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Table 1
VOTEREF by VOTE4
Frequency
Cell Percent
Row Percent
Column Percent YES NO DON'T KNOW TOTAL
597 33 13 643
58.4% 3.2% 1.3% 62.9%%
95.9%% 5.1% 2.0%
71.8% 31.1% 15.3%
YES
62 57 9 128
6.1% 5.6% 0.%% 12.5%
48 .4% 44 . 5% 7.0%
7.5% 53.8% 10. 6%
NO
172 16 63 251
16.8% 1.6% 6.2% 24.6%
68.5% 6.4% 25.1%
20.7% 15.1% 74 .1%
DON’'T KNOW
831 106 85 1022
TOTAL 81.3% 10.4% 8.3% 100.0%




Percent in Favor of Proposition 25

Percent in Favor

.893
867
.846
813
763
706
17
653
595
478
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Table I

N*

N**

926
936
938
1022
337
335
335
318
318
327

N¥kk

302

1005
1022
682
391
421
273
260
210




Figure 1

TAX PRICE BY PERCENTAGE OF YES VOTES
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