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Texas School Finance and Property Tax Reform Survey 
April 2019 

 

Question 2: How would you describe your level of interest in national political issues? 

Interest Level in National Politics Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Very High 351 35.2 35.2 
High 341 34.2 69.4 
Moderate 231 23.2 92.6 
Low 37 3.7 96.3 
Very Low 37 3.7 100 
Total 997 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N = 997. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 0.3 percent of the 
respondents. 

Describing their level of interest in national political issues, a majority of respondents stated 
that they either have a very high (35.2%) or high level of interest (34.2%).  Nearly one-fourth 
(23.2%) responded they have a moderate level of interest, while 3.7% each stated a low or 
very low interest level. 
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Question 3: What would you say is your level of interest in political issues in Texas?  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N = 993. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 0.7 percent of the 
respondents. 

Regarding their interest in Texas politics, most respondents either have a high (31.1%) or very 
high (28%) interest.  Nearly one-third (31.1%) have a moderate level of interest, and fewer 
than ten percent have either a low (7.2%) or very low (2.6%) level of interest. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Interest Level in Texas Politics Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Very High 278 28 28 
High 308 31.1 59.1 
Moderate 309 31.1 90.2 
Low 71 7.2 97.4 
Very Low 26 2.6 100 
Total 992 100 
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Education 

Question 4: What would you say is your level of interest in public school issues in Texas? 

Level of Interest in K-12 Education Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Very High 219 21.9 21.9 
High 334 33.4 55.3 
Moderate 319 31.9 87.2 
Low 84 8.4 95.6 
Very Low 44 4.4 100 
Total 1,000 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N = 1,000. 

Thinking specifically about K-12 public education, most respondents expressed either a high 
(33.4%) or very high (21.9%) level of interest in K-12 education.  Slightly less than one-third 
(31.9%) have a moderate level of interest, with only 8.4% having a low level of interest and 
4.4% having a very low level of interest. 
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Question 5. How would you rate the job the state has done generally in meeting the 
constitutional requirement to “establish and make suitable provision for the support and 
maintenance of an efficient system of public free schools”?     

How the State Doing in Providing Education Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
A very poor job 90 9.8 9.8 
A poor job 182 19.8 29.6 
An average job 353 38.3 67.9 
A good job 227 24.6 92.5 
A very good job 70 7.5 100 
Total 922 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. Those 
who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 922.The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 7.8 percent of the 
respondents. 

The plurality of respondents (38.3%) stated that Texas has done an average job of meeting the 
constitutional requirements to provide free public schools.  Nearly one-third consider that the 
state has done either a good job (24.6%) or a very good job (7.5%), compared to 19.7% who 
believe they have done a poor job and 9.8% responding that they have done a very poor job. 
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Question 6: How would you rate the job that your local school district is doing in providing 
public education services?  

District's Job in Providing Education Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
A very poor job 47 5.2 5.2 
A poor job 123 13.7 18.9 
An average job 314 34.8 53.7 
A good job 293 32.5 86.2 
A very good job 124 13.8 100 
Total 901 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. Those 
who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 901. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 9.9 percent of the 
respondents. 

A plurality of respondents consider their school district’s performance as either good (32.5%) 
or very good (13.8%).  Slightly more than one-third (34.8%) consider the performance to be 
average, with less than one-fifth considering it poor (13.7%) or very poor (5.2%). 
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Question 8: Did you ever attend public school? 

Attended Public School Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
NO 74 7.4 7.4 
YES, in a state other than Texas 266 26.6 34 
YES, in Texas 660 66 100 
Total 1,000 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N = 1,000. 

Two-thirds (66%) of respondents attended public school in Texas, whereas 26.6% attended 
public school outside of Texas.  Only 7.4% did not attend public school. 
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Question 9: Do you have children who attended, attend, or may attend school in Texas or 
another state?  

Children School Attendance In the present In the past In the future 
Public school in Texas 24.6 48.8 18.6 
Private school in Texas  3.4 7.1 3.4 
Public school outside of Texas 2.1 8.3 2.2 
Private school outside of Texas 1.5 2.4 1.2 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. Categories 
are not mutually exclusive. 

 
1) Past 

a. Almost half of respondents (48.8%) have children that attended public school in 
Texas in the past, with 7.1% that attended private school in Texas in the past. 

b. Less than ten percent (8.3%) have children that attended public school outside of 
Texas in the past, with just 2.4% that attended private school outside of Texas in 
the past. 
 

2) Present 
a. Nearly one-fourth (24.6%) have children that attend public school in Texas currently, 

with 3.4% having children that attend private school presently. 

b. Only 2.1% have children that attend public school outside of Texas currently, 
whereas 1.5% have children that attend private school outside of Texas presently. 
 

3) Future 
a. Nearly one-fifth (18.6%) have children that will attend public school in Texas in the 

future, with 3.4% that will go to private school in the state in the future. 

b. Only 2.2% have children that will attend public school outside of Texas in the future, 
whereas 1.2% will go to private school outside of Texas. 
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Question 10: What is your opinion of property taxes in general in Texas? 

Opinion on Property Taxes in Texas Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Very High 280 30.5 30.5 
High 342 37.4 67.9 
Moderate 251 27.5 95.4 
Low 28 3.1 98.5 
Very Low 14 1.5 100 
Total 915 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 915.The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 8.5 percent of the 
respondents. 

 

Pertaining to property taxes in general in Texas, a majority of respondents believe that 
property taxes are either high (37.4%) or very high (30.5%).  Slightly more than one-fourth 
(27.5%) believe they are moderate.  Just 3.1% believe that property taxes are low, with 1.5% 
believing they are very low.  
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Question 11: What do you think the state share of funding should be? 

What Should the State Share of Funding Be Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
State share of funding should be less than 36% 38 4.5 4.5 
State share of funding should be 36% 25 3 7.5 
State share of funding should be 40% 44 5.3 12.7 
State share of funding should be 45% 48 5.7 18.4 
State share of funding should be 50% 347 41.2 59.6 
State share of funding should be more than 50% 341 40.4 100 
Total 843 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number. Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. Those 
who were unsure or had no opinion were excluded. 

 

 
N = 836. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 16.4 percent of the 
respondents. 

 

Of those who have an opinion on the state share of education funding, 4.5 percent of the 
respondents mentioned that the state share of funding should be less than 36 percent. Three 
percent of them thought the share should be 36 percent while 5.2 percent of the 
respondents said that the share should be 40 percent. Close to 6% (5.7%) of them said that 
the share should be 45 percent. More than four-tenths (41.2 percent) of the respondents 
mentioned that the state share of funding should be 50 percent while another four-tenths 
(40.4%) of them thought the share should be more than 50%. The remaining 16.4% of the 
respondents do not have an opinion one way or the other. 
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Question 12: How familiar are you with the “Robin Hood” law in Texas? 

How Familiar with Robin Hood law Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Not familiar at all with it 406 40.6 40.6 
Only a little familiar with it 153 15.3 55.9 
Somewhat familiar with it 290 29 84.9 
Very familiar with it 151 15.1 100 
Total 1,000 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N = 1,000 

Regarding their knowledge of the “Robin Hood” law, 40.6% of respondents are not familiar 
with it at all, whereas 29% are somewhat familiar with it. Near equal number of respondents 
are a little familiar with it (15.3%) or very familiar with it (15.1%). 
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Question 13: What is your opinion of the Robin Hood law generally? 

Opinion of Robin Hood Law Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Strongly oppose 150 15 15 
Somewhat oppose 155 15.5 30.5 
Neutral 133 13.3 43.8 
Somewhat support 324 32.4 76.2 
Strongly support 238 23.8 100 
Total 1,000 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N = 1,000. 

 

A majority of respondents either somewhat support (32.4%) or strongly support (23.8%) the 
Robin Hood law.  Near equal numbers either somewhat oppose (15.5%) or strongly oppose 
(15%) the law, with 13.3% neutral. 
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Question 14: What is your opinion of the legislature using some of these local property-
tax revenues recaptured by the Robin Hood law to cover non-educational spending in the 
state budget?  

Non-Educational Robin Hood Spending Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Strongly oppose 554 55.4 55.4 
Somewhat oppose 139 13.9 69.3 
Neutral 140 14 83.3 
Somewhat support 112 11.2 94.5 
Strongly support 55 5.5 100 
Total 1,000 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
 

 
N = 1,000. 

 

A majority of respondents either strongly oppose (55.4%) or somewhat oppose (13.9%) the 
legislature using local property-tax revenues recaptured by the Robin Hood law to cover non-
educational spending in the state budget.  A minority either somewhat support (11.2%) or 
strongly support (5.5%) the idea, with 14% neutral. 
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Question 15: Is your local school district sending funds back to the state under the 
recapture provisions of the Robin Hood law? 

Does Your School District Pay Recapture Funds? Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
No 164 16.4 16.4 
Not Sure 647 64.7 81.2 
Yes 189 18.9 100 
Total 1,000 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N=1,000. 

Most respondents (64.7%) are not sure if their district is subject to the recapture provisions of 
the Robin Hood law.  Less than one-fifth (18.9%) are aware that their local school district is 
subject to recapture, whereas 16.5% are aware that their local school district is not subject. 
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Tax Proposals 

Question 16.1: Increase the state sales tax which is currently 6.25 cents (per dollar spent), 
by 0.50 cents (to 6.75 cents)? 

Increase Sales Tax by 0.50 Cents Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Strongly oppose 286 31.7 31.7 
Somewhat oppose 217 24.1 55.8 
Neutral 176 19.5 75.3 
Somewhat support 174 19.3 94.6 
Strongly support 49 5.4 100 
Total 902 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 902.The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 9.8 percent of the 
respondents. 

In regards to a proposal to increase the state sales tax by 0.50 cents, most either strongly 
oppose (31.7%) or somewhat oppose (24.1%) the idea.  Nearly one-fourth somewhat support 
(19.3%) or strongly support (5.4%) raising the sales tax, with 19.5% neutral. 
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Question 16.2: Legalize and tax casino gambling? 

Legalize Casino and Tax Gambling Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Strongly oppose 95 10.4 10.4 
Somewhat oppose 81 8.9 19.3 
Neutral 171 18.6 37.9 
Somewhat support 247 27 64.9 
Strongly support 322 35.1 100 
Total 916 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded 

 

 
N = 916.The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 8.4 percent of the 
respondents. 

Most respondents either strongly support (35.1%) or somewhat support (27%) the proposal to 
legalize and tax casino gambling.  Nearly one-fifth either strongly oppose (10.4%) or somewhat 
oppose the idea (8.9%), with 18.6% neutral. 
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Question 16.3: Legalize and tax recreational marijuana?  

Legalize and Tax Recreational Marijuana Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Strongly oppose 182 19.8 19.8 
Somewhat oppose 79 8.5 28.3 
Neutral 89 9.7 38 
Somewhat support 152 16.5 54.5 
Strongly support 419 45.5 100 
Total 921 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 921.The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 7.9 percent of the 
respondents. 

A plurality (45.5%) of respondents strongly support legalizing and taxing marijuana, with 16.5% 
somewhat supporting the idea.  Nearly one-fifth (19.8%) strongly oppose the proposal, while 
8.5% somewhat oppose it.  Less than one-tenth (9.7%) are neutral. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



    17 
 

Question 16.4: Increase the taxes on cigarettes and other tobacco products? 

Increase the Tax on Tobacco Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Strongly oppose 93 10 10 
Somewhat oppose 77 8.3 18.3 
Neutral 129 13.9 32.2 
Somewhat support 210 22.6 54.8 
Strongly support 419 45.2 100 
Total 928 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 928.The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 7.2 percent of the 
respondents. 

A majority of respondents either strongly support (45.2%) or somewhat support (22.6%) raising 
taxes on cigarettes and other tobacco products.  Less than one-fifth either strongly oppose 
(10%) or somewhat oppose (8.3%), with 13.9% neutral. 
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Question 16.5: Increase the taxes on beer, wine, and hard liquor? 

Increase Taxes on Alcohol Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Strongly oppose 123 13.4 13.4 
Somewhat oppose 121 13.1 26.5 
Neutral 193 20.9 47.5 
Somewhat support 227 24.7 72.1 
Strongly support 257 27.9 100 
Total 921 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 921. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 7.9 percent of the 
respondents. 

A slight majority of respondents either strongly support (27.9%) or somewhat support (24.7%) 
raising taxes on beer, wine and hard liquor.  Slightly more than one-fourth either strongly 
oppose (13.4%) or somewhat oppose (13.2%) the proposal, with 20.9% neutral. 
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Question 16.6: Return severance taxes, taxes on oil and natural gas extraction. To their 
1995 level before the Legislature cut these during a slump in oil prices? 

Return Severance to 1995 Level Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Strongly oppose 71 8.9 8.9 
Somewhat oppose 77 9.5 18.4 
Neutral 205 25.5 43.9 
Somewhat support 218 27.1 71 
Strongly support 234 29 100 
Total 805 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 805.The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 19.5 percent of the 
respondents. 

A majority of respondents either strongly support (29%) or somewhat support (27.1%) returning 
severances taxes to their 1995 level.  Less than one-fifth either strongly oppose (8.9%) or 
somewhat oppose (9.5%) the proposal, with 25.5% neutral. 
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Question 16.7: Adopt a state income tax? 

Adopt a State Income Tax Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Strongly oppose 520 59.9 59.9 
Somewhat oppose 131 15.1 75 
Neutral 113 13 88 
Somewhat support 62 7.1 95.2 
Strongly support 42 4.8 100 
Total 868 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 

N = 868. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 13.2 percent of the 
respondents. 

A majority of respondents either strongly oppose (59.9%) or somewhat oppose (15.1%) adopting 
a state income tax.  Slightly more than one-tenth either somewhat support (7.1%) or strongly 
support (4.8%) the proposal, while 13% are neutral. 
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Question 16.8: Close the loopholes that allow large companies to lower their property 
taxes?  

Close Loopholes on Large Companies Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Strongly oppose 54 6 6 
Somewhat oppose 56 6.2 12.2 
Neutral 115 12.7 24.9 
Somewhat support 205 22.6 47.5 
Strongly support 476 52.5 100 
Total 906 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 906.The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 9.4 percent of the 
respondents. 

Nearly three-fourths of respondents either strongly support (52.4%) or somewhat support 
(22.6%) closing loopholes that allow large companies to lower their property taxes.  Slightly 
more than one-tenth either strongly oppose (6%) or somewhat oppose (6.2%) the proposal, 
with 12.7% neutral. 
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16.9: End sales exemptions for non-prescription medication? 

Tax Non-Prescriptions Meds Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Strongly oppose 265 30.7 30.7 
Somewhat oppose 200 23.2 53.9 
Neutral 163 18.9 72.8 
Somewhat support 142 16.4 89.3 
Strongly support 92 10.7 100 
Total 862 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 862.The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 13.8 percent of the 
respondents. 

Most respondents either strongly oppose (30.7%) or somewhat oppose (23.2%) ending sales 
exemptions for non-prescription medication.  Slightly more than one-fourth either somewhat 
support (16.4%) or strongly support (10.7%) the proposal, with 18.9% neutral. 
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16.10: Adopt a 1 cent (per dollar spent) sales tax for groceries which are currently exempt 
from sales tax? 

One Cent Sales Tax for Groceries Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Strongly oppose 390 43.8 43.8 
Somewhat oppose 191 21.5 65.3 
Neutral 119 13.4 78.7 
Somewhat support 123 13.8 92.5 
Strongly support 67 7.6 100 
Total 890 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 890. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 11 percent of the 
respondents. 

Most respondents either strongly oppose (43.8%) or somewhat oppose (21.5%) adopting a 1% 
sales tax on groceries.  Slightly more than one-fifth either strongly support (7.6%) or somewhat 
support (13.8%) the proposal, with 13.4% neutral. 
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All Revenue Options 
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Question 17: How much attention have you paid to the legislative effort to slow the growth 
of property taxes in Texas? 

Attention to Legislative Efforts to Slow 
Property Tax Growth Frequency Percent Cumulative % 

A great deal 99 10 9.9 
A good deal 220 22.1 32 
Some 328 33 65 
Only a little 157 15.8 80.8 
None at all 191 19.2 100 
Total 995 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were did not answer or were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 995.The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 0.5 percent of the 
respondents. 

Nearly one-third (32.9%) of respondents have paid some attention to the legislative effort to 
slow the growth of property taxes in Texas.  Approximately one-third have either paid a good 
deal (22.1%) or a great deal (10%), whereas another one-third have either paid a little (15.8%) 
or no attention (19.2%). 
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Question 18: What is your opinion of the bill before the Texas Legislature to reduce the 
growth in local property taxes collected by cities, counties, and other local authorities as 
well as school districts? 

Opinion of Property Tax Bill Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Strongly oppose it 78 9.9 9.9 
Somewhat oppose it 103 13 22.9 
Somewhat support it 251 31.8 54.7 
Strongly support it 358 45.4 100 
Total 790 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 

N = 790.The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 21 percent of the 
respondents. 

A majority of respondents either strongly support (45.4%) or somewhat support (31.8%) the 
bill in the Texas Legislature to reduce the growth in local property taxes.  Less than one-fourth 
either somewhat oppose (13%) or strongly oppose (9.9%) the proposal. 
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Question 19: Do you support exempting smaller jurisdictions, or should all local 
governments be subject to the same tax caps on property tax increases? 

Support for Exempting Smaller 
Jurisdictions 

Frequency Percent Cumulative % 

Oppose these exemptions 293 49.6 49.6 
Support these exemptions 297 50.4 100 
Total 1,000 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N = 1,000. 

Respondents are closely divided on the issue of exempting smaller jurisdictions from property 
tax caps, with similar numbers supporting (50.4%) and opposing (49.6%) the exemptions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



    28 
 

SPENDING PRIORITIES 

Question 20.1: Expand early childhood education programs and kindergarten for all? 

Early Childhood and Kindergarten for All Frequency Percent Cumulative% 
Very low priority 96 10.5 10.5 
Low priority 75 8.2 18.7 
Neither high nor low priority 178 19.4 38.1 
High priority 314 34.3 72.3 
Very high priority 254 27.6 100 
Total 917 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 917. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 8.3 percent of the 
respondents. 

On the issue of expanding early childhood education programs and kindergarten for all to be 
important, 34.3% consider it to be a high priority and 27.6% consider it a very high priority.  
This is compared to 8.2% who consider it a low priority and 10.5% who consider it a very low 
priority.  Nearly one-fifth (19.4%) consider it to be neither a high or low priority. 
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Question 20.2: Provide an across-the-board $5,000 raise for all classroom teachers and 
librarians? 

$5000 Pay Raise for All Classroom 
Teachers and Librarians Frequency Percent Cumulative % 

Very low priority 72 7.7 7.8 
Low priority 64 6.9 14.7 
Neither high nor low priority 177 19.1 33.8 
High priority 306 33.1 66.8 
Very high priority 307 33.2 100 
Total 926 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 926.The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 7.4 percent of the 
respondents. 

On the issue of an across-the-board $5,000 raise for all classroom teachers and librarians, 
nearly equal numbers of respondents consider it to be either a high priority (33.1%) or a very 
high priority (33.2%).  Comparatively, 6.9% consider it to be a low priority, and 7.7% consider 
it a very low priority.  Nearly one-fifth (19.1%) consider it neither a high or low priority. 
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Question 20.3: Provide across-the-board pay raises for support staff such as teacher aides, 
counselors, and nurses? 

Across the Board Pay Raises for Support 
Staff Frequency Percent Cumulative % 

Very low priority 69 7.4 7.4 
Low priority 72 7.7 15.1 
Neither high nor low priority 195 20.9 36.1 
High priority 334 35.9 72 
Very high priority 261 28 100 
Total 931 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 931.The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 6.9 percent of the 
respondents. 

On the issue of across-the-board pay raises for support staff, 35.9% consider it to be a high 
priority and 28% consider it a very high priority.  Conversely, 7.7% consider it a low priority 
and 7.4% consider it a very low priority.  Nearly one-fifth (20.9%) consider it neither a high or 
low priority.  
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Question 20.4: Provide additional state funding for school districts with high percentages 
of low-income students? 

Additional State Funding for Low 
Income Districts 

Frequency Percent Cumulative % 

Very low priority 68 7.5 7.4 
Low priority 42 4.6 12 
Neither high nor low priority 184 20.1 32.2 
High priority 368 40.3 72.5 
Very high priority 251 27.5 100 
Total 913 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 913.The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 8.7 percent of the 
respondents. 

On the issue of providing additional state funding for school districts with high percentages of 
low-income students, most respondents either consider it a high (40.3%) or very high (27.5%) 
priority.  Conversely, 4.6% consider it a low priority and 7.5% consider it a very low priority.  
Approximately one-fifth (20.1%) consider it neither a high or low priority. 
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Question 20.5: Expand bilingual educational programs for students whose first language is 
not English? 

Expand Bilingual Education Programs Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Very low priority 217 23.6 23.6 
Low priority 126 13.7 37.3 
Neither high nor low priority 182 19.8 57.1 
High priority 258 28.1 85.2 
Very high priority 136 14.8 100 
Total 919 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 919. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 8.1 percent of the 
respondents. 

On the issue of expanding bilingual education programs for students whose first language is 
not English, a plurality consider it either a high (28.1%) or very high priority (14.8%).  
Conversely, 13.7% consider it a low priority and 23.6% consider it a very low priority.  
Approximately one-fifth (19.8%) consider it neither a high or low priority. 
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Question 20.6: Increase state funding for school safety? 

Increase State Funding for School Safety Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Very low priority 43 4.6 4.7 
Low priority 71 7.7 12.4 
Neither high nor low priority 172 18.6 31 
High priority 398 43.1 74.1 
Very high priority 239 25.9 100 
Total 923 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 923. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 7.7 percent of the 
respondents. 

On the issue of increasing state funding for school safety, most respondents consider it either 
a high (43.1%) or very high priority (25.9%).  Slightly more than one-tenth consider it either a 
low (7.7%) or very low priority (4.6%).  Close to one-fifth (18.6%) consider it neither a high or 
low priority. 
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Question 20.7: Increase funding for extracurricular activities? 

Increase Funding for Extracurricular 
Activities 

Frequency Percent Cumulative % 

Very low priority 121 13.2 13.2 
Low priority 150 16.4 29.6 
Neither high nor low priority 279 30.4 60 
High priority 253 27.6 87.6 
Very high priority 114 12.4 100 
Total 917 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who were unsure were excluded. 

 

 
N = 917. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 8.3 percent of the 
respondents. 

On the issue of increasing funding for extracurricular activities, most respondents consider it 
either a high (27.6%) or very high priority (12.4%).  Conversely, 16.4% consider it either a low 
(16.4%) or very low (13.2%) priority.  Nearly one-third (30.4%) do not consider it a high or low 
priority. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



    35 
 

Question 20.8: End the “recapture” provision of the Robin Hood law so that local school 
districts keep the local property taxes they raise? 

End Recapture Provision Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Very low priority 178 21.8 21.8 
Low priority 111 13.6 35.4 
Neither high nor low priority 201 24.6 60 
High priority 173 21.3 81.2 
Very high priority 153 18.8 100 
Total 816 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N = 816. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 18.4 percent of the 
respondents. 

On the issue of ending the recapture provision of the Robin Hood law so that local school 
districts keep the local property taxes they raise, a slight majority consider it either a high 
priority (21.3%) or a very high priority (18.7%).  A close minority consider it either a low priority 
(13.6%) or a very low priority (21.8%).  Nearly one-fourth do not consider it a high or a low 
priority.  
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All Spending Priorities 
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Demographics 

Question 27: For how long have you resided in Texas? 

Years Resided in Texas Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Fewer than 6 years 74 7.4 7.4 
6-10 years 66 6.6 14 
11-20 years 117 11.7 25.7 
20-29 years 145 14.5 40.2 
30-39 years 178 17.8 58 
More than 40 years 420 42 100 
Total 1,000 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N = 1,000. 

A plurality of respondents (42%) have lived in Texas for more than 40 years.  This is followed 
by 17.8% who have live in Texas between 30-39 years, 14.5% between 20-29 years, 11.7% 
between 11-20 years, 6.6% between 6-10 years, and 7.4% fewer than 6 years. 
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Question 28: When it comes to your place of residence, do you presently rent, own, or 
have other housing arrangements? 

Type of Residence Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Own your home 85 8.5 8.5 
Rent your residence 639 64 72.5 
Have other housing arrangements 275 27.5 100 
Total 999 100 

 

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who did not answer or were unsure were excluded. 

 

 

 
N = 999. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 0.1 percent of the 
respondents. 

A majority of respondents (64%) own their own home, compared to 27.5% who rent and 8.5% 
who have other housing arrangements. 
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Age of Respondents Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
18 to 29 Years 137 13.7 13.7 
30-44 Years 270 27 40.7 
45-64 Years 356 35.6 76.3 
65+ Years 237 23.7 100 
Total 1,000 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N = 1,000. 
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Education Level of Respondents Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Less than High School 36 3.6 3.6 
High School Graduate 253 25.3 29 
Some College 237 23.7 52.7 
College Degree 352 35.2 87.9 
Post-Graduate Degree 121 12.1 100 
Total 1,000 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N = 1,000. 
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Employment Status of Respondents Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Full-Time 418 41.8 41.8 
Part-Time 74 7.4 49.2 
Unemployed 59 5.9 55.1 
Temporarily Laid Off 9 1 56 
Homemaker 74 7.4 63.4 
Permanently Disabled 76 7.6 71 
Student 40 4.1 75 
Retired 234 23.4 98.4 
Other 16 1.6 100 
Total 1,000 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N = 1,000. 
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Family Income of Respondents Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Prefer not to say 125 12.5 12.5 
$19,999 or less 116 11.6 24.1 
$20,000 to $39,999 204 20.4 44.5 
$40,000 to $59,999 159 15.9 60.4 
$60,000 to $79,999 134 13.4 73.8 
$80,000 to $119,999 139 13.9 87.7 
$120,000 to $199,999 84 8.4 96.1 
More than $200,000 39 3.9 100 
Total 1,000 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N = 1,000. 
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Gender of Respondents Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Female 539 53.9 53.9 
Male 461 46.1 100 
Total 1,000 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N = 1,000. 
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Political Ideology of Respondents Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Very Liberal 111 11.6 11.7 
Liberal 152 16 27.7 
Moderate 279 29.3 57 
Conservative 194 20.4 77.4 
Very Conservative 215 22.7 100 
Total 951 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N = 951. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 4.9 percent of the 
respondents.   
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Marital Status of Respondents Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Married 516 51.6 51.6 
Widowed 56 5.7 57.2 
Domestic/ Civic Partnership 47 4.7 61.9 
Divorced/ Separated 126 12.6 74.5 
Never Married 255 25.5 100 
Total 1,000 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N = 1,000. 
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Religion of Respondents Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Protestant 420 42 42 
Roman Catholic 174 17.4 59.4 
Nothing in particular 158 15.8 75.2 
Agnostic 135 13.5 88.7 
Something else 113 11.3 100 
Total 1,000 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

 
N = 1,000. 
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Church Attendance of Respondents Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Never 258 26.1 26.1 
Seldom 215 21.7 47.9 
A few times a year 129 13.1 61 
Once or twice a month 74 7.5 68.5 
Once a week 215 21.8 90.3 
More than once a week 96 9.7 100 
Total 987 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth.         
Those who did not answer were excluded. 

 

 
N = 987. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 1.3 percent of the 
respondents. 
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Importance of Religion to Respondents Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Not at all important 204 20.4 20.4 
Not too important 102 10.2 30.6 
Somewhat important 257 25.8 56.4 
Very important 435 43.6 100 
Total 998 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who did not answer were excluded. 

 

 
N = 998. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 0.2 percent of the 
respondents. 
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Party Identification of Respondents Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
Democrat 302 31.4 31.4 
Independent 323 33.6 65 
Republican 311 32.3 97.3 
Other 26 2.8 100 
Total 962 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who did not answer were excluded. 

 

 
N = 962. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 3.8 percent of the 
respondents.   
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Vote on 2016 Presidential Election of 
Respondents 

Frequency Percent Cumulative % 

Donald Trump 401 50.9 50.9 
Hillary Clinton 343 43.6 94.5 
Other 43 5.5 100 
Total 787 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Those who did not answer were excluded. 

 

 
N = 787. The Figure does not include “Don’t know” and “Refused”, which constitutes 22.3 percent of the 
respondents. 
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Race of Respondents Frequency Percent Cumulative % 
White/ Blanco or Anglo 588 58.8 58.8 
Hispanic 229 22.9 81.7 
Black 133 13.3 95 
Other 50 5 100 
Total 1,000 100  

Frequencies are rounded to the nearest whole number, percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth 

 

 

 


