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Preface

Gentrification is deeply rooted in social dynamics and economic trends.
Its signs, effects and trajectories are to a large degree determined by its
local context; the physical and the social characteristics of the neigh-
bourhoods in question, the positions and the goals of the actors, the
dominant functions of the city, the nature of economic restructuring
and local government policy. The study of the city should pay heed to
this complexity. ... In the end, the ‘why’ of gentrification is less impor-
tant than the ‘how’ and the repercussions of the process.

van Weesep (1994: 80)

Gentrification—the transformation of a working-class or vacant area of the
central city into middle-class residential and/or commercial use—is withotit
mm&ﬁ of urban inquiry. Gentrification has
attracted widespread attention since its birth in London, England, and in a
number of east coast U.S. cities in the 1950s and 1960s. It is a process that has
attracted the attention of the media, national and local governments, urban
planners, architects and developers, conservation/preservation groups, busi-
nesses (from utility companies to wine merchants), city boosters, and political
activists. In the academic world it has been a central research theme in many
subdisciplines of urban social science, capturing the attention of geographers,
sociologists, anthropologists, housing economists, and political scientists, and
resulting in a substantial and diverse international literature, Although there
are numerous journal articles, a number of monographs and edited collec-
tions, and a ‘Gentrification Web’ (http:/members.lycos.co.uk/gentrification/
2007), surprisingly no textbook has ever been published on gentrification. We
feel that there is a real need for a textbook on gentrification and one that is
aimed at a broad range of readers.

Although the academic study of gentrification has been angoing for the past
forty years, the topic has seen a significant resurgence in recent years following
a brief lull in the early 1990s. Much of this work has integrated gentrification
theory and evidence into other important areas of urban research—globaliza-
tion and world cities, changes in urban policy language and practice, social
exclusion and polarization, debates on privatization, public space and citizen-
ship, geographies of consumption, shifts in mortgage lending and housing
policy, mechanisms of community organization, and the material effects of
discourses of urban change. In shart, gentrification has become a valuable

xv
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lens through which to examine a variety of intersecting phenomena in a city
and/or neighborhood context,

Why has ‘gentrification’ attracted such widespread interest? Chris Ham-
nett (1991: 173-174) outlines five reasons:

L. Gentrification has provided a novel and interesting urban phenom-
enon for geographers and sociologists to investigate.

2. Gentrification poses a major challenge to the traditional theories of
residential location and social structure.

3. Gentrification is a political and policy-relevant issue as it is con-
cerned with regeneration at the cost of displacement,

4. Gentrification has been seen as constituting a major ‘leading edge’ of .
contemporary metropolitan restructuring,

5. Gentrification represents one of the key theoretical and ideological
battlegrounds in urban geography.

It is the last of these five reasons, gentrification’s ideological and theoreti-
cal significance, that Hamnett (1991) places the most emphasis upon when
explaining why gentrification has stimulated such widespread and sustained
debate: “The gentrification debate is one played for high theoretical and ideo-
logical stakes’ (p. 174), he argues, and it has become an ‘intellectual battle-
ground between competing and radically opposed theoretical perspectives’
{p. 175). .

We would argue, however, that all of these reasons should be given equal
weight but that some have been more important at certain times. For example,
Initially reason 2 was more important because gentrification challenged the
historical specificity of traditional models of urban residential location, mod-
els such as those of Burgess (see Park, Burgess, and McKenzie 1925) and Hoyt
(1939). Before the 1970s, it was generally accepted that these ecological models
were fairly representative of urban structure; inconsistencies such as inner-
city elite enclaves were usually dismissed as minor anomalies. Such models
assumed an invasion and succession movement whereby more affluent house-
holds would move further and further out away from the inner city with their
old houses being reoccupied by less affluent residents, Gentrification, by con-
trast, was the inverse of these traditional models in that it involved the middle
classes moving back to the central city into working-class residential areas.
As Walter Firey’s (1947) study of Beacon Hill in Boston showed, older neigh-
borhoods were being revitalized by citizens using private resources. But as
Rose (1984: 47) notes, gentrification was seen as ‘a temporary and small-scale
aberration in what is seen as a .., natural and dominant process of outward
migration of people from inner cities”, Brian Berry (1980), for example, argued
that gentrification would be short-lived because it was the result of a tem-
porary squeeze or a cyclical housing squeeze, where there was an imbalance
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between the rates of new housing construction and new huuseh.old formation.
And over a decade later, during the worldwide economic recession of the ea;‘ly
1990s, Larry Bourne (1993a) too argued that gentrification was not long for
this world. He said that a state of degentrification was emerging because

the supply of potential young gentrifiers ’v\.fﬂl be signiﬁcantl?f ?maller,
given the passing of the baby-boom into middle-age, the declining -rate
of new household formation, and the general aging of [t1‘1e] population,
The expanding cohort of potential young gentrifiers will not be sul;:l-
cient to compensate for the rapid decline in the younger cFJhorts. At the
same time, given widespread macro-economic r‘estructurmg, corporate
down-sizing and a persistent recession, we might also ex;':ect slower
rates of employment growth in the service sector and associated occu-

pations. (pp. 104-105)

Brian Berry and Larry Bourne were both wrong. Gentrification is stil‘l very
alive and very well, so that over a decade later we can add the following to

Hamnett’s list:

6. Gentrification is the leading edge of neoliberal urbanism.
7. Gentrification has gone global and is intertwined with processes

of globalization. . . it
8. Gentrification is no longer confined to the inner city or to Firs

World metropolises.

In late 1979, in the United States, President Jimmy Carter'? Comr:nission

for a National Agenda for the Eighties suggested that central-city decline wacsi
inevitable; in their minds, the central city's destiny was rlie.ath (Holcomb z}n
Beauregard 1981), But in the following years, deindustrlahzmg.and depopt'l att-
ing American cities tried to attract private develupmen.t and investment in ;

their downtown areas in the belief that demand for services Y\rf:u!d l?e boc:lste R
spending would increase, jobs would be created, and a p'os1t1ve trickle mtvr_l "
would help adjacent neighborhoods. Commonly, convention centerst, newsta- 0
diums and festival marketplaces were built and warehouses along rivers were /i
redeveloped as shopping and leisure complexes, for examPle, South Sgrgg; -
Seaport in New York City and Faneuil Hall in Boston: David Harve)t (2 N /
writes in detail about such urban regeneration in Ba}tlmor‘e and, ag.alnst t 1&:
tide of city boosterism in the United States, tells a disturbing story mhwh%c
Baltimore today is in more of a mess than in 1969, when Exe ﬁrst.saw the city.

He asks, “But how come it is that we are so persuaded that “there is no alterna-
tw{in‘ 2(()%71?2)&& United States and indeed around the world, these. narratives

of decline and death have been overtaken by a global neoliberal discourse of
regeneration and renaissance. As Davidson and Lees (2005: 1167} argue,
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[A] gentrification “blue-print” is being mass-produced, mass-marketed,
and mass-consumed around the world. As the urban-rural dichotomy
.has broken down ... as a significant part of the world has become
increasingly urbanized and desirous of an urban(e) lifestyle, the result
seems to be that even some Third World cities and First World suburban
and rural areas are experiencing gentrification.

Lagging somewhat behind the United States, at the end of the twentieth

century in Britain, a New Labour government began to promote the ‘urban -

renf:li?sance’ of British towns and citjes. They prescribed concepts and ways
of living that are closely tied to gentrification practices; in fact, Butler and
Robson (2001a) have called their prescriptions ‘a gentrifiers’ charter’, and Lees
{20032) ‘text-book gentrification’, ,

The discursive construction of an ‘urban renaissance’ in the United King-
dom began in 1998, when the architect {and now Lord) Richard Raopers was
asked by then Deputy Prime Minister John Prescatt to head an Urban Task
Force. Richard Rogers was to coordinate a group of experts from both the
Public and private sectors and a large number of working group members to
1der1t.ify the causes of urban decline in England and to ‘recommend practical
solutions to bring people back into our cities, towns and urban neighbour-
hoods’ (Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions [DETR]
1999: 1). As their mission statement explained,

The Urban Task Force will identify causes of urban decline in England
.and recommend practical solutions to bring people back into our cit-
tes, towns and urban neighbourhoods. It will establish a new vision
for urban regeneration founded on the principles of design excellence,

socia:l well-being and environmental responsibility within a viable eco-
nomic and legislative framewaorl. (p. 1)

As part of their research, the Urban Task Force visited not just English cities
but also cities in Europe and the United States. The Urban Task Force’s final
report was published as Towards an Urban Renaissance (DETR 1999) and set
out their urban vision for England. This is an explicitly pro-urban document
that contains a plethora of exciting ideas about how to make cities in England
better places. A year later, the government published its formal response to
th.e-Urban Task Force report, its 2000 Urban White Paper, Our Towns and
Czt:es—the Future: Delivering an Urban Renaissance (DETR 2000a), 'l'lﬁs is
the first white paper on urban policy in Britain since Peter Shore's Policy for
the Inner Cities (Department of Environment 1977}, and it stands as a state-
ment of the centrality of cities in contemporary British life. The scope of the
2000 Urban White Paper is more comprehensive than that of the Urban Task
Force report. The Urban White Paper draws on the Urban Task Force report

the work of the Sacial Exclusion Unit, and work such as The State of the English,
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Cities (DETR 2000b). As such, New Labour’s concept of urban renaissance
goes beyond physical environmental objectives to include concerns for social
inclusion, wealth creation, sustainable development, urban govermance,
health and welfare, crime prevention, educational! apportunity, freedom of
movement, as well as environmental quality and good design. Whereas under
Margaret Thatcher urban regeneration was the urban medicine for social
degeneration, urban renaissance is New Labour’s urban medicine for urban
malaise. It is important to point out that the term ‘gentrification’ itself is not
used in these policy documents, Instead, terms likd“urban renaissance’) ‘urban
regeneration’, and ‘urban sustainability’ are uised in its place. These neutered
terms politely avoid the class constitution of the processes involved. It’s hard
To be Tor gentrification’, but who would oppose ‘urban renaissance’, ‘urban
regeneration’, and ‘urban sustainability’ (Lees 2003a)?

On looking at the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) report State of the Cities (June 1999}, the issues and solutions discussed
are very similar to those of the British Urban Task Force—the redevelopment
of brownfield sites (abandoned and often contaminated industrial land), envi-
ronmental sustainability, livability, and the decline in a sense of community.
To counter the loss of middle-class families in the inner city, HUD argues for
increased support for the revitalization initiatives of community-based orga-
nizations (read “pro-gentrification groups’). As Wyly and Hamumel (2005: 36)
argue,

[TThe most durable result of gentrification may be its effect on new
priorities in the formulation of urban policy. Inner city land use deci-
sions come to rely on considerations of middle-class market demand;
gentrification underwrites new configurations of highest and best use,
reallocations of neighbourhood public services, and realignments of
police practices and public space regulation. The inherited landscapes
and potential expansion of gentrification are now critical considerations
in many domains of urban policy. To be sure, the word (which wealthy
urbanites clearly understand as an epithet) almost never appears in the
official discourse of renewal, revitalization, and market optimism. But
the interests and priorities of gentrifiers are a foundational element of
the post-industrial city as growth machine.
The latter is nowhere more obvious than in Richard Florida’s (2003) much
proclaimed buokWass, in which he argues that cities
and regions can no longer compete economically by simply attracting com-
panies or by developing mega-projects like sports stadiums and downtown
development districts; rather, Lo capitalize on the new economy, policy makers
must reach out to what he labels the ‘creative class’, that is gays, youth, bohe-
. mians, professors, scientists, artists, entrepreneurs, and the like. The creative
class is seen to be the key to economic growth in the contemporary city or
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region (see http://www.creativeclass.com). Florida’s ‘creative class’ has a lot in
common with David Ley’s (1980, 1994, 1996) gentrifying ‘new middie class’,
The interests and lifestyles of Florida’s creative class and Ley’s new middle class
are different to the conservative middle classes whom cities have traditionally
tried to attract but who preferred to live in the suburbs. The creative class (or
Bobos—'bourgeois bohemians’) manages to combine a bourgeois work ethic
with bohemian culture, The creative class desires tolerance (Florida finds those
cities most tolerant of, for example, the pay population will be more successful
in attracting and keeping the creative class), diversity, bike paths, hiking trails,
historic architecture, and so on. Florida’s thesis, however, is an ambivalent
one, as he himself recognizes that his model of urban and economic renais-
sance both invites gentrification and stifles the diversity and creativity that it
seeks, In his 2005 book Cities and the Creative Class, he laments, “With gentri-
fication comes an out-migration of bohemians’ (p. 25). Nevertheless, Florida’s
(gentrification) thesis has become big business. He has been invited all over
the United States (and, indeed, outside the United States) to tell cities and
states how to reinvent themselves and thus prosper. For example, in May 2004
almost 700 people from throughout Maine and other parts of New England
came together at the Bates Mill complex in Lewiston, Maine, to explore the
creative economy in Maine. The occasion was convened by Maine's state gov-
ernor, John E. Baldacci. In his keynote address at the meeting, Richard Florida
praised Maine’s creative and entrepreneurial spirit, quoting his mentor Jane
Jacobs, whao said that ‘new ideas require old buildings’ (Maine Arts Commis-
sion 2004: 8). The belief that a creative workforce will lead the way in terms of
urban and economic regeneration and development is so strong that in late
2004, Governor Baldacci accepted recommendations from a statewide com-
mittee to foster ‘Maine’s creative economy’, Governor Baldacci believes,

The Creative Economy is a catalyst for vibrant downtowns, expanding
cultural tourism, encouraging entrepreneurial activity and growing our
communities in a way that allows us to retain and attract creative work-

ers ... an investment in a stable worlforce and competitiveness. (Maine
Arts Commission 2004: 3)

As geographer David Harvey (1989a: 355) states, ‘[TThe production of images
and of discourses is an impartant facet of activity that has to be analyzed
as part and parcel of the reproduction and transformation of any syxﬂbolic
order’, This bool undertakes that task with respect to gentrification.

This textbook is timely for two related reasons. First, the process of gen-
trification has gone global (N, Smith 2002; Atkinson and Bridge 2005). It is
no longer confined to North America and Europe; it now spans the globe and
can be found in Mexico, Israel, Japan, South Africa, and New Zealand, and
indeed in many other countries around the world too, Although gentrification
in the United States has long been a feature of cities further down the urban
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hierarchy, in the United Kingdom this has not bee.n' the (.:%?SE until rec;rlltly.
Now gentrification can be found in provincial British cities such as :Ln—t
chester, Sheffield, and Leeds, There is widespread scht?larl}.r z?greemex'-lt tha
entrification is expanding dramatically. At t%le same time it is mut.a;m%‘, 50
?hat we now have different types of gentriﬁcatlo‘n such .as rural gen(t;l 1 lc? .1031,
new-build gentrification, and super-gentrification. This has rzflse a Ein ]
of urgent questions about the implications of class transformations, \:vor ni-f
class/low-income displacement and/or replaciemer‘lt, unequal ezfp-e?lenfcesth
the city, power and resistance, and how gentrification threatens c11t.1&T Zr bi
many not the few’ (Amin, Massey, and Thrift 2.000). Tfu.are t,:an be. ittle ¢ (c))(l)lz)
that the gentrification literature is ‘overwhelmlngly critical ('AtluFlsonV\dr ; 1
but this has had little effect in curbing the expansion of gentrification, We fee
that one possible reason for this is that the literature has never been surnrrfai:1
rized in one comprehensive, accessible introductory vo.lume (complete.w1{:1
case studies), and disseminated to a wide andience. This book, theoretically
informed and empirically grounded, attempts to da just thaF. . .
Second, gentrification has worlked its way into th‘e planning rf'lanlfelstof 0f
nrban policy agendas toimprove the economic, physical, am.i so:?lal Dut‘oo o
disinvested central-citylocationsaround the world. OftEI:l dlsgulsed as ‘regen-
eration’, ‘renaissance’, ‘revitalization’, or ‘renewal’, gentflﬁcatmnhasbecome,
in the words of one renowned gentrification scho.lar, a g!qbal urba;l S‘Erat:
egy’ and ‘the consummate expression of an emerging neo-liberal ur a;};s';
(N. Smith 2002). The British Government’s Urban Tas'k Force report { :
1999) and Urban White Paper (DETR 2000a) outl‘lrfed above exemp 1lfy
this new trend, and it is time for a coherent and ?EnSlthE asstessment of t i
impact of gentrification on urban policy and vice versa. Given t;le s':_lanl
regard exhibited by these urban manifestos for fou.r decades o 1C1’l ica
scholarship on gentrification, a dialogue between pohc}.r malcers,'p anne;s,
and academics seems of paramount importance, and this book will put the
case forward for such a dialogue by critically reviewing a .new.body of wor'k
which has emerged to assess the gentrification-urban policy link (see [mrie
2004 for a sensible and informed review of the recent .debat‘es ab ?ut the la}c;k
of engagement with palicy in geography). In an artlc%e titled _Geoglr;p );
and Public Policy’, geographer Gilbert ‘White (1972) said that he ?vou no
do research ‘unless it promises results that would advance t}?e aims of the
people affected and unless [he was] prepared to Fake a}l practicable stepst to
help translate the results into action’; we would like this book to be one step
in that direction.

The Arguments ’
Unlike standard textbooks, which tend to regurgitate other authors’ argu-
ments, in this book we want to make a number of our own .arguments to}::.
In so doing, we want to challenge our readers to think critically about the
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gentrification process and to weigh up the arguments and debates presented.
There are four lines of argument that flow through the book; these are not in
any particular order, and to some degree they are interrelated.

First, we want to hold onto the label ‘gentrification’ in response to those '

who would argue that the term should be allowed to collapse under the weight
of its own burden (e.g., Bondi 1999a) or that alternate words such as ‘reur-
banization’ should be used ingtead {e.g.. Lambert and Boddy 2002). Rather,
following Clark (2005), we advocate the idea of an elastic but targeted defini-
tion of gentrification. We argue strongly that the term ‘gentrification’ is one of
the most palitical terms in urban studies (implying, by definition, class-based

_@M, and to lose the term would be to lose the politics and political
purchase of the term.,

Second, we argue that the theoretical divisions between production and
consuniption explanations have been overdrawn and that most gentrifica-
tion researchers now accept that production and consumption, supply and
demand, economic and cultural, and structure and agency explanations are
all a part of ‘the elephant of gentrification’ (see Hamnett 1991), As Clark (2005:
261) argues, ‘[N]either side is comprehensible without the other, and all pres-
ent theories of gentrification touch bottom in these basic conditions for the
existence of the phenomenon’. Following Beauregard (2003a: 999), we want
to conceive of theory ‘simply as knowledge that is consciously and explicitly
positioned in a field of mutually referential texts’ As he argues, ‘[Tlextual
posttioning is central to the contribution that theorists make and the recog-

nition their theories receive’ {p. 999). Furthermore, we agree with Atkinson
{2003a: 2349), who argues that

the problem of gentrification is less its conceptualisation and more
about the need for a project which will begin to address the systematic
inequalities of urban society upon which gentrification thrives,

Third, we argue that gentrification researchers’ methods and methodologies
are heavily implicated in the stories, explanations, theories, and conceptual-
izations of gentrification formulated. As Lees (1998: 2258) argues,

The importance of methodology has seldom been stressed in studies of
gentrification, despite the long-standing interest in the differing out-
comes of different theoretical frameworks such as Marxism, humanism

and postmodernism. But different methodological frameworks result in
different outcomes of gentrification.

One result of this is that the scale and scope of gentrification are presented
differently. Those interested in the humanist and sociocultural side of gentri-
fication tend to present the process at the scale of the individual (for example,
Butler 1997; Butler with Robson 2003; Ley 1996). Using survey and interview
data, they connect gentrification to the individual decision maker and to small
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groups of people who share residential preferences. Tl:lese app.roaches c':ften
make gentrification seem more chaotic and differentiated, with ‘gentrlﬁers
demonstrating important differences and distinctions (e..g.., Butler Wlt‘h Robson
32003). By way of contrast, scholars interested in the politico-economic asp:};:ts
of gentrification present the process as a much larger scale I?henomenon- Rather
than connecting gentrification to individuals and researching the phencmenon
at that scale, they regard gentrifiers as a collective social group {class) bound by
economic rationality {e.g.. Hackworth 2002a; N. Smith 1996a). fALS such, t}?ey
perceive no need to examine and explore the motivations of individual gentrifi-
ers. Production-side scholars, therefore, use research metho‘ds which are adept
at capturing the structural, large-scale aspects of gentrification, such as chang-
ing levels of capital investment and neighborhood class mrnc'wer.

Fourth, throughout the boolc but especially in the conc.lusllon: weargue fora
critical geography of gentrification, one that follows a social justice agenda and
one that is focused on resisting gentrification where necessary. All three of us
have been involved in antigentrification activities, mainly in NOI’tI'l A‘_mertca;
a5 such, we have had firsthand experience of the complexities of re51st.11.1g such
a hegemonic process. We demonstrate throughout the boo.k that cities and
neighborhoods do not move from a state of decline to renaissance natt‘lrally
but that a plethora of key actars are involved in the process of gentrification—
from individual gentrifiers to landlords, realtors, developers, the state, corpo-
rations, institutions, and so on—and they must be held accountable for their
actions. We are not the first to advocate a social justice agenda with respect to
gentrification. Back in 1981, in their monograph Revitalizingr Cifies, I:Iolcomb
and Beauregard’s primary concern was with justice ar'nd es{uit‘}f,"motlvaterfl by
moral, philosophical, analytical, or practical imperatives’ (p. iii). In ‘partlc_:u—
lar, they were struck by the fact that the costs and benefits of gentrlﬁcatm.rl
were unevenly distributed relative to the needs of different urban groups. This
is still the case today. Like Holcomb and Beauregard (1981: v), we too are skep-
tical of capitalism and supportive of economic and social democracy,.and.we
wanlt to challenge our readers’ critical spirit and encourage fu_rther inguiry.
We would like to see students, acadernics, and others invalved in corm'numt.y
projects associated with gentrification, because such a grassroots experience is
invaluable in terms of a learning curve about this complex process and would
aid in resisting the more pernicious aspects of the phenomenon. ‘

We are also critical of British and American policy ideas about genFrlﬁ—
cation and social mixing and the Netherlands’ policy of ‘housin redlff'er—
entiation’. These policy ideas seek to socially mix neighborhoods,‘ assuming
that the benefits of gentrification (that is, middle-class residence in the cen-
tral city) will trickle down to the lower and working classes, for examl?le,
that social capital will be passed from the middle classes to the working
or lower classes through neighborly mixing. As Holcomb and Beauregard
(1981: 3) note,
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ﬁ\lt.hough it is often assumed that the benefits of revitalization will
trickle down” to the lower and working classes in a manner similar to

that hypothesized for the housing market ... in fact they are often

pletely captured by the middle and upper classes. o

Given that gentrification now seems rather inevi
f?rm, WEe want to be critical but also constructive; as such, we offer su
t1zns for rrfaking gentrification a more democratic and eg,alitarian prEE:ss;
Zx;niizlp;iis;l;lel:a‘:ﬁe do not want to suggest that the state should not invest in
tr » TAUIEn, we suggest that they need to look more closely at their
}J;:Lhmes and decision making, As Holcomb and Beauregard (1981: 70} argue
I:’[E ];tachmen’t to I'JIEI'CE deserves recognition, and social networks should noz
esFroyed. This is an argument that Dench, Gavron, and Youn (2006)
make. in t}:lf.‘ir book The New East End, where an affordability crisi§ d“ t
gentmﬁcgtlon in an already hot London'property market and the parti “T s
of council hO}lsing allocations mean that members of the same ?amﬂcucz;j
;rc; ]t?;ier éeside u':1 the same neigl:lborhood/locatiun and kinship netiorks
are o tgh es roye forever. A soc1a‘ﬂy just urban renaissance must seelk to
I"the negative aspects of gentrification; this requires the active support
.Of local and national governments and committed political action b o 1
ing-class communities and organizations. For example, Eovernments , W‘d’f o
:xert stm}lger social control over developers——making sure not only thlzietethéo
tﬁii;l; El;:a;; io;;m;tc;me housing quotas but also that the low-income housing
ey of the same type and qlllality as the high-income housing, and
: 1I is not segregated off but rather integral to the main development, The
:?;;Z S, zc:;c::;i‘-:’ and cultural segregation that exists in Lendon’s Docklands
oagsa fimony to w'hat happens when developer-led regeneration is
are iiltIVEIy free rein. Local communities must be consulted about
the fevgenerat;on of their local area, and this must be more than a fo f
p;rtmpatory tokenism. However, low-income communities rarely ha\ft?‘t tl?e
; i ;:raet;c:;.s I;i‘t:roirlss, or finances to play a key role in such participation, and
e lomences ¢ pinion are always pr‘ol‘)lematic to work through. Lessons can
- bne rc.)m reading James DeFilippis and Peter North’s (2004) partici-
Ef g 1 o hservatmns on cu?'nmunity organizing with respect to the regeneration
. eE) ant and Castle in central London, As Merrifield (2002a: 69) emph
sizes, [C]umrnonality and togetherness in struggle has to be a.prerequEi,si:

for an i inori itics’; wi
i Y rr.lear?mgful minority politics’; without it, resistance to capitalist
urbanization is extremely difficult,

table given its mutating

The Audience

SC::;; axtm is to provic%e a textbook for upper undergradvate and master’s
ra fn son the following courses (this is by no means an exclusive list}: geo-
graphy, sociology, urban studies, anthropology, housing studies, policy studies
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: urban planning, and political science. But we also want this book to be a useful

resource for Ph.D. students, academics, researchers, planners, policy makers,
and community organizations interested in gentrification. Like Andy Merri-
field (2002a) in Dialectical Urbanism, we see ourselves as organic intellectuals,
in that we want this text to speak to more than just university-based students
and researchers. The key to targeting such a wide audience is by approaching
the textbook in an interdisciplinary manner and concentrating on making
the book widely accessible in style and content. As such, we adopt a bottom-
up perspective and a style of writing that constitutes a critical geography that
embraces ordinary experiences and comimonsense viewpoints.

How to Use This Book

We have written Gentrification as a core text, and it can be used either as a
resource for a full module on gentrification ar for part of a module on, for
example, urban geography or urban regeneration. The book has been writ-
ten to be used not only by both students and academics but also by planners,
policy makers, and community organizations interested in gentrification, The
ways that these disparate readers use the book will be different.

For students and academics, we have included textbook-style features such
as case studies, boxes, activities, and further reading, In fact, we begin the
boolk with two detailed case studies because as well as outlining the theories
and conceptualizations of gentrification, we want to tell the story of gentrifi-
cation from the scale of the neighborhood up to the scale of the global, Gen-
trification began very much as a neighborhood process, but it is a process that
has escalated up the spatial scale, so that much of the discussion these days is
of a global gentrification. The boxes are learning aids, the activities are to get
readers to reflect more on the material presented in the book, and the further
readings are a mix of some of the works referred to in the chapter, so that stu-
dents can read the most important ones in more detail, and new readings that
back up the arguments in the text or offer alternative case studies.

When reading the book, please note where we direct the reader to discus-
sions and arguments in different, usually (but not always) subsequent chapters.
We have designed the book so that the arguments made build on each other
throughout the book, hopefully strengthening our arguments as we go along,
Some of the particular case studies of gentrification that we use are discussed
not just in one chapter in the book but in a number of different chapters, For
example, the case study of pioneer gentrification in Barnsbury in Chapter 1 is
brought up-to-date in Chapter 4 in the discussion of the super-gentrification
in Barnsbury. The case study of pioneer gentrification in Park Slope in Chapter
1 is brought up-to-date in Chapter 7 in a discussion of resistance to overspill
gentrification in what realtors have dubbed ‘South Slope’ and ‘Lower Slope’.
The example of Newcastle’s New Labour-led ‘Going for Growth’ urban regen-
eration strategy (thanlfully now squashed) is used in both a discussion of
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positive public policy tool’ in Ch

ter 6.
ook e o pli o i diap er 6. We feel that such a Strategy malkes the

flerent chapters together.

borhood scale, but at the citywi

d . .
Bke you 1o e o A e scale thisis not necessarily the case. We would

ut, these words from Kate Shaw (2005):
Progressive local Boverniments can

p to ensure a stock
- Local governments can capitalize
ty by engaging their lower-income
rocesses. They can provide leader-
Supporting a culture of openness to
and actively discouraging intolerance and

of relatively low-cost apartments, .,
on their social and cultural diversi
residents in genuine consultative p
ship in values as well ag Ppractice,
social housing, for example,
prejudice. (pp. 182-183)

Politici .
o tﬁllFlClans, thcymakers, planners and communities have to exam
FIr commitments to multicultyral, diverse, socially equitable and

environmentally safe cities, b
» because these ale ,
expand of their own accord, (p. 184) ments do not persist or

WE sugpest reading the hoolc
rification better—itg muiltiple
velop strategies to resist or, if
now more difficult than ever
€ result of individual middje-
it is the result of a number of actors and
ch is now the state through the import of
and indeed other public policy, worldwide. in

cven Fsame of e faHEdf (exztin%fl‘es of at}tlempts to resist gentrification,
and it 1s worth noting that Jan va
n Weesep

]1994. 81 bElIEVES thﬂt Ilﬂthl]l W1 ]l lt EI}t] IﬁCElt onj; at least t.hey ]lave ])EBH
g II 4 g 1 ),
IIlstl L]I]le[ltal mn _hlgl ]]g] [t[] lg t]]e PI { Ih emarlic P(,]” '[(:S III ge lt]] ica 10

causf:s and impacts—so as to be able to better de
that is not possible, ameliorate the process, It is
to resist gentrification because it is no longer th
class actions (if it ever was); rather,
actions, the most important of Whi’
gentrification into urban policy,
Chapter 7 we outiine number o

The Structure

A textboak like this i l
: cannot possibly cover al] i ificati
The literature that has been selecte 1 e aure on N
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- but also because it is in these countries that the most detailed and systematic

" research has been undertaken to date. Iowever, where possible, given word

limits and other considerations, we discuss other cases of gentrification from

around the world and provide the reader with plenty of alternative references.

The preface which you are reading now acts as the introduction to the

book. Here we outline why gentrification is an important topic of social sci-

entific inquiry, and we discuss the aims of the book and why we have written

it the way we have,

Chapter 1 begins the bock by discussing the birth of gentrification and the

coinage, by the British sociologist Ruth Glass, of the term itself. It highlights

the existence of 2 number of other urban processes that were gentrification
or are considered by some to have been processes of genirification. To some
degree the emergence of the process of gentrification and the term itself are
contemporaneous, but there are significant precursors to the coinage of the
term. We then move on to discuss definitions of gentrification: the early defi-
nitions play off of Ruth Glass’s definition, but later definitions (as we see in
Chapter 4) try to accommaodate the mutation of gentrification into different
types. In Chapter 1 we discuss classical or first-wave gentrification in some
detail, and we tell the empirical staries of two cases of classical pgentrifica-
tion—one in London and one in New York City—to highlight the importance
of context in analyses of gentrification. We then turn to the early-stage models
that were developed to explain the process. All the subsequent chapters play
off, in different ways, of this chapter.

In Chapters 2 and 3, we discuss the main theoretical worlk on gentrifica-
tion. Chapter 2 looks at the supply-side theories that have explained gentri—,(}
fication as a product of capitalist uneven development. Here we outling Neil
Smith's (1979) rent gap thesis and some alternative rent gap models. We also
consider the central and very important issue of displacement of low-income
communities by the gentrifying middle classes. Of course, the explanations
outlined here are only part of ‘the elephant of gentrification’ and in high-
lighting the prablems with production-orientated explanations, we point to
the demand-side arguments in the next chapter, for as Merrifield (2002b: 25)
argues in his book Metromarxism, ‘[E]verything is pregnant with its contrary’.
‘We conclude the chapter with a discussion of resistance, asking what forms of
resistance these particular explanations inform.

In Chapter 3, we turn to the consumption or demand-side explanations of
gentrification that have explained gentrification as a consequence of changes
in the industrial and occupational structure of advanced capitalist cities, ones
which have engendered particular social and cultural changes too. We con-
sider theses on the new middle class by authors such as Tim Butler {(1997),
theses in which politics and aesthetics are central, We outline David Ley's
(1980) postindustrial and Chris Hamnett's (1994a)} professionalization the-
ses before paying attention to the roles of gender, sexuality, and ethnicity in
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gentrification, exploring Tim Butler’s {1997) argument that gentrifiers seelk
to live amongst ‘people like us’. As in the previous chapter, we highlight the
problems and obfuscations engendered by these demand-side explanations,
offering suggestions out of these problems where possible. Again, we conclude
the chapter with a discussion of resistance, arguing that these explanations
are more about personal resistance to, for example, seburbia or to the ‘straight
warld’ by gay gentrifiers.

In Chapter 4 we return to the definition of gentrification and ask, Is gen-
trification collapsing under the weight of its expanding definition? We look at
how gentrification has mutated from its classical form into rural gentrification
{which is not urban), new-build gentrification (which is not about renovating
old houses), and the more recent super-gentrification (which stands against
those stage models that assume an endpoint of mature gentrification in neigh-
borhoods). In the light of all this, we argue very strongly that we must retain
the term ‘gentrification’, despite the morphing of the process, because of the
political value of the term itself,

In Chapter 5 we look at the main features of contemporary gentrification
and how they differ from those of classical gentrification. We outline the char-
acteristics of third-wave or postrecession gentrification and the way that gen-
trification has gone global. We discuss globalization, which to date, we feel,
has been undertheorized in relation to gentrification. We relate the discussion
of globalization and gentrification to the changing role of the state and the
emergence of a local, national, and global neoliberalism. We identify a fourth
wave of genirification in the United States and discuss this in relation to the
rebuilding of New Orleans. We conciude the chapter by promoting further
research on ‘the geography of gentrification’, a peography which takes both
space and the temporal dimensions of gentrification into consideration.

Chapter 6 asks two opposing questions: Is gentrification a negative neigh-
borhood process? and, Is gentrification a positive neighborhood process? It
weighs up the answers to both questions and relates them to the revanchist
city thesis and the emancipatory city thesis respectively. Such questions are
seldom asked outright, nor are the answers to them usually forthright.

Chapter 7 is the concluding chapter, and as well as pondering the future
of gentrification it sets out more fully our social justice agenda. This agenda
is first and foremost about resisting gentrification when and where necessary.
We outline three case studies of attempts to resist gentrification demonstrat-
ing the different tactics that have been used, and then some of the strategies
that low-income communities have developed to gain more control over, and
ownership of, housing,

Finaily, we hope that this bock provides ‘effective communication of what
we already know’ and stimulates ‘principled public discussion about the nature
of the cities we want to inhabit in the twenty-first century’ (Shaw 2005: 184).
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1

The Birth of Gentrification

Sir, of all the tiresome emotive words coined by this generation “gentri-
fication” must rank among the worst. By its implication of class ridden
envy, peculiar I believe to this country and perhaps a symptom of our

current malaise, fears of “gentrification” threaten plans for the rehabili-

tation of many derelict areas of “listed” housing in London.

William Bell, member of the Greater London Council
for Chelsea and chairman of the Historic Buildings Committee,
in a letter to the Times (‘Letters to the Editor’ 1977)

More than forty years have passed since the term ‘gentrification’ was first

coined by the British sociologist Ruth Glass. In this chapter we show that it is
a slippery term, the problem being amplified by the preponderance of numer-
ous alternative labels for gentrification. We also look at the birth of gentrifica-
tion as a visible urban process. To some extent the coinage of the term and
the birth of the process are contemporancous (although Clark [2005] would
argue otherwise). We also introduce the processes that are part and parcel of
classical gentrification to our readers through two neighborhood-based case
studies of classic gentrification in two different cities: New York and London.
As a result, the stories told here are partial; we halt our stories just as gentri-
fication becomes firmly anchored in these two neighborhoods, but we will
return to the ongoing processes of gentrification in these two neighborhoods
in Chapters 4 and 7 in the baok. By choosing examples of classical gentrifica-
tion from two different cities and countries, we demonstrate the necessary
preconditions for gentrification and the contextual differences between these
places (Carpenter and Lees 1995). We do not consider conceptual or theo-
retical debates about the process here; rather, we tell the empirical stories of
the processes of gentrification in these different places. But it soon becomes
apparent that gentrification is an economic, cultural, political, social, and
institutional phenumenon—something that we argue more fully in Chapters
2 and 3. We tell the stories of how these two inner-city neighborhoods became
devalorized/disinvested and how they subsequently became revalorized/rein-
vested. These stories involve various actors—from the state (who is implicated
in the process as both disinvestor and investor from quite early on) to private
institutions to pioneer gentrifiers. These stories demonstrate that processes

3
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of gentrification, even of classical gentrification, are complex and that the

are closely related to the particular contexts of the neighborhoods and cities
in which they are situated. We begin the book her

e by focusing on individua]
neighborhoods in First World cities; this is deliberate because gentrification

began very muchasa neighborhood-based process and a First World city pro-
cess, but as we shall see later in the book this is no longer the case today. We
end this chapter by outlining the early stage models that sought to explain

gentrification before moving on to a more rigorous analysis of explanations of
gentrification in Chapters 2 and 3,

The Term ‘Gentrification’

As mentioned above, the term ‘gentrification’ was first coined by the Brit-
ish sociologist Ruth Glass in 1964, although it is rumored that she ysed the

term ‘gentrified” in an unpublished study of housing in North Kensington in
1959, Ruth Glass was a

at were begin-

ning to affect inner London; the changes she described are now known as

those of ‘classical gentrification*

One by one, many of the working class quarters of London have been

invaded by the middie classes—upper and lower. Shabby,
and cottages—two rooms up and two down—have bee
when their leases have expired, and have become eleg
residences. Larger Victorian houses, downgraded in an earlier or recent
period—which were used as lodging houses or were otherwise in mul-
tiple occupation—have been upgraded once again, Nowadays, many of
these houses are being subdivided into costly flats or “houselets” (in-
terms of the new real estate snob jargon). The current social status and
value of such dwellings are frequently in inverse relation to their status,
and in any case enormously inflated by comparison with previous levels
in their neighbourhoods. Once this process of ‘gentrification’ starts in
a district it goes on rapidly until all or most of the original workirig

class occupiers are displaced and the social character of the district is
changed. (Glass 1964: xvili-xix)

modest mews
n taken over,
ant, expensive

Ruth Glasss definition of ‘gentrification’ has long offered some form of
unity in the field. As Chris Hamnett (2003b} points out, Ruth Glass’s use of
the term ‘gentrification’ was deliberately ironic and tongue in cheek, It was
roated in the intricacies of traditional English rural class structure, the term
was designed to point to the emergence of a2 new ‘urban gentry', paralleling’
the 18th- and 19th-century rural gentry familiar to readers of Jane Austen

who comprised the class strata below the landed gentry,

but above yeoman
farmers and peasants (p. 2401).

So, literally, gentrification or ‘gentry-fication’
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* means the replacement of an existing population by a gentry. The t'i::llcﬁ is a;lsu
: {anic in that it makes fun of the snobbish pretensions of affluent middle-class
iro

seholds who would still prefer a rural, traditional way f)f life .if given the
o (just think of all those classic gentrifiers’ homes with stnpp?d wood
chaIlCEAJ a stoves, open fires, and natural wood and material furnishings).
g;oxr':’areg parallels: with notions of ‘rustification’ {that connects it thrm.lgh to
th: rural gentrification discussed in Ch;fpter 4). Ir.ulieed. the aill:lgl::usér]ﬁ:'
English culture was a recurrent theme in the writings ‘of 1Rl; Lo re.h Class
identified gentrification as a complex urban process thatinclu e he ehab
tation of old housing stock, tenurial transformation frcu.n renting o.d bg,
property price increases, and the displacement of working-class residents by

i i iddle classes,
meI??eTI(;E:;ssion of gentrification in Londom: Aspects of Change, Glass
went on to argue,

While the cores of other large cities in the world, especially of t“hosg in
the United States, are decaying, and are becoming ghettos of th.:: hun er-
privileged”, London may soon be faced with an embarrass de r:c‘ Zs;;z in
her central area—and this will prove to be a problem too. (1964: 1

Glass here demonstrates her lack of knowledge of gentrification in the Un;tei
States at this time. But her predictions for tl.le ‘future of Lond}clm arfh sal;trc:n c?st
today, for the 2001 UK Census (National Stat1s.t1cs. 2001) data s cI::l\:vsb o most
of central London is now gentrified or gentrifying. And, as this book
argue, gentrification is a problem too.

The Emergence of Gentrification

Gentrification, however, began before the term i'Eseif was coi.necl. :45 (blla;rﬁ
(2005: 260) points out, ‘Ruth Glass did indeed coin the term 1r1h 9 : ‘u .
is careless to turn this into an assumption that we have here .t e‘orligj;nant
the phenomenon’. Neil Smith (1996a: 34-40) outlines some of its mgrsl cnn

precursors, for example, the Haussmannization of Pal:ls. Bz?.ron I—Iau.s m;i Ch,
a member of Napoleon III's court, demolished the residential arefas 1t111.1 :\:: hich
poor people lived in central Paris, displacing them to makf.' r?o;n or i mmt:l .
now famous tree-lined boulevards which sh.owcase the city’s amtzlu on
ments, Strict guidelines applied to new building alo-ng the boulevards, an e
residences there became the most exclusive in the city, Gale (1984) argues o
by the late 1930s, parts of New Yorl, New Orleans, and Ch.arleszton, as :vfeﬁca_
the Georgetown area of Washington, D.C,, were all expenencm% lgerll 12:; o,

tion. But the emergence of gentrification proper, weargie (contr.a ark nces,
began in postwar advanced capitalist cities, Its f..-arhest systematlf oc:urn; s
were in the 1950s in large metropolitan cities like Boston; Was ington, h:va.l,-
London; and New York City. In both the Unitec% States and in Britain, Fos e

urban renewal meant the bulldozing of old neighborhoods to be replaced by
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modern housing and highways. As the destruction spread, so did the rebellion
against it. In the beginning the protesters were mainly historians and archi-
tecture buffs, but slowly these were joined by young, middle-class families
_who bought and lovingly reconditioned beat-up, turn-of-the-century houses
in *bad’ neighborhoods. In New York City, this was called ‘brownstoning’; in
?Saltimore, ‘homesteading? in Toronto, ‘whitepainting’ or ‘whitewalling’; a:nd
in San Francisco, ‘red-brick chic’, As Williams (1986: 65) argued, ’

Many American analysts have been uncomfortable with the term “gen-
trification” (with its obvious class connotations), preferring instead
labels such as “back-to-the-city movement”, “neighborhood revitaliza-
tifm", and “brownstoning”, all of which were indicative of underlying
divergences in what was believed to be central to this process.

Each term has its own little history. The term ‘brownstoning’, for example
came out of the brownstoning movement in New York City. A brownstone i;
a building constructed of, or faced with, a soft sandstone which weathers as a
chocolate brown color (see Plate 1.2). The progentrification group the Brown-
stone Revival Committee was founded in New York City in 1968 by Everett
Ortner, a pioneer gentrifier in Park Slope (see case study 2 in this chapter).
The committee’s magazine, The Brownstoner, advocated brownstone living
provided historical analysis and rehabilitation tips, and voiced news and:

Plate 1.2 Brownstone Houses in Park Slope, Braaklyn

These brownstones cost well over a million doltars each now,
Source: Photograph by Loretta Lees,
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issues surrounding brownstones and their gentrification. Brownstoning was
stylized as an act of love:

I think one should approach the acquisition of a brownstone, the way
one gaes into a love affair: eyes open, but half closed too. ... Pipes can
be fixed, cracked walls repaired, painted woodwork stripped, old heat-
ing plants replaced. Those are only incidentals. What really counts is
love.... To the non-lover it is merely a rowhouse. To the brownstone
connoisseur, it is part of an architecturally homogeneous cityscape,
scaled perfectly for its function, housing many but offering each person
space and privacy and a civilized style of living. ("The Brownstoner’ 1969;
reprinted in 1991)

The Brownstoner got invalved in the palitics of gentrification. For example, in
1984 The Brownstoner published an article arguing, ‘Gentrification is not “geno-
cide” but “genesis”’ (‘Gentrification: Genesis Not Genocide’; see Plate 1.3).

In 1972, the annual Brownstone Conference was established by a Brooklyn
realtor. Initially it was formed as a brownstone bank to alleviate the redlining
(the refusal of banks and mortgage companies to finance mortgages in risky
inner-city locations, granting mortgages on the basis of location rather than
considering individual credit) of brownstones, then it ran an annual fair at
the Brooklyn Union Gas headquarters and an annual ball at the Montauk
Club in Park Slope. The Back to the City Conference established in 1974,
also by Everett Ortner, set out to promote historic brownstone living. The
first conference, held in New York’s Waldori-Astoria and sponsored by the
Economic Development Council of New York City, the National Trust for
Historic Preservation, the Municipal Art Society of New York, and Brooklyn
Union Gas, followed the themes of preservation, finance, and promotion:

The fact that the Brownstoners invested time and energy into using the
media and government indicates that they had, on some level, grasped
a basic fact about madern urban neighborhoods, namely that they exist
within alarger framework. To establish social or geographic boundaries,
neighborhood residents must have their claims recognized by external
factors in the city’s polity and economy. (Kasinitz 1988: 169)

But what is particularly interesting is how the state in both the United
States and the United Kingdom, for some time now, has refused to use the
term ‘gentrification’, even when its policies were exactly that. As Neil Smith
{1982: 139) has argued, ‘A number of other terms are often used to refer to
the process of gentrification, and all of them express a particular attitude
towards the process’. In New York City, for example, in the 1970s the term
‘homesteading’ was often used in place of gentrification. Homesteading was
a term derived from the 1.5, Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment’s Urban Homesteading program that transferred vacant and abandoned
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Plate 1.3 Gentrification Is Not ‘Genocide’ but 'Genesis’

Gentrification — Clarified

THE MYTH OF GENTRIFICATION has now baon blasted by
& naw, 150-psge repart relessed {March 1984) by
the New York Dapartmant of Planning. The report,
srdered by tha Hayer, is titled: Brivace fia-

in t and Walghborhood Changa, and doss nath-
ing less than document ovar and over agalys what
City Planning secs ag the benefits of the brown-
stone Hevement, although that phrase paver Bppears
in its pages, :

Another woxd that does not make an appearance ig
"gantrification”, a word that kas cume to have a
negative connotation in many elrcles. ‘fhe Cigy
clearly prefers the word "reinvegtmant”,

Gentrificat{on dascribes areas in which davelnp=-
mant activity [whathar private, government-aided
or a4 cosbination of hoth) ragults in the dimplace-
ment of low- er medarata-inecme families by those
in highar income catagorias. This L8 ragarded as
desirable by some apg undasirable by gthers. rhe
atudy's findinga, howaver, which are hasad on sta-
tiatical Analysad--mostly census data--provide poma
coupalling suppart in favar of the gastrification
process.

Park Elops naighbarhood in Brooklyn and the {ippar

#ast Side {n Manhagean were salacted a8 subjects of
this study, They wers selscted bacause of their
viaibie privave investment actlvity and thair pro-
Aimity to the ciby's two major parks, good public
Lransportacion and their resurgance of wconomie
ntmosphere. Gentrificatiap is not Pganaeide”

but "ganasis*, '

Florida Art Deco —

Nathaniel Handricks, Pragident, Back to the
city, Inc.

!‘HB'_.!.I!‘H ANNUAL BACK 10 7HE CITY CUNFERARNCE, fpan=-
#orad by the Miagt Dasign Preservation Laagus, thas
Matro Dade C. ity & & iz Davel  and
back to tha city, Ine., was hald April 13-15, 1984
in the Act Dazo Racipnal zistoric Distriet, Mlani
Baach, Florida.

Historis structurpg always bring to mind invap=
etate imagen of colenial farmhotken, federal style
eity halla, and for me especially, Brocklyn browm-
Etones and rowhouses, So ir was a ghock to sam
buildingg of tarquoise, yellow, pink and stainlesg
otasl when I sntered historic Miami Beach fnr the
1lth Annual Back to phe city Confarenca.

continuad on paga 7
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THE BROWHSTONER

NEWSLETTER OF THE BROWNSTONE REVIVAL COMMITTEE
200 MADISON AVENUE 3RD FLOOR NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10016

Brownstone — The Real Thing

This articls by Ron Roth, a mamber who has studied
architecturs at the telvmbia Univarsicy Histerie
Framarvation Schoal, a pivision or the Architec-
tural school, is interesting and informative. Ha
has alsp scudied PsUcholog} and has besn aix years
with the Laadmarks Presarvecion Corminging In ra=
Faprch and dasign revime. He e eurrently wvarking
an 4 book on "Starlight Park", an arugement park
in tha Brony (1818-1546). oOnm largely cencrats
butlding fnow an fza garego} still stands at Crogs
dronx Exprassway az 177ch Strast which is the geo-
graphic canter of the Brone, on the Bronx River,

BROWRSTONE (8 & building quality sandstone cope
paaed of minaral graing hald togather by a cemapnte
ing suhecance. It variss in stricture and ouzposi-
tion. Blsbs ats quarrisd Erdk beds which ranga from
fisgile sears to seamlmpp magssg. Ao in nthar mpand-
scenas, falsa bedding or cross-grain is common to
brownstons. Palse badding caunes great desl af
wasta and makep the stone fifficult to Yuarzy and
drass properly. BSuch stane nearly always has al-
ternating streske and patches af fine-grained ana
caursg-grained atone. Hatar fn contact with hrown=-
BLCOA CaR remove soma of the cemant mnd Portions of
tha mlneral grains which constitute tha ptona,

Lixe all othar d #, the br vary
frem texturas lika shalme and Blates, tu the coarae
cenglozarats or pudding mtone. Coarse-grainad
vavistien look well in rock-face wark. he tiner
grainad varinties ars battar for finm carving or
a tool-drensadl mirface, but can ba adapted to rock-
face wack an well. The best testurs is homogene-
oum throughout and not vary comrsd, but a uniformly
coarsg—grain is hetter than a mixtura of Fine and
coarsa. As 2z rula tha e=gratnad .
arn pofe porous And absorh water poze frealy, bub
Less likely to ba laminagted or ready, lams liable
to have clay asama, and generally ars ahle to be
vorked mare fresly in all directions. The £ine=
grained pandstones are genazally ationger, but lesa
alastic, not so apt to disintegrates, hut more apt
to crack or ahell. A rubbed surface is the most
deglrable finluh for brownstona. EBand was used for
the rubbing, ar sand followed by grit.

As of 1896, relisble information on differsnc
brownstones wad very acarce and widaly acatterad,
It la beliavad that thars is probably not anothar
color ccemen in building stones that ix as parma-
hent and az 1ittls liable to tarnish aa browa.
Hhan beownstone ik usad to exoesa, particularly
daxk ghades and aleng narzow strests, it can be
gleony and ponbre. 'The darker ghades, however, show
dirt and #tain lesa. continued on page 10

The Brownstone Revival Committee was adamant that gentrification was a positive thing,
Source; The Brownstoner, 1984, Reprinted with permission of The Brownstoner,
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single-family houses to the city, who then offered them up for sale a't a l?ominal
sum, for example $1, to families willing to rehabilitate them and ll.ve m'them
for at least three years. This scheme was instrumental in the gentrification of
neighborhoods like the Lower East Side in New York Cit)’( (Lees and B{?nfil
1995). We return to the politics of the term ‘gentrification’ in more detail in

Chapter 4.

Definitions of Gentrification
Early definitions of gentrification by authors such as Neil Smith (1982: 139)
were closely aligned to Glass’s (1964) description:

By gentrification I mean the process by which working class residential
neighbourhoods are rehabilitated by middle class hnrnebuyers‘, laI.‘ld-
lords and professional developers. I make the theoretical distinction
between gentrification and redevelopment. Redevelopment involves not
rehabilitation of old structures but the construction of new buildings on

previously develaped land.

By the early 1980s, the term ‘gentrification’ could easily be found in different
dictionaries—and the definitions mirrored closely that of Smith above. The 1980
Oxford American Dictionary defined ‘gentrification’ as the ‘movement of midfile
class families into urban areas causing property values to increase and having
the secondary effect of driving out poorer families’; whilst the 1982 American
Heritage Dictionary defined it as the ‘restoration of deteriorated urban propert*zr
especially in working-class neighborhoods by the middie and upper cl.asses.
The 2004 American Heritage Dictionary has altered that definition only slightly:
‘the restoration and upgrading of deteriorated urban property by middle c]as:s
and affluent people, often resulting in displacement of lower-income people_ .
The 2000 Dictionary of Human Geograplty, however, in an entry written by Neil
Smith, signified that the term itself was bound to change as the process evolved:

gentrification The reinvestment of CAPITAL at the urban centre, which

is designed to produce space for a more affluent class of peol:!le than cur-

rently occupies that space. The term, coined by Ruth Glas_s in 1964, has

mosily been used to describe the residential aspects of this process but

this is changing, as gentrification itself evolves. (N. Smith 2000: 294;

emphasis in original)
It was apparent by the early 1980s that the residential rehabilitation that Ruth
Glass had described was only one facet of the gentrification process. As cities
sought ways to reimagine themselves out of deindustrialization, urban: water-
fronts were redeveloped, hotel and convention complexes were built, and
retail and restaurant districts developed. These were deliberately constructed
as middle-class spaces in the central city. This led Neil Smith (1986: 3) to argue

that gentrification is
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a highly dynamic process ... not amenable to overly restrictive defini-
tions; rather than risk constraining our understanding of this develop-
ing process by imposing definitional order, we should strive to consider
the broad range of processes that contribute to this restructuring, and to
understand the links between seemingly separate processes.

In Chapter 4 we will look at how the term ‘gentrification’ has changed and
mutated over time to accommodate this dynamic and changing process, but
first we take a look in more detail at classical gentrification because it is against
this early form that all other types of gentrification are compared.

Classical Gentrification

Classical gentrification is the type or wave of gentrification that Ruth Glass
{1964) based her coinage of the term on. Here, disinvested inner-city neigh-
borhoods are upgraded by pioneer gentrifiers and the indigenous residents
are displaced. Working-class housing becomes middle-class housing. The
following two case studies of pioneer or classical gentrification, taken from
Lees (1994a), detail this process on different sides of the Atlantic, revealing the
multitude of actors, institutions, and processes invoived.

Cutse Stuely 1; Barnshury, London

Barnsbury is a residential neighborhood in the north London borough
of Islington, located approximately two miles from the City of London
{see Map 1.1}. Barnsbury was built as an upper-middle-class suburb around
1820 on hilltop fields stretching northwards; the housing is composed of
terraces and freestanding villas (see Plate 1.4):

Unadorned Georgian streets lead to late Georgian stuccoed and balco-
nied houses by way of unique squares—the expansive ovate Thornhill
Square, the arcadian Barnsbury Square, the curiously Gothic Lons-
dale Square, and the elegant Gibson Square from which the starkness

of Milner Square’s French Mechanical Style can be glimpsed. (Pring
1968/1969: 2)

But after the Second World War, Barnsbury went into decline, and its upper-
middle-class residents moved to the suburbs as swathes of suburban hous-
ing were built around London. This was a process similar to ‘white flight’ in
the United States, but whereas Americans fled from race (i.e., from people of
color), the residents of Barnsbury fled from the working classes: ‘A combina-
tion of class fear and railway engineering turned a vast stretch of residential
London into a no-mans land.... Camden Town, Holloway, Islington, were
abandoned to the hopelessly entrenched working class’ (Rabanr 1974: 80).
Asin the United States, the suburbanization of London was facilitated by the
state. Abercrombie’s Greater London Plan (1944), which became the blueprint
for the postwar reconstruction of London, institutionalized the valorization
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Map 1.1 Barnshury, Islington, Londen

of the suburbs and the devalorization of the inner cit?r. This wasdfurtéxgé
entrenched by the 1952 New Town Development Act, which exporte .30,1
Londoners to expanded towns such as Bury St. Edmunds. The propert‘;est 1e§
left behind rapidly went into multioccupation. In postwar London, the em:iull)
for housing was greater than the available supply, but the pressure caused by
demand was differential throughout London. In Barnsbug the pressure was
great due to its Jarge stock of privately rented accm:nmodatlon located minutes
from central London. Those demanding housing in Barnsbury were too poo;
to buy and did not qualify for council (social) housing. In 196.1‘ 13 per%:]:t o
the population were born in Ireland, Malta, Cyprus, and the British Caribbean.
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Plate 1.4 Thornhill Crescent, Barnshury

Bamshury has a number of squares and gre i

‘ : scents, all of which have distinctive archj i
architectural aesthetic attracted pioneer and later waves of gentriffers. o, Ths
Sotirce: Photograph by Loretta Lees,

Statistically Barnsbury was one of the areas of greatest housing stress i
LDndel. In 1961 62 percent of Barnsbury’s households lived in shaiid ac:cc:rnr—1
modation in comparison to only 30 percent in the County of London {(London
Borough of Islington 1966: 6). Tn a 1968 pilot survey in Matilda Street, Barns-
bury, by the London Borough of Islington, out of 160 households inter:.riewed
127 had no access to a bath, 138 shared a tailet, 15 had no kitchen sink anci
25 were living in overcrowded conditions (1969: 13). Barnsbury was an ar'ea of
‘severe housing stress, as this vignette from the Matilda Street survey shows:
[C?]ne old lady of nearly 80 could only manage to go to the outsidey WC‘ES‘
going down the 4 or 5 steps on her backside. The highest hopes she had wer}r
that the council were going to provide her with a commode’, The de ree o:'
overcrowding found in Barnsbury illustrates the housing stress at thég time
and the decline in overcrowding is directly linked to gentrification. In 1961,
20.8 percent of households lived in rooms of more than 1.5 peo le: in 1971'
12.4.percent; in 1981, 6.4 percent; and in 1991, only 1.8 percent. i ,
) Pioneer gentrifiers began moving into Barnsburyin the late 1950s. However
1t was extremely difficult to obtain funds during the 1950s and 19665 [F]o;
house pl}rchases, success in obtaining them was largely a reflection of i)lf.:;sonal
conflectlons’ (Williams 1976: 76). There was little private finance in Barnsbu
until the late 1950s, when the 1959 Housing Purchase and Housing Act ma:l?zr
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£100 million available to building societies to increase owner-occupation
and invest in old property (Willlams 1976: 74). This shift can be associ-
ated with the beginnings of gentrification in Barnsbury. The main influx of
middle-class people occurred from 1961 to 1975, when Barnsbury's professional
managerial class increased from 23 to 43 percent (UK Census). These pioneer
gentrifiers were architects, planners, university lecturers, comprehensive
school teachers, social workers, the police, and medical photographers, and
they were overwhelmingly Labour voting (Bugler 1968). As one pioneer gen-
trifier put it,

I like the place because there’s such a lack of the products of English
public schools. My man, and all that. People aren’t affected here as they
are in Chelsea, Hampstead or South Kensington. (Anthony Froshang,
graphic designer, in Carson 1965: 395)

But building societies only really began to take an interest in Islington after
1972, when increasing numbers of the middle classes bought homes in the
area (Williams 1978: 23-24). One board of directors visited an architect’s
rehabilitated house to see what their loan had achieved; they were impressed,
and situations like this increased their confidence in the area (Williams
1976).

The rapid tenurial transformation that occurred in Barnsbury between 1961
and 1981 is quite striking; owner-occupation increased from 7 to 19 percent,
furnished rentals declined from 14 to 7 percent, and unfurnished rentals from
61 to a mere 6 percent (UK Census). Hamneit and Randolph (1984, 1986)
analyzed this tenurial transformation—the ‘flat break-up market’ in central
London—which emerged as part of a broader national trend where blocks of
privately rented apartments were sold for individual owner-occupation in a
wave of conversions from the 1960s through the 1980s, These changes were
not purely the result of the actions of individual gentrifiers. Hamnett and
Randolph’s (1986) ‘value gap thesis’ (see Box 2.2) emphasizes the political
and institutional context shaping the actions of developers, landlords, buyers,
and renters in central London at this time. It was the ‘value gap’ (the relation-
ship between a building’s tenanted investment value and its vacant possession
value, the former being a measure of the rented building’s annual rental
income, and the latter a measure of the property’s future sale price when it is
converted into owner-occupation—the landlord sells off the building when
the gap widened sufficiently) and its attendant tenurial transformation that
was the main *producer’ (see Chapter 2, on production explanations) of gen-
trification in Barnsbury. The value gap became important in Barnsbury in the
late 19505 and especially the 1960s, for landlords were getting a decreasing
return on their rented property (due to new rent control and occupancy regu-
lations) and developers were realizing capital gains of £20,000 or so by buying
up rented property, evicting the tenants, and selling it in a vacant state, The
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middle classes were a captive market, and building societies were releasing
more funds to inner-city property (Pitt 1977: 9). The turring point for
Barnsbury was associated with the 1957 Rent Act, which decontrolled
unfurnished tenancies during a time of increasing home ownership. Before
the act, rents were controlled at an arbitrary level, and the act was introduced
to alleviate the poor condition of housing and its poor investment value, It
allowed the landlord to change the market price of any property let after the
act, and those with security of tenure lost it if they moved out of their con-
trolled tenancies. The act made it legal, in London houses with a rateable value
of over £40, to give most rent-controlled tenants six months to quit after a
standstill period of fifteen months, or they could increase the rent. As a result
Barnsbury suffered many cases of winkling, where tenants were forced to
leave because of bribery and harassment.

In a report titled David and Goliath, Anne Power (1973) recites the story of
Redsprings Property Company, wha ldaunched their property empire by buy-
ing a number of tenanted properties on Stonefield Street in Barnsbury from
the Dove Brothers landlords for £2,000 (see Flate 1.5). They had to remove the
tenants to realize their vacant value of £10,000-12,000, Tenants were bribed
with sums of £250~900, some moved out of London, and others were rehoused
by Islington Borough Council. In one severe case of winkling, two tenants
had a bulging wall, and whilst they were out builders demolished the outer
wall of their living room and bedroom, providing a full view ta the street. A
steel support was erected from the middle of one bed to the ceiling, and a note
attached to it read, “You dirty filthy bastard’l That same evening the law center
worker who was chairman of the Tenants Association took out an injunction
to prevent the landlords from undertaking any more building work. A screen
was eventually placed over the gap, and six months later the wall rebuilt. The
wall became ‘a symbol in Stonefield Street of the tenants’ determination and
the landlords’ not-so-kid-glove winkling tactics” (Power 1973, cited in Lees
1994a:140). There were other cases of ‘Rachmanism’. Rachmanism refers to the
unscrupulous tactics of the landlord Peter Rachman, who operated in London
in the 1960s (see Green 1979). His name is synonymous with winkling at this
time, The Rachman exposé came out of the Profumo sex scandal of 1963, and
led to the Milner Holland Report of the Comunittee on Housing in 1964, Land-
lord David Knight was Barnsbury's Rachman. He evicted a twenty-three-year-
old teacher from her flat on Barnsbury Road. She had reported him to a rent
tribunal to get her rent reduced, and in response he cut off her electricity, locked
her out, and threw out her belongings. She received a letter in which he said he
would shoot her dead, then a weel later a car pulled up to her and shone a light
in her face, and the next day she got a note saying, ‘Cop it kid, we shot at you,
we missed by half an inch’! A telling sign of the times was a London Property
Letter that stated, ‘Properly done, conversions are the next best thing to
counterfeiting for making money’ (cited in Counter Information Services
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plate 1.5 Stonefield Street, Barnsbury

in this street, and in many others, unscrupulous landlords tried o winkle tenants out of their

homes.
Source: Photograph by Loretta Lees.

1973; 42). The Greater London Council (GLC) eventually jui‘nped on t.he
improvement bandwagon, too, and developed its own brand of welfare wul*ll-
kling’. A group of houses in Cloudsley Street and B?t'chelor Street were bm:.tght
by the GLC for £90 each in 1966 and 1970, rehabilitated, and re-‘let to hfg -
income tenants at £15 a week, Many of the original tenants we‘re move‘d mtc;‘
appalling short life houses in North Islington and left to rot in tf.le midst.z
dlum clearance for over four years’ (Cowley et al, 1977: 179). Then in the mid-
1970s, the houses were offered to new tenants for £20,000 each. N
Returning back to Hamnett and Randolph's (1986} "value_gap thesis’ (see
also Chapter 2), this is a useful one for explaining why different parts of Barn-

sbury gentrified at different times:

In Barnsbury lease reversion assumed a particular importance for the
gentrification process. Different properties in the area belonge.d to
different landowning estates and their leases closed at different times,
depending on when the estates were built. ... The leases from the older
estates owned by aristocratic or institutional landlords f_olded between
1920 and 1940. These owners sold their freeholds to private landlords
because ground rents which had been high in the 19th Cen‘Eury I?ad1
been eroded by 20th century inflation, because the landowner’s capita
was tied up and yielding no return, the security of tenure had been
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extended to lessees, and the big freeholders were being condemned as °
slum landlords. It was the new freeholders, the private landiords, who
were to profit from the flat break-up in ceniral London after 1966, when
private rented flats were sold into owner occupation and gentrification.
Developers and private individuals waited in anticipation. The London
Property Letter (February 1970) circulated amongst estate agents referred
to Barnsbury as a “healthy chicken ripe for plucking”. (Lees 1994b: 202)

The 1969 Housing Act demonstrated a new commitment from government
to rehabilitation instead of just renewal. The act provided local authorities
with the power to allocate discretionary improvement grants. The improve-
ment grants were £1,000 and £1,200 for conversions (tax-free and per dwelling
unit created). As the grants had to be met pound for pound by the improver,
they automatically favored the more well-off improver or developer (Hamnett
1973; 252-253) and aided the gentrification process in Barnsbury, Initially
there were no restrictions on the improvement grants; as such, a property
could be sold immediately after rehabilitation/conversion with vast profits
being realized. In 1971 56 percent of all Islington’s improvement grants went
to the wards of Barnsbury and St. Peters (Power 1972: 3), revealing the extent
of renovation activity in the area at this time, Williams (1976: 74) found that
up to 90 percent of those properties sold by estate agencies in Islington in
the 1960s were of rented property converted into owner-occupation. By 1972
nearly 60 percent of Barnsbury's housing had been rehabilitated, and the new
households consisted predominantly of middle-class owner-occupiers (Ferris
1972: 95). House prices had risen significantly over this peried: for example,
a house in Lonsdale Square which had cost £5,000 in 1966 cost £18,000 in
1969 and £35,000 in 1972 (nearly a fourfold increase in just six years). In

1974 Islington Council placed restrictions on its improvement grants so that -

applicants had to remain in their improved property for at least five years after
rehabilitation. '
Other government schemes which aided the gentrification process were
the designation of parts of Barnsbury as a General Improvement Area and
a Housing Action Area. The former aimed to encourage voluntary action in
improving areas of private property by providing higher grants for properties
and encouraging local authorities to undertake environmental improvements,
and thelatter sought rapid improvement through voluntaryaction by increasing
the improvement grants allocated to these areas. But the pioneer gentrifiers
themselves were also instrumental in blocking local authority redevelopment

initiatives in the area and promoting private rehabilitation instead. They did .

this through the Barnsbury Association, which they formed in 1964, This
amenity society wanted a policy of environmental improvement that would
preserve and enhance Barnsbury’s unique nineteenth-century townscape.
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with contacts in Fleet Street and Whitehall, the Barnsbury Association was
able to get its approach accepted as official planning policy for the area:

The Barnsbury Association rapidly became the heroes of the planning
pundits; “this is the way to improve a twilight area” wrote expert Profes-
sor Peter Hall, Not one of the planning experts who.commented on the
widely publicized Barnsbury Planning Exhibition in 1968 asked who
was Barnsbury being improved for. (Cowley et al. 1977: 178)

The media connections of North London’s pioneer gentrifiers were epito‘mized
inthe cartoon strip Life and Timesin N W1, which firstappeared in thfa Listener
in 1967 and was featured in a pocket cartoon by Marc Boxer in the Times from
1969 to 1983. o
After attaining conservation status in 1971, finance for re:palrs in
Barnsbury was also available from the National H?ritage M:?monal Fund,
from the Architectural Heritage Fund, and from various Housing P';ct grants
(see Plate 1.6 for an example of an Islington Conservation and' Maintenance
Guide). But by the time the Barnsbury Action Group formed in 1970 as th;
‘official’ opposition to the Barnsbury Association, the future of the area l'fa
already been determined (Cowley et al, 1977: 179). :Ihe Barnsbury Actul:n
Group was a small pressure group of about twenty-six people whose tactics
included political lobbying, designing petitions, letters to the press, and 1510
on (see Chapter 7 on resisting gentrification), They drew att.entlon tc? t e
consequences of ‘improvement’ in Barnsbury, but in community organizing
terms were not an unqualified success. ‘
The social change that took place in Barnsbury was stark. Du‘rmg'the late
1960s and early 1970s, when the most active and visible gentrification was
occurring, class differences were overt:

One of the tips of that whole iceberg of soclal pressures which‘ is London
is tobe found in the Barnsbury district of Islington. Conflict is anachx"o-
nistically visible there in the outward appearance of houses side by §1de
with one another—some with all the marks of grey poverty; their neigh-
bours smartly repainted and with all the externals of wea.lth. WhF)le
streets in Barnsbury show these signs of transition; and neighbouring
squares can there find themselves each in a different camp—whether of
middle class contentment, or of slums. (Ash 1972: 32)

Space was one exemplar of class difference. Pitt (1977) mentions four houses in
Lonsdale Square: two contained single-family midd.le-class' owner-ocFupants,
whilst the other two provided accommodation for forty-eight single v\:orkmg-class
tenants in the furnished rented sector. Many of the waorking class resen.ted the
influx of “Chelsea-ites”, that is, middle-class immigrants with totally different
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Plate 1.6 An Islington Conservation Guide
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| lifestyles and value orientations’ (Ferris 1972: 44). Some disliked the pioneer

gentriﬁers as much as they disliked ethnic minorities:

Tused tolive in Barnsbury. I never did like the n-----s even though I'work
with them and lived next door to one. Then Barnsbury types moved in
and started preaching to us we shouldn’t be prejudiced and should love
the blacks and then the b-----ds turned right round and kicked them out
and then us after. (Power 1972, cited in Lees 1994a: 209 )

As gentrification progressed, those tenants in bad housing who felt threat-
ened by the winkler were appalled to see the council spending money on a
traffic scheme, tree planting, and new iron railings in smarter squares. Local
residents were resentful that their children could not afford to live locally in
houses that they had “saved” during the war. They wanted to keep small indus-
trial units in Barnsbury, whereas the incomers preferred antique shops and
small offices that offered no employment to the locals (Pitt 1977: 9). Some of
the pioneer gentrifiers wanted to live in a socially mixed neighborhcod (see
also Chapter 6 on gentrification and social mixing):

The present trend towards a rising proportion of the middle classes in
the population will continue. This will help create a better social bal-
ance in the structure of the community, and the professional expertise
of the articulate few will ultimately benefit the underprivileged popula-
tion. (Ken Pring, Barnsbury pioneer gentrifier and architect, quoted in
Pitt 1977: 1)

Other gentrifiers, however, were much more negative about social mixing:
‘I like to smile at them and stop for a talk. But I don’t want to have tea with
them’; and ‘T don't think they quite understand why we want to pay so much
money and go to so much trouble to live in these houses, which they don’t like
very much. All they want to do is leave them, and live out of London’ (Bugler
1968: 228).

By the late 1970s, property speculation had dampened significantly as
gentrification became firmly anchored in Barnsbury. In the 1980s, larger
conversions were replaced by smaller-scale conversions, for example the
conversion of single-family townhouses into one- or two-bed flats. We
continue the story of gentrification in Barnsbury in Chapter 4.

Case Study 2: Park Slope, New York City

Park Slope is located in the Brooklyn borough of New York City (see Map 1.2).
Parl Slope was one of the first residential suburbs in New York City and
experienced considerable growth in the last two decades of the nineteenth
century due to the settlement of merchants, lawyers, doctors, and other
professionals able to commute to Manhattan over the Brooklyn Bridge,
which was completed in 1883. Park Slope soon became an elite residential
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Map 1.2 Park Slope, Brooklyn, New Yu}k City
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