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Abstract

Differences in school choice by race contribute to school segregation and unequal
access to effective schools. Conditional on test score and district of residence, Black
and Hispanic families consistently choose schools with fewer white and Asian students,
lower average achievement, and lower value-added. This paper combines unique survey
data and administrative data from New York City to identify the determinants of racial
disparities in school choice and shows that attending a more diverse middle school can
mitigate racial choice gaps. A post-application survey of guardians of high school
applicants reveals that information gaps and homophily in school preferences explain
cross-race differences in choice. In turn, instrumental variable estimates show that
middle school students exposed to more diverse peers apply to and enroll in high
schools that are also more diverse. These effects are consistent across racial groups,
particularly benefiting Black and Hispanic students who enroll in higher value-added
high schools. Notably, changes in application patterns due to exposure to diverse
middle school peers appear driven by changes in the set of known school options and
an increased preference for peer diversity.
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1 Introduction

In large urban school districts, school choice is often offered as a pathway to accessing better
educational opportunities without the need for physical relocation. Breaking the connec-
tion between residential segregation and schooling could yield similar results to relocating
to low-poverty neighborhoods during childhood, which research has shown to have long-
term positive effects (Chetty and Hendren, 2018; Chetty et al., 2016b,a). Indeed, attending
schools with more affluent peers is potentially one of the key drivers behind the effects of
early exposure to a wealthier social environment on social mobility. Besides differences in
instructional quality across neighborhoods, social interactions with school peers may play
a pivotal role in learning, engagement with information, and subsequent decision-making
(Conley and Udry, 2010; Cai et al., 2015; Campos, 2023; Golub and Sadler, 2016; Sacerdote,
2011, 2001; Epple and Romano, 2011).

Recent research on urban school integration, however, suggests that opting out of neigh-
borhood assignments to attend more integrated schools does not increase academic achieve-
ment among disadvantaged students (Angrist et al., 2022). Despite limited direct academic
benefits, in-school interactions with more affluent peers might influence long-term outcomes
by shaping future behaviors and decision-making. This paper focuses on this particular av-
enue and examines how early-grade school diversity impacts subsequent educational choices.
This research question gains greater significance in light of observed disparities in educa-
tion choices across socio-economic status: disadvantaged families often choose lower-quality
schools than their more privileged counterparts, even when afforded equal options (Hoxby
and Turner, 2015; Chetty et al., 2020, 2023; Carlana et al., 2022). These differences in school
choices might contribute to enduring achievement gaps and school segregation (Cohen, 2021;
Laverde, 2020; Idoux, 2021).

In this paper, we combine novel survey data with administrative records from New York
City (NYC) to examine how exposure to diverse peers in early grades influences subsequent
school choices and reduces racial disparities in these decisions. NYC provides an ideal context
for investigating the significance of peer effects in school choices: the city offers a wide array
of school choices, but minority families apply to lower-quality high schools, as measured by
value-added. We find that middle school diversity plays a pivotal role in shaping high school
choices. Black and Hispanic students attending predominantly white and Asian middle
schools select high schools that closely resemble the schools their white and Asian peers
choose and have higher value-added on average. To understand the underlying mechanisms
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of these peer effects, we conduct a comprehensive post-application survey of parents and
guardians of high school applicants that explores the determinants of their school choices.
By linking these survey responses to administrative records and applications to both middle
and high schools, we show that exposure to diverse middle school peers alters high school
choices by changing the set of known school options and increasing the preference for peer
diversity.

We first document the determinants of racial gaps in choices by surveying 3,000 parents
and guardians of high-school applicants during the 2022-2023 application cycle.1 This survey
delves into various factors that could influence high school choice: sources of information,
significance of different school attributes, awareness of school offerings, perceptions of aca-
demic performance and admission probabilities to competitive schools, aspirations for higher
education, and perceptions about discrimination. The survey also includes a vignette study
to separately estimate preferences for various school characteristics, such as high-achieving
peers, school safety, and racial composition of the student body.

Survey findings indicate that across all racial and socio-economic groups, families priori-
tize similar school attributes and are equally misinformed about these attributes. The most
valued characteristics are school safety, academic progress, and college enrollment and grad-
uation rates. Nonetheless, questions testing parents’ accuracy of information about school
attributes reveal that everyone is similarly biased in their assessment of these school features.
We do not find racial differences in higher education aspirations, nor in perceptions about
relative academic performance or beliefs about admission chances at competitive programs.

On the other hand, survey responses uncover significant racial disparities in the set of
schools families are aware of and a preference for schools with certain racial compositions,
all else being equal. Controlling for district of residence and student baseline achievement,
Black and Hispanic households know on average fewer schools and are less likely to know
about majority white and Asian schools and high value-added schools than their white and
Asian counterparts. In parallel, results from the vignette study reveal a marked preference for
majority white and Asian schools among white and Asian respondents and a small preference
for racially-balanced schools among Black and Hispanic respondents. These preferences
over school demographic make-up persist among respondents who observe a precise signal
of student academic performance at the school, suggesting that these preferences are not
entirely due to statistical discrimination.

The survey results indicate that racial disparities in school choice primarily arise from
1The survey is conducted after the submission of applications and prior to the release of high school offers.
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differences in the sets of schools considered and preferences for schools’ racial compositions.
This suggests that a more diverse middle school experience might reduce these choice dis-
parities. Firstly, having access to a diverse network of parents could lessen information
imbalances, as survey participants emphasized the significant role of interactions with other
parents and middle school staff in informing their high school choices. Secondly, prior engage-
ment with diverse peers might change preferences for interactions with different demographic
groups (Rao, 2019; Lowe, 2021; Carrell et al., 2019). In the second part of the paper, we
examine the extent to which middle school diversity might reduce racial gaps in high school
choice by reducing both information disparity and homophily in peer preferences.

Using longitudinal administrative records that follow students and their school choices
over their entire school career, we estimate the causal impact of attending a more diverse
middle school on subsequent high school choices. To tackle the problem of selection bias, we
leverage the randomness embedded in the NYC school assignment mechanism. Conditional
on an applicant’s preferences and school priorities, the NYC choice algorithm randomizes
seat assignments, thereby manipulating the middle school peer racial make-up independently
of potential outcomes. The estimation strategy that exploits this variation builds on the
propensity score and instrumental variables methods developed in Abdulkadiroğlu et al.
(2017b), Abdulkadiroglu et al. (2022), and Angrist et al. (2022). Specifically, we extend the
method of Angrist et al. (2022) to the case where the endogenous variable is a function of
the schools of enrollment and observed covariates of all the students.

The instrumental variable (IV) estimates show that attending a more diverse middle
school significantly affects high school choices and enrollment. Based on our IV estimates,
Black and Hispanic students who attend majority white and Asian middle schools choose
high schools which enroll 6.6 p.p. more white and Asian students and have, on average, 0.12
SD higher value-added. This corresponds to a reduction of the racial gaps in racial make-
up and value-added of preferred school choices of approximately 60% and 70% respectively.
High school choices of white and Asian students are less affected by middle school peer
diversity: enrollment in a majority Black and Hispanic middle school increases the Black
and Hispanic peer share of the average high school choice by 2.9 p.p and has no effect on
chosen value-added. These shifts in high school choices significantly influence the schools
that applicants are offered in the centralized match. Attending a majority white and Asian
middle school leads Black and Hispanic students to enroll in high schools with 5.7 pp. more
white and Asian students and a 0.09 higher value-added.

Furthermore, our estimates suggest that attending a more diverse middle school narrows
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racial gaps in school choice by addressing the two key factors that contribute to these gaps:
information frictions and homophily. Black and Hispanic families whose child attends a mid-
dle school that has a higher share of white and Asian students become aware of a broader
array of high schools, particularly those with high achievement levels and high value-added.
Additionally, attending a more diverse middle school attenuates homophily across all de-
mographic groups. In contrast, IV estimates of middle school peer effects on achievement
are not statistically significant, which suggests that the observed changes in application pat-
terns are not due to an increased probability of admission to the more selective and coveted
schools.

This paper builds on research that considers how interactions with peers of different
backgrounds may impact social attitudes and beliefs (Corno et al., 2019; Boisjoly et al.,
2006; Carrell et al., 2019; Rao, 2019), showing how school integration affects preferences for
contact with other races in a real, high-stakes setting. It also contributes to the literature
on frictions in school choice (Kapor et al., 2020; Arteaga et al., 2021; Ainsworth et al., 2022)
and their unequal impact by socio-economic status (Hastings and Weinstein, 2008; Hoxby
and Turner, 2013, 2015; Allende et al., 2019; Pathak and Sönmez, 2008). Our study provides
novel insights by directly documenting the existence of information frictions and their role
in shaping inequality in access to high-quality schools. Thanks to a unique combination
of survey data and administrative records, we also show how peer networks reduce these
frictions. Moreover, our findings suggest that biases in beliefs and sophistication may play
a lesser role in explaining racial disparities in school applications.

Finally, our findings highlight the importance of path-dependence in school choice. As
such, we speak to the literature on the impact of school integration reforms (Idoux, 2021;
Laverde, 2020; Bjerre-Nielsen and Gandil, 2020), uncovering a potential dynamic effect
mostly overlooked so far.2 If exposure to more diverse peers is important in shaping student
preferences, reducing school segregation in earlier school grades could lower school segrega-
tion in later grades through changes in demand for schools.

2Hahm and Park (2022) considers dynamic effects of integration reforms through changes in test scores
that affect the probability of admissions.
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2 Institutional setting

2.1 NYC school assignment system and school segregation

Enrollment in NYC public schools is determined by a centralized school assignment system at
the entry grade of each school level. To enroll in pre-kindergarten, kindergarten, sixth grade
and ninth grade, students and their families must submit applications through a centralized
admission system run by NYC Public Schools (NYCPS). The assignment process unfolds
similarly for each entry grade. Applicants are asked to rank academic programs by order
of preference.3 Academic programs also rank applicants, based on priority rules announced
before families submit their school preferences. Finally, the centralized admission system
combines the information and makes a single school offer to each applicant using the deferred
acceptance (DA) algorithm.

To support families in the application process, NYCPS provides a physical admission
guide and access to a personalized website. Each personalized website only includes schools
to which the applicant is eligible. The website is comprised of an information page about each
school, which includes a list of offered programs, courses, and extracurricular activities; the
performance of enrolled students on standardized tests; admission priorities and selection
criteria for each of its programs; the number of applicants per seat and the priority of
the last admitted applicant in the prior year. NYCPS also issues annual school reports
that list enrolled student demographics, teacher characteristics, and statistics about student
performance and school environment. During the application cycle for enrollment in 2023-
2024, applicants had access to their random lottery number on their application profile for
the first time.

Each academic program ranks applicants using a set of eligibility and admission criteria
based on residential location and academic achievement. Geographic eligibility and admis-
sion criteria are more stringent at lower grade levels. At the elementary level, 85% of schools
only admit students in their school zone, and the remaining 15% non-zoned schools still
give priority to students in their zone. NYC middle schools are intended to serve students
residing in their local district, with 83% of middle school programs having zone or district
eligibility requirements across the 32 districts.4 On the contrary, high schools are open to
all students in the city, with only approximately 39% of schools giving priority to students

3A school may operate more than one program.
4Of the remaining middle school programs, 14% are borough-wide programs, and only the remaining 3%

are city-wide programs, with 23% of these programs giving priority to applicants residing in or attending
schools in specific districts.
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residing in their borough or zone. Finally, high school and middle school programs rely on
academic admission criteria to the same extent: approximately a third of these programs
rank individual students based on prior grades, auditions, essays, and behavioral measures,
in addition to the eight highly selective specialized high schools.5

In line with the higher importance of geographic priorities in earlier school grades, racial
segregation across schools is also higher in elementary and middle schools. Appendix Figure
B1 compares overexposure to Black and Hispanic peers for students of different races and
grades. Across all grade levels, Black and Hispanic students attend schools which enroll
disproportionately more Black and Hispanic students than their representation in the city’s
student population. For example, on average, Black and Hispanic students attend high
schools where the proportion of Black and Hispanic students is 11 p.p. higher than the
city’s average of 68%. In contrast, white and Asian students typically go to high schools
with 23 p.p. fewer Black and Hispanic peers than the city average. Moreover, the over-
exposure of Black and Hispanic students to Black and Hispanic peers is more marked in
elementary school than in middle school and high school. Black and Hispanic students attend
elementary schools with 28 p.p. more Black and Hispanic students than the elementary
school population, middle schools with 25 p.p. more Black and Hispanic students than the
middle school population, and high schools with 23 p.p. more Black and Hispanic students
than the high school population.

2.2 Race differences in school choice

While school-side factors may contribute to segregation through admission and eligibility
criteria, demand-side factors are as important. Past research has documented that school
choices differ along several attributes by socio-economic status and ethnicity, with students
from poorer families typically applying to schools with lower outcomes in terms of test scores
and lower inputs in terms of quality and overall resources (Carlana et al., 2022; Laverde,
2020; Allende et al., 2019; Abdulkadiroğlu et al., 2017a). In part because of these differences
in school choice, segregation by race and income remains high (Laverde, 2020; Idoux, 2021),
and access to school quality and resources often differs by socio-economic group (Allende
et al., 2019).

In Figure 1, we document that preferences for school attribute vary by race even for
students with similar baseline achievement. The figure compares mean characteristics of the

5Elementary school programs do not consider academic performance in admission, except for Gifted and
Talented programs, which have a separate audition process.
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high school listed first by applicants of different races as a function of their 7th grade test
scores.6 Across all racial groups, higher test score applicants prefer schools that enroll more
white and Asian students and students with higher baseline achievement. These schools are
also more likely to screen applicants on academic achievement and have higher math value-
added on average.7 Nonetheless, for any given level of baseline achievement, white and Asian
applicants favor these characteristics more than Black and Hispanic applicants. Panel A of
the figure shows that white and Asian students’ first-choice schools have on average 20 p.p.
more white and Asian students and enroll students with 0.25 standard deviations higher 8th

grade test scores than Black and Hispanic students’ first choices. Similarly, Panel B shows
that white and Asian students are 10 p.p more likely than Black and Hispanic students to
rank as their first choice a school that screens on academic performance, and they favor
schools with 0.30 standard deviations higher math value-added on average.

These racial gaps in preferences for school attributes are approximately constant through-
out the test score distribution and are not explained by differences in residential locations:
controlling for district of residence explains half of the gap in the share of white and Asian
students (conditional on test scores), but only 20% of the gap in value-added, 25% of the
differences in peer baseline math achievement, and 0% of the difference in probability of
applying to screened programs. As a result, the median Black or Hispanic applicant in the
baseline test score distribution is as likely to apply to a screened high school program as
their first choice as a white or Asian applicant whose test scores is worse by 0.47 standard
deviations. This suggests that race plays a different role than test scores and geographic
residence in school choice.

3 Conceptual framework

To shed light on the potential underlying causes of racial differences in school choice, we
introduce a simple school choice framework where applicants choose which high schools to
apply to solving a portfolio choice problem as in Chade and Smith (2006). Specifically,
each applicant, indexed by i, chooses a ranked-ordered list (ROL) of schools R ∈ Ri, where
Ri comprises the sets resulting from all the k-permutations of Ai, the set of schools the

6To reflect the information that 8th graders had access to at the time of their high school application,
school characteristics are computed on the 9th grade cohort enrolled in each school at the time of application.

7Schools’ math value-added are estimated using an OLS regression of student Regents Math scores on
school fixed effects controlling for demographics, baseline test scores, and student assignment risk to the
school as in ?.
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applicant is aware of, which includes her outside option outside the traditional public sector
denoted by school 0.8 Each ROL can be mapped to a lottery over high schools whose
weights depend both on the ordering of schools in the list and on applicant beliefs about
admission probabilities.9 Hence, applicants choose their ROL to maximize their expected
utility, which depends on their expected utility for enrolling in any given school, the lottery
over schools induced by the ROL and their beliefs about admission probabilities, and the
cost of submitting the ROL:

max
R∈Ri

∑
s∈Ai

pis(R, q̂i)E[uis(θi, Xis)|Ii] − ci(R) (1)

The expected utility that student i gets from attending school s, E[uis(θi, Xis)|Ii], de-
pends on the student’s preferences for the school attributes Xis, which also include distance
from the school, parameterized by the vector of preferences θi. Students may hold imperfect
knowledge about school attributes and form expectations about uis according to their (po-
tentially inaccurate) beliefs. Ii denotes the information set about Xis available to student
i at the time of application. In addition, each applicant has a utility of ui0 for her outside
option outside the traditional public sector.

The subjective probability of assignment to school s, pis(R, q̂i), depends separately on the
choice of R and on the subjective belief of the likelihood of admission at every school, q̂i . A
property of deferred acceptance is that applicants’ admission probabilities at programs are
independent of their rank-order lists. Assuming that applicants understand this property,
applicant subjective beliefs about admission probability depend only on the student’s assess-
ment of her relative ranking in the pool of applicants at school s. This, in turn, depends on
the student knowledge of school admission rules, of demand for the program among other
students, and of her relative ranking in terms of priority and test scores.

Finally, applicant i incurs a cost Ci(R) when forming her ROL. Ci(R) can be interpreted
as capturing any psychological or monetary cost that a student might face when forming her
list, given her information set, outside option and beliefs. For instance, listing highly-selective
programs may induce a psychological cost when students anticipate being disappointed if
they are not granted admission. This cost is likely to be small but rationalizes applicants not
including in their lists programs for which their admission chances are slim and submitting
short lists if they are almost certain of being granted admission to one of their top choices.

8Each R is a strictly ordered set where the ordering of elements in R corresponds to student i’s expressed-
preference order.

9For simplicity, we assume that every applicant is guaranteed admission at her outside option, qi0 = 1
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In this framework, differences in choices across demographic groups arise from the differ-
ent components of applicants’ objective functions:

1. Differences in preferences - uis(θi, Xis). Applicants may put different weight on differ-
ent school features, even when these attributes are perfectly observed.10 For instance,
experimental evidence from Hailey (2022) reveals that parents tend to prefer schools
enrolling students of similar races or ethnicity.

2. Differences in information. These may take two forms:

(a) Differences in awareness sets - Ai. Due to search costs and cognitive overload,
applicants can only know about a subset of the 400+ high schools in the city.

(b) Differences in beliefs about school attributes due to differences in information ac-
curacy or information processing - E[.|Ii]. In line with the existence of these
information frictions, a few existing studies look at school choice responses to
information disclosure about school attributes (Ainsworth et al., 2022; Bergman
et al., 2020; Andrabi et al., 2017; Allende et al., 2019; Campos, 2023).

Awareness sets and the extent and nature of information frictions about attributes of
any school may vary across demographic groups.

3. Differences in perceived probabilities of admissions - q̂i. Applicants may differ in their
probability of admission at each school, as well as their subjective belief about this
probability. Admission probabilities differ across students due to differences in priori-
ties and test scores. Nonetheless, holding fixed these attributes, subjective belief about
admission probability may still differ if applicants do not hold rational expectations
but hold biased beliefs instead.11 Applicants from different socio-economic and racial
background might hold different subjective beliefs about admission chances because
they differ in their degree of optimism and confidence in their relative ability.12

10Applicants might also differ in the utility they would derive from enrolling in their outside option.
Nonetheless, differences in outside options are unlikely to affect applicants’ first choices.

11Kapor et al. (2020) and Arteaga et al. (2021) find that beliefs about admission chances differ from
rational expectations values using survey evidence in a similar context.

12A large literature documents confidence gaps across gender and socio-economic status. In the context
of racial differences, Corno et al. (2019) find that Black students assigned to racially mixed rooms were less
likely to over-estimate the GPA of their white peers compared to Black students assigned to classrooms with
a majority of black peers, a finding that they attribute to improvements in Black students’ self-image and a
reduction in stereotype threat. Similar differences in confidence and mis-perceptions of one’s relative ability
might also bias perceived chances of admission in competitive programs.
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4 Data

We combine two sources of data. The first is administrative data provided by NYC Public
Schools (NYCPS) on student school choices, enrollment and test scores, between school
years 2013-2014 and 2022-2023. The second source is a survey we conducted, in partnership
with NYCPS, among guardians of students applying to enroll in high school in the fall of
2023. A key feature of our data is the possibility of linking survey answers to administrative
data covering applicants’ entire schooling history within NYCPS. We describe each source
in greater detail below.

4.1 Administrative data

We use administrative data to measure key school and student attributes, to document
differences in application patterns by race, and to estimate the causal effect of middle school
peer diversity on high school choices. This data covers all students who either enrolled in
or applied to a NYC public middle school or high school through the centralized school
matches. Our sample focuses on applicants seeking 6th grade seats in traditional public
middle schools for enrollment in 2015 to 2020 and who three years later (2018-2023) apply
for a 9th grade seat in traditional public high school within NYC. Applicants who only apply
to NYC specialized (exam) and charter schools are omitted from the applicant file.

NYC match data include applicants’ rank order lists of schools, for both the middle and
the high school application, priorities, and school assigned. Enrollment data indicate the
school where the student enrolled in each year after assignment. Application and enrollment
data are linked with student demographics, standardized state test scores in math and ELA
from assessments in 4th grade and 7th grade, and scores on the Regents Algebra Exam,
taken in 9th grade as well as SAT, taken mostly in 11th grade.

Column (1) of Table 1 includes summary statistics for the sample of middle school appli-
cants who were also observed applying to 9th grade seats within NYC public schools. The
sample is racially diverse and includes many low socio-economic status (SES) students (72%
are eligible for subsidized lunch). The average student attends a middle school where 60%
of peers are Black or Hispanic.

From the administrative data, we are able to measure key middle and high schools char-
acteristics:

• High school quality: we measure it using value-added models (VAM) which capture
the contribution of schools to student achievement. Our main measure of achievement
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is Regents math scores. In particular, we adopt a recent methodological improvement
in the school VAM literature introduced by Angrist et al. (2021) and referred to as
Risk-controlled value-added (RC VA). 13

• Measures of school student-body composition: using enrollment and demographic data,
we measure the share of enrolled students of each race or ethnicity and average enrolled
student baseline achievement using the average 7th grade Math standardized test score
of enrolled students. These school statistics vary by year.

• Measures of high school selectivity and popularity: we construct a dummy indicat-
ing high schools that have at least one program screening students on the basis of
test scores, audition, or other ability assessments. We also construct a measure of
popularity using the ratio of rejected to accepted applicants at a school. 14

On average, students rank 8 high school programs on their list. Top choices tend to be
of higher quality, more selective, and more popular than the average school in the city. On
average, applicants’ top 3 program choices have a Regents math VA which is 0.8 standard
deviations higher than the average school in the city. In addition, 70% of applicants rank
at least one screened program among their top three choices. Screened programs reject on
average 4.15 applicants for each admitted applicant, compared to a rejection rate of 1.36 for
the average school in the city.

4.2 Survey data

We conducted a post-application survey of guardians of 9th grade applicants in partnership
with the NYC Department of Education. The survey was conducted from February 17th to
March 6th, 2023, after applicants had submitted their high school applications but before
they had received their match offers. The survey was sent electronically to the email addresses
provided during the high school application. Respondents could answer in English, Spanish,
or Chinese. Upon completion of the survey, participants that had answered at least one

13The main difference with respect to standard methods is the inclusion of additional controls for a richer
set of student covariates coming from student applications and priority status assigned by schools at the
time the student applied to high school.

14For schools with more than one program, we construct a school-level measure of popularity by taking
a weighted average of program-level ratios of rejected to accepted applicants, with weights proportional to
the seat capacity of the programs.
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survey question were sent a 10-dollar amazon gift card. Only parents and guardians were
permitted to respond to the survey.15

We selected 21,401 potential participants who were general education high school appli-
cants enrolled in a NYC traditional public middle school and who had baseline test scores.
Of the participants, 17% completed some questions of the survey, and 15% – referred to
as respondents in Table 1 – answered over half of the questions. As shown in column (5)
of Table 1, survey respondents are more likely to be white or Asian and less likely to be
low-income compared to the general NYC high school applicant population (column (1)).
Furthermore, respondents’ students scored higher on tests than the average NYC student.

The survey examined various dimensions of the choice process for families, including
sources of information, essential school characteristics, knowledge of school options and their
features, perceptions of admission probabilities and their influence on choice, perceptions of
discrimination and its impact on decision-making, and educational aspirations. Additionally,
the survey conducted a vignette experiment, described in more details in section 5.1.2, which
aimed at disentangling families’ relative preferences for different school characteristics and
uncovering potential statistical discrimination. This comprehensive approach enables us to
systematically document differences in the three main potential drivers of choice differences
outlined in our conceptual framework: differences in preferences, information about schools,
and beliefs about admissions probabilities among different racial and socio-economic groups.
The complete survey, as presented to participants, together with detailed information on the
construction and randomization of the questions, is available in Online Appendix C.

5 Family survey results

In this section, we use survey answers to comprehensively investigate the reasons behind
observed racial gaps in school choice. Motivated by the framework presented in section
3, we consider three main channels: differences in preference for school characteristics in
section 5.1, differences in information about school existence and attributes in section 5.2,
and differences in beliefs about likelihood of admissions in section 5.3.

1575% of the survey respondents reported that parents and guardians played an essential role in their
student’s high school selection.
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5.1 Racial gaps in preferences for school characteristics and peers

The racial disparity in school choices may simply be attributed to different preferences over
school attributes across applicant race. We start by examining respondents’ stated prefer-
ence for school attributes and subsequently explore ceteris paribus differences in revealed
preferences for school attributes using results from a vignette experiment.

5.1.1 Stated preferences

As suggested by Figure 3, respondents from all racial groups prioritize the same school
features when selecting schools. Most respondents report the same six school features as
most important when selecting a school: safety, academic progress of students at the school,
college and graduation rates, commuting time, the number of AP classes offered, and whether
their students would feel they belong. Each of these features was mentioned by at least
20% of respondents as one of the three most important attributes of a school. The race
differences in the proportion of respondents mentioning each school feature as most important
are not statistically significant for the top three school features (safety, academic progress,
and college and graduation rates). This is supported by Appendix Figures B3, wherein a
majority of families from various racial backgrounds express that their child would thrive in
an academically rigorous school environment, yet may not fit as well in school with significant
disparity in peer achievement levels.

The emphasis on academic performance of schools by respondents across all racial groups
may reflect their high aspirations for their children’s future education. As depicted in Figure 5
panel (a), more than half of respondents agree that attending college is crucial for achieving
success in life, and 87% express a desire for their children to obtain at least a four-year
college degree. Educational aspirations among respondents from different racial groups are
similar. When controlling for district of residence and baseline test scores, Black and Hispanic
respondents are equally likely compared to white and Asian respondents to desire that their
children attend college for at least four years. However, they are 7 percentage points less
likely to consider college important for achieving success in life, potentially due to differences
in personal experiences or trajectories. This evidence suggests that, overall, families across
demographic groups share the same school selection criteria and have comparable aspirations
for their children’s education.
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5.1.2 Revealed preferences: Vignette experiment

To explore the causal influence of different school features on family choice, we conducted
a vignette experiment as part of the survey. The experiment consisted of two parts. In the
first part, respondents’ cardinal preferences for hypothetical schools were elicited by asking
them about the likelihood on a scale from 1 to 6 of including two hypothetical schools in
their application list. In the second part, respondents’ ordinal preferences for hypothetical
schools were elicited by asking them to rank two sets of three hypothetical schools.

In both parts of the experiment, all hypothetical schools were described as identical
except for their safety rating, academic performance rating, and racial composition. Re-
spondents were also told that their student would have high admission chances at any of
these schools. As for safety, hypothetical schools had either high-safety or low-safety rat-
ings. In terms of student demographics, hypothetical schools had either a balanced racial
composition representative of the school district, a majority of Black students, a majority of
Hispanic students, or a majority of white or Asian students.

The academic performance information provided to participants varied based on the
treatment arm they were assigned to: 60% of participants received precise information about
the schools’ academic performances, while 40% received imprecise information. The precise
academic information consisted of the 4-year graduation rate and the college and career
program enrollment rate. The imprecise information consisted of the share of students that
earned enough credits in 9th grade to be on track for graduation. Participants who received
precise information were presented with either a high-performing or low-performing school,
whereas those who received imprecise information were always presented with a school with
median academic performance. Table C4 outlines the information presented to participants
in both the precise and imprecise academic information treatment arms.16

The experiment employed a factorial design to randomly combine these characteristics,
resulting in 16 unique combinations for the precise-information treatment arm and 8 unique
combinations for the imprecise-information treatment arm. The two schools for the first
part of the experiment were randomly selected without replacement from these unique com-
binations. For the second part of the experiment, two sets of three distinct schools were
randomly chosen without replacement.17 Figure 4 shows an example of the vignettes as seen
by survey participants.

16To minimize the salience of the experimental design to respondents, small numbers were added to or
subtracted from the values shown to respondents for each metric.

17Therefore, respondents may have encountered the same school in at most three instances.
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To analyze the vignette experiment, we model respondents’ utility to attend any of the
hypothetical school as:

uis = αrZr(i) + βrXs × Zr(i) + eis

.
Xs includes school cards’ characteristics: high safety level, majority-black, majority-

hispanic, majority-white and Asian, and high academic performance. Zr(i) indicates whether
the respondent is white or Asian or Black or Hispanic. Thus, αr captures respectively the
average utilities Black and Hispanic and white and Asian respondents would derive for
attending a low-safety, racially-balanced and low-achievement hypothetical school compared
to their average outside options; while βr capture the additional utility or disutility from
higher safety or academic ratings or a different demographic composition for families of
different races. Finally, eis ∼ N(0, σ2) are independent and identically distributed utility
shocks.

We combine the absolute preferences for schools and relative rankings of schools provided
by respondents to estimate their respective weights for different school characteristics.18

The scale and location of the utility is thus normalized by respondents’ likelihood of listing
the schools. A respondent indicating a likelihood of a to list a school implies that uis ∈
[a − 0.5, a + 0.5]. The full parameter vector θ = (β, σ) is estimated using a Gibbs sampler
to maximize the likelihood of observing the responses to both questions.

Table 3 presents the estimates in likelihood units with respect to a racially-balanced,
low-safety, and low-performing school. Column (1) shows that school academic and safety
ratings are the primary factors that influence families’ school choices for all respondents.
Holding all else constant, a high academic rating increases utility by 1.4 points, while a
high safety rating increases it by 0.7 points. The magnitude of these effects is consistent
across racial groups. Nonetheless, contrary to Black and Hispanic respondents, white and
Asian respondents also hold some preference over schools’ demographic make-up.19 White
and Asian respondents are 0.27 points more likely to list a majority white and Asian school,
and respectively 0.28 and 0.44 points less likely to list a majority Hispanic or Black school
compared to a racially-balanced school. Conversely, there is no evidence to suggest that Black

18We exclude a small number of respondents whose rankings of cards exhibit inconsistencies across ques-
tions.

19The table also reveals that white and Asian respondents may have better outside options, as they are
0.55 points less likely to list the reference school compared to Black and Hispanic respondents.
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and Hispanic respondents take into account the demographics of schools, as the coefficients
on the racial make-up of schools are not statistically significant.

This preference over the school’s racial composition is partly due to statistical discrim-
ination, whereby respondents infer the academic performance of a school based on its de-
mographic make-up. The comparison between columns (1) and (2) of Table 3 suggests that
respondents who receive less precise information about schools’ academic performance are
more influenced by the schools’ racial composition in their rankings.

This effect is observed across all racial groups. In the case of Black and Hispanic respon-
dents, the coefficients pertaining to the school’s demographic make-up are only significant
when they receive imprecise information about the schools’ academic performances. In such
instances, they are 0.22 points more likely to list racially-balanced schools than other types
of schools. Similarly, white and Asian respondents exhibit stronger preferences for the racial
composition of their peers when they receive imprecise information about the schools’ aca-
demic performance. They demonstrate a heightened preference for majority white and Asian
schools, as indicated by the corresponding coefficient increasing from 0.27 to 0.36. Addition-
ally, they show a stronger aversion towards majority Hispanic or Black schools, with the
corresponding coefficients decreasing from -0.22 to -0.59 and from -0.44 to -0.70, respec-
tively.

Overall, the vignette experiment suggests that the racial gaps in choice are unlikely to
be due to differences in preferences for peer achievement or safety, in line with the evidence
shown in the previous subsection, but may be due to homophily. White and Asian respon-
dents show a consistent preference for schools that enroll more white and Asian students,
while Black and Hispanic respondents are less likely to choose majority white and Asian
schools when they have more imprecise information about schools’ academic performances.
As suggested by Appendix Figure B4, this racial preference for peers may stem from concerns
regarding racial discrimination by students’ teachers and peers, which are more common
among Asian, Black, and Hispanic families compared to white families. Indeed, among the
23% of respondents who reported that their students might face discrimination from their
teachers or peers, 70% mentioned that these concerns influenced their high school choices.

5.2 Racial gaps in information about schools

Disparities in information about schools could also result in differences in application behav-
ior. We evaluate two distinct aspects of families’ information about schools: schools they
are aware of and accuracy of their information about specific school features.
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5.2.1 Awareness sets

Because New York City has more than 400 high schools, it is unlikely that families have
heard about all of them. We call the set of schools that a family is aware of "awareness sets."
Racial differences in choices may simply stem from differences in awareness sets. To explore
this hypothesis, we asked respondents to indicate which schools they had heard of from a list
of ten schools. These schools were selected to be relatively close to the respondent’s home,
popular, and diverse in characteristics. The specific schools shown to each respondent were
randomized based on their district of residence.

Panel (a) of Figure 6 presents the share of schools respondents were aware of among
the schools presented to them, categorized by different types of schools. Panel (b) shows
racial differences controlling for district of residence and baseline test scores. On average,
respondents from all racial backgrounds appeared to be familiar with approximately one
third of the schools presented to them. While there were no notable differences in the total
number of schools respondents were aware of, Figure 6 reveals significant racial disparities
in the types of schools respondents were familiar with. Compared to their white and Asian
counterparts, Black and Hispanic families appear to be less aware of majority white and
Asian schools, high-quality and high-performing schools, as indicated by having high VAM
or high college enrollment and graduation rates. Black and Hispanic respondents are aware
of 4.3 percentage points fewer majority white and Asian schools, 4.1 percentage points fewer
high-VAM schools and of 3.0 percentage points fewer schools with high college enrollment and
graduation rates. In contrast, Black and Hispanic respondents are aware of 4.3 percentage
points more high Black and Hispanic schools, 4.8 percentage points more low-VAM schools.

A potential reason why Black and Hispanic families are less likely to know of high-quality
school options is that they rely on different sources to gather information about schools. In
Figure B6 we document the difference in the probability that a given information source
is listed among the most used by respondents’ race. Black and Hispanic families are 19
percentage points less likely to rely on networks of family and friends to collect information
about schools compared to white respondents, and 5.6 percentage points less likely to rely
on parent networks within their student’s middle school. They also appear less likely to use
information sources that are costlier and more time consuming, such as attending individual
high school information sessions and browsing on websites different from the official NYCPS
website. On the contrary, they are more likely to rely on institutional resources provided
by their student’s middle school, such as guidance counselors, other school staff, and middle
school information sessions, and equally likely to use NYCPS online resources.
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5.2.2 Accuracy of information

Even if families have heard about a school, they may hold inaccurate beliefs about it. To
measure inaccuracy of information about school characteristics, and how misinformation
varies across demographic groups, we ask two sets of questions. In the first, we ask survey
respondents to compare two schools on a specific aspect, such as which school has higher
graduation rates. In the second set of questions, we ask them to compare a school to all
other schools in the borough, for instance by asking which quartile of the distribution of
graduation rates that school belongs to.

Figure ?? suggests that families have somewhat accurate information about school fea-
tures important to them when selecting a school. The left chart in panel (a) shows that
respondents are more likely, on average, to correctly rank the two schools they are presented
based on school safety, value-added college and graduation rates, commuting distance, and
peer preparedness than if they had guessed randomly. Conversely, applicants are not well-
informed about which schools offer more AP classes. Respondents’ most precise information
is about commuting time, with respondents being 18.4 percentage points more likely to ac-
curately guess the school with the shortest commuting time compared to guessing randomly.
Information about value-added is more limited, with respondents only answering correctly
9.1 percentage points more often than if they had guessed randomly.

The left chart in panel (b) provides additional evidence that families possess some knowl-
edge about these school features: respondents’ quartile rankings of schools are positively cor-
related with actual quartile rankings of schools. Families’ information appears to be the most
precise about school location, followed by the college and graduation rates. In summary, this
evidence is consistent with the view that families are better informed about aspects that are
more easily observed, such as where the school is located, but are less well informed about
value-added, which is arguably harder to observe.

The schools selected for these questions are well-known in the applicant’s neighborhood,
even though they may not necessarily belong to the respondent’s awareness set.20 Even
when restricting the sample to the schools that are definitely in the respondent’s awareness
set, information accuracy improves only for easily-observed attributes, such as commuting
time and peer achievement levels. Information accuracy does not improve for school value-
added. We show this in appendix Figure B5. Panel (a) reports the raw average probability

20The reason why the survey does not restrict to schools in the respondent’s awareness set is that we do
not want to condition on an outcome but rather we want to capture how families form beliefs based on
cues such as the school name, borough, and district, which is basic information that is easily accessible from
browsing the school directory.
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of answering correctly in the pairwise comparison when using all questions (first bar), when
restricting to questions in which one school is certainly known (second bar), and when
restricting to questions in which both schools are certainly known (third bar).21 Panel (b)
reports the rank-rank correlation coefficient, restricting the sample to schools we are certain
the applicant knows in the second bar.

While families appear substantially misinformed about school characteristics such as
value-added, differences in information accuracy across race are unlikely to drive inequalities
in application behavior. The right chart in panel (a) shows that the race difference in the
probability of guessing correctly in pairwise school comparisons is never significantly different
from zero. The right chart in panel (b) instead shows that Black and Hispanic applicants’
beliefs about peer achievement and college rates are less correlated with the actual school
rankings, and this is driven by their lower propensity to select extreme answers. However,
there is no significant difference in belief accuracy about school value-added across respondent
race. In appendix Table A3 we pool the answers to the two sets of questions by regressing an
indicator for answers that are approximately correct on respondent race, baseline test score,
and district of residence, finding no significant difference in information accuracy by race.22

5.3 Racial gaps in admission beliefs

Finally, differences in beliefs about admission probabilities at competitive schools might
contribute to racial gaps in application. When deciding where to apply, applicants may
exclude programs from their lists if they perceive their chances of admission as being too
low.23 The survey provides direct evidence supporting this possibility. According to column
(1) of Table 4, 16% of survey respondents indicated that they did not apply to their “dream
program”, i.e. their preferred program if guaranteed admission.24 Nevertheless, we do not
find evidence that racial differences in pessimism about admission chances to most preferred

21We can say that a respondent certainly knows a school if the school appears in her awareness set question
and she selects it or if the school was ranked in her high school application.

22The indicator takes a value of 1 if the answer is exactly correct, which in the ranking question means
correctly guessing the position of the school in terms of quartiles of the within-borough distribution of that
attribute. It also takes the value of 1 if the answer is approximately correct, meaning the difference in the
two school attributes is low, or, for the ranking question, if the respondent ranks the school in the quartile
next to the correct answer and the school real position in the distribution is in the quartile half closer to the
respondent’s answer. More details are provided in the Appendix.

23This behavior is observed in deferred acceptance mechanisms when applicants face any application cost.
Idoux (2021) provides evidence supporting this claim in the context of NYC.

24Additionally, over one-third of survey respondents stated that they changed their application after ob-
serving their random lottery number.
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programs is a channel underlying racial gaps in applications.
Panel A of Table 4 shows that there is no significant difference in the likelihood of Black

and Hispanic applicants applying to their favorite programs compared to white and Asian
applicants. Controlling for the respondent’s “dream program", the difference in application
rates to the dream school, as reported in column 1, is less than 1.7 percentage points and
lacks statistical significance. Additionally, there appears to be no disparity in pessimism
about admission chances, as applicants from all racial groups are equally inclined to apply
to their favorite program when faced with the same admission probability. Column (2) fur-
ther indicates that Black and Hispanic applicants are on average as optimistic about their
admission chances as white and Asian applicants. Nonetheless, Black and Hispanic appli-
cants’ actual admission probabilities are less associated with their beliefs about admission
chances than white and Asian applicants. A 1 percentage point increase in admission proba-
bility corresponds to a 0.235 percentage point increase in reported admission belief for white
and Asian applicants, while it only corresponds to a 0.16 percentage point increase for Black
and Hispanic applicants.

As suggested in Panel B of Table 4, the similarity in beliefs about admission chances
across racial groups partly arises from similar beliefs about their students’ relative perfor-
mance compared to students attending sought-after schools. While at the bottom of the
performance distribution, Black and Hispanic respondents are more optimistic about their
kids’ relative academic performance. Their higher optimism fades at higher levels of student
achievement. For each increase in actual performance by one tercile, Black and Hispanic
beliefs about their students’ relative performance increase by 0.121 points less than those
of white and Asian respondents. Moreover, Column 2 shows no racial differences in beliefs
about relative academic performance conditional on student achievement when respondents
are asked how their students would compare to other students enrolling in high-demand
schools, who are typically higher-achieving. These results suggest that Black and Hispanic
families are not less likely to apply to popular programs enrolling high-achieving students
due to under-confidence about their admission chances or their student academic ability.

6 Middle school effects on the racial choice gap

Our results so far indicate that families prefer schools enrolling students with similar de-
mographics and that Black and Hispanic families choose lower value-added schools despite
caring equally about school quality. Most of the Black and Hispanic shortfall in preferences
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over quality is explained by racial gaps in awareness of higher-quality schools, with the re-
mainder possibly explained by differences in preferences over the demographic composition
of schools.

Middle schools may contribute to leveling the playing field for families across income and
race by offering more equitable access to information and providing a setting where families
from diverse backgrounds can interact. First, middle schools serve as a place for parents
to share information: 75% of respondents reported discussing high school applications with
other parents at their student’s middle school at least once, 26% engaged in such discus-
sions more than five times, and over a quarter indicated other parents as one of their most
important information sources. Second, middle schools are an institutional source of infor-
mation about high school applications: they organize information sessions, and school staff
may provide guidance to families during the application process.25 Finally, diversity within
earlier grades may attenuate preferences for more homogeneous peers in high schools, which
drive part of the differences in application behavior across racial and socio-economic groups.

This discussion motivates us to study the effects of middle school demographics on high
school choice. Using the variation arising from the NYC middle school match, we show that
Black and Hispanic families randomly assigned to middle schools enrolling more white and
Asian students choose whiter and higher-quality high schools as a result. At the end of the
section, we use our survey to ask why middle school demographics affect school choices. In
addition to information-sharing within peer networks, we also explore whether interaction
reduces inter-group prejudice and its effects on confidence and beliefs.

6.1 Correlating peer exposure and school choices

We are interested in understanding how exposure to other-race peers in middle school affects
high school choices, as measured by the parameter α in the following regression:

Yi = αCi + X ′
iΓ + ui (2)

Ci is a measure of contact with other-race peers in the middle school where i enrolls, Xi is
a vector of controls, and ui is a regression residual.

In most analyses, we bundle student races in two categories: white and Asian students
2516% of families cite middle school sessions as one of the most important sources of information, while

26% of respondents overall and over 30% of low-income, Black, and Hispanic families rely on middle school
staff as one of the main sources of information about high schools.
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and Black and Hispanic students. Ci is a measure of contact with other-race peers in the
same middle-school grade as student i, that is, with minority peers if i is white or Asian,
and white and Asian peers if i is Black or Hispanic. In some specifications, Ci indicates the
leave-one-out share of other-race peers in students’ middle school class, while in others, it
indicates having a majority (above 50%) of other-race middle school peers.

To gain some insight, Figure 2 compares the attributes of applicants’ top choices by
whether they come from mostly white or mostly minority middle schools. The figure reveals
three interesting facts.

First, minority applicants attending majority white and Asian middle schools choose
high schools with similar peer baseline achievement and value-added as white and Asian
applicants. On the contrary, white and Asian students’ preferences for these attributes
do not vary much depending on the racial composition of their middle school. Second,
the racial composition of first choices varies depending on the race of middle school peers
more than other choice attributes. Minority students attending majority white and Asian
middle schools choose high schools enrolling 25 p.p. more white and Asian students than
other minority students. Similarly, white and Asian students from predominantly minority
middle schools tend to select high schools with 15 p.p. fewer white and Asian peers. Third,
minority students are consistently less likely to apply to screened programs than white and
Asian students, even when they attend a majority white and Asian middle school. Middle
school diversity appears to reduce the race gap only for minority students in the top third of
the test score distribution. White and Asian students apply to screen programs at the same
rate, regardless of the racial mix of their school of origin.

Appendix Table A6 shows the correlation between middle school peer diversity and ad-
ditional attributes of high school top choices. It reports OLS estimates of α in equation
(2), both when Ci indicates having a majority of other-race peers (top rows) and when it
indicates the share of other-race peers in middle school (bottom rows). Here we consider the
correlation with the average attributes of applicants’ top 3 choices, rather than first choices
as in Figure 2. In addition to the patterns highlighted in the figures, the table also shows
that, for minority students, having more white and Asian middle school peers is associated
to choosing more popular schools. On the contrary, white and Asian students with more
minority peers choose schools with lower-achieving peers and are marginally less likely to
choose less popular schools. These patterns may reflect selection bias due to students with
different high school preferences sorting in middle schools with different racial composition.
In the next section, we present our instrumental variable approach to identify the causal
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effects of attending middle schools with a more diverse set of peers.

6.2 Instrumental variables framework

Our econometric framework identifies the causal effect of exposure to other-race middle
school classmates for students for whom classmate diversity is determined in part by random
assignment. The tie-breaking in the middle school assignment algorithm in fact generates
a research design that identifies causal effects. School offers are a function of applicant
preferences and priorities, which we refer to as applicant type θi, and the set of tie-breaking
variables. Tie-breakers include a common lottery number used by unscreened schools and
a set of non-lottery tie-breakers (such as test scores) used by screened schools. This means
that school assignment differences for students with the same value of θi and proximity to
non-lottery cutoffs are due solely to the tie-breaking embedded in the match.

Angrist et al. (2022) shows that the causal effect of any ordered school characteristic, such
as peer racial make-up, can be estimated via a 2SLS regression that instruments the enrolled
school characteristic with the offered school characteristic and controls for the expected
value of the instrument. We adopt a similar method. We instrument the share of other-race
peers in the middle school of enrollment with the other-race peer share in the offered school,
controlling for the expected offered other-race peer share. The instrument’s expected value
controls for systematic differences in potential outcomes between applicants who are offered
schools with different racial compositions.

However, we adapt this framework to take into account that peer racial make-up is depen-
dent on all students’ enrollment, and thus our instrument not only depends on each student’s
individual offer but also on the full set of offers. To circumvent this issue, we compute the
potential school racial make-up which uses students’ offer distributions instead of realized
offers in our construction of the instrument. The remainder of this section describes the
empirical strategy in more detail.

For each applicant i, we estimate the probability of assignment to each middle school s

in the market. This assignment probability, or propensity score, can be written as:

φs(θi, τi(δN)) = E[Di(s)|θi, τi(δN)]

where Di(s) indicates an offer at school s. This probability is a function of the applicant
type θi and indicators for proximity to cutoffs for non-lottery programs, denoted by τi(δN)
and determined by a data-driven bandwidth, δN . In the large-market theoretical framework
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outlined in Abdulkadiroglu et al. (2022), the propensity score φs(θi, τi(δN)) depends only on
a few match-determined parameters and is easily tabulated from data on the match.

Next, we define the potential leave-one-out share of other-race peers in school s as the
share of other-race peers in school s that we should expect before any uncertainty over
tiebreakers is resolved:

cP
i (s) =

∑
j ̸=i Oi(j) · φs(θj, τj(δN))∑

j ̸=i φs(θj, τj(δN))

where Oi(j) is a dummy equal to 1 if j is of a different race than i. This quantity considers
the uncertainty in assignment of all students in the match since the expectation is taken
with respect to student probability distributions of school offers.

Potential other-race peer shares will typically differ from realized other-race peer shares,
computed using the set of enrollment decisions {Ej(s)},

ci(s) =
∑

j ̸=i Oi(j) · Ej(s)∑
j ̸=i Ej(s) .

The discrepancy originates both from the uncertainty in the match and from imperfect offer
compliance, drop-outs, and late-enrollment of students who did not participate in the match.

Our instrument for the realized share of other-race peers in the school of enrollment,
Ci = ∑

s Ei(s)ci(s), is the potential share of other-race classmates in the middle school
offered through the match,

Zi =
∑

s

Di(s)cP
i (s)

.
The expectation of the instrument is derived by taking an expectation over the potential

other-race peer share of all schools in i’s middle school application list:

µi := E[Zi|{θj}, Ri] =
∑
s∈S

φs(θi, τi(δN))cP
i (s)

As shown in Angrist et al. (2022), conditioning on µi ensures instrument validity as:

ϵi ⊥ Zi|µi

. Intuitively, µi controls for any variation in offered peer race that is due to applicant type
θi. Hence, once controlled for µi, any remaining variation in offered peer race is due solely
to the tie-breaking randomness in the match.
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The research design deployed here is thus a two-stage least squares (2SLS) procedure
that uses Zi to instrument for Ci, controlling for the expected other-race share µi. We also
control for local-linear functions of non-lottery-school tie-breakers; these functions employ
the bandwidth used to define τi(δN).26

The causal effect of interest is an estimate of coefficient β in the 2SLS system:

Yi = βCi + κ2µi +
∑

s

gs(Ris) + X ′
iΓ2 + ϵi (3)

Ci = γZi + κ1µi +
∑

s

hs(Ris) + X ′
iΓ1 + νi (4)

. Because β might differ by race, we estimate this system of equations separately by race.
First and second stage models control for linear control functions gs(·), and hs(·) are linear
control functions of the running variables Ris at non-lottery programs.27 Both stage models
also include a set of baseline covariates, denoted Xi. 28

In addition to the ordered treatment consisting of the share of other-race peers, the
estimates reported also consider a Bernoulli treatment for enrolling in a middle school where
the majority of peers are of another race, denoted by Mi = I{Ci > 0.5}. For these estimates,
the instrument for Mi is an indicator for being offered a middle school where the offered
potential other-race peer share is above 50%. Formally:

ZM
i = I{Zi > 0.5}

. Similarly, the relevant control function for ZM
i is:

µi := E[ZM
i |{θj}, Ri] =

∑
s∈S

φs(θi, τi(δN))I{cP
i (s) > 0.5}

.
26The bandwidths used here are estimated as suggested by Calonico et al. (2014). Bandwidths are com-

puted separately for each test score variable; we use the smallest of these for each program. We set δN = 0
for non-lottery programs with fewer than 5 applicants in the bandwidth who are either below or above the
tie-breaker cutoff.

27The control functions are as specified in Abdulkadiroglu et al. (2022),

gs(Ris) = ω1sais + κis [ω2s + ω3s(Ris − Ts) + ω4s(Ris − Ts)I(Ris > Ts)] .

where ais indicates whether applicant i applied to school s, and κis = ais × I(Ts − δs < Ris < Ts + δs) selects
applicants in a bandwidth of size δs around an admission cutoff at each school s, Ts.

28Baseline covariates consist of dummies for female, special needs, free or reduced price lunch, and limited
English proficiency, baseline math and ELA scores, and year of application dummies.
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For all the 2SLS estimations, our sample consists of middle school applicants with non-
degenerate variation or risk for the continuous instrument. That is, the analysis is restricted
to applicants who have risk of being assigned to more than one other-race peer share value.
Appendix Table A1 describes the restrictions applied to construct this experimental sample
with greater detail. Columns (2)-(4) in Table 1 compare demographics, other-race shares in
middle schools, and high school choices of students in the experimental samples to those of
the universe of students observed applying to both middle school and high school in NYC
in the study period. While Black and Hispanic students are slightly over-represented in the
experimental sample, the sample appears to be quite similar to the population of applicants
in column (1).

Appendix Tables A4 and A5 report a set of results meant to validate our research design.
The first panel of both tables checks whether differential attrition may lead to selection bias.
Virtually all the middle school applicants in our analysis sample are observed enrolling in 6th
grade within the public school system, while only 89% of them subsequently apply to enroll
in a public high school in NYC. Both tables show that the likelihood of observing these
outcomes is unrelated to the majority other-race offer (Table A4) and offered other-race
share instruments (Table A5).

A second set of diagnostics evaluates covariate balance. In both tables, Panel B reports
coefficients on offer instruments from regressions of covariates on the instruments, with ap-
propriate controls for estimated µi and for functions of non-lottery program tiebreakers. For
the discrete instrument in Appendix Table A4, the estimates show no statistically significant
relationships between the majority other-race offer instrument and baseline covariates. For
the continuous instrument in Appendix Table A5, the estimates show small differences in
baseline math test scores and subsidized lunch status. Nonetheless, the magnitudes of these
differences seem unlikely to lead to substantial omitted variables bias. In any case, all 2SLS
estimates are from models that include the baseline covariates listed in the table as controls.

6.3 2SLS estimates on school choices

Black and Hispanic students with higher shares of white and Asian middle school peers apply
to high schools that enroll fewer Black students and more white and Asian students. This
is documented in Table 5 which reports the 2SLS estimates of attending a majority-white
and Asian middle school (top rows in each panel) and attending a middle school with a 10
p.p. higher share of white and Asian peers (bottom rows) on Black and Hispanic high school
choices. The table shows estimates separately for the top three choices in Panel A and for
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all the choices in an applicant’s list in Panel B.29 To account for a change in the number of
choices, the table also reports the effect on the length of rank order lists.

The estimated effects indicate that attending a middle school with a higher proportion
of white and Asian peers significantly influences the overall application profile of Black and
Hispanic students. As a result of attending a majority-white and Asian middle school, the
first three high school choices of Black and Hispanic applicants have on average 4.8 p.p. fewer
Black students and 6.6 p.p. more white and Asian students. This corresponds to an increase
in the chosen share of white and Asian students of more than 20%. Similarly, attending
a middle school with 10 p.p. more white and Asian students decreases the share of Black
students in top school choices by 1 p.p. and increases the share of white and Asian students by
1.3 p.p. The table also shows that attending white and Asian middle schools induces Black
and Hispanic students to rank schools enrolling higher-achieving peers, plausibly because
white and Asian students tend to have higher test scores. All these effects are significant at
the 5% level. The magnitude and significance of these effects are similar when considering
all the high school choices, although results are larger when looking at the most preferred
schools.

Middle school peer diversity also impacts other dimensions of choice. In particular,
attending majority-white middle schools (middle schools with 10 p.p. more white students)
increases average value-added in top 3 choices by 0.12 SD (0.03 SD). Nonetheless, other-race
peers seem to have little to zero effect on the popularity of ranked high schools and the
probability of applying to a program that uses screened admission methods. Finally, the list
length is unaffected, suggesting that students are changing most of their choices within a
fixed-length list rather than adding extra schools. The pattern and magnitude of the effects
of exposure to white and Asian peers are similar when estimated independently for Black
and Hispanic students in Tables A7 and A8.

The estimated peer effects on high school choice attributes for white and Asian students
are reported in Table 6. White and Asian students’ high school choices are affected by the
racial make-up of their middle schools by a lesser degree. First, we observe much smaller
effects on the racial composition of high school choices: attending majority-minority middle
schools increases the share of Black students and of Hispanic students in the top 3 choices
by 1.3 p.p. but only when focusing on all ranked schools. Similarly, the magnitude of the
decrease in the chosen same-race share is about half of what we estimated for Black and

29The two separate panels disentangle whether exposure to diverse peers affects students’ overall preference
profile or only students’ marginal preferences for the programs they are less likely to attend.
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Hispanic students. Effects are larger when considering all choices rather than the top 3
choices, contrary to what we observed for Black and Hispanic students. Since list length is,
if anything, shortened, these estimates suggest that white and Asian students respond to a
change in middle school peer diversity by mostly modifying their bottom high school choices,
while contact with white and Asian students seems to affect Black and Hispanic students’
top choices.

Attending middle schools with larger shares of Black and Hispanic students induces white
and Asian students to rank schools with lower-achieving peers. This negative effect, while
smaller in magnitude, is comparable to the increase in chosen peer achievement by Black and
Hispanic students observed in Table 5. The effects on choice popularity and screening method
are non-significant, while the effect on school value-added is negative but mostly insignificant
and smaller in magnitude to the positive peer effect found for Black and Hispanic students.

Overall, attending a majority-white and Asian middle school closes respectively about half
of and two-thirds of the racial gaps in the school value-added and in the racial composition of
school choices, conditional on baseline achievement. A comparison of the 2SLS estimates with
the OLS estimates in Table A6 reveals that OLS estimates of peer effects are not extremely
biased, especially for Black and Hispanic students. 2SLS estimates of white and Asian peer
effects are less than 40% smaller than OLS estimates for the racial composition of school
choices and not statistically distinguishable for peer achievement and school value-added.

Table 7 shows that differences in high school choices induced by middle school peer
diversity translate into differences in high school offers for all students. Estimated effects on
the offered high school’s racial make-up and peer achievement are generally larger for Black
and Hispanic students than for white and Asian students. Black and Hispanic students who
attend a majority-white and Asian middle school receive as a result high school offers with
5.6% more white and Asian students on average. Middle school diversity also has a positive
significant effect on the offered high school’s value-added of Black and Hispanic students,
which increases by 0.09 SD. Nonetheless, this increase in high school peer diversity and value-
added partly comes at the cost of a marginally significant increase in the probability of being
unmatched by 2.5 percentage points. On the other, white and Asian students are offered
schools with similar value-added and peer composition regardless of their middle school of
enrollment.

In appendix Table A9 we estimate models that allow for a more granular definition of
race and distinguish between the effects of Black and Hispanic peers. These models have
two endogenous regressors, one for each race share different from own in the middle school of
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enrollment (e.g. Black peer share and Hispanic peer share if the student is white or Asian).
The two instruments are the two corresponding potential race shares in the offered middle
school. Similar to what we observed for the binary other-race exposure treatment, attending
middle schools with students from a particular ethnicity induces students to rank schools
with a higher share of students from that ethnicity and a lower share of students from their
own race.

In a nutshell, the 2SLS analysis suggests that exposure to more diverse peers in middle
school significantly affects high school choices. The estimated effects vary in magnitude for
applicants of different races, but all point to a reduction in the share of same-race peers
in high school choices and, ultimately, in the high school offer received from the match.
Increasing middle school diversity might then be a lever for high school desegregation, medi-
ated by a change in choices. Moreover, attending majority-white and Asian middle schools
causes Black and Hispanic students to choose higher-quality schools. The next section dis-
cusses potential channels through which middle school peer diversity may impact high school
choice.

6.4 Peer effects mechanisms

Why does the race of middle school classmates affect high school choices? In this section we
explore three main explanations: peer effects on education achievement, changes in prefer-
ences for interacting with other demographic groups, and information-sharing through social
networks.

Test scores We first consider other-race peer effects on middle school achievement. Pos-
itive peer effects might explain why Black and Hispanic students attending majority-white
high schools apply to more selective programs. For instance, students might prefer attending
schools with students at their achievement level to avoid mismatch. Moreover, higher test
scores increase chances of admission at screened programs.

We measure the effect of middle school diversity on students’ achievement using the same
2SLS strategy used to study peer effects on high school choices. Table 8 reports middle school
peer race effects on 6th and 7th grade Math and ELA standardized state test scores. We find
mostly no effect of other-race peers on the test scores of any students, the only exception is
a statistically significant increase in 7th grade math score by 0.09 SD for Black and Hispanic
students attending a majority white and Asian middle school. These results are in line with
several studies finding small to zero peer effects in achievement when using well-identified
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empirical designs (Angrist, 2013).

Racialized preferences and perceptions of discrimination A recent literature finds
that contact with individuals from a different ethnicity reduces inter-racial, or more gener-
ally, inter-group prejudice (Rao, 2019; Carrell et al., 2019; Lowe, 2021; Corno et al., 2019;
Boisjoly et al., 2006). Our vignette experiment allows us to isolate the effects of attending
middle schools with a higher share of students from a different race on preferences for the
demographic composition of future classmates.

To investigate the effect of middle school diversity on racial preferences for high schools,
we re-estimate respondents’ preferences in the vignette experiment as a function of whether
their student attended a majority white and Asian middle school. These estimates are
reported in Table 9. Respondents whose students attended a majority-white and Asian
middle school on average prefer hypothetical high schools that are majority white and Asian
over hypothetical schools that are racially neutral. This is in contrast with other Black
and Hispanic respondents, who tend to prefer racially-neutral schools and other white and
Asian respondents who are indifferent between racially-neutral schools and majority white
and Asian schools.

One way of interpreting these results is that interaction with other-race families in ear-
lier grades reduces taste-based discrimination. An alternative hypothesis is that it reduces
statistical discrimination, i.e., the extent to which household rely on race to make inferences
about school academics. The second explanation is likely to play a larger role in this setting,
given the smaller importance of pure taste-based discrimination found in the context of this
experiment, as discussed in section 5.1.2.

An additional mechanism might be a reduction in perceived discrimination, which we
investigate in Table A10. We only report the differential effect of having more middle school
peers of different races on perceived discrimination by respondent race or ethnicity. We find
mostly null effects, except for Asian students, the group with the highest levels of stated
perceived discrimination. Attending majority Black and Hispanic middle schools makes
Asian respondents more likely to agree with the statement: “My student would fit well in a
school where the majority of peers are from a different race" and less likely to report that
their high school application choices were influenced by fear of discrimination.

While we need more statistical power to make stronger causality claims, we think that
our estimates provide suggestive evidence that past experience might modify preferences for
inter-group interaction.
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Information In section 5.2 we showed that Black and Hispanic students were significantly
less likely to have heard of high-value-added schools and schools enrolling higher achievers
and a high share of white and Asian students. Here we study whether attending schools
with white and Asian peers might close some of these gaps. We measure the effect of
attending majority-white schools on the probability of knowing of different types of schools
by estimating the following regression:

Knowis = α + Minorityi + βWi + γMinorityi · Wi + X ′
iδ + ϵis (5)

. Knowis takes value 1 if respondent i reports having heard of high school s and 0 otherwise,
and Wi is a dummy for attending a majority-white and Asian middle school.

The OLS and IV estimates of β in Table 10 are non-significantly different from zero,
while estimates of γ are positive and significant, and somewhat larger when using IV. They
indicate that, while middle school peer demographics matter little for white and Asian
families, attending majority white and Asian schools significantly expands the set of schools
known by Black and Hispanic students. Black and Hispanic students are less likely to know
schools with high value-added or higher-achieving students, but attending schools with more
informed peers entirely closes these gaps. Moreover, the effect of attending a white and
Asian middle school on the total number of schools known for Black and Hispanic students
appears larger than the race gap, suggesting that white and Asian peers expand Black and
Hispanic students’ awareness sets rather than simply changing their composition.

Summary In summary, we conclude that the main reason why having more white and
Asian middle school peers changes Black and Hispanic high school choices is by reducing
information frictions in the form of limited awareness of school options. Attending majority
white and Asian middle schools increases the probability of Black and Hispanic students
having heard of high schools with higher shares of white and Asian students, higher-achieving
peers, and high value-added. In addition, middle school peer racial composition has no effect
on student test scores, while some evidence suggests attending a diverse middle school might
increase white and Asian families’ preferences for inter-group interactions. Importantly, we
find that middle school demographics have no effect on white and Asian families’ knowledge
of schooling options, in line with the idea that they might have access to, or rely more on,
other sources of information or different social networks to get information about schools.
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7 Conclusions

We document large racial differences in the high school choices of otherwise similar students
living in the same neighborhood and with similar test scores. Black and Hispanic students,
on average, choose schools of lower quality and with a lower share of white and Asian peers.
Understanding the roots of these differences, and what works in reducing them, is impor-
tant because these choice patterns amplify achievement gaps and drive racial segregation in
schools.

Combining administrative data and novel survey evidence, we show that these differences
are driven by a combination of preferences for the racial composition of schools and differ-
ences in information in the form of limited awareness of school options. Black and Hispanic
students have heard of fewer schools, in particular fewer majority-white and high-quality
schools. Attending majority white and Asian middle schools, however, expands their aware-
ness sets and in turn affects their high school choices, which look more similar to those of
their white peers.

We also find large information frictions in the form of inaccurate beliefs about school
attributes and admission chances to high-demand programs, but these are not differential
by race. These results highlight that the interventions trying to correct biased beliefs, which
have often been the focus of previous studies, might not be the solution to unequal school
choices. What seems to be first order is raising awareness about the existence of high-quality
schooling opportunities.

Engagement with better-informed peers in earlier school years contributes to this objec-
tive, indicating that a potential strategy to promote changes in school choices and bridge
information disparities could involve promoting integration in the early grades, which tend to
exhibit higher levels of racial segregation. More broadly, these results show the importance
of social interactions in shaping the frontier of possibilities that young adults consider when
making choices, which may be consequential for settings even beyond high school choice.
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8 Tables

Table 1: Summary Statistics

Administrative data sample Survey respondents
MS applicants Experimental sample
applying to HS All Black+ White+ All Black+ White+

Hispanic Asian Hispanic Asian
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Panel A: Demographics and baseline scores
Black 0.20 0.19 0.31 0.00 0.14 0.28 0.00
Hispanic 0.39 0.41 0.69 0.00 0.33 0.66 0.00
White 0.17 0.17 0.00 0.41 0.21 0.00 0.42
Asian 0.21 0.22 0.00 0.54 0.29 0.00 0.58
FRPL 0.71 0.72 0.82 0.58 0.66 0.77 0.55
Female 0.52 0.51 0.52 0.50 0.52 0.52 0.51
Ell 0.08 0.09 0.10 0.07 0.06 0.08 0.04
4th gr. Math 0.23 0.19 -0.13 0.65 0.51 0.15 0.88
4th gr. Ela 0.23 0.19 -0.05 0.53 0.46 0.18 0.75

Panel B: Middle school characteristics
% Black+Hispanic peer in MS 61 61 76 38 54 71 37
Enroll MS with >50% white+Asian 0.38 0.36 0.15 0.68 0.49 0.23 0.76

Panel C: High school choices
Number of HS choices 8.2 7.9 8.2 7.5 8.9 8.9 8.9
% Black+Hispanic in top3 choices 58 58 69 41 51 62 39
Mean baseline peer math in top3 choices 0.24 0.21 0.05 0.44 0.40 0.21 0.59
Mean popularity in top3 choices 4.18 4.06 3.43 4.98 5.45 4.19 6.71
Lists a screened program among top3 choices 0.69 0.67 0.59 0.79 0.78 0.68 0.88
Mean RC math VA in top3 choices 0.78 0.71 0.44 1.11 1.04 0.69 1.40

Panel D: High school offers
Assigned to 1st choice 0.47 0.47 0.52 0.40 0.39 0.48 0.31
Assigned to top 3 choices 0.76 0.77 0.80 0.71 0.68 0.76 0.60

N 254,742 118,078 70,219 47,859 3,628 1,818 1,810

Notes: The administrative data sample in columns 1 to 4 includes students who applied to middle school
for enrollment in 2015-2016 to 2019-2020 and then successively applied to high school for enrollment in
2018-2019 to 2022-2023. Columns 1 reports descriptive statistics for the sample of applicants who have
demographic information. Columns 2 to 4 restrict the sample to the experimental sample which includes
offered Middle school applicants who have (i) non-degenerate risk of school assignment, (ii) non-missing
baseline test scores, and (iii) non-missing geographic information. The survey respondents in column 5
to 7 include any survey participants who answered at least one survey question. The baseline scores are
4th grade scores from the NY state standardized assessments. High school popularity corresponds to the
number of applicants rejected by the program divided by the number of accepted applicants (city-mean is
1.37). Screened programs are programs that admit students based on their Middle school grades and/or
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auditions and essays. The risk-controlled value-added computation (RC Regents math VA) follows that in
Angrist et al. (2021).

Table 2: Different School Characteristics for the Vignette Experiment

School characteristic Description Percentage
Asian Black Hispanic White

Demographics

Racially-balanced 15% 29% 38% 16%
Majority Black 7% 68% 16% 8%
Majority Hispanic 5% 13% 73% 7%
Majority white and Asian 17% 15% 21% 45%

Low High

Safety Percentage of students
who feel safe on school

77% 93%

Treatment 1: Precise information about school academic performance
Low High

Academics

Percentage of students
who graduate in 4 years

75% 93%

Percentage of students
who enroll in College/ca-
reer programs

51% 79%

Treatment 2: Imprecise information about school academic performance

Academics

Percentage of students
who earned enough cred-
its in ninth grade to be
on track for graduation

83%

Notes: This table reports the characteristics of the school cards presented to respondents in the vignette
experiments (questions Q17 and Q18).
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Table 3: Vignette Experiment Preference Estimates

Precise Info Imprecise Info
Respondent race Characteristic (1) (2)

White+Asian

Constant 2.17*** 3.04***
(0.08) (0.09)

High-academics 1.44***
(0.06)

High-safety 0.74*** 1.08***
(0.06) (0.08)

Majority Black -0.44*** -0.70***
(0.08) (0.12)

Majority Hispanic -0.28*** -0.59**
(0.08) (0.11)

Majority white+Asian 0.27*** 0.36***
(0.08) (0.12)

Black+Hispanic

Constant 2.71*** 3.41***
(0.09) (0.10)

High-academics 1.28***
(0.07)

High-safety 0.66*** 1.16***
(0.07) (0.09)

Majority Black -0.11 -0.28**
(0.09) (0.12)

Majority Hispanic 0.00 -0.16
(0.09) (0.12)

Majority white+Asian -0.08 -0.22*
(0.10) (0.12)

N respondents 1,212 957

Notes: This table reports preference estimates for school cards for white and Asian respondents and Black
and Hispanic respondents separately. The constant captures the absolute likelihood on a scale from 1 to 6
of listing the school. Preferences are estimated through Gibbs sampling using answers to survey questions
Q17 and Q18.
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Table 4: Beliefs About Admission Probability

Panel A: Beliefs about admission probabilities
Applied to "dream school" Admission beliefs

(1) (2)
Actual admission probability 0.113*** 0.235***

(0.040) (0.029)
(Actual admission probability) × (Black+Hispanic) 0.049 -0.075**

(0.053) (0.036)
Black+Hispanic -0.017 0.041

(0.039) (0.027)

Mean 0.84 0.425
N 2,408 3,354

Panel B: Beliefs about performance tercile
Within the City Within High-demand school

(1) (2)
Actual performance tercile 0.379*** 0.171***

(0.047) (0.027)
(Actual performance tercile) × (Black+Hispanic) -0.121** 0.066

(0.055) (0.044)
Black+Hispanic 0.268* -0.102

(0.149) (0.092)

Mean 2.000 2.242
N 1,274 986

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates of the relationships between applicants’ actual admission probabil-
ities and relative performance and their beliefs about these. The student relative performance is measured
as the tercile in the distribution of city’s test score in panel A and in the distribution of students’ test
scores at a high-demand school. All models control for residential district fixed effects and 4th grade test
score tercile. All columns except column 1 of Panel B control for school fixed effects. Column 2 of panel
A also controls for applicants’ random numbers, as actual admission probabilities estimates account for the
uncertainty coming from the lottery. Robust standard errors are reported in parenthesis, clustered at the
student level for column 2 of panel A. Panel A uses data from survey questions Q7a and Q7c, column 2 adds
data from survey question Q13. panel B column 1 uses data from survey question Q11, panel B column 2
uses data from survey question Q12.
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Table 5: 2SLS Estimates of Peer Share Effects on Black & Hispanic Students’ HS Choices
% Black % Hispanic % White Peer Ela Peer Math Popularity Screened Regents math VA Length of rol

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Top 3 choices

Majority white+Asian MS -4.790*** -1.557** 6.562*** 0.073*** 0.127*** 0.341** -0.004 0.120*** 0.267
(0.822) (0.773) (1.008) (0.019) (0.021) (0.165) (0.028) (0.032) (0.223)

Share white+Asian (10pp) -1.014*** -0.328** 1.331*** 0.015*** 0.021*** 0.111*** 0.009* 0.025*** 0.017
(0.158) (0.158) (0.194) (0.004) (0.004) (0.034) (0.005) (0.007) (0.042)

mean 23.25 45.90 29.00 -0.01 0.05 3.43 0.59 0.28 8.22

All choices
Majority white+Asian MS -3.881*** -1.358** 5.490*** 0.058*** 0.109*** 0.257** 0.024 0.096***

(0.696) (0.608) (0.800) (0.015) (0.016) (0.120) (0.021) (0.024)

Share white+Asian (10pp) -0.768*** -0.284** 1.047*** 0.012*** 0.017*** 0.073** 0.009** 0.024***
(0.133) (0.122) (0.149) (0.003) (0.003) (0.025) (0.004) (0.005)

mean 24.04 46.78 27.37 -0.07 -0.01 3.05 0.78 0.21
N 70,219 70,219 70,219 70,219 70,219 69,834 70,219 70,208

Notes: This table reports 2SLS estimates of middle school demographic composition effects on Black and
Hispanic high school choices. Panel A focuses on each applicant’s top 3 choices, panel B includes all the
choices. The sample includes students with non-degenerate risk of middle school assignment, who applied
to Middle schools for enrollment in 2015-2016 to 2019-2020 and then successively applied to high school
for enrollment in 2018-2019 to 2022-2023. All models control for application year, student demographic
characteristics (ELL status, gender, poverty status, district of residence), and 4th grade math and ELA test
scores. High school popularity, screened status and RC VA are defined in the notes of Table 1. Robust
standard errors in parenthesis.

Table 6: 2SLS Estimates of Peer Share Effects on White & Asian Students’ HS Choices
% Black % Hispanic % White Peer Ela Peer Math Popularity Screened Regents math VA Length of rol

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Top 3 choices

Majority Black+Hispanic MS 1.271* 1.387* -2.879** -0.066** -0.074** 0.189 0.012 -0.042 -0.758**
(0.663) (0.786) (1.029) (0.025) (0.027) (0.198) (0.029) (0.040) (0.280)

Share Black+Hispanic (10pp) 0.135 0.461** -0.644** -0.012** -0.014** 0.042 0.006 -0.014* -0.091
(0.133) (0.166) (0.211) (0.005) (0.005) (0.042) (0.006) (0.008) (0.057)

mean 12.82 27.67 57.41 0.35 0.45 5.00 0.79 0.59 7.51

All choices
Majority Black+Hispanic MS 1.622** 1.581** -3.423*** -0.053** -0.065** 0.124 -0.013 -0.027

(0.587) (0.653) (0.896) (0.019) (0.021) (0.151) (0.022) (0.031)

Share Black+Hispanic (10pp) 0.303** 0.432** -0.776*** -0.009** -0.012** 0.014 0.002 -0.012*
(0.120) (0.137) (0.182) (0.004) (0.004) (0.033) (0.004) (0.006)

mean 13.60 30.41 53.96 0.23 0.33 4.33 0.87 0.49
N 45,649 45,649 45,649 45,649 45,649 45,595 45,649 45,626

Notes: This table reports 2SLS estimates of middle school demographic composition effects on white and
Asian high school choices. Panel A focuses on each applicant’s top 3 choices, panel B includes all the choices.
The sample, controls and endogeneous variables are as defined in the notes of Table 5. Robust standard
errors in parenthesis.
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Table 7: 2SLS Estimates of Peer Share Effects on Characteristics of Offered High School
Matched in 1st round Offered rank % Black % Hispanic % White Peer Ela Peer Math Popularity Screened Regents math VA

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
Panel A: Black & Hispanic students

Majority white+Asian MS -0.025* 0.091 -4.321*** -1.132 5.675*** 0.042* 0.082*** -0.121 -0.023 0.094**
(0.014) (0.150) (1.204) (1.007) (1.235) (0.022) (0.024) (0.169) (0.029) (0.045)

Share white+Asian (10pp) -0.003 0.004 -0.864*** -0.376* 1.215*** 0.009** 0.012** 0.070** 0.006 0.028**
(0.002) (0.029) (0.226) (0.200) (0.218) (0.004) (0.004) (0.032) (0.005) (0.009)

mean 0.96 2.35 27.42 49.32 21.54 -0.19 -0.14 1.29 0.21 -0.00
N 70,195 66,726 67,539 67,539 67,539 67,508 67,508 67,555 67,577 67,401

Panel B: White & Asian students
Majority Black+Hispanic MS 0.002 -0.873*** 1.825 -0.255 -1.940 0.012 -0.029 0.837*** 0.066* -0.050

(0.019) (0.211) (1.136) (1.161) (1.515) (0.032) (0.034) (0.250) (0.038) (0.059)

Share Black+Hispanic (10pp) -0.000 -0.107** 0.421* 0.418* -0.894** 0.002 -0.006 0.167** 0.016** -0.006
(0.004) (0.044) (0.239) (0.250) (0.319) (0.007) (0.007) (0.054) (0.008) (0.012)

mean 0.93 2.91 15.38 32.21 50.43 0.15 0.25 2.74 0.42 0.39
N 45,633 41,961 42,643 42,643 42,643 42,641 42,641 42,659 42,700 42,560

Notes: This table reports 2SLS estimates of middle school demographic composition effects on high school
offers. Panel A focuses on Black and Hispanic applicants, while panel B focuses on white and Asian ap-
plicants. The sample, controls and endogeneous variables are as defined in the notes of Table 5. Robust
standard errors in parenthesis.

Table 8: 2SLS Estimates of Peer Share Effects on Test Scores
Middle school outcomes High school outcomes

Has 6th grade test Has 7th grade test 6th grade Math 7th grade Math Took Regents Math Took SAT Regents Math SAT Math
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Panel A: Black & Hispanic students
Majority white+Asian MS -0.005 0.012 0.031 0.086** -0.022 -0.010 0.140* 0.024

(0.007) (0.011) (0.040) (0.041) (0.026) (0.020) (0.075) (0.063)

Share white+Asian (10pp) -0.001 0.002 -0.006 0.012 0.003 0.002 0.005 -0.003
(0.001) (0.002) (0.008) (0.008) (0.005) (0.004) (0.014) (0.013)

mean 0.72 0.66 -0.11 -0.09 0.34 0.34 -0.09 -0.29
N 70,219 70,219 50,435 45,205 70,219 70,219 23,624 24,193

Panel B: White & Asian students
Majority Black+Hispanic MS -0.011 -0.015 -0.024 0.020 0.014 0.020 0.002 -0.099

(0.009) (0.013) (0.049) (0.048) (0.030) (0.024) (0.087) (0.091)

Share Black+Hispanic (10pp) 0.001 -0.003 -0.005 -0.003 0.000 -0.002 0.003 0.002
(0.002) (0.002) (0.011) (0.011) (0.006) (0.005) (0.019) (0.020)

mean 0.71 0.67 0.73 0.75 0.29 0.40 0.65 0.75
N 45,649 45,649 32,245 30,200 45,649 45,649 13,388 18,308

Notes: This table reports 2SLS estimates of middle school demographic composition effects on 6th, 7th
grade State standardized test scores and SAT and Regents math test scores. Panel A focuses on Black and
Hispanic applicants, while panel B focuses on white and Asian applicants. The sample and controls variables
are as defined in the notes of Table 5. Robust standard errors in parenthesis.
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Table 9: Vignette Experiment Preference Estimates by MS

Black & Hispanic White & Asian
(1) (2)

Constant 2.76*** 2.24***
(0.09) (0.13)

Majority white+Asian MS -0.66*** -0.09
(0.20) (0.15)

Imprecise info 0.81*** 0.99***
(0.09) (0.12)

(Imprecise info) × (Majority white+Asian MS) 0.21 -0.13
(0.20) (0.14)

High-academics 1.26*** 1.58***
(0.08) (0.11)

(High-academics) × (Majority white+Asian MS) 0.36** -0.23*
(0.18) (0.13)

(High-safety) 0.86*** 0.92***
(0.06) (0.09)

(High-safety) × (Majority white+Asian MS) 0.10 -0.13
(0.14) (0.10)

Majority Black -0.22** -0.55***
(0.09) (0.12)

(Majority Black) × (Majority white+Asian MS) 0.21 0.04
(0.20) (0.14)

Majority Hispanic -0.12 -0.47***
(0.09) (0.12)

(Majority Hispanic) × (Majority white+Asian MS) 0.34* 0.12
(0.20) (0.14)

Majority white+Asian -0.24*** 0.04
(0.09) (0.12)

(Majority white+Asian) × (Majority white+Asian MS) 0.51*** 0.34**
(0.20) (0.14)

N respondents 914 1,086

Notes: This table reports estimates of middle school demographic composition effects on preferences for
school cards. Column 1 reports estimates for Black and Hispanic respondents separately, column 2 for white
and Asian respondents. The constant captures the absolute likelihood on a scale from 1 to 6 of listing the
school. Preferences are estimated through Gibbs sampling using answers to survey questions Q17 and Q18.
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Table 10: Peer Effects on Consideration Sets
Any school Popular High white+Asian % High bl. Math High VA

OLS IV OLS IV OLS IV OLS IV OLS IV
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

(Black+Hispanic) × (High white+Asian MS) 0.08*** 0.18 0.09*** 0.02 0.10*** 0.24* 0.11*** 0.18 0.09*** 0.21*
(0.02) (0.11) (0.03) (0.18) (0.02) (0.13) (0.02) (0.11) (0.02) (0.13)

High white+Asian MS -0.04*** -0.09 0.00 -0.05 -0.04** -0.09 -0.03** -0.11 -0.02 -0.14
(0.01) (0.07) (0.02) (0.11) (0.02) (0.08) (0.01) (0.08) (0.02) (0.09)

Black+Hispanic -0.04*** -0.09*** -0.07*** -0.09*** -0.08*** -0.11*** -0.07*** -0.08*** -0.07*** -0.06***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

N 25,690 25,690 5,138 5,138 13,801 13,801 15,683 15,683 10,161 10,161
mean white+Asian 0.370 0.370 0.680 0.680 0.510 0.510 0.450 0.450 0.440 0.440

Notes: This table reports OLS and 2SLS estimates of middle school demographic composition effects on
survey respondents’ awareness sets. All regressions control for residential district fixed effects and 4th grade
test score tercile. Endogeneous variables are defined in Appendix. Clustered standard errors at the student-
level in parenthesis. Panel A uses data from survey question Q9.
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9 Figures

Figure 1: Differences in High School Choices by Race and Middle School Test Scores

(a) Differences in peer composition
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(b) Differences in school selectivity and quality
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Notes: This figures plots mean characteristics of the school ranked first on the high school application by
applicants’ race and middle school test score ventiles, for application years 2015-17 and 2020. Panel (a)
considers the percentage of white and Asian students and the mean 8th grade math scores of students at the
school. Panel (b) considers the probability the school is screened and the RC math value-added (RC-VA) of
the school.
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Figure 2: Differences in High School Choices Depending on Percentage of White Peers in
Middle School

(a) Differences in peer composition
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(b) Differences in school selectivity and quality
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Notes: This figures plots mean characteristics of the school ranked first on the high school application by
applicants’ race and middle school test score ventiles and by the the racial composition of the middle school
attended by the applicant. Characteristics of high school choices are depicted using a lighter shade for
students enrolled in a majority-white and Asian middle school (≥ 50% of white and Asian enrollment) and
in a darker shade for students enrolled in a majority-Black and Hispanic Middle School. The characteristics
considered are the same as in Figure 1.
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Figure 3: Differences in Most Important School Features

(a) Means (b) Racial gaps

Notes: This figure reports differences in stated preference for school characteristics. Panel (a) reports
the percentage of respondents who mentioned each school feature among their three most important when
deciding which school to include in their list. Panel (b) reports the differences in the percentage of respondents
who mentioned each school feature among Black and Hispanic respondents compared to white and Asian
respondents. For each feature, the first bar depicts the raw percentage point difference while the second bar
depicts the percentage point difference controlling for district of residence and middle school baseline test
score. The capped lines display 95% confidence intervals. This figure uses data from survey question Q8.

Figure 4: School Cards for Vignette Experiment

Notes: This figure displays an example of two cards used in the vignette experiment. The left card displays
precise academic information (Treatment 1, received by around 60% of the experiment participants). The
right card shows imprecise academic information (Treatment 2, received by around 40% of the experiment
participants).
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Figure 5: Differences in Aspirations

(a) Means (b) Racial gaps

Notes: This figure reports differences respondents’ aspirations for their students’ future academic pursuits.
Panel (a) reports the percentage of respondents who view college as important for success in life and who
would like their kids to pursue at least 4 years of college. Panel (b) compares the academic aspirations of
Black and Hispanic respondents to those of white and Asian respondents. For each answer, the first bar
depicts the raw percentage point difference while the second bar depicts the percentage point difference
controlling for district of residence and middle school baseline test score. The capped lines display 95%
confidence intervals. This figure uses data from survey questions Q14 and Q15.

Figure 6: Differences in Awareness Sets

(a) Means (b) Racial gaps

Notes: This figure reports differences in respondents’ awareness sets. Panel (a) reports the mean share of
schools respondents were aware of by school type. Panel (b) reports the differences in the share of schools
Black and Hispanic respondents were aware of compared to white and Asian respondents. For each school
type, the first bar depicts the raw percentage point difference while the second bar depicts the percentage
point difference controlling for district of residence and middle school baseline test score. The capped lines
display 95% confidence intervals. This figure uses data from survey question Q9.
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Figure 7: Differences in Information About School Characteristics

(a) Excess p(correct) - pairwise comparisons

(b) Correlation between real quartile and answer

Notes: This figure reports differences in information about school characteristics. Panel (a) reports the
percentage of respondents who responded correctly above 50% (which would correspond to random guesses
only). Panel (b) reports the correlation of respondents’ rankings with the true ranking of the school they
were shown among schools in the same borough. For each school characteristics in each panel, the second
bar corresponds to the differences in accuracy between Black and Hispanic respondents and white and Asian
respondents. The capped lines display 95% confidence intervals. This figure uses data from survey questions
Q10a-g.
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A Appendix Tables

Table A1: Sample Construction

N
Non-swd 6th grade applicants, applying to at least one program 336,083
Who enroll in 6th grade in the district, with demographics 303,299
Who apply to 9th grade in the district 268,446
Has non-degenerate risk of school assignment 145,101
Who are offered a 6th grade seat 127,104
Who have baseline scores 118,078

Notes: The initial administrative data sample includes students who applied for middle school enrollment
in the school years from 2015-2016 to 2020-2021.

Table A2: Survey Summary Statistics

Applicants with baselines Respondents
Answered > 0% Answered > 50%

NYC Wave 2 Wave 3 All All Wave 2 Wave 3
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Asian 20% 27% 22% 29% 29% 30% 28%
Black 19% 15% 17% 14% 14% 13% 16%
Hispanic 42% 39% 39% 33% 32% 32% 31%
White 16% 16% 19% 21% 22% 21% 23%

Poverty 76% 73% 74% 66% 64% 62% 66%

Brooklyn 29% 33% 28% 31% 31% 33% 28%
Queens 33% 36% 32% 37% 36% 38% 33%
Manhattan 10% 7% 11% 10% 11% 9% 15%
Bronx 21% 16% 20% 14% 14% 12% 17%

Math 4th .06 .32 .29 .51 .54 .54 .54
ELA 4th .02 .28 .28 .46 .49 .50 .49

N 47,618 11,415 9,986 3,628 3,099 1,935 1,164
Response % 17% 15% 17% 12%

Notes: This table reports summary statistics for students applying to enroll in high school in the fall of 2023.
The first column restricts the sample to high school applicants with non missing baseline demographics and
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achievement outcomes, while the second and third column to applicants selected to receive our survey.
Columns (4) to (7) report summary statistics for the survey respondents.

Table A3: Differences in Information Accuracy by Race

Safety VA College rate Commuting Peers AP classes
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Black+Hispanic -0.01 -0.02 0.05* -0.02 0.02 0.01
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

N 1,767 1,765 1,768 1,798 1,748 1,735

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates of racial differences in accuracy of beliefs about school attributes.
The dependent variable is a dummy indicating correct or approximately correct beliefs. Regression estimates
control for student baseline achievement and district of residence.
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Table A4: Attrition and Covariate Balance - Discrete Treatment

Offered majority white+Asian MS
All White Minority Black Hispanic

Dependent variable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Panel A: Attrition

Enrolls in district (6th grade) 0.030*** 0.020** 0.033*** 0.069*** 0.016
(0.007) (0.011) (0.009) (0.016) (0.011)

mean 0.92 0.93 0.91 0.89 0.92
N 144,251 54,399 87,110 28,143 58,697

Has 9th grade application 0.004 -0.008 0.016 0.013 0.022
(0.008) (0.012) (0.011) (0.020) (0.013)

mean 0.89 0.90 0.88 0.86 0.89
N 132,592 50,686 79,391 25,393 53,998

Panel B: Covariates balance
Black 0.006 0.007

(0.010) (0.016)
mean 0.19 0.31

Hispanic 0.016 -0.007
(0.012) (0.016)

mean 0.41 0.69

White+Asian -0.027**
(0.013)

mean 0.39

Female -0.001 -0.021 0.013 0.010 0.016
(0.013) (0.019) (0.018) (0.031) (0.023)

mean 0.51 0.50 0.53 0.53 0.52

English Language Learner -0.007 -0.007 -0.009 -0.004 -0.011
(0.006) (0.008) (0.008) (0.005) (0.013)

mean 0.09 0.07 0.10 0.02 0.14

Low-income 0.004 -0.004 0.008 0.020 0.002
(0.012) (0.019) (0.016) (0.029) (0.020)

mean 0.72 0.58 0.82 0.79 0.84

Baseline English 0.035* 0.043 0.036 -0.038 0.083**
(0.020) (0.029) (0.028) (0.046) (0.037)

mean 0.19 0.54 -0.05 -0.05 -0.05

Baseline Math 0.008 0.040 -0.008 -0.044 0.018
(0.020) (0.027) (0.028) (0.046) (0.037)

mean 0.19 0.66 -0.12 -0.21 -0.09

N 118,078 45,649 70,219 21,944 48,275

Notes: This table reports coefficients from regressions of the variables listed to the left on an indicator for
being offered a seat at a majority white and Asian middle school. Column heading labels refer to different
estimation samples. The sample is always limited to applicants with non-degenerate risk of middle school
assignment.
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Table A5: Attrition and Covariate Balance - Continuous Treatment

Offered 10pp more White+Asian
All White Minority Black Hispanic

Dependent variable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Panel A: Attrition

Enrolls in district (6th grade) 0.007*** 0.005** 0.007*** 0.014*** 0.004*
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002)

mean 0.92 0.93 0.91 0.89 0.92
N 144,251 54,399 87,110 28,413 58,697

Has 9th grade application 0.003* 0.002 0.003 0.003 0.004
(0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.004) (0.003)

mean 0.89 0.90 0.88 0.86 0.89
N 132,592 50,686 79,391 25,393 53,998

Panel B: Covariates balance
Black -0.001 -0.001

(0.002) (0.003)
mean 0.19 0.31

Hispanic 0.000 0.001
(0.002) (0.003)

mean 0.41 0.69

White+Asian 0.000
(0.002)

mean 0.39

Female 0.003 -0.001 0.005 -0.003 0.009**
(0.003) (0.005) (0.004) (0.006) (0.004)

mean 0.51 0.50 0.53 0.53 0.52

English Language Learner -0.001 -0.003 0.000 -0.002 0.001
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003)

mean 0.09 0.07 0.10 0.02 0.14

Low-income -0.003 -0.004 -0.002 -0.007 -0.002
(0.002) (0.004) (0.003) (0.005) (0.003)

mean 0.72 0.58 0.82 0.79 0.84

Baseline English 0.007 0.013* 0.001 -0.012 0.010
(0.004) (0.007) (0.006) (0.009) (0.007)

mean 0.19 0.54 -0.05 -0.05 -0.05

Baseline Math -0.001 0.008 -0.007 -0.011 -0.003
(0.004) (0.007) (0.005) (0.009) (0.007)

mean 0.19 0.66 -0.12 -0.21 -0.09

N 118,078 45,649 70,219 21,944 48,275

Notes: This table reports coefficients from regressions of the variables listed to the left on the continuous
version of our instrument for exposure to white and Asian peers, as defined by the potential share of white
and Asian peers in the offered middle school. Column heading labels refer to different estimation samples.
The sample is always limited to applicants with non-degenerate risk of middle school assignment.
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Table A6: OLS Estimates of Peer Effects on Students’ Top 3 High School Choices
% Black % Hispanic % white Peer Ela Peer Math Popularity Screened Regents math VA Length of rol

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Panel A: Black & Hispanic students

Majority White+Asian MS -6.368*** -4.510*** 10.903*** 0.115*** 0.141*** 0.480*** -0.020** 0.185*** -0.299***
(0.161) (0.168) (0.217) (0.004) (0.004) (0.037) (0.006) (0.009) (0.050)

Share White+Asian (10pp) -1.403*** -0.798*** 2.198*** 0.018*** 0.022*** 0.057*** 0.005** 0.032*** -0.082***
(0.057) (0.057) (0.069) (0.001) (0.001) (0.012) (0.002) (0.003) (0.015)

Mean 23.25 45.90 29.00 -0.01 0.05 3.43 0.59 0.44 8.22
N 70,219 70,219 70,219 70,219 70,219 69,834 70,219 70,208 70,219

Panel B: White & Asian students
Majority Black+Hispanic MS 4.112*** 4.081*** -8.372*** -0.083*** -0.096*** 0.001 0.040*** -0.111*** 0.557***

(0.120) (0.153) (0.203) (0.005) (0.005) (0.036) (0.005) (0.009) (0.048)

Share Black+Hispanic (10pp) 0.945*** 1.241*** -2.204*** -0.017*** -0.027*** 0.024* 0.006** -0.022*** 0.139***
(0.046) (0.059) (0.076) (0.002) (0.002) (0.014) (0.002) (0.004) (0.019)

mean 12.82 27.67 57.41 0.35 0.45 5.00 0.79 1.13 7.51
N 45,649 45,649 45,649 45,649 45,649 45,595 45,649 45,626 45,649

Notes: This table reports OLS estimates of middle school demographic composition effects on the character-
istics of top 3 high school choices. Panel A focuses on Black and Hispanic applicants, while panel B on White
and Asian applicants. The sample and controls are as defined in the notes of Table 5. Robust standard
errors in parenthesis.

Table A7: 2SLS Estimates of Peer Share Effects on Black Students’ High School Choices
% Black % Hispanic % white Peer Ela Peer Math Popularity Screened Regents math VA Length of rol

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Top 3 choices

Majority White+Asian MS -5.247** -1.261 6.778*** 0.091** 0.149*** 0.538** -0.068 0.125** 0.267
(1.914) (1.202) (1.987) (0.033) (0.035) (0.264) (0.049) (0.059) (0.280)

Share White+Asian (10pp) -1.604*** 0.038 1.570*** 0.014** 0.020** 0.143** 0.008 0.019* -0.004
(0.352) (0.232) (0.354) (0.006) (0.007) (0.052) (0.009) (0.011) (0.073)

Mean 33.76 37.19 26.95 -0.02 0.02 3.06 0.61 0.16 8.43

All choices
Majority White+Asian MS -2.871*** -1.257* 4.364*** 0.043** 0.092*** 0.099 0.038 0.088**

(0.686) (0.762) (0.924) (0.018) (0.020) (0.154) (0.027) (0.029)

Share White+Asian (10pp) -1.313*** -0.155 1.472*** 0.016** 0.020*** 0.127*** 0.011 0.019**
(0.291) (0.192) (0.274) (0.005) (0.005) (0.038) (0.007) (0.008)

Mean 34.31 38.57 25.06 -0.09 -0.04 2.69 0.80 0.10
N 21,944 21,944 21,944 21,944 21,944 21,850 21,944 21,940 21,944

Notes: This table reports 2SLS estimates of middle school demographic composition effects on Black students’
high school choices. Panel A focuses on each applicant’s top 3 choices, panel B includes all the choices. The
sample, controls and endogeneous variables are as defined in the notes of Table 5. Robust standard errors
in parenthesis.
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Table A8: 2SLS Estimates of Peer Share Effects on Hispanic Students’ High School Choices
% Black % Hispanic % white Peer Ela Peer Math Popularity Screened Regents math VA Length of rol

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Top 3 choices

Majority White+Asian MS -3.901*** -2.027** 6.106*** 0.061** 0.115*** 0.192 0.037 0.118** 0.267
(0.760) (1.002) (1.157) (0.024) (0.026) (0.214) (0.034) (0.039) (0.280)

Share White+Asian (10pp) -0.576*** -0.639** 1.192*** 0.017*** 0.023*** 0.097** 0.012* 0.029*** 0.014
(0.150) (0.209) (0.230) (0.005) (0.005) (0.045) (0.007) (0.008) (0.053)

Mean 18.47 49.86 29.93 -0.00 0.07 3.60 0.58 0.29 8.12

All choices
Majority White+Asian MS -2.871*** -1.257* 4.364*** 0.043** 0.092*** 0.099 0.038 0.088**

(0.686) (0.762) (0.924) (0.018) (0.020) (0.154) (0.027) (0.029)

Share White+Asian (10pp) -0.393** -0.468** 0.846*** 0.011** 0.016*** 0.044 0.009* 0.027***
(0.128) (0.157) (0.178) (0.004) (0.004) (0.033) (0.005) (0.006)

Mean 19.37 50.51 28.42 -0.06 0.01 3.22 0.77 0.23
N 48,275 48,275 48,275 48,275 48,275 47,984 48,275 48,268 48,275

Notes: This table reports 2SLS estimates of middle school demographic composition effects on Hispanic
students’ high school choices. Panel A focuses on each applicant’s top 3 choices, panel B includes all the
choices. The sample, controls and endogeneous variables are as defined in the notes of Table 5. Robust
standard errors in parenthesis.
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Table A9: 2SLS Estimates of Peer Share Effects on Black & Hispanic Students’ Top 3 High
School Choices - Multiple Treatment

% Black % Hispanic % white Peer Ela Peer Math Popularity Screened Regents math VA Length of rol
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Panel A: Black applicants
Share white (10pp) -1.700*** 0.156 1.554*** 0.013** 0.019** 0.147** 0.005 0.034** 0.002

(0.354) (0.225) (0.358) (0.006) (0.007) (0.053) (0.009) (0.013) (0.074)

Share Hispanic (10pp) -1.367*** 1.657*** -0.223 -0.007 -0.009 0.048 -0.035** -0.009 0.090
(0.410) (0.310) (0.390) (0.009) (0.009) (0.076) (0.011) (0.018) (0.095)

Mean 33.76 37.19 26.95 -0.02 0.02 3.06 0.61 0.36 8.43
N 21,944 21,944 21,944 21,944 21,944 21,848 21,944 21,940 21,944

Panel B: Hispanic applicants
Share white (10pp) -0.055 -1.244*** 1.252*** 0.018*** 0.021*** 0.023 0.022** 0.023** 0.141**

(0.141) (0.229) (0.244) (0.005) (0.006) (0.050) (0.007) (0.011) (0.058)

Share Black (10pp) 1.879*** -2.199*** 0.237 0.003 -0.006 -0.271*** 0.037*** -0.011 0.472***
(0.262) (0.303) (0.335) (0.008) (0.008) (0.080) (0.011) (0.016) (0.088)

Mean 33.76 37.19 26.95 -0.02 0.02 3.06 0.61 0.36 8.43
N 48,275 48,275 48,275 48,275 48,275 47,973 48,275 48,266 48,275

Panel C: White applicants
Share Black (10pp) 0.748** 0.028 -0.860** -0.008 -0.013 0.048 0.009 -0.016 -0.288**

(0.274) (0.267) (0.370) (0.009) (0.010) (0.077) (0.010) (0.018) (0.094)

Share Hispanic (10pp) -0.247 0.731*** -0.508* -0.014** -0.014** 0.038 0.003 -0.021 0.034
(0.155) (0.217) (0.261) (0.006) (0.007) (0.057) (0.007) (0.013) (0.069)

Mean 33.76 37.19 26.95 -0.02 0.02 3.06 0.61 0.36 8.43
N 45,649 45,649 45,649 45,649 45,649 45,533 45,649 45,626 45,649

Notes: This table reports 2SLS estimates of middle school demographic composition effects on high school
choices for models with two endogenous regressors, one for each race share different from own. Panel A
focuses on Black applicants, panel B on Hispanic applicants, while panel C on white and Asian applicants.
The sample, controls and endogeneous variables are as defined in the notes of Table 5. Robust standard
errors in parenthesis.

Table A10: Peer Effects on Perceived Discrimination
Peer discrimination Teacher discrimination Act on fear discrimination Fit well other races
OLS IV OLS IV OLS IV OLS IV
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

(Asian) × (High other race MS) -0.05 -0.30* -0.02 -0.34* -0.15*** -0.35*** 0.09 -0.11*
(0.05) (0.18) (0.04) (0.18) (0.05) (0.16) (0.05) (0.16)

(Black) × (High other race MS) 0.03 0.02 0.07 0.10 0.04 0.23 0.09 0.16
(0.07) (0.13) (0.08) (0.14) (0.07) (0.16) (0.08) (0.14)

(Hispanic) × (High other race MS) -0.00 -0.22* 0.05 -0.12 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.41**
(0.04) (0.13) (0.04) (0.17) (0.04) (0.16) (0.05) (0.15)

(White) × (High other race MS) -0.00 -0.05 0.00 0.04 -0.05 -0.02 0.06 0.15
(0.04) (0.09) (0.03) (0.08) (0.04) (0.08) (0.05) (0.12)

N 1,934 1,934 1,937 1,937 1,937 1,937 1,932 1,932
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Notes: This table reports OLS and 2SLS estimates of the effect of enrolling in middle schools where the
majority of peers are from a different race, relative to attending schools enrolling a majority of same-race
peers, on measures of perceived discrimination. The effect of exposure to other-race peers is allowed to vary
across student race, as capture by the interaction of the exposure dummy “High other race MS" with a dummy
indicating respondent race. Column headings summarize the survey measures of perceived discrimination.
From left to right, they indicate agreement with the following statements: “My student is likely to be treated
negatively by their classmates based on their race", “My student is likely to be treated negatively by their
teachers based on their race", “My student would feel like they belong in a school where the majority of
peers are from a different race". The last outcomes indicates responding positively to the question “Did the
fear of negative treatment based on race influence the schools you listed on your student’s application?".
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B Appendix Figures

Figure B1: Differences in Exposure to Black & Hispanic Peers by Race and School-Level

(a) Black and Hispanic students
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(b) white and Asian students
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Notes: These figures show the distribution of own-race overexposure, a measure of school segregation, for
Black and Hispanic students (panel a) and white and Asian students (panel b) in different grade levels
(elementary, middle and high school).

Figure B2: Differences in Value-Added of High School Choices by Race, Controlling for
District
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Notes: This figure shows how the racial gap varies across student baseline achievement for all students (panel
a), and separately for students enrolled in majority Black and Hispanic middle schools and majority white
and Asian middle schools (panel b). The two panels plot the coefficient on a dummy indicating Black and
Hispanic applicants in regressions of school value-added in first choices on race and controlling for district of
residence. Each dot corresponds to a separate regression restricting to applicants with baseline achievement
in a different vingtile. Vertical bars indicate 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure B3: Perceptions of Fitness in School

(a) Student would fit well in school
with strong academics

(b) Student would fit well with
peers of different achievement

Notes: This figure shows the raw distribution of answers to survey questions asking respondents how well
they feel they would fit within a school community, separately by respondent race.
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Figure B4: Perceptions of Racial Belonging and Discrimination

(a) Student would belong with peers of other race (b) Discrimination by classmates

(c) Discrimination by teachers (d) Discrimination influenced choices

Notes: This figure shows the raw distribution of answers to survey questions asking respondents about
perceptions of discrimination or about how well they feel they would belong to a school community, separately
by respondent race.
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Figure B5: Differences in Information Accuracy About School Characteristics if School is
in Awareness Set

(a) Excess p(correct) - pairwise comparisons (b) Correlation between real quartile and answer

Notes: This figure reports measures of accuracy of information about school characteristics and how these
vary for schools that are for sure in respondents’ awareness sets. Panel (a) reports the percentage of re-
spondents who responded correctly above 50% (which would correspond to random guesses only). Panel (b)
reports the correlation of respondents’ rankings with the true ranking of the school they were shown among
schools in the same borough. For each school characteristics in panel (a), the first bar is for all questions,
the second bar restricts the sample to questions in which one school in for sure known and the third bar to
questions in which both schools are for sure known. For each school characteristics in panel (b), the first
bar is for all questions, while the second bar restricts the sample to questions in which the school in for sure
known. This figure uses data from survey questions Q10a-g.

Figure B6: Information sources

(a) Means (b) Racial gaps

Notes: This figure shows racial differences in the use of different sources of information about high schools,
which are listed on the left of the figure. It plots the regression coefficient of a dummy indicating Black
and Hispanic respondents in separate regressions of indicators for having selected each source of information
as one of the three most important on respondent race, controlling for district of residence and baseline
achievement.
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C Survey appendix

This appendix provides comprehensive details on the content and implementation of the
post-application survey conducted in partnership with the New York City Department of
Education during the 2023-2024 high school admission cycle. This appendix is organized
as follows. Section C.1 explains the survey logistics, including timeline, the emails sent
to participants, and the Qualtrics design. Section C.2 describes the selection of potential
participants. Section C.3 describes the survey blocks and the randomization of participants
to survey versions. Section C.4 explains the selection of randomized schools in the survey.
Finally, section C.5 includes all survey questions as shown to participants.

C.1 Survey logistics

C.1.1 Survey timeline

High school applications in NYC closed on December 5th, 2023. The survey was designed
to be sent after families applied to high school but before the offers were sent out on March
9th, 2023. The timeline allowed parents to have at least two weeks to complete it, and the
survey had no time constraints beyond the March 6th deadline. Incomplete surveys were
automatically submitted by the deadline. Participants who answered at least one question
by the deadline received a $10 Amazon gift card.

The survey was sent electronically using the email addresses of families used in the high
school application process. It was conducted in two waves between February 17th and
March 6th, 2023. The first wave, including 11,415 families, was sent on Friday, February
17th. A week later, on Friday, February 24th, the second wave was sent out to 9,986 families.
Wave one participants received three reminders: one on February 21st, the second on March
3rd, and the last on March 6th, 2023 (the last day to respond to the survey). Wave two
participants received two reminders: one on March 3rd, and the second on March 6th. All
gift cards were sent out on March 14th. Figure C1 illustrates the survey timeline.

C.1.2 Survey emails

The survey was sent by email in the top three most spoken languages in NYC30: English,
Spanish, and Simplified Chinese. Figures C2, C3, and C4 show the first email sent to the

30Among all of the students enrolled in any NYC public school between SY 2012-13 and 2016-17, the top
three home languages were divided as follows: 59.13% English speakers, 22.88% Spanish speakers, and 4.36%
Chinese speakers.

63



potential participants. Figures C5, C6, and C7 show the survey reminder email.

Figure C1: Survey Timeline

Notes: This figure illustrates the timeline from the distribution of the first survey wave to the delivery of
gift cards, all within the year 2023.

Figure C2: Invitation to Participate. English Version
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Figure C3: Invitation to Participate. Spanish Version

Figure C4: Invitation to Participate. Simplified Chinese Version

65



Figure C5: Survey Reminder. English Version

Figure C6: Survey Reminder. Spanish Version
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Figure C7: Survey Reminder. Simplified Chinese Version

C.1.3 Qualtrics design

The survey was designed on Qualtrics and it was available in English, Spanish, and Simplified
Chinese (see Figure C8). All questions were marked as optional, except the consent to
participate one: to access the survey, participants had to check a box stating that they were
over 18 years old.

Figure C8: Language Selection in the Survey

Notes: This figure illustrates how survey participants could change the survey language at any point when
filling it out.

We personalized the survey by using JavaScript to present participants with different
sets of schools. For instance, question 9 displayed a distinct set of high-demand and popular
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schools based on the participant’s borough. See Figure C9 and section C.4 of the main text
for more details.

Figure C9: Question 9. Variation in Schools Presented to Respondents Based on Their
Characteristics

Notes: This figure shows one of the possible school sets presented to respondents in Q9. The set of schools
in this question was tailored to each respondent, as explained in detail in section C.4.

C.2 Selection of participants

C.2.1 Assignment of participants to survey waves

The sample of all eligible participants consisted of parents or guardians of students apply-
ing to start 9th grade in fall 2023. Participant population data was selected as described
in Section 4 of the paper. Summary statistics can be found in Table 1. We categorized
participants into survey waves based on their informativeness by assigning each participant
a priority, which sorted them into different waves. We only sent the survey to some of the
waves. Eligible participants’ priorities range from one to six and were determined as follows:

1. Survey priority is 1 if the student was enrolled in a DOE school in 6th grade, has
all demographic information, has all baseline scores, and is at risk of middle school
assignment.

2. Survey priority is 2 if the student was enrolled in a DOE school in 6th grade, has all
demographic information, and has all baseline scores.
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3. Survey priority is 3 if the student was enrolled in a DOE school in 6th grade, is at risk
of middle school assignment, and is missing some demographic information or baseline
scores.

4. Survey priority is 4 if any of the following is true:

• The student was enrolled in a DOE school in 6th grade and is missing some
demographic information or baseline scores.

• The student has disabilities, was enrolled in a DOE school in 6th grade, and has
any risk of middle school assignment.

5. Survey priority is 5 if any of the following is true:

• The student was enrolled in a DOE school in 6th grade and does not have risk of
middle school assignment.

• The student has disabilities, was enrolled in a DOE school in 6th grade, and is
missing risk of middle school assignment.

6. Survey priority is 6 if the student was not enrolled in a DOE school in 6th grade.

The first wave of the survey included all families of students with a survey priority of 1.
The second wave included the first 10,000 priority 2 students, sorted by their scrambled ID.
Additional waves of participants were created for potential expansion of the survey, although
they were not used. The final sample of potential participants comprised 21,401 parents or
guardians.

C.3 Survey block design and randomization to survey version

C.3.1 Description of survey blocks

The complete survey had a total of 47 questions, including the consent question and the
end-of-survey comment box. We grouped all the questions by type and created five different
blocks (1a, 1b, 2, 3a, 3b), which are shown in Table C1. Block 1 consists of the informa-
tion questions. Block 2 includes questions about student aspirations, beliefs about student
academic performance, and knowledge of tiebreakers and how they affect application deci-
sions. Block 3 is the vignette experiment described further in Section 5.1.2 of the paper.
It consists of questions about school preferences and perceptions of discrimination and has
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two versions: 3a and 3b. The version 3a includes precise academic information, while 3b
presents imprecise academic information.

C.3.2 Randomization of participants to survey version

To reduce the time it takes to complete the survey and increase participation, we devised
eight different survey versions by creating different combinations of the five question blocks.
Each survey version consisted of between 31-35 questions (see Table C2). All survey versions
included the consent to participate, general questions, and the end-of-survey comment box.
All potential participants had an equal probability of receiving any of the eight survey
versions (12.5% each). The marginal probability for each block was thus 75% for block 1
(37.5% for 1a and 37.5% for 1b), 50% for block 2, and 75% for block 3 (37.5% for 3a and
37.5% for 3b). The detailed distribution of blocks to survey version is shown in Table C2).

Table C3 evaluates the covariate balance and attrition rates by survey version. Among all
the balance regressions conducted, the majority show no statistically significant relationship
between survey version assignment and the covariates. Similarly, in most of the response
attrition regressions, the coefficients do not show statistical significance. These attrition
findings remain consistent for all participants and when segmenting the sample by white
and Asian as well as by Black and Hispanic (minority). The results confirm that the survey
randomization successfully achieved the expected balance across the covariates. Regarding
attrition, there is no statistically significant difference in the response rate observed by survey
version among all potential participants. Two small differences are evident when dividing the
sample by race. In survey version 8, white and Asian potential participants are slightly more
likely to respond. Similarly, in survey version 3, Black and Hispanic potential participants
show a slightly higher likelihood of responding.
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Table C1: Survey Questions by Block and Type
Type Description Number of questions and type

General Block
Age verification Question to ensure participant is old enough. 1 checkbox question (Q0)

General ques-
tions

Questions about the relationship with the student,
who played the most important role in the applica-
tion, sources of information, the importance of going
to school with friends, attention check, dream school,
important aspects when choosing a school.

15 possible questions:
- 9 multiple choice (Q1, Q2, Q3, Q3b, Q4,
Q5, Q6, Q8a, Q9)
- 2 open-ended (Q8a.2, Q3b.2)
- 1 Yes/No question (Q7a): If "Yes," 1
extra multiple choice question (Q7c); if
"No," 2 extra multiple choice questions
(Q7b, Q7c.2)

End of survey Question to leave any comments. 1 open-ended question (Q21)

Block 1a
Information
(version 1)

Questions comparing two high schools in terms of
commuting time by public transportation, academ-
ically focused students, college enrollment, Regents
preparation, safe environment, and AP courses.

6 multiple choice questions with two
options each (Q10a, Q10b, Q10c, Q10d,
Q10f, Q10g)

Block 1b
Information
(version 2)

Questions comparing a high school to the ones in the
borough of residence in terms of commuting time by
public transportation, academically focused students,
college enrollment, Regents preparation, safe environ-
ment, and AP courses.

6 multiple choice questions following
1-4 Likert scale (Q10a_v2, Q10b_v2,
Q10c_v2, Q10d_v2, Q10f_v2, Q10g_v2)

Block 2
Beliefs on
academic per-
formance and
admission prob-
ability

Questions about beliefs on student 7th grade grades
compared to all students in the middle school and the
city, and about likelihood to admission to a school.

3 multiple choice questions (Q11a,
Q12, Q13)

Aspirations for
the student

Questions about the importance of going to college,
and aspirations for the highest level of education.

2 multiple choice questions (Q14a,
Q15)

Tiebreaker
knowledge

Questions about knowledge of the tiebreaker number
and how that affected the application.

3 possible multiple choice questions:
- 1 Yes/No question (Q16a): If "Yes," 1
extra Yes/No question (Q16b); if "No," 1
extra Yes/No question (Q16c)

Block 3a
Preferences for
attributes (ex-
periment, ver-
sion 1)

Two types of questions, the first belongs to a vi-
gnette experiment with hypothetical schools that var-
ied by safety rating, academic performance ratings,
and racial composition (read more on Section 5.1.2).
The second type of question is about perceived race-
based discrimination.

10 possible questions:
- 9 multiple choice (Q17a, Q17b, Q18a,
Q18b, Q19a, Q19b, Q19c, Q20a, Q20b)
- 1 extra multiple choice if the response to
any of the race-related questions was neu-
tral or some degree of agreement (Q20c).

Block 3b
Preferences for
attributes (ex-
periment, ver-
sion 2)

Two types of questions, the first belongs to a vi-
gnette experiment with hypothetical schools that var-
ied by safety rating, academic performance ratings,
and racial composition (read more on Section 5.1.2).
The second type of question is about perceived race-
based discrimination.

10 possible questions:
- 9 multiple choice (Q17a, Q17b, Q18a,
Q18b, Q19a, Q19b, Q19c, Q20a, Q20b)
- 1 extra multiple choice if the response to
any of the race-related questions was neu-
tral or some degree of agreement (Q20c).

Notes: This table presents the five distinct question blocks in the survey, including a general one. Each block
groups different types of questions, as shown in the first column. The last column provides a breakdown of
each question type, including the total number of questions, the questions format (checkbox, open-ended, or
multiple choice), and the question numbers in the survey.
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Table C2: Eight Survey Versions and Their Respective Block Combinations

Survey version Blocks included Number of possible questions
(from blocks + general)

1 1a, 2 14 + 17 = 31
2 1b, 2 14 + 17 = 31
3 1a, 3a 16 + 17 = 33
4 1a, 3b 16 + 17 = 33
5 1b, 3a 16 + 17 = 33
6 1b, 3b 16 + 17 = 33
7 2, 3a 18 + 17 = 35
8 2, 3b 18 + 17 = 35

Notes: This table shows the survey blocks included in each of the eight survey versions. Specific questions
within each block are detailed in Table C1. The third column provides the total number of questions for
each survey version.

72



Table C3: Survey Attrition and Covariate Balance

M
ea

n

Su
rv

ey
Ve

rs
io

n
1

Su
rv

ey
Ve

rs
io

n
2

Su
rv

ey
Ve

rs
io

n
3

Su
rv

ey
Ve

rs
io

n
4

Su
rv

ey
Ve

rs
io

n
5

Su
rv

ey
Ve

rs
io

n
6

Su
rv

ey
Ve

rs
io

n
7

Su
rv

ey
Ve

rs
io

n
8

Be
lie

fs,
as

pi
ra

tio
ns

,
tie

br
ea

ke
r,

in
fo

v1
Be

lie
fs,

as
pi

ra
tio

ns
,

tie
br

ea
ke

r,
in

fo
v2

In
fo

v1
,2

-fa
ct

or
ca

rd
s

In
fo

v1
,3

-fa
ct

or
ca

rd
s

In
fo

v2
,2

-fa
ct

or
ca

rd
s

In
fo

v2
,3

-fa
ct

or
ca

rd
s

Be
lie

fs,
as

pi
ra

tio
ns

,
tie

br
ea

ke
r,

2-
fa

ct
or

ca
rd

s

Be
lie

fs,
as

pi
ra

tio
ns

,
tie

br
ea

ke
r,

3-
fa

ct
or

ca
rd

s
D

ep
en

de
nt

Va
ria

bl
e

A
ll

A
ll

W
&

A
B&

H
A

ll
W

&
A

B&
H

A
ll

W
&

A
B&

H
A

ll
W

&
A

B&
H

A
ll

W
&

A
B&

H
A

ll
W

&
A

B&
H

A
ll

W
&

A
B&

H
A

ll
W

&
A

B&
H

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

(7
)

(8
)

(9
)

(1
0)

(1
1)

(1
2)

(1
3)

(1
4)

(1
5)

(1
6)

(1
7)

(1
8)

(1
9)

(2
0)

(2
1)

(2
2)

(2
3)

(2
4)

(2
5)

P
an

el
A

:
A

tt
ri

ti
on

R
es

po
nd

en
t

0.
17

0.
00

6
-0

.0
05

0.
01

4
-0

.0
04

-0
.0

1
-0

.0
03

0.
00

3
-0

.0
13

0.
01

9*
0.

00
3

-0
.0

01
0.

00
1

-0
.0

06
-0

.0
09

-0
.0

07
-0

.0
02

0.
00

4
-0

.0
02

-0
.0

03
0.

00
9

-0
.0

07
0.

00
2

0.
02

0*
-0

.0
12

(0
.0

08
)

(0
.0

13
)

(0
.0

1)
(0

.0
08

)
(0

.0
13

)
(0

.0
1)

(0
.0

09
)

(0
.0

14
)

(0
.0

11
)

(0
.0

07
)

(0
.0

12
)

(0
.0

09
)

(0
.0

09
)

(0
.0

14
)

(0
.0

11
)

(0
.0

07
)

(0
.0

12
)

(0
.0

09
)

(0
.0

08
)

(0
.0

14
)

(0
.0

11
)

(0
.0

07
)

(0
.0

12
)

(0
.0

09
)

N
21

,4
01

9,
06

4
11

,7
78

21
,4

01
9,

06
4

11
,7

78
21

,4
01

9,
06

4
11

,7
78

21
,4

01
9,

06
4

11
,7

78
21

,4
01

9,
06

4
11

,7
78

21
,4

01
9,

06
4

11
,7

78
21

,4
01

9,
06

4
11

,7
78

21
,4

01
9,

06
4

11
,7

78

P
an

el
B

:
C

ov
ar

ia
te

s
ba

la
nc

e

W
hi

te
+

A
sia

n
0.

42
0.

00
6

0.
01

3
0.

00
2

0.
00

7
-0

.0
17

0.
00

3
-0

.0
07

-0
.0

11
(0

.0
1)

(0
.0

1)
(0

.0
11

)
(0

.0
09

)
(0

.0
11

)
(0

.0
1)

(0
.0

11
)

(0
.0

09
)

Bl
ac

k+
H

isp
an

ic
0.

55
-0

.0
05

-0
.0

13
-0

.0
04

-0
.0

05
0.

01
8

0.
00

1
0.

00
7

0.
00

4
(0

.0
1)

(0
.0

1)
(0

.0
11

)
(0

.0
09

)
(0

.0
11

)
(0

.0
1)

(0
.0

11
)

(0
.0

1)

EL
L

0.
09

0.
00

5
0.

00
4

-0
.0

02
0.

00
5

0
-0

.0
02

-0
.0

06
-0

.0
06

(0
.0

06
)

(0
.0

06
)

(0
.0

06
)

(0
.0

05
)

(0
.0

07
)

(0
.0

05
)

(0
.0

06
)

(0
.0

05
)

FR
PL

0.
73

0.
01

4
-0

.0
02

0.
01

2
-0

.0
05

-0
.0

15
-0

.0
02

0.
01

1
-0

.0
09

(0
.0

09
)

(0
.0

09
)

(0
.0

1)
(0

.0
08

)
(0

.0
1)

(0
.0

09
)

(0
.0

1)
(0

.0
08

)

Ba
se

lin
e

En
gl

ish
0.

28
-0

.0
24

0.
00

5
0.

03
4*

0.
01

1
0.

00
3

-0
.0

13
0.

01
9

-0
.0

22
(0

.0
18

)
(0

.0
18

)
(0

.0
2)

(0
.0

17
)

(0
.0

2)
(0

.0
17

)
(0

.0
2)

(0
.0

17
)

Ba
se

lin
e

M
at

h
0.

3
-0

.0
07

0.
00

3
0.

02
3

-0
.0

03
-0

.0
12

-0
.0

21
0.

03
6*

-0
.0

06
(0

.0
18

)
(0

.0
18

)
(0

.0
2)

(0
.0

17
)

(0
.0

2)
(0

.0
17

)
(0

.0
2)

(0
.0

17
)

Bo
ro

ug
h

K
0.

31
-0

.0
05

0.
00

8
-0

.0
17

-0
.0

08
0.

01
6

-0
.0

07
0.

01
9*

0
(0

.0
1)

(0
.0

1)
(0

.0
1)

(0
.0

09
)

(0
.0

11
)

(0
.0

09
)

(0
.0

1)
(0

.0
09

)

Bo
ro

ug
h

M
0.

09
0.

00
7

0.
00

2
0.

00
4

-0
.0

01
-0

.0
07

0.
01

1*
*

-0
.0

15
**

-0
.0

05
(0

.0
06

)
(0

.0
06

)
(0

.0
06

)
(0

.0
05

)
(0

.0
06

)
(0

.0
05

)
(0

.0
06

)
(0

.0
05

)

Bo
ro

ug
h

Q
0.

35
-0

.0
04

-0
.0

15
-0

.0
06

0.
01

-0
.0

1
-0

.0
03

0.
01

4
0.

01
(0

.0
1)

(0
.0

1)
(0

.0
11

)
(0

.0
09

)
(0

.0
11

)
(0

.0
09

)
(0

.0
11

)
(0

.0
09

)

Bo
ro

ug
h

R
0.

08
0.

00
2

0.
00

9
0.

00
9

-0
.0

06
0

-0
.0

05
0

-0
.0

05
(0

.0
06

)
(0

.0
06

)
(0

.0
06

)
(0

.0
05

)
(0

.0
06

)
(0

.0
05

)
(0

.0
06

)
(0

.0
05

)

Bo
ro

ug
h

X
0.

18
-0

.0
01

-0
.0

04
0.

01
0.

00
5

0.
00

1
0.

00
4

-0
.0

18
**

0
(0

.0
08

)
(0

.0
08

)
(0

.0
09

)
(0

.0
07

)
(0

.0
09

)
(0

.0
07

)
(0

.0
09

)
(0

.0
07

)

Pa
rt

ic
ip

an
ts

in
th

is
ve

rs
io

n
2,

68
8

2,
65

0
2,

15
3

3,
23

3
2,

13
5

3,
16

1
2,

17
9

3,
20

2
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

12
.5

6%
12

.3
8%

10
.0

6%
15

.1
1%

9.
98

%
14

.7
7%

10
.1

8%
14

.9
6%

N
21

,4
01

21
,4

01
21

,4
01

21
,4

01
21

,4
01

21
,4

01
21

,4
01

21
,4

01

Notes: This table reports the attrition and balance among all potential participants by each of the eight
survey versions. Column 1 shows the sample means for each dependent variable. Panel A reports coefficients
from regressions of being a respondent on a survey version dummy. Columns 2, 5, 8, 11, 14, 17, 20, and
23 report the coefficients of the sample of all potential participants. Columns 3, 6, 9, 12, 15, 18, 21, and
24 report the coefficients for the sample of white & Asian potential participants. Columns 4, 7, 10, 13, 16,
19, 22, and 25 report the coefficients for the sample of Black & Hispanic potential participants. Panel B
reports coefficients from regressions of the variables listed in each row on a survey version dummy. Columns
3, 6, 9, 12, 15, 18, 21, and 24 report the coefficient for the sample of all participants. The “Participants in
this version” row indicates the potential participants in the survey version. The percentage indicates the
percentage of all the potential participants who received that survey version.
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C.4 School Selection for Randomized Survey Questions

C.4.1 Definition of school attributes

We consider the following school-level characteristics to select the schools that populate the
embedded data of the survey.

Attributes:

• Demographics: Ethnic/racial composition of students enrolled in school during the
2021-2022 school year, using all grades 9-12. In particular, we care about the share of
white and Asian students (or the share of Black and Hispanic students) in the school.

• Baseline scores: Average (standardized) 7th grade test scores of the students en-
rolling in 9th grade in 2020-2021, by school. This means the test scores are typically
measured in 2018-19 SY.

• Popularity: Popularity is the share of applicants rejected to applicants accepted for
each program at each school in the 2022 admission cycle. We aggregate at the school
level using a weighted average across programs at the school, with weights proportional
to program capacities. The data used includes schools from any of the five NYC
boroughs: Bronx (X), Brooklyn (K), Manhattan (M), Queens (Q), Staten Island (R).

• Admission method: We consider as screened schools those that in the 2022-2023
program crosswalk had at least one program that screened students on the basis of
academics or both language and academics. These are the high school programs avail-
able for the 2023-2024 school year.

• Language and AP stem classes: Number of language classes and AP classes in
STEM subjects offered by each school.

• College attendance: Share of students enrolling in college within 6 months of (on
time) graduation per school for 2020-21 SY.

• Safety: Percent of students that felt safe in the hallways, bathrooms, locker rooms,
and cafeteria by school during the 2019-20 SY.

• Size: Total enrollment count at school for grades 9-12 in the 2021-22 SY.

74



• Applicants per seat: Total number of applicants at the school (regardless of whether
they got in a preferred school or not) per seat in 2022 admission cycle. This is a school-
level measure.

• Regents VA: OLS VA on Algebra 1 and ELA Regents using test scores from years
2013 to 2017 cohorts (cohort = fall of 9th grade) and 7th grade baselines.

• College VA: OLS VA on a dummy for whether a student enrolls in any type of college
using data from 2013 to 2016 cohorts and 7th grade baselines.

C.4.2 Districts’ school choice set construction based on school characteristics

The set of high schools eligible for inclusion in certain survey questions was determined as
follows:

1. Start from schools in the 2021-2022 high school directory and keep only those in the
2022-2023 program crosswalk.

2. Drop specialized schools, special districts (75 and 79), and home schools.

3. For each district, take a subset of schools that:

• are in the same borough, or

• are out of borough but to which at least 1% of students in the district applies in
the 2022 cycle.

This returns, on average, 143 schools per district. The average share of students in the
district applying to a school in this choice set is 5%.

C.4.3 Selection of high-demand high schools: Questions 12, 13, and part of 9

We selected a few high-demand schools per borough: seven for Manhattan, two for Staten
Island, and six for Queens, the Bronx, and Brooklyn. The high-demand schools were deter-
mined using the following criteria:

• In the top 20 schools per popularity (share of applicants rejected to applicants accepted)
among students residing in the borough.

• In the top 20 schools in terms of applicants per seat among students residing in the
borough.
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• In the top quintile of average baseline (7th grade) Math test scores across schools in
the city.

We then ranked the selected schools based on popularity, applicants per set, and baseline
Math. We chose the highest-ranked schools while ensuring some variation in the demographic
composition of the schools selected per borough. Specifically, we ensure that at least one
school selected per borough had a high share of white and Asian students (>50%) and at
least two schools had at least 26% white and Asian students. If none of the top six highest-
ranked schools had these characteristics, we replaced the lowest-ranked school among the
top six with the highest-ranked school with enough demographic variation in the student
body composition.

C.4.4 Selection of 10 "known" schools: Choice question (Q9)

We assign each student a list of 10 schools, based on their district of residence. We start with
the district-specific choice set of schools (on average 105 schools) and we select 10 schools as
follows:

• Schools 1 and 2: Randomly chosen among the high-demand schools of the district
borough. Randomization at the student level.

• School 3: A school with a high share of white and Asian students. That is, a school
with a share above 26% of white and Asian students, which corresponds to the top
25% of schools in the city-wide distribution. For each district, we randomly selected
two such schools from the district choice set as follows: one with high baseline Math
test scores and one with low baseline Math test scores. High baseline Math test scores
are the top 25% of schools city-wide, while low baseline Math are the bottom 50% of
schools city-wide. If the restrictions returned an empty set, we selected the school with
the highest share of white students from high (low) Math baseline schools. If empty
again, we selected the school with the highest (lowest) baselines among schools with
a high share of white students. Finally, we randomized at the student level between
these two white schools.

• School 4: A school with a high share of Black and Hispanic (minority) students. That
is, a school with a share above 94% of minority students, which corresponds to the top
25% of schools in the city-wide distribution. For each district, we randomly selected
two such schools from the district choice set as follows: one with high baseline Math
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test scores and one with low baseline Math test scores. We followed the same procedure
as for school 3. If the restrictions returned an empty set, we selected the school with
the highest share of minority students, among high (low) Math baseline schools. If
empty again, we selected the school with the highest (lowest) baselines among schools
with a high share of minority students. Finally, we randomized at the student level
between these two minority schools.

• School 5: A school with a high share of Black students. That is, a school with a
share above 41% Black students, which corresponds to the top 25% of schools in the
city-wide distribution. For each district, we randomly selected two such schools from
the district choice set as follows: one with high baseline Math test scores, and one with
low baseline Math test scores. We followed the same procedure as for schools 3 and 4.
Finally, we randomized at the student level between these two Black schools.

• School 6: A school with high SAT Math VA. That is, above 0.35 standard deviation,
which corresponds to the top 25% of schools in the city-wide distribution. For each
district, we randomly selected two such schools from the district choice set as follows:
one with a high share of white and Asian students, and one with a lower share of white
and Asian students. A high share of white and Asian is above 26%, or top 25% of
schools. The low share of white and Asian is below 26%. If the restrictions returned
an empty set, we selected the school with the highest value-added among high-white
(low-white) schools. If empty again, we selected the school with the highest (lowest)
share of white students among high-VA schools. Finally, we randomized at the student
level between these two high VA schools.

• School 7: A school with low SAT Math VA. Thar is, a school corresponding to the
bottom 25% of schools in the city-wide distribution. We use the exact same procedure
described for school 6, but for low-VA schools to select two schools per district. Then,
we randomized at the student level between these two low VA schools.

• School 8: A school that screens students on the basis of academics. For each district,
we randomly selected two such schools from the district choice set as follows: one with
a high share of white and Asian students, and one with a lower share of white and
Asian students. A high share of white and Asian students is above 26%, or top 25% of
schools. The low share of white and Asian students is below 26%. If the restrictions
returned an empty set, we selected the school with the highest (lowest) share of white
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students among screened schools. Finally, we randomized at the student level between
these two screened schools.

• School 9: A school that does not screen students on the basis of academics. For each
district, we randomly selected two such schools from the district choice set as follows:
one with a high share of white and Asian students, and one with a lower share of white
and Asian students. If the restrictions returned an empty set, we selected the school
with the highest (lowest) share of white students among unscreened schools. Finally,
we randomized at the student level between these two unscreened schools.

• School 10: A large school. That is, a school with more than 622 students, which
corresponds to the top 25% of schools in the city-wide distribution. For each district,
we randomly selected two such schools from the district choice set as follows: one with
a high share of white and Asian students, and one with a lower share of white and
Asian students. If the restrictions returned an empty set, we selected the school with
the largest size among high-white (low-white) schools. If empty again, we selected
the school with the highest (lowest) share of white students among large-size schools.
Finally, we randomized at the student level between these two large schools.

C.4.5 Selection of two schools to compare: Information question (Q10, version
1)

We measure information about schools by asking to compare two schools along the following
school characteristics: baseline test scores, college enrollment rates, Regents VA, college VA,
language and ap stem classes. For each district and each school characteristic, we selected
four pairs of schools:

1. Both are high-white-share

2. Both are non-high-white share

3. The first is high-white and the second is not

4. The second is high-white and the first is not

In each pair, the first school is the one with the highest value of the school characteristics
of interest. With high-white we mean schools with a share of white and Asian students
above 26%, corresponding to the 25% of schools with the highest share of white and Asian
students in the city.
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We selected the schools among the ones in the district choice set, further restricting to
schools ranked by at least 2% of students in the district. This limits the choice set for each
district to 77 schools per district, on average. A school in this subset is ranked on average
by 9% of students residing in the district.

For each school pair, we randomly selected the first school from the restricted choice set,
conditional on the demographic constraint of the pair. Subsequently, we randomly selected
a (different) second school from the same restricted set, ensuring it satisfies the demographic
constraint of the pair and has a characteristic value that is "different enough" from the first
school in the pair.

"Different enough" by school characteristic is defined as follows:

• Baseline test scores: Different by at least 0.33σ in the average baseline test score
means of incoming students. We use an average of mean Math and mean ELA test
scores for each school.

• College enrollment rates: Different by at least 5pp.

• Regents VA: Different by at least 0.3σ in the average Regents VA. We use an average
of Regents Algebra VA and Regents ELA VA for each school.

• College VA: Different by at least 5pp.

• Language classes: Discrete difference (at least 1 more/less class).

• AP stem classes: Discrete difference (at least 1 more/less class).

Sometimes these restrictions yield an empty set, so not all pairs have two schools, meaning
not all pairs are valid. However, most district-questions have three or four valid pairs. To
randomly assign each student a valid pair for each question, we use their district of residence.
The randomization probability is uniform across valid pairs within each district-question.

C.4.6 Selection of schools to compare within borough: Information question
(Q10, version 2)

We measure information about schools by asking to compare one school to the borough
distribution of the following school characteristics: baseline test scores, college enrollment
rates, Regents VA, college VA, language and AP STEM classes.
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For each characteristic (question), we selected four schools per district to include all
combinations of high and low white share schools that are above or below the median char-
acteristic value. The median value is calculated based on the borough median.

We selected schools at random among the ones in the district choice set, further restricting
to 1) schools in the same borough, and 2) schools ranked by at least 5% of students in the
district. This reduces the choice set for each district to 55 schools per district, on average.
A school in this subset is ranked, on average, by 11% of students residing in the district.

If the intersection of high-white and above (below) median characteristic returned an
empty set, we selected the school with the highest share of white students, conditional on
being above (below) the median characteristic. If this also resulted in an empty set, we chose
the school with the highest (lowest) value of the characteristic, conditional on being a high
white school.

Similarly, if the intersection of non-high-white and above (below) median characteristic
returned an empty set, we selected the school with the lowest share of white students,
conditional on being above (below) median characteristic. If this also returned an empty
set, we selected the school with the highest (lowest) value of the characteristic, conditional
on being a non-high white school.

While defining above or below the median for most school characteristics in the borough is
trivial, further clarification is needed for how we determine above and below median baseline
scores and Regents VA. We consider a school to be above (below) median baseline scores if it
is above (below) the median for both average Math and average ELA 7th grade test scores.
Similarly, we classify a school as above (below) the median Regents VA if it is above (below)
the median for both Regents Algebra 1 VA and Regents ELA VA.

C.4.7 Selection of school characteristics for vignette experiment: Racial pref-
erences question (Q17 and Q18)

The description of the vignette experiment is on Section 5.1.2 of the paper. The experiment
includes a total of 24 possible vignettes, also referred to as school cards. First, 16 school
cards show 3 school characteristics (called the "3-factor list"): academics (x2), safety (x2),
and racial composition (x4). Second, we have 8 school cards that show 2 school characteristics
(called the "2-factor list"): safety (x2) and racial composition (x4). Regarding academics and
safety, hypothetical schools had either high-safety or low-safety ratings. In terms of student
demographics, hypothetical schools had either a balanced racial composition representative
of the school district, a majority of Black students, a majority of Hispanic students, or a
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majority of white or Asian students. The average school characteristics are in Table C4.
Examples of the 2- and 3-factor cards are in Figure C10.

Table C4: Different School Characteristics for the Vignette Experiment

School characteristic Description Percentage
Asian Black Hispanic White

Demographics

Racially-balanced 15% 29% 38% 16%
Majority Black 7% 68% 16% 8%
Majority Hispanic 5% 13% 73% 7%
Majority white and Asian 17% 15% 21% 45%

Low High

Safety Percentage of students
who feel safe on school

77% 93%

Treatment 1: Precise information about school academic performance
Low High

Academics

Percentage of students
who graduate in 4 years

75% 93%

Percentage of students
who enroll in College/ca-
reer programs

51% 79%

Treatment 2: Imprecise information about school academic performance

Academics

Percentage of students
who earned enough cred-
its in ninth grade to be
on track for graduation

83%

Notes: This table reports the characteristics of the school cards presented to respondents in the vignette
experiments (questions Q17 and Q18).

For question 17, we randomly selected one school from the 3 factor list and one school
from the 2 factor list for each student. In question 18 (relative scale, ranking of 3 schools),
we randomly selected three schools from the 3 factor list and three schools from the 2 factor
list, without replacement, for each student.

Finally, we randomized at the student level whether the student would receive the vignette
with three or with two factors. We assigned 60% of students to the 3 factor version of the
questions.

C.5 Survey images
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Figure C10: School Cards for Vignette Experiment

Notes: This figure displays an example of two cards used in the vignette experiment. The left card displays
precise academic information (Treatment 1, received by around 60% of the experiment participants). The
right card shows imprecise academic information (Treatment 2, received by around 40% of the experiment
participants).
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Figure C11: Consent Question
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Figure C12: Question 1

Figure C13: Question 2
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Figure C14: Question 3

Figure C15: Question 3b

Figure C16: Question 3b.2
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Figure C17: Question 4
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Figure C18: Question 5
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Figure C19: Question 6
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Figure C20: Question 7a
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Figure C21: Question 7b

Figure C22: Question 7c
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Figure C23: Question 7c.2

Figure C24: Question 8a
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Figure C25: Question 8a.2

Figure C26: Question 9
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Figure C27: Question 10
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Figure C28: Question 10a
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Figure C29: Question 10b
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Figure C30: Question 10c
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Figure C31: Question 10d
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Figure C32: Question 10f
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Figure C33: Question 10g
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Figure C34: Question 11a
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Figure C35: Question 12
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Figure C36: Question 13

Figure C37: Question 14a
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Figure C38: Question 15

Figure C39: Question 16a
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Figure C40: Question 16b
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Figure C41: Question 16c
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Figure C42: Question 17

Figure C43: Question 17a
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Figure C44: Question 17b
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Figure C45: Question 18a
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Figure C46: Question 18b
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Figure C47: Question 19a
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Figure C48: Question 19b

Figure C49: Question 19c
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Figure C50: Question 20a

Figure C51: Question 20b
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Figure C52: Question 20c

Figure C53: Question 21
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Thank you message
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Information questions - Version 2

Figure C54: Question Q10 - Version 2
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Figure C55: Question Q10a - Version 2
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Figure C56: Question Q10b - Version 2
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Figure C57: Question Q10c - Version 2
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Figure C58: Question Q10d - Version 2
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Figure C59: Question Q10f - Version 2
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Figure C60: Question Q10g - Version 2
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