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Education Savings Accounts
in Texas: What Houstonians
Expect from SB2 Vouchers
The passage of Senate Bill 2 (SB2) substantially changes the landscape of

school choice in Texas, introducing “Education Savings Accounts” (also re-

ferred toas “PrivateSchool Vouchers”) as anewoption for families. UsingWave

3of theUniversityofHoustonHobbySchool’s SPACECityPanel, this reportpro-

vides a survey-based snapshot of perceptions of the policy in Greater Houston.

The analysis examines residents’ beliefs about who will apply for and receive

funds through SB2; their own interest in applying; and perceptions of how the

programwill affect Texas communities and their public schools. Overall, Hous-

tonians substantially over-estimate the scale of the voucher program and be-

lieve that funds will flow to relatively wealthy families, despite statutory limits

and provisions that prioritize children from low- andmiddle-income families.
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KeyTakeaways

1. Houstonians substantially over-estimate the number of children who will receive funding to attend a
private school throughSB2during the 2026-27 school year: The $1 billion in funding allocated by SB2 is suf-
ficient to subsidize private school attendance for fewer than 100,000 children in the upcoming school year. On
average, respondents estimate that over ten times asmany childrenwill receive subsidies through the program
in 2026, equivalent to about 1.5 million Texas students using SB2 funding to attend a private school in the fall.

2. The public believes that a far greater share of funds will flow to higher-income families than the law al-
lows: On average, respondents estimated that 38.2% of children receiving SB2 funding would be from families
earningover five times the federal poverty line (over $160,750 for a family of four), nearly double SB2’s statutory
maximum requiring that nomore than 20% of funding can flow to students from higher-income families.

3. Houstonians see potential costsand benefits of subsidizing private school attendance: Respondentswere
more than twice as likely to express agreement (47.9%) thandisagreement (21.6%)with the statement “Overall,
ESAswill hurt Texaspublic schools”, but theywere alsomore likely to express agreement (41.1%) thandisagree-
ment (32.3%) with the statement “Overall, ESAs will give students access to better educational opportunities.”

4. Views on what policymakers should do next are split: Houstonians are nearly evenly divided as to whether
access to Educational Savings Accounts/Private School Vouchers should be expanded (34.5% strongly or some-
what agree), limited (36.6% strongly or somewhat agree), or eliminated (36.7% strongly or somewhat agree).

In the lead up to Senate Bill 2’s implementation, which will
introduce Education savings accounts (ESAs) (also referred
to as “Private School Vouchers” [PSVs]) to the state’s school
choice landscape, participants in the University of Houston
Hobby School’s SPACE City Panel provide a survey-based
snapshot of Houstonians’ perceptions of the policy. While
the text of Senate Bill 2 (SB2) outlines the rules and goals
of the education savings account program, including fiscal
caps, prioritization rules, and eligibility rules for participat-
ing students and schools, our survey was fielded between
December 2025 and January 2026, before implementation
began. Survey respondents’ perceptions of SB2 reflect their
expectations rather than lived experiences of the voucher
program. The analysis examines residents’ beliefs about
who will apply for and receive funds through the bill; their
own interest in applying; and perceptions of how the pro-
gram will affect Texas communities and public schools. In
the following sections, we analyze their survey responses.

Overview of SB2
In Spring 2025, the Texas legislature passed SB2, estab-
lishing the state’s first education savings account program
when Governor Greg Abbott signed the bill into law on May
3, 2025. ESAs/PSVs subsidize education-related expenses of
participating children, including tuition and fees to attend a
private school or homeschooling costs, among other edu-
cational expenses (Texas Legislature, 2025). Funds are de-
posited into an account controlled by a student’s parent(s)
or guardian(s), who are required to use the funds only for
approved educational expenses.

If more families apply for an ESA than the allotted funds
can cover, SB2 requires that ESAs be allocated first to pre-
specified priority groups and then by random lottery within
oversubscribed groups. Siblings of participating children

receive first priority, and children who previously ceased
participation in the program to attend a traditional public
school or public charter school (an irrelevant designation
during this first year of implementation) receive last priority.
Everyone else falls in the second priority category. Within
each priority group, ESAs are allocated in the following or-
der:

1. Studentswithdisabilities from low- tomiddle-income
families (up to five times the federal poverty line, or
$160,750 for a family of four)

2. Students without disabilities from low- and lower-
middle-income families (up to twice the federal
poverty line, or $64,300 for a family of four)

3. Students without disabilities from middle-income
families (between two and five times the federal
poverty line, or $64,300-$160,750 for a family of four)

4. Students fromhigher-income families (more than five
times the federal poverty line, or over $160,750 for a
family of four)

SB2 allocates $1 billion to fund ESAs/PSVs during the 2026-
27 school year, setting the standard ESA allotment for qual-
ifying students at $10,474, or 85% of the average per-pupil
state and local expenditure in Texas public schools as cal-
culated by the Texas Education Agency (Texas Freedom Ac-
counts, 2026).

Howmany students will SB2 serve?
Houstoniansexpect35.3%ofpublic school children toapply
for a voucher and 28.3% of public school children to receive
a voucher to attend a private school in Fall 2026. With over
5.5million public school children in Texas, this would imply
that Houstonians expect over 1.5 million public school stu-
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dents to leave for private schools in the fall (Texas Educa-
tion Agency, 2025). At aminimum cost of $10,474 per ESA, a
program of this scale would require over $15 billion in addi-
tional funding. While the actual number of Texans who are
interested in ESAs will only become clear after applications
openonFebruary 4, 2026, the fixed$1billion in fundingallo-
cated toward the programmeans that amaximumof 95,474
students (representing about 1.7% of Texas public school
students) can receive anESA for the 2026-27 school year, be-
fore accounting for costs related to program administration
or supplementary funds to which students with disabilities
are entitled (and ignoring the $2,000 subsidies available to
home-schooled students through the program).1

Receive and use
 a voucher/ESA

Apply for
 a voucher/ESA
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Figure 1 Houstonians’ expectations of the scale of the
voucher program (share of school-aged children who will
apply vs. receive vs. the statutory maximum)

As shown in Figure 1, respondents believe that significantly
more students will apply for and receive an ESA/PSV than
the statutory maximum. Respondents believe 35.3% of
public-school students will apply and 28.3% will receive a
subsidy through SB2. Expectations of interest and subsidy
receipt among all school-aged children are slightly lower at
33.9% and 24.2%, but still well above the statutory maxi-
mum of 1.7%.

Furthermore, SB2 specifies that students with disabilities
(defined as students who would receive special education
services if they attended public school) are eligible to re-
ceive the standard ESA allotment of $10,474 plus “[...]the
amount the school district in which the child would other-
wise be enrolled would be entitled to receive for the child
calculated based on the child’s individualized education
program [IEP][...]”, with a capof $30,000per year (Texas Leg-
islature, 2025). In 2024, about 15% of Texas public school
students received special education services based on an
IEP (TexasEducationAgency, 2025). Since studentswithdis-
abilities from low- andmiddle-income families form the first
priority group for allocating ESAs in the event of an over-

subscribed program, it is not unreasonable to expect that
students with disabilities will be over-represented among
ESA recipients relative to their share of school-aged chil-
dren inTexas. However, even if studentswithdisabilities are
proportionally representedamongprogrambeneficiaries (a
conservative fiscal assumption) and 15% of ESA recipients
are entitled to supplementary funding based on their IEP, if
the average supplementary award is $4,000, this would fur-
ther reduce the total number of ESA recipients, capping the
size of the programat 89,327 before accounting for program
administration costs.2

Whowill receive SB2 subsidies?
To understand public perceptions of how benefits from SB2
are likely to be distributed across the state, we asked re-
spondents to estimate the share of ESA recipients who they
expect will fall into different categories of family income,
prior schooling history, geography, and service eligibility.

Family Income
We asked Houstonians what share of voucher recipients
they expect to come from A) families earnings less than
twice the federal poverty line (under $64,300 for a family of
four); B) Between twice and five times the federal poverty
level (between $64,300 and $160,750 for a family of four);
and C) More than five times the federal poverty level (over
$160,750 for a family of four). While the final distribution of
participants’ family incomescannotbepredictedwithpreci-
sion, two provisions of SB2 favor lower- andmiddle-income
families. First, applications from lower- andmiddle-income
familiesareprioritized if thevoucherprogramreceivesmore
applications than the allotted funding can cover. Second,
SB2 specifies that the share of funding spent on students
from families with incomesmore than five times the federal
poverty level (over$160,750 fora familyof four) “maynotex-
ceed 20 percent of the amount ofmoney appropriated from
theprogram fund for that school year”, functionally capping
the share of participants from higher-income families near
20%. 3 Notably, this provision, unlike many others, expires
in September 2027, so future legislatures will have to make
an active decision about whether to maintain the cap on
funding for students from higher-income families.

Figure 2 shows that respondents believe students from
higher-income familieswill receiveadisproportionate share
of SB2 funding. Houstonians estimated that students from
these higher-income families will represent nearly twice as
large a share of ESA recipients (38.2%) as the maximum al-
lowed by statute (∼20%). Respondents expect the remain-
ing participants to be closely divided among the low and
lower-middle income families (31.7%) and middle-income
families (33.9%).4 In practice, the minimum share of fund-
ing flowing to families earning below five times the federal
poverty line should be close to 80%, substantially higher
than the 65.6% of beneficiaries respondents believe will
come from families with income below this threshold.
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Figure 2 Houstonians’ expectations of who will receive the
vouchers by family income range versus statutory limits

Prior School Enrollment
We asked respondents what share of SB2 beneficiaries they
expect are currently A) enrolled in a public school, B) en-
rolled in a private school, C) homeschooled, or D) not in
school. Figure 3 shows that Houstonians expect ESA bene-
ficiaries to be nearly evenly divided between current public
school students (37.7%)andcurrentprivate school students
(39.4%), despite the fact that in Texas, where surveys esti-
mate roughly 260,000 K-12 students are enrolled in private
schools across the state, public school students outnumber
private school students more than 20-to-1 (Barba and Cru-
sius, 2022). Additionally, the text of SB2 requires that “[i]n
allocating money under the program[...], the comptroller
shall ensure children who were enrolled in a school district
or open-enrollment charter school for at least 90 percent of
the preceding school year are prioritized.”

The growing role of homeschooling is reflected in Housto-
nians’ expectation that 16.1% of students who use an SB2
subsidy to attend a private school in Fall 2026 will be cur-
rently homeschooled students. An important factor in the
scale of participation in the SB2 subsidy program will be
howmany awards are allocated to homeschooled students,
who are only eligible for up to $2,000 to offset the costs of
their education, less than 20% of the standard allocation
for students who use their ESA attend a private school. If,
as is extremely unlikely, all $1 billion were allocated toward
homeschooling, the allocated funding could subsidize up to
500,000 homeschooled students.

Finally, Houstonians expect that 10.2% of ESA recipients do
not currently attend school in Texas, likely reflecting the
reasonable expectation that a large share of recipients will
be entering school for the first time as Kindergarteners or
Prekindergarteners,whocurrently represent 6.5%and4.5%
of students in Texas public schools, respectively Texas Edu-
cation Agency (2025).
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Figure 3Houstonians’ expectations of the characteristics of
voucher recipients

Geography
We asked respondents what share of SB2 beneficiaries they
expect to come from A) urban, B) suburban, or C) rural
places. Houstonians expect broad participation in the pro-
gram across Texas, predicting 44.8% of subsidies to be
awarded to suburban students, 37.4% to urban students,
and 20.5% to rural students. While rural students are pre-
dicted to receive the smallest absolute share of funds, ru-
ral Texans represented about 16% of the state’s population
during the most recent decennial census. Thus, Houstoni-
ans actually expect rural communities to be slightly over-
represented among SB2 subsidy recipients (U.S. Census Bu-
reau, 2020). Historically, rural Republican legislators have
joined Texas Democrats to oppose expansions of private
school choice, citing the limited private school infrastruc-
ture in their districts and the economic importanceof public
schools, which are often the largest employers in rural areas
(Despart and Lopez, 2023; Martínez-Beltrán, 2023).

Educational Services
Respondents expect substantial participation from stu-
dents who are eligible for special education and emergent
bilingual services. Expectations of the share of SB2 subsidy
recipients who will be eligible for special education (an ex-
pected 29.4% of recipients) or receiving English language
learning supports (31.2%) substantially exceeds the shareof
Texas public school studentswhohave an identifieddisabil-
ity (15.4%) or are emergent bilingual (24.3%) (Texas Educa-
tion Agency, 2025).

Students with disabilities from low- and middle-income
families comprise the first priority group for SB2 subsidies.
If a large number of income-qualified students with disabil-
ities apply, it is possible that this group of students is sub-
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stantially over-represented among ESA recipients during
the first year of implementation. Consider that roughly 15%
of Texas students have an identified disability with an IEP
and that 77.3%of Texas households earn less than $150,000
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2024a; Texas Education Agency, 2025).
Using thesenumbers for a back-of-the-envelope calculation
suggests that if income-qualifying students with disabilities
are proportionally represented as about 12% of applicants,
and SPACE City panel respondents are correct about the
level of interest in SB2 subsidies (i.e., that over one million
will families apply for an ESA), then a full 100% of vouchers
would be awarded to students with disabilities from low- to
middle-income families. This would eliminate the possibil-
ity of any funding flowing to students from higher-income
families andconsiderably reduce thepotential total number
of beneficiaries, as each student with a disability is entitled
to supplementary funding, as described in the “How many
students will SB2 serve?” subsection above.

Howmany Houstonians will apply?
While the majority of questions asked Houstonians to fore-
cast other peoples’ future interest and participation in the
SB2 subsidy program, for respondents who are the parent
or guardian of school-aged children, we also askedwhether
they themselves plan to apply to the program to help one
or more of their children attend a private school during the
2026-27 school year. Mostparents (58.7%)donotplan toap-
ply, andonly aboutone-in-six (17.2%) expressedconfidence
that theywould apply. A largeminority (24.0%)were unsure
about whether they will apply.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
Share of parents

Plan to Apply

Unsure About Applying

Don't Plan to Apply

Plan to Receive

Maximum Share of Texas School-aged
Children who can receive an ESA to

Attend a Private School

17.2%

24.0%

58.7%

15.0%

1.7%

Figure 4 Houston parents’ personal interest in applying for
and expectations of receiving a voucher

Conditional on applying, applicants are confident that they
are likely to receive an ESA (63.4%), somewhat lower than
the ratio of recipients to applicants they forecast for school-
aged chilren in Texas, which implied a 71.4% acceptance
rate, or all public school students in Texas, which implied an
80.2% acceptance rate. Among thosewho expressed a clear
intention as to whether they plan to apply, only 15.0% of
parents expect to receive funding through SB2 in Fall 2026,
a far lower share than the 24.2% of school-aged children in
Texas or 28.3% of public school student who respondents

indicated they expect to receive funding to attend a private
school through SB2, but still over eight timesmore than the
maximumshare SB2 funding can support, which represents
roughly 1.7% of school-aged children or public school stu-
dents statewide.

Expected Costs and Benefits
Finally, we asked respondents a battery of questions about
how they expect the subsidies authorized by SB2 will affect
different aspects of their community and the state.

As shown in Figure 5, many believe that SB2 will hurt pub-
lic schools. We asked respondents whether they agree or
disagree with the statement “Overall, the education sav-
ings accounts5 will hurt Texas public schools.” 47.9% of re-
spondents strongly or somewhat agreed that the ESA policy
will hurt Texas public schools, 30.5%neither agreed nor dis-
agreed, and 21.6% strongly or somewhat disagreed.6

Figure 5 Houstonians’ expectations for the effects of the
voucher program. “Overall ESAs...”
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However, many respondents also believe that SB2 will im-
prove students’ access to educational opportunities. We
asked respondents whether they agree or disagree with
the statement “Overall, the education savings accounts will
give students access to better educational opportunities.”
41.1%of respondents strongly or somewhat agreed that the
ESA policy will expand access to educational opportunities,
26.6% neither agreed nor disagreed, and 32.3% strongly or
somewhatdisagreed. While a larger share focuson thecosts
of the policy, a plurality of respondents acknowledge this
source of likely benefits.

Overall, Figure 6 reveals that respondents were more likely
to have negative than positive views of the SB2 subsidy
program. We asked whether they believe that overall, the
SB2 subsidy program is “[...]good for my family”; “[...]good

for my community”; or “[...]good for Texas.” Respondents
viewed the implications for their community and Texas very
similarly, with 29.7% strongly or somewhat agreeing that
the policy was good for their community, 31.7% neither
agreeing nor disagreeing, and 38.5% strongly or somewhat
disagreeing. Likewise, 29.1% strongly or somewhat agreed
that thepolicywasgood for Texas, 31.2%neither agreednor
disagreed, and 39.6% strongly or somewhat disagreed. Re-
spondents were less sure about the implications for their
own family, with 43.5% indicating that they neither agreed
nor disagreed that the policy was good for their family,
21.9% strongly or somewhat agreeing, and 34.7% strongly
or somewhat disagreeing. This uncertainty aligns with the
24.0% of parents who remain unsure as to whether they ex-
pect to apply for funding throughSB2 for their ownchildren.

Figure 6 Houstonians’ overall appraisals of the voucher program. “Overall, ESAs are...”

What should policymakers do next?
Finally, Houstonians are divided about their hopes for the
SB2 subsidy program moving forward. We asked respon-
dents whether they agreed with the statements “Texas
should expand access to education savings accounts”;
“Texas should limit access to education savings accounts”;
and “Texas should end the education savings account pro-
gram now.” Just over one-third of respondents strongly or
somewhat agreed with each course of action (34.5% for ex-
pand access; 36.6% for limit access; and 36.7% for end the
program now). Similar shares strongly or somewhat dis-
agreedwith each course of action, withmodestly higher op-
position to program expansion (36.7% for expand access;
28.3% for limit access; and 32.4% for end the programnow).
Finally, a similar share neither agreed nor disagreed with
each course of action (28.8% for expand access; 35.1% for
limit access; and 30.9% for end the program now).

Figure 7 shows nearly identical portions of respondents
support expanding access to SB2 subsidies (16.1% strongly
agree and 18.4% somewhat agree) as support limiting ac-
cess (16.3% strongly agree and 20.3% somewhat agree).
Similar shares were neutral on expansion (28.8%) and
limited access (35.1%), but a significantly larger portion

(25.8%) strongly disagree with expanding the program ver-
sus limiting the program (15.3%). Future work will examine
how support for SB2 subsidies evolves after the program is
implemented, including the extent to which continued sup-
port relates to renewal of the prioritization rules and main-
taining the cap on the share of funding flowing to higher-
income families.

Strongly
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neutral Somewhat
agree

Strongly
agree

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

Pe
rc

en
t

25.8

11.0

28.8

18.4
16.115.3

13.1

35.1

20.3

16.3

Support for expanding vs limiting access to ESAs/PSVs

Expand access to ESAs/PSVs
Limit access to ESAs/PSVs

Figure 7 Support for expanding vs limiting access to
ESAs/PSVs



CPPREPORT 6-2026 7

Conclusion
This report provides a snapshot of public perceptions of
“Education Savings Accounts” (also referred to as “Private
School Vouchers”) leadingup to the implementationof SB2.
Since no accounts hadbeen allocated at the time the survey
was administered, respondents’ perceptions documented
by this report reflect their expectations of SB2 rather than
their lived experiences of the voucher program.

Houstonians expect that the scale of SB2 subsidies is far
greater than the allotted funding can support. While the
structure of the bill caps the potential number of partici-
pants below 100,000 students, assuming the average stu-
dents receives the standard allotment of $10,474, respon-
dents anticipate that over 1.5million public school students
will attend a private school next year via SB2 subsidies,
which would require over 15 times as much funding.

Advocates for expanding private school choice may be dis-
appointed to find that SB2 ismore of a pilot than a universal
voucher program, serving a population that is equivalent to
less than 2% of school-aged children in Texas. Others may
be relieved to learn that the scale of the voucher program
is over an order of magnitude smaller than its public per-
ception in the lead up to SB2’s implementation. Without a
substantial increase in allocations, SB2 cannot facilitate the
type of mass exodus from public schools that voucher op-
ponents have feared, and prioritization rules should ensure
that less than 20% of SB2 funding flows to higher-income
families during the 2026-27 school year.

However, Houstonians expectations for public interest in
SB2 subsidies (they expect over one-third of eligible Tex-
ans to apply) and their own individual enthusiasm for the
SB2 subsidies (17.2% of parents expect to apply and an ad-
ditional 24.0% are unsure about whether they will apply)
foreshadow that demand for funding will far exceed supply.
Even if only one-in-six eligible children applied for a subsidy
toattendaprivate school viaSB2 (less thanhalf of perceived
interest anda lowerbound forHoustonians self-reported in-
tentions to apply), this would represent over 950,000 appli-
cations for under 100,000 awards, leaving roughly 90% of
interested families shut out of the program (U.S. Census Bu-
reau, 2024b). In short, the public envisions SB2 as a large-
scale structural reform, while implementation will reveal
its current iteration to be a capacity-constrained, income-
targeted program. Whether that revelation moderates op-
positionor fuels expansionpressurewill dependonhowvis-
ible unmet demandand realizedparticipationbecome. Fur-
thermore, if the statutory prioritization rules are enforced
and early cohorts skew toward lower- and middle-income
families, public perceptions that theprogramprimarily ben-
efits higher-income households may weaken.

As the 2027 legislative cycle approaches, voucher advo-
cates may celebrate surplus demand as an argument in fa-
vor of immediately and substantially scaling up the ESA
program. Recent evaluations of ESA/PSV programs in Indi-

ana, Louisiana, and Ohio provide reason for policymakers
to exercise caution in rapidly expanding the policy (Harris,
2026). Indeed, the least successful private school voucher
reforms—where participating students experienced signif-
icant, persistent declines in academic performance—oc-
curred in the aftermath of expansions where the mecha-
nisms hold participating schools accountable to high stan-
dards of quality were not fully developed or there was in-
sufficient capacity-building within high-quality providers
(Figlio and Karbownik, 2016; Waddington and Berends,
2018; Abdulkadiroğlu et al., 2018; Erickson et al., 2021).

To build an ESA program that genuinely contributes to serv-
ing Texans diverse educational needs, lawmakers should fa-
vor an incremental, data-driven approach, committing to
transparency and accountability for how taxpayer money is
used to subsidizeprivate schooling. A large shareofHousto-
nians are open-minded about ESAs—indeed, themost com-
mon answer to questions about whether the program is
good for their family, their community, or the statewas neu-
tral. Constituents will be looking to systems leaders to en-
sure that students who use ESAs get the quality education
every child deserves, and that further investments in ESAs
are earned, not handed out.

Notes
1. SB2 specifies that up to three percent of allocated funds may be
used to cover the comptroller’s costs of administering the program,
and up to an additional five percent may be used to pay for the ser-
vices of “certified educational assistance organizations” to hold and
distribute funds to participating families. If the comptroller’s office
spends the full $80 million allowed by statute on these purposes,
thiswould further restrict the scaleof theprogram, capping themax-
imum number of beneficiaries at 87,836 students.

2. Under these assumptions, the maximum number of beneficiaries
would fall to 82,181 students if the comptroller’s office spends the
full $80 million allowed by statute, as described in Note 1 above.

3. The language of the bill caps the share of funds allocated to higher-
income families at 20%, not the share of participants. In theory, if
the full maximum 20% of SB2 funding were allocated to students
from higher-income families, students from higher-income families
could represent more or less than 20% the of participants, depend-
ing on howmuchmoney was allocated toward the costs of program
administration, the shares of students with disabilities among ESA
recipients fromhigher- and lower-income families, the share of ben-
eficiaries who receive the smaller homeschooling subsidy, and the
amounts of supplemental funding receivedby studentswith disabil-
ities from higher- and lower-income families through the program.
For simplicity, we assume that students from higher-income fami-
lies cannot representmore than 20%of SB2 beneficiaries during the
2026-27 school year.

4. Note that sums of these mutually exclusive and exhaustive cate-
goriesdonotaddup to100%due tosampleweightingand rounding.

5. An embedded experiment randomly varied whether SB2 subsidies
were referred to as “education savings accounts” or “private school
vouchers.” Apreliminaryanalysis suggests that the languageused to
describe the subsidies did not affect respondents’ interest in apply-
ing or appraisal of the policy impacts following their introduction.

6. 10.746% somewhat disagreed and 10.813% strongly disagreed, so
the combined disagreement rounds to 21.6% instead of 21.5%.
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Methodology

Sample & data collection. SPACE City Panel, Wave 3,
Dec./Jan. 2025/6;N = 1,549; mode: online. MOE.±2%.
Weights. Post-stratified to age, sex, race/ethnicity, ed-
ucation, county. Missing demographics imputed.
Exclusions. Unless explicit in figure Don’t knows and
Skipped responses excluded from figures or analyses.
Percentages: Unless explicit in text of figure, percent-
ages calculated over the total of respondents.
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