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ABSTRACT 

Questionnaires and telephone calls were used to survey 

registered voters after a school district maintenance and 

operations budget override election in which 22% of the 

electorate had voted. Returns from 24% of the nonvoters and 

50% of the voters indicated a more supportive sample than 

was observed in the actual election. other findings 

include: 

1. Nonvoters who indicated how they would have voted 

responded similarly across other variables to those actually 

voting in that direction. 

2. The majority of those favoring the override indicated 

a belief that education is important and is everyone's 

responsibility. 

3. The majority of those opposing the override contended 

that enough money is available if there were no 

mismanagement of present funds and resources. 

4. Parents who currently have children in District 

schools voted "yes", but they did not vote in large numbers 

and their total number is decreasing. 

5. Parents whose children attend District schools rated 

their schools higher than parents in the 22nd Annual Gallup/ 

Kappan Poll. 



6. Nonparents in the District rated the schools lower 

than nonparents in the Gallup/Kappan Poll. 

7. Mismanagement was considered the most serious 

school-related problem and drugs/alcohol the most serious 

society-related problem. 

8. District respondents indicated less concern about 

drugs and discipline than the respondents in the Gallup/ 

Kappan Poll, but more concern about poor curriculum/poor 

standards, mismanagement, and lack of communication. 

9. Retired members of the 50 & over group were more 

likely to vote "yes" than the working 50 & over members. 

10. Females voted more than males and voted "yes" by 

larger margins. 

11. District respondents gave similar answers 

regardless of the method used to collect information. 

10 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Because there is no national system of education in the 

united states, each state assumes ultimate responsibility 

for financing its public schools by determining how revenue 

is generated and distributed for education. Even though no 

two states have identical procedures for financing public 

education, a cornmon practice in many states has been to use 

local property taxes to provide most of the revenue for 

operating local schools, with the state assuming at least 

partial responsibility for the financial support of local 

school districts (Walker, 1984). The federal government 

contributes, as of the late 1980s, 6% to 7% of total K 

through 12 spending (Guthrie, 1988). 

For years, districts with the advantage of higher 

levels of property wealth were able to spend more per pupil 

than districts with lower property values, creating great 

disparities in expenditures. states were reluctant to 

equalize educational expenditures across districts beyond a 

legislatively-set minimum per pupil spending level. The 

importance placed on "local control" of school decisions 

seemed to justify the policies and resulting fiscal 

disparities (Guthrie, 1988). However, questions of 

11 



financial equity eventually triggered sUbstantial reform 

efforts. 

12 

Nationwide, the traditional reliance on the local 

property tax system for raising revenue for education has 

been under assault for 20 years, resulting in vast changes. 

In 1979, for the first time, more state than local funds, on 

the average, were used to operate public schools. This 

trend continued through the 1980s. However, even with 

increased state funding, state courts are finding that the 

legislatures have not sufficiently reduced wide variances in 

spending among districts. While poor school districts often 

tax at higher rates than rich ones, the lack of valuable 

property means they can still spend several thousand dollars 

less for each student. Such differences have brought 

powerful judicial rebuffs. 

At the present time, many states are facing legal 

challenges to methods of funding education that have allowed 

wide disparities in school funding among districts 

(Education Week, May 2, 1990). There is not total agreement 

among the state courts as to what type of educational 

finance system is valid or appropriate. Litigation has both 

supported and denied the claims that disparities in funding 

should be eliminated (Wood & Ruch, 1986). 

Decisions about the constitutionality of funding 

formulas have been issued by the states' highest courts in 
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19 states. In 12 states, the funding formulas have been 

ruled as being constitutional, and in seven states the 

school finance mechanisms were found to be unconstitutional 

(Camp & Thompson, 1988). Regardless of the decisions 

rendered, the state courts are forcing legislatures to focus 

on both the amount of money that goes into schools and 

whether all students get a fair share of it. 

In 1980, the Arizona Legislature performed a major 

overhaul of its funding formula for education in an effort 

to equalize spending per student and property taxes. The 

overhaul resulted in a complicated funding formula based on 

the number and characteristics of a district's students, 

transportation costs, teachers' experience, whether a 

district's enrollment is declining or growing, and whether 

the district is small or isolated. Although the formula is 

complicated, its goal is based on the concept of 

equalization: Every student in the state is entitled to have 

the same resources available for his/her education. The 

state, county, and local school district all pay part of the 

amount determined by the formula. The formula-derived 

amount is the revenue control limit; that is, all 

districts' budgets are essentially legislatively determined. 

The state pays what is needed after it is determined by 

state, county, and school district officials how much a 

district can raise locally through its qualifying property 



tax rate. That rate is currently $4.72 per $100 assessed 

valuation for unified school districts and $2.36 per 

assessed valuation for elementary or secondary school 

districts. The state is reimbursed by the counties which 

charge fifty cents per $100 of assessed valuation for 

education. 

14 

Although the formula sets a limit for the maintenance 

and operations budget that districts are not to exceed, the 

Legislature also provided districts with several ways to 

spend more than the limit allows. For example, in the last 

decade it has moved spending for desegregation, excess 

utilities, and insurance outside the limit. The Legislature 

also allows districts to exceed the limit for their 

maintenance and operations budget if voters approve a budget 

override, which is limited to ten percent of the budget for 

five years with a phase-out over an additional two years 

(Arizona Revised statutes 15-481). 

The maximum amount, ten percent, is permitted for the 

first three years, but the maximum percentage increase is 

limited to two-thirds of the ten percent increase in the 

fourth year, and one-third for the fifth year. A district 

may propose another referendum at the full ten percent after 

three years. The state does not provide equalization 

assistance for the override amounts. Additional flexibility 
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is provided for local school districts with a student count 

of 100 or fewer students. 

The concept behind overrides is that there is a basic 

state-wide formula for school funding, but if a community 

wants to do more than that basic formula allows, voters can 

approve an override that increases revenue through increased 

property taxes. The budget increase cannot be realized 

through state funds. In that sense, the override is a 

vestige of the previous system that permitted differential 

local taxing efforts. 

During the 1980s local governing boards in Arizona used 

the Legislature's provision for increasing the maintenance 

and operations budget by calling for budget override 

elections, which require a simple majority vote on a budget 

increase for the override to pass. The election results 

have been mixed; however, in many communities in Arizona, 

override elections held in 1989 and 1990 were defeated by 

the voters. 

Voter rejection has been commonly attributed to the 

public's negutive attitude towards any kind of tax increase. 

This conclusion mayor may not be valid. without asking the 

voters directly, it is difficult to know. 

Purpose of the study 

This study was designed to sample registered voters to 

elicit their reasons for favoring or opposing the issue in a 
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budget override election in an urban-suburban school 

district in Southern Arizona, hereinafter referred to as the 

District. Both voters and nonvoters in the election were 

surveyed using a mailed questionnaire. 

Within less than a year, voters in the District had 

defeated two budget override elections that would have 

increased the maintenance and operations budget. In both 

elections a small percentage of the registered voters cast a 

ballot. The percentage of voters voting in May 1989 

was 18.91% as compared to 21.71% in February 1990, resulting 

in an approximately 2.8% voter increase. Of this increase, 

640 new "yes" votes (a 15.3% increase) were generated as 

compared to 1053 new "no" votes (a 23.3% increase). Whereas 

the 1989 election was lost by 357 votes, the 1990 election 

was lost by 770 votes. 

Several reasons have been posited for why (1) voters 

defeated two consecutive budget override elections, and (2) 

the 1990 override was defeated by a larger margin than the 

one in 1989. Because no data about voting behavior were 

collected after the 1989 election, it is not clear why the 

voters rejected that override, especially given the fact 

that they had passed one in 1986. One often cited reason 

for the defeat was the substantial increase in the 

population of retired persons living in the District. 

To determine whether current thinking was correct, District 
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officials decided to gather information about voter behavior 

after the 1990 defeat. Therefore, the purpose of this study 

evolved: to determine why registered voters chose to vot~ 

"yes", "no", or not to vote in a maintenance and operations 

budget override election. 

Factors were examined that influence voting decisions, 

problems the school district is perceived as facing, and 

grades assigned to the District's performance. Comparisons 

concerning problems and grades were made to a national 

sample. 

Demographic and socioeconomic status (SES) information 

(i.e., gender, age, education, and occupation) that might 

relate to voting decisions were examined to determine if a 

voter profile could be identified for voting behaviors. 

The variables of homeownership and parental status were 

scrutinized similarly. 

Research Questions 

1. What reasons do registered voters give for voting 

"yes", "no", or not voting? 

2. What influenced voting decisions? 

3. What is the relationship between having children 

currently enrolled in the District's school(s) and voting 

behavior? 

4. What is the relationship between horne ownership and 

voting behavior? 



5. What is the relationship between the vote cast and 

the grade assigned to the public schools? 
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6. What is the relationship between problems identified 

as important for the District to solve and voting behavior? 

7. What is the relationship between voter demographics 

and socioeconomic status (SES) and voting behavior? 

8. Can one predict from voter demographics who will 

vote as well as the direction of the vote in a maintenance 

and operations budget override election? 

Significance of the Study 

Piele and Hall (1973) concluded a tax "revolt" was 

occurring "given the propensity of voters to reject local 

financial referendums. Since the middle 1960s, voter 

approval of school financial issues (school bond, budget, 

and tax issues) has declined steadily throughout the nation" 

(p. 1). Seventeen years later, Pipho (1990) draws similar 

conclusions and warns that property tax revolts and court 

cases related to school finance have contributed to the mood 

of "let somebody else pay." As voter approval declined so 

has public confidence in education. Results from the annual 

Gallup/Kappan poll presented each year since 1969 in the 

Kappan have shown a persistent decline in confidence, 

starting in the early 1980s. The decremental trend shared 

by voter approval and confidence have caused Achilles, 

Lintz, and Wayson (1989) to conclude that there is a close 



relationship between public support ~nd funding for 

education and public confidence in education. 
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Public funds and support are the lifeblood of public 

schools. As various public agencies compete with education 

for greater shares of public funds, educators are attending 

more to school and community relations and developing new 

strategies to attract public support. Consequently, 

collecting data about voters' beliefs that affect their 

willingness to support and place confidence in the schools 

is crucial for interpreting voting results and being 

responsive to a district's clients. Unfortunately, this 

kind of data has not been routinely collected and analyzed 

even though there is an apparent need to do so. An ERIC 

search in April 1990 located one study (Garner & Shapton, 

1985) in which voters were surveyed about their voting 

behavior after a community college referendum was defeated. 

Findings from that study were used in developing strategies 

for the next election which was successful. 

Taxpayers have complained repeatedly that public 

schooling has been captured by an unresponsive bureaucracy 

that is unresponsive to the concerns of parents and students 

(Members of the ASCD Panel on Public Schools of Choice, 

1990). However, Bruce (1990) contends that education is 

becoming more client-oriented as evidenced by parents in 

several communities being granted the opportunity to choose 
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their children's schools. Maddaus (1990) suggests that 

political leaders at both national and state levels, from 

both parties and varying ideological perspectives, have 

advocated parental choice plans as a way to promote 

competition and increase accountability in public education. 

Former Governor Rudy Perpich of Minnesota is one leader who 

agrees that schools need to be more responsive to their 

clients. In an interview with a reporter from the New York 

Times, Perpich is reported as saying: 

By allowing market forces to work in our 

educational system, families are empowered to make 

discerning choices about their schools. And they 

compel schools to be more responsive to the people 

they serve (cited in Cuban, 1990). 

From recent writings, one could conclude that the 

public will only be supportive of schools if it maintains 

confidence in them. Likewise, the public feels it has an 

important stake in education and should be able to make its 

wishes known. Stake (1975) would describe the public as the 

"stakeholders" and the educators as the evaluators who need 

to understand how well the public thinks the schools are 

doing by listening to what it has to say. 

In summary, the significance of this study is that it 

tries to be responsive to the public, in this case, the 

registered voters of a school district, by asking them to 
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state their reasons for their voting responses. By 

gathering information of this type, a school district is 

able to evaluate the respondents' views on several topics 

and to determine how to gain more public support, especially 

for override elections. Given that override elections are 

now the only avenue in Arizona for increasing revenues for ~ 

maintenance and operations budget, convincing the public 

that schools need the revenue increases is of utmost 

importance to the districts. This study tries to explore 

the reasons voters give for making their voting decisions. 

Assumptions and Limitations 

1. This study was based on the assumption that the 

respondents would give their actual reasons for voting the 

way they did or not voting. 

2. It was assumed that an incentive would be needed to 

obtain a response rate adequate to represent the registered 

voters. 

3. It was assumed that the list of registered voters 

obtained from the County Recorder's Office was accurate. 

4. There was no attempt to generalize the findings from 

this study beyond the district for which the data were 

gathered. 

5. The response rate to the questionnaires was only 

34%. When any response rate is less than 100%, there is the 

potential for systematic error. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter presents highlights of previous research 

theories and findings that are related to the present study 

and serve as the basis for the study's questions and design. 

Topics included in this chapter are: (1) problem of 

declining voter support, (2) "economic rationality" theory 

of voting, (3) "social-psychological" theory of voting, (4) 

voters/nonvoters versus voting for/against, (5) predictors 

of voting behavior, (6) strategies for winning school 

financial elections, (7) voters' opinions and concerns about 

public schools, and (8) Arizona maintenance and budget 

override elections. 

Problem of Declining Voter Support 

Most school districts rely heavily on local property 

tax revenues to finance education. Any request by a 

district to increase its share of these revenues normally 

requires voter approval, regardless of the form of the 

request. Piele and Hall (1973) summarized and analyzed more 

than a decade of empirical research on voting in school 

financial issues. They concluded that in the early 1960s 

voter approval was frequently seen as a formality; gaining 

voter support in school financial elections seemed 

effortless. However, by the end of that decade, voters were 
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denying requests for revenue increases, a trend that 

continues today. For example, in local financial elections 

held in New Jersey in April 1990, voters rejected almost 

half of all local efforts to raise taxes for schools. 

Governor James J. Florio interpreted the mass rejection as 

"a strong signal from people who are fed up with New 

Jersey's growing overreliance on local property taxes to pay 

for education" (as reported by Newman in Education Week, May 

9,1990). 

New Jersey is not the only state where voters are 

reluctant to pay more for education. Nationally, voter 

approval is often the most significant hurdle facing school 

officials attempting to meet specific educational demands 

and needs. School district personnel annually face the task 

of obtaining sufficient revenues to meet anticipated program 

expenditures. School districts have two alternatives for 

increasing revenues: (1) to influence state legislators to 

increase state funding for education, and (2) to influence 

local citizens to vote for school finance referenda (Lows, 

1987). The current history of public support for school 

financial elections reveals voter reluctance to provide 

additional financial support to public schools (Dana, 1985). 

Likewise, many state legislators, perhaps reflecting the 

views of their constituents, seem reluctant to increase 

state funding for education. However, educational reform 



has created some big, though fragile, dollar pushes in 

states such as New Jersey and Kentucky. 

Piele and Hall offer several explanations for the 

failure of school financial elections. Even though their 

study included research findings through the 1960s, given 

the current status of election results, their explanations 

still seem plausible for explaining current conditions. 
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One explanation stems from a general revolt of taxpaying 

voters against ever-increasing taxes for all forms of 

governmental services. School financial elections receive 

the brunt of this dissatisfaction because they represent one 

of the few opportunities the voter has to oppose a tax 

increase. Another explanation focuses on the "state-of-the

economy". When personal incomes of citizens are restricted 

or stabilized and taxes and other costs of living continue 

to increase, voter opposition increases against new taxes. 

A third explanation emphasizes the negative effects of going 

back to the public repeatedly for passage of bond or budget 

elections. The greater number of ballot rejections has 

required a greater total number of elections, not only for 

school districts but for other governmental agencies as 

well. Consequently, voters might be so saturated with 

issues that they devalue the importance of a single issue. 

As interesting as it is to speculate on explanations 

for declining financial support for schools, these 
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speculations by themselves provide little insight into voter 

participation in school financial elections. Therefore, it 

is important to consider different voting theories when 

trying to understand voter behavior. 

"Economic Rationality" Theory of Votina 

Two contradictory theories frequently used in general 

voting studies appear relevant to the study of voting in 

school financial elections. The first theory stresses the 

"economic rationality" of voters based on the assumption 

that voters and political parties act rationally, in their 

own economic self-interest. According to this theory, 

citizens vote when the anticipated benefit of voting exceeds 

the potential cost. Voting behavior is viewed as a rational 

response to costs and benefits. Downs (1957), the principal 

architect of the rational model, states: "Every rational man 

decides to vote just as he makes all other decisions; if the 

returns outweigh the costs, he votes; if not he abstains" 

(p. 260). From this perspective, voting participation is 

viewed as the result of a conscious determination by each 

citizen of his/her economic interest in the outcome of the 

election. 

The cost of voting includes the time (and possibly 

foregone earnings, or at least opportunity costs) associated 

with being registered to vote, learning about the 

candidates, parties, and issues, deciding how to vote, and 
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actually going to the polls on election day. Benefits from 

voting are perceived as being the return received from 

casting a vote. When benefits of the expected outcome 

appear to outweigh the costs of voting, the individual will 

vote. 

At first glance, the "economic rationality" theory 

seems quite simple. However, critics of the theory contend 

that the multiple factors involved in reaching a net cost/ 

benefit determination add to the complexity of the model. 

Nevertheless, some political scientists and economists have 

used this theory to explain voting participation behavior, 

concluding that voters are rational and evaluate available 

alternatives in light of their benefits and costs (Barzel & 

Silberberg, 1973; Crain & Deaton, 1977; Deacon, 1980; 

Stigler, 1975; and Wittman, 1975). 

Parnell (1964) and smith et ale (1968) point to the 

vote benefit theory as the explanation for their finding 

that potential voters who have children in school are more 

likely to vote in school financial elections than those who 

do not. Parnell and smith et ale maintain that a voter's 

parental status is a simple and reasonable indicator of 

interest in school election outcomes and that interest 

serves as a major component of the vote benefit calculus. 

Consequently, it is not surprising that parental status as 

an indicator of election interest correlates highly with 



participation in school financial elections. Parents view 

outcomes from voting in school financial issues as 

beneficial to them and their children. 

"Social-Psychological" Theory of Voting 
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While several theories of voting participation behavior 

have been posited by noneconomists, the social-psychological 

model embraces most of the work and is frequently referred 

to as the "standard model" (Verba and Nie, 1972). The 

social-psychological theory of voting is used to investigate 

the attitudinal correlates of voter behavior. According to 

this model, the act of voting or not voting is almost 

habitual and has little to do with a careful analysis of the 

situation. Primarily derived from the work of researchers 

at the University of Michigan's Survey Research Center 

(SRC), this theory advances a more pessimistic view of the 

nature of man, or at least of his rationality. Proponents 

of this theory stress the long-range nature of the 

attitudinal determinants of voting behavior: 

Our inquiry into the determinants of voting turnout is 

less a search for psychological forces that determine a 

decision made anew in each campaign than it is a search 

for the attitude correlates of voting and nonvoting 

from which they are supported ... some of the 

dimensions of attitude that are most helpful in 

accounting for turnout appear to have the character of 



orientations to politics much more that they do the 

character of forces acting on a present decision 

(Campbell et al., 1960, p. 52). 
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Chapman and Palda (1983) consider social integration as 

leading to psychological attachment to the political system 

and, thus, to voter participation. If an individual is 

socialized into the prevailing norms of society or its 

subgroups, he/she is likely to vote due to a feeling of 

obligation. Put another way, "some people in social 

environments where a norm of civic duty is strongly 

manifested might vote in order to avoid being considered 

deviant" (Wolfinger & Rosenstone, 1980, p. 7). Voters high 

in social motivation will weigh the perceived societal 

effects more and the perceived personal effects less than 

will voters low in social motivation (Crosby & Taylor, 

1983). 

According to the social-psychological model, voters and 

nonvoters can be distinguished by long-term attitudinal 

configurations. The model predicts that in normal local 

election situations, participants will be those citizens 

with a strongly held set of beliefs and values that are 

generally summarized as such feelings as "community 

attachment" or "civic pride". This relatively small group 

of citizens comprises the participant group in most local 
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elections, the exceptions being those elections accompanied 

by extreme community controversy. 

The social-psychological model has been applied to 

nonpartisan local referendum issues in an attempt to explain 

both voter turnout and the direction of the vote. 

Nonvoters, who constitute the majority of potential voters 

in most local referenda situations, are characterized as 

likely to have less education, lower income, and lower 

occupational status than voters (Lane, 1959). voters tend 

to be more educated than the nonvoters and are more informed 

about the issues. They seem to comprehend elections that 

are absent of parties and candidates and that typically have 

low voter participation (Dye & Zeigler, 1970). 

The prevalence of these two voting behavior theories, 

economic rationality and social-psychological, in part, 

accounts for the divergent interpretations and explanations 

of participation patterns in school financial elections. On 

one hand, the economic rationality theory assumes that 

voters decide to vote if voting seems beneficial to them, 

while nonvoters choose not to vote because the election has 

limited or no benefit(s) for them. In trying to explain and 

interpret voter participation through the social

psychological theory, emphasis is placed on understanding 

the attitudes of the voters and nonvoters. 



Both theories offer plausible explanations for voting 

behavior. However, the theories owe their development to 

studies of voting in partisan elections and have received 

some implicit but little explicit attention in 

investigations of voting in local nonpartisan issues. 

consequently, how well these theories explain voting 

behavior in school financial elections is not known, or at 

least, not well documented. 

Voters I Nonvoters Versus Voting For/Against 
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The discussion of the two voting theories found in the 

preceding pages focuses on voters and nonvoters. Acquiring 

information about who votes in elections is rather easy. 

Voter information can be obtained from voter registration 

lists or by surveying registered voters. Usually, voters 

will acknowledge whether they voted, 'and the majority of the 

studies cited in this chapter employ the voter/nonvoter 

dichotomy in the discussion of the results. 

Finding out how people vote is more problematic. 

Many registered voters consider voting decisions to be very 

personal. Several respondents in the present study 

commented, "It is nobody's business how I vote!" 

Therefore, determining how voters vote is more difficult 

than determining whether they vote. 

The studies comprising the literature on voting 

behavior reviewed in this chapter can be divided into two 
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groups: those discussing (1) who votes (voters and 

nonvoters), and (2) how voters vote (voting for or against). 

No attempt was made to separate the voters/nonvoters studies 

from the voting for/voting against literature because all 

studies discuss the variables that are the best predictors 

of voting behavior, a primary research question for the 

present study. 

Predictors of Voting Behavior 

In an effort to understand who votes in school financial 

elections, the questionnaire for the present study was 

designed to gather information that would characterize 

voters and nonvoters. Based on a review of previous 

research findings about school financial elections (Piele & 

Hall, 1973), registered voters in this study were asked 

questions regarding parental status and property ownership 

to determine what relationships exist between these 

independent variables and the dependent variables of 

voting/nonvoting and voting for/voting against. Demographic 

and socioeconomic status (SES) information were gathered, as 

well, in an attempt to predict voting behavior. 

A rather strong and persistent association between 

parental status and voting is found in the literature. 

voters with school age children are more likely to support 

school financial issues than voters without children 

(Carter & Ruggels, 1966; Fish, 1964; Gallup, 1972; Hatley, 



1970; Heitzeg, 1987; King, 1963; Schoonhoven & Patterson, 

1966; Smith, 1964; Tebbutt, 1968). Heitzeg notes, 
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however, that even though adults with children attending 

school indicate they are supporters of school bond issues, 

these parents often are not registered to vote. An informal 

study of parents of school-age children attending an 

elementary school and a junior high school in the District 

in which the present study was conducted confirms this 

finding. A small percentage of the parents were registered 

to vote at the time when a budget override election was held 

(M. Franklin, personal communication, April 1990). 

Newman and Bull (1985) report that the more frequently 

parents voted, the more they wanted additional information 

and the less ready they were to immediately support a 

school financial issue. Nonvoting nonparents wanted more 

information, and were reluctant to provide immediate support 

for an issue; they wanted time to ponder the issue before 

deciding how to vote. Frequently voting nonparents 

expressed needs similar to those of frequently voting 

parents but were more ready to provide immediate support. 

From the conclusions provided, parental status might not be 

as closely associated to voting behavior as the need to be 

informed. It appears that a decision whether to vote or how 

to vote might be more dependent on the need to be well

informed than on parental status. 
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Generally, it is assumed that property owners are more 

likely to vote than nonproperty owners in school financial 

elections because they are considered as having a vested 

interest in the outcome of an election, even if they might 

not have a particular interest in the work of the school 

(Allen, 1985; Ritter, 1980; Scott, 1985). Regardless of 

their parental status, property owners are reported as 

feeling they bear the cost of school financial issues. 

Therefore, the variable of property ownership is considered 

as having high predictive potential. 

Determining how property and nonproperty owners vote is 

more difficult than determining whether they will vote. 

Several studies report findings indicating there is no 

statistical relationship between homeownership and voting 

for or against a school financial election (Cooper, 1967; 

Hicks, 1967; Ritter, 1980; Tebbutt, 1968; Wentzel, 1964). 

Two other studies, however, report different findings. 

smith (1964) and McKelvey (1966) found that renters are more 

likely than homeowners to vote in favor of school financial 

issues. 

Because of the lack of conclusive data concerning the 

direction of the property owners' votes in school financial 

elections, registered voters in this study were asked to 

designate whether they owned their own homes or businesses 

within the District to determine if voting decisions were 
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related to these variables. Also, respondents to the 

questionnaire were asked to indicate if their voting 

decisions were influenced by any tax increases resulting 

from the approval of the budget override. The intent was to 

generate empirical evidence to support or refute the 

commonly-held belief that taxpayers do not want property tax 

increases as a means to provide additional funding for 

schools. 

Several demographic variables have been found to be 

significant predictors of voting or not voting. Of the 

demographic variables studied, age probably has received the 

most attention. Findings show that elderly citizens (over 

60) have a higher rate of voter participation in local 

elections than senior citizens in other democracies 

(Edinger, 1985). It is generally assumed that aging 

citizens (over 65) oppose local school financial issues 

because such issues represent increased taxes without direct 

benefit to the aged. In a study testing this assumption, 

Button and Rosenbaum (1989) found that the presence of an 

organized, relatively affluent, and educated aging 

population can lead to increased support for local 

educational referenda. Although Button and Rosenbaum 

focused on the variable of age, the SES variables of 

education and income are probably covarying with age in 

accounting for the significant increase in the percentage of 
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"yes" votes from that which had been predicted. Also, the 

senior citizens' attitudes toward voting in their study were 

probably influenced by the district officials' concerted 

effort to win their support. 

Several researchers have studied the relationship of 

the socioeconomic (SES) triad of income, occupation, and 

education on voting behavior. In a study designed to 

investigate the relationship of administrative, 

socioeconomic, and fiscal variables to education tax 

referenda, Humphrey (1980) found that the SES variables 

accounted for most of the variance in the data. Of the SES 

variables, the education level of the voter was reported as 

being the strongest predictor of the election outcome. 

Garetz (1984) reported that positive voter attitudes 

about schools were related to the socioeconomic variables of 

occupation and education. These results are similar to 

earlier findings that the higher a voter's educational 

level, the more likely he/she will support a school 

financial election (Hahn & Almy, 1971; Hatley, 1971; 

McKelvey, 1966; Schoonhoven & Patterson, 1966; Tebbutt, 

1968; Wilson & Banfield, 1971). The research leaves little 

doubt concerning the relationship between an individual's 

education and his/her support for the educational system. 

However, it is not clear what relationship exists between 



the voters' educational levels and support for schools at 

the aggregate level. 
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In two case studies of voting patterns on 

interscholastic athletic budget propositions, Auringer 

(1987) found that positive voters were significantly younger 

and wealthier than negative voters. Several researchers 

report findings that provide insight into the ways a voter's 

subjective view of his/her income affects his/her ballot 

choice. According to Boskoff and Zeigler (1964), the higher 

a voter's income the more likely it is he/she ~;ill offer a 

positive reason for voting in a local bond election. 

Milstein and Jennings (1970) found that the lower a 

citizen's reported income the more likely it is he/she will 

perceive the tax bill resulting from a school bond issue as 

excessive. Based on the findings from these studies, the 

voter's perceived capacity to pay appears to affect his/her 

perceptions of the benefit and cost of the issue. 

Another important dimension of the voter's perception 

was tapped by smith et al. (1968) who found that the greater 

a person's income satisfaction and the better his/her job 

outlook, the more likely it is he/she will support a school 

millage proposal. Fish (1964) found that voters who have 

experienced family income increases immediately preceding an 

election are more likely to approve school budget elections 

than voters whose income has remained stable or decreased. 
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From the reported findings discussed in the preceding 

paragraphs, it appears that SES variables can be used to 

predict voter behavior in school financial elections. 

However, it is questionable whe~her the variance among 

positive and negative voters can be attributed to any 

particular SES variable. It is more likely that all three 

variables are covarying. Thus, it appears incorrect to 

conclude that a voter's income would be a better predictor 

of voting behavior than either occupation or education and 

vice versa. 

strategies for Winning Elections 

It seems logical to conclude that a potential source of 

data for answering questions about the factors that 

determine the direction of voter choice and the outcome of 

school financial elections would be the literature on voter 

behavior in those kinds of elections. Unfortunately, this 

body of literature is frustrating to analyze because the 

findings are often contradictory and tend to focus on the 

"how to win" strategies that have been employed by only one 

district. Also, it is difficult to determine the validity 

of the cause/effect assertions that are found in numerous 

articles about school financial elections when no controls 

were used to assess the effect of unconsidered variables. 

Beal et ale (1966) describe the literature on voting 



behavior in school financial elections in the following 

manner: 

38 

For the most part, these articles are written by school 

administrators whose districts have just successfully 

passed a school bond issue, often after several 

defeats. In view of the recent success, they offer 

advice on the proper techniques to use, or the 

techniques to avoid, in order to pass a school bond 

issue. The advice ... is often conflicting and based 

upon a single case. (p. 5) 

Even though there is an inordinate number of articles of the 

"how to win" genre that have severe limitations for 

generalizability due to the focus on a single variable, the 

articles do provide ideas that might be considered helpful 

for school districts when deciding what strategies to use in 

winning financial elections; therefore, a review of the 

articles is included, especially as this is the literature 

that school personnel would consult. 

In planning for school financial elections, school 

officials frequently speculate on what will influence voters 

first of all, to vote, and secondly, to cast a positive 

ballot. An earlier discussion centered on the reluctance of 

some voters to vote unless they felt they had enough 

information to make an informed decision (Newman & Bull, 

1985). Mention has also been made of Rosenbaum's finding 



that affluent senior citizens will vote "yes" in school 

financial elections if they are well informed about the 

issues. From the results of these two studies, it appears 

that getting information to the public is viewed as 

essential when planning strategies for winning school 

financial elections. 
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The media is viewed by many educators as a source of 

influence in school financial elections. In preparation for 

a millage election in Lansing, Michigan, financial planners 

concluded that press involvement had facilitated 

communication with the public (Wegenke & smith, 1983). 

However, great care was taken to release information that 

was understandable for a nontechnical audience. 

campion and Huffstutler (1985) suggest school officials 

visit local newspapers and radio and television stations to 

determine the degree of their support before information is 

released to them. They stress that the visits should occur 

before the election campaign begins. If possible, they 

suggest someone from the media should be invited to serve on 

the steering committee. At the very least, a media 

representative should be invited to attend each steering 

meeting. 

Goldstein (1984) suggests that when presenting budgets 

for voter approval, administrators should take into account 

that the public has a low tolerance for detail and that 
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presentation materials should be attractive and brief. He 

concludes that a well informed public is more positive than 

an uninformed one and that assistance from the media should 

be used wisely. 

Rust, Bajaj, and Haley (1984) compared the efficiency 

of newspaper, magazine, and advertising in reaching voters. 

Results of the study indicate that reading newspapers and 

magazines related positively to voting participation, while 

no strong relationship existed between TV viewing and the 

likelihood of voter participation. However, the heaviest TV 

viewers were considered the least likely to vote. 

Four studies based on relatively comprehensive data 

sets found no significant relationship between use of mass 

media in a school district's campaign and success or failure 

of school bond or tax elections (Barbour, 1966, Beal et al., 

1966; Turner, 1968; Whisler, 1965). Although their 

operational definitions varied slightly, these studies 

attempted to assess the effectiveness of TV, radio, and 

newspaper publicity along with more specialized school media 

such as pamphlets, specially prepared sound tracks, and 

brochures. Most of the evidence collected was quantitative; 

for example, Beal et al. found no significant difference 

between the number of district press releases on a school 

bond election and the success or failure of that issue. 

Similarly, Carter (1960) and Whisler (1965) found they were 
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unable to differentiate between successful and unsuccessful 

districts on the basis of the amount of information supplied 

by the district to the voters. This finding lead Carter to 

conclude that school districts gain little by increasing 

their informational output. 

Brown and Walls (1985) contend that school districts 

can win the support of senior citizens in school financial 

elections by establishing a good relationship with members 

of the local news media. They reason that because senior 

citizens do not have kids in school, they get most of their 

information from the newspaper and television as well as 

from talking with their friends and neighbors. Brown and 

Walls suggest that little can be done about what seniors 

hear from their friends and neighbors. However, school 

officials can ensure that senior citizens read and hear good 

things about the schools through improved communication 

between the press and the schools. 

Kinder (1982) stresses the importance of establishing a 

school public relations program to communicate vital 

information to the public that will help win school budget 

elections. Enlisting the help of key community leaders to 

run successful tax election campaigns has proven effective 

in several school districts (Campion & Huffstutler, 1985; 

Gates & Wall, 1986; Harnel, 1984; Knight & Lambert, 1982). 

Chang and Albiani (1987) agree that the key to Success in 
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school financial elections is community involvement and 

attribute the successful passage of a school improvement 

bond in a school district in Illinois to the community 

involvement factor. However, they also suggest that before 

considering a bond election, a district should exhaust all 

other approaches, such as increasing class size; 

implementing year-round scheduling, using portable 

classrooms, and having double sessions. 

Techniques designed to increase voter participation in 

school financial elections may succeed in getting more 

people to the polls, but appear unlikely to lead to victory 

on election day. Carter and Ruggels (1966) reported that 

districts who increased their use of telephones and mail 

correspondence to increase voter participation did not 

increase proportionally the number of favorable votes in 

school financial elections. Similar findings were reported 

by Beal et al. (1966), who reviewed Iowa school bond 

elections. These researchers found that there was no 

statistically significant relationship between a district's 

use of such techniques as providing babysitters on election 

day and making absentee ballots available and the success or 

failure in a school bond election. 

More recently an opposing view of the aforementioned 

techniques has emerged. Newmark (1982) describes what her 

school district has found to be successful campaign 
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strategies in passing two tax levies and one school bond 

issue during a five year period. All the strategies focused 

on just those voters who were thought to favor the levy or 

bond issue. The strategies consisted of telephoning voters 

to remind them to vote, arranging for transportation to the 

polls, and obtaining absentee ballots for voters who were to 

be out of town on election day. 

Perhaps there are several reasons for the differing 

opinions/findings about the usefulness of these campaign 

techniques. First, Newmark's school district only tried to 

encourage voters who were considered to be supporters of an 

issue to vote, a seemingly common technique used in recent 

school financial elections (Ross, 1983; Heitzeg, 1987). In 

the study by Beal et al., no mention is made of efforts to 

contact only the supporters. Therefore, it is assumed that 

no distinction about a voter's preference was made when 

using special techniques to encourage voters to cast a 

ballot. Second, Beal et al. based their conclusions about 

elections held in the 1960s, but Newmark is talking about 

what happened in the 1980s. What was true at one point in 

time might not be true almost 20 years later. Third, there 

might be conditions within a school district that make it 

sufficiently distinctive that effective techniques in one 

setting might be unavailing in another. Consequently, the 



44 

generalizability of successful campaign techniques in school 

financial issues might be inherently limited. 

Voters' Opinions and Concerns About Public Schools 

For the last 22 years, the annual Gallup/Kappan Poll 

of the public's attitudes toward the public schools in this 

country has been sponsored by Phi Delta Kappa and published 

in the Kappan. In each of the Polls, a sample of adults are 

surveyed to determine how they view education in this 

country. The questions typically focus on issues that are 

considered as being important for interpreting the public's 

opinions about education. Several of the questions remain 

the same each year for the purpose of making trend 

comparisons from longitudinal data. New questions are also 

added as interest in a topical area arises. 

One of the new questions, added in 1974 and included in 

every subsequent poll, asks the public to grade the public 

schools: "Students are often given the grades A, B, C, D, 

and FAIL to denote the quality of their work. Suppose the 

public schools in this community were graded in the same 

way. What grade would you give the public schools here--A, 

B, C, D, or FAIL?" 

Respondents rated their local public schools the 

highest in 1974, the first time the question was included in 

the Gallup/Kappan Poll. In that Poll, nearly half (48%) of 

all respondents gave their schools an A or a B. The lowest 
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ratings were given in 1983, just after A Nation at Risk was 

released by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education. In that year only 31% of all respondents gave 

their local schools an A or a B. Even when allowing for 

sampling error, this shift in voter opinion towards local 

public schools seemed to indicate that a more negative 

attitude towards these schools was prevailing. 

During the last seven years, the results have remained 

quite stable with between 40% and 43% of the respondents 

giving their local public schools a grade of an A or a B. 

One interesting aspect of the 1990 Gallup Poll is that for 

the first time in several years both whites and nonwhites 

give their local public schools almost identical ratings. 

In the past, nonwhites have tended to rate their local 

public schools lower than whites rated their schools. In 

1987, only 35% of the nonwhites gave their schools an A or a 

B rating in contrast to 43% of the whites who rated their 

schools as deserving a grade of an A or a B. 

Another interesting finding that applies to the current 

research reported in this annual survey is the fact that 

public school parents rate their schools higher (48%) than 

the respondents as a whole (41%), respondents with no 

children in school (39%), and nonpublic school parents 

(32%). Elam (1990) interprets these findings as meaning 

that parents probably rate their local schools higher than 



46 

other groups because they have the most firsthand knowledge 

of the schools. Those respondents who do not have children 

in the public schools receive their information about the 

schools from secondary sources, mainly the media, who mayor 

may not portray the schools accurately. One can only 

speculate on how the general public receives their 

information about schools since the question is not asked 

directly by the pollsters. 

Another question on the Gallup/Kappan Poll, that 

pertains to the present study, elicits the respondents' 

opinions about the major problems they feel local schools 

are facing in 1990. The question is: "What do you think are 

the biggest problems with which the public schools in this 

community must deal?" The problem mentioned the most 

frequently by the respondents was the use of drugs (38%), 

followed by lack of discipline (19%). It is interesting to 

note that the problem of drug use is now double the 

percentage for discipline, which until 1986 received the 

highest percentage of votes. The problem of non-English 

speaking students (1%) was added to the list of problems in 

the 1990 survey. Perhaps, this finding can be interpreted 

as indicating the respondents are becoming more aware of the 

ethnic diversity of the student population in the local 

public schools and the problems associated with educating 

them. 
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The two questions from the Gallup/Kappan Poll discussed 

in the preceding paragraphs were chosen for inclusion in the 

review of literature because answers to them supply data for 

understanding voter behavior in school financial elections. 

Also, data on these two questions provide the opportunity to 

make comparisons with a national sample that is considered 

as being representative of the population as a whole. 

Arizona Maintenance and Operations Budget Override Elections 

As explained in Chapter One, Arizona has a unique type 

of school financial elections, that is, the maintenance and 

operations override elections. These elections are held 

whenever the proposed maintenance and operations budget of a 

school district includes an increase of more than the 

aggregate budget limit for the budget year. When this 

situation occurs, the governing body of a school district 

needs to call for an override election for the purpose of 

presenting the proposed budget to the qualified voters of a 

school district for approval. According to Arizona Revised 

statues 15-481, override elections may be held on either the 

third Tuesday in Mayor the second Tuesday in February. The 

governing board for a district also needs to provide for an 

alternative budget in the event that the override election 

fails. 

Override election results for the local school 

districts are published in the local newspapers and reported 
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on radio and television. There is also media coverage prior 

to the elections wherein both the pros and cons of the 

election are discussed. This appears to be the extent to 

which information about Arizona override elections is 

disseminated to the public. Likewise, little information 

about the override elections is available to professional 

educators. 

ERIC and Dissertation Abstract searches in 1990 

revealed that little has been written about the results of 

Arizona's override elections. It appears that no scholarly 

articles have been written about the results, or such issues 

as why voters defeat or pass the overrides, and who votes in 

the elections. This silence seems rather ironic given the 

frequency with which many school districts hold the override 

elections. For example, the District in which the data for 

the current study were collected held budget override 

elections in May 1989 and in February 1990, each resulting 

in defeat by the taxpayers. 

The only article found in the ERIC search that yielded 

any information about an Arizona budget override election 

was of the "how to win" variety. In the article, the 

authors discuss how community involvement was the essential 

element in winning a budget override election (Gates & Wall, 

1986). Voters in scottsdale Unified School District not 

only passed a $4.9 million budget override to increase 
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teacher salaries by nine percent, but they also approved 

$49.5 million in bond moneys to construct new facilities and 

to renovate old ones. 

A favorable response by the voters would not have been 

predicted given the fact that the school system had a 

declining enrollment with approximately 60% of the taxpayers 

no longer having children in school. In addition, a few 

years earlier the community had been upset by the closing of 

a high school that seemed to cause the voters to lose 

confidence in the school system. 

What changed the voters attitudes that resulted in 

their approval of both a bond and a budget override 

election? The authors credit a change in the voters' 

attitudes, which consequently led to their positive support 

for the district, to the community being involved in goal 

setting activities that established short and long range 

master plans for the district. The authors did not ask 

voters for the reasons behind their votes as was done in the 

present study. 

Arizona maintenance and budget override elections is 

the main topic under which the present study could be 

classified. However, the other areas which are reviewed in 

this chapter also give direction to the study. For example, 

as shown in the next chapter, each item on the questionnaire 

was designed to relate to a previous finding reported in the 
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literature presented in this chapter. Some items give 

information which directly addresses or answers questions of 

interest, for example, whether respondents' ages relate to 

voting behavior. other items, such as whether a tax 

increase influenced how respondents voted, must be 

interpreted to relate to the "economic rationality" theory 

of voting. Information about voting behavior and 

classifications related to theories of voting should lead to 

a better understanding of voters' opinions and concerns 

about public education, which should assist school 

administrators in developing strategies for winning school 

financial elections. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

51 

The study was a descriptive survey, consisting of both 

mailed questionnaires and telephone interviews, conducted in 

April, 1990, approximately six weeks after the school 

district's maintenance and operations budget override 

election had failed to pass. Presented in this chapter are 

descriptions of the (1) research sample, (2) instruments, 

(3) procedures of the study, and (4) data analysis. 

The Research Sample 

The research sample consisted of registered voters from 

five precincts selected from the 46 precincts that comprise 

the voting population for an urban-suburban school district 

in Arizona. The five precincts were selected for the study 

because they had percentages of registered voters casting 

ballots in the election that equalled or surpassed the 

average for the District (22%). Four of the five precincts 

were chosen because they had either the highest percentage 

of voters casting "Yes" votes or "No" votes for their half 

of the District (i.e., Northern or Southern). The District 

is divided into two parts, Northern and Southern, according 

to which high school students attend. Consequently, the 

Northern/Southern distinction is commonly used by district 

personnel when discussing schools within the District. The 



fifth precinct was chosen because it is centrally located 

and because the vote was split almost evenly. 

Instruments 
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A three-page questionnaire consisting of ten questions 

and a section on voter demographics (See Appendix A) and an 

accompanying letter explaining the purpose of the study (See 

Appendix B) were mailed to each member of the sample. 

The questionnaire and letter were reviewed by the district's 

Superintendent as well as a public relations firm to ensure 

that nothing offensive or controversial was included. 

Because voters might have objections to questions about 

personal income, this information was eliminated from the 

questionnaire. In addition to the questionnaire, telephone 

interviews were conducted with volunteers from the sample. 

Questionnaire 

The questionnaire was designed to reflect the extant 

work in the field. Each question originated from a specific 

finding or conclusion from previous studies. The purpose of 

designing each question to relate to a previous finding was 

to compare the collected data with that reported in the 

literature on voting behavior in school financial elections. 

Eight of the ten questions were closed, with 

respondents choosing from among several alternatives. The 

advantage of closed questions is that they are more apt to 

communicate the same frame of reference to all respondents 
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(Schuman and Presser, 1981). The disadvantage is that 

respondents are provided with options that might differ from 

what they would say if they used their own words. 

Therefore, two questions (two and eight), for which there 

are a wide range of answers, are open-ended so respondents 

can reply in their own words. 

Answers to the first two questions provide the data for 

answering the primary research question: What reasons do 

registered voters give for voting "yes", "no", or not voting 

in a school district budget override election? Because the 

ballot limits voters to voting either "yes" or "no", 

surveying voters for additional information is critical in 

understanding voter behavior. Therefore, respondents not 

only indicated how they voted, but provided reasons as well, 

providing a basis for interpretation noticeably lacking in 

most other studies. An exception is a joint study conducted 

by the Appalachia Educational Lab, the Kentucky School 

Boards Association, and the Kentucky University Survey 

Research center (1987) wherein voters were surveyed about 

their perceptions about the local school board's role. 

Voters were asked whether they had voted in the previous 

fall's board elections. If they had not voted, they were 

asked why. People's reasons for not voting included not 

being registered, not being interested, not having children 

in school, and not having enough information. Even though 



that study does not pertain to a school financial election 

per se, the reasons given for not voting are noteworthy, 

especially when compared to those obtained by the voters 

from the present study. 
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Questions three and four were recommended by 

administrators in the District. For question #3, the 

respondents checked which choice(s) influenced their voting 

decisions. This question was of particular interest to 

school officials in evaluating the methods used to inform 

the voters of the override election. Question #4 asked, 

"Was your voting decision influenced by the proposed tax 

increase?" It was hypothesized that the data collected from 

this question would refute or confirm a common belief that 

voters vote "no" in school financial elections because they 

do not want increases in property taxes. 

Three of the questions (five, six, and seven) are based 

on the independent and intervening variables, property 

ownership, parental status, and community involvement, that 

appear strongly related to the dependent variable of 

participation in school financial elections (Piele and Hall, 

1973). Question #5 had two parts. The first part asked 

respondents if they owned their own horne, and the second 

asked if they owned a business in the District. This 

question was included because property ownership is 



considered a good predictor for voting in school financial 

elections (Allen, 1985; Ritter, 1980; Scott, 1985). 

55 

Question #6 consisted of three parts, all dealing with 

parental status, (i.e., whether the voter had children 

currently or previously enrolled in District schools or 

private schools). The rationale for including this question 

was based on the finding that voters of school age children 

are more likely to vote "yes" in school financial elections 

than voters who do not have children currently enrolled 

(Carter & Ruggels, 1966; Fish, 1964; Gallup, 1972; Hatley, 

1970; Heitzeg, 1987; King, 1963; Schoonhoven & Patterson, 

1966; Smith, 1964; Tebbutt, .968). 

In question #7, respondents selected the organizations 

in which they were active members. Smith et ale (1986) 

found that the greater a potential voter's participation in 

formal organizations the more likely it is he/she will vote 

in favor of a school millage election. This conclusion 

seems to support the finding that voters who are more 

involved in the community affairs and have a strong civic 

improvement attitude are more likely to vote in favor of a 

school financial issue (Agger & Goldstein, 1964; Wilson & 

Banfield, 1971). Given these findings, this question was 

included to determine if similar results would be found with 

this sample of voters. 
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Two of the questions (eight and nine) are included in 

each Annual Gallup Poll of the Public's Attitudes Toward the 

Public Schools: (1) What do you think are the biggest 

problems the public schools in this community must solve, 

and (2) Students are often given the grades A,B,C,D, and 

FAIL to denote the quality of their work. Suppose the 

public schools in this community were graded in the same 

way. What grade would you give the public schools here? 

Thus, responses to these questions were compared to those 

given in a national sample. 

The last question (ten) on the questionnaire asked 

respondents to indicate whether they would agree to a 

followup telephone interview. If the response was "yes", 

they included their telephone numbers and convenient times 

for calling. Three hundred and five (305) of the 

respondents or over 48% consented to telephone interviews. 

In addition to answering the ten questions, respondents 

provided demographic information (gender, race, and age) and 

SES information (occupation and education). The format for 

this section of the questionnaire was similar to that used 

in the annual Kappan/Gallup Poll; respondents checked the 

appropriate category for each variable. SES variables in 

particular have been found to be significant predictors of 

voting behavior in school financial elections. For example, 

the higher a voter's educational level, the more likely 



he/she will support a school financial election (Garetz, 

1984; Hahn & Almy, 1971; Hatley, 1971; Humphrey, 1980; 

McKelvey, 1966; Schoonhoven & Patterson, 1966; Tebbutt, 

1968; Wilson & Banfield, 1971). 

Telephone interviews 
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The format for the telephone interviews consisted of 

two general questions: (1) If you were on the Governing 

Board, what would you do to improve education? Where would 

the money come from? (2) If you were a member of the Pima 

county Board of Supervisors, what would you do to improve 

county government? Where would the money come from? The 

purpose of asking these two questions was to put voters' 

attitudes about schools in perspective with how they view 

other organizations. Also, respondents were asked to answer 

specific questions related to the general themes of voters' 

perceptions of problems that the District needs to address. 

Each interview lasted approximately fifteen (15) minutes, 

was audiotaped, and then transcribed for analysis. 

The sample for the telephone interviews was chosen from 

those who volunteered. The volunteers were grouped into 

four groups: (1) voters who said they voted "yes", (2) 

voters who said they voted "no", (3) nonvoters who said they 

"would have voted yes", and (4) nonvoters who said they 

"would have voted no". For the first phase of the 

interviews, five members of each group were called. The 
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same procedure was used until no new themes emerged that 

were different from those already identified from the 

reasons voters gave for voting, "yes", "no", and not voting. 

In all, 28 voters were interviewed. 

Procedures of the study 

For the initial step in cluster sampling, all 46 of the 

voting precincts were identified as being located in the 

Northern or Southern region of the District. As noted 

earlier, this is a common distinction used by district 

personnel when discussing schools within the District. Two 

precincts were identified as having the highest percentage 

of "yes" votes in both regions of the District. The two 

precincts identified as having the highest percentage of 

"no" votes were also selected for inclusion. The fifth 

precinct was selected because it was located in the middle 

of the District and had an approximately even number of 

"yes" and "no" votes. 

within each selected precinct, a stratified sample of 

registered voters, identified as being either voters or 

nonvoters, was selected. A random starting point was chosen 

on the voter registration list; then, every other voter and 

every third nonvoter were selected for the sample. The 

original plan was to sample 744 voters and 1256 nonvoters. 

The decision was made to sample nonvoters more heavily than 

voters because there were more nonvoters (78%) than voters 



(22%) in the budget override election, and it was expected 

that nonvoters would have a lower return rate than voters. 

The overall decision of the total number of registered 

voters sampled was based on cost. The estimated cost for 

each mailed questionnaire was approximately $.68. 

Response rate 
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Two thousand (2000) registered voters identified as 

voters or nonvoters in the budget override election from 

five precincts were selected for participation in the study. 

Within two days of the original mailing, 188 questionnaires 

were returned by the Post Office because the addressee had 

moved and did not leave a forwarding address or because the 

forwarding address had expired. To avoid an attrition 

problem caused by the incorrect addresses, 188 additional 

registered voters from the affected precincts were chosen 

and mailed survey materials. Of the 188 second mailings, 

several were returned from one precinct in particular where 

registered voters were difficult to reach through the mail. 

By the end of the study, 118 of the 2,188 mailings were 

not delivered. Of the 1,882 registered voters who were 

delivered questionnaires, 668 returned their questionnaires. 

Twenty eight (28) returned questionnaires were not completed 

or had insufficient information to be used for data 

analysis. Thus, the total number of useable questionnaires 

was 640. 
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Efforts to increase response rate 

Fowler (1984) suggests that a low response rate is an 

endemic problem with mailed questionnaires and recommends 

procedures for contacting those who do not respond 

initially. He also discusses including a dollar with each 

questionnaire as a means of increasing the response rate. 

Because respondents were assured anonymity, no efforts were 

made to contact those who did not respond. Instead, as an 

incentive to return a completed questionnaire, a numbered 

ticket for two chances to win $500 was attached to each 

letter. 

Each ticket consisted of two parts, one to keep and one 

to return. Ticket numbers were recorded as being sent to a 

voter or nonvoter within each precinct, allowing the 

response rate to be tabulated for each group within each 

precinct. In addition, an addressed, stamped return 

envelope was included in each mailing. 

The mailed survey was sent out on April 2 with April 12 

set as the deadline for returning the completed 

questionnaire and ticket to be eligible for the drawing. 

Two tickets were drawn from the pool of returned tickets on 

April 13, by a secretary in the College of Education at the 

University of Arizona. Another secretary was a witness to 

the drawing. The winners were notified on April 13, and 

each received a check for $500. 
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Even though it was hypothesized that including tickets 

would increase the response rate, no control group was 

included in the initial mailing to assess the effect of the 

ticket on the response rate. The decision to provide a 

ticket for each member of the total sample rather than just 

a portion of it was based on a concern that members of the 

sample not receiving a ticket might feel cheated if they 

were not provided an opportunity to win the money. However, 

after the period of eligibility for the drawing had passed, 

it was assumed that any such feeling could not affect the 

primary sample. Therefore, an additional 109 registered 

voters from a sixth precinct were sent identical 

questionnaires and letters with any reference to the drawing 

omitted and with no tickets included. 

The sixth precinct was chosen because it most closely 

resembled the voting percentage in the precinct with the 

best response rate. Every fifth voter and every eighteenth 

nonvoter were chosen from this precinct. The decision to 

change the pattern for selection was based on the 

accumulating costs for the study. Inclusion of an 

additional precinct provided both an experimental and a 

control group, making the ticket inclusion/exclusion segment 

of the study quasi-experimental. 

The mailing date for the control group (April 18) 

occurred after the deadline for the return date (April 12) 
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of the experimental group had passed. The deadline for the 

second mailing was April 30. Each deadline gave members of 

both the experimental and control groups approximately ten 

(10) days in which to respond. 

Of the 109 questionnaires sent to the registered voters 

in the sixth precinct, 13 were returned by the post office. 

It was assumed that the other 96 questionnaires were 

delivered. All forty eight returned questionnaires were 

useable. 

Data Analysis 

Analyses were grouped into three types. Additional 

information regarding the analyses is presented with the 

results in Chapter 4. 

The response rate was calculated for voters and 

nonvoters and tested against the null hypothesis of no 

difference in the response rate by the t test for different 

proportions in independent samples (described in Glass and 

Stanley, 1970, section 14.13). Response rates for each 

precinct were calculated and compared with voting 

percentages, but no research hypotheses had been stated for 

these comparisons. 

Tabulations of responses to each choice-type item and 

each demographic category were made, and cross tabulations 

were examined for patterns of responses. Because the main 

purpose of the descriptive study was exploratory, no prior 
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hypotheses had been stated for the results. However, items 

of interest included comparing reasons respondents give for 

voting "yes" with the reasons given for voting "no", as well 

as demographic differences between those who indicated they 

voted "yes" versus "no" versus those who indicated they did 

not vote. Questions such as "Can one predict from voter 

demographics who will vote "yes", "no", or will not vote?" 

were of interest as were comparisons, for those who did not 

vote, with the "yes" and "no" votes they would have cast if 

they had voted. 

Qualitative analyses were conducted on the responses to 

open-ended items and to the data obtained from the phone 

interviews. Content analysis procedures suggested by 

Monette, Sullivan, and DeJong (1990) and Weber (1990) were 

used to identify coding schemes, categories, and themes. 

There was no existing coding scheme for this type of data. 

Thus, two researchers independently identified labels for 

categories that were exhaustive and mutually exclusive. 

After the initial identification was completed, the 

researchers discussed their codes and made modifications, 

resulting in one set of categories. Then the related 

categories were grouped together to form general themes. In 

this coding procedure, the categories were the basis for 

coding when the comment was the unit of analysis, and the 

themes were the basis for coding when the respondent was the 
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theme within a category were tabulated. 
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Multiple regression analyses were used to determine the 

extent to which voting behavior can be predicted from other 

variables in this data set. For example, one dichotomous 

dependent variable was voted "yes" or voted "no" while 

another was voted or did not vote. 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
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This chapter reports the results and discusses the 

following issues: (1) returns, (2) voter behavior, (3) 

reasons for voting behavior, (4) factors influencing voting 

decisions, (5) variables correlated with voting behavior, 

(6) comparisons with the 22nd Annual Gallup/Kappan Poll, (7) 

comparisons across demographic and SES groups, (8) final 

exploratory multiple regression analyses, (9) followup 

interviews, and (10) summary of the findings. 

Returns 

Originally, questionnaires were sent to 2,000 names on 

the list of registered voters. within two days of the 

mailings, 188 were returned by the Postal Service as 

undeliverable. These questionnaires were then sent to new 

names selected from the same precincts and voting categories 

as the original 188 returned mailings. Another 118 

questionnaires were returned as undeliverable after the 

second day, but additional mailings were not made to the 

original sample, because it was considered too late given 

the 10-day deadline for returning the questionnaire in order 

to be eligible for the drawing. A total of 14% 

[(118+188)/2188] of the mailed questionnaires were returned 

as undeliverable, indicating that the County's list of 
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registered voters contained names of people who do not live 

at the addresses given on the list. Because this election 

was held 15 months after the presidential election when the 

lists reportedly are purged of nonvoters, it is 

understandable that during that time many unreported changes 

in addresses would occur. Thus, voter inaccuracies 

resulting in undeliverable mailings were expected. 

Of the 1,882 questionnaires delivered to patrons in five 

precincts, 34% were returned with usable data, 50.0% from 

voters and 23.6% from nonvoters. The response rates varied 

from 26.7% to 41.5% across the precincts, and were quite 

different for voters than for nonvoters as shown in Table 1. 

The response rates varied across the precincts from 40% to 

60.9% for voters and from 20.6% to 26.5% for nonvoters, 

indicating a consistently higher response rate from the 

voters. 

In Table 1, the voter category indicates that the 

patron's name appeared on a list from the County Recorder's 

Office identifying those who voted in the maintenance and 

operations override election. However, 40 questionnaires 

which had been sent to patrons who had not been on the 

voting list were returned with an indication that the 

respondent had voted. This discrepancy involves 15% of the 

"nonvoters" who returned questionnaires. There were also 

three questionnaires that had been sent to patrons whose 
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names were on the voter list that were returned with an 

indication that the respondent had not voted. It is 

difficult to determine whether errors occurred in the voting 

list or someone other than the intended recipient responded 

to the questionnaire. One thing noted while looking at the 

voting list was that one patron was listed as voting twice 

in the election; so it may be assumed that other errors were 

possible. Because there is no way to determine which 

responses are suspect, the data reported in the remainder of 

this chapter are based on the respondents' categorizations 

of voting behavior, irrespective of the County's record. 

The decision to base the analysis on the data as reported is 

intended to enhance the external validity of the findings 

because any district analyzing questionnaire results would 

not likely have or use an outside source for verification of 

reported information. 

As shown near the bottom of Table 1, an additional 

precinct was included after the questionnaires had been 

returned from the original five precincts. At the time the 

patrons were selected for this precinct, there were 109 

returned questionnaires from the original mailings which 

were sent to this sixth precinct. Because 13 of the 

mailings to the sixth precinct were returned as 

undeliverable, Table 1 shows that 96 questionnaires were 

sent. 
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Table 1 - Numbers and percentages of returned questionnaires 

Number Number Percentage 
Precinct V/N Returned Sent Returned 

A V 46 115 40.0 
A N 52 252 20.6 

total 98 367 26.7 

B V 64 105 60.9 
B N 66 249 26.5 

total 130 354 36.7 

C V 78 187 41.7 
C N 71 281 25.3 

total 149 468 31. 8 

D V 130 245 53.1 
D N 53 255 20.7 

total 183 500 36.6 

E V 53 90 58.9 
E N 27 103 26.2 

total 80 193 41.5 

Total (A E) 640 1882 34.0 

F V 38 53 71.7 
F N 10 i.l 23.3 

total 48 96 50.0 

Total (A .. F) 688 1978 34.8 

There were two reasons for including a sixth precinct 

in this study. First, there were returned questionnaires 

with addressed and stamped return envelopes that were 

available. Second, it was an opportunity to test the 

response rate for a precinct when no incentive was mentioned 

in the cover letter. For purposes of making a good 
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comparison, the precinct chosen was as closely equivalent as 

possible to a precinct already included in the study. 

Precinct F was chosen because of its similarities to 

Precinct B. The aspects used to match the precincts were 

percentage voting in the election (21.0% for B, 22.2% for F) 

and percentage of voters approving the issue (11.2% for B, 

10.7% for F). 

The response rates between the two precincts were not 

significantly different for voters (60.9% for B, 71.7% for 

F) or for nonvoters (26.5% for B, 23.3% for F). The t test 

for proportions for independent samples produced values of 

t= 1.34 (p=.22) for the voters and t= 0.44 (p=.66) for the 

nonvoters. Therefore, there is no statistical evidence to 

suggest that the drawing worked as an incentive to increase 

the response rate. 

Because the original five precincts were sampled in such 

a way as to maximize generalizability to the District's 

population, the remainder of this chapter includes results 

only from the 640 respondents in the five original 

precincts. However, as a check for discrepant results, the 

results from Precinct F were examined to ensure that there 

were no systematic differences between those respondents and 

the patrons from the other precincts. In order to emphasize 

that the data were gathered for the purpose of reporting 
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data are aggregated and reported only for the District. 

Voter Behavior 
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Among the 408 respondents who marked that they had 

voted, 230 (56.4%) indicated that they voted for the 

override and 177 (43.4%) indicated that they voted against 

the override. One respondent wrote that the vote and the 

reasons were "very personal" matters. From an interview 

with a respondent and from two responses to the 

questionnaire, it is clear that at least three respondents 

were confused and thought a "yes" vote was against the 

override. 

Among the 232 respondents who reported that they had not 

voted, 110 (47.4%) indicated that they would have voted for 

the issue and 91 (39.2%) indicated they would have voted 

against it. The remaining 31 (13.4%) reported that they 

were uncertain how they would have voted. 

Reasons for Voting Behavior 

The first analysis sought an answer to the question, 

"What reasons do registered voters give for voting "yes", 

"no", or not voting?" Because the reasons for voting "yes" 

are very different from the reasons for voting "no", content 

analyses of the themes were done separately for those 

approving the override and those opposing it. For these 

analyses, those indicating they "would have voted yes" were 
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combined with those who indicated they had voted "yes", and 

those indicating they "would have voted no" were combined 

with those who indicated they had voted "no". 

content analysis involved repeated examinations of the 

data. Two researchers independently used the open coding 

approach suggested by strauss and Corbin (1990), and during 

an initial reading of the set of responses the general 

nature of each comment was given some label. As the reading 

progressed, each comment was examined to see if it fit an 

existing label or if a new label needed to be created. 

After all the comments were assigned labels, the labels were 

examined for mutual exclusiveness and exhaustiveness. After 

the initial identification of labels was completed, the 

researchers shared their labels and made modifications to 

produce one set of categories for use during the second 

reading of the responses. After a second reading, the 

researchers developed general themes using respondents' 

comments as the unit of analysis. This coding is what 

Corbin and strauss call axial coding. In this stage, the 

related categories were grouped together to form general 

themes. These general themes were then used in a third 

reading of the responses to classify each respondent's 

complete response. In this coding procedure, the categories 

(initial labels) were the basis for coding when the comment 
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was the unit of analysis, and the themes were the basis for 

coding when the respondent was the unit of analysis. 

The initial plan was to use the respondent as the unit 

of analysis in order to give equal weight to every 

respondent. However, using only that unit of analysis would 

have ignored much information from those voters who 

expressed many reasons for their voting behavior, and it may 

be important for the District to see the relative emphasis 

placed on each category by respondents. Therefore, coding 

was done with both units of analysis. 

The examples in Table 2 illustrate the coding systems. 

The titles for the themes and categories are taken from 

words used by some respondents. It is easy to see that the 

theme "more money is needed" does not give as much 

information as the categories which show the reasons why 

respondents concluded that the money is needed. 

Table 2 - Examples of themes and categories used to code 
comments. 

Comment 

"It's the responsibility 
of all to see education 
comes first." 

"I believed extra funds 
would have benefitted 
all students in the District." 

"We wanted to insure 
our granddaughter's 
education." 

Theme 

Education 
is 
important 

More money 
is needed 

Voter is 
personally 
affected 

Category 

Education is 
top priority 

Override's 
benefits 

Grandparent 
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The identified themes are shown in Table 3, as well as 

the relative frequency with which each theme was found in 

the complete response of a respondent. This coding decision 

resulted in three themes being combination themes, for 

example, Education is important/ More money is needed. 

Since this combination theme was chosen by 10% of the "yes" 

voters, the percentages of respondents utilizing the first 

two themes in Table 3 could be increased by up to 5% each to 

adequately reflect their importance to these voters. 

An examination of Table 3 indicates the strong 

similarity between the responses of those who voted "yes" 

and those who indicated that they "would have voted yes" if 

they had voted. For both groups, "more money is needed" was 

the most popular reason for an affirmative vote, and 

"education is important" was the next most popular. If the 

combination theme "education is important/more money is 

needed" is considered with these separate themes, over 70% 

of each group is represented. 

The "education is important" theme incorporates the 

beliefs of respondents who are committed to providing 

quality education for the youth of their community. The 

essence of this theme is captured best by the respondent who 

commented, "Someone paid for my education, and I feel 

obliged to do the same for future generations and will work 

for the next request." The finding that these "yes" voters 
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view education as a community responsibility is consistent 

with a finding reported in the literature. Voters who have 

strong community ties are likely to support school issues 

(Agger & Goldstein, 1971; Boskoff & Zeigler, 1964; Carter, 

1960; Fish, 1964; Mahan, 1968; McKelvey, 1966; Wilson & 

Banfield, 1971). 

Table 3 - Percentages of themes of reasons for voting 
behavior identified by respondents from different voting 
groups using respondent as the unit of analysis. 

Voting Behavior 
Theme Yes If Yes 

More money is needed 37.3 36.0 

Education is important 25.2 24.1 

Personally affected 13.5 11. 6 

Good school system 5.6 2.3 

Education important/ 10.0 11.6 
More money needed 

Education important/ 2.6 5.8 
Personally affected 

Personally affected/ 3.0 0.0 
More money needed 

Unclassifiable 2.6 9.3 

No Response (21.1)* 

Number of voters 230 110 

*This percentage is based on total number (110) of voters 
who indicated that they would vote "yes"; the other 
percentages are based on the number (87) who responded. 
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The themes "more money is needed" and "education is 

important" seem closely related, because respondents feel 

not enough money is being spent on education, especially 

considering education's importance in our society. In fact, 

some respondents clearly linked the two themes together, 

resulting in the combination theme, "education is important/ 

more money is needed". Several respondents whose comments 

emphasized that "more money is needed" contend that 

educational funding in the state is very inadequate. The 

following comments illustrate this point of view: 

"Archaic state funding formulas force school districts 

into a chain of override elections just to remain even 

with inflation." 

"[Our state] can't afford to spend less on education 

being at the bottom 10." 

"Schools are underfunded." 

"The schools require funds to do all they are being 

asked to do; schools need money." 

"The amount of funding for schools is inadequate." 

"My understanding is [our state] does not rank very 

high on quality education when compared to other 

states." 

"I believe education is severely underfunded in 

[our state]." 
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with regard to the "more money is needed" theme, it is 

interesting to note that per-pupil expenditures data 

compiled by the u.s. Census Bureau (1987) for school systems 

with 5,000 or more students (such as the District in this 

study) indicate that Arizona ranks in the middle third. 

Perhaps, these respondents would contend that any amount of 

money spent on education was less than what is needed, 

because Arizona's educational funding does not rank as low 

as they believe. 

Categories of reasons included in each theme are listed 

in Table 4, where the percentage reported for each category 

is based on the number of patrons who indicated they voted 

"yes" or "would have voted yes" in the election and who 

provided some reasons for their voting behavior. The 

percentages for the themes in Table 3 sum to 100%, but the 

percentages for the categories in Table 4 do not because 

some responses were so general as to include only a theme 

and others included multiple reasons. 

Responses fitting the three general themes listed in 

Table 4 are supported by several reasons for respondents' 

voting behavior. The theme "more money is needed" alone 

generated seven different categories of reasons. The set of 

reasons included different recommendations for how the 

additional monies should be spent. Some of the categories 

of reasons are more specific than others. For example, the 
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categories of "for override's benefits" and "to lower class 

size" indicate that the respondents had definite ideas for 

how additional money should be spent. In contrast, the 

categories "to ensure quality" and "for programs" are more 

vague and do not provide much direction for the District. 

Table 4 - Percentages of categories of reasons for voting 
behavior identified by respondents from different voting 
groups using comment as the unit of analysis. 

Theme 
category 

More money is needed 
In general, poorly funded 

For override's benefits 

To ensure quality 

For teacher's salaries 

For programs 

To lower class size 

However, reservations expressed 

Education is important 
Education is top priority 

Need quality schools 

Education needs support 

Voter is personally affected 
Parent 

Teacher/teacher's spouse 

Grandparent 

Number of voters with comments 

Voting Behavior 
Yes If Yes 

19.6 9.2 

13.9 6.9 

8.7 8.0 

6.5 9.2 

4.3 2.3 

3.5 0.0 

0.0 6.9 

19.1 11. 5 

8.7 5.7 

5.7 0.0 

13.5 8.0 

6.9 5.7 

3.9 0.0 

230 87 



Table 5 - Percentages of themes for voting behavior 
identified by respondents from different voting groups. 

Theme 

Mismanagement 

No tax increase 

Live within budget 

No money needed/ 
Money not the answer 

Poor quality of education 

No tax increase/Mismanagement 

Disapproval of present funding/ 
Overrides poor alternative 

No personal gain 

General negative comments 

override programs unnecessary 

Voted based on 'second-hand' 
information 

Economic conditions are poor 

Unclassifiable 

No Response 

Number of voters 

voting Behavior 
No If No 

27.8 32.0 

18.1 18.6 

13.3 12.0 

12.4 9.3 

7.3 2.6 

6.2 0.0 

4.5 6.6 

3.4 2.6 

2.8 4.0 

1.1 2.6 

1.1 2.6 

0.0 1.3 

3.4 5.3 

(0.5)* (17.5)* 

177 91 

*These percentages are based on total number of voters; 
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the other percentages are based on the number who responded. 

As shown in Table 5, the content analysis of the 

registered voters who indicated they voted "no" or "would 

have voted no" in the budget override election also yielded 
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numerous themes. The four themes drawing the highest 

percentages of the respondents' focus conveyed ideas that 

appear closely associated. A synthetic interpretation that 

links these themes might be: there is enough money for 

education without a tax increase if there were not 

mismanagement of present funds and resources. These 

respondents tended to be critical of how schools operate and 

suggested that schools be more efficient and learn to "live 

within their budget". The following comments are typical of 

these themes: (Note the first comment in each series 

identifies the theme.) 

"From what we read and heard and saw, considerable 

money was not spent wisely." (Mismanagement) 

"I don't like the way the school district spends their 

money." 

"I have worked in the school and have children that go 

there, but the waste is evident allover the schools." 

"There seems to be considerable waste relative to 

excessive administrators, lack of accountability for 

funding already provided, and excessive emphasis on 

increasing teacher salaries." 

"Taxes are too high as it is. " (No tax increase) 

"I feel that the average family is overtaxed as it is." 

"I am against any tax increases." 

"Our house payment has risen $100 a month in the past 
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three years because of tax increases. That's more than 

enough." 

"We are on a fixed income and must live within it. The 

school district should do the same." (Live within 

budget) 

"Like the government, the school district can't balance 

the budget. I have to live within my means; learn to 

do the same." 

"You don't promise money you don't have. Live within 

your budget!" 

"I am forced to live within my budget and so can the 

district." 

"Businesses have to stay within their budgets and 

schools should too." 

"For years, schools have had money whenever they asked 

for it, but the students are not educated." (No money 

neededj money not the answer) 

"The basics of education are being neglected and more 

money will not improve this!" 

"The children are not taught anything or are not 

learning. More money will not cure the problems, only 

dedication." 

Taken as a group, these respondents seem concerned 

about accountability as it applies to educational financing 

and achievement outcomes. Perhaps they believe schools 
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should be judged by their output in terms of the students' 

educational accomplishments. This line of reasoning is 

similar to that of critics, nationwide, who charge academic 

achievement of students has declined even though more money 

is spend on education today. The public schools, as is true 

of most social institutions, have been caught up in a crisis 

of credibility (Gutek, 1988). Therefore, one can conclude 

that the comments made by the "no" voters in this District 

are not unique. They simply echo sentiments being expressed 

across the whole nation. 

Even though the four themes emerging from the responses 

of "no" voters are closely related, the language differences 

in the responses conveying each theme warrant identifying 

them separately. However, it should be noted that there is 

one combination theme: "no tax increase/mismanagement". 

This combination theme captures a set of responses where it 

was impossible to determine one dominant theme. 

Table 6 shows the categories of responses that compose 

the two themes, "mismanagement" and "poor quality of 

education". The two most common reasons offered to justify 

the mismanagement claim/theme were the general waste of 

existing money and resources and the wrong spending 

priorities (i.e., spending too much on sports programs and 

not enough on basic education). Those respondents who cited 

"poor quality of education" as their reason for voting "no" 
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expressed concerns about program offerings and 

unsatisfactory student outcomes. Their emphasis on teaching 

the basics as a top priority was expressed by one respondent 

who wrote, "Students are corning out of school and cannot 

read or write or spell or add!" 

Table 6 - Percentages of categories of reasons for voting 
behavior identified by respondents from different voting 
groups using comment as the unit of analysis. 

voting Behavior 
Theme No If No 

category 

Mismanagement 

General waste 17.0 16.0 

Wrong priorities 9.0 9.3 

Too many administrators 4.0 5.3 

Salaries too high 2.0 2.7 

Money misspent/unaccounted 
for from last override 2.0 0.0 

Poor quality of education 

Unsatisfactory student outcomes 5.1 4.0 

Programs/curriculum 4.5 1.3 

Number of voters with comments 177 91 

Factors Influencing voting Decisions 

A second area of exploration considered the 

effectiveness of the various methods used by the District to 

influence voting decisions. Data were analyzed to answer 



83 

the question: What influenced voting decisions? voter 

responses were compared across voting groups by frequency, 

as shown in Table 7. 

Table 7 - Number of District respondents indicating 
influence for voting decision. 

voting Behavior 
Influence Total Yes If Yes NoDecision No If No 

District 164 87 21 0 36 20 

School 88 63 11 0 8 6 

Newspapers 270 95 40 6 90 39 

Friends 211 71 22 5 88 25 

TV 170 44 20 7 67 32 

Family 206 89 27 3 62 25 

The most frequently selected influence across every 

group of respondents (except "no decision") was the 

newspaper. This finding is not surprising because the media 

is generally viewed by some educators as being a powerful 

source of influence in schools' financial elections (Wegenke 

& Smith, 1983). It is interesting to note, however, that 

information about override elections printed in the local 

newspapers predominately concerned an adjoining, larger 

district and was quite negative. The only article written 

solely about the District's override election was printed in 

a local newspaper's Sunday edition (February 11, 1990) just 
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two days before the election. The text of the article 

explained how the additional monies from the override would 

be spent and what would happen if the measure failed. 

Respondents who indicated that they had voted "yes" 

seemed to be more influenced by family than by friends. 

Eighty nine of the respondents from this group indicated 

they were influenced by family members (compared to 71 who 

were influenced by friends). This finding is not surprising 

given the large number of respondents in this group who had 

reported being personally affected by the override. The 

opposite was true for the respondents from the "no" group 

with 88 indicating their votes were influenced by friends 

and 62 by family. The "would have voted yes" group followed 

the same pattern as the "yes" group. There were no 

differences in the family and friend categories among the 

"would have voted no" respondents. 

One hundred seventy of the total respondents 

indicated they were influenced by television news reports, 

even though school officials maintain there was no 

information about the District's override on TV. Again, the 

media effects on voters appear strong even when the 

information is not about their own school district. Perhaps 

respondents assessed everything they heard about override 

elections, paying little attention to a specific district. 
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District officials targeted parents of school-age 

children as the group to receive the majority of the 

information about the override elections. As shown in Table 

7, only 88 of the total number of respondents indicated they 

were influenced by information sent from their children's 

schools. Of the 88 respondents, 63 were "yes" voters, and 

only 8 indicated they had voted "no". 

Information provided by the District was considered as 

influential by 108 of the "yes" and "would have voted yes" 

groups, while 56 of the combined "no" groups indicated they 

were influenced cy the information sent by the District. 

Interestingly, only the sample ballots were sent by the 

District to every patron. Perhaps the respondents who were 

sent information from the schools considered it as corning 

from the District as well, and thus, selected both 

responses. 

Among the 31 respondents who indicated they did not 

vote and did not know how they would have voted, eight 

stated they did not vote because of the lack of information 

about the election and/or the issues. Newman and Bull 

(1985) suggested that there are voters who will not vote 

when they feel they lack information necessary for an 

informed decision. The following comments echo this 

sentiment: 
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"I don't vote unless I feel I am adequately informed 

about the issues. I know very little about the reason 

for the override, the intended use of funds, etc." 

"I do not know the background of the issue." 

"Part of the reason I didn't vote was because I wasn't 

sure which way to vote." 

"I'm not really that well-informed about it." 

"Knew nothing of the issue." 

"Not informed enough on the issue to say (how I would 

vote)." 

"I was not educated on the issues that were being voted 

on." 

"I was really unsure of my decision along with needing 

more information to make a decision." 

In analyzing what information the respondents 

identified as influencing their voting decisions, two points 

merit further discussion. First, the respondents selected 

their responses, which could be multiple, from a list 

provided for them. Their answers might have been different 

if they had supplied their own information; however, this 

does not seem particularly likely because the sources of 

influence on the list are similar to those discussed in 

other studies of school financial elections. Nevertheless, 

the respondents might have felt compelled to choose an 

influence even though it was not the one they would have 
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provided on their own. Second, the respondents did not 

identify anyone influence by a large margin. As discussed 

earlier in this section, respondents seemed to consider any 

information about override elections as being pertinent even 

though it might not pertain to the District in which they 

were voting. Consequently, the District might have 

experienced some negative fallout from discussions involving 

other districts which had override elections on the same 

day. This seems to be the premise of at least one 

respondent who commented, "One problem this District face.s 

is the fallout from [a large neighboring district]". 

Variables Correlated with Voting Behaviors 

The third area of exploration investigated the 

relationship between the independent variables, parental 

status and property ownership, and the dependent variable of 

voting for/voting against. A rather strong and persistent 

association between these two independent variables and the 

dependent variable of voting is found in the literature, 

providing the impetus for pursuing the issue in this study. 

Answers were sought to two research questions: "What is the 

relationship between having children currently enrolled in 

the District's school(s) and voting response?" and "What is 

the relationship between property ownership and voting 

response?" First, the data and discussion focus on the 
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relationship between parents and voting responses, then on 

information about home ownership. 

Table 8 - Number of District respondents indicating each 
voting behavior by whether they have children in 
District's schools 

voting Behavior 
status Total Yes rfYes NoDecision No If No 

Have children 180 113 23 4 25 15 

No children 432 110 83 26 141 72 

Total 612 223 106 30 166 87 

Table 8 illustrates that 113 parents who currently have 

children enrolled in the District's school(s) voted in favor 

of the override and 110 voters without children currently 

enrolled voted "yes". Twenty-three parents said they "would 

have voted yes", and 83 nonparents said they would have. 

Only 25 of the parents voted "no" as compared to 141 

nonparents. Among the respondents who indicated they "would 

have voted no", 15 were parents and 72 were nonparents. 

Combining results for those voting with those indicating how 

they would have voted indicates that parents (146 yes to 40 

no) vote very differently from nonparents (193 yes to 213 

no), a difference with a chi-square significant at p <.001. 

These results support the conclusions of other researchers. 

Voters with school age children are more likely to support 
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school financial issues than voters without children (Carter 

& Ruggels, 1966; Fish, 1964; Gallup, 1972; Hatley, 1970; 

Heitzeg, 1987; King, 1963; Schoonhoven & Patterson, 1966; 

Smith, 1964; Tebbut, 1968). 

A total of 180 parents responded to the survey, in 

contrast to 432 nonparents, yielding a ratio of more than 

two nonparents to one parent. From analyzing the data, it 

is apparent that most parents vote "yes" when they vote, but 

they do not seem to vote in large numbers. Several reasons 

are posited for this conclusion. First, there is reason to 

suspect that many parents are not registered to vote. In a 

study conducted by the District after the first override 

defeat, a significant number of parents of children in two 

different schools were not registered to vote (M. Franklin, 

personal communication, April 1990). Second, the average 

age of the voters in the District is increasing because more 

retirement areas are being built within the District's 

boundaries. Third, nationwide, there are now about 63 

million Americans who are over 50 (Sevareid, 1991). Based 

on the u.s. 1990 census figures, this means that more than 

one out of every four Americans is over 50, an age when many 

no longer have school-age children. 

This aging of America is evident in the responses 

obtained in this study. There were only 180 respondents who 

indicated that they now have children in the District's 
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school(s), and 254 who indicated that they had previously 

had children in the District. However, parents of former 

District attenders tended to vote in favor of the override 

(by the margin of 108 "yes" to 69 "no" among those who 

voted) and also were likely to vote (177 said they voted, 77 

said they did not). These figures are best understood by 

looking at the subset of 304 respondents who indicated that 

they did not have children in the District now, nor did they 

in the past. This subset tended to vote (173 to 131 ) and 

to vote no (94 no to 79 yes) when they voted. 

What does all of this mean? It means that parents of 

school-age children are becoming fewer in number. That 

fact, together with the data that nonparents do not support 

school financial issues as well as parents, probably 

indicates that the support base for passage of school 

financial elections, and specifically override elections, 

might be dwindling. Counting on parental support as the 

prime strategy for passing elections might be risky, 

although efforts to get parents to register and vote seem 

justified. In addition, as there appears to be positive 

support among parents of former school attenders, efforts to 

keep these people involved or informed seem warranted. 



Table 9 - Number of District respondents indicating each 
voting behavior by whether they own homes in District. 

voting Behavior 
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status Total Yes If Yes NoDecision No If No 

Home owner 522 203 71 18 164 66 

Not home owner 94 22 35 12 4 21 

Total 616 225 106 30 168 87 

Table 9 shows that an overwhelming number of 

respondents, 522 out of 616 or 84.7%, own their own homes. 

The finding that over 70% of the homeowners voted is not 

surprising as property owners are reportedly more likely to 

vote in school financial elections than those not owning 

property (Allen, 1985; Ritter, 1980; Scott, 1985). Among 

the 522 homeowners, 203 or 38.9%, voted "yes" and 164 or 

31.4% voted "no". Among the 94 who did not own their homes, 

22 or 23.4% voted "yes" and only 4 or 4.3% voted "no". 

Combining the "yes" and "if yes" votes and also 

combining the "no" and "if no" votes for comparison across 

homeowners and nonhomeowners, the percentages approving the 

override were 54.4% and 69.5% These percentages are 

significantly different (p =.01). Although this finding may 

seem to support the findings of smith (1964) and McKelvey 

(1966) that renters are more likely than homeowners to vote 

in favor of school financial issues, it must be noted that 
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many of those not owning homes failed to vote at all. 

Therefore, looking at the responses of just those who voted 

supports an earlier finding that there is no statistical 

relationship between horne ownership and voting for or 

against a school financial election (Cooper, 1967; Hicks, 

1967; Ritter, 1980; Tebbutt, 1968; Wentzel, 1964). 

comparisons with the 22nd Annual Gallup/Kappan Poll 

The fourth area of inquiry focused on two questions 

that appear in the annual Gallup/Kappan poll sponsored by 

Phi Delta Kappa and published in the Kappan, the first 

asking respondents to grade the local public schools and the 

second asking what problems the local schools face. 

Participants in this study and in the Gallup/Kappan poll 

were asked: "Students are often given the grades A, B, C, D, 

and FAIL to denote the quality of their work. Suppose the 

public schools in this community were graded in the same 

way. What grade would you give the public schools here--A, 

B, C, D, or FAIL?". 

In the 22nd annual Gallup/Kappan Poll, 45% of the 

respondents who gave their schools a grade awarded an A or a 

B. This percentage compares to 47% offering those responses 

in the present study, suggesting that the study respondents' 

opinions about the District schools are similar to those of 

the national sample towards their local schools. Table 10 

presents the results of the grades assigned in the Gallup/ 
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Kappan poll and in the District survey. An interesting 

finding evident in Table 10 is that public school parents in 

the District tend to rate their schools higher (68% awarded 

an A or a B) than the parents in the Gallup/Kappan poll 

(49%), but nonparents in the District awarded fewer As and 

Bs (37%) than nonparents in the Gallup/Kappan poll (43%). 

This could be interpreted to indicate that the better 

respondents know the District the more favorably they rate 

it, or that the District somehow generates strong positive 

and negative impressions. 

Table 10 - Percentages of respondents awarding each grade to 
their local school in the Gallup/Kappan Poll and District 
survey. 

Gallu~LKa~2an Poll District Survey: 
non non 

Grade Total Parents Parents Total Parents Parents 

A & B 45 49 43 47 68 37 

A 9 12 8 11 17 7 

B 36 37 36 37 51 30 

C 37 37 38 35 24 41 

D 13 9 13 13 6 16 

Fail 5 4 6 5 2 6 

Table 11 provides the grades that respondents gave 

to the District schools by voting behavior or orientation. 

The most salient finding in the data in Table 11 is that the 
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respondents who approved the override issue awarded much 

higher grades to the District schools than did those 

respondents who voted or would have voted against the 

measure. Among those who voted "yes", 96% awarded grades of 

C or better in comparison to 62% for those voting "no". 

Among the respondents who indicated how they would have 

voted, 91% of those indicating they favored the issue 

awarded grades of C or better in comparison to 67% among 

those opposing the issue. 

Table 11 - Number of District respondents awarding each 
grade to District's schools by voting behavior. 

voting Behavior 
Grade Total Yes If Yes NoDecision No If No 

A 56 37 9 1 4 5 

B 193 101 37 9 32 14 

C 186 58 37 10 47 34 

D 68 7 7 2 35 17 

Fail 25 0 1 0 15 9 

Total 528 203 91 22 133 79 

A failing grade was awarded by 11.4% of those who voted "no" 

and by 11.3% of those who "would have voted no". In 

contrast, a grade of F was awarded by only one respondent 

who indicated "would have voted yes" and none who voted 

"yes". As reported on other topics earlier in this chapter, 



a strong similarity is found in the responses of those 

indicating they voted or would have voted in a particular 

direction (e.g., "yes" and "would have voted yes"). 
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Comparing the total number of respondents with each 

voting behavior awarding grades to the total number of 

respondents in these categories in the total sample reported 

on page 68, it is evident that the voters approving the 

issue were much more likely to assign grades. For example, 

of the 230 voting "yes", only 17 (7.4%) did not assign 

grades, whereas 44 (24.9%) of the 177 who voted "no" did 

not. Among the "would have voted yes" group, 19 (17.2%) did 

not assign grades, comparable to the 13.2% of those who 

"would have voted no". This is a rare instance where those 

indicating they "would have voted yes" responded more 

similar to those opposing the issue than those favoring it, 

and may help to explain why they did not vote or may lead 

one to question whether they "would have voted yes". 

The second question asked of the respondents in both 

surveys was: "What do you think are the biggest problems 

with which the public schools in this community must deal?" 

Table 12 shows the percentages of respondents from the 

Gallup/Kappan (Kappan) and the District surveys who answered 

this question. The first 15 problems listed in the table 

were identified by the highest percentages of the Gallup/ 

Kappan sample. 



Table 12 - Percentages of respondents identifying the 
biggest problems facing local public schools 

Problem 

Use of drugs 

Lack of discipline 

Lack of proper financial support 

Poor curriculum/poor standards 

Large schools/overcrowding 

Difficulty in getting good teachers 

Pupils' lack of interest/truancy 

Low teacher pay 

Crime/vandalism 

Integration/busing 

Parents' lack of interest 

Drinking/alcoholism 

Teachers' lack of interest 

Moral standards 

Lack of respect for teachers/ 
other students 

Mismanagement of funds/programs 

communication problems 

Miscellaneous 

Survey 
Kappan District 

38 13 

19 6 

13 12 

8 19 

7 8 

7 4 

6 6 

6 5 

5 2 

5 0 

4 7 

4 2 

4 4 

3 2 

3 1 

2 18 

1 9 

5 16 

96 

The last three problems from the Gallup/Kappan list had low 

percentages for the national survey but high percentages for 

the District survey. Thus, they were included in the table 
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to illustrate the biggest differences between the two groups 

of respondents. 

Responses from the District were categorized using the 

Gallup/Kappan list of problems. Some District responses did 

not fit into the existing categories and consequently the 

miscellaneous category is higher for the District than for 

the Gallup/Kappan samples. The two groups produced quite 

similar percentages for many of the problems; however, for 

others, the groups vary considerably. The discussion of the 

table focuses on the major differences between the two 

surveys. 

Although use of drugs was the problem identified by the 

largest percentage (38%) of respondents for the Gallup/ 

Kappan Poll, a much lower percentage (13%) of the District 

respondents voiced concern about drug abuse. It is 

difficult to understand why District respondents do not seem 

as concerned about drugs as the Gallup/Kappan respondents 

who every year since 1986 have identified drugs as the 

biggest problem facing the public schools. One could 

speculate that, in the District, drugs are not viewed as a 

major problem because efforts to curb drug use among school

age children have been effective. Another reason for the 

District's lower percentage may be due to these respondents' 

feelings that drug use cannot be curbed by the schools 

alone. Use of drugs might be con~idered a problem that 
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society as a whole must solve, not just the schools. It is 

also possible that drugs are a problem, but the District's 

respondents, many of whom no longer have children in school, 

are unaware of the problem. 

Nineteen percent of the Gallup/Kappan sample expressed 

concern about discipline, but only 6% of the District 

respondents mentioned discipline as a problem. The 

difference in the percentages from the two samples might be 

attributed to the reputation of the District. For the most 

part, the Oistrict is considered as having good schools with 

relatively few major discipline problems. The respondents 

from the Gallup/Kappan survey are from all regions of the 

country, including 37% who come from communities with 

populations of one million and over. It is very possible 

that discipline problems in schools in the large communities 

are more severe than those of the District. 

The problem of poor curriculum/poor standards was 

identified by 8% in the Gallup/Kappan survey, but 19% in the 

District survey. The District's percentage might be 

misleading because comments about adding and deleting 

programs were included in this category and might be 

expressions of concern more than criticism. However, the 

decision to include them under this problem was based on the 

assumption that these comments reflect the respondents' 

belief that the curriculum and standards need improvement. 



The extent to which they believe improvement needs to be 

made is not clear. 
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As shown in Table 12, 5% of the Gallup/Kappan survey 

were concerned about integration/busing, but no one in the 

District survey mentioned it. This is not surprising 

because this district has had no problems or experience \vith 

these issues. 

Another problem where the percentages vary greatly is 

mismanagement of funds/programs. Only 2% of the Gallup/ 

Kappan respondents mentioned it, as compared to 18% of the 

District's respondents. A plausible explanation for this 

notable difference in the two surveys is that the question 

about problems was included in a questionnaire that focused 

on an override election. certainly the context in which the 

question was asked could skew the results. Many of the 

respondents' comments are similar to the reasons they gave 

for voting "no". As reported earlier in Table 5, 27.8% of 

the "no" and 32.0% of the "if no" voters' responses 

contained comments falling within the "mismanagement" theme. 

These respondents repeated several of the same words in 

describing the District's problems as they had expressed for 

why they voted "no". They seem to be very consistent in 

their responses and feel compelled to blame the District for 

asking for more money. They seem convinced that the 
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available funds for providing quality education are adequate 

if the money were not being wasted or mismanaged. 

Communication problems is another issue on which the 

percentages of the two groups vary. One percent of the 

Gallup/Kappan respondents feel this is a problem but 9% of 

the District respondents do. Three factors, in particular, 

might be contributing to these differences. First, the 

District percentage is probably higher than the Gallup/ 

Kappan's because of the context in which the question was 

asked. Second, the District respondents reside in Arizona, 

a state with a political climate that has caused the 

electorate to be very skeptical and distrustful of those in 

charge. It could be that the respondents who voted "no" or 

"would have voted no" believed the District was withholding 

information from them. In fact 2.0% of the "no" voters 

stated that the District did not account for how money from 

the last override was spent (Table 6). This response fits 

the notion that but for undisclosed mismanagement, the 

District would have plenty of money. Third, Arizona 

residents tend to have an obsessiveness about taxation, 

thinking that property taxes are too high when in fact they 

are below average for the nation. 

Initially, the responses from the District survey were 

compared to those from the Gallup/Kappan survey, and the 

results were compiled. Then the District data were analyzed 
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using content analysis procedures explained earlier in this 

chapter. The responses were tallied into percentages of 

themes for each respondent and percentages of categories for 

each response/problem identified by a respondent. 

Table 13 - Percentages of themes for problems identified by 
voting behavior. 

voting Behavior 
Theme Yes If Yes No If No DN 

School 3S.9 41.4 66.2 SO.6 26.6 

society 24.0 28.2 7.6 14.4 23.3 

School/Society 32.7 22.2 lS.9 22.8 23.3 

Not Classified 7.2 8.0 10.1 12.0 26.6 

No Response 4.3 11.1 11. 2 8.7 3.2 

Number of voters 230 110 177 91 31 

Table 13 shows the percentages of themes for problems 

identified by the respondents from each voting category. 

Three predominant themes resulted from the content analysis 

of the responses. As the percentages indicate, the majority 

of "no" voters (66.2%) and "if no" voters (SO.6) mentioned 

problems coded as being more school-related than society-

related. The respondents from these groups mentioned 

problems for which the District must assume responsibility. 

The following examples are typical of the "no" and "if no" 

responses coded as school-related problems: 
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"The need to return to basic education with less 

emphasis on sports and outside activities. Proof of 

failure in this system is that children are not able to 

read or solve simple mathematics." 

"stick to the basics; dance and some activities should 

be done outside of schools and paid for privately, not 

by senior citizens' taxes." 

"Get rid of dead weight; get rid of unneeded property; 

transfer teachers regularly so they learn new ropes 

instead of hanging students with old ones." 

"staying within a budget by not doing things not 

necessary to education. Going back to basics." 

"Not learning and too much waste in computers and 

sports and etc." 

"I think they have some places in their budget that 

should be trimmed. Sports expenditures are very high. 

Education, academic and vocational, is just as 

important and should be budgeted with as much funding 

as sports." 

"I also think the District should live within its 

means." 

Even though the highest percentage of "yes" and "if 

yes" respondents also mentioned problems assigned the 

school-related theme, they seemed more willing to 

acknowledge that some problems the District faces are 
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problems created by society. Twenty-four percent of the 

"yes" group and 28.2% of the "if yes" group, as compared to 

7.6% of the "no" and 14.4% of the "if no" groups mentioned 

problems reflecting the society theme. Respondents from the 

"yes" groups do not feel the District can be blamed for all 

the problems. They think society in general has caused many 

of the problems with which the District must deal. They 

mention problems that are similar to ones identified by the 

respondents to the 22nd Annual Gallup/Kappan Poll. Some of 

the societal problems identified by the District respondents 

are: 

"Abuse/neglect; families in crises; drugs; alcohol." 

"Gang violence." 

"Dropout rate; drugs." 

"Gangs; drugs; ways to help underprivileged to get an 

education." 

"Getting more encouragement, support, and motivation 

for students from their home environment." 

"Family literacy, getting parents either involved or to 

at least cooperate with students trying to study at 

home." 

As shown in Table 13, several comments could not be 

classified under the coding scheme. These comments did 

not relate to problems per se, but they seemed to be 



general conclusions/observations about education. The 

following examples are provided: 

"Ensuring quality education not only for students but 

their parents on responsibility." 
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"staying abreast of changes in technology to better 

prepare children for the 'real world' while maintaining 

the excellent basic program." 

"Adapting to changing needs and dealing with changing 

populations." 

"Following the lead of private schools that do a better 

job for less money." 

"Better quality of education." 

"Providing quality education to prepare our children to 

live in a competitive society." 

Table 14 lists the percentages of categories for each 

problem identified by a respondent. The categories are 

listed under their corresponding themes with the categories 

for the theme of school-related problems being divided into 

three sections: administration, teachers, and students. 

Whenever a respondent mentioned problems categorized as 

being both school-related and society-related, they were 

coded "both". 



105 

Table 14 - Percentages of categories of problems identified 
by respondents using comment as the unit of analysis. 

School-Related Theme ~ 0 Society-Related Theme ~ 0 

Category/subcategory Category 

Administration Drugs/alcohol 14.7 

Mismanagement 20.5 Inadequate funding 11. 6 

Back to basics 10.8 Dysfunctional families 11.4 

Add programs 9.7 Apathy 7.7 

Communication 8.5 More money for teachers 5.3 

Class size 8.1 Dropouts 4.4 

Top heavy/ineffective 4.9 Gangs 2.0 

Delete programs 3.4 Values/morals 2.0 

Taxes 1.7 
Teachers 

Effectiveness 9.7 Miscellaneous 10.5 

Professionalism 4.3 

Quality 3.6 

Accountability 2.4 

Communication 1.2 

Students 

Attitudes 4.8 

Behavior 1.5 

For the theme of school-related problems, the category 

of mismanagement had the highest percentage of responses 
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with 20.5%, followed by "back to basics" programs with 

10.8%, and add or improve programs and effectiveness of 

teachers each with 9.7%. As was mentioned earlier in the 

discussions of Tables 12 and 13, many of the respondents, 

especially those who voted "no", expressed concern about how 

the District is managed. They maintain that too much money 

is spent on supplies, personnel, and facilities. They feel 

the District is responsible for the mismanagement problem 

and should take steps to correct it. 

Many of the respondents from the "no" groups contend 

that the District needs to concentrate on basic programs so 

students will possess the basic skills needed to function in 

society. Furthermore, these respondents feel additional 

programs in areas such as computers and foreign languages 

are needed for the District to achieve excellence in 

education. Teacher effectiveness is also questioned, as 

evidenced by the following comments: 

"Getting carried away with teaching techniques that 

leave children ill-prepared to cope." 

"Individualization according to learning styles." 

"A way must be found to make students want to learn. A 

few teachers know how to do this." 

"Maintaining high standards in the classroom." 

"Not enough teachers working with parents." 
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"As a former director of YMCA Camp, I was appalled at 

the inability of high school graduates applying for 

staff positions to write legibly or to spell." 

"Instead of subdividing classes into small groups with 

goals geared for each group, the subjects are skimmed 

over quickly." 

Three categories of responses for the society-related 

theme have considerably higher percentages than the others. 

These categories are: drugs/alcohol (14.7%), inadequate 

funding (11.6%), and dysfunctional families (11.4%). The 

tendency for "yes" and "if yes" voters to view many problems 

that the schools are facing as being societal problems has 

already been discussed. All of the high percentage 

categories include problems that the schools did not cause 

and over which they have little control. Therefore, these 

respondents believe schools need all the help that they 

request, including the monetary increases created by a 

successful override election. 

It would be misleading to suggest that the responses of 

the "yes" and "no" groups can be separated neatly and 

discretely into the two themes of school-related and 

society-related. The information about the respondents from 

the different voting groups presented in Tables 13 and 14 

emphasizes the tendencies that the members within a voting 

group have in common with each other. However, to suggest 
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that all members within a voting group respond in a similar 

manner would be convenient, but wrong. 

Comparisons Across Demographic and SES Groups 

The fourth area of exploration sought to answer the 

question: "What is the relationship between voter 

demographics and voting response?" Data on age, education, 

occupation, gender, and race were compared across voting 

groups, with frequencies compiled for each group. The 

categories that respondents used in providing demographic 

and SES data were the same as those used in the Gallup/ 

Kappan Poll. The following tables present the voting 

behavior information separately for each demographic or SES 

variable. 

Table 15 shows that of the 620 respondents who reported 

age data, 289 were from the 50 & over age group, 275 from 

the 30-49 age group, and 56 from the 18-29 age group. 

Seventeen respondents (12 yes, 5 no) from the 18-29 group 

indicated they had voted while 39 said they had not voted. 

From the 30-49 age group, 182 respondents indicated they had 

voted; 138 had voted "yes" and 44 had voted "no". Among the 

93 respondents from the 30-49 who indicated they did not 

vote, 10 were not certain how they would have voted, 51 said 

they "would have voted yes", and 32 indicated they "would 

have voted no". 



109 

Table 15 - Number of District respondents indicating each 
voting response by age. 

voting Res120nse 
Age Group Total Yes If Yes NoDecision No If No 

18-29 56 12 19 10 5 10 

30-49 275 138 51 10 44 32 

50 & over 289 73 37 9 122 48 

Totals 620 223 107 29 171 90 

From the 50 & over group, 195 respondents indicated 

they had voted. Of that number, 73 had voted "yes" and 122 

had voted "no". Among the 99 respondents aged 50 & over who 

indicated that they did not vote, 37 said they "would have 

voted yes" and 48 said they "would have voted no". 

It is not surprising that the largest number of voters 

in the present study are from the 50 & over age group 

because members of this group, especially those beyond 65, 

have a good voting record (Edinger, 1985). However, when 

comparing the age groups from the District and Gallup/Kappan 

surveys, the largest age group for the Gallup/Kappan was the 

30-49 group. 

The fact that more of the 50 & over age group voted 

"no" than "yes" is also to be expected. Many of these 

people are on fixed incomes and are worried about increases 

in taxes, a point several made when providing their reasons 
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for voting "no". Also, many feel that their obligations for 

educating the young ended with their own offspring. They 

feel the parents of today's school-age children should be 

responsible for providing many of the "extras" that the 

schools are being expected to provide. This feeling is 

evident in their concern about getting rid of the frills and 

getting back to the basics. 

Table 16 - Number of District respondents indicating each 
voting behavior by level of education. 

voting Behavior 
Level of Total Yes If Yes NoDecision No If No 
Education 

Advanced 17 8 4 0 4 1 

College 430 171 70 23 110 56 

Trade 6 3 0 0 2 1 

High School 139 37 27 5 47 23 

Elementary 6 1 1 0 2 2 

Totals 598 220 102 28 165 83 

Table 16 presents information about the educational 

level of the respondents from each voting group. The table 

shows very clearly that the respondents in the present study 

are well-educated, as 430 indicated their level of education 

is college. However, one caution in interpreting these data 

needs to be made. A respondent checking the category of 
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"college" might mean that he/she attended college; it does 

not necessarily mean that the respondent is a college 

graduate. Even with that cautionary note, it is apparent 

that the overwhelming majority (99%) of these respondents 

have at least a high school education. This is slightly 

higher than the Gallup/Kappan sample where 92% of the 

respondents had a high school education or better. 

More of the respondents from the college group 

indicated they had voted (171) or would have voted (70) for 

the override than against it (110 no, 56 would have voted 

no). On the other hand, more respondents from the high 

school group indicated they had voted "no" (47) than "yes" 

(37), but more said they "would have voted yes" (27) than 

"would have voted no" (23). Overall, the high school 

respondents are spread evenly across the voting groups, 

which is not true for the college group. The advanced 

degree group had the highest percentage (47.1%) voting for 

the measure, but only 17 respondents were in this group. 

The largest occupational group, as shown in Table 17, 

is the business and professional group which seems logical 

given the educational level of the respondents. More 

respondents from this group indicated they voted "yes" (141) 

than "no" (73). However, respondents who indicated they had 

not voted were about evenly split as to how they would have 
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voted. Fifty said they "would have voted yes", and 46 said 

they "would have cast a no" vote. 

Table 17 - Number of District respondents indicating each 
voting behavior by occupation. 

voting Behavior 
occupation Total* Yes If Yes NoDecision No If No 
Business/ 
Professional 321 141 50 11 73 46 

Clerical 27 10 7 1 4 5 

Sales 13 1 4 1 3 4 

Manual Labor 26 6 3 3 5 9 

Nonlabor Force 27 8 4 3 5 7 

Farm/Ranch 4 3 0 1 0 0 

Retired 133 37 20 2 61 13 

Other 116 34 29 11 29 13 

*Some respondents checked more than one category 

The second largest occupational group was retired 

(133) . Among those who said they were retired, 37 indicated 

they had voted "yes" and 61 indicated they had voted "no". 

Of the 35 who indicated they had not voted, 20 said they 

"would have voted yes". If the "yes" groups are added 

together, the numbers equal 57; when the same is done with 

the "no" groups, they total 74. The difference in these 

numbers seems lower than one might predict as it is 

generally assumed that the retired citizens oppose local 
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school financial issues because of the proposed increases in 

taxes. 

Interestingly, even though increases in taxes seem a 

concern among the 50 & over age group, it might not be as 

true for the retired as it is for the working members of 

that age group. The wide interval for this age group might 

mask differences within the group that become apparent when 

the data are disaggregated. For example, when the voting 

responses were calculated separately for retired vs. working 

members of the 50 & over group, it was found that 44% of the 

retired, but only 36% of the working respondents indicated 

"yes" or "if yes". 

Information about the respondent's race yielded little 

usable data for comparing voting responses. Among the 597 

respondents who provided race information, 579 were white 

and 18 were nonwhite, resulting in a distribution of 

respondents across the race groups too unbalanced for 

further analysis. 

As shown in Table 18, more females (360) than males 

(253) indicated they had voted. Furthermore, females 

reported they voted "yes" by larger margins than males. One 

hundred forty one or 39.2% of the females said they voted 

"yes", and 81 or 22.5% said they voted "no". In contrast, 

an almost equal number of males reported they voted "yes" 

(82) as reported they voted "no" (84). Among the nonvoting 
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females, 70 or 19.4% indicated they "would have voted yes", 

and 49 or 13.6% indicated they "would have voted no". 

Approximately the same number of nonvoting males indicated 

they "would have voted yes" (38) as indicated they "would 

have voted no" (39), consistent with the male voters. 

Table 18 - Number of District respondents indicating each 
voting behavior by gender. 

voting Behavior 
Gender Total Yes If Yes NoDecision No If No 
Female 360 141 70 19 81 49 

Male 253 82 38 10 84 39 

Both* 19 5 1 0 10 3 

Total 632 228 109 29 175 91 

*Some respondents indicated that responses were appropriate 
for both members of a couple. 

Table 19 compares females and males with children to 

females and males without children. Females without 

children outnumber females with children by a margin of 

approximately two to one. For the males, the margin of 

those without children to those with children is almost 

three to one. Females with children are more likely to vote 

than their male counterparts, but it appears both will vote 

"yes" when they do vote. Females without children were 

about evenly split between the "yes" (64) and "no" (66) 

voting groups. Males without children reported they voted 
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"no" (66) more frequently than "yes" (46). Among the 

nonvoters, more females without children indicated they 

"would have voted yes" (52) than "would have voted no" (39); 

however, nonvoting males without children were about evenly 

divided as to how they would have voted. From the data 

reported in Tables 18 and 19, it is clear that females with 

children are a good group to target for support of an 

override election, albeit not numerous enough to ensure 

likely passage. 

Table 19 - Number of District respondents indicating each 
voting behavior by gender and whether they have children in 
District's schools. 

voting Behavior 
Group Total Yes If Yes NoDecision No If No 
Females 

with children 111 74 15 1 12 9 

no children 238 64 52 17 66 39 

Male 

with children 62 35 8 2 12 5 

no children 180 46 29 8 66 31 

Total 591 219 104 28 156 84 

Final Exploratory Multiple Regression Analyses 

Multiple regression analyses were conducted with both 

voting behavior variables being used as dependent variables. 
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These analyses sought an answer to the questions: "Can one 

predict from voter demographics who will vote in a 

maintenance and operations override election?" and "Can one 

predict from voter demographics who will approve a 

maintenance and operations override?" 

Table 20 - Correlations (R), squared correlations (R-sq), 
and level of significance (p) for selected predictors of 
voting behavior. 

Voted or Not AImroved or Not 
Predictor R R-sq p R R-sq p 

Age .177 .0313 .0003 .314 .0985 .0001 

Children .155 .0241 .0006 .276 .0761 .0001 

Education .078 .0061 .2954 .109 .0118 .0669 

Gender .040 .0016 .6355 .146 .0214 .0025 

Home Ownership .298 .0886 .0001 .120 .0143 .0127 

All 5 predictors .339 .1146 .0001 .383 .1466 .0001 

The dependent variable for the first analysis shown in 

Table 20 is whether the respondent voted or did not vote. 

The dependent variable for the second analysis is how the 

respondent voted or would have voted; for this variable, 

those voting yes were combined with those indicating they 

would have voted yes, and those voting no were combined with 

those indicating they would have voted no. Both dependent 

variables are a group membership type of variable, and the 
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multiple regression analysis in this instance represents a 

discriminant analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). Thus, 

the "predictor" variables were used to show the extent to 

which they discriminate membership in a voting versus non

voting group or a voting yes versus voting no group. 

Table 20 presents the results of the squared 

correlations and the significance levels of the 

relationships for the predictors and for combinations of the 

predictors. Due to the large sample size, most of the 

relationships are significant. However, the magnitude of 

the prediction as indicated by the squared correlations is 

not very strong in most cases. The strongest single 

predictor of whether the respondent voted was home 

ownership; the strongest predictor of how the respondent 

voted was age. The square root of the squared correlation 

is often used to describe the strength of relationship, in 

the above cases the correlations are .30 and .31, 

respectively. Cohen (1988) considers a correlation of .24 

to represent a medium effect size and a correlation of .37 

to represent a large effect size. 

To interpret the correlation coefficient when 

percentages of dichotomous variables are around 50% (as in 

the case of override elections), Rosenthal (1984) emphasizes 

that the correlation directly approximates the difference in 

voting percentages for two groups. For example, the 
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correlation of .30 between home ownership and whether the 

respondent voted indicates that there is approximately a 30% 

difference in tendency to vote between homeowners and others 

in the sample. As can be calculated from the numbers in 

Table 9, 54% of the homeowners voted, but only 28% of those 

indicating they did not own their homes voted. Because 

these percentages represent important differences in 

elections, correlations of this magnitude may be of more 

interest in this context than in many analyses. 

Because the correlations are less informative than the 

tables giving voting behavior of respondents with various 

demographics, the major use of the multiple regression 

analyses was to establish statistical significance of the 

predictions. As indicated in Table 20, nearly all of the 

relationships differ significantly from zero. The 

exceptions are educational level and gender, which do not 

correlate with whether these people would vote, and 

education, which does not correlate with how these people 

voted. In Table 20 it can be seen that having children in 

the District's schools and age predict both criteria. 

overall, having knowledge of all these variables would allow 

prediction of both whether respondents would vote (r=.34) 

and how they would vote (r=.38) with a degree of accuracy 

that is statistically significant. 
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Followup Interviews 

The purpose of the followup telephone interviews was to 

triangulate, seeking any different or additional data, 

concerning the respondents' attitudes about the override 

issues. Each respondent was asked questions about two 

general topics: (1) If you were on the Governing Board, what 

would you do to improve education? Where would the money 

corne from? and (2) If you were a member of the County Board 

of Supervisors, what would you do to improve county 

government? Where would the money corne from? 

The sample for the telephone interviews was chosen from 

those who volunteered. The volunteers were grouped into 

four groups: (1) voters who said they voted "yes", (2) 

voters who said they voted "no", (3) nonvoters who said they 

"would have voted yes", and (4) nonvoters who said they 

"would have voted no". Seven members from each group were 

interviewed, for a total of 28 respondents. All of the 

interviews were audiotaped (with permission) and 

transcribed. The data were analyzed using content analysis 

procedures to generate the themes in the responses, as 

described earlier in this chapter. 

Improving communication was the predominant theme for 

the responses to the first topic. Half of those 

interviewed thought this was an area that needed improving. 

This finding is not surprising as approximately 9% of all of 
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the respondents to the questionnaire identified 

communication as a problem the District must solve. 

Interviewees whose co~nents focused on the communication 

theme thought the Governing Board should provide its patrons 

with more information about the District and be willing to 

listen to the patrons' concerns. Two interviewees suggested 

the District have Town Hall meetings to elicit public 

opinions about educational topics. 

As a group, those who were interviewed seemed convinced 

that the override was defeated because the voters did not 

have enough information. As one woman stated, 

"The override was defeated because the voters did not 

have enough information about how the money was going 

to be spent. It is not enough for the District to say 

'We need it', but they must outline the specifics of 

how the money is going to be used". 

Furthermore, the interviewees stated that schools should 

improve communication with parents and try to get them more 

involved in their children's education. 

Other responses to the first topic reflected themes 

identified from questions on the questionnaire. These 

themes were: (1) getting students more interested in 

learning, (2) putting less emphasis on extracurricular 

activities and more on classroom learning, (3) spending 

money more wisely, (4) reducing the number of 
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administrators, and (5) focusing on teaching the basics. 

Educating teachers about how to deal with the diverse needs 

of students was the only new theme that emerged from the 

interviews. All the other themes coexisted in other data. 

Interviewees were less willing to respond to the second 

topic than the first. This difference might be 

attributable to the fact that most people feel knowledgeable 

about schools because they have all been students. On the 

other hand, the interviewees acknowledged that they knew 

little about the County government and as a result, they 

seemed reluctant to offer suggestions for improving that 

body of government. Only 10 people offered suggestions; 

however, several again focused on communication issues. The 

following serve to illustrate: 

"The Board of Supervisors need to listen to all the 

people, not just the most vocal." 

"Special interest groups affect the Supervisors' 

decisions; they should listen to everyone." 

"They need to pay more attention to rural areas." 

"They need to make a strong effort to listen to 

everyone." 

The second part of each topic asked the interviewees to 

explain how their suggestions for improvement would be 

funded. Three themes emerged from the responses. Those who 

were interviewed believe that (1) through better fiscal 
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management suggested improvements can be made, (2) higher 

taxes are probably inevitable if the quality of the District 

and of the County are to be improved, and (3) changes in 

funding for the District and the County need to occur at the 

state and national levels. 

The purpose of asking questions about the two topics 

was to put voters' attitudes about schools in perspective 

with how they view other organizations. It is interesting 

to note that some of the interviewees f~lt that both the 

District and the county have similar communication problems. 

This group seems to view communication as a major problem of 

both organizations, and perhaps organizations in general. 

Therefore, one might conclude that the interviewees' 

perceptions of how the District and the County need to 

improve are quite similar. 

Summary of the Findings 

The wealth of information generated from the present 

study yielded numerous findings and trends. only the most 

salient are summarized in this section. A more complete 

summary is provided in Chapter 5. Each set of data for each 

question was based on the number of respondents who had 

provided information for that question. Therefore, a 

different number of total respondents is reported for most 

of the tables. Also, practical importance of the findings 

is emphasized rather than statistical significance, because 
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responses is significant. 
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Thirty four percent of the sampled respondents returned 

questionnaires with usable data. Overall, the respondents 

were more supportive than the general voters in supporting 

the override issues, as evidenced by the 230 respondents who 

indicated they had voted "yes" as compared to the 177 who 

indicated they had voted "no". Likewise, the nonvoters who 

indicated they "would have voted yes" (110) outnumbered 

those who indicated they "would have voted no" (91). 

The majority of the respondents who indicated they had 

voted "yes" or "would have voted yes" gave reasons for their 

voting behavior that concentrated on the themes of (1) more 

money is needed, (2) education is important, (3) the voter 

is personally affected, or (4) combinations of the three. 

The largest number of respondents from the voted "no" and 

"would have voted no"/groups provided reasons with the 

themes of (1) mismanagement, (2) no new taxes, (3) the 

District must live within the budget, and (4) no money 

needed/money is not the answer. Both those who voted and 

those who would have voted in a certain direction were 

consistent in the reasons for their voting decisions, and 

the reasons were consistent with their voting behavior. For 

example, no one said education was important and then voted 

"no". 



124 

Among all the factors influencing voting decisions, 

respondents from all the voting groups chose newspapers as 

being the most influential. Respondents from the "yes" 

groups indicated they were more influenced by family than by 

friends. The opposite was true of respondents from the "no" 

groups who indicated they were more influenced by friends 

than family. 

Several conclusions can be drawn about the relationship 

of two variables, parenthood and home ownership, with voting 

behavior. Respondents with children supported the override 

to a greater extent than those without children. However, 

there were considerably more respondents without children 

than with children. Furthermore, almost half of the 

respondents indicated they had never had children attend 

District schools. The latter group not only votes 

frequently, but also tends to vote "no". A large majority 

of the respondents own their homes. Nonhomeowners tended to 

vote "yes" by a larger margin than homeowners; however, 

nonhomeowners are not as likely to vote as homeowners, and 

they comprised a very small percentage of the sample. 

Respondents' answers to two questions from the 22nd 

Annual Gallup/Kappan Poll and the District survey were 

compared. Results from the first question, asking 

respondents to grade the schools in their communities, 

showed that a larger percentage of the District parents 
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awarded their schools an A or a B than parents in the 

Gallup/Kappan Poll. However, District respondents without 

children in the schools awarded fewer As and Bs than non 

parents from the Gallup/Kappan. When comparing District 

respondents across voting groups, "yes" voters gave the 

District schools the most As, and were the only group to 

award no Fs. The largest number of District respondents 

gave the schools a B or a C. 

Results from the second question, asking respondents to 

identify problems the schools in their communities were 

facing, indicated that the percentages for many of the 

identified problems were very similar for both surveys. The 

problems on which the two groups of respondents differed the 

most significantly were: (1) use of drugs, (2) lack of 

discipline, (3) poor curriculum/poor standards, and (4) 

communication. Because the labels for the problems come 

from the Gallup/Kappan Poll and are not grounded in the 

District data, data coded with the themes and categories for 

the District are more meaningful than those bearing the 

Gallup/Kappan labels. Comparing such data across voting 

groups showed that the largest percentage of "yes" and "no" 

voters identified problems as being more school-related than 

society-related. The most frequently identified school

related problems were: (1) mismanagement, (2) need to return 

to the basics, (3) need to add new programs, and (4) teacher 
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ineffectiveness. "Yes" voters more than the "no" voters 

were willing to acknowledge that many of the critical 

problems are society-related and cannot be solved by the 

schools alone. Society-related problems most frequently 

mentioned were: (1) drugs, (2) inadequate funding, and (3) 

dysfunctional families. 

Demographic comparisons of age, educational level, 

occupation, race, and gender were made across voting groups. 

The largest number of voters were from the 50 & over age 

group, and the smallest from the 18-29 age group. The most 

supportive group was the 30-49 age group, and the 50 & over 

group had the highest percentage voting against the 

override. All of the respondents were fairly well-educated 

with 99% having at least a high school education. The 

college group had the most members, and the advanced group 

had the highest percentage voting for the measure. The 

largest occupational group among the respondents was 

business/professional. More of this group indicated they 

had voted "yes" or "would have voted yes" than indicated 

they voted "no" or "would have voted no". The second 

largest group of respondents were retirees, and the largest 

percentage of that group voted "no". However, when the 

retired group data were disaggregated by age, the retired 50 

& over were more supportive than the working 50 & over. 

There were no usable data for race because all but 18 out of 
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the 597 respondents were white. For the variable of gender, 

more women indicated they had voted than males, and the 

largest percentage of females reported they had voted "yes" 

or "would have voted yes". Almost an equal number of males 

reported they had voted "yes" as "no". Both females and 

males without children outnumber females and males with 

children. Females with children are more likely to vote 

than their male counterparts, but both vote "yes" when they 

vote. Females without children were almost evenly 

distributed between the "yes" and "no" groups, but their 

male counterparts voted "no" more frequently than "yes". 

From the multiple regression analyses, the strongest 

single predictor of whether the respondent had voted was 

home ownership. The strongest predictor of how the 

respondent would vote was age. 

The 28 respondents who were interviewed by telephone 

provided responses to questions concerning recommendations 

for the District and the County. The themes of the 

interviewees' responses were similar to the themes in the 

questionnaire data. Only one response focused on a new 

theme: educating teachers about student diversity. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter summarizes the study and its findings and 

offers implications and recommendations for consideration. 

Included are the (1) restatement of the purpose for the 

study, (2) related research, (3) design and procedures, (4) 

analysis of the data and findings, and (5) conclusions, 

policy/practice implications, and recommendations. 

Restatement of the Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to examine the attitudes 

and characteristics of voters and nonvoters in a school 

district maintenance and operations budget override 

election. Of particular interest were the (1) reasons 

voters gave for voting "yes" or voting "no", and nonvoters 

gave for "would have voted yes" or "would have voted no", 

(2) factors voters chose as influencing their voting 

decisions, (3) relationship between having children 

currently enrolled in the District's schools and voting 

response, (4) relationship between home ownership and voting 

response, (5) relationship between the vote cast and the 

grade assigned to District schools, (6) relationship between 

problems identified as affecting the schools and voting 

response, (7) comparisons of voter demographics and socio

economic status (SES) for voting groups, and (8) predictor 
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variables for voting or not voting and for voting "yes" or 

"no". 

Related Research 

Research relevant to this study addressed the problem of 

declining voter support for public education as reflected by 

voters' increasing reluctance to provide additional 

financial support through school financial elections. 

Theories of voting behavior provided the background for 

understanding divergent interpretations and explanations of 

participation patterns in school financial elections. 

studies that have examined the relationship of parental 

status and home ownership with voting behavior were of 

particular interest, as were those that scrutinized the 

demographic and SES variables that are the best predictors 

of voting behavior. Findings from these studies contributed 

useful insights for constructing the questionnaire for the 

present study. 

The literature on strategies for winning school 

financial elections provided an explanatory framework for 

the approaches school districts have used to convince 

patrons (1) to vote and (2) to give approval. Discussion of 

the methods for disseminating information to voters was 

helpful in gathering data about voting influences from 

District respondents. 
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Results from the 22nd Annual Gallup/Kappan Poll were 

the basis for comparing responses from District respondents 

with those from a national sample. By comparing the data 

from the Poll's questions about grading the public schools 

and problems all public schools are facing, it was possible 

to draw conclusions about the typicality of the study's 

respondent sample and their attitudes toward the District's 

schools. 

Design and Procedures 

The study was a descriptive survey, consisting of both 

mailed questionnaires and telephone interviews, conducted in 

April 1990, approximately six weeks after the District's 

maintenance and operations budget override election had 

failed. Two thousand registered voters from five precincts 

that had percentages of registered voters that equalled or 

surpassed the District average (22%) were selected for the 

sample. within each selected precinct, a stratified sample 

of registered voters were identified as being either voters 

or nonvoters. A random starting point was chosen on the 

voter registration list with every other voter and every 

third nonvoter selected for the sample. 

Each member of the sample was sent a three-page 

questionnaire that consisted of (1) ten questions, each 

derived from a specific finding or conclusion in a previous 

study, and (2) a section on voter demographics. A letter, 
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explaining the purpose of the study, and a numbered ticket 

for two chances to win $500 accompanied each questionnaire. 

After the period of eligibility for the drawing had passed, 

an additional 109 voters from a sixth precinct were sent 

identical questionnaires and letters, with no reference to a 

drawing and with no tickets included. The purpose of 

surveying a sixth precinct was to determine the ticket's 

effect on the response rate. In addition to the 

questionnaire, telephone interviews were conducted with 

volunteers from the sample. Interviewees were asked to 

respond to two general questions about improving (1) 

education in the District schools and (2) County government. 

The response rate was calculated for voters and 

nonvoters, and the response rates for each precinct were 

calculated and compared with voting percentages. Data were 

analyzed by voting groups: (1) voters who said they had 

voted "yes", (2) voters who said they had voted "no", 

( 3 ) nonvoters who said they "would have voted yes" , 

(4) nonvoters who said they "would have voted no", and 

(5) nonvoters who said they "did not know how they would 

have voted". Tabulations of responses to each choice-type 

question and each demographic and SES category were made, 

and cross tabulations were examined for patterns of 

responses. Content analyses were conducted on the responses 

to open-ended questions and to the data obtained from the 
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phone interviews. Multiple regression analyses were used to 

determine the extent to which voting behavior can be 

predicted from other variables in the data set. 

Analysis of the Data and the Findings 

General Findings 

The general findings and trends regarding the 

characteristics and voting behavior of the respondents are 

as follows: 

1. Of the 1,882 questionnaires delivered to patrons in 

five precincts, 34% were returned with usable data. A total 

of 14% of the mailed questionnaires were returned as 

undeliverable, indicating that the County's list of 

registered voters contained names of people who did not live 

at the addresses given on the list. 

2. The response rates varied from 26.7% to 41.5% across 

the precincts, and were quite different for voters than for 

nonvoters. The response rates varied across the precincts 

from 40% to 60.9% for voters and from 20.6% to 26.5% for 

nonvoters, indicating a consistently higher response rate 

from voters. 

3. Some discrepancies were found between voting 

information provided by the County Recorder's Office and the 

registered voters. Forty questionnaires which had been sent 

to patrons who had not been on the voting list were returned 

with an indication the respondent had voted. There were 
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also three questionnaires that had been sent to patrons 

whose names were on the voter list that were returned with 

an indication that the respondent had voted. Two plausible 

explanations for these discrepancies are that voting errors 

occurred in the voting list or that someone other than the 

intended recipient responded to the questionnaire. 

4. There is no statistical evidence to suggest that the 

inclusion of a ticket for two chances to win $500, used as 

an incentive to increase the response rate, induced 

responses. The response rates in a sixth precinct, where no 

ticket was used as an incentive, were not significantly 

different for either voters or nonvoters from response rates 

in the comparison precinct. 

5. Overall, the respondents were more supportive of the 

override issues than the general voters had been. Among the 

408 respondents who marked that they had voted, 230 (56.4%) 

indicated they had voted for the override, and 177 (43.4%) 

indicated that they had voted against the override. Among 

the 232 respondents who reported that they had not voted, 

110 (47.4%) indicated that they would have voted for the 

issue, and 91 (39.2%) indicated they would have voted 

against it. The remaining 31 (13.4%) who did not vote 

reported that they were uncertain how they would have voted. 

Among the respondents to the questionnaire who indicated a 



position for or against the override, 44% were opposed 

whereas in the election 54% had voted against it. 
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6. Both those who voted and those who would have voted 

in a certain direction offered reasons that were consistent 

with their voting decisions. 

7. Telephone interviewees' responses to questions about 

improving the District and county government had themes 

similar to the themes obtained from the responses to the 

open-ended questions in the questionnaires. 

8. Not all of the respondents answered every question 

or provided all of the information requested on the 

questionnaire. Therefore, each set of data was based on the 

number of respondents who provided information for a 

specific question. 

9. Practical importance of the findings is emphasized 

rather than statistical significance, because with the large 

sample size, even a small difference in responses is 

significant. 

10. All comments were from registered voters and 

reflect the attitudes and characteristics of that sample 

rather than those of all the District patrons. 

Besides the general findings there were eight specific 

investigations (research questions) that identified the 

attitudes and characteristics of the voters and nonvoters. 
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The following gives a summary of each area, the methods used 

to analyze the data, and the findings and trends. 

Reasons for voting behavior 

The first analysis used content analysis procedures to 

code and identify the themes and categories for the voters' 

reasons for supporting or opposing the override. Because 

the reasons for voting "yes" are very different from the 

reasons for voting "no", content analyses for the themes 

were done separately for those approving the override and 

those opposing it. Categories were the basis for coding 

when the comment was the unit of analysis, and the themes 

were the basis for coding when the respondent was the unit 

of analysis. 

Over 90% of the respondents who indicated they had 

voted "yes" or "would have voted yes" gave reasons for their 

behavior that concentrated on the themes of (1) more money 

is needed, (2) education is important, (3) voter is 

personally affected, or (4) combinations of the three. Both 

groups mentioned "more money is needed" as the most popular 

reason for an affirmative vote, with "education is 

important" as the next most popular. Respondents espousing 

the "more money is needed" theme believe education is poorly 

funded, and those offering the "education is important" 

theme view education as a community responsibility. The 

respondents who combined ~hese two themes gave both reasons. 
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The finding that many supporters consider education to be a 

community responsibility is consistent with the recurrent 

finding in earlier studies that voters who have strong 

community ties are likely to support school issues (Agger & 

Goldstein, 1971; Boskoff & Zeigler, 1964; Carter, 1960; 

Fish, 1964; Mahan, 1968; McKelvey, 1966; Wilson & Banfield, 

1971). 

Respondents' explanatory reasons for the theme that 

"more money is needed" were separated into seven categories, 

with the category that "in general, education is poorly 

funded" having the highest percentage of responses (19.6%). 

Responses categorized as "for override's benefits" accounted 

for 13.9% of the responses, and "to ensure quality" for 

8.7%. 

Over 70% of the "no" and "would have voted no" 

respondents provided reasons congruent with a set of themes 

of: (1) mismanagement, (2) no new taxes, (3) live within the 

budget, and (4) no money needed/money is not the answer. 

Voters in the "no" response groups contended that there is 

enough money for education without a tax increase if there 

were not District mismanagement of present funds and 

resources. These respondents tended to be critical of the 

way schools operate and suggested that schools need to be 

more efficient and to learn to "live within their budget". 
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The respondents' most common explanations for believing 

there is mismanagement were categorized as the "general 

waste of existing money and resources" and the "wrong 

spending priorities". Respondents who cited "poor quality 

of education" as their reason for voting "no" expressed 

concern about program offerings and unsatisfactory student 

outcomes. They emphasized that teaching the basics should 

be a top priority and seemed concerned about accountability 

as it applies to educational financing and achievement 

outcomes. 

Factors Influencing voting Decisions 

For the second question, voter responses were compared 

across voting groups by frequency. Of all the factors 

influencing voting decisions, respondents from all the 

voting groups chose newspaper reports as being the most 

influential. Finding that the media is viewed as a major 

source for influencing voters confirms a view held by many 

educators (Wegenke & Smith, 1983). The respondents who 

indicated they had voted "yes" seemed to be more influenced 

by family than by friends. The opposite was true of those 

who indicated they had voted "no". The "would have voted 

yes" group followed the same pattern as the "yes" group. 

There were no differences in the family and friend 

categories among the "would have voted no" respondents. 

Approximately 25% of all the respondents (but nearly 50% of 
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the nonvoters) indicated their vote was influenced by TV 

coverage of the override election even though there was no 

information broadcast locally about this District. 

Significantly more nonvoters (106) than voters (64) 

indicated they were influenced by TV, supporting a finding 

that the heaviest TV viewers are considered the least likely 

to vote (Rust, Bajaj, & Haley, 1984). Among the 31 

respondents who indicated they did not know how they would 

have voted, eight stated they did not vote because of 

insufficient information about the election and/or the 

issues. This finding is consistent with a suggestion by 

Newman and Bull (1985) that some voters will not vote when 

they feel they lack information to make an ~nformed 

decision. 

Parental status and Voting Response 

The third area of exploration looked at the 

relationship between parental status and voting response. 

Voter responses were compared across voting groups by 

frequency. Combining results for voters and nonvoters who 

indicated how they would have voted indicates that parents 

(146 yes to 40 no) vote very differently from nonparents 

(193 yes to 213 no), a difference with a chi-square 

significant at p <.001. It is clear that respondents with 

children currently enrolled in District schools supported 

the override to a greater extent than those without 
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children. Furthermore, parents of former District attenders 

tended to vote in favor of the override and were likely to 

vote. However, there were considerably more respondents 

without children than with children, and almost half of the 

total respondents indicated they had never had children 

attend District schools. There were 304 respondents in this 

subset, and they tended to vote (173 to 131) and to vote no 

(94 to 79) when they voted. The results on parental status 

support the conclusion of other researchers. Voters with 

school age children are more likely to support school 

financial issues than voters without children (Carter & 

Ruggels, 1966; Fish, 1964; Gallup, 1972; Hatley, 1970; 

Heitzeg, 1987; King, 1963; Schoonhoven & Patterson, 1966; 

Smith, 1964: Tebbutt, 1968). 

Home Ownership and Voting Response 

The fourth area of inquiry focused on the relationship 

between home ownership and voting response. Voter responses 

were compared across voting groups by frequency. An 

overwhelming number of respondents, 522 out of 616 or 84.7%, 

own their own homes. Over 70% of the 522 homeowners voted. 

Two hundred and three or 38.9% voted "yes", and 164 or 31.4% 

voted "no". Approximately 27% of those not owning homes 

voted. Of the 94 who did not own their homes, 22 or 23.4 % 

voted "yes", and only 4 or 4.3% voted "no". These 

differences in voting percentages follow a reported trend 



that property owners are more likely to vote in school 

financial elections than nonproperty owners (Allen, 1985; 

Ritter, 1980; Scott, 1985). 
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Combining the "yes" and "would have voted yes" votes 

and also combining the "no" and "would have voted no" votes 

for comparison across homeowners and nonhomeowners, the 

percentages are significantly different (p =.01). This 

result seems to support a finding of smith (1964) and 

McKelvey (1966) that renters are more likely than homeowners 

to vote in favor of school financial issues; however, many 

of those not owning homes fail to vote at all. Therefore, 

looking at the responses of just those who voted supports an 

earlier finding that there is no statistical relationship 

between home ownership and voting for or against a school 

financial election (Cooper, 1967; Hicks, 1967; Ritter, 1980; 

Tebbutt, 1968; Wentzel, 1964). 

Grade Assigned District Schools and voting Response 

For the fifth research question, the grades that the 

District respondents gave to their local schools were 

compared to the grades that respondents from the 22nd Annual 

Gallup/Kappan Poll gave to their schools. In the 

Gallup/Kappan Poll, 45% of the total respondents awarded 

their schools an A or a B. This percentage compares to 47% 

in the present study, suggesting that the opinions from this 

study's respondents about the District schools are similar 
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to those of the national sample towards their schools. 

Parents in the District tend to rate their schools higher 

(68% awarded an A or a B) than the parents in the national 

survey (49%), while nonparents in the District awarded fewer 

As and Bs (37%) than nonparents in the Gallup/Kappan Poll 

(43%). This discrepancy is interpreted as suggesting that 

the better the respondents know the District the more 

favorably they rate it. 

A second part of the analysis of grades compared the 

District respondents across voting groups. "Yes" voters 

gave the District the most As and were the only group to 

award no Fs. Over 96% of this group gave the schools a 

grade no lower than a C. Respondents who indicated they 

"would have voted yes" gave the second highest set of grades 

with over 91% awarding the District a grade of a C or 

better. Among those respondents who indicated they "would 

have voted no", over 67% graded the District as deserving at 

least a C. The least positive group was those who voted 

"no" with approximately 62% awarding the District a C or 

better. Both of the "no" groups had almost identical 

percentages (11.3% and 11.4%) of respondents who felt the 

District schools were failing. 

'Problems Identified and voting Response 

The sixth area of exploration compared the problems 

that the District respondents feel the District is facing 
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with those identified by the Gallup/Kappan respondents. 

Responses from the District were categorized using the 

Gallup/Kappan themes. Percentages for many of the 

identified problems were very similar for both surveys; 

however, the analysis for this study focused on the major 

differences between the two surveys. The problems over 

which the two groups differed the most significantly were: 

(1) use of drugs, (2) lack of discipline, (3) poor 

curriculum/poor standards, and (4) communication. Use of 

drugs was the problem identified by the largest percentage 

(38%) of respondents for the Gallup/Kappan Poll. A much 

lower percentage (13%) of the District respondents 

considered drugs a concern. Nineteen percent of the 

Gallup/Kappan survey expressed concern about discipline, but 

only 6% of the District respondents mentioned discipline as 

being a problem. The problem of poor curriculum/poor 

standards was identified by 8% in the Gallup/Kappan survey, 

and by 19% in the District survey. One percent of the 

Gallup/Kappan respondents felt communications is a problem, 

while 9% of the District respondents did. 

Besides comparing the District responses with the 

Gallup/Kappan results, the District data were analyzed using 

content analysis procedures. The responses were tallied 

into percentages of themes for each respondent and 

percentages of categories for each response/problem 
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identified by a respondent. Three themes emerged from the 

content analysis: (1) school-related, (2) society-related, 

and (3) school/society. Comparing responses across voting 

groups showed that the largest percentage of all voting 

groups identified problems as being more school-related than 

society-related. The most frequently identified school

related problems were: (1) mismanagement (20.5%), (2) need 

to return to the basics (10.8%), (3) need to add new 

programs (9.7%), and (4) teacher effectiveness (9.7%). 

"Yes" voters more than "no" voters were willing to 

acknowledge that many of the critical problems are society

related and cannot be solved by the schools alone. Society

related problems with the highest percentages were: (1) 

drugs/alcohol (14.7%), (2) inadequate funding (11.6%), and 

(3) dysfunctional families (11.4%). 

Comparisons of Voter Demographics and SES for Voting Groups 

For the seventh question, data on age, education, 

occupation, gender, and race were compared across voting 

groups with frequencies compiled for each group. The 

categories that the respondents used in providing 

demographic data were the same as those used in the 

Gallup/Kappan Poll. The largest number (195) of voters were 

from the 50 & over age group, and the smallest (17) from the 

18-29 age group. The finding that most voters were from the 

50 & over group is consistent with the overall voting record 
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of this age group (Edinger, 1985). The most supportive age 

group was the 30-49, with 68.7% indicating they had voted 

"yes" or "would have voted yes". The 50 & over group had 

the highest percentage voting against the measure or 

indicating they "would have voted no" (58.8%). Respondents 

from the 18-29 age group were more positive than negative 

with 30.4% indicating they had voted "yes" or "would have 

voted yes" and 26.8% indicating they had voted "no" or 

"would have voted no". 

All of the respondents were fairly well-educated with 

99% having at least a high school education. The college 

group had the most members (430), and more of them voted for 

the measure (171) than against it (110). Among the 

nonvoters, 70 said they "would have voted yes" as compared 

to 56 who said they "would have voted no". The advanced 

degree group had the highest percentage voting for the 

measure (47.1%), but there were only 17 in this group. This 

result is similar to earlier findings that the higher a 

voter's educational level, the more likely he/she will 

support a school financial election (Hahn & Almy, 1971; 

Hatley, 1971; McKelvey, 1966; Schoonhoven & Patterson, 1966; 

Tebbutt, 1968; Wilson & Banfield, 1971). More respondents 

from the high school group indicated they had voted "no" 

(47) than "yes" (37), but more said they "would have voted 

yes" (27) than "would have voted no" (23). 
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The occupational group with the largest membership was 

the business/professional (321). More respondents from this 

group indicated they had voted "yes" (141) than "no" (73). 

However, nonvoters were about evenly split as to how they 

would have voted. The second largest group of respondents 

were from the retired group. Although the largest 

percentage of that group indicated that they had voted "no" 

or "would have voted no" (55.6%) as expected, 42.9% 

indicated they had voted "yes" or "would have voted yes". 

These voting differences are not as great as might be 

expected and lend support to the claim that a relatively 

affluent and educated aging population will support local 

educational referenda (Button & Rosenbaum, 1989). The wide 

range of ages found within the retired group might be 

masking differences that become apparent when the data are 

disaggregated. When voting responses were calculated 

separately for retired vs. working members of the 50 & over 

group, 44% of the retired but only 36% of the working 

respondents indicated they had voted "yes" or "would have 

voted yes". 

For the variable of gender, more women (360) indicated 

they had voted than men (253), and women were more 

supportive of the override. While approximately 39% of the 

females reported that they had voted "yes", 32.4% males 

indicated they had voted for the measure. Among the 
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nonvoters, 19.4% of the females and 15% of the males 

indicated they "would have voted yes". Both females and 

males without children outnumber those who have children. 

Females with children are more likely to vote than their 

male counterparts, but both will vote "yes" when they vote. 

Females without children were about evenly split between the 

"yes" (64) and "no" (66) voting groups. Males without 

children reported they voted "no" (66) more frequently than 

"yes" (46). Among the nonvoters, more females without 

children indicated "they would have voted yes" (52) than 

"no" (39); however, nonvoting males without children were 

about evenly divided as to how they would have voted. 

Information about race yielded little usable data for 

comparing voting responses. Among the 597 respondents who 

provided race information, 579 were white and 18 were 

nonwhite, resulting in a hugely unbalanced distribution of 

respondents across the race groups. 

Predictor Variables for voting 

The final inquiry focused on the best predictors for 

voting behaviors. Multiple regression analyses were 

conducted using the voting behaviors of (1) voting/not 

voting and (2) voting for/against as the dependent 

variables. The major use of the multiple regression 

analyses was to establish statistical significance of the 

predictions. The strongest single predictor of whether the 
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respondent voted was horne ownership; the strongest predictor 

of how the respondent voted was age. 

Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions, based on the analysis of the 

data, are limited to the study population. 

1. Overall, the respondents are more supportive of the 

override issues than the general voters. Such a finding is 

often attributed to respondents' tendency to give socially 

desirable answers; however, there was a noticeable 

consistency within questionnaires that provides reason to 

believe they were more supportive. A more likely 

explanation for the finding is that those voters returning 

questionnaires are more supportive of the override than 

those voters not returning them. 

2. The majority of the respondents who indicated they 

had voted "yes" or "would have voted yes" believe that 

providing quality education is extremely important and is 

everyone's responsibility. They contend more money is 

needed because education is poorly funded. 

3. The majority of the respondents who indicated they 

had voted "no" or "would have voted no" believe there is 

enough money for education without a tax increase if there 

were no mismanagement of present funds and resources. These 

respondents tend to be critical of the way schools operate 
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and suggest that the District be more efficient and learn to 

"live within their budget". 

4. Media (newspapers and TV) influences voters even 

when the information is not about their own school district. 

5. The voting behavior of "no" voters seems to be 

influenced more by their friends than by their families. 

The opposite is true of the "yes" voters. And "yes" voters 

are more often currently or previously parents (and thus, 

have a "family" interest in the District). 

6. Information sent by individual schools and the 

District are not viewed by the respondents as being as 

influential as other sources. This is consistent with state 

law, which dictates that the District can only distribute 

"informational" statements, not persuasive campaign 

information. 

7. Not having enough information to make an informed 

decision is the reason that many of the nonvoters gave for 

either not voting or not knowing how they would have voted. 

8. Parents who currently have children enrolled in 

District schools vote "yes" when they vote, but they do not 

vote in large numbers, and their total number among District 

residents is decreasing. 

9. Parents of former District attenders are likely to 

vote "yes". 
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10. Almost half of the respondents have never had 

children attend District schools, and more nonparents tend 

to vote "no" than "yes". 

11. More homeowners than nonhomeowners tend to vote. 

12. A larger percentage of renters than homeowners tend 

to vote "yes", but many of these nonhomeowners do not vote. 

13. Parents whose children attend District schools rate 

their schools higher on the average than did the parents in 

the 22nd Annual Gallup/Kappan Poll. 

14. Nonparents in the District give fewer As and Bs 

than nonparents in the Gallup/Kappan Poll. 

15. Most of the respondents who supported the override 

rate the District schools as deserving a C or better. 

16. Respondents who opposed the override award lower 

grades than the supporters, but more give the District a 

passing grade than a failing grade. 

17. District respondents seem less concerned about 

drugs and discipline than the respondents from the 

Gallup/Kappan Poll, but more concerned about poor 

curriculum/poor standards, mismanagement of funds/programs, 

and communication. 

18. Respondents from all voting groups view the 

problems that the District faces as being more school

related than society-related; however, those who voted "yes" 

or "would have voted yes" also acknowledge that many of the 
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problems are society-related and cannot be solved solely by 

the schools. 

19. The largest percentage of respondents consider 

mismanagement to be the most serious school-related problem 

and drugs/alcohol the most serious society-related problem. 

20. More respondents from the 50 & over age group vote 

than from the other age groups. 

21. Respondents from the 50 & over group are the most 

likely to vote "no", and the 30-49 age group are the most 

likely to vote "yes". 

22. As the respondents' education levels increase, so 

does their inclination to vote "yes". 

23. The business/professional occupational group is the 

most inclined to vote "yes". 

24. Retired members of the 50 & over group are more 

likely to vote "yes" than the working 50 & over members. 

25. Females are more likely to vote than males and to 

vote "yes" by larger margins. 

26. Female and males with children tend to vote "yes". 

27. Female voters without children show no significant 

differences for voting preferences, but female nonvoters 

without children claim they would be supportive if they 

voted. 
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28. Male voters without children tend to vote "no", but 

male nonvoters without children indicate no voting 

preference when reporting how they would have voted. 

29. The strongest single predictor of whether a 

respondent will vote is horne ownership. 

30. The strongest predictor of how the respondent will 

vote is age. 

31. Telephone interviewees are more willing to make 

suggestions for improving the District than for the county. 

32. District respondents tend to give similar answers 

to questions regardless of the method used to collect 

responses (i.e., telephone interviews or questionnaires). 

Policy/Practice Implications 

The conclusions from this study suggest some 

implications for District administrators, the Governing 

Board, teachers, parents, and others interested in the 

passage of override elections. 

1. There is a core of people within the District who 

support the passage of override elections. These people 

have a strong commitment to quality education and are 

willing to pay for it. They tend to be parents of children 

currently attending District schools or parents of former 

District attenders. This core seems to be the group to 

target for support in override elections. However, members 

of this core are outnumbered by the patrons who have never 
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had children attend District schools. This latter group is 

growing in number and needs to be convinced that supporting 

overrides is crucial for ensuring quality education. It is 

critical to maximize the voting percentages of these groups, 

without publicly offending other groups. 

2. Communication concerns among District patrons need 

to be addressed. There seems to be a need for District 

officials to aggressively and broadly disseminate more 

information about why additional money is needed, how 

current override money is being spent, and general fiscal 

management. Patrons seem to need more information about 

curricular offerings and proof that what the students are 

learning is worth the money being spent, thus broad ongoing 

celebration of the District's academic successes/ 

accomplishments would be warranted. More registered voters 

might vote if they feel they can make informed decisions, 

and there is reason to believe that the more voters know 

about a district the more they will lend support. Parents 

whose children attend District schools probably know more 

about schools than nonparents, and parents award the schools 

higher grades than nonparents. Because there is no 

provision in the state law to prohibit the District from 

disseminating persuasive literature and conducting an 

aggressive campaign before an election is planned, vigorous 

attempts should be made to secure public support. 
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3. Methods for disseminating information need to be 

studied. The general media seems to have a strong effect on 

voters (In this study, this factor is the least 

"controllable" from the District's perspective because 

coverage in the City naturally centers around its largest 

and most troubled district). District patrons need to hear 

and read information about and from their own district 

rather than be negatively influenced by information about 

surrounding districts. 

4. The majority of the respondents graded the schools 

as deserving a C or better, which seems to indicate that 

they believe the schools are doing at least a satisfactory 

job of educating students. The respondents do not view the 

District as being below average even though the tone of some 

responses was quite critical. Perhaps the patrons' 

expectations for the District are high. This seems quite 

likely when examining its demographic and SES data. An 

overwhelming number of respondents have some college 

education even though they might not be college graduates. 

Also, the majority of the respondents belong to the 

professional/business occupational group. In all 

likelihood, these respondents are successful people who 

believe that lofty educational expectations and outcomes 

lead to success. 
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5. Retired members of the 50 & over age group need to 

be separated from the working members of the age group when 

discussing voting behaviors. All members of this group 

vote, but those who are retired tend to be more supportive. 

Gaining the support of retirees seems to be not only 

beneficial but possible as well. Based on the findings of 

Rosenbaum (1989), it seems that the presence of an 

organized, relatively affluent, and educated aging 

population can lead to increased support for local 

educational referenda. Rosenbaum appears to be describing 

the respondents of the retired group in this study. 

Consequently his suggestions for accomplishing this task 

merit further investigation. 

6. Small numbers of registered voters in the 18-29 age 

group vote, but they tend to vote "yes" when they do. Even 

though this age group has fewer members than the other age 

groups, there might be many more who are eligible to vote 

than are registered. Efforts to register these voters and 

convince them to vote might be worthwhile. 

Recommendations for the District 

1. supporters of the District need to be identified and 

encouraged to actively participate in convincing other 

patrons in the District to support override elections. 

Efforts to win over at least some of the "no" voters are 

needed if an override is to pass. Getting parents involved 
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in promoting the District is important, and keeping parents 

involved in the schools after their children graduate is 

crucial for maintaining a strong support base. These 

supporters can be a major force in winning elections, but 

they need to be joined in their efforts by students, staff, 

nonparents, members of the Governing Board, and 

administrators. There needs to be a cohesive team effort if 

an override is to be passed. In any instance, there is 

likely to be negative responses among the District's 

residents. A broad based support for the override may speak 

to multiple groups of potentially positive voters. 

2. Building better public relations through effective 

communication techniques is recommended. District patrons 

want and need more information about the District. The 

dissemination of information needs to be a year-round 

effort, long before it is decided to have an override 

election. Responses from the current survey indicate that 

many respondents are uninformed or misinformed about many 

topics. For example, some patrons do not know the district 

in which they reside. others know little about the District 

budgets, mandatory programs, extracurricular activities, and 

curricular offerings. In other words, many district voters 

have little knowledge of their schools. They either rely on 

what they read in newspapers, hear on TV, or discuss with 

their friends when forming their opinions about the 
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District. If all these sources are negative, the attitudes 

formed are negative. 

Perhaps, the District could address many of the 

concerns expressed by the respondents in the School Views 

which is mailed to all District patrons. Unfortunately many 

patrons will not read the information, but if only a few do 

and are better informed because of it, the attempts to 

educate the public should be considered worthwhile. One 

respondent in discussing the need for more'information 

commented that she had never had anyone come to her door and 

say, "Here is what is happening in my school". Perhaps, 

this woman's view is a minority one. However, it might be 

interesting to have students visit the residents in their 

attendance area and share their educational experiences with 

the patrons. This approach would seem a wonderful 

opportunity for students to provide first-hand evidence that 

students are successful and improve the image that some 

patrons have about students. Also, many voters tend to be 

hostile toward taxes in part because of the depressed 

economy. The District cannot do much about the economy, but 

can show taxpayers what they are getting for their money. 

It might be noted, however, that information deprivation 

could be a convenient justification for a predisposition 

against voting or against voting positively. There may be 
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some who rely on ignorance as a means of avoiding contrary, 

supportive evidence. 

3. Efforts to discover the best methods for providing 

information to the District patrons as well as for 

collecting information from them should be considered. 

Humphrey and Weber (1985) suggest that referenda are not won 

or lost with a campaign, but on the basis of a district's 

year-round information program and on the amount of interest 

the citizens have in their schools and with their degree of 

involvement with the schools. 

4. It is up to the District to give people who do not 

have children in the District schools a stake in their local 

schools by providing programs and services that reach the 

entire community. Getting all District residents, 

especially those who are retired, involved in the schools 

seems to be warranted. state law permits, for example, 

community school programs that can draw additional patrons 

into school-based activities. 

5. According to Campion and Huffstutler (1985) one of 

the first steps to launch a tax election campaign is to 

determine accurately voters' attitudes and perceptions 

toward the upcoming election. The present study was 

conducted after the defeat of the override. In planning 

another override election, consideration should be given to 

conducting a survey prior to the election so information 
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gathered from the voters can be used for planning election 

strategies. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

1. The finding that retired members of the 50 & over age 

group are more likely to vote "yes" than the working 50 & 

over members needs further study. Retirees are frequently 

viewed by the public as voting against measures that will 

create tax increases. Extensive interviews with retirees 

might provide insights into the factors that determine 

whether they will approve an issue. 

2. Because this study was conducted in only one school 

district, conclusions are limited. Before any 

generalizations can be made to other school districts in 

Arizona, the study should be expanded to other districts. 

It might be especially beneficial to study the differences 

between districts that have been successful in passing 

overrides with those who have been repeatedly unsuccessful 

to determine why these differences occurred. 

3. Respondents in the present study and in the 22nd 

Annual Gallup/Kappan Poll shared some similar concerns about 

some of the problems schools are facing. Likewise, the 

respondents from the two surveys graded their local public 

schools quite similarly. School administrators might want 

to gather data on other questions used in the Gallup/Kappan 

poll, especially on such current issues as school choice. 
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4. Although Fowler (1984) suggests that an incentive be 

included with a questionnaire as a means of increasing the 

response rate, there was no statistical evidence that the 

incentive used in this study increased the response rate. 

Perhaps, there may be room for more exploration or 

clarification of the effect of incentives on response rates. 

5. The finding that respondents' telephone interviews 

yielded almost no new information indicates that respondents 

could be either interviewed or sent questionnaires. To test 

whether this conclusion is valid, both survey methods could 

be used in a study. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE: BUDGET OVERRIDE 

CHECK THE CHOICE THAT IS APPROPRIATE FOR YOU. 

1. In the recent override election, I 

__ voted yes. 

__ voted no. 

__ did not vote. 

COMPLETE THE SENTENCE THAT CORRESPONDS TO YOUR RESPONSE TO QUESTION '1. 
2. I voted yes because ____________________________________________ __ 

I voted no because 

I did not voted because _____________________________________ __ 

If I would have voted I would have voted YES NO 

because 

CHECK THE CHOICE(S) THAT IS/ARE APPROPRIATE FOR YOU (YOU HAY CHOOSE 
MORE THAN ONE) OR FILL IN THE BLANK FOR THE FOLIJJWING QUESTIONS. 

3. My voting decision was influenced by 

_information sent by the school district. 

information sent by my child's school. 

_newspaper articles. 

_discussions with friends/neighbors. 

_television reports. 

_discussions with family members. 
_OTHER, ____________________________________________ . __________ __ 

Please see other side 



~. 

4. Was your voting decision influenced by the proposed tax increases? 

YES NO - -
5. Do you own your own home? 

YES NO - -
Do you own your own business (in xxx School District?) 

YES _NO 

6. Do you currently have children enrolled in XXX PUblic Schools? 

_NO 

Have you had children enrolled in the past? 

_NO 

Do you have children enrolled in private schools? 

_NO 

7. I am an active member of a 

_church organization. 

_civic organization. 

_school organization. 
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_OTHER _____________________________________________________ __ 

8. What do you think are the biggest problems the public schools in 
this community must solve? _______________________________ _ 

9. Students are often given the grades A,B,C,D, and FAIL to denote the 
quality of their work. Suppose the public schools in this community 
were graded in the same way. What grades would you give the public 
schools here? 

_A _8 _c _0 _FAIL 
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10. Would you agree to a follow-up telephone interview? 

__ YES __ NO 

What would be the best time to call? ____________________________ _ 

At what number can you be reached? -------------------------------
THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION IS INCLUDED FOR THE PURPOSE OF COMPARING THE 
VOTERS WHO ARE INCWDED IN THIS STUDY WITH A NATIONAL SAMPLE. PLEASE 
CHECK THE APPROPRIATE CATEGORIES. 

GENDER: _Female 

RACE: _White 

_Male 

_Nonwhite 

OCCUPATION (CHIEF WAGE EARNER) 

___ Business and professional 

_Manual laborer 

___ Clerical _Sales 

_ Farm/ranch 

AGE:_18-29 years 

EDUCATION:_College 

_Nonlabor force (don't work) 
_OTHER. __________________________ __ 

_30-49 years 

_High school 

_50 and over 

_Grade school 

PLEASE RETURN THE QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE BY APRIL 12. 
REMEMBER TO INCWDE YOUR TICKET WITH THE TELEPHONE NUMBER AT WHICH YOU 
CAN BE REACHED WRITTEN ON THE BACK. KEEP THE PORTION OF THE TICKET 
WHICH SAYS "KEEP THIS COUPON". THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE. THE 
INFORMATION THAT YOU HAVE PROV:IDED IS VERY IHPORTANT TO THIS STUDY. 



164 

APPENDIX B 

LETTER TO REGISTERED VOTERS 
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April 2, 1990 

Dear Registered Voter: 

YOUR HELP IS NEEDED, AND MY FAMILY AND I ARE WILLING TO PAY $1,000 FOR 
IT. READ ON FOR HORE INFORMATION! 

On Tuesday, February 13, voters in Amphitheater school District 
defeated a budget override request of $3.9 million. Voter turnout in 
this election was about 22% with 11.88% ot the registered voters 
voting against the request, 10.12% voting for it, and 78% not voting. 

Trying to determine the meaning of these voting results is difficult 
for two reasons. First, because of the small voter turnout, there are 
many registered voters who have not made their opinions or wishes 
known. Secondly, when voters can vote only "yes" or "no", they are 
unable to say what they are thinking. Therefore, many questions 
concerning voter beliefs, thoughts, and opinions about educational 
issues remain unanswered. Your answers to these questions are needed. 

As a doctoral student in Educational Administration at the University 
of Arizona, I am requesting your HELP in gathering information about 
the override election. I want to study why registered voters vote and 
think the way they do. Your answers to the questions in the enclosed 
questionnaire can help me answer my questions. 

Because I know your time is valuable, I would like to show my 
appreciation for your taking the time to fill out the questionnaire. 
Attached to each questionnaire is a ticket. It has two parts. On the 
back of the part that says "TICKET" write a telephone number where you 
can be reached. Send this TICKET back with the COMPLETED 
QUESTIONNAIRE by THURSDAY, APRIL 12, and you will have TWO CHANCES TO 
WIN $500 IN CASH. Keep the part of the ticket that says "KEEP THIS 
COUPON" . YOU WILL NEED THIS PART TO CLAIM YOUR PRIZE IF YOUR NUMBER 
IS DRAWN. TWO TICKETS, EACH WORTH $500, WILL BE DRAWN ON FRIDAY, 
APRIL 13. THE WINNERS WILL BE NOTIFIED ON APRIL 13. Remember to be a 
winner, you mustfill out the questionnaire and return it and your 
ticket with a phone number written on the back by THURSDAY, APRIL 12. 
Questionnaires/tickets received after APRIL 12 will not be included in 
the drawing. 

Information as to where and when the winners can claim their money 
will be given when the winners are notified. There will be no 
attempts to match voter identity with individual 
questionnaires/tickets. Results of the study will be made public. 

Your cooperation in this matter is greatly appreciated. If you have 
any questions, please feel free to call me at 297-6457. 

Respectfully, 

Donna S. Sabers 
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