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Figure 8. CSI Values for Cluster 1, 1980-2000 

 

 



54 
 

and a 19.63% rise in proportion of owner-occupied housing units (see Table 6 in Appendix 

for complete descriptive statistics). 

 Cluster 5, also identified as a gentrification-replacement cluster, exhibits rates of 

change on two population variables (percent Black alone and proportion of population age 

25-34 years-old); four socioeconomic measures (proportion of college-educated adults, 

percent employed in professional or managerial occupations, median household income, and 

percent of population at or below poverty level); and, three housing indicators (median 

contract rent, median house value, and proportion of nonfamily households) above citywide 

averages.  However, examining the cluster by quartiles portrays varying intensities of 

gentrification as evidenced by the values of the CSI from -10.921 to 16.936 (Figure 9).  

Between 1980 and 2000, the proportion of population Black alone increased by an average of 

0.29% in the cluster with the first quartile showing an increase of 0.60% and the fourth 

quartile decreasing by -0.32%.  The percentage of population age 25-34 displays a similar 

trend with an average increase in the cluster of 2.74% and values ranging from an increase of 

7.41% in the first quartile to decline of -0.73% in the fourth quartile.   

 The cluster shows a mean increase of over 24% in the proportion of college-educated 

adults with the first quartile exhibiting an average gain of 19.10% and the fourth quartile 

demonstrating a rise of nearly 30%.  The percentage employed in professional or managerial 

occupations increased some 15.47% in the first quartile to over 28% in the fourth quartile 

with an overall gain beyond 23% for the cluster.  The poverty rate declined in the cluster by 

more than -2%, though the first quartile shows an increase of 2.04% while the fourth quartile 

decreased by nearly -7%.  Median household income more than tripled in the cluster,  
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Figure 9. CSI Values for Cluster 5, 1980-2000 
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showing an average increase of over 46%, with the first quartile gaining by 14.47% and the 

fourth quartile rising by 82.42%.   

 Rates of change in three housing measures, median contract rent, median house value, 

and nonfamily households, also surpass levels noted for the city of Seattle. In turn, the first 

quartile exhibits a mean rate of change of 17.87% in median contract rent, 40.43% in median  

house value, and 9.07% in proportion of nonfamily households; meanwhile, the fourth 

quartile shows a rise in median rent of 42.82%, 121.44% in house value, and 5.34% in 

nonfamily households (see Table 7 in Appendix).      

 The final cluster identified as a gentrification-replacement cluster, Cluster 6, contains 

block-groups showing notable change on two population measures (Black alone and 

proportion of population age 25-34); four socioeconomic indicators (percent of college-

educated adults, proportion employed in professional or managerial occupations, median 

household income, and poverty status); and, four housing measures (median contract rent, 

median house value, proportion of nonfamily households, and percent owner-occupied 

housing units) that outpace citywide average rates of change.  Examining the cluster by 

quartiles, though, presents a more detailed account of trends occurring within the context of 

gentrification as calculated values of the CSI range from -15.152 to 13.595 (Figure 10).  The 

share of Black alone population in the first quartile shows an increase of 1.12%, more than 

double the 0.46% mean rate of change in the cluster, while the fourth quartile indicates a loss 

of -0.15%.  The proportion of population age 25-34 declined in the cluster by -0.73% with 

the first quartile exhibiting an increase of 0.51% and the fourth quartile recording a gain of 

more than 1%.   
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Figure 10. CSI Values for Cluster 6, 1980-2000 
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 This cluster outperforms the city on each socioeconomic indicator with a mean 

increase in proportion of college-educated adults at 31.64%; a gain of 28.32% in the share of 

employment in professional or managerial occupations; a rise in median household income of 

nearly 46%; and, a reduction in the poverty rate by -1.63%.  The first quartile shows a gain of 

25.11% in college-educated adults, an increase of over 23% in professional and managerial 

employment, growth in median household income of 18.49%, and an increase of 1.28% in 

the poverty rate.  The fourth quartile is characterized by the greatest increases in college-

educated residents at 38.77%, rate of change in professional and managerial occupations at 

34.82%, gain in median household income at 77.20%, and reduction in the percentage at or 

below the poverty rate at -3.18%. 

 The rate of change in each housing variable also surpasses the level of change 

witnessed in the city of Seattle.  At the cluster level, median contract rent increased by 

26.96%, median house value jumped by more than 100%, the percentage of nonfamily 

households rose by 7.17%, and the rate of owner-occupied housing units declined by -2.83%.  

The first quartile shows slower growth in each housing indicator with median contract rent 

changing by only 14.16%, median house value increasing by nearly 83%, proportion of 

nonfamily households gaining 7.39%, and rate of owner-occupancy decreasing by -16.75%; 

whilst rent prices grew by over 46%, home values swelled by nearly 119%, share of 

nonfamily households rose by 7.64%, and ownership rates increased by nearly 3% in the 

fourth quartile (see Table 8 in Appendix). 

 The first of two gentrification-core redevelopment clusters, Cluster 9, consists of 

block-groups with average rates of change on three population indicators (percent Black 



59 
 

alone, percent Asian alone, and proportion of population age 25-34); three socioeconomic 

indicators (median household income, percent employed in professional or managerial 

occupations, and proportion of population at or below poverty level); and, four housing 

variables (median house value, median contract rent, proportion of nonfamily households, 

and percent owner-occupied housing units) that surpass the rates experienced at the citywide 

level.  The combination of variables in this cluster reveals CSI values that range from            

-12.362 to 11.710 (Figure 11).  Between 1980 and 2000, the proportion of Black alone  

population shows an increase of 3.42% at the cluster level with growth in the first quartile at 

8.85% and only 1.68% in the fourth quartile.  A decline of -1.86% in percentage Asian alone 

population characterizes the cluster level while a closer look at the quartiles reveals a varying 

pattern – the first quartile highlights a decrease of -7.27% and the fourth quartile shows a 

decline of -2.67%.  The rate of change in proportion population age 25-34 is 12.21% in the 

cluster with the first quartile recording an increase of only 0.75% while the fourth quartile 

displays a rate of change in excess of 20%. 

 The rate of change in three socioeconomic indicators in Cluster 9 outpace the levels 

noted for the city of Seattle – growth of 54.43% in median household income, a 21.11% 

increase in proportion of professional and managerial occupations, and an increase of 2.80% 

in the percentage of population at or below the poverty level.  Looking closer, the first 

quartile shows negative income growth (-23.56%), an increase of 10.26% in professionals 

and managers, and over 24% growth in proportion of population in poverty.  Meanwhile, 

median income grew by over 150%, professionals and managers by 32.41%, and poverty 

declined by more than 10% in the fourth quartile. 
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Figure 11. CSI Values for Cluster 9, 1980-2000 
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Each housing measure shows a greater rate of change in Cluster 9 than at the city 

level.  Median contract rent increased by more than 61%, home values swelled by 192.62%, 

the share of nonfamily households rose by 7.20%, and the proportion of owner-occupied 

housing units improved by over 5%.  Again, assessing these trends by quartiles offers a more 

detailed breakdown – the first quartile displays negative change in rent prices (-3.58%), 

nonfamily households (-0.34%), and ownership rates (-3.12%); meanwhile, in the fourth 

quartile, both median rent and median home value increased on average by more than 119% 

and 169% respectively, and the ownership rate rose by nearly 20% (see Table 9 in 

Appendix).   

 Cluster 10 is also coined as a gentrification-core redevelopment cluster and is home 

to block-groups with average rates of change beyond citywide levels on three population 

indicators (percent White alone, percent Black alone, and proportion of population age 25-

34); four socioeconomic measures (percent college-educated, proportion employed in 

professional or managerial occupations, median household income, and percent at or below 

poverty level); and, three housing indicators (median contract rent, proportion nonfamily 

households, and percent owner-occupied housing units).  All indicators are used in 

combination to calculate the CSI for the cluster and result in values ranging from -9.156 to 

12.205 (Figure 12).  The cluster increased by an average of 1.59% in White alone population 

with the first quartile showing a mean decline of -5.71% and the fourth quartile adding an 

average of 12.48%.  Similarly, the first quartile shows a rise of 4.56% in proportion of 

population age 25-34 and the fourth quartile displays a gain of over 8%, both of which 

contribute to an average increase in the cluster of 7.64%.  Meanwhile, the proportion of  
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Figure 12. CSI Values for Cluster 10, 1980-2000 
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Black alone population decreased in the fourth quartile by an average of -14.51% adding to 

the mean decrease of -5.90% observed in the cluster. 

 Change in each of the four socioeconomic indicators outpaces the levels of change 

noted in the city of Seattle.  The proportion of college-educated adults increased on average 

between 14.95% in the first quartile to 29.58% in the fourth quartile with a cluster mean of 

22.59%.  Professional and managerial occupations shows a similar pattern where the cluster 

gains an average of 21.86% and the quartiles display increases between 17.36% in the first to 

29.32% in the fourth.  Median household income increased in the cluster by over 50%, more  

than three times the rate of change in the city, with the first quartile gaining by over 15% and 

the fourth quartile by 108.42%.  The percentage of population at or below poverty declined 

in the cluster by -4%, yet the first quartile displays a gain of 2.03% while the fourth quartile 

indicates a decrease of -7.48%. 

 Three housing measures, median contract rent, nonfamily households, and owner-

occupancy rate, show average rates of change in Cluster 10 beyond those observed in Seattle.  

Median contract rent increased in the cluster by an average of nearly 41%, ranging from an 

average of 30% in the first quartile to over 57% in the fourth quartile.  The proportion of 

nonfamily households shows a similar trend with a gain of 5.44% in the first quartile to over 

9% in the fourth quartile and leading to a mean increase of over 7% in the cluster.  The 

percentage of owner-occupied housing units declined by an average of -3.47% in the first 

quartile but increased by nearly 10% in the fourth quartile leading to an average gain of 

4.77% in the cluster (see Table 10 in Appendix). 
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Cluster 11 is the first of two clusters named gentrification-displacement and contains 

block-groups with mean rates of change on four population measures (percent White alone, 

percent Black alone, percent Asian alone, and proportion of population age 25-34); two 

socioeconomic indicators (median household income and percent at or below poverty); and, 

four housing measures (median house value, median contract rent, percentage of nonfamily 

households, and percent owner-occupied housing units) that exceed levels witnessed for the 

city.  The constellation of indicators in this cluster shows CSI values between -13.044 and 

12.454 (Figure 13).  The percentage of population White alone increased on average by more 

than 17% in the cluster with the first quartile showing a gain of 2.02% and the fourth quartile 

increasing by nearly 37%.  The percentage Black alone population declined in the cluster by 

an average of more than 24% and Asian alone population decreased by -0.21%.  The first 

quartile represents an average loss of -13.36% in Black alone population while Asian alone 

population shows a slight increase of 0.81%.  The fourth quartile indicates an average decline 

of more than -40% in Black alone population and a -3.06% reduction in Asian alone.  The 

percentage of population age 25-34 decreased by an average of -2.25% in the first quartile 

while the fourth quartile shows an increase of nearly 5% resulting in an average gain of 

1.31% in the cluster. 

Two socioeconomic measures, median household income and percentage at or below 

poverty, show a greater rate of change in the cluster than for the city.  The mean rate of 

change in median household income of 51.15% is more than double the city average and 

includes gains between 9.44% in the first quartile to 96.46% in the fourth quartile.  The 

proportion of population living at or below poverty declined in the cluster by -3.59% overall,  
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Figure 13. CSI Values for Cluster 11, 1980-2000 
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even though the first quartile shows an increase of 6.36% while the fourth quartile highlights 

an average decline of nearly -12%. 

Each of the four housing indicators displays an average rate of change in the cluster 

beyond that observed in the city of Seattle.  Median contract rent increased on average by 

more than 39% with a range of values between 7.26% in the first quartile to over 79% in the 

fourth quartile.  The average increase of 97.81% in median house value surpasses the city 

rate of change including a 72% gain in the first quartile and a 114% spike in the fourth 

quartile.  The percentage of nonfamily households increased by an average of 10.17% with 

the first quartile showing a 4.91% gain and the fourth quartile increasing by more than 14%.  

The owner-occupancy rate grew by an average of 4.80% in the cluster with each quartile 

noting an increase except for the -7.55% decline in the first quartile (Table 11 in Appendix).  

The last cluster called gentrification-displacement is Cluster 12, and is made up of 

block-groups with average rates of change on all four population indicators (percent White 

alone, percent Black alone, percent Asian alone, and proportion of population age 25-34); 

each of the socioeconomic indicators (percent college graduates, percent employed in a 

professional or managerial occupation, median household income, and percent of population 

living at or below the poverty line); and, three housing measures (median contract rent, 

median house value, and percent owner-occupied housing units) beyond the rates observed at 

the citywide level.  As such, the CSI values observed in this cluster are between -11.698 and 

11.868 (Figure 14).  The percentage of population White alone increased in the cluster by an 

average of 13.09% with the first quartile showing a decrease of -3.03% and the fourth 

quartile gaining nearly 25%.  On the other hand, the cluster shows a -15.16% average decline  
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Figure 14. CSI Values for Cluster 12, 1980-2000 
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in proportion Black alone population, a -0.60% mean decrease in Asian alone population, and 

an average loss of -4.10% in percentage of population age 25-34.  In the first quartile, Black 

alone population declined by an average of -4.98%, Asian alone population increased by 

4.26%, and percentage of population 25-34 decreased by -4.67%.  The fourth quartile 

decreased by nearly -30% in Black alone population, declined by an average of -1.61% in 

Asian alone population, and shrank by -2.62% in percentage of population age 25-34.    

Average change in each socioeconomic measure outpaces the rate noted in the city of 

Seattle.  The proportion of college-educated adults shows an increase of 30.44% in cluster 

where the first quartile shows an increase of 19.17% and the fourth quartile gains by an 

average of over 40%.  The percentage of professional and managerial occupations shows an 

average gain between 24.11% in the first quartile and 37.97% in the fourth quartile setting up 

a mean rise of 31.25% in the cluster.  An average change in median household income  

beyond 56% in the cluster is more than triple the level noted for the city and results from 

rates of change between 30.50% in the first quartile and more than 101% in the fourth 

quartile.  The proportion of population at or below poverty declined by a mean of -7.55% in 

the cluster with the first quartile decreasing by -5.33% and the fourth quartile experiencing a 

loss of nearly -11%. 

Three housing measures, median contract rent, median home value, and owner-

occupancy rate, exhibit average rates of change beyond the citywide level.  Median contract 

rent increased by an average of 48.67% in the cluster with the first quartile showing a decline 

of -2.87% while the fourth quartile records an increase of more than 90%.  The average 

change in median house value of 97.98% surpasses the rate noted for Seattle and includes 
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values between a low of 67.72% and a high of 146.07% in the fourth quartile.  The cluster 

shows an a mean increase of 14.37% in percentage of owner-occupied housing units with the 

first quartile gaining 9.35% and the fourth quartile jumping by almost 19% (see Table 12 in 

Appendix). 
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DISCUSSION 

“A consequence of the transformation of Seattle to a digital city has been a parallel change 
from being a fairly egalitarian city in 1970 to a far more unequal city by 2000.” 

 
-Morrill and Sommers11 

 
 

This chapter presents discussion on the general trends of urban change in the city of 

Seattle and places them into the broader context of postindustrial transformation during the 

study period 1980 to 2000.  The features of postindustrialism are then used as a framework to 

discuss gentrification and contextualize the phenomenon in the case of Seattle.  Drawing on 

the selected categories of variables, this discussion highlights the relationship between the 

prominent characteristics of each type of gentrification and the uneven nature of the process 

across the urban landscape of Seattle. 

General Trends and Postindustrialism in Seattle 

 The city of Seattle, Washington has witnessed numerous changes in urban social 

structure between 1980 and 2000 that indicate the pattern of gentrification in a postindustrial 

city.  The increasing importance of “knowledge-producing” activities, shift toward a service-

based economy, rapid rise in managerial, professional and technical occupations, and 

associated swings in cultural tastes and preferences, are considered to be the harbingers of 

postindustrial society as outlined by Bell (1973).  General trends in selected indicators related 

to gentrification, and features of postindustrialism, are shown in Table 13 and further validate 

the upward mobility of Seattle as a world-class city.  The trends in indicators attest to the 

significance of socioeconomic status (SES) as evidenced by the large share of college-

graduates and professionals and managers as well as the rate of change in both.   
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Table 13. General Trends in Seattle, 1980-2000 

Population Indicators
White population 79.53% 70.09% -9.44%
Black population 9.46% 8.44% -1.02%
Asian population 7.41% 13.19% 5.78%
Population age 25-34 21.55% 21.71% 0.16%

Socioeconomic Indicators
College graduates 28.19% 47.19% 19.00%
Professionals / Managers 28.75% 48.41% 19.66%
Median household income, $ $39,754 $45,736 15.05%
At or below poverty level 11.18% 11.79% 0.61%

Housing Indicators
Nonfamily households 9.56% 15.29% 5.73%
Median contract rent, $ $571 $721 26.27%
Median house value, $ $154,504 $259,600 68.02%
Owner-occupied 51.02% 48.42% -2.60%

Note: All dollar figures have been adjusted to 1999 USD using the CPI

Category & Variable Name 1980 2000 Change

 

 

Racial/ethnic reconfiguring is a notable trend as well, particularly the increasing percentage 

of Asian alone residents coupled with the relative decrease in shares of White alone and 

Black alone populations.  Changing household status and housing costs appear to be 

prominent trends in the city with an increasing share of nonfamily households and marked 

growth in housing values and costs.  Each of these indicates continuing processes of 

gentrification and highlights the social, economic, and demographic shifts often associated 

with postindustrial transformation.  
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  Related to the observed changes in urban social structure, and equally important in 

accounting for gentrification, is the shifting occupational and economic climate in 

postindustrial Seattle.  Economic growth in the city was fueled primarily by the accelerated 

growth of the information and technology sectors (Table 14) as part of overall industrial 

restructuring between 1980 and 2000 (Table 15).  In fact, Seattle ranks 3rd in a report by 

Atkinson and Gottlieb (2001), behind only San Francisco, CA and Austin, TX, as most 

advanced in the “new economy.”12  This ranking is confirmation of the success attained by 

local high technology firms, research and development groups, Internet-based retailers, and 

computer software design companies that now make Seattle well-known (e.g. Microsoft, 

Amazon.com, ZymoGenetics, University of Washington).  However, the economic success 

enjoyed by firms and employees in sectors of the “new economy” is not distributed 

uniformly among the spatial and social groups in Seattle and has been linked to several 

outcomes, some of which include gentrification, displacement, housing inflation, and income 

inequality; and as told by earlier observers:  

 “By 1995, Seattle had transformed into one of the nation’s and world’s most hi-tech, 
 digital, wired, computer-oriented, information rich cities, and, it changed from 
 provincial and egalitarian to a global and far more unequal city, from a suburb-like 
 city of families and a cultural backwater, to a city unusually rich in singles and 
 unmarried partners, and cultural innovators” (Morrill and Sommers 2005, p. 349).    
 
This assessment offers some insight into the evolution of the pivotal features of postindustrial 

Seattle – the increasing significance of higher-order occupations and activities in the local 

economy; the growing disparity between social groups in the financial gains of economic 

restructuring; and, the shift in social structure toward a younger, nonfamily-oriented, 

creativity-inspiring cityscape. Earlier research on Seattle (Morrill 2008), Vancouver, BC  
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Table 14. High Technology in Seattle 

5,000
4,500
3,200

2,500
1,000

17,400

4,000
3,000

11,000

3,500
1,200
5,000

35,000
Everett 1,000
South King County 2,500
Dupont 2,000
Region 75,000

1,000
3,000
7,000
2,000

Region 13,000
Total High Tech 105,000

Some major firmsEmploymentArea

Biomedical and Medical Research

Source: Morrill and Sommers 2005, p. 357

Seattle

Downtown

FHCRC; Zymogenetics; Seattle Biomedical 
Research; Amgen; Dendreon; Corixa; Cell 

Therapeutics
Eastside

Philips Ultrasound; Spacelabs
Canyon Park - Bothell

Overlake - Bellevue

Univ. of Washington
Lake Union

Fremont - Lake Union

Computer Software, Hardware, Services

Area Employment Some major firms

Seattle

I-90

Region

Microsoft; Intermec; Boeing; Intel

Adobe; Real Networks

Eastside

Univ. of Washington
Downtown

Telecommunications (Radio)

Area Employment Some major firms

Canyon Park - Bothell
Downtown Bellevue

SR520 Corridor

I-90
Downtown Seattle

Redmond
Everett

T-Mobile; AT&T Wireless; Verizon
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(Ley 1986, 1993), Montreal and Toronto (Walks and Maaranen 2008), and Chicago 

(Hudspeth 2003; Morenoff and Tienda 1997), sufficiently links these noted traits of 

postindustrial transformation to gentrification processes. 

The existence of these postindustrial features in Seattle is confirmed in the results of 

the Principal Components Analyses.  In 1980, three components are responsible for the 

ordering of Seattle’s urban landscape – socioeconomic status, racial polarization, and 

household structure.  By the year 2000, the PCA shows that only two components influence 

the spatial arrangement in Seattle, socioracial status and household structure.  A few unique 

groups of indicators appear to connect social stratification and gentrification phenomena in 

the city of Seattle as echoed by Morrill (2008) who concludes that: 

 “The city experienced substantial increases in population, in income, in house values 
 and rents, in levels of education and of professional employment in different forms in 
 different parts of the city.  The city, as a result, experienced decreases in the Black 
 population and even in single parent households.  There is no other word for it – a 
 massive shift in the class structure and degree of inequality – and not a case of the 
 tide raising all ships.  The city indeed rose in median as well as mean income, but 
 because of the in-migration of higher-class households, not because of a rise in status 
 of lower class households already here.  Indeed inequality deepened, and there was a 
 net out-migration of the less affluent” (p. 76). 
       
As such, gentrification is considered to be the upward transitioning in the socioeconomic 

status of neighborhoods and the following aspects become noteworthy in my discussion of 

gentrification processes in Seattle: persistence of disparities in socioeconomic status; 

continuance of racial polarization and income inequality; and, young and nonfamily traits 

reflected in household structure.  The complex relationships between these features have 

resulted in the formation of multiple types of gentrification in the city of Seattle. 
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Table 15. Industrial Restructuring in Seattle, 1980-2000 

1980 2000 Change % Change

11,293 31,762 20,469 181.3

-1,535

2,563

-14,439

-2,187

-4,528

-8,600

32,326 51,813 60.3

45,790 69,507 51.8

22,092 13,492 -38.9

19,487

23,717

20,441 22,171 8.51,730

12,658 10,471 -17.3

40,173 35,645 -11.3

Note: Figures drawn from Summary File 3 of CensusCD 1980 in 2000 Boundaries, and 
Summary File 3 of Census 2000

Total Industrial 
Employment

10,329 12,892 24.8

Educational, health and 
social services

Arts, entertainment, and 
recreation services

Retail trade

Transportation and 
warehousing, and utilities

Professional, scientific, 
management, and 

administrative

Finance, insurance, and 
real estate (FIRE)

10,743 11,202 459 4.3Public administration

286,811249,675 37,136 14.9

Industrial Sector Employment

Construction

Manufacturing

Wholesale trade

Agriculture, forestry, 
fishing and hunting, and 

mining
2,638 1,103 -58.2

41,192 26,753 -35.1

 

 

The cluster analysis effectively sorts and groups together census block-groups that 

share similar features related to gentrification as revealed by the PCA.  In doing so, block-

groups are catalogued according to the levels of socioeconomic status, racial polarization, 

and household structure in 1980 and 2000, where clusters of block-groups showing strong 

features of gentrification are thought to be the loci of postindustrial restructuring in the city 

of Seattle.  Conversely, collections of block-groups experiencing little change in 

socioeconomic status but encountering population turnover and mixing of Whites, Blacks, 
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and Asians are called transition clusters; and, block-groups containing the wealthiest and 

most affluent residents in both 1980 and 2000 with only modest population turnover or 

mixing are named consolidation clusters.  The fifteen-cluster solution used in this project 

found multiple types of gentrification as distinct forms of neighborhood change.  This 

supports an earlier work by Morrill (2008) and his thoughts on the usefulness of clustering to 

detect several types of gentrification operating in Seattle: 

 “The pattern of clusters reveals a distinct zonation or sectorization with respect to 
 downtown Seattle…That is, a core of gentrification in areas of highest access to 
 downtown and to the University of Washington.  Further, because of the variety of 
 agents contributing to gentrification and renewal, different forms of gentrification 
 dominate in different sectors” (p. 73).  
 
The multiple forms of gentrification occurring in the city – replacement, displacement, and 

core redevelopment – are captured by the clusters and share similar features, but in different 

contexts and varying degrees.  Therefore, using clusters to study gentrification processes 

helps identify the dominant features of each type, determine the spatial distribution of the 

phenomenon across the city, and the nature of postindustrial features as they manifest via 

gentrification. 

 The CSI technique is used to highlight the uneven nature in the intensity of 

gentrification processes in the city of Seattle.  This pattern of uneven development occurs not 

only at the city-scale but also at the cluster level and includes variations within and between 

block-groups of gentrification clusters.  For this reason, the CSI technique is able to discern 

which block-groups are experiencing the greatest magnitude of change as a result of 

gentrification and postindustrialism.  The relationship between gentrification and uneven 

development is articulated by Smith (1982) who notes: 
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 “Gentrification is part of the restructuring of inner city residential space.  It follows 
 the previous and ongoing restructuring of office, commercial, and recreational space, 
 and while this restructuring has a variety of functions, it operates primarily to 
 counteract falling rate of profit…Geographically, this leads to the possibility of what 
 we might call a ‘locational seesaw’: the successive development, underdevelopment, 
 and redevelopment of given areas as capital jumps from one place to another…”  
 (p. 151; emphasis in original). 
 
While Smith’s interpretation of the linkage between uneven development and gentrification 

is rather economistic, it does offer some grounding of my position that gentrification does not 

occur evenly across time and space in the city of Seattle.  From this standpoint, the CSI is 

argued to be a useful tool for examining variations in the intensity of prominent 

characteristics that define multiple types of gentrification processes.  Measuring the 

magnitude of changes in gentrification clusters illustrates the uneven pattern of postindustrial 

development in the city of Seattle. 

Replacement Gentrification in Seattle 

 Replacement gentrification characterizes the pattern of neighborhood change found in 

Clusters 1, 5, and 6 (Figure 7).  This type of gentrification is driven by the lifestyle concerns 

of a typically young, college-educated, and professional class of residents who are generally 

unmarried.        

Core Redevelopment Gentrification in Seattle 

 Core redevelopment gentrification describes the pattern of change present in Clusters 

9 and 10 (Figure 7).  This form of gentrification highlights the impact of concerted efforts 

between public and private actors to reclaim the inner core of Seattle for upscale housing 

development and retail activities that satisfies the preferences of workers in the postindustrial 

economy.     
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Displacement Gentrification in Seattle 

 Displacement gentrification is reflected in Clusters 11 and 12 and argued to be the 

traditional form of gentrification where Whites displace non-White households, or wealthier 

classes overtake poorer classes.  As such, this form includes an array of changes, from an 

upswing in socioeconomic status to the outright removal of non-White households, or both 

(Figure 7). 

 Earlier in this discussion, I offered my position regarding the uneven nature of 

gentrification patterns in Seattle while also attempting to place the phenomenon into broader 

context of postindustrial restructuring in the city of Seattle.  Giving equal consideration to 

cultural and economic aspects of postindustrialism is useful in explaining gentrification as 

argued by Hamnett (2002) that: 

 “[W]hile gentrification clearly involves changes in the structure of the land and 
 property market, it is better seen as a product of the shift from an industrial to a 
 postindustrial society in particular cities and associated changes in class structure, 
 particularly the growth of an expanded middle class and their social relations, cultural 
 tastes, and consumption practices” (p. 333). 
 
This keen observation is supported by my research with the identification of three unique 

forms of gentrification.  Each version of gentrification uncovered in the city of Seattle has 

elements of postindustrial restructuring as well as nuances in the cultural and economic shifts 

occurring.  Using block-groups, this research shows how the intensity of the phenomenon 

varies within and between gentrification clusters as a result of uneven postindustrial 

transformation. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

“The primary historical mission of critical thought is to perpetually question the obviousness 
and the very frames of civic debate so as to give ourselves a chance to think the world, rather 

than being thought by it…” 
-Loic Wacquant13 

 
 

 In the Introduction, I began with a brief discussion of favorable reviews of Seattle’s 

urban environment.  While Seattle is generally considered to be a “livable city” by numerous 

accounts – with ample evidence of political progressiveness on environmental issues, 

appreciation for cultural diversity, economic competitiveness and vitality, recreation and 

leisure activities, and community gardens and farmer’s markets – the city has not always 

been a popular destination.  The city experienced significant population decline between 

1960 and 1980, losing over 11% of its total. Yet, in the next twenty years, between 1980 and 

2000, Seattle experienced a noticeable gain in total population of more than 14%.  Several 

factors can be attributed to this population rebound – a focus shifting from office building 

construction in the 1980s to the construction of cultural amenities like stadiums and arts 

centers in the 1990s; the relative strength of the overall economy with particular emphasis on 

the aerospace industries and the birth of high technology sectors; as well as, a host of city 

leaders, developers, and other elites crafting urban policies to attract a young, mobile, and 

highly-educated workforce – classic traits of social and economic restructuring in a 

postindustrial city. 

 The return of nearly 70,000 residents to the city of Seattle between 1980 and 2000 is 

rather impressive.  This growth returned the city to its post-World War II era level of 

population, albeit these contemporary in-migrants were quite different in character.  In 
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particular, the residents refilling the city were increasingly well-educated, highly-skilled, 

professionally employed, and higher income-earning class of citizen.  With higher 

socioeconomic status, this incoming group was considered to be atypical depending on their 

residential location choices.  This pattern of upward transitioning in the socioeconomic status 

within neighborhoods, called gentrification, has become a well-known feature of urban 

change in the city of Seattle. 

 The occurrence of gentrification in urban development varies across space and time 

as revealed in my review of literature.  Seattle, WA is one of the core cities in the Pacific 

Northwest and scholars have contributed substantially to the understanding of gentrification 

in the city’s growth and development.  The distinct gentrification phenomenon has already 

been identified by Morrill (2008).  Motivated by Morrill’s seminal work, I focused on a set of 

selected indicators related to gentrification patterns over a twenty-year period (1980-2000) to 

show the trends and further add to an understanding of the evolving spatial pattern of 

neighborhood characteristics and social structures of the city.  My research sought to 

examine three inter-related questions related to gentrification phenomenon in Seattle:  

1) What is the nature of socioeconomic structure and change in the city of Seattle? 
 

2) What are the unique features of gentrification processes and patterns in Seattle? 

3) How intense are processes of gentrification within Seattle neighborhoods? 
 

As such, I have attempted to capture the occurrence of gentrification and its intensity in a 

micro-scale and found that the identified patterns are in accord with the broader features of 

the phenomenon.  
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The three types of gentrification successfully identified in the city of Seattle – 

replacement, core redevelopment, and displacement – are consistent with previous work on 

the phenomenon (Morrill 2008).  As observed, each form has defining characteristics related 

to changes in socioeconomic status, racial polarization and income inequality, and household 

structure that are also considered to be prominent features of postindustrial restructuring in 

the development of Seattle.  Demonstrated throughout the present research, replacement 

gentrification is highlighted by an upward shift in the overall socioeconomic status and 

concomitant trends in the racial and household profiles of the clusters.  Core redevelopment 

gentrification highlights the efforts of public and private partnerships in creating housing and 

commercial activities that appeal to the tastes and preferences of the “new middle class” in 

the downtown core of the city.  Finally, displacement gentrification illustrates the traditional 

form of the process characterized by increasing proportions of wealthier households at the 

expense of poorer ones, as well as Whites overtaking non-Whites.  

While gentrification processes have been lauded by many as a remedy to urban 

decline, my work emphasizes the obscured geographical nature of gentrification in the city of 

Seattle.  First, the countless accolades and positive depictions of urban conditions in Seattle 

tend to overshadow the negative externalities associated with the phenomenon such as 

deepening class divisions and social stratification.  Next, using census block-groups as the 

unit of analysis allows my work to portray gentrification patterns in a finer resolution that is 

otherwise lost when conducting gentrification research using larger areal units.  Last, 

although gentrification processes are often considered to advance evenly across urban 
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landscapes, the index technique I use shows the opposite to be more accurate with 

gentrification clusters exhibiting noticeably disparate rates of change. 

Ultimately, these evolving characteristics undoubtedly reflect many strategies and 

policies of the city as well as many forces generating from outside the city which were 

beyond the scope of this research.  My limited observations on the trends reflecting spatial 

traits would provide input to further initiate research on many other aspects of gentrification 

processes, such as urban policy issues pertaining to the quality and sustainability of 

environment, or to the consideration of role and status of minorities in the process.  The 

gentrification trends as evidenced in this research would in fact enhance discussions, and 

offer perspectives, on the divergent traits of gentrification occurring in the city of Seattle, 

Washington.  
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NOTES 

1 For a list of categories and more information regarding rankings, visit the website of 
SustainLane at: http://www.sustainlane.com/us-city-rankings/articles/the-sustainlane-
methodology/JXICFDNN7CF9H7P8USMW9Y78J 
 
2 For a detailed explanation of scoring and indicators, visit Outside Magazine at: 
http://outside.away.com/outside/destinations/200908/best-towns-america-intro.html 
 
3 "Albert Einstein." BrainyQuote.com. Xplore Inc., 2010. 27 May 2010. 
http://www.brainyquote.com/quotes/quotes/a/alberteins148837.html 
 
4 Databases searched by Atkinson (2002): Applied Social Science Index and Abstracts, 1987-
2001; Policy file, 1990-2001; Social SciSearch, 1972-2001; Sociological Abstracts, 1963-
2001; Social Science Citation Index, 1981-2001; International Bibliography of the Social 
Sciences, 1964-2001; Planning Exchange Database, 1970-2001; System for Information on 
Grey Literature in Europe, 1980-2001. 
 
5 Of the 114 studies examined, the following methodological approaches were utilized (these 
overlap in some instances as multiple methods were used): 30 household and other survey 
instruments, 17 literature reviews, 31 single-year census points, 11 multiple-year census 
points, 2 longitudinal census data, 3 Polk household data, 29 interview or other qualitative 
approach, 12 ethnographic, and 33 with some form of administrative or local/city records 
(Atkinson 2002, p. 4).   
 
6 Both neighborhoods were predominantly poor and Black since the 1950s and suffered from 
disinvestment and housing discrimination. During the 1980s and 1990s, they witnessed high 
crime fueled by gang activity and drug problems. Since the mid-1990s, these neighborhoods 
have experienced a decrease in vacant lots, increased housing prices, and significant public 
and private reinvestment (Sullivan 2007, p. 584-585). 
 
7 The Tenderloin is a low-income slum located in the heart of San Francisco. It borders the 
prosperous Union Square and financial district to the east, the retail/tourist corridors of 
Powell and Market Streets to the east and south, the residential wealth of Nob Hill to the 
north, and the upgrading Civic Center and Western Addition areas to the west. As 
redevelopment and rising rents have eliminated low-income housing units across the city, the 
deteriorated Tenderloin has absorbed the displaced and become the highest concentration of 
the impoverished, the service dependent, the drug addicted, and the criminal (Robinson 1995, 
p. 486). 
 
8 “Albert Szent-Gyorgyi.” ThinkExist.com Quotations Online. 2012. 15 Jan 2012. 
http://thinkexist.com/quotes/albert_szent-gyorgyi/ 
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9 The proportion White population is often considered to be positively associated with 
gentrification while the proportion non-White and percent living in poverty is negatively 
associated with the process. To capture this depreciating effect as outlined in the literature, 
the change in Black alone, Asian alone, and population living at or below the poverty level is 
multiplied by -1 when calculating the CSI. 
 

10 Bob Marley and the Wailers. “Them Belly Full (But We Hungry).” Natty Dread.  Tuff 
Gong/Island, 1974. 
 
11 Morrill, R. and Sommers, P. 2005. Seattle as a digital city: Unexpected or inevitable? 
Canadian Journal of Regional Science. 28(2): p. 364. 
 
12 In April 2001 the Progressive Policy Institute released The Metropolitan New Economy 
Index, a report examining the strength of the postindustrial “new economy” in the 50 largest 
metropolitan areas in the United States. The report presents data on 16 indicators across 5 
categories – knowledge jobs, globalization, economic dynamism, the digital economy, and 
innovation capacity. The full report and detailed explanation of indicators and rankings can 
be found at: http://www.research.fsu.edu/techtransfer/documents/mnei.pdf 

 
13 Wacquant, L. 2004. Critical thought as solvent of doxa. Constellations. 11(1): p. 101 
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APPENDIX 

Table 4. Mean Values of Variables for Clusters 

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1 (83) 93.46 87.40 -6.06 1.01 1.70 0.69
2 (99) 91.08 76.39 -14.69 1.56 4.49 2.93
3 (20) 96.10 91.53 -4.57 0.71 0.67 -0.04
4 (53) 87.02 85.18 -1.84 7.53 4.36 -3.17
5 (62) 91.36 86.59 -4.77 1.76 2.05 0.29
6 (51) 93.37 88.21 -5.16 1.06 1.52 0.46
7 (5) 76.38 92.15 15.77 17.68 1.73 -15.95
8 (16) 83.61 68.80 -14.81 2.50 2.98 0.48
9 (20) 70.93 65.93 -5.00 10.63 14.05 3.42
10 (30) 76.90 78.49 1.59 13.17 7.27 -5.90
11 (22) 23.30 40.71 17.41 66.83 42.76 -24.07
12 (19) 46.42 59.51 13.09 34.89 19.73 -15.16
13 (50) 39.44 21.93 -17.51 27.55 20.96 -6.59
14 (12) 38.80 14.60 -24.20 25.32 24.45 -0.87
15 (26) 76.95 46.56 -30.39 8.41 14.49 6.08

Seattle city 79.53 70.09 -9.44 9.46 8.44 -1.02

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1 (83) 3.21 5.82 2.61 19.43 15.20 -4.23
2 (99) 4.24 10.37 6.13 20.59 22.70 2.11
3 (20) 2.17 4.79 2.62 13.13 7.45 -5.68
4 (53) 3.70 6.28 2.58 20.84 17.30 -3.54
5 (62) 3.95 6.13 2.18 30.90 33.64 2.74
6 (51) 2.85 4.94 2.09 25.93 25.20 -0.73
7 (5) 3.28 3.28 0.00 18.48 2.62 -15.86
8 (16) 9.44 20.42 10.98 24.38 22.83 -1.55
9 (20) 11.34 9.48 -1.86 15.90 28.11 12.21
10 (30) 4.82 7.30 2.48 28.58 36.22 7.64
11 (22) 5.51 5.30 -0.21 20.53 21.84 1.31
12 (19) 14.21 13.61 -0.60 19.08 14.98 -4.10
13 (50) 27.69 45.61 17.92 17.83 16.83 -1.00
14 (12) 27.52 48.14 20.62 14.43 12.00 -2.43
15 (26) 9.19 22.14 12.95 18.83 17.40 -1.43

Seattle city 7.41 13.19 5.78 21.55 21.71 0.16

Cluster (n) Percent White alone Percent Black alone

Cluster (n) Percent Asian alone Percent age 25-34
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Table 4. Continued 

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1 (83) 25.00 48.86 23.86 27.72 53.16 25.44
2 (99) 19.83 38.91 19.08 22.77 41.06 18.29
3 (20) 44.53 64.37 19.84 45.01 63.98 18.97
4 (53) 48.09 70.46 22.37 44.54 67.94 23.40
5 (62) 40.34 64.65 24.31 34.74 58.05 23.31
6 (51) 30.75 62.39 31.64 29.49 57.81 28.32
7 (5) 50.15 81.46 31.31 48.82 69.24 20.42
8 (16) 54.83 65.91 11.08 28.59 42.09 13.50
9 (20) 14.94 31.23 16.29 19.76 40.87 21.11
10 (30) 28.48 51.07 22.59 27.88 49.74 21.86
11 (22) 18.03 36.73 18.70 23.08 41.93 18.85
12 (19) 22.23 52.67 30.44 25.65 56.90 31.25
13 (50) 16.57 22.35 5.78 19.89 27.20 7.31
14 (12) 8.93 12.18 3.25 15.23 17.05 1.82
15 (26) 9.42 20.58 11.16 14.01 26.51 12.50

Seattle city 28.19 47.19 19.00 28.75 48.41 19.66

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1 (83) 46,719 62,009 32.73 5.61 4.89 -0.72
2 (99) 39,827 43,108 8.24 8.24 11.24 3.00
3 (20) 67,573 89,117 31.88 3.97 2.66 -1.31
4 (53) 54,326 79,670 46.65 5.77 4.74 -1.03
5 (62) 35,840 52,476 46.42 11.25 8.72 -2.53
6 (51) 41,370 60,332 45.84 7.12 5.49 -1.63
7 (5) 56,900 145,913 156.44 7.51 1.91 -5.60
8 (16) 24,957 25,762 3.23 17.59 31.42 13.83
9 (20) 15,979 24,677 54.43 27.69 30.49 2.80
10 (30) 22,222 33,518 50.83 20.10 16.10 -4.00
11 (22) 27,784 41,996 51.15 21.58 17.99 -3.59
12 (19) 41,603 65,260 56.86 12.35 4.80 -7.55
13 (50) 37,989 42,051 10.69 12.63 14.14 1.51
14 (12) 20,749 17,241 -16.91 29.91 43.07 13.16
15 (26) 39,230 42,427 8.15 11.31 12.47 1.16

Seattle city 39,754 45,736 15.05 11.18 11.79 0.61

Cluster (n) Percent college graduates Percent professional / managerial

Cluster (n) Median household income Percent at or below poverty
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Table 4. Continued 

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1 (83) 625 847 35.52 153,032 278,972 82.30
2 (99) 596 702 17.79 141,071 205,515 45.68
3 (20) 784 1,132 44.39 243,447 480,990 97.57
4 (53) 685 994 45.11 207,752 399,579 92.33
5 (62) 594 775 30.47 172,321 302,577 75.59
6 (51) 612 777 26.96 147,971 296,718 100.52
7 (5) 642 426 -33.64 259,450 910,160 250.80
8 (16) 498 594 19.28 149,599 172,275 15.16
9 (20) 360 580 61.11 93,083 272,375 192.62
10 (30) 476 671 40.97 153,826 221,823 44.20
11 (22) 472 657 39.19 116,792 231,027 97.81
12 (19) 526 782 48.67 143,252 283,611 97.98
13 (50) 478 594 24.27 126,870 179,782 41.71
14 (12) 258 246 -4.65 114,860 173,575 51.12
15 (26) 514 687 33.66 114,699 151,131 31.76

Seattle city 571 721 26.27 154,504 259,600 68.02

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1 (83) 7.92 12.03 4.11 69.77 76.22 6.45
2 (99) 8.61 15.39 6.78 55.49 47.29 -8.20
3 (20) 4.26 5.57 1.31 85.99 92.81 6.82
4 (53) 10.07 12.62 2.55 73.44 77.15 3.71
5 (62) 15.55 22.35 6.80 37.53 38.51 0.98
6 (51) 12.30 19.47 7.17 62.78 59.95 -2.83
7 (5) 8.65 4.08 -4.57 66.85 98.36 31.51
8 (16) 17.39 27.88 10.49 21.10 9.47 -11.63
9 (20) 6.35 13.55 7.20 5.47 11.04 5.57
10 (30) 11.13 18.47 7.34 12.49 17.26 4.77
11 (22) 8.75 18.92 10.17 46.46 51.26 4.80
12 (19) 6.25 10.97 4.72 64.80 79.17 14.37
13 (50) 5.15 9.12 3.97 59.70 58.34 -1.36
14 (12) 3.68 4.38 0.70 31.12 16.49 -14.63
15 (26) 6.48 10.53 4.05 60.38 59.24 -1.14

Seattle city 9.56 15.29 5.73 51.02 48.42 -2.60

Cluster (n) Median contract rent Median house value

Cluster (n) Percent nonfamily households Percent owner-occupied
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Table 6. Mean Values of Variables by Quartile, Cluster 1 

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 30.73 44.97 14.24 32.80 48.92 16.12 19.62 14.12 -5.50

2nd 25.51 46.27 20.76 27.83 51.87 24.04 18.75 14.63 -4.12
3rd 21.87 47.55 25.68 25.37 54.07 28.70 19.37 16.12 -3.25
4th 21.89 56.95 35.06 24.87 57.91 33.04 19.98 15.87 -4.10

Cluster 25.00 48.86 23.86 27.72 53.16 25.44 19.43 15.20 -4.23
Seattle city 28.19 47.19 19.00 28.75 48.41 19.66 21.55 21.71 0.16

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 92.49 81.27 -11.22 1.09 2.38 1.29 4.36 9.81 5.45

2nd 94.43 88.68 -5.75 0.82 1.80 0.98 2.77 4.82 2.05
3rd 93.12 89.46 -3.66 1.18 1.48 0.30 3.05 4.21 1.16
4th 93.84 90.26 -3.58 0.92 1.13 0.21 2.65 4.37 1.72

Cluster 93.46 87.40 -6.06 1.01 1.70 0.69 3.21 5.82 2.61
Seattle city 79.53 70.09 -9.44 9.46 8.44 -1.02 7.41 13.19 5.78

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 51,865 53,929 4.79 674 706 5.34 159,086 240,828 51.31

2nd 47,395 57,305 22.75 624 851 36.73 160,071 271,705 69.13
3rd 46,466 64,088 39.22 614 832 35.86 146,695 277,054 88.17
4th 40,916 72,908 80.31 584 1,007 71.42 146,607 328,400 132.22

Cluster 46,719 62,009 32.73 625 847 35.52 153,032 278,972 82.30
Seattle city 39,754 45,736 15.05 571 721 26.27 154,504 259,600 68.02

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 8.36 12.35 3.99 4.18 6.79 2.61 74.86 72.33 -2.53

2nd 7.69 11.63 3.94 5.91 5.23 -0.68 71.51 75.75 4.24
3rd 7.85 12.27 4.42 5.46 4.58 -0.88 71.01 76.06 5.05
4th 7.78 11.84 4.06 6.98 2.88 -4.10 61.31 80.94 19.63

Cluster 7.92 12.03 4.11 5.61 4.89 -0.72 69.77 76.22 6.45
Seattle city 9.56 15.29 5.73 11.18 11.79 0.61 51.02 48.42 -2.60

Quartile Median household income Median contract rent Median house value

Quartile Percent nonfamily households Percent at or below poverty Percent owner-occupied

Percent college graduates Percent age 25-34Percent professional / managerialQuartile

Quartile Percent White alone Percent Black alone Percent Asian alone
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Table 7. Mean Values of Variables by Quartile, Cluster 5 

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 38.08 57.19 19.10 35.31 50.78 15.47 29.03 36.44 7.41

2nd 41.61 63.00 21.39 36.45 58.92 22.47 30.43 33.26 2.83
3rd 39.60 67.05 27.45 34.59 61.11 26.52 31.67 33.02 1.35
4th 42.10 71.39 29.29 32.73 61.62 28.89 32.49 31.76 -0.73

Cluster 40.34 64.65 24.31 34.74 58.05 23.31 30.90 33.64 2.74
Seattle city 28.19 47.19 19.00 28.75 48.41 19.66 21.55 21.71 0.16

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 91.72 84.15 -7.57 1.97 2.57 0.60 3.63 7.31 3.68

2nd 92.06 86.45 -5.61 1.66 2.41 0.75 3.62 5.77 2.15
3rd 91.42 87.47 -3.95 1.71 1.88 0.17 3.84 5.89 2.05
4th 90.30 88.33 -1.97 1.67 1.36 -0.32 4.68 5.54 0.86

Cluster 91.36 86.59 -4.77 1.76 2.05 0.29 3.95 6.13 2.18
Seattle city 79.53 70.09 -9.44 9.46 8.44 -1.02 7.41 13.19 5.78

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 38,441 43,948 14.47 622 731 17.87 182,386 248,950 40.43

2nd 36,889 52,284 42.20 590 765 30.36 185,018 308,686 75.12
3rd 34,509 53,413 54.03 591 791 32.99 171,868 317,780 89.17
4th 33,502 60,304 82.42 571 811 42.82 150,774 336,225 121.44

Cluster 35,840 52,476 46.42 594 775 30.47 172,321 302,577 75.59
Seattle city 39,754 45,736 15.05 571 721 26.27 154,504 259,600 68.02

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 14.09 23.16 9.07 8.97 11.01 2.04 38.23 29.90 -8.33

2nd 14.89 22.15 7.26 9.88 8.55 -1.32 38.92 39.62 0.69
3rd 15.58 21.05 5.47 11.78 7.87 -3.91 35.47 40.57 5.11
4th 17.62 22.96 5.34 14.32 7.40 -6.92 37.44 44.16 6.72

Cluster 15.55 22.35 6.80 11.25 8.72 -2.53 37.53 38.51 0.98
Seattle city 9.56 15.29 5.73 11.18 11.79 0.61 51.02 48.42 -2.60

Quartile Median household income Median contract rent Median house value

Quartile Percent nonfamily households Percent at or below poverty Percent owner-occupied

Quartile Percent college graduates Percent professional / managerial Percent age 25-34

Quartile Percent White alone Percent Black alone Percent Asian alone
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Table 8. Mean Values of Variables by Quartile, Cluster 6 

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 33.28 58.39 25.11 31.09 54.56 23.47 25.10 25.61 0.51

2nd 29.19 58.18 28.99 30.05 58.08 28.03 25.84 22.41 -3.43
3rd 30.30 64.17 33.87 28.31 55.18 26.87 25.74 24.41 -1.33
4th 30.18 68.95 38.77 28.40 63.22 34.82 27.04 28.31 1.27

Cluster 30.75 62.39 31.64 29.49 57.81 28.32 25.93 25.20 -0.73
Seattle city 28.19 47.19 19.00 28.75 48.41 19.66 21.55 21.71 0.16

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 93.02 85.32 -7.70 1.14 2.26 1.12 3.31 6.50 3.19

2nd 93.78 88.36 -5.42 0.93 1.65 0.72 2.61 4.50 1.89
3rd 93.64 89.29 -4.35 1.04 1.19 0.15 2.67 4.00 1.33
4th 93.05 89.94 -3.11 1.11 0.96 -0.15 2.79 4.70 1.91

Cluster 93.37 88.21 -5.16 1.06 1.52 0.46 2.85 4.94 2.09
Seattle city 79.53 70.09 -9.44 9.46 8.44 -1.02 7.41 13.19 5.78

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 43,445 51,396 18.49 635 724 14.16 147,618 270,138 82.82

2nd 41,880 57,951 39.01 618 750 21.35 151,323 297,661 94.80
3rd 40,846 63,395 55.65 595 767 28.61 149,120 304,675 103.46
4th 39,267 68,819 77.20 590 863 46.27 143,908 315,007 118.44

Cluster 41,370 60,332 45.84 612 777 26.96 147,971 296,718 100.52
Seattle city 39,754 45,736 15.05 571 721 26.27 154,504 259,600 68.02

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 11.92 19.31 7.39 6.76 8.04 1.28 69.17 52.42 -16.75

2nd 11.74 17.94 6.20 6.73 3.75 -2.98 62.80 66.04 3.24
3rd 12.92 20.39 7.47 7.11 5.47 -1.64 60.04 59.45 -0.59
4th 12.68 20.31 7.64 7.88 4.70 -3.18 58.91 61.84 2.93

Cluster 12.30 19.47 7.17 7.12 5.49 -1.63 62.78 59.95 -2.83
Seattle city 9.56 15.29 5.73 11.18 11.79 0.61 51.02 48.42 -2.60

Quartile Median household income Median contract rent Median house value

Quartile Percent nonfamily households Percent at or below poverty Percent owner-occupied

Quartile Percent college graduates Percent professional / managerial Percent age 25-34

Quartile Percent White alone Percent Black alone Percent Asian alone
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Table 9. Mean Values of Variables by Quartile, Cluster 9 

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 14.78 12.54 -2.24 17.43 27.69 10.26 24.18 24.93 0.75

2nd 14.68 32.10 17.42 22.44 44.75 22.31 17.05 32.57 15.52
3rd 16.02 35.60 19.58 20.72 40.18 19.46 12.40 24.16 11.76
4th 14.29 44.69 30.40 18.44 50.85 32.41 9.97 30.78 20.81

Cluster 14.94 31.23 16.29 19.76 40.87 21.11 15.90 28.11 12.21
Seattle city 28.19 47.19 19.00 28.75 48.41 19.66 21.55 21.71 0.16

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 62.54 57.33 -5.21 14.50 23.35 8.85 14.64 7.37 -7.27

2nd 75.76 67.72 -8.04 8.12 12.46 4.36 10.06 10.14 0.08
3rd 72.48 66.76 -5.72 11.24 10.07 -1.17 9.10 11.51 2.41
4th 72.93 71.91 -1.02 8.66 10.34 1.68 11.55 8.88 -2.67

Cluster 70.93 65.93 -5.00 10.63 14.05 3.42 11.34 9.48 -1.86
Seattle city 79.53 70.09 -9.44 9.46 8.44 -1.02 7.41 13.19 5.78

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 17,674 13,304 -23.56 376 366 -3.58 156,926 289,680 67.82

2nd 18,261 24,909 40.53 418 652 56.44 98,562 72,300 -21.02
3rd 14,735 26,784 83.76 355 641 79.88 81,238 399,760 311.06
4th 13,244 33,711 151.01 291 658 119.06 35,602 327,760 169.11

Cluster 15,979 24,677 54.43 360 580 61.11 93,083 272,375 192.62
Seattle city 39,754 45,736 15.05 571 721 26.27 154,504 259,600 68.02

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 9.33 8.99 -0.34 22.18 46.70 24.52 5.16 2.04 -3.12

2nd 6.39 13.79 7.40 25.95 27.06 1.11 4.39 3.27 -1.12
3rd 5.30 16.92 11.62 29.00 24.70 -4.30 6.25 12.89 6.64
4th 4.39 14.51 10.12 33.62 23.48 -10.14 6.08 25.95 19.87

Cluster 6.35 13.55 7.20 27.69 30.49 2.80 5.47 11.04 5.57
Seattle city 9.56 15.29 5.73 11.18 11.79 0.61 51.02 48.42 -2.60

Quartile Median household income Median contract rent Median house value

Quartile Percent nonfamily households Percent at or below poverty Percent owner-occupied

Quartile Percent college graduates Percent professional / managerial Percent age 25-34

Quartile Percent White alone Percent Black alone Percent Asian alone
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Table 10. Mean Values of Variables by Quartile, Cluster 10 

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 31.29 46.24 14.95 29.23 46.59 17.36 29.36 33.92 4.56

2nd 27.45 50.84 23.38 26.48 48.75 22.26 28.02 35.16 7.14
3rd 28.81 51.32 22.51 28.39 46.48 18.09 28.19 38.63 10.44
4th 26.29 55.87 29.58 27.31 56.63 29.32 28.64 37.33 8.69

Cluster 28.48 51.07 22.59 27.88 49.74 21.86 28.58 36.22 7.64
Seattle city 28.19 47.19 19.00 28.75 48.41 19.66 21.55 21.71 0.16

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 80.04 74.33 -5.71 9.78 9.56 -0.22 5.13 8.94 3.81

2nd 84.32 78.46 -5.86 6.02 6.25 0.23 4.79 8.69 3.90
3rd 74.97 79.86 4.89 15.28 6.60 -8.68 4.77 5.72 0.95
4th 68.97 81.45 12.48 20.98 6.47 -14.51 4.58 5.81 1.23

Cluster 76.90 78.49 1.59 13.17 7.27 -5.90 4.82 7.30 2.48
Seattle city 79.53 70.09 -9.44 9.46 8.44 -1.02 7.41 13.19 5.78

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 23,665 27,119 15.37 496 646 30.13 152,496 206,962 35.08

2nd 23,067 32,834 41.09 483 656 37.36 216,001 232,657 23.48
3rd 22,312 33,861 51.68 468 671 43.25 131,322 232,042 76.67
4th 19,957 40,215 108.42 454 709 57.40 120,441 218,262 77.75

Cluster 22,222 33,518 50.83 476 671 40.97 153,826 221,823 44.2
Seattle city 39,754 45,736 15.05 571 721 26.27 154,504 259,600 68.02

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 11.65 17.09 5.44 18.19 20.22 2.03 12.28 8.81 -3.47

2nd 11.54 17.80 6.26 18.53 15.09 -3.44 9.58 18.81 9.23
3rd 11.20 19.65 8.45 20.03 12.55 -7.48 13.27 17.14 3.86
4th 10.19 19.41 9.22 23.45 15.96 -7.48 14.55 24.47 9.92

Cluster 11.13 18.47 7.34 20.10 16.10 -4.00 12.49 17.26 4.77
Seattle city 9.56 15.29 5.73 11.18 11.79 0.61 51.02 48.42 -2.60

Quartile Median household income Median contract rent Median house value

Quartile Percent nonfamily households Percent at or below poverty Percent owner-occupied

Quartile Percent college graduates Percent professional / managerial Percent age 25-34

Quartile Percent White alone Percent Black alone Percent Asian alone
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Table 11. Mean Values of Variables by Quartile, Cluster 11 

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 19.59 28.75 9.16 26.59 32.91 6.32 21.28 19.03 -2.25

2nd 20.31 40.15 19.84 23.65 45.25 21.60 21.96 18.28 -3.68
3rd 15.82 35.29 19.47 20.59 42.04 21.45 20.12 26.45 6.33
4th 16.38 43.08 26.70 21.15 48.08 26.93 18.94 23.76 4.82

Cluster 18.03 36.73 18.70 23.08 41.93 18.85 20.53 21.84 1.31
Seattle city 28.19 47.19 19.00 28.75 48.41 19.66 21.55 21.71 0.16

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 26.64 28.66 2.02 64.60 51.24 -13.36 5.08 5.89 0.81

2nd 25.02 40.20 15.18 67.00 45.19 -21.81 3.34 6.49 3.15
3rd 26.62 41.41 14.79 64.78 44.93 -19.85 4.45 3.07 -1.38
4th 15.76 52.61 36.85 70.64 30.43 -40.21 8.62 5.56 -3.06

Cluster 23.30 40.71 17.41 66.83 42.76 -24.07 5.51 5.30 -0.21
Seattle city 79.53 70.09 -9.44 9.46 8.44 -1.02 7.41 13.19 5.78

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 32,920 36,150 9.44 551 581 7.26 125,840 214,583 72.18

2nd 26,944 43,280 62.17 462 645 39.01 118,440 228,160 94.91
3rd 24,158 37,409 63.50 432 644 49.41 112,293 246,860 119.81
4th 26,367 50,592 96.46 433 753 79.25 110,116 236,667 114.65

Cluster 27,784 41,996 51.15 472 657 39.19 116,792 231,027 97.81
Seattle city 39,754 45,736 15.05 571 721 26.27 154,504 259,600 68.02

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 9.61 14.52 4.91 18.08 24.44 6.36 50.93 43.38 -7.55

2nd 9.35 18.60 9.25 23.01 17.80 -5.21 45.81 59.75 13.94
3rd 8.10 20.82 12.72 22.88 18.91 -3.96 40.48 46.49 6.01
4th 7.91 22.00 14.09 22.79 10.93 -11.86 47.50 56.05 8.55

Cluster 8.75 18.92 10.17 21.58 17.99 -3.59 46.46 51.26 4.80
Seattle city 9.56 15.29 5.73 11.18 11.79 0.61 51.02 48.42 -2.60

Quartile Median household income Median contract rent Median house value

Quartile Percent nonfamily households Percent at or below poverty Percent owner-occupied

Quartile Percent college graduates Percent professional / managerial Percent age 25-34

Quartile Percent White alone Percent Black alone Percent Asian alone
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Table 12. Mean Values of Variables by Quartile, Cluster 12 

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 21.28 40.45 19.17 23.33 47.45 24.11 19.09 14.42 -4.67

2nd 23.56 51.24 27.68 26.43 59.21 32.78 18.84 14.65 -4.18
3rd 21.75 55.35 33.60 25.41 55.85 30.43 18.24 13.30 -4.94
4th 22.60 63.33 40.73 27.55 65.53 37.97 20.10 17.48 -2.62

Cluster 22.23 52.67 30.44 25.65 56.90 31.25 19.08 14.98 -4.10
Seattle city 28.19 47.19 19.00 28.75 48.41 19.66 21.55 21.71 0.16

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 54.01 50.98 -3.03 27.00 22.02 -4.98 15.25 19.51 4.26

2nd 52.03 59.58 7.55 28.98 19.90 -9.08 15.13 12.89 -2.24
3rd 42.63 64.38 21.75 36.87 17.36 -19.51 14.90 11.75 -3.15
4th 38.11 63.11 24.99 45.51 19.67 -29.84 11.73 10.12 -1.61

Cluster 46.42 59.51 13.09 34.89 19.73 -15.16 14.21 13.61 -0.60
Seattle city 79.53 70.09 -9.44 9.46 8.44 -1.02 7.41 13.19 5.78

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 44,666 57,368 30.50 573 544 -2.87 138,025 241,260 75.76

2nd 43,862 63,062 43.92 530 838 60.00 143,922 242,775 67.72
3rd 39,848 63,390 61.58 469 769 63.94 148,930 300,300 100.37
4th 38,487 76,779 101.99 529 985 90.95 142,264 341,940 146.07

Cluster 41,603 65,260 56.86 526 782 48.67 143,252 283,611 97.98
Seattle city 39,754 45,736 15.05 571 721 26.27 154,504 259,600 68.02

1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change 1980 2000 Change
1st 5.47 8.39 2.92 9.09 3.55 -5.33 68.16 77.51 9.35

2nd 5.25 11.57 6.32 10.79 4.46 -6.33 67.89 82.78 14.88
3rd 6.14 11.57 5.43 14.03 6.48 -7.55 64.06 78.50 14.44
4th 7.92 12.48 4.56 15.16 4.62 -10.54 59.67 78.60 18.93

Cluster 6.25 10.97 4.72 12.35 4.80 -7.55 64.80 79.17 14.37
Seattle city 9.56 15.29 5.73 11.18 11.79 0.61 51.02 48.42 -2.60

Quartile Median household income Median contract rent Median house value

Quartile Percent nonfamily households Percent at or below poverty Percent owner-occupied

Quartile Percent college graduates Percent professional / managerial Percent age 25-34

Quartile Percent White alone Percent Black alone Percent Asian alone
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