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Abstract
The main aim of this paper is to better understand the differences between gentrification in
post‐industrial cities – those that have thrived in the knowledge, finance and creative era –
and old‐industrial cities – those that have struggled to make the transition away from
manufacturing and industrial activities. Much of the theoretical and conceptual literature on
gentrification comes from the former, while this is not surprising as gentrification originated
in cities such as London, New York and Toronto, more conceptual and theoretical attention
is needed on the differences in spatial form, built environment and conflicts which can exist
in different types of cities. This paper will describe and analyse the similarities and
differences between various forms of contemporary gentrification in old‐industrial and post‐
industrial cities. It will build conceptual spatial models of gentrification in these types of
cities. This exploratory paper should be seen as a starting point towards more comparative
research along this path and it will conclude by highlighting several gaps in the academic
literature which have been uncovered by this study.
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INTRODUCTION
When I teach my first year geography students about what geography is and what
geographers do, one of the first exercises I give them is to observe the landscape around
them and question why things are where they are. Observing, either through our own eyes,
or through a critical reading of secondary sources, provides us with the foundations for a
geographical understanding. The second step is to describe what it is we have actually
observed. This can be done by providing statistics, maps or other forms of data. The final
step is to analyse or explain what we have seen and described, linking our observations to
wider geographic theories.
This article will use this approach to examine contemporary gentrification. The
observation which form the basis for this work have come in part from taking students on
field trip to different sets of cities, such as Toronto and Detroit, Amsterdam and Rotterdam
and Edinburgh and Glasgow, as well as from newspaper reports in these, and other cities,
which chronicle gentrification and urban change. While gentrification is the leading process
shaping inner‐cities, this is less true for the second city in the abovementioned pairs than in
the first ones. There are substantial differences in the spatial patterns, urban form and
conflicts related to gentrification in each of these types of cities. Gentrification plays a far
greater role in shaping the inner‐cities of London, New York, Toronto, Amsterdam or Paris
where the landscape is characterised by private‐sector investment than it does in Detroit,
Baltimore, Glasgow, Rotterdam or Charleroi. Gentrification is indeed present in these cities,
but it is largely confined to select neighbourhoods; the landscape is one of private‐sector
disinvestment.
I like to play property‐price guessing games with my students and they are shocked at
how divergent the same type of house in the same type of neighbourhood can be in these
two different types of cities. In old industrial cities, if one were to somehow transplant these
once‐grand but now run‐down, Victorian middle‐ and upper‐class dwellings to a post‐
industrial city (or even to small gentrified wedge of gentrification elsewhere in their city) we
would see their values multiply. When examining the world form the lens of Amsterdam,
New York or London, seeing an old, 19th Century house or flat run down and inhabited by
lower‐income groups seems foreign and part of an urban history that many planners and
boosters would love to forget. Yet these are commonplace in other cities further down the
urban hierarchy which are less well connected to global capital and knowledge flows.
Where gentrification started in the major European and North American cities it
became part of the transition from an industrial to a post‐industrial, financial, services or
knowledge‐based economy (Lees et al., 2008). Consequently, most of our theoretical and
empirical research comes from these places. However, there are too few studies which
examine the differences in patterns and processes between cities with different economic
and social structures. This exploratory paper aims to make a start towards our
understanding of the spatial and socioeconomic differences in gentrification between cities
with different economic structures.
The paper is divided into two main parts. The first section will examine contemporary
inner‐city gentrification, with a spatial emphasis on the pre‐World War II city. This has been
done in order to give the paper a stronger geographic focus. Because comparing
gentrification in different types of cities involves many factors, limiting the use of the term to
its more classical spatial meaning will help focus the analysis between cities. Attention will
be given to gentrification of existing neighbourhoods and to inner‐city brownfield sites.
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The second section will examine to what extent we can find different spatial patterns,
urban forms and conflicts in gentrified and gentrifying areas in post‐industrial and old‐
industrial cities. This will be done with the help of conceptual spatial models for these two
types of cities. A hypothetical map of each type has been drawn, with key locations of
different forms of gentrification illustrated, as well as how they have spread. Specific
attention will be paid to contemporary ‘frontiers’ of gentrification and the possible conflicts
and tensions which exist there. Finally, this paper will conclude with an examination of what
we can learn from gentrification when examining it by comparing cities with different
economic contexts and highlight new gaps in our knowledge which this paper has
uncovered.

DIFFERENT FORMS OF CONTEMPORARY INNER‐CITY GENTRIFICATION
As most scholars have argued, the urban forms and built environments of contemporary
gentrification are vastly different from the process first observed by Ruth Glass in early
1960s London. Her famous quote describing Islington, North London, is familiar to most
students of gentrification:
‘One by one many of the working class quarters of London have been invaded by
the middle class…have been taken over when their leases expired, and have
become elegant, expensive residences…once this process of ‘gentrification’ starts
in a district it goes on rapidly until all or most of the working class occupiers are
displaced and the whole social character of the district is changed’
Perhaps what is most surprising is not that this process has been supplemented by many
different other forms of upward class transformation coinciding with displacement, but,
given all the macro and micro level changes which have occurred over the past fifty years,
the upgrading of individual old houses, streets and neighbourhoods by middle‐class groups
can still be seen in cities throughout the world in pretty much its original form. Of course,
many of the streets where Ruth Glass observed change, have gone through further rounds of
gentrification, or ‘super‐gentrification,’ as Loretta Lees describes it. But there are still
countless inner‐city neighbourhoods, from The Junction in Toronto, to Leith in Edinburgh or
Amsterdam’s Indische Buurt where the same basic class and tenure transitions are present
in the early Twenty‐first Century.
The upgrading of older housing in inner‐city neighbourhoods is the classic
interpretation of the term gentrification. Older, inner‐city housing stock being renovated and
inhabited by middle‐class households, with associated changes to local amenities, retail and
reputation, is what many non‐academics associate with the term. In different national and
continental contexts, this can take on different physical forms: in much of North America,
these areas consist of single‐family detached, semi‐detached or terraced housing built in the
latter half of the Nineteenth or early Twentieth Centuries. Though different in appearance,
the same types of housing can be found in England as welli. In the rest of Europe, particularly
in larger cities, flats were the dominant form of housing in this, or earlier periods. The
aesthetic quality of the old Victorian houses was considered a key ingredient to the formula
concerning where gentrification could take place (Jager, 1986; Ley, 2003). In addition to this,
neighbourhood characteristics such as walkability; the presence of local shops; mature, tree‐
lined streets; a diverse population and proximity to the city centre for work and leisure have
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all contributed to these types of neighbourhoods becoming popular with middle‐class
households (see Lees et al., 2008; Ley, 1996).
As the initial Victorian, or other historical areas gentrified, the process spread to
newer areas: Edwardian, early Twentieth Century and, later, inter‐war neighbourhoods.
Proximity to the city centre, or major sources of employment, such as universities or
hospitals, also dictated the spread of gentrification, as did the aesthetic qualities of the
housing; housing built for middle‐class households (which subsequently filtered down the
housing ladder to become occupied by working‐class inhabitants) would tend to gentrify
before housing originally constructed for working‐class groups, especially if the latter was
situated near industrial lands. But if gentrification continued beyond the housing with the
most desirable locations and aesthetic qualities, the process spread to areas consisting of
smaller homes which had always been working‐class.
Of course it is too simplistic to state that inner‐city neighbourhoods are a
homogeneous group of places within the gentrification landscape. Lees (2003) and Butler
and Lees (2006) developed the term ‘super‐gentrification’ to describe the process, which
they observed in the global cities of London and New York, whereby previously gentrified
areas see a further upward class transformation by a new group of super wealthy
professionals. As Butler and Lees (2006) note, understanding the metropolitan economic
structures and the role of globalisation is important to understanding the differences within
gentrification. Super‐gentrified neighbourhoods, the most advanced, or mature, form of
gentrification yet documented, become the homes of transnational global elites, who
represent an entirely different class than the gentrifiers they have displaced or replaced.
Such elites tend to cluster in major world cities, rather than in places lower down the urban
hierarchy (Friedmann, 1986).
But the continual upward class transformation of a neighbourhood does not need to
be as dramatic as the millionaires depicted in the super‐gentrification literature.
Gentrification turns working‐class areas into middle‐class ones, but it can keep going, turning
these middle‐class areas into upper‐middle, or upper‐class neighbourhoods. The author can
recall this change occurring on the North Toronto street where he grew up; beginning in the
1980s new homeowners were academics, civil servants or creative entrepreneurs, many
displacing renters in houses which were subdivided into small apartments (which were
quickly de‐converted when professional households moved in). These professions have now
been largely priced out of this neighbourhood and new arrivals are more likely to be lawyers,
doctors and those high up in the financial sector. In a city such as Toronto, these affluent
professionals are now living in moderately sized semi‐detached houses built between the
wars. Gentrification should not be seen as a single process, a one‐step, or giant leap
conversion from a lower‐to an upper‐income neighbourhood.
Different neighbourhoods in different types of cities will make these transitions at
different speeds. Some neighbourhoods may not progress beyond certain stages, while
others may even fall back and partially de‐gentrify, at least for a time (Lees and Bondi, 1995;
Smith and Defilippis, 1999). There can also be long periods of time when gentrified and
ungentrified housing exists side‐by‐side (see figure 1) such as in Leslieville in Toronto.
Neighbourhoods which are now fully gentrified, such as Toronto’s Cabbagetown (see figure
2), will have also, at one time in the past, gone through a similar step.
When urban neighbourhoods gentrify, their retail strips will also experience a similar
process of transition. In the early steps, these spaces will be characterised by a mix of shops
and amenities catering to the different classes and social groups living in the neighbourhood.
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A recent article in The Economist (2012) describes the high street in Dalston, East London as
having:
‘a fashionable mix of poverty and cool. In its high street a 98p Shop (two steps
downmarket of the Pound Shop) jostles with hip cafés: L’Atelier, where the
fittings are for sale along with the delicious goat’s cheese and spinach baskets, is
asking £150 ($234) for a beaten‐up anglepoise lamp.’
As a neighbourhood continues to gentrify, chain stores will begin to appear, replacing
many of the independent establishments because they can no longer afford to pay higher
rents. Sorkin (2007) uses the example of Starbucks to show where gentrification is taking
place in Manhattan. Even in a post‐industrial city such as Detroit, Starbucks can be found in
Midtown, the city’s largest gentrified area, anchored by a university and two hospitals
(Figure 3). Indeed, Pataki (2013) opens her Toronto Star article describing one of the most
rapidly‐gentrifying sections of that city with: ‘First come the artists, then the restaurants,
then Starbucks. So goes gentrification.’
Academic interest in commercial gentrification is increasing as well. Slater’s opening
remarks in his 2006 article on the lack of critical perspective within gentrification starts with:
One of the more memorable comments to come my way since I began
researching and writing about gentrification was from a German political
scientist who had spent five years living in the gentrifying neighbourhood of
Prenzlauer Berg, Berlin. At a workshop in Vancouver, when I explained my
research interests, he replied ‘Interesting. But surely gentrification research is just
an excuse to hang out in cool neighbourhoods sipping lattes?’ (p. 738)
He goes on to add that:
The perception is no longer about rent increases, landlord harassment and
working‐class displacement, but rather street‐level spectacles, trendy bars and
cafes, i‐Pods, social diversity and funky clothing outlets. (ibid)
Both Zukin (2008) and Bridge and Dowling (2001) argue that commercial gentrification
represents the lifestyle and values of its users. In this regard, the commercial spaces also
represent the cultural habitus of Pierre Bordieu (Bordieu, 1984; Bridge 2006; 2001). As with
housing, the commercial and amenity transformation of a neighbourhood also goes through
different stages, with some neighbourhoods still retaining a mix of amenities, such as Leith in
Edinburgh (Doucet, 2009) and others, including Toronto’s Yorkville, progressing from
alternative and independent spaces, to now being home to exclusively high‐end stores (Ley,
1996).
The other major source of inner‐city gentrification has been old brownfield land.
Virtually all cities had some industrial or transport‐related (shipping or rail) lands in or close
to the city centre. During the industrial era, waterfronts were prime centres of industry and
transport. As industry declined, this land became vacant. This left an opportunity to
redevelop these spaces with similar class and amenity characteristics of traditional gentrified
neighbourhoods.
David Harvey was among the first scholars to link the transformation of brownfield
sites to gentrified spaces (1989). His work on Baltimore (2000) has shown not only how the
flagships around the Inner Harbor contributed to an upward class transformation of parts of
the inner‐city, but also how they further exacerbated the spatial and social divisions within
the city.
This link was further elaborated upon by Neil Smith. He argued that “Gentrification is
no longer about a narrow and quixotic oddity in the housing market but has become the
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leading residential edge of a much larger endeavour; the class remake of the central urban
landscape” (1996, p. 39). Smith, together with Jason Hackworth, examined the meaning of
the term in 2001, arguing that it was no longer only about the upgrading of older, working‐
class neighbourhoods, but that its spatial form had spread to areas even further beyond the
core of the city.
Davidson and Lees (2005) were the first to empirically test the idea of new‐build
gentrification along London’s waterfront. They argue that there are four characteristics of
new‐build gentrification which make it part of the process: reinvestment of capital, social
upgrading, landscape changes and displacement. They consider these developments to be
part of the ‘mutation’ of the term, rather than something altogether different and state that:
‘given the increasing middle‐class re‐colonisation of central London, specifically along the
River Thames, and the corresponding displacement of lower social classes, it would be folly
to disavow new‐build developments of the label ‘gentrification’ (p. 1187).
Davidson and Lees gave scholars new insights and perspectives into gentrification.
However, their work was done in London, which, as others have noted, has a very different
dynamic than other provincial UK cities (Bridge, 2003; 2006). The same can be said about
theoretical work based on empirical evidence in New York, Vancouver or Amsterdam. These
cities have very different economic bases, and consequently, different population and
demographic structures than cities lower down the urban hierarchy or cities which have yet
to shake off the yoke of deindustrialisation. Therefore, we should examine the differences in
gentrification between different types of cities. This can give us insight into the different
spatial patterns, built environments and conflicts within gentrification. The remainder of this
paper will examine, with help from a conceptual spatial model of a post‐industrial city and
an old‐industrial city, how these aspects can be seen in cities with different economic
structures.

ANALYSING THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN OLD‐INDUSTRIAL AND POST‐INDUSTRIAL CITIES
That gentrification has different spatial characteristics in different cities is an
understatement. But if we examine different types of cities, can we see similar patterns of
gentrification? Where, and to what extent, do we see the different forms of gentrification?
Are conflicts and tensions different in cities with different economic structures? The
remainder of this paper will examine similarities and differences in gentrification in post‐
industrial and old‐industrial cities. It will do so on the basis of academic literature,
newspaper reports, photos and observations.
Gentrification in the post‐industrial city
Post‐industrial cities have successfully made the transition away from manufacturing
towards business types such as finance, insurance and real estate (FIRE), knowledge and
creative sectors and services. While such cities may now display inherent polarisation
because of their high‐end and low‐end economic structure (Friedmann, 1986), they have
generated a lot of wealth and have become home to a high number of Ley’s (1996) ‘new
middle‐class,’ who are employed in these economic sectors. Figure 4 is a conceptual model
of gentrification in the post‐industrial city. It focuses primarily on patterns and processes in
the pre‐World War II city. These neighbourhoods are characterised by denser housing stock
than post‐war areas, with walkable neighbourhoods and commercial streets, rather than
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shopping malls. In this model, virtually the entire pre‐World War II city is in one stage of
gentrification or another.
The initial pockets of gentrification, which most likely dated from the 1960s, are
shown and located close to the city centre or a major university. In the Anglo‐Saxon context,
these would include Victorian neighbourhoods such as large parts of North London,
Cabbagetown or the Annex in Toronto or Brooklyn Heights. This housing stock was originally
built for affluent households, and while they may have filtered down the housing ladder
(being large enough in the first place to accommodate houses of multiple occupancy
(HMOs)), their size, location and grandeur made them primary candidates for pioneering
gentrification. As shown in the model, some of these areas have continued their upward
class transformation beyond the initial wave of academics, teachers, architects or civil
servants who led the initial wave of gentrification; in some cases, super gentrification has
taken place here.
From these initial neighbourhoods with their distinct Victorian, or otherwise historic
architecture, gentrification would spread, in many cases rapidly to other neighbourhoods in
the inner‐city as the number of gentrifiers increased and prices rose in these initial areas
beyond what many new households could pay. It would proceed to adjacent areas with good
housing stock, i.e. areas which also began as middle‐class neighbourhoods. Over time,
however, gentrification would also spread to areas which were always working‐class; in
other words, to older inner‐city neighbourhoods where the housing stock consisted of much
smaller houses with fewer architectural features. In many cases, these neighbourhoods
would gentrify far later than ones originally‐built for middle‐class consumption. Walks and
August (2008) demonstrate this phenomenon with the example of North and South
Riverdale in Toronto; the northern part of the neighbourhood, being built to middle‐class
standards and benefiting from a large park, gentrified far earlier than the southern half,
which was situated close to railway lines and consisted of smaller, working‐class houses.
Both areas are now gentrified, but South Riverdale took much longer and the process is not
yet complete.
A similar process can be seen in the Indische Buurt in Amsterdam; as most of the city
within the ring road has already gentrified, the process has spread in recent years to this
more peripheral and marginal part of the pre‐World War II city. In Amsterdam now, the
separation between middle‐class and lower‐income, broadly speaking and with some
notable exceptions, is inside and outside the city’s ring road (Tomesen, 2012).
Areas with good locations, decent housing stock but notorious reputations have also
succumbed to gentrification. In New York City, this happened first with the gentrification of
Harlem in the 1990s. In recent years this has spread to Bedford‐Stuyvesant in Brooklyn,
which was one of the city’s most impoverished and crime‐ridden neighbourhoods (Freeman,
2006). These brownstones have been de‐converted back to single‐family homes, a process,
shown in figures 5 and 6, which is not yet complete.
With gentrification spreading and continued pressure on the inner‐city housing
market, there are two final frontiers of gentrification in pre‐World War II neighbourhoods.
The first are the few remaining working‐class or immigrant pockets left in the inner‐city.
They tend to be in more marginal areas of the city; the housing stock was always working‐
class, so the houses are much smaller and of a lower architectural and aesthetic quality than
areas which gentrified earlier. Also, while part of the pre‐World War II city, their location is
much more peripheral within it, often situated close to rail lines or small parcels of industrial
activity. Some of this industrial land may also now be home to artists or small creative firms
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priced out of gentrified parts of the inner‐city. But their relative location compared to the
suburbs and their relative affordability compared to other inner‐city areas make them
suitable candidates for gentrification by those wanting to live in the city, but priced out of
most other inner‐city neighbourhoods.
In these frontiers, the landscape of small non‐descript homes, bland commercial
streets devoid of any middle‐class consumption activities, unkempt public space and the
presence of industrial activity belies the rapid pace of change which is taking place (Figure 7).
In Toronto, the last two inner‐city gentrification frontiers are the Junction Triangle and the
far east end of the old City of Toronto, along the Danforth and Gerrard Street East; both
these areas are mentioned among Moorhouses’ (2012) ‘Five housing hotspots in Toronto.’
They have excellent transport links into the city via streetcars or the subway, another
important factor in the gentrification process is large prosperous cities. Commuting times in
Toronto and other cities have become so much worse over recent decades that many
households are choosing to live in smaller or more expensive houses in the city, rather than
face long commuting journeys. This puts even more pressure on the last frontiers of
gentrification, further accelerating the process and means that those who cannot afford to
live in gentrified neighbourhoods get pushed further out into the suburbs.
Toronto’s Junction Triangle (named so because of the three railway lines which
delineate the neighbourhood) is a perfect example of how earlier waves of gentrification
skipped over its small working‐class houses in favour of better quality housing further out
from downtown. Once new gentrifiers were priced out of neighbourhoods such as the
Junction, Bloor West Village and Roncesvalles Village (all neighbourhoods with larger
housing stock), attention turned towards the Triangle. As it now represents one of the last
frontiers in the inner‐city, and middle‐class households are scrambling to find a home here.
The result is that prices have risen dramatically, largely due to bidding wars among buyers,
with even modest homes selling for more than $200,000 over the asking price (Pigg, 2013a).
And as figures 8 on the other side of Toronto shows, as these remaining frontiers gentrify,
their retail areas can change in dramatic ways too.
The second of the final gentrification frontiers can be found in older industrial
suburbs which became amalgamated and incorporated into the large cities as they
suburbanised after World War II. The example of Mimico in Toronto is a case in point. The
community was long home to factories, rail yards and working‐class families. But many
professional buyers have been priced out of the inner‐city and now turn to these areas, so
that they too are undergoing an upward class transformation. A local realtor described the
neighbourhood as:
“When you get into Mimico … a couple years back we were seeing $359,000, but
now $499,000. And they’re still selling, for $510,000, $515,000, $520,000. It’s just
affordability. Because everything else has gotten expensive, it’s pushed people
into these areas.” (Moorhouse, 2012).
Well beyond the limits of the city of region itself, the effects of the near complete
gentrification of the post‐industrial city are also being felt. There is some media evidence to
suggest that, some households, priced out of post‐industrial housing markets have chosen,
rather than a suburban location, to move to an older, established inner‐city nearby.
Haarlem, roughly fifteen minutes by train from Amsterdam is an example of this. But it is a
wealthy place. Hamilton, Ontario and Philadelphia are both old‐industrial cities primarily
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characterised by disinvestment in the inner‐city, yet both have seen gentrifiers from Toronto
and New York respectively move there in search of cheaper property and more authenticity
and diversity (Quill, 2012; Pressler, 2005). Pigg’s (2013b) recent Toronto Star article on
Hamilton demonstrates how this former steel‐city is witnessing transformation of its some
neighbourhoods into the post‐industrial spaces more characteristic of those found in
Toronto. In her interviews with new residents, the main reasons why people are drawn to
Hamilton are: being priced out of Toronto, and new arts, cultural and culinary amenities. The
prospect of all‐day commuter train service to Toronto, dubbed a ‘forty‐five minute iPad ride’
only serves to make the city even more attractive. Unfortunately there is little academic
literature on this phenomenon, but we should certainly see gentrified neighbourhoods in
these cities as being connected to the wider processes in larger post‐industrial cities.
Once these last inner‐city neighbourhoods gentrify, the transformation of the inner‐
city and pre‐war housing areas will be almost complete. However, there are always some
areas which do not gentrify. Walks and August (2008) discuss the main factors which inhibit
gentrification, which include the presence of industrial employment nearby, unattractive
housing stock and the presence of non‐market and ethnic sources of housing finance,
meaning that large sections of the housing stock do not come on the market for potential
gentrifiers. The presence of social housing estates in the inner‐city can lead to a gap in the
gentrification landscape. As can the presence of well‐established ethnic communities,
particularly those with high rates of homeownership. But, in the post‐industrial city, these
are becoming the exception, rather than the norm. Even traditional immigrant settlement
neighbourhoods, such as Toronto’s Kensington Market, have largely lost this function as an
immigrant gateway and are undergoing the process of gentrification, albeit one which
rejects mainstream commercialism. However, as Ballingall (2013) describes, many
independent businesses are struggling to afford the increasing rents and the arrival of chain
stores is now expected by many.
As the city made the transition from an industrial to a post‐industrial one, large
sections of land became vacant as factories closed and rail yards were no longer needed. The
neighbourhoods nearby consisted of small, simple housing (Figure 9). With the industry gone
and other areas with better housing stock already gentrified, these areas would make the
transition, albeit much later than others, despite their close proximity to the city centre.
The brownfield land nearby has largely been turned into new‐build housing – along
the waterfront in the city centre some space has been used for culture, consumption, offices
and tourists. But outside the centre, huge new tower blocks of owner‐occupied flats and
condominiums have been built, creating new neighbourhoods where factories and railway
tracks once stood.
This land has also gone through different phases. Initial developments were smaller
in scale, with townhouses and walk‐ups characterising the landscape (figure 10). The
somewhat peripheral location of these areas within the inner‐city led to more caution from
developers. Once people and capital started flowing into brownfield sites, however, the
scale and intensity of development took off (see figure 11). Within the span of a decade,
brownfield development went from a scale which reflected the adjacent neighbourhoods, to
trying to build as high and dense as possible. This trend can be seen both in Toronto’s
brownfields and in Leith, Edinburgh, among other post‐industrial cities.
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Gentrification in old‐industrial cities
Examining gentrification of older neighbourhoods in old‐industrial cities reveals very
different trends and patterns (Figure 12). While in post‐industrial cities, almost all of the pre‐
war housing stock is gentrified or in the process of gentrifying, this is not the case in old‐
industrial cities which have smaller segments of high‐end, city‐centre, office‐based
employment and, consequently, fewer gentrifiers. There are gentrified neighbourhoods, but
they represent a much smaller segment of the pre‐war housing stock.
Spatially, they tend to exist along a wedge, or corridor, expanding outward from the
centre in a particular direction, rather than as a ring around the city. Glasgow is an excellent
example of the idea of a gentrification wedge. Spreading west from the city centre, the
wedge is focused around Glasgow University and a number of hospitals (both key ‘anchors’
of professional employment). The West End was always the more affluent part of the city
and these houses and flats (many of which began as middle‐class dwellings which filtered
down the housing ladder during the Twentieth Century) has been the focal point of
gentrification (Figures 13 and 14). It is well‐connected to the city centre by the subway and
Byers Road, the main commercial street, has become a major destination for middle‐class
consumption.
The transition zone at the boundary of the gentrified wedge Partick (Figures 15 and
16), a working‐class community just southwest of Byers Road. There are many small signs of
gentrification here, but also a strong and well‐established social housing sector. While in
other parts of Glasgow social housing is being demolished and many units are vacant,
waiting lists for affordable housing in Partick are long. Rents have risen and some
households have been displaced. While not as rampant or extreme as in post‐industrial
cities, the conflicts and tensions inherent to gentrification can be found in Partick (see Paton,
2012). However, the difference between the two types of cities is that at a city‐wide level,
neighbourhoods like Partick are an exception, rather than a rule in old‐industrial cities. There
are many other neighbourhoods with a similar housing stock outside of the influence of the
gentrification wedge in the north, east and south sides of Glasgow where virtually no
gentrification takes place.
While Partick may be experiencing the pressures of gentrification, in Govan, a
neighbourhood with a similar history based around the now‐closed shipyards, the situation
is very different. The areas around Govan are equally deprived and the neighbourhood is
characterised by run‐down tenements, abandoned lots where housing excess to the needs
of the community have been demolished and some new‐build social housing units or very
affordable market‐rate homes (Figure 17). The difference between these two very similar
areas exists because one lies adjacent to the gentrification wedge, while the other sits
outside its sphere.
Where there is gentrification outside of the wedge, it tends to be in small pockets of
good quality housing stock. So in Glasgow, we can see gentrification in Dennistoun, on the
near east side of the city (Figures 18 and 19). This area of solidly‐built and spacious
tenements as well as terraced and detached housing, is largely surrounded by either vacant
or still‐used industrial sites, or working‐class housing and low‐income neighbourhoods;
Dennistoun feels like a small gentrified island. But gentrification does not spread beyond the
boundaries of these small neighbourhoods. As figures 20 and 21 show, the remainder of the
pre‐war city is working‐class (See McIntyre, 2008).
In Detroit, the gentrification wedge stretches north from downtown, anchored by
Wayne State University and two hospitals. Small neighbourhoods such as Woodbridge
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(figure 22) would not look out of place in Toronto or San Francisco. But this neighbourhood
consists of about three or four streets and there is a sharp transition when leaving
Woodbridge to a landscape much more reminiscent of the rest of the 360 square kilometres
of the City of Detroit (Figure 23). In Detroit, the gentrification wedge represents perhaps ten
of these square kilometres, with a few other pockets of affluence spread throughout the city
(Doucet, 2013)
In Rotterdam, a broad wedge of gentrification extends to the north and east of the
city centre, with much of the west and south devoid of gentrification, despite having
potentially‐gentrifiable (i.e. older, attractive housing stock and a close proximity to the city
centre). The exceptions to this are largely municipally‐led, to a large degree, through the
city’s ‘do it yourself’ housing project (kluswonen), an initiative where new homebuyers could
purchase a rundown property from the municipality for virtually nothing, on the condition
that they invested in renovating and upgrading the property themselves. As a result, isolated
pockets of gentrification can be found in neighbourhoods such as Spangen, in the city’s west
end, largely due to the involvement of the local government.
But for the most part, particularly in cities with struggling economies and declining
populations, gentrification represents a small part of the housing landscape, especially
outside of the gentrification wedge. Investment in the housing stock is more likely to be
public, in the form of investments in social housing – either upgrading the original housing
stock or demolishing it to replace it with new social housing – rather than private, in the
form of investments made by gentrifiers.
On brownfield sites, of which there are many due to the industrial legacies of these
cities, we can see examples of the type of new‐build, post‐industrial developments which are
characteristic of post‐industrial cities. The biggest difference is that large parts of this land,
even in relatively prime locations, remain vacant. The new‐build developments exist as a sort
of patchwork of different projects, often with poor links between them, because they are
still surrounded by brownfield sites. For their respective cities, they may be expensive and
high‐density, but these are minor compared to the scale, intensity and price of
developments in similar sites in post‐industrial cities. In the run‐up to the Great Recession,
there were countless plans to redevelop brownfield sites in cities such as Glasgow, even in
more marginal areas. But they remained only plans and are now mostly forgotten. Much of
the land remains abandoned and, in terms of turning these spaces in productive places once
again, there is decades of work still to do. Table one summarises the differences between
the two city‐types.

GENTRIFICATION: NEW INSIGHTS FROM NEW COMPARISONS?
The main difference between gentrification in post‐industrial cities and old‐industrial ones is
that in the former, the potential gentrifiers generally exceed the potentially‐gentrifiable
housing while in the latter the potentially‐gentrifiable housing exceeds the potential
gentrifiers. This produces a landscape in cities such as New York, Toronto, Amsterdam or
London where gentrification takes place very rapidly and property prices rise throughout the
city. Gentrification spreads to neighbourhoods which have fewer aesthetic qualities than
where gentrification originated and to areas on the fringes of the inner‐city. These are now
the final frontiers of gentrification; many were overlooked during previous rounds of
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gentrification, when more attractive housing stock was still available. This is an inner‐city
landscape of intense private‐sector investment.
The almost complete gentrification of the inner‐cities of post‐industrial cities has
profound impacts for the rest of the urban region. If most people have been ‘priced out’ of
London, San Francisco or Amsterdam, they must look further afield for their housing,
thereby increasing competition and prices in the suburbs. The geography of gentrification
spreads far beyond the neighbourhoods were it takes place. The poor are pushed further
and further out of the city, or into more marginal parts of the city which quickly become
overcrowded. Commuting times increase for all but those fortunate enough to be able to
live close to the city centre. Good quality public transit has become a scarce resource in
cities such as Toronto, where being on the subway means avoiding the worst congestion in
North America and being connected to jobs and other amenities. However, the irony is that
these parts of the city will increasingly be inhabited by those affluent enough to not have to
rely on public transport.
In cities such as Baltimore, Rotterdam, Detroit or Glasgow, the landscape which has
been produced is one which is mostly characterised by private‐sector disinvestment.
Gentrification does occur, but it is largely confined to a small wedge moving outward from
the city centre. This wedge tends to be anchored by major institutions and housing stock
which was originally middle‐class. Other pockets of gentrification occur, but they are limited
in number and generally do not spread very far. Large sections of the inner‐city remain
disconnected from these processes of gentrification.
In old‐industrial cities, traditional market and economic forces do not create the
context in which gentrification can rapidly spread. The employment and economic base of
these cities do not lead to an overheated property market and there are simply too few
gentrifiers and too many neighbourhoods to gentrify to put pressure on the housing market,
city wide. That does not mean that there is not tension and conflict on the border of the
gentrification wedge; in many cases, these areas can look surprisingly similar to frontiers of
gentrification in post‐industrial cities; complete with rapid property price increases,
displacement and changes to the amenity landscape. But they remain the exception, rather
than the norm, in these inner‐cities.
But because market forces do not apply, we see that gentrification is far more of a
direct government strategy in old‐industrial cities. While post‐industrial cities naturally
attract professional households, in old‐industrial cities, implicit or explicit strategies are in
place to attract and retain middle‐income households (Doucet, 2010). We must not forget
that in many policy circles, particularly in poorer cities, gentrification is still seen as a positive
process which can bring a lot of wealth and affluent residents to a municipality (Doucet, et
al., 2011). Therefore, leaders in these cities need to stimulate and lead the process far more
than in post‐industrial cities, where developers, households and market forces can
spearhead the process in a more direct way.
While municipalities are active in helping to foster and stimulate gentrification in
different ways, it is far less visible as an urban strategy in post‐industrial cities. In cities
where gentrification has priced many completely out of the city, the process is associated
with a lot of negative qualities. Promoting gentrification when the average house sells for
more than one million dollars, is not a very common, or popular strategy. Gentrified spaces
do get promoted in post‐industrial cities, but usually disguised in the form of social mixing
policies and the restructuring of large, old housing estates (August and Walks, 2012; Bridge
et al., 2012). Where gentrification is sometimes promoted in post‐industrial cities is on the
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fringes of the inner‐city, such as in Amsterdam North. For most existing neighbourhoods,
however, pursuing the municipal goal of gentrification is simply not necessary.
This paper should be seen as a starting point to a greater understanding of the
meaning, spatial patterns and impact of gentrification in different types of cities.
Comparative research has become common in gentrification (and wider urban) studies in
recent years. Fainstein (2008) has done this for post‐industrial cities and Doucet et al (2011)
for old‐industrial ones, yet too little literature has examined the similarities and differences
between these types of cities.
This paper has been based on observations, academic literature and media reports from
cities with different economic structures. Through this exploratory analysis, six new gaps in
our understanding of contemporary gentrification have been highlighted. Future research
should be focused on these areas:
1. Understanding the similarities and differences between conflicts and tensions along
the frontiers of gentrification in post‐industrial and old‐industrial cities. To what
extent do we see the same patterns at a local, neighbourhood level when the city‐
wide dynamics are so different?
2. Comparing the role of government policy in stimulating gentrification in these two
types of cities. While it has been largely demonstrated the gentrification is a ‘global
urban strategy’ (Smith, 2002), there are many differences in the what, how, where,
why and by whom of this statement, which current scholarship has yet to answer.
3. Further research should be conducted into the role of housing stock in gentrification.
I have argued that it started in areas which were originally constructed as middle‐
class neighbourhoods and that in old‐industrial cities, it has not really progressed
beyond those areas. In‐depth comparative analyses would help elaborate on this
hypothesis.
4. More attention should be given to gentrification in pre‐war suburbs which were built
with similar urban forms to their central cities. Why is gentrification happening here;
is it only because people are priced out of the core of the city? Why does it happen in
some suburbs, but not others? The opposite of Toronto’s Mimico mentioned earlier
is Weston. Despite being built around the same time and a similar distance from the
city centre, Weston remains off the radar for potential gentrifiers. Yet it has some
very attractive streets and affordable housing.
5. More research is needed into understanding to what extent old industrial cities
experience gentrification because of their proximity to post‐industrial ones. This
might not be the case for all cities, but certainly there is gentrification in Philadelphia
because it is not very far from New York and likewise in Hamilton because it is close
to Toronto. In essence, more research is needed into the role of gentrification in
global cities beyond their urban and regional boundaries.
6. Finally, and a broader expansion of the previous point, a more thorough
understanding of the city‐ and region‐wide impacts of gentrification are needed. Too
many gentrification studies limit their assessment of the process to the
neighbourhood level. If the poor and many middle‐class households are being priced
out of the post‐industrial city, what does this mean for the rest of the urban area?
This has been done for issues of polarisation (Hulchanski, 2007) but specific attention
should still be paid to issues of transport, mobility, quality of life and housing.
With these gaps in mind, we can understand that while gentrification is a major urban
strategy and one of the leading forces affecting urban neighbourhood transformation, there
13

are profound differences which are deeply rooted in the economic structures of cities. A
stronger understanding of these differences may cause us to continue to question the
meanings and impacts of gentrification, thereby further enhancing our overall theoretical,
conceptual and empirical knowledge on what Davidson and Lees (2005) called ‘the most
politically loaded word in urban geography.’
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Table 1. Characteristics of gentrification in different types of cities
Characteristics
Old Industrial Cities
Post‐Industrial Cities
Spatial locations in the Pockets
of
inner
city
inner‐city
gentrification
and
a
gentrification wedge
Gentrified housing stock
Initially built for middle‐classes
households and filtered down
the housing ladder

Super‐gentrification
Adaptive re‐use

Presence of artists

Brownfield lands

Gentrification frontier

Most of the inner‐city is
gentrified or gentrifying
Initially built for middle‐
classes and working‐class

Housing stock of aesthetic Housing stock of aesthetic
quality (initially) and less
quality
attractive
qualities
(subsequently)
in
good
locations
No
Yes, in some of the original
gentrification neighbourhoods
Cheaper lofts and artists space Expensive lofts and galleries
with some more expensive
lofts
Central parts of the city
A few in the centre, most
pushed further out to the
fringes of the inner‐city and
beyond
A patchwork of development Most of it redeveloped,
medium‐
and
with many still‐vacant sites, initially
subsequently high‐density
medium density
Between the gentrification Remaining
pockets
of
wedge
and
adjacent working‐class or immigrant
neighbourhoods
housing on the fringes of the
inner‐city;
old‐industrial
suburbs
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Figures

Figure 1. Ungentrified and gentrified housing side by side in Toronto's Leslieville (Morse Street).

Figure 2. Cabbagetown was one of Toronto’s first neighbourhoods to gentrify; the process is much
further along than that seen in figure 1.
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a Mack and Woodward in
i Midtown Detroit
Figure 3. Starbucks at

Figure 4. Post‐industtrial conceptual model
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Figure 5. Un‐gentrified brownstones on Halsey Street in Bedford‐Stuyvesant, Brooklyn

Figure 6. Around the corner, similar housing on Arlington Place has been fully gentrified
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Figure 7. The last gentrification frontiers of the inner‐city are in neighbourhoods such as the Junction
Triangle, Toronto, which have few of the aesthetic qualities of earlier rounds of gentrification.

Figure 8. Chinese take‐away next to a new Starbucks at Gerrard and Jones.
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Figure 9. Despite being close to downtown, houses such as these on Massey Street in Toronto have
only recently gentrified and the transition is by no means complete.

Figure 10. Early brownfield new‐build developments. The first phases of Liberty Village in the west
end of Toronto were medium density.
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west brownfieeld developments are much higherr density. CityPlace, justt outside
Figure 111. The new
downtow
wn Toronto.

Figure 122. Old‐industtrial city mod
del
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Figure 13. Glasgow’s West End is the gentrification wedge in that city. Athole Gardens.

Figure 14. Typical tenements in the gentrification wedge. Originally built for middle‐class households,
they are large and well‐built. Polwarth Street.
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Figure 15. Working‐class tenements in Partick, just outside of Glasgow’s gentrification wedge.
Gardner Street.

Figure 16. The main shopping street in Partick is Dumbarton Road, less upmarket than neighbouring
Byers Road
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Figure 17. Govan was similar to Partick during the industrial era. It is now outside of the influence of
the gentrification wedge. The vacant lot in front used to be housing.

Figure 18. Gentrification also exists in small pockets, such as Dennistoun, a middle‐class enclave in
the east end of the city
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Figure 19. Commercial gentrification in Dennistoun.
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Figures 20 and 21. Ungentrified tenement housing in the east end of Glasgow. Fig. 20 London Road,
Fig 21 Stevenson St.
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Figure 22. Woodbridge is a pocket of gentrification near Wayne State University and two major
hospitals in Midtown Detroit.

Figure 23. Much of the rest of Detroit looks like this. Palmer and Elmwood.
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Interestingly, Scottish cities have tended to follow more European forms of housing in this period and
major Scottish cities are characterised by tenement flats, rather than houses.
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