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FOREWORD

Racial discrimination in the land of freedom and equal
pportunity is a disturbing fact, one that the collective
conscience prefers to ignore. But the truth remains: Some
Americans are denied equality of treatment because of their
race, religion, ethnic background, or sex. This report is
about people who are denied equal access to housing solely

because of thelr race.

We cannot emphasize too strongly that this study was
designed specifically to measure national and regional
discrimination —- not the specific level of discrimination
in each metropolitan area. Because of the national design,
the sampie sizes in the individual metropolitan areas are
quite small. The reported site~by-site results must, therefore,
be interpreted with extreme caution.

Site-by~site estimates were developed only because of
the considerable interest in their use for other purposes,
especially to investigate how discrimination and segregation
may be related; and to examine the extent to which discrim-
ination in the sales market may be related to discrimination
in the rental market-

We are able to state with confidence only that the actual
or true Efvel of discrimination for a particular area exists
somewhere over a fairly wide range of values, or within what
is kngwn as a "confidence interval." For example, the level
of discrimination reported for one area is 30 percent; however,
the true level of discrimination could be as low as 3 percent
or as high as 57 percent.

The importance of such wide confidence intervals cannot
be overstated. In particular, the sites cannot be ranked
according to the reported level of discrimination because
nearly all their confidence intervals overlap. For example,
the level of discrimination reported for one area is almost
twice the estimated level reported for another area; however,
because their respective confidence intervals are so broad
and overlap so much, there is a good chance that the two
areas have the same level of discrimination or even that the
second has more discrimination than does the first.

In addition to their large confidence levels, it should
also be remembered that site-by-site results are reported
only for one category of discrimination, housing availability.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

This is the first formal report of a nationwide study of discrimi-
nation against blacks in the sale and rental of housing. The data were
collected for the study during the spring of 1977. Within 40 metropoli-
tan areas across the country, approximately 300 whites and 300 blacks,
in matched pairs, shopped for housing advertised in metropolitan news=-
papers. Each individual kept a careful record of his experience. A
systematic comparison of the relative treatments accorded black housing
seekers and white housing seekers under the tightly controlled circum-
stances of the study provides the basis for the results reported. The
data were collected under contract by the National Committee Against
Discrimination in Housimg {NCDH); staff from the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) are analyzing the data.

Objectives. The study has two major objectives:

e to measure the nature and extent of discrimination against
blacks in American housing markets

e to determine what factors, including the enforcement of
housing civil rights legislation, influence the chserved
discrimination against blacks.
This report describes the findings with respect to the first cbjec-
tive and the basic research methodology used. Subsequent reports will

deal with the latter objective as well as with other issues that are

1ikely to arise from detailed analysis of the data.
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Principal Findings. The study provides definitive evidence that

blacks are discriminated against in the sale and rental of housing.
Blacks were systematically treated less favorably with regard to housing
availability, were treated less courtéous}y, and were asked for more in-
formation than were whites. For example, with respect to an index of
housing availability--the most important of the discrimination measures
reported--discrimination in thé rental market was 27 percent and in the
sales market 15 percent.l The effect on housing searches of blacks may
be cumulative; if 27 percent of rental agents discriminate, then a black
who visits four rental agents can expect to encounter at least one in-
stance of discrimination 72 perceﬁt of the time; if 15 percent of sales
agents discriminate, a black who visits four sales agents can expect to

encounter one or more instances of discrimination 48 percent of the time.

‘1. Initial study findings were released in April 1978. The findings
released in this report are based on more extensive analysis of audit
data; they differ from those released eariier in several ways. First,
the categories of items for which systematic differential treatment of
auditors is reported differ from those used in April 1978. Second,
cases for which no differential treatment of audit teammates was ob-
served are classified as "no difference" rather than "treated equally,"
Targely because "no difference" is a better term for classifying both
cases in which auditors received the same, or the same amount of, serv-
ice, and cases where neither auditor received service. The term also
more accurately distinguishes cases where no differential treatment was
observed from those where differential treatment was observed. Third,
cases for which there was some ambiguity in interpreting whether the
outcome on & group of items favored one auditor or the other are treated
differently from the earlier report. This change in approach explains
differences in the estimates of discrimination from the April 19/8 re-
lease. For further information on this last point, see chapter 5 of
the full report.
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Discriminatory treatment as measured by other indices of discrimi-
nation usually exhibited smaller, but still statistically significant,
di fferences unfavorable to blacks. Discriminatory treatment of blacks
appears to vary regionally and by size of metropolitan area, although
the precise factors influencing discriminatory treatment of blacks have

not been fully explored.

Methodology

Research Design. The primary goal of fair housing is to achieve

equal access to housing for all Americans by eliminating discriminatory
behavior prohibited by law. Price differentials paid by blacks and
whites for comparable housing, segregated residential living patterns,
and expressed perceptions about fair housing--all seem to reflect the
effects of discriminatory housing practices rather than the nature or
extent of unequal access itself. Hence, it was concluded that discrimi-
natorily unequal access to housing could be measured unambiguously only
through a controlled experiment in which blacks and whites simulated

the behavior of actual housing séekers.

The simulated housing search experiment, known as an audit, is a
procedure whereby a white individual and a black individuai successively
visit a given real estate or rental agency in search of housing. Two
individuals of the same sex are matched as closely as possible in terms
of age, general appearance, income, and family size--that is, in every

relevant way except skin color. The two individuals request identical
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housing and carefully record their respective experiences on standard-
ized reporting forms. The quantity and quality of information and serv-
ice provided to each are then compared, and any systematic difference

in treatment accorded black auditors and white auditors is presumed to
be because of race.

Auditors were selected by audit supervisors in each of the 40 areas
to be'audited on the basis of their credibility, reliability, prior ex-
perience as a house or apartment seeker, or experience as a salesperson,
in roughly that order of priority. They were intensively trained in
specified procedures, which included role-playing and practice auditing.
Before conducting an audit, each auditor was required to familiarize him-

self thoroughly with The Manual for Auditors (a 37-page instruction book-

tet), attend 6 hours of training, perform a practice sales and a practice
rental audit, and participate in a debriefing and review session. Above

all, the auditors were constantly impressed with the importance of adher-
ing strictly to procedures prescribed in the manual.

Research strategy, instruments, and procedures were tested in a
pilot audit conducted in Cincinnati, Ohio, in January and February 197?.
The pilot audit proved invaluable for improving the project design; in
addition, all aspects of the research methodology were subjected to con-
tinuous scrutiny by both HUD and NCDH management and design.teams and by
their respective consultants. |

Sampling Procedures. Altogether, 40 standard metropolitan statis-

tical areas (SMSAs) were chosen through controlled random sampling from
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amdng metropolitan areas having large central citiés and large black

populations. Thirty-two were selected from metropolitan areas having
central city bopulations greater than 100,000 in 1970, and eight were
selected from areas having central city populations of from 50,000 to
100,000 in 1970,

To investigate the nature and extent of discriminatory practices
in the housing market, five of the 40 areas were designated "in-depth"
sites-~Atlanta, Boston, Dallas, Milwaukee, and Sacramento. Additional
data were obtained for each of them, including follow-up personal inter-
~ views conducted with a randomly selected samplie of real estate and rental
agents who previousiy had been audited.

Eighty real estate an? 120 rental audits were conducted in each of
the five in-depth sites compared with 30 to 50 audits of each type con-
ducted in each of the other 35 sites. In all, some 3,264 individual
audits were conducted, with each audit consisting of separate visits
by both members of an audit team.

Individual real estate agencies and apartment rental complexes were
selected for auditing in each metropoiitan area through random sampling
of their classified advertisements in metropolitanwide newspapers. An
agency's probability of being selected was directly proportional to its
number of properties listed for sale or rent; each agency was audited
as many times as it appeared in the random sample.

Conducting the Audit. The audit was conducted during May and June

1877 to avoid the winter and summer months, which are typically slack
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times in the housing market. Both auditors followed the identical pro-
cedures set out in their respective assignment forms, asking for the
same information about available housing, terms and conditions, and so
forth, and compieting the appropriate report forms immediately after

leaving the real estate or rental office.

Racial Discrimination in the Rental Housing Market

After leaving the rental office, each auditor drove to a location
out of sight of the rental agent and independently compieted a Rental
Audit Report Form. (Auditors were not allowed to compare their experi-
ences until after audits were completed in their area.) Responses to
the form's 37 questions were grouped into the following five categories:
housing availability, courtesy, terms and conditions, information re-
quested,'and information volunteered. Then, the responses of the black
auditor and the white auditor were compared for each item and for cate~
gories of items.

If one auditor was treated no differently from his teammate, the
case was classified as one of "no difference.” But if the rental agent
treated teammates differently, the frequencies with which this observed
differential treatment occurred were analyzed to determine whether the
outcomes could have occurred.by chance.

Housing Availability. The principal focus of this study is on

_housing availability for two reasons. First, differential treatment on

housing availability is a clear violation of Title VIII of the Civii
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Rights Act of 1968. Second, differential treatment on housing avail-
abiiity is the'most fundamental form of discriminatory practice that a
black apartment seeker might encounter. If a rental agent told one
auditor that no apartments were available but told the other auditor
that something was available, it matters little whether both auditors
received the same treatment for each of the other items. Therefore,
differential treatment on apartment availability is considered most
iﬁportant.

Both auditors requested the same apartment size when they visited
the rental complex. If their first choice was not available, both au-~
ditors then requested the same second choice. If the second request
was not available, the auditors asked what was available. The following

table shows the results for the housing availability items.

No White Black Net

Difference Favored Favored Difference
Apartment availability 60 30 11 19
First or second choice 98 2 0 2
Apartments volunteered 40 42 18 24
Apartments inspected 51 27 21 6
Waiting list : 41 41 19 22

For all items the white was favored more frequently than was the
black. For example, both members of audit teams were treated no dif-
ferently 40 percent of the time in terms of the number of apartments the
agent volunteered were available; however, when differential treatment
occurred, more units were volunteered to whites 42 percent of the time,
but more units were volunteered to blacks only 18 percent of the time.

The net difference ("white favored® minus "black favored") of 24 percent
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is statistically significant at the 0.01 level. That is, a net differ-
ence this large could be expected to occur by chance no more than 1
time in 100. For each of the other four items, the net difference is
also statistically significanf at the 0.01 level.

To examine simultaneously several different aspects of the treat-
ment accorded the black auditor compared to the treatment accorded the
white auditor, four of the five items (excluding apartments inspected)
were combined to form an overall measure, or index, of housing avail~
ability. A case was classified as being favorable to an auditor if the
auditor was treated favorably on at least one of the four items and was
not treated unfavorably on any of the other items. The national and
regional results of aggregating these individual housing availability

items are shown in the following table.

No White Black Discriminatory
bifference Favored Favored Treatment
National 31 A8 21 27
Northeast 32 44 24 20
North Central 34 50 17 33
South - 27 52 21 31
West 34 49 17 32

The net differences shown in the last column are the measures of
discrimination against blacks. The differences are statistically sig-
nificant in that differences this large could have bgen expected to
occur by chance less than 1 time in 100.

The table indicates that, nationally, blacks encouptered discrimi-

nation in 27 percent of their visits to rental complexes. Levels of
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discrimination of this magnitude may have considerable impact on the
housing'searches of blacks who are actually seeking apartments. Since
the typical housing seeker is likely to visit more than one rental agent
or complex, the chance of encountering discrimination in a search involv-
ing several agents can be very high. The more agents visited, the higher
the 1ikelihood of encountering discrimination. For example, if 27 per-
cent of rental agents discriminate and a search involves visits to four
agents, the probability of encountering at least one instance of dis-
crimination is 72 percent.

Courtesy. The following table shows the results for the individual
courtesy items. |

Qccurred Occurred
No for White for Black Net

Difference Only Onty Difference
Shorter wait before interview 76 14 10 4
Offer of drinks, cigaretites, etc. 98 1 2 -1
Of fer of literature 79 10 12 ~2
Informal chatting during wait 73 14 13 1
Agent introduced self 77 13 10 3
Agent asked name 69 15 16 -1
Addressed by title 84 7 S -2
Shook hands 93 4 4 0
Asked to be seated 77 13 10 3
Offered business card 79 14 8 6
Invited to call back 66 21 i4 7
Longer length of interview 14 45 3 4

Although in the large majority of cases both auditors were treated
no differently, there is a small but statistically significant tendency
for blacks to have waited longer for an interview, to have had a shorter
interview, not to nave been asked to be seated, not to have been offered

a business card, and not to have been invited to call back.
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In sum, the agents appeared to attempt to form a continuing rela-
tionship more often with- the white auditor than with the biack auditor.
To investigate this relationship further, six individual items involving
the initial contact between auditor and agent were combined into a single
overall measure of courtesy. (The items include whether the agent intro-
duced himself, asked the auditor’s name, shook the auditor's hand, asked
the auditor to be seated, offered the auditor a business card, and invited
the auditor to call back.) The national and regional results from aggre-

gating the individual courtesy items are shown in the following table.

No White Black Discriminatory
Difference Favored Favored Treatment
National 37 38 26 12
Northeast 38 33 29 4
North Central 39 36 25 11
South 34 42 24 18
West 38 36 26 10

The differential treatment favoring the white auditor ranges from
4 percent in the Northeast to 18 percent in the South. However, the dif-
ferences are statistically significant (at the 9.01 level) only for the
MNorth Central and Southern regions and for the national results.

Terms and Conditions. The following table shows the results for

the terms and conditions presented to the auditors.

No White Black Net

Difference Favored Favored Difference
Monthly rent 87 7 6 1
Lease requirements 30 5 5 0
Security deposit 83 6 11 -5
Application fee required 73 19 8 11
Length of credit check 65 17 19 -2
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Only the amount of the security deposit and the requirement for an
application fee show statistically significant differences in treatment.
The black auditor was favored more frequently in terms of the security
deposit, the white auditor more frequently in terms of the requirement
for an application fee.l Although no clear pattern emerges for terms
and conditions, rental agents did not appear to quote one set of terms
and conditions to whites and another set to blacks. ‘

When these individual items are combined into a single jndex of
terms and conditions and the results examined regionally, statistically
significant differences were observed for the nation and in the Northeast
and the South. The results for the nation and for these two regions

could have occurred by chance less than 1 in 10 times.

No White Black Discriminatory
Difference Favored Favored Treatment
Naticnal 73 13 15 -2
Northeast 62 i4 24 ~10
North Central 68 14 19 -5
South 82 11 7 4
West 85 7 7 0

1. In terms of requiring an application fee, rental agents treated both
auditors no differently 73 percent of the time, told the white auditor 19
percent of the time that an application fee was required, and told the
black 8 percent of the time that an application fee was required. Re-
quiring a fee to accompany the application can be said to favor either
the white auditor or the black auditor. When a rental agent indicates
that an application fee is required, he may be attempting to discourage
the apartment seeker from renting an apartment or he may be attempting to
facilitate the process of renting an apartment. The table is constructed
under the assumption that providing information on the existence of an
application fee is favorable treatment; however, there is ambiguity in
interpreting this item, and the observed net “favorable" treatment

should be interpreted with care.
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Rental agents quoted black auditors more favorabie terms and con-
ditions in the Northeast and North Central regions; they quoted more
favorable terms and conditions to white auditors in the South.

Information Requested and Volunteered. Auditors recorded in their

report forms whether the agent reguested information regarding income,
employment, references, phone number, or address, and whether the agent
volunteered information régarding lease requirements, security deposit,
waiting list, application procedure, or credit check.

For three of the information requested items (income, employment,
and address), difference in treatment was statistica11y'significant al=
though small--3 percent or less. However, for all three the information
was requested more frequently from the black auditor than from the white.
One possible interpretation of these results is that agents tend to
qualify or to screen black prospects more than they do whites.

Two of the information volunteered items showed statistically
significant differences in treatment. The agent volunteered information
on a security deposit only to the white auditor 24 percent of the time
and only to the black auditor 16 percent of the time. For auditors who
were told no apartments were available, the agent volunteered information
about the waiting 1ist to 31 percent of the whites but to only 16 percent
of the blacks. The 1ikelihood of obtaining these outcomes by chance is
less than 1 in 100. Volunteering more information about a waiting list

to the white auditor is persuasive evidence that rental agents more
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frequently attempted to maintain continuing relationships with prospec-
tive white renters than with prospective black renters.

When information requested items are combined into a single index,
a statistically significant difference is observed, wifh one or more of
the items requested only of blacks 19 percent of the time, and only of
whites 13 percent of the time. The net differential treatment of 6 per-
cent could have occurred by chance less than 1 in 100 times. When infor-
mation volunteered items are combined, agents volunteered information
more frequently to whites than to blacks; the net differential freatment
was 4 percert and 8 percent, as measured by two indices of information
volunteered. Both outcomes are statistically significant at the 0.01

level.

Relationship among Alternative Forms of Discrimination. To investi-
gate the relationship among the various categories of discriminatnry.
practices identified in this study, each of the overall measures of var-
jous forms of discrimination was compared with the basic index of housing
availability. A statistical test was then applied to determine whether
or not significant relationships exist among them. Statistically signif-
icant relationships appear to exist between the overall index of housing
availability and all other indices except for terms and conditions. That
is, if blacks were treated less favorably with respect to apartment avail=-
ability, they also tended to be treated less courteously, to be volun-
teered less information, and to have more information requested of them

than was true for their white teammates.
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Discrimination in Large and Small SMSAs. Each of the aggregate

indices of differential treatment in this report was examined for the

32 large and the 8 small SMSAs to obtain a rough estimate of‘differences
in discrimination that may be attributable to the size of the SMSA. For
all indices except terms and conditions, blacks encountered more discrimi-
natory treatment, on average, in large SMSAs than they did, on average,

in small SMSAs. The division of cases by large and small SMSAs indicates
that population size may be related to discriminatory behavior. However,
future analysis of audit data will more carefully examine the influence

of a variety of demographic factors--including metropolitan population--

on treatment of auditors.

Racial Discrimination in the Sales Housing Market

The audit procedure for the sales housing market differed somew;at
from that used in the rental housing market. While rental auditors in-
quired about vacancies in the building or complex assigned, sales auditors
inquired about housing of a designated price, size, and general location--
not about a specific housing unit. Reéponses to questions on the Sales
Audit Report Form are grouped into the following four categories: nous-
ing availability, courtesy, service, and household information requested.

Housing Availability. Housing availability items are especially

important in the sales audit, because differential treatment on these
items represents a clear violation of fair housing legisiation, and be-
cause differential treatment on these items is perhaps the most funda-

mental form of discrimination a black might encounter.
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The following table shows the results for the housing availability

items.

No White Black Net

Difference Favored Favored Difference

Housing availability 68 21 11 10
Multiple listing directory offered 67 13 20 -7
Other 1istings offered ' 76 18 6 12
Houses volunteered 22 54 24 30
Invitations to inspect houses 23 46 31 15
Houses inspected ‘ 35 38 28 10

The net differences in treatment are statistically significant for
all items and could have occurred by chance no more than 1 time in 100.
Inexplicably, blacks were favored more often than were whites in the offer
of multiple 1isting directories; however, each of the other items shows
substantial net differences unfavorable to blacks.

The following table shows the results of combining four of the above
six items into an index of housing availability; other listings offered

and houses inspected are excluded.

No White Black Discriminatory
Difference Favored Favored Treatment
National 37 39 24 15
Northeast 33 39 29 10
North Central 23 55 22 33
South 46 33 22 11
West 34 39 27 12

The results nationally and for all census regions except the West {where
the adjusted sample size was very small) are statistically significant at

the 0.01 level.
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The net difference shown in the last column--the measure of discrim-
ination against blacks--indicates that, nationally, blacks encountered
discrimination from 15 percent of real estate agents; As in the rental
market, an actual housing seeker is likely to be in contact with more
than one agent when attempting to purchase a house. Therefore, a
Tevel of discrimination of 15 percent may have considerable impact on
blacks' housing searches. For example, if 15 percent of sales agents
discriminate and a search involves visits to four agents, then the
probability of encountering at least one instance of discrimination is
48 percent.

Courtesy. The following table shows the results for the individual
courtesy items..

Occurred Occurred
No for White for Black Net

Difference Only Only Difference
Shorter wait before interview 70 20 10 10
Offer of drinks, cigarettes, etc. 73 16 11 5
Asked to be seated 69 19 12 7
Informal chatting during wait 64 i8 18 ¢
Agent introduced self 13 17 9 8
Agent asked name 86 8 6 2
Shook hands 65 19 16 3
Addressed by title 56 23 21 2

When differential treatment of auditors occurred, the courtesy was
more 1ikely to have been extended to the white than to the black. For
five of the items--wait, offer of drink, request to be seated, agent in-
troduction, and request of auditor's name--the likelihood of obtaining

the observed outcomes by chance was less than 1 in 100.
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With the exception of "addressed by title" all the individuail
courtesy items were combined into a single index of courtesy; the re-

sults are shown in the following table.

No White Black Discriminatory
Difference Favored Favored Treatment
National 34 39 27 12
Northeast 39 31 29 2
North Central 38 35 27 8
South 29 45 26 19
West 46 29 25 4

Although the likelihood of encountering discriminatory treatment in
terms of courtesy seems to vary greatly among regions,'the differences
~are statistically significant only nationally and in the North Central
and Southern regions.

Service. The following table shows the results for the individual
service items.

Service Service

No Accorded Accorded Net
Difference White Only Black Only Difference

Longer interview 6 56 39 17
0ffer of Titerature 72 14 14 0
Offer of business card 70 16 14 2
House style desired 62 20 19 1
Special house features desire 64 15 21 -6
Special neighborhood ) -

features desired 83 g 9 0
Request for phone number 72 15 12 3
Agent recorded information 61 20 19 1
Offer of assistance .

to obtain financing 62 19 18 H
Invitation to call again 86 10 4 6

For only four items is the difference in treatment statistically signifi-

cant. Whites' interviews averaged 1 hour and 40 minutes while blacks'
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interviews averaged 1 hour and 25 minutes, and when one auditor had a
longer interview it was more frequently the white. Whites were also more
often asked for a phoné number where they could be reached, and whites
were more often invited to call again. Blacks were more often asked
about any special features they desired in a house.’

The national and regional results from aggregating all the individ-
ual service items indicate that only the net differential treatment for
the nation (3 percent) and for the South {6 percent) is statistically
significant (at the 0.05 level).

An important finding is that both blacks and white§ were accorded
services and courtesies with very high frequency. However, for both
categnries, if differential treatment occurred, whites were more likely
to have been favored than blacks. |

Household Information Requested. The following table shows the

results for the individual items about which agents requested informa-

tion from auditors.

No Requested of Requested of Net
Difference White Only Black Only Difference

Income 66 7 28 -21

Spouse's income 66 9 25 ~-16

Debts or other obligations 84 6 9 -3

Occupation 57 16 27 -11

Employer's name 76 9 16 ~7

Length of employment 86 7 7 #
Information about spouse's

employment 60 15 26 ~11

References 96 1 4 -3

For all items except length of employment, more information was

requested from biacks than from whites, and the differences are all
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statistically significant at the 0.01 level. This finding would tend to
indicate that real estate agents screen blacks, which is discriminatory
in effect, if not by intent.

Individual items were combined to form an overall index of informa-
tion requested; the following table shows that substantial discriminatory

treatment exists in all four regions as well as nationally.

No Requested of Requested of Discriminatory
Difference Black Only Wnite Only Treatment
National 45 35 20 i5
Northeast. 37 45 19 26
North Central 42 34 23 11
South 51 30 19 11
West 47 36 17 19

Relationship among Alternative Forms of Discrimination. To investi-

gate the relationship among the various categories of discriminatory prac-
tices jdentified in this study, each of the aggregate indices was compared
with the basic index of housing availability. A statistical test was used
to determine whether or not significant underlying relationships exist.
in fact, a strong relationship does appear to exist among the four indices.
Blacks who were given less favorable information concerning housing
availability also tended to be treated less courteously and to receive
less service. However, the relationship between the index of housing
availability and the index of household information requested is interest-
ing: Both black auditors and white auditors who were asked more informa-
tion than their teammates were more Jikely than expected to have also been

treated favorably with respect to housing availability. This finding
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indicates that more rigorous screening of black customers neea not result
in their being offered fewer housing choices.

Discrimination in Large and Small SMSAs. Black auditors encountered

far less discriminaﬁion in small SMSAs, on average, than in large SMSAs,
on average, for each of the categories of treatment reported. In fact,

as measured by the indices of courtesy and service, black auditors were
systematically favored in small metropolitan areas. This finding of less
discrimination in small than in large metropolitan areas is generally con-
sistent with the results of the rental housing audit. Further analysis

of audit data will address whether size of SMSA is the principal factor
explaining these outcomes, or whether the differences observed when cases
were classified by SMSA size can be explained by some other factor as yet

unexplored.

Site=-by-Site Resuits

Housing Availability Discrimination. If every real estate office

and rental complex had been audited in each of the 40 SMSAs, then one
could be confident that the discrimination levels reported were virtually
identical to the experiences housing seekers could expect to encounter
were they to conduct housing searches the same way the auditors did in
this study. However, audits were conducted of only a sample of real
estate offices and rental complexes in each of the 40 SMSAs. Therefore,
the racial discrimination levels reported are estimates. The tables on
the next two pages show the estimated levels of discrimination for the

indicas of housing availability for the rental and sales markets.
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RENTAL MARKET INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

{Percent)
: NO WHITE BLACK DISCRIMINATORY
SMSA ' DIFFERENCE FAVORED FAVORED  TREATMENT
Akron, OH (26) 27 50 23 27*
Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY (30) 47 20 33 -13
Asheville, NC (29) 41 41 17 24*
Attanta, GA (119} 27 45 29 16%*
Boston, MA (110) 32 46 22 24%**®
Canton, OH (29) 35 52 14 38%F**
Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN (29) 31 48 21 er*
Columbus, OH (29) 24 52 24 28%
Dallas, TX (114) 36 490 24 16%*
Dayton, OH {29} 31 55 14 4 1%rk
Detroit, MI (30) 23 Y 10 Y Akl
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, FL (28) 29 b4 18 36%*
Fort Wayne, IN (30) 23 53 23 30**
Fort Worth, TX {28) 32 46 21 25%
Greenville, SC (30) 40 37 23 14
Harrisburg, PA (28) 14 46 39 7
Hartford, CT (30} 43 40 17 23*
Indianapolis, IN (28) 21 854 14 BFx*
Lawton, OK (30) 40 40 20 20
Lexington, KY (30} 30 47 23 24*
Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA (30) 20 63 17 dGxr*
Louisvilla, KY-IN (30) 50 40 10 30>
Macon, GA (30) 37 50 13 37k
Milwaukee, WI (108) 51 32 18 1dk*
Monroe, LA {29) 28 62 10 §2x%x
Nashville-Davidson, TN (29) 21 59 21 38%*
New York, NY (29) 35 45 21 24*
Oklahoma City, OK (30) 30 47 23 24*
Paterson-C1ifton-Passaic, NJ (29) 21 38 43 -3
Peoria, IL (30) 50 40 10 30%*
Sacramento, CA (118} 48 34 19 16%*
Saginaw, MI (30} 27 50 23 27%
San Bernardino-Rjverside-Ontario, CA (29) 31 59 10 §Qxksk
Savannah, GA (15) 27 a7 27 20
Springfield-Chicopee-Holyoke, MA-CT (29) 35 59 7 SVl
Stockton, CA (28) 32 46 21 25%
Tampa-St. Petersburg, FL (30} 30 53 17 36%x
Tulsa, 0K (30) 47 47 7 4(k**
Vallejo-Napa, CA (29} 28 62 10 LYk
York, PA (29) 31 52 17 35%*

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses are the number of observations; tests of
significance were performed on unweighted, unadjusted data.
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SALES MARKET INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

(Percent}
, NO WHITE BLACK DISCRIMINATORY
SMSA DIFFERENCE FAVORED FAVORED  TREATMENT
Akron, OH (40) ) 33 50 18 32%*
Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY (30} 47 30 23 7
Asheville, NC (28} 21 57 21 3p**
Atianta, GA (78) 27 42 31 11
Boston, MA (73) 25 43 33 X 10
Canton, OH (30) 17 57 27 30*
Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN (48) 21 65 15 BQ***
Columbus, OH (40) 23 63 15 48***
Dallas, TX (80) 25 41 34 7
Dayton, OH (43) 35 a4 26 14
Detroit, MI (51) 14 64 22 i Vol
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, FL (45) 33 46 21 25%%
Fort Wayne, IN {25) : 31 23 47 -24
Fort Worth, TX (29) 35 52 14 3BFrx
Greenvilie, SC (30) 37 33 30 3
Harrisburg, PA {30) 23 40 37 3
Hartford, CT (30) 27 37 37 0
Indianapolis, IN (50) 26 54 20 34%x*
Lawton, OK (30) 22 31 48 ~-17
Lexington, KY (30) 27 57 17 Nt
Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA {50} 40 42 18 24%%*
Louisville, KY-IN (39) 21 46 33 13
Macon, GA (45) 24 49 27 22%
Milwaukee, WI (80) 28 53 20 J3xr*
Monroe, LA (29) 24 45 31 14
Nashville-Davidson, TN (39) 66 23 10 13
New York, NY (50) 38 50 12 3gx*=x
Oklahoma City, OK (29) 38 31 31 0
Paterson-Clifton-Passaic, NJ {30) 20 53 27 26*
Peoria, IL (30) 33 33 33 0
Sacramento, CA (79) 34 38 28 10
Saginaw, MI (30) 37 33 30 3
San Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario, CA (50) 17 38 45 -7
Savannah, GA (30) 37 47 17 30%*
Springfield-Chicopee~Holyoke, MA-CT (30} 30 20 50 ~30%*
Stockton, CA (30) a7 23 30 -7
Tampa-St. Petersburg, FL (44) 44 34 22 12
Tulsa, 0K (29) 28 52 21 J1%*
Vallejo-Napa, CA {29) 27 44 29 15
York, PA {29) 45 45 10 3Jo**

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses are the number of observations; tests of
significance were performed on unweighted, unadjusted data.
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The numbers presented in the tables must be interpreted with.great
care, because a simple ranking of sites by their estimated levels of dis-
crimination is, at best, very difficult. The number of asterisks in the
fourth column of the tables serves as a guide. Three asterisks mean that
the observed level of discrimination could be expected to have cccurred
by chance no more than 1 in 100 times, two asterisks that the outcome
could be expected to have occurred by chance no more than 5 in 100 times,
and one asterisk that the outcome could be expected to have occurred by
chance no more than 10 in 100 times. In other words, the more asterisks,
the more confidence one can have that the observed level of discrimina-
tion could not have occurred by chance.

The principal factor affecting the degree of confidence one can
place in the estimated levels of discrimination is how large the sample
was from which estimates were made. Since relatively few audits were
conducted in each site, all of the estimates may vary considerably from
the frequencies with which discriminatory behavior may actually be prac-
ticed in the audit sites. For example, the sales index of discriminatory
behavior for Akron, Ohio, indicates net unfavorable treatment of blacks of
32 percent. However, one can bea confident 95 percent of the time that
the true level of discrimination is actually between 9 percent and 55
percent. Sales market discrimination in the next site on the table--
Albany-Schenectady-Troy, New York--is estimated to be 7 percent. How-

ever, one can be confident 95 percent of the time that the true level of
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discrimination 1ies somewhere between -19 percent ("reverse discrimina-
tion") and 33 percént. Two important points can be derived from these
examples. First, because the sample sizes for SMSAs are so small (fre-
quently no more than 30 audits per site), the range of values that the
true level of discrimination mayltake is very large. Second, comparing
gites by their estimated levels of discrimination is extremely difficult.
For the sales market, Akron's estimated level of discrimination--32 per-
cent--is over 4 times the estimated level for Albany-Schenectady-Troy--
7 percent. But the true Tevel of discrimination for Akron'may be as Tow
as 9 percent, and the true level for Albany-Schenectady=Troy may be as
high as 33 percent. In other words, althecugh the estimates differ con-
siderably, the true levels of discrimination for these sites may not
differ very much at a11.!

For the most part, the problem of small sample sizes from which to
estimate levels of discrimination does not exist for the national, re-
gional, and large and small SMSA results reported earlier. That is, the
sample sizes are obviously larger for the nation and the regions, and
the true levels of discrimination are more likely to be the same or very
close to the reported estimates.

A final point to keep in mind regarding the site estimates is that

discriminatory practices appear to vary. Therefore, the level of

1. For additional information on how to interpret the site results,
see chapter 4 of the full report.
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discrimination estimated for an SMSA may be high as measured by one index
but Tow as measured by another index.

Comparison of Discrimination in Rental and Sales Markets. The

respective indices of housing availability for the rental and sales
markets were compared on a site-by-site basis and found to be only
weakly related. That is, it does not appear that high levels of
diécrimination in the sales market are necessarily associated with high

tevels of discrimination in the rental market.

Interpreting the Results: Summary and Conclusions

Limitations. For several reasons, discrimination measured by the
audit is undoubtedly understated.

First, only the initial phase of the housing search process was
investigated. Undoubtedly, more discrimination would have been detected
if audits had been sustained longer, e.g., by putting down security depos-
its or seeking to obtéin financing. Also, buying a house is a much more
complex process than renting an apartment. Far less of the house-buying
process was examined than of the apartment-renting process; therefore,
the audit study does not examine many of the opportunities for differen-
tial treatment of prospective buyers.

Second, estimates of racial discrimination in the sales market have
not yet incorporated evidence the study may yield with respect to racial
steering and with respect to the degree of "sales effort" accorded

auditors.
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Third, the audit was limited to estimating discrimination against
blacks living in metropolitan areas containing a significant percentage
of blacks. It is anticipated that future studies will use the audit

procedures to investigate discrimination in housing against other

minorities, against women, and in other areas.!

Fourth, the audit results reported here relate only to a search
process based upon newspaper advertisements of certain types of housing.
The results exclude, for example, condominiums, new homes for sale by
the builder, and houses and duplexes for rent., Hence, the audit sampie
undoubtedly precluded the detection of much discrimination practiced in
the sale and rental of housing.

The newspaper sampling technique employed for the study influences
the interpretation of findings in three other ways:

1. Only those real estate and rental agents who advertised were
subject to being selected for auditing. Advertisers may dif-
fer considerably from nonadvertisers in their tendency to
discriminate. If it is true, as many people suspect, that
nonadvertisers are more likely to discriminate, the reported
results underestimate the amount of racial discrimination.

2. To derive metropolitanwide estimates of discrimination, no
part of a metropolitan area (within SMSA boundaries) was
preciuded from being audited. However, the economic circum-
stances of many actual housing seekers, whites as well as
blacks, constrain them to portions of housing markets. Just
as discrimination varies by region and by site, it is likely
to vary by submarket. (This question will be examined in the
next phase of HUD's analysis.) The estimated discrimination

1. An experimental audit measuring discrimination against Hispanic-
Americans has already been completed under HUD contract. A report of
the analysis performed by HUD staff will be released this summer.
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tevels reported should not be interpreted as equivalent to
those faced by people who are actually searching for housing.

3. The sampling criteria employed for the study mean that the
estimated levels of discrimination are for the existing sales
housing market (i.e., resales) almost exclusively and, for the
rental market, are more likely to reflect discrimination as
practiced in larger, newer buildings and complexes. Discrimi-
nation as practiced by other sectors of the market was either
not examined at all or examined to a lesser degree.

Finally, the education and other sociceconomic characteristics of
auditors exceeded the education and other socioeconomic characteristics
of the general population and of most black housing seekers. Auditors
had to be relatively well trained and reasonably well educated to play
the roles they were required to play and to complete the compiex audit
report forms. The result is that auditors were likely to have been--
and certainly appeared--middle class. Therefore, audit findings are
1ikely to reflect discrimination against a 1imited socioeconomic spec-
trum of black households.

Interpreting the Numbers. By whatever criteria one used to .analyze

the data coilected for this study, it is clear that discrimination is ex-
tensive and pervades metropolitan areas throughout the country. Although
this study cannot answer the gquestion of whether the nature and extent of
racial discrimination in housing have changed over time, it does provide
a baseline for future research on changes in racial discqjmination. Black
auditors, on average, were systematically treated less favorably regarding
housing availability, were treated less courteously, and were asked more
information than were whites. With respect to housing availability, for

example-~the most important of the discrimination indices reported--
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discrimination in the rental market was 27 percent and in the sales mar=-
ket 15 percent. The research perspective of the report has been that the
pracise numbers associated with the quantification of racial discrimina-~
tion are considerab]y less jmportant that the fact that suybstantial dis-
crimination was observed. However, the reader should remember the fol-
Towing points.

1. The approach followed during this first phase of data
analysis has deliberately been conservative. Wherever
the researchers doubted which analytical approach to
use or which interpretation to place on results, they
selected the alternative that seemed least 1ikely to
exaggerate the problem of racial discrimination.

2. Cases in which both auditors were treated favorably
on at least one item used to construct an index were
classified as "no difference," even though one auditor
may have been favored on more jtems than his or her
teammate. This approach, although consistent with
the adopted conservative strategy, resulted in con~
siderably lower levels of observed discrimination in
the sales market from what they would have been had
these ambiguous cases been excluded entirely from
the index calculations.

3. The technique used for this report was simply to
measure differential treatment on indjvidual items
and groups of items. There are many other methods
by which analysis of the differential treatment of
auditors might reveal numbers different from those
reported. However, no alternative can yield esti-
mates of discrimination that are not substantial,
since substantially different treatment was accorded
auditors as measured by individual items.

Regardless of whether one considers the reported numbers to under-
estimate the problem of racial discrimination or to overestimate the
problem of racial discrimination, the audit reveals that blacks and

whites were systematically treated differently. The goal of fair

ES-28



housing is to eliminate discrimination, not to reduce it. There is no
such thing as a "tolerable" level of discrimination; the numbers reported
are considerably less important than the fact that conclusive evidence
has been provided that discriminatory treatment of blacks continues to

be an important American social problem. ‘

Policy Implications. The principal policy implications to be de-

rived from the audit must await the results of regression analysis of
the data, which will facilitate determining which factors--including

fair housing enforcement--influence discrimination. However, several
observations can be drawn from the findings presented in this report.

First, efforts to combat racial discrimination have not been com-
p]etely‘successfu?, as is obvious from the extensive evidence of its
existence presented in this report. One can only conclude that the
sanctions imposed on discriminators are insufficient, or that the prob-
ability of detecting discriminatory behavior is too low, or both.

Second, discriminatory behavior may be quite difficult to detect.
Systematic differential treatment unfavorable to blacks can be confirmed
only by examining a large number of cases. The audit project has clearly
demonstrated the usefulness of the audit technique as both a research and
a fair housing enforcement tool.

Third, although substantial racial discrimination was obsarved,
blacks were treated no differently from their white teammates in a high

percentage of the total number of cases. The battle to eliminate racial
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discrimination is far from complete, but unequal access to housing mar-
kets does not mean total exclusion.

Future Analysis. The audit information represents but a small por-

tion of the data being analyzed as part of the project. For example, the
audit results will be keyed to census data for the tracts in which real
estate and rental agents were located and to census data for the tracts
of inspected apartments and houses. The full data set will allow inves-
tigation of numerous hypotheses with respect to the factors suspected

to influence racial discrimination. In general, these factors involve
three sets of characteristics: those of the auditors, those of the areas
in which audits were conducted, and those of the rental complexes and
real estate agencies audited. Work is proceeding on how these factors
may influence the probability that a black housing seeker is systemati-
cally accorded discriminatory treatment. HUD will release future reports
of results as the research is completed. It is anticipated that a large
number of very interesting fssues can be addressed by analyzing the data
generated for this project; therefore, this report should be considered

volume one of a series.

Inquiries regarding this executive summary, the full report on
which it is based, and future reports of findings should be
addressed to:

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Policy Development and Research
Division of Product Dissemination and Transfer
451 7th Street, S.W., Room 8124

Washington, D.C. 20410
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INTRODUCTION

This paper is the first formal report on a nationwide study of dis-
crimination against bTacks in the sale and rental of housing. The study
waé undertaken by the Department of Housing and Urban Development in re-
sponse to Section 808(e)} of the Civil Rights Act of 1968.

The Secretary of Housing and Urban Development shall (1) make

studies with respect to the nature and extent of discrimina-

tory housing practices in representative communities, urban,

suburban, and rural, throughout the United States....

The study has two major objectives:

¢ to measure the nature and extent of discrimination against blacks

in American metropolitan housing markets

¢ to determine what factors, including the enforcement of housing

civil rights legislation, influence the observed discrimination
against blacks.
This report describes the findings with respect to the first objective.
It elaborates upon findings released in April 1978, provides minor revi-
sions, and describes the project in detail,! Subsequent reports will ex-

amine the second objective and other issues that the study's unique data

elucidate.

1. Initial study findings were released in April 1978. The findings re-
leased in this report are based on more extensive analysis of audit data;
they differ from those released earlier in several ways. First, the cate-
gories of items for which systematic differential treatment of auditors

are reported differ from those used in April 1978. Second, cases for which
no differential treatment of audit teammates was observed are classified

as "no difference” rather than "treated equally,” largely because "no dif-
ference” is a better term for classifying both cases in which auditors



This report provides definitive evidence that blacks are discriminated
against in the housing market. Because no comparable data exist for prior
years, it is impossible to determine whether the situation has improved or
worsened. Nevertheless, the report clearly establiishes the need for im-
proved and increased enforcement of the fair housing laws for several
reasons. First, fair housing, or equality of access to housing markets,
is a right of all citizens, and the report shows that blacks and whites
do not have equal access to hcusing.1 Second, social science literature
provides strong evidence that discrimination in housing affects blacks
detrimentally in terms of the price and type of housing_they consume and
in terms of their access to jobs and desirable public services. Third,
the existence of discrimination in housing reduces the likelihood of find-
ing decent housing for the poor who are also black and may exaggerate de-

mographic changes within neighborhoods.

received the same, or the same amount of, service, and cases where neither
auditor received service. The term also more accurately distinguishes
cases where no differential treatment was observed from those where dif-
ferential treatment was observed. Third, cases for which there was some
ambiguity in interpreting whether the outcome on a group of items favored
one auditor or the other are treated differently from the earlier report.
This change in approach explains differences in the estimates of discrimi-
nation from the April 1978 release. For further information on this last
point, see chapter 5.

1. For this report, “fair housing" refers to the absence of practices pro-
hibited by law that may reduce access to housing markets. Appendix A of
this report is Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, which details
prohibited practices and those classes for whom the legislation was in-
tended. The Civil Rights Act of 1866 also prohibits racial discrimination
in the sale or rental of property of all kinds, not just housing.



Much more research is required to understand fully the impact of hous-
ing discrimination on blacks and other minorities. Particular attention
_needs to be focused on the housing discrimination faced by Hispanics,
other minorfties, and women. But the importance of the study is that it
documents and quantifies the continued existence of housing discrimina-
tion and provides a baseline for measuring the impact of efforts to combat
discrimination.

The report is divided into five chapters. The first chapter discusses
the history of the study, the management of the project, the site selec-
tion and sampiing design, and the procedures used to ensure cbjectivity
and consistency across sites. Chapters 2 and 3 report results for the
rental and sales markets, respectively. Chapter 4 provides estimates of
the level of discrimination by individual metropolitan area and explores
the relationship between discrimination and segregation. Chapter 5 dis-
cusses the limitations of the study, summarizes the findings and their

implications for policy, and describes further analysis already underway.



CHAPTER 1
OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

BACKGROUND AND CHRONOLOGY

The principal objective of this initial report of the Title VIII~--Fair
Housing Evaluationt is to examine real estate and rental agents' treatment
of prospective buyers and renters to determine the frequency with which
blacks may encounter discrimination and to identify the forms discrimina-
tion is likely to take. The methodology used is an audit qf real estate
and rental agents because an audit can provide direct evidence of discrim-
ination; that is, discrimination can be directly observed by examining the
systematic differential treatment that may be accorded blacks and whites
when they seek housing.2 Since each pair of auditors is virtually iden-
tical in all characteristics othér than race, any systematic differential

treatment is evidence of racial discrimination.

1. This project is known within the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment as the Title VIII--Fair Housing Evaluation. (Title VIII of the
Civil Rights Act of 1968 is the principal legislation under which the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development and the Department of Justice
are charged with combatting discrimination in housing.) Outside the De-
gartment, the project has become known as the Housing Market Practices
urvey.

2. An audit is:

« .« « @ study done to determine the differences in quality, content,
and quantity of information and service given to clients by real es-
tate firms and rental property managers that could only result from a
difference in the clients' race . . . . The audit is conducted under



The idea for this project originated in the Officg of Policy Develop-
ment and Research, Division of Evaluation, of the U.S. Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development (HUD) some 4 years ago. The division is charged
with evaluating major ongoing departmental programs, one of which is the
Title VIII--Fair Housing Program. In the spring of 1975, four small con-
tracts were let, soliciting recommendations as to how the Fair Housing
Program might be evaluated most effective?y.1 The resulting proposals
presented four alternatives: (1) to measure the extent to which minority
families may pay premiums to obtain housing; (2) to measure residential
segregation; (3) to measure prevailing attitudes and perceptions regard-
ing discrimination; and (4) to measure differential treatment sales and

rental agents accord housing seekers of different races.

the supervision of a coordinator, and sends teams of trained volun-
teers to . . . real estate agencies (or rental complexes) to pose as
homeseekers. Each team is matched according to income, family size,
age, general appearance, etc.--every factor except skin color. Each
member is sent to the same agency at closely spaced intervals, pre-
senting similar housing desires. Each volunteer then keeps detailed
accounts of his experience in the categories being tested, and avoids
contact with his counterpart until his report is completed. [Racial
Steering: The Dual Housing Market and Multiracial Neighborhoods,
National Neighbors, 1973, p. 20]

The auditing technique employed for this study is described later in this
report and in The Manual for Auditors, appendix B.

1. The commissioned papers were prepared by George and Eunice Grier of
the Washington Center for Metropoiitan Studies; Marcus Alexis of the De-
partment of Economics and the Center for Urban Affairs, Northwestern
University; John C. Weicher of the Department of Economics, Ohio State
University; and Barton Smith and Peter Mieszkowski of the Department of
Economics, University of Houston. {Affiliations are as of the time pro-
posals were submitted.)



Although the original concern had been simply to determine how effec-
tive the Department's fair housing enforcement efforts had been, it became
apparent from the recommended approaches that other, more basic, questions
remained unanswered: What is the nature and extent of discrimination in
housing in the United States, and what factors-~including fair housing
enforcement-~influence its persistence?

Measuring the nature and extent of existing housing discrimination in
the United States will permit fair housing enforcement efforts to be eval-
uated on a continuing basis; that is, the comprehensive and quantitative
measures of housing discrimination reported here will provide a baseline
against which to compare the findings of future replications of the audit
experiment. Second, measuring the current pattern of housing discrimina-~
tion region by region and site by site will permit evaluation of past fair
housing efforts; for example, cross-sectional variation in Title VIII com-
plaint conciliations previously attempted by the Depariment can be related
to cross-sectional variation in measured nousing discrimination. Identi-
fying the relative effectiveness of previously used Title VIII enforcement
tools should clarify which fair housing policy tools will be most appro-
priate to use in the future to accomplish the goal of fair housing for all
Americans.

The Department hopes to answer many questicns in this and future re-
ports, including:

e What is the probability that a black will encounter discrimination

when searching for a dwelling unit?



¢ What methods are used to discriminate against blacks?

o Do comparable patterns of discrimination exist in the sales and

rental markets?

¢ How does the probability of encountering discrimination vary from

one urban area to another across the United States?

¢ What social and economic characteristics--of both individual hous-

ing seekers and of the type of housing sought--affect the probabil-
ity of encountering discrimination?

Evaluating fair housing efforts requires accurate measurement not only
of variations in housing discriminatibn across urban areas in the United
States but also of how their determinants differ cross-sectionally. The
evaluation strategy is essentially to estimate the degree of housing disQ
crimination likely to exist among urban areas in the absence of fair
housing enforcement and then to investigate the extent to which any diver-
gence between predicted and actual patterns of discrimination may be at-
tributed to enforcement activities. To this end, metropolitan areas se-
lected for inclusion in this study ensured a maximum range of values for
several critical control and policy variables--overal] population size;
percent black population; geographical spread; and, above all, fair hous-
ing efforts by the Department of Housing and Urban Development, the De-
partment of Justice, state fair housing agencies, and local fair housing

groups.



SELECTION OF THE FAIR HOUSING AUDIT AS THE BASIC RESEARCH APPROACH

The primary goal of fair housing is to eliminate discriminatory prac-
tices prohibited by law. Eliminating these practices would result in
equality of access to housing markets (holding constant the sociceconomic
status of homeseekers) for all Americans. Price differentials, segregated
residential living patterns, and expressed perceptions about fair housing
211 seem to reflect the effects of minorities' discriminatorily unequal
access to housing rather than the nature or extent of unequal access it-
self. Hence, it was concluded that discriminatorily unequal access to
housing could be measured unambiguously only through a controlled experi-
ment in which blacks and whites simulated the behavior of actual housing
seekers.

The simulated housing search experiment, known as an audit, is a pro-
ceddre whereby a white individual and a black individual successively
visit a given real estate or rental office in search of housing. Two
individuals of the same sex but of different races are matched as closely
as possible in terms of age, general appearance, income, family size, and
all other relevant characteristics. They present identical housing re-
quests to sales or rental agents and carefully record their respective ex-
periences on standardized reporting forms. The quantity and quality of
information and service received are then compared, and any systematic
differences in treatment accorded blacks and whites are presumed to be be-

cause of race or skin color.



A request for research proposals to conduct an audit was developed
early in 1976. The competitive contract was awarded to the National Com-
mittee Against Discrimination in Housing (NCDH), a not-for-profit fair
housing organization with headquarters in Washington, D.C. Contract work
was mostly compieted by October 1977; it was limited to data collection,
with NCDH's primary role to conduct the audit experiment according to
strictly prescribed procedures. Since October 1977 efforts have been de-
voted to obtaining ancillary data; to editing, tabulating, and making the
data computer-accessible; and to performing statistical analysis of the
data. Responsibility for data analysis is HUD's alone.

Although large-scale social science experimentation s a relatively
recent phenomenon, largely dating from the New Jersey Income Maintenance
Experiment in the 19505,1 the use of the audit as a research technique has
a rich history. First, the audit is a well established research technique
market survey firms use to measure differential levels of consumer serv-

ices, prices of goods, and so forth. Second, the audit as a method of

1. Under auspices of the U.S. Office of Economic Opportunity, the New
Jersey Income Maintenance Experiment was conducted from 1968 to 1971 to
measure the cost effectiveness of alternative negative income tax formu-
las, especially as they may reduce work incentives. The overall cost of
the project was some 38 million, $2.4 million of which were direct pay-
ments to families based upon one of the formulas under investigation.

The experiment was, in many ways, the prototype for several recent large-
scale social experiments, including the fair housing audit experiment.
For a detailed description of this path~-breaking research effort, see
David Kershaw and Jerilyn Fair, The New Jersey Income Maintenance Experi- °
ment, Volume I: Operations, Surveys, and Administration (New York:

Academic Press, 19/6).




investigating the nature énd extent of discrimination dates from at least
the early 1930s, when Richard 7. LaPiere traveled extensively in the United
Stafes with a Chinese student and his wife, keeping detailed records of the
differential treatment they received at hotels, auto camps, tourist homes,
reétaurants, and cafes throughout the United States.l

The strengths associated with the fair housing audit are obvious. It
is possible to obtain many more observations of the behavior being stud-
jed within the given time and cost constraints by simulating the housing
search procedure instead of simply observing, say, the treatment accorded
bona fide housing seekers. In addition, mitigating circumstances that
could account for differential treatment of housing seekers {that is, cir-
cumstances other than discrimination by real estate and rental agents) can
be carefully confro?led for.

The audif experiment seems uniquely suited for the study of discrimi-
nation by sales and rental agents in American housing markets. Not only
is the audit capable of yielding an unambiguous and quantifiable measure
of discriminatory treatment accorded minority housing seekers, but it also
can provide important information about the processes through which dis~
¢rimination commonly océurs. In addition,rby carefully specifying the

audit design, one can test basic hypotheses about the motives and factors

»

l. For an excellent summary of this and related nonreactive research proj-
ects, see Webb, Campbell, Schwartz, and Sechrest, Unobtrusive Measures:
Nonreactive Research in the Social Sciences {Chicage: Rand McNally and
Co., 1966). )
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that appear to underlie discrimination in the sale and rental of‘housfng
in the United States.

Although the audit experiment was designed to yield objective data for
evaluation, an.audit can also provide an important source of evidence in
fair housing litigation. Indeed, the courts have long accepted the audit
(or test) as a valid method for ascertaining whether or not a defendant's
denial of housing opportunities to a minority housing seeker is unlawful.l
Recognizing the potentfal usefulness of the audit findings for enforcement
as well as for evaluation, HUD has made the audit folders available to the
U.S. Department of Justice. As of December 1978, Justice had initiated

over 100 investigations of suspected discriminators.

MAINTAINING CONTROL AND CREDIBILITY

The inhereht problem with experimental manipulation such as the audit
s that the more active the investigator becomes in assuring accurate mea-
surement and control, the greater the risk that he will be detected, there-
by possibly invalidating the study's results. Hence, the two concerns

that dominated the project design from the outset were the need to ensure

1. Fair housing groups throughout the country have published dozens of
reports detailing the procedures followed and the evidence produced by
testing. See especially Joellyn Kapp Murphy, Audit Handbook: Procedures
for Determining the Extent of Racial Discrimination in Apartment Rental

Paio Alto, California: Midpeninsula Citizens for cair Housing, 1 3
Leopold J. Kovar, Auditing Real Estate Practices: A Manual (Philadelphia:
National Neighbors, 1974} Investigation and Auditing in Fair Housing Cases
(Chicago: Leadership Council for Metropolitan Open Communities, 1975).
Under HUD funding, NCDH is preparing a guidebook for testing based on ex-
periences learned in the project reported here.
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statistical control and accuracy and at the same time avoid contaminating
the data through atypical behavior of ejther the auditors or the real es-
tate and rental agents. Indeed, "maintaining control" and having "credi-
ble housing seekers" were the key phrases throughout the broject.

Fair housing audits can be controlled primarily by carefully matching
the members of the audit team. Ideally, the two individuals of each team
should be identical in every relevant way (age, sex, marital status, in-
come, etc.) except the characteristic being tested. Even if every char-
acteristic of two auditors is identical, however, their simulated housing
searches obviously cannot be identical, if only because the matched indi-
viduals must visit the same office or agent at slightly different times
and, therefore, under slightly different circumstances.

The inherent confiict between the objectives of control and credibil-
ity was nowhere more evident than in the decision of what housing the au-
ditors should request from the agent and what other information should be
volunteered, To be credible housing buyers, for example, auditors were in-
structed to indicate three characteristics of the type of housing sought--
price, number of bedrooms, and general neighborﬁood Tocation. However,
the more identical the housing requests and personal characteristics as~
sumed by the auditors, the greater the 1ikelihood of their being detected
as auditors. Consequently, trade-offs between control and credibility had
to be made. For example, to have both auditors request the same specific
house.advertised by the real estate agent would surely have jeopardized

the two auditors' credibility. In contrast, specifying no particular
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housing unit or location would have been atypical behavior for bona fide
housing seekers and could therefore also have seriously reduced credibil-
ity. To solve this problem, each member of an audit team was instructed
to request the same specified neighborhood, which was small enough to
represent a plausible request yet broad enough so that the agent would
not be alerted to the audit when two housing seekers appearing in a short
time requested identical housing.

Control and credibility were just as important in training and super-
vising the auditors as they were in selecting the auditors and pairing
them into teams. Hence, more effort was directed at developing effective
training techniques and detailed auditing procedures than at any other
aspect of the audit except sampling. The emphasis was on instructing an
auditor how to act naturally, like a bona fide housing seeker, without
saying or doing anything that might be significantly different from what .
his teammate might say or do or that might unnecessarily influence the
agent's usual behavior. Some indication of efforts to ensure the auditors'

consistent and controlled behavior is given in The Manual for Auditors,

which is appended to this report.

Separate audit report forms were used for the sales audit and the
rental audit. The sales audit required detailed responses to 33 questions,
the rental audit to 37. Auditors were also instructed to describe any ex-
periences not adequately reported elsewhere on the forms. A supplementary

audit report form was to be completed for each housing unit inspected.
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These forms required responses to twelve and nine questions, respectively.
(Audit forms are included in appendix C and appendix D.)

Fach form went through the same evolution. To begin with, working hy-
pbthéses about the treatment real estate and rental agents typically ac-
cord housing seekers were used to identify relevant aspects of agent behav-
jor to be examined; each kind of behavior required one or more responses
on the appropriate form. Next, previously used audit instruments were
studied to identify response formats that seemed most effective in produc-
ing accurate and complete auditor reports. All audit report forms were
field tested and continuously reviewed and revised until their use in the
general audit.

Despite the considerabie planning of the design of the audit experif
ment, the project’s complexity dictated the need to test reséarch strategy,
instruments, and procedures to determine whether control and credibility
could be maintained during audit implementation. Hence, a pilot audit was
conducted in Cincinnati, Ohio, in late January and early February 1977,

- During the pilot five facets of the study were identified for special at-
tention: (1) the adequacy of training methods, instructional materials,
and reporting instruments; (2) any start-up probiems that might occur such
as scheduling practice audits immediately after training was completed;

(3) scheduling difficulties once auditing was well underway; (4) the ex-
tent to which prescribed debriefing procedures for auditors might adversely

influence their objectivity; and (5) the feasibility of having the local
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audit supervisor prepare the sampie of real estate and rental offices to
be audited in his area.

What was Tearned from the pilot audit about debriefing procedures
illustrates the pilot's value to the success of the general audit. The
original plan called for the audit supervisor to go over the auditors'
compieted forms with each team immediately afier every audit to ensure
that everything significant was recorded correctly and that preséribed
auditing procedures were adhered to. However, it became obvious during
the pilot that the original plans for debriefing risked impairing the
auditors' objectivity. Auditors tended to be unduly influenced by each
other and by the audit supervisof‘s questions and comments during debrief-
ing. Consequently, it was decided that, in the general audit, the audit
supervisor's debriefing would consist only of carefully checking each au~
ditor's completed forms independently to determine whether they were com-
pletely and accurately filled out. (In no case, however, were audit su~
pervisors to change recorded auditor responses.)

The pilot audit provided a vital basis for improving the project

design, but training procedures, The Manual for Auditors, and the audit

report forms were all continuously refined until shortly before auditing
actually began at the chosen sites. Feedback concerning the various pro-
posed instruments and procedures was also continually being received from
the people being trained to coordinate and to supervise the nationwide
audit as weil as from members of both HUD and NCDH management and design

teams and their respective consultants.
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After a conceptually useful, empirically valid, and administratively
feasible design for the audit was determined and field tested, it remained
- to determine when and where to conduct the audit and how to impliement the
audit procedures.

Tw0‘a1ternative strategies for conducting the general audit were dis-
cussed at length--the blitz and the proionged audit. The blitz has the
advantage of completing the audit quickly before word of the audit has a
chance to circulate and thereby possibly invalidate the results. However,
by virtually saturating the housing market with auditors during a blitz,
the chance of detection increases substantially over what it would be if
the audits were conducted over a longer time. The final decision was to
conduct the audits at somewhat different rates among the sites; they aver-
aged around 241/2 weeks, depending, among other things, upon the availa-
bility of auditors and the number of audits to be conducted.

Reliability of the audit results depended upon a variety of factors,
many of which could not be completely planned for in advance and others of
which could not even have been anticipated. The c¢ritical factor, however,
was how well the auditors and audit supervisors adhered to prescribed pro-
cedures in the following areas across all audit sites: recruiting and se-
lecting auditors, pairing and assigning auditors, training auditors, con-

ducting the audit, and maintaining confidentiality.

Recruijting and Selecting Auditors

Criteria for selecting auditors inciuded credibility, reliability,

prior experience as a home or apartment seeker, or experience as a
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salesperson, in roughly that order of priority. Auditors were also to be
Tow profi]eland unobtrusive so that they would not draw attention to them-
selves. Above all, anyone who might be suspected of having his own ax to
grind was to be avoided. Of course, auditors had to look either unambig-

uously biack or white.

Pairing and Assigning Auditors

Audit supervisors were responsible for pairing black auditors and
white auditors, matching them for age, sex, hours available for auditing,
experience, appearance, and apparent sociceconomic status, that is, in
every relevant way except skin color. Because they were to simulate
"typical" housing searches, auditors were expected to assume specified
characteristics precisely and to adhere strictly to the role prescribed
in their audit assignment forms. The audit superviscr'was careful to
avoid sending mature, middle~class audit teams to student neighborhoods

~or youthful looking teams to neighborhoods with expensive housing.1

Training Auditors

Each auditor was to read The Manual for Auditors, a 37-page instruc-

tional booklet, before attending the first training session. Throughout

1. 'Preliminary review of the pairing of teammates and of the appropri-
ateness of team assignments indicates that audit supervisors performed
these tasks very well. The HUD research team will devote extensive addi-
tional effort to examining the pairing of individuals into teams, the
matching of teams to assigned real estate offices and apartment complexes,
and the influence of these factors on resulting measures of differential
treatment. '
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training and auditing, auditors were constantly impressed with the impor-
tance of adhering strictly to the procedures prescribed in the manual and
of maintaining an accurate record of their experiences by correctly com-
pleting the audit report forms.

Audit superviéors were trained by professionais; the supervisors in
turn trained the auditors. Their training included extensive role-playing
and practice auditing to become familiar with procedures and to learn how
to deal with unanficipated circumstances.

Before any auditor conducted an audit, he was required to read the
manual, attend the 6-hour training session, perform a practice sales audit
and a practice rental audit, and participate in a debriefing and review
session. Auditors were paid 350 for completing the training course, with
payment contingent upon completion of a minimum number of assigned general

audits. {Auditors were also paid for completing each assigned audit.)

Conducting the Audit

Auditing in the selected sites was conducted during May and June 1977,
It was judged essential that the audits be completed before July because
the summer months are typically slack times in the housing market.

In the rental audit, the black auditor always went first; his team-

mate followed within an hour. Both auditors requested a particular size

1. The impact of weather on the housing market was learned during the
pitot audit in Cincinnati. Auditors were unable to visit sales or rental
offices for nearly 2 weeks because of subzero temperatures, heavy snow,
and near-blizzard winds. When they were able to visit offices, the of-
fices were often either closed or no one eise was looking for housing.
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apartment but, if told none were available, auditors were instructed to
request the same second choice. If the second request was also not avail-
able, the auditors asked what was available. If nothing was available,
the auditors asked about waiting 1ists, whether a model apartment could
be seen, and so forth, to obtain whatever information about availability
that they could.

In the sales audit, the white auditor always went first; the black
teammate followed within 1 day (with a maximum of 32 hours between the
white auditor's visit and the black teammate's visit to the same office).l
Both members of the team followed the same procedures. They explained
what they were interested in, asking for houses of the same size, price,
and general neighborhood as specified on their assignment forms. If the
requested housing was not available, they asked for alternatives. If the
agent handed them a 1ist of available houses and asked them to choose,
auditors asked the salesperson to recommend houses. If agents suggested
visits to inspect houses, auditors were to accept.

In all cases, auditors were instructed to obtain as much information
as possibie, casually keeping notes as necessary and as a bona fide hous-

ing seeker might naturally do. Filling out the audit report forms fully

1. The ideal research design would have been to order blacks' site vis-
its and whites' site visits randomiy for both the rental and sales audits,
but to do so was judged practically infeasible. The impact of this design
decision on observed levels of discrimination is not known. However, it
is believed that if it affects results in any way, the effect is likely to
be that discrimination levels reported for both the rental and sales mar-
kets underestimate the true levels of discrimination in those markets.
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and accurately immediately after leaving the real estate or rental office
was emphasized. {Auditors were to drive far enough away to avoid detec-
tion.) Although team members worked in tandem, they were instructed never
to discuss their respective auditing experiences or how they completed the
report forms. As a quality control measure, auditors were limited to a

maximum of two sales or three rental audits in any one day.

Maintaining Confidentiality

An audit that is discovered in process not only is likely to invali-
date that particular audit's findings, but is also likely to jeopardize
subsequent audits in that area. To minimize the risk of publicizing the
audit experiment, prospective auditors were not told what the project in-
voived until their seéond interview. Then, both those who were selected
and those who were not were requested to remain silent about the audit,
with the possible exception of telling their spouses.1 Likewise, the au-
ditors' manual and other auditing materials were treated as confidential.
Confidentiality was maintained until the first findings were officially

released=-April 17, 1978.

SAMPLING PROCEDURES

Sampling design for the Title VIII-~Fair Housing Evaluation involved

the balanced consideration of the study's two principal objectives. To

1. If during the project an auditor's activities appeared unusual to a
friend, retative, or acquaintance, the auditor was to state that he was
involved in a housing research project.

20



accomplish the first objective--measuring the nature and ektent of exist~
ing housing discrimination in the United States--required a sampling de-
sign that provides for a minimum number of audit sites and a ﬁinimum
number of audits to be conducted within each site to ensure that audit
findings can be generalized for nonaudit areas. To accomplish the second
objective~~identifying the social, economic, and demographic factors in-
fluencing discrimination--required two things: (1) a sampling design that
allows for considerable variation in the values taken by the variables
jdentified a priori as being associated with discrimination, and (2} 2
sample large enough within a metropolitan area to estimate cross-sectional
relationships between the specified demographic and enforcement variables
and the observed discrimination against blacks in the sale and rental of

housing.

SELECTION OF METROPOLITAN HOUSING MARKET AREAS FOR AUDITING

1t became clear early in the design phase that each selected audit
area should conform as closely as possible to a local housing market area,
where the local housing market would include virtually all of the neighbor-
hoods regularly advertised in the housing classified sections of the area's
major metropolitan newspaper. Since the audit results were to be corre-
lated with local demographic and socioeconomic data, the standard metro-
polftan statistical area (SMSA) was selected as the most appropriate
geographic definition of a housing market area.

The high cost of collecting original data and of satisfying the

study's principal objectives did not permit a very large number of SMSAs
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to be included in the samplie nor a very large number of audits to be con-
ducted within each SMSA. Measuring the nature and extent of discrimination
and identifying factors influencing discrimination dictated that audits

be conducted in a sufficiently large number of SMSAs and that a suffi-
ciently large number of audits be conducted within each SMSA.

The‘designers of the study settlied on 40 SMSAs as the minimum number
of audit sites that would ensure the necessary cross-sectional variation
in values observed for the critical policy and control variables. In
addition, the designers decided that 30 audits of rental agents and 30
audits of real estate agents would be the minimum number of audits within
each SMSA that might yield an acceptable degree of precision in observing
racial discrimination within each metropolitan housing market. Conduct-
ing a higher number of audits at each site--at the cost of reducing the
number of audit ar'eas-'-'woéld have meant that several key variables wouid
have been observed over an insufficiently wide range of values. General-
izing audit results would have been adversely affected had too few SMSAs
been selected.

Important questions about the nature and causes of housing discrimi-
nation can be answered only by fairly intensive examination within indi-
vidual metropolitan housing market areas. For example, by examining
recent detailed data about racial composition of neighborhoods, recent
growth areas, and so forth, it may be possible to measure racial steering

with more precision than has been done previousliy. Therefore, five of
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the 40 audit areas were designated in-depth sites, and additional data
were obtained for each of them.

1. Each of the five areas was selected partially because it had had
a post«1970 special census conducted by the Census Bureau or a
recent survey conducted by the R. L. Polk Company, or because it
was a Group 1 Annual Housing Survey area.

2. Racial occupancy data for all census tracts in each of the five
in-depth sites were updated from the census by a panel of well
informed persons.

3. Follow-up personal interviews were conducted with a randomly
selected sample of real estate and rental agents who had pre-
viously been audited in each of the five in-depth sites. The
objective of these 1nterv1ews was primarily to obtain informa-
tion about the agents' knowledge and perception of fair housing

enforcement efforts and to relate this information to the agents'
behavior observed in the audit.

4. In each of the in-depth sites, sales audits were increased to 80
and rental audits to 120 to obtain statistically reliable esti-
mates of relationships among key variables for that particular
audit site.

The 1970 census identified 243 SMSAs in the continental United
States. To concentrate audits in areas where the largest percentage of
the black population resides, all SMSAs having central city populations
of less than 11 percent black (the percentage of blacks in the total U.S.

population) were excluded. The resulting universe of 117 SMSAs included

1. The smaller number of real estate audits reflects, first, the greater
amount of information expected from each real estate audit (because of
the greater range of agent behavior usually observed) and, second, the
greater expected cost per real estate audit (because of the longer time
usually involved).

2. The 1970 definition of SMSAs was used because of the availability of
1970 census data.
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94 percent of all blacks living in SMSAs in the United States. Henée,
not much of the urban black population was "screened out." However, when
nationwide estimateS'of the prevaience of racial discrimination are pre-
sented in subsequent sections of this repori, it must be remembered that
these eétimates refer only to the population from which the sample was
drawn.

The 117 SMSAs were divided into two groups--"large" SMSAs and "small"
SMSAs--to investigate the possibility that the nature and extent of dis-
crimination in the sale and rental of housing vary systematically with
housing market size. Large metropolitan areas [there were 82) were de-
fined as SMSAs with central city populations in 1970 of 100,000 or more.
Small metrobo1itan areas (there were 35) were defined as SMSAs with cen~
tral city populations in 1970 of from 50,000 to 100,000.

Small metropolitan areas were sampled at a disproportionately lower
level than large metropolitan areas for two reasons. First, the ability
to generalize estimates of discrimination in American metropolitan hous-
ing markets would be increased by sampling more heavi]} from the large
SMSAs because most of the black popd?ation‘resides in large SMSAs. Sec-
ond, study designers were somewhat concerned that audits would be more
difficult to arrange and/or more expensive in small SMSAs because of the
expected greater difficulty in finding Tocal groups or organizations with
the requisite capability to conduct audits. Hence, of the universe of
117, 32 Targe SMSAs and eight small SMSAs were included in the audit (see

table 1 on page 30).
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Yarijation over all of the major study variables was ensured through
a rather complex sampie design based on controiled selection.! For pur-
poses of the study, variation in five variables was considered important:

1. HUD Title VIII complaint conciliation activity

2. Department of Justice 1itigat166 activity

3. impact of local fair housing groups in reducing discriminatory
barriers

4. equivalency of state fair housing laws to Federal legislation

5. region of the country.

Controlled selection allows sufficient variation in these variables so
that their possible effect on discrimination can be measured.

In essence, the controlled selection sampiing technique involved two
steps. The 117 SMSAs were stratified into a matrix of cells according to
the explanatory variables of interest. Sites were not drawn independently
from each cell because the number of cells was large relative to the to-
tal number of sample SMSAs; that is, the number of cells (or combinations
of variables) exceeded the number of SMSAs that could be selected for
auditing. Therefore, patterns of sites were determined to ensure ade-
quate variation of the sample over the strata while at the same time
enabling probability selection of the sample. One of several aiternative

patterns of SMSAs, each ensuring variation in the major sampling variables,

1. A more detailed description of the sampling technique is contained in
J.G. Caldwell, Sampliing Plan for Selection of SMSAs in the Housing Market
Practices Survey (Annandale, Virginia: JWK International Corp., 1977).
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was then randomly selected (and constructed so that each SMSA was con-
tained in at least one pattern). The resulting sample of 40 SMSAs in-
cludes sites that were selected with certainty (either because the cell
sample size equaled the cell population size or because the site was
selected before controiled selection sampling) and sites that were se-
lected with a probability less than one.t

Thirty-eight of the 40 SMSAs were chosen by controlled selection;
the other two--Milwaukee, Wisconsin, and Stockton, Californid--were chosen
as in-depth sites before controlled selection because they had the most
extensive post-1970 census data. A special census was conducted in 1975
in Milwaukee's central city and in several of its suburban communities.
A.special census covering the entire Stockton SMSA was conducted in 1975;
partial Polk data are available for Stockton as well. None of the other
SMSAs in.the universe of 117 had a special census except for a few scat~
tered suburbs of some SMSAs.

The second consideration in choosing in-depth sites was geographical
spread. Since SMSAs had been chosen in the North Central region {repre-
sented by Milwaukee) and in the Western region {represented by Stockton),
it seemed desirable and logical to choose the remaining three in-depth
sites from the Northeast, the Southeast, and the Southwest. A further

consideration in choosing in-depth sites was to choose SMSAs with

1. Estimates of discrimination reported take account of the probabilities
of site selection (see footnote 2 on page 49).
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pdrticu1ar characteristics that may affect discriminatory patterns or
practices in the housing market in some special manner and therefore may
warrant special in-depth investigation. Stockton was an ideal choice be-
cause it has an especially large nonblack minority population. A south-
ern SMSA seemed to be a logical choice for in-depth auditing because of
the apparently unique black-white residential living patterns and dis-
parity between black and white incomes in southern SMSAs. The final
consideration was that three of the in-depth sites should be as similar
as possible, especially in terms of the size of theif total and black
populations, their residential living patterns, and their housing market
activities.

The design team designated Boston, Massachusetts, and Dallas, Texas,
as in-depth sites because these two SMSAs satisfy most of the considera-
tions for the in-depth sites, including the desired geographical spread.
Boston and Milwaukee are old established industrial cities, and Dallas is
the SMSA in the Southwest that resembles Boston and Milwaukee most closely.
A1l three have the same residential living pattern: a predominately black
central city population ringed by predominately white suburban communi-
ties. All three were also thought to have established fair housing or
other groups capable of conducting extensive auditing in a short time.

. Several weeks after picking Stockton as one of the in-depth sites,
the design team reconsidered its selection, primarily because advertise-
ments in a Sunday newspaper included few apartments. In fact, to audit

120 rental complexes would have required audit teams to visit each
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advertised complex an average of ﬁﬁree separate times. The team there-
fore concluded that this much repetition would probably compromise the
audit. Moreover, Stockton did not have an especially strong fair hous-
ing group capable of carrying out an in-depth audit,}

Sacramento, California, was selected to replace Stockton as an in-
depth site for three reasons. First, Sacramento was among the 38 SMSAs
chosen by controlled selection. Second, Sacramento is larger than
Stockton, thereby providing more apartment complexes to audit. Third,
Sacramento would maintain the desired geographical spread of in-depth
sites.

None of the southern SMSAs picked by controiled selection seemed to
satisfy all requirements for an inadépth site. In addition, few of the
sites had local fair housing groups capabie of conducting in-depth audits,
and few fit the model of an "old South" city. Therefore, the design team
eventually inciuded Atlanta, Georgia, in the sample as an in-depth site,
partly because it had a local group capabie of conducting an in-depth
audit and partly because it approximated the model of an "old South" city.

Because Atlanta was selected independently of the sample selection
process for the other 39 audit sites, its inclusion at this time was
equivalent to its inclusion with certainty in the original sample. Fur-

thermore, since the selection probabilities for the sample patterns

1. After all sites were selected, unexpected difficulties in securing
an audit subcontractor were encountered in Boston.
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including Atlanta were unchanged and since Atlanta was the only site in
its cell, the selection probabilities and the weights for the other SMSAs
(in other cells) were unaffected.

1t was decided, however, that since Atlanta was added one of the
SMSAs in the Southeast region must be dropped to ensure smooth survey

management. The SMSAs in that region were as follows.

SMSA Probability of Selection

Ashevilie, NC 1.00
Ft. Lauderdale-

Hollywood, FL 1.00
Greenville, SC .20
Knoxville, TN .14
Macon, GA 1.00
Savannah, GA 1.00
Tampa-St.

Petersburg, FL 1.00

Removing either Knoxville or Greenville would have had the least impact
on the spread of the sample since these SMSAs have middie-Jevel values
for the stratification variables. Hence, the design team decided to re-
move one of these areas, with the probability of removal determined so as
to result in the same weight for whichever site remained in the sample.
This condition was achieved by setting the probability of inclusion for
Knoxville at 0.5882. A random number was selected, and Greenville was
selected as the SMSA to retain. The net probability of inclusion for
Greenville is 0.2{1-0.5882) = 0.08236, corresponding to a weight of 12.14.
Table 1 includes the probability of selection and corresponding weight

for each of the 40 SMSAs in the final sample.
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TABLE 1
SMSAs INCLUDED IN AUBIT

SMSA

Probability
of Selection

Weight

l.arge SMSAs
Akron, OH

Albany~Schenectady-Troy, NY
Atlanta, GA

Boston, MA

Canton, OH

Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN
Columbus, OH

Dallas, TX

Dayton, OH

Detroit, MI

Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, FL
Fort Wayne, IN

Fort Worth, TX

Hartford, CT

Indianapolis, IN

Lexington, KY

Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA
Louisville, KY-IN

Macon, GA

Milwaukee, WI
Nashvilie-Davidson, TN

New York, NY

Oklahoma City, OK
Paterson-Cl1ifion-Passaic, NJ
Peoria, IL

Sacramento, CA

San Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario, CA
Savannah, GA
Springfield-Chicopee-Holyoke, MA-CT
Stockton, CA

Tampa~-St. Petersburg, FL
Tulsa, 0K

Small SMSAs
Ashevitle, NC
Greenville, SC
Harrisburg, PA
Lawton, 0K
Monroe, LA
Saginaw, MI
Vallejo-Napa, CA
York, PA
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1.00
17
1.00
40
.50
1.00
1.00
.40
1.00
25
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
.70
.80
1.00
.80
1.00
1.00
.05
1.00
1.00
.25
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
.25
1.00
1.00
1.00

1.00
.08
1.00
.15
1.00
.20
1.00
.20
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SELECTION OF REAL ESTATE AND RENTAL AGENTS FOR AUDITING IN EACH SMSA

Information about sales and rental agents can be obtained from
several sources, including telephone directory yellow pages, rolls of
proféssiona] organizations and 1icensing agencies, and multiple listing
services, to name just a few. For this project, the sample of individual
real estate agencies and apartment rental compiexes to be audited was
selected from classified newspaper advertisements for three reasons.

First, the audit methodology dictated that as many aspects of a
typical housing search be simulated as was possible, including the way
housing seekers most commonly identify and contact real estate and rental
agents. Although some evidence suggests that housing seekers learn about
available housing primarily through personal contacts, classified adver-
tisements in newspapers appear to be the leading formal source of infor-
mation. In the absence of strong evidence to the contrary, it is also
assumed that blacks and whites rely equally upon classified newspaper
advertisements for housing information.!

Second, the real estate and rental offices selected for auditing
should be a sufficiently representative sample so that audit findings can
be generalized to the entire metropolitan area housing market as well as
compared across SMSAs. Therefore, real estate and rental offices had to

be selected in a reasonably consistent and systematic way across all 40

1. For a survey of the limited Titerature that exists in this area, see
Ann B, Schnare, Egual Opportunity in Housing: Some Options for Research
(Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1576}, pp. 16-17.
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SMSAs. Again, classified newspaper advertisements seem to provide the
appropriate sampling universe. Casual observation suggests that the
distribution of agencies advertising housing units for sale or rent in
the local newspaper is a reasonably stable cross-section of each SMSA's
housing market, with larger firms, agencies, and offices being dispropor-
tionately represented among newspaper advertisers in size as well as in
frequency of advertisements. !

Third, market power, in addition to a representative and consistent
sample of real estate and rental agents,.is an important consideration.
For real estate firms especially, the number of properties listed in
newspaper advertisements seems to reflect the firms' abilities to affect
minorities' access to housing. Therefore, each real estate advertisement
by an agency was assigned as many numbers as there were specific housing
units listed in the advertisement, which assumes that the number of prop-
erty listings is a reasonable proxy for the advertising agency's size as
reflected in its share of the real estate market. Places to audit were

selected randomly from among the total numbers assigned.

l. This observation was supported by analysis of real estate advertising
practices in Cincinnati, the pilot site for the audit experiment., Firms
selected for inclusion in the pilot audit sample {where selection was
based on the number of advertised properties rather than the number of
advertisements) were found more likely to also advertise in a housing
seekers' guide than were firms not included in the sample. Moreover, ad-
vertising offices showed the same distributional pattern as house sales
and advertised properties.
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For the rental market sample, each item advertisement was assigned
one number, and each display advertisement was assigned two numbers., !
Again, places to audit were selected randomly from among the total num-
bers assigned. The greater weight given display advertisements was based
on the results of a random telephecne survey of apartment rental agents in
the Washington, D.C., metropolitan area who had previously advertised
vacancies in an area newspaper. Those agents running display advertise-
ments were about half again as likely to have one or more vacancies re-
maining when they were contacted than were agents running item advertise-
ments. Assuming the higher probability that display advertisers of rental
units have vacancies also implies that these advertisers have greater
influence over access to rental housing than do item advertisers. There-
fore, each rental display advertisement was assigned two numbers and each’
item advertisement one number; a rental agent running a display advertise-
ment was twice as likely to be included in the audit sample as was a

rental agent running an item advertisement.

1. A rental "display" advertisement was defined as an advertisement in
which either the name or the address of the apartment building or complex
was printed in italicized type or in type larger than that used for the
remainder of the contents. This operating definition of display adver-
tisement was determined after careful review both of newspaper advertis-
ing practices and of alternative newspaper sampling technigues {e.g, de-
fining display advertisements by column-inches of space). This decision
resulted in remarkably few instances in which it was difficult to deter-
mine whether an advertisement was an "item" advertisement or a "display”
advertisement.
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In the future it may prove uéeful to investigate further the char-
acteristics of the real estate agencies and apartment rental complexes
included in the samples for each of the audit areas vis-a-vis the char-
acteristics of agencies and complexes that might have been selected for
auditing through some alternative sampling technique. Based upon expe-
rience to date, however, there is little reason to doubt the appropriate-
ness of identifying real estate and rental agents for audfting by ran-
domiy selecting from among their weighted classified advertisements in
a newspaper.

Some difficu]ties were encountered during sampling. Four in partic-
ular should be noted. First, in some SMSAs more than one major newspaper
serves the entire housing market. Study designers relied on the judg-
ment of local housing market participants and observers, circulation
statistics,'and total numbers of housing advertisements as bases for
choosing the newspaper from which to extract the audit sample. In a few
sites, more than one newspaper was used to select the audit samplie be-
cause using more than one newspaper was necessary to adequately cover the
entire housing market.

Second, to conduct the audit consistently across 40 SMSAs by inter-
viewing only those agents mast Iikely to be encountered by typical housing
seekers required excluding from the sampling universe all advertisements
for commercial and investment properties, properties located outside the
SMSA, properties for sale by the owner, houses costing $100,000 or more,

condominiums for sale and for rent, new houses for sale by developers,
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houses for rent, and apartments for rent in two- and three-family houses.
Excluding such properties was not always easy and in at least one SMSA,
it was necessary for the audit supervisor or an assistant to drive by the
selected property to determine whether it satisfied the sampling criteria
before it was assigned to an audit team. In essence, the samplie was
1imited to the sales market for existing houses and the rental market for
apartments in complexes with four or more units, thereby permitting more
simplified and uniform audit procedures.

Third, a difficult decision was whether or not to audit a particular
office more than once if it appeared more than once in the random sample.
Although multiple auditing of a particular office complicates the conduct
of an audit, it also adds precision to an estimate of discrimination for
the SMSA. If an apartment complex has two or more display advertisements
in the same day's newspaper or if a real estate firm 1ists a significantly
Jarger number of properties in its advertisements than other firms, that
apartment complex or real estate firm apparently is much more active than
the average firm. Accuracy is enhanced if these complexes and firms are
audited in accordance with the number of properties they advertise, since
the probability of a typical housing seeker's selecting these firms de-
pends on their exposure through advertising. Moreover, repeated audits
of the same real estate office is the only method for investigating
whether discrimination tends to be officawide or on an individual basis.

While the design team, concluded that strict adherence to the origi-

nal sampling design, including multiple auditing, was imperative, it also
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recognized that multiple auditing of a particular office would greatly
increase the risk of disclosure and jeopardize the validity of uncompleted
audits. Therefore, the team decided that second and subsequent audits of
the same sales or rental office would be deferred until all offices in

the sample had been audited once, thereby minimizing the risk of compro-
mising the overall audit. (No audit team was assigned a particular of-
fice more than once.)

In only two of the 40 SMSAs is there reason to believe that auditing
was detected. In Milwaukee a highly publicized fair housing suit was
being conducted at the time of the audit; hence, at Jeast some housing
sales and rental agents were clearly suspicious that auditing was going
on, judging from the increased frequency of inquiries made to the local
organization sponsoring the audit. In Atlanta an auditor having had
prior experience as a fair housing tester was inadvertently assigned to
audit a real estate office where he was recognized as a tester. In both
SMSAs, auditing is well known and frequently conducted so that publicity
about another audit in progress wouid be unlikely toc occasion any signifi-
cant change in behavior on the part of housing sales and rental agents.1
Fourth, the sheer logistics of selecting a sample of sales and rental

offices to be audited proved to be nearly overwhelming. The original

1. There is reason to believe that publicity about auditing in progress
may not be a critical factor in measuring agents' discriminatory behavior;
in some previous fair housing audits, no significant change in the level
or frequency of discrimination was observed, even when it became known
that an audit was in progress.
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plan was to have each audit supervisor,selectléales and rental samples
from the most recent Sunday edition of the local newspaper. Audit super-
visors would use strictly brescribed methodology for exciuding, numbering,
and weighting advertisements; for selecting the designated number of of-
fices to be audited through use of a table of random numbers; and for
completing an audit assignment form for each identified sales and rental
of fice. o

0f all the lessons learned from the pilot audit, foremost was un-
. doubtedly the importance of selecting audit samples for all 40 sites at
project headquarters in Washington, D.C. Sampling proved to be far too
complex and time-consuming for the audit supervisor to perform during the
pilot audit. Indeed, based on this experience, it was clear that great
variation in sampling would have resulited if done at each of the sites.
By selecting the sample at headquarters, strict sampling consistency was
maintained across all 40 audit sites, a critical factor in ensuring that

the audit findings are valid and comparabm.l

1. For nine of the 40 audit sites, display sales advertisements were
inadvertently assigned only one number each instead of being weighted in
proportion to the number of housing units Tisted for sale in each of the
advertisements. As a consequence, larger real estate agencies tended %o
be underrepresented in the samples selected for these nine SMSAs. A
weighting adjustment was subsequently made to correct for the initial
sampiing error.
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PLANNED DATA ANALYSIS

Data obtained from the audit will be analyzed in two main ways.
First, this report develops measures of discrimination in the sale and
rental of housing that are based upon observed differences in the treat-
ment accorded blacks and whites who visited real estate and rental of-
fices in search of housing. Second, factors or forces that might account
for the existence and persistence of the measured discrimination in the
housing market-~including fair housing enforcement--wiil be investigated.
{This latter use of the data will be the subject of future rasports.)

Conceivable and plausible measures of housing discrimination are
virtually unlimited; several are included in this report.

1, Discriminatory measures are presented for the nation and by
SMSA, census region, and SMSA size.

2. Separate measures of discrimination are presented for the ra-
cially differential treatment of blacks and whites with respect
to services and courtesies extended housing seekers, terms and
conditions quoted them, housing opportunities offered to them,
and amount of information volunteered to them or requested from
them. ‘

3. Separate measures of discrimination are developed for sales and
rental markets.

Two statistical concerns dominated the first phase of the analysis:
combining indivfdual instances of differential treatment of blacks and
whites into composite indices that may be more revealing of discrimina-
tory patterns, and estimating the magnitude as well as the existence of
differential treatment for alternative measures of discrimination.

In subsequent analyses, the equal or differential treatment accorded

two members of the same audit team will be explained through multivariate
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statistical analysis. Independent {explanatory) variables thought to
account for differential treatment accorded black and white housing seek-
ers are suggested from a variety of sources--economic theory, previous
empirical research, anecdotal evidence, and the informed judgment of
individuals having long experience in the area of fair housing. These
suggested variables can be divided into three basic sets of factors:

1. characteristics of housing seekers (e.g., their age, sex, income
Jevel, and race)

2. characteristics of housing agents {e.g., their perceptions of
fair housing enforcement activities and the size of the firm for
which they work)

3. characteristics of the housing market and the socioeconomic en-
vironment in which it operates (e.g., policies and actions by
both public and private fair housing organizations, perceptions
of these policies and actions by the housing market agents, and
competition within the housing market under consideration).

Although the audit is the keystone of the overall research and eval-

uation project involving fair housing, other components--for example, a
study of differences in prices paid by blacks and whites for similar hous-
ing and an interview survey of real estate and rental agents--are designed
to dovetail cliosely with the audit in three respects. First, they will
yield important ancillary information explaining or predicting measured
variation in discrimination. For example, follow-up interviews with a
sample of audited real estate and rental agents will provide useful in-
formation about agents' perceptions and understanding of fair housing
policy and its administration. This information is likely to account

for some of the variation in the nature and extent of housing discrimina-

tion as measured by the audit. Second, the results of the ancillary
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research also compliement the audit by increasing confidence in the audit
results. For example, confidence in the pattern of discrimination as
measured by the audit is increased if this pattern coincides, say, with
the pattern of price differentials paid by blacks and whites for compa-
rable housing. Third, the validity of using price differentials, segrega~-
tion indices, and attitudinal surveys as proxies for racial discrimination
“is also tested by comparing these patterns with the pattern of discrimina-

tion as measured by the audit.

PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND PROCEDURAL ISSUES

The fair housing audit was divided into three distinct phases--de-
sign, performance, and analysis. They involved four, three, and two
research tasks, respectively:

¢ design

research strateqy
instruments
procedures
site selection and sampling
e performance
pilot audit
general audit in 40 SMSAs
data collection and data processing
e analysis
measuring discrimination
identifying discrimination determinants,
particularly the effect of fair housing enforcement.

Management of the project during its design was deliberately struc-
tured so as to permit maximum adaptation and modification, and uniimited
jdeas from many people. NCDH was contractually responsible for overall

administration and control of the audit; the project director was
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responsible for planning, organizing, managing, and supervising all as-
pects of the audit itself. Experts in two areas--technical and statisti-
cal services and fair housing audits--supplemented the NCDH administrative
and resource staff. The HUD team worked in tandem with the contract team.
It also obtained specialized expertise in technical and statistical serv-
ices and fair housing audits.

This paraT?ef management and planning structure proved to be espe~
cially effective during design because the two teams served as checks on
each other. As a result, considerable confidence was developed in the
overall project design because both teams almost invariably anticipated
the same problems and usually settled on the same approach for dealing
with them. Various members of the HﬁD and NCDH project teams met or
consulted with each other almost daily to coordinate design, inform other
members of the team abou% progress, and reconci]e disagreements.

One of the principal questions about strategy for conducting the
audit was whether aud%tors should be selected from each of the 40 SMSAs
or whether full-time auditors should conduct all the audits. The two
primary reasons for selecting auditors from each SMSA were that local
auditors were familiar with the local housing market and using local
audi tors would minimize travel costs.

The decision to use local auditors dictated the management structure
for the project. Some 600 individual auditors were supervised by 40 audit

supervisors (one in each SMSA), who were supervised by six regional
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coordinators (each having responsibility for from five to eight SMSAs and
audit supervisors).l The project director oversaw the entire structure.

The regional coordinators were charged with selecting a sponsoring
Tocal organization and a qualified audit supervisor in each SMSA. In ad-
dition to serving as 1iaison between project headquarters and the audit
supervisors in their respective regions, the six regional coordinators
helped train all of the audit supervisors.

The audit supervisors and the auditors were the keys to the success
of the audit. The supervisors recruited auditors, paired them into cred-
ible teams, trained the auditors, assigned audit visits, checked completed
audit report forms, and gathered considerable ancillary information. The
success of the project depended on the supervisors' willingness to comply
with the procedures outiined in the instructional materials to ensure that
audits were conducted uniformly.z Despite the fact that many of them had
previous experience with fair housing audits--conducted in quite disparate
ways and with varying degrees of complexity-~~they ail became convinced of

the crucial importance of uniformity and control to the success of the

1. The original plan was to group the 40 audit areas into five regions
of eight SMSAs each. Eight areas was judged to be the maximum that any
one coordinator could manage effectively; cost would be minimized by em-
ploying only five coordinators. However, the selected sample of 40 SMSAs
clustered Togically into six rather than five geographical groups:
Northeast, Great Lakes, Mid-Central, Southeast, Southwest, and West.
These regions were defined for administrative purposes only and have no
significance as statistical or analytical units.

2. In addition to The Manual for Auditors, three separate instructional
manuals were developed. They detailed procedures for audit supervisors
and regional coordinators, and for auditor training.
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project. The slogan became, "There may be 40 different ways to conduct an

audit, but in this project there is only one correct way."

CONTROLS AND SAFEGUARDS

To minimize possible ambigquity in and misinterpretation of the audit
results, the design team made every effort to standardize the audit proce-
dures and to quantify the auditors' reported experiences. By matching the
auditors and their respective auditing situations as closely as possible
and by developing audit report forms that allowed 1ittle or no opportunity
for value judgments, the designers ensured that the differential treatment
of blacks and whites was measured objectively.

An underlying objective of this project has been not only to measure
the nature and extent of discrimination in housing but also to detect and
document the frequency with which housing is readily accessible for all
families, regardless of race. To protect the welfare of honest and Taw~
abiding citizens involved in.the sale and rental of housing, the audit was
structured to obtain only the minimum information needed to achieve the
project's objectives and to require the least amount of time and effort
from agents. Although follow-up visits or efforts to obtain finéncing
would have shown a much more comprenensive picture of the nature and ex-
tent of discrimination, the audits consisted of a single visit to avoid

excessively burdening the agents.
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LIMITATIONS OF STUDY

Budgetary, administrative, and conceptual constraints 1imited this
investigation. Some difficult choices had to be made regarding where to
audit, whom to audit, and how long to continue each audit. Consequently,
the audit findings are also limited in several important respects.

1. The general audit was 1imited to 40 SMSAs in the United States
from among the 117 subject to sampling. Therefore, the measured
discrimination reported in this report should be interpreted cau-
tiously, especially with respect to its relevance for and applica-
bility to areas not subject to inclusion in the sample. Although
the 40 sites represent the 117 metropolitan housing market areas,
all reported indices of discrimination may have only limited ap-
plicability for metropolitan areas not subject to inclusion in
the sample and 1ittle or no applicability for nonmetropoiitan
areas.

2. Although fair housing is guaranteed to all Americans, the audit
was limited to measuring the achievement of this goal for black
Americans. Budget constraints meant that it would not be possible
to conduct enough individual audits throughout the nation to en-
sure that statistically valid results would be obtained if dis-
crimination against more than one minority group were measured.
Therefore, it was decided to develop the basic model of discrimi-
nation that seems most pervasive and about which the greatest
body of prior research exists (that is, housing discrimination
against blacks) before attempting to generalize fhe model of
housing discrimination to other minority groups.

3. Auditing cannot detect all forms of racial discrimination. Be-
cause none of the audits included putting down a security deposit
or application fee, the audits undoubtedly failed to uncover some
important forms of discriminatory behavior. This problem is more
relevant for the sales market, where discrimination in financing

1. Thus far, no evidence has been found to indicate that forms of dis-
crimination in the sale or rental of housing differ significantly among
minority groups; however, one possible way to test the model of discrim-
ination developed for blacks is by using the model to investigate dis-
criminatory practices encountered by other minority groups during housing
searches. To this end, HUD recently completed an experimental audit to
measure discrimination against Hispanic-Americans.
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may be especially important in reducing blacks' access to housing
markets.

Excluding certain types of rental and sales properties--e.g., in-
vestment properties, units for rent in two- and three-~family
houses, houses advertised by builder/developers--was necessary to
avoid unduly complicating audit design and implementation. How-
ever, these oxclusions preclude generalizing discrimination esti-
mates to portions of the rental and sales markets that were ex-
cluded from the sample universe. For example, some argue that
discrimination against blacks seeking rental units in smail multi-
family structures, especially two~ and three-family houses, is
greater than discrimination against blacks seeking units in large
apartment buildings and complexes, If this hypothesis is true,
rental discrimination levels reported may underestimate actual
rental market discrimination considerably because the audit sam-
ple is biased to include larger buildings and compiexes and ex-
cludes very small multifamily structures entirely. The magnitude
and direction of the effects of exclusions are indeterminant.
Also, since sampling was based on advertisements, the estimates
do not reflect discriminatory behavior by agents who do not
advertise.

Finally, the results reported here relate only to a simulated
housing search process. Relatively little is known about how
housenolds~-both blacks and whites--actually search for housing
and about how the search process may vary by region and by site.
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CHAPTER 2
RACIAL DISCRIMINATION IN THE RENTAL HOUSING MARKET

"The audit provides a carefully controlled situation in which to ob-
serve the form and extent of discrimination in the rental housing market.
To ensure consistency, the black member and the white member of the audit
team made the same type of approach when visiting the rental complex. The
black team member visited the apartment rental complex first; the white
followed within an hour. Auditors arrived at the rental complex un-
announced. Occasionally, audit supervisors called to ascertain the loca-
tion of the rental complex or the hours when the office was open. They
did not ask about vacancies, give their names, or make appointments. Au-
dit supervisors made these calls at Teast 2 days before the audit team
visited the rental complex.

Immediately after Jeaving the rental office, each auditor drove to a
location where the rental agent could not observe him and independently
completed the standardized forms. Although team members worked in tandem,
they were never to discuss with each other their encounters with rental
agents. Filling cut the audit forms ‘fully and accurately was emphasized,
because the paired responses for each audit team form the basic unit of
observation, or "case," for the analysis. Responses for each of the items
under investigation are compared for each case; that is, the black audi-
tor's responses are compared with the white auditor's responses to deter-

mine whether they received equal services and information.
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The Rental Audit Report Form is nine pages long and contains 37 ques-
tions (see appendix C). For this initial report, responses to the 37 in-
dividual items'have been grouped into five categories:

¢ housing availability

s courtesy

¢ terms and conditions

¢ information requested

& information volunteered.

The first five parts of this chapter examine differential treatment for
various items under each of the five categories, derive aggregate indices
of differential treatment, and investigate the relationship between the
index of housing availabiiity and indices for each of the other four cate-
" gories. Subsequent parts discuss, in general terms, the audit resu}té
when the cases where team members saw different rental agents are deleted,
the audit results when differentiaf treatment of teammates is measured
somewhat differently from the eariier parts of the chapter, and some of
the limitations of the analysis of the rental housing market.

The treatment accorded two auditors of the same team can be broadly
classified in two ways: either teammates were treated differently, or
they were not. All the principal tables of this report use this classifi-
cation. If no difference was observed in the treatment accorded two mem-

bers of the same team, the case was classified "no difference,"l and the

1. Choosing the appropriate terminology for classes of cases was diffi-
cuit. For example, if no difference in treatment of iwo members of a team
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frequencies with which cases were so classified are presented in the first
column of the tables. If something occurred for one audi tor but not the
other, the frequencfes with which this differential treatment was observed
are recorded in the second and third columns of the tables. The fourth
column presents net differential treatment, and frequencies presented in
the fourth column are interpreted as systematic di fferential treatment
that can be explained only by the race of the auditors.

The focus of the analysis is the measurement of treatment accorded
the white auditor versus treatment accorded the black auditor; therefore,
if an answer for one of the individual items was not recorded for either
the white auditor or the black auditor, the individua1 jtem for that par-

ticular case is not analyzed. Both in The Manual for Auditors and during

the training of auditors, it was stressed that auditors record their ex-
periences and observations fully and accurately. Consequently, fewer than

1 percent of the individual items were missing for the white auditors,

was observed, the case could be classified "treated equaily,” "treated
identically,” "treated the same,” or "treated no differently." Each of
these terms has several connotations, one of which is that both auditors
received some service or were treated in some way. The term “no differ-
ence" means simply that no basis existed for classifying a case as one in
which two members of the same team were treated differently. Thus, if two
" teammates received no service, there was “no difference” in their treat-
ment. If teammates received the same, or the same amount of, service,
there was also “no difference" in their treatment. A finding of differen-
tial treatment of two auditors on a particular item does not necessarily
mean that discrimination was observed, because it is rarely possible to
~ classify a single instance of differential treatment {(either on an item
or on an entire case) as clear evidence of discriminatory behavior. Only
systematic differential treatment is likely to be evidence of discrimina-
tion. Therefore, items are aggregated within cases, and cases are aggre-
gated across items and groups of items.
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while fewer than 2 percent of the items were missing for the black
audi tors. |

The level of measurement for these categories is ordinal; therefore,
the sign test! is used to determine whether or not the treatment accorded
white auditors and the treatment accorded black auditors exhibit statis-~

tically significant differences.? The null hypothesis is simply that the

1. The sign test is a nonparametric test of statistical significance
that is particularly appropriate for data sets in which observations are
paired, such as that of the audit, and for data in which outcomes can be
ranked only as "better” or "worse," "more" or "less," etc. That is, the
sign test is appropriate for ordinal data. For further information, see
Sidney Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences (New
York: McGraw-Hi11 Book Co., 1956), pp. 68-/5. see also footnote 2 below.

2. Controlled selection--a form of stratified sampling--was used to se-~
lect SMSAs. The number of audits per SMSA represented varying proportions
of the total number of available housing units per site (as approximated
by the number of advertised properties in the newspapers from which sam-
ples were drawn). Therefore, statistical adjustments were performed so
that outcomes of individual cases would represent the 117 SMSAs from which
sample sites were selected. Statistical adjustment of unweighted data is
usually necessary if samples are not drawn by pure random selection. Two
types of adjustments were made: (1) weighting individual observations by
a factor inversely proportional to the probability of selecting the SMSA
and to the probability of selecting the real estate office or apartment
complex audited, and {2) multipiying each observation by a fractional con-
stant so that tests of statistical significance could be performed. Be-
cause tests of significance are strictly valid only for samples randomiy
drawn, results of significance tests are approximate. Since some doubt
about the precise strategy by which to perform adjustments exists, an ap-
proach was followed that tended to reduce the number of items for which

di fferential treatment was found to be statistically significant. (For
example, results for the Western census region are based on adjusted sam-
ple sizes that are even smaller than unadjusted sample sizes, contributing
to the relative infrequency with which results for the West are reported
as statistically significant.) Results of analysis performed on adjusted
samples usually differ very little from results of analysis performed on
unweighted, unadjusted data. Results of analyzing unweighted, unadjusted
data are not reported but are available upon request.
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frequency with which cases are assigned to columns 2 and 3 will be equal.
That is, for those cases in which differential treatment occurred, the
number of instances in which differential treatment favored white auditors
is compared with the number of instances in which differential treatment
favored black auditors. Some differential treatment of two prospective
renters could be expected even if both prospects were identical in all
characteristics, including race. However, if differential treatment had
nothing to do with the race of prospective renters, then the number of
instances favoring whites should equal the number of instances favoring
blacks (especially if a large number of cases are to be examined}, The
sign test is used to test this hypothesis. It examines only those in~
stances in which one member of a team was treated differently from his
teammate, and the results allow determination of the probability that

the observed differential treatment could have occurred by chance. !

1. Whether the difference between the frequency with which whites were
favored and the frequency with which blacks were favored is statistically
significant depends not on the total number of cases but on the number of
cases excluding those in which teammates were not treated differently.
Since percentages are used in report tabies, it is not always readily ap~
parent why the same percentage differences can in one instance be statis~
tically significant and in another instance not be statistically signifi-
cant. The reason is the difference in the number of relevant cases
between the two situations.
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HOUSING AVAILABILITY

INDIVIDUAL ITEMS

Fair housing audits focus on housing availability for two important
reasons. First, differential treatment on housing availability is clearly
a violation of Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968. Second, dif-
ferential treatment on housing availability is the most fundamental form
of discriminatory practice that an apartment seeker might encbunter: If
an apartment seeker is given false information on the availability of
housing, all the other categories {courtesy, terms and conditions, infor-
mation requested, and information volunteered) lose much or all of their
importance. |

Both auditors requested the same apartment size when they visited the
rental complex. If their first choice was not available, both auditors
then requested the same alternative choice.l If the second request was
not available, then the auditors asked what was available. Auditors did

not take forms or folders into the office of the rental agent, but they

1. The second choice was determined as follows. If the auditors re-
quested an efficiency apartment and were told that none were available,
they requested a l-bedroom apartment. If they requested a l-bedroom apart-
ment and were told that none were available, they requested a 2-bedroom
apartment, [f they requested a 2-bedroom apartment and were told that
none were available, they requested a 1-bedroom apartment. If they re-
quested a 3-bedroom apartment and were told that none were available,

they requested a 2«bedroom apartment. According to the Annual Housing
Survey, there are more l-bedroom apartments than 3-bedroom apartments in
the United States. Therefore, to maximize auditors' chances of finding
available apartments when they were told their first choice of a 2-bedroom
apartment was not available, they were instructed to specify a l-bedroom
rather than a 3-bedroom apartment as their second choice.
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took careful notes on materials distributed by the rental aéent or on
blank pieces of paper.

The key housing availability items are:

e the total number of apartments the agent volunteered as available

¢ the total number of apartments inspected

e the existence of a waiting list

¢ the length of the waiting Tist.
Table 2 presents the audit results for housing availability items. The
results show clear and substantial differential treatment of blacks and
whites. Differential treatment for each item is statistica%iy significant
at the 0.01 Tevel. (The "level” of statistical significance is the maxi-
mum probability that the observed outcome would occur by chance. Thus,
“;tatistica1ly significant at the 0.01 level” means that the reported re-
sults would have occurred by chance no more than 1 in 100 times. See foot-
notes on pages 49 and 50 for further discussion of statistical significance
tests.}) When asked about apartment availability, agents treated audit
teammates no differently in 60 percent of the cases, but when differential
treatment occurred, whites were favored 30 percent of the time and blacks
were favored 11 percent of the time. The table does not indicate that 83
percent of the white auditors and 66 percent of the black auditors were
told that an apartment was available immediately or-that an apartment would

be available within the next month. In contrast, 8 percent of the white

1. Two-tail tests of significance were performed for individual items.
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TABLE 2
HOUSING AVAILABILITY

{Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK NET
DIFFERENCE FAVORED  FAVORED DIFFERENCE
APARTMENT AVAILABILITY 60 30 11 19*%x
(1,515)
FIRST OR SECOND CHOICE 98 2 0 QHiek
(951)
APARTMENTS VOLUNTEERED 40 42 i8 2 4Fx**
(1,218)
APARTMENTS INSPECTED 51 27 21 GFH*
(1,219) '
WAITING LIST 41 41 19 22%%*
(134)
NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because

{2)

(3)

of rounding.

Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the number
of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically sig~
nificant at the 0.01 level.

Numbers in parentheses are the unweighted number of cases;

tests of significance were performed on an "adjusted” sampie
size of equal magnitude. See footnotes on page 49.
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auditors and 18 percent of the black auditors were told that no apartments
were available.

If the rental agent told both team members that an apartment was
available immediately or that an apartment would be available within the
next month, that apartment was either the first or second choice of both
team members 98 percent of the time. In the remaining 2 percent of the
cases, only the white auditor was told that his first or second choice
was available.

1f the rental agent told both members of an audit team that an
apartment was available or that an apartment would be available within
the next month, teammates were treated no differently 40 percent of the
time in terms of the number of apartments the aéent volunteered that
were available; however, more units were volunteered to whites 42 percent
of the time, and more units were volunteered to blacks 18 percent of the
time. Likewise, the team members inspected the same number of apariments
51 percent of the time; whites inspected more apartments 27 percent of
the time, and blacks inspected more apartments 21 percent of the time.

When the requested apartment was not available, agents gave the same
information on the length of the waiting list to teammates in 41 percent
of the cases. When agents gave teammates different information about the
length of the waiting list, the white was favored 41 percent of the time,

and the black was favored 19 percent of the time.
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INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

Each individual item in the five categories of treatment provides
important information about the manner in which rental agents treat black
Customers and white customers. However, a fuller understanding of the
problem of differential treatment can be achieved by combining responses
to individual items. For example, in some categories, such as courtesy,
whites were treated better on some individual items and blacks were
treated better on others. It is possible that when the individual items
are combined, systematic differential treatment may appear. More im-
portantly, a method is needed to detarmine the overall frequencies with
which blacks experienced discriminatory treatment within a particular
category.

One of the initial goals of the Title VIII--Fair Housing Evaluation
is to determine the frequency with which blacks may encounter discrimi-~
nation in the rental housing market. Because of the fundamental impor-
tance of accurate information on whether housing is available, the hous~
ing availability category was chosen as the principal measure of housing
discrimination. However, the individual items by themselves may not give
an accurate estimate of the freguency with which black auditors were
treated less favorably than their white teammates. For example, 19 perw
cent of the rental égents audited gave blacks less favorable responses
to the question of whether a unit of a specified type was available.
Similarly, 24 percent of the rental agents audited volunteered fewer

apartments to blacks than to whites. If blacks who were volunteered’
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fewer units were also treated less favorably with respect to being told
whether a unit of the size they requested was available, then the com-
bined frequency with which blacks were treated less favorably than their
white counterparts would be no more than 24 percent. However, if there
is no overlap befween Cases in which blécks were treated less favorably
with respect to being told whether a unit of the size they reguested was
available and cases in which blacks were volunteered fewer units, then
the combined frequency with which blacks were treated less favorably than
whites would be 43 percent. That is, rental agents may have used dif-
ferent techniques to restrict the choices for black apartment seekers,
and a technique must be found to determine whether differential treatment
of black auditors on individual items was cumulative or substitutive.
This part develops an aggregate index for the purpose of estimat-
ing the overall frequency of a particular form of discriminatory treat-
ment. The technique developed is used repeatedly throughout the report.
The number of categories in which to aggregate individual items and
the number of ftems to aggregate for each category must be selected
carefully. If too few (or too many) categories are selected or if many
items are excluded, the nature and extent of discrimination.may be ob-
scured. Therefore, great care was taken to ensure that the means by
which indices of discrimination were constructed did not distort audi-

tors' actual experiences.l

1. The treatment received by one auditor might be compared with that
received by his teammate in many ways. This report contains resuits
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The following criteria were used to derive the aggregate index of
housing availability: '
¢ If the rental agent treated both auditors no differently on all
items, the index is classified as "no difference." If the case
is ambiguous, with both the white and the black favored on at
least one item, the index is also classified as "no difference."
o If the rental agent treated the white auditor more favorably on
one or more items and did not treat the black auditor more fa-
vorably on any item, the index is classified as "white favored."
& If the rental agent treated the black auditor more favorably on
one or more items and did not treat the white auditor more fa-
vorably on any item, the index is classified as "black favored."
Table 3 summarizes the results of aggregating the housing availabjl-
ity items for the national sample and for the four census regions. The
aggregate index of housing availability consists of four of the five
items in table 2: apartment availability, first or second choice, apart-
ments volunteered, and waiting list. - The number of apartments inspected
was omitted from the index because it measured the results of behavior
on the part of the auditor as well as behavior on the part of the agent.
The four items included in the index measure behavior of the rental agent
only. Including apartments inspected does not greatly affect index
results.
For the index of housing availability, rental agents treated both
auditors no differently 31 percent of the time; they favored whites 48

percent of the time and blacks 21 percent of the time. No rental agent

for a number of indices of discriminatory treatment; future analysis of
audit data by HUD researchers will explore other ways in which the treat-
ment of audit teammates can be compared.
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NATIONAL
{1,576)

Northeast
{555)

North Central
(291)

South
{638)

West
{92)

TABLE 3
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT:
HOUSING AVAILABILITY

{Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK DISCRIMINATORY
DIFFERENCE FAVORED . FAVORED TREATMENT
31 48 21 glxE*
32 44 24 2(Fx*
34 50 i7 33xAx
27 52 21 3 Hrx
34 49 17 YAt

NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding.

{2) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the number
of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically sig-
nificant at the 0.01 level.

(3) Tests of significance were performed on "adjusted" sample
sizes equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see
footnotes on page 49.

58



will treat all housing seekers exactly alike, even if they are of the
same race, sex, and age; therefore, the net differential treatment of
white auditors and black auditors is used as a measure of racial dise
crimination in the rental housing market. The observed net difference
reported in table 3 is statistically significant at the 0.01 level; that
is, the Tikelihood that the observed net differential treatment of p1acks
(27 percent) would have occurred by chance is less than 1 in 100.1 Tak-
ing the difference between the percentage of total cases in which the
rental agent favors the white auditor and the percentage of total cases
in which the agent favors the black auditor eliminates the random, or
nondiscriminatory, differential treatment of audit team members that re-
sults because it is virtually impossible for a rental égent to treat all
housing seekers exactly the same. One implicit assumption underlying
this approach is that reverse discrimination against whites does not
exist (see "Limitations" at the end of this chapter). To the extent that
reverse discrimination against whites exists, the level of racial discrim-
ination against blacks in the rental housing market is underestimated;
that i§, the index measures racial discrimination conservatively by
measuring the extent to which unfavorable treatment of blacks exceeds
unfavorable treatment of whites.

-The national results for housing availability indicate that black

auditors encountered discrimination in 27 percent of their visits to

1. Except where noted, one-tail tests of statistical significance were
performed for indices. .
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apartment buildings or complexes. This is the study's primary estimate of
the level of discrimination against blacks in the rental segmenf of the
housing market. Its interpretation is that 27 percent of rental agents
are estimated to discriminate against blacks by providing less information
about the availability of units for rent.

This figure provides a perspective on discriminatory behavior by the
apartment rental industry. From the perspective of black apartment seek-
ers, the effect of any given level of discrimination on housing search
behavior may be cumulative. Apartment seekers typically visit more than
one rental complex in their search for housing.1 Table 4 presents the
probability that a black will encounter discriﬁination in a housing search
involving visits to three or more rental complexes given that 27 percent
of rental agents discriminate. For example, the table indicates that if
a black were to visit four complexes, the chance of his encountering at
least one instance of discrimination would be 72 percent. If a black
visited six complexes, the chance of encountering at least two instances
of discrimination would be 51 percent.

The relationship between tables 3 and 4 must be interpreted with

care. If any rental agents discriminate, then a black who visits several

1. Data on the number of apartment complexes visited by prospective mov-
ers are sketchy; however, data available from the two housing allowance
demand experiment sites indicate that for low-income persons the mean
number of places visited in search of an apartment is 7.2 in Pittsburgh
and 6.1 in Phoenix. See Search and Mobility in the Housing Allowance
?S???d Experiment, Part I, "Locational Ghoice" (Abt Associates, 1nc.,
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TABLE 4
PROBABILITY THAT A BLACK WILL ENCOUNTER DISCRIMINATION
GIVEN A 27 PERCENT LEVEL OF DISCRIMINATION

NUMBER OF COMPLEXES VISITED

3 4 5 6 7
z 0 '39 .28 IZI 015 411
sew]
[Fa ]
e b
2 <L
< =i At Least
== ! .61 .72 .79 .85 .89
=
Wl N
fu R
=9 At Least
=5 2 .18 .30 .41 .51 .60

NOTE: Numbers are derived by a simple farmxla and are binomial probabili-
ties; for example, 0.72 = 1-{1-0.27)%,
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agents during a housing search is 1ikely to encounter discrimination with
a greater probability than a black who visits only one agent. The per-
centage of agents who discriminate does not change with visits to more
than one complex, but the Tikelihood of encountering at least one act of
discrimination increases as the number of complexes visited increases.
Since a housing search normally involves visits to several complexes,

the probability of being discriminated against is quite high--as re-
vealed in table 4,

The housing choices of blacks are restricted directly by agents'
discriminatory behavior. Table 4 indicates that discriminatory behavior
may restrict blacks indirectly; if blacks perceive that in their housing
search they may encounter one or more acts of discrimination, they may
restrict their search. Since relatively little is known about how the
anticipation of being treated unfavorably may affect search behavior, the
effect on black apartment seekers of a high likelihood of encountering
discrimination is unknown.l The reader is also cautioned that one of the
principal findings of the audit is that discriminatory treatment is fre-
quently difficult to detect by those who have received it. Therefore,
one should not confuse the information in table 4--the probability of

a black's encountering discrimination--with the probability of a black's

1. For a theoretical treatment of the effects of discrimination on hous-
ing search behavior, see Paul N. Courant, "Racial Prejudice in a Search
Model of the Urban Housing Market,” Journal of Urban Economics, vol. 5,
pp . 329"’45 -
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perceiving to have been discriminated against. Homeseekers are iikely to
restrict their housing search as a result of their perceptions of dis-
criminatory treatment as well as a result of their knowledge that they
will, or may, receive discriminatory treatment. A possible implication
of this study is that the percentage of rental and sales agents that dis-
criminate may be much Tower than some black homeseekers perceive.

For each of the four census regions of the country, the difference
in treatment accorded blacks and whites for the index of housing availa-
bility is significant at the 0.0l level (see table 3). The Kruskal-
Wallis one-way analysis of variance by ranks, which was used to test for
regional differences in the level of discriminatory treatment measured by
the index of housing availability, indicates that statistically signifi-
1

cant differences (at the 0.20 Jevel) exist among the four census regions.

Put sTightly differently, if discriminatory ireatment of whites and blacks

1. The Kruskal-Wailis test examines all of the regional estimates simul-
taneously to determine whether they appear to be drawn from the same pop-
ulation (discriminatory behavior is no different across the four regions)
or from different populations (discriminatory behavior differs across the
regions). It does not test whether the differences between the estimates
reported between any pair of regions is statistically significant (see
Siegel, op. cit., pp. 184-93}. Kruskal-Wallis test resuits for other in-
dices usually will be reparted only if statistically significant. These
test resylts are derived from comparing regions by first ranking the index
resuits of SMSAs. Since the confidence to be placed on index estimates
for SMSAs is low and varies by site (see chapter 4}, results of the
Kruskal-Wallis test may inaccurately estimate the degree to which regional
differences in discrimination may or may not exist. Also, estimatas of
regional discrimination levels are based on weighted, adjusted data, while
SMSA rankings are based on unweighted, unadjusted data.



were actually no different nationwide, chances are fewer than 2 in 10
that such large interregional differences would have been observed.

" The regional results indicate that auditors encountered discrimina-
tory treatment in héusing availability 20 percent of the time in the
Northeast, 33 percent of the time in the North Central region, 31 percent
of the time in the South, and 32 percent of the'time in the West.l Given
these levels of discrimination, the chances of encountering cone or more
acts of discrimination in a housing search involving four visits would
be 59 percent in the Northeast, 80 percent in the North Central region,
73 percent in the South, and 79 percent in the West.

INDICES FOR AUDITS CONDUCTED IN LARGE SMSAs
COMPARED TO AUDITS CONDUCTED IN SMALL SMSAs

It was expectéd that dividing audits into 32 large SMSAs and eight
small SMSAs would facilitate investigation of possible differences in the
nature and extent of discrimination in SMSAs of various sizes.? Each of

the aggregate indices of differential treatment in this report is examined

1. Grouping individual test results by census region allows investiga-
tion of whether the nature and extent of racial discrimination may vary

by region. Disaggregating data by census region follows conventional
reporting practices when a national data set is analyzed. However, the
117 SMSAs from which the 40 sites were selected were originally grouped

by only three regions--North, South, and West--and even after statistical
adjustment of the data, reported results may not be strictly generalizable
for census regions.

2. Later reports will use more sophisticated analysis, such as multiple
regression analysis, to investigate the effect of a large number of var-
iables on the nature and extent of discrimination in the housing market.
The variables will include a variety of metropolitan area characteristics,
including population.
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in terms of this division to get a rough estimate of the differences in
discrimination that may be attributed to the size of the metropolitan
area. Table 5 shows the results of the index of housiﬁg availability
when SMSAs are divided according to size. It indicates that blacks en-
countered more discriminatory treatment with respect to housing avail-
ability in large SMSAs than in small SMSAs. The Mann-Whitney test was
used Lo test whether the difference between the estimated level of dis~
crimination in large SMSAs and the estimated Tevel of discrimination

in small SMSAs is statistically significant. The test indicates that
the difference in index results is not statistically significant at the

0.30 level or Tower.l

COURTESY
INDIVIDUAL ITEMS
Courteous treatment by rental agents'or other employees of a rental
complex is not essential in the renting of an apartment. If units are
made availabie, blacks may choose to rent them even if they perceive that
blacks are not welcomed wholeheartedly. Nonetheless, rental agents are
expected to treat prospective renters respectfully. Disrespectful treat-
ment will discourage apartment seekers even when the rental agents are

willing to make apartments available to them. This section examines

1. The Mann-Whitney test is similar to the Kruskal-Wallis test. The
statistical assumptions underlying both tests are relatively restrictive;
the 1ikelihood that differences in observed discrimination (by region or
by size of SMSA) will be found statistically significant is fairly low.

65



TABLE 5
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT: HOUSING AVAILABILITY
(Cases Classified by SMSA Size)

(Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK DISCRIMINATORY
DIFFERENCE FAVORED FAVORED TREATMENT
Larga SMSAs 30 49 21 28%**
(1,423)
Small SMSAs 35 43 22 21%%%
(153}

NOTE: (1) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the number
of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically signif-
jcant at the 0.01 level.

(2) Tests of significance were performed on "adjusted" sample sizes

equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see footnotes on
page 49,
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whether blacks were treated as courteously as whites, and the relationship
between courteous treatment and how rental agents treated blacks and
whites with respect to housing availability.

Table 6 presents the audit results for the individual courtesy items.
A general observation and one of the mildly encouraging findings of the
study is that for most courtesy items, no difference in the treatment of
black auditors and white auditors was observed.

There is a small but statistically signfficant tendency for blacks
to have waited longer before being interviewed about an apartment. Al-
though rental agents treated both auditors no differently in 76 percent of
the cases, whites had a shorter wait in 14 percent of the cases and blacks
had a shorter wait in 10 percent of the casas. Likewise, there is a small
but statistically significant tendency for whites to have had a longer in-
terview. The rental agent treated both team members no differently only
14 percent of the time, while whites had a longer interview 45 percent
of the time and blacks had a longer interview 41 percent of the time.

Systematic differential treatment in most other items is numerically
small or not statistically significant at the 0.10 level or lower. No
systematic differential treatment occurred with respect to an agent's
shaking the hand of an auditor. Only 5 percent of the auditors, however,
were accorded this courtesy. Black auditors were offered something to
drink or a cigarette, provided reading material or literature on avail-
able apartments, asked their name, and addressed by title more often than

white auditors, but the differences are extremely small. Only 1 percent of
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TABLE 6
COURTESY
(Percent)

NO OCCURRED FOR OCCURRED FOR  NET
DIFFERENCE WHITE ONLY BLACK ONLY DIFFERENCE

SHORTER WAIT BEFORE INTERVIEW 76 14 10 Al
(1,509)
DID ANYONE OFFER DRINKS,
CIGARETTES, ETC. 98 1 2 w ] Hx
(1,568)
?ID ANyONE OFFER LITERATURE 79 10 12 -2%
1,568
DID ANYONE CHAT INFORMALLY WITH
YOU WHILE YOU WAITED 73 14 13 1
(1,568)
DID AGENT INTRODUCE SELF 77 13 10 I
(1,580) '
DID AGENT ASK YOUR NAME 69 15 16 -1
{1,580)
?ID AG%NT ADDRESS YOU BY TITLE 84 7 9 ~2%*
1,582
?ID AG%NT SHAKE YOUR HAND 93 - 4 4 0
1,581
DID AGENT ASK YOU TO BE SEATED 77 13 10 Kb
(1,582)
DID AG%NT OFFER YOU A BUSINESS CARD 79 14 8 fr**
(1,582
DID AG%NT INVITE YOU TO CALL BACK 66 21 14 THEk
(1,585
LONGER LENGTH OF INTERVIEW 14 45 41 4=
(1,550) |
NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because of

(2)

(3)

rounding.

Three asterisks indicate that the difference hetween the number
of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically signif-
jcant at the 0.01 level, two asterisks that the differance is
statistically significant at the 0.05 level, one asterisk that
the difference is statistically significant at the 0.10 level,
and no asterisks that the difference is not statistically
significant at the 0.10 Tevel or lower.

Numbers -in parentheses are the unweighted number of cases; tests

of significance were performed eon an "adjusted” sample size of
equal magnitude. See footnotes on page 49.
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all auditors were offered drinks, cigarettes, and so forth, 27 percent
were offered literature on available apartments or renting in general, 33
percent were asked their names, and 10 percent were addressed by title.
Although the agent or other employees of the rental complex chatted in-
formally more often with the white auditor than with the black auditor,
the difference is small and not statistically significant at the 0.10
level or lower.

Despite the fact that there are small or not statistically signifi-
cant (at the 0.10 level) differences in several of the 12 analyzed items,
the initial contact with the rental agént exhibits an important pattern
of behavior. There is a tendency for the rental agent to have attempted
to form a continuing relationship more often with the white auditor than
with the black auditor by having introduced himself, having asked the
auditor to be seated, having offered a business card, and having invited
the auditor to call back. The rental agent treated both team members no
differently 77 percent of the time in terms of introducing himself to
auditors, but 13 percent of the time he introduced himself only to the
white auditor and 10 percent of the time he introduced himself only to
the black auditor. The percentages were exactly the same in terms of
asking the auditors to be seated--no difference 77 percent of the time,
whites favored 13 percent of the time, and blast favored 10 percent of
the time. The rental agent treated both auditors no differently in terms
of offering a business card 79 percent of the time but offered a business

card only to the white auditor 14 percent of the time and oniy to the
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black auditor 8 percent of the time. The rental agent treated auditors
no differently in terms of inviting a follow-up call 66 percent of the
time, invited only the white auditor to call back 21 percent of the

time, and invited only the black auditor to call back 14 percent of the
time. {The net differences for all four items are statistically signifi-
cant at between the 0.01 and 0.05 levels.)

Although rental agents addressed the auditors by titlie only 10 per-
cent of the time, there was a small but statistically significant differ-
ence in treatment. The rental agent treated both team members no dif;
ferently 84 percent of the time, but when differential treatment occurred,
they addressed black auditors by title (9 percent of the time) more often
than white auditors (7 percent of the time). Two interpretations of this
result are possible. Rental agents may have treated black auditors with
greater deference, or, having addressed white auditors less formally,
have attempted to initiate more personal relationships. In addressing
the black auditor by title, agents may have been maintaining a strict
business relationship. If this was the case, the more courteous treat-

ment would in fact have been the less favorable treatment,

INDEX OF COURTESY

Responses to six of the items on table 6 related to initial contact
between auditor and agent were combined to derive an aggregate index of
courtesy. Differential treatment on individual items may not be impor-
tant, but meaningful systematic differences in treatment may occur for

combinations of individual items. In addition, the aggregate index
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summarizes the experience of the auditors across the individual items that
comprise the index. The individual responses to all six items were com¥
bined according to the same criteria used for combining responses about
housing availability (see page 57).

Table 7 summarizes the results from aggregating the six courtesy
items for the national éamp!e and the four census regions. The items
chosen for the index are whether the agent introduced himself, asked the
auditor's name, shook the auditor's hand, asked the auditor to be seated,
offered the auditor a business card, and invited the auditor to call back.
(Whether the agent addressed the auditor by title was omitted because of
the ambiquous interpretation that can be given this item.) Values for
this index are relatively insensitive to the number of individual courtesy
items included or to the combination of items selected. That is, values
obtained for alternative forms of the index do not differ significantly
from each other,

For the courtesy index, the difference in treatment accorded blacks
and whites is significant at the 0.01 Tevel in the national sample and in
the South and Nerth Central regions, and not statistically significant at
the 0.10 level or lower in the Northeast and West.

The aggregate index shows that rental agents treated blacks and
whites no differently far less frequently than the results in table 6
tend to suggest. Table 6 shows that the treatment accorded audit team-
mates was no different at least 66 percent of the time for the individual

items comprising the ‘aggregate index. But the index shows that for the
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TABLE 7
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT:

COURTESY
{Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK DISCRIMINATORY
DIFFERENCE FAVORED FAVORED TREATMENT
NATIONAL 37 38 26 12%%*%
(1,587)
Northeast 38 33 29 4
(558)
North Central 39 36 25 11
(296)
South 34 42 24 18%**
(639)
West 38 36 26 10
(94)

NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding. :

(2) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num~
ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.01 level, no asterisks that the differ-
?nce is not statistically significant at the 0.10 level or

ower.

(3) Tests of significance were performed on "adjusted" sample

sizes equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see
footnotes on page 49.
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national sample, differential treatment of auditors occurred 63 percent
of the time (100 percent minus 37 percent).

Table 8 shows the results of the index of courtesy when SMSAs are
divided according to size. It indicates that the difference in treatment
for the two groﬁps of SMSAs is quite small. In large SMSAs the net dif«
ference favors whites by 12 percent, while in smail SMSAs the net differ-
ence favors whites by 9 percent.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE INDEX OF COURTESY
AND THE INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

An objective of the Title VIII--Fair Housing Evaluation is not only
to identify the forms of'disgrimination blacks may encounter most fre-
quently in the rental housing market but also to investigate the relation-
ship that may exist among different forms of discrimination--specifically,
the relationship between housing availability and the other categories of
discriminatory treatment under study. This section examines how courteous
treatment is related to treatment regarding housing availability. It may
be that discourteous treatment is unrelated to discrimination with respect
to the availability of units, or it may be that auditors who were treated
less favorably with respect to housing ayai?abi1ity were also treated
less courteocusly.

| To investigate the relationship between courtesy and housing availa-
bility, a joint frequency distribution of cases was derived. Columns are
the index of courtesy and rows are the index of housing availability.
Table 9 presents the cross-tabulation of the aggregate index of courtesy

and the aggregate index of housing availability. The first number in
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Large SMSAs
{(1,434)

Small SMSAs
(153)

NOTE: (1)

(2)

TABLE 8 .
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT: COURTESY
(Cases Classified by SMSA Size)

{Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK  DISCRIMINATORY
DIFFERENCE  FAVORED  FAVORED - TREATMENT
6 38 26 i
39 35 2 g+

Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the number
of cases representad in columns 2 and 3 is statistically signif-
icant at the 0.01 level, one asterisk that the difference is
statistically significant at the 0.10 level.

Tests of significance were performed on "adjusted" sample sizes

equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see footnotes on
page 49.
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HOUSING
AVAILABILITY

TABLE 9

CROSS-TABULATION OF THE INDEX OF COURTESY AND THE INDEX OF

HOUSING AVAILABILITY

(Percent)

COURTESY
WHITE FAVORED NO DIFFERENCE BLACK FAVORED

WHITE FAVORED 20 17 11
(18) (18) (13)
NO DIFFERENCE 12 12 7
(11) (11) (8)
BLACK_FAVORED 6 7 8
(8) (8) (5)

Number of cases = 1,575

~ Chi-square = 42: significant at the 0.01 Tevel

Expected frequencies in parentheses

NOTE:

(1)

(2)

Expected frequencies are calculated by multiplying the overall
row percentage (for example, the percentage of cases in which
the white was favored on housing availability, 48 percent) by
the overall column percentage (for exampie, the percentage of
cases in which the white was favored on courtesy, 38 percent).
The product (18 percent in this example) is the freguency with
which one would expect both events (in this example, whites fa-
vored on availability and whites favored on courtesy) to occur
simultanecusly if the events were unrelated, Statistically
significant deviations from this pattern indicate that the
events are not unrelated. That is, a chi-square value reported
to be "statistically significant” means that treatment as mea~
sured by the courtesy index is not independent of treatment as
measured by the housing availability index.

"Number of cases" is the "adjusted" sample size for which cross-
tabulation was performed; see footnote 2 on page 49.
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each cell is the observed frequency, the second number (in parentheses)
the expected frequency. The chi-square test compares observed cell fre-
quency to expected cell frequency; the test statistic of 42 indicates
that the relationship between the two indices is statistically signifi-
cant at the 0.01 level. The pattern of observed frequencies relative to
the expected frequencies indicates that discriminatory treatment as mea-
sured by the index of availability is positively related to discriminatory
treatment as measured by the index of courtesy; that is, favoritism on one
index is associated with favoritism on the other.! For example, from re-
sults observed for each of the separate indices, it could be expected that
18 percent of white auditors were favored on both indices. Instead, 20
percent of white auditors were favored on both courtesy and availability.
Similarly, more blacks were favored on both indices (8 percent) than ex-
pected (5 percent). The two forms of discrimination tend to complement
each other, and the observed relationship between the two indices can
be accepted with considerable confidence.

ReTationships that are statistically significant a£ the 0.01 level
exist between the indices of Housing availability and courtesy for large
and small SMSAs and for each of the census regions except the West. In

the West the small sample size is the likely explanation for finding the

1. The reported chi-square results indicate whether the indices are de-
pendent or independent. A second statistic--gamma--indicates whether the
indices are positively or negatively related and the strength of the
relationship. Implications of the observed gamma statistic are mentioned
in the text or in footnotes. To reduce the amount of technical informa-
tion, the actual gamma statistics and their level of significance are not
reported on the cross-tabulation tables.
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relationship between indices to be statistically significant only at the

0.10 level,

TERMS AND CONDITIONS
INDIVIDUAL ITEMS

Differential treatment in terms and conditions is also a potentially
important form of discrimination and a violation of fair housing statutes.
Even if rental agents reply favorably as to apartment availability, the
stipulated terms and conditions for renting ihe available units will in-
fluence how attractive a given apartment is to the apartment seeker.

The auditors were instructed to obtain information about the follow-
ing items:

s the apartment numbers of available units

e the monthly rents of available units

o the terms of the lease

¢ the amount of the security deposit.

(The apartment number ensures that terms can be compared for the same

unit.) They were also instructed to record what the rental agent said
about application procedures, the application fee, credit check proce-
dures, and length of time to compiete the credit check. Table 10 pre-
sents the audit results for the items relating to terms and conditions.

The measured differential treatment for the amount of the monthly
rent, the terms of the Tease, and the length of the credit check are not
significant at the 0.10 Tevel or lower. Two of the five items, however,

the amount of the security deposit and whether an application fee is
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TABLE 10
TERMS AND CONDITIONS

(Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK NET
DIFFERENCE FAVORED FAVORED DIFFERENCE
MONTHLY RENT 87 7 6 1
(360) ‘
LEASE REQUIREMENTS 90 5 5 0
(1,243)
SECURITY DEPOSIT ' 83 6 11 -Gk
(1,314)
APPLICATION FEE REQUIRED 73 19 8 J1¥x*
(239)
LENGTH OF CREDIT CHECK 65 17 19 Y
(296)
NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because

of rounding.

(2) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num-

ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.01 level, no asterisks that the differ-
ence is not statistically significant at the 0.10 level or
1ower.

(3) Numbers in parentheses are the unweighted number of cases;

(4)

tests of significance were performed on an "adjusted" sample
size of equal magnitude. See footnotes on page 49.

It is assumed that providing information on whether an appli-

cation fee is required is favorable. See text for an alter-
nate interpretation.
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required, show differences in treatment that are statistically signifi-

cant at the 0.01 Tevel. With respect to the amount of the security deposit,
rental agents treated both auditors no differently 83 percent of the time,
favored the white 6 percent of the time, and favored the black 11 percent

of the time.

In terms of requiring an appTicaﬁion fee, rental agents treated both
auditors no differently 73 percent of the time, told the white auditor 19
percent of the time that an application fee was required, and told the
black 8 percent of the time that an application fee was required. Requir-
ing a fee to accompany the application can be said to have favored either
the whité auditor or the black auditor. When a rental agent indicates that
an application fee is required, he may be attempting to discourage the
apartment seeker from renting an apartment or he may be attempting to fa-
cilitate the process of renting an apartment. The table is constructed
under the assumption that providing information on the existence of an
application fee is favorable treatment, but there is a possible ambiguity
in interpreting this item.

Observing the relationship between differential treatment on this
jtem and on the other less ambiguous items may provide some guidance as
to whether requiring an application fee according to the épp?icant's race
constitutes favorable or unfavorable treatment. When the analysis was
repeated to include only those cases in which the rental agent told both
auditors that an apartment was available or would be available within the

next month, the same pattern emerged.
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INDEX OF TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Four of the five items in table 10 were combined to derive an index
of terms and conditions. The same criteria used to combine responses
about housing availability were used to derive the aggregate index of
terms and conditions (see page 57). Table 11 summarizes the results of
aggregating the items relating to terms and conditions for the national
sample and the four census regions.

The difference in treatment accorded blacks and whites for the terms
and conditions index is significant at the 0.10 level for the national
sample, at the 0.01 Tevel for the Northeast, at the 0.05 level for the
South, and not statistically significant at the 0.10 level or lower for
the North Central region and the West. For the national sample, rental
agents treated both auditors no differently 73 percent of the time, quoted
more favorable terms and conditions to the white auditor 13 percent of the
time, and quoted more favorable terms and conditions to the black auditor
15 percent of the time.

Rental agents quoted black auditors more favorable terms and condi-
tions in the Northeast and North Central regions; they quoted more favor-
able terms and conditions to white auditors in the South. There is no
significant difference in treatment in terms and conditions for the West.
The Kruskal-Wallis test indicates that statistically significant differ-
ences do not exist among the four census regions.

Table 12 shows the results of the aggregate index of terms and con-

ditions when SMSAs are divided according to size. It indicates that the
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TABLE 11
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT:
TERMS AND CONDITIONS

{Percent)
NG WHITE BLACK DISCRIMINATORY
DIFFERENCE FAVORED FAVORED TREATMENT
NATIONAL 73 13 15 -2*
{1,345}
Northeast €2 14 24 ~10***
(471)
North Central 68 14 19 -5
(244)
South 82 11 7 Q%
(549)
West 85 7 , 7 0
(81) -
NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding.

(2) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num-
ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.01 level, two asterisks that the differ-
ence is statistically significant at the 0.05 Tevel, one as-
terisk that the difference is statistically significant at
the 0.10 level, and no asterisks that the difference is not
statistically significant at the 0.10 level or lower.

{3) Tests of significance were performed on "adjusted" sample
sizes equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see
footnotes on page 49.

(4) A two-tail test of statistical significance was used for this

index because of the ambiquity in c¢lassifying treatment on in-
dividual index items as favorable or unfavorable.
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l.arge SMSAs
(1,209)

Small SMSAs
(136)

NOTE: (1)

(2)

(3)

TABLE 12
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT:
TERMS AND CONDITIONS
- {Cases Classified by SMSA Size)

(Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK DISCRIMINATORY
DIFFERENCE FAVORED FAVORED TREATMENT
73 12 15 -3*
68 16 16 0

One asterisk indicates that the difference between the number
of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically sig-
nificant at the 0.10 level, no asterisks that the difference
is not statistically significant at the 0.10 Tevel or lower.

Tests of significance were performed on "adjusted” sample
sizes equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see
footnotes on page 49.

A two-tail test of statistical significance was used for this

index because of the ambiguity in classifying treatment on in=-
dividual index items as favorable or unfavorable.
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difference in treatment for the two groups of SMSAs is quite small. In
Targe SMSAs discriminatory treatment favored blacks by 3 peréent, while in
small SMSAs there was no discriminatory treatment,
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE INDEX OF TERMS AND CONDITIONS
AND THE INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

Table 13 presents the cross-tabuiation of the aggregate index of terms
and conditions and the aggregate index of nhousing availability. This table
is used to determine whether the terms and conditions quoted to auditors
were related to information quoted to them regarding housing availability.
The chi-square statistic of 4 is not statistically significant at the
0.10 level or lower. The pattern of observed frequencies relative to
expected frequencies indicates that the index of terms and conditions is
1ndependent of the index of housing availability. That is, whether a
rental agent favored whites {or blacks) on availability had no bearing
on whether the rental agent favored whites (or blacks) on terms and
conditions.

Although the c¢ross-tabulations for the individual census regions and
for Targe and small SMSAs are not reported, the results indicate that only
in the South did a statistically significant relationship between the two!

aggregate indices exist.
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HOUSING
AVATLABILITY

TABLE 13
CROSS~TABULATION OF THE INDEX OF TERMS AND CONDITIONS AND THE
INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

(Percent)

TERMS AND CONDITIONS

WHITE FAVORED NO DIFFERENCE BLACK FAVORED

WHITE FAVORED 6 35 7
(6) (34) (7)
NO DIFFERENCE 4 21 4
{4) (21) (4)
BLACK FAVORED 2 17 4
(3) {17} (3)

Number of cases = 1,339

Chi-square = 4; not significant at the 0.10 level or lower

NOTE:

Expected frequencies in parentheses (see table 9)

“Number of cases" is the "adjusted" sample size for which cross-
tabulation was performed; see footnote 2 on page 49.
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INFORMATION REQUESTED

INDIVIDUAL ITEMS

The auditors behaved like bona fide apartment seekers. After speci-
fying their request for an apartment, they responded to the rental agent's
inquiries. The auditors avoided volunteering infofmation aBout themselves
but answered the agent's inquiries on the basis of their assigned individ-
yal characteristics (provided on their Site Visit Assignment Forms). Table
14 presents the results of the jtems for information requested by the
rental agent. No a priori interpretation was given to whether being asked
information is favorable or unfavorable treatment. Accordingly, column 2
is labeled "requested of white only" rather than "white favored,” and col-
umn 3 is labeled "requested of black only" rather than "black favored."

In a large percentage of cases, both auditors were treated ho differe
ent?y. For example, rental agents treated both auditors no differently 94
percent of the time with respect to information requested about income, 98
percent of the time with respect to requests for references, and 89 per-
cent of the time with respect to requests for place of residénce. The
largye percentage of cases in which both auditors were treated no differ-
ently results primarily because rental agents did not request this infor-
mation from either of the auditors. Rental agents requested information
on income 4 percent of the time, references only 1 percent of the time,
and information on place of residence 12 percent of the time. "No dif-

ference" in treatment is really a reflection of no treatment.
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TABLE 14
INFORMATION REQUESTED

(Percent)
NO REQUESTED OfF REQUESTED CF NET
DIFFERENCE WHITE ONLY BLACK ONLY DIFFERENCE
INCOME . 9% 2 4 A
(1,586) .
EMPLOYMENT 82 8 11 S Sl
(1,583)
REFERENCES 98 1 1 0
(1,584)
PHONE NUMBER 86 7 7 0
{1,585}
ADDRESS 89 4 7 K Sl
(1,585)

NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding.

(2) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num-
ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.01 level, no asterisks that the differ-
$nce is not statistically significant at the 0.10 level or

ower.

~ (3) Numbers in parentheses are the unweighted number of cases;
tests of significance were performed on an "adjusted" sample
size of equal magnitude. See footnotes on page 49.

(4) Negative differences in column 4 do not imply that blacks were

favored, only that agents requested information more frequently
of blacks than of whites (see text for further expianation).
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Blacks were requested to provide information on income, employment,
and place of residence more often than whites. Although the differences
for the individual items are small, they are ncnetheless statistically
different from zero at the 0.01 level. There are no differences with
respect to references and telephone numbers requested.

Although racial differences in rantal'agents' requesting auditors'
phone numbers were not observed_(rantaT agents requested information on
phone numbers in 20 percent of the cases), agents requested the place of
residence 7 percent of the time from the black auditor only and 4 percent
of the time from the white auditor only., One pussible explanation for
this difference is that rental agents were more curious about the current

residence of black auditors than of white auditors.

INDEX OF INFORMATION REQUESTED

A1l five items in table 14 were combined to derive an index of in-
formation requested. The index is designed to reveal‘any systematic dif-
ference in treatment based on race. The same criteria used to combine
responses about housing availability were used to develop the aggregate
index of information requested (see page 57). Table 15 summarizes the
results of aggregating the items relating to information requested for‘
the national sample and the four census regions.

The last column in table 15 is obtained by subtracting the percentage
of cases in which agents requested more information from whites from the
percentage of cases in which agents requested more information from blacks.

If an agent asked more information of one member of an audit team than the
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TABLE 15
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DIFFERENTIAL TREATMENT:
INFORMATION REQUESTED

(Percent)
NET
NO REQUESTED OF REQUESTED OF DIFFERENTIAL
DIFFERENCE BLACK ONLY WHITE ONLY TREATMENT
NATIONAL 68 19 13 Gk
(1,586)
Northeast 66 21 13 il
(558)
North Central 72 16 12 4
(296)
South 68 19 14 Bk
(639)
West | 72 17 11 6
(93)

NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding.

(2) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num-
ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.01 level, two asterisks that the differ-
ence is statistically significant at the 0.05 level, and no
asterisks that the difference is not statistically significant
at the 0.10 Tevel or lower.

{3) Tests of significance were performed on "adjusted" sample sizes
equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see footnotes on
page 49.

(4) Differential treatment reported in the fourth column does not
imply that being asked more information is necessarily favorw
able or unfavorable treatment (see text for further explanation).

(5} A two-tail test of statistical significance was used for this

index because of the ambiguity in classifying treatment on in-
dividual index items as favorable or unfavorable.
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other, it is not clear whether the agent was attempting to more carefully
screen the auditor or whether the agent was treating one auditor more se-
riously than the other, or both. That is, asking more information of one
team member may be either favorable treatment or unfavorable treatment.
Therefore, the last column in table 15 is labeled "net differential treat-
ment" rather than "discriminatory treatment.” The next section examines
how being asked more information was related to the information given au-
ditors with respect to apartment availability.

The differential treatment accorded black and white auditors as mea-
sured by the index of information requested is significant at the 0.0l
Tevel for the national sample and the Northeast, significant at the 0.05
Tevel for the South, and not statistically significant at the 0.10 level
or lower for the North Central region and the West.l The aggregate index
shows that rental agents treated the matched auditors no differently a
Targe percentage of the time. According to the regional results, both
auditors were treated no differently at least 66 percent of the time.

Table 16 shows the results of the index of information requested when
SMSAs are divided according to size. It indicates that in large SMSAs
rental agents requested more information from whites in 13 percent of the

cases and more information from blacks in 20 percent of the cases. In

l. The results of the Kruskal-Wallis test indicate that no statistically
significant differences (at the 0.30 level or lower) exist between the re-
gional values of differential treatment as measured by the aggregate index
of information requested.
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TABLE 16
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DIFFERENTIAL TREATMENT:
INFORMATION REQUESTED
(Cases Classified by SMSA Size)

(Percent)
NET
NO REQUESTED OF REQUESTED OF DIFFERENTIAL
DIFFERENCE BLACK ONLY WHITE QNLY TREATMENT
l.arge SMSAs 68 20 13 JHrKk
{1,433}
Small SMSAs 68 16 16 0
{153)

NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding.

(2) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the nume
ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.01 level, no asterisks that the differ-.
ence is not statistically significant at the 0.10 level or
T ower.

(3) Tests of significance were performed on "adjusted" sample sizes
equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see footnotes on
page 49,

(4) Differential treatment reported in the fourth column does not
imply that being asked more information is necessarily favor-
able or unfavorable treatment (see text for further explanation).

(5) A two-tail test of statistical significance was used for this

index because of the ambiguity in classifying treatment on in-
dividual index items as favorable or unfavorable.
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small SMSAs rental agents requested mdre information from whites 16 per-
cent of the time and more information from blacks 16 percent of the time.t
THE RELATIGNSHIP BETWEEN THE INDEX OF INFORMATION REQUESTED
AND THE INDEX OF\HOUSING AVAILABILITY

Table 17 presents the cross-tabulation of the aggregate index of in-
formation requested and the aggregate index of housing availability. This
table is used to determine whether the information requested of auditors
was related to the information given them regarding housing availability.
The chi-square statistic of 12 is statistically significant at the 0.05
level. That is, the pattern of observed frequencies relative to expected
frequencies indicates that the index of information requested is not
independent of the index of housing availability. However, the direc-
tion and strength of the relationship are not readily apparent from the
table. There is a small but not statistically significant (at the 0.10
level or lower) positive relationship between being asked more information
and being favored with respect to housing avai]ability.z That is, the
cbserved frequency with which auditors who were asked more information
than their teammates were also favored with regard to what they were toid

about apartment availability is higher than the expected frequency with

1. Results of the Mann-Whitney test are not statistically significant
at the 0.30 Tevel or lower. _

2. The gamma statistic is positive but not statistically significant at
the 0.10 Tevel or lower.
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TABLE 17
CROSS-TABULATION OF THE INDEX OF INFORMATION REQUESTED AND THE
INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

{Percent)

INFORMATION REQUESTED

REQUESTED OF ' NO REQUESTED OF
WHITE ONLY DIFFERENCE BLACK ONLY
WHITE FAVORED 8 31 10
(6) (33) (9)
o
=
[
Z 3| NO DIFFERENCE 3 22 &
85 (4) (21) (6)
=
=
BLACK FAVORED 2 15 4
(3) (14) (4)

Number of cases = 1,574
Chi-square = 12; significant at the 0.05 level
Expected frequencies in parentheses (see table 9)

NOTE: "Number of cases" is the "adjusted" sample size for which cross-
tabulation was performed; see footnote 2 on page 49.
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which these two events would occur simultaneously, However, the cbserved
frequencies differ from those expected by negligible amounts.

The cross-tabulation results for the information requested and hous-
ing availability indices do noi provide convincing evidence that being
asked more information is favorable or unfavorable treatment. If an au-
ditor was asked more information than his teammate, the auditor may have
been screened by an agent, treated seriously as a prospective renter, or
both. The cross-tabulation results do not suggest that being asked more
information is necessarily unfavorable discriminatory treatment.!

Cross-tabulations are not reported for census regions and for large
and small SMSAs, but the results indicate that only in the South and for
targe SMSAs does a statistically significant relationship exist between
information requested and treatment with respect to housing availability.
The two indices are positivély related for all regions except the North-
east, and for Targe and small SMSAs. However, the relationship between
indices is weak, with none of the regional and SMSA results indicating a
positive (or negative) relationship of statistical significance at the

0.10 level or lower. That is, no strong evidence exists to conclude that

1. If relatively few cases occurred in which there was differential treat-
ment of teammates as measured by both indices, the Tikelihood of discern-
ing the exact relationship between types of differential treatment of

black auditors and white auditors is lower. Few auditors--either blacks

or whites--were asked the individual items that comprise the information
requested index, and therefore a large percentage of cases were classi-
fied "no difference" on the index. Thus, reported cross-tabulation re-
sults are not surprising.
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being requested more information is positively correlated with being

treated favorably or unfavorably with respect to housing availability.

INFORMATION VOLUNTEERED
INDIVIDUAL ITEMS

The process by which information is conveyed to apartment seekers is
another important part of searching for an apartment. The rental agent,
by volunteering information that would be useful to the apartment seeker,
can facilitate the exchange of useful information. That is, the rental
agent can show a genuine interest in the apartment seeker by conveying
crucial information that will help determine whether or not to rent a
particular apartment. The rental agent can also restrict the exchange of
useful information by being passive or nonresponsive. This voluntary ex-
change of information between the agent and the apartment seeker may be a
subtle, but important, form of discrimination.

If the rental agent did not volunteer relevant information, the audi-
tors were instructed to obtain as much specific information as possible
through polite but persistent questioning. They were to ask about lease
requirements and whether a security deposit was required. If they were
told that no apartments were available, they were to ask about the exis-
tence of a waiting Tist. The auditors were also expected to record what
the agent said about the application procedure and credit check.

Table 18 presents the relative freguencies with which rental agents

volunteered more information to either auditor, that is, the percentages
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TABLE 18
INFORMATION VOLUNTEERED

(Percent)
NO VOLUNTEERED VOLUNTEERED NET
DIFFERENCE TO WHITE ONLY TO BLACK ONLY DIFFERENCE
LEASE REQUIREMENTS 64 1g - 17 2
(1,554)
SECURITY DEPOSIT 60 24 16 grxk
(1,524)
WAITING LIST 53 31 16 15%%*
(270)
APPLICATION 64 18 18 9]
(1,577)
CREDIT CHECK 71 14 15 =1
{1,576)

NOTE: (1) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the number
of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically sig-
nificant at the 0.01 level, no asterisks that the differenca is
not statistically significant at the 0.10 Tevel or lower.

(2) Numbers in parentheses are the unweighted number of cases; tests
of significance were performed on an "adjusted" sample size of
equal magnitude. See footnotes on page 49,
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of cases in which more relevant information was volunteered to one auditor
or the other without the auditor's having to ask for the information. Five
items are included in the category: Tlease requirements, the requirement
for a secqrity deposit, the existence of a waiting list, application pro-
cédures, and the credit check.

There was a moderate tendency for rental agents to convey more infor-
mation to white auditors than to black auditors. For security deposit and
waiting 1ist, the differential treatment accorded black and white auditors
was statistically significant at the 0.01 level; for the other three items,
the black and white were treated with virtually no difference. The two
statistically signﬁficant items, however, are two of the most common and
most important items in an apartment search. The amount of the security
deposit was volunteered in 46 percent of the cases, and the existence of
a waiting 1ist was volunteered in 14 percent of the cases. Information on
the security deposit was volunteered (or not volunteered) no differently
to both members of the team 60 percent of the time, volunteered to only
the white auditor 24 percent of the time, and volunteered to'on1y the black
auditor 16 percent of the time. Rental agents volunteered no different inm-
formation on the whiting Tist to both auditors 53 percent of the time, vole
unteered information to only the white auditor 31 percent of the time, and
volunteered information to only the black auditor 16 percent of the time.

The substantial difference in treatment with respect to information
volunteered about the waiting 1ist is particularly important. When an

apartment seeker is told that no apartment is immediately available,
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information ébout a waiting 1ist becomes perhaps the most important item
in the search. Volunteered information about a waiting list is persuasive
evidence that the rental agent desires to maintain a continuing relation-
ship with the prospective renter., Conversely, failure to volunteer such
information suggests that the rental agent may want to discontinue the

relationship.

INDEX OF INFORMATION VOLUNTEERED

Table 19 summarizes the results of aggregating all five items in ta-
ble 18 to derive an index of information volunteered {case 1). The index
Ts designed to reveal any systematic difference in treatment based on race.
The same criteria used to combine responses about housing availability
were used to develop the aggregate index of information volunteered (see
page 57), Table 20 gives the results for an index combining only two of
the items--security deposit and waiting list (case 2). The indices assume
that volunteering information is favorable to the apartment seeker. That
is, if information was volunteered to the white (black) only, it is assumed
that the white (black) was favored.

For the aggregate index of information volunteered (case 1), the dif-
ference in treatment accorded black auditors and white auditors is statis-
tically significant at the 0.01 level for the national sample. The practice
of volunteering information appears to vary across regions. In the national
sample, for example, rental agents treated both auditors no differently in
40 percent of the cases, volunteered information only to the white auditor

32 percent of the time, and volunteered information only to the hlack
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TABLE 19
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT:
INFORMATION VOLUNTEERED (CASE 1)

(Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK DISCRIMINATORY
BIFFERENCE FAVORED FAVORED TREATMENT

NATIONAL 40 32 28 ek
(1,586)

Northeast 44 34 22 ] 2%k

(558)

North Central 43 32 25 7%

(296}

South 35 31 34 -3

(639)

West 42 33 26 7

) (93)

NOTE: (1) This index of information volunteered combines all five items
in table 18.

(2) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding. '

(3) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num-
ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.01 level, one asterisk that the differ-
ence is statistically significant at the 0.10 level, and no
asterisks that the difference is not statistically significant
at the 0.10 level or lower.

(4) Tests of significance were performed on "adjusted" sample sizes

equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see footnotes on
page 49.

98



TABLE 20
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT:
INFORMATION VOLUNTEERED (CASE 2)

(Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK DISCRIMINATORY
DIFFERENCE FAVORED FAVORED TREATMENT
NATIONAL 56 26 18 grkx
(1,547)
Northeast 62 25 14 11 %%
(543)
North Central 63 24 13 11%**
(287)
South 48 28 24 4%
(630)
West 56 33 11 22 %k
(87)

NOTE: (1) This index of information volunteered combines only two of the

(2)

(3)

(4)

items in table 18--the amount of the security deposit and the
existence of a waiting list.

Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding.

Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the number
of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically sig-
nificant at the 0,01 Tevel, one asterisk that the difference is
statistically significant at the 0.10 level.

Tests of significance were performed on "adjusted” sampie sizes

equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see footnotes on
page 49,
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auditor 28 percent of the time. The greatest discriminatory treatment by
| region was in the Northeast, where the difference (12 percent) was sig-
nificant at the 0.01 level. In the other three regions the absolute dif-
ferential ranges from 3 percent favoring blacks in the South to 7 percent
favoring whites in the North Central and Western regions. For the aggre-
gate index of information volunteered (case 2), the difference in freat-
ment is statistically significant at the 0.01 level for the national sam-
ple and all of the census regions except the South.!

Some interesting variations ameng regions appear when the two indices
are compared. In the West case 1 shows a difference between information
volunteered only to the white and information volunteered only to the
black (7 percent) that is not statistically significant, hut case 2 shows
a statistically significant difference of 22 percent. In the South case 1
shows a difference of -3 percentage points (not statistically significant
at the 0.10 level or lowar), while case 2 shows a difference of 4 percent-
age points {statistically significant at the 0.10 level)., The sensitiviiy
of index results between cases 1 and 2 may indicate either regional varia-
tion in discriminatory practices or regional variation in the importance

of particular items in the housing search of prospective renters. Further

refinement of index measures is planned; a more comprehensive assessment

1. The Kruskal-Wallis test indicates that statistically significant (at
the 0.30 level or lower) differences do not exist between the regions in
the differential treatment of blacks and whites as measured by either case
1 or case 2 of the index of information volunteered.
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of the relative importance of individual items may clarify the apparent
differences in regional practices.

Table 21 shows the results of the indices of information vo]untéered
when SMSAs are divided according to size. For case 1 the table indicates
that when differential treatment occurred rental agents volunteered more
information to whites in large SMSAs and more information to blacks in small
SMSAs. The difference in discriminatory treatment is not statistically
significant for small SMSAs, which probably reflects the smaller number of
audits conducted in small SMSAs. For case 2 the table indicates a similar
pattern. Rental agents volunteered more information to whites in large
SMSAs and more information to blacks in small SMSAs. The difference is
statistically significant for large SMSAs but not significant at the 0.10
Tevel or lower for small SMSAs.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE INDICES OF INFORMATION VOLUNTEERED
AND THE INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

Tables 22 and 23 present the cross-tabulation of the aggregate indices
of information volunteered and the aggregate index of housing availability.
These tables are used to determine whether the information volunteered to
auditors was related to information given them regarding housing availabil-
ity. For both case 1 and case 2, the chi-square values are statistically
significant at the 0.01 level. The pattern of observed frequencies relative
to expected frequencies indicates that the indices of information volun-
teered are related positively to the index of housing availability. That

is, if an auditor of one race was favored on one index, he was more likely
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TABLE 21
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT:
INFORMATION VOLUNTEERED
(Cases Classified by SMSA Size)

(Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK DISCRIMINATORY
DIFFERENCE FAVORED FAVORED TREATMENT
Case 1
Large SMSAs 41 32 27 Rk
{1,433)
Small SMSAs 28 32 40 -8
(153)
Case 2
Large SMSAs 56 27 17 [
(1,399)
Small SMSAs 53 23 24 -1
(148)

NOTE: (1) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the number
‘ of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically sig-
nificant at the 0.01 level, no asterisks that the difference is
not statistically significant at the 0.10 level or Tower.

(2) Tests of significance were performed on "adjusted" sample sizes-

equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see footnotes on
page 49,
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 TABLE 22
CROSS-TABULATION OF THE INDEX OF INFORMATION VOLUNTEERED (CASE 1)
AND THE INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

(Parcent)

INFORMATION VOLUNTEERED

HOUSING AVAILABILITY

WHITE NO BLACK

FAVORED DIFFERENCE FAVYORED
WHITE FAVORED 19 19 11
(16) (19) (13)
NO DIFFERENCE 8 13 ‘ 10
(10) {12) (9}
BLACK FAVORED 6 8 7
(7) (8) _ (6)

Number of cases = 1,575
Chi-square = 40; significant at the 0.01 Tevel
Expected frequencies in parentheses (see table 9)

NOTE: "Number of cases" is the "adjusted” sample size for which cross-
tabulation was performed; see footnote 2 on page 49.

103



TABLE 23
CROSS-TABULATION OF THE INDEX OF INFORMATION VOLUNTEERED (CASE 2)
AND THE INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

(Pertent)

INFORMATION VOLUNTEERED

WHITE NO BLACK
FAVORED DIFFERENCE FAVORED

| WHITE FAVORED 16 25 8

- (13) (27) (9)

fan

E .

| NO_DIFFERENCE 6 19 5

= (8) (17) : (5)

(4]

=

g BLACK FAVORED 4 12 5

® (6) ‘ (12) (4)

Number of cases = 1,537
Chi-square = 44; significant at the 0.01 level
Expected frequencies in parentheses (see table 9)

NOTE: ‘"Number of cases®™ is the "adjusted” sample size for which cross-
tabulation was performed; see footnote 2 on page 49.
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to have been favored on the other index. The two discriminatory tech-
niques tend to complement each other.

For case 1 the chi-square values indicate that the relationship be-
tween the indices is not statistically significant for the West and for
small SMSAS. For the other three regions and for large SMSAs, the rela-
tionship is significant at the 0.01 Tevel. For case 2 the retationship
between indices is not statistically significant in the West. For the
other three regions and for large and small SMSAs, the two indices are
statistically significant at the 0.01 level. The lack of statistical $7ge
nificance for the West reflects the small sample size for that region.

RESULTS FOR AUDITS IN WHICH
80TH AUDITORS SAW THE SAME AGENT

This part reports audit results when cases were deleted in which
matched team members saw different rental agents. Excluding these cases
eliminates some of the randomness in differential treatment of auditors
resulting from rental agents' differing personal styles. Although the
experiment could have been designed so that both auditors saw the same
rental agent, the audit designers wanted both team members to make the
same type of approach as they entered the rental complex. Therefore,
they arrived unannounced and requested an apartment of a specified size.
To do otherwise would have needlessly complicated other aspects of the
experiment’s designs

To determine whether teammates saw the same rental agent, the audi-

tors were instructed to request a business card when they left the rental
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office if the agent had not offered a card. If the agent had no business
cérd, the auditors were to ask for his name. In the sample, 57 percent of
the teams saw the same agent, while 19 percent saw different agents. In
24 pefcent of the cases (mainly because one or both of the auditors did
not obtain a business card or the name of the rental agent), it could not
be determined whether the auditors saw the same rental agent. These cases

were omitted from the analysis.

INDIVIDUAL ITEMS

Housing Availability

The absolute difference between "white favored" and "black favored"
increased by .7 percentage points with respect to the number ofrapartments
agents volunteered were available and decreased by 4 percentage points
with respect to information provided about the length of the waiting list.
Differential treatment for the remaining items changed by no more than 3

percentage points.

Courtesy

Deleting cases in which the black and white auditors saw different
agents generally increased the differences between "white favored" and
"black favored." However, none of the increases were more than 2 per-

centage points.
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Terms and Conditions

The item regarding the length of the credit check changed from the
black's being favored by a difference of 2 percentage points to thé white's
being favored by a difference of 6 percentage points. In neither case is
the result statistically significant at the 0.10 level or Tower. None of
the remaining items in this category changed by more than 3 percentage

points.

Information Requested

None of the items changed by more than 1 percentage point.

Information Volunteerad

The difference in information volunteered about Tease requirements
increased by 3 percentage points and became statistically significant.
The difference in information volunteered about the security deposit and
about a credit check changed by 4 percentage points. Thé remaining two

items each changed by less than 2 percentage points.

AGGREGATE INDICES

Housing Availability

The absolute difference between "white favored" and "black favored"
on the index of housing availability increased by 6 percentage points (to
33 percent) for the national sample, 1 percentage point for the Northeast,
and 12 percentagé points for the South. It decreased by 3 percentage

points for the North Central region and 5 percentage points for the West.
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Courtesy
The only notable change in the aggregate index of courtesy occurrad

in the West. The absolute difference between "white favored" and "black
favored" changed from 10 percentage points favoring whites to 2 percent-
age points favoring blacks. However, neither of the differences is sta~
tistica11y significant because the sample size is so small for the Wesie~=

fewer than 100 audits.

Terms and Conditions

The difference in the index of terms and conditions for the North
Central region changed froﬁ blacks®' being favored by 5 percentage points
to whites' being favored by 1 percentage point. Neither of these differ-
ences is statistically significant, however, and none of the differences
in treatment for the other three regions or for the national sample

changed by more than 2 percentage points.

Information Requested

None of the differences in treatment changed by more than 3 percent-

age points.

Information Volunteered

The absolute difference in the index of information volunteered for
the West chénged from 7 percentage points to no difference. But, again,
neither of these differentials is statistically significant. None of
the differences for the other three regions or for the national sample

changed by more than 3 percentage points.
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ALTERNATIVE INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

The index of housing availability used earlier treated "ambiguous”
cases as equivalent to cases in which audit teammates were treated with
no difference. An ambiguous case is one in which both teammates were
treated favorably on at Teast one of the index items. The aggregation
technique used made no distinction among cases in which both auditors
were treated no differently on all index items, cases in which both
auditors were favored on the same number of items, and cases in which
both auditors were treated favorably but one auditor was favored on more
items than his teammate, This section presents an alternative index of
housing availability: If an auditor was favored on more index items
than his teammate, he is considered to have been treated favorably.

This alternative index ines equal weight to each of the items in-
cluded in the index, which is a disadvantage because scme items may be
intrinsically more important than others. However, the technique has the
advantage of treating ambiguous cases as being different from cases in
which both audit teammates were treated no differently and from cases in
which both auditors were favored on the same number of items. Thus, if
one auditor was favored on two of the housing availability items and his
teamﬁate was favored on one item, the case is counted as favoring the
first auditor; the aggregation technique previously used would have con-
sidered this case as being equivalent to one in which both auditors were

treated no differently.
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Table 24 presents the alternative index of housing availability. The
items included in the index are the same as those reported earlier: apart-
ment availability, first or second choice, apartments volunteered, and
waiting 1ist. A1l instances in which the white auditor was favored on at
least one more item than the black auditor were classified as "white fa-
vored.” All cases in which the black was favored on at least one more item
than the white auditor were classified as "black favored." Cases classi-
fied "no difference" are limited to those in which teammates were treated
exactly the same on all items and cases in which both teammates were fa-
vored on the same number of items.

The results in tables 3 and 24 are remarkably similar; that is, the
reported astimates of racial discrimination are insensitive to this change
in how the index was constructed. The natioﬁal results in table 3 indi-
cate that blacks encountered discrimination in 27 percent of their attempts
to find rental units. In table 24 the national estimate is 23 percent.
Changes in the regional resu1ts are minimal, with the Northeast still con-
siderably lower than the other regions. The national and regional results

are all statistically significant at the 0.01 level.

LIMITATIONS

1. Auditing, even when conducted rigorously, cannot detect all forms
of discrimination. Because none of the audits were carried through to the
point of putting down a security deposit or application fee, some important
forms of discrimination were undoubtedly undetected. This problem is less

important for rental audits than for sales audits, however.
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TABLE 24
ALTERNATIVE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT: HOUSING AVAILABILITY

{Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK DISCRIMINATORY

DIFFERENCE FAVGRED FAVORED TREATMENT

NATIONAL 31 49 21 28*%*
Northeast 32 : 44 24 20%**
North Central 34 50 17 33HH*
South 27 52 21 KD Sl
West 34 49 17 32%4*

NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding.

(2) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num-

ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.01 level.
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2. In computing measures of discrimination against blacks in the
rental housing market, it was assumed that differential treatment favor-
ing blacks was due solely to the randomness of the auditing technique. If
this assumption is incorrect--that is, if there was some discrimination
against whites as well as against blacks--the measured differential treat-
ment would indicate only the extent to which discrimination against blacks
oxceeded discrimination against whites. That is, it would understate the
absolute level of discrimination against blacks. Several alternative ex-
planations for differential treatment favoring blacks are possfble. Al-
though some preliminary analysis of the in-depth site audits (where‘recent
data on the racial composition of census tracts are available} indicates
1ittle discrimination against whites, more extensive investigation will
be needed before one can assume confidently that discrimination against
whites is not very important.

The auditing procedures themselves lead to some nonrandom cases of
differential treatment in which rental agents treated black auditors more
favorably. Since the black auditor always preceded the white auditor in
the rental test, some rental agents undoubtedly believed that the black
would rent a single vacant unit. Although all auditors were carefully
instructed not to leave the impression that they were interested in the
apartment offered, some black auditors' possible overzealousness or some
rental agents' misinterpretation of auditors’ intents could have left the

rental agent believing that the black would have rented a vacant apartment.
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Hence, the agent would have presented the unit as less available for the
white auditor. Unfortunately, this hypothesis cannot be tested.

In addition, because the black auditqr visited the rental complex
first, the white teammate would more frequently arrive during lunch hour
or before closing. Tﬁese arrival times for the white suggest that, even
if the agent wanted to treat both auditors no differently, whites might
have been treated Tess favorably. Such disparate arrival times could ex-
plain some of the ambiguous cases. That is, if the white arrived just
before lunch, the rental agent may have treated him favorably on the
jtems related to availability but may not have conveyed much information
about lease requirements or a security deposit. Again, there is no obvi-
ous, straightforward way to test this hypothesis.

3. Finally, and possibly most importantly, the results reported here
relate only to a search process that used newspaper advertisements to find
available apartments. Because many discriminatory landlords might choose
not to advertise vacant units in newspapers, the level of observed racial
discrimination in the rental housing market is probab?y underestimated.

Given all of these limitations, it is remarkable that such high levels

of discrimination in the rental market were observed.
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CHAPTER 3
RACIAL DISCRIMINATION IN THE SALES HOUSING MARKET

The audit procedure for the sales housing market was somewhat dif-
ferent from that used in the rental housing market. In the rental mar-
ket, b]acks always preceded whites in visiting a particular rental com-
plex, with the white auditors visiting the site usually within an hour
of their black teammates. The rental audits were conducted at specific
apartment buildings or complexes; auditors arrived unannounced and in-
quired about vacancies in the building or complex they were assigned.

In the sales market, however, although auditors usually arrived at real
estate offices unannounced, they did not inquire about a specific house
or houses. Instead, they inquired about housing of a designated price
and size, and a general location.} As in the rental audft, both auditors
always made the same request, so that differential treatment does not re-

flect the auditors' different housing preferences.

1. The selection of neighborhoods to be requested by auditors was ex-
ceptionally difficult because the locations of sales properties and real
estate offices are not always identified in newspaper advertisements.
Centralizing sampling at project headquarters in Washington, D.C., en-
sured sampling consistency across sites. However, because headquarters
staff designated the nejghborhoods to be requested by auditors, the staff
had to determine the exact location of every real estate office (selected
randomly from newspaper advertisements) and designate a neighborhood that
appeared reasonably close to the office to be audited. Working with
street maps, telephone directories, and a variety of other material,
headquarters staff first identified the location of an office and then
designated a "neighborhood" that surrounded, was adjacent to, or was not
too distant from the office. This procedure was not foolproof; audit
supervisors who discovered neighborhood designations many miles distant
from an office or who discovered terminology unlikely to be used to
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Since auditors did not request information about a particular house,
the black auditor did not have to precede the white. Ideally, blacks
should have preceded whites half the time and whites preceded blacks the
other half. However, this approach would have undu1y'comp}icated audit
supervisors' and auditors' tasks, so whites arbitrarily preceded blacks
in all sales audits.

A Tonger time was allowed to complete the sales audits to reduce the
likelihood that auditors would run into their teammates during their site
visits. Because the neighborhood the auditors requested always covered a
sufficiently broad area, the likelihood of a change in the number of
properties for sale over a day or so was minimal. Auditors were allowed
up to 32 hours to complete their visits to a particular real estate of-
fice. In many cases, black auditors' site visits were on the day follow-
ing their white teammates' visits. For those audits conducted on the
same day, white auditors normally visited the site in the morning, and
their black counterparts visited the site in the afterncon. The agents

spent widely varying amounts of time with prospective customers. As in

describe the market area designated by Washington staff were instructed
to change the "neighborhood" accordingly. (Most changes received prior
approval from Washington.) No attempt was made to select neighborhocds
by their racial composition or any other criterion except that_the
neighborhoods requested had to be either the location of properties as
advertised in the newspaper or the location of the real estate office.
(Frequently, the neighborhood designated was a suburban political juris-
diction.) Future analysis of audit data for evidence of racial steering
will address whether treatment of auditors may have been related to the
nejghborhoods they requested.
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rental audits, sales auditors completed their standardized report forms
shortly after visiting the sites.l

For this chapter, sales items are grouped into four main categories:

s housing availability |

® courtesy

s service

e household information requested.
Two other categories-~financing, and terms and conditions--were considered
for inclusion. Because the sales audits simulated only the initial phase
of searching for a house (auditors were instructed not to express definite
jnterest in a particular house or houses), the study includes relatively
1ittle information about different treatment according to race with respect
to financing the purchase of a house. Therefore, the important role that
real estate agents may assume in assisting prospective buyers to obtain
financing is relatively unexamined in this report. (The Timited informa-
tion on financing that has been collected will be included in a later re-
port.) The terms and conditions category will use items from the audit
report forms for houses suggested as serious possibi1ities and/or houses

the auditors actually inspected.2

1. Auditors omitted surprisingly few items from. their reports. The
quality of the data--particularly the low number of missing items--is
especially important because this report is based on an analysis of the
comparative treatment accorded two teammates on individual jtems in-.
cluded on the Sales Audit Report Form.

2. Because of an unfortunate error during keypunching data about spe-
cific houses, analysts could not ensure that the information given the

116



A final category, sales effort, will also be con;idered for inclu-
sion in a subsequent report. The Sales Audit Report Forms contained a
series of questions about the degree to which a sales agent seemed intent
on closing a deal or, at least, on arousing the interest of a prospective
buyer. The forms also contained control questions that will allow a
comparison of the actual characteristics of a particular house and
neighborhood with the real estate agent's comments about that house and
neighborhood.

The nature of the sales market is very different from that of the
rental market. Reported results of sales audits may differ somewhat from
those of rental audité for at least three reasons:

1. Two members of a sales audit team are much less likely to see

the same real estate agent than two members of a rental team
are to see the same rental agent.

2. Because buying a house is a much Tonger and more involved pro-
cess than renting an apartment, there are also more opportunities
for differential--and often subtle-~treatment of prospective
homebuyers. Some of them were never examined during this study.

3. Real estate agents' incomes--unlike those of rental agents--are

based predominantly on sales commissions; hence, there is an

two members of an audit team about a particular house was, in fact,
about the same house. This error is being corrected and the terms and
conditions category will be analyzed.for inclusion in a subsequent re-
part on evidence of steering.
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incentive to serve both blacks and whites, even if one race may

receive, on average, better treatment.

HOUSING AVAILABILITY

INDIVIDUAL ITEMS

Differential treatment regarding housing avaflability is an espe-
cially important indication of discrimination because differential treat-
ment on these jtems is a clear v{olation of fair housing legislation,
and differential treatment on these items is perhaps the most fundamental
form of discriminatien a person might encounter. The most direct mea-
sures of access to housing are those questions that indicate what auditors
were told or offered with respect to the housing they requested (see ques-
tions 21 through 25 in appendix D). These questions reflect the proce-
dures all auditors were instructed to follow. Each sales auditor was to
request housing by price, size, and general neighborhood location; both
members of an audit team were to make identical requests. They wére to
be firm but not overly persistent in presenting their requests and in
soliciting suggestions from the agent about houses that would meet their
preferences. If an agent attempted to dissuade an auditor from his re-
quesé, the auditor was instructed to repeat his request until efforts to
do so appeared fruitless. Similarly, if an agent attempted to have the
auditor select available houses--e.g., from a multiple listing directory--
the auditor was always to attempt to have the agent suggest possibilities.

Auditors were also encouraged to inspect houses that agents suggested.
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In fact, if they did not inspect at least two houses, they were to ex-
plain why.l |

Table 25 presents the national results for each of the six items
relating to housing availability. With respect to what an auditor was
told in response to his housing-request, both auditors were treated no
differently in 68 percent of the cases. In the 32 percent of the cases
in which auditors were treated differently with respect to responses to
the housing request, the white auditor was favored nearly twice as many
times {21 percent) as the black (11 percent). This observed difference
in frequency with which whites were treated mere favorably than blacks
is significant at the 0.01 level. Not reported is that three-quarters
of all auditors were told that something was available for inspection
immediately, although the percentage varied. Whites were told something
was immediately available 81 percent of the time, but blacks received
the same response only 70 percent of the time.

This question is perhaps the single most important item on the Sales

Audit Report Form, because it deals directly with the auditors' stated

1. During the pilot audit conducted in January and February 1977 in
Cincinnati, Ohio, it became apparent that the extra time and transpor-
tation costs of inspecting houses deterred auditors from completing
their audits as directed. Therefore, in the general audit, auditors
were compensated for each house inspected up to a maximum of four. This
extra incentive was felt necessary if the study was to reveal any possi=-
ble steering into or away from segregated neighborhoods. However, be-
cause this extra incentive to inspect houses may distort the results
slightly (e.g., if the monetary incentive was for some reason more impor-
tant to white auditors than to blacks or vice versa), the question on
houses inspected was deleted from the aggregate index of housing availa-
biTity. (Results with or without this question differ only marginally.)
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HOUSING AVAILABILITY
(1,525)

MULTIPLE LISTING DIRECTORY
OFFERED
(1,642)

OTHER LISTINGS OFFERED
(230)

HOUSES VOLUNTEERED
(1,640)

INVITATIONS TO INSPECT
HOUSES
(1,642)

HOUSES INSPECTED
(1,642)

TABLE 25

HOUSING AVAILABILITY

{Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK NET
DIFFERENCE  FAVORED FAVORED  DIFFERENCE

68 21 11 1Q%%*
67 13 20 N haiaiad
76 18 6 12%%*
22 54 24 JQ***
23 46 31 15%*%
35 38 28 10%**

NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because

of rounding,

(2) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num-
ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.01 level.

(3) Numbers in parentheses are the unweighted number of cases;
tests of significance were performed on an "adjusted" sample

size of equal magnitude.
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preferences (i.e., price, size, and location requested). Responses to
most of the items about availability on the form could be classified as
unambiguously preferable (or less preferable) treatment. For example,
three house inspections represent "better" treatment than one house in-
spection. In a few cases, however, doubt remained about which of two
responses concerning housing avai]ébi]ity was in fact preferable--for ex-
ample, whether being told nothing was immediately availabie in the neigh-
borhood requested was less favorable treatment than being told nothing

was available of the pricé or size housing requested in the desired neigh-
borhood. (See question 21 on the Sales Audit Report Form in appendix D.)
In such situations, differential treatment of audit teammates was measured
first with one of the responses assumed to be preferable and then with the
other response assumed to be preferable. If no significant differences
occurred in the frequencies with which blacks and whites were favored un-
der these alternative assumptions, the original ordering of the responses
was accepted.

With respect to being shown a multiple listing or other similar
directory, auditors were treated no differently with approximately the
same frequency as in the case of housing requested--67 percent. However,
when differential treatment occurred, the black was favored more fre-
quently than the white, and the difference is significant at the 0.01

" level.l This result is somewhat surprising because it is counter to the

1. Offering a muitiple listing directory may be a means by which an
agent avoids recommending particular houses or housing locatiens to a
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results of the other availability items, which show large differential
treatments favoring the white auditor. The differences in the frequen-
cies with which whites were treated more favorably than blacks for the
four remaining avaifabi]ity items range from 10 to 30 percentage points

and are statistically significant at the 0.01 level.

INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

Housing availability is crucial to. homebuyers; it is probably more
important in ensuring accessibility than any other single category of
treatment accorded buyers by real estate agents. Therefore, differences
in housing availability for blacks and whites also probably constitute
this study's clearest evidence of the extent of discrimination in the
housing market. The aggregate index of housing availability combines
four of the six individual items reported in table 25-=housing availa-
bility, muitiple listing or similar directory offered, houses volunteered
by the agent as serious possibilities, and invitations to inspect houses.
The question of whether real estate agents suggested other houses if they
did not show a multiple Tisting or similar directory to auditors was

omitted because either the black or the white auditor was favored in only

homeseeker. Analysis of audit data has not revealed that offering a
directory invariably, or even frequently, means that agents did not also
suggest particular houses to auditors or invite them to inspect houses.
Further exploration of this issue is planned; however, analysis has so

far indicated that being offered a directory is not necessarily a sub-
stitute for suggesting houses to auditors (either blacks or whites) or for
inviting auditors to inspect houses. Therefore, for this report it is
considered favorable treatment to be offered a multiple listing directory.
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a very few cases (55 of 1,655). The number of houses actually inspected
was also excluded because results may have been distorted due to the in-
centive given auditors to inspect houses {see footnote on page 119).
Including or excluding these two items has little effect on the results.
The following criteria were used to derive the aggregate index of
housing availability:
e If the real estate agent treated both auditors no differently on
all items, the index is classified as "no difference." If the

case is ambiguous, with both the white and the black favored on
at least one item, the index is also classified as "no difference.’

o If the real estate agent treated the white auditor more favorably
on one or more items and did not treat the black auditor more
favorably on any item, the index is classified as "white favored.”

e If the real estate agent treated the black auditor more favorably
on one or more items and did not treat the white auditor more
favorably on any item, the index is classified as "black favored."

Table 26 presents the findings. In all four census regions and in

the nation as a whole, the white was more likely to have been favared than
the black. Nationally, whites were favored in 39 percent of the total
cases compared to only 24 percent for blacks, or a difference of 15 per-
cent. This more frequent favorable treatment of whites is significant at
the 0.01 level, as it is also for all regions except the West.

The index of discriminatory treatment indicates that black auditors

were discriminated against in the North Central region more than twice the
level naticonally and about three times the level for other census regions.

The Kruskal-Wallis test shows that the observed differences among regions

are statistically significant at the 0.30 level (see footnote on page 63).
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AGGREGATE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT:
HOUSING AVAILABILITY

TABLE 26

(Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK DISCRIMINATORY
DIFFERENCE FAVORED FAVORED TREATMENT
NATTIONAL 37 39 24 15%%*
(1,641)
Northeast 33 39 29 10k
(469)
North Central 23 55 22 J3xF*
{329)
South 46 33 22 11%%>*
(790}
West 34 39 27 12
(53)
NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding.

(2) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num-
ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.01 level, no asterisks that the differ-
ence is not statistically significant at the 0.10 level or
1ower.

(3) Tests of significance were performed on "adjusted" sample

sizes equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see foot~

notes an page 49,
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Table 26 indicates the frequency with which black auditors encoun;
tered discrimination and is an estimate of the percentage of sales agents
who discriminate. But the effect on blacks' housing seérch behavior may
be greater than tab}e 26 indicates. House seekers may be expected to
encounter more than cne real estate agent in their search to buy a home
(especially where marketing through "open houses" is prevalent}. There-
fofe, table 27 presents the probability that a black will encounter dis-
crimination in a housing search involving visits to three or more real
estate offices given that 15 percent of sales agents discriminate.}

The table indicates that if a black visited four real estate offices,
the probability of his encountering at least one instance of discrimina-
tion would be 48 percent. A table similar to table 27 for each of the
census regions would show that, in every region, a black who visits four
real estate offices could exﬁect to encounter discrimination in housing
availability at least 34 percent of the time.2 (For the North Central
region, the probability of his encountering discrimiﬁation in at least
one of four visits would be 80 percent.} The 15 percent estimated level

of discrimination in the sales market is believed to be conservative.

1. See the discussion for the rental market that parallels that given
here for the sales market.

2. Relatively little is known about the number of real estate offices

visited in a typical housing search. However, 'a recent study suggests

that visiting four offices is about average. See Donald J. Hempel and

Subhash €. Jain, "House Buying Behavior: An Empirical Study in Cross-

Cultural Buyer Behavior," Journal of the American Real Estate and Urban
Economics Association, vol. 6, no. 1, pp. 1-21.

125



| TABLE 27
PROBABILITY THAT A BLACK WILL ENCOUNTER DISCRIMINATION
GIVEN A 15 PERCENT LEVEL OF DISCRIMINATION

NUMBER OF OFFICES VISITED

3 4 5
0 .61 52 44
oot
[oe]
v -
il
QE! At Least
Umﬁ l 039 048 056
o of
[
o )
Lid bt
o L
=
2 st At Least
2 06 .11 17

NOTE: Numbers are derived by a simple formula and aae binomial
probabilities; for example, 0.48 = 1-(1-0.15)"%.
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If it is, the probability that a black would encounter at Teast one act
of discrimination in a typical housing search is even higher than table 27
indicates. |

Table 27 must be interpreted carefully., If 15 percent of sales
agents discriminate, then a black who visits several agents during a hous-~
ing search is likely to encounter discrimination with greater probability
than a black who visits only one agent. As can be seen from the table,
blacks who visit several agents have a rather high 1ikelihood of being
treated discriminatorily even if "only" 15 percent of agents discriminate.
It is unknown to what extent a discrimination level of 15 percent affects
the search behavior of biacks. However, in explaining the impact of dis-
crimination on search behavior, the perceptions of b1éck homeseekers are
probably at least equally importaﬁt to their knowledge that they will, or
may, encounter discrimination. The probability of encountering discrim-
ination is not the same as the probability of perceiving to have been dis-
criminated against. The search behavior of blacks is constrained directly
by discriminatory treatment and, indirectly, by perceptions or by antici-
pation of discriminatory treatment. As the remainder of this chapter
attests, discriminatory treatment in the sales market is very difficult
to detect, even by auditing, and especially by the auditors themselves.
However, as Courant has shown, the perception even of a rather Tow fre-
quency of discriminatory treatment can greatly af%ect housing search

behavier.l

1. Courant, op. cit.
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INDICES FOR AUDITS CONDUCTED IN LARGE SMSAs
COMPARED TO AUDITS CONDUCTED IN SMALL SMSAs

Dividing audits into 32 large SMSAs and 8 small SMSAs allows investi-
gation of the possibie differences in the nature and extent of housing
market discrimination in metropolitan areas of various sizes. Variation
in discrimination between areas of different populations is to be more
carefully explained after multiple regression analysis of audit data is
performed. However, it was decided to include the results of dividing
cases by large and small SMSA in this report primarily because of the
interesting results of this division in the sales market.

Table 28 shows the results of the index of housing availability when
SMSAs are divided according to size. The level of discrimination observed
in small SMSAs is half the level observed in Targe SMSAs. Although the
Mann-Whitney test! indicates that observed variation in discriminatory
levels as measured by the index of housing availtability is not statisti-
cally significant (at the 0.30 level or lower), each of the other indices
of discriminatory treatment in the sales market will be examined using
this division of cases to get a rough estimate of the differences in
sales market discrimination that maj be attributed to the size of the

metropolitan area in which audits were conducted.

1. The Mann-Whitney test is a relatively restrictive test and may under-
state the degree to which observed differences in discriminatory practices
or levels by SMSAs of different sizes is significant. Regression analysis
is much more appropriate for determining the effect that SMSA size may
have on discriminatory treatment of blacks.

128



TABLE 28
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DiSCRIMINATORY TREATMENT: HOUSING AVAILABILITY
(Cases Classified by SMSA Size)

{Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK DISCRIMINATORY
DIFFERENCE FAVORED FAVORED TREATMENT
Large SMSAs 37 a0 23 17%%*
(1,315) :
Small SMSAs 36 36 28 gax
(327} :

NOTE: (1) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num-
ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.01 level, two asterisks that the differ-
ence is statistically significant at the 0.05 Tevel.

(2) Tests of significance were performed on "adjusted” sample

sizes equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see foot-
notes on page 49.
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COURTESY
INDIVIDUAL ITEMS

A key difference between sales and rental housing markets is that a
sales agent provides more service to both sellers and buyers. The measure
of a successful broker or real estate agent is the fregquency with which
he can match buyers' and sellers' needs simultaneously. It is assumed
that agents will provide whatever services are at their command, and will
do so courteously. Unlike the rental market, where an apartment seeker
cannot go to a different agent for information about a particular build-
ing, sales offices and agents compete in soliciting buyers. Sales agents
also have more flexibility than rental agents. Rental agents, especially
those audited in this study, are Tikely to have information regarding
units only in one building or compiex.1 Sales agents generally have in-
formation on a variety of available properties, including properties that
may be in primarily black or integrated neighborhoods. Therefore, not
only would it be expected that both whites and blacks would be treated
courteously, it would also be expected that no differences would exist
in courtesies offered white and black teammates. By and large, the ex-
pectation that auditors would be treated courteously is confirmed; how-
ever, compared to the rental market, larger differences in courtesy

accorded black auditors and white auditors occurred.

l. Rental auditors were assigned to buildings or complexas, not to
property management firms, real estate firms, or apartment listing
service agencies.
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Table 29 presents the findings for the items from the Sales Audit
Report Form that can be considered common courtesies. Responses to the
first item indicate that black auditors were twice as likely to wait
longer than their white teammates. The difference is significant at the
0.01 level. Control questions on the audit report form allowed the de-
termination of whether the length of wait for an interview and the time
spent during a site visit were affected by the number of employees and
customers present during an interview. That is, an auditor would be
Tikely to wait longer than his teammate if there were fewer employees
available, if there were more customers present, or both. Even after
cases are excluded in which the number of employees and customers pres-
ent may have explained differences in the length of an auditor's wait,
statistically significant differences unfavorable to black auditors
still exist.

White auditors were more likely to have been offered a drink or
cigarettes, to have been offered a seat, and to have had the agent intro-
duce himself. For each of these items, the differences are fairly large
and statistically significant at the 0.0l Tevel. For example, in 19 per-
cent of the cases, the white auditor was asked to be seated while the black
teammate was not; 12 percent of the time the black auditor was offered a
seat while the white teammate was not.

Most auditors were asked their names (to be expected if agents
treated auditors as prospective buyers), but when one member of an audit

team was asked and the other was not, the difference favored whites.
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SHORTER WAIT
INTERVIEW

(1,623)

DID ANYONE O
CIGARETTES

(1,646)

DID ANYONE A
SEATED

(1,646)

DID ANYONE C
MALLY WITH
YOU WAITED

(1,642)

DID AGENT IN

(1,642)

DID AGENT AS

(1,641)

DID AGENT SH

(1,641)

DID AGENT AD
TITLE

(1,640)

NOTE: (1)

(2)

(3)

TABLE 29

COURTESY
(Percent)
NO OCCURRED FOR OCCURRED FOR NET
DIFFERENCE  WHITE ONLY  BLACK ONLY  DIFFERENCE
BEFORE
70 20 10 T Qs
FFER DRINKS, .
, ETC. 73 16 11 Gk
SK YOU TO BE
69 19 12 JHwx
HAT INFOR-
YOU WHILE
64 18 18 0
TRODUCE SELF 73 17 9 gk
K YOUR NAME 86 8 6 Qi
AKE YOUR HAND 65 19 16 e
DRESS YOU BY
56 23 21 2

Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding.

Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num-
ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.0l level, two asterisks that the differ-
ence is statistically significant at the 0.05 Tevel, and no
asterisks that the difference is not statistically significant
at the 0.10 level or Tower.

Numbers in parentheses are the unweighted number of cases;

tests of significance were performed on an "adjusted" sample
size of equal magnitude. See footnotes on page 49.
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Eight percent of the white auditors were asked their names while their
teammates were not, but only 6 percent of the black auditors weré asked
while whites were not. Although the absolute difference is small, the
probability that it is the result of chance is less than 0.01.

Agents were more Tikely to shake hands with white auditors than with
black auditors, although the large percentage of female auditors probably
explains why relatively few auditors (about 32 percent) were accorded
this courtesy.

Only two items showed differences that were not statistically sig-
nificant at the 0.10 level or 1ower; The 1ikelihood that anyone in the
sales office would chat informally with-either auditor occurred equally,
regardless of the auditor's race. And the difference in the Tikelihood
of an agent's addressing either auditor by title was small and not sta-

tistically significant at the 0.10 Tevel or lower.

INDEX OF COURTEOUS TREATMENT

Aggregating responses to individual courtesy items allows the deter-
mination of whether an auditor was treated better, on average, than his
teammate. 7o construct an index of courteous treatment, "address by
title" was excluded because it is difficult to rank the outcome of this
item as being either "better" or "worse" treatment. Therefore, the index
of courteous treatment aggregates treatment on the following seven items:

¢ length of auditor's wait before interview

¢ offer of drinks, cigarettes, etc.

¢ offer of a seat
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e informal chat with auditor whi1e,wai£ing

® agent's introducing self to auditor

e agent's asking auditor's name

e agent's sﬁakihg auditor's hand.
The individual responses to all seven items are combined according to the
same criteria used for combining responses about housing availability
(see page 123).1

Table 30 in&icates that in both the Northeast and the West, white

auditors were favored slightly more often than black auditors, but not at

1. Choosing appropriate indices for the sales market was more difficult
than it was for the rental market. Items were excluded for which there
were no a priori grounds that one response should be ranked as more or
less favorable than another. Generally, items were also excluded if the
number of ambigquous cases--cases in which both auditors were favored on
at least one item--was greatly affected. In the sales market, the number
of ambiguous cases would be affected substant1a11y by excluding nearly
any one jtem from an index, and there was no a priori basis for chooswng
items to exclude. Also, if on an item very few cases were observed in
which either auditor was favored, the item was excluded. In the sales
market, very few cases could be excluded on this criterion. Third, since
the Sales Audit Report Form contained more items than the Rental Audit
Report Form, items could be aggregated and the number of ambiguous cases
kept small only by arbitrarily excluding items or by arbitrarily creating
more categories in which to aggregate items. Finally, because of the
Targer number of opportunities for differential, often subtle, treatment
of prospective buyers, a larger percentage of total sales cases was
ambiguous. For example, when items for the sales index of courtesy were
aggregated, 23 percent of the national total cases were ambiguous. In
the rental market, only 14 percent of the cases were ambiguous. {(Ambig-
uous cases are treated as equivalent to cases where treatment was no
different; evidence supporting this decision is given in the sect1ons on
a]ternat1ve indices in the rental and sales chaptars.)

Including fewer than seven courtesy items in the courtesy index has
1ittle effect on the results; that is, the measured differential treat-
ments of black auditors and white auditors in terms of courtasies extended
by real estate agents were substantially the same for many different sub-
sets of the seven items aggregated.
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TABLE 30
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT: COURTESY

{Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK DISCRIMINATORY
DIFFERENCE  FAVORED  FAVORED TREATMENT
NATIONAL 34 39 27 2%
(1,646)
Northeast 39 31 29 2
(469)
" North Central 38 35 27 Gk
(329)
South 29 45 26 1G¥iex
(795)
West 46 29 25 4
(53)

NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding.

(2} Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num-
ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0,01 level, two asterisks that the differ-
ence is statistically significant at the 0.05 level, and no
asterisks that the difference is not statistically significant
at the 0.10 Tevel or lower.

(3) Tests of significance were performed on “adjusted" sample

sizes equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see foot-
notes on page 49.

135



levels statistically significant at the 0.10 Tevel or Tower. In the
South, however, white auditors were treated more favorably in 45 percent
of the cases, while black auditors were treated more favorably only 26
percent of the time, for a difference of 19 percent. This differential
is statistically significant at the 0.01 1eye1. The difference of 8 per-
cent for the North Central region is statistically significant at the
0.05 level. After Qeighting adjustments are made, approximately half of
the total cases reflect audits conducted in the South. Hence, the large
and statistically significant at the 0.0l level differential treatment ‘
favoring whites in‘the national sample reflects the substantial differ-
entials favoring whites in the South.

The treatment of ambiguous cases as equivalent to cases in which
both auditors were treated no differently does not greatly affect the
substantial evidence of discriminatory treatment contained in this repori.
However, this treatment of ambiguous cases obscures the fact that substan-
tial differences exist in the way sales and rental agents treat prospec-
tive customers. In many of the rental” cases classified as treated no
differently, that treatment results from neither auditor's being accorded
the service. For example, rental auditors were invited to sit down only
22 percent of the time; sales auditors were accorded this courtesy 79 per-
cent of the time. Therefore, the likelihood of both a larger percentage
" of ambiguous cases and a lower percentage of cases in which both auditors
were treated no differently is partly explained by the greater freguency

with which sales auditors were Tikely to be accorded at least one of the
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courtesies included in the aggregate measure. It is also true that a
Targer number of items is generally included in the sales indices, allow-
'ing more opportunities for both auditors of a team to be favored on at
least one item. In sum, the treatment of ambigudus cases as equivalent
to cases where the treatment was no different masks the fact that there
are important differences in the frequencies with which services or
courtesies are accorded prospective homebuyers and apartment renters.

For the index of courtesy, cases were again divided by SMSA size
(table 31). The difference in the level of discrimination encountered in
~small SMSAs relative to the level encountered in Targe SMSAs is even more
pronounced than that observed for the index of housing availability.
Substantial differences between discriminatory treatmenf by SMSA size
indicate that black auditors, on average, were actually treated more
courteously than whiie auditors in the smaller SMSAs. The Mann-Whitney
test indicates that this difference between large and small SMSAs was
1ikely to have occurred by chance less than 30 percent of the time.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE INDEX OF COURTESY
AND THE INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

Although the aggregate.indices of courtesy and housing availability
identify systematic patterns of discrimination within each category, it
is also important to explore possible relationships among alternative
forms of discrimination. This section examines whether courtesy is re-
lated in any way to treatment in terms of housing availability. Table 32

presents the cross~tabulation of the aggregate index of courtesy and the
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TABLE 31
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT: COURTESY
(Cases Classified by SMSA Size)

(Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK DISCRIMINATORY
DIFFERENCE FAVORED FAVORED TREATMENT
Large SMSAs 34 42 24 18%**
(1,319)
Small SMSAs 36 26 39 -] 3R
(327)

NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding.

(2) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num-
ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.01 level.

(3) Tests of significance were performed on “adjusted" sample

sizes equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see foot-
notes on page 49,
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TABLE 32
CROSS-TABULATION OF THE INDEX OF COURTESY
AND THE INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

{Percent)
COURTESY
WHITE NO BLACK
FAVORED DIFFERENCE FAVORED
>| WHITE FAVORED 15 14 .10
ot : (15) (13) (10)
e
T~ NO DIFFERENCE 17 12 8
3= (14) (13) (10)
=5
=TI BLACK FAVORED 6 8 9
‘- (9) (8) (6)

Number of cases = 1,b64c
Chi-square = 52; significant at the 0.01 level

Expected frequencies in parentheses (see table 9)

NOTE: (1) Percentages may not total 100 because of rounding.
(2) "Number of cases" is the "adjusted" sample size for

which cross-tabulation was performed; see footnote 2
on page 49.
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aggregate index of housing availability. Cross-tabulation allows a sta-
tistical anaiyéis of the relationship between the two categories of dis-
criminatory treatment. From the pattern of observed versus expected cell
frequencies, one can determine whether discriminatory treatment as mea~
sured by the availability index is related to discourteous treatment as
measured by the index of couffesy and, if so, how they are related.

The chi-square value of 52 could be expected to occur by chance less
than 1 in 100 times. The chi-sguare results indicate tﬁat treatment with
respect to courtesy is not independent of treatment with respect to hous-
ing availability. Moreover, discriminatory treatment as measured by one
index is positiQe?y related to discriminatory treatment as measured by
the other.l That is, if an auditor was treated favorably with respect to
availability, he was more 1ikely (than one would expect) to have been
treated favorably with respect to courtesy; (This positive relationship
is also statistically significant at the 0.01 level.)

Cross-tabulation of indices was also performed for each of the census
regions and for large and small SMSAs. For the North Central and Southern
regions and for large SMSAs, the results show a strong, positive relatione
ship between the discriminatory treatments measured by the aggregate in-
dices of courtesy and housing availability. The North Central, South, and
large SMSA chi-square values are large and statistically significant at

the 0.01 Tevel or lTower.

1. Results of the chi-square test indicate that the.indices are not

indgpendent. The gamma statistic indicates that the relationship is
positivé and strong.
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The relationship between indices is positive for all cross-tabulations
except small SMSAs. The low chi-square results {not statistically signifi-
cant at the 0.10 level or lower) for small SMSAs and the negative relation-
ship between availability and courtesy offer some evidence that inlsma11
SMSAs more courteous treatment need not have been accompanied by favorable

treatment with respect to housing availability.

SERVICE
INDIVIDUAL ITEMS

The service category1 contains 10 jtems from the Sales Audit Report
Form that indicate how seriously agents regarded auditors as potential
clients:

¢ the amount of time an auditor spent with an agent

e whether or not an auditor was offered any literature on specific
houses or on buying houses in general

¢ whether or not the agent offered the auditor a business card

¢ whether or not the agent requested the auditor's preferred style
of housing

¢ whether or not the agent asked about any special attributes of
housing the auditor desired

1. TItems from the Rental and Sales Audit Report Forms are grouped into
categories to facilitate understanding the nature and extent of discrimie-
nation. Because the rental and sales markets differ substantially with
respect to agents' treatment of prospective clients, the rental and sales
categories differ, The service category constructed for the sales market
reflects the greater 1ikelihood of sales agents' providing prospective
buyers with a variety of services that rental agents do not provide pro-
spective renters. The grouping of sales items in this report is con-
sidered an improvement over groupings used in the initial study findings
of April 1978.
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¢ whether or not the agent asked about any special neighborhood
features or amenities the auditor desired

e whether or not the agent requested a telephone number where the
auditor could be reached

e whether or not the agent recorded any information the auditor
gave in response to the agent's questions

¢ whether or not the agent indicated he would assist the auditor
to obtain financing

¢ whether or not the agent invited the auditor to call again.

Table 33 gives the national results for each of the 10 items in the
service category. The table shows few items for which either blacks or
whites were systematically favored. The largest differential in provid-
ing service was the length of the interview. Whites' interviews aver-
aged approximately 1 hour and 40 minutes, while blacks' averaged 1 hour
and 25 minutes. When either auditor spent more time with an agent, the
white was 1ikely to be favored more frequently than the bdlack (56 percent
versus 39 percent). (The difference is statistically significant at the
0.01 level.)

Whites were also treated more favorably with respect to being asked
for a phone number where they could be reached and with respect to being
invited to call again. Although the net differential treatments favor-
able to whites are statistica?iy significant at the 0.05 level or Tess,
the absolute percentage of cases in which the white was favored was far
less than for the item measuring the time agents spent with auditors.

The only other item where statistically significant differential

treatment was observed was the frequency with which agents asked auditors
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TABLE 33

SERVICE
{Percent)
SERVICE SERVICE
. NO ACCORDED ACCORDED NET
DIFFERENCE WHITE ONLY BLACK ONLY DIFFERENCE
LONGER INTERVIEW 6 56 39 17%**
(1,292)
OFFER OF LITERATURE 72 14 14 0
(1,645)
?FFER ?F BUSINESS CARD 70 16 14 2
1,639
HOUSE STYLE DESIRED 62 20 19 1
{(1,637)
SPECIAL HOUSE
FEATURES DESIRED 64 15 21 ~GEEE
(1,636)
SPECIAL NEIGHBORHOOD
FEATURES DESIRED 83 ) 9 a 0
(1,602)
REQUEST FOR PHONE
NUMBER 72 15 12 3**
(1,640)
AGENT RECORDED
INFORMATION 61 20 19 1
{1,474) .
OFFER OF ASSISTANCE
TO OBTAIN FINANCING 62 19 18 1
(706)
INVITATION TO CALL
AGAIN 86 10 4 Rt
(1,636)

NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding.

{2) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num-
ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.01 level, two asterisks that the differ=
ence is statistically significant at the 0.05 level, and no
asterisks that the difference is not statistically significant
at the 0.10 Tevel or lower.

(3) Numbers in parentheses are the unweighted number of cases;

tests of significance were performed on an "adjusted" sample
size of equal magnitude. See footnotes on page 49,
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about any special features they desired in a house. The differential
treatment on this item inexplicably favors the black auditor.

One of the by-products of this study is to shed light on just what
. real estate agentsvdo when they are encountered by a prospective home-
buyer. Examining individual service items as table 33 does generally
obscures what happened to auditors because "no difference” does not indi-
cate whether the service was accorded to both auditors or to neither
auditor. Therefore, table 34 reports how often auditors were accorded
particular items of service.

The table shows several interesting results. First, the éuditors
must have appeared credible as prospective homebuyers based on the large
number of instances in which agents seem to have established a profes-
sional relationship. Throughout the study there was always the possi-
bility that the auditors may have been detected as auditors or as Tess-
than-serious homebuying prospects and therefore have been treated
atypically, but it appears that this was not the case.

Second, the evidence confirming differential treatment on housing
availability an&, to a lesser extent, on courtesy was based on items for
which differential treatment may be especially difficult for one person
to detect without having any idea of how another person--virtually iden-
tical in all respects except race--would be treated. As can be seen
from the frequencies with which both blacks and whites were accorded
service, an individual may have no idea that he is being treated dif-

ferently. Thus, the subtlety with which discriminatory treatment may
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TABLE 34

FREQUENCIES WITH WHICH SERVICES WERE ACCORDED AUDITORS

OFFER OF LITERATURE

OFFER OF BUSINESS CARD

HOUSE STYLE DESIRED

SPECIAL HOUSE FEATURES DESIRED

SPECTAL NETGHBORHOOD FEATURES
DESIRED

REQUEST FOR PHONE NUMBER
AGENT RECORDED INFORMATION
FINANCING ASSISTANCE:

¢ AGENT WOULD OBTAIN
FINANCING

¢ AGENT WOULD HELP OBTAIN
FINANCING

INVITATION TO CALL AGAIN

(Percent)

ALL AUDITORS  WHITES BLACKS
27 27 26
76 77 75
54 55 54
31 28 34
10 10 10
80 82 79
85 88 81

9 10 8
43 47 38
91 94 88
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 be practiced emphasizes the great value of using the audit technique,
which may be the only means of detecting discrimination.

Third, whether agents indicated they would assist auditors to obtain
financing is also of interest. Agents play a major role in serving fi-
nancial institutions as well as buyers and sellers. It is unfortunate
that this audit did not allow more definitive information on the poten-
tial for differential treatment with respect to financing assistance
thét is thought to exist within the sales market. However, it is worth
noting that, even on initial contact, agents frequentiy indicated that

they would assist auditors to obtain mortgage money.

INDEX OF SERVICE .

The aggregate index of service combines all 10 items reported in
table 33, according to the same criteria used for combining responses
about housing availability (see page 123). Unlike the other aggregates,
all 10 items mentioned in the previous section were included because all
the items showed a fairly large number of cases of differential treat-
ment, and a c1eér order of preference could be established for all items.
Table 35 reports the results for the national sample. It clearly shows
nonrandom differential treatment that is much Tower than for either the
index of housing availability or the index of courtesy.

Nationally, whites were treated more favorably on the index of
service 27 percent of the time (i.e., accorded more service than blacks

on at least one item and service that was no different on the remaining
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S N O B

TABLE 35
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT: SERVICE

(Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK  DISCRIMINATORY
DIFFERENCE  FAVORED  FAVORED TREATMENT

NATIONAL 50 27 24 s
(1,5645)

Northeast 59 19 22 -3

(468) ' |

North Central 56 23 21 2

(329)

South 42 32 26 Gk

(795)

West 52 33 15 18%

(53)

NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding.

(2) Two asterisks indicate that the difference between the number
of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically sig-
nificant at the 0.05 level, one asterisk that the difference
is statistically significant at the 0.10 level, and no aster-
isks that the difference is not statistically significant at
the 0.10 level or lower.

(3) Tests of significance were performed on "adjusted” sample

sizes equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see foot~
notes on page 49.
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jtems). Blacks were treated more favorably in 24 percent of the cases.
The difference between the two--~3 percent--is small but statistically
significant at the 0.05 level.

For each of the four census regions, differences ranged from -3 pere
cent in the Northeast to 18 percent in the West. In the South and West
the differences are statistically significant at the 0.10 level or lower;
the differences for the other two regions are not statistically signifi-
cant at this level. (Nevertheless, the Kruskal-Wallis test indicates
that the observed regional differences are statistically significant at
the 0.30 Tevel.) |

Comparing the index of service for large SMSAs and small SMSAs yields
findings similar to those for the index of housing availability and the
index of courtesy (see table 36). Blacks were more 1ikely to be substan-
tially better treated in small SMSAs than in large SMSAs. {The Mann-
Whitney test indicates that results are statistically significant at the
0.20 level.)

" THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE INDEX OF SERVICE AND
THE INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

Table 37 presents the cross-tabulation of the aggregate index of
service and the aggregate index of housing availability. It indicates a
‘strong, positive relationship between service and housing availability.
The probability of obtaining a chi~square value of 127 is tess than 0.01,
and the service accorded auditors is very positively related to the

treatment they received with respect to housing availability.

148



TABLE 36
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT: SERVICE
(Cases Classified by SMSA Size)

(Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK DISCRIMINATORY
DIFFERENCE FAVORED FAVORED TREATMENT
Large SMSAs 51 28 21 Vol
(1,318)
Small SMSAs 44 20 36 16k
(327) _

NOTE: (1) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the
number of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statis~
tically significant at the 0.01 Tevel.

(2) Tests of significance were performed on "adjusted" sample

sizes equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see
footnotes on page 49, :
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TABLE 37
CROSS-TABULATION OF THE INDEX OF SERVICE
AND THE INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

(Percent)
SERVICE

.~ WHITE NO BLACK
= FAVORED  DIFFERENCE  FAVORED
]

S| WHITE FAVORED 4 20 5

= (10) (19) (9)
=

2| NO_DIFFERENCE 11 15 11

2 _ (10) (18) (9)
8! BLACK FAVORED 2 14 7

= (6) (12) (6)

Number of cases = 1,641
Chi-square = 127; significant at the 0.01 1éve1

Expected frequencies in parentheses {see table 9)

NOTE: (1) Percentages may not total 100 because of rounding.
(2) “Number of cases” is the "adjusted" sample size

for which cross-tabulation was performed; see foot-
note 2 on page 49.
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The two indices were cross-tabulated for each of the census regions
and for large and small SMSAs. Results consistent with the national find-
ings were obtained; if an auditor was treated favorably as measured by
one index, he was more likely (than one would expect) to have been treated
favorably as measured by the other. Except for the West {with its small
sample size), all the results were statistically significant at the 0,01
level or better.

ITEMS FOR WHICH APPROPRIATE CATEGORICAL
ATTRIBUTION WAS DIFFICULT ”

A number of items on the Sales Audit Report Form could not be readily
classified as representative of any particular type of treatment a prospece
tive homebuyer might expect to encounter or could not be readily classified
in some logical order of preferred treatment. They are the following:

¢ whether or not the agent asked an auditor how much money was
available for a down payment

¢ whether or not the agent asked an auditor what type of financing
was desired (FHA, VA, conventional)

¢ whether or not the agent asked if the auditor (or household)
planned to sell a house

¢ whether or not the agent asked for the auditor's address

¢ whether or not the auditor received a follow-up call from the,
agent.

A sales agent might reasonably ask a prospective homebuyer the amount
of down payment available. It remains unclear, however, whéther the ques-
tion is intended to screen buyérs or to elicit some information from the

buyer that will satisfy the buyer's needs. If a prospective homebuyer
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asks to see houses of a specific price, as the auditors in this study did,
a request for information about the buyer's available down payment is
interpreted as screening buyers. Therefore, this question was included
in the category "household information reduested“ reported on in the next
part.

Results of whether or not an agent asked an auditor the type of
financing desired are most curious. Some argue that, because blacks have
a lower average income than whites, real estate agents may reasonably
expect blacks to be more likely to qualify for FHA or VA mortgages than
whites and that they therefore would be more likely to ask blacks about
the type of financing desired. Assigning this item to "household infor-
mation requested” partly reflects this view. However, index results for
diseriminatory treatment as measured by either the aggregate index of
household information requested or the aggregate index of service were
not materially affected by including or excluding the item.

The third item--whether or not the agent asked an auditor if he
planned to sell a house--is especially difficult to classify. It is not
at all clear that questioning an auditor regarding his plans to sell a
currently owned house is an attempt to provide a service to the auditor
or an attempt to determing the assets available for supporting a new pur-
chase. Therefore, this item was excluded from both the aggregate index
of service and the aggregate index of household information requested.
{Including this item in either aggregate does not significantly affect

the outcome for either index.)
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The fourth item that was difficult to categorize was whether or not
the agent asked an auditor for an address where he cou}d he reached.
Although the item appears to be a Tikely request to provide better service
and establish a serious relationship, it can also be argued that asking a
homebuyer's address is a method of learning more about that person's
qualifications to buy a house. Therefore, this item has been assigned to
"household information requested" because it may represent another means
by which agents screen prospective homebuyers. (The results reported in
"household information réquested“ are not substantially altered if this
item is excluded.) About 35 percent of the white auditors were asked
their address, and about 43 percent of the black auditors were asked
their address. However, when one auditor's address was requested and the
other's was not, a plausibie explanation is that the higher frequency
observed for blacks (22 percent compared with 15 percent for whites, as
noted in table 38} is evidence of screening, not service.

The final item is whether auditors received a follow-up phone call
from agents they had contacted. Because auditors were trained not to
appear particularly interested in the houses agents suggested for their
consideration or in houses they actualﬁy inspected, they were not expected
to receive follow-up phone calls. Auditors were unlikely to be at home
shortly after completing most of their assignments: They were either at
work in part- or full-time jobs or conducting other audits. Calls re-
ceived more than 7 days after initial site visits were not incTuded in

the analysis of audit information. Nevertheless, approximately 33 percent
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TABLE 38
ITEMS FOR WHICH APPROPRIATE CATEGORICAL ATTRIBUTION WAS DIFFICULT

(Percent)

NO REQUESTED OF REQUESTED OF NET
DIFFERENCE WHITE ONLY BLACK ONLY  DIFFERENCE

DOWN PAYMENT
CAPABILITY 54 19 27 ~grrk
(1,639)

TYPE OF FINANCING
DESIRED 64 13 22 -Gk
(1,641) '

OWNERSHIP OF HOUSE
TO BE SOLD 64 20 16 gxk
(1,640)

REQUEST FOR ADDRESS ©63 15 22 - ]k
(1,639)

FOLLOW-UP PHONE CALL 64 18 18 0
(1,632)

NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding.

{2) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num=-
ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.01 level, two asterisks that the differ
ence is statistically significant at the 0.05 Tevel, and no
asterisks that the difference is not statistically significant
at the 0.10 level or lower.

(3) Numbers in parentheses are the unweighted number of cases;
tests of significance were performed on an "adjusted" sample
size of equal magnitude. See footnotes on page 49.

(4} For this table, negative differences in the last column should
not be interpreted as meaning that differential treatment, on
average, favored blacks. See text for explanation of whethe:
being asked a particular question is considered favorable
treatment, unfavorable treatment, or neither.
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of all auditors received foTTow-uP calls from agents they had visited,
with the results indicating that neither race received preferential
treatment. Because there is no way of controiling for whether or not
auditors were at home during the time sales agents may have attempted to
call them, this item is excluded from both "service® and "household in-
formation requested.”

Results for the five items are presented in table 38. If an agent
requested of one auditor but not the other down payment capability, type
of financing desired, or an address where the auditor could be reached,
he-was more Tikely to have asked the black than the white. The differ-
ences are fairly large and can be expected to have occurred by chance
Tess than 1 percent of the time. When only one member of an audit team
was asked if he owned a house he planned to sell, whites were asked more
frequently than blacks, and the difference in treatment is statistically
significant at the 0.05 level. The likelihood that one auditor would
receive a follow-up phone call while his teammate did not was no differ-

ent for both black auditors and white auditors.

HOUSEHOLD INFORMATION REQUESTED

INDIVIDUAL ITEMS

This final sales catagory reveals the remarkable degree to which
real estate agents request information about prospective homebuyers' in-
come, employment, and socioeconomic status. The category includes eight

items:
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e income

e spouse's income

e debts or other obligations

® occupation‘

. employer's name

¢ length of employment

s information about spouse's employment

¢ references.

Very Tittle is known about the behavior of people actually in the
homebuying market; therefore, it is not known whether the generally high
frequency with which household information was requested is typical.
However, the results show that blacks were much more likely to be asked
for certain information than whites. It is reasonably certain that this
finding indicates screening of blacks, which is discriminatory, either
by intent or in effect.

white auditors were asked their income 14 percent of the time and
their spouse's income 21 percent of the time. Blacks were asked their
income 35 percent of the time and their spouse's income 37 percent of the
time. Fifty percent of the black auditors were asked their occupation;
40 percent of the whites were asked the same question. Blacks were asked
something about their spouse's employment 62 percent of the time, whites
52 percent of the time. Thirty percent of the blacks were asked their
employer's name, but only 23 percent of the whites were asked this

gquestion.
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Less frequently, auditors were asked how long they had been working
for a particular employer, whether they had any debts or other obligations
{e.g., alimony payments), or if they would give references. Blacks were
more likely to be asked these questions than whites.

If one of the auditors was asked any of these items while his team-
mate was not, the question was much more likely to have been asked of the
black. TaSTe 39 reports instances in which both auditors were treated no
differently and instances in which items were asked of one auditor but
not the other. For every item except Tength of employment, the differ-
ences are statistically significant at the 0.01 level or lower, and the

differences frequently are substantial.

INDEX OF HOUSEHOLD INFORMATION REQUESTED

The aggregate index of household information requested combines
seven of the eight items shown in table 39 plus three items judged diffi-
cult to classify: whether an auditor was asked how much money he had
available for a down payment, whether an auditor was asked what kind of
financing he preferred, and whether an auditor was asked for an address
where he could be reached.l ATl the items were combined according to the
same criteria used for combining responses about housing availability

(see page 123). Table 40 reports the national and regional results.

1. The question on references was deleted because very few instances
occurred in which one auditor was asked this question while his teammate
was not. Deleting this question has virtually no effect on index results.
The three items judged difficult to classify were included in the index
for the reasons presented in the previous part of this chapter., Exclud-
ing these three items does not greatly affect the index results.
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TABLE 39
HOUSEHOLD INFORMATION REQUESTED

(Percent)
NG REQUESTED OF REQUESTED OF NET

DIFFERENCE  WHITE ONLY BLACK ONLY  DIFFERENCE
INCOME 66 7 28 =21 *xk
(1,642)
SPOUSE'S INCOME 66 9 25 ~1G*H*
(1,642}
DEBTS OR OTHER

OBLIGATIONS 84 6 g SRR
(1,634)
OCCUPATION 57 16 27 w]1**%
(1,641)
EMPLOYER'S NAME 76 9 16 Y Akl
(1,641)
LENGTH OF EMPLOYMENT 86 7 7 0
(1,641)
INFORMATION ABOUT
SPQUSE'S EMPLOYMENT 60 15 26 ~]1%%*
(1,642)
REFERENCES 96 1 4 w3kk
(1,641) -
NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding.

{2) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num-
ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.01 level, no asterisks that the difference
is not statistically significant at the 0.10 level or lower.

(3) Numbers in parentheses are the unweighted number of cases;
tests of significance were performed on an "adjusted” sample
size of equal magnitude. See footnotes on page 49.

(4) Negative differences in the last column do not imply that

blacks were favored, only that agents requested information
more frequently of blacks than of whites.
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TABLE 40
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT:
HOUSEHOLD INFORMATION REQUESTED

{Percent)
NO REQUESTED OF REQUESTED OF DISCRIMINATORY
DIFFERENCE BLACK ONLY WHITE ONLY TREATMENT
NATIONAL 45 35 20 J5%**%
{1,641) ‘
Northeast 37 45 19 26%%*
(469) :
North Central 42 34 23 1] A*x*
(329)
South 51 30 19 11 HA*
(790)
Hest a7 36 17 1G%*
(53)

NOTE: (1) Percentages in first three columns may not total 100 because
of rounding.

(2) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num-
ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.0l Tevel, two asterisks that the differ-
ence is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

{3) Tests of significance were performed on "adjusted" sample

sizes equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see foot-
notes on page 49,
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As the table indicates, when more household information was requested
of one auditor, it was more often the black. Nationally, blacks were
asked more household information than their teammates 35 percent of the
time, while whites were asked more information only 20 percent of the time;
similar discriminatory treatment of auditors occurred in each region.

The probability of obtaining the reported outcomes by chance is Tess than
1 percent for the national sample and for gach region except the West,
where the probability of cbtaining the reported outcome by chance is less
than 5 percent. (The Kruskal-Wallis test indicates that regional differ-
ences are statistically significant at the 0.05 level.) Furthermore, the
difference between instances in which blacks were asked for more household
information than those in which whites were asked for more information re-
mains very stable for a large number of combinations or subsets of the 10
jtems aggregated to construct the index. The index reflects subétantia1,
statistically significant, differential treatment of blacks and whites.

The magnitude of difference is at least as large for this index as
for any of the other sales indices. The evidence indicates strongly that
sales agents screened auditors extensively and that they were more likely
to screen blacks than whites.

Results for large and small SMSAs are again similar to those.for
previous indices. Blacks were more likely to be asked household informa-
tion than whites in large SMSAs, but virtually no differential treatment
existed in small SMSAs (see table 41), a result consistent with sales mar-

ket findings for other indices.
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Large SMSAs
(1,315)

Small SMSAs
(327)

TABLE 41
AGGREGATE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT:
HOUSEHOLD INFORMATION REQUESTED
(Cases Classified by SMSA Size)

{Percent)
NO REQUESTED OF REQUESTED OF  DISCRIMINATORY
DIFFERENCE BLACK ONLY WHITE ONLY TREATMENT
45 37 18 1g%**
47 27 26 1

NOTE: (1) Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the num-

ber of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically
significant at the 0.01 level, no asterisks that the differ-
ence is not statistically significant at the 0.10 level or
Tower,

{(2) Tests of significance were performed on "adjusted” sample

sizes equal to the number of cases in parentheses; see foote
notes on page 49,
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE INDEX OF HOUSEHOLD INFORMATION
REQUESTED AND THE INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

Table 42 presents the cross-tabulation of the index of household in-
formation requested and the index of housing availability. The relation-
ship between the two indices is positive and fairly strong. The proba-
bility of observing the reported chi-square by chance is less than 0.01,
and the pattern of observed freguencies relative to those expected indi-
cates that if an agent requested more information of one auditor than of
his teammate, the agent was also more likely (than expected) to treat the
auditor more favorably as measured by the index of housing availability.

Being asked more information than one's teammate may be unfavorable
treatment, especially if an agent did not provide a prospective buyer
with good service. The cross-tabulation results provide additional evi-
dence that requesting household information is a screening device used by
real estate agents, but the relationship between the two indices should
be interpreted with care. Asking more information may be an attempt to
serve a buyer more effectively, to screen buyers "in" rather than "out."

An agent's request of information from a prospective house buyer
whom he does not know is certainly not unexpected. But a distinction can
be made between the frequency with.which household information is more
1ikely to have been asked of blacks and the relationship between agents'
asking information and providing information on available housing. Since
both members of an audit team requested identical housing, the higher
frgquency with which blacks were asked household information is strong

evidence that blacks are screened more rigorously than whites. A partial
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TABLE 42

CROSS-TABULATION OF THE INDEX OF HOQUSEHOLD INFORMATION

REQUESTED AND THE INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

WHITE FAVORED

NO DIFFERENCE

HOUSING
AVAILABILITY

BLACK FAVORED

Number of cases =

(Percent)

HOUSEHOLD INFORMATION REQUESTED

REQUESTED OF NO REQUESTED OF
WHITE ONLY  DIFFERENCE  BLACK ONLY
10 17 12
(8) (18) (14)

5 20 12
(7} (17} (13)

4 9 11
(5) (11) (8)

Chi-square = 51; significant at the 0.01 level

Expected frequencies in parentheses (see table 9)

NOTE: (1) Percentages may not total 100 because of rounding.

(2) "Number of cases" is the "adjusted" sample size for which
cross-tabulation was performed; see footnote 2 on page 49.
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explanation for this observed result is that many agents.may have been un-
familiar with blacks in general, and with black homeseekers in particular.

Agents' unfamiliarity with black homeseekers may explain part of the
higher frequency of blacks' being asked household information. But the
cross-tabulation results indicate that the more rigorous screening of
blacks need not mean that blacks are offered fewer housing choices. For
example, the expected frequency of a black auditor's being favored on
availability and also asked more information is 8 percent; the observed
frequency is 11 percent. Whites who were asked more information--i.e.,
whites who were screenad more rigorously than their teammates--were also
more likely (than expected) to have received favorable treatment with
respect to housing availability. The expected frequency of a white audi-
tor's being favored on availability and also asked more information is
8 percent; the observed frequency is 10 percent. Rigorous screening may
be an attempt by the real astate agent to determine whether a customer
is a serious prospect or, at least, can afford housing of the price re-
quested. (The incomes and assets assigned to audit teams were designed
to ensure that they were perceived as financially capable of affording a
house of the price they requested.)

It remains true that blacks were far more likely to have been asked
more housghold information than were whites who asked for the same hous-
ing; this observed systematic differential treatment (as measured by the
index) can only be classified as discriminatory. Thus, the observation

that many black auditors and many white auditors who were screened more
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rigorously than their teammates were also treated well with respect to
housing availability should not obscure the finding that blacks were much

more likely to be screened than whites.}

RESULTS FOR AUDITS IN WHICH BOTH AUDITOQS SAW.THE SAME AGENT

One of the reasons two members of the same audit team may have been
treated differently is that teammates may have seen different sales
agents. The fregquency of two auditors’ having seen the same agent is
much lower in the sales audit (26 percent) than in the rental audit {57
percent) for two main reasons. First, the amount of time allowed between
the teammates' site visits was greater in the sales auéit than in the
rental audit. Second, there are generally fewer agents in a given apart-
ment building or complex than there are in a given real estate office.

The fact that teammates saw different agents does not imply that
observed differences in treatment are justified. A crucial assumption
underlying the audit experiment is that rental and sales personnel audi-
tors visited are indeed agents of the firm that employs them. Any differ-
ential treatment encountered is attributable to a single entity--the real
estate firm or the landiord=--and is the responsibility of that entity.
This assumption is based firmly on established Tegal doctrine and common

business practice. However, to eliminate some of the nondiscriminatory

1. More definitive evidence of whether sales agents' screening blacks
is discriminatory in intent may be determined once analysis is completed
of steering and of the differences in sales effort that may have been
accorded auditors.
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differences in treatment of auditors due solely to differing personal
styles of real estate agents, individual items and indices of dis-
crimination were examined for those cases in which both auditors of

a team saw the same agent.

INDIVIDUAL ITEMS

Housing Availability

For four of the six housing availability items, the difference
between "white favored" and "black favored" increased substantially when
only those cases in which both auditors saw the same agent were analyzed.
That s, systematic unfavorable treatment of blacks was greater on these
four items: housing availability, other listings offered, invitations fo
inspect houses, and houses inspected. Results were virtually the same
for whether a multiple listing directory was offered an auditor. For
houses volunteered, the systematic differential treatment unfavorable
to blacks declined; for all cases, the difference between "white favored"
and "black favored" was 30 percent and for "same agent" cases 18 percent.

These substantial differences in results were unexpected.

Courtesy

Limiting analysis to only those cases in which both auditors saw
the same agent generally reduces the observed difference between "white
favored" and "black favored" by a few percentage points for each courtesy
item. On only one item--whether an auditor waited longer than his team-

mate before being interviewed--is the difference substantial. For all
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cases the difference between "white favored" and "black favored" on this

item was 10 percent. For "same agent" cases it was ~7 percent.

Service
The results for service items change nominally when cases are limited

to only those in which teammates saw the same agent.

Household Information Requested

For the majority of items on household information requested, little
difference exists between the results ocbserved for all cases and the re-
sults when analysis is limited to cases where teammates saw the same agent.
On two of the items--down payment and address requested--the difference
between "requested of black only" and "requested of white only" increases.
On two other items--debts or other obiigations and auditor's occupation--

the difference decreases.

AGGREGATE INDICES

Deducting the percentage of cases in which blacks were favored from
the percentage of cases in which whites were favored adjusts for the ran-
demness that might be expected in the treatment accorded two auditors.
Even if perfectly matched auditors saw the same agent, they could not ex-
pect to receive exactly the same treatment. Indeed, an agent could not
be expected to give exactly the same treatment to one person under two
virtually identical circumstances. Therefore, when indices of treatment

for cases in which both auditors saw the same agent were constructed, the
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percentage of cases favoring blacks was again deducted from the percentage
of'cases favoring whites,

When analysis was Timited to cases in which teammates saw the same
agent, it was anticipated that differential treatment of teammates would
be less random. There was no reason to expect that the level of discrimi-

nation would be different, but the results do not support this expectation.

Housing Availability

The index for discriminatory treatment on housing availability for
all cases showed that blacks were treated favorably 24 percent of the
time, while whites were treated favorably 39 percent of the time, for a
difference of 15 percent. When analysis was limited to "same agent” cases,
blacks were favored 22 percent of the time and whites were favored 46 per-
cent of the time, for a level of discrimination of 24 percent. Although
there is no reasonable explanation for the observed higher level of dis-
criminatory treatment among cases in which both auditors saw the same
agent, the finding does indicate that observed differences in the fre-
quencies with which whites and blacks were favored cannot be attributed
to teammates' having seen different agents.

The regional results for housing availability also changed. The
level of discriminatory treatment increased from 10 to 14 percent for the
Northeast and from 11 to 29 percent for the South; the level decreased
from 33 percent to 26 percent in the North Central region. Results for
the Northeast are statistically significant at the 0.05 1evé1 and for

the South and North Central regions at the 0.01 level. Few cases were
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observed in the West, and index results are not statistically significant

+

at the 0.10 Tevel or lower.

Courtesy
For the index of courteous treatment, controlling for whether both

auditors saw the same agent yielded an interesting result: The freguen-
cies with which blacks and whites were treated favorably when teammates
visited the same agent were virtually idenficaT. Whites were treated
favorably in 35 percent of the cases, and blacks were treated favorably
in 33 percent of the cases. The difference--2 percent--is much lower
than that observed for all cases combined--12 percent--and is not sta-
tistically significant at the 0.10 Tevel or lower.

Given the results for the availability index, the results for
courtesy are somewhat surprising. One reason for the small difference
is that a larger percentage of "same agent" cases occurred in small SMSAs
than in large SMSAs. Blacks were more 1ikely to be treated favorably on
the index of courteous treatment than were whites in audits that took
place in small SMSAs. However, it is also true that blacks were less
likely to be discriminated against on housing availability in smaller
SMSAs. Therefore, it is unclear why among cases limited to those in
which teammates saw the same agent, there is both a higher frequency
of discrimination with respect to housing availability and virtually
no discrimination with respect to courtesy.

Disaggregating the national results by region, discriminatory treat-

ment unfavorable to blacks increased for the Northeast {from 2 percent to
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15 percent) and decreased for the North Central region (8 percent to

-14 percent) and for the South (19 percent to -1 percent), The results
are statistically significant at the 0.05 level for the Northeast, at

the 0.10 level for the North Central region, and not statistically sig-
nificant at the 0.10 level or Tower for the South and West. Again, these
changes in regional results were unexpected. Regression analysis of audit
data will provide better understanding of the factors influencing auditor

treétment.

Service

The results for the aggregate measure of service are very similar
to results reported for all cases. The difference between the frequency
with which blacks were favored--25 percent--and that in which whites were
favored-~31 percent--is higher than the 3 percent observed before and,
again, is.statisﬁicaliy significant at the 0.10 level. Regional index re-
sults changed very little, except for the South, where blacks were favored
more often than whites, and the difference {10 percent} is significant at

the 0.05 level.

© Household Information Requestad

Both national and regional results on this index are very similar to
results reported for all cases. Blacks were much more likely than whites
to have been asked more household information. For the nation the differ-
ence between "requested of black only” and "requested of white only" is

15 percent and is significant at the 0.01 level, a result identical to
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that observed for all cases. The differences for the Northeast, North
Central region, and South are 24 percent, 16 percent, and 10 percent, re-
spectively, and are significant at Tevels of 0.10 or Tower.

The levels of discriminatory treatment reported for those instances
in which teammates visited the same agent are not dramatically different
from the levels reported for all cases, but, when they are different, the
Tevels are actually higher for all indices except courtesy. Therefore,
systematic differences in the treatment accorded auditors do not seem to

be the result of teammates' having seen different agents.

ALTERNATIVE INDICES OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT

A major reason for employing an alternative means of aggregating re-
sponses to individual items is to test the appropriateness of classifying
ambiguous cases as equivalent to cases in which audit teammates were
treated no differently. Ambiguous cases--i.e., instances in which both
audit teammates were favored on at least one item used to construct an
index~-were much more prevalent in the sales audit than in the rental
audit.l Therefore, the results of alternative aggregation are reported
for each of the sales categories: housing availability, courtesy, serv-

ice, and household information requested.

1. Ambiguous cases were more prevalent in the sales market than in the
rental market for three reasons. First, audit teammates were much more
1ikely to have seen different agents in the sales market. Second, buying
a house is a lengthier and more complex process than renting an apartment.
Third, the incentive structures differ for sales and rental agents; black
homebuyers may be systematically accorded differential treatment but may
still be given service because agents derive their incomes from sales
commissions.
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Table 43 presents'national and regional results for the alternative
index of housing availability. Cases in which the white auditor was
treated favorably on more housing availability items than his teammate
are classified "white favored." Cases in which the black auditor was
treated favorably on more items than his teammate are classified "black
favored." Cases in which both auditors were treated no differently and
cases in which both auditors were favored on the same number of items
are classified "no difference.”

The difference between "white favored" and "black favored" is 18 per-
cent for the national sample, which is siightly higher than the 15 percent
reported earlier (see table 26)}. Higher results occurred for each region,
and the results are statistically significant at the 0.01 Tevel for the
nation and for all regions except the Nést.

The higher levels of discrimination reported in table 43 indicate
that of cases previously classified ambiguous, whites were treated favor-
ably on more items than their black teammates. That is, in cases where
both auditors were favored on at least one item used to construct the
index, whites were favored on more items, on average, than blacks.

Table 44 presents results for all four sales indices of discrimi-
natory treatment when the alternative aggregation technique is used.
Entries on the table represent the differences between "white favored"
and "black favored." The results show that the levels of discriminatory
treatment reported earlier in this chapter are relatively insensitive to

this alternative treatment of ambiguous cases.
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TABLE 43
ALTERNATIVE INDEX OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT:
HOUSING AVAILABILITY

(Percent)
NO WHITE BLACK DISCRIMINATORY
DIFFERENCE  FAVORED  FAVCRED TREATMENT
NATIONAL 24 47 29 18*%%
Northeast 19 48 33 15%%x*
North Central 13 61 26 35%kx
South ' 32 40 28 Wit
West 18 49 33 16
NOTE: Three asterisks indicate that the difference between the number

of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is statistically sig-
nificant at the 0.01 level, no asterisks that the difference is
not statistically significant at the 0.10 level or Tower.
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TABLE 44
ALTERNATIVE INDICES OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT:
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN "WHITE FAVORED" AND "BLACK FAVORED"

{Percent)
HOUSEHOLD
HOUSING INFORMATION
AVAILABILITY  COURTESY  SERVICE REQUESTED
NATIONAL 18%** 12%%* qx* 25%**
Northeast 15%%k 3 0 28k
North Central 354w+ 9* 0 g**
South 1244 20%*%* ikl 32x**
West 16 11 27* 21%*

NOTE: (1) The entries for "household information requested" are the
' differences between the percentage of cases in which more
information was requested of the black minus the percen-
tage of cases in which more information was requested of
the white..

(2) Three asterisks indicate that the difference (i.e., per=
centage "white favored" minus percentage "black favored")
js statistically significant at the 0.01 level, two aster-
isks that it is statistically significant at the 0.05 level,
one asterisk that it is statistically significant at the
0.10 level, and no asterisks that it is not statistically
significant at the 0.10 Tevel or lower.
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LIMITATIONS

Most of the limitations presenﬁed in chapters‘l and 2 regarding the
study and the findings in this report apply equally to the sales market.
However, several comments pertain exc?uéively to the sales resultis.

First, buying a house is a much more complex procedure than renting
an apartment, and in this study far less of the buying process was examined
than of the renting process. The complexity of the sales market means
that many opportunities exist for discriminatory treatment in the buying
process, some of which were not examined at all (e.g., the treatment of
prospective buyers who indicate definite interest in a particular hcuse),
and some of which are to be examined but are not reported here (e.d.,
steering and the degree of sales effort accorded auditors).

Second, real estate agents earn their incomes from commissions.
Prospective black buyers may receive systematically different treatment
or service than whites but may still receive service. This compiicates
the assessment of audit results, because it is difficult to classify
differential service between audit teammates as discriminatory.

The principal implication of these two points is that the reader
should not conclude that discrimination in the sales market is either
less or more prevalent than discrimination in the rental market. Simple
comparison of the relative Tevels of discrimination in sales and rental
markets based on results presented in this report is unwarranted. Also,
the complexity of the sales market and the study's Timited exploration

of the homebuying process imply that less importance can be placed on
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the results of the index of housing availability for the sales market
than on the results of the index of hoﬁsing availability for the rental
market.

Finally, the audit project was a carefully designed "controlled
experiment." Rental auditors requested an apartment of a given size,
which probably closely approximates the type of request made by most
prospective renters. However, for a variety of reasons, sales auditors
requested housing by price, size, and neighborhood. Although these pro-
cedures ensured that differential treatment of teammates on jndividual
items could be carefully measured, the procedures may also have arti-
ficially reduced the estimates of differential treatment accorded blacks
and whites actually in the sales market. By specifying a price, size,
and neighborhood, auditors probably narrowed the range of responses from
agents.1 Auditors were carefully ftrained and were also likely to have
appeared knowledgeable about buying a house. Thus, the levels of dis-
crimination reported for the sales market generally depend much more on,
and are therefore sensitive to, project design requirements than those

reported for the rental market.

1. Requesting houses by neighborhood was a difficult design decision,
since racial steering may occur more frequently if a prospective buyer
does not request a particular neighborhood. However, the design team
decided that evidence of differential treatment would be much stronger
if audit teams presented very specific requests.
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CHAPTER 4 :
GEOGRAPHIC VARIATION IN THE LEVEL OF DISCRIMINATION:
SITE-BY-SITE RESULTS

Chapters 2 and 3 presented audit results for census regions, large
and small SMSAs, and the nation. This chapter presents results by hous-
ing market area, which for this study is the SMSA.

The chapter is divided into two partis. Tﬂe first part reports dis-
eriminatory behavior as measured by the housing availability indices for
the sales and rental markets for each of the 40 SMSAs. The second part
compares site-by-site rental and sales results with each other and with
indices of segregation to assess how discrimination and segregation may
bé related. The change in focus from national and regional results to
site results is a Jogical progression in data analysis because it is a
move from observing the forms and level of discrimination to explaining
their differences. This report does not try to explain why observed
differences in the level of discrimination exist. That task is left for
subsequent analysis and reporting. It does, however, present observed

levels and estimates of the actual levels of discrimination by site.

DISCRIMINATION BY SITE

Two of the most difficult decisions during project design were how
many sites and how many audits per site were necessary to fulfill the
study's objectives. Since it was decided very early that both sales
and rental markets were to be audited, the total number of audits was

roughly half as many as would be pessible if only sales or rental audits
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‘were performed. Given the study's multiple objectives, the limited re-
sources available, and the considerable expehée of data collection, re-
solving these sampling issues was especially troublesome. There was
always a trade-off: To estimate cross-sectional reltationships between
demographic¢ and progfam variables and the level of discrimination re- |
quired a sufficiently large number of audit sites; to develop precise
metropol itan area estimates of the level of discrimination required a
sufficiently Targe number of tests within each area.

The initial analysis of results indicates that with as few as 30
(and occasionally fewer than 30) audits per site, the statistical esti-
mates of the Tevel of discrimination pef site cannot be determined pre-
* cisely. The small sample sizes affect the fulfillment of the study's
objectives in two ways. First, cross-sectional analysis may be affected
if the level of discrimination attributed to a site is not measured accu-
rately. Second, comparing sites with respect to the probability that a
black may encounter discrimination depends on the confidence one can
place on the estimates for each site. Thus, small sample sizes affect
the degree to which sites can be accurately compared and affect the de-
gree to which the relationship between discrimination Tevels and other

phenomena can be assessed. !

1. Varying degrees of confidence in site-by-site estimates of the level
of discrimination is not a serious deficiency in the multiple regression
analysis to be done during the next phase of the data analysis because
the individual test will be the unit of observation. That analysis will
attempt to explain why audit teammates were treated differently or no
differently.
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The problem of small sample sizes is evident from tables 45 and 46,
which present the site-by-site results for the indices of housing avajla-
bility for the rental and sales markets, respectively. As one would ex-
pect, the tables indicate that the observed levels of discrimination vary
more among sites than among regions. However, as is readily apparent from
the number of sites for which the results are not statistically signifi-
cant, it would be very misleading to simply rank sites by the percentages
noted in the Tast column. To adjust for differences in the confidence
with which the site-by-site results can be takén, estimates were made
to assess how accurately the observed levels of discrimination for each
site were likely to reflect the actual levels of discrimination. That
is, an effort was made to determine how confident one can be that the
level of discrimination reported for a site is the true level of dis-
crimination for that site.

Tables 47 and 48 report confidence intervals for the observed level
of discrimination for the rental and sales markets. The scales on the
horizontal axes of the tables range above and below zero. {Negative
values would result if reverse discrimination occurred, that is, if
blacks were favored, on average, over whites.) For each site, the dif-
ference derived by subtracting the percentage of cases in which the black
was favored from the percentage of cases in which the white was favored
is noted by placing a dot (e) along the horizontal axis. The differences
marked by the dot are the same as those given in tables 45 and 46. For
example, in both table 46 and table 48, the observed level of discrimi-

nation for Savannah is 30 percent.
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TABLE 45
RENTAL MARKET INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

(Percent)
NO WHITE  BLACK DISCRIMINATOR

SMSA : DIFFERENCE FAVORED FAVORED  TREATMENT
Akron, OH (28) 27 50 23 27%
Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY (30) 47 20 33 =13
Asheville, NC (29) 41 41 17 24%*
Atlanta, GA (119} 27 45 29 16%*
Boston, MA {110) 32 46 22 24 dekesk
Canton, OH (29) 35 52 14 38%*x*
Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN (29) 31 48 21 27*
Columbus, OH (29) 24 52 24 28*
Dallas, TX (114) 36 40 24 16**
Dayton, OH (29) 31 55 14 4] *k*
Detroit, MI {30) 23 67 10 57**%
Fort Lauderdale«Hollywood, FL (28) 29 54 18 36%*
Fort Wayne, IN {30) 23 53 23 30**
Fort Worth, TX (28 32 46 21 25%
Greenville, SC (30 40 37 23 14
Harrisburg, PA (28) 14 46 39 7
Hartford, CT (30) 43 40 17 23*
Indjanapolis, IN (28) 21 654 14 SQ***
Lawton, OK (30) 40 40 20 20
Lex1ngton KY (30) 30 47 23 24%
Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA (30) 20 63 17 4Gk
Louisville, KY~-IN (30) 50 40 10 30%*
Macon, GA (30) 37 50 13 J7xH*
Milwaukee, W1 (108) 51 32 i8 14%*
Monroe, LA (29) 28 62 10 Yol
Nashville-Davidson, TN {29) 21 59 21 38%*
New York, NY (29) 35 45 21 24*
Oklahoma City, OK (30) 30 47 23 24*
Paterson-Clifton-Passaic, NJ (29) 21 38 41 -3
Peoria, IL (30) 50 40 10 30%*
Sacramento, CA (118) 43 34 19 15%*
Saginaw, MI (30) 27 50 23 27%
San Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario, CA (29) 31 59 10 4Gk
Savannah, GA (15) 27 47 27 20
Springfield-Chicopee~-Holyoke, MA-CT (29) 35 59 7 G2x**
Stockton, CA (28) 32 46 21 25%
Tampa—St. Petersburg, FL (30) 30 53 17 36*%*
Tulsa, OK {30) 47 47 7 4Qrxk
Va!iejo~Napa, CA (29) 28 62 10 B2 *k*
York, PA (29) 31 52 17 35%*

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses are the number of obServations; tests of signifi-
cance were performed on unweighted, unadjusted data. See footnotes on
page 49, p
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TABLE 46
SALES MARKET INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

(Percent)
NO WHITE  BLACK DISCRIMINATCRY

SMSA : DIFFERENCE FAVORED FAVORED  TREATMENT
Akron, OH (40) 33 50 18 32%*
Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY (30) 47 30 23 7
Asheville, NC {28) 21 57 21 36**
Atlanta, GA (78) 27 42 31 11
Boston, MA (73} 25 43 33 10
Canton, OH (30} 17 57 27 30*
Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN (48) 21 65 15 bQ*+**
Columbus, OH (40) 23 63 15 4k
Dallas, TX (80) 25 41 34 7
Dayton, OH (43) 35 40 26 14
Detroit, MI (51) 14 64 22 42 x**
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, FL (45) 33 46 21 25%*
Fort Wayne, IN (25) 31 23 47 -24
Fort Worth, TX (29) ' 35 52 14 3gHKk*
Greenville, SC (30) 37 33 30 3
Harrisburg, PA {(30) 23 40 37 3
Hartford, CT (30) 27 37 37 0
Indianapolis, IN {50) 26 54 20 34 %%*
Lawton, OK {(30) 22 KH 48 =17
Lexington, KY {30) 27 57 17 4w
Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA (50) 40 42 18 24%%
Louisville, KY-IN (39) 21 46 33 i3
Macon, GA (45) 24 49 27 22%

- Milwaukee, WI (80) 28 53 20 33x%*
Monroe, LA (29) 24 45 31 14
Nashville-Davidson, TN (39) 66 23 10 13
New York, NY (50) 38 50 12 38*%*
Oklahoma City, OK (29) 38 3 3 0
Paterson-Clifton-Passaic, NJ (30) 20 53 27 26%*
Peoria, IL (30) 33 33 33 0
Sacramento, CA (79) ' 34 38 28 10
Saginaw, MI (30) 37 33 30 3
San Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario, CA (50) 17 38 45 -7
Savannah, GA (30) 37 a7 17 30**
Springfield-Chicopee~Holyoke, MA-CT (30) 30 20 50 ~30%*
Stockton, CA (30) 47 23 30 -7
Tampa-St. Petersburg, FL (44) 44 34 22 12
Tulsa, OK (29) 28 52 21 31**
Vallejo-Napa, CA (29) 27 44 29 15
York, PA {29) 45 45 10 35%%

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses are the number of observations; tests of signifi-
cance were performed on unweighted, unadjusted data. See footnotes on
page 49.
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For each site an interval was constructed around the observed level
of discrimination; the interval gives the range of probable values for
the true level of discrimination given the instances in which auditors
" were treated no differently and the instances in which either the black
or the white was favored and given the sample size for the site. The
intervals were constructed so that the probability that the true feve]
of discrimination for a site falls within the interval noted is 95 per-
cent, given the observed treatment and the size of the sam;ﬂe.1 In table
48 the observed level of discrimination in Savannah was 30 percent. The
sample size for Savannah was 30. Because this is a relatively small sam-
ple and because a fairly large number of instances occurred in which both
auditors were treated no differently (37 percent), the true Tevel of dis-
crimination may vary considerably from the observed level of discrimina-
tion. The actual level of discrimination, given that the observed treat-
mgnt of auditors is only an estimate, could be between 3 percent and 57
percent, as noted by the bar to either side of the dot, which is the ob-

served level of discrimination for Savannah.

1. It is conventional in statistical analysis to decide upon a particu-
1ar "confidence level"; the 95 percent level is frequently used. A care-
ful reading of tables 47 and 48 indicates that only in those sites whose
intervals do not overlap zero can we be confident (95 percent of the time)
that discrimination actually exists as measured by the housing availability
indices. Were one to choose a lower confidence level (say, 90 percent or
even lower), the number of sites whose intervals did not overlap zero would
increase. Therefore, the number of sites for which one could confidently
say discrimination existed would also increase. The acceptance of survey
results that measure behavior {or anything else) based on samples-is in-
creased if the estimates are presented at high confidence levels (or,
conversely, if low levels by which to report findings as being “statis-
tically significant" are decided upon).

184



The importance of the confidence intervals cannot be overemphasized.
Readers may be tempted to compare sites by ranking them according to the
Tevel of discrimination observed. However, the confidence intervals show
that this procedure is, at best, difficult. For example, in table 46,
the level of discrimination reported for Lexington {40 percent) is almost
twice the estimated level of discrimination for Macon (22 percent}. How-
ever, the confidence intervals reported in table 48 indicate that the
actual level of discrimination for Macon may range between'-3 percent and
47 percent, which overlaps the estimated Tevel of discrimination for Lex-
ington (40 percent}. Since the interval for Macon overlaps the estimate
for Lexington, it is possible that the actual levels of discrimination
may be the same;

As tables 47 and 48 show, the intervals for many sites overlap the
reported level of discrimination for other sites. If the estimated level
of discrimination of one site is higher than any point within the confi-
dence interval of another site, then blacks are more likely to be dis~
criminated against in the first site than in the second site. For
exampie, in table 48 the estimated levels of discrimination for Asheville
- and for Atlanta are 36 percent and 1l percent, respectively. The confi-
dence interval for Atlanta is -8 percent to 30 percent, and any point
within the interval is less than the observed level of discrimination
for Asheville (36 percent). Therefore, one can safely say that the true
level of discrimination in Asheville is greater than the true level of

discrimination in Atlanta. But one cannot say confidently that the level
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of discrimination in Asheville is 3 times the level of discrimination in
Atlanta.

Confidence intervals caution the reader that comparing results by
site is complex. The term itself serves as a reminder that the reported
levels of discrimination are estimates. Generally, the larger the sample
size, the more accurate the estimate and the smaller the confidence inter-
val. For these reasons, the site-by-site results should be used with cau-
tion, keeping in mind that the overall levels of discrimination reported
for the nation and for census regions are not subject to the problems
inherent in estimates for metropolitan areas, which are based on much
smaller sample sizes. (For example, the true Tevels of discrimination
for the nation are estimated to differ by no more than 4 percent from
the observed levels of 27 percent for the rental market and 15 percent
for the sales market.)

The reader should remember two other issues when interpreting site-
by-site results. First, the results presented for sites are of the mea-
sures of availability only. Discriminatory practices may vary not only by
region, but also by SMSA. Differing practices may mean that a particular
site may exhibit low levels of discrimination on one index but high levels
on another. (This point is discussed more fully in the next chapter.)

Second, aggregating responses on individual items to construct an
index obscures information. For example, identical index results may
not reflect the seriousness of the discrimination auditors may have en-

countered; individual items used to construct an index are not weighted

186



by their likely importance in obtaining housing. If two tests révea1
that the white auditor was favored on one item and the black auditor was
not favored on any item, both tests would be counted as favoring the
white. However, in one test the white may have been told an apartment
was immediately available while the black was told nothing was available.
In the second test, the white may have been told that two apartments were
available while the black was told only one was available. Both tests
would have been counted on the availability index as favoring the white
auditor, but the differential treatment in the first test may be more se-
rious than that in the second. Such "masking” of information is jnevita-
ble whenever aggregation occurs. Identical indices for two sites give no
indication of whether the differential treatment that occurred in both

sites was on the same subset of jtems included in the index.

USES FOR ESTIMATES OF DISCRIMINATION LEVELS BY SMSA

One reason for deriving estimates of the level of discrimination in
each SMSA, even with limited observations in many sites, is to compare
the observed level of discrimination with other phenomena related to dis-
crimination in housing. This section investigates the relationship be-
tween measured discrimination in the rental housing market and measured
discrimination in the sales housing market, and between measured dis-
crimination in the rental and sales housing markets and a well known

index of segregation.
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COMPARISON OF DISCRIMINATION IN RENTAL AND SALES MARKETS BY SMSA

The first relationship to be investigated is that between discrimi-
nation in the rental housing market and discrimination in the sales hous-
ing market. Since many factors can influence the level of discrimination
observed and these factors can differ across markets within the same SMSA,
there are no presumptions about the sign or strength of the relationship
to be investigated.

In chapter 2, four of the five availability items Were combined to
derive an aggregate index of housing availability for the rental housing
market; in chapter 3, four of the six availability items were combined
to derive an aggregate index of housing availability for the sales hous-
ing ﬁarket. The site-by-site results in the first part of this chapter
were used to test the hypothesis that high levels of discrimination in
the sales market are associated with high levels of discrimination in
the rental market.

The Pearson correlation coefficient gives the strength of the rela-
tionship between differential treatment on housing availability in the
rental and sales housing markets. The observed correlation coefficient
was 0.05 and indicates a positive but very weak relationship between
measured discrimination in the rental and sa1e§ housing markets. The
coefficient indicates that the correlation between the two indices is
not statistically significant at the 0.10 Tevel or lower. Thus, it does
not appear that high levels of discrimination in the sales market are

necessarily associated with high levels of discrimination in the rental
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market. The regression analysis of audit data to be performed in the
next stage of HUD's analysis will examine the probable causes of dig-

crimination in the sales and rental markets.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SEGREGATION AND DISCRIMINATION

Racial residential segregation and racial housing discrimination
continue to be major features of American society. Racial residential
segregation is a measure of the physical separation of the residential
locations of different races. Racial housing discrimination, on the
other hand, is behavior that denies homeseekers who are members of a
racial group access to housing opportunities, even if their socioeco-
nomic status would otherwise allow them to rent or buy the housing
they seek.

Racial residential segregation and racial housing discrimination
impose tremendous costs on racial minorities. Price discrimination
against blacks and exclusion of blacks are powerful forces in explaining
the racial characteristics of cities. The empirical evidence is fairly
strong that blacks frequently pay more than whites for equivalent hous-
ing, whether in the same market or across separate markets. The evidence
is also fairly strong that blacks own houses at a lower rate than whites
and that blacks consume less housing than whites, holding constant all
characteristics other than race. Residential segregation and housing
discriminatioh impose additional costs on blacks in terms of reduced
job opportunities, fncréased transportation costs, higher consumer

prices, and inadequate public services.
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Thus, this section investigates whether racial residential segrega-
tion is a proxy for racial housing discrimination. The Taeuber index of
residential segregation is available for 26 audit sites.l The site-by-
site results for the indices of housing availability are used to test
the hypothesis that measured discrimination in the rental or sales hous-
ing market is related to the Taeuber index of residential segregation.

The correlations are reported below.

INDEX OF HOUSING AVAILABILITY

Rental Sales
S8 1960 .21 .06
==
S 1970 .29 .07
Ly &
o *
g & 1960-1970 .29 .05
i *Change in measured segregation between 1960 and 1970

The Pearson correlation coefficient indicates that there is a weak,
positive correlation between measured indices of discrimination and the
Taeuber indices of segregation. None of the correlations are signifi-
cantly different from zero at the 0.10 level or better.

These results are the first that attempt to measure the relationship
between housing segregation and housing discrimination. This approach has

several limitations. First, the Taeuber results are for central cities of

1. See Sorenson, Taeuber, and Hollingsworth, "Indexes of Racial Residen-
tial Segregation for 109 Cities in the United States, 1940 to 1970," Socio-
logical Focus, vol. 8, no. 2 {April 1978), pp. 125-42.
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SMSAs, while the indices of housing availability for the rental and sales
housing markets are for the entire SMSA. Second, 26 cbservations may be
too small a sample size to conclude that the indices are weakly corre-
lated or that segregation indices are not good proxies for the level of
 disérimination in a housing market.

Third, the comparison is between segregation indices constructed for
1960 and 1970 and discrimination indices constructed from 1977 data. A
more relevant comparison would be to correlate 1977 discrimination in-
dices with an index of the change in segregation from 1970 to 1980, some-
thing that will not be possible until 1980 census data become available.
The magnitude of fair housing enforcement efforts increased significantly
in the 1970s, and segregation indices for 1970 and earlier do not reflect
the impact that these efforts may have had on the degree to which blacks
and whites live in proximity to one another. Finally, further refine-
ment both of discrimination indices and of segregation indices may re-
sult in a higher correlation between the two types of indices. Future

HUD research will address this issue in greater detail.
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CHAPTER 5
INTERPRETING THE RESULTS: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter provides a framework for interpreting findings presented
in the three preceding chapters. It presents general limitations of the
study (some of which have not been previously mentioned), a more detailed
rationale for selecting the measures of racial discrimination reported,
and the authors' perspective on the importance of the numbers reported
and their implications for policy. In addition, the chapter outlines the
direction of future analysis of project data, emphasizing that this report

is the first in a series of products anticipated to stem from the project.

GENERAL LIMITATIONS

The estimates in this report may vary from the actual levels and
forms of discrimination for many reasons. First, the selection of audit
sites was from SMSAs with particular characteristics. The audit results
estimate discrimination only in the 117 SMSAs from which sites were
selected. Second, the audit was designed to simulate housing search
experiences, based on reasonable assumptions aboﬁt how people search for
housing. Little is known about most such experiences, however, and, to
the extent that the audit does not simulate the'true search behavior of
housing seekars, the estimated probabilities of encountering discerimina-

tion may vary from actual probabilities.

1. The preceding chapters included several caveats about generalizing
the reported findings. This section emphasizes a few of the more impor-
tant limitations.
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Third, rental complexes and real estate offices were selected from
newspaper advertisements. To the extent that actual housing seekers use
other means by which to inquire about housing opportunities, and to the
extent that blacks and whites may differentially use newspapers as
sources, the results may vary from discrimination measured by other means.
The use of newspaper advertisements from which to select rental and real
estate offices may affect the inferences to be drawn from the study in
four other ways:

1. Advertisers may differ considerably from nonadvertisers in
their tendency to discriminate. If it is true, as many people
suspect, that nonadvertisers are more likely to discriminate,
the reported results underestimate the amount of racial
discrimination.

2. The sample from newspapers excluded a great many types of
rental and some sales properties--e.g., two~ and three-family
houses with rental units, houses for rent, houses for sale at
$100,000 or more. The exclusion criteria were adopted to sime
piify audit procedures. However, the exclusions may have had
considerable-~if indeterminant--effect on the estimates of
discrimination.

3. To derive metropolitan-wide estimates of discrimination, no
part of a metropolitan area (within SMSA boundaries) was pre-
cluded from being audited. However, the economic circumstances
of many actual housing seekers, whites as well as blacks, cone
strain them to portions of housing markets. Just as diserimi-
nation varies by region and by site, it is likely to vary by
submarket. (This question will be examined in the next phase
of HUD's analysis.) Again, the estimated discrimination Jevels
reported should not be jnterpreted as equivalent to those faced
by people who are actually searching for housing.

4. The use of newspapers, the exclusion criteria, and the weight-
ing of some rental advertisements to reflect the Tikelihood of
greater vacancies in larger apartment complexes have several
major implications that cannot be fully explored until the re-
gression analysis of audit data is performed. However, the

sales audits were of the existing housing market (i.e., resales)
almost exclusively, while the exclusion and weighting criteria
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for the rental audits probably bias the sample toward larger,

newer rental buildings and complexes. It also appears that a

disproportionate number of both sales and rental tests occurred

outside the central cities of many of the SMSAs audited.

Ancther general limitation of the procedures used during the study

is that the entire audit process required a fairly sophisticated group
of auditors and audit supervisors. The education and other socioeconomic
characteristics of auditors exceeded the education and other socioeconomic
characteristics of the general population and of most black homeseekers.
Auditors had to be relatively well trained and reasonably well educated
to play the roles they were required to play and to complete the complex
audit report forms. The result is that auditors were 1ikely to have
been--and certainly appeared--middle class. In conjunction with the
sampling procedures employed, the net result is that audit findings are
Tikely to indicate discrimination in subsections of the SMSAs surveyed
and to reflect discrimination against a limited socioceconomic spectrum
of black households. (Again, information about how the characteristics

of auditors and of the offices and areas in which audits were conducted

may affect discrimination will be explored in the regression analysis.)

GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE ANALYSIS AND REPORTED FINDINGS

The initial findings presented in the three preceding chapters
focused on the level and forms of discrimination auditors encountered.
The approach followed during this first phase of data analysis has
deliberately been conservative. Wherever the authors doubted how to
interpret individual items or the results of the data analysis, they

selected the alternative that appeared Teast likely to exaggerate the
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extent of the prob1em.1 Despite this conservative approach, large and
statistically significant differences in treatment of black and white
auditors were observed.

The basic analytic technique used for this report is simple: For
both individual items and aggregate items the treatment accorded one
auditor was compared to the treatment accorded his teammate, and the case
was classified either as having favored one auditor or neither auditor.
This approach does not consider the degree of differential treatment
that may have been accorded two teammates. That is, differential treat-
ment was not scaled by how “"serious” or "odious" it may have been to the
auditors, with the exception that emphasizing the housing availability
indices of discriminatory treatment relative to other indices means that
these indices were assumed more important than other indices.

A major decision regarding treatment of ambiguous cases significant-
1y lowered the estimates of discriminatory treatment in the sales market.
Several alternatives can be used to treat cases in which both auditors
were treated favorably on at least one of the individual items used to
construct the indices. One alternative is to exclude these ambiguous
cases from the cases used to construct indices and cross-tabulate them.

This approach was used for the preliminahy findings released in April

1. This does not mean that attempts were made to underestimate levels
of discrimination deliberately. The techniques selected were chosen
because the authors believed they would provide the most useful and
accurate description of housing discrimination. The authors made con-
servative choices whenever they belijeved that none of the alternatives
were clearly superior on analytical grounds.
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1978. It assumes that the excluded cases are distributed among "white
favored," "black favored," and "no difference” in the same proportion
as the included cases.

Another alternative is to decide whether a case in which both
auditors were treated favorably on at 1gast one item was actually more
favorable to one or the other auditor. This alternative would have re-
quired ranking individual items in an index in some order of importance,
a strategy that generally was avoided (but which will be explored in
great detail in centinuing analysis of audit data).

The procedure eventually adopted, which is consistent with the con-
servative analytic strategy adopted for this report, was to treat ambig-
yous cases as cases that favored neither auditor, that is, to classify
them as instances of "no difference.” The result for the sales market
(for which large numbers of cases were ambiguous) was to lower the index
astimates of discriminatory treatment below those reported in April 1978,
For example, the sales index of housing availability indicates discrimi-
nation of 15 percent. Had ambiguous cases been excluded from the index
calculations, the level of discriminaticn_wou1d be 22 percent.i The

figures for other indices are affected similariy.

1. Initial study findings released in April 1978 reported discriminatory
levels different from the ones contained in this report for two major
reasons. First, this report treats ambiguous cases as cases where the
treatment was no different, while the April 1978 announcement was based
on indices that excluded ambiguous cases. Second, the individual items
aggregated to construct index measures and the categories of treatment
defining indices differ from those released in the early report.
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This report does not examine all of the differential treatment that
may have been accorded black auditors and white auditors. First, some
of the audit material specific to apartments and houses has not been ana-
lyzed, primarily because some coding problems were encountered on the com-
puter tape that is being analyzed. These problems have been rectified and
analysis on information specific to particulér housing has begun. This
analysis will include an attémpt to examine racial steering in the sales
market. A significant amount of discriminatory treatment in the sales
market may be in the form of steering, and the levels of discrimination
presented in this report may therefore be underestimates.!

The aggregation of items to construct indices was used to facilitate
the interpretation and presentation of study findings. Items that seemed
naturally related to one another (e.g., courtesies, service items) were
grouped together, and results were presented for several categories in
both the rental and sales markets. However, the responses to particular
items contained on the audit report forms that are aggregated and reported
here could be aggregated in different ways or not aggregated at aill.

Some alternative indices of discrimination were presented earlier, but
not all means of using the data to determine the nature and extent of

discrimination have been explored. Some have been explored but are not

1. It is unknown whether conclusive evidence of systematic racial
steering can be easily derived from the audit data. A high percentage

of audits were apparently conducted in census tracts with predominantly
white populations, reflecting the neighborhoods requested by auditors.
Auditors' requests reflected the neighborhoods advertised in the news-
papers from which a sample of real estate firms was selected for auditing.
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reported; other alternatives will be explored in the continuing analysis
of audit data. The aggregation technique employed fof this report was
used because it appeared intuitively reasonable and a relatively simple
way to report the-treatment of auditors on a very large ﬁumber of items.
Alternative techniques would almost inevitably show different levels of
discrimination but would just as inevitably show substantial racial

discrimination.

INTERPRETING THE NUMBERS

A recent review of the literature on racial discrimination and segre-
gation in American housing markets! emphasized an important point about
the reiationéhips between discrimination and segregation: The racial
segregation existing in our society cannot be completely accounted for by
factors other than discrimination such as differences in income and wealth
by race. This project represents the first systematic attempt to gquantify
the nature and extent of racial discrimination in American housing markets.
By whatever criteria one uses to analyze the data collected during this
study, it is clear that discrimination is extensive and pervades metro-
politan areas throughout the country.

One gquestion this study cannot answer is whether the nature and

extent of racial discrimination have changed over time. However, a body

1. John Yinger, George Galster, Barton Smith, and Fred Eggers, The
Status of Research into Racial Discrimination and Segregation in American

Housing Markets: A Research Agenda for the Department of Housing and
Urban Development (Washington, D.C.: Department of Housing and Urban

Development, in press).
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of data has been gathered that can provide a baseline for future research
on changes in racial discrimination. A related question this report can-
not answer is whether the levels of discrimination auditors encountered
are encouraging or discouraging. Civil rights Tegislation--particularly
the 1866 Civil Rights Act and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968~~
prohibits differential treatment of black housing seekers and white hous-
ing seekers if that differential treatment is solely the result of the
housing seeker's race. This study found considerable differential treat-
mént of auditors, both for individual items and for categories of items.
A large amount of differential treatment is random and can be explained
by auditors' having seen different agents or because agents act differ-
ently in two situations that are identical in virtually ail aspects.
Despite allowances made for nondiscriminatory differential treatment,
howe?er, b?aék auditors, on average, were systematically treated less
favorably regarding housing availability, treated less courteously, and
were asked more information than were whites. In very few instancas were
blacks systematically favored.

With respect to housing availability, for example--the most impor-
tant of the discrimination indices reported--discrimination in the rental
market was 27 percent and in the sales market 15 percent. Virtually all
other indices exhibited, for the most part, smaller but still statisti-
cally significant differences unfavorable to blacks. With respect to in-
dividual items, blacks were also more likely to have been systematically

discriminated against. The law prohibits differential treatment based
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solely on race, but the audit has c?eakly shown that racial discrimina-

+jon has not been eliminated.

What can be said about the magnitude of the problem of racial dis-

crimination? Four points should be kept in mind.

1l.

2.

3.

There is a key distinction between the level of discrimination
and the effect it may have on black housing seekers. The proba-
bility of encountering discrimination in a housing search in-
yolving visits to more than one real estate firm or apartment
complex increases with the number of visits. If a black were

to visit four apartment complexes or four real estate firms, the
probability of encountering discrimination would be 72 percent
and 48 percent, respectively, for the rental and sales markets.
Thus, while the reported levels of discrimination in the rental
and sales markets examined in this study may appear to some
readers as not being very high, the cumulative effect on the
housing search behavior of blacks may be considerable. This
potential cumulative effect has important consequences not

only on whether blacks can be equal participants in housing
markets but also on whether blacks can be equal participants

in labor markets, education, and other social institutions.

The results presented in this report are of a study that mea-
sured racial discrimination according to a specific project de-
sign. The reported levels of discrimination should not be mis-
interpreted as reflecting the actual housing search experiences
of al] black and white housing seekers. To the extent that the
actual search behavior of housing seekers differs from the simu-
lated search experience of this project, and to the extent that
the characteristics of actual housing seekers differ from those
of the auditors, the true nature and extent of discrimination in
American housing markets may differ from results reported here.
The difference between what real housing seekers may encounter
and what the auditors encountered may be substantial.

One should not assume that because an individual site or census
region showed a low level of discrimination on the housing
availability measures that discrimination is necessarily less

of a problem in that site or region than in others. Discrimina-
tory practices appear to vary; the nature by which discrimina-
tion is practiced may vary from region to region and from site
fo site. Table 49 shows that an area may rank high on one index

hut Tow on another.
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TABLE 49
SALES MARKET INDEX RESULTS
(Percent)
HOUSEHOLD

HOUSING ' INFORMATION
AVAILABILITY COURTESY  SERVICE REQUESTED

NATIONAL 15d%%% ]2k Juek 15%%%

Northeast 10%%% 2 -3 26%**
North Central 33%a* g+ 2 11%*
South 1] #%x 19%%* N 11 %%*
West -1z 4 18* 1g**
LARGE SMSAs 17%x% 18%%* Txxk 19%*=
SMALL SMSAs Gk ~13%%k ]G 1
SAME AGENT | 24 k%% 2 6% 15%*%

NOTE: (1) For this table, being requested more household informa-
tion is considered unfavorable treatment.

(2} Three asterisks indicate that the difference between
the number of cases represented in columns 2 and 3 is
statistically significant at the 0.01 Tevel, two aster-
isks that the difference is statistically significant
at the 0.05 Tevel, one asterisk that the difference is
statistically significant at the 0.10 level, and no
asterisks that the difference is not statistically sig-
nificant at the 0.10 Tevel or lower.
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4. The report focuses on instances of differential treatment and
on systematic patterns of differential treatment. Instances in
which both auditors of a team were treated no differently must
not be neglected, however, for two reasons. First, it should
be made apparent to blacks that in a significantly large per-
centage of both the rental and sales housing markets, black
housing seekers may be treated the same as white housing seek-
ers. Second, the efforts of rental and real estate agents who
treat blacks no differently from whites should not go unnoticed.

In short, the study reveals extensive discrimination, although the

level and nature of discrimination clearly vary among regions and sites.
The absolute magnitude of the problem is Tess important than the fact
that unequal housing opportunities that are solely the result of race
sti11 exist. The research perspective of this report has been that the
precise numbers associated with the quantification of racial discrimina-
tion are considerably less important than the fact that substantial dis-
crimination was observed. The goal of fair housing is to eliminate dis-
crimination, not to reduce it. There is no such thing as a "tolerable®

level of discrimination.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The principal policy implications to be derived from the audit must
await regression analysis of the déta, which facilitates determining
which factors, including fair housing enforcement, influence discrimina-
tion. However, several major observations can be drawn from the findings
presented in this report.

First, efforts to combat racial discrimination have not been com-
pletely successful, as is obvious from the extensive evidence of its

existence presented in this report. It exists in some form throughout
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all parts of the country and is sufficiently prevalent to have major
consequences on blacks' searches for housing. The task of eliminating
racial discrimination faced by HUD, the Department of Justice, and other
pr1Vate and public fair housing agencies is far from complete. One can
only conclude that the sanctions imposed on discriminators are insuffi-
cient, or that the probability of detecting discriminatory behavior is
toc Tow, or.both.

Second, discriminatory treatment may be quite difficult to detect.
In both the rental and sales markets, many black auditors experiencad
treatment that appeared favorable compared to their white teammates.
Systematic differential treatment unfavorable to blacks can be confirmed
only by examining a large number of experiences. In the sales market,
Tt may be especially difficult for a black to perceive having been treated
less well than a white partly because, although blacks and whites may be
served differently, they do receive service.

These two issues emphasize the usefulness of the audit technique.
One of the project's original objectives was to demonstrate the usefyl-
ness of auditing as a research tool. The project has clearly fulfilled
this objective, but it has also confirmed that testing is an especially
important tool in enforcing fair housing laws. The usefulness of testing
for enforcement is evidenced by the use of the audit data by the Depart-
ment of Justice. As of December 1978, Justice had used the audit data
to initiate over 100 FBI investigations of suspected discriminators. It
is expected that the information supplied on individual firms and agents

suspected of discriminating will have significant enforcement benefits.
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Third, although significant racial discrimination was observed,
lb?acks and whites were treated no differently in a high percentage of the
total number of tests. Blacks and whites were often told the housing
they requested was immediately available. The battle to e]iminaté racial
discrimination is far from complete, but unequal access to housing mar-

kets does not mean total exclusion.

FUTURE ANALYSIS OF DATA

Much of the data collected during the audit have yet to be analyzed
(e.g., the information about specific houses auditors were invited to
inspect). In addition, the audit information represents only cne portion
of the imposing amount of data HUD will analyze. Other components of the

data set include:

e 1970 census tract information keyed to the location of the
rental complex or real estate office

e 1970 census tract information keyed to the Tocation of each
unit suggested to or inspected by an auditor

e measures of efforts to enforce fair housing laws by the Depart-
ments of Housing and Urban Development and Justice, and by
state, local, and private fair housing agencies

e information about the attitudes and knowledge of fair housing
laws and their enforcement from both telephone and in-person
interviews of a sample of rental and real estate agents audited

e updated census tract information for each of the five in-depth
sites and for each site for which the R. L. Polk Company has
collected housing market data more recently than 1870

e information about the size of the firms and complexes audited,

including information about the probable share of market
activity for each of the sales firms audited.
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The data collected will allow the testing of a large number of
hypotheses regarding the factors that may influence racial discrimination.
In general, it is assumed that the treatment accorded auditors is a func-
tion of three sets of characteristics: those of the auditor, those of
the area in which the audit occurred, and those of the rental complex or
real estate firm audited. During the design phase of the project, numer-
ous hybotheses about racial discrimination and the factors that influence
it were identified. All of them wi11.be tested during subsequent phases
of the analysis. The principal analytic technique that will be used to
test these hypotheses is multiple regression analysis, which allows for
testing the effects of vgrious factors on the treatment accorded auditors.
Special computer programs are being assembled to facilitate the regres-
sion analysis.

Future HUD reports will address the following issues:

¢ whether the enforcement activities of HUD and other public

and private fair housing agencies are effective in combating
racial discrimination

¢ which factors, in addition to enforcement efforts, affect the
probability of encountering differential treatment

¢ whether real estate and rental agents' attitudes and knowledge
of fair housing laws and their enforcement affect their treat-
ment of black housing seekers

® the extent of racial steering in the sales market and whether
the degree of sales effort accorded auditors differed by race.

The data provide much material on racial discrimination, but the
information also lends itself to examination of other issues. For

example, the data will provide information on rental and real estate
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market practices in general. In addition, differences in the socio-
economic characteristics of an auditor--black or white~-and the char-
acteristics of existing residents of a community to which the auditor
sought entry can be examined to explain whether the differences affect
accessibility to the community. The HUD research team plans to explore
these and related issues in the next stages of data analysis. This

report can therefore be considered volume one of a series.

The next major HUD report will present the principal results of
the multiple regression analysis and will address the issue of
how the discrimination observed during the audit can be explained
or predicted by social, demographic, and enforcement variables
peculiar to the settings where testing was conducted. HUD is
maintaining a mailing 1ist of all organizations and individuals
who have expressed interest in receiving this first report.
Copies of subsequent reports will be mailed to anyone who wishes
to receive them. Inguiries should be addressed to:

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Policy Development and Research
Division of Product Dissemination and Transfer
451 « 7th Street, S.W., Room 8124

Washington, D.C. 20410
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EXCERPTS FROM THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1968

Publie Law 90-284
90th Congress, H.R. 2516
April 11, 1968

An Act

To prescribe penaities for certain acts of violence or intimidation, and for other
purpotes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled.

TITLE VIII—FAIR HOUSING [*]
POLICY

See, 801. It is the policy of the United States to provide, with-
in constitutional limitations, for fair housing throughout the
United States.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 802. As used in this title~—

(a8} “Secretary” means the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development.

(b) “Dwellmg means any building, structure, or portion
thersof which is occupied as, or designed or intended for occu-
pancy as, a residence by one or more families, and any vacant
land which is offered for sale or lease for the construction or
location thereon of any such building, structure, or portion
thereof.

(¢) “Family” includes a single individual.

(d) “Person” includes one or more individuals, corporations,
partnerships, associations, labor organizations, legal represen-
tatives, mutual companies, joint-stock companies, trusts, unin-
corporated organizations, trustees, trustees in bankruptey, re-
ceivers, and fiduciaries.

(e} “To rent” includes to lease, to sublease, to let and other-
wise to grant for a consideration the right to occupy premises
not owned by the oeccupant.

(f) “Discriminatory housing practice” means an act that is
unlawful under section 804, 805, or 306.

(g) “State” means any of the several States, the District of
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, or any of the terri-
tories and possessions of the United States,

EFFECTIVE DATES OF CERTAIN PROHIBITIONS

Sec. 803. (a) Subject to the provisions of subsection, (b) and
section 807, the prohibitions against discrimination in the sale
or rental of housing set forth in section 804 shall apply:

{1) Upon enactment of this title, to—

(A) dwellings owned or operated by the Federal Gov-
ernment;

{B) dwellings provided in whole or in part with the aid
of loans, advances, grants, or contributions made by the
Federal Government, under agreements entered into after
November 20, 1962, unless payment due thereon has heen
made in fuil prior to the date of enactmient of this title;

(C) dwellings provided in whole or 'in part by leans in-
sured, guaranteed, or otherwise secured by the credit of the
Federal Government, under agreements entered into after
November 20, 1962, unless payment thereon has been made
in full prior to the date of enactment of this title: Provided,

* Mote. Title VIII. as amended by Section 888(h} (1), (2), and (3} of the Housing
225n§,1€iommunity Develoment Act of 1974, Pubiic Law 93.383, 93rd Congress, August

Givil rights.

42 USC 3501,



FDIC or FELIC That nothing contained in subparagraphs (B) and (C) of

institution, thizs subsection shall Ye applicable to dwellings solely by
virtue of the fact that they are subject to mortgages held
by an FDIC or FSLIC institution; and

(D) dwellings provided by the development or the re.
development of reai property purchased, rented, or other-
wise obtained from a State or local public agency receiving
Federal financial assistance for slim clearance or urban
renewal with respect to such real property under loan or
grant contracts entered into after November 20, 1962.

(2} After December 31, 1968, to all dwellings covered by
paragraph (1) and to ail other dwellings except as exempted by
subsection (b).

Exemptions. (b) Nothing in section 804 (other than subsection (¢)) shall
apply to—

{1) any single-family house soid or rented by an owner:
Provided, That such private individual owner does not own
more than three such single-family houses at any one time:
Provided further, That in the case of the sale of any such
single-family house by a private individual owner not re-
siding in such house at the time of such sale or who was
not the most recent resident of such house prior to such sale,
the exemption granted by this subsection shall apply only
with respect to one such sale within any twenty-four month
period: Provided further, That such bona fide private indi~
vidual owner does not own any interest in, nor is there
owned or reserved on his behalf, under any express or vol-
untary agreement, title to any right to all or a portion of
the proceeds from the sale or rental of, more than three such
single-family houses at any one time: Provided further,
That after December 31, 1969, the sale or rental of any
such single-family house shall be excepted from the appli-
cation of this title only if such house is sold or rented (A)
without the use in any manner of the sales or rental facilities
or the sales or rental services of any real estate broker,
agent, or salesman, or of such facilities or services of any
person in the business of selling or renting dwellings, or
of any employee or agent of any such broker, agent, sales-
man, or person and (B) without the publication, posting or
mailing, after notice, of any advertisement or written notice
in violation of section 804(c) of this title; but nothing in
this proviso shall prohibit the use of attorneys, escrow
agents, abstractors, title companies, and other such pro-
fesisional assistance as necessary to perfect or transfer the
title, or

(2) rooms or units in dwellings containing living quar-
ters cccupied or intended to he occupied by no more than
four families living independently of each other, if the
owner actually maintaing and occupies one of such living
quarters as his residence.

(¢) For the purposes of subsection (b), a person shall be
deemed to be in the business of selling or renting dwellings i

" (1) he has, within the preceding twelve months, par-
ticipated as principal in three or more transactions involv.
ing the sale or renta}l of any dwelling or any interest there.
in, or

(2} he has, within the preceding twelve months, par-
ticipated as agent, other than in the sale of his own per-
sonal. residence in providing sales or rental facilities or
sales or rental services in two or more trandactions involving
the sale or rental of any dwelling or any interest therein, or

(2) he is the owner of any dwelling designed or intended
for oceupancy by, or occupied by, five or more families.

DISCRIMINATION IN THE SALE OR RENTAL OF HOUSING

SEC. 804. As made applicable by section 8503 and except as
exempted by sections 803(b) and 807, it shall be unlawful—

{2} To refuse to sell or rent after the making of a bona fide
offer, or to refugse to negotiate for the sale or rental of, or other-
wise make unavailable or deny, a dwelling to any perzon because
of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin.

(b} To discriminate against any person in the terms, condi-
tions, or privileges of sale or rental of a dwelling, or in the pro-
vision of services or facilities in connection therewith, because
of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin.

{e} To make. print. or pubiish. or cause to be made, printed,
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Authority and
responsibility.

Amitant Secre-
tary.

42 1130 3633,

or published any notice, statement, or advertisement, with re-
spect to the sale or rental of a dwelling that indicates any
preference, limitation, or discrimination based on race, color,
religion, sex, or national origin, or an intention to make any
such preference, limitation, or diserimination.

(@) To represent to any person hecause of race, color, reli
gion, sex, or national origin that any dwelling is not available
for inspection, sale, or rental when such dwelling is in fact so
avajlable.

(2) For profit, to induce or attempt to induce any person fo
sell or rent any dwelling by representations regarding the entry
or prospective entry into the neighborhood of a person or per-
sons of a particular race, color, religion, sex, or national origin.

DISCRIMINATION IN THE FINANCING OF HOUSING

Sec. 805. After December 31, 1968, it shall be unlawful for
any bank, building and loan association, insurance company or
other corporation, association, firm or enterprise whose business
consists in whole ov in part in the making of commercial real
estate loans, to deny a loan or other financial assistance fo a
person applving therefor for the purpose of purchasing, con-
structing, improving, repairing, or maintaining a dwelling, or
to diseriminate against him in the fixing of the amount, interest
rate, duration, or other terms or conditions of such loan or other
financial assistance, because of the race, color, religion, sex, or
national origin of such person or of any person associated with
him in connection with such loan or other finaneial assistance or
the purposes of such loan or other financial assistance, or of the
present or prospective owners, lessees, tenants, or occupants of
the dwelling or dwellings in relation to which such loan or other
financial assistance is to be made or given: Provided, That noth-
ing contained in this section shall impair the scope or effective-
ness of the exception contained in seetion 803 (b).

DISCRIMINATION IN THE PROVISION OF BROKERAGE SERVICES

SEC. 806, After December 31, 1968, it shall be unlawful to
deny any pergon access to or membership or participation in any
mulitiple-listing service, real estate brokers’ organization or other
service, organization, or facility relating to the business of
selling or renting dwellings, or to discriminate against him in
the terms or conditions of such access, membership, or partici-
pation, on account of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin.

EXEMPTION

Sec. 807, Nothing in this title shall prohibit a religious orga-
nization, association, or society, or any nonprofit institution or
organization operated, supervigsed or controlled by or in conjunc-
tion with a religious organization, association, or society, from
limiting the sale, rental or occupancy of dwellings which it owns
or operates for other than a commercial purpose to persons of
the same religion, or from giving preference to such persons,
unless membership in such religion is restricted on account of
race, color, sex, or nationai origin. Nor ghall anything in this
title prohibit a private club not in fact open to the public, which
as an incident to its primary purpose or purposes provides lodg-
ings which it owns or operates for other than a commercial
purpose, from limiting the rental or occupancy of such lodgings
to its members or from giving preference to its members.

ADMINISTRATION

SEc. 808. (a) The authority and responsibility for administer-
ing this Act shall be in the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development.

(b) The Department of Housing and Urban Development shall
be provided an additional Assistant Seeretary, The Departiment
of Housing and Urban Development Act (Publie Law 39-174, 79
Stat. 667) is hereby amended by

(1) striking the word “four,” in section 4(a) of said Act
{79 Stat. 668; 5 U.8.C. 624b(a)) and substituting therefor
“five,”; and

(2} striking the word “six,” in section T of said Act (79
Stat. 669; 5 U.8.C. 624 {¢)) and substituting therefor
“geven."”

§2 USC 3836,
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{¢) The Secretary may delegate any of his functions, duties,
and powers to employees of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development or to boards of such employees, including
functions, duties, and powers with respect to investigating, con-
ciliating, hearing, determining, ordering, certifying, reporting,
or otherwise acting as to any work, business, or matter under
this title. The persons to whom such delegations are made with
respect to hearing functions, duties, and powers shall be ap-
pointed and shall serve in the Department of Housing and Urban
Development in compliance with sections 3105, 3344, 3362, and
7891 of title 5 of the United States Code. Insofar as possible,
conciliation meetings shall be held in the cities or other localities
where the discriminatory housing practices allegedly occurred.
The Secretary shall by rule preseribe such rights of appeal Irom
the decisions of his hearing examiners to other hearing examin-
ers or to other officers in the Department, to boards of officers
or to himself, as shall be appropriate and in accordance with law.

(d) All executive departments and agencies shall administer
their programs and activities relating to housing and urban
development in a manner affirmatively to further the purposes
of this title and shall cooperate with the Secretary to further
such purposes.

{e) The Secretary of Housing and Urban Development shail—

(1) make studies with respect to the nature and extent
of digeriminatory housing practices in representative com-
gztunities. urban, suburban, and rural, throughout the United

ates;

(2) publish and disseminate reports, recommendations,
and information derived from such studies;

(3) cooperate with and render technical assistance to
Federal, State, local, and other public or private agencies,
organizations, and institutions which are formulating or
carrying on programs to prevent or eliminate discriminatory
housing practices;

(4) cooperate with and render such technical and other
assistance to the Cormunity Relations Service as may be
appropriate to further its activities in preventing or elim-
inating discriminatory housing practices; and

(5) adminiater the programs and activities relating to
housing and urban development in a manner affirmatively
to further the policies of this title.

EDUCATION AND CONCILIATION

SEc. 809, Immediately after the enactment of this title the
Seeretary shall commence such educational and conciliatory ac-
tivities as in his judgment will further the purposes of this
title. He shall call conferences of persons in the housing indus-
try and other interested parties to acquaint them with the
provisions of this title and his suggested means of implementing
it, and shall endeavor with their advice to work out programs of
voluntary compliance and of enforcement. He may pay per diem,
travel, and transportation expenses for persons attending such
conferences as provided in section 5703 of title 5 of the United
States Code. He shall consult with State and local officials and
other interested parties to learn the extent, if any, to which
housing discrimination exists in their State or locality, and
whether and how State or local enforcement programs might be
utilized to combat such discrimination in connection with or in
place of, the Secretary’s enforcement of this title, The Secretary
shall issue reports on such conferences and consultations as he
deems appropriate.

ENFORCEMENT

-

Sgc. 810. (a) Any person who claims to have been injured
by a discriminatory housing practice or who believes that he will
be irrevocably injured by a diseriminatory housing practice that
is about to occur (hereafter “person aggrieved”) may file a
complaint with the Secretary. Complaints shall be in writing and
shall contain such information and be in such form as the Sec-
retary requires. Upon receipt of such a complaint the Secretary
shall furnish a copy of the same to the person or persons who
allegedly committed or are about to commit the alleged dis-
criminatory housing practice. Within thirty days after receiving
& complaint, or within thirty days after the expiration of any

Delegation of
authority.

B0 Stst. 415,
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period of reference under subsection (c), the Secretary shall
investigate the complaint and give notice in writing to the person
aggrieved whether he intends to resolve it. 1f the Secretary de-
¢ides to resolve the complaint, he shall proeeed fo try to eliminate
or correct the alleged diseriminatory housing practice by infor-
mai methods of conference, conciliation, and persuasion. Nothing
said or done in the course of such informal endeavors may be
made public or used as evidence in a subsequent proceeding
under this title without the written consent of the persons con-
cerned, Any employee of the Secretary who shall make public
any information in violation of this provision gshall be deemed
guilty of a. misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be
fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than one year.

(b)Y A complaint under subsection (a) shall be filed within
one hundred and eighty days after the alleged diseriminatory
housing practice occurred. Complaints shall be in writing and
shall state the facts upon which the allegations of a discrimina-
tory housing practice are based. Complaints may be reasonably
and fairty amended at any time. A respondent may file an
answer to the complaint against him and with the leave of the
Secretary, which shall be granted whenever it would be reason-
able and fair to do so, may amend his answer at any time. RBoth
complaints and answers shall be verified.

(¢} Wherever a State or local fair housing law provides rights
and remedies for alleged discriminatory housing practices which
are substantially equivalent to the rights and remedies pro-
vided in this title, the Secretary shall notify the appropriate
State or local agency of any complaint filed under this title
which appears to constitute a violation of such State or local
fair housing law, and the Secretary shail take no further action
with respect to such complaint if the appropriate State or local
taw enforcement official has, within thirty days from the date the
alleged offense has been brought fo his attention, commenced
proceedings in the matter, or, having done so, carries forward
such proceedings with reasonable promptness. In no event shall
the Secretary take further action unless he certifies that in his
judgment, under the circumstances of the particular case, the
protection of the rights of the parties or the interests of justice
require such actiom.

(d) If within thirty days after a complaint is filed with the
Secretary or within thirty days after expiration of any peried
of reference under subsection (c), the Secratary has heen un-
able to obtain voluntary compliance with this title, the person
aggrieved may, within thirty days thereafter, commence a civil
action in any appropriate United States district court, against
the respondent named in the complaint, to enforce the rights
granted or protected by this title, insofar as such rights relate
to the subject of the complaint: Provided, That no such civil ac-
tion may be brought in any United States district court if the
person aggrieved has a judicial remedy under 2 State or local
fair housing law which provides rights and remedies for alleged
discriminatory housing practices which are substantially equiva-
lent to the rights and remedies provided in this title. Such
actions may be brought without regard to the amount of con-
troversy in any United States distriet court for the district in
which the discriminatory housing practice is alleged to have
oceurred or be about to oceur or in which the respondent resides
or transacts business. If the court finds that a diseriminatory
housing practice has occurred or is about to occur, the court may,
subject to the provisions of section 812, enjoin the respondent
from engaging in such practice or order such affirmative action
as may be appropriate.

(e) In any proceeding brought pursuant to this section, the
burden of proof shall be on the complainant.

(£} Whenever an action filed by an individual, in either Fed-
eral or State court, pursuant to this section or section 812, shall
come to trial the Secretary shall immediately terminate all efforts
to obtain voluntary compliance.

-

INVEETIGATIONS,; SUBPENAS; GIVING OF EVIDENCE

Sge. 811, (a) In conducting an investigation the Secretary
shall have access at ail reagonable times to premises, records,
documents, individuals, and other evidence or possible gources
of evidence and may examine, record, and copy auch materials
and take and record the testimony or statements of such per-
sons ae are reasonably neeessary for the furtherance of the in-
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vestigation: Provided, however, That the Secretary first compiies
with the provisions of the Fourth Amendment relating to un-
reasonahie searches and seizures. The BSecretary may issue
subpenas to compel his access to or the production of such ma-
terials, or to the appearance of such persons, and may issue
interrogatories to a respondent, to the same extent and subject
to the same limitations as would apply if the subpenas or in-
terrogatories were issued or served in aid of a civil action in the
United States distriet court for the district in which the in-
vestigation is taking place. The Secretary may administer oaths.

{b) Upon written application to the Secretary, a respondent
shall be entitled to the issuance of a reasonable number of
subpenas by and in the name of the Secretary to the same extent
and subject to the same limitations as subpenas issued by the
Secretary himself. Subpenas issued at the request of a respon-
dent shall show on their face the name and address of such
respondent and shall state that they were issued af his request.

(¢) Witnesses summened by subpena of the Secretary shall be
entitled to the same witness and mileage fees as are witnesses in
proceedings in United States distriet courts. Fees payable to a
witness summoned by a subpena issued at the request of a
respondent shall be paid by him.

(d) Within five days after service of a subpena upon any
person, such person may petition the Secretary to revoke or
medify the subpena. The Secretary shall grant the petition if he
finds that the subpena requires appearance or attendance at an
unreasonable time or place, that it requires production of evi-
dence which does not relate to any matter under investigation,
that it does not degcribe with sufficient particularity the evidence
to be produced, that compliance would be unduly onerous, or
for other good reason.

(e) In case of eomtumacy or refusal to obey a subpena, the
Secretary or other person at whose request it was issued may
petition for its enforcement in the United States district court
for the district in which the persom to whom the subpena was
addressed resides, was served, or transacts business.

(£) Any person who willfuily fails or neglects to attend and
testify or to answer any lawful inquiry or to produce records,
documents, or other evidence, if in his power to do so. in obedi-
ence to the subpena or lawful order of the Secretary, shall bhe
fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than one year,
or both. Any person who, with intent thereby to misiead the
Secretaty, shall make or cause to be made any falze entry or
statement of fact in any report, account, record, or other docu-
ment submitted to the Secretary pursuant to his subpena or
other order, or shall willfully neglect or fail to make or cause to
be made full, true, and correet entries in such reports, accounts,
records, or other documents, or shall willfuily mutilate, alter, or
by any other means falsify any documentary evidence, shall be
fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than one year,
or both.

(g) The Attorney General shall conduct all litigation in which
tge Secretary participates as a party or as amicus pursuant to
this Act.

ENFORCEMENT BY PRIVATE PERSBONS

SEC. 812. (a) The rights granted by sections 803, 804, B05,
and 806 may be enforced by civil actions in appropriate United
States district courts without regard.to the amount in con-
troversy and in appropriate State or ioeal courts of general juris-
diction. A civil action shall be commenced within one hundred
and eighty days after the alleged diseriminatory housing praec-
tice occurred: Provided, howewer, That the court shall continue
such civil case brought pursuant to this section or section
810(d) from time to time before bringing it to trial if the
court believes that the coneiliation efforts of the Secretary or a
State or local agency are likely to result in satisfactory settle-
ment of the discriminatory housing practice complained of in
the complaint made to the Secretary or to the local or State
agency and which practice forms the basis for the action in
court: And provided, however, That any sale, encumbrance, or
rental consummated prior to the issuance of any court order
issued under the authority of this Act, and involving a bona flde
purchager, enpcumbrancer, or tenant without actual notice of the
existence of the filing of a complaint or civil action under the
provisions of this Act shall not be affected.

(by TUpon application by the plaintiff and in such circum-
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in which a civil action under this section has been brought may
appoint an attorney for the plaintiff and may authorize the
commencement of a civil action upon proper showing without
the payment of fees, costs, or security, A court of a State or
subdivision thereof may do likewise to the extent not inconsistent
with the law or procedures of the State or subdivision.

{¢) The court may grant as relief, as it deems appropriate,
any permanent or temporary injunction, temporary restraining
order, or other order, and may award to the plaintiff actual dam-
ages and not more than $1,000 punitive damages, together with
court costs and reasonable attorney fees in the case of a pre-
vailing plaintiff: Provided, That the said plaintiff in the opinion
of the court is not financially able to assume said attorney’s fees.

ENFORCEMENT BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

SEC. 813. (2) Whenever the Attorney General has reasonable
cause to believe that any persen or group of persons is engaged
in a pattern or practice of resistance to the full enjoyment of
any of the rights granted by this title, or that any group of
persons hag been denied any of the rights granted by this title
and such denial raises an issue of general public importance, he
may bring a civil action in any appropriate United States district
eourt by filing with it a complaint setting forth the facts and
requesting such preveniive relief, inciuding an application for a
permanent or emporary injunction, restraining order, or other
order against the person or persons responsible for such pattern
or practice or denial of rights, as he deems necessary to insure
the fuil enjoyment of the rights granted by this fitle,

EXPEDITION OF PROCEEDINGS

Sgc. 814. Any court in which a proceeding is instituted under
gection 812 or 813 of this title shall assign the case for hearing
at the earliest practicable date and cause the case to be in every
way expedited.

EFFECT ON STATE LAWS

Sec. 815. Nothing in this title shall be construed o invalidate
or limit any law of a State or political subdivision of a State, or
of any other jurisdiction in which this title shall be effective,
that grants, guarantees, or protects the same rights as are
granted by this title; but any law of a State, a political sub-
divigion, or other such jurisdiction that purports to require or
permit any action that would be a diseriminatory housing prac-
tice under this title shall to that extent be invalid.

COOPERATION WITH STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES ADMINISTERING
FAIR HOUSING LAWS

SEC. 816. The Secretary may cooperate with State and local
agencies charged with the administration of State and local fair
housing laws and, with the consent of such agencies, utilize the
services of such agencies and their employees and, not withstand-
ing any other provision of law, may reimburse such agencies and
their employees for services rendered to assist him in carrying
out this title. In furtherance of such cooperative efforts, the
Secretary may enter into_ writfen agreements with auch State
or local agencies. All agreements and terminations thereof shall
be published in the Federal Register.

INTERFERENCE, COERCION, OR INTIMIDATION

SEC, 817. It shall be unlawful to coerce, intimidate, threaten,
or interfere with any person in the exercise or enjoyment oi, or
on account of his having exercised or enjoyed, or on account of
hig having aided or encouraged any other person in the exercise
or enjoyment of, any right granted or protected by section 803,
804, 805, or 808. This section may be enforced by appropriate
¢ivil action.

APPROPRIATIONS

8EC. 818, There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such
Sums as are necessary to carry out the purposes of this title.

SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS

Sgc. 819. If any provisions of this title or the application
thereof to any person or circumstances is held invalid, the re-
mainder of the title and the application of the provision to other
persons not similarly situated or to other circumstances shall
not be affected thereby.

Damages, limi.
tation.
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MANUAL. FOR AUDITORS

An Audit is a sty dme to determine the differerxss in quality
content, and quantity of information and service given to clients

by real estate firms ard rental property managers that could only
result from a diffevence in the clients’' race. The audit is
conducted under the supervision of a coordinator, and sends tsams [sic]
of trained volunteers to well-krnown real estate agencies [or rental
complexes] to pose as heme—-seekers. Each team is matched according
to income, family size, age, general appeararnce, etc.—-every factor
except skin ¢olor. Each member is sent to the same agency at

closely spaced intervals, presenting similar housing desires. Each
volunteer then keeps detailed accounts of his experience in the
categories being tested, and avoids contact with his audit counter-
part until his report is completed. (From Racial Steering: The

Dual Fousing Market and Maltiracial Neighborhoods, National Neighhors,
1973, p. 20.)

I. INTRODUCTION AND BACRKGROUND

Thank you for helping us to survey housing market
practices. This survey is part of a nationwide effort to measurs
the extent and nature of racial discrimination in housing and,
especially, to measure the impact and effectiveness of Federal,
state, and local fair housing laws and enforcement activities.
This manual is designed: (1) to provide an overall description
of the audit project; (2) to provide a description of the pro-
cedures you will be required to follow in conducting the audit;
and (3) to serve as a reference and guide for you throughout
the course of the project. This manual is to be read carefully
in its entirety and consulted frequently to refresh your memory

concerning prescribed procedures and to answer your questions
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as they arise. Any gquestions about auditine procedures or forms
{or anyshing else) which remain unanswered or unclear after con-
sulting the manual should be directed to your Audit Supervisor.
Since 1968, it has been a violation of Federal law to
discriminate in the sale or rental of housing on the basis of
race, color, religion, national origin, or -- since 1974 ~- sex.
Discrimination had been prochibited in a number of states and
municipalities at earlier dates -- going back, in the case of
Colorado, to 1959. Prior to enactment of these laws, discrimina-
tion was the accepted practice in most real estate markets, with
one section of the market reserved for whites -- another section
for blacks and other minorities. Market operators, through
their ability to influence or control specific sales or rentals,
effectively determined‘the boundaries of those separate markets.
Although there have been changes in practices by agents
and brokers which have reduced housing discrimination, the extent
of those changes is not £ully known. Rnowledge of the degree to
which blacks currently have access (or do not have access) to
the Ectal real estate housing market on the same basis as whites
is of crucial importance in informing the citizenry and public
cfficials of the extent of existing compliance with the law.
Therefore, by participating in this project, you are assisting
in a major resea#ch and evaluation ;roject, the results of which
will be used by policy makers at all levels in devising and

implementing more effective fair housing programs.



II. PROJECT DESIGN AND INSTRUCTIONS

&. Confidentiality

Remembef your pledge of confidentiality. This is of
critical importance. Please do not disclose to anyone that you
are engaged in auditing real estate and rental agents. (The only
one who will probably need to know about your auditing activities
is your spouse.} If you are asked by friends or others concern-
ing your activities, you might offer some generalized answer
about "marketing research.” But avoid using such words as
"testing," "auditing," etc.

Please treat the use ¢f this manual and of all other
documents and forms related to this project as confidentiazl.
Never take any documents or forms with you into any real estate
or rental office. Do not leave them in an unlocked automcbile,
Always complete your forms immediately after each site visit,
but at some point well out cof sight of the office you audited.

All materials relating to this project, including this
manual and folder, are the property of the sponsoring organiza-
tion and must be returned to your Audit Supervisor as you will
he instructed.

Confidentiality about this project must be strictly main-
tainedvuntil all data collection has been completsd. At some
time, within six months after the audit has been c¢ompleted, the
results will be available from your Audit Supervisor upon
request. You will then be relsased from your pledge of confiden-

tiality and open discussion will be permitted.
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B. Project Designm

THIS IS A RESEARCH PROJECT. TO ENSURE THEE VALIDITY OF THE
RESULTS, ALL AUDITS IN ALL AUDIT AREAS MUST BE CONDUCTED IN
STRICT ACCORDANCE WITH EROJECTIDESIGN AND SPECIFICATIONS.
Although this audit shares with all other audits the same
general objective == to eliminate discrimination -- the primary
objective of this project is to measurs the aceessibility of
housing to blacks relative to whites in order to evaluate the
effectiveness of fair housing enforcement activities.

You may have had experience in conducting audits in the
past, most of which have been conducted to collect evidence
for litigation ar for other enforcement purposes. For such
purposes, it is appropriate to concentrate auditing in those
areas where there is greatest reason to believe evidence will
be found. In contrast, for this particular project, the
cbjective is measurement of diseriminatory market behavior.
Agents and brokers to be audited have been selected so as to
be representative of the entire market in this area. Therefore,
we will expect to detect the absence of discrimination by scme
agents and bhrokers as well as the presence of &iscriﬁinaticn
by others. Objective measurament can be achieved only by
auditors behaving as typical home-saskers and adhering strictly
to prescribed procedures and instructions.

This project has been carasfully designed and tested by a
team of persons who are skilled|as social science researchers
and highly knowledgeable about housing and real estate auditing

practices. FAITHFUL ADEEZRENCE TO THEE PROCIDURES AND INSTRUCTIONS
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SET FORTH IN THIS MANUAL IS ESSENTIAL TO THE PRbJECT'S SUCCESS.
Without such adherence, the research will lose much of its validier
and policy relevance. For example, you should be aware of the
importance of conducting actual inspections of houses, which

is essential if steering is to be detected.

III. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED THROUGHOUT THIS PROJECT

r

A. AUDIT The Audit Supervisor is the person whe
SUPERVISOR:
bears full responsibility for managing
this audit project in each audit area.
Your Audit Supervisor is responsible for
recruiting and training auditors and for

providing all necessary direction of the

audit in your particular area.

B. REAL A Real Estate Audit is a systematic,
ESTATE
AUDIT: controlled measure of the extent to which

white homeseekers and black homeseekers
receive equivalent service from sales and
‘rental offices. Matched teams of auditors
{cne white and one black) visit real estate
sales offices or apartment rental offices,
each team member requesting comparable
housing but at different times. Each
auditor records his or her experiences
independently on & standardized form. The

recorded axperiences from each pairzr of



c.

D‘

AUDIT
TEAM:

AUDIT
UNIT:
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auditors are then compared systematically
to determine whether services and informa-
tion were supplied egqually to both indivi-

duals.

An Audit Team in this particular project is
made up of one black and one white indivi-
dual.. The members of each team must be
matched as closely as possible in all
relevant characteristics -- age, sex, family
composition, income level, ete. -~ other
than race. (In some instances it may be

necegsary for auditors to assume characteris

tics other than their own in order to match

their teammate 's characteristics.)

an Audit Unit entails visits by both members
of an audit team to a particular real estate
sales or rental office. Each member visits
the office individually, one after the other,
regquesting comparable housing.‘ Responses of
the sales and rental personnel are observed
and recorded on standard forms immediately

after the visit. A completed audit unit con-

sists of the following items at a minimum:

(a) A wvisit to the real estate or rental
office by both audit tsam members.

(b) Completely filled-out audit report forms.

fom R TP R N T TS P |l M o sav e m o oa
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A Site Visit is one-half of an Audit Unit,

i.e., a visit by either the black or the
white member of an Audit Team ineluding
the completion of the appropriate report
forms.

A "Follow-up" is any further contact by
the real estate agent, after a site visit,
to supply or obtain further information,
and the recording of this contact.

A Debriefing consists of the Audit
Supervisor's review of the completed
audit report forms and interview with
each audit team member. Debriefing will
be scheduled within a day after audit
mnits are completed whenever possible.

A Site Visit Assignment Form is prepared
by the Audit Supervisor for each Audit
Unit. This form provides:

(1} The name of the real estate agency
or rental office to be audited.

(2) The specified housing to be re=-
quested, e.g., size, price and
location.

(3) The characteristics you are to
assume and the role you are to play.
The characteristics assigned will
be those which make you a credible
prospective remter or buyer of the
requested housing unit,
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Your Site Visit Assignment Form will be
stapled to the appropriate audit report
form when you receive your audit assign-
ment{s} from the Audit Supervisor. (If
you réceive more than one assignment at
a time, make certain that a separate Site
vigit Assignment Form is attached to each

audit report form.)

Instruments and Audit Report Forms are
used syncenymously to refer to the forms on
which you are to rgcord your experiences
immediately after completing a site visit.
There are four such forms: |

(1) *Housing Market Practices Survey -~-—
Sales Audit Report Form No. 1"

(2) "Housing Market Pragtices Survey --
Supplementary Sales Audit Report
Form No. la.™

(3} "Bousing Market Practices Survey --
Rental Audit Report Form No. 2.°

(4) “HBousing Market Practices Survey ~- .
Supplementary Rental Audit Report
Form No. ZA."

The Control Number consists of eight

digits and identifies each individual



Aud-9

audit as illustrated below:
080-1-101-2

080 - audit area or SMSA (Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area)

1l = sales audit ("2" would indicate
rental)

101l - serial number of first audit unit
in sales series {"201* would designate
first audit unit in rental series)

2 - white auditor ("1" would indicate.
black auvditor)

X. OTHER In addition to the control nuwnber described
NUMBERS:
above, three cther sets of numbers are +o be

found on each page of each audit instrument:

"85
86
.87

88

3

{1) Data processing numbers

€

{2) Item (or guestion) numbers

(3} Response numbers

For example:

Did.the agpdt request any of the following information about how you

0R MO FOR EACH):

0 uested any of the zbove information (Items § through 15),
e agent recgrd any of this wformaticn or ask you to record it
(CIRCLE ORE):

: jrpeared to be a staydard printed or duplicated form, a
file card, lod book, etc.

Yes, but netfon a standard printed\or duplicatad form, file card,
icg book, efc.

3 No, did nef record even though agerk requestad information

4 No, agentf did not request any inforpation

Did the agent gtate at any time that you might be unqualified to rent
an apartment (LIRCLLC CHE):

1 Yes 2/ ho
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IV. PREPARING TO CONDUCT THE AUDIT

A. Training

All persons who have agreed to participate as auditors
are required to complete the training courﬁe. This consists of
four parts:

(1) Carefully reading this manual, including appendices

(2) Attending group training sessions

(3) Performing two practice audits

{4} Participating in review and debriefing sessicn

No person will be assigned to conduct any audits unless
(s}he has completed the full training course. You will be paid
a stated sum for taking the full course, providing you alse
conduct a specified minimum number of audit units. (See "How
Auditors Will be Paid," page Aud-37.)

Group Sessions -- The precise schedule for the group training

sessions may vary from one audit area to another. Each Audit
Supervigor will adapt the schedule to meet local conditions;
however, it is likely that there will be three sessions of about
three hours each, e.g., Friday (6:30 p.m. - %9:30 p.m.);

Saturday (9:00 a.m. - 12:00 noon}; and Saturday (1:00 p.m. -

4:00 p.m.}. The program schedule in full detail will be presented
to each auditor-trainee priocr to the beginning of the group
training session.

Practice Audits - Each audit team will be assigned two

audits, one sales and one rental, to be conducted exactly as
though they were real aundits. Procedures must be followed,
inspections made, and forms filled out, followed by the review

and Adabrizfinc descrikbed below.
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The only difference between practice and real audits is
that practice audits will not ¢o into the data bank. Practice
audits are intended to serve three purpcses:

-~ to help ycix. assume your role and to feel more
comfortable and secure in playing that role,

- 0 help you develop familiarity and experience with
the procednrasg and instruments,

-~ to help the Audit Supervisor evaluate the capability
cf your audit team.

Review and Debriefing -- You are required to review your

completed pﬁactice audit report forms with the Audit Supervisor
and to participats with a group of other auditors in debriefing,
sharing of experiences, and mutual self-criticism. No assign~

ments cf regular audits will be made to your teaml until you and
your teammate have completed this Review and Debriefing process.

B. Survey Standards

In arder to ensure reliability of the overall audit
results, it is essential that the same standards be used
throughout the country. The following points are crucial:

(1) Confidentizlity: All information about the Audit --
the fact that it is to take place, the times, the
participants, the locations -- must be kept |
confidential until the entire national project has
been completed and the results made publie.

(2) Comparability: Both members of each avdit team
must request the same size (and, for sales audits,
price and reighborbood) of housing, and must present
similar characteristics appropriate for a renter or

buyer of that housing.
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Credibility as homeseekers: You must dress and act
the part of a bona fide homeseeker. For example,
when shopping for high-priced suburban homes, you
should dress in accord with local standards for
persons of that economic status and you ought to
know some of the basics of housing finance. You
should know enough about houses to ask credible
gquestions. However, uncertalnty about exactly what
housing unit you want or at what precise location
is not inconsistent with being c¢redible. That is,
homeseekers cannot know exactly what they want until
they find out what is available from the agent or
broker. Certain auﬁiﬁ teams may have greater
credibility for particular assignments than will
other teams and, therefore, they may be assigned
more audit units than will others. (Auditors are
actors. Actors must dress and act the part they
are to play. If a Superviscr comments on dress,

the comments are not ﬁirectgd at the person in her
or his normal role in life, but to the role being
played.)

Acceptance and comfortability in role: Not everyone
can be a credible actor in an assumed role. This is
no reflection upon the person. However, a poor
actor makes a poor audizor and will do the project
more harm than good. If you are uncomfortable in

your role, speak to your Audit Supervisor. You



are under no cbligation to continue doing some-
thing that you do net like to do.

(S) Persistence: Anditnrs should behave as though
they.a:e genuinely active, bona fide homeseekers,
You should first make the specified housing
request and respond appropriately to inquiries
from the real estate or rental agents. Then, if

| the agents do not velunteer informaticm that a
homeseeker would normally want to have, you
should ask the appropriate gquestions. In conduct=
ing a sales audit, you should particularly ask:
What exactly is the asking price? What is the
exact address of the house? What is the regquired
downpayment? What type of financing would be
available? In conducting a rental auwdit, you
should particularly ask: What is the exact rent?
What is the exact apartment number? What security
deposit is required? What are the lease arrangements?

These are questions that any homeseeker might |

be expected to ask, and you should get as much
specific informaticn along. these lines as possible
through peolite, but persistent, cuestioning, if
such information is not volumteered by the agent.

(6) Non=-directiveness with respect to discrimination:
You should aveid asking guesticns that would
suggest an audit is under way. There should be

ne guestions about race or racial policy. In soms
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instance#. agents may drop remarks that appear to
be subtle agpeals to prejudice, You are not to
follow up om such comments; however, it is impor-
tant that-ﬁhese remarks be recorded on the audit
forms.

(7) Accuracy in Reporting: The audit report forms
must be completed fully and accurately immediately
after leaving the real estate or rental cffice,
Complets and actcurate notations of addresses of
both offices and houses inspected are very, very
important. You are urged to check and double check.

Completed andit forms must be reviewed with the

Audit Supervisor within a day after completion,
and before znother assicmment is undertaken,
C. Team and Individual Presparation

(1) Team Preparation: For each Audit Unit hoth you

and your teammate will receive a Site Visit

Assignment Form which will have been prepared by

the Audit Superviscer. This form will supply you

with the fellowing information:

a) Name, addrass, and telephcone number of real
estate proker or rental agency to be audited.

2) Instructions concerning the type of house or
apartment to pe reguested.

¢) Instructions concaraing the characteristics

you are to assume and the role you are to play
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(e.g., your sex, age, marital status, number

and ages of children, household income,

occupation and earnings of both you and your

Spouse, and your available downpayment).
NOTE: Your Site Visit Assignment Forms should be completely
filled out when you receive them, If not, or if you have
questions about your assigned characteristics, bring them to
the attention of your Audit Supervisor immediately. Return
each Site Visit Assignment Form with the compieted.hudit Report
FPorm.

(2) Individual Preparatiocn: The purpose of the audis
is to measure the response of a real estates or
rental agent to mfamiliar customers or pProspects.
Therefore, it is essential that Auditors not visit
sales or rental offices where they might be
recognized. Preferably, you should not visit
offices located in your heme neighberhood.

a) If you are not from.the neighborhocd in which
the site wvisit is to be made, your real name,
address, and telephone number will normally
be used. Besides, if you live in another

" neighborheed, you ars more likely to he
uninformed about the neighborhood in which
the site visit is being made, and you can

legically ask pertinent questions.



Aud~16

b) If you live in the neighborhood to be

audited, it may be necessary to assume a ‘
different ldentity for audit purposes., Thers
are several ways of deing this which may be
covered in the ¥raining session. (Since the
use of fictitious identities often leads to
confusion and may generate suspicion,
fictitious identities will be aveided as

much as possible.)

V. CONDUCTING THE AUDIT

A. Arr ﬂ_:g‘ g Visits == Sales and Rentals

(1)

(2)

(3}

Since you are ane-half of a two-person team, be
sure to identify your teammate and become
acguainted with him or her. On the inside cover
of this manual thers is space for recording your
teammate's name, address and telephone number,

You and your teammats will receive exacitly the

same set of instructioms on your Site Visit
Assignment Forms. The two of you should mutually
confer in person or by telephone in planning and
eoordinating each day's assignments and activities.

Your Andit Superviser will issue instructiens

'c:mcerninq whether or not appointments are to be

made with the assigned real estate and rental

EEad- Aol
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It is imperative that both members of an audit
team make the Same type of approach. That is, if
an appolntment is made for the white auditor, one
should be made for the black auditor as well.

st is also imperative that auditors follow
bractices which are conventional for a given area.
For example, if the usual local practice is to
make appointments, your Audit Supervisor will
instruct you on the exact procedures to be followed.
Care must be taken to aveid forewarning the
auditee that a4 black homeseekerlis on the way.

For example, some people have accents that "sound
black.* Hence, it is essential that any telephone
inguiries be conducted by persons whose accents
would not suggest that they are black. Each Audit
Team should work out an arrangement in consulta-
tion with the Andit Supervisor,

If appeointments are not the usual local practice,
it may still be advantageous to telephone to
asgertain the hours when the office will be open.
(When such calls are necessary, an arrangement

for making them will be determined in consultation
with your Audit Supervisor.)

fou and your teammate should consult with each
other before, during, and after making the
required telephone inquiries and/or appointments

in order to cocordinata vour auditing schedulss,
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For remtal audits the black must go first. The

white must follow within ene hour.

For sales audits the white must go first. The

black must follew no later than the very next
day (mximum time interval of thirty-two hours).

(8) The Audit Supervisor must be advised on a daily
basis concerning the audits underway. As soon
as ycu and your teammate agree upon a day's
schedule, cne of you should telephone the Audit
Supervisor and give a report.

{3) No Vacancies: If, while making telephone
inquiries, you discover that no vacancies are
available from the assigned rental office,
immediataly telephone the Audit Supervisor for
instructions.

(10) Emergemcies: In the event you cannot complete
an assignment due to an emergency (e.g., a sudden
iliness), contact your teammate and Audit
Supervisor immediately.

(11} You will be expected to report in person to your
Audit Supervisor for a debriefing within a day
after completing an Audit Site Visit, If you are
to do a good job of auditing, your should do no more'
than two or three per day. Your Supervisor will
lizmit the number of assignments between debriefings

accordingly.
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E. BSales Audits

(1}

(2)

éefdre Site Visit: Study your Audit Report Forms

No. 1 and No. lA and your Site Visit Assignment

Form thorcughly. DO NOT TAKE FORMS OR FOLDER

INTO BROKER'S OFFICE OR ON HOUSE INSPECTION.

Leave them in your lccked.caz. Review the list

of "Reminders.”

Getting intc the role: To be successful, you

must be:

a) BELIEVABLE =-- Being comfortable with your
assignad.backgrouné is necessary.

B) INTERESTED AND ATTENTIVE -- “Psych" yourself
into a house~hunting mood.

¢) PATIENT -- It is essential that you be willing
to spend the necessary time. To inspect
houses it scmetimes may be necessary to return
for a second visit.

d} RELAXED == If you are believable, interested,
and patient, you will alsoc be relaxed.

e) KNOWLEDGERBLE =-- Be familiar with a few of
the basics about buying houses. (See
(1} =a Typical Real Estate Transaction" and

(2) “Home Buyer's Vocabulary" included with

vyour audit manual.)
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Parking: Keep in mind that you should never
work on audit forms while under possible obser=-
vation from the real estate cffice under audit.
If you want to refresh your memory about
questions on the forms befores going into the
office, do so while parked some distance away.
Complets your forms almost immediately after
leaving the office; however, be sure to drive to
a location several blocks away.

Qffice Introduction: When entering z real estate
office, the first contact is frequently made
with a receptionist. After you tell him or her
that you are interestad in, say, a three-bedroom
house in the designated price range, (s)he
typically will call a salesperson who will take
you to his or her desk. It is essential that
you and your teammate ask for the same size,
price range, and neighborhoed. It is egually
essential that you and yoﬁr teammate adhere to
your assigned cover story. If you are asked how
you happened o come to the offjce, say that you
had heard about the agency from an acguaintance
or saw their sign in the window or noticed their
listing in the yeliow pages (make sure they are
listed). Use a plausiblg explanation, but make

sure that you never refer &5 a current
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The Interview: The main idea of an audit is
to determine how a particular real estate firm
and its sales personnel are serving black home-
seekers and white homeseekers. You should
reguest size, price, and neighborhood as
specified on your Site Visit Assignment Form.
If the requested housing is not available, ask
the sales agent to suggest some alternative
houses. Remember that the agent's role is to
offer and sell houses. Leave the burden of
selection %o the agent.

The salesperson may offer vou a book (or
similar directory) containing listings of houses
available for sale. These are usually listed
accerding to price and neighborhood. It is
preferable that the salesperson leaf through the
listings and make recommendations to vou. If the
Salesperson asks you to make some selecticrs from
the listings, politely decline and ask the sales-
person to make recommendations to you. (See
"Vignettes" for some reasons for declining,)

Remember, everything that transpires, every bit

(253

0% information you obtain is important and should
dDe reccrded., However, the twoc most important
Plecez ol information needed in these audics are

the crecise addresses ang orices of houses

e S
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(6) Visiting Bomes: I the salesperson offers to
show you houses, by all means go. If at all
possible, you should inspect several of the
houses {at least two).

-a) Be as natural as you can, and act the way
any real homeseeker would be expected to act.
Don't volunteer any information about yourself.
Respond to questions with answers consistent
with your Site Visit Assignment Form.

b) Check the clesets and storage area#; lock at
the kitechen, bath facilities, yard, and
basement; ask about the heating, wiring, and
plumbing, etc.

¢) If the agent has not already volunteersd the
information, ask about the asking price, the
down payment, the interest rate, and the type
of financing.

d) If the agent has not already velunteered the
information, ask about the neighberhood,
shopping areas, transportation, schools, etc.

e} It is perfectly acceptable to take notes
about any information you receive., Any home-
seeker might do this.

€} The sales audit has been budgeted on the
assumption that an average oI three houses
will be inspected in each audit unit, i.e.,

that each team of auditors will inspect an
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average of three houses between them when
they audit a particular real estates agency.
The overall quality of the real estate audit
is very dependent upcn the number of houses
inspected. This is because discriminatory
showing of houses by location is often too
subtle to detsct without actually inspecting
houses,

(7) Discentinuing the Audit: You may find it
difficult to end the audit, especially if the
salesperson iz eager to sell vyou a house. There-
fore, here are some plausible reasons for discon-
tinuing the audit: (1) "Sorzry, I must get home
in time for my children™ or (2) "I think I've
seen enough houses to give me an idea of what's
available® or (3) "Before I go further I should
discuss what I have seen so far with my (spouse)."
When you are ready to leave the agent, ask for a
business card if you have not been offered one.

(3} Recording Racial Comments: Agents may offer
gratuitous comments which appear to be appeals
to racial prejudice; e.g., to a white au&itor
he may say, *You wen't have to worry about
neighbors whe don't £it in; we're careful about
whom we show houses to.™ Qr, to a black auditor
he may say, "You'll like i% here; there ares sesveral

other people like you living in the neichkorhood."”
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In mast instances the comments can be ignored.

In some instances, however, comments may be so

‘pointed that a response is required. "I see what

you mean" or "Is that so” should suffice, The

important thing is to record accurately these

apparent racial comments cn Audit Report Form No. 1.

Follow-up: If you are a convincing homeseeker,
the salesperson may follow up with a phone call
to suggest other available houses or to ask
whether you have come to any conclusions. It is
essential that you handle such follow=-up calls
with considerable skill. If not, the salesperson
may suspect that an audit is underway. A few
plausible responses are:

~= *Thank you very much for calling. My (spouse)
and I found another house that we like.”

-~ "After looking at houses, we were surprised
at how little we can get for what we are
willing to spend; so we stopped lcoking.”

-= “We just changed our minds.”

' In scme cases the telephone may‘be answered
by somecne other than youself. The salesperson
may ask, for example, "Eave you and your (spouse)
discussed the houses we locked at the cother day?"
Tt is esgential that your spouse have some Xnow-

ledge and be prepared to give a credible answer

e AL mmmmeimirn whe andie, Vaun will receive =
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follow-up form for each assignment which you will
be asked to complete and return to your Audit
Supéxviscr seven days after the site visit, If
you receive a call from the broker you audited,
record this informatien. No audis report is complete
until the follow-up form has been turned in.

(If the follow-up call comes in after seven days,

you need not report it.)

Rental Audits

Before Site Visit: Study your Audit Report Forms

No. 2 and No. 2A and your Site Visit Assignment

Form thoroughly. DO NOT TAKE FORMS OR FOLDER

INTO RENTAL OFFICE OR ON APARTMENT INSPECTION,

Leave them in your locked car. Review the list

of "Reminders.”

Getting into Your Role: To be successful, you

must he:s

a) BELIﬁVABLE ~= Being comfortable with your
assigned beckground is necessary.

D) INTERESTED AND ATTENTIVE -—- "Psych™ yourselsf
into an apartment-hunting mood. .

q) PATIENT = It is essenﬁial that you be will-
ing to spend the necessary time.

d) RELAXED —— If you are believable, interasted,

and patient, you will also be relaxed.
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e} KNOWLEDGEABLE -~ Be familiar with a few of
the basics abeut renting apartments,

Parking: Keep in mind that you should never work

on audit forms while under possible chservation

from the rental office under audit. If you want

to refresk your memory about questions on the

forms before going into the office, do so while

parked some distance away. Complete your forms

almost immediately after leaving the cffice;

however, be sure to drive to a location several

blocks away.

Rental Offices: There are likely to be three

different types of rental offices:

a} Large apartment complexes with management/
rental affice on the premises -= the type
you will commonly visit,

b) A centzal office of a management firm with
~apartments under management in several parts
of the audit area. Although there may be a
cantral rental office, it is meore likely that
resident managers or agents at the respective
sites handle the rental of apartments.

¢} An owner-coccupied house-with one or two

apartments, duplexes, and houses for rent.
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Qffice Introduction and Interview == Large
Apartment Complexes: When entering a rental
office, the first contact is usually with a
rental agent. You should request the size of the
apartment as designated on your Site Visit Assign-
ment Form. If you request an efficiency apart-
ment and are told that no efficiences are
available, you should request a one~bedroom
apartment. If ycu request a one~bedroenm a.partment
and are told that no one-bedrocms are available,
you should request a two-bedroom apartment. Is
you request a tweo-bedrocm apartment and are told
that no two bedrooms are available, you should
reguest a one-bedroom apartment, If you regquest
a three-bedrvom apartment and are told that neo
three~bedrocms are available, you should regquest
a two-bedrpom apartmemt, '

If your second request is not available, ask
what is available. Avoid volunteering informa-
tion about yourself, but answer the agent's
questions about yourself on the basis of your
assigned characteristics. Also fill out any
required application form and guest cards with
information as to name, address, phcne number,
ete., acgording to the information provided you

on yecur Site Visit Assicnment Porm.
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whether or not you are told an apartment is
available, take careful note of the following
items:

-- The precise address of the building(s).

- The age, race, and sex of the agent.

-= The total oumber of apartments.

If you are told that no apartments are
available, ask the_follawiné Juestions:

- Is there a waiting list?

-= How long will I have to wait?

~= May I see a model apartment?

After asking these questions, thank the agent

and leave.

¢}

If you are told that one or more apartments
are available, take careful note of the
following items:

== The apartment number of each unit.

-~ The monthly rent of each unit.

-- The security deposit

-~ The terms of the lease

-~ What utilities and services are included

in the remt

If you are told that one or more apartments are

available, ask to see them. If this is not

possible, ask to see any other unit, e.g., 2

model apartment.
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Visiting Apartments:

a)  Be as natural as You can, and act the way
any real apartment Runter would be expected
to act. Don't volunteer any information
abeut yourself. Respond to questicns with
answers consistent with your Site Visie
Assignment Form.

b) Be sure to record the apartment number of

the apartments you visited.

¢} Check the kitchen, bath, closets, ete.

d} If the agent has not volunteered the informa-
tion, ask about the menthly rent of the unit,
the security deposit, and the terms of the
lease.

e} In addition, record what the agent said about
application procedure, application fee, credit
cneck, and length of time to complete the
credit check.

Discontinuing the Audit: When you are ready to

leave, ask for a business card if you have not

been offered cne. If tha agent deesn't have a

- card, ask for her or his name. You should not

find it difficult to end a rental audit; simply
$ay you are going to look at apartments elsewhera,

Don't leave the impression that vou are
m

interested in the apartments offersd
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Recording Racial Comments: Agents may cffer
gratuitous comments which appear to be appeals to
racial prejudice; e.g., to a white auditor he

may say, "You won't have to worry about neighbors
who 5an‘t £it in; we're careful about whom we
show apartments to." Or, to a black auditor he
may say, "You'll like it here; there are several
cther people like you living in the neighborhood.”
Iz most instances the comments can be ignored.

In some instances, however, coumments may be so
pointed that a respomse is required. "I sese what
you mean”™ or "Is that so" should suffice. The
important thing is to record accurately these
apparent racial comments on Audit Report Form No. 2.
Follow=-Up: ‘ter the audit has been completed,

you may still receive calls from agents or managers.
A plausible response is to say that vou are no
longer locking for an apartment.

Qffice Introcduction and Interview -- A central
office of 2 management firm with apartments under
management in several parts of the audit area:

In making the initial telephone inguiry, it i
essential to determine whether the available

units and the rental office are at the same
address.

a) If the agent's office is at the rental site,

proceaed zg instroctad zhove (Saceisng 3-8
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making use of sound judgment as to what is
applicable and appropriate for the given
situation.

B)  If there is a central rental office, you may
be told to speak to the "super,® janitor, or
resident marager at the rental site. Since
you are to audit the individual who bears
respansibility for the rental of apartments,
this may invelve £illing out an appplication
form at the site or going to the central
management office for that purpose. If so,
you should follow through as though vou were
genminely interested in obtaining an apartment.
In any event, proceed as instructed above
(Sectons 5-%), making whatever changes are
necessary.

(1) Office Introduction and Interview -- an ecwner-
occupied house with one or two apartments, duplexes,
and houses for rent: In general, these properties
have peen excluded from the sample. In some cases,
however, it was impossible to identify them in
advance and, therefore, these types of properties
may be included among your assignments., If re-
quested to audit these units, adhere as closely as
possible to the procedures identified in Sections 3

through 3 akove.
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VI. COMPLETING THE AUDIT REPORT FORMS

When you first see the Audit Report Forms, they may seem
long, complex,'and formidable. After you have practiced
filling them out a few times, however, you will not f£ind them
difficuls, if you follow instructiens.

Only by recording your experiences-and observations fully
and accurately will they be useful to the study. Unfortunately,
computers have no intelligence of their own and possess no
judgment or common sense. Errors fed inte the computer cannot
be corrected by the computer. Nor, can the computer £ill in
cmitted data. Study the forms carefully; familiarize vourself
with them thoroughly; complete every item.

THIS ENTIRE EFFORT WILL HAVE BEEN WASTED IF AUDITORS
BECOME CARELESS IN FILLING OUT TEEIR AUDIT REPORT FORMS. THE
IJPORTANCE OF HAVING EVERY ITEM OX EVERY FORM COMPLETELY AND
ACCURATELY FILLED IN CANNOT BE OVERSTATED. AN IMPROPERLY OR
INADEQUATELY COMPLETED FORM IS NOT ONLY WASTED: IT JEQPARDIZES
THE INTEGRITY OF THE ENTIRE STUDY.

A. Circling Responsges

(1) When completing the Audit Report Form, make sure you
only circle the response numbers, not the coding
or item numbers. (Nots the distinctions on page
Aud-9.)

(2) Where you are instructed to *Circle one,™ be sure
you circle only one, the most appropriate,

response number. If you make a mistake, cross i+

mrmde e Al mem T o e e maen s ke ey e o
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(3) Where you are instructed to circle more than one

sub-item, circle each response separately, e.g.:

Correct | Incorrect
Yes gg
P
$ 2
2
GD 2
Sy,

{4} Choose that response which most closely deseribes
your experience. Avoid cirecling the "other” re-
sponse if the answer can possibly be fitted into one
of the categories. If you £ind it necessary to cirele
"other,” in the space provided, specify what vou mean.
Remember, the computer cannot make a judgment about
what "other" means.

(5) So not make any entries in hoxas marked "For Office
Use Only."

(6) Narrative reporting of your experiences and cbservations
is provided for at the end of Forms 1 and 2. You are
encouraged to write out in your own words anything
you observe or experience which vou are otherwise
unable to record completely on your Audit Report
Forms. Keep in mind, however, t narrative reports
will be of no value unless the coded sections of
the Audit Report Forms are completely and accurately
filled out. NARRATIVE REPORTS ARE A SUPPLEMENT

TO =— NOT A SUBSTITUTE FOR -~ YOUR CODED RESPONSES.
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(7) 1If£f you are presented with items of descriptive
literature, estc., write the full control number
on each item and make sure they are filed with

the audit report forms.

B. Names, Addresses and ZIP Codes
Names of management firms, broker's firms, and

individual agents are very important for comparing the
experiences of you and your teammate. Addresses are even more
important. Since almost every city has some street names which
are similar, it is crucial that all addresses be complete,
accurate, and lagible (e.g., it would be easy to confuse Devlin
Street; Devlin Lane, and Devlin Court).

2IP Codes will be very helpful for double-checking census

wract data.

C. Contrpl Number

The control number has been explained on page Aud-8.
Please be sure shat this numbar is correctly entered inte ths
appropriate space in the upper right corner of every page before
beginning your audit. This is essential for data processing of
the completed Audit Report Forms.

D. Census Tract Jumber

Your Audit Supervisor will post cansus tract and ZIIP
Code maps on a wall in his or her office, making them readily
accegsible to you when you turn in your completed forms. You
are required to identify the census tracts of all addresses

covered by an audit -- both of the office visited and of housing
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procedures:

ViI.

(1)

(=)

(3}

Notations on Census Tract Maps: Write the last five
digits of each audit control number on the census
tract mep(s) in the Audit Supervisor's office. Locate
every address recoxrded on the Audit Report Form in
the appropriate cemsus tract; however, you should
enter your control number in a particular census
tract only once, even though more than one address for
that trast is recorded ox your Audit Report Forms.
Notatiors on Audit Report Forms: After identifving
the location of all addresses recorded onm your Audit
Report Porms on the census +ract map(é), enter the
census tract numbers into the appropriate spaces on
the 2udit Report Forms.

BE ACCURATE!

Census Tract Designations: The census tract item
consists of four spaces before the decimal points and
two spaces after the decimal point. Be sure that you
record cepsus tract{s} accurately from census tract
map (s}, including the proper placement of the

decimal point. For example, 63 should be recorded

as 906 3.0

¢ 12.07 should be recorded as 0 0 1 2.0 7

- £
- T eme A W e

8.00 should be recorded as O 0 0 8.0 0.

- S e s e

TEE VOCABULARY OF REAL ESTATE

You will appear more credible as a bona fide homesesker
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if you have some understanding of how real estate transactions
are ccnductedf This will be especially important for sales
housing. While some anditors may he familiar with basic ter-
minclogy, others may not be. Included with this manual are
two booklets -- "Home 3uyer's Vocabulary," and "A Typical Real
Estate Transaction.* Study these and become familiar with the
terms and procadures described therein.

VIII. PIAYING YOUR ROLE/"VIGNETTES"

The most difficult part of auditing will be that of
playing the role of a bona fide homeseeker. Role~playing is
best learned by cbservation and practice and will constitute a
major part of your tzxaining. In previous audits role-playing
has proved invaluable in equipping auditors to dezal with the
unexpected, e.g., what to do if you run into an acguaintancs
who recognizes you while you are performing an audit.

"Vignettes,” which accompany this manual, feature some
typical experiences auditors have had in the past. They may
provide you with some guidance of how %o deal with similar

situations which you may encounter.

IX. AUDITOR'S LQOG SHEET

Iou will be provided with a set of "log sheets."” These
sheets will provide a record of your performance and, along
with the Audit Supervisor's Control Chart, will serve as the
basis for computing the amount you are paid for your work.
Enter the control number for each audit assignment along with

tne assiznment dats In the appropriate columns. IZInter the
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number of house inspections for sales audits onlv, not for

apartment inspections., Be sure to have your log sheet with
you when you are debriefed by your Audit Supervisor.

Your Audit Supervisor will initial the appropriate
column to signify that an audit assignment has been satisfactor-
ily completed. When turning in your follow-up forms, make sure
it is noted by the Audit Supervisor (or assistant) on both your

log sheet and on the Audit Supervisor's Control Chart.

X. HOW AUDITORS WILL BE PAID

You will be paid $50.00 for completing all aspects of
the training program, including twe practice audits angd
participating in the subseguent individual and group debriefings.
Such payment will not be made, however, unless you also
complets whatever minimum number of Audit Units have been
specified by your Supervisor. You will be paid on a unit basis

for each completed audit assignment.

* %k % * *k *¥ % Kk *

CONSULT THIS MANUAL FREQUENTLY ** REMEMBER ** IT IS TO
BE USED AS A REFERENCE THROUGHOUT THEIS PROJECT. THIS
MANUAL, ALONG WITH ALL OTHER AUDIT MATERIALS YOU ARE
PROVIDED, ARE TQ 3E RETURNED AT THE END OF THIS PROJECT.

READ ALL THE MATERIAL INCLUDED WITH THIS MANUAL.






VIGNETTES

What Do I DO If =wew?

The following "vignettes” are all based upon experiences
that have occurred while audits were in process or upon
questions that have arisen during training sessions. How
to raspond to such dilemmas when they arise must, to a
large extent, be lef:t to the ingenuity of the auditor. The
answers and suggestions supplied here are intended to be
helpful as aides to playing a role.. They are not firm
instructions. Each auditor must develop his or her own

style for meeting situations of this nature.



Q)

(A)

2,

You're recognized by a friend in the real estate

office?

A Priend says, "Elsie, I didn't know you were looking

for a house!”

Auditor savs, "Why Jane, I didn't know you were either.

I didn't think I was myself until just a day or two

ago. But then (Whatever is most appropriate to

parsecnal circumstances.)

... Harry got a raise and we decided we
might as well look for something nicer.”

... We decided that Joey really needed a better
school.”

... We got tired of being s© cramped.”

e+ We got tired of having to hassle that
landlord for everything.®

{The aunditcr should be ecuipped with a couple of

appropriate answers in advance.) He/she should end

by saying: "Isn't it funny how we seem to make scme
of the most important decisions in life on the spur
of the moment!"

If the friend should be-a +enant in +the audited complex,

the first part should be omitted. ("I didn't know you

were either.") Say something like: "Why Jane, I didn't

expect to bump intc you. Can we talk a bit later about

how you like it here?" The main thing is not to give

any impression that the auditor's wvisit is not legitimate.

Cirvmvagmd @ b prem e Tmbm a Fwdamd e AT (e fkomt &



The Aéent says, "Are you 2 tester by any chance?"

(a} Do not answer directly. Aska gquestion instead.
*"What's a tester?”
Show that the concept is incomprehensible to you.

*A what?, What's that"



(Q}

(a)

4
The Agent says, "Sorry, I'm tied up all day but I'd
really like you to come back this weekend so we can
look at several houses. When can you and your

husband come out?"

*1'd like to talk tc someocne who is not tied up,
another agent perhaps.”

—or=

"My husband wishes me to pick out what I like

and then he’ll look a2t the house whenever I make
up my mind.*

-0r=

*?his weekend will be fine. My husband/wife might
not be able to make it 'cause he's looking at
houses too”™ (or excuse the husband/wife with some
other ruse).

*But I'll be there for sure”

(Then to take some initiative, suggest a time)
"Would 3:00 this Saturday ke 0.K.2"

(The tactic here is to be a little 'iffy' about the
husband/wife arri%al but to pursue an appointment.
Por an alternative, 'beg-off' another way and ¢ry
for a weekday appointment, when the husband is at

work of course.}



(Q)

{(a)

(Q)

(A)

Tou are asked to submit an application fee (or

security deposit)?

*I want to lock at some more apartments befors I
make a decision.”

*I have to discuss it with my (spouse) first."”

A different dpartment is available than what you
suggested for a preference or than what you

anticipated?

Suggest that you may "store what little furniture
you havé” (te be serious about their furnished apt.),
or, for the opposite situation, suggest you are
willing to furnish an apartment," (to be serious

about their unfurnished apt.)

Both team members should decide in advance how they

will handle this situation to standardize their +est.



(@)

(A)

()

(A}

If the agent asks why you're planning to move?

"I am just locking for a nice place to live."

"The apartment we have now is always cold (poorly

insulated, etc.) in the winter time."” (This is, of
course, most appropriate reason for moving in

northern areas.)

"I {or my spouse) want to be closer to work."” (This

- assumes, of course, that the audited site location

is in fact closer to your stated place of employment

than is your present residence.)

If the agent asked why you are interested in buying

a house?

"We've always wanted a house of our own but hadnm't
thought we could afford one before.”

-Or
"We're just plain tired of apartment-house living,
having to keep hounding the landlord (or "super”) for
repairs, listening to the neighbors' family fights

through paper-thin walls, and all the rest of i«."

"We've finally decided that, with the existing income
tax advantages and the way home prices keep going up,

we would be further ahead in the long-run by owning

S b nd - oy R



"The way prices keep rising, it looks like we hagd
better buy now because it will be impossible to buy a house

in a few years."

8. (Q) If the agent says "You wouldn't want to live in a
racially-mixed neighborhood {or to have blacks living
next door, or to live in a predominantly minority
naighborhood,_etc.)“ er if asked racially-leading

guestions?

(A} Try to ignore them. Bu:, if you feel a response must
be made, say something vague like: "I guess we really

haven't thought much about it before.® or "Oh really."

(Q) If the agent asks why you want to live in the requested

neighborhood?

(A) "I want to live away from the downtown area."
~or=
"I want to live closer to downtown."
o=
"I heard the schools are good.”
—ox-
"We have heard that house prices are resasonable {or, at

least, not too exhorbitant) in that area, "



10.

1L.

Q)

(a)

Q)

(a)

If the agent asks how yocu plan to sell your old house
assuming you own your own home and have given your

present actual address), you can say:

*I have a standing offer from my neighbor to buy my
house, whenever I decide to sell; he has a relative

who wants it.*"

If the agent asks you to make selecticns from his

listed houses fo; sale?

Try to have him or her make recommendations to you.
You can say, for example:
"I've never locked for a house before and really
don't know what to lock for. Would you mind
recommending something?
-or=
"These listings all lock good; you undoubtedly
have a better idea of what might be a good buy
than I do, so why don't you make some suggestions?®
-OT-
®"Other than where to look, how many bedrocms we
need, and what we think we can afford, we really
haven't decided (agreed) upon precisely what type
of house we want. It depends upon what we see.

Can you make a2 sucgestion?®
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2. (Q)

{A)

*One really can't tell much from a picture
and brief description, so why don't you make some
suggésticns: you know these properties.”

-Or-
"When I bought my first house, I took my agent's
advice and wasn't disappointed, so I might as well
do it again. What do you recommend?"

)Y

*I just visited my brother back in .
He put himself in the hands of a real estate
broker and got a good deal on a2 house, so I
might as well do the same thing. Would you mind
recommending something?”

-
"You know your properties better than I do, so
I'd appreciate it if you'd recommend something

to me."

If the rental manager doesn't indicate whether or not
a2 credit check is required?
You can probe for this information in several ways

but there is no reasom you can't ask directly:

"Do you reguire a credit check?"”



13.

14.

(Q)

(A)

Q)

(a)

10

If you feel the need to explain why you're looking

at a particular apartment or apartment complex?

You could simply say something on the order of:

"I was in the area, and this looks like a pretty nice

place (or a nice location, ets.)”

If you have difficulty remembering such things as

addresses and prices of houses and apartments?

You can write down such information casually and
naturally by:
Using the back of an qld envelope or other scratch
paper available in pocket or purse.

-or=-
Using the back of literature (e.g., floor plans offered
for rental units) or a business card offered by the
agent.

~Ox =
Asking the salesperson to jot down the information
for you, saying for example: "I'm afraid I'll forget
which price goes w;th which house or which house is
located where. Will you please jot this information
down on a slip of paper for me so I'll remember it

until I get home?"
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HOUSING MARKET PRACTICES SURVEY
RENTAL AUDIT REPQRT
FORM NO. 2

REFERENCE COMPLEX OR BUILDING

(name)

Tel.

(numbef} {street)

{political Jjurisdiction] (ZIP Code)

AGENT'S NAME, ADDRESS, AND
TELEPHONE NUMBER

(name)

Tel.

{ number) {street)

{political jurisdiction) (ZIP Code)

AUDITOR'S NAME ' ) AUDITOR NO.
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50-55
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RENTAL AUDIT REPORT CONTROL NO.: _ _ - 2 -

& 2 - 1 g
f1ice Use Onl
ror Ot - Marital Status: 1 Married 23
Household Income Class I 2 Single
Auditor's Occupation Code [ | Age of Auditor: 24
: 1 Under 25
Spouse's Occupation Code 2 25-29
P P [:] 3 30-34
p in Household: 1234567 4 35-39
arsons 5 i
Reference Housing Price Class: [ [} 67 426434
Reference County Code: [ [ ] J1[31 89 526524
Number of Children: 0612 34 5§ 10 65 or older
Age of Youngest Child: Sex of Auditor: 25
1 Under 6 1 Male
2 6 -1 2 Female
3 1217
4 None under 18 Auditor Number: 26-.27
Date audit begun:
month day year
Time entered agent's office: :
Hr Min AM or PM
Time completed audit, including
apartment inspections: :
Hr Min AM or PM
If not complieted on same date,
indicate completion date here:
month day
Time audit form completed: :
Hr Min AM or PM

Census Tract:

— i —

For Office Use Qnly
Did other auditor see the same agent (CIRCLE ONE) :

1 Yes 2 No 3 Don't know

Does the agent appear to live in the apartment building or complex
(CIRCLE ONE):

1 Yes 2 No

3 Don't know

-1-
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FOR ALL ITEMS, CIRCLE THE ANSWER WHICH IS 40ST APPROPRIATE

64 1. When you entered the office, were you (CIRCLE ONE):

1 Greeted by secretary or receptionist and referred to rental agent
? Greeted by Secretary or receptionist and referred to someone else
3 Greeted by rental agent and interviewed by same agent
4 Greeted by rental agent and referred to someone else
5 Greeted by person identifying self as manager or head of firm
and referred to someone else
6§ Greeted by person identifying self as manager or head of firm
and interviewed by same
7 Required to make the first approach, then greeted
8 Ignored, even after I made approach
9 Other (specify)

695 2. From the time you entered the office, how Tong did you wait to be
interviewed (CIRCLE ONE):

1 Less than 5 minutes
2 5 minutes or more, but less than 10 minutes
3 10 minutes or more, but less than 15 minutes
4 15 minutes or more, but less than 20 minutes
5 20 minutes or more, but less than 30 minutes
6 Asked to return at a more convenient time
7 Asked to leave without being invited to return

8 Loft office after waiting for 30 minutes without being interviewed
9 Other (specify)

1) 3. How many employees were visible in office (CIRCLE ONE) :
1 One or two employees 3 Six to nine employees
2 Three to five employees 4 Ten or more employees
87 4. How many customers (exclusive of yourself) were visible in office {CISCLE ONEX
1 Mo other cusiomers 3 Three to five customers
2 One or two customers 4 Six or more customers
58 5. About how many units do you estimate there are in the building or complex
(if more than one building) {CIRCLE ONE):
1 Four units or less & One hundred or more units
2 Five to nineteen units 5 Cannot estimate number

3 Twenty to ninety-nine units

6. Did anyone in the office do any of the following for you {CIRCLE 1 FOR
YES OR 2 FOR NO FOR EACH SUB-ITEM):

Yes HNo -
69 ¥ 73— 3, Nffer you something to drink, cigarettes, reading matter, etc.
70 1 2 b. Offer you literature on available apartments or renting in general
71 12 ¢. Ask you to be seated
7a T2 d. Chat with you informally while waiting
73 1 2 e. Other act of courtesy {specify)




74

75
76
77
78
73
80
81

8a

83

84

8&

86

87

RENTAL AUDIT REPORT CONTROL MO.: _ = - 2 - -

42
7.

10,

1.

12.

13.

14.

Which of the following best describes the place where you were interviewed
before being shown any apartments {CIRCLE ONE):

1 An apartment in which the agent resides
2 A "model apartment" in which no one regularly resides
3 A room with one or more desks and no separate rooms or partitions
-4 A room with one or more desks separated by partitions
5 A suite of private offices with a reception area (e.g., apartment
converted to office use)
6 Other (specify)

Did the agent who interviewed you do any of the following {CIRCLE YES CR
NO FOR EACH):

Yes Mo
T 2 a. Introduce self to you by name
1 2 b, Offer you a business card
1 2 c. Ask your name
1 2 d. Address you by a courtesy title during interview (Mr..Mrs.,etc.)
1 2 e. Shake your hand
1 2 f. Ask you to be seated
1 2 g. Offer other acts of courtesy (specify)

Did the agent request (either verbally or in written form) any information
about your housing needs (CIRCLE ONE):

1 Yes 2. No
%a. IF YES, specify

Did the agent request any information about your income (CIRCLE ONE}:

1 Yes 2 HNo
10a. IF YES, specify

Did the agent request any information about your assets other than
income (CIRCLE ONE):

1 Yes ‘ 2 No

Jid the agent request any in%ormation about debts ar other chligations
(for example, child support) (CIRCLE ONE):

1 Yes 2 No

Did the agent request any information about your employment {CIRCLE ONE):
1 VYes 2 No
Did the agent request any references (e.g., your present landlord, bank,
creditors, or friends) (CIRCLE ONE):
1 VYes ' 2 No
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RENTAL AUDIT REPORT CONTROL NO.: _ =2~ _ _ _-
#2

15. Did the agent request any of the follewing information about how you
could be reached (CIRCLE YES OR NO FOR EACH):

Yes HNo
T~ 77 a. Telephone number
1 2 b. Address
1 2 ¢. Other {specify)

16. 1f the agent requested any of the above information (Items 9 through
15),did {s)he record any of this jnformation or ask you to record it
(CIRCLE ONE): '

1 Yes, on what appeared to be a standard printed or duplicated form, a
file card, log book, etc. ;
2 Yes, but not on a standard printed or duplicated form, file card,
log book, etc.
3 No, did not record even though agent requested information
4 No, agent did not request any information

17. Did the agent state at any time that you might be unqualified to rent
an apartment (CIRCLE ONE}: ‘

1 Yes 2 No

18. When you inquired about apartment availability, what did the agent tell
you (CIRCLE ONE}:

1 That something was available now
2 That something would be available within the nexi month
3 That something would be available, but only after a month
4 That {s)he was not sure whether something was available
5 That nothing was available
€ Jid not answer the question
7 Other (specify)

IF YES (YOU CIRCLED 1 OR 2), ANSWER 18a

i8a. If something was available, was it either your first or second
choice (CIRCLE ONE}:

1 Yes 2 Mo
19. What did the agent say about lease requirements (CIRCLE ONE) :

1 No lease required
2 Must sign lease for up to one year
3 Must sign lease for more than one year
4 Said he did not know about lease
£ No apartment was available; therefore, no discussion about lease

50. Was lease information volunteered by the agent (CIRCLE ONE):

_ 1 Yes 2 HNo
21. What did the agent say about security deposit {CIRCLE ONE):

1 No security deposit required
2 Security deposit required--less than one month's rent
3 Security deposit required--one month's rent
4 Security deposit required--more than one month's rent
5 Said he did not know about security deposit
€ No apartment was available; therefore, no discussion about
security deposit
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28

89-102
103-108
109-113
114-123
124

125

128
127

128-132
133-138
137-142
143-147

148-157
158

158

160
181

le2-168

RENTAL AUDIT REPORT

#2
22.

23.

CONTROL NO.: _ _ _ - 2 - ;

Was security deposit information volunteered by the agent (CIRCLE ONE):

1 Yes 2 No

For each of the first three apartments suggested as serious possibilities
by the agent in his office, aive the following information:

APARTMENT # 1 a. Location:

{ number}
. Apartment number:

b
¢. Census Tract _ _
d

{if range given) 3§
e. Number of bhedrooms

1 io bedrooms
2 One bedroom

{street)

. Monthly rental {exact amount):

$
to §

(CIRCLE ONE}:

3 Two bedrooms
4 Three or more bedrooms

For Office Use Only

(Lowest figure only) 4 $150-199 8 $350-399
1 Under $100 5 $200-249 9 $400-449
2 $100-124 § $250-299 10 $450-499
3 $125.149 7 $300-349 11 $590 or more
Other auditor told about this apartment: 1 Yes 2 Mo, 3 Not sure
Other auditor toid about apartment in
this bujlding-ggﬂcamplex: 1 Yes 2 Ho 3 Mot sure
County Code: [ | 1/ ][]
APARTMENT # 2 a. Location:
Lhumber) {street]
b. Apartment number:
c. Census Tract _ . _ _
d. Monthly rental (exact amount): S - __
(if range given) & _ ] 0§

— ———— — — -

e. Mumber of bedrooms (CIRCLE OHE):

1 Ho bedrooms
2 One bedroom

3 Two bedroomns
4 Three or more bedrooms

For Office Use Only

County Code: [ 1 1 1]

(Lowest figure only) 4 $150-199 8 £350-399
1 Under $100 5 $200-243 3 $400-449 ]
2 $100-124 6 $250-299 10 §450-499 '
3 $125-149% 7 $300-349 11 3500 or more
Other auditor told about this apartment: 1 Yes 2 Neo 3 Mot sure |
Other auditor toid about apartment in , ?
this building or complex: 1 Yes 2 No 3 Not sure |
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¥ 2
APARTMENT # 3 a. Location:
_ {number) {street)
187-170 b. Apartment number: .
171-176 c. Census Tract e
. 177-181 .d. Monthly rental (exact amount): S
182-191 {if range given} $ _ . __to & _ . _ .
192 e. Number of bedrooms (CIRGLE ONE):
1 ‘o bedrooms 3 Two hedrooms
2 One bedroom & Three or more bedrcoms
For Office Use Oniy
193 (Lowest fioure only) 4 $£150-109 3 §350-1393
1 Under 5109 5 4206249 3 5409-449
2 L1a0-124 & $25n-29% 1N §450-49
3 f12E-149 7 S3I-3a9 11 5599 or more
194 Other auditor 013 about this apartment- 1 Yes T No T tot sure
195 Other auditor told about arartment in
this building or compliex: 1 Yes 2 MNo 3 iot sure
296-200 | Gounty Code: [ [ 110 ]
201 Th ow many apartments in ai: were volunteerad to vou as sericus
nossibilities (CIRCLE ONE):
1 No apartments 4 Three apartments
2 One apartment § Four or five apartments
3 Two apartments 6 Six or more apartments
202 25. How many apartments were you invited by the agent to inspect on the
inside {CIRCLE ONE):
1 No apartments 4 Three apartments
2 One apartment 5 Four or five apartments
3 Two apartments & Six or more apartments
203 26. How many apartments did you actually inspect (CIRCLE ONE}:
1 No apartments 4 Three apartments
2 One apartment 5 Four or five apartments
3 Two apartments 6 Six or more apariments
IF YOU DID NOT INSPECT AT LEAST ONE APARTMENT (YOU CIRCLED 1), EXPLAIN WHY
204 27. Did the agent offer to put you on a waiting 1ist (CIRCLE ONE}:

1 Yes, voluntarily
2 Yes, but only after you asked him about & waiting 1list
3 No, because no waiting list kept, refused, etc.
4 No, because unit was available or would be at a given date
5 Other (specify}




RENTAL AUDIT REPORT CONTROL NO.: _ = 2 - -
42

27. (continued) IF YES (YOU CIRCLED 1 OR 2}, ANSWER 27a AND 27b

205 27a. What type of form did agent use to put your name on a waiting
1ist (CIRCLE ONE):

1 A printed or duplicated "standardized” form
2 A "standard" file card
3 A "non-standard" form {e.g. back of envelope, scratch
pad)
4 Agent did not write your name down

206 27b. How long would you have to wait for an apartment (CIRCLE ONE):

1 One month or less
2 Two or three months
3 More than three months
4 Agent would not say how long

207 28. Did the agent invite you to file an appiication {CIRCLE ONE):
1 Yes 2 No
IF_YES (YOU CIRCLED 1), ANSWER 28a AND 28b
208 28a. Would an appiication fee be required to accompany the
application (CIRCLE ONE):
1 Yes 2 No
209-213 28b. How much would the application fee be? Give
exact amount: e
214 29. Did the agent say that a credit check was required (CIRCLE ONE):
1 Yes 2 Mo

IF YES (YOU CIRCLED 1), ANSWER 29a

215 ‘ 2%a. How long would the credit check take {CIRCLE ONE):

1 Up to one week
2 More than one week but less than one month
3 One month or longer
4 [id not say how long it would take

216 30. Did agent mention that blacks do not now Tive in the building or
complex or are not moving into it (CIRCLE ONE):

1 Yes 2 No

817 31. Did the agent mention that blacks are now living in the building or
: complex or are moving into it (CIRCLE ONE):

1 Yes 2 No
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Did the agent make any reference about blacks, including use of "code

. words" (CIRCLE ONE):

1 Yes
2 HNo
3 Hot sure

IF _YES OR NOT SURE (YOU CIRCLED 1 OR 3), EXACTLY WHAT DID HE SAY

Did you observe any blacks who appeared to be tenants in the apartment
building or complex {CIRCLE ONE):

1 Yes
2 No
3 Saw blacks, but not sure they were tenants
Did agent invite you to call back (CIRCLE ONE):

1 Yes
2 No

What was the race of the agent {CIRCLE ONE}:
1 White

2 Black
3 Other (specify)

What was the sex of the agent (CIRCLE ONE):

1 Male
2 Female

What was the probable age of the agent (CIRCLE ONE):
1 Under 3§ years

2 35-49 years
3 50 years or mare

FILL QUT AND ATTACH FORM 2A FOR EACH APARTMENT ACTUALLY INSPECTED

-8
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IN YOUR OWN WORDS, PLEASE DESCRIBE BELOW ANY EXPERIENCES WHICH YOU
WERE NOT ABLE TO RECORD ADEQUATELY ELSEWHERE ON THIS AUDIT FORM.
OTHER SIDE OF SHEET IF NECESSARY.

USE
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SUPPLEMENTARY RENTAL CONTROL NO.: _ _ _ -.2 =

AUDIT REPORT # ZA 1 3
Al. Address

{Apt. No.) (Name of Building or Compiex)

(number) {street)

{political jurisdiction) (zip code)

A2.

A3,

A4,

How is this apartment identified in Form No. 2 (CIRCLE ONE) :

1 Apartment #1
2 Apartment #2
3 Apartment #3
4 Not identified, is-"model apartment”
5 Not identified, said to be similar to available apartment
6 Other (specify)

Does manthly rental include any of the following utilities, features
or services (CIRCLE YES OR NO FOR EACH):

Yes No
T 2 a. Electricity
T 2 b. Heat
1 2 c¢. Air conditioning
1 2 d. Telephone answering service
1 2 e, Laundry facilities on premises
1 2 f. Parking
1 2 g. Recreational facilities (e.g., swimming poal, tennis
courts, activities or party room)
1 2 h. Security guard, ciosed circuit television, alarms, etc.
1 2 i. Qther (specify)

Did the agent play up good points about the apartment? Specifically, did

{s)he cite one or more of the following (CIRCLE YES OR NO FOR EACH):

Yes No
T 2 a. Privacy or quiet location
1 2 b. Apartment has been redecorated recently
1 2 ¢. GConstruction of building is good
1 2 d. ytility costs will be low
1 2 e. Appliances are new or nearly new
1 2 f. Layout of rooms is good
1 2 g. Apartment is spaciods
1 2 _h. Convenient parking
1 2 i. Good quality of other occupants
1 2 j. Other positive remarks (specify) R

-1-
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¢4

28
48

50

SUPPLEMENTARY RENTAL CONTROL NG.: _ _ _ = 2 = -

A5. Did the agent "talk the apartment down® (CIRCLE ONE}:
1 Yes Z No

A6, Did the agent speak positively about the complex or neighborhood?
Specifically, did he or she mention (CIRCLE YES OR NO FOR EACH):

Good transportation
Good naighbors
Close to shopping, cultural activities, near "center of
things," etc.

. Close to places of employment

. Convenient parking

Quiet location _

Pleasant surroundings, trees, parks

Well-maintained buildings and homes

. Safety

. Other positive remarks (specify)

PN RPN N Nmmig
oo

Lt~ TFUED ~h D O
e

A7. Did)the agent speak negatively about the complex or neighborhood (CIRCLE
ONE) : '

1 Yes 2 No
A8. When you visited the apartment, did you notice {CIRCLE YES OR NO FOR EACH):
Y

¢

S

. Poor condition on outside, such as peeling paint, poorly
maintained Tawn or yard, cracked or broken siding or steps

b. Poor condition an inside, such as scuffed or soiled paint,

cracked piaster, leaks in ceiling, etc.

¢. Other evidence of poor condition (specify)

- -
Nmmlg
a4

A9. -When you visited the neighborhood, was the apartment (CIRCLE YES OR NO

FOR EACH):
Yes No .
T 7  a. In a noisy area (e.g., near busy street or highway, airport,
railroad, or heavy industry) ‘ ‘
1 2 b. In a deteriorating area (e.q., surrounded by poorly
maintained houses and yards)
1 2 . Other negative features (specify)




CONTROL NO.: _ - 1-

HOUSING MARKET PRACTICES SURVEY
SALES AUDIT REPORT
FORM NO. 1

BROKER'S FIRM NAME AND ADDRESS

{name)
Tel.
{(number) (street)
(political jurisdiction) {ZIP Code)
AGENT'S NAME, ADDRESS, AND
TELEPHONE NUMBER, if not (name)
same as firm
Tei.
{number) (street)
(political Jjurisdiction) ( ZIP Code

AUDITOR'S NAME AUDITOR NO.







9-10
11
12
i3
I4-15
16-20
51

22

28-38

34-59

40

41-48

47-52

5356

5762

§3-88

&9

SALES AUDIT REPORT CONTROL NO.: _ _ _ -1 -
#1 -

For Office Use Only

Marital Status: 1 Married

Household Income Class ] 2 Single
Auditor's Occupation Code [ ] Age of Auditor:
Spouse's Occupation Code [, 1 Under 25
P P e 2 25-29
Persons in Household: 1234567 3 30-34
. 4 35-39
Reference Housing Price Class: 5 40-44
- 6 45-49
Broker's County Code: (. 7 50-54
Y —l B 55-59
T i : 012345 3 60-64
Number of Chiidren 108 or older
Age of Youngest Child: Sex of Auditor:
1 Under 6 1 Male
2 6-11
3 12-17 2 Female
4 None under 18 Auditor Number:

Date audit begun:

month day year
Time phoned for appointment:

e~ TWin o AW or PW
Was office locked when you arrived and remained so for at least ten
minutes (CIRCLE ONE):
T Yes Z2 No
IF OFFICE LOCKED (YOU CIRCLED 1), DO NOT ATTEMPT TO COMPLETE AUDIT
Time entered broker's office: : :

A Min AWM or PM

Time completed audit, including : :
property inspections: Hr Min AM or PM

If not completed on same date, indicate completion date here:

month  day

Time audit form completed:

W TWn AWM or M

Census Tract: _ _

For Office Use Only

Did other auditor see the same agent (CIRCLE ONE):
1 Yes 2 No 3 Don't Know

-]

23

24

25

26-87



SALES AUDIT REPORT CONTROL NO.: - 1- -
41 -

CFOR ALL ITEMS CIRCLE THE ANSWER WHICH IS MOST APPROPRIATE
v, 1. When you entered the office, were you (CIRCLE ONE):

1 Greeted by secretary or receptionist and referred to salesperson
2 Greeted by secretary or receptionist and referred to someone eise
3 Greeted by salesperson and interviewed by same salesperson
4 Greeted by salesperson and referred to someone else
5 Greeted by person identifying self as manager or head of firm
and referred to somecne else
6 Greeted by person identifying self as manager or head of firm
and interviewed by same
7 Required to make the first approach, then greeted
8 Ignored, even after I made approach
.9 Other (specify)

71 2. From the time you entered the office, how long did you wait to be
interviewed (CIRCLE ONE):

1 Less than 5 minutes
2 Five minutes or more but less than 10 minutes
1 Ten minutes or more, but less than 15 minutes
& Fifteen minutes or more, but Jess than 20 minutes
5 Twenty minutes or more, but less than 30 minutes
6 Asked to return at a more convenient time
7 Asked to leave without being invited to return
8 Left office after waiting for 30 minutes without being interviewed
9 Other {specify)

72 3. How many employees were visible in office (CIRCLE ONE):
1 One or two employees 3 Six to nine employees
2 Three to five employees 4 Ten or more employees
73 4, How many customers (exciusive of yourself) were visible in office
{CIRCLE ONE): .
1 No other customers 3 Three to five customers
2 One or two customers 4 Six or more customers

5. Did .anyone in the office do any of the following for you {CIRCLE 1 FOR
YES OR 2 FOR NO FOR EACH SUB-ITEM):

Yes HNo
74 1 2 a. Offer you something to drink, cigarettes, reading matter, etc.
75 1 2 b. Offer you literature on homes available or on home buying in
general
78 1 2 ¢. Ask you to be seated
77 1 2 d. Chat with you informally while waiting
78 1 2 ea. Other act of courtesy {specify)




79

80
81
82
33

88
86

g2

93
94
95

98

g7

SALES AUDIT REPORT

#1

10.

Which of the following best describes the place where you were

interviewed {CIRCLE ONE):

CONTROL NO.: _ _ _

1 A room with one or more desks and no separate rooms or partitions

2 A room with one or more desks separated by partitions

3 A private office
4 Other (specify)

Did the agent who interviewed you do any of the following (CIRCLE YES

OR NO FOR EACH):

Yes No

. Introduce self to you by name
. Offer you a business card

. Ask your name

. Shake your hand
. Ask you to he seated

et b ot et fd ek fed
(RS EALE AN E AL RS RN RN
W -h D GO0 O W

. Offer other acts of courtesy (specify)

. Address you by a courtesy title during interview (Mr.,Mrs.,etc.)

0id the agent request {either verbally or in written form} any of the

following information about your housing needs (CIRCLE YES OR NG FOR EACH) :

Yes Mo

Price or price range
Size

Style or type of housing

P et el
P D3 D PN
a0 o

« & e s

Location by neighborhood or jurisdiction

. Special features or amenities of house {e.g., garage,
basement, yard space) (specify)

1 2 f. Special features or amenities in neighborhood {specify)_

2 g. Down payment able to make
2 h. Type of financing desired
2 1. Other (specify)

—t b

Did the agent request any information about your income (CIRCLE ONE):

1 Yes

Did the agent request any information about your spouse's income

{CIRCLE ONE}: |
1 Yes

2

2

No

No

-3-



SALES AUDIT REPORT CONTROL NO.: =1 - -

# 1
98 11. Did the agent ask about ownership of another house which you plan to
sell (CIRCLE ONE): -
1 Yes _ 2 No
99 12. Did the agent request any information about debts or other obligations

(for example, child support) CIRCLE ONE):
1 Yes 2 No

13. Did the agent request any of the following information about your
employment (CIRCLE YES OR NO FOR EACH):

Yes Mo
100 I 2 a. Occupation
101 1 2 b. Name of present empioyer or where you work
102 1 2 ¢. How long with present employer
103 1 2 d. Other (specify)
104 14. Did the agent request any information about your spouse’'s employment
{CIRCLE ONE):
i Yes 2 No
105 15. Did the agent request any information about references (for example,
present landlord, bank, charge accounts) (CIRCLE ONE):
1 VYes 2 No
16. Did the agent request any of the following information about how you
could be reached (CIRCLE YES OR NO FOR EACH):
Yes fo
108 1 7 a. Telephone number
107 1 2 b. Address
108 1 2 c¢. Other (specify)
108 17. If the agent requested any of the above information (Items 8 through 16),

did (s)he record any of this information or ask you to record it
(CIRCLE ONE):

1 Yes, on what appeared to be a standard printed or duplicated form,
file card, a log book, etc.
2 Yes, but not on a standard printed or dupiicated form, file card,
log book, etc.
3 No, did not record even though agent requested information
4 No, agent did not request any information



110

111

112-115

116

117

118

SALES AUDIT REPORT CONTROL HO. _ _ -1~ -

#1

18,

18.

20.

21.

22.

What did the agent say about mortgage fimancing (CIRCLE ONE):

1 That (s)he would obtain financing for you
2 That (s)he would assist you in obtaining financing
3 That you would have to obtain financing on your own
4 No mention of financing
5 Other {specify)

Did the agent state at any time that mortgage fimancing would be
difficult to obtain {CIRCLE ONE):

1 Yes 2 No

What did the agent say- the going interest

rate was? Give lowest amount cited: e %

When you inquired about housing availability of the specified price,
size, and neighborhood, what did the agent tell you {CIRCLE ONE):

1 That one or more suitable houses were available for immediate
inspection {i.e., day of audit or within day or two)
2 That one or more suitable houses would be avaitable for inspection
at some time later, but not right away
3 That one or more houses were available in the specified
neighborhood, but not of the requested price or size
4 That nothing was availabie in the specified neighborhood, but
one or more houses in other neighborhoods were available
5 That (s)he did not have any houses which (s)he could show you
6§ She or he did not answer the question
7 QOther (specify)

Did the agent offer you a multiple listing book or similar directory
of homes (CIRCLE ONE): .

1 Yes 2 No

IF YES {YOU CIRCLED 1}, ANSWER 22a

22a. If the agent showed you a multiple listing book or similar
directory of homes, did (s)he {CIRCLE ONE}:

1 Suggest one or more houses to you
2 Suggest some houses and urge you to pick others
3 Urge you to pick out one or more houses
4 Other {specify}

IF NO (YOU CIRCLED 2), ANSWER 22b ON PAGE 6



SALES AUDIT REPORT CONTROL NO.: _ -1~ -

#1
119 22b. If the agent did not show you a multiple tisting book or
- similar directory of homes, did (s)he (CIRCLE ONE} :
1 Tell you about one or more houses, and offer to let you see
them ‘
2 Tell you about one or more houses, but you had to ask to
see them
3 Suggest you drive around the neighborhood and look for
nouses for sale which might interest you
4 QOther (specify)
120 23. How many houses in all were volunteered to you as serious possibilities
by the agent {CIRCLE ONE):
1 No houses
2 0ne house
3 Two houses
4 Three houses
5 Four or five houses
§ Six or more houses
121 24. How many houses were you invited by the agent to inspect on the

inside (CIRCLE ONE): .
1 No houses
2 {ne house
3 Two houses
4 Three houses
5 Four or five houses
6 Six or more housaes

122 25. How many houses did you actually inspect on the inside (CIRCLE ONE):

1 No houses
2 One house
3 Two houses
4 Three houses
5 Four or five houses
& Six or more houses

IF YOU DID NOT INSPECT AT LEAST TWO HOUSES, EXPLAIN WHY




123-127

128-138

154-138

140

141-145

146-147

i48
143
150
151
152

153~154

155

156~-160

#1

SALES AUDIT REPORT \ CONTROL NO.: -1 - -

26. For each of the first three houses suggested as serious possibilities
by the agent in his office, give the following information:

HOUSE #1 a.

Location:
{number) {street)
(political jurisdiction) (zip code)
. Census Tract _ . _ _
Asking price {exact amount given): § _ _ ,
. Number of bedrooms (CIRCLE ONE):

1 One or two bedrooms
¢ Three bedrooms
3 Four bedrooms
4 Five bedrooms
5 Six or more bedrooms

. What would be the least amount of down payment required?

Indicate exact dollar amount: $ _
OR
Percent of asking price: _ %

. What type of financing did the agent say would probably

be available (CIRCLE YES OR NO FQR EACH):

Yes No
1 2 a. FHA/VA financing avaiilable
1 2 b, Conventional financing available
1 2 «¢. Assumption of existing mortgage possible
1 2 d. Did not say what type
1 2 e. Other {specify)

For Qffice Use Only

1 Less than $10,000 8 340,000 - 44,999
2 $10,000 - 14,999 9 $45,000 -~ 49,999
3 $15,000 - 19,999 10 $50,000 - 59,999
4 $20,000 - 24,999 11 $60,000 - 69,999
5 $25,000 -~ 29,999 12 $70,000 - 79,999
6 $30,000 - 34,999 13 $80,000 - 89,999
7 $35,000 - 39,999 14 $90,000 or more

Other auditor told about this house (CIRCLE OQNE):

1 Yes

County Code: { 11 I 1 10}

2 No 3 HNot sure

|

I




SALES AUDIT REPORT CONTROL NO.: _ -1 - -
#1

26. (Continued}

161-165 HOUSE #2 a. Location: -
{number) ‘ (street) '
{political jurisdiction) (zip code)

166-171 b. Census Tract _ _ _ . _ _

172-177 ¢. Asking price (exact amount given): $ _ _ _ ., _ _ _

178 d. Number of bedrooms {CIRCLE ONE):

1 One or two bedrooms
2 Three bedrooms
3 Four bedrooms
4 Fijve bedrooms
5 Six or more bedrooms

e. What would be the least amount of down payment required?

179-183 Indicate exact dollar amount: $§ _ _, _ _ _
OR
18¢-185 Percent of asking price: _ _ %

1

f. What type of financing did the agent say would probably
be available {CIRCLE YES QR NG FOR EACH):

Yes No
188 1 2 a. FHA/VA financing available
187 1 2 bh. Conventional financing available
188 1 2 c¢. Assumption of existing mortgage possible
189 1 2 d. Did not say what type
190 1 2 e. Other (specify)
For Office Use Only
191-192 1 Less than $10,000 8 $40,000 - 44,999 5
2 $10,000 - 14,999 9 $45,000 - 49,999
3 $15,000 - 19,999 10 $50,000 - 59,999
4 $20,000 - 24,999 11 $60,000 - 69,999
5 $25,000 - 29,999 12 $70,000 - 79,999
6 $30,000 - 34,999 13 $80,000 - 89,999
7 $35,000 - 39,999 14 $90,000 or more ?
193 Other auditor told about this house {CIRCLE ONE): }
1 Yes 2 No 3 Not sure
194-198 County Code: [ [ 11 J1 ] ?




SALES AUDIT REPORT CONTROL NO.: - 1 - -

#1

26.

- 198-203

204-209
210-215

316

217-221

222-223

2584
235
226
287
228

285-230

231

238

(Continued)

HOUSE #3 a.

. Census Tract _ _

Location:
{number) . {(street)

(political Jurisdiction) {zip code)

. Asking price (exact amount given): § _ R

. Number of bedrooms {CIRCLE ONE):

1 One or two bedrooms
2 Three bedrooms
3 Four bedrooms
4 Five bedrooms
58 Six or more bedrooms

. What would be the least amount of down payment required?

Indicate exact dollar amount: §

OR
Percent of asking price: _ %

. What type of financing did the agent say would probably

be available (CIRCLE YES OR NO FOR EACH}):

Yes No |
1 2 a. FHA/VA financing available
1 2 b. Conventional financing available
1 2 c¢. Assumption of existing mortgage possible
1 2 d. Did not say what type
1 2 e. Other (specify)

For Office Use Only

1 Less than $10,000 8 $45,000 - 44,999
2 310,000 - 14,999 9 $45,000 - 49,999
3 $15,000 - 19,999 10 $50,000 - 59,999
4 $20,000 - 24,999 11 $60,000 - 69,999 |
5 325,000 - 29,999 12 $70,000 - 79,999 ;
6 %30,000 -~ 34,999 13 $80,000 - 89,999
7 $35,000 ~ 39,999 14 $90,000 or more
Other auditor told about this house (CIRCLE ONE):
1 Yes 2 No 3 Mot sure
County Code: (5 ({0




SALES AUDIT REPORT CONTROL NO.: - 1 - -

g1
237 27. Did agent mention that blacks do not now live in the neighborhood or
are not moving into it (CIRCLE ONE):
1 Yes 2 No
238 28. Did agent menfion that blacks are now living in the neighborhood or
are moving into it (CIRCLE ONE):
1 Yes 2 No
239 29. Did the agent make any reference about blacks, including use of "code
words" {CIRCLE ONE):
1 Yes
2 No
3 Not sure

IF YES OR NOT SURE (YOU CIRCLED 1 OR 3}, EXACTLY WHAT DID (S)HE SAY?

240 30. Did agent invite you to call back (CIRCLE ONE):
| 1 Yes : 2 No
241 31. What was the race of the agent (CIRCLE ONE):
1 White

2 Black
3 Other {specify)

242 32. What was the sex of the agent (CIRCLE ONE}:

1 Male
? Female

243 33. What was the probable age of the agenrt {CIRCLE ONE):
1 Under 35 years

2 35-49 years
3 Fifty years or more

FILL OUT AND ATTACH FORM 1A FOR EACH HOUSE ACTUALLY INSPECTED

-

~Tu=-



SALES AUDIT REPQRT _ CONTROL NO.: _ - 1 - -
#1

IN YOUR OWN WORDS, PLEASE DESCRIBE BELOW ANY EXPERIENCES WHICH YOU
WERE NOT ABLE TO RECORD ADEQUATELY ELSEWHERE ON THIS AUDIT FORM.
USE OTHER SIDE QF SHEET IF NECESSARY.

-11-






SALES AUDIT REPCRT CONTROL NO.: _ -1~

; S

T

(70 BE FILLED OUT ONE WEEK AFTER SITE VISIT)

244 34. Did the agent contact you by mail or telephone following your visit
(CIRCLE ONE):

1 Yes 2 No
IF YES (YOU CIRCLED 1), ANSWER 24a
245 34a. When was first contact made (CIRﬁLE ONE) :
1 In less than one day

2 One to three days
3 More than three days, but no more than seven






SUPPLEMENTARY SALES CONTROL NOY: _ _ _ -1 - _ _ _ -

AUDIT REPORT # 1A 7
§-12 Al, Addreass
{number) {street)
{poTitical Jurisdiction) {zip code;

id-13 A2. Census Tract _

- —t ———

For Qffice iUse Only

20-2¢ County Code: [ i 11—
i
25 A3. How is this house identified in Form 1, Item 26 (CIRCLE ONE):
1 House # 1
2 House # 2
3 House # 3

4 Not identified, another house suggested as a serious possibility
by the agent in his office
§ Not identified, another house suggested by the agent while
Taoking at octher housas
& Other (specify)

A4. When did the agent tell you the house would be ready for occupancy
(CIRCLE ONE}:

1o
L8 Y

1 Immediately 4 Four or five manths
2 One month or less 5 Six months or more
3 Two or three months 6 No date given

0id the agent invite you to submit an offer or bid for this house
(CIRCLE QONE):

1 Yes 2 No

€3
~a
X
N

A6. Did the agent play up good points about the house? Specifically, did
{s)he cite one or more of the following (CIRCLE YES OR NO FOR EACH):

Yes o

25 1 2 a. Privacy or quiet location

23 1 2 b. Has bheen well maintained

30 1 2 c. Has been redecorated inside recantly
31 1 2 d. Construction is good

2 1 2 . Maintenance costs will be low

33 1 2 f. Utility costs will be lgw
34 1 2 g. Taxes will be relatively low

33 1 2 h. Appliances are new or nearly new
38 i 2 i. Layout of rooms is gqood

g 1 2 j. House is spacious

33 1 2 k. Kitchen has room for eating

25 1 2 1. Yard is gocd for children

27 1 2 m. Priced within your means

il 1 2 n. Will grow in value
i 1 2 o. Other positive remarks {specify)




SUPPLEMENTARY SALES CONTROL NO.: _ _ _ =1 - _ _ _ -
AUDIT REPORT # 1A B - -

A7. Did the agent "talk the house down" (CIRCLE ONE):
1 VYes 2 No

A8. Did the agent speak positively about the nei?hborhood? Specifically,
did (s)he mention (CIRGLE YES OR NO FOR EACH):

Yes No -
“T° 7 a. Good schools
1 2 b. Good transportation
1 2 c. Good neighbors
1 2 d. Close to shopping, cultural activities, near “canter of
things," etc.
1 2 e. Convenient parking
i 2 f. Quiet location
1 2 g. Pleasant surroundings, trees, parks
1 2 h. Well maintained houses and yards
1 2 1. Safe neighborheod
1 2 3. Other positive remarks (specify)

AS. Did the agent speak negatively about the neighborhood (CIRCLE ONE):
1 Yes 2 No

A10. When you visitad the house, did you notice (CIRCLE YES QR NO FOR EACH):

Yes No '
T~ 7 a. Poor condition on outside, such as peeling paint, poorly
maintained lawn or yard, cracked or broken siding or steps
1 2 b. Psor condition on inside, such as cracked plaster, leaks

in cefling, etc.
1 2 c. Other evidence of poor condition (specify)

All, é;cy?u visitad the neighborhood, was the house (CIRCLE YES OR KO FOR
H): o

Yas No

a. In a noisy area {e.g., near busy street or highway, airport,
railroad, or heavy industry)

1 2 b. In a deteriorating area (e.g., surrcunded by poorly
maintained houses and yards?

1 2 c. Other negative features (specify)

A12. Did you observe any blacks who appeared to live in the neighborhood
(CIRCLE ONE}:

1 Yas
2 No
3 Saw blacks, but not syre they lived in neighborhood

o U, 8, COVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE : 1979 637-031/173%
B
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