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Abstract

This pgoe uses confidential Censusdata, specifically the 1990and 2000CensusLong
Form data, to study the demographic processes undelying the gentrification of low income
urban ndghbohoodsduringthe 19908  In contrast to previousstudies, theandysisis
conduced at themore refined censustract level with a narrower definition of gentrification and
more narowly defined comparison naghbohoods Theandysisisaso richly disaggregaed by
demographic characteristic, uncvering differential paternsby race, education, age and family
structure that would not have emerged in the more aggregae andysis in previousstudies. The
results providelittle evidence of displacement of low income non-white hougholdsin
gentrifying neéghbahoods Thebuk of theincome gansin gentrifying neaghbahoodsare
attributed to white college graduaes and black high school gradudes. It isthedispropottionae
in-migration of theformer and the dispropottion&e retention and income gansof thelatter tha

appear to bethemain engines of gentrification.



I. Introduction

Over the past several decades, there has been subgantial gentrification of low income
neghbohoodsin many U.S. urban areas. These neighbohoodstypically experience large
increases in houghold income and housng prices. Some laud the revitalization of decayed
neghbohoodsand others criticize the displacement of low-income, often minority, housholds
Despite theimportance of gentrification in urban areas as an observed phenomenonand as a
policy issue thereis ashortage of empirical evidence describing how gentrification occurs.

Some recent studies have examined theissue of displacement, and have foundlittle to
suggest tha low income hougholdsexit gentrifying neghboihoodsany faster than they exit
other neéghbohoods These studies, however, have been severely condrained by data
limitations Asaresult they either ddinenaghbohoodsas rather large geographic areas, or use
ovely broad ddfinitionsof gentrification. Additiondly, despite thefact that thefindingsof these
studies point to dispropottionae in-migration of rich housholds as oppogd to dispropottionde
out-migration of low income housholds as themain engine of gentrification, very little andysis
of in-migration to gentrifying neaghbahoodshas been conduded.

This pgpe takes advantage of access to confidential Censusdata, specificaly the 1990
and 2000CensusLongForm Data, to providetherichest study of gentrificationto date. We
study both in-migration to and outmigration from gentrifying low income neghbahoods
compared to other neéghboihoodsthat are equdly low incomein 1990 We paform thesmilar
andysis comparing neéghbohoodstha gentrified into middle-class neighbohoodsover the 906
to those tha were already established middle-class neghbohoodsin 199Q

Thekey findingsare: 1) Theandysis points to thein-migration of collegegradudes,

paticularly white college graduaes unde 40 without children, as akey characteristic of a



gentrifying neghbahood;2) The presence of children, an eldely housholder or ahousholder
with low eductiond attainment dampensthelikelihoodtha a white houshold movesinto a
gentrifying neghbahood,but these same effects are not present, or even reversed, for black and
Hispanic hougholde's; 3) Synthetic cohott andysis of outmigration findsno evidence of
dispropottionae exit of low-education or minority housholders, but does find some evidence
tha gentrifying neghboihoodsdispropationaely retain black housholders with a high school
degree; 4) A decompostion of thetotal income gainsin agentrifying neéghbahoodattribute the
bulk of thegansto two key groups white collegegraduaes (dueto dispropationae in-
migration and highincomes) and black high school graduaes (dueto dispropottionae retention
andincome gans).

We highlight three key benefitsfrom usng confidential data tha allow usto providea
much more detailled andysis of gentrifying neghborhoodsthan previousstudies. First, we have
therefined geographic detall, geographic coverage and sample size to better definethe set of
gentrifying neghbahoods Second the same data characteristics allow usto better definea set
of compaison neghbohoods specifically other neighbohoodswithin thesame CMSA tha
have comparable incomesin 19900r 200Q Third, we disaggregae by demographic
characteristic in much more detail than previousanaysis. Thisunovesdifferentia paternsby
race, education, ageand family structure tha would not have emerged in the more aggregae
andysisin previousstudies.

I1. Literature Review

Theliterature mog closely related to the current study is tha onthelink between

gentrification and outmigration in low income neighboihoods This literature investigaes

whether thereis empirical evidence to suppot thewiddy-hdd bdief tha gentrification causes



the displacement of low-income minorities fromtheir neéghbohoods The mog recent studies,
athoughcongrained by data limitations find little evidence of displacement.

Vigdor (2002 studies gentrification in the Boson metro area usng American Housng
Survey (AHS) datafrom 197493 which identify GronesOof 100000to 200000individuds (The
city of Bogon contains5 zones). He findsno evidence tha low income housholdsare less
likely to remain in the current housng unit if they are located in agentrifying zone Freeman and
Braconi (2004)condud a similar study of gentrificationin New York City in the 19903 usng
specialized data collected as part of thecity@ rent regulation policy. Thedaaidentify 55
subbowoughareas of approximately 46,000 housholdsand 131000personseach. Identifying
seven neighbohoodsin Manhatan and Brooklyn tha gentrified duringthe 90@, they find that
low income householdsin the gentrifying neghbohoodswere less likely to movethan low
income hougholdsin nongentrifying neaghbahoods

Freeman (2005)extendsthis work to a sample of U.S. neghbohoodsusng thegeocoded
version of thePand Study of Income Dynamics (PSID), which identifies Censustract of
resdence. A Cenaustract isarelatively permanent geographic unit designed to be as
homogenousas possible with respect to popuktion characteristics, econonic status and living
conditionsat thetimeit is established. Cenaustracts generally contain between 1,000and 8,000
people, with an optimum size of 4,000 people. The PSID, therefore, allow Freeman to andyze a
much larger set of neghbohoodsat a much morerefined level of geographic detail. Sample size
condraints, however, require hetake arather broad definition of gentrification. Itis probably a

result of this broad definition tha his set of gentrifying neéghbohoodsactudly experience a



$4.000decrease in median houshold income during the 1990&" He again findslittle evidence
tha gentrificationis assodated with displacement of low income housholds

Theabovediscussion of these three recent studies highlights thedaaissues that plague
research on residential mobility and gentrification. Data condraints typically have restricted
andysisto individud cities and/or to studies in which theidentified neéighbohoodsare
unsatisfactorily largein size. Theexception, Freeman (2005) conduded with PSID data, has
inaufficient sample size to allow andysis focused ontherelatively small set of censustracts tha
are both low income and experience large and rapid income growth in agiven time period.  Our
use of confidential CensusLongForm daa alows usto circumvent these data issues as we have
avery large naiondly-representative sample tha identifies censustract of resdence.

Our paper isrelated to the abovethree studies, althoughwe much more heavily
investigate who moves into gentrifying neéghbahoods rather than jus who movesout The
andysisto dae suggests that gentrification is notassodated with unusud levels of out-migration
of theexisting low income, often nonwhite, residents, which indicates tha it isthe
characteristics of thein-migrants tha are the key feature of gentrification. In other words there
isahighrate of residential mobility intheU.S,, and thereislittle evidence tha therates are
subdantially highe in gentrifyingneghbohoods What islikely differentiswhomovesin
when a previoustenant vacates. Freeman and Braconi (2004)and Freeman (2005)provide
descriptive statistics that indicate tha in-movers to gentrifying neéighbohoodsare more likely to
be white, college-educated, and highe income than in-movers to non-gentrifying neéighboihoods

butno formal, multivariate andysisis conduced.

! Freeman@ most restrictive definition of gentrified neighborhood is one that meets 1) is a central city
neighborhood, with 2) median income in previous census below the metro area3 40" percentile, 3)proportion
housing built in last 20 years in the previous census below the metro area® 40" percentile, 4) above median growth
in educational attainment in the intercensal period, and 5) an increase in real housing prices in the intercensal period.



There are two other related literatures that warrant discussion, oneon mobility between
rich and low income neéghboihoods and the other on how naghboihoodcharacteristics predict
neghbohoodchange

Theeisareatively largeliterature tha studies mobility beween neghbohoodsas a
fundion of individud and neighboihoodcharacteristics. Much of thisresearch is conduded with
thegeocoded PSID, which records censustract of residence. Sample size condraints are less
problematic in this literature, as there are far more ob<ervationsof, for example, housholds
moving in and out of theentire set of low income neghbohoodsthan in and out of the subset of
gentrifying neghbahoods Two of themod recent and relevant papers are Crowder and South
(2005)and South, Crowde and Chavez (2005) While the primary focusonthese pgpesisthe
migration of housholdsfromlow income to highea-income naghboihoods they also examine
movement from highea-income to low income neghbomhoods While both Crowder and South
(2005)and South, Crowde and Chavez (2005)find tha white housholdsare far lesslikely to
move from highe-income to low income naghbahoodsthan black or Latino households
Crowder and South (2005)doaument tha therate of movement from highe-incometo low
income neighbohoodsincreased dispropottionaely for white households during the 19808and
19908§ particularly for high-income white housholds They congder thisto berelated to the
gentrification of low income naghbohoodsthat occurred during the same time peiod.

Theeisaso asubdantia literature on how current ne@ghbohoodcharacteristics predict
neghbohoodchange Onerecent exampleis Card, Mas and Rothgein (2007) which estimates
racial Qipping points,Opoints at which the concentration of non-white housholdsis sufficiently
high tha theneighboihoodwill Qip,Ogenerating an exodusof white housholds Two recent

studies tha specifically address naghbohoodgrowth and renewal are Brueckner and Rosenthd



(2005)and Rosnthd (2006) Both papes arguetha age of housng stock is a key determinant
of neghbohoodgrowth. Asandghbohood®housng stock ages, richer housholdsexit for
neghbohoodswith newver housng and are replaced by lower-income housholds Eventudly,
thehousng stock ages to the point it isripefor re-development, at which the naghboihood
gentrifies and rich hougholdsreturn. Both papers provideandysisto suggest tha aged housng
stock is an important predictor of gentrification. An alternaive view provided by Coulson and
Bond (1990)suggests tha is squae footage, notage of housng per se, which predicts residentia
turnove.
III. Data

This section describes how the andysis sample and key variables are condructed usng
1990and 2000Censusdaa. Thedaaare condruded in 2 stages. First, 1990and 2000Census
tracts are linked and a sample of urban censustracts are selected. Censustract-level variables
are condructed. These tract-level characteristics are used to further refinethe set of tractsin the
andysis sample and to identify tracts tha gentrified between 1990and 200Q In the second
stage the sample of housholdersthat residein thetracts in theandysis sample is drawn from
the 2000data, and household-level variables are calculated.
A. Census Demographic Long Form Data

Theandysisin this pgper uses the 1990and 2000Decennial Census LongForm Data.
These are confidential dataproduds of the U.S. CensusBureau that can only be accessed froma
Cenaus Research Data Center (CRDC).? TheLongForm Data contain the popuktion of
hougholdstha respondto theLongForm survey in the Decennial Cenaus whichis

administered to a 1-in-6 sample of all housholdsin theU.S. Thesamplesindude14.3 million

2 All analysis for this paper was conducted at the Triangle Census Research Data Center (TCRDC) at Duke
University.



hougholdsand 38.6 millionindividudsin theyear 1990and 16.6 million housholdsand 435
million individuds in theyear 2000.

Theandysisin this pgper would not be possible with publicly available daa ThePublic
Use Microdaa Samples (PUMS) contain arandomsample of houshold-level responges fromthe
Decennia LongForm surveys, butonly identify geographic location down to thelevel of Public
Use Microdaa Areas (PUMAS), which are areas of at least 100000 people. In contrast, the
confidential LongForm daaidentify censustracts which, as described above contain an average
of 4,000individuds.® There are also public Census data sets that report aggregate census tract-
level characteristics based onthe LongForm daa. These tabulated data, however, are not
asufficiently disaggregaed for the purposes of our andysis. For example, they donot
disaggregate by the migration status of the household, which is akey variable in our andysis.
B. Census Geography and Sample Criteria

While the censustracts are designed to berelatively pemanent geographic units, they do
changeover time as neéghbohoodsevolve and as tract popubtionsincrease or decrease.
Therefore, the censustracts mug belinked between the 1990and 2000Censuses. Census Tract
Relationship Filesfrom theU.S. Census Bureau show how 1990censustracts relate to 2000
cenaustracts. Using thisinformation, we developed a concordance file tha creates
neghbohooddefinitionstha are uniqueand consstent across thetwo censusyears. If, for
example, a1990tract split into two tractsin 2000,the two 2000tracts were merged into asingle
neghbohoodtha would be consstent with theorigind 1990tract. There were some cases of

ovelapping tract splits and merges, which required tha we aggregae over several tractsto

3 The census block, an even smaller geographic unit, is also identified. Because, however, CRDC researchers are
not currently allowed to link census data over time at the block level, and because the tract more closely relates to
our concept of neighborhood, we conduct our analysis at the tract level. Using survey data, Lee and Campbell
(1990) find that self reported neighborhoods of residence on average cover 15 square blocks. This finding suggests
that census tracts offer areasonable neighborhood definition.



obtain oneconsstent ndghbohood? In this paper, theterms ndghbahoodand censustract will
refer to these cenaustract groupingstha we have linked between 1990and 200Q

We select our sample of censustracts for andysis by first focusng on Conslidaed
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (CMSAS) as defined by the CensusBureau. We select only those
CMSAsinthecontinental U.S. with popuktionsof at least 500000in 199Q produdgng a sample
of 72 CMSAs. Mog CMSA® indudesome areas tha are very rural and in which censustracts
cove very largegeographic areas. For thisreason, we further refine our sample. The Census
Bureau has compiled alist of incorporated places with popuktionsof 1000000r more in 1990.
We only indudetracts fromthe 72 largest CMSAG that are in within a 5km buffer of oneof
these largeincorporated places. This effectively selects off the more densely popukted areas of
the CMSAQ, and excludes some of theless-popubusCM SA® which do not contain asingle
Cenausplace. Our find sample conssts of 15,040linked tracts from 64 CMSAs. A list of
induded CMSAs appearsin Appendix A
C. Definition of Gentrification and Comparison Groups

Table 1 provides some descriptive statistics on income and income changefor our sample
of 15,040urban areatracts, by quintile of averagefamily income in 1990. The congruction of
thefamily income variable is described bdow in sectionD.  Themod interestingresult in
Table 1 istha thebottom quintile of neighboihoods has median income growth subgantialy
abovetha experienced by neighbahoodsin thefour richer quintiles, and the 90" percentile of
income growth is only highe inthetop quintile. Thisindicatesthat gentrificationisan

important phenomenonamongthe lowest-income neghbohoodsduring this period.

% 82% of the constructed time-consistent neighborhoods contain only one 2000 census tract, and 94% contain no
more than two 2000 census tracts.



To create our primary andysis sample, wefirst take the set of tracts tha are in the bottom
quintile of average family incomein 1990° These ndghbohoodshave averagefamily income
lessthan $30079in 1990. We refer to this set of néghbohoodsas thelow income
neghbohoodsample. We take gentrifying neighborhoodsto bethose tracts in thelow income
neghbohoodsample tha experience an inarease in average family income between 1990and
20000f at least $10000 15.2% of tracts in the battom quintile experience income growth of this
magnitude Only 132% of tractsin the uppe 4 quintiles experience growth of this magnitude

Mog of our andysis compares gentrifying naghbahoodsto nongentrifying
neighboihoodsin thelow income neighbahoodsample. Thefact that mos gentrifying tracts
have exited the bottom quintile suggests another interesting compaison. We aso take a sample
of middle-class naghboihoodsin 2000and distinguish those that were low income
neighboihoodsin 1990fromthose that were notlow incomein 199Q To be more specific, we
take as our middle-class neghbohoodsample those tracts tha have averagefamily incomein
2000between $33000and $47000. This sample is comprised of neighbohoodsfromthevery
top of thefirst quintile throughthe middle of the 3 quintile of averagefamily income in 2000.
These cut-off points for the middle-class neghbohoodsample are chosen to maximize the
concentration of gentrifying tracts. For andysis with the middle-class neighbohoodsample,
gentrificationis still defined as thos neighbahoadsin the sample tha were origindly in the
bottom quintilein 1990and for whomaverage family income increased by at least $10000
between 1990and 2000. 5.8% of tractsin themiddle-class sample are gentrifiers and 63.4% of
gentrifying tracts in thelow income neighbohoodsample appear in the midde-class

neghbohoodsample.

® We also conducted alternative analysis in which we selected tracts from the bottom quintile of neighborhood
income within MSA and found this had little effect on the results.



D. Measurement of Key Variables

Having identified two samples of urban naghbohoods the low income neighboihood
sample and the middle-class naghbohoodsample, we then select the sample of all housholders
in the 2000LongForm Censusdata who residein these tracts to create thedaafor andysis.

Key variablesin our andysisindudefamily income of the housholder and migration status of
the housholder. To create thefamily income measure, we sumall forms of income across all
members of thehousholder family.® This excludesincome fromindividudsin the houshold
who are notrelated to the housholder (such as roommates or boaders), with theimportant
exception of income from unmarried partnes.

We wish to distinguish thoge housholders who moved into their neaghbohoodbeween
1990and 2000from those who lived in thenaghborhoodprior to 1990. The PUMS datareport,
for each houshold member, whether or notheor shelived in the same hous 5 years prior to the
survey. Theconfidential daa, fortunaely, provide even more detailed information on when the
housholder moved into thehoug, which alows us to exactly identify whether or notthe
housholder moved into thehou in thepast 10 years. In this pgper, housholders who moved
into thar houw in thepast 10 years arereferred to as migrants. Unfortunaely, thereisnoway to
identify whether migrant housholders previoudy lived in another hous in thesame
neghbohoodor whether they moved in from another censustract.

IV. Methods

A. Migrants to Gentrifying vs Non-Gentrifying Neighborhoods.

® The definition of family used by the Census Bureau is GQwo or more individuals related by birth, marriage, or
adoption who reside together.O Our definition of family income is similar to that used by the Census Bureau, the
largest difference being that householders who do not reside with any relative are still included in our analysisasa
family of size one. Unlike the definition of family income used by the Census Bureau, we include income from
individuals designated as the unmarried partner of the householder. Individualswho do not live alone, but are not
related to the householder, are not included in our analysis. Their income does not belong in the householder3
family@ income, but we do not have the migration information to create separate observations for them.
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We investigae thedifferences in characteristics between housholders who moved into
houssin naghbohoodstha gentrified between 1990and 2000and thos who moved into
houssin naghbohoodstha did not gentrify. Our primary andysis sample isthelow income
neghbohoodsample, which, as described above containsthose cenaustractsin the bottom
quintile of averagefamily incomein 1990. Also asdescribed above tracts are consdered to
gentrify if they arein thelow income neighbohoad sample and experience an increase in
average family income between 1990and 20000f at least $10000. Redtrictingtheandysis
sample to only those housholders who moved into a hous in thelow income neighboihood

sample between 1990and 2000,we estimate a logit modd of theform:

1) Iog(%j:ﬁo*'z,ﬁjqj +Xi7+ZémMSAm’

where G isan indicator variable that equds 1 if householder i moved into ahousin a
gentrifying tract. TheD;’s are 35demographic group indicator variables created by crossing 3
race/ethnicity categories (non-Hispanic white, nonHispanic black, and Hispanic) with 3
education categories (less than a high school degree, high school degree, college degree) and 4
lifecycle stage categories (age less than 40 withoutchildren, ageless than 40 with children, age
40-60, agegreater than 60).” We omit theindicator for white, high school dropous, unde 40
and withoutchildren to create thereference category, leaving 35 demographic groupindicators.
X contains controls for householder@ relationship status (married, cohabitating with unmerried

patner, or single) interacted with the 3 race/ethnicity indicators and the housholder@ immigrant

" Children must be under 18 and living in the same household.
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statusinteracted with the 3 race/ethnicity indicators. X aso containsa control for theaverage
1990income of the current tract of residence.® Themodd also indudes MSA fixed-effects.”

Our choice of specificationin equaion (1) warrants further explanaion. A more
complete specification would have crossed race/ethnicity with education with agewith family
structure (marital statusand presence of children) and with immigration status rather than
simply induding additiond controls for marital statusand immigration. In fact, we tried various
more complete specifications However these created a very large numbe of demographic
groupsand therefore an unwieldy nunber of codficient estimatesto report.  Some of these more
complete specificationsalso had quite afew small cells, generating many imprecise estimates.
Additiondly, al empirical results generated usng confidential Censusdaa mug go througha
review, and these small cells present a disclosure risk. 1°

We therefore picked the demographic variables to indudein our Gnain crossOby
determining which variables were the mos important determinants of gentrifying mobility and
which had the mog interesting interactionswith race and education. For example, we cho to
indudetheinteraction of presence of children with theyoungest age category, butnot with the
40-60 age categolry, because it was only for theyounge hougholders tha presence of children
was such an important predictor of location choice. Additiondly, we aso initialy estimated the

modd with marital statusinduded in the Onain crossQ but foundthat presence of children,

8 We control for average 1990 income for the tract in which the householder is located in 2000. Suppose, for
example, that 1990 tract incomeis correlated with gentrification status. Further suppose, for example, that white
householders are more likely to move into neighborhoods in the upper-end of the bottom quintile of 1990 income
than the lower end. Failureto control for 1990 income would wrongly attribute a tendency to locate in the higher-
income neighborhoods with a preference for gentrifying neighborhoods.

® Many CMSAG contain multiple MSA®&. Out of the X CMSAs that have tracts in the sample described in Section
[11.B and used in Table 1, X CMSAs contain tracts in the bottom quintile of 1990 income. The low-income tractsin
these X CMSAs are located in 64 different MSAs. We control for MSAS, rather than just CMSAs, as some of the
CMSAs arevery large and we feel that MSA more accurately captures the local housing market.

191t s because of this same concern with small cells that householders that report a race other than white or black
arenot included in the analysis reported in Tables 4, 5and 7. Once this (other raceOcategory is sub-divided by age,
education and family structure, the cells become very small. GDther RaceOhouseholders are included in the
descriptive tables and in the decomposition in Table 8.
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rather than marriage or cohabitation, was the more important predictor and had more important
interaction effects with race and education.

In equaion (1), S, measuresthedifferential between the migration rate into the
gentrifying tracts and non-gentrifying tracts for thereference demographic group. A postive f;
therefore indicates that this differentia is larger for demographic groupj than for thereference
group. These estimates indicate which demographic groupsact as gentrifiers, in other words
which groupshave dispropottionaely high rates of migrationinto gentrifying neighboihoods
relative to othe low income neghbohoods

A related questionis, conditiond on demographic group,how do incomes of gentrifying
migrants compare to non-gentrifying migrants? For example, given that a group of migrant
hougholders are white, elderly and hold high school degrees, how does theincome of those
moving into gentrifyinglow income neighbohoods compare to theincome of those moving into
nongentrifying low income neghbohood® We estimate thefollowing modd onthe same

sample of housholders who have moved into a house in thelow income neighboihoad sample:

J oy

35 36 64
(2) log(Income,) =0, + Y o,D; + Y B (D, *G)+ X,y + > 6,MSA,, +¢,,
=1 =

o
where Income is the housholder@ family income and al other variables are defined as they
were for equaion (1). We areinterested in the codficients on theinteractionsof the
demographic group dummies with thegentrification dummy. A postive g;, for example,
indicates tha, within demographic group;, migrantsto the gentrifying naghbohoodshave
highe incomes than migrants to the non-gentrifying neaghbohoods

Estimation of equaions(1) and (2) usng our low income neighbohoodsample alows us
to compare those movinginto low income neghbahoodsthat are gentrifying to those moving

into low income neéghboihoodsthat are notgentrifying. In additiond andys's, we estimate

13



equaions(1) and (2) on thesample of middle-class neaghboihoods This allows usto compare
thoe who moved into houses in recently-gentrified middle-class neéghbohoodscompared to
thoee who moved into houses in naghbohoodsthat were already midde-classin 1990. When
usng our middle-class sample, the control for tract-level income in 1990is replaced with a
control for tract-level income in 2000

B. Cohort Regression Analysis of Out-Migration

Thefind compostion of the gentrifying tracts is determined both by who movesin and
who moves out Theandysis described abovein section A examines who moves into
gentrifying neghbahoods We would aso like to characterize the out-migration. We would, in
paticular, like to determineif thereis any evidence of displacement of low income minoritiesin
gentrifying neghbahoods There are difficulties with the cross-sectiond Censusdaa because
thereisno way to create a sample of individuds who used to live in thegentrifying
neghbohoods We till, however, can study thisissue by creating synthetic cohotts.

Congder all housholdsin asingle tract in 1990with a housholder whoisage20to 29,
white, and has a high school degree. Suppo® there are 500 such housholds Now, take all
hougholdsin 2000with ahouseholder whois 30to 39, white, has ahigh school degree, and has
lived in thesame hous for at least 10 years. If there has been no outmigration, there should be
500such hougholds Theobsrved changesin cohort size beween 1990and 2000are estimates
of out-migrationfor different demographic groupsin aneéghbohood Compaingchangesina
cohott® size across ndghbohoodsproduc estimates of relative out-migration from different

types of neéghbohoodsfor aparticular demographic group.

1 Using the same logic described in footnote 7, we do not want to wrongly attribute a tendency for a group to locate
in higher-income or lower-income middl e-class neighborhoods with a preference for gentrifying neighborhoods.
Because the middle-class tracts are selected based on 2000 income, it is appropriate to control for average family
income in 2000, rather than 1990.

14



We consde 4 cohotts:

1990 2000
Cohott 1: 20-29  30-39 andin housfor a least 10 years
Cohott 2: 3039 4049andinhousforat least 10years
Cohott 3: 4049 5059andinhousforat least 10years
Cohott 4: 50-59 60-69 andin hous for at least 10 years

We divide each cohott into our 3 race/ethnicity groupscrossed with our 3 eduction groups We
therefore use 4x3x3=36 cohoits in our andysis.

Our first cohott regresson modd is:

35 36 70
3) %DPop, =a,+g a.C, +a b.(C,*G)+ X g+a d,MA, +e.
c=1 c=1 m=1

For cohott ¢ in tract ¢, the percent changein popuktionis measured as:

Pop2000_, — Pop1990,
VeAPop, = Pop1990

andthe C.@ areindicator variables for each of the36 cohotts. The coeficients ontheinteraction
of the cohott indicators with the gentrification dunmy indicate whether the out-migration for
tha particular demographic groupisrelatively higher or lower in gentrifying tracts compared to
nongentrifyingtracts. A negative estimate for f. indicates tha the popuktionloss for cohott ¢
was on average greater in gentrifying tracts, which would be congstent with displacement.

It mug bepointed outthat in the 2000Census 67.3 % of housholdersin our sample of
urban tracts have changed houss in the past 10years, and 68.8% of housholdesin thelow
income neghbohoodsample have doneso. Theaverage %! POP for cohatsin the estimation

sample is 866.3%, and reflects the naural mobility of housholdsintheU.S. This exercise only
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picks up differential mobility outof different types of neighbahoodsfor different demographic
groups®
We aso use synthetic cohotts to study changes in income among pre-existing residents

with thefollowing modd:

36 36 70
4) %Alnc, =Y 0,C,+ > B.(C,*G)+ X,y +,6,MS4,, +& .
=1

= =l
Where %! Incisthepercent changein averagefamily income for cohat ¢ between 1990and
2000. A postive coeficient for j., for example, indicates that there was a greater increase in
averagefamily income for cohott ¢ in gentrifying neghboihoodsthan nongentrifying
neghbohoods Thisincreasein averageincome is experienced anongthenonmigrantsin the
cohott, andistherefore notmerely afundion of in-migration of richer housholds Such a
postive effect of gentrification could result from two very different causes. Oneisthat in
gentrifying neghbahoods thehousholdsin a patticular cohott tha migrate outare
dispropottionaely low income compared to those in the same cohott leaving non-gentrifying
neghbohoods Thiswould cause an increase in average family income dueto a compostion
effect. Theother possible explanaionistha gentrification causes an increase in family income
in tha demographic group for example by improving employment oppatunitiesin thelocal
area. Unfortunately, thereisnoway to directly test between these two interpretationswith the

daaat hand.

12 Because cohorts are based on arandom sample, different individuals in the household could list themselves as the
householder in successive censuses, and individuals could change or misreport their age, education or race/ethnicity
in successive censuses, the change in cohort population will be measured with error. This can generate some
attenuation bias in our estimates, but there is no reason to believe that the measurement error is systematically
correlated with gentrification status.
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V. Results

Table 2 provides a preliminary description of the differences between the gentrifying and
nongentrifying tractsin our low income neéghbahoodsample. Thefirst two columnsreport
averagetract-level characteristicsin 1990by gentrification status Interestingly, thelow income
neghbohoodstha gentrify between 1990and 2000 have lower averageincome and a smaller
propottion of white housholdsin 1990than those low income neghbohoodstha do not
gentrify, althoughthe propottion of housholders with a college degreeis margindly highe. It
is aso noteworthy tha the averageincome of hougholders tha moved into the gentrifying
neghbohoadsbeaween 1980and 1990is lower than those who moved into the non-gentrifying
neghbohoods By mos measures, thelow income neghbohoodstha gentrified during the
19908were worse off in 1990than those that did not gentrify duringthe 908. Thereislittle
evidence of GeadQOindicators, or, put another way, little evidence that the gentrifying
neghbohoodswere already improving prior to 1990.

Theremaining two columnsreport averagetract-level characteristicsin 2000by
gentrification status By definition, the gentrifying tracts have much highe averageincomein
2000. Themod striking features is the growth in the fraction of housholders with a college
degree, inareasing from 9.0 to 15.8 percent, compared to an increase from 8.2 to 10.1 percent for
non-gentrifying neéghbohoods The gentrifying neighbohoodsalso experience a modeaate
increase in the propation of housholders who are white. Thefind rows of thetable indicate
tha the average incomes of both migrants and nonmigrants increase in gentrifying tracts.

A. Migration Logit and Income Regression Results, Low Income Neighborhood Sample
Table 3 provides descriptive gtatistics for the sample of housholders who moved into a

hous in thelow income neghbohoodsample in the 908. Thetwo columnsrepart means
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separately for the housholders who have moved into a house in gentrifying tracts vs non
gentrifying tracts. Not surprisingly, thegentrifying migrants are highe income, highe
educaion, more likely to bewhite andless likely to be Hispanic than non-gentrifying migrants.
They are dso, however, more likely to be black than non-gentrifying migrants. At the bottom of
thetable, we see tha gentrifying migrants are also allittle younge, less likely to have children
and less likely to beimmigrants than non-gentrifying migrants.

In Table 4 we present theresults from estimating equaions(1) and (2) on thelow income

neghbohoodsample. Column 1 reportsthelogit coefficient estimates of the f3, @ from

equaion (1). To better illugrate the magnitudes of the effects, we also report the predicted
probability that a migrant has located in a gentrifying neighbohoodfor all 36 demographic
groupsin column 3. Asapoint of compaison, 11.2% of the migrants in the estimation sample
used in Table 4 locate in agentrifying tract. Therefore demographic groupswith predicted
probabilities above0.112have aboveaveragerates of gentrification.

Themod obviousfinding in Table 4 isthehigh gentrification rate of college-educated
housgholders, particularly white housholders with collegedegrees. The gentrification rates of
housholdersin all race/ethnicity groupswith lessthan a college degree are remarkably similar
andtypically rangefrom 10to 11 percent. A more careful look at theresults suggests tha the
presence of children, an elderly housholder or low-education hougholder diminishesthe
gentrification rate amongwhite hougholds butthat these effects are smaller for black and

Hispanic hougholds These effects are subtie enoughin Table 4 tha they are only panted out
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because the same paternsare much stronge in theandysis of middle-class naghboihoodsin
Table5.

Theestimates in column 1 of Table 4 do not indicate which groupsare mog likely to live
in agentrifying neghbahood. They tell uswhich hougholders are more likely to moveinto a
gentrifying neghbahoodconditional onthefact they have chosen to moveinto aneghbahood
tha waslow income in 1990. For example, statistics reported later in Table 8 of this pgper will
show tha a2000hougholder in a gentrifying neghbomhoodis much more likely to beablack
high school dropoutthan awhite college graduae. Thisis because black high school dropous
are oveal much more likely to moveinto naghbahoodstha were low income in 1990than
white college graduaes. Theblack high school dropous are more likely than averageto move
into anon-gentrifying low income neghbohoodthan a gentrifying low income neighboihood
so ther choice to locate in anaghbohoodcannotbe seen as a sign of gentrification. In contrast,
if awhite college graduae movesinto aneéghbahoodtha waslow incomein 199Q it is much
more likely than averagethat it is a gentrifying neighboihood. Theinflux of white college
graduaesis afeature tha distinguishes the gentrifying neghboihoodsfrom other low income
neighbohoods

Thefind two columnsof Table 4 present theresults from estimating equation (2). Itis
notvery surprising that, within each demographic group, theincomes of those migrating to the
gentrifying areas are highe than those migrating to non-gentrifying areas. Thisdifferentia in
income is paticularly largefor the college-educated housholders, particularly white

housholders with college degrees.

3 The estimates for marital status and immigration status, which are not reported in Table 4, indicate that married or
cohabitating householders have higher gentrification rates than single householders. The effect of partnership is
strongest for white householders and weakest for Hispanic householders. Among white householders, immigrants
have lower gentrification rates, but there is no effect of immigration status for non-white householders.
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B. Migration Logit and Income Regression Results, Middle-Class Neighborhood Sample

Thefirst 3 columnsof Table 5 report theresults oltained estimating equéaion (1) onthe
middle-class neighbohoodsample. Thegentrification rate in the estimation sample used in
Table5is4.2%, so any groupwith avaueabove0.042in column 3 has a highe than average
predicted gentrificationrate. When the sample islimited to those housholders who have
moved into a hous in alower-middle to middle-class neaghboihoodin the past 10years, it is not
surprising tha black and Hispanic hougholders with less than a college degree are
dispropottionaely likely to have moved into the recently-gentrified, rather than established,
middle-class neghbohood. It is aso not surprising tha white housholders typically have lower
than average gentrificationrate, butthe oneexceptionis for white college-educated housholders
who are unde 40 withoutchildren.

Amongwhite housholde's, having less than a college degree, the presence of children,
or eldely statusall subgantially diminish the probability the housholder will choo® a
gentrifying neghbahoodover an established midde-class neghboihood. These same pdterns
are subgantially diminished, or even reversed, for mog of the black and Hispanic demographic
groups Eldely status lower education and presence of children are often assodated with
highe gentrification rates for nonwhite housholders.**

Theincome results from estimating equaion (2) on the middle class sample are reported
in thelast two columnsof Table 5. It isnotsurprising that, for mos demographic groups among
thoe who moved into houses in the middle-class sample of tracts, theincomes of those who are

in recently-gentrified tracts are typically bdow those in the established middle-classtracts. The

YEstimates for marital status and immigration status, which are not reported in Table 5, indicate that for all
racial/ethnic groups, married couples are more likely than average to move to an established middle-class
neighborhood than a gentrifying neighborhood. Black immigrants living in middle-class neighborhoods are less
likely than average to have moved into a gentrifying neighborhood, but Hispanic immigrants are more likely than
average to have chosen the gentrified middle-class neighborhood.
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only statitically significant exceptionsare for white housholders with college degrees, in which
case theincomes of the gentrifiers exceed theincomes of those moving to established middle-
class neighboihoods

Theresultsin Tables 4 and 5 point to in-migration of young,college-educated white
housholders withoutchildren as a particular hdimark of gentrifying neghbohoods Theresults
also indicate tha amongwhite housholders, presence of children, age and eduction play a
different role in determining the choice to locate in a gentrifying neéghbohoodthan they dofor
black and Hispanic housholders.
C. Cohort Regression Results

Table 6 provides some preliminary evidence regarding who exits gentrifying
neghbohoodsrelative to nongentrifying neaghbahoods Table 6 reports descriptive statistics
for thesample of non-migrants, housholders who have lived in ther house for at least 10 years,
in thelow income neghbohoodsample in 200Q Columns1 and 3 report average 1990tract-
level characteristics of nonmigrants for gentrifying and non-gentrifying neéighboihoods
respectively. Columns2 and 4 report average househaolder characteristics for nonmigrantsin
2000. If gentrificationis assodated with widespread displacement, we should see a differential
changebeween columns1 and 2 compared to columns3 and 4. For theracia/ethnic and
educationd compostion variables, thereislittle evidence to suggest tha black or Hispanic
housholders are dispropottionaely exiting the gentrifyingneaghboihoods Theeis, however,
modestly highe exit of low-education households and retention of high-education hougholdsin
thegentrifying neighboihoods Thereis also amuch bigge increase in averageincome between

columns 1 and 2, compared to columns 3 and 4, suggesting that the GtayersOin gentrifying
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neghbohoodseither experience dispropottionae income gainsor are dispropottionaely
selected from the highe income housholdswithin each demographic group.

Theresults from the cohat regression in equaion (3) arereported in thefirst two
columnsof Table 7. Thisandysisisconduded onthelow income neéghbohoodsample. Recall
tha alarge negative and significant codficientis evidence tha a particular cohott los more
popuktionin gentrifying areas than non-gentrifying low income neghbahoods andis therefore
congstent with displacement. Theresultsin Table 7 providelittle evidence of displacement.
Mog of the coefficients are statistically inggnificant, very small in magnitude and equdly likely
to benegaive or postive. Theonestatistically significant coefficient suggests dispropottionae
retention Of prime-aged black housholders with ahigh school degree.

Theremaining two columnsreport theresults for theincome changeregression described
in equaion (4).” These results combined with those in thefirst column suggest tha black
hougholders with a high school degree benefit from gentrification. Thefirst column, while not
suggests tha gentrifying naghbohoodsdispropationaely retain. Further, thethird column
estimates indicate tha averageincomes in cohotts of black householders with high school
degreesincrease roughly 20% more in gentrifying than nongentrifying neghbohoods Agan,
we cannotdistinguish whether thisis because gentrification improves the earningsof these
housholders, or dispropotionaely reduaes exit of the highest earning housholdersin these

cohotts. There are dso significant income gansfor white housholders with college degrees.

'3 The sample of cohorts used to estimate this regression is smaller than that used in column 1 for two reasons. First,
because many of these tract-level cohorts arerelatively small in population in 1990, and because the average
mobility rate is quite high, almost 40% of the tract-level cohorts have zero population in 2000. Because these
cohorts with zero population in 2000 have no 2000 income information, they are dropped from the analysis. In
addition, for some of the smaller cohorts that have non-zero population in 2000, the income change is cal culated on
such a small number of observations that the percentage change in income can be quite dramatic. For this reason,
we trim another 3% of the sample that has greater than 400% change in average income.
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Theestimatesin Table 7 agan demondrate tha it is useful to disaggregate theandysis
by detailed demographic group. Specificationstha control linearly for race and education or
povety, and mog previousstudies have done woud not observe theresults tha theeffects for
black high school graduaes are different than those for white high school graduaes and tha the
effects for black high school graduaes are quite different from black high school dropous.

D. Decompositions

The previousresults describewhois moving in and out of gentrifying neghbahoods
We would like to summarize our resultsin away tha indicates how much of the gentrificationis
dueto each demographic group. In other words how much of theincrease in averagefamily
income in gentrifying naghbahoodsis generated by each demographic group?

To anawer this question, we make use of thefollowing expression:
T 70 719 & 007 00 907 90
(5) AT=T2-T#=3 (R -P*1)
J:

where Al isthechangein averagefamily income from 1990to 2000for the groupof low

income neighbohoodstha gentrify, I_J istheaverage family income for demographic group; in

the gentrifying neéighboihoods and P; is thefraction of housholdersin the gentrifying
neghbohoodstha bdongto demographic group;. Using equdion (5), we decompose thetotal
amountof gentrificationinto the part dueto each individud demographic group.

We make two adjugments to our demographic categories fromthos used intables 4,5
and7. Firgt, in order to avoid asmall cell tha woud not meet Census Bureau confidentiaity
guiddines, we combinethetwo oldest age groupsfor Hispanic housholders with acollege
degree. Second we indudeasingle ONon-Hispanic Other RaceOcategory. While we excluded

other race hougholders from theandysisin tables 4, 5 and 7, and we cannotdisaggregéate the
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contribution of other race housholders by age or eduction, we can report an aggregae income
contributionfor all other race housholders.

Thedecompostion results are reported in Table 8 usng the sample of gentrifying low
income neghbohoods Columns4 and 5 report the main decompostion results, with column 4
reporting theincome changecontributed by each of the 36 demographic groupsusng equaion
(5). Column5 simply reports theincome changein column 4 divided by thetotal average
income changeof $16901 Thefirst 3 columnsof Table 8 report several of the component parts
of thedecompostion. Anindividud demographic group can have alarge contribution to total
income changeeither dueto beng alargefraction of the popuktionin gentrifying
neghborhoods having alargeintercensal averageincome change or both. Reporting the
popuktion propottionsfor 1990and 2000and the average intercensal income changefor each
demographic group allows usto distinguish these cases.

Theresultsin Table 8 indicate tha asubgantia 33% of thetotal incomeganin
gentrifying tractsis contributed by black housholders with a high school degree. This sizeable
contribution results fromthefact tha black housholders are alargefraction of the popuktionin
gentrifying tractsin 199Q increase as a fraction of the popuktion in the 90@, and display
paticularly largeincreases in averageincome. This creates an interesting contrast with black
hougholders with less than a high school degree, which are a'so a sizeable fraction of the
popuktionin gentrifying low income neighbohoadsin 1990. These hougholds however, fall
as afraction of the popdation in gentrifying neghborhoodsand experience much smaller
changesin averageincome, resulting in a contribution of only 7% of thetotal income gan.

Thesecondlargest contribution to thetotal income gan is by white hougholders with a

college degree, who contribute 20% of thetotal gain, with over hdf of this gan coming from
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younghousholders withou children. Thisisin direct contrast to the minute contribution of less
than 3% by white housholders with less than a college degree.
VI. Conclusions

Thekey findingsof our andysis of gentrifying urban neéghbohoodsin the 19908 are:

1) Theandysis points to thein-migration of white college graduaes, particularly those unde 40
withoutchildren, as akey hdlmark of gentrifyingnaghbohoods 2) The presence of children,
having less than a college degree, or elderly statusdampensthelikelihood tha a white houshold
moves into a gentrifying neighbahood,but these same effects are much diminished, or even
reversed, for black and Hispanic housholders; 3) Synthetic cohoit andysis of out-migration
findsno evidence of displacement of nonwhite households but does find evidence of
dispropottionae retention of black housholders with a high school degree; 4) A decompostion
of thetotal income gainsin a gentrifying neéghboihoodattribute the bulk of thegansto two key
groups black high school graduaes (dueto disproportionae retention and income gains) and
white college graduaes (dueto dispropottionae in-migration and high incomes).

Thefindingssuggest that rather than dislocating non-white households gentrification
creates neéghbohoodstha are attractive to middle-class minority housholds paticularly those
with children or with elderly hougholdes. Onereasonable interpretationis tha because these
neghbohoodsare experiencing income gains butalso more diverse with regards to
race/ethnicity and income than established middle-class neaghbohoods they are desirable
locationsfor nonwhite middle-class housholds

Our findingshighlight the benefits of richly disaggregating by demographic characteristic
in studies of naghbahoodchoice and mohility. Specificationswith basic controls for race,

education, age and family structure, butwithoutinteractions would not have uncovered many of

25



theinteresting findingsof this pagper. Thedivergent experience of black hougholders with and
withouthigh school degrees, for example, would be unlikely to emerge. Our andysis also
demondrates the bendfits of studying both in-migration and out-migrationto undestand
gentrification of low income neighboihoods Findly, this study benefited enormoudy from daa

tha allowed careful comparisonsof neghbohoods at the censustract level.
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Appendix A

NEED LIST OF 64 CMSAs (Have codes, need to match up to names)
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Table 1: CensusTract-Level Income and Income Change by Quintile of 1990Income

1990Average Family Income
1% Quintile 2™ Quintile 3 Quintile 4™ Quintile 5" Quintile

1990Income:

Min 2,679 30,023 39,227 48,140 61,115
Average 23434 34,766 43,628 54,043 85,287
Max 30,079 39,221 48134 61,112 370891
Income Change

1990to 2000:

10" Percentile  -1,857 -3,943 -5,615 -7,580 -13406
Median 3,725 1,739 829 234 468
90" Percentile 11,908 9,568 9,607 10634 20870

Notes: Table divides sample of 15,040urban linked tractsinto 5 quintiles based on 1990average
family income.
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Table 2: Tract-Level Characteristics of by Gentrification Status of Tract, Low Income
NeighbohoodSample, 1990and 2000Censaus

1990Tract Characteristics 2000Tract Characteristics

Gentrifying Non-Gentrifying Gentrifying Non-Gentrifying

Tracts Tracts Tracts Tracts
Average Family 21,738 23,734 38,294 26408
Income (5477) (4,889) (10399) (5,824)
% White 0.240 0.283 0.229 0.221
% Black 0574 0.504 0.553 0.515
% Hispanic 0.156 0.182 0.179 0.219
% No H.S. Degree 0.499 0.485 0.366 0415
% High School 0412 0433 0476 0.485
Degree
% College Degreee 0.090 0.082 0.158 0.101
% Age<40 0414 0416 0412 0.403
% Age40-60 0.301 0.305 0.361 0.354
% Age 60+ 0.285 0.279 0.227 0.243
Migration Rate 0.667 0.661 0.694 0.685
Income of Migrants 20,133 21,756 36547 24680
(6,105) (5,314) (14,236) (6,046)
Income of Non 24,718 27,740 38,993 30,289
Migrants (10,187) (8/437) (20.399) (9,699)
N 458 2,550 458 2,550

Notes: Low-income neghbohoodsample congsts of urban tractsin bottom quintile of 1990
averagefamily income. Gentrifying neéighbohoods are those who experience at least a$10000
increase in average family income between 1990and 2000. Migrant is defined as a housholder
who did notlive in the current resdence 10 years ago.
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Table 3: Characteristics of In-Migrants by Gentrification-Status of Tract, Low-income
NeighbohoodSample, 2000Censaus

Migrantsto Gentrifying ~ Migrantsto Non-

Tracts Gentrifying Tracts

Average Family 36524 25835
Income (71664) (38,269)
%White 0.289 0.251
%Black 0.429 0411
%Hispanic 0.230 0.278

% No H.S. Degree 0.339 0.384
%High School 0.464 0.494

Degree

%College Degreee 0.197 0.122
%Age<40 0.578 0.562
%Age40-60 0.305 0.307
%Age 60+ 0.117 0.132

% with Children in 0.371 0.407

Household

% Married 0.292 0.295

% Cohabitating 0.084 0.079

% Immigrant 0.235 0.288

N 38,308 316355

Notes: Sample of migrant hougholders in thelow-income naghbohoodsample. Low-income
neghbohoodsample, gentrifying tract, and migrant housholder are defined in notesto Table 2.
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Table 4: Logit and OL S results, Migrants to Gentrifying vs Non-Gentrifying Neighbahoods
Low Income Neighbahood Sample, 2000Census

Destindion Income
(se) P(Gentrify) (se)
White
No H.S. 20-40 No Child 0.101 0.118 (0.066)
20-40 Child -0.024 (0.091) 0.099 0.061 (0.062)
40-60 No Child -0.003 (0.084) 0.101 -0.010 (0.051)
60+ -0.035 (0.084) 0.098 0.016 (0.052)
H.S. 2040 NoChild -0.019 (0.070) 0.100 0.235**  (0.023)
20-40 Child -0.182* (0.080) 0.087 0.157**  (0.044)
40-60 No Child  0.092 (0.072) 0.109 0.171**  (0.028)
60+ -0.131 (0.082) 0.091 0.009 (0.048)
College 20-40 No Child  0.750*** (0.069) 0.182 0.356***  (0.020)
20-40 Child 0.492**  (0.098) 0.150 0416**  (0.067)
40-60 0.642** (0.075) 0.168 0.381**  (0.034)
60+ 0.145 (0.100) 0.114 0.261**  (0.073)
Black
No H.S. 20-40 No Child  0.014 (0.080) 0.102 0.164**  (0.045)
20-40 Child -0.085 (0.073) 0.094 0.175**  (0.028)
40-60 No Child  -0.005 (0.072) 0.101 0.179**  (0.026)
60+ 0.067 (0.073) 0.107 0.078** (0.028)
H.S. 2040 NoChild 0.050 (0.072) 0.106 0.128**  (0.026)
20-40 Child 0.042 (0.070) 0.105 0.136**  (0.018)
40-60 No Child  0.100 (0.070) 0.10 0.141**  (0.019)
60+ 0.078 (0.078) 0.108 0.210***  (0.039)
College 20-40 No Child 0430***  (0.083) 0.143 0.331**  (0.048)
20-40 Child 0.303***  (0.095) 0.129 0.130* (0.064)
40-60 No Child 0.370***  (0.082) 0.136 0.252**  (0.046)
60+ 0.220 (0.129 0.121 0.092 (0.108)
Hispanic
No H.S. 20-40 No Child  0.061 (0.080) 0.107 0.147**  (0.038)
20-40 Child 0.147 (0.076) 0.112 0.115**  (0.022)
40-60 No Child  0.198** (0.077) 0117 0.189**  (0.026)
60+ 0.038 (0.086) 0.106 0.189**  (0.048)
HS. 2040 NoChild 0.060 (0.079) 0.108 0.121** (0.039)
20-40 Child 0.049 (0.077) 0.100 0.088** (0.030)
40-60 No Child  0.098 (0.081) 0111 0.114**  (0.041)
60+ 0.136 (0.126) 0.125 0.172 (0.103)
College 20-40 No Child 0408**  (0.097) 0.173 0.149* (0.067)
20-40 Child 0.092 (0.124) 0.107 0.250* (0.099)
40-60 No Child  0.424**  (0.115) 0.147 0.302**  (0.088)
60+ -0453 (0.323) 0.076 0.321 (0.310)
N 323693 317997
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Notes: Column 1 reports estimates of 3, @ from estimating thelogit modd in equaion (1) onthe

sample of migrant hougholdersin thelow income neghbohoodsample. Column 3 reparts the
predicted value of the probability amigrant in thelow income neghbothoodsample locatesin a
gentrifying neighbahood. Column 4 reports estimates of b, @ from estimating themodd in

equdion (2) onthesame sample.
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Table 5: Logit and OL S results, Gentrifying vs Non-Gentrifying Migrants, Middle-Class
NeighbohoodSample, 2000Censaus

Destindion Income
(se) P(Gentrify) (se)
White
No H.S. 20-40 No Child 0.032 -0.047 (0.063)
20-40 Child -0.088 (0.099) 0.029 -0.213***  (0.058)
40-60 No Child -0.088 (0.094) 0.029 -0.304***  (0.051)
60+ -0.156 (0.092) 0.027 -0.097* (0.049)
H.S. 2040 NoChild -0.042 (0.077) 0.030 -0.156***  (0.022)
20-40 Child -0.771**  (0.087) 0.015 -0.119** (0.041)
40-60 No Child  -0401** (0.079) 0.022 -0.131***  (0.027)
60+ -0.528***  (0.089) 0.019 -0.175***  (0.045)
College 20-40 No Child 0.532***  (0.076) 0.051 0.068**  (0.020)
20-41 Child -0.142 (0.105) 0.028 0.076 (0.063)
40-60 0.072 (0.082) 0.034 0.068* (0.032)
60+ -0.298** (0.111) 0.024 0.007 (0.071)
Black
No H.S. 20-40 No Child ~ 1.04*** (0.092) 0.080 -0.049 (0.048)
20-40 Child 1.08*** (0.082) 0.083 -0.080** (0.030)
40-60 No Child  1.13*** (0.081) 0.086 -0.130***  (0.029)
60+ 1.33*** (0.083) 0.101 -0.104***  (0.031)
H.S. 2040 NoChild 0.553**  (0.080) 0.052 -0.152**  (0.027)
20-40 Child 0.664**  (0.077) 0.058 -0.130***  (0.019)
40-60 No Child  0.713***  (0.077) 0.060 -0.193***  (0.020)
60+ 0.999**  (0.089) 0.077 -0.034 (0.042)
College 20-40 No Child 0.386***  (0.095) 0.045 0.078 (0.051)
20-40 Child 0.375**  (0.108) 0.044 -0.101 (0.066)
40-60 No Child  0.509***  (0.094) 0.050 -0.043 (0.048)
60+ 0.736**  (0.151) 0.061 -0.143 (0.110)
Hispanic
No H.S. 20-40 No Child  0.418**  (0.090) 0.046 -0.063 (0.038)
20-40 Child 0.576**  (0.084) 0.053 -0.124**  (0.021)
40-60 No Child  0.609***  (0.085) 0.055 -0.090***  (0.026)
60+ 0.518**  (0.098) 0.051 -0.021 (0.051)
H.S. 2040 NoChild 0.158 (0.088) 0.036 -0.141**  (0.039)
20-40 Child 0.182* (0.085) 0.037 -0.126***  (0.030)
40-60 No Child  0.097 (0.090) 0.034 -0.178***  (0.041)
60+ 0.164 (0.146) 0.037 -0.141 (0.108)
College 20-40 No Child 0.382***  (0.107) 0.045 -0.052 (0.065)
20-40 Child 0.108 (0.140) 0.035 -0.086 (0.098)
40-60 No Child  0.177 (0.128) 0.037 0.096 (0.086)
60+ -0.535 (0.394) 0.019 0.280 (0.326)
N 557673 592982
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Notes: Column 1 reports estimates of b, @ from estimating thelogit modd in equaion (1) onthe

sample of migrant hougholdersin themiddle-class neighbohoodsample. Column 3 reports the
predicted value of the probability a migrant in themiddle-class naghbohoodsample locatesin a
gentrifying neighbahood. Column 4 reports estimates of 3, @ from estimating themodd in

equdion (2) onthesame sample.
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Table 6: Compaing 1990Tract Characteristics to 2000non-Migrant Characteristics, by
Gentrification Status of Tract, Low Income Neighborhood Sample, 1990and 2000Census

Gentrifying Tracts Non-Gentrifying Tracts
1990Tract 2000 1990Tract 2000
Characteristics Non-Migrants Characteristics Non-Migrants
AverageHoushold 23520 40,730 24840 31643
Income (4,488) (82374) (4,070) (46321)
%White 0.214 0.200 0.250 0.238
%Black 0.600 0.605 0514 0.520
%Hispanic 0.163 0.170 0.211 0.213
% No H.S. Degree 0.498 0.438 0.499 0.466
%High School 0.426 0.463 0431 0453
Degree
%College Degreee 0.076 0.098 0.070 0.081
%AQge<40 0.393 0.112 0.384 0.115
%Age40-60 0.307 0.385 0321 0.377
%Age 60+ 0.300 0.502 0.295 0.508
N 16,927 144034

Notes: Sample of non-migrant housholdersin thelow income neaghbohoodsample. Low
income neighboihoodsample, gentrifying tract, and migrant housholder are defined in notes to
Table 2. Columns 1 and 3 repott tract-level characteristics, averaged over sample of nonmigrant
hougholders. Columns2 and 4 report housholder-level characteristics, averaged over sample
of non-migrant housholders.
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Table 7: Cohott Regression Results, Low Income Neighbohood Sample, 1990and 2000Census

% Changein Popuation %Changein Income
(se) " (se)
White
No H.S. Cohott 1 -0.028 (0.044) 0.054 (0.237)
Cohott 2 0.012 (0.042) -0.021 (0.143)
Cohott 3 0.009 (0.042) 0.096 (0.128)
Cohott 4 0.002 (0.040) 0.003 (0.108)
H.S. Cohott 1 0.025 (0.037) 0011 (0.110)
Cohott 2 -0.009 (0.036) 0174 (0.090)
Cohott 3 -0.031 (0.038) 0.158 (0.095)
Cohott 4 0.038 (0.039) 0.060 (0.097)
College Cohott 1 0.034 (0.044) -0.067 (0.194)
Cohott 2 0.049 (0.042) 0.254* (0.113)
Cohott 3 0.032 (0.045) 0.367*** (0.116)
Cohott 4 0.012 (0.051) 0.209 (0.161)
Black
No H.S. Cohott 1 0.019 (0.030) -0.371*** (0.108)
Cohott 2 -0.008 (0.029) 0.103 (0.080)
Cohott 3 -0.025 (0.030) 0.028 (0.073)
Cohott 4 0.006 (0.029) 0.309*** (0.065)
H.S. Cohott 1 -0.027 (0.028) 0.203** (0.073)
Cohott 2 0.008 (0.028) 0.237*** (0.062)
Cohott 3 0.056* (0.029) 0.237*** (0.063)
Cohott 4 0.013 (0.030) 0.198** (0.069)
College Cohott 1 -0.015 (0.053) 0.084 (0.242)
Cohott 2 0.012 (0.037) 0.035 (0.113)
Cohott 3 0.060 (0.042) -0.216 (0.114)
Cohort 4 -0.062 (0.049) -0.067 (0.150)
Hispanic
No H.S. Cohott 1 -0.008 (0.041) 0.212 (0.114)
Cohott 2 0.056 (0.039) 0.096 (0.101)
Cohott 3 -0.041 (0.041) 0.055 (0.101)
Cohott 4 -0.040 (0.043) 0.072 (0.102)
H.S. Cohott 1 -0.009 (0.040) -0.116 (0.124)
Cohott 2 0.066 (0.040) 0.201 (0.103)
Cohott 3 0.047 (0.045) 0.213 (0.118)
Cohott 4 -0.037 (0.052) 0.107 (0.143)
College Cohort 1 0.080 (0.079) -0401 0477)
Cohott 2 -0.037 (0.064) 0.292 (0.237)
Cohott 3 -0.057 (0.071) -0.084 (0.290)
Cohott 4 -0.005 (0.122) 0437 (0.928)
N 50,983 27219
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Notes: Column 1 repotts estimates of b, @ from estimation of equaion (3) onthelow income
ndghbohoodsample. Column 1 reports estimates of 3, @ from estimation of equétion (4) on

thelow-income naghbohoodsample. Unit of observationis a synthetic cohott in a censustract.
Cohott 1 congsts of householders ages 20-29in 190, Cohott 2 of hougholders ages 30-39in
1990, Cohott 3 of hougholders ages 40-49in 1990, and Cohott 4 of housholders ages 50-59in
1990. See section 1V.B of text for further details.
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Table 8: Decompostion of Total Income Change Gentrifying Tractsin Low Income

NeighbohoodSample, 1990and 2000Censaus

Fraction
P90 POO 1_00 _ T‘)O POOI_OO _ P9OT9O Of TOtaI
White
No H.S. 20-40 No Child 0.006 0.004 1056 -23 -0.002
20-40 Child 0.011 0.005 2399 -10 -0.002
40-60 0.018 0.012 1815 -68 -0.007
60+ 0.049 0.022 3626 -263 -0.018
H.S. 20-40 No Child 0.031 0.031 3850 308 0.013
20-40 Child 0.017 0.010 1383 -120 -0.010
40-60 0.027 0.037 9331 743 0.051
60+ 0.030 0.020 6744 24 0.002
College 20-40 No Child 0.027 0.052 10620 2178 0.109
20-40 Child 0.005 0.004 7535 157 0.007
40-60 0.011 0.024 18156 1459 0.077
60+ 0.004 0.006 9109 207 0.011
Black
No H.S. 20-40 No Child 0.021 0.015 6139 68 0.004
20-40 Child 0.056 0.036 6085 127 0.010
40-60 0.081 0.060 8776 315 0.014
60+ 0.140 0.097 10819 845 0.043
H.S. 20-40 No Child 0.036 0.039 8748 379 0.027
20-40 Child 0.088 0.081 7210 657 0.045
40-60 0.083 0.122 13311 2635 0.165
60+ 0.044 0.056 17060 1329 0.092
College 20-40 No Child 0.006 0.015 9273 494 0.025
20-40 Child 0.006 0.007 5383 124 0.006
40-60 0.010 0.021 15880 753 0.046
60+ 0.006 0.007 12284 256 0.018
Hispanic
No H.S. 20-40 No Child 0.009 0.010 6755 160 0.013
20-40 Child 0.038 0.038 5425 565 0.043
40-60 0.037 0.038 7926 733 0.051
60+ 0.022 0.020 4467 196 0.016
H.S. 20-40 No Child 0.008 0.012 7158 228 0.017
20-40 Child 0.021 0.022 5398 301 0.022
40-60 0.013 0.022 7008 631 0.037
60+ 0.003 0.006 5372 120 0.008
College 20-40 No Child 0.002 0.004 8111 133 0.009
20-40 Child 0.002 0.003 4701 67 0.005
40+ 0.002 0.005 12889 247 0.015
Othe Race 0.030 0.039 16029 944 0.060
Total 1.00 1.00 16901 1.00
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Notes: Table reportsresults of performing decompostion described in equéion (5) onthe
sample of gentrifying low income neighboihoods Columns 1-3 report individud components of
theexpressionin equdion (5). Column 4 reports each demographic groupstotal contributionto
the averageincome growth of $16876in the gentrifying neghbohoodsusng the expressionin
equdion (5). Column 5 divides Column 4 by 16901.
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