . © 66,9 - 71.8 ,
Government Employee ’ R
Educétional .
‘  employee . 72.8 63.8
Local government . ‘
" employee ) 81.2 . 64,5
State‘govegnment ’
" employee B 64.3 . . 70,2
Federal govern- . Y
ment employee ) ' 74.6 , 70.3 " : s
No' local, state, or -
federal employees . . . .
in household . 67,7 72,1 "
Local Tax Price -
Owners: .Less than 75% . . ) ..
of community avg. .- . 68.4 . 75.1 R ¢ .
Owners: 75% to <100% T
of community avg. . 70.1- . . 72.5
- Owners: 100% to <125% .: .
> of community avg. 66,8 o 76.0  °
Owners: 125% or more L . ~
of community avg. . 68.3 71.8 ’
Owners: Taxes not , < '
reported ) 66e4 - 76.1 ’
Renters: never owned, o ' -
no plans to own ‘ © o 60.9 : 57.8 ‘
Renters:’ Ever ‘owned 70.4 * . 57.4 M
- Renters: Plan to own ¢ . 65.8 ; T 66.7 L
Neither rent nor own . 7444 65.1

Q

o g . , .
L .
: .
B
e T “ < v .
<, . - .
I . B L - - -

a 308 . :




. Table C-11- (continued) . T
. ANTICIPATED EFFECTS QF PROPOSITION 2 1/2 ON SCHOOL BUDGETS
/. By Demographic Characteristics (contirnued)
! r . i Proposition 2 1/2 wills )
‘ . " Decrease funds for Give local voters more~ ~ . -
o local public schools control over school spending \
‘ v & N
Political Ideology . o . s
Very conservative . 71.2% . 73.3% : : '
Fairly conservative 71.0 : 7442 ° sl
Middle of the road . 66.7 - . 67;,%\ ~
+ Fairly liberal '69.8 - .8 e
- Very liberal} : 76.0 * 56.1 . . t
. Y L .
€ -

< ~ - -
aBased on the question: “Next I will read a list of some of the affects that
the passage of Proposition 2 1/2 might ha%&¥in Massachusetts. Look at list

three that you wrote down f om "agree a lot”" to- "disagree a lot". To what
extent do you agree or disagree that Proposition 2"1/2 yill 2"

'
. ' .

“Each entry is the percentage of respondents who "agree a lot" or "agree a

little” with that Particular statement. Percentages are based on those 3

responding to the. question.

State govermment employee" includes courfty employees.

.
. .
) )
- . '
.
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.
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By % . =
STATISTICAL BAGNIFICANCE OF PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCES
{ N ’ N

I

Tablé D-I is a guide for determining the significance (two

. standagd/ errors) _of differences in percentages between any' two
subgroups in the overall sample._ The size of the difference necessary

for significance decreases as the sample sizes intrease -and .as the

percentages being compared move avay from 50 percent 4n either

direction. Thub, a separate table is presented for each of four géts

of percentages.. The entries in each cell .define the range of

necessary differences for samples of varying sizes. The lower number

is the difference required for significance between two simple randon

samples. The higher number, 1.25 times the lower number,-is a

conservative estimate of the differénce required for significance when*

other sample designs are used. ¢

v —

-
-

A stratified rafidom cluster sample plan wasiysed*in this study:
Stratification reduites the size of the standard errars relative to
those in simple random samples, clustering increases the, size .of the -
standard errors. Because the sampling plan incorporated a large
number of clusters (65) with a small number of interviews in each
cluster (15 to 25), any increase in standard errors. due to clustering
should be minor and more’ than offset by the decreases gained through
stratification. Thus the entries at the lower end of each scale
~represent ‘conservative estimates of the difference in percentages
required for significance between any twg suhgroups iqgthis/gtudy.

‘ Q N “

~ -

’

The s es of the subgroups analyzed in this paper are presented
: 1 A
. in Table D .
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Table D-1

A
.

, ‘ .
. EXAMPLE OF SAMPLING ERRORS OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PERCENTAGESl

-

[
.

sBE8538E |

sussE3EE|

For Percentages around 10 and 90

23-29] 2632 30-3.8 | 3.3-41 ] 3.7-4.6
27-34 | 3:0-3.8 | 3.3-4.1 | 3.6-4.5 | 40-5.0
3240 | 35447 38438 | 4.1-5.1
. 3348 [40-50] 44-55
- 4252 4653
— | 49-61"

5%

¥588d

¥

For Percentages around 5 and 95

. 19-24 | 22-28 | 24-30{ 27-3.4 .
19-24 | 21-26 | 2430 { 26-32| 29-3.6
2329 | 26-32 | 27-34 | 3038 ~
28-3.5 | 29-3.6 | 3240
o 3.1:39 | 3341
. 3645

.’

HE T

.- ' TABLE 14.LI0 Exampleof SamplingErrorsof Differences hetween Percentages

compcrmm ofpmenmmdgnvd fi nqumd‘l”;’upw (m:fﬂw mveyrd ‘l')]u
‘som two different s wo

m‘l’!me eniite m"im‘“.:hdw‘dz w themuhsof

. genenali oximate values se(p t

many computatiofis. Tbc‘lgwpfvnlua are mxyz(ra(m + llﬂ]%

two simpie random samples, The high values are about 12§ ouonhe

actually computed values of the standard error fell between- twoboundmet.

c._tgum:. Freedman, Whelpton, and . .,

|

‘ o

lLeslie Kish Sur\eey Sampling_. New York: John Wiley'and Sons, Inc.,
1965, p. 580. . .




Table D-1I- ‘

-NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS‘&N EACH DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORY

M

Ly o
.

Demographic Characteristics Number in Sample

v

Total ’ 1586

Sex
Male . 798
Female . 788

Race
Non-white ' 96
White . 1,490

Religion

Catholic ’ ' ' 781

Jewish 92
. Protestant i 453

Other, no religion . 260

Stage ir Life Cycle , .
Young, no children , 324
Childqgn present, oldest <6 : 182 .
Children present; ojdest 6-17 , . 542
Older adults, no children 307
Elderly (60+) adults, no children 231

Services Used *

Public elementary and secondary education 519
After school programs 300
Special education ) 132
Adult education : : ' 329
Public colleges 346

‘ T e : '

Education ]
Less than high school 178
High school degree . 520
Some collggen . ’ v .. 353
Gollege degree 321
Graduate school ' . 180

* Income .

.‘Less than $10,000 . 169
-§10,000 to <$20,000 484
$20,000 to <$30,000 ‘ 477
830,000 to <$50,000 356
$50,000 or more . 69




>

Table D-II (continued) ‘

NUMBER OF RESPGNDENTS IN EAtH DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORY

— ~ —

Demographic Characteristics . Number in Sample
o *

. 0ccupation'of Household Head ' .

Professional 395 )

Managerial . 3Q5 '
v Clerical,- sales 195 o

Blue collar - : 418 ’

Service . 106

Not reported, no occupation 167

Government Employee

Educational employee \ 96

Local government employee 121

State government employee . 57

Federal government employee . 65" .

No local, state or federal employees ca

in household ) . 1,247

Local Tax Share - N

Owners: Less than 75% of cohmmunity avg. 225°

Owners: 75% to <1004 of community.avg. 251

Owners: 100% to <125% of community avg. 175

Owners: 21254 of community avg. 227

Owners: Taxes not reported 113

Renters: Never owned, no plans to 256

Renters: Ever owned 176

Renters: Plan to own 120

Neither rent nor own 43 .

Political Ideology

. Very conservative 136
Fairly'conservative - 405
' Middle of the road - . 393 ° o
’v—Fairly liberal” - 297 _ .
Very liberal ' 104 . jr
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Appendix A

COMPLETE SAMPLING PLAN

o
- L 4
' .
T -
t -
The Basic Sample " ) '
. . .
A total of 1,561 interviews were administered to male and female house-
4

hold heads selected by a state-wide stratified random cluster sampling plan.
Strata were defined to insure that interviews would be spread proportionately
across communities characterlzed by the fall range of property wealth and }

expenditure lé/ZIs. Interviews were clustered in cities and towns within -

- ¢

these strata in order to provide information approﬁriate for testing median

voter models.

. The sample was drawn in five stages. First, each of the 351 Massachu-
. N Bt N
setts cities and towns was grouped into one of the 15 cells shown in Table Al. ¢
’ '
. . 1
fyhese cells are based on four property wealth and four expendlture categories.

We consolldated‘the two cells defined by the highest wealth and the two lowest

expenditure levels because of the small proportion of the state's population

.

they represent. we assighed a quota of interviews to each of these 15 cells
in proportion to the percentage of the,state's population residing in that cell.

Within each cell, citles and towns were grouped into substrata defined
——

by popu}atlon size and percent of owner-occupled housing. ThlS categorlza-

tlon reflects our view that preferences for public services vary between renters

’

and homeowners and w1th town and city slze. The size of the jurisdiction -
f

reflects both the ability of the individual voter to influence the publlc .

a sector decis1on<m$k1ng process and in many cases the form of government- most
large jursidictions in Massachusetts‘9re cities with a mayor-council govermment .
whiie most of the small jﬁrisdictions are towns xun by selectmen and town-

', meeting. . - )

Tables A2-1 ~through A2-15 show the population and percent of owner-occupied
®

units for each city and town ‘in the fifteen wealth and expendlture categorles.

' 316
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\/"\ ’ §

" Boxes enclose the 33 substrata of similar cities and towns. By grouping cities

and towns along these four dimensions (per Eapita'wealth, per capita expendi-
tures, population and percent owner-occupied) clusters can be randomly selected
from strata that are internally homogenous, but that differ from one another

¢

as much as possible along the critical dimensions. Interviews were assigned to.

each of these substrata approximately in proportion to the percentage of the

o

stratum population residing in each substratum (see Table A-3).

To assure enough observations from individual jurisdictions to test
¢

median voter models, we chose to cluster our interviews in selected cities

and towns rather than to spread-them randomly across each substratum. Thus
the third stage of our sampling procedure involved the random selection of
cities and towns from each substratum. These jurisdictions form the clusters
‘from which we ;an&omly selected househéld% for the fina} sample. Before

choosing our communities, we excluded all towns with fewer than 2,500 residents.

4 \
Because the census does not gather data on the social and economic character-

istics of such towns, additional information to supplement that gathered in ' '

’
VLN

the personal interview is‘ndt available. These towns comprise only 1.7 percent

of tﬁe’state's population.

.

The remaining towns a;d cities were lispeg alphabetically ?y substratum
and were given oné chance to be selected for each 24000 residents. Using a random
number table, we selected upits of.S,OOO residénés. This procedﬁre allows
larger cities to be randomly selected.as cluster poinﬁs more than one time. . In

general, 25 interviews were allocated to each unit or cluster point. 1In some

-

cases, we allocated fewer than 25 to a cluster point in order to obtain a .
reasonable distribution of interviews qéross substrata within any given wealth/

’
1 ! ! 3

expenditu}e stratum.
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v

In each rahdomly selected city or town, telephone numbers were selected

.in a two-stage process. ‘First, the initial four digits of exchanges currently

“4in use were selected in proportion to their number in the total population

of telephone numbers. This "screening" process minimized the amount of time

-

spentvhialing numbers that were not in7use. In the second stage a random
number process assigned the last three digits to the four-digit stem. As a

result, all phone numbers in use in the jurlsdlctlon, not merely publlcly

listed phone numbers, had an equally likely chance of being selected for

¥

our sample.
B 4

The numbers selected in this manner, called starting points, weregiven to

professional interviewers. If no interview was obtained,at‘the starting point

n i

number, the interviewer added 10 to the original telephone number and made

’

another attempt. This process of adding 10 to the felephone-nqmber was repeated

up to four tlmes until flve attempts had been made to obtain an interview

based on the starting point number. If no interview was completed: after the

v

use of five variationsof the original number, another starting point number

was drawn. i -
"\ ~
- Y4

In the final stage of the sampling process, We‘gglected individual res-
pondents in each household. Interviews were restricted to male and female
household heads., We excluded other voting-age household members because the

<

purpose of the study is to focus on the behavior, preferences and orientation of

household members most concerned with property tax payments, The séx of the

household head to be interviewed was fandomly selected after initial contact with

‘the household had been made.
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The Ové}sample

o

We supplemented the 1,561 state-wide interviews-with additional interviews
administered to 94 randomly selected‘households in Boston and 50.randomly
selected’black‘househdlds. This brings the total number S%‘Eggtg;\resident
h interviews to 228 and the total number of black interviews to 93.

This oversampling provides us g?th two subsamples sufficiently large for
separate analysis. Specifically,‘it'allews us to analyze the preferences,'atti-

tudes, and voting behavior of both.Boston households and black households. It

sﬁouid be noted that the.gtate-wide'analysis does not include these additional
interviews., r |

*The additional Boston~;nd black househelde were selected in the same
manner es the basic sample. 1In Boston, additional root exchanges were randomly'
selected. In the case of blacks we used root telephone exchénges of black
respondents in the basic sample of 1,561 as 'starting points, for locating addi-

tional black households . A ‘ .

Ve

&
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Table Al ¥

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF ‘POPULATION AND TNTERV}EW QUOTAS
By Per Capita Wealth and~Expenditure Strata

e

) ¢

o,

Per Capita Wealth,
more than $18,160

Per Cébita
$13,906-$18,160

Expendi tures

)

~Jless than $10,771

$10, 771-$13,906

E Less than

$625
e

~

$625-
$§717

$§717-
$838

(sMore than
$838

1980 population
Z of state population
Interview quota

. % of total interview quota

§

1980 population
2 of state population
Interview quota
% of total interview quota

L]

1980 population

2 of state population
Interview quota

2 of total interview quota

1980 population
% of state population
Interview quota

Z of total interview quota:

%

369,506
6.447

. 1q0
6.447

927,721"

16\17%
255

16,42%

447,657
7.80%

125
8,047

993.083
17.3r%

273
17.58y

" 93,927
1.64%
.25
1.61%

297,851
5.19%

75
4.83%-

702,898
12.25%
175 -
11.27%

260.715 -
. 4.54% -
75
4.837

37,649

10.66%

20
1.3%

177,272
3.09%
.50
3.227%

308.101
5.4%

75
4.83%

476,603
8.3y

120

7.73

.

54,092
0.94%
25

1.617% .

75,679
-1.32%
30 .

1.93%

515, 507

. 8.98y
130

'8.37%
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b -~
@ b Table A2-1 ot : .o
. STRATIFICATION OF CITIES AND TOWNS IN MASSACHUSETTS® “
Stratym: Per Capita Expenditure I (less Fhln $625), Per Capita Wealth I (less than $10,771) )
v ’ Percent Qwner Occupied (1970).
pulation NA <50% 50-<603% 60-<702 ° 70-<80% 80-<90% + 90~<100%
(L%O) ! ' <«
500 Hardwick Ashby Buckland . Clarksburg
. (2/55) (2/67) (2/73) (2/81)
. , Russell Huntington E. Brookfield
i . (2/70) (2/73) (2/80) .
. Millville .
. . (2/72) ~
¢500~<5, 00 SUBSTRATUM I, I A - Varren | Berkeley
; . ,(4/68) (3/77) .
. Cheshire
. . (3/78)
N Rutland
. ' (4/78)
Upton. " ¢
] . N v * (4/71) .
,000-<10, 000 Montague " Blackstone Leicester Acushaet
e . . (8/60) (7/64) (9/78) (9/81)
. Shirley Charlton Templeton  * *Halifax N
. . (5/56) (7/68) -(6/80) (6/82) i -
. Ware *Dudley o
. (9/60) (9/62)
. Lancaster
(6/64) .. R .
Orange ) -
(7/67) .
s Uxbridge \
) N (8/63) {.
+000-<20, 00Q Haxvard Spencer Athol Fairhaven
(12/31) 11/58 (11/67) (16/75) .
-7 Southbridge aton Adans South Hadley
3 (17/46) ~ (13/55) { » (16/73)
3L Northbridge t ton
. . (12/52) (16/62) .
4 SUBSTRATUM Winthrop
: I‘AI 3 (19/54) .
, 000~<30, 000 , , 3 Dracut
I (21/83) |
b, 000~<40, 000 Amherst ‘#Leomingter .
i ' (33/480 (3/62)
o .| SUBSTRATUM I! I1°'C

a. Table entries are all Massachusetts communities in the designated stratum arranged by 1§8Q population
(preliminary) and ‘percent of dwelling umits that were owner occupied in 1970. Upper.case letters
denote cities; upper and lower case letters denote towns.

“ERIC*

... v

L EN e e v

Numbers in parentheses are 1980

"population ins thousands and 1970 percent of owner-occupied dwelling units. Boxes bound substrata

defined primar{ly by population and percent owner occupied. An asterisk (*) denotes that
the community was selected randomly from the substratum for the final sample, N.A. indicates
information for cstagorization is not available. .

1
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- LN
\ ' e ?
L - .
_ N e Table A2-2 . )
. STRATIFICATION OF CITIES AND TOWNS IN MASSAGHUSETTS® 4 .
Stratun: Per g’ ita Experfditure I (less than $625), Per Capita Wealth II ($10,771-513,906) '
! * Percent Owner Occupied (1970) a
(g:gon’ NA < 50% 50~<60%2 60~<702 70-<802 80-<902 90-<1002
13 e - N T :
00 N -Shelbourne Bernardston
- ' “(2/63) 2/77)
: Chester
(1/76)
Hinsdale
. (2/72)
_ Williamsburg
] ) (2/74) ,
Y -
* SUBSTRATUM I, III A '
500-<5, 000 Sunderland « . t Barre , Ashburnhan * ‘Lanesborough g
, (3/40) (4/67) (4/78) B (3/80)
. Boylston Newbury
a (3/80) . (4/81)
.’ W, Brookfield Southhampton .
} . . (3/1n) ) 4/ §8) By
000-<10, 000 . o ' Belchertowr Dalton Townsend
. . . . (6/70) (7/72) (7/82) -
s . K Williamstown*
N . (9/68) -~
oy S N - - "
» 000-<20, 000 .‘ . . Palwer: ’ T *Swansea .
o ' (11/67) (15/85) .

t . — L . -

Y

a. Table entires are all Massachusetts communities in the designated stratum arranged by 1980 population
’ " (preliminary) and perceént of dwelling units that were owner occupied in 1970. ,Upper case letters

denote cities; upper and lower case lecters-denote towns.
tion in thousands and 1970 percent of owner-occupied dwelling units:
primarily by population and percent owner’ occupied.

Nunbers in parentheses are 1980 popula-
Boxes bound substrata defined
An asterisk (*) denotes that the community vas

selected randomly from the substratum for the final sample. N.A., indicates information for categori-

(Y

zation is not available.

13
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) - Table A2-3 . ( o N
, - STRATIFICATION.OF CITIES AND TOWNS IN MASSACHUSETTS® . \
Stratum: Per Capitaz Expenditure @ (less than $625), Per Capita Wealth II1 ($13,906-$18,160) . .
. R . . . .,
- . Vo~
> - ! Percent Owner Occupied (1970) .
pulation “NA - <50% 50-<60% 60-<70% . 70-<80% 80—<90% 90-<100% .
. (1980) / » ’ . 'Y
2,500 ,  * Blandford" ) . 4 W. Stockbridge  Leverett Colrain ,
- (1/NA) o, (1/67) (1/84) (1/82)
.~ ‘Charlemont : N Whately Dunstable .
. (1/84) (1/79) (2/86)
’.  Conway . s . '
(/%) . . ’ : g
Montgomery ’ » , - - - .
(1/M4) ’ ‘ * . -
c L Phillipston - ~ ¢ y - .
(1/NA) . - ' ) v
, Royalston .
> (1/8A) ‘ - * ¢ . - "
. -Washington ¢ . : i * L
a/m) -, b “, h o
ToM Y, T, & 7 - C Qe
;“23509«5,000 ngon;' . J Wenhanm + Paxton .. ¢ . i
- . (3/\) . " (4/82) (4/93) L
5,000~<10 : . 7 #groton, | . Hamilton  , T
. o of (6/67) (7/83)
N : T e - , v + . ™ -
v . . - y * ‘ Y 2
"t s Taple entries are all Massachusetts cotn\m'i;ies in the designated stratum arranged by 1980 population i
(prclininigyz and percent of dwelling upits that were owner occupied in 1970. Upper case letters.) ¥
denote citi€d; upper and lower case letters denote towns. Numbers in parentheses are 1980 popis= © . - -
.. lation'dn thousands €and 1970 percent of owner-occupied dwelling units. Boxes bomﬂuub‘s_:uu 7T
defined primarily by population and percent owner occupied. An asterisk (*) denqtes that EEF PP
! community was selected randomly from the substratum for ghe final sample. N.A. indicates<infora ~
i . mation for categorization u‘not available. : - sk Tl e
. - oo co- >3
/-—-/ e - -
i ;
v v y o '
¥ A
- o - .
I . SN
7 N .1
y u .




- -t

\ . . Table A2-4

srmu"zcgmn OF CITIES AND TOWNS IN MASSACHUSETTS®

Stratum: Per Capita Expenditure I and I (less”than $717), Per Capita Wealth IV (more than $18,160) .

z . %

! - - t e
.. Bercent Owner Occupied (1970) F
oY N g , N X . i)
opulation NA <502 50<602 " 60702 70~<80% 80-<90% | 90-<100% v
; (1980) . *
,500 Goshen New Marlborough zdgemont . Granville
- (1/8a) (1/51) (1/60) . (1/82) >t
Hancock Richalond
' (1/NA) (2/69)
4 Middlefield - s A Ashfield »
(b/NA) N . (1/69) . -
Windsor Northfield ;
(1/NA) ' - . (2/61) . - -
: Worthington - . .
) (1/8A) - ol : T
‘ Yonterey . . ¢
/33 e N T "/\ . .
- New Ashford o, -
. (b/NA) ! .
- Peru ’ . ’ . s
. (1/NA) t - t JE . )
s Vuthup;on - - L . 3
. (1/8A) - : J
L ¥ | SUBSTRATUM I-II, IV A : .
,500-<5,000 ‘ . Deerfield Bolten .
Lo L (5/65) (3/78) .
o e ) Sheffield /3 -
e . (3/63) ' '
;080- 10,000 » ‘ . ' Vestminster
- . i ) oo (5/85)
. . ‘ . Topsfield
Fooo o . R . 4 X “ (5/84) .
,000~<20, 000 ! ' . . ¥Yarmouth
: - ey - (18/84)

== rx3 £
’

;" a. Table entries are all Massachusetts communities in the designated stratum arranged by 1980 population
. (preliminary) and percent of dwelling units that were owner occupied in 1970. Upper case letters .
’ denote citio{; upper and lower ¢ase letters denote towns, MNmbers in parentheses are 1960 popu-
lation in thousands and 1970 percent of owner-occupied dwelling units. Boxes bound substrata

. © defined primarily by population.and percent owner occupied. An asterisk (*) derotes. that the
‘. community was selected randomly from the sibstratum for the final ssmple. N.A. indicatds infor- -
i , -mation for categorization is not available. . \
1 . . N o N ' ’ " - / v ‘ bl
i e . Population less than 500 T~ .
. ¢ . v . 3 . . -
‘ . ' .o l 1 \ . ;
. . 4 . o .
v . ”
. /”3/, o , e : e # '
) \
l 3 , , ) i P
TC ," ‘ o e ' " .. 320 ’
. K : o L ST S 4
13 n.uur.m.m: Lo \“.;\,, , . s ot . 1. - S . . . .
%,}xf{(.,:f VR T e /’.Y" L . . 5 W ) Co L
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. Table A2-5
STRATIFICATION OF CITIES AND TOWNS IN HASSACHUSET'IS‘ - R
Stratum: Per Capitd Expenditure IT ($625-$717)y Fer Capiza Wealth I (less than $10,771)

Percent Owner Occupied (1970)

#L . -
Population ML <50% 50-<60% 60-<70% 70-<80% 80-<90% 90-<100%
(1980) .
<2,500 New Braintree .
. ,(I/NA) M . ’ 5
7
2,500-<5,000 o . N. Brookfield. Merrimac .
_ ’ /67 - (4/75) . .
N Y
5,000-<10,000 . SUBSTRATUM II, I A Monson Granby
' : (7/74) (5/83)
10, 000~<20,000 . Gardner .  *Greenfield Abington *Bellingham
(18/58) (18/61) . Qe/78) T (14/85)
. . . N. Adaps Grafton .
. . (18/52) (11/70)
g . Webster , ' Hudsan ¢
) (14/50) . (16/72) - -
O ' . L : Mulberry -
. - . (12/72) C
. *Oxford ’
. SUBSTRATUM 11, T B (12/75) -
. N Whitman b R '
To/1s)” . ot '
. . . 4 e 2 a
.20, 000-<30, 000 : * Northampton . . .
i, - (29/57% -
30, 000~<40, 000 . Methuen ) N Y : *
. . (37/699 ¢ \C * :
' I3 f
40,000-<50,000 - - - *HOLYORE TAUNTON | , .
o -] qeas3e) (45/60) ' ’ ‘
L r:-, R AN . < . . - 9 4
* 50,000-<60,000 & MALDEN .,  CHICOPEE '
T e - (53/47) *(55/55) .
o L . *MEDFORD o
’ - v (58/60)
260,000 - . | *LAWRENCE
. ' (63/33) ) -
. <t AFALL RIVER " . . -, s
. : 4 (92/32) SUBSTRATUM II, I C . )
. LOWELL ¥ , g w : .
3 . (92/44), ~ .
. .| *NEW BEDFORD oo b
’ (98/42) . 1 N ’
SOMERVILLE . S | ' . , . ;
R (77/34) . I »

>

~ ¥ . \3 4

« » 8. Table entries’ are all Massschusetts communities in the designated stratum arranged by 1980 population
) ‘ (preliminary) and percent of dwelling ‘units thit were owner occupied in 1370. Upper case letters .
2 denote cities; upper and lower case letters denote towns. Numbers in parentheses are 1980 popu-
lation in thousands and 1970 percent of owner-occupied dwelling unfts. Boxes bound substrata
defined primarily by population and percent owner-occupied. An asterisk (*) denotes that the
community was selected randomly from the substratum for the final sangle. N.A. indicates infor-
mation for categorization is not available. .

1
»

13 0y

, b. Population less than 500. ~ '

4 ) :




. Table 42-6
STRATIFICATION OF CITIES 4 TOWNS IN HASSACHUSETTSa

W

. v 0 T T - > .
Stratum: Per Capita Expenditure II (5625-57’1’9), Per Capita Wealth II ($10,771~$13,906) . .
- j M: -
i ; = f
Percent Owner %ccgied 5;9702 ,
NA <50% 50602 ' 60~<70% 70—<80z '80-<90% . 90-<100%
New Salem : : Brookfield Berlin
(1/RA) N (2/68) 2/719) d
3 ’ G111 :
» 300-<5, 000 (1/77)
.. ' Hatfield . Hampden
. ‘ (3/78) (5/88)
N . o Rowley
) = (4/79)
,000-<10, 000 o , . Norfolk Groveland
. N (6/79) (5/8)
Peppereld Lakeville
i . ’ (8/70) (6/84)
- 3| Southwick
, , , . (7/74)
N ) - N . Sutton SUBSTRATUM 11,11 A
- / (6/74) -
X Tyngsborough
. ) ; (6/73)
C . .. > Wrenthan
- ’ (7/73)
» 000=<20, 000 - . Northborough  Aubum . =
. (11/78) (15/86)
. . ) Holden
> Ludlow (13/87)
. ‘ (18/78)
5 000=<30, 000 ) 3 3 Agawan - . Stoughton ury | o,
. ) - ) (22/69) (24/77) (23/82) .
/- N.Attleborough ’
. . (21/68) . .
A PalN *W.Springfield . .
(27/60), SUBSTRATUM 11,11 B
»000=<40, 000 *WESTFIELD -
L L A (36/69) .t M

a.- Tsble entries sre all Massachusetts communities in the designated stratum arranged by 1980 population
” , {preliminary) and percent of dvelling units that were owner occupied in 1970. Upper csse letters
, denote cities:  upper snd lower case letters ‘denote towns. Numbers in parentheses are 1980 popu~ .
% lation in thousands and 1970 percent of owner-occupied dwelling units. Boxes bound substrata
‘defindéd primarily by population and percent owner occupied. An asterisk (*) denotes that the
comunity was selected randomly from the substratum for 'the final sample. N.A. indicates infor-
- " mation for categorization is not availsble. - :
‘ . A

-
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o Table A2-7
. STRATIFICATION OF CITIES AND TOWNS IN MASSACHUSETTS® *
Stratum: Per Capita Emndituie I1 ($625-5717), Per Capita Wealth III (513,906-518,160)
. Parcent Owmer Occupied (1970)
o;()u.;.;g.on NA <50% = 50-<60% 60-<70Z s 70-<80X 80-<90Z 90-<100%
1 .
2,500 Chesterfield , Petersham Brimfield
c(IINA) (1/74) (2/81) H
umiagton Plympton
(1/18) (2/90) ¢
Havley ’
(b/Rs) .
Pelham - - . e e
(1/RA) ’
Wendell
o (1/%) SUBSTRATIM 11, III A
2,500-<5, 000 . ' . Boxborough /
Nahant (3/76)
(4/70) ‘
»000-<10,000 . . Great Barrington . Kingston Dighton ’
L (7/61) (7/74) (5/8L)
» ] Plainville Freetown
L - (6/75) (7/82) R
- vt Rehobo th
g £8/81)
, ’ . W. Boylston .
. . ) (6/82)

» > ’ ¢ ’
0,000-<20,000 . + | *vestpore Seekonk Wilbrahanm
- ~ . — (14/70) (12/85) (12/91)

. SUBSTRATUY II. 1118 . H -~
0, 000~<30, 000 . Stoneham . ’ #*Darmouth
. S (21/64) (24/83)
Milton
‘ i (26/85)

» 0
-

a. Table entries are all Massachusetts communities in the designated stratum arranged by 1980 population
. (preliminary) and pertent of dwelling units that were owner occupied in 1970. Upper class letters
, denote cities; upper and lower case letters denote s. Numbers in parentheses are 1980 popu-
s lation in thousands and 1970 percent of owner-occupi€d dwelling units. Boxes bound substrata
, defined primarily by population and percent owner-occupied. An asterisk (*) dendtes that the »
comunity was selected randomly from the substratum for the final sample. N.A. indicates infor-
mation for categorization is not available.

b. Population less than 500.

2

;
:
s .
.
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Table A2-8

>

) STRATIFICATION OF CITIES AND TOWNS IN MASSACHUSETTS® |,
Stratum: Per Capita Expenditure III ($717-$838), Per Capita Wealth I (less than $10,771)

>

; . Percent O\Zmer Occupied (1970) .
NA <50z 50-<60% 60-<70% 70-<80% 80-<90% 90-<100%
v N 1
Ayer - Wincheandon
(7/43) (7/62)
- Middleborough Frankliz
. (16/70) (18/78%)
. / . Rockland
a 1/
*Melrose (30/70)
’ . Milford (23/64)
| SUBSTRATUM II,I A FITCHBURE SUBSTRATUM III,I B
(39/51) .
*REVERE ,
R (42/54)
*BROCKTON
. . . (95/57) .
s *SPRINGFIELD
.(152/51) .

Table entries are all Massachusetts communities in the designated stratum arranged by 1980 population (preliminary)
and percent of dwelling units that were owner occupied in 1970, Upper case letters denote cities; upper
and lover case letters denote towns. Numbers in parentheses are 1980 population in thousands and 1970
percent of ownér-occupiell dwelling units. Boxes bound substrata defined primarily by population and
percent owner occupied. An asterisk (*) denotes that the community was selected randomly from the
substratum for the final sample. N.A. indicates information for categorization is not available. .

, S
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' .. Table A2-9
STRATIFICATION OF CITIES AND TOWNS IN MASSACHUSETTS®

Stratum: Per Capita Expenditure III (S717-5838), Per Capita Wealth II ($10,771-513,906)

? L}

Percent Owner Occupied (1970)

spulation NA <502 , 50-<60% 60-<70% 70-<80% 80-<90% 90-<1002
(1980)
00 Wales Hubbardston
(1/84A) (2/33)
500-< 5,000 . ) Douglas Hopedale
- (4/69) (4/1) . :
. 4
300-<10,000 - ! Maynard Carver . E.Bridgewater .
(9/68) (7/77) (10/81)
Georgetown Hanson
(6/79) (9/86) i
Lee Lunenburg
(6/72) (8/32)
SUBSTRATUM III,II A Millis Raynhan .
- (7/18) (9/89) ;
2 * W.Bridgewater
. . i : (6/88)b
,000-<20,000 . NEWBURYPORT  Bridgewater Easton
(16/64) (17/76) (17/84)
L Ipswich Holbrook
. (11/72) (11/84)
Mangfield Holliston
' (13/72) (13/82)
N.Reading
e (11/88) .
Westford I
) (13/84)
000-<30, 000 . Wakefield *Randolph
- (25/13) (28/80)
Reading
(23/82)
: *Tewksbury
. . (24/89)
»000-<40,000 Watertown *) TTLEBORO Chelmsford '
- (34/47) (34/62) -(31/83)
ARBVERLY
- ’ (37/65)
, SUBSTRATUM III, I B MARLBOROUGH
(31/62)
P, 000-<50,000 #Arlington
’ ’ (45/80)
D, 000:<60,000 - . PITISFIELD Weymouth .
: ‘| (52/61) (55/74) . i
), 000-<70, 000 ‘ * Framingham o
(65/59) Lo

+

kd

A
- ERIC
-

¥
~ 1

upper and lower case letters denote towns.
and 1970 percent of owner-occupied dwelling wnits.

substratum for the final sample.

’ 3
- 1980 population not available. 1970 estimate used. ’

LI

s

. Table entries’are all Massachusetts communities in the designated stratum arranged by 1980 population (preliminary)

and percent of dwelling units that were owner occupied in 1970,
Numbers in parentheses are 1980 population in thousands

Upper case letters denote cities;

Boxes bound substrata defined primarily by population

‘and percent owner occupied. An asterisk (*) denotes that the community was selected mddnly‘frq'm the
N.A. indicates information for categorization is not available. -

330
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Table A2-10 . -

STRATIFICATION OF CITIES AND TOWNS IN MASSACHUSETTS®
e ” a2 AND IDWNhS IN MASSACHUSETTS

Stratum: Per Capita Expenditure III ($717-5838), Per Capita Wealth III ($13,906~$18,160)

.. Parcent Owner Occupied (1970)

Population Na <50% 50-<60% 60-<70% 70-<80% 80-<90% 90-<100%
- (1980) ) - : . . ‘ ,
<2,500 Oakham Princeton
(1/8A) ) . ' (2/85) .
Warwick ~ N .
] (1/NA) . . .
2,500-<5,000 : SUBSTRATUM III, III A Esgex Rochester
(3/70) (3/84)
- » Hadley
. ¢ . (4/70)
5,000-<10, 000, Lencx Ashland Avon
(7/62) "~ (9/78) (5/84)
Hopkinton - Stow
(1/717) (5/84)
- , . Littleton W. Newbury
(7/19) (3/87)
Mattapoisett
. (6/72)
Salisbury
(6/70)
a Sturbridge .
(6/74)
0, 000-<20, 000 v ‘ ' Acton - *E.Longmeadow
" . (18/73) , (13/92)
’ Warehan
L% . - (19/75) . N
Westborough
) . . (14/71)
0, 000-<30, 000 ) - Belmont *Dedham Saugus .
.7 : . (26/65) (25/79) . (25/84)
8 ? 4
,» 000-<40, 000 WOBURN
SUBSTRATUM III, II1 B . (37/66) ‘ )
0,000 . .
’ MJALTHAM v R
(58/48)

) . i .
a. Table entries are all Massachusetts cowmunities in the designated stratum arranged by 1980 population
(preliminary) and percent of dwelling units that were owner occupied in 1970. Upper case letters
denote cities; upper and lower case letters denote towns. Numbers in parentheses are 1980 popu-
lation in thousands and 1970 percent of owner-occupied dwelling units. Boxes bound substrata
defined primarily by population' and percént owner occupied. An asterisk (*) denotes that the
community vas selected randomly from the substratum for the final sample. N.A. indicates infor- ;
mation for categorization is not available. '

»?

-~

’
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Table A2-11 :

, STRATIFICATION OF CITLES AND TOWNS IN MASSACHUSETTS®
i = W IV (more than $18, 160

o4
*

“

spulation Na <50%

Percent Owper Occupied (1970)

50-<60%

60-<702

-70-<80% 80-<90%

90-<100%

500 ¢ Alford .
. (b/xA)
Becketr
(1/8A) |
Holland . .
" (2/5A)

Stockbridge
(2/62)

T LEydon N
(b/Na)
Otis
(1/NA)
Sandsfield '
¥ (17NA)
Shutesbury
(1/NA)
- ¢ Tyringham
t (b/NAY

A,

000~<10,000 | SUBSTRATIM III,IV A

, : t
000-<20,000 Dennis !
. (12/48)

000-<30, 000 v

*Lincoln

(7/57)

Rockport
(6/61)

N.Andover
(20/62)

SUBSTRATUM III,IV B

Marian
(4/74)

Boxford
(5/89)

tLynnffEld
(11/95)

X

lower case letters demote towns.

Numbers in

of owner occupied dwelling wmits. Boxes bound

occupied. An asterisk (*) denotes that the c
sample. N.A. indicates information for categorization is not available.

b." 1980 population not available. ' 1976 estimate used.

v

o Table entrias are all Massachusetts communities in the designated stratum by 1980 population (preliminary) and
percent of dwelling units that gere owner occupied in 1970. Upper case letters denote cities, upper and
parentheses are 1980 population in thousands and 1970 percent
substrata defined primarily by population and percent cwner
oomunity was selected randomly from a substratum for a

final
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. ¢ Table A2-12 * s

STRATIFICATION. OF CITIES AND TOWNS IN MASSACHUSETTS 2 - v

-

Stratum: Per Capifa Expenditure IV (more than $838), Per Capita Wealth I (less than $10,771) P

. 3

Percent Owner Occupied (1970) . -

Ll

Ky

pulation . ®
1980) NA <502 50-<60% 60-<70% 70-<80% > 80~<90% 90-<100%
000-<10,000 ’ SUBSTRATUM IV,I A Hull
. . ) (10/68)

000-<20,000 ’ . ‘Amesbury ‘
o i . (14/63) . - .
. SUBSTRATU IV, I B . \ ;
000~<30, 000 *GHELSEA ° . . T
. - (25/28) . :
000~<40,000 ' \
000-<50, 000 - MAVEMHILL - ) 0
_ ‘ (47/55) . .
000 - | *camrIDGE - o ’
: (95/19) ’ o
3 SUBSTRATIM IV,I C ¥
- < ALYNN : "
- . (78/45) / . .
. ‘ *#JORCESTER Co
. (161/46) .

[SUBSTRATUM IV,I.D N W

4 *BOSTON . :

L (562/27) ~ . :

a. Table entries are all Massachusetts communities in the designated stratum arranged by 1980 popufuion (preliminary)
' and percent of dwelling umits that were owner occupied in 1970. Upper class letters denote cities; upper
and lower case letters denote towns. Numbers in parentheses are 1980 population in thousands and 1970
percent of owner~occupied dwelling units. Boxes bound substrata defined-primarily by population and
percent owner occupied.” An asterisk (*) denotes that the community was selected randomly from the,
substratum for the final sample. N.A. indicates information for categorization is not available.

7
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*+  Table a2-13 ~

<
. 7 STRATIFICATION OF CITIES AND TOWNS IN MASSACHUSETTS®
Stratum: Per Capita Expenditure IV (more than 58?3’6(, Pex Capita Wealth II ($10,771-513,906)

~

X Owner Occupied in 197Q .
60-¢<70% 70-<80% 80-<90% 90-<100%

<50% - , 50=<60%
‘ Foxborough
SUBSTRATUM IV, II A (14/71)
Norton
(13/74)
20,000~30,000 ' . Norwood
: . (29/62)
. i “\.
30,000-<40,000 #SALEM Billerica
c, . (38/46) - . - (37/85)
40,000-¢50, 000 s . ' .| " wrEaBODY ¢
- (46/72)

-

SUBSTRATUM IV, IE B
« MQUINCY,

i . (B436)

communities in the designated stratun arranged by 1980 population

4. Table entries are all Massachusetts i
. (preliminary) and percent of dwelling tinits that ¥ere owner occupied im 1970. Upper case letters
Nunbers in parentheses aré 1980 popu-

Boxes bound substrata
defined primarily. by population andipercent owner occupied. An asterisk (*) denotes that the

denote cities; upper and lower case letters denote towns.
lation in thousands and 1970..perceng of :0vmer-ccupied dwelling units.

community was selected randonly from the substratum for the -final sample. N.A. indicates infor- -
TN o . .

mation for categorization is not avauablc."w 0 .
. L AN .
o Sged -

-




i Table A2-14, : . .
¥
STRATIFICATION OF CITIES AND TOWNS IN MASSACHUSETTS®

e * :
Stratum: Per Caglta Expenditure %V (more than $838), Per Capita Wealth III ($13,906-$18,160)
S -
. \ N

o \ Percent Owner Occupied (1970) -
p;htion 7 W <50% 50-<60% 60-<702 70-<80% 80-<502 90~<100%
'}950) i‘ \ ’
. J
+ 500 Monroe , °
; /sy - : .
»500-<5,000 -SUBSTRATUM IV, III A )
+000=-<10, 000 : Medway Norwell
' (8/78) (9/90) X
3 Middleton -
. ' , (4/72y
»000-<20,000 - \ . Medfi€ld Hanover
~ Canton (10/84) (11/91)
- © o (18/20) Scituate, Longmeadow
g ¢ . . Swampscott (18/8) (16/96)
. 1 (4/76) *Sharon Wilmington
' (14/8S) (17/%0)
. A *Walpole -
4 ’ (18/82)
0,000-<30, 000 ) GLOUCESTER Danvers Hingham
- ) (28/60) - (24/76) (20/86),
Natick Marshfield
(29/79) - (21/86)
Winchester . -
N (21/77)
0,000~40,000 ", | *Bratacree
T . . (36/85)
0,000=<50,000 |{SUBSTRATUM-IV, III C
»000-<60, 000 . *Brookline . °
- (55/27)
»000 WNEWTON ©,
. (83/71)

. a. Table entries are all Hauachuutuf?mitin in the designated stratum erranged by 1980 population

s (preliminary) and percent of dwelling imits that were owner occupied in 1970. Upper case letters

L. denote cities; upper and lower case lstters denote towns. Numbers in parentheses are 1980 popu-

’ v lation in thousands and 1970 percent of owner-occupied dwelling units. Boxes bound substrata

A ‘ defined primarily by population and percent owner occupied. An astarisk (*) denotes that the
community was selected randomly from the substratum for the final sample. N.A. indicates infor-
utio;n for categorization is not availsble. .

b. 1980 population not available. - 1976 estimate used.

SPEEE




. . { Table A2-15
. " ?: STRATIFICATION OF CITIES AND TOWNS IN MASSACHUSETTS®
% B
Stratum: Per Capita Expenditure IV (more than $838), Per Capita Wealth IV (more than $18,160)
¢ " . Percent Owner Occupied (1970 .
,,ropuuuo: XA <50% 50-<60% 60-<70% 70-<80% 80-<90% 90-<1002
(1980) *
L d ~
. Oak Bluffs
<2,500 Chilmark Mt. Washington Wellfleet -
’ (b/RA)  (E7NA) (2/58) (2/81
Edgartown Plainfield : ,
(2/m) (b/NA) ¢
Erving Rowe
’ (1/NA) (b/MA) )
Florida Savoy . ‘
(1/Ma) (1/MA)
Gayhead Tolland
(b/NA) (b/RA .
Gosnold W, “risbury .
(b/NA) (1/XA)
Heath
(b/NA) .
T _» Py ’
SUBSTRATUM IV, IV A
2, 500-<5, 000 ) .. Carlisle Easthan® Mashpee® Dover
, (3/59) (3/63) (4/73) . (5/86)
i Tisbury® “ Sherborn
. (3/64) (4/88) -
- *Provincetown -
v . (4/88)
5,000-<10, 000 SUBSTRATUM )
’ - Bréwster® v, IV 3 Chathan® Cohasset®
} (5/NA) (8/61) (7711
g Harwich® Manchester Southborough
‘ (9/NA) (5/65) (6/80)
{ N Sandwich® / Nagtucket . ’ )
ol 1 omy - (5/66) ; |
Y . . o~ " ™rleans
, e (5/67)
10,000-<20,000 . . Bourne® Truro® Concord Bedford Sudbury
. (14/56) (11/61) (16/79) (13/80) (14/93)
- - Duxbury~ | Wayland
. (12/83) (12/91)
~— * Somerset Weston
(19/80) (11/90)
) Westwood
! (13/93)
20,000 -<30,000 #*Andover Lexington ' Burlington
(26/72) (30/87) (23/94)
, . Falwouth™ *Needham
RA (24/73) (27/84)
SUBSTRATUM A W, Bs Marblehead® | Wellesley
. we. (20/72) (27/81)
30,000+ ) # EVERETT - Plymouth Barnstable®
) (37/43) (36/62) (31/78)
’ ’ . : «
. .
¢+ a. Table entries are all Hnuq-{:ctts comuunities in the designated stratum arranged by 1980 population
; (preliminary) and percent of dwellinf units that were owner occupied in 1970, Upper case letters
* denote cities; upper and lower case letters denote towns. Numbers in parentheses are 1980 popu-
lation in thouu,ndl and 1970 percent of owner~occupied dwelling units. Boxes bound substrata
defined primarily by population and percent owner occupied. An asterisk (%) denotes that the
~ comunity was selected randomly from the substratua for the final sample. N.A. indicates infor-
mation for categorization is not available.
*b. Population less than 500. .
e Primarily saasonal i‘nfdcntul and resort areas.
- r
Q  ._ Substratum IV, IVA imcludes All towns over 2,500 not included in Substrata 1IV,IVE or IV, IvC. : ! .

— - 336 -
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- - e ! . ~ (‘, <
= ) ' Table A3 e
ncwf- QUOTAS AMOMG SUBSTRATA ’
N ; '
Pexcentage of Stratum e
: Per Capita . Population in Cities/Towns , Interview
tures Wealth Substrata Population Greatexr than.2%5500 Quota
less than less ‘than I, IA 176,979 49.97 so -
$625 $10,771 I, 13 109,690 ‘L '30.97 25 . .
' I, 1¢ 67,528 19.07° 25 .
- y, Rema inder 15,309 ¢ ‘ ~ .
_ Total 369,506 . !
3 . . . El
less than’ $10,771- -1, IIA 85,098 100.00 28 .
$625 $13,906 . Remainder 8,829 . . .
Lt + Total 93,927 - .
ledé than $13,906~ I, IIIA - 23,803 100.00 v 20 O ? )
$625 $18,160 Remainder 13,846 .
. Total 37,649
. . - , ’
less than more than I-II, IVA 38,957 100.00 25
$717 $18,160 Remainder . _15J135
Total 54,092
$625- less than o I, IA 113,567 12.25 40 '
$717 $10,771 I, I 134,24 14.48 40
- 11, Ic 679,236 73.27 175
Remainder Y 677 .
Total 927,721
; . .
- [
$625~ $10,771~ . 11, A - 115,575 39.67 N s
$717 $13,906 : 1I, IIB 175,744 60.33 .. ‘50 -
Remxinder 6,532 ,
Total 297,851 ¢
$625~ . $13,906 , II, IIIA 97,198 57.7 25
$717 $18,160 Iz, IIIB 71,260 y 42.3 25
. , Remainder 8,814 -
Total 177,272 . L
$717- less than III, IA 335,786 75701 100
$838 $10,771 II, I3 111,871 24.99 25 RS
- . ~ Remainder 0 .
. Total 47,657 /g
.
$717- $10,771 III,-IIA  / 342,74 48.97 75
$838 $13,906 111, I8 357,209 51.03 100,
Remainder 2,957
Total 702,898 { . —
$717- $13,906- IrI, IIIA 209,258 68.81 50
$838 . $18,160 111/ 1118 94,831 31.19 25
Remainder 4,012
i Total 308,101 - g
$717-- more than III, IVA 45,899 69.05 20
3838 $18,160 111, IVB 20,569 30.95 10
. Remainder - 9,211~ , -
Total 75,679
more than - less than v, IA 70,511 7.10 - 20
$838 $10,771 v, 18 120,771 12.16 40
w, Ic 239,683 - 24.14 63
v, ID . 562,118 56.60 150
Remainder - .
Total 993,083
more.than $10,771- v, IIA 176,811 , 67.82 50
$838 ™~ $13,90Y - IV, IIB . 83,904 32,18 25
. Remiander 0 -
Total 260,715
. - . 7
more ‘than $13,906- v, IIIA 310,632 65.20 9 75
s838 $18,160 v, 1118 111,098 23.32 30
v v, I1IC 54,675 11.48, 15
' Remainder 198 Vi
Total 476,603
more than msore than v, IVA 286,661 - 56.98 ° 75
0 $18,160 v, IvB 119,25 337 35.64 4s
lC 1, 1ve 37,121 7.39 10
. Remainder 12,380 .
e . , Remainder -22,380
- ~ Total . . 515,507 ‘
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“.’2‘. Table A4 . L
STRATIFIED RANDOM CLUS y -
- QUOTA OF INTERVIEWS IN FACH
{ N . Per Capita' Wealth °. . - ’
. 1(less than 510,771) IIM71-$13.906) I1I$13,906~518,160) IV(morée than 518,160)
' . # of # of. . ., -~ #of - # of
2er Capita Expenditure CITY/Town Interviews CITY/Town Interviews CITY /Town _Interviews CITY/Town _ Interviews 7.
- ~ - 0 ¢ - - . "

I-(less than $625) Clinton 25 Swansea 25 Groton " 20 - Yarsouth 25
, Dudley,’ 25 X :
. . Halifax . 25 . ’ . R 6 ’
v - - LEOMINSTER .25 . - . . : 7 .
. . \
11 ($625-5717) Bellinghan 20, pnbzok,?’* . 25 sDartmouth .25 -
. " FALL RIVER 2 Westfiel 25 Westport = 25 . NN '
Greenfield 20 W.Springfield 25 . s .
HOLYOKE - |, 25 . N el
Lawrence 25 . - ' ) J
.. MALDEN © . 50 . < «
. . MEDFORD 25 . .
NEW BEDFORD 25 F'g ’
- ’ NORTHAMPTON .20 - . . . .
. - Oxfoid 20 s
. N - o 1 3 » .
II ($717-8838) BROCXTON - 25 Arlington 25 Dedhan 25 Lincoln 20 -~
: - MELROSE .25 ATTLEDORO  \, 25 E.Longmeadow 25 Lyngfield 10 : :
. REVERE 25 “BEVERLY 25 “Waltham - - 25 . ~a
; D SPRINGFIELD 50 Praningham 25 R Lo °, <
: - . " *  Randolph 25-. e e
i . .. Tewksbury ' -25 .. ., \ '
- - - “ ., Wakefield * 25 . N s : . : L
P Pl . L
(more than $838) BOSTON 150 PEABODY ¢ 25 raintree 25 ;. Andover 25 -
CAMBRIDGE 25 QUINCY 25 "§ 3rooki e 15 EVERETT 10
CHELSEA . 15 SALEM 55 NEWTON 30 Neesdhan - 25 .,
HAVERILL 20 Sharon 25 , Orleans 25
LYNN 21 v « Walpole »25 7  Provincetom 20 -
‘/ WORCESTER 42 . i T - Somer set 25
‘ ‘ . . - . . - v : PR
Y ;; 3 - B} . .
: . ‘ /I . i / - ’-’.
T . . A - . : .
a. ’in few' cases, \t\se actual n:bbcr of interviews differs slightly from the quotas listed in the gable. M
. s S .
' ’7’7‘(“'77, In one case, hogevef, the-dffference is substantidl. Only 25 of the 55 intervievs planpcd .
1 © 7 for Salem were dondubted. . : -
e - s . - Y
. Pl ‘0 .
- e . @ - ) " :
. ' . /(:( ' »"'*r
. Ad -
- - 4 .
N ”\ s N Y . A o~




1The categories were developed by the Massachusetts Taxpayers' Foundation
" for simulations of the effects of alternative tax limitation measures. The
per capita wealtpfand’expenditureg are based’on 1976 population figures.
Pty £ S

-

-
L

2We would prefer to éllocate interviews among strata in proportion to the
mmber of~résident households rather than in proportion to popu%ation. 1980
Census data on households were not available, however. Census population figures
Jinclude students and other persdns living in institutions. To the extent that
these people live in areas characterized by below average household size, Census
population serves as an adequate proxy for the number of resident households.
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. Appendix B

QUESTIONNAIRE ’ e

. » ) o o

A questionnaire was designed toldather data in the following areas:

~

I. PROPOSITICN 2% - ) . '

A. How 4id responaents vote on Proposltlon 2%? If Proposition 21 had been a .
constitutional amendment, would they have voted differently? How wculd ¢
non-voters have voted? How did respondents vote on Quest1on 3° ’

B. Antic:pated eifects of Froposition 2%? What did respondents think the
" overall effect of Proposition 2% would be on taxes, governmental eff1c1ency

s and state aid? How wouid it affect certain specific services such as -

police | and education? How would it affect the taxes paid and services used °

by the respondent's hOusehold° .- - . - ;
.II, PUBLIC SERVICES - ’ S

I =———y

A. Perception of the overall level of public services. ‘How do respondents
think their public services compare with those prov1ded in' other towns, ,
in other neighborhoods in the same jurisdiction, and in their juris-

) diction two years ago? ~ S
? _ B. Desifed public service levels. Compared to the level of state and local )
i ©  public services currently provided, what level would respondent prefer -- égﬁ
both for services in general and for a number of specific services? R &
ITFI. TFINANCE ISSUES - ' ‘ : : )

A. Perceptions of costs. How aware is respondent of direct and indirect
property tax burdens? ! E -

B. Awareness of cyrrent financing arrangements. What proportion of the
costs of a variety of services does respondent think are financed by
property taxes* - . . . 1o

= . \

3

) - - - .

C. Desired financing arrang@ﬂ@nts Do respondents desire changes in the .

: method of f1nanc1ng varlaus publlc services? For each specific service, .
" : would they prcfer increases in the proportlon flnanced by user charges

.. or stagf 1ncome or. sales taxes?

- D. Desired tax and spendlng ‘levels. What percentage changes do respondents
" desire. in total taxing g “and spending levels for overall state, municipal

"~ and school services? -~ .

-
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IV. EFFICIENCY IN PUBLIC SERVICE DELIVERY i

e R .

: A. Perception oi inefficiency. 7o what extcnt does®respondent perceive

) state and local government to be inefficient and corrupt? .
< P , -~
/ ' B. “.mount of inefficiency. How much does respondent think services in
. general and certain specific services could be cut back without .

. significantly affecting the quality and quantity of the services provided?
b/ .

V.. BENEFICIARIES OF PUBLIC SERVICES

.A. Service usage. XWhich public services does respordent's household use?

"B. Perceptionof other beneficiaries. To what exten* does respondent think
that members of certain groups currently receive "their fair share of
public services for the taxes they pay? Do certain groups benefit

more now than they did in the past? ’ -

.=

-«

A. Attitudes towzrl taxes and finance arrangements. What is resnondent's
attitude toward various forms of taxes and service finance arrangements?

« " VI. ETTITUDES TOWARD GOVIRIMEONT ANﬁ TEXLES

B. Perception of azppropriate govérnment role. jhat does respondent think

the appropriate role of government is in a free enterprise economy? .
i How much should citizens expect from their government? - )
VII. RESPONDENT CH@RACTERISTICS Jol

- -
A. Demographic characteristicd. WhLit is respondent's educational level,
occupation, family composition, income, race and religion?

B. Perception of financial well-being. Are respondents be;te% off now
than they were in the past? Do they expect to be better off in the
future? ) ‘ %

C. Housing characteristics. What kind of housing does respondent‘live in?
What are the market and assessed values of owner-occupied hdusing and

how much rerti is paid for rental housing?

.

- 9

A preliminary questionnaire was pretested the weekend before the election.

L3

Thelpretest indicated that respondents had no problems understanding or answering
any of the questions but that the survey took an average of 51 minutes to complete.

As a result, a number of questions were eliminated or rewritten. )

The final interviewing began Thursday, November 6. After approximately 300

interviews werevcompletpd, we discovered that the questionnaire was still too long,

taking approximately 45 minutes to complete. Consequently, additional questions
-y ; _ .

. . e

-
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were eliminated while the interviewing was in progress. The final shortened -

e

quéstionnaire took approximately 30 minutes to complete.

»
A copy of the questionnaire.is included. Questions that were eliminated after

the interviewing started have been starred. It should be noted that one question

was added at this time; this question has been circled.

s |
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L IEBERMAN RESEARCH SUBURBAN, INC. - 7 HOLLAND AVENUE WHITE PLAINS, NEW YORK 10603

"t Job #2048-04 MASSACHUSETTS PROPOSTTION 24 STUDY . November, 1980
T Time Started:” i Gard 1

‘e.  Tink ebout the services provided by the state or local government to residents of
your town or city. For etch service I reid, please use the first 1ist of words to
te1] me .whether state or local government should be providing 3 ot T3S, 3 11ttle
Jass, the sae amount, 2 1ittle more or 2 lot sore of this service. Remember, 1
goverrmant provides less services state or Tocil taxes will be reduced, and if
governsent provides more services, state or local taxes will be increased. I1f the
service is not available to residents in your city or town, please et »e know.
Let's begin wigh (“X*d” ITEM). Which phrase in the firss 115t describas how much .-
more or less (*X'd state or local government should provide.

¥

And now, how about (NEXT ITEM)? (RECORD. REPEAT FOR ALL ITEMS) -

Service A A ‘ .
- Not A lot Little The Littie A Lot Don't
e . Available Lless Less Same Mors More Xnow
() Pudlic elementary & high scheol :
education 0 1 2 3 4 5 9 -1
() Special education for children
with learning probiemgecceces 0 1 2 3 4 5§ 9-12
‘.{ ; Fire fighting servicesecceeeeee « 0 ) 2 3 4 5§ 9-13
R Police Serviceg-eeemnmeonmcnss 0 12 I B— 5 9.1
i g Courts and judgesee-cecccvecces ] 1 .2 3 4 5 9 -15
. Supbor’t of Tocal public
transportitionesccccccccccees 0 2 3 4 5 9 =16
() Regular garbage pickeupeseo=c-- 0 2 3 4 5 9 -17
() Strest and sidewalk repairg-e-- 0 1 2 3 4 5 9 -18
() tocal public parks & recreation
faciiities 0 1 2 3 4 5 9 -19
( ; Menzal hedlth programgesceeeeee 0 1 2 3 4 5 9.2
( Welfare or other pubiie ) . .
- assistance programgecseseones 0 - 2 3 4 5 9-2
2 ; Adult educition - ] 1 2 3 4 5 9-22
A Services for the elderlyescecee 0 1 2 3 4 5 9 -23
. () Afterascheol programs for
students, such as music anc .
- athletics : 0 i 2 3 - 4 5§ 9-2
,00' State and community collages and . .
universitigseeccaconssan-cance 0 -1 2 3 . 4 5 9 -2t

23. Now, please coniinuc using List 1 to answer these questions.
On an overall basis, how much more or Tess state services would you prefer $0 have?

(RECOR
2. :nd on ?n overall basis, how much more or less local services would you prefer to
ave?. -

2c.  And how much more or lass does. your loca] government currently provide in the way .
of services thap it did two years 1go? (RECORD)

2d.  Ahd how much more or less does your local gbvcmnt currently gmvi3¢ as compared
to other nearhy towns and cities? (RECORD

) ’ 2e. And how much more or less does your 1ocal government currently provide to ycur
- neighborhood as compired to other nefcnborhoods in your community? (RECO
£

- A A
Alot Little The Littie ‘A Lot Don':

Less  _Less  Same  More More Know

, 3. Overall .state services 1 2 3 4 § 92
b. Overall local services 1 2 3 4 § 9.2
c. Cyrrent vs. 2 years 130 1 2 3 4 -85 9.2
d. Comzared %0 nearby towns and citiegevnce- 1- 2 3 4 5§ 9.2
e Compared to other nefghborhoods-eee===v=r 1 2 3 4 §« 9.3 -

y C ' . .33 BN -
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24

A 3
-

Vb ' ' 3

As far as you know, pletse tell me approximately what percent of each of the

services [ read is financed by local property taxes. If you think all of it .
is financad then you'd say 100%, 17 none, U3, £ 503. You may give me dny o
mumber from 0% to 100% to indicate how much of each service you- think is financed

oy jo0cal property taxes. If you're mot sure, just give me“your best estimate.

Let's begin with ("X'd" ITEM) (RECORD) < .

And how much of (NEXT ITEM) is financed by local properfy taxes? (RECORD. REPEAT
FOR ALL ITEMS) e

Percent

Financed By Local.

Property Taxes
Public elementary and high school education 34,35,36
Special education for children with 1earning problems--coeececees 37,38,39
Fire fighting services —_— 40,471,482
Police services - ‘ 43,44,45
Courts and judges—-- . 2 o 45,47,88
Support of local pulic transportation _ 49,50,5
Regular garbage pick-up . - 52,53,54
Street and sidevalk repairs _____ 55,5,57
Local pubTic parks and recreation facilities 58,59,60
Mental health programs 1 —_ 81,562,683
¥elfare or other public assistance programs - ‘ 64,65,66
Adult education eeee . . 67,68,69
Services for the elderly —_T70,Nn,72
After ‘school programs for st:dcnts. such as music and athleticss~ —73,74,75
State and comunity colleges and universities < {75,77,73

For each service I read would you 1ike to keep the financing the way it now is or to
see 2 greater share of the money come from 1ocal property taxes, from state income

.taxes, from state sales tixes, or a greiter share from fees-paid by users of the

service.

Please tell me which, if any, of thé sources in your you think should
bear a greater share of the costs of (1X'd” ITEM)? (RECORD) - -

And how about the casts of (NEXT TTEM)? (RECORD. REPEAT FOR ALL ITEMS.) | go.1 D 1-4

Same local  State State Card 2
as Property Income Siles User Don't
Now _Taxes ~ Taxes Taxes Fees Other know
Public-slementary and high school
education : 0 1 2 3 4 § 9-¢
Special education for children with .
learning problemge.-- 0 1 2 3 4 ,5 9-¢
Fire fighting servicascessccecmececceee 0 1 2 3 4 . 5 9-7
Police services == 0 1 2 3 4 5 9-¢
Courts and Jjudges 0 1 2 3 4 § 9.¢
Support of local public transportation 0 1 2 3 4 5 9-1C
Regular garbage picksupescosceneeseee 0 1 2 3 4 § 9-03
Street and sidewalk repirgecececeseee 0 1 2 3 4 5 9l
Local public parks and recreation "
facilities ; 0 1 2 2 4 5 9-1:
Mental hedaPth progrMijescecececcecsces 1 2 3 4 5 9-1
Welfare or other public assistance .
programs. - 0 1 2 3 4 5 9-If
Adult educationeease- - 0 1 2 3 4 5 §-l
Services for the elderlyeececcacnecess 1 2 3 4 5 9-1
After school programs for students,
ssuch as music and athleticseeeseeees 0 1, 2 3 4 5 9-l.
State and community colleges and
universities e 0 1 2 3 4 £ 91
20-23 BLANK
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* you like to see State government taxing and spending increase or decredse. You

N

¥

- ’ ! CARD .2

rme———
Compared to what the State goverrment now spends, by what percentage, {f an'y. would

My answer any-percent increase or decrease from 1% to 100%. or tell me you went it .
to stay the same. (RECORD. MAKE SURE RESPONDENT IDENTIFIES WHETHER THE PERCENTAGE

15> AN- [nLREASE OR DECREASE.)
LY

And by what percentage, if any, would you like to see ocal government taxing and
spanding increase or decrease? (RECORD)

And by what percentage, if any, would you 1ike to see local public school taxes
and spending increase or decrease? (RECORD) )

Q. Sa Q. 5b Q. Sc
Local -
, . State Local Public
Gavernment Government School ,
Increase 4226 +___31-33 4 38-40 ’
Decrease o 27-29 « 3436 - 41-43
-, Stay same . W0 - M

’

Which phrase on_1ist one, best describes property taxes {f your community as compared
to those in nearby cities and towns? (RESUFM
1]
A 10t lesgemcecconscaceas]
A little less-cocccaacens? >
The SiME-ccevcecrccoccacal
A Tittle MOrgecccccccvacald
A ]9t MOPEevccaccascscsasl
. B Darn 2 kNOoWemecsocnaccccasal
Overall,.by what percentage, if any, do you think your local government could cut
taxes and spending without sionificantly cutting the amount of services? (RECORD)

-

% 46-47

And by what percentage, if any, do you think state govérnment could cut taxes‘and’
spending without significantly cutting the amount o% services? (RECORD)

% 48-43

New let's talk about some-specific services. People we've talked to belfeve that
government could cut back spending on these services by eliminating waste, inefficiency
and other problems. B8y what percentage, if any, do you think government could cut
back spending on ("X'd" ITEM) without significantly affecting the quality or amount

of services provided? (REGORD. REPEAT FUR ALL +) g
' \ Percent

Public ,ﬂgmntlry"and ‘hf'gh school education — 50-51
Specfal education for children with learning problems ) 52-53
Adult education - : o 8455
Police servicaseee«: .- 56-57
Regular garbage pick-up e 58-89
Strast and sidewalk repafrge--s » — 6061
Welfare or other public assistance programs 62-63
State and community colleges and-universities 64-65
After school programs for students, such as music and athleticseeeeccae- 66-67

k4
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In taiking to people about the recent elections we found that 2,10t of people were

10.
not able t0 vote because they weren't registered, they were sick or out of town, or
they Just didn't have time.
108, W BDOUL ,ud = <0 joo /95 10 th2 2
elections this November? 'Y‘:f----u-------l -« SKIpT0Q. 11
. i . Don't mnber---_g_-] ASK Q. 100
10b. Were you registered to vote in this- 13- :
election? . YgSeecacesscoccsal
7 S )
Nn't kno“'oooooog ’
11. -.As you probably know, there were 3 number of questions on the ballot that related to
goversment spending and_taxing. One of these was Question 2, called Proposition 2,
which would Timit property taxes to Zk% of market value of property. .
11a. Had you heard of this question before pLd
' the election? YeSecoocoacsncasa]
m..............:g .
Don't know-eee=ee ’
IF "YES" IN Q. 10a, -- VOTED IN ELECTION -- ASK Q. 11b OTHERWISE SKIP T0 Q. 11f
11b. Did you vote on this question? 5
/ . YgSeovacnccocccea]
NO=ecosvesscacansce
o ooy | SKIP TO Q. 1f
11¢. How did you vote -- did you vote for or 16
agunst Question 2, that is Proposition Us? Forececsccssccacen
oy Aq‘mst..........z
Don't remembere--3
11d. In your opinfon, is Proposition 2% a 17
constitutional amendment? ;:f-«---------:f - $KIP 70 Q. 12
1le. Would you havo voted for or against, 78
Proposition 2 if it had been 2 FOreccsscnsonsess
\ constitutional amendment? Agingteeseaeesaa2 | SKIP TO Q. 12
Don't knoweeeeessd .
11¢. If you had voted on Question 2, that is pil
Proposition %, would you have been more Foresececcccccnss]
11ikely to have voted for 1t or against it? Aglingtecccencasa?
mn't knw-o.oooog "

IF YES IN Q. 10x -~ VOTED- IN E'.EC'ION == ASK Q. 12a OTHERWISE SK17 TO Q. 14

123' Another of thm questions on the ballot was Question 4, which allm leqmators to
keep recent salary increases. . ‘

K 122% 014 you vote on this question? s | card
: - ::s--‘«--------:l
'_pon‘t know------ﬂ $KIp 70 Q. 13
le’.‘ How did you vote -- did you vote for 6 !
or against Question 47 FOresccenccecaces]
Aglingtececcnnaca?
Don't rmbor--3
133‘ Another was Question 5, which would prevent the state mnmut from 1msing
certain costs on cmu and “towns.
132, Did you vote on this question? . 7
-~ Y.s--mooo-ooo-‘T .
“o.........“....
9 Don't know-------g SKIp T\oq. 143
13b. How did you vote -- did you vote for or 8
against Question 5? FOrescncecacanaes]
- Aqainst-----«-z
) Don‘t rememberes-3 9.11 BLANK
. 4

‘ Q . ' .
} "EM* Questions eliminabed offer inerviewws began . : .
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142, Another question on the ballot was . - * 12 -
Question 3, which would limit state e YgSoecccaccenneca] ‘-
and Jocal taxes and would increase the . Memecesnanaacese? |
state share of education costs. Had Don't knoweeseeee9
you haard about this question before :
e @inCinning ,
IF "YES" IN Q. 10a ~- VOTED IN ELECTION -- ASK Q. 14b OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q. 14d.
14b. Did you votd on this question? 1;
'Y‘:g--.----._.---o.]
- _ , ho-se kno“_.____QE{] SKIP T0 Q. 14d
J4c. How did you vate -~ did you vote for 14 .
. or-against Question 3? FOrecesccccncnccs
. AQaingteemee~esa2 | SKIP TO Q. lde
Don't remember---3
14d. 1If you had voted on Question 3, would 15
you have been more likely to have voted {7} SR — S
for it or against it? - Againsteecececeac?

. 0on't knoweees=e=9

143 I will read you some of the effects that passage of Question 3 might have had in.
Massachusetts. Please look at 1ist three that you wrote down from “agree a lot" °
to *disagree a lot". To what extent do you agree or disagree that passage of
Question 3 would have led to ("X'd* ITEM)? (RECORD. REPEAT FOR ALL ITEMS.)

* - .
. Agree Agree A Disagree Disagree Oon't
* “ A Lot Littie A Littie A Lot Know
() Lower state tixes than NOW-eeeseseaceas ‘4 3 2 ) 3-16
() More money for local public schooiseees 4 3 2 ] § =17 -
i } Slower growth of property taxes than now 4 3 2 1 9 -18
More business and industry in
Massachusetts s 4 3 2/ ] 9 -19
} Lower property taxes than noWeececcceee 4 3 2 ] 9 -20
Reform of state taxes . 4 3 2 ] § -21
Slower growth of total taxing and .
spending in Massachusettsee-co-cos-es 4 3 2 ] 9 -22
ALWAYS ASK LAST
Benefits for my household on an overall
basis ! 4 3 2 1 s § .23

15’.“ Now I'd 1ike to talk to you about Proposition 2. * As you probably know, Proposition ok
contains a number of provisions. Other peopie we have talked to have told us what
they think 1s included. I'd like to read you some statements and have you tell me,
based on everything you have heard or read, whether you think each of these 5.

- included or not fncluded in Proposition 2k, g
' h
. Does Proposition 2 (“X'd" ITEM)? (RECORD. REPEAT FOR ALL ITEMS)
‘ : . . (Yes) No
- . . t Don't
n Included Included Xnow
Limit property taxes to 4% of full market valugesesoceses \-‘1 R 2 9 24
Cut auto excise taxes T .2 9 -2t
. Allow tenmants.to deduct half of thefr annual rent on state
income tax returns 1 2 9 g2
) Limit state government taxes and spending . ] 2 9 -27
End binding arbitration for policemen and firemen-~ecss-ce 1 2 9 -2t
Take away the power of school committees to set school
budgets . s 1 2 9 -2¢

-
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Next, T will read a 115t of some of the effects that the passage of Proposition 2y
might have in Massachusetts. ‘

Look at list thred that you wrote down from “"agres 3 lot" to “disagree 2 Jot*, To~
what extent do you agrss or disagree that Proposition 2% will ("X'd" ITEM)? (RECORD.
REPEAT FOR ALL JIEMS) (START WITH *X'd™ ITEM AND CON(INUE UNTIL ALL TTEMS ARE RATED) i

Agrée  Agree Disagree Disagree Don't.
Alot ALlfttle A Litsle _A Lot Know

Lower property-taxes in Magsachusetts- 4 3 N2 9--34
Increase Massachusetts state income o .
taxes = » 9 =35
Lower rents : 9°-36
.Make local government more efficient-- 9 -37
Decrease funds for local public .
schools . 9 -38
Incresse-state sales taxese-ese-conm--- 9 -39

Give state government more control
_over local matfers = 9 -40
Increase state aid to cities and towns 9 -4
Give Tocal voters more contro] over

school spending - 9 -42
Attract more business and industry to ..

Massachusetts . 9 -43
Encourage the state legislature to

reform Massachusetts taxes-ee-co---o 9 -44

-

Overall, what do you think will be the single most important change caused by the
passage of Proposition 2 ? .
45
46
42
48
49

A}

Overall, how do you think the passage of Proposition 2% will affect your community
.- d0 you think the services your locil government offers will be cut back a lot,
cut back 2 HEtu. remain the same, increise a little or increase 3 1ot?

50
Cut b‘ck 3 lot.“..‘.....“..l Y
Cut back a 1ittleecoccenenee?
Ruuajn the SiMgecsceccccceaa]d
Incraase 3 -littlgreconevcaasd

- Increase @ 10tessccaccccucas§
' Don't know 9

4

Now that Proposition 2is has passed, what do you think will happen to sérvices I read.
Using the first 1ist of phrases tell me whether you think there will be a lot Tess,
2 little lass, the same, 2 little more or a 1ot more ("X'd" ITEM) services now that

Propositon 2i has passed?

And how about (*X'd" ITEM) services? (RECORD. REPEAT FOR ALL ITEMS)

. A A
. ' ALLot Lfttn The L;:,t‘lc lAb Lot Don't
» * _Less ess_ Same re - More Know
Public elementary & high school educationeees = | ] RS - 111
Special education for children with learning
problems " 9 -52
Fire fighting services o , 9 -8
Police services 9 -54
Courts and Judges- 9 -S58
Support of local public transportationecccecee 9 -5€
Regular garbage pick-up--- : 9 -57.
Street and sidewalk repairs 9 -56
‘Local public parks & recreation facilities--- 9 <8¢
Mental health programs 9 «6C
Welfare or other public assistance programse- § -61
Adult education 9 -6
Services for the elderly 9 -62
After school programs for students, such as g -6
5 9 65

music and athletics
96 State and community colleges and universities
° “ . 66-69 BLANK
348 ‘

L e e ™ Ty}

= trtrtnthirintntannn n

NN NN N
[N RO RY RY RY XY RY RY RYRY Y Y Y I
Y R e I I I I I I I Y Y

- s




<
S

. ‘How about you and members of your household. Now that Proposition has pasuﬁ, do
2 you think the public sorvices’o ur_household uses wi‘l% be ggb,blck a lot, cut back a.
. 1fttle, remain the same, increase a 1ittle or increase a Jot? ~(RECORD BELOW)

Cut back a lotes-

Cut back 3 1itlimceccncaae?
femain the saMgecesccnceeee3
Increase a little-caccacaaad
Increase 2 10t-cecccciceasss -
Don't know- 9

How about the ﬁiﬂ amount of taxes your household pays -- now that Porposition 2%
has passed, 08 you think your ‘household will be paying a lot less in taxes, a2
little less, about the same amount, a little more or 2 lot more in taxes? (RECORD)

n
“ A lot less T
A little lessaceceancan cane?
Sime AMOUNtesecmcmncesccnaad
A litt]. mn--oo-.........4
A lot more 5
Don't know- 9 .

Overall, will your household be 2 lot worse off, a little worse off, about the same,
a little better off, or a lot better off now that Proposition 2 has passed? (RECORD)

72

Lot worse 0ffeeeccccccccccs]
Little worse offececnccncaa?
About the same-ececececccee]
Little better offececanecsd
Lot better offeccccccncecesad
Don't know - g

Now we'd 1ike to get your opinfons on tax and other government issues. For each
statement ! read, use thé phrases in list three to tell whather you agres a lot,
agree a little, disagree a 1ittle or disagree a lot with each statement. How

. much do you agree or disagree that ("X'd” ITEM)? (RECORD. REPEAT FOR ALL ITEMS)

‘ Agree . Disagree Don’t
’ . K Lot A Little ittie ot Xnow
() A graduated income tax is the best way for the
. state to raise money 9.73
() Corruption is common in my localo.government--- 1 9-74
() People now on welfars could find jobs if they
really tried 9-75
2 ; Government interferes too much in pecples lives 9-76
A cut in property taxes would benefit home-
owners more than business and industryeeeeee 9.77
() Proposition 13 in California showed that taxes -
1 9.78
B ORES
Card 4

At

W w w ww W w

can be cut without cuts in services-eececcace
{ ) City or.town employses are overpaideccemeceees

() The government should make sure that each
family has enough to 1ive Ofcecceccccncnnces
() It's okay for property taxes to rise as fast
as the cost of living
s ; Corruptfon fs common in my state government---
The property tax is the best way for cities
and towns to raise money for City services.-
() When property taxes go up, landlords just
raise rents
00  City or town employees don't work as hard as
people who work for private companigg~~eeeee
} People expect too meny services from, government
) Taxpayers in rich cities & towns should help
pay for Yervices in poorar™xities & townge--
() When business property-taxes go up, businesyes
Just raise their prices to consumerse=cccce.
() State govt. should give more money to the
cities and towns so local proparty taxes
ary¢_ can be kept down 1
()  The sales tax is a good way for the state to .
raise money - 1

Qo . S ey
" Guashn it i Warousy bgen 349

1

1
1

E U N PX 3 ~» » ~» . »
("] w wWw w w W w
~N ~N NN ~N ~N NN ~N

N RYH
. 16-18 8LANK 6

L

[




2.

4

2s.

* .

’ " - - Card 4
Sometiles it seems that certain groups of people pay a lot in taxes but don't get
very many sarvices while others don't pay much in taxes but get a Jot of services.

Using the phrases in 1ist ﬁ!’ please tell me whether (“X'd” GROUP) get a lot .
less than they pay for, a 1ittle less, the same amount as they pay for, a little
more, or a- lot more than they pay for. (RECORD UNDER COL. 24{

G

And how much do (NEXT GROUP) get compared to what they pay for? (RECORO. REPEAT
FOR ALL GROUPS) —

R Col. 24: Amount They Get ,
Tot Littie Same -ﬁtth Tot DOon't

Less _less Amount _More More Know

Middle class familiegecccccccccccnces 1 .2 3 4 5 9 -19
Renters- - 1 2 3 4 ] 9 -20
Business and industryecccccescccacnen 1 2 3 4 5 9 21
Retired people ¢« 1 ~ 2 3 4 5 9 -22
Poor families 1 2 3 4 5 9 -23
Minority groups 1 2 3 4 5 9 -24
Home owriers 1 2 3 4 5 9 -25
Members of my householde-=e-ceccccaae 1 2. 3 4 5 9 +26

Now we'd 1ike you to think about two years ago. Taking into account services they
get for the taxes they pay ‘are ("X'd" GROUP) better off, worse off or about the
same now as they were two years ago? (RECORD. REPEAT FOR ALL GROUPS.. )

Setter Worse Aboyt Don't
off off Same_  Know

( Middle class familigs-eccce- e 1 3 2 9 -27
( Renters 1 3 2 9 -28
( Business and industry---ececccccoce-- 1 3 2 9 -29
s Retired people- 1 3 2 9 -30
Poor families 1 3 2 9 -
Minority groupsy 1 3 2 9 -32
Home owners 1 3 2 9 -33
Members of my household--eee-ccccace- 1 3 2 9 -34
26, We'd 1ike to know a 1ittle about the pecple we talk to:
" 261, How many years have you beep ldving in .
. Massachusetts? : . - years 35-36
28b. ...in the town you live in? - yaars 37-38
-, 26c. Do you think you will be 1iving in this town 39
§ years from now? | 1Y TR A——" |
. e
i Don't knowee-ese=g
. 27a. 0o you live in a single family house, a house )
. with two or more families, an apartment, or Single family house----=T
what? Two or more family-c--e-2
‘ i mm"t-u.n-...---.-3
» Condominiumec-cecccccccesd
Town houS@e-cecoccaccaced
Mobile homgeecccecaccessf
Other wve]
- . ., (SPECIF Y
27b. Do you rent your (ANSWER Q. 27a) or do you 41
7 - * ¢twm {t, or is there Some other arrangement? .  Rent-eeeccecocewecl -GO T0 .29
. , : [/ DO—— -, ) )
R ! £ OTHER (IN Q. 27b) ASK Q. 28 Othere-eeseccceaesd
- 7]
282. Have you ever owned a3 home? Yes-covemscncocca-]
v . - NOeoveonacsconanaa?
28b. Do you plan to buy a home sonetine in the 43 ’
et T yuns ‘ Notooooiiiip pSKIP 70 Q.3
Oon't know-eseeeed |
44-46 BLANK




1F RENT (IM Q. 27b) ASK Q. 29.
P

=

Have you ever owned 2 home?

Do you plan to buy 3 home sometime in the
next five years? '

N
About how much rent do you pay each month?

Does this include heat or any utilities?

£

1f you had to guess, what percentage of your
rent would you say goes tO pay property.taxes
- on the building you live in? :

Suppose property tikes on your (HOUSE/
APARTMENT) went up $600 or about $50 a month.
How much, {f at all, do you think your rent
would be increased on 3 monthly basis?

LA

Yigeoeennonneenn]

NO-emcononnonnead

Don't knowe===e-eg

$ . per month 49
B

Yesesoneemmeneas]

No-
Oon’t knowe=ww=e9

% 54.56

SKIP TO Q. 31

IF OWN (IN Q. 27b) ASK Q. 30

T

Could you tell me the current market value of
your (ANSWER IN Q. 27a). By this [ mean
about what price you could sell it for?

About what is the assessed value of your
(ANSWER IN Q. 273)?

Has your property been reassessed for
property tax purposes in the last 2 years?

4
-

B

»

About how much will you have to pay in
property taxes this ysar?

How does this compare to the amount you paid
in proparty taxes two ysars 2go -~ is it 2
lot more, a little more, about the same, 2
Tittle less, or a lot less?

P 8
LY

60-65

€6-71
13

Yeg-eovmcoone=aa-]
NG-=vmegmooafpees?
Don't knowee-vee=9

73-77

78
Lot morge=ceaeeessl
Little morgece-=c4
Same mount--e-e-3
Little less-wv==e?
Lot lessevenccace]
Oon't knowee-==e-§

Including yourself, how many pecple live
in your household? .

How many of these people are:

«soluss than 6 yeirs old?

...between £ and 17 years old?
+..Datween 18 and 59 years old?

...60 ysars old and over?

IF_ANY 17 YEARS OR UNDER, ASK:
How manyof the pecple under 18 are?
...attanding public school?
...attending parochial school?
...attending private other than parochial
school?

_-351
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32.  Which of the following services havq you or other l.bm of your houschold used -’
regularly ‘in the past ,yur? - Don't
,\ 7
- Know
Adult educationee~es L 4« $ .15
Special sducation for children with Tearning p‘gblqas----------- 9-16 '
State and community concgu and univcrsitus 9 17
Local publfc transportati - 18
Local public parks and ru}‘on facﬂitu' -1§

g

9
Mental health programs 9 -2
Welfare or other public assistance programs 3 <21
9

48

Al

o,

!

Services for the elderly 22
After school programs for students such as music andfathletics -

“How o1d are yoo?- _ . —_yers 2425

Are you currently linoyod? (IF YES: 1s : 26
that gn @ fu‘l‘l time or part-time buis?) Full timReecemcasST | &
— ) Part timeececcncaad

- d - Not employed-=asz==3 -SKIP TO Q.34d

Ky

N
—‘—‘—J—‘—‘—‘—‘a—l

-
asasasaaasasasasasl3:

-3,

Rlease tell me your exact job title?

) ) . T Title:
In what ‘type of business or organizatfon .
do you work? Business:

- .. SRIP Y0 0. 35

[

v

Ware you ever employed before-this? (IF YES: ? 7

Was that on a full or pprt time basis?) 2 LT
Full time--eseeaae] i

Part timeeweemes=as

- -Not employedee=-e-=3 =SKIP 10 Q 35

F

Please tell me your exact job y,ﬁe in the
Tast job you held? Title:

In what type of business or organization
did you work? . Business;

-»
[

Hhatnbs the last grade of school you i .
completed? Ps Wirfte in:

What is your marital status...are you single, §|
married, widowed, divorged, scplntcd, or other? Singlees—e-ceseass] -SKIP TO Q.35
mrried------yu--z -ASK Q.372

-4 sm 18 Q.35
. Separathdecccceanes

R Othgr veconcupsasl
Is your spouse currently employed? (IF YES: ‘ /j 29 A
Is that on 2 ful‘l time or part time basis?) Full tif@eemacesssT
. I Part LiM@emoomnnes
) ’ * Not m'loyed»--«d SKIP T0 Q.37d .

-

v L

Pleage tell me the exact title of your spouse's
Job? (IF DOES NQT KNOW, ASK: Can you describe Title/Type
what he/she do:s?) : , of Nork

In what type of business or organizetion does ' .
your spouse work? Business

SKIP T0 Q. '
Was your spouse ever employed before this? . 1P 10 3_8, .
(IF YES: Was that on a full or part time basis?) .

2
;],-sxxp T0 Q.

Plegse tel] me the exgct title of the Tast job *
at which your spouse forked. (IF DOES NOT KNOW,
ASK: Cay you descrilie what he/she did{) . Title:

~

In what/ type of business or organfzation did
use work? | : Business

el L . . 31-34 BUANK .
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39b.

. T . l .
- - S .
NS ‘ ards
what is the last grade of school your spouse .
¢ompleted? : - Write in
"o .
Do you, or your spouse, currently work
for the town or city, county, state, or federal YES . 35
vernmant, or for the public school system? Town/cityeeseeosccces =T -ASK-Q.39b
IF YES: For whom?) Countysemeseeanca ~====2 | sx1P T0
- ‘ ) State 3 LInsTRUCTTON

Federalececnconccccaacd
JPublic scho0lecceccaaas -IEFOR§ Q.40
Do not work for above-6

I

IF YES TO TOWN/CITY IN'Q. 39a, ASK Q. 39b \ .

What tmm or city 1s that?

- [y

IF YOTED IN ELECTION (Q.10a) ASK Q. 40 OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q. lib '

40. You mentioned sarlier that you voted in : . 36
the last eloca:n.\b'l-kwrvote for v Yes : : =21
President? . ¢ i No = 2
1F-YES IN Q. 40, 43K: ' L. .o . :
7 . .741a Q. 41b
41, Who did you vote for? (RECORD UNDER COL. 41a) 9'37"‘ g_ﬂ__
‘ ’ ] ) : Andersone-cesss T T
IF NO_IN Q. 40, ASK: . Carteree~vecca- 2 2
. Clarkeeeaeeesea 3 3
41b. If you had voted for President, who wquld Commongreseeees 4 4
you have voted for? (RECURD UND . RedgiNeamaccaan s s
o 0L MIb) T T e g s = o o - - - Refysedengecees. -6 —&
i ’ - Don't - 9 9 Y
42. How would you describe.yourself politically? S . 33
_ Woyld.you.say you are very conservative, Very conservative----oc 1
" fairly conservative, middle of the road, Fairly conservative----2
% fairly liberal or very liberal? Middle of the roid-eee-3
. . . Fairly 11““1“':-»----‘ bd
o . . Very liberaleeccccccaa. ]
~ Y. (DO NOT READ} g:fused--.-...--. ...... 6
. (DO NOT READ) Don't knoweeeeecseeceewa§’
43. To get an accurate picture of the people we interview, we need to 'knowa Tittle
about their finmancial situation and income. ' o,
43a. D0id you file a federal income tax return} - 40 - -
.o _— Yes=eeoee- e 1 -ASK Q.43b
) Noesvecanacans .= SKIP TG Q.43¢
{DO NOT. READ) Reéfusedececccccee 3 .
. - ‘ N DO NOT READ) 0on't knoweeeeee<§ .
43b. .Did you or anyone in your household file Y 1} ¥4
an itemized tax return-last year® . ;:s ------------ '--;
to. K ) DO NOT READ? Refysedeeocneees-3 -
o7 ' . 0O NOT READ) Don't know=eeeee- 9 -
“43c. Approximately what wes your hdusehold's )
total income from all sources, before ., $ 42-47
™ taxes last year? ' DO NOT READ) Refused-ceee- eeven]
- . -, 00 NOT READ} Oon't knoweeeseeee9
u/ Thinking back two years, would you s ) 48
your household I3 a Tot better off o Lot betfer--=eeeesl
financially, a little better off, about Little’ bettareeeea2 .
the same, a 1ittle worse off, or a lot . About the samge---3
worse off now than you were two years ago? Little worseeec-a- 4
- . . ” Lot WOrsgeceseecea§
.o . - (0O NOT READ) Don't knowseesmee=ce9
43b. Think how to the next two years. 0o you . . &
axpect your housefiold to be a Tot better ° L6t datteree--- veel
v off financially, a little better off, Little Detteresces?
about the same, & 1{ttle worse off or 2 ‘About the samee---3
5 Tot worse off two.years from now than you Little worsgmecescd .
are now? , . .1 Lot WOrs@ececcccas 5 . s
. : . . . (DO NOT READ) Don’'t knoweeeaeaea 9
- . .
: A ’ A _333 o b ) - ) 1
. - . . - o o ‘ < .
' “"Z * ¢




Card §
now, a few questions for classification purposes.

45. | Are you white, black, Hispanic or some * 1]
other group? White except hispanic---1 - .
g ' g Black except hispanic---2
. HispaniCeevvencacccaceasd
: Other 4
(00 NOT READ)Refused 5
[ ~ >
« { M
4. What 1s your religious affiliation.. Js it 5
Protestant, Catholic, Jewish, or what? Protestint-ececesacccena]
CatholiCaeemmamceeccaaaa? N
’ J“{SI 3 - .

~—

’

-

Mormon; LS. oemceeoech -
None, no preference,
atheisteccmercnaccaeaah

h%3

g «b
v e ————
SEX: -
RECORO 52
Milgeemcnccaa cnaee] !
___ Femdleeer-moccaane 2 ‘ —
. \ N
[ *
. 3] 5 3 S '
Andovereeeeeee--1 Dartmoutheeea--e-1 Lawrence--=-3<] Orleanseee=ael
Arlingtonee-e--e2 DedhiMencvuncenae? Leominster-e--2  Qxford--«-e--2
Attleborgee--=--3 Dudlgy-==-eevemeeld Lincolneeem=a=3  Peabodye-----3
Bellinghameceaasd E. Longmeadow----4 Lyfneecescaaced  Pombrokes----4
Beverly-cceeaasa§ Everette-e-cccea=5 Lynnf{eld=-=-5  Provincetown-$
Bostone-cecaccssf Fall Rivere-e-e-e§ MaldeR-ecorcecf  QuUiNCy-ee=ee-f_
Braintreg---eeee7 ¥ Frminghm-----'l Medfordeeeeem=]  Randolphe--ee7
Brocktonees-e-e-§ Greenfield-ee--o-8 Melrosee-s==--8  Revergs------8
8rookl inge==eee-9 Groton--~----~--9 “Needhafeeenacas9
Hal{fax=e- New Sedford---0
Haverhili. Newtone-ececesex  Somergete-e-<x
Holyokee===- North Hm&ton-y Springfield--y
Swanseaeesemam=el
Tewksburgeeceee=?
Wakefigldueegeesd
Halpoleeecocaaaad i
Walthameoceeemes .
West g Lo —— '
Springfield~--6
Westfieldecaece-7 ) . i
Hestportevecasadsl
Worcester-eeeese§ \-z ¢ ‘ <
Yarmoutheeeoanasl
- . . N 5
o~ ' . ) +
NAME:
mms, . .
cIry: : - STATE: ; ~232:
TELEPHONE NUMSER: :
 TIME ENDED: . OATE: / s PO s
LENb"TH. OF INTERVIEW: £8.59
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d , : ‘ INCOME ESTIMATION:
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Informggion on household .income is often difficult to obtain in

3

survey research projects. This was_true of our stdﬂy; of lf29
u?espondents, 528 did not report their iﬂcome, either because cheyﬁdid

" mot know it or because they refused to reveal it to the interviewer.
t

-~

* Many of our models do not use income as an explanatory variable
and} consequently, are not affecté& by the missing income data. The

absence of income data for almost a third of our sample, however, has

“-direct implitatioms for those ;odels in which income enters as an,
explanaCOrj variable. ,Simply eliminating those observacioﬁs for which
income was not reported intnoguce; no bias provided the missing data
are randéﬁlytdistribuced;'chis procéahgg doés,/however, reduce the
precision’ (i.e. increasés the stahdard‘(errprs) of all our coeffix

rbﬂ,,icienCS:l To avoid cpis loss in precision, we substituted an estimated

- value df household income for each missing income Qalﬁe. Our

| income-éscimacion’frocedure is described in the following paragragps.
o ~ - .

c . ' Following the’ literature as much as possible given the

i)

. ‘limitations of our datd, we modeled household income' as -a function.of
the age, gducation levglﬁtand'race of the respondent and the sex, work _

status, and’oébupacion of each adult head in_the: household. Two

v 1issues complicate the analysis. First, 'are the difficulties
.o associated with the fact that in 396 cases,yé'ére missing the job
A status and occupation of- the réspondent's female mate. This

- - additional missipg data requires a subsidiaf& estimation procedure to

~ predict female work status. /ééconﬁ, isﬁche:analycical issue of how.to

- " _speciff the moded, and in péfticular, how to interact’ the Televant
‘ . i ? ‘ bﬁ

x

- — o . " i .
¢ -~ . . ~ . , ~

1A full discussion of- the potential gain in precision (both for the
~coefficients -of the other explapatory variables and: for that of
income} resulting from our strategy off f£#1ling in the missing income
data can be found in Zvi Griliches ét. al., "Missing Data and
Self-Selection 4n Large Panels”, 'Harvard  Institute of Economjic
Research Discussion Paper Nuymber 573, September 1977, Because we
believe that our missing data aré: approximately randomly distributed
thoughout. the population, we, have chosen not "to +use the more
ponnlicaggd,.procedﬁréf prOpolﬂd/ by Griliches, et. al., to fill in
1 missing data. - - -~ . 7 7 . o

R P [ .
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A
variables. We chose to interact sex, oecup;tion, and work status, .
'believing that the contribution to household income made by a worKer
in a particular occupation will vary with his or her work status (i.e.
full-time or part-~time) and possibly with the sex of the worker
(because of labor market/djgscrimination)/\e relatively small number

of non~whites in our sample ruled out a further interaction with the .

— worker § race.

1. Estimation of Female Work Status " .
After several hundred interviews were conducted, we determined

that 'the final interview Wwas ta.king longer to complete than was

feasible gi;ren the financial constraints of this study. At that time

we eliminated several items from the questionnaire, including the v .
series of qee/stions relating to mate's work status (full=time,

,;;art-time or not wo\rking) and occupation in cases where the respondent

was a married male. Research suggests that in joint households status

and economic situa%ion‘ are more likél): to be defined by the mgl'e's . .
oecuparion rhen the female's. Thus, in the final 1200 interviews, 1
* married female respondents provided information on the work status and
occupation of themselves “and  their mates, whi‘le married male ’

respondents provided this finformation only, for themselves. The

following™ table shows, that work status is missing for 396 females in

)

married househoIds. ) 1 .
» )
’ Respondent , . . , -
- Married Married - L C
. Female Male - , Total . .
LS ' . .

Ihformation on female e ', L .
work status obtained. - -~ 77 525 174 e 699
Information on female ’ ) ’
work status not obtained;‘ 0 396 " 396 Y,
Total - 525 570 . 1095 . ’ |

‘

'Qur strategy was to estimate a model to explain the work status of- the
699 women for whom this information was present and then to use this
model to predict the. work' status of women for whom this information

was missihg. .

T

S . - 358




C-3

We defined work status as a variable that takes on the value 1 if
the woman works full-time, 2 if part-time, and 3 if she is not
working. Although defined on the range 1 to 3, this Variable is
similar to a discrete choice variable agd can be interpreted in
probabilistic terms. In other words, a positive coefficient means
that é positive change in an explanatory variable increases the
probability that the woman is not wquing.

We hypothesize that the probabilty of a married woman not ‘working
is increased by the presence of children [measured by the number of”"
children under six (CH6) and the number’ between six and -seventeen

(CH17)} and by the presence of a husband who is retired (RET), while

thd probability of a married woman working is increased by the
presence d%’ a husband who 1is unemployed (UNEMP) or underemﬁloyed
(UNDEREMP). In addition, we hypothesize that the probability of
working will vary by the husband's occupation (MOCC1 through MOCC7),

with both the highest status and the lowest paying occupations being
conducive to the employment of the wife; with the husband's education

(MEDI through MED4); and with the husband's race (measured by BLHISP).

) 1
-

Becaé;e 28 of _the 699 married wondn for whom work status was '
availdble were missing information on at least one of the independent
variables, -our prediction of '‘work status is based on 671 observations.
The final eqnation is reported in Table C-I. The two most important
explanatory Yariables are the number of children under six and the

presence of a, husband who is retireq. Most of the other variables
have the expected signs but‘are not statistically significant at.the 5

« percent level..

.

The relarively low R2 of 0.137 is not surprising given the mature
of the dependent variable; work status takes on only 3 1n£f~és while

the estimated values are continuous.

A 4 -

/ ’ .
" To use the model to predict the (discrete) work status of the

women for whom this informatio was missing, we had to define cut~off ,

points for each work-status cafégory.'-“We did“ﬁo by selecting_the -

-

&

LY LY
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L 4 Table C-I

//\ESTIMATING WORK STATUS FOR MARRIED WOMEN

HODEL: EQ1 SSE  448.633707 ° F RATIO | 6.09
, DFE <’ 653 PROS>MF 0.0001 .
* DEP VAR: FUS HSE 0.687035 R-SQUARE 0.1368;
" PARAMETER STANDARD
VARIABLE DF ESTIMATE ERROR | T RATIO PROB>ITI
INTERCEPT 1 1.000¢00 0.825676 1.2065 0.2261
cHs 1. 0.278399 0.045836 6.0738 0.0001
CH17 1 0.045132 0.031363 1.4709 0.1418
. BLHISP - 1 0.221387 _  0.214465 1.0323 0.3023
M 1occl 1 0.533393 ' 0.840115 1.1110 ° 0.2670
Kasc2 v 1 0.952045 0.635926 1.1692 0.26427
races 1 0.977266 0.847029 1.1538 0.24°9
<y HOCC4 1 1.214826 0.858170 © 1.4156 0.1574
Heccs 1 0.545350 0.837414 1.1289 .0.2593
HIZCh 1 0.893379 0.848283 1.0532 0.2527
KocC7 1 .1.145891 0.652774 N1.3437 0.1795
KID1 1 0.186371 0.116579 1.5937 0.120%
Meo2 1 -0.147218 0.126586 -1.1£30 0.2453
. HID3 1 -0.041866,  0.132223 -0.3166 0.7516
HEDS 1 -0.104332 | 0.151773 ~0.6874 0.4921
- RET 1 1.899751 0.844514 y2-2495 0.0248
UNEHP SO | 1.160554 0.846622 1.3708 0.1709
> g LHOENP 1 -0.137184 0.256606 -0.5346 0.5931
$ - “
" where: - i .
Work Status = discrete variable: 1 = work full time, 2 = work part
time, p3 = unemployed
- CH6 = number; of children under 6
: ° CH17 = number of children 6 to 17
“ MOCC1 = dummy,l = husband emFloyed in professional, technical or kindred
occupation ., ’ :
' MOCC2 = dummy,l = husband employed as a manager or administrator
MOCC3 = dummy, 1 = husband employed in a sales occupation
MOCC4 = dummy,l = husband employed in a clerical occupation

. MCC5 * dummy, 1 = husband employed in a blue collar occupation
MOCC6 = dummy, 1 = husband employed in a service occupation
MOCC7 = dummy, 1 = husband employed, but occupation not reported
MED]1 = dummy, 1 = husband has graduated from high school -
! MED2 = dummy, 1 = husband has gome college or vocational degree
. ’ MED3 = dummy, 1 = husband is a college graduate
MED4 = dummy, 1 = husband has more than a college degree
RET # dummy, 1 = husband is retired, defined as not working and 62 or
. , more years old - . .
o “UNEMP = dummy, 1 = husband is unemployed and younger than 62 .
UNDEREMP = dummy, 1 = husband is underemployed (working only part time)
. and younger than 62 - .
RACE = dummy, 1 = black or hispanic respondents

.. -

*

T




-

~

~

cut-offs that maximized the proportion of correct predictions in the

sample of 671 observations. .

Part-time work is the most ambiguous of the three categories;
women holding part-time jobs might work either a few hours a week or
nearly full-time. Because this category has so much potential for
variation, any attempt to predict part-time status results in a high
prbportion of inaccurate predictions. Consequently, we eliminated the
part-time work category and chose the cut-off point that maximized the

percentage of correct classifications excluding the part-time

work~status category.

We chose a cut-off point of-1.95 to separate full-time workers
from non-working women. The following table-shows the number of
correct and incorrect classifications using this cut-off. More than
half (56.9 percent) of,the sample was correctly classified, - which

v

14
represents a substantial improvement over the 38 percent correct

prediction rate we would have expected to obtain by chance

209 2 128,2 334.,2

CETDTE G F G = 0.38).

Predicted Work Status

Reported Work -
Status Full-Time Unemployed Total

Full~time 113 96 209
Part-time 32 96 128
Unemployed _65 269 334
Total 210 461 671

- .Using the estimated model and the 1.95 cut-off point to predict

the work status of the 396 women for whom this information is missing,

we obtained the following results:

¢ y

4{
3 . .
Predicted Work Status

(for 396 observationsz

Full-time
Not working

¢
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These ‘predicted values were then substituted for the missing values of

work status in the income-estimation procedure.

2. Estimation of Household Income

Our strategy for filling in missing income data involved
estimating a model of househald income based on thé largest possible
sample and then using the model to predict the income of those cases
in which household income is missing. Each of the explanatory
variables in the model is a dummy variable that takes on the value 1

if thelcharactqristic is present and 0 otherwise.

We modeled household income as a function of the age (AGEl to
AGE5), education level (EDUC1 to EDUC4), and race (BLACK, HISP) of the
respondent’ and, where applicable, the respondent's mate. We refer to
these adults as female and male household heads. Note that.an
individual household may have'either a female or a male household
head, or it may have both. Thus, we have two series of occupation
variables for full-time workers, one for male household heads (MCONTI1
to MCONT7) and one for femalé household heads (FCONTI to FCONT7). The
seven occupation categories are professional or technical; management
' or administrative; sales; clerical; blue-coll;r; service; and no
occupation giveh. In addition, we include sepafate dummy variables
for men and women working part-time, not working and retired (MWSPT,
MUNihP MRET; 'EWSPT -EWEMP,,FRET) Finally we 1nclude a variable that
takes on the vlaue 1 if there are more than two 53&Tt§29n~1he

household.

Table C~II reports the estimated equation based on 1179 cases for
which data on afl variables were available.® The coefficients all
follow .the expected patterns and many are statistically significant.
Household income increases with the age of the respondent up to age
65, it increases.with the education of the respondent, and it
varies as expected by occupation category. ) In addition, for each
category, the contribution of a male full~time worker exceeds that of

& female worker.




Table C-11 . .

. VA
ESTIMATING HOUSEHOLD INCOME .

\
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2 L)
MOOEL:  EG2 SSE 3266)°166460 F RATIO 10.24 .
- DFE 1145 PROBO>F 0.0001 _ v -
DEP VAR: Q43C MSE 28525254 R-SGUARE 0.2279
INCOME \//‘
PARAMETER STANDARD.. VARIASLE
VARIABLE 14 ESTIMATE - ERROR T RATIO O8> [T LABEL
INTERCE 1 <-453,322311 "  2936.467 «0.1544 0.8773
AGE1 1 1702.599 . 1832.017 0.92% "0.3529
AGE2 1 6554.688 1956.574 3.3501 0.0008
AGE3 1 7566.213 2083.924 3.6308' 9.0003 .
AGE4 1 8221.788 2312.585 3.5552) 0.0004
AGES 1 4661.475 3700.951 1.2058 0.2283
MULTAD 1 8351.213 2398.299 7 3.4821 0.0005
BLACK 1 -64.0887979 | 2256.67 ~0.0288 0.9771
HISP 1 -66646.69 4806.885 ~1.3827 0.1670
OTHRACE 1 ~1220.3 43450.559 «0.2742 0.7840
EDUC) 1 3864.435 1819.455 2.1406 0.0325
goUC2 1 6426 .446 1962.121 3.2753 0.0011
EDUC3 1 7515. 346 1956.178 3.7838 0.0002
EDUCS 1 15337.92 2242.848 6.8386 0.0001
MSPT 1 1211.623 3272.108 0.3703 0.7112
.MTONT1 1l e 12061.77 1850.103 6.5195 0.0%01
MCONT2 1 18483.18 1936.903 9.542% ©.0001
HMCONTS 1 12237.18 2843.975 - &.3028 0.0001
MCCNTG . A 9265.686 2973.052 3.1165 0.00I%
¥CONTS . 1 10066.9 1899.038° 5.5637 . 0.0001
MCONT6 1 6986.152 3326.38¢6 2.1002 0.0359
MCONTY?, 1 7137.981 4727.957 1.5097 6.1314
MUNENP ¢ 1 5166.261 26489.079 2.0v6 0.0382
MPET 1 7111.817 3450.753 2.0509 0.0395 .
FCONT] 1 7800.643 2266.903 3.4411 0.0006
FCOHT2 1 16724.53 £870.426 5.8265 0.0001
FCONT3 1 6932,622 4342.0i6 & 1.5946 0.1106
FCONT4 1 5544.717 2639.093 2.1010 - 0.0359
fconts 1 7003.158 3235.644 2.1646 0.0306
“ FCONT6 1 727.080231 3678.65 0.1976 0.8534
FcouTY 1 7341.707 2498.96% o 2.9379 0.0034" .
FH3PTZ o 1 4389.817 2014.482 2.1791 0.0265 -
FUMEMP 1 4633.135 1581.982 2.9287 0.0035 ;
, FRET 1  139.173893 3321.355 0.0419 0.9666
— - .
]
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o . .
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Table C-11 (continued)

[}

ESTIMATING HOUSEHOLD INCOME
—

Y = household income, measured in dollars

AGEl = dummy variable, where 1=25 to 34 years old

AGE2 = dummy variable, where 1=35 to 44 years old

AGE3 = dummy variable, where 1=45 to 54 years old

AGE4 = dummy variable, where 1=55 to b4 years old

AGE5 = dummy variable, where 1=65 years old or older .

MULTAD = dummy:variable, where 1 = more than two adults in the household

BLACK = dummy variable, where 1 = black respondent

HISP = dummy variable, where 1 = Hispanic respondent

OTHRACE = dummy variable, where 1 = respondents who are something other than
black, Hispanic or white

EDUCl = dummy variable, where 1 = high school graduate

EDUC2 = dummy variable, where 1 = some college or vocationa{i'chool

EDUC3 = dummy variable, where 1 = college graduate

" EDUC4 = dummy variable, where 1 = graduate school

MJISPT = dummy variable, where 1 = male household head working part: time

MCONT1 = dummy variable, where 1 = male household head working full—time in
a professional or technical job- — -— -—---

MCONT2 = dummy variable, where 1 = male household head working full-time in
a management or administrative job

MCONT3 = dummy variable, where 1 = male household head working full-time at

a sales job

dummy variable, where l = male household head working full-time at a

clerical job

MCONT5 = dummy variable, where 1 = male hoasehold head working full-time at a
bule collar job - i

MCONT6 = dummy variable, where 1 = male household head working full-time at
a service job . -

MCONT7 = dummy variable, where 1 = male household head working full-time, but

. no occupation given :

MUNEMP = dummy variable, where 1 = male household Head unemp loyed

MRET = dummy- variable, where 1 = male household head retired

FCONT1 = dummy variable, where 1 = female household head working full-time at
a professional or technical job

FCONT2 = dummy variable, where 1 = female household head working full-time at

) ~ + a management or admipistrative Job

FCONT3 = dumay variable, where 1 = female household head working full-time at
a sales job '

FCONT4 = dummy variable, where 1 = female household head working full-time at
a clerical job

~

L4

MCONT4

[

FCONTS = ‘dummy variable, where 1 = female household head working full-time at
a blue-collar job

FCONT6 = dummy variable, where 1 = female homehold head working full-time at
.a service job ‘ -

FCONT7 = dummy variable, where 1 = female household head working full-time, !
but no occupation given

FSPT. = dummy variable, where 1 = female household head working part time

FUNEMP = dummy variable, where 1 = female household head unemployed

FRET = dummy varisble, where 1 = female houwsehold head retired

L4 ’ . - f
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The- equation explains 23 percent of the variation in the

dependent variable. Analysis of Ehe errors shows that the model | o
éxplains incomes under $50,000 well and those over $50,000 poorly (see
Figure 1). This is not sﬁrprising since much of the income of higher . Sy
incS;; households ré%resents income from saving which would not be
captured by the model. Because most respondents have household

incomes below $50,000, we are confident that the equation is adequate

-

0 ' .

for our purpose of estimating missing income data.
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