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INTRODUCTION

Recycling housing through restoration and preservation
is the housing phenomenon of the seventies and eighties. 1In
the United States, the resurgence of middle-class urtan home
buying and urban homesteading has begun to stem the decay of
the cities. Baltimore, Cincinnati, Pittsburgh, and Seattle
have all brought new life t6 their inner cities through a con-
scious effort to forego the "scortched earth" policies that
dominated urban renewal in the fifties, and to view existing
structures not as eyesores but as valuable resources to be a=-

dopted to today's needs.!

In Europe and in much of the develop-
ing world, rehabilitation, often in the form of self-help, is
at the forefront of housing policy.

This rehabilitation of inner-city districts, often his-
toric areas, are subject to a process which the British hzave
dubbed "gentrification"--i.e., the poorer, working-class pnco-
ulations are "decanted" and the historic container is filled
with new, upper-class pooulation. This process of gentrificaticn
has not been studied systematically. Indeed, it has only re-
cently begun to be recognized as an international phenorencn,
especially in the great cities of Western Europe and North
America. Dcnald Appleyard, in a recent study of zentrifiec=ztion,

13ruce Stokes, "Recycled Fousing," Znvironment, Vol.
21, No. 1, Jan/Feb. 1979, p. 7.







has described it quite succinctly:2

Most commonly it is a private process, with a chain
of gentrifiers. Those who spearhead invasions of lower
income districts are often students, artists, and design
professionals looking for cheap accommodations and interested
in living in mixed neighborhocds. They are often single
peovple or couples without children. From the Trastevere
to Telegraph Hill, Chelsea to Greenwich Village, this process
has inexorably transformed the character of these places,

It appears to take place in some Eastern EZEurovean citlies,
too.

Ironically, many of the complaints about gentrificaticn
come from the first groups who enter. Jane Jacobs' famous
book described the same richness of life in Greenwich
Village that used to attract visitors to Trastevere. The
poor migrants are usually welcome and only marginally affect
the quality of life in such an area. However, they usually
do not wish to live under the same conditions as the in-
habitants and therefore imorove their dwellings. As more
are attracted, the neighborhood becomes mixed, still re-
taining much of its original character but now acquiring
the status of being "chic", and relatively safe even for
more conventional young executives, professionals, secre-
taries, and the like. By this time real estate speculators
are actively tuying, converting, and selling. The first
wave of gentrifiers resents the destruction of character
caused by the second wave, sometimes even more than the
original working class nopulation. The area loses its
"life" and "integrity". The old bars or wine shops fold.
Boutiques, art galleries, and specialty shovs take their
vlace.

DEFINITIONS/DESCRIPTICKS
Gentrification is considered newsworthy tecause in recent
decades the reports emanating from the many inner cities have
been overwhelmingly bleak., Riots, decline, atandonment, and
failed efforts at renewal have been the standard fare. GCent-
rification appears to move in ovrosition to such findinss;
often young affluent couples are redoing old hocuses and In <Zhe
2James Martson Fitch, Historic Preservation: Curatoriz:

Management of the Built World (New York:s lMcGraw=-Hill Zcck Cc.,
1982), p. 66.




process often revitalizing whole neighborhocds. All authcritie

N

on the subject apnear to agree that gentrification cccurs when
better-off citizens move into a neighborhood and cften displace
the original lower income residents. It is also generally
agreed that gentrification is a private phenomencn. any
authorities, however, believe that governmental actions can
influence the process to a large extent.

A lack of consensus exists when one tries to descrite
who the gentrifiers are. Criginally, they were portrayed cs
young affluent suburbanites, the forefront of the "back tc the
city" movement trumpeted by the media. Studies show that, in
fact, gentrifiers are not always suburbanites, but also urtan-
ites moving from other areas within the city.

Overall, the bulk of gentrifiers are former suburbanites
who most likely came to the city for education or job-related
reasons, and found the possibility of bteing involved in urban
revitalization an interesting, worthy, and potentially lucrative
experience. Thus, although it is true trhat gentrification is
not totally made up of relocated suburban households, it is
wrong to imply that it does not herald a return to the city.
The image of return is correct if we see that the bulkx of thre
gentrifiers are not relocated long-term middle-class city res-
idents, tut rather suburban-oriented young peonle who have
chosen to estanlish households in an urban set*ing. Their de=-

cision signifies a return to a market narity tetween selectzd



urban inner cityv neighborhoods and the suburban housing markst,d
The use of the term gentrification has occasicned scme
comment. Bruce London has written perceptively that it does
not convey a true impression of that which it purports to des-
cribe.u For him, gentrification as a term is full of false
assumptions since in actuality there is no urban gentry at work,
if we assume gentry to imply persons of high birth or aris-
tocratic background. London also points out the term's Eriticsh
origins, and feels that "we need a term that is not culture
specific.” London's most serious reservation about the term
is that it connotes a "back to the city" movement of fcrmer
suburbanites. It is unclear from where this connotation comes,
other than from popular press imagery. The literal definiti-n
of'gentrification refers only to how one area is becoming or-
iented to, and sometimes dominated by, newcomers of greater
wealth than the o0ld residents. It does not refer to the crizins
of this "gentry". Unless one assumes, incorrectly, that "centry
only exists in the suburbs, it is not logical to deduce thra
suburbanites make up the bulk of the gzentrifiers. Thus, al-

though London's objection is potentially the most crucizl since

)

it vinpoints what is actually occurring, in this case it zaropec

s

»

to be simply incorrect.5

The other objection tc the term's inaccurate evistemc-

Jnichael H. Lang, Gentrification Amid Urkan Decline

(Cambridges Ballinger Fublishing Co., 1982), p. 7.

uBruce London, "Gentrification as Urban Reinvasicn: Some
Preliminary Definitional and Theoretical Considerations," Zzci
To The City, Laska, Spain, n.d., 0.78.

Al

5Lang, p. 8.



logical basis is well-taken, but not very important. As stated,
the term gentrification imnlies the upgrading of an area, the
process whereby a given neighborhood is prettied up with nericd
colors, and architecturally accurate housing details are restored
or recreated. Social pressure mounts on nonconformists, usually
the original residents, to toe the historically correct line.
In the view of many established residents, the newcomers tharow
their weight around as if they were aristocrats. The gentri-
fiers may be insensitive to the fact that the original residents
may like their area as it was, and see their efforts to upgrade
the neighborhood as bogus grandstanding. Cost factors also
enter into such feelings from both sides, of course, since
architectural restoration is an expensive undertaking.

But perhaps the most commonly expressed feeling of tre
established residents 1is that the effort of the newcomers tc
transform the 0ld neightorhood into a historical zrtifact 1is

a negative verdict on how the newcomers view the current ccn-

(]

dition of the neighrorhood and its residents. Given such feelin-s,
it becomes clear why gentrification has stuck as a descrictive
term; it may be inaccurate, but it successfully conveys thre
extent of the change that is occurring as well as the degree
of social distance that seperates the origfinal residents from
the newcomers,

The gentrification phenomenon 1is so complex that even

the experts often disagree about basic definitions. IFcr the

purnoses of this work, the following terms require clarifli-



cationz6

Gentrification: Unless otherwise stipulated, gentrifi-
cation will connote essentially private-canital=-induced
development in formally lower income areas that results
in a pattern of higher rents and land and house values,
This vattern of rising rents and property values displaces
many existing renters and owner-occupiers on fixed incomes
by making the area unaffordable. Some disvlacement is the
direct result of public revitalization programs, but since
such displacement is covered by the Uniform Relocation
and Real Property Acquisition Act (1970) and similar pro-
visions, it has not been the zeneral focus of comrlzint
and will not be treated here.?

Secondary Displacement: This occurs when by dint of .
public spending programs (e.g. urban renewal, block grants;
in one area, nearby areas attract the eye of private mar-
ket speculators and gentrifiers with the resultant disnlace-
ment of the original residents. Although most displacerment
is secondary disvlacement, unless otherwise stipulated rthe
term gentrification will connote both types.

PURPCSE

One may question the validity of studying gentrification,
since statistically it aprears to be a minor element in the
resuregent housing market in select areas., Protlems of urban
disinvestment, bhlight, and agzed infrastructure 2ll tulk lar-er
statistically and therefore occupy a more prominent nlace in
the minds of most city officials. The argument here is that
gentrification must be studied and understocd precisely because
it is a concomitant of the recovery of housing sutmarkets and
tecause, to the extent that planning volicies can revive csig-

nificant sections of our urban areas, gentrification czn te

exvected to occur repeatedly.8

61%i4.

7Less trhan one-fifth of all displacement moves zare *he
direct result of zovernment programs. U.S. Devartment of Hous'n
and Urban Development, Interm Disnlacement Report, HUD-PCR-3%2
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, Feb. 1979), p. i1

R[]
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Indeed, the Devnartment of Housing and Urtan Develorment
(KUD) position on this matter during President Carter's admin-
istration was clear:?

Neighborhood revitalization has clear benefits to cities
when it is occurring. Middle and upper income househclds
bring a much needed boost to the central city tax bhase.

This private reinvestment offers a unique opoortunity to
encourage the develooment of neighborhoods that are interrated
both racially and economically, where low and moderate in-
come residents can enjoy the benefits of the revitalizaticn
process.

In addition, the increased cost of new housing has made
existing urban housing look increasingly attractive and comvet-
itive. The increased rate of household formation is exnected
to continue through the 1980's, and will likely fuel increased
demands for home ownership. It has been sugrested that the rate
and the amount of gentrification will be clearly related to the
twin influences of the new household formation and new housing
starts. HUD has data that suggest that investment in the ex-
istingz housing stock increases when the supnly of new units to
the housing stock is reduced. Thus, as completion rates fzll,
marginal units are brought btack into the housing stock. at-
urally, high interest rates also fuel this process since threy
place new housing out of reach of more households.

Gentrification is not apt to be a wide-spread phznomenon
in any given area. Yet it has the potential for cccurrins in
2 number of various areas continuously throuchout this ard the

coming decade; it is a "slow bturn" phenomenon capa®le cf zffectinz

large pnarts of a city, alheit a few secticns at a time. I%t is

91vid.



capable of making life increasingly insecure, varticulzarly for
the voor and middle-income renters. Yet, tecause it is unlizely
to affect more than a few households at any one moment, it will
not achieve the political visibility of the more wide-svread
urban problems. It is this hidden characteristic that rakes
gentrification so insidious. Its gradualism is a major jus-
tification for studying it.lo

Another reason for looking at gentrification is that it
is a major operation comvonent of an emerging pattern of neigh-
borhood resegregation occurring in America's larger cities.

Neighborhood resegregztion occurs when the original, usually

D

t

segregated, vattern is replaced bty another segregzted rettiern.
Specifically, after World War II, many inner city neighhorhccis
became éegregated with a disproportionate share of poor and
minority groups. The tulk of the middle-class moved "up and
out" to the adjacent, and then the far, suburts. This patterr

of movement held true for many newly arriving urtan pcopulati~n

e

groups at different times, devending on *their varying vositions
on the economic scale.

Today a new twist is occurring, with the recycling or
gentrification of fcrmer slum and low-income areas. <Earlier
residents mcved out of the inner city voluntarily as their dis-
vosable monies rose; the current residents, however, zre teins
forced out resardless of their ability to affcrd renlacerent
hcmes., ffluent peonle who snhould be vrime candidates fcor

suburban houses, are choosing tc live in tle core urtan =reas,

101vid, p. 12-13.



They tend to congregate in select areas that possess a critical
mass of noteworthy characteristics, including:11

- good amenities, such as parks and vistas

- good ambiance, such as markets and craft shors

- good architecture

- safety

- centrality

- adequate parking

- adequate vacancy rates

By zeroing in on neighborhoods that possess such char-
acteristics, a bandwagon effect is set up. These areas become
the fashionable vlaces to live, and realtors promote them and
encourage or participate in threir physical development. As a
result, the newcomers are placed in direct competition with
the original residents and their offspring who often wish
to remain in the area. It is an unequal competition, since by
definition it is the affluent newcomers who will be atle to meet
the inflated prices charged for housing. The result is a srzdual

pushing out of the original residents, and a successicn to the

neighborhood by newcomers.,

THE CONFCNENTS
LCCAL PCLITICS
Leaders of older urban areas are faced with a dilerma:
they xnow they are in the midst of a chronic decline, dut they

cannot agree amcng themselves as to its nature. [Nor do they

111bid.



10

know how to remedy or mitigate it. The problem of building a
consensus on the nature of the phenomenon of urban decline,
although formidable, is not insurmountable., Clearly, troad
agreement could be obtained for a proposition that blamed the
decline of the Northeast on exogenous governmental and market
forces. Similar agreement might be found for a propositicn
that claimed that the best that local policymakers can do to
cushion the impact of economic decline, is to devise svecific
plans for managing this decline.

A major oroblem arises in devising a method for carryins
out such a policy approach: the older urban areas are currently

12 The twin forces

undergoing rapid and severe urban change.
of gentrification and urban decline demand a strong policy re-
sponse. In addition, since gentrification and urban decline
are relatively new, a new policy appnroach will have to be de-
vised to handle them. However, it frequently has been noted
that policymakers shy away from innovative policy aprroaches

in fear of community and political repercussions., For in-
stance, one Philadelphia city planner has said that Society
Hill, a nationally renowned urban revitalization project, could
never be carried out today.13 This is because the various

svecial interests in the community have learned to participzte

in the local decisionmaking process, and how to stop prcjects

121vid, p. 90.

13Lang's report of conversation with Paul wheeling, Cit:
State Flanner, Philadelphia City Planning Commission, Philadel-
ohia, Pa., 1978. "Urban Decline and Revitalization," Centri-

fication Amid Urban Decline.



they do not supnort.. It may help here to review the case cf
the Society Hill development project. It is a classic example
of the changing decisionmaking structure in older cities.
These changes have lead to the inability of older cities to
carry out large scale develooment projects in existing com-
munities.

The Society Hill project was one of tre preeminent suc-

cess stories of old-style urban renewal. Once a rowhouse neigh-

borhood of merchants and artisans, Society Hill had degenerated
over the years into an area of poorly maintained avartments

for the poor. It also tock on an increasingly comrercial func-
tion, eventually serving as the central wholesale foocd dis-
tribution point for the city. The proximity of this area to

the central business district (C2ZD) and the historic Indeven-
dence Hall area led city leaders to attempt a renewal plan.

The plan was put forward under the leadership of Edmund Eaccn,
who headed the Philadelphia City Planning Commission from 1G4%
to 1970. The main idea was to relocate the wholesaling and

food distribution function to a modern center south of the
city's built-up area. Cnce the area was vacated, the city wculd
stimulate development by encouraging private investment with
prior city investment for infastructure repair, rerlacement,

and upgrading. These infastructure investments were coordirzated
with sensitive land use planning that featured a greenwzy link-

ing Society Hill to the larger oven svaces at Inderencence Zzll.

Infrastructure investments were made obvious and carried out

the strong colonial theme that the planneré wished to emphasize.

11



‘o

Period street lighting fixtures, brick sidewalks, retention of
cobblestones on the streets, and the relocation of utilities
below ground all combined to make an attractive atmosphere for
private reinvestment in the area.

Although the area had been essentially comrmercial, some
residents remained and they had to be relocated. The voc
black households that submitted to the urban redevelopment
authority's relocation services found themselves scattered
throughout the city's lower income areas. Often they were re-
located to inferior accommodations. No serious effortis were
made to accommodate them on the renewal site. Indeed, sub-
sequent efforts by authorities and public interest groups to
develop a minimum of low-interest housing have run into the
vociferous oprosition of the new affluent Society Eill residerts
who fear diminished real-estate values.

The realization that pubtlic inclusion in the nlanning
process must be guaranteed from the start of the project is
now well-entrenched in the public consciousness. The Societly
Hill planners were lucky in that the area was essentially
commercial., These interests were easily placated with the
provision of a newer, more efficient distritution center.
Cne cannot help wondering what their resnonse rmisht have tecn
if the redevelooment authority offered to relocate them to
another, less centrally located slum area. The vlanners vere
also lucky that as a result of comrmercial intrusion, the arez2's
population was severely reduced. But the major féctor in their

ability to carry out the Society Hill plan was that vlanrners
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had yet to provoke he large reserve of suspicion and disli:

v
(4]

3

that may now surround the professicn. Authorities such as Jane

S
-

Jacobs, Robert Goodman, and Peter Blake all blame planners for
| 14

espousing practices destructive of community. Svecifically,
planners are criticized for the intolerably high-handed manner
in which they have dealt with the affected opublic. A new
consciousness points to tre importance of planning fcor community
change in a way that reflects concern for social as well as
physical elements,

The literature of community develooment attests tc <the
fact that the »noor and their representatives have learned their
lessons well. No more will they stand by and conform while

my
-

their homes are tulldczed for a massive renewal project. ney
are prenared for confrontation. They are aided by recent leszl
requirements mandating citizen particivation for virtually all
physical development that receives vublic funding.15 Trey =re
in a position to stymie or at least impose costly delays on
almost any project. They might do this by nursuing specific
lezal remedies in court, such as challanging an environrental
impact statement, or the more general tactic of protesting at
city hall. Whatever the tactics, it is clear that lower irccrme
groups have been granted enough legal remedies and have assumad

sufficient political power to be taken seriously by loczl nlan-

ners, As a result, any solution to the vrohlems occasicred oV

Fiasco, Why Modern Architecture Hasn't Worked (2oston: Li

Erown & Co., 1977).

15E.E. Burke, A Particivatory Apnroach to Urban PlanniAas
(New York: Human Services Press, 1579), p. 13. T




urban decline and gentrification must take into account the
varied political interests at stake in the issue. These con-
flicting interests can only be resolved by a mediating or
trade-off process., This will allow both the planning rrocess
to proceed and a worthwhile plan to emerge.

Given the volitical realities that exist on the lccal

level, what new policy apnroaches can be devised that will

handle both gentrification and urban decline? It is arsued t:at

they must be seen as tandem forces of the new urban change
process that affects our older cities. I[oreover, they must Tte
dealt with if these cities are to stand a chance of leveling
off at some lower population density.

Any policy provosals that may be developed that address
the issue of gentrification most likely will then also dezal
with the conditions of urban decline. Although different, tre
two are almost inseverable.

‘ost important in a volicy will lixely be the socio-
political issues, especially with the strong dezree of the
human element involvement. Also important is the issue of
housing. This is not to impvly that other local and naticnal
strategies based on various industrial or commercial apnrcaches
should be abandoned. Rather, up to the present, housinz has
assumed the overwhelmingly domirate role in the gentrificalicn
Drocess.

Finally, urtan economic decline should te derlt with zs
a fact of life. This is not to deny that a rmajor new indus<*ry
mizht relocate to a given neighborhood and stimulate a new

series of economic flows. Rather, it seems prudent to view



continued urban decline as the governing characteristic cf our
older urban areas for the forseeable future. The need, thren,
is for a program that encourages gentrification, yet controls
its detrimental spin-off effects on low income households.

The program must also be atle to respond to the reality of

wholesale economic decline.

DISPLACENENT

Among the central issues in contemporary urban analysis
is the human cost of displacing established residents in oclder
inner city neighborhoods. This analysis has identified the
gentrification orocess as an imﬁortant factor causing such dis-

placement.16

Nonetheless, the phenomenon is not new--it is a
variation of the old "negro removal" theme, which focused con

the difficulty of rehousing poor people on central city sites

developed under renewal programs. OCne reason that rcentrification-

induced displacement is not synonomous with the older form c¢f
displacement is that, heretofore, the poor were usually displac
by larger commercial office or highway projects sponsored =y

17

local and federal authorities. The gentrification prccess
is also different in that many people currently being disvlzaced
are working class whites. Centrification is a more subtle 2n3d
complicated process than the urtan renewal initiated vy local
R

urban renewal authorities underwritten by federal policy.

Displacement of the poor is probvably tre single tirrest
criticism attached to the zentrification issue. Sociolowcists

162, Levy, Gueen's Villaze: The Eclipse of Comrunity
(Philadelphia Institute for the Study of Civic Values, 157%),

@]

l17Lang, p.5.
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argue that the "gentry" sweep through older neizhborhoods with
their paint brushes and shingles, forcing the poor out of their
homes for profit as they go. Preservationists sometimes argue

that little, if any, displacement occurs because many of the
homes they nurchase are already vacant.

Patrich Hare, a Hartford planning consultant, has mzde
several suggestions to lessen the conflict of lower and uvnrer
income housing demands in urban areas. Hare recommends building
some new housing for middle class newcomers, whose primary in-
terest is a close-in location rather than a historic structure,:8
Several other programs have been developed recently to try to
minimize displacement. These include:

- anti-speculation taxes

- staggered property tax increases for long-time resident
whose houses are improved

- lengthened eviction notice peri~ds

- revised building codes that do not discourasze home-
owners from making minor revpairs

-reverse annuity mortgages under which elderly homeowners
can receive payment from the bank for their houses, btut not
relinquish title to *the bank until they move or die.

If the end result of preservation is to remove the poor
to a few out of the way neightorhoods, the cities could find
themselves violating civil rieshts and the Federal Fair Hcusing
Act. Thus, the federal government's volicy is also to minimiz

18Neal R. Pierce, "Lerding Neighbors a Hand," Historic
Preservation, Nay/June 1979, p. 21.
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displacement. RXecently, HUD stated its conviction that preser-
vation is relevant to neighborhood conservation, and provided
examples of historic preservation projects that may be assisted
with HUD Community Development Block Grant funds.l? These
orojects, although historical-preservation oriented, must ten-
efit low and moderate income versons and/or aid in the preser-
vation or elimination of slums and blight.

Vany cities have come up with workable alternatives for
displacement of poor people through historic preservation ef-
forts. In the meat packing Lousiville neighborhood known as
"Butchertown", some residents are sharing the o0ld houses they
have rehabilitated with pensioners and widows who have lived
there all along. In Buffalo, new middle class arrivals have
lived harmoniously with tenants subsidized by the EUD Secticn 8
program, and have suvoorted efforts to shield longtime residents

from the economic costs of upgrading the neighborhood.zo

Still however, there are many who insist that disnlace-
ment figures have been exaggerated. Preservationists argue
that one reason why displacement has been a big issue recently
is because the definition of what is necessary for a stable
neizshborhood has changed. Up until recent years, homosenity
was thought to be vital to a cochesive and stable neighborhcod.
Eut there is a newer trend to focus on neighborhood diversity
as a positive asset to néighborhoods. So when restcration

results in disnlacement, vreservation is criticized bvecause it

19Philip Langdor.,, "Plain Talkx Abcut Displacement," His-
toric Preservation, Vol. 32, No. 2, Farch/April 1680, p.46-L7,

201bid, p. 22.
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fails to produce the diversity that neignborhoods are tnouszht
to need.

Everett H. Ortner, a pioneer of the Brooklyn brownstone
revival and president of a national organization known as Back
To The City, Inc., maintains that most back to the city peovle
are not professionals nor do they typically have a great dezl
of money. MNany fix up buildings that need substantial improve-
ments. "If that's a crime" Ortner says, "we should encourage
more of it."2l He goes on to argue that higher property values
and rents may be essential if city neighborhoods are to be pre-
served (this is, however contradictory to Chester Hartman, et al,
who advocate for property tax relief to be provided). American
cities appear to be experiencing more abandonment than rehatili=-
tation. "The amount of displacement is exaggerated for political
purposes," Ortner believes. "What is not exaggerated is the
amount of destruction when there is no urban revival."2?2 Thus,
although Crtner leads us to believe that the question of how
much displacement exists and its effects have not yet been answered,
more research and studies are continually devoted to this toric
and answers and solutions are cropping up to change many peonles

thinking.

HOMECOWNERSHIP AND THE HCUSING PROGRAL

Along with the issue of displacement comes that of the
housing dilemma. For the past generation, populaticn growth ard
rising affluence have physically and financially outstrizred =he
ability of governments and private industry to meet shelter nreeds

21Ivid, p. 47.

221pidg.
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through new construction. The United Nations estimates that
worldwide the number of households will increase 44 percent between
1970 and 1985.23 In urban areas alone, authorized construction is
expected to fall from four to five million units behind demand
each year during that period. This shortfall comes at a time
when at least 800 million people are already living in badly btuilt,
badly equinped dwellings.24
In both private and public housing developments there have
been some detrimental environmental consequences. Existing build-
ings of stone and wood are often replaced by structures sheathed
with aluminum and glass. Time-tested architectural oractices that
permitted huildings to take full advantage of natural heating and
cooling were abandoned in favor of short-run efficiencies. Aes-
thetic sensibilities and the desire of people to live in buildings
with human proportions were often neglected. The graceful lines
of structures, worn by weather and time and the ambiance of neirsh-
borhoods infused with tradition, can create a vpsycholorical climate
of incalculable benefit--something frequently overlooked by those
seeking to impose a new imprint on the built environment.25
This, then, is the housing dilemra. Commercially constucted
private homes are beyond the economic reach of more and more neccle.
Public housing has proven too expensive for the gzovernment to tuild
and maintain, and often unlivable for the vpoor who rert it. Ilew
housing is often environmentally and aesthetically bankrupt.

The solution to these problems may lie in the desire of both rich

and poor all over the world to own their own homes, even if they

23Stokes. De 7
2b1piq.
251viq.



have to build or rehabilitate them with their own hands.

Private ownership of conventional dwellings is increasing
in many countries. In the United States, nearly two out of
three homes are owner-occuvied. In France, the homeowning por-
tion of the population has grown bty nearly 50 percent in the
last 15 years. A quarter of all urban homes and more tnan half
of the homes in the countryside in the Soviet Union are privately
owned. Even in China, most peasants in rural areas own their
own dwellings; only in cities, were a fifth of the povoulaticn
lives, are the majority of houses provided by the government.
In almost every nation, public opinion surveys show that more
peovle would like to own their own homes.26

In Africa, Asia, and Latin America, data on homecwner-
ship--although more sketchy--tell a similar story. In ftexicc,
two-thirds of conventional homes are owned by occupants, in
India--85 percent. In many communities, even the poorest Swn
their sparse shelters, but not the land they are built on.
Unfortunately, the threat of being evicted can sap any incentive
to improve these houses and offsets much of the advantage cf
homeownership. |

Governments and cormmunity organizers have besgun to regard
the desire to control personal shelter as a potentially valuéble
resource. In 1673 several U.3. cities, and later the federal
government, started to match urbzn shelter needs with the mount-

263arvara Ward, The House of kan (New York: W.W. Ncrion %
Co., 1976), p. 14,
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ing number of abandoned houses. This urban homesteading vrozram
is rooted in the pioneer philosophy that occupation and improve-
ment of property give rights to ownership. Houses that have
become the property of local governments in lieu of payment of
back taxes are sold for a nominal sum, often no mcre than =
dollar, to couples or individuals willing to move in and re-
build them. Occupants buy their homes with the investment of
their own labor in making housing improvements. Such "sweat
equity" opened the door to homeownership throush federal progrars
to 1,013 homesteading families by mid-1978. Although this is
only a drop in the bucket, interest in homesteading seems
strong. Twenty-three cities already participate in the program,
including Baltimore, Cleveland, Rochester, and Peoria. Ii.ore
than 22,000 people have apvnlied to become urban homesteaders,
and the government is expanding the program.27

City governments are also turning to self-help housinz
as a means of turning abandoned neighborhoods into livable ccrm-
munities. While governments can provide leadership and suo-ort
for self-help housing, individual initiative is still the core

of the housing rehabilitation movement.

The trend toward private buying of old homes for rerovaticn

is growing. 1In 1976, 50 percent of the growth in homeownershio

in U.S. city centers was due to individuals buying old houses

as rising prices for new homes made buyers more willins <o ren-
27y.s. Department of Housing and Urban Development, The

Urban Homesteading Catalogue, Vol. 3 (Washington, D.C.: Cffice
of Policy Development and Research, August 1977).
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ovate. By contrast, as recently as 1970, 80 percent of new
homebuyers in city centers chose newly built houses and concdo-
miniums.28 Because of a willingness to invest time and money
in improving old houses, the arrival of today's homeowners can
mark the rejuvenation of decaying neighborhoods. But it can
also cause rising property values--and rising nrorerty taxes.
The largely middle-class redevelopment of neighborhocds can
slowly push out the poor, who originally found inadequate--but

cheap=--housing in decaying areas,

HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND REVITALIZATICN

The movement for historic preservation in this country
is an evolving idea.29 Cne concept that may be changing is the
frequently heard accusation that historic preservation is an
elitist phenomenon, a collector's collection of architecturzl
rarities. The change apvears to be an emerging interest in rnore
common elements of history. The historic site expands tc become
the historic area, This area comes under scrutiny in the en-
vironmentally conscious 1970's when many issues, including rres-
ervation, are seen in the context of concern for the toctzl en-
vironment. To understand the environment, one must look for
underlying ecological processes which in preservation, includle

the interaction of social factors tcgether with physical qual-

28 - . L -

Xobert C. zZmbry, "Urbkan Reinvestment and trhe Zffects of
Displacement on Low and Noderate Income Fersons," presented to %t
U.S. Senate, Zanking, Housing and Urban Affzirs Comrittce, wacsri-
ington, D.C., Suly 7, 1677.

29~

C“arol kinar, "Historic Districts: An Evolving Asvec® cf
Preservation Activity," Historic Preservation and the Cultural
Landscape: An Emerging Land Use Flanning Concern, No. 7, 197£-77,




ities. Thus historic preservation is now focusinz on larsger
contexts, and is encountering many new issues as well.

Within these historic areas or urban neighborhoods, are
two types of revitalization that are experiencing improvements
and can be distinsguished. The first is "“incumbent upqrading."BO
These types of neightorhoods or districts are mostly moderste
income, and revitalization occurs primarily because of existing
residents. The neighborhoods in this case usually have active
local organizations and a strong sense of comrunity.

The second type of revitalization of course is gentrifica-
tion, often involving young couples without children who enjoy,
to some degree, an upwardly mobile economic status. Contrary
to the incumbent upgrading, gentrification occurs as a result
of individual efforts, rather than a comrunity or orfarizaticral
effort.

Within revitalization and preservation, upgrading neizh-
31 4

borhoods do differ from those that are "gentrifi=d". Gent-

rification neighborhonsds tend to be smaller than upgradins neizn-
borhoods, and are usually older. They are much mcre likely to
have attractive tonograrhic locations, such as.high elevations,
proximity to open space or to *he shore of a river, laksz, cr
important pnublic square. They also typically receive more as-
sistance from city zovernments. The social characteristics ¢f

30Jon Pynoos, Robert Schafer, Chester #. Hariman,
Housing Urban America (new York: Alding Fublishing

31Scott Steinhoff, "Revitalization and Preservaticn: ieth-
ods and Differences in Urban [Neighborhoods", Unpublished term
paver, iichigan State University, May 31, 1684, p. 2.



the gentrified neighborhocds are substantially different befcre
they were improved than afterwards. Before improvements, they
usually contained the types of families that are particularly
susceptible to displacement: they include more households that
were either black, elderly, or transient, and more often had a
hizher percentage of dilapidated housing.

Cne study concluded that three-fourths of these areszs
have exnerienced some displacement to make room for the riddle
class.32 The causes of displacement were often direct; either
by federal or local government action, or by vrivate eviction,
Indirect causes include sharp increases in taxes, and strict
enforcement of codes which places difficulties on the voor or
elderly.

By contrast, the upward pressure on housing costs was
less in ungrading neighborhoods. Their pooulation rerained
relatively the same before and after revitalization, and even
though the average income continued to remain lower than in tne
zentrified neighborhoods, studies have shown that these neizh-
borhoods more often contained a higher vercentage of settlad
families with more children and thus, were considered more stzatle
in many ways. As one neighborhood politiciazn told a histcric
vpreservationist, "You are for buildings, and I am for peonle."BS

In the past, many urban dwellers have questioned thre
relevancy of historic preservation to the needs of their nei-t-

orrunity

borhood. Tror example, residents of a workingz class

@]
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2Pynoos, Schafer, Hartman, p. 543.
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3Pierce, D. 21.
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in Seattle were given a list of neichborhood revitalization

tools and asked to choose the ones they preferred. As a tool,
historic preservation was the least popular item. This may be

an indication that historic preservationists must broaden their
focus, and recognize the need to view structures in a larger
context of social and economic life. It can be arsued that
buildings and neighborhoods should be preserved for other reascns
than just historic or architectural significance. Considerations
such as "sense of place", community develovment, and cultural
continuity need to be recognized.

Despite the opposition of some neighborhood crsanizations,

~historic preservation techniques can be valuable in achieving

neighborhood revitalization goals. One arguement made is that

preserving older buildings (not just housing but also corrercizl

structures) is often less expensive than building from scrat:h.
Cne study has shown that on the average, costs ran from *hirty
to fourty percent less for rehabilitation of older buildinss
than new construction. Because this anproach is more lator in-
tensive, it also produces more jobs per dollar spent than with
new construction.Bu
The value of historic preservation technigues to promote
neighborhood conservation has been proved. The princinal shcrt-
coming in the effective use of historic preservation tecrnrnigues
by neighborhoods seems to be, in many cases, a lack cf adeguztez

) 3L"'Remember the Neighborhoods," Urban Folicy Groun, Ad-
visory Council on Historic Preservation, 1981, p. 3.



information. Historic preservation vnrograms are often comrlex,
and preservationists often néglect neighborhood organizations
as a valuable resource. Better communication between preser-
vationists and neighborhood conservationists may help prevent
some problems.

There are many signs, though, that preservationists are
beginning to be more sensitive to the needs of existing resi-
dents when upgrading neighborhoods. The consideration of low
income persons in historic preservation projects has become
more prevalent. Arthur Zigler,of Pittsburgh History and Land-
marks Foundation, has developed a program that permits home-
owners to borrow money at three percent interest to fix up their
homes. Lee Adler of the Savannah Landmark Rehabilitation Froject
has won federal funding to buy houses in the city's Victcrian
Historic District, rehabtilitate them, and rent them to their
low income black occupants. Denver and Hartford have develcned
similar programs. The Pike Place Market Historic District is
probébly one of the best examples of how preservation of btoth
buildings and neighborhood character can be simultaneocusly rre-
served. The Pike Place District was created with the intenticn
of keeping the market for the sale of food, retaininzg low inccre
residents, and preserving such "unsavory" establishments zs
taverns, thrift shops, and cheap hotels.35 Thus, vpreservation-
ists are satisfied as they see the 0ld structures restcred to

their original condition, and neightorhocd residents are satis-

35Pierce. p. 22.
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fied with minimal displacement and continued use of structures

as they were before.

THE MARKET
Neighborhood resegregation occurs when gentrification

induced inmigration »nroduces a rapid change in population char-

»

acteristics. It should be ciear, though, that gentrificatiecn

h

is not the cause of resegregation, but rather a concomitant of
the normal working of free housing markets.36 Nonetheless, it

is true that unfettered gentrification operating in a free mar-
ket may result in the snatial segregation of varied ethnic and

minority groups.

If we accept as a gift a free housing market, we must
also realize that it fosters these segregated housing patterns.
The market operates via individuals who, to be successful, must
act according to the sound economic princirle of selling to =i
highest bidder. Therefore, when rich and pcor covet the szre
housing, they will find that, all things teing equal, tre rich
will always win out. By simply casting their eye on a partic-
ular neighborhood, the rich homebuyers will immediately produce
a surge in house prices and rents that will eventual'y trecluds
market participation by the pcor. In addition, this effect
will be most pronounced in the dense inner city where any cohis-

ical improvements are cuickly noted by the local residents,

-

sneculators, and neightorhood handicapners tent on makinz wind-

24
sCLang, p. 14,
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fall orofits,37

The recent inflation of both housing values and money
markets is perhaps the strongest element in this resegresation
effect, since this inflation ensures that a revitalized neizghbor-
hood will be affordable to only a narrowly defined income zroun.
For many cities, this distinctly changes the housing rztterns
of orevious years., In Philadelohia, for instance, the earlier
and stable money market environment ensured that as neishtor-
hoods developed, housing size and quality differentials were
reflected in sale or rental prices. As a result, many areas
were characterized by early develonment of large houses c¢n cdeep
lots, affordable only by those with some wealth. In succeeding
years, many such households developed the rear portions cf
their lots by constructing small rowhouses. These accommedatiorns
were occunied by less affluent citizens working in the nei¢h-
borhood. As a result, many center city neighborhozds had =
surprisinz amount of economic diversity within a small reoarranniic
area.38

Todzy, as those same areas are gentrified, this pa<t-ern
of economic diversity is absent. Generally, the early rentri-
fiers or "pioneers" stake out an uncharted area that they fe=l
has long-term promise. They are atle to buy up larce houses
from the orisinal owners who do not realize the actual or po-
tential vzlue of the area. Cnce this misration tecomes nciice-
able, the housing values quickly escalate, pricing lar-e =ztruc-

37D. Kimelman, "Recyclers Causins Svring Garden Zcw,"
Philadelphia Inguirer, Aucust 16, 1979, p. 1-2,

——————————

38Lang' p. 15.
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tures out of reach of all bhut the most affluent genirifiers.

As demand falls, many of these larcge structures azre rmade avail-
able for avartments or condominium conversions. However, trese
smaller units now command premium prices and rents. As a re-
sult of the increase in local housing values as well as the in-
crease in money costs, middle-class gentrifiers requirinz a
home now shift their attention to the smaller streets. Eere
the more modest houses command more reasonable prices. 1In

many cases, such houses are so small and densities so hizh,
that it would be illegal to tuild them today under most hcusins
and building codes. Yet, because of their locaticn, they too
begin to command premium prices and rents.

Thus, money costs coupled with local housing submarzet
dynamics produce conditions of artificial shortage, and therety
create a vastly inflated housing cost structure. The end recsult
is that market particivation is limited to the affluent, res:zrd-
less of the characteristics of the house.39

Free market housing makes it nearly impossitle for the
rich and poor to coexist, It does not prevent the integration
of racially distinct but economically similar femily units.
However, recent census reoorts on bvlack suburbanization natferns
confirm that middle-class btlack families are demanding hcusing
styles and community attritutes that preclude threir interesst

in 1living in center city middle-class areas. C AS a re
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39%¢c. iWeiler, "Cptimizing Reinvestment, kinimizins
vlacement,” in F. Levy, Queen's Villase..., D. 27.

Lop, Levy and R. Cybriwsky, "Hidden TCimensions of Cul-
ture and Class: Philadelphia," in Back to the City, p. 1LL,
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gentrified areas do not attract many minority hcuseholds, and
a fully gentrified neighborhood is a remarkably uniform neizh-
borhood--filled with white middle-class people from a narrow
economic range.
The early gentrifiers or "pioneers" mentioned previously
are the first of three groups--the other two beinz "settlers"
and " joiners" as part of the gentrification process. Pioneers
move in before a neighborhood is perceived as safe, settlers
move in as a neighborhood is on the verge of stabalization, and
joiners move in as the neighborhood becomes fashionable. In
the current housing market, the joiner phase is now the strcngest.
"The housing of historical interest on good blocks
close to downtown--the brownstones, triple-deckers, &ueen Annes,

praire houses, et al.--continues to trade up to blue=-chip stztus,

3Y]

says Walter C. Klein, Jr., senior executive vice presidert zt

Lomas.l"1

As an example, Klein points to such Brooklyn neishhtor=-
hoods as Park Slope and Boerum Hill where elegantly restored
brownstones that soid for $25,000 in 1944 and 150,000 in 1272,
now are selling for £200,000 to more than $400,0C0,.

Phase two gentrification--the settlers--also is fairly
strong according to Klein, but vioneering is becoming wezk,

"There is a shortage cf neighborhood pioneers. Derczravhic
and social chanres have reduced the surprly of the xinds < rcuncg
veonle who become nioneers," Klein renor‘ts.uz Cther fzctcers

Mlwgentrification is Back," 3uilder, Vol. 7, No. 10,
Cctober 1984, p. GO.

H21pi4.
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keening vhase one wezk are the disavpearance of long ~as line
and inflated suburtan house prices.
In cities where gentrification is particularly strong--

Boston, St. Louis, Dallas, and New York--it is linked to thre

v}

H

growth of downtown emplcyment. In cities where rfentrification

n

-
~

D

is falling off--Washinston, D.C. and Philadelnhia--there' abel
no growth or a net loss of downtown employment.

"Where gentrification is strong," Klein continues, "it
changes the fabric of neirshborhoods and cities. It cnansges
their imare."

In St. Louis for instance, the Central west End ras te=-
come a trendy vplace to live. Empty-nesters who srew un there
are moving back from the suburbs. Houses in Central West End
that sold for 320,000 to 325,000 in the late 1670's, nrcw are
selling for 3100,0C0. In Soulard, a 100-hlock neighborhozd

south of the downtown, German workers' houses, circa 19C0, are

being restored while new in-fill rentals and condomirium

()]
3
'
m

going up. Soulard shells so'd for 21,00C to 32,500 in the iz*e
1970's; now shells sell for 310,000 to 212,000, and restcred
} 3 ey’ \ by L"B
houses comrmand prices of 370,00C to $14C,CCO,

Cverall, gentrification aprears to te a permarnent cycls
within the housing market and industry. TFor a time in the lzazle

1970's, it was widely perceived as a process with the nctentizl

)

to trarsform the eccnomic tase and the ncpulati-n mix of l=arre

cities. However, Klein hzs noted, "it is row clear tna+* -

“31vid, p. 96.



hope--or fear as the case may have teen--was exagﬁerated."uu

THE PRCCESS

Many prorenewal urban svecialists, conceding that sen-
trification is not without difficulties, question the assurpticn
that anythins should be done to control it. They assert that
the imvact of relocaticn for families unatle to fend for trem=-
selves should be cushioned, and, in such cases, they susgest
extending relocation allowances or other forms of assistance.
Their understanding of gentrification may be surmarized as
f‘ollows:u5

1) Everyone agrees that larsze parts of America's cities
must be renewed or rehabilitated.

2) No matter how renewal is carried out, it entails scre
dislocations. Cnly a small percentage of those disnlaced will
be able to afford the rents or sale prices of their rerewed
neighborhoods, Subsidies can only helo a fraction cf the criz-
inal residents to return.

3) This "cost" is more than offset by the beneficizl
economic effects of the renewed area and its spillover effects
on surrounding areas.

L) Those low-inccme residents who are adversely affected
simply do not matter in the face of the overwhelmins ra
of the vorulation that can be said tc benefit,

5) Gentrificaticn is very limited zecsgrazphica’ly.

: ° v

M1pia,

u5Lang, p.31.



Specifically, in the case of Philadelrnhia, which has 1C2 dif-
ferent neighborhoods, only six or seven are under any xind of
gentrification pressure, and all of these are clustered near

the CBD. The major urban problem has been, and still is neizh=-
borhood decline for those many neighborhbods that are nct can-
didates for gentrification. Indeed, more disvlacement is caused
by housings abandonment than ty sentrification.

6) Gentrification is a concommitant of the fair-share
housing policy, currently being charted by housins reformers,
supported by the courts. In brief, the vpclicy aims to oven uv
the affluent suburbs to low and moderate-income grouvps in thre
quest of geographically determined social balance. As a result,
the cities must cear up to receive a greater prcportion of urrer
income residents to balance the already existing vrevonderzrce
of low=-income residents.

It is clear from this outline that the croncrents of -a-
newal view gentrification as a static, rather than a dyramic
process. The points they make are not inccrrect--rzther trey
are incomnlete since they revresent only the nersnective of
the develoonment asencies., The same process locks quite differ-
ent when seen from the nerspective of the affected lower in-
come community. Such a sumrmary will yield a scenzrio consicdsr-
ably different from the one offered by those who favor traii-

tional renewal =z=ctivit

)
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they are hased., IFrom the vantare point of a low-income comr .l
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gentrification may be sumrarized as follows:

1) Currently, poor comrunities are concentrated in inner
city areas, while the suburbs provide the residential lcczale
for the bulk of the affluent.

2) The poor traditionally have been forced out of cne

0

votentially valuable neighborhood after another if it suits thre

<

D
<
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planners and speculators. Up until ncw, they have te:

1§

n

to find alternative accommrodations within the core slum arez
3) To the extent possible, the lower income £rouns heve

attempted to move out of the core to the "inner suburbs" as

their income rose.

4) The new element today is urban reinvestment, produced
by the combined effects of the energy shortage and the desires
of an increasins number of the affluent to live in town.

As a result, more and more inner city areas are teinyg
ungraded by gentrification, and on an increasing scale. Specifi
ally, the 1875 Urban Land Institute survey found trhat 72 rer-
cent of cities with populaticns over 500,000 are underscoing
substantial and significant housing rerovation in what were de-

clining neighborhoods.u7

More recently, Philip Clay has Icund
that neighborhood revitalization has occurred in all of *he

nation's 30 largest cities.l‘L8 This trend ensures that *thecrc

461vid, b. 32.

L . . L. . -
7Nat10nal Urban Ccalition, Cisnlacement: Ci*yv ei-ibir-
hoods in Transition (Washinston, July 1379), ©. 2.

uaPhilip Clay, Neizghborhcod Revitzlization: The necents
3 . - o . Iy - ~ - A o~ N
Experience in Larce American Cities (Camktridee: MIT Frzss, -°7°)
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are less availeble low-income aress in the inrer core. Where

ndg

0

can the poor go? They can zo to the old in»er suburbts,

specifically those 0ld inner suburbs that are just now argroacn-

ing advanced states of decay, due to old age. Ircnicall tre
cost of runnings homes in such areas will be hizhest when =*h
poor are able to afford rental, and in some cases, downnayrent
charges. This is due to the costs of commuting, the increzsed

)

dependence on the car for shoppring, and the orevalence of rome

L9

]

inefficiently heated because of bvasic design problems.
The major point is that dislocation of the vocor by rfent-

rification is not a one-time process, the costs of which can

be justified by enumerating the balancing benefits. Rather,

gentrification is part of a market process by which the vocr

will be pushed into areas that are rejected by the affluent.

further concern is that a sizable segment of ezch gereraticrn

4]

tinct

M
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of the affluent apnears to covet georsrapnically dis
A suburban address was the staus for many newly forming house-
holds of the 1950's and 1¢60's., Today, a rising prororticon 5f
the affluent offspring of these suburbanites find z center city
address fashionable. #Will the offspring of these urban nicrneers
too, maxe a housing choice geographically distinct from tnat -f
thelr parents? Ferhaps trey will prefer the Victorian suturts,
the area of the city that increasingly houses those dislcecatzad

from center city slums., If *this is so, *the poor will have nc

o)

rest. It could well hanren due to our cornlets lacx 2f Infor-

4S1viq.
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mation and control over specific housing submarkets.

CCNCLUSIONS

CCNTROLLING GENTRIFICATION

Federal. efforts to deal with the problems caused by
gentrification are rooted in Section 902 of the Housing and
Community Development Amendments of 19?8.50 Section 902 reguires
HUD to 1) conduct a study on the nature and extent of disvlacement,
and 2) make recommondations to Congress for the formulation of
a national policy to minimize involuntary displacement caused
by HUD's programs, and to alleviate the problems caused by put-
licity and privately financed development and rehabilitation.

As a result of this legislative directive, HUD issued
two reports: an interim report in February 1979, and a final
report in November 1979 (since this time there seems to be a
lack of interest or a cooling down period). The final revport
susgested thatx51

Appropriate national policy on publicly and privately
financed displacement is for the federal gcovernment to ensure:

-that the displacement of persons in cornection with
federal or federally assisted programs and activities te mini-
mized;

~-that efforts are made to expand the hcusing supzly
available to low and moderate income persons; and

-that sufficient research and technical assistanrce is

provided to encourage and supvort the efforts of state and loczal

5oLang. P. 39.
51Ibid, p. 40,



governments, neighborhood based groups, and the private sectcr
to enable them to develov appropriate strategies and activities
to minimize displacement and carry attending hardships caused
by private revitalization.

llost of the specific regulatory chances undertaren Ty
HUD related to federal or federally assisted programs. Thsy
extended the coverare of the uniform relocation act and es-
tablished a federal antidisvlacement nolicy. This policy wzs
in essence a restatement of tre displacee's ricsht to adequate
renlacement housing and not a prohibition on displacement ty
government proscrams. Eoth reports stressed EUD's limited abil-
ity to deal with most instances of displacement since thrhey zare
gentrification-induced. As a result, they focused c¢n what was
controllable--namely direct and secondary disnlacement due o
HUD's own programs. In regard to gentrification-induced (rri-
vate) displacement, HUD states:52

Local governments are in the best positicn to recosnize
the complexity of a disvlacement problem within their ncusings
markets, and to devise antidisvlacement strategies. These may
include:

- metheds to provide direct housing assistance to cerscons

displaced (e.g. counseling, svecial tarceting of sectior. 2 zx-

= ~ e

isting housing, urban homesteading, vricrit; ssisted ncus-

in

v

o

ing, etc.)

521vi4.
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- methods to help existing residents capture or maintain
control of the housing stock (e.g. purchase of exis*ins renial
stock by cooveratives or nonprofit comrunity corporations us-
ing Comrmunity Development 2lock Grant (CDBG) funds, section
235, state and local bond issues, etc.).

- methods to control reinvestment (e.s. anti-sveculation
codominium conversion ordinances, etc.).

-. methods to ease demands on certain desirable neightor-
hoods and attract developers and potential homebuyers toc cthrer
neilzhborhoods.

- methods to increase the housing suprly in tke inner
city (e.g. conversion of non-residential buildings to residential'
use, saving vacant buildings for future rehabilitation instezd
of demolishing them, etc.).

In develoving specific solutions to private displacement,
HUD involved state and local governments, neighborhood cr-ariza-
tions, and the private sector, specifically develcrers, lenders,
real estate brokers, and business leadershio. In wcrking to
assist such groups, HUD has outlined several vrosrams that
might be used:53

1) Improve data on the nature of displacement via meor
precise designinag of the questionaires in the annuzl housinrg
survey. Current questions do not enable researchers to deter-
mine whether or not a move was due to involuntary disslzzerenz,

2) Continue research on the nature and extent of rein-

531vid, p. b1.
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vestment and displacement via HUD's funding of severzl local
studies of displacement. In addition, HUD is monitoring local
government efforts in this area as well as studying the leral
issues surrounding displacement. An evaluation of community
develovment strategies is being undertaken to assess the sec-
ondary impact (if any) of CDBG funded community develovrent
activities., HUD also is monitoring the effects of the Urban
Homesteading Program, although research to date has indicated
little or no displacement effects due to this oprogram.

3) Consider new programmatic initiatives. HUD proposes
to modify the section 235 Home Cwnership Program so that it can
more easily be utilized as a housing alternative for displaced
households. This will be done by putting involuntary disvlacees
in a preferred position to receive such housing as well as in-
creasing the Section 235 mortgage limits in gentrifying areas.
(However, since this step in the outline was proposed, federal
money to homeowners has been dropping each year. No money will
be available to new apnlicants for 1685, and over 19,C00 units
currently receiving federal help will be dropped from tne »ro.ram.
This is a decrease from 96,000 units in 1984, to 77,000 units
in 1985.54).

4) Fund locally desizgned efforts to combat displacement.
On January 19, 1979, the Department invited units of local zov-
ernment to submit suggestions for its innovative arant nrosgrar.
This program would "assist low and moderate income residents

54U.S. Devartment of Housing and Urban Develonment,
Congressional Justification for 1985 EZstimates, (Hashlnvton,

De Co, liarch 198“’) De 1“10
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to remain in neighborhoods which are in the process of revital-
ization or provide opnortunities for low and moderate income
residents to move outside cities, if they so desire, on an area-
wide intergovernmental basis."55 A number of cities have re-
ceived funding to construct antidisplacement strategies. Cther
activities in this area include the funding of local conferences
and workshops on displacement, and the provision of technical
assistance materials.

On the local level, many municipalities have passed cr-
dinances that attempt to deal with gentrification. Lowever,
almost all suffer from being purely negative checks on free
market operations. Washington, D.C., for instance, has passed
a series of ordinances that include: moratoriums on condominium
conversions; regulations limiting the conditions under whicn
condominium conversion and rental property rehabilitation can
occur; heavy taxes on property sales by speculators; znd stironger
eviction regulations. Both the impact and the lesality of many
of these ordinances are still in doubt, but clearly the arnroacn
is not conducive to the urban reinvestment strategies followed

56

by most large urtan areas. Other solutions, such as tazx de-
ferrals or reverse mortgages for low-income homeowners, have

a more benign effect on the housing market and often have limited
utility. Gt.ost of the other efforts to counter rentrification
involve local private and nonprofit development corncrations,
oreservation grouns, or private investors rehatvilitating or

55HUD, Final Disvlacement Report, PBD-491 (Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, December 1979), p. 1.

56Lang, p. 43.
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building low and moderate-income housing in areas exneriencins
reinvestment.

One of the most noteworthy local attempts to counter
gentrification is the Savannah Landmark Rehabilitation Project,
Inc. (mentioned previously), a orivate nonprofit corporaticn
that buys, renovates, and subsidizes housing units in neighbor-
hoods threatened with gentrification, thereby allowing the orig-
inal residents to avoid displacement.

Currently, the Savannah Project is restoring 1,200 units
in the Victorian District--89 percent black and mainly lcwer=-
income in population--and is trying to suarantee that at least
half of the rehabbed units are kept available for current res-
idents., The effort relies on a variety of rehab subsidy pro-
grams--HUD's Section 8 and 312 programs and Savannah's Homeowner
Rehabilitation Program--in combination with UDAG money and o»rivate
foundation funds.”’ %ithout the subsidies, rent and mortrgaze
increases resulting from rehabilitation costs would rrotazly
disvlace most of the res}dents.

It is too early yet to tell if this generous approach
can succeed in promoting historic preservation without displace-
ment. Shortazes in the availability of subsidy funds ray gsrow
worse, and the limitations of the subsidy proesrams thermselves
may cripnle the attempts. Further, since the otter half of tre
units in the District will be rehabilitated without sussidy,
and the neighboring Savannah Historic District nas been lar:ely
gentrified through rehabilitation, uncontrclled market forces

57Chester Harman, et al, Disvlacement: How To Fizht It
(Berkeley: National Housing Law Project, 1682), p. 164,
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may undo what sood Savannah Landmarks does accomplish. So it
is a question of wait-and-see whether the Landrarks apwnroach
establishes a precedent for combining anti-displacement roals
with large scale historic preservation rehab programs.58
No major zovernment programs directly tackle the protlem
of gentrification. MNany deal with the problem of displacement
and its related issues (eg Uniform Relocation Act), but nct
directly with gentrification. Clearly, a programmatic effort
with a large potential impact must be considered. All that is
needed is the basic agreement on policy, and the skill and ded-
ication to carry it out. If it is to succeed, any program seeking
to 1limit the costs and maximize the benefits of gentrification
must be devised and operated in a manner sensative to wider
contextural realities. Thus, gentrification's place within the
wider context of urban change must be understood before specific

programmatic initiatives can be contemplated.

ANALYSIS

The problems facing America's older cities are rmanifold
and interrelated. It is no wonder that even urban specialties
diszgree on how and where to start revitalization efforts.
Therefore, it can be seen that gentrification may comprise the
best hope for initiating a revitalization effort. Gentrification,
if it is successfully carried out as pronosed under a neisnter-

hood vprocram, may lead to an era of smaller, but more vitrant,

581vid.
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urban centers.>? These centers will be attractive as =z vlnce

to live and do business for a sizable vortion of the norulation,
From whatever vpersvective one views the vrotlems of our clder
cities, the root cause of these problems is the lack of telarce
be+tween 0ld and new, and decline and renewal, whether 1in nousin-
industry, or commerce. The issue is not so much trat Aamerican
cities have areas of physical and socioeconomic decline, btut that
such problem areas are not balanced by meaningful amcunts c¢f
nphysical and sociceconomic regeneration. As a result, the rron-

lem areas increasingly characterize the cityr as a whole.

i

Gentrification, by reintroducing or increasing the pcr-
ticination of the middle-class households in our urbtan sreass,
can serve as a major component of a rebzlanrcing force for cur
older cities. Uncontrolled gentrification, however, cannct
produce this result since it is conducive tc the Zevelcnment
of a pattern of resegregated wealthy neighborhzsods surrou:dz
by increasingly blighted low-income neighbeorhcods. Such zn
outcome would be highly likely to lead to a dangerous st:is2
of geographic and sociceconomic polarization.éo As a result,
gentrification is perceived as a political emharrsscment to locsl
government officials: a nhenomenon the money-making voterntial

of which they orivately endorse, while publicly i-norins =or

(=

al ram

[

denlering its soc fications., Centrificaticn =rncul” rct
[ .
591Ivid, p. Li,

6OI‘r:id, p. 147,



be the major force of the revitalization planning process.

The only way for this to havnpen is if the gentrification
process can be controlled. This control must be structured

to provide the private incentive to help finance the revitali-
zation of urban neighborhoods, and to benefit both rich and
poor, the central city and outlying areas. Specifically, gent-
rification must be controlled and directed to mitigate its
harmful effects and accentuate its positive effects. In order
to do this, city officials must:61

1) Understand the gentrification vrocess and its costs
and benefits.

2) Understand the current socioceconomic trends for their
region, city, and neighborhoods.

3) Understand current urban theory and its relation to
current urban reality.

4) Confront the growth-oriented assumntions that uncerpin
current urban theory and the programs that stem from them.

5) Develop a program for controlling gentrificatiocn theat
can operate in the context of the overall economic decline trat
characterizes so many of our northeastern cities.

6) Develop a program, if desired, to initiate gentrification
in cities where there is none at present--for specific locations
and time frames.

Gentrification is unrique in that it can be utzalized wiznin

the context of urban change, rather than in opvosition to it.

611vid, p. 2.



It can help lead older cities back to a socioeconomic equilibrium
while confronting the contextural reality of ceneral urbhan de-
cline. It is important to realize that such decline dictates
that not all neighborhoods will be able to find the resocurces
necessary for survival. Gentrification, then, is seen as over-
ating in conjunction with neighborhood abandonment-consolidaticn

strategsies, and not in an artificial vacuum.

Today a sense of agrowing despair exists in many of our
older urban areas, a pgrception that after years of urben pro-
grams and federal and state subsidies, we are no closer to
solving the "urban crisis" than we were twenty or more years
ago. The litany of urban ills encompasses a discouragingly
long lists poor schools, inadequate housing, high tax rates,
population declines, plant closings, decayed and obsolete in-
frastructures, and fiscal problems, to name a few. These prob-
lems are to many the real "urban crisis". To such vpeople, =zent-
rification may seem like an insignificant ponulation trend,
irrelevant to the crisis situation that is the current urhan
context.

Although such a view is understandéble, it may be in-
correct. The probability is greater that zentrification is,
and will continue to be, an important component of the urban
housing market. kore importantly, if handled v»roperly,
gentrification can be a major source of significant urkan re-
vitalization and thereby provide a solution to rany of our

urban problems, It is also true that althousgh gentrificaticn

2



may orovide a strong impetus for revitalizaticn, it is a re-
flection of only part of the current urbtan chanze prccess.
The urban crisis--urban decline and neighborhood disinvestment--
is also a major part of this process and therefore must be in-

cluded in the analysis, even though this comnlicates the search

for solutions.
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