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1. A critical look at social gentrification

With the continuous movement towards suburbanization, middle-class populations are simultaneously relocating (Hannigan, 1995; Bidou-Zachariasen, 2003; Préteceille, 2007), principally within certain central, yet traditionally popular urban neighborhoods.  While its commencement is documented in the 1960’s, this phenomenon was truly enforced in the 1990’s.  Gentrification refers to situations that conjointly revitalize a residential environment and a change of population that aspires to the city center lifestyle.  Since the invention of the term by Ruth Glass (Glass, 1963), the interpretations of the term have significantly augmented by not only integrating exclusively social changes, but also economic changes due to the growing power of global cities (Hammet, 1984; Butler, 2006) and the integral dynamic of improving city centers.
For example, according to Saskia Sassen, the gentrifiers are those that supply the new global economy and contribute to metropolization (Sassen, 1996)
.  This refers to a fraction of the upper-middle class residing in urban centers of global cities, essentially for the innovative environment experienced and the proximity of downtown.  By occupying these central neighborhoods, the gentrifiers contribute to the increase of land property prices, especially since their aspirations on residential location are expressed by real estate investors.  In a broader sense, Tim Butler considers the term gentrification, used in the debate on global cities, as a metaphor to indicate the transformations of the urban phenomenon. He therefore proposes to preserve a more restricted definition (Butler, in: Bidou-Zachariasen, 2003: 14), which also reflects our position. 
Consequently, we consider the term gentrification as a social transformation of central urban neighborhoods, degraded urban construction, and its property valorization.  We also believe that gentrification is strictly a potential ingredient within a vast procedure of replacing a population with regards to social class.  Gentrification is understood in a global sense, rather than the restricted definition used by Préteceille (2007) or Pinçon and Pinçon-Charlot (2000), who refer exclusively to the term as a social extension of zones of high social status.
Several recent studies indicate that the elements surrounding the development of gentrification vary according to location (Butler and Lees, 2006; Lee, 2003).  However, instead of referring to morphologic diversity, the studies principally suggest the importance of social qualities of the immediate environment.  Therefore, developing the essential differential factors is necessary by highlighting the materialistic qualities of the build environment.  Tim Butler (2007) cites the internal differences within the middle class in residential strategies and spatial expressions in the choice of gentrified neighborhoods possessing various characteristics at London.  Other studies develop similar observations in case studies, such as Criekingen and Decroly in Brussels (2003) and Authier in the rehabilitated historical center of Lyon (1998).  The latter particularly illustrates that the different categories of the population, or those that have chosen to reside in these areas, are distinguished by their unique desires vis-à-vis their neighborhood, creating their specific imprint on the area.
In this context, the excellence of public transport and quality urban facilities are usually seen as factors apt to reinforce gentrification. However, should one generalise this statement? Under what conditions will reduced car traffic influence residential trajectories? Under what conditions do such improvements generate a rise in property value? 

In the present paper we propose to highlight the circumstances under which public transport and urban public space management are vectors of gentrification, or on the contrary reinforce mixity. In doing so we move away from a concept of gentrification as a homogeneous and continuous step-by step process, with reference to a model stage. We will adopt the point of view of Hamnett (1996), who pointed out four conditions for gentrification: (1) a supply of adequate housing, (2) a supply of potential gentrifiers, (3) an attractive environment in the city centre, (4) a cultural preference for living in the city. These four conditions generate an extensive range of combinations where gentrification is concerned. This concept presents the advantage of connecting a view of gentrification in terms of markets and capital to an approach in terms of players and social distinctions. It therefore enables us to imagine multiple and singular gentrification trajectories.  

Such an approach also encourages us to break down urban management measures and public transport development in a large analytic framework that accounts for the qualities of the built environment and public facilities as well as for the population’s sociodemographic and cultural characteristics from a historic perspective. Thus our demonstration will unfold in two stages. In the first, we will present a general view of the dynamics of the neighbourhoods we investigated; in the second stage, we will discuss more specifically the role of public transport in these dynamics. 

2. Methodology

To study the impact of the quality of public transport and of urban management on gentrification, we established a comparative scheme of six neighbourhoods in the east of Paris and in the Parisian first-ring suburbs. Property prices have risen in all of them in recent years. The six neighbourhoods we chose were:  La Réunion (20th arrondissement or district), Ménilmontant (20th arrondissement) and the Goutte d’Or (18th) in Paris, and the centres of Montreuil, Bagnolet and Saint-Denis in the north-eastern first-ring suburbs. We defined a sector in each arrondissement or municipality based on the quality of urban facilities and access to public transport based on an aggregation of INSEE’s Iris street plan (Table 1).

Table 1
Presentation of the neighbourhoods

	 
	Goutte d’Or
	Ménilmontant
	Réunion
	St.-Denis
	Bagnolet
	Montreuil

	PT service
	Multimodal traffic hub
	Metro line linkup 
	Tangential metro service 
	Multimodal traffic hub
	Metro terminus
	Metro terminus 

	Urban management since the 1990s
	Road works 
	Traffic reduction
	Traffic reduction, creation of public squares
	Pedestrianised centre and road works
	-
	-


Each of these sectors was examined for two types of elements: 

· A sociohistorical monographic study for the 1980-2005 period of the six sectors under investigation, based on urbanism documents, scientific literature and interviews with players from the public sector and associations. 

· A survey of practices-representations-aspirations, conducted in the spring of 2003 with 500 representative inhabitants of the sector’s population, selected by sex, age, and socioprofessional category. The questionnaire aimed to reconstitute the arbitration of residential localisation by households. In this perspective, the place of residence may be seen as the result of localisation arbitration which involves the housing market, a sensitive relationship with the urban phenomenon, social segregation in the city, and residential aspirations. 

This research plan has the advantage of enabling an analysis of gentrification which integrates sociohistorical trajectories and the morphology of the neighbourhoods. 

3. The forms of gentrification

We shall discuss the results in two stages. In the first, we will present the trajectories of the six neighbourhoods, by successively examining their components. These six trajectories highlight three specific forms of gentrification. In a second stage, which will be the object of Part 4, we will return to the issue of the impact of public transport and public space management upon these trajectories.  

We analysed four elements to reconstitute the socioeconomic trajectories of the six neighbourhoods since the 1980s: a monographic approach to the built environment and public space management, plus a quantitative survey of the image of the neighbourhoods and the anchorage of the inhabitants. 

3.1.1 The built environment, public space management and the transport offer

La Goutte d’Or. The name of this neighbourhood, the golden drop, refers to a local wine produced there until the 19th century. La Goutte d’Or is characterised by a strong  presence of low income households of mixed ethnic origin, with a large proportion of Black Africans. The neighbourhood is poor and degraded, with drug trafficking operating side by side with wholesale businesses. Although property prices are rising, the outward signs of gentrification are not very visible in this part of town.  The neighbourhood was laid out in cross-shaped city blocks which gives rise to rather particular perspectives. The planning is homogeneous, mixing Haussmann type architecture with houses of the “faubourg” period (outer districts of Paris, incorporated late into the city). Apartments are small, there are many furnished hotels with permanent residents, and most of the property is privately owned. Over the past twenty years the neighbourhood has been subject to several rehabilitation operations, with buildings torn down and public spaces requalified. The neighbourhood is very well serviced by public transport, with two metro lines and the proximity of the multimodal traffic hub at the gare du Nord train station, which has gained in importance since the 1980s with the successive opening of the A, D and E  lines of the RER (regional suburban train). 

Ménilmontant. Strongly gentrified, Ménilmontant is a very lively neighbourhood characterised by the presence of artists’ workshops, as well as many cafés and entertainment venues. The annual artists’ “open doors” week draws around 20 000 people each year. Property prices have risen sharply during the past decade, so that artistic activity is on the decline (artists are aging, associations are running out of steam). The neighbourhood is strongly sectorised between small-scale buildings in  traditional street layout, some of which are still unsanitary, large scale developments (such as the ZAC
 in the rue des Amandiers) or subsidised HLM housing of 4-5 stories, with the ground floor integrated into the surrounding urban fabric. The neighbourhood was the object of considerable conflict in the 1980s, which was to hinder or interrupt demolition. This led to the maintenance of a part of the traditional habitat, which is now highly prized. The neighbourhood’s many courtyards and abandoned workshops encouraged the arrival of artists. The neighbourhood is well serviced by two metro lines.   

La Réunion is a neighbourhood undergoing strong change, owing to the arrival of a new population moving into housing built as part of the ZAC Réunion development operation. The neighbourhood nonetheless consists mainly of old houses, of which a considerable number are decrepit and run-down. 12% of the lodgings have no bathtub or shower
. There is a strong concentration of small furnished hotels, and most housing is not of the HLM (subsidised) type. In the 1990s, local associations vigorously protested against the ZAC Réunion project; they demanded and finally obtained that the project go through a concertation process, and that it be integrated into the surrounding urban fabric. Since the early 2000s, projects aiming to reduce traffic and rehabilitate the streets are regularly implemented alongside construction projects. From a so-called “popular” working class – even poor – neighbourhood, La Réunion is becoming residential. Access by public transport is mediocre in comparison to other parts of Paris: there is no direct metro line going to or through it.  

Saint-Denis is well known for its Basilica, but also for the fact that it is home to a large foreign population. The town centre has many businesses. The buildings are either of the traditional Parisian “faubourg” or of the modern HLM subsidised type, the result of large scale renovations launched at the end of the 1980s. The centre was also completely redeveloped before the introduction of the tram in 1992. Although property prices are rising, as everywhere else in the Ile-de-France (region around Paris), no significant embourgeoisement process is observable here. Problems linked to cleanliness, urban neighbourhood management and the increase of petty crime discourage the middle classes, who show a marked tendency to relocate. Although it was completely renovated, the centre of Saint Denis has not really been gentrified. Besides the tram, Saint Denis has very good public transport service which has even improved with the extension of the metro and of the RER. 

Bagnolet has been going through significant changes linked to the arrival of a new population as of early 2000, apparent for example in the number of new restaurants in this part of town. Building-wise, Bagnolet has a small town centre which looks much like a village, numerous town houses, old apartment blocks and large developments with many HLM buildings (in the Malassis neighbourhood they represent 88% of real estate). A part of this property is still very run-down; its population is diverse. Property prices have risen sharply over recent years. Cultural activities are stepping up, to the extent that certain inhabitants say that “Bagnolet is like a small Montreuil”. Bagnolet is serviced by the Gallieni metro line (line 3), which provides convenient access to the sector. 

Montreuil has a rich industrial past still visible today in its many small factories and industrial sites. Over the past decade or so the municipality has become home to a very dynamic artistic community which laid the cornerstone for a notable process of embourgeoisement since the beginning of the 2000 decade. The presence of abandoned industrial premises contributed strongly to the number of artists who moved to Montreuil. Architecturally speaking, the centre of the town is a business area, whereas Bas-Montreuil (lower Montreuil, closer to Paris) is made up mainly of “faubourg” type houses, town houses, and small subsidised developments, of which there are many throughout the municipality.  Several urban management operations have been carried out since the 1980s. Here too, real estate prices rose significantly during the past decade. Montreuil is changing, and its new inhabitants are very active in various community associations. Montreuil is serviced by one metro line and the extension of another line is planned, already whetting the appetite of potential investors.  

3.1.2 Demographic dynamics of the neighbourhoods

Our analysis of the sociodemographic dynamics of the various neighbourhoods is based on the inhabitants’ residential pathways
. According to the given neighbourhood, they present rather varied socioprofessional profiles: in the Goutte d’Or, in Ménilmontant and Montreuil there is a large percentage of people in managerial positions (cadres) and self-employed recent arrivals. In La Réunion and in St-Denis, there is greater social mixity among the newcomers, whereas Bagnolet is characterised by the sedentary nature of its population, making for a smaller proportion of newcomers. Both la Goutte d’Or and Montreuil on the other hand have a strong proportion of newcomers.  

We will find considerable differences if we look at the people who consider that they will still be living in their neighbourhood in 5 years time. In the Goutte d’Or, La Réunion and Montreuil, management-level employees have a strong tendency to indulge in residential mobility, in Ménilmontant the self-employed are more tempted to move. In Saint Denis the trend towards residential mobility is strong in all categories, unlike in Bagnolet, where sedentarity is the rule.

Table 2: Population which thinks it will continue to live in the neighbourhood in 5 years

                   Sorted by CSP

	 
	Goutte d’or
	Ménilmontant
	Réunion
	St.-Denis
	Bagnolet
	Montreuil

	Artisans, self-employed
	65%
	57%
	75%
	57%
	86%
	77%

	Managers
	42%
	69%
	60%
	53%
	82%
	61%

	Intermediate professions
	73%
	61%
	65%
	48%
	61%
	69%

	Employees
	65%
	73%
	57%
	48%
	63%
	58%

	Workers
	65%
	90%
	75%
	55%
	75%
	72%

	Retired
	83%
	91%
	82%
	77%
	93%
	83%

	Students
	48%
	58%
	49%
	48%
	59%
	50%

	Overall
	63%
	73%
	64%
	54%
	72%
	66%


The reasons for moving cited by respondees vary substantially
: in the Goutte d’Or and Saint-Denis, segregation and its problems seem to encourage people to move; noise is a problem in Ménilmontant, unlike in La Réunion, where the neighbourhood is described as somewhat lifeless. In Bagnolet and Montreuil the main reason cited is the move to a one-family home.   

Table 3 : Reasons for probable move (among the population which thinks it will have left the neighbourhood within 5 years)

	 
	Goutte d’or
	Ménilmontant
	Réunion
	St.-Denis
	Bagnolet
	Montreuil

	Economic reasons
	19%
	28%
	29%
	22%
	13%
	26%

	Reasons having to do with  social composition 
	42%
	26%
	20%
	36%
	19%
	17%

	Sensitive  relationship to neighbourhood
	23%
	28%
	29%
	21%
	24%
	23%

	Aspirations
	16%
	18%
	22%
	21%
	44%
	34%


The same analysis, sorted by household composition, enabled us to fine-tune our observations. It shows that social segregation in the neighbourhood is a more frequent problem for couples with one or several children than for the other categories of the population, although here too we can observe differences between the neighbourhoods. In the Goutte d’Or and Saint-Denis this trend is very strong; it is observable in Ménilmontant and La Réunion, but less important in Bagnolet and Montreuil.

3.1.3 The image of the neighbourhood in the eyes of the inhabitants

To broach the subject of the image of the neighbourhood, we asked our interviewees to qualify their neighbourhood by means of adjectives
. Going out from the adjectives they used, we were able to identify three different situations in the investigated sectors: 

1. The first case deals with the Goutte d’Or and St.-Denis neighbourhoods, of  which the inhabitants have a negative image; the adjective used most  often is “dirty” (17%); moreover, both neighbourhoods are characterised by the use of the term “dangerous” (more in St.-Denis than in the Goutte d’Or). 

2. The second group includes Bagnolet and Montreuil: unlike in the Goutte d’Or, the image of the neighbourhood is positive. The adjective that is most frequently used is “quiet” (respectively 22% and 17%) followed by “pleasant” (8% and 9%). 

3. The inhabitants of La Réunion and Ménilmontant have a more varied image of their neighbourhood. On the one hand, the term “quiet” is always mentioned in the first or second position; it is accompanied by “dirty” in the case of la Réunion and “lively” for Ménilmontant. 

Tableau 4
Connotation of body of adjectives cited, sorted by sector

	 
	Goutte d'Or
	Ménilmontant
	Réunion
	St-Denis
	Bagnolet
	Montreuil

	Positive
	38,6
	58,5
	53,1
	51,6
	66,4
	66,8

	Neutral 
	10,3
	14,8
	16,2
	7,7
	7,1
	8,8

	Negative
	51,1
	26,7
	30,7
	40,7
	26,5
	24,4


If socioprofessinal categories do not highlight particular differences in terms of the adjectives cited, the number of years spent in the neighbourhood gave rise to considerable differences. For all answers, positive adjectives were less frequent among those who live in the neighbourhood for over 3 years: 59% for those who live in the neighbourhood for less than 3 years, against 53% for the others. Thus, the image projected by the inhabitants according to their seniority of residence is quite different, with the newcomers insisting most vigorously on the liveliness and popular or ”folksy” character of their neighbourhood. However, this is not a general trend, the sectors of St-Denis and the Goutte d’Or are not subject to it. 

3.1.4  Anchorage of the inhabitants in their neighbourhood

Relations between inhabitants and their neighbourhood may differ widely, revolving around different aspects going from emotional ties through neighbourhood-based social relationships to a functional attitude. We chose three indicators to deal with this question: an emotional link with the neighbourhood, the presence of friends and/or family members, and the fact of shopping for food in the neighbourhood. We established a typology based on these three indicators, which includes four types:  

The  neighbourhood as dormitory: Persons with little emotional links to their neighbourhood or none at all, who know a few people there but do not see them on a daily basis. In such a case motor vehicle access is essential. 

The neighbourhood as “village”: People with strong anchorage and insertion in their neighbourhood, who live in it on a day to day basis. Urban management for pedestrians is of great importance to them.  

The neighbourhood as emotional focus: People who have strong emotional ties with their neighbourhood, without being highly integrated socially.

The neighbourhood as a functional space: Persons with weak ties to the neighbourhood and a low level of integration, who make frequent use of its shops and commercial facilities. 


The typology of anchorage in the neighbourhood, sorted by sector, shows that it varies strongly. Ménilmontant, La Réunion and Bagnolet are characterised by close links with the neighbourhood as a living space. In the Goutte d’Or and St.-Denis we find a purely functional use of the neighbourhood. More surprisingly the same goes for La Réunion, probably owing to the fact that this neighbourhood is currently undergoing significant change and many of its inhabitants have just arrived. More generally speaking, it appears that the newcomers (people who moved to the neighbourhood during the last 5 prior to the survey) have different practices depending on their neighbourhood. In Montreuil, Ménilmontant and Bagnolet they are particularly numerous to see their neighbourhood as a village. On the contrary, many newcomers to La Réunion have emotional ties to the neighbourhood. New residents of the Goutte d’Or and Saint-Denis have more varied relations with their neighbourhood. Clearly, the newcomers to these different neighbourhoods do not expect the same things from their new habitat. 

Tableau 5
Typology of anchorage in neighbourhood sorted by neighbourhood 

	Type 
	Goutte d’or
	Ménilmontant
	Réunion
	St.-Denis
	Bagnolet
	Montreuil

	Dormitory
	17%
	15%
	13%
	20%
	21%
	24%

	Neighbourhood as village  
	49%
	57%
	53%
	43%
	50%
	47%

	Neighbourhood as emotional reference
	11%
	9%
	13%
	11%
	14%
	12%

	Functional relationship
	23%
	19%
	21%
	26%
	15%
	17%


A look at the reasons for moving among those who think it likely that they will no longer live in the neighbourhood in 5 years time according to the typology of anchorage shows that economic reasons are quite strong among those whose anchorage in their neighbourhood is of the village or emotional reference type, showing that these persons are mainly motivated by economic reasons. Among respondees with a functional relationship with their neighbourhood, reasons linked to social segregation were much stronger than for the other types. 

3.1.5 Modal habits

Modal habits, measured by frequency of use of transport means, highlight the fact that in all the neighbourhoods the use of public transport predominates while car use is rather marginal. At most one may observe slightly more frequent car use in the suburban neighbourhoods and slightly more frequent public transport use for the neighbourhoods within Paris city limits.  

However, sorted by social position indicator, habits relative to frequent use of car or public transport are more differentiated:

· Concerning life trajectories, we note that respondees living with a partner and a child or children generally make more frequent use of their car, but this distinction is smaller in poorer neighbourhoods (the Goutte d’Or and Saint-Denis), where there are fewer families with cars and they use this mode of transport much less. 

· As for socioprofessional categories, we can observe highly differentiated modal use by neighbourhood. Although in the Goutte d’Or and Ménilmontant there are few differences observable as to frequency
of use of different transport modes, things are different in the other sectors: St.-Denis is characterised by highly varied use by social category, with a good public transport offer; persons in managerial positions almost never use public transport in their everyday activity; La Réunion follows more or less the same trend, but in a context in which the public transport offer is poor. Bagnolet and Montreuil, with not very well developed public transport, show small contrast between social categories as to transport use. 

· As for the newcomers, in Ménilmontant, Montreuil and Bagnolet, they are strong public transport users, whereas they favour the automobile in La Réunion and Saint-Denis. It is interesting to note that these differences as to modal preference are not entirely linked to the quality of transport offer. As for the anchorage of inhabitants in the neighbourhood, we observe contrasting practices which reveal different expectations.     

Table 6
Daily (or almost daily) use of the car and social differences 

	                       
	Goutte d’or
	Ménilmontant
	Réunion
	St.-Denis
	Bagnolet
	Montreuil

	Person living alone
	7%
	8%
	7%
	20%
	18%
	10%

	Person living with partner  with child(children)
	12%
	16%
	26%
	22%
	31%
	31%

	Managers
	9%
	14%
	21%
	46%
	36%
	34%

	Workers
	11%
	16%
	16%
	19%
	33%
	27%


3.1.6  From trajectories to forms of gentrification

The elements presented structure themselves to form neighbourhood trajectories we could recapitulate in the following fashion (see table 7):

Goutte d’Or

The Goutte d’Or neighbourhood is socially characterised by the recent arrival of relatively affluent population groups. Yet it is not a neighbourhood in which new inhabitants intend to stay in the medium term: a very large proportion of them want to move somewhere else. The survey we conducted shows that this willingness to leave should be interpreted in twofold fashion. On the one hand, it is because of the distance that separates the affluent newcomers from the neighbourhood’s “traditional” population, which causes friction in daily life and poses unmanageable school problems for people with children. On the other hand, it may be due to reasons linked to speculative real estate operations. People buy an apartment in the Goutte d’Or, since it is one of the cheapest neighbourhoods in Paris, in the hope of obtaining strong added value. The second interpretation shows that the Goutte d’Or makes it possible to enter upon a residential ownership trajectory which will then lead to the acquisition of a larger apartment in a better neighbourhood. The first interpretation on the other hand suggests that such speculative logic is counteracted by difficulties linked to life in this neighbourhood for people in management level positions, owing to the large statistical presence of an economically disadvantaged population.      

Montreuil

At first glance it would seem that the trends observed in Montreuil are akin to those highlighted for the Goutte d’Or: the arrival of culturally favoured population groups. Yet the comparison ends there: cultural activity boosted by the existence of abandoned warehouses taken over by artists created a neighbourhood atmosphere that is highly appreciated. Thus, reasons cited for leaving Montreuil are completely different than those given by the inhabitants of the Goutte d’Or. People leave in order to buy a one-family house or an apartment more in line with their aspirations, or because the neighbourhood is becoming too expensive for them, but not because they are put off by the presence of socially disadvantaged groups.    

Ménilmontant

Ménilmontant is characterised by the large-scale arrival of very well-situated young households. They come in search of an atmosphere that weaves itself around a very specific mix, made up of artistic life, lively local activity and the image of the “quartier populaire” (the traditional Parisian working class neighbourhood). They are very attached to Ménilmontant, which they view and use as a village, and where most of them intend to stay. We clearly have a different situation here than in the Goutte d’Or: people buy property in Ménilmontant to stay. Those who are leaving the neighbourhood are small artisans, chased out by the property price explosion.   In fact, the social mixity of the neighbourhood is due almost exclusively to the presence of HLM (subsidised housing).   

La Réunion

The La Réunion neighbourhood is characterised by the arrival of numerous new households, which is hardly astonishing in view of the volume of renovations and new construction taking place there. These new population groups are socially quite mixed, their attachment to the neighbourhood is usually strong. This development goes hand in hand with a change of image for the neighbourhood, which is considered more “friendly” by the newcomers. However, certain groups no longer feel fully at ease there; this is particularly true of the most disadvantaged groups, who leave the neighbourhood or (in a large proportion) think they will have to do so within the next 5 years, for economic reasons or because the neighbourhood fabric is changing. 

Bagnolet

Bagnolet is a neighbourhood with weak residential mobility, and there is no social gentrification strictly speaking. The main reason for leaving the neighbourhood is the wish to move to a family house. Note that the newcomers appreciate Bagnolet’s friendly atmosphere. Situated beyond the old city limits (porte de Paris), this neighbourhood has not yet really entered upon the dynamics of embourgeoisement, but the results of our survey indicate that the seeds of this process have already been sown. For such a sedentary neighbourhood, the percentage of inhabitants who think they will have to move within 5 years is high.   

Saint-Denis

Unlike Bagnolet, St.-Denis is characterised by very high population renewal but without concomitant embourgeoisement in the new population.  Although the neighbourhood seems to grow less dangerous, the image of St.-Denis is still not very positive, and is mainly determined by nuisances. The socially most favoured people have a marked tendency to want to leave, owing to the presence of more disadvantaged population groups, and the general atmosphere in the neighbourhood which is perceived as bad. As in the Goutte D’or, and even more strongly so, St-Denis is not entering upon a gentrification process: the original “popular” (working class) population still dominates the neighbourhood, making it less attractive for upper middle class or upper class categories, and for middle class families, for reasons linked to the reputation of the local schools and neighbourhood relationships. 

Through their similarities and differences, the six socioeconomic trajectories we have identified outline three different forms of gentrification, each considered from the point of view of the interface between the reasons that guide the players and the social and physical qualities of the residential sectors.

“Bohemian gentrification” which is set off by the arrival of artists, followed by the launch of dynamics of embourgeoisement owing to the quest for a certain atmosphere or for proximity to the artistic life. We are close here to the phenomenon described by David Ley. We noted this first type in Ménilmontant and  Montreuil, and at an embryonic stage in Bagnolet. The players are usually characterised by their convictions, and by their lifestyle which focuses on neighbourhood social networks. 

“Bourgeois gentrification” which unfolds through private investment in real estate. This second case evokes more classical forms of embourgeoisement. The gentrification process is here founded on arbitration of localisation by middle class families searching both for a piece of property and for a functional lifestyle in which the car plays an important role. La Réunion offers, among other things, the qualities this population is looking for. But this population may also play quite a significant role in the acceleration of the gentrification process in the other neighbourhoods under investigation.  

“Thwarted gentrification” in which the massive presence of disadvantaged population groups either partially or completely defeats attempts to settle by bohemian gentrifiers as well as residential localisation by players looking for a more conventional lifestyle. We observed this phenomenon in the Goutte d’Or and in Saint-Denis.

One should note here that the two principal forms of gentrification do not unfold at the same temporal level. In its initial stages, bohemian gentrification may concern quite degraded neighbourhoods. In fact, degradation may even be considered an important pre-condition for the entire process. This is partly because the players involved have an effective social network and certain convictions, but not much economic clout.
 The property they are looking for should thus present certain specific characteristics, i.e. it should be cheap and have certain architectural traits. More generally speaking, the lifestyle they aspire to implies the valorisation of elements (which they contribute to bring about) such as public transport instead of car use, or the presence of a cultural infrastructure. 

The bourgeois gentrifiers on the other hand require a relatively stable environment. Thus, overly depressed neighbourhoods are not locations which they take into account for their arbitrations, and they insist upon a preliminary process of  requalification of the urban environment (and of the real estate). This process may be launched by the bohemian gentrifiers or – as noted by Neil Smith - by institutional gentrifiers (private or public) who aim to program a gentrification phenomenon by changing the qualities of the urban environment. 

However, at this stage we must insist upon the cultural difference which opposes a part of the bourgeois gentrifiers and the bohemian gentrifiers. As a matter of fact, the lifestyles to which the more classical gentrifiers aspire do not necessarily encourage them to valorise the same elements. On the contrary, if we stay in the realm of modes of transport, convenient car access may be more important for them than convenient public transport. Likewise cultural facilities (cultural venues or fashionable cafes) may play a very negligible role. Their neighbourhood anchorage is thus very different from that of bohemian gentrifiers. 

To be more precise, a similar cultural distinction exists in this second generation of gentrifiers, who are not overly adventurous or willing to make sacrifices. On the one hand, we have a group of people who are attracted by the qualities of a stabilised bohemian environment (lofts, cultural activity, night life). Others are attracted by the existence of more conventional property available in an environment which they above all want to be “pacified”, i.e. not subject to great stress or tension, and in which diversity boils down to a form of indifferent coexistence. 

These two types converge towards a gentrification phenomenon in the large sense, to the extent that their arrival contributes to raising real estate prices and changing the neighbourhood’s demographic structure.

Nonetheless, we have seen that these processes may be counteracted by certain traits of the physical or social environment. To get a better grip on the dynamics of these obstacles to gentrification, it is important to consider the cultural dimensions of gentrification. These cultural variations should not be viewed solely as “values” embodied by gentrification players, but – more fundamentally - as registers of constitutive action for various lifestyles which require certain contextual qualities to unfold.
 

The existence of these practical demands embodied by the gentrifiers enables us to observe the variable effects of urban policy measures and – in more general terms – the variation of gentrification trajectories linked to these measures.  

4. Role and importance of public transport and public space management for the three forms of gentrification

The three forms of gentrification we have observed by identifying socioeconomic trajectories in the six neighbourhoods under investigation, are built in part on transport networks and urban management measures. But as shown in Part 3, these elements are actually embedded in other dimensions. To make our analysis more systematic and get back to the questions our study wishes to answer, we will now attempt to highlight the specific role and the importance of transport and public space management for the three forms of gentrification.

4.1 Public transport and gentrification

Let us note to begin with that the three types of trajectories we have highlighted indicate that the links between the quality of public transport, the types of urban management and social gentrification processes are not systematic. In Saint-Denis, the investigated sector was completely rehabilitated in the 1990s, with notably the introduction of a large pedestrian area. Saint-Denis has a tram service since 1992, which does not change the fact that this is one of the least gentrified or embourgeoisés sectors of those studied. Likewise the Goutte d’Or has excellent public transport facilities, with metro line linkup and the proximity of the multimodal traffic hub at the gare du Nord ; yet in this sector gentrification is not making much headway, as already discussed. On the other hand, the La Réunion neighbourhood, though badly serviced by the metro, is involved in a large scale bourgeois gentrification process due to real estate investments. 

Reading between the lines of these observations, it appears that the three types of gentrification we have identified also take on meaning relatively to convenient car use in the neighbourhood. In fact, the relationship between modes of transport and embourgeoisement seems rather ambivalent: everything depends on the neighbourhood’s trajectory.

Bourgeois gentrification seems to be fired easy car access. In the La Réunion neighbourhood, daily automobile use is important and this is the sector is which accessibility is the best, with 54% private parking spots for motorised households. In fact, this situation is constantly improving, owing to the construction of new housing which systematically includes private access and basement parking.    

Bohemian gentrification is structured around the element of the metro. Bohemian gentrifiers usually do not own a car, and are proud of this choice. Thus, over and above the presence of abandoned warehouses, workshops etc, the metro is a major element for artists to move into a Parisian neighbourhood, a move which subsequently attracts households with a significant cultural capital. 

4.2  Public space management and gentrification

Concerning public space management, whether it relates to traffic reduction or  public parks and green areas, our monographs have shown two major trends:

· In neighbourhoods with strong bohemian or bourgeois gentrification, improvements in the public space and the introduction of green areas go hand in hand with the gentrification process, as a result of the inhabitants’ demands. The “improvements” in turn increase the neighbourhood’s attractiveness for upper socioprofessional categories, and by the same token raise the price of property.       

· In neighbourhoods characterised by “thwarted gentrification”, the public authorities use similar measures in proactive fashion in order to influence the neighbourhood’ social composition. Improvements, such as a small square, a pedestrian area, etc. will encourage households to move to the neighbourhood, which they deem “pacified” and which seems to offer them a certain well-being. This type of management is also considered a sign a probable gentrification, which may encourage speculative moves. However, in these neighbourhoods, daily life is often stronger than the new amenities. More precisely speaking, the image of the neighbourhood suggested by the latter does not stand up to the test of daily life marked by tensions arising from the encounter of populations with different rhythms of life and different lifestyles. Daily life thus rapidly appears intolerable to the newcomers, who cannot become acquainted with the neighbourhood, and do not find the conditions they need to deploy their lifestyle. This encourages them to leave.  

4.3 Localised effects

These considerations show that the effects produced by objects, public transport, road networks and road parking, road or street rehabilitation, produce different effects depending on where they are implemented. These differences demonstrate that gentrification is not a uniform phenomenon. On the contrary, we should consider it as a vaster phenomenon of embourgeoisement, revolving around specific resources which cause the various players in the process to react differently to the same object. As we have attempted to demonstrate, public transport is a point of interest for bohemian gentrification but much less so for bourgeois gentrification, which is fuelled mainly by convenient automobile use.  Our results suggest that public investments are sometimes used as a decoy or a way of masking a situation, as in Saint-Denis or the Goutte d’Or, where they are used to influence investment strategies or residential trajectories.   

5. Conclusion

What conclusions may we draw from our investigations? If, going out from these observations, we attempt to formulate an answer to our first research question, we would have to highlight the following factors:

5.1 Socioeconomic trajectories are central to the gentrification process. 

The history of the neighbourhoods is essential to the trajectories we identified, particularly four solidified elements of history: the built environment, the conditions of access to housing, the resident population and localisation relative to the transport network. 

· The presence of warehouses and workshops is a central element for the arrival of artists and the bohemian gentrification it generates. 

· Social housing policies are important for maintaining social mixity. 

· The presence of poor and immigrant groups who are strongly anchored in the  neighbourhood is a decisive factor of thwarted gentrification.

The issue of improved public transport and public space management in the neighbourhoods must be considered in the light of these observations.

5. Micro-contextuality of the effects of transport and public space management policy 

At the end of our project, we can see that the impact of the same public transport management or improvement measure varies according to the trajectories which characterise the given neighbourhood.  

       

Modifying the appearance of a neighbourhood makes it more welcoming for certain categories for the population, and less so for others. Speaking in more concrete terms, it gives greater visibility to children, renders public spaces more “sociable” for pedestrians - which encourages them to walk more – and limits noise pollution caused by traffic. This process may speed up (and be generated by) a process of gentrification which is already under way, as is the case of Montreuil or Menilmontant. 

Nonetheless, the resulting new connotation of the neighbourhood is an “optical effect” which does not immediately modify the elements which constitute the daily experience of these neighbourhoods and the tension they are subject to, as in St-Denis or the Goutte d’Or. Such more fundamental elements – having to do with the diversity of the population and the coexistence of various groups, to the morphology and the structural specificities of the built environment – give rise to path dependencies  (Pflieger et al.)  and influence the effects of the measures taken.  The result is that public space management efforts notwithstanding, certain neighbourhoods do not enter upon a gentrification process, because – among other reasons – the daily experience of these improvements does not correspond to expectations (e.g. unsafe public spaces). 

Similar trends can be observed concerning public transport improvement. In certain cases it fosters the intensification of bohemian gentrification, which is linked to the fact that convenient public transport is an important element of arbitrations for persons looking for an environment offered by bohemian neighbourhoods in terms of housing, population, cultural activity, night life. Nevertheless, here again, improved public transport on its own does not counteract obstacles to gentrification linked to more structural conditions.   

However, improving public transport service may also have unexpected consequences. In neighbourhoods with bourgeois gentrification, but that are still relatively mixed as La Réunion, middle class families remain to a large extent dependent on the car. A significant improvement of public transport could cause the neighbourhood to change its trajectory. Better public transport could be an added and new attraction that would influence the property market. This in turn could accelerate the gentrification movement, pushing the neighbourhood towards more bohemian and elitist forms, and correspondingly reducing its mixity.  

This result indicates that public transport improvement, and in particular reserved lanes (TCSP) is not desirable always and everywhere if one wishes to maintain a neighbourhood’s social mixity. Transport policies, and more generally speaking urban policies, should therefore consider the diversity of forms of gentrification which at a more fundamental level touch upon the issue of the diversity of lifestyles that the city must accommodate. If, seen as the guarantee of a city’s quality, social mixity is a political objective, attention must be paid to the conditions which make mixity possible. Thus, as we have attempted to suggest by crossing our analysis of the built environment and of land property, sociodemographic statistics, a survey  of residential trajectories and modal practices, social mixity should be viewed not only as the socioeconomic diversity of a certain population, but as a diversity of lifestyles and relations with the city. To be able to maintain itself, this calls for real diversity of urban facilities, housing, public policies and modes of transport. These pathways – which deserve to be studied in greater depth, particularly as concerns the individual trajectories of gentrifiers and their relations with the city - give us the opportunity to shed light on political choices relative to public transport and their connections with the qualities of the city one wishes to promote. 
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� For a precise discussion of this hypothesis, refer to Butler and Lees, 2006.


� ZAC : zone d’aménagement concertée: concerted development zone, a public initiative urban development instrument allowing for the redevelopment of a given sector by PPP.


� RSGP 1999. Without comfort: without a bathroom or shower


� The questionnaire makes it possible to reconstitute a part of the residential trajectories, particularly by means of three questions: place of residence 10 years ago (and 5 years ago), the number of years spent in the  neighbourhood and an evaluation by respondees of the probability they will stay in the neighbourhood for the next 5 years. The last question may be completed by information concerning reasons for leaving within 5 years. 





�  A multiple choice question was devised to deal with this aspect. It touches upon economic reasons for moving (my income will have increased, the housing market, I wish to live in a larger apartment, there aren’t any, I wish to live in a larger apartment, they are too expensive), reasons linked to the  neighbourhood’s social composition (the quality of schools, the neighbourhood isn’t safe), critical sensitive relationship to the neighbourhood (the quality of life is getting worse, there are too many causes of nuisance) and residential aspirations (I would like to buy property somewhere else, I wish to live in a one family house)


� We did this by asking an open question of all our respondees : “Can you qualify the neighbourhood you live in by three adjectives  that seem the most pertinent to you?”. The advantage of such a question is that, in comparison to bipolar scales, it allows for an exhaustive image of the dimensions the inhabitants consider to qualify their neighbourhood. For processing, the adjectives cited with a close meaning (dirty, dirt, very dirty, too dirty, etc.) were grouped together ; moreover, the positive or negative connotqtion of each of the body of three adjectives  cited by each respondee was coded and is the object of a specific variable.  





� Besides la Réunion for car use, which is more widespread among management-level staff, and in the Goutte d’Or for public transport,  also used more frequently by managers. 


� Taking up the categories of Bourdieu, one might say that they have more cultural than economic capital. The important thing here however, is not “cultural capital” itself, but the type of aspirations and lifestyle which derives from how they conceive of the “good life “.  


� The artistic activities of the bohemian gentrifiers call for large and modular premises. Likewise, their willingness to adopt soft mobility solutions implies the existence of neighbourhood amenities. This aspect is important since it suggests that cohabitation between more affluent and working class groups of the population differs according to the form of gentrification. 
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