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ABSTRACT

EXPLORING THE DIVERSITY OF GENTRIFICATION IN THREEHICAGO CULTURAL
DISTRICTS - DIFFERENCES IN THE ARTIST CLASS AS FIRSVAVE GENTRIFIERS

By
Cristina Ramona Benton

The paper explores the diversity of gentrificattbat exists in three cultural districts that
are the recipients of the public investment in ¢itg of Chicago between the years 1970 and
2000. The research advances a broader analysentifggation consistent with the approaches
advanced by Rose (1984), Beauregard (1990), Cl20K5), and Podagrosi, Vojnovic, and
Pigozzi (2011). A principal components analysis d&heans cluster analysis generated a
grouping of 123 census tracts in Chicago expenencsimilar upgrading trajectories. A
gualitative analysis was conducted on three neididmals captured from this one cluster, with
all three neighborhoods being nodes of the pulli@stment in the infrastructure of play in
Chicago. The three case studies experienced sirrdgectories of gentrification, but with
considerable internal diversity. The paper suggélstés the specific characteristics in the
diversity of cultural professionals, and the divigrs their 'artistic-infused' districts, can prde
insight into the nature of subsequent gentrifigvgthin this context, the study also explores the

role of the public sector in driving gentrificatiam Chicago’s arts and cultural districts.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Since the 1960s, amid considerable residential, noenrcial, and industrial
decentralization taking place throughout Americapueber of U.S. inner-cities, and particularly
those with a growing service economy, began to iapee an influx of upper-income residents
(Gale, 1984; Nelson, 1988). The return of the wwaailhto the cities was coupled with increased
urban reinvestment and a physical upgrading of lthdt environment visible with new
construction and renovations (Smith, 1996). Marttebyy many as beneficial to the local
community, these redevelopment processes have abcmnsiderable social cost, evident with
the displacement of the poorer, traditional redislenvho originally occupied these
neighborhoods (LeGates & Hartman, 1986; PodagroSiogovic, 2008; Podagrosi, Vojnovic,
& Pigozzi, 2011; Powell & Spencer, 2003). Gentafion has been an extensively researched
process in urban geography. Theoretical approdches conceptualized gentrification as being
driven by either the cultural preferences of thatgkers or by the economic rationales of
private sector developers (Ley, 1996; Smith, 198)wever, the literature has generally been
silent until recently on the role of the public ®edn affecting both investment decisions driving
physical upgrading and the consumption patterrgeafrifiers themselves.

Classical gentrification is understood as the rditaiion of central city dilapidated
working-class housing by middle-class affluent géets and the consequent displacement of
the poorer, working-class residents from the nesghbod. More recently, research has revealed
the diversity of gentrification with differences the nature of reinvestment, upgrading, and
displacement. Examples of the internal variationgehtrification include supergentrification,

state-led gentrification, studentification, tourisgentrification, arts driven gentrification,



gayification, with the spatial variability of geification evident even in the same city
(Beauregard, 1990; Castells, 1983; Gotham, 2008s,L.2003; Ley, 1996; Smith, 1996; Smith &
Holt, 2007; Zukin, 1989).

Researchers have highlighted the two conditions diefine gentrification, despite the
many different possible outcomes, which are evideiti, first, the capital reinvestment, (the
physical upgrading), and second, the displacemdnthe traditional population of the
neighborhood (the social upgrading) (Clark, 200%yvibson & Lees, 2005). Consistent with
Rose (1984), Beauregard (1986, 1990), and ClaB¥8%) approaches, Podagrosi, Vojnovic, and
Pigozzi (2011) advance a technique that enablebrtieer analysis of gentrification and across
a whole city. Their study explored the diversity géntrification in the city of Houston, TX,
involving varying types of agents and processesh\tfie exception of this study, little has been
said on the diversity of gentrification processasoss an entire city, the result of the

combinations of various actors, agencies, and eddpment tools.

t o ..
Into the 21 century, central cities in the U.S. have engageddtive redevelopment

initiatives to rebuild their urban cores and recaptheir lost population, and especially wealthy
residents and what are considered ‘mobile professsd (Frieden & Sagalyn, 1991; Teaford,

1990). Local governments have also been incregsimglcting to inter-municipal competition

and new demands at becoming entrepreneurial iglti®l economy. In the late %Ocentury,

investing in arts, culture, sports, and entertaimnf¢he infrastructure of play’) has emerged as a
significant local economic development strategyd{Ju2003; Judd & Fainstein, 1999). Local,
state, and the federal governments began to sabsiditural activities, professional sports, and
entertainment in an effort to enhance the attraotgs of their particular location. This public

investment for arts and entertainment is substantith hundreds of millions of dollars being
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spent annually in building museums and sports siasli and in providing grants for developing
cultural activities across U.S. cities (Judd, 2003)

While the literature on the ‘infrastructure of plémas focused on exploring the economic
impacts of these infrastructure projects (Camero@@afee, 2005; Judd, 2003; Strom, 2002),
there is limited research on how the various puslipport for the infrastructure of play affects
local residents and the physical built environm&khile research has highlighted the growing
and substantial role of government in the develogroéthe infrastructure of play, studies have
not analyzed thoroughly the spatial patterns aradithpact of the public investment in the
infrastructure of play on cultural activities amtisadistricts, and on redevelopment processes and
associated displacement. Little is known about Ipaslic investment in the infrastructure of
play shapes gentrification processes in the initgr-c

In a few seminal works (Ley, 2003; Zukin, 1989)seaarchers have explored artists-
driven gentrification. Studies have shown how aaltyprofessionals create a place and artistic-
infused ambiance, which is attractive to the newddid-class and spurs capital reinvestment
(Ley, 2003; Smith, 1996; Zukin, 1989). Artists @een as first stage gentrifiers, who are then
followed by successive stages of middle- and upfss gentrifiers, who then displace the
artists to cheaper districts. However, the reseanchthe diversity and internal variation of
cultural districts, and especially the nodes ofljguimvestment in the infrastructure of play, is

very limited. Several studies (Ley, 1996; Scot®)@0have highlighted the diversity of the artist
class and how this cultural professional groupleen diversifying in the late gbcentury with
the rise of the service economy. Little has bead ahout how this diverse group has been

affecting the built environment. In particular, theerature has not explored the nuances of

gentrification taking place in different culturaistticts affected by the infrastructure of play



investment and what cultural activities and prafassls are best associated with social and
physical upgrading.

Chicago is the ideal case study for the explorapiogentrification. The city experienced
significant black and Hispanic migration, middles$ suburbanization, and since the 1970s,

disinvestment, the restructuring of its manufactyrsector (Abu-Lughod, 1999; Bennett, 1989)

and the growth of the advanced service economyséda2001, 2004). In addition, into thest21

century, Chicago has increasingly engaged in theiteous construction and upgrading of the
city’s infrastructure of play, including buildingr aenovating sports arenas, cultural districts,
museums, and other entertainment facilities (Be&n®pirou, 2006; Spirou, 2006).

This study will explore how the diversity of culdirdistricts is shaped, in part, by the
public investment in the infrastructure of playdan the process, the research will explore the
role of cultural professionals as facilitators grakbsible victims of the subsequent physical and
‘social upgrading.” Through these goals, this disgmn will provide an analysis into the
relationship between public investment in the istinacture of play and gentrification, with the
focus on cultural districts in Chicago.

The research, within this context, focuses on thestion, “Is there a diversity evident in
the gentrification of the arts and cultural diggiin Chicago; the districts that are the nodes of
funding for the infrastructure of play investmerit$he research objective of this research is to
examine the temporal and spatial patterns of diffeprocesses of gentrification in the cultural
districts of Chicago between the years 1970 and200is hypothesized that there is diversity
evident in the gentrification of the arts distrietsd the artistic class in Chicago; with the focus
being the districts that are the major nodes oflipulinding for the infrastructure of play

between 1970 and 2000. During these three decadlasial districts—and their artists and other



cultural professionals residing there —are affec@entrification in different neighborhoods of
the city of Chicago in different ways. The diveysin the physical and social upgrading
processes is driven by different agents within tudtural community, involving different
reinvestment processes, and leading to the digpkteof a range of different income groups
and social classes.

Both quantitative and qualitative data are useexigore the diversity of gentrification in
Chicago. Two types of quantitative data are usedth@ analysis. First, socioeconomic,
demographic, and housing census data compilechéod®70 through 2000 decennial censuses
are used to explore potential neighborhood upgadsecond, data on the public investment in
the infrastructure of play in Chicago, compiled fdre 1970-1999 period, enable the
identification of cultural districts that are theajor recipients of public financial support in the
city. In addition, a qualitative analysis, focusew historical and contextual information, was
also used in this research since quantitative arsalglone cannot reveal the nature of
redevelopment and reinvestment taking place witteighborhoods. The qualitative analysis
involves observations in the field, and the revi@dvwgovernment and archive reports, newspaper
articles, academic articles, books, and dissensti@all documenting the social and physical
transformation of Chicago.

With regard to the quantitative analyses, the Mradc Component Analysis was
performed on the census demographic, socioecon@amichousing variables. This was followed
by the K-means clustering analysis on the factores; where the focus was placed on capturing
neighborhood upgrading. The quantitative analysedled the selection of three case studies
from a grouping of tracts showing similar degreésupgrading. On ground site surveys, a

review of census tracts, and the results from thegtia patterns of public investment in the



infrastructure of play were used to determine thigimborhoods for the more detailed qualitative
analysis. The analysis focused on districts thattlae nodes of funding for the infrastructure of
play investments between the years 1970 and 1999.

In terms of the study contributions and implicasipthis study will explore the spatial
patterns and the impact of the government fundomgtiie infrastructure of play on cultural
activities and arts districts, and on redevelopnpeatesses and associated displacement. These
topics have received limited research in the litea This study will result in an enhanced
understanding of the gentrification processes #Hustiates that there is even a more fine-tuned
diversity in gentrification processes than what besn revealed in the existing literature. This is
evident with the diversity of gentrification amomgspecific social sub-class and occupation
category, the arts and cultural professionals. Tmesertation suggests that the specific
characteristics in the diversity of cultural prafeals, and the diversity in their "artistic-inéals
districts, can provide insight into the nature wbsequent gentrifiers. This study also contributes
to the growing literature on the role of governmienimproving the attractiveness of place, and
inducing investment through public subsidies. Tésults of this research have implications on
the extensive public funding programs for cultusad entertainment facilities, which affects
indirectly housing affordability and housing suppliye attraction of creative professionals, and
more, broadly the local built environment.

This dissertation consists of eight chapters. iié&et chapter, Chapter 2, will introduce
the theoretical background of the research, witlex@gvoration into gentrification. This chapter
will examine the history and transformation of tbiéy of Chicago, the study area for the

proposed research, from an industrial to a sevaseed economy. The chapter will also present a



review of the infrastructure of play and examine thle of artists and cultural professionals in
the gentrification process.

The third chapter of this dissertation provides shkeement of the problem, the research
guestion, research hypothesis, and the methodsalysas. Both quantitative and qualitative
analyses are used to explore the diversity of dmmifion in cultural districts in Chicago
between 1970 and 2000. The chapter also introdineesnfrastructure of play data that have
been collected and used in this dissertation. @n&oends with a discussion of the results of the
Principal Component and K-means clustering analysdsch are used as the basis for the
selection of the three case studies for the qui@ktanalysis.

The fourth chapter describes the results of thdyaisaof the public investment in the
infrastructure of play. This analysis enables tke&dion of the three case studies for the
qualitative analysis. The fifth through seventhptleas explore the diversity of gentrification in
the three selected cultural districts, which werganrecipients of the public investment in the
infrastructure of play, Wicker Park, Central Lakanj and Pilsen East. The qualitative analysis
in these case studies includes the analysis ofale@economic and housing changes between
the years 1970 and 2000 for the cultural neighbmilpthe nature of redevelopment and capital
reinvestment, displacement, and the exploratiorthef roles of artists within these cultural
districts in the gentrification of these neighbarts.

Chapter eight wraps-up the entire research andigesvthe conclusion of this
dissertation. The neighborhoods revealed the dtyens gentrification processes among the
artist and cultural class, and resulting impactstha production of urban spaces, with the
creation of very distinct arts districts. In allrél neighborhoods, early gentrification was

initiated by the artist community. The research vehahat the diversity among cultural



professionals, and the resulting diversity in thdistinct ‘artistic-infused’ neighborhoods,
attracted a very different socio-economic and demaqagc composition in the second wave of
gentrifiers. The study contributions and polioyplications of this research are discussed in this

concluding chapter.



Chapter 2. Theoretical Background

This chapter introduces the theoretical backgrooithe research, with an exploration
into gentrification. The chapter begins with a tetweal discussion of the concept of
gentrification and explanatory approaches to geeation. It then delves into the notion of the
diversity of gentrification and a discussion of the® main components of gentrification (capital
reinvestment and social upgrading). The chaptedrexiplore the history and transformation of
the city of Chicago, the study area for the progosssearch, from an industrial to a service-
based economy. The chapter will also present sewevf the infrastructure of play. It will

provide a definition of the infrastructure of plagd examine the role of artists in gentrification.

2.1. Gentrification

Since the term was coined in the 1960s, gentriicahas been defined as a process in
which disinvested or physically deteriorated neminoods undergo physical renovation,
redevelopment, or upgrading, accompanied by axndf middle-class or wealthier residents
who displace the original, poorer residents. Is #ection of the chapter, | will first review the
explanatory approaches to gentrification.
2.1.1. Supply versus Demand Side Approaches to Gefitation

Within the gentrification literature, many factaased theories were advanced to explain
this phenomenon. In general, these explanatoryrigtgecould be grouped into two broad sets
that delineate two approaches to examining gecatibn (Lees, Slater, & Wyly, 2008). One
approach centers on a production theory, whichdeswn supply side explanations of physical

and social upgrading. The second approach centeesamnsumption theory, which focuses on



the characteristics of the individuals moving intban neighborhoods, and their cultural values
and consumption patterns.

1. Supply-side explanations. Drawing on structuraliamd Marxism, Smith (1979,
1986, 1996) argues that gentrification is the feedkntiation of geographical space to support
processes of accumulation and expansion of cafi&ting his argument into a Marxist critique
of capitalism, Smith argues that gentrificationdespendent on the movement of capital. This
approach revolves around the housing and land madgkel the mortgage and real estate
industry. Key actors are the ones who produce grage the new built environment (e.g.,
builders, developers, landlords, mortgage lendes, estate agents, and government agencies),
driven by landscape production and profit.

Smith (1996) argues that the ‘rent gap’ explaihy gentrification occurs in certain areas
of the city and at particular times. The ‘rent gapfers to the difference between the actual
ground rent, obtained from the present use of lanthe inner-city, and the potential rent that
could be obtained from a ‘higher and better’ us¢hefland given its location. This gap provides
the opportunity for capital investment and profis parcels that have been devalorized by
disinvestment, obsolete land uses, and suburba@mzatlong with the resulting urban decline.
Gentrification is viewed as one way of closing tl@at gap; its occurrence being triggered by the
creation of economic opportunities for landownessiricrease the financial return on their
property. Federal, state, and local governmentrparag may affect the relative attractiveness of
the land and hence affect the rent gap. The paskistance may involve clearing existing land
through urban renewal, upgrading public infrastes, and providing financial incentives for
developers or residents. The ‘Rent Gap’ theory hadn modified to reflect contemporary

processes of urban physical regeneration (Hackwb®mith, 2001).
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While the rent gap explains many aspects of reinvesst and redevelopment, it has also
been extensively criticized, especially for its lépito be employed in practice. There are
challenges to operationalizing and measuring graend (e.g., lack of data and resources), as
well as determining accurately the location of génation. This theoretical approach has also
shown little interest for the motivations of thengéiers and the relations between gentrifiers
and the market (Hamnett, 1991; Savage, Warde, &W2003). In addition, some researchers
have argued that gentrification does not occuheworst disinvested areas, but in a relatively
depressed working-class area, not far from the t¢lmowmm and middle-class enclaves of the
central city (Hammel, 1999). In these cases, nadiind effects, such as social institutions and
physical characteristics, mediate the creationthadlosing of the rent gap.

2. Demand-side explanations bring a socio-cultypatspective to the study of
gentrification by focusing on values, attitudespicks, and beliefs to explain human behavior.
Shifts in individuals’ tastes, values, and lifest@re viewed as critical factors contributing te th
migration of the new middle-class back to the intiey. From a liberal-humanist perspective,
Ley strongly emphasizes the importance of choigkual consumption, and consumer demand
as the driving forces behind gentrification (198992, 1996, 2003). Gentrification is explained
as a consequence of changes in the industrial etubational structure of advanced capitalist
cities.

According to Ley (1996), with the emergence of tnestindustrial city, the rise of
professional and managerial employment led to Xpamsion of middle-class professionals with
a disposition towards central city living. Gentdtion is viewed as the expression of the identity
of the new middle-class, apart from the mainstreatmurban middle-class, and a liberating and

emancipatory experience for certain marginalizezigs. With the attention placed on demand-
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side variables, this approach has been criticioedfdcusing too extensively on the life and
values of the gentrifiers (Curran, 2004; Slaterir@n, & Lees, 2004; Smith, 1996). At the same
time, less emphasis is placed on the productiospate by real estate developers, mortgage
lenders, the state, and the populations displgskedet et al., 2004).

Currently, most researchers recognize the relevaricboth theories in explaining,
understanding, and dealing with the spatial matatems of gentrification (Beauregard, 2003;
Clark, 2005; Ley, 2003; Savage et al., 2003; Snf)2). Clark (2005, p. 261) argues that
“neither side is comprehensible without the othaat all present theories of gentrification touch
bottom in these basic conditions for the existeat¢he phenomenon.” Thus, contemporary
research has moved beyond the simplistic and ldrdiehotomy to explore a broader meaning
of gentrification and its varied trajectories. Bdtleories still provide important and different
ways of understanding the diverse dimensions of pasl current gentrification processes.
Moreover, in light of the evolving nature of gefitation, both theories are becoming more
sophisticated, nuanced, and updated. Reconsideisnfpeory, Ley (2003, p. 2542) argues, “it is
not a matter of whether economic or cultural argotsierevail, but rather how they work
together to produce gentrification as an outcome.”

2.1.2. The Diversity of Gentrification

In this section of the chapter, the notion of theaibity of gentrification will be explored,
an important concept in the analysis of gentrifaratwithin this dissertation. Gentrification was
initially understood as the rehabilitation of cahtrity, dilapidated, lower, working-class housing
by middle-class investors. Gentrification was cdibg sociologist Ruth Glass in 1964 to refer to
upgrading processes in London’s housing stock, hichvlow-cost disinvested neighborhoods,

with unique architectural quality, underwent phgsienovation. This process was accompanied
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by an influx of middle-class residents—who rehahiéd the housing—and the displacement of
the poorer working-class residents who originaltgupied the neighborhood. This is considered
classical gentrification, where working-class hogsbecomes middle-class housing, and capital
reinvestment is realized through renovation proeeds/ pioneer gentrifiers, while indigenous
residents are displaced (Lees et al., 2008).

A review of the gentrification literature, howeyeeveals an extensive variability of
gentrification processes taking place since theD496&pecific forms of reinvestment, physical
appearance, or architectural style, as well as ab#rs involved, can vary widely in a
gentrification process. The interactions betweeffeidint types of individuals and diverse
processes result in considerable differences in nhre of reinvestment, upgrading, and
displacement. Research has revealed the interma&tioa of gentrification, such as super-
gentrification (Lees, 2003), state-led gentrifioati (Smith, 1979), new-build gentrification
(Davidson & Lees, 2005; Zukin, 1991), infill devphloent, studentification (Smith & Holt,
2007), rural gentrification (Darling, 2005), tourisgentrification (Gotham, 2005), arts driven
gentrification (Ley, 1996; Smith, 1996; Zukin, 198%ay and lesbian driven gentrification
(Castells, 1983; Lauria & Knopp, 1985), and thetigbaariability of gentrification even in the
same city (Beauregard, 1990). These processedl aifaaent from Glass’s definition. Some of
these variations will be discussed in more detlibw.

A distinct process of gentrification involves thartsformation of already prosperous
middle-class neighborhoods into exclusive and esipenenclaves for the superrich (Buttler &
Lees, 2006; Lees, 2003; Podagrosi, Vojnovic, & Pmjo2011). Super-gentrification takes place
mostly in select neighborhoods in London, New Y@&iky, and other global financial and

economic centers, driven in part by the growing bham of wealthy financial and managerial
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professionals. This gentrification entails expeasi®novations or teardowns of non-deteriorated
houses, followed by the construction of upscalgddrouses and the displacement of some of the
original middle-class gentrifiers. This processeag the possibility of a historical continuity of
gentrification in mature, and potentially alreadyngified, neighborhoods.

Studentification, coined by D. Smith (2002), refets the process of social,
environmental, cultural, and economic changes,edriby the large number of students in
particular neighborhoods, and in close proximity uiversity campuses. Researchers have
shown how large, higher education institutions analents have transformed neighborhoods in
British and U.S. university towns (Smith & Holt, @0). This process involves the in-migration
of a transient group of individuals, usually sirgylend childless young adults, with limited
economic capital and middle—class family backgreundepending on the local specifics,
studentification often leads to inflated housingcgs and the displacement or exclusion of
established working-class or middle-class residgi@siith D., 2005). These studentified
locations may in themselves be seen as a factogenfrifiers, with the graduating students
emerging as potential gentrifiers.

In some U.S. cities, the federal urban renewal ranoghelped build residential projects
mostly for the white upper- and middle-class. Inld&telphia, an urban renewal project enabled
the redevelopment of historic row houses in Sockily (Smith, 1979). More recently, the
federally driven HOPE VI program has reformed palblousing across the U.S. and has led to
the redevelopment of certain public housing prgjesto mixed-income residences with fewer
low-income residents (Crump, 2003; Keating, 2008DPE VI is seen as a facilitator of
gentrification since it allows municipal governm&t remove public housing units without one-

for-one replacement.
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New-build gentrification involves newly constructéownhouses, condominiums, and
other forms of luxury homes on mostly inner-citycleemed industrial land or brownfields
(Davidson & Lees, 2005; Mills, 1998). New-built ¢gefication emerged in the 1980s and
intensified during the 1990s with the increasingmurt of the state. While some researchers
grappled with the question of whether new-builtqesses are gentrification (Lambert & Boddy,
2002), Davidson and Lees (2005) argue that sinldhe classical notion of gentrification, this
process involves capital being reinvested in dissted central city locations, accompanied by
the construction of housing built for the new meldlasses.

Based on his exploration of the socio-spatial fi@msations of the Vieux Carre
neighborhood in New Orleans, Gotham (2005) suggestsirism gentrification, which involves
the transformation of a neighborhood into a re&givaffluent and exclusive community where
corporate entertainment and tourism venues areectrated. In recent decades, tourism has
brought consumption oriented activities into citieend as such, encouraged residential
gentrification. Gotham highlights the central raiecorporate capital as well as multi-national
businesses, and connects gentrification in New a@bdeto broader global socioeconomic
transformations.

Similarly, Gladstone and Préau (2008) conductethaestigation of eight New Orleans
tourist neighborhoods between 1970 and 2000. Thgyeathat tourism-oriented redevelopment
resulted in direct and indirect impacts on residnlevelopment. Tourism redevelopment
projects, cultural facilities, and historic presgren serve indirectly to increase land values in
the surrounding areas and attract developers. Bedtrareas attract more visitors, further
increasing land values and leading to even moréigeation, which leads to sweeping changes

in the demographic composition of these neighbadbd®@ladstone & Préau, 2008).
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The seminal study that revealed the scale of diyansthin gentrification processes that
can be evident in just one city is attributed tdoB® Beauregard. Beauregard (1990) illustrated
the inner-city variability of gentrification in a&wly of four Philadelphia neighborhoods, which
were all experiencing gentrification, but in diet ways and to different degrees. With
substantial government support, Society Hill transfed from a lower-income neighborhood
into an upscale enclave. Spring Garden, a worklagsc Hispanic neighborhood started to
gentrify, initially led by small scale reinvestmdt professionals moving into the neighborhood,
and later by developers aided by federal histaac dredits. Northern Liberties, in contrast,
experienced very slow gentrification over many diesa as government and developers were not
significantly involved in this redevelopment prose&inally, Fishtown maintained a stronger
neighborhood identity which hindered, alongsideatamn and the characteristics of the housing
stock, any significant reinvestment and redevelagre#orts.

Inner cities have experienced gentrification infei#nt waves. Literature has shown
different levels of government involvement and wedse combination of processes, agents, and
physical and socioeconomic characteristics witharégto the redevelopment outcome
(Podagrosi et al., 2011). In many cases, the psesetirough which gentrification occurs are
shaped by the specific characteristics of the e, the condition and uniqueness of the
available housing stock, the ethnic make-up of ahginal neighborhoods, and the overall
neighborhood quality, which result in unique reistveent and displacement processes
(Podagrosi & Vojnovic, 2008).

This considerable variability in gentrification nea&ose (1984) and Beauregard (1986)
argue that gentrification is chaotic and diversghwnany themes, issues, and a multiplicity of

explanatory factors. Moreover, Rose (1984) sugdestsearchers to explore the actual
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gentrification processes through which gentrifiare produced because there are no typical
gentrifiers or typical gentrified neighborhoods.m8arly, Beauregard (1986, p. 40) asks
researchers to recognize the diversity of genéiio rather than conflate its diverse aspects
under a single phenomenon.

Because of the variability in how gentrificationfalas, Clark (2005) calls for a broader
and simpler definition, and operationalization,gantrification. Similarly, Davidson and Lees
(2005, p. 1187) argue for allowing gentrificatiorom®a elasticity in order to reflect increasingly
diverse processes, while holding onto its core elds The “elastic yet targeted” approach to
gentrification (Clark, 2005, p. 258) would maintassential elements; including the social and
physical upgrading patterns and the critical viesisclass struggle (Smith, 1996; Wyly &
Hammel, 2001). These two essential elements ofrifjeation are discussed in greater detail
below. Consistent with Rose (1984), Beauregard §19890), and Clark’s (2005) approaches,
Podagrosi et al. (2011) advanced a technique tinathles a broader analysis of gentrification.
The study explores the diversity gentrificationtire city of Houston, TX, involving varying
types of agents and processes. The study exploeegatiety of redevelopment initiatives, used
in different combinations throughout the city b¥felient types of agents, in driving reinvestment
and displacement throughout Houston’'s urban coré smrrounding neighborhoods. The
gualitative analysis of three case study neighbmikp which experienced similar degrees of
gentrification, but with varying types of agentgigrocesses, shows the internal diversity of the
process.

2.1.3. Defining the Two Key Elements of Gentrificabn
The two conditions that define gentrification, déspthe many different possible

outcomes, are evident with, first, the capital vestment, which results in physical changes in

17



the urban landscape (the physical upgrading), @edr&l, the displacement of the traditional
population of the neighborhood (the social upgrgdiiClark, 2005; Davidson & Lees, 2005).
Both of these elements are discussed in more dtiv.

2.1.3.1. The Nature of Capital Investment and Physal Upgrading

The gentrification processes described above ate chhracterized by capital
reinvestment, and this is evident in the resultiiysical upgrading of the neighborhood. In
many of these processes, much of the redevelopeldidasubject to systemic disinvestment due
to suburbanization and sometimes white flight, \whicings economic decline, de-valorization,
physical deterioration, and residential abandonmidatghborhoods do not need to experience
decline and disinvestment to encourage reinvestanrahigentrification. Researchers have shown
that rising property values in the surrounding srean provide an incentive for capital
reinvestment (Lees, 2003; Podagrosi et al., 20The diversity of capital reinvestment has also
been explored historically within the context ofalreestate cycles in urban neighborhoods
(Hackworth & Smith, 2001; Lees, 2003; Wyly & Hamm&D01). In addition, Podagrosi and
Vojnovic’s (2008) study of Houston’s social and pioal upgrading processes illustrates how
built environment and demographic characteristies aitical in influencing how gentrifiers,
developers, and public officials approach reinvestinredevelopment, and displacement.

In general, physical upgrading includes the reltabibn of architecturally attractive but
dilapidated buildings (Jager, 1986), loft convensi@f waterfront or industrial warehouses and
shipyards (Zukin, 1989), and teardowns of buildidgemed ‘not interesting,’ followed by the
infilling of new-built developments, including apaents, condos or townhomes (Zukin, 1991;
Davidson & Lees, 2005). It has been recently a@zkfitat these processes can occur in central

cities as well as in rural areas (Clark, 2005).
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In his research of gentrification in Melbourne, da@1986) highlighted the interest of
gentrifiers in architectural and internal decorati@esthetics of buildings and neighborhoods.
Jager (1986, p. 79) introduced the notion of trentgfication aesthetic’ to define the creation of
easily identifiable gentrified neighborhoods whbmising becomes a cultural investment and a
visible sign of the gentrifier social ascensionisI¢yentrification aesthetic is also visible in new-
built gentrification (Mills, 1988), which can disgy a mixture of past and present architectural
forms, and in loft conversion processes in fornmelustrial warehouses (Zukin, 1989). In many
cases, this interest has eventually led to imitadad to infill new development in otherwise
gentrified neighborhoods (Smith, 1996). The valatian of the cultural aesthetic has led to an
increase in property values and authentic trendggd have quickly become commodified and
mass produced for higher earning households.

Another form of physical upgrading that has beeoudtented is the loft conversion of
warehouses in former industrial districts (Zuki®8%2). Zukin explored the transformation of
New York City’s Soho neighborhood from a former usttial manufacturing district into an
artists’ district, and later, into an up-scale apger-income neighborhood. Zukin recognizes the
gentrifiers’ demand for loft living, which indicageghe emergence of the gentrification aesthetic
during the 1970s. The new middle-class found agrést in the living habits and the ambiance of
the artists, or of other cultural professionalgsiof artistic production (Zukin, 1989, p. 14)€Th
author advanced the notion of the ‘artistic modepadduction’, which represents the use of
culture by investors to attract capital in the bervironment.

Encountered in many physical upgrading procesdesklusting is a practice in which
agents or developers seek to stimulate turnovea ineighborhood. Blockbusting has been

evident as early as 1900 (Keating, 1994; Hirscl®81%eligman, 2005). In the 1950s and 1960s,
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blockbusting depended upon a high degree of resales@gregation and provided the means for
facilitating the movement of blacks into all-whiteighborhoods at a time when blacks were
experiencing a very discriminatory housing markelirgch, 1998). Tactics were used to
encourage white property owners to sell by giving impression that the black population was
moving into the neighborhood. This included hiribigagck women to push baby carriages in
exclusive white neighborhoods, sending out inforamabn houses for sale or leaving houses

empty (Keating, 1994; Hirsch, 1998; Seligman, 2005)
Into the th century, private sector blockbusting is still gnesin many high demand

housing inner-city markets. It generally involvesge-scale redevelopment projects, in which
land assembly is an important but difficult partloé reinvestment process. A recent example of
block-busting was highlighted in the study of Haus$s Freedmen’s Town by Podagrosi and
Vojnovic (2008). Developers pressured property awme sell by threatening them with eminent
domain. Acquired properties were either boardedang fenced or torn down, and the land
poorly maintained. These actions would instill @pe@arance of decline and abandonment in the
neighborhood, which would negatively affect propexalues, encouraging the remaining
residents to leave before property values furtleetided.
2.1.3.2. The Role of Government in Capital Reinvestent

The gentrification literature shows that reinvestines funded by private capital from
individual owners, sweat equity, capital outlaysnir real estate developers and multi-national
development corporations, and government suppootitfin tax incentives, historic preservation
incentives, and federal, state, and local housimd) @onomic development programs. In the
U.S., examples of economic development programsdecthe federal urban renewal program,

the Urban Development Action Grant, the Communigv&opment Block Grant, the Housing
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Ownership for People Everywhere (HOPE VI), and gmige zones. Many state and local
programs were designed to support the construofitilousing in the inner city.

Several studies have highlighted the critical m@igovernment in enabling, directly and
indirectly, gentrification in certain neighborhoodslackworth & Smith, 2001; Ley, 2003;
Podagrosi & Vojnovic, 2008; Smith, 1996; Squire892; Wyly & Hammel, 1999; Vojnovic,
2003a, 2003b). The federal, state, and local gonemnt involvement takes the form of zoning
changes, eminent domain, incentive programs, puldaicies (sweat equity loans,
homesteading, landmark conservancy status, andricistiesignation), and targeted public
investment in urban infrastructure and private goty. All these actions alter the relative
attractiveness of a place and encourage privatersegestment in targeted locations (Podagrosi
& Vojnovic, 2008; Vojnovic, 2000a, 2000b, 2003a,020, 2007). For instance, Podagrosi and
Vojnovic’'s (2008) study reveals how public intertien, in the form of local public subsidies
and local public investment programs, has beenifgignt in displacing physical and social
'blight and disorder,” and has enabled th