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I.

Abstract
Persistent racial residential and educational segregation in the United States are

major sources of institutional racism and inequality. In this essay I focus on the housing
search stage, an intermediary between where people say they want to live and where
they ultimately end up living. Past research has explored preferences and even the
housing search process but has not yet examined the way public school quality and
choice affect the relationship between preferences and actual neighborhood search
patterns. To fill this gap, this essay looks at the ways public school quality impacts the
realization of racial and ethnic neighborhood preferences. Using a subset of data from
the 2004-2005 Chicago Area Study (CAS), Census data and Great Schools, I estimate
OLS regressions to analyze how racial neighborhood preferences and public school
quality impact where people ultimately decide to search for a house. I find that stated
racial neighborhood preferences positively affect actual neighborhood search outcomes,
but not perfectly so and that there are important and significant differences in the
experiences of respondents of different races.
II.

Introduction
Housing segregation along racial lines remains a persistent problem in the United

States, deeply impacting the ability of minority populations to gain and hold on to wealth
(Logan and Stults, 2011). One of the primary ways housing segregation perpetuates
inequality is its connection to public education. There is significant evidence that
schools in lower income neighborhoods have lower test scores and worse outcomes for
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students. It is also true that school quality is a major driver of the price of housing and
home value over time. Researching the housing search process provides insight into
the ways respondents’ housing preferences differ by race and their ability to
operationalize those preferences.
Previous research introduced a creative approach to uncover subconscious
discrimination in housing decisions, measured by the difference between the stated
desired racial composition of the neighborhood and the actual racial composition of the
neighborhoods searched. This research neglected to account for neighborhood school
quality, but it is well-known that school quality is an important determinant of
neighborhood choice. Omitting school quality may result in biased coefficient estimates.
Here, I estimate the relationship between stated and actual neighborhood racial
composition while controlling for school quality. I find that stated racial neighborhood
preferences positively affect actual racial neighborhood outcomes, but not perfectly so.
This result holds even accounting for school quality, income, the presence of children
under 18, and education level.

III.

Literature Review
This study speaks to housing and education segregation in the city of Chicago,

Illinois. This literature examines both of the topics, why people chose to move and looks
in depth at Critical Race Theory and Racial Proxy Theory.
Housing
Chicago is a particularly compelling place to look at housing segregation
because of its long history with a practice called redlining. This policy not only denied
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mortgages to families of color, but also cut them off from the best schools and
resources the city had to offer. It also denied families of color from gaining the
significant wealth that earning home equity yields, which is one of the primary ways that
families generate wealth. The effects of this policy are still being felt today in the
disparate income and education outcomes for whites and people of color in the city of
Chicago and around the United States.
The Fair Housing Acting, passed in 1968, aimed to remedy this. It was federal
legislation that made many discriminatory housing practices illegal, including refusing to
rent or sell to someone because of race and discriminating in the terms and conditions
of rental or sale. It also barred discrimination in real estate advertising, banned agents
from making untrue statements about a dwelling’s availability in order to deny access
and prevented real estate agents from making comments about the race of neighbors or
in-movers in order to promote panic selling (Metcalf 1988). However, it did not take any
action to end discrimination in mortgage lending (redlining). It was not until 1974 that
Congress passed the Equal Credit Opportunity Act that discrimination against black
individuals was prohibited, and it was not until 1977 that it passed the Community
Reinvestment Act to outlaw discrimination against black neighborhoods, thus
eliminating the legal basis for the practice of redlining (Massey, 2015).
Figures 1 and 2 below show how deeply segregated housing in Chicago was in
both the 1920’s and the 1950’s. The separation of different races and ethnicities is very
apparent in both images though there are some apparent shifts. Housing in Chicago
and the rest of the United States remains highly segregated. One reason for this is the
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many gate keepers in the highly complicated processes of buying and selling homes.
One major set of gate keepers are real estate agents, who often have great control over
which people get to see which houses. Many studies have examined the ways in which
the decisions agents make are often racially biased and contribute greatly to furthering
segregation in order to please their majority white clientele (Ondrich, 2001).
Havekes, Bader and Krysan (2015) examined the issue of the housing search
process and its relation to racial residential segregation. They used the Chicago Area
Study (CAS) and found that race played a major role in shaping neighborhood
preferences. Specifically, they found that white respondents favored living in
predominantly white neighborhoods, while Black and Latino respondents preferred to
live in integrated neighborhoods. The study found that individuals from all groups
indicated that they preferred integrated neighborhoods but also had a preference for at
least a substantial number of residents who were of their same race and ethnicity that
exceeded the share of any other outgroup. This was true for all groups, but especially
for Whites (Havekes, Bader and Krysan, 2015). This work helped emphasize the
importance of examining the housing search process as a mechanism for
understanding housing segregation.
A further analysis by Bader and Krysan found that both race and geographic
distance affect the views of respondents of all races about neighborhoods in the city.
People were less likely to want to live in a neighborhood they lived further away from
and knew little about. They note, “Critically, the geography of existing segregation
begets further segregation: distance from current community significantly affects

5

perceptions of the communities into which respondents might move” (Bader and
Krysan, 2015).
Figure 1: 1920 Settlement Map1

1

This image from the Chicago Department of Development in 1920, illustrates how segregated housing
in the city was nearly 100 years ago (Maxwell and Halstead).

6

Figure 2: 1950 Settlement Map2

2

This image from the Chicago Department of Development in 1950, illustrates how segregated housing in
the city was nearly 70 years ago (Maxwell and Halstead).
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Education
Much has been written about segregation both explicit and implicit in public
education and the detrimental effect it has on students and communities. Even over 60
years after the landmark Supreme Court decision on Brown vs. the Board of Education,
which mandated the desegregation of public schools, racial segregation in schools
persists and is even on the rise (Orfield et. al, 2019).
Although public education is technically a right for all students, what that looks
like and the opportunities it ultimately yields can vary drastically from neighborhood to
neighborhood. It is not only that schools are segregated in the city of Chicago and more
widely in the United States, schools that have more students of color consistently
receive fewer resources, have less qualified teachers and have worse outcomes than
schools with predominantly white students (Street, 2005). Segregation has also been
found to yield lower incomes and worse college and career outcomes for students of
color (Orfield et. al, 2019). Lipman writes, “Continued disinvestment in schools in Black
and Latinx low-income communities combined with historical redlining policies have
created ‘two cities’ one for black and latino residents and one for wealthy white
residents” (Lipman, 2017).
Even within highly ranked schools, racism can continue to affect the ability of
students of color to access a high-quality education. Students of color often face
disproportionate discipline rates, lower quality special education, and fewer leadership
opportunities and rarely have a teacher from the same racial or ethnic background as
themselves. Beyond that, students of color in higher ranked educational settings are
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more likely to be a small minority of the overall student population and can face isolation
and ostracism.
Though it is clear that public education quality can vary drastically from school to
school and community to community, there is no one way to quantify these differences.
Rating public schools and districts is highly political, and there are numerous methods
employed by different states including report cards, standardized test scores,
graduation rates. In Chicago, the Illinois State Board of Education releases an annual
“Report Card” that ranks the state, districts and schools on educational goals, many of
which are tied to standardized test scores and graduation rates. This information is
publicly available to help inform parents about the state’s schools (Illinois State Board of
Education). Additionally, many real estate websites include a “Great Schools Score”,
which is a 1-10 ranking of schools in the neighborhoods where homes are for sale. The
Great Schools website provides nuanced information, but real estate sites where this
information is most available only include an aggregate number.
This information may not be the only or even primary way that families get
information about public education. Holm (2002) looks at school choice through a lens
of social networks. She found that the true quality of a school was not nearly as
important to parents, particularly white parents in wealthier neighborhoods, as the
reputation of a school. In her study, the information parents were interested in was
whether a school was “considered good by a number of high ranking parents” in their
community. This was true even when parents had an awareness of the racial biases
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and stereotypes surrounding public education. This study illustrates that the notion of
quality in a school can be deeply affected by social constructions of race and class.
Mobility
There is some literature examining why someone might want to move in the first
place. Access to opportunities and amenities play a major role, but a sense of belonging
and similarity to one’s neighbors has also been found to be important. A study out of the
United Kingdom found that “neighbourhood deprivation, changes in neighbourhood
ethnic composition and changes in tenure mix are associated with preferring to move”
and that “a feeling of belonging to the neighbourhood or feeling similar to others in the
neighbourhood significantly reduces the desire to move” (Clark, 2015).
The Moving to Opportunity study was a study by the Federal Housing and Urban
Development department (HUD) that gave vouchers to low income Black and Latino
families to move to higher income neighborhoods (Leventhal and Dupere, 2011). The
success of this study was mixed. An interim report noted that “Middle-income,
nonintegrated neighborhoods may not provide low-income, Black and Latino families
with the supports and services they need” (Fauth et. al, 2007). Another study found that
there were disparate educational impacts for girls and boys who had been moved from
a high poverty neighborhood to a low poverty neighborhood and that the program was
largely unsuccessful without additional support to “promote residential stability and
social integration” (Leventhal and Dupere, 2011).
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Critical Race Theory
Many studies on housing and education have examined racial discrimination.
Critical race theory helps illuminate why this is both important and unsurprising. It
answers the question “How does racism persist despite its nearly universal
condemnation by state policy and by the norms of polite society?” (Harris, 2015).
Critical race theory asserts that racism has become so normalized by our institutions
that white society only notices something as racist if it is dramatic and violent. It
overlooks institutional racism, like housing and education segregation as being normal
parts of our society. This theoretical lens is particularly useful for examining education
and housing policy because they are institutions with the power to determine people’s
access to economic power and opportunity. Derrick Bell, a scholar of critical race theory
noted in his speech “Who’s Afraid of Critical Race Theory” that “racism is normal, not
aberrant in American society” (Bell, 1995).
Racism is harmful to all communities of color but can affect different communities
in different ways. Asian Americans have been considered “model minorities” which has
often made the struggles of that community and the discrimination against them appear
different than the struggles and discrimination against other communities of color. There
is significant literature documenting the ways in which this uniquely affects the
experiences of Asian Americans in education and housing. The model minority
stereotype often results in Asian Americans not being seen as needing assistance in the
same ways that other communities of color do (Kwon, 2009). The model minority
stereotype has also been found to deeply affect the ways that Asian American students
and families perceive education (Kinang et. al, 2016).
11

Hispanic/Latinx is an ethnic identity, not a racial identity. The community
encompasses a wide variety of cultures, races and histories. There is significant
literature that shows that there is no single definition of this identity (Johnson, 1990),
which has presented some difficulty for researchers seeking to understand this group
(Tafoya, 2004).
Racial Proxy Theory
The racial proxy theory holds an amenities-based view on why those with the
most privilege and choice make the decisions they do about housing and education.
Rather than asserting that individual racism (e.g. not wanting a person of color as a
neighbor) as the motivating factor for white families choosing to live in predominantly
white neighborhoods, it asserts that white families are attracted to amenities like safety,
high ranking schools and other amenities that due to institutional racism are in
predominantly white neighborhoods. Swaroop and Krysan note, “The racial proxy theory
holds that racial composition may indeed matter for individuals’ preferences, but only
insofar as it is related to economic and other quality-of-life characteristics of the
neighborhood” (Swaroop and Krysan, 2011). In this theory neighborhood amenities are
considered both “non-racial” and the motivating factor for white families (Bellingham and
Hunt, 2016).
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IV.

Methods

Data
The data for this study comes from three sources: the 2004-2005 Chicago Areas
Study (CAS), Census data on individual neighborhoods, and school quality data from
Great Schools Summary Rankings. The CAS is a cross-sectional data set compiled
from face-to-face interviews of adults in Chicago. The CAS provides information on
demographic characteristics and attitudes about race that I use to construct variables on
stated and actual search behavior regarding the racial makeup of neighborhoods.3 I use
these data to examine whether individuals actually search for housing in neighborhoods
that reflect their stated preferences for the ideal neighborhood racial mix, controlling for
school quality, children under 18, income, years of education, and race/ethnicity.
The dependent variable in this study is the percentage of white people in the
neighborhoods where respondents actually chose to search for a home. Since people
usually search in more than one neighborhood, I use census data on neighborhood
population and racial makeup to create an overall measure of percentage white in
searched neighborhoods.
The preference variable is an independent variable based on the respondent’s
preferred racial make-up of their ideal neighborhood. In order to quantify this,
respondents of the CAS study filled out neighborhood cards (Figure 3) to indicate their
racial preferences of their ideal neighborhood. On each house surrounding “their house”

3

The survey designers attempted to pair questioners with respondents of the same race in order to
increase respondents’ comfort and willingness to be honest.
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respondents indicated the racial group they would ideally like to live there. I use the
percentage of homes that respondents labeled as white to create the variable
“percentage white preferred.” This variable captures all of the information on the card in
one value that each respondent wanted in their ideal or preferred neighborhood. This
method is useful in that it quantifies respondents’ racial preferences and provides a
measure to compare a respondent’s ideal neighborhood to the neighborhoods they
actually ended up searching in.

Figure 3: Survey Card

The real neighborhoods that respondents actually searched in are listed below in
Table 1 along with their population, school scores and “percent white” data. Figure 4
maps the neighborhood locations.
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Table 1: Neighborhood Statistics
Neighborhood

Population

Percent White

Great Schools
Average

Waukegan

89078

0.466

3.125

North Chicago

32574

0.479

1.75

Libertyville

20315

0.901

8.71

Crystal Lake

40743

0.902

6.44

Arlington Heights

75101

0.882

7.58

Glenview

44692

0.832

8.44

108188

0.659

3.84

Skokie

64784

0.603

6.81

Schaumburg

74227

0.704

8.79

West Chicago

27086

0.676

3.9

Naperville

141853

0.765

8.083

Aurora

197899

0.597

3.8

Bolingbrook

73366

0.543

5.2

Downer’s Grove

47833

0.885

7

Albany Park

51542

0.292

4.6

Norwood Park

37023

0.815

8.17

Uptown

56362

0.516

5.71

Lake View

94368

0.804

6.6

Logan Square

72791

0.39

3.54

Humboldt Park

56323

0.044

3.7

Austin

98514

0.044

1.92

Loop*

29283

0.627

9

Oak Park

51878

0.677

5.78

Maywood

24090

0.126

2.2

Melrose Park

25411

0.57

3.8

Berwyn

56657

0.605

4.38

Cicero

83891

0.519

2

Pilsen/ Little Village

79288

0.004

3.2

Bridgeport

31977

0.351

4.5

Elgin

15

Table 1: Neighborhood Statistics (continued)
Bronzeville

18238

0.1

3.2

Hyde Park

25681

0.467

4.75

South Shore

52010

0.014

2.67

Ashburn

41081

0.152

4.29

Beverly

20034

0.588

5.75

Morgan Park

22544

0.29

3.67

Oak Lawn

56690

0.852

7.67

Harvey

89078

0.466

2.57

Homewood/Flossmore

19323

0.595

5.36

4988

0.981

4.8

Matteson

19009

0.163

4

Country Club Hills

16541

0.087

3.25

Olympia Fields
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Figure 4: Neighborhood Map4

4

Image from 2004-2005 Chicago Areas Study (CAS). This map shows the neighborhoods that the CAS
study focused on.
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The data for the public schools in each of the neighborhoods was gathered from
the Great Schools, an organization that ranks schools by neighborhood on a 1-10 scale
based on academics (test scores, academic progress and advanced courses), equity
(equity overall, race/ethnicity, low income student and students with disabilities) and
environment (students, discipline and attendance, teachers and staff, and
neighborhood). Ten represents the highest scoring school over the three categories,
and one represents the lowest score. To account for housing searches in multiple
neighborhoods, I averaged the school score across neighborhoods. Although this data
is not a comprehensive picture of school quality it is an easily accessible and readable
data point that is often seen on real estate websites. Even if it is a crude measure of the
nuances of actual school quality, it is likely a better measure of perceived school quality,
which is particularly useful for this study that looks at preferences.
Variable Definitions
Table 2 provides an overview of the variables used in this study and their
definitions. Respondent’s income is measured in dollars. The Years of School variable
refers to highest number of years of education completed by someone in the
respondent’s household5. The race variables in this regression are dummy variables
and include White, Black, Asian, Native American and Other.

5

Both the income and education variables were derived from categorical data.
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Table 2: Variable Definitions

% White Searched

Percentage white in neighborhoods that the
respondent searched in

% White Preferred

Percentage white in neighborhoods
respondents said they would prefer to live in

Kids under 18

Indicates number of children under the age of
18 living in their home

Income

Aggregate 1-10 ranking of public schools in
the neighborhood, from the Great Schools
ranking searched, constructed
Amount of household income respondent
reports

Years of Education

Number of years of education the respondent
has reported completing

White

Indicates whether or not a respondent
identifies as White

Black

Indicates whether or not a respondent
identifies as Black

Native American

Indicates whether or not a respondent
identifies as Native American

Asian

Indicates whether or not a respondent
identifies as Asian

Other

Indicates whether or not a respondent
identifies as other

Mixed Race

Indicates whether or not a respondent
identifies as mixed race

Hispanic

Indicates whether or not a respondent
identifies as Hispanic

School Score
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Estimation Methods
I used the ordinary least squares regression to estimate the percentage of white
residents in the neighborhoods in which respondents ultimately ended up searching for
a home. The model is specified as:
%𝒘𝒉𝒊𝒕𝒆𝒔𝒆𝒂𝒓𝒄𝒉𝒆𝒅𝒊
= 𝜷𝟏 + 𝜷𝟐 %𝒘𝒉𝒊𝒕𝒆𝒑𝒓𝒆𝒇𝒆𝒓𝒓𝒆𝒅𝒊 + 𝜷𝟑 𝒔𝒄𝒉𝒐𝒐𝒍𝒔𝒄𝒐𝒓𝒆𝒊 + 𝜷𝟒 𝒌𝒊𝒅𝒔𝒖𝒏𝒅𝒆𝒓𝟏𝟖𝒊
+ 𝜷𝟓 𝒚𝒓𝒔𝒐𝒇𝒆𝒅𝒊 + 𝜷𝟔 𝒘𝒉𝒊𝒕𝒆 𝒊 + 𝜷𝟕 𝒃𝒍𝒂𝒄𝒌𝒊 + 𝜷𝟖 𝒏𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒗𝒆𝒂𝒎𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒄𝒂𝒏𝒊
+ 𝜷𝟗 𝒐𝒕𝒉𝒆𝒓𝒊 + 𝜷𝟏𝟎 𝒎𝒊𝒙𝒆𝒅𝒓𝒂𝒄𝒆𝒊 + 𝜷𝟏𝟏 𝒉𝒊𝒔𝒑𝒂𝒏𝒊𝒄𝒊 + 𝒆𝒊
where the variables are defined above and 𝑒G is a random error term for individual i.
I also ran Tobit regressions, but these models yielded identical results to the OLS
models. I tested for heteroskedasticity with the White test, and I checked for
multicollinearity.
The Hispanic variable is an ethnicity variable, separate from the race variable.
After running a pairwise correlation, it was clear that the Hispanic highly correlated with
the “other” racial variable. The table below shows the majority of respondents who
identified “other” as their race also identified as Hispanic (94%). In order to account for
this correlation in my regressions, I estimate a base model including all the race
variables and the Hispanic ethnicity variable and another regression without the “other”
race variable. This shows the effect that the correlation has on the results.
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Table 3: Hispanic Ethnicity and Other Race Frequencies

OTHER RACE
HISPANIC

NO

YES

TOTAL

NO

392

9

401

YES

55

147

202

447

156

603

TOTAL

In order to better examine the differences in the experiences of respondents of
different races, I estimate three separate regressions for White respondents, Black
respondents and respondents who identified their race as other. I did not include
models for respondents who identified as Native American or Multiracial because there
were too few observations to estimate those regressions.

V.

Results

Summary Statistics
Table 4 shows the summary statistics for the variables used in the models. It is
notable that the range of the white searched variable was from 0.004 to 0.885, while the
white preferred variable goes all the way from 0 to 1. This means that there were not
neighborhoods available that fit every respondent’s preference.

21

Table 4: Summary Statistics
Variable

Mean

Std. Dev

Min

Max

% White Searched

.518

.238

.004

.885

% White Preferred

.331

.21

0

1

School Score

5.2

1.711

1.835

9

Kids Under 18

1.35

1.484

0

7

Education

13.732

2.592

10

22

Income

50483.4

40320.01

2499.5

150000

Hispanic

.364

.482

0

1

White

.397

.49

0

1

Black

.288

.453

0

1

Other

.022

.453

0

1

Mixed

.007

.148

0

1

Figures 5 through 7 show histograms of the percentage White searched variable, the
percentage White preferred variable and the school score variable. The bulk of the
searched neighborhoods were over 50% white, while the bulk of the preferred
neighborhoods were under 50% white.
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Figures 5 and 6: Percentage White Searched and Percentage White Preferred

Searched

Preferred

The School Scores, pictured in Figure 7, range from 2 to 9 with notable peaks 3, 4.5
and 7.75.

Figure 7: School Scores

Great School Score
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Base Model

Table 5 shows regression results for two models estimated with data from the
total sample, the base model and the base model replacing the “other” race variable
with the “other Non-Hispanic” variable.
The white preference variable is positive and significant at the 10% level in both
models. The school score coefficient is positive and significant at the 1% level.
Hispanics are significantly less likely than non-Hispanics to search in predominantly
White neighborhoods, given stated preferences, school quality and other variables in
the model.
The biggest difference between the models is the black variable becomes
significant and more negative. There is also a difference in the “Hispanic” variable
estimates. In Model 1, the “Hispanic” variable is more negative and less significant than
in Model 2. Both the “other” variable in Model 1 and the “other non-Hispanic” variable in
Model 2 are positive and insignificant. In Model 1, the preference variable was slightly
less significant than in Model 2. Both of the models are highly significant overall.
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Table 5: Base Model Results
Variable

Model 1: Base

Model 2: Base w/out “other”
Race Variable

%white preferred

0.063*
(0.089)

0.063*
(0.087)

School Score

0.106***
(0.000)

.106***
(0.000)

Kids Under 18

-.001
(0.81)

-.001
(0.834)

Years of
Education

-0.001
(0.672)

-.002
(0.533)

Income

-1.90
(0.3)

1.61
(0.411)

Hispanic

-0.085***
(0.005)

-0.067**
(0.016)

White

-0.001
(0.968)

-0.044
(0.113)

Black

-0.027
(0.462)

-0.067**
(0.03)

Native

0.07
(0.392)

.010
(0.869)

Other

.0643
(0.18)

Other nonhispanic

0.032
(0.367)

Mixed

.0776
(0.279)

0.028
(0.648)

Constant

-.001
(0.988)

0.045
(0.506)

N

403

403

R2

0.653

0.651

F

66.44***

78.77***

Prob-F

0.00

0.00

p values based on robust standard errors in parentheses.
***significant at .01
** significant at .05
* significant at .10
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Regression by Racial Groups
Table 6 presents regression results for the White, Black and Other race
subsamples. This helps to show the different experiences of respondents by their racial
identity. The Asian and Native American categories had too few observations to
estimate regressions.

Table 6: Subsample Results
Variable name

Model 3: White

Model 4: Black

Model 5: Other

%white preferred

0.096**
(0.033)

0.073
(0.392)

-0.111
(0.232)

School Score

0.089***
(0.00)

0.119***
(0.00)

0.112***
(0.00)

Kids Under 18

-0.019
(0.112)

0.015**
(0.025)

-0.002
(0.868)

Income

2.99
(0.278)

-3.56
(0.239)

-3.73
(0.534)

Years of Education

0.000
(0.984)

-0.013**
(0.029)

0.011
(0.199)

Hispanic

-0.082**
(0.028)

0.099
(0.102)

-0.074*
(0.065)

Constant

0.043
(0.629)

0.035
(0.719)

-0.07*
(0.065)

N

158

114

107

R2

0.707

0.59

0.549

F

60.82***

24.40***

20.51***

Prob-F

0.00

0.00

0.00

p values based on robust standard errors in parentheses.
***significant at .01
** significant at .05
* significant at .10
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For the white sample, the White Preference variable is positive and significant at
the 5% level. This is not the case for either the black or other race groups. The School
Score is significant at the 1% level for all three racial groups but has the largest
magnitude for the black respondents. It is also notable that the Hispanic variable is
significant and negative for white respondents at the 5% level and significant and
negative for other racial group respondents at the 10% level. It is both positive and
insignificant for black respondents. Years of education was significantly negative for
black respondents, but positive and insignificant for the other two groups. The Kids
under 18 variable is significant and positive for black respondents but negative and
insignificant for the other two groups. All three of these models are significant overall at
better than 1%.

VI.

Discussion
The results of this study bring several points to light. When looking at

respondents’ housing search intentions and where they actually search for housing,
race and school quality both play a key role. This is an important finding because we
know that the neighborhoods where people ultimately end up living and the schools they
attend have enormous impacts on the trajectory of their lives. The data show that the
housing search experience of black respondents is different from white respondents.
This is in alignment with existing literature that shows that both housing and schools are
highly racially segregated despite policy interventions.
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Previous research did not include school quality scores when looking at the
difference between stated preferences and the searches respondents ultimately made.
Adding school quality to these models helped paint a fuller picture of why respondents
made the choices that they did. All that said, race and school quality do not fully explain
respondents’ preferences and ultimate choices. This gap is ripe for further research.
Base Model
The base model shows, unsurprisingly, that the housing search preference
variable is significantly correlated with where respondents ultimately searched for a
home. In Model 2, Blacks and Hispanics are both significantly less likely than Asian
Americans and non-Hispanics to search in white neighborhoods, given their stated
neighborhood preference, school quality and other characteristics. This may be
because of stereotypes related the model minority theory, which asserts that “whites
…give certain Asian American groups a ‘model minority’ rating while other groups of
color receive lower marks as ‘problem minorities’” (Chou and Feagin, 2015). This
differentiates Asian Americans from other communities of color in white society, but still
places them below Whites. This differentiation between races, though no less
problematic and discriminatory, may explain the disparity in results.
The Native American and mixed racial categories have very small numbers of
respondents, so it is difficult to assess the results for these groups. Collecting more data
on these groups would be essential for any additional research.
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Regressions by Racial Groups
The racial differences in the housing search process were most clearly evident in
the models separated by racial category. Notably, the preference variable was only
significant (and positive) in the White model. This may indicate that racial privilege that
white respondents experience allowed them to operationalize their preferences in ways
that respondents of other races were not able to.
For Black respondents, the number of children under 18 increased the
percentage of White neighborhoods searched. For respondents who identified as White
and Other search patterns were not affected by the number of children. This may be
due to a perception that white neighborhoods and schools are associated (real or
perceived) with better opportunities and safety for children. However, for black
respondents, years of education was significantly negatively correlated with searching in
a white neighborhood. While it is not fully clear why this is the case, there is significant
evidence that shows that the higher a person of color goes in formal education the more
likely they are to be the only person of color. This might prompt someone to want to
search in an area where they would not be racially isolated. This is an area rich for
additional research
The Hispanic variable presented a wealth of answers and more questions. In the
white models the Hispanic variable was significant and negatively correlated with
searching for a home in neighborhoods with a higher white population. The Black
model was not correlated and the other negatively correlated, which leads to the
question of what impacts someone’s experience of the world more, race or ethnicity?
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The results of the School Score variable builds on existing literature; highly rated
schools are more likely to be in predominantly white neighborhoods. This finding shows
the ways that biased and segregated institutions like public education and housing
compound upon each other and ultimately serve to separate and disenfranchise people
of color.
One finding that did not align with existing literature was that Income had no
significant impact in any of the models. Existing literature would indicate that income is
a major factor in the neighborhoods that people search and ultimately buy homes in. It
is unclear why this was not reflected in the data and provides an opportunity for
additional research.
Race and Ethnicity
The Hispanic variable was particularly difficult to measure and was highly
correlated with the racial “other” variable. This is because the Hispanic variable is an
ethnicity variable not a racial variable, meaning that respondents who identify as
Hispanic may also identify as any of the racial variables. While this may seem clear cut
on paper, this is not something that is easily understood by respondents and may not
reflect their experience in society.
This problem is not unique to this study. Data from the 2000 Census showed the
two major racial identifiers for those who identified as Hispanic/Latino were white and
some other race. “The Census numbers show that Latinos who call themselves white
and those who say they are some other race have distinctly different characteristics,
and survey data show they have different attitudes and opinions on a variety of
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subjects. Consistently across a broad range of variables, Hispanics who identified
themselves as white have higher levels of education and income and greater degrees of
civic enfranchisement than those who pick the ‘some other race’ category. The findings
of this report suggest that Hispanics see race as a measure of belonging, and
whiteness as a measure of inclusion, or of perceived inclusion” (Sonya, 2014).
Policy Recommendations
This study illustrates the need to further examine the housing search process
with particular focus on racial bias, which as Havekes, Bader and Krysan note has not
been studied systematically. This analysis adds to literature that despite laws aiming to
desegregate housing and public education there is still a long way to go to achieve
equitable outcomes. By examining the housing search process, we are able to examine
another level in which racial bias infiltrates two of our major institutions.
This study barely scratched the surface of why people search for homes where
they do; however, we know that racial segregation whether from racist intent, institutions
or a broad “racial proxy” theory results in inequitable results. As policy makers and
researchers, we have an obligation to remedy this.
Additionally, the racial proxy theory up to this point has examined amenities that
are present in white neighborhoods such as good schools, high home value and safety6.
However, some of the data suggests that those are not the only amenities that matter.
Specifically, Black respondents with more education were less inclined to search for
homes in more white neighborhoods, even though they were more likely than Black

6

Safety is a relative term. Areas with more police surveillance are often safer for whites and less safe for
people of color.
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respondents with less education to have the ability to access these neighborhoods. This
warrants further consideration of amenities such as community, insulation from racism
by one’s neighbors and access to culturally appropriate services and businesses. Good
housing and education policy should not force marginalized communities to choose
between these amenities and access to better housing and education. It is not enough
to simply move a few people from underserved neighborhoods to more affluent ones, as
was done in the Moving to Opportunity study. A substantial investment in making
education and housing equitable and adequate across all neighborhoods is necessary
to achieve this goal.
Future Research
This study has emphasized the importance of understanding the housing search
process as an important mechanism for accessing some of our society’s most influential
institutions for wealth and opportunity: housing and education. There is still a gap
between what neighborhood racial make-up people say they want and where they
actually end up searching. Further research is necessary to explain this gap.
There are several directions future research could take from this study. First,
future research could examine the survey design of the original data set. While the
housing chart that asks respondents to fill in the ideal racial make-up of a neighborhood
is a unique way to quantify the preferences of respondents, it seems likely to be an
imperfect measure. It is likely that respondents might never have thought about how to
answer this question and may not know how they feel themselves. Additionally,
although the surveyors made an effort to send questioners who were the same race as
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the respondents to answer this question, it is impossible to ignore the likelihood that
many of the responses may be biased by respondents answering how they think they
“should” answer.
The other major piece of this housing equation is where people ultimately end up
moving. This is outside of the scope of this study and it would be a massive undertaking
to collect this data, but it would help complete the picture that this study has started to
paint.
It is important to note that charter and private schools were not included in this
study. These schools factor greatly into the choices families make about housing and
schools. These schools also are disproportionately the choices of white middle and
upper-class families so they could be an important addition to this line of inquiry. School
scores were also measured with the relatively simplistic Great Schools measure. There
are likely more complex ways to measure school quality, but these scores do represent
the information that many respondents may have seen in their housing search. The
actual quality of the schools is less important than the perception of the quality of those
schools.
Finally, further research and data collection could focus on the housing search
process in different locations and with more recent data. Chicago is not the only city that
struggles with issues of educational and housing inequality. The work of untangling
these inequities is the work of every city. In particular a city like Portland, Oregon could
be very interesting to investigate as its population has grown significantly in the last two
decades and has a unique racial history.
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VII.

Conclusion
While there is certainly much room for further research, this study shows the

importance of controlling for school quality when examining the housing preferences in
the housing search process. There is immense value in looking critically at our housing
and education institutions. Not only do they represent two of the most critical ways that
people acquire wealth and opportunity, they are also the places children spend every
day in and come home to every night. If we want more equitable outcomes for future
generations, we must continue to seriously examine these institutions.
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