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CHhE, REEARIC X % gentrification DF5HEIL, EOHELLRBICE W THEI I fE
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JRNALTEENC BN LI 5 KR ADEEBH e DTH 5.
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H2OMWMHFN LR, REMNZEFECED, 74 5FL 74 TH 7 =7 € HIK O 4]
LD BFI. ZOMKICH BEROWTHAEEFTIc- 72 Cybriewsky 13, HuF% sk
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Ba it b BEt L.

727 EY MUK, 7475707 47D CBD 2bLIEFEAS F e OS[BS S AN
7,700 (1970 %) DEBEEXTH D, 1960 Ff81s5 T0 4RI T3 DDA ER L. 5
ik, 19 B RICH B L ES L CTLIK 1960 SER DX 1cE 3 THdio D A 5 ™ (Urban
Village) DEFETH D, H2IABHEOIEN ©— 27 %3 2 72 1960 FERBFO, 2 LT3
31970 FFARIC A - THITA X M- gentrification DEFETH 5.

GREOKEHHOMOERFL, EEKIBMOKEIFHHOEEE & LITEHLL, FhiCS
UTHEEY—ERA0EGETL, EROMICHLEBHOSHERENETL TAT A{LL, B
CHARSCEFRFOTENNAT S, L0055 —BRRRICE SIS TERED, 7275
PE OB AL OBREBRIM LI . TOMK T, BCHEMENRS L RKER O
HEFERC K3 2 B 2 KT D, 1960 FARICBADHA LI & D DIAE » 2B I3 MR R
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g—my SROELEREE - T 5.
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DR® L, gentrification AT LI, ZOREND, 77 eV MIRREARER LS
Ao « GBI OEEH & OMICIKR IR T, WEOREILE & 2EMxlh, XKD
HOCERIIEACOH L CERDOIDOH IR OFEXIRT A2 LT b, FOBLAND, &
WHERINLGREZBEON S HCHELIRAL, L VRENOH 5L S EE Wikt & Eo
RAZRZT, GEHE THfOHhO A7 | WBEOBBLCHS. 7 =7 v KB TR
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DR L REW L D EROK EF A oh T, HWERBEEYEOR TV LIE0 ) Tk
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FrUWERE, E & UT20REFD 5 30 fRATEIC T T DFKEF O Z D H B i 5: 5
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HHW, LrbGTOBEEREEYRELTHEVS B4 Y 2 5RT, Urban America @
Pioneer # HlT5 7V —7IZ2BbhTwh. LnLian b, s bk 2o RE 0
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DERIEICEBAC ST IUET 58, HIHEROB ORISR 2@EMICHS. 74147 A
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Lo Lish B, 1970 AT A % & i iy i EEZ B L T8 D 2, BEIHEY G
DAL EX % A X8 % L\ 5, gentrification DE)ENLBh B X 512D, HHERR
P 1973 SEIT1% 52.8% ¥ T ER LT

McWilliams (%, 197044 51 A25 7343 A 31 HICZE % 3 ERB O 43RBT 5 18)
ERGIBHREHFAN, TOFBRERD X 5 THEL T30,

L COMKICE LRI LIcHERIE, 80% 2120~39 % T, DT 4 26.8 41
RO LT HFE L. BEREYRD L 63% NRFEFEEET, X5 33% NR¥EBTE
THote. Eio, 69% HFT - 5l - HFEWERENEE T, FHEIRD 17,000 1 OKER
BHote. BERENGVEL22bLTENMDMEGDIR, HBERNEETLAOEECABKRE
DT OVTC WD EFP LT 5. HHD 68% HEEBEN LD, FHvHETHHE I
¥%LHEDEHS L. FILOVERY, —BETHOBEFTLIRALLEKETIZRL, B ot
WL 20% 2B F, 1% HLFOEMMHE Lt Tnb. RO 70% BERHE TS 2 -2
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THVDRKN LT, BNEHIALIRAL 3% &L EbhDdDTh70.
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BRbL22Z L7 b, B UMETHIN LD bIRCEESAT AR S S Bke i,

1970 FH L WVERDOAENAE - Tob, ZOMKICHT 2L EE D, I5RELD
AAFEAZR bbb L. ABED 25% 13, LEOKADEERZ T, 16% NFRBDOKA
DN THLREMB LTS, 0k 5 RREMIBEROBRE, X v ABBFRO%R
W aoRELY8Ey, G T7T AV D23 =27 4 B4 LB % - T, Urban Frontiers-
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DIEF~DO B, HHMASE DRI, WHBHR~ON AL % BIFTHRESDOEEN L D7H
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III. Displacement QORI

KEHAROFRBAIRIC I 5 EM L IcEEy, REEACLIVBELT, Ftitdh - &
FTEREROTEMERCEA IS L5, 48 EI KT 5 gentrification DHEFTIZ, LRENITIE
PSSR O IH R A P X B LB, % 1\ 5, displacement ($51E) DORISEA % X #27.
ZOMBIL, Y r—F) XATORESEEDIY, HHFBFOEE - HEEHKY (Dept. of
Housing and Urban Development, B L C HUD) 4 HERFE I LT, FoOxEI BN
TWHA, TORBELEN S LUCERKCE 2 2 B8ConTiE, I <MERAREE Lk
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PERAYHIET (exclusionary zoning)®® T X o TAMESHEEOBEI LR, HhLAO
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WD H A 1940 FREHD D S0 ERITHT T, FACEHEDBERERDLEFAL L 51T, e
DEMDFELR %, BB CHEE LIERO B 2P OHHMIC KD D THS. L LG TR,
BHOFOAIFCHE A FFOA 2L, BAEROEED S =B E I, WA CEREI
BY, BIFCTHmEREOESDAXILES T, FLHIIKRE L TCEVCHFEETH D, BHED
TG EFELBRER > TH L L 3FE L TwiL.

Gentrification DO EjFL, FEROMBEEE L Y b, HMHOBEHERICEHR % 2T 5 BEIBBUT,
B DR K %35 BiaE, BB ELE2 XKD 2 SRBEE, O MoOEAe L8R g+
B LS E Vo le 0 — 7R L > THIEIATE Y, TABTRRSERDZIERLT
FKIc PV LWOHHEHN BB Z L EERTULE B,

AfE, 197849 A XV 1944 BETD 8 7~ A, ACLS OHFEE L LTy » T RFLHEL-KBOR

e, ZOBRAFULERERICER L. RO HI2-T, #RDBH#EEICE »72 ACLS © Richard
Downar FRICEE T2 ETH 5. (19804 12 H 31 H)



50

1)
12)
13)
14)

15)

19)
20)

21)

22)

0 B &

A ds & Uk

Sternlieb, G. and J. W. Hughes (1977): “New Regional and Metropolitan Realities of Ameri-
ca,” Journal of the American Institute of Planners, Vol. 43, 227-241.

Alonso, W. (1978): “The Current Halt in the Metropolitan Phenomenon,” C. L. Leven ed.,
The Mature Metropolis, Lexington Books, 23-41.

HH R/ (1978): KESHTOAOHEBEHUOREER, #b¥iit Vol. 87, 201-221.

Hamnett, C. (1973): “Improvement Grants as an Indicator of Gentrification in Inner London,”
Area, Vol. 5, 252-261.

Hamnett, C. and P. R. Williams (1980): “Social Change in London: a study of gentrifica-
tion,” Urban Affairs, Vol. 15, 469-487.

Ar—=z7 A, PIHEEIR (1980) : #WHEEOELE Y — 4, Trend 55, 37-41.

BIi#8 2) Hamnett, 252.

Urban Land Institute (1976): New Opportunities for Residental Development in Central
Cities, Report 25.

Burgess, E. W. (1925): “The Growth of the City: an introduction to a research project,”
R. E. Park et al., The City, Univ. of Chicago Press, 47-62.

Hoyt, H. (1964) : ‘“Recent Distortions of the Classical Models of Urban Structure,” Land
Economics, Vol. XL, 199-212.

U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development (1979): Displacement Report (interim)
#z1E, Journal of the American Planning Association, Vol. 45, No. 4, 1979. Df%3£%> Urban
Affairs, Vol. 15, No. 4, 1980. 73 &.

Lipton, S. G. (1977): “Evidence of Central City Revival,” Journal of the American Institute
of Planners, Vol. 43, 136-147.

Gale, D. E. (1979): “Middle Class Resettlement in Older Urban Neighborhoods, Journal of
the American Planning Association, Vol. 45, 293-304.

Goldfield, D. R. (1980) : “Private Neighborhood Redevelopment and Displacement: the case
of Washington, D. C.,” Urban Affairs, Vol. 15, 453-468.

Fetbrerdid, 7vv by BHIXRNOELHEEZOREF—HATEL, BEMX EOERRS
REAREIZ DT, HXAOZIEREICEEYS 5 T SI3HERL.

BI#g 10) Gale, 297-301.

<y v P FUHF Y MIRO AR, Gale DX THIHSOMITIN TN,

Cybriewsky, R. A. (1978): “Social Aspects of Neighborhood Change,” Annals of the Associa-
tion of American Geographers, Vol. 68, 17-33. ‘

Urban Village &3, SR O HECHER L REEROEK TS, v +—T, BUHHNTH
HEXAOANHBEFENE OO TRETH20ICHLT, XS ERIZEA EREEE 1210 HE
B Ltfat.

C DBREL, defended neighborhood EMEEH, 7 =7 %V MUIROERIZ, LIZUIZEIEEES
FBRT, HX50 O OMAZELFBBECHRL, BEAZORETIHERLHEDERICEMR L.
WX AOD 15~20% %5H 2 EHEEIN TS,

WX RO REEEEIZ, 1970 i, 8,000 FATH »7-bDH, 1976 F£iTi 40,000 FALZ FR L
fz. LipL, 27y 2dcOBANBERRIGEOERED, 1976 ££iC18 5 T H 25,000~30,000 KT
% » 7.

Bradley, D. (1978): ‘“Back to the City: Who’s really there?,” Atlanta Economic Review,
(March-April), 15-20.

McWilliams, S. W. (1975): Recycling a Declining Community: middle class migration to
Virginia-Highlands, M. A. Thesis at Georgia State University

#17Z, New York Times @ 1977 4£7 A 1 BS (When city revival drives out the poor), Washing-
ton Post D 19794-2 B 17 HE (HUD finds little displacement of poor in inner city revivals)
e

Sumka, H. J. (1978): Displacement in Revitalizing Neighborhoods: a review and research
strategy, Occasional Papers in Housing and Community Affairs, HUD



Gentrification & 51

23) HMUCEEBLSILZT, RESNWBEWRROFELREULALZREDL, 1 FAREOLZBEWNISEHET, 2
CEBVEATBELII L0 IBALKAZIN2EEEH 5. COHRKIF, Urban Homesteading
LI, Gentrification &I OAEGLBEECERL T 5.

24) WAE— (1977): 7 AV HEWEHEE 2 3 2 =7 ¢ BEE. HEHEE, 10-16.

25) Sumka, H. J. (1979): *“Neighborhood Revitalization and Displacement: a review of the

evidence,” Journal of the American Planning Association, Vol. 45, 488-491.

) EI#% 7). 26.

) Hartshorn, T. A. (1980) : Interpreting the City: An Urban Geography, John Wiley, 279-285.

28) wi#§ 10), Goldfield, 465.

) Berry, B. J. L. (1980} : “Inner city futures: an American dilemma revisited,” Transactions of

the Institute of British Geographers, Vol. 5, 1-28.

30) Nelson, K. P. (1978) : Movement of Blacks and Whites between Central Cities and Suburbs
in the 11 Metropolitan Areas: 1955-1975, Annual Housing Working Papers, HUD

31) Smith, N. (1979): “Gentrification and Capital,” Antipode Vol. 11, 24-35,

Gentrification: A Review of Evidence
in American Cities

By

Takashi YAMAGUCHI

This paper tries to explain the unprecedented emergence of new middle-class
enclaves in four districts of previously deteriorated housing within the central cities
of the United States. Although all the patterns depicted by gentrification are not
yet clear, a series of case studies, available so far, indicates the following trends :

1) Most of the new settlers, so-called gentrifiers, are highly-educated whites and
are likely to be young professionals who are free from child rearing. Their house-
holds tend to be small and are comfortably middle income.

2) Reinvasion is not a general trend back to the city. Most of the new settlers
are moving not from the suburbs but from other parts of the same central city or
from other cities.

3) The greater density of work opportunities and the availabiliy of urban
amenities make the central cities more attractive. Many younger, well-educated
women are also seeking jobs and often such careers make the family-oriented sub-
urbs less attractive.

4) There is an appropriate stock of housing in selected neighborhoods which
has investment potential with acceptable price and architectural-historical character
within the central city.
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5) Neighborhood revitalization has created additional concern that low-income
city residents, most of them either black or elderly, are being displaced from
“gentrified” neighborhoods as they find themselves unable to compete with in-moving
young white professionals.

The phenomenon of gentrification is ocurring mainly in larger and older cities,
especially those with: a still vital core (CBD); a large population of white-collar
workers ; and long commuting distances to the suburbs. It may be limited spatially
to the surrounding areas of the mature metropolitan centers with: clusters of
management ; and the control and information processing activities to be found at

the stage of post-industrial American society.



