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Racial Discrimination in the Provision of Home Ownership Opportunities in Seattle

Executive Summary

Widespread racial segregation and discrimination, both past and current, in housing in the
United States have been reported in the literature. The disparate home ownership rates of non-
Hispanic whites, and blacks and Hispanics, are particularly remarkable. There is a question,
however, as to the extent on-going discrimination exists in particular localities. This paper
reports on the results of a multiple regression analysis designed to indicate whether racial
discrimination exists in the distribution of housing tenure in the city of Seattle. Census block
group-level data from the 2000 Census were used. A regression model with the tenure rate of a
block group as a function of householder age (the proportion of householders under 35), median
household income, the rate of marriage, the proportion of households with children under 18, the
proportion of householders who are black, and the proportion of householders who are Hispanic,
was compared to a restricted regression model of block group home ownership rates that
excluded the racial predictors. An unexpected positive coefficient, not significantly different
from zero, on the black householders variable was calculated, but there was a large negative
coefficient on the Hispanic householders variable, and the hypothesis that the two coefficients on
the racial variables were jointly equal to zero was strongly rejected at the the 95% confidence

level. The restricted regression model was found to be significantly different from the
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unrestricted model. Problems having to do with the interpretation of “tenure” and the “owner
occupied” category in the Census data are discussed.
Introduction

Nation-wide, 72% of non-Hispanic white householders own, rather than rent, their homes
while 46% of black householders and 46% of Hispanic householders own their homes (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2000a). In Seattle, 52% of non-Hispanic white householders own their homes
while only 36% of black householders and 25% of Hispanic householders own their homes.

Racial housing segregation exists and, as racial residential segregation, is also reflected in
persistently high to moderate dissimilarity indexes nation-wide (National Research Council,
1999) and locally. The black-white dissimilarity index for Seattle in 1990 is 56. Segregation in
home ownership status is one expression of housing segregation.

While the existence of de facto racial segregation in housing is not questioned, “many
people assert that discrimination is no longer a problem” (Yinger, 2001, p. 372), in other words,
that there is currently segregation, but not discrimination. Segregation is assumed to be
consequence of past discrimination alone. Yinger (2001) provides both qualitative and
quantitative evidence supporting the existence in the United States of on-going racial
discrimination in the housing market, which strongly influences where households are located,
home ownership status, and housing segregation in general. In this paper, I look at whether such
discrimination exists in the local area.

All else, including poverty, equal, does minority race restrict access to housing
opportunities in Seattle? I emphasize access to housing opportunities, rather than residential
location or another more neutral term, because the existence of de facto segregation is not being

debated. Also, I am not concerned here with the assumed possibility of minority self-segregation.



The issue is whether racial minorities are being prevented from having the housing opportunities
that they would probably like to have and which they are economically or financially capable of
having in terms of their budget. This has historically been the case. For example, in 1970,
“Black persons must have a higher income than whites in Seattle to live in the same place”
(Seattle Human Rights Department, 1976, p. 13). This was due to a variety of things, such as
racial redlining, a practice that continues to this day (Johnson-Elie, 2003).

One desirable housing opportunity is home ownership, which is a form of housing wealth
and, importantly, a way of avoiding poverty (Yinger, 2001). And home ownership allows access
to suburban jobs and other employment opportunities. Home ownership may also allow access
to better schools, or educational opportunities.

I used block group-level 2000 Decennial Census data obtained from the U.S. Census
Bureau (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000b) and restricted and unrestricted multiple linear regression
models to investigate whether householder race (and Hispanic origin) made a statistically
significant contribution to the determination of home ownership by householders, or whether the
selected householder age, family-related and household income indicators by themselves were
adequate to predict home ownership. A Wald test was done to determine whether the restricted
and unrestricted models were significantly different.

Data

My decision to use Census data was based on the easy accessibility of the data, the large
size of the available data, and the consistency with which the data were generated. The decision
to use (census) block group-level data was based on the need to use the lowest level of
aggregation possible without raising the issue of suppressed data. Also, income indicator data

were not at all supplied for individual blocks. (Summary File 3, based on the Census long-form



sample, does not include block-level data. Block-level data would have highly unreliable
confidence intervals as well as suppressed data.) Additionally, block group-level data, which
represented only a few street block-size geographies, represented households in the same
neighborhoods, which was useful for my particular analysis. It was easier for the purpose of
interpretation to think about the home ownership rates of clusters of households, rather than of
formally constructed groups of spatially dispersed households (less meaningful).

In the 2000 Census, there are a total of 570 block groups for the city of Seattle. Not
interested in differences between districts or between any other geographies smaller than the city,
I included all of the block groups for Seattle in my analysis (n = 570).

I hypothesized that race aside, home ownership, as the proportion of occupied housing
units in a block group that were owner-occupied, was determined mainly by the proportion of
householders younger than 35 years old (in the block group), median household income, the
proportion of households that were married-couple family households, and the proportion of
households in whom own children younger than 18 years old were present. I then considered
race, and Hispanic origin, and decided to include in the unrestricted regression model the
proportion of householders who were black and the proportion of householders who were
Hispanic. The proportion of householders who were non-Hispanic white was excluded to limit
multicollinearity. Proportions and other relative figures, rather than counts, or absolute numbers,
were included wherever possible in the regression models and represented my assumption that
the independent variables determined the proportion, rather than the absolute number, of
occupied housing units in a block group that were owned. As block groups varied in the number
of households that they contained, this assumption was appropriate.

The selected variables were coded as follows in the Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3).



P7. HISPANIC OR LATINO BY RACE [17] - Universe: Total population
P10. HOUSEHOLD SIZE BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE BY PRESENCE OF OWN CHILDREN UNDER 18 YEARS [19] - Universe:
Households

P13. HOUSEHOLD TYPE BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER [19] - Universe: Households

P53. MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN 1999 (DOLLARS) [1] - Universe: Households

P54. AGGREGATE HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN 1999 (DOLLARS) [3] - Universe: Households

H7. TENURE [3] - Universe: Occupied housing units

H10. HISPANIC OR LATINO HOUSEHOLDER BY RACE OF HOUSEHOLDER [17] - Universe: Occupied housing units

The numbers between brackets were the numbers of variables, or fields, within each
matrix, or table. For example, matrix H7 contained the three fields named “Total,” “Owner
occupied,” and “Renter occupied.” In my analysis, the home ownership rate of a geography,
here a block group, was represented by the second field, “Owner occupied,” divided by the first,
“Total.” Other variables included in the regression models were similarly constructed. The
unrestricted regression model was expressed in terms of the SF 3 tables and then their fields, in

brackets. The first field of a table was indexed by the number 1.

H7[2] + H7[1]=  Bo+
Bi(P10[7] = P10[1]) +
B2((P10[8] + P10[12] + P10[15]) + P10[1]) +
B3((P13[3] + P13[4] + P13[12] + P13[13]) = P13[1]) +
Ba(PS3[1]) +
Bs((H10[4] + H10[12]) + H10[1])
Be(H10[10] = H10[1]) +
€

The model was more simply represented as

TENURE = By + BiMARRIED + B,CHILDREN + B;AGE35 + B4NCOMEM + 3sBLACK +

BHISPANIC + ¢.



The restricted regression model, without the racial variables, was represented as

TENURE = By + iMARRIED + B,CHILDREN + B;AGE35 + B4NCOMEM + &;.

Results

Tabulated results of the regression of TENURE on the independent variables of the
unrestricted regression model are presented in Appendix A, of the restricted regression model, in
Appendix B.

In the unrestricted regression output, the negative coefficient (-0.016) on CHILDREN
was unexpected but might be explained by the existence of non-married family households with
female householders, and the proportion of these with own children younger than 18 years old.
Compared to other types of households, I would not expect these households to be located in
owned (owner-occupied) housing units.

The negative coefficient (-0.45) on AGE35 was not surprising. The greater the
proportion of households with householders younger than 35, the lower the tenure rate. A
positive coefficient could have been obtained by setting AGE35 =1 — AGE35.

The negative and comparatively large coefficient (-0.46) on HISPANIC strongly agreed
with the hypothesis of racial discrimination in the provision of home ownership opportunities.
However, there was a small but unexpected positive coefficient (0.074) on BLACK. It appeared
that all else equal, tenure rate was positively correlated with the proportion of households with
black householders. However, the coefficient on BLACK was not significantly different from

zero, and any number of negative values, at the 95% confidence level.



As a whole, the selected racial variables contributed significantly to the prediction of
block group home ownership rate. At the 95% confidence level, the hypothesis that the
coefficients on BLACK and HISPANIC were jointly zero was strongly rejected (P = 0.0039).
(The computer-generated output of the Wald test for the joint equality is presented in Appendix
C.) The unrestricted regression model was significantly different from the restricted model.
Discussion

To the extent that determination by racial variables after adjustment for other, non-racial
factors represents racial discrimination, the results support the conclusion that racial
discrimination exists in the provision of home ownership opportunities in Seattle. Not only did
the unrestricted regression model provide a significantly better fit to the observed values of
model variables, the presence of racial minority householders was, all else equal, negatively
correlated with tenure rate in a block group. However, while small and statistically insignificant,
the positive coefficient on the black householders variable is not desirable from the point of view
of consistency and needs to be investigated. I speculate that the positive correlation is a
consequence of the quality composition of the actual owner-occupied housing units in Seattle,
the pressuring of racial minorities into lower-quality owned units, and the restriction of higher-
quality rented units to whites. It can be reasonably assumed that owned units and rented units
are each relatively homogenous, and that owning is generally preferable to renting, but the
“owner occupied” and “renter occupied” categories of the “Tenure” housing table in SF 3
obscure the possiblity that some renter-occupied units are preferable to some owner-occupied

units.
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Appendix A

Unrestricted regression model

Dependent Variable: TENURE
Method: Least Squares

Date: 11/12/03 Time: 09:24
Sample: 1 570

Included observations: 569
Excluded observations: 1

Variable Coefficient  Std. Error  t-Statistic Prob.

C 0.242855  0.032497  7.473244  0.0000
MARRIED 0.725487  0.064531 11.24244  0.0000
CHILDREN -0.016246  0.069369 -0.234191 0.8149
AGE35 -0.454706  0.048181 -9.437367  0.0000
INCOMEM 3.39E-06 3.43E-07 9.888659  0.0000
BLACK 0.074232  0.051487 1.441772  0.1499
HISPANIC -0.456802  0.150190 -3.041493  0.0025
R-squared 0.801761 Mean dependent var 0.547628
Adjusted R-squared 0.799645 S.D. dependent var 0.267370
S.E. of regression 0.119678  Akaike info criterion -1.395802
Sum squared resid 8.049393 Schwarz criterion -1.342362
Log likelihood 404.1057  F-statistic 378.8273
Durbin-Watson stat 1.455369 Prob(F-statistic) 0.000000

Estimation Command:

LS TENURE C MARRIED CHILDREN AGE35 INCOMEM BLACK HISPANIC

Estimation Equation:

TENURE = C(1) + C(2)*MARRIED + C(3)*CHILDREN + C(4)*AGE35 + C(5)*INCOMEM + C(6)*BLACK +
C(7)*HISPANIC

Substituted Coefficients:

TENURE = 0.2428554102 + 0.7254873826*MARRIED - 0.01624551811*CHILDREN -
0.4547055434*AGE35 + 3.391359704e-06*INCOMEM + 0.07423202401*BLACK -
0.4568023916*HISPANIC



Appendix B

Restricted regression model

Dependent Variable: TENURE
Method: Least Squares

Date: 11/12/03 Time: 09:27
Sample: 1 570

Included observations: 569
Excluded observations: 1

Variable Coefficient  Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.

C 0.236916  0.029363  8.068503  0.0000
MARRIED 0.710073  0.060442 11.74793  0.0000
CHILDREN -0.021938  0.059850 -0.366548  0.7141
AGE35 -0.481335  0.046984 -10.24476  0.0000
INCOMEM 3.58E-06 3.29E-07 10.88149  0.0000
R-squared 0.797812 Mean dependent var 0.547628
Adjusted R-squared 0.796378 S.D. dependent var 0.267370
S.E. of regression 0.120650 Akaike info criterion -1.383105
Sum squared resid 8.209761  Schwarz criterion -1.344934
Log likelihood 398.4933  F-statistic 556.3694
Durbin-Watson stat 1.425099 Prob(F-statistic) 0.000000

Estimation Command:

LS TENURE C MARRIED CHILDREN AGE35 INCOMEM

Estimation Equation:

TENURE = C(1) + C(2)*MARRIED + C(3)*CHILDREN + C(4)*AGE35 + C(5)*INCOMEM

Substituted Coefficients:

TENURE = 0.2369163261 + 0.7100731754*MARRIED - 0.02193803207*CHILDREN -
0.4813345237*AGE35 + 3.583707577e-06*INCOMEM
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Appendix C

Wald Test:

Equation: Untitled

Test Statistic Value df Probability
F-statistic 5.598355 (2, 562) 0.0039
Chi-square 11.19671 2 0.0037
Null Hypothesis Summary:

Normalized Restriction (= 0) Value  Std. Err.
C(6) 0.074232 0.051487
C() -0.456802 0.150190

Restrictions are linear in coefficients.
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