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Abstract 

In recent years, there has been a great deal of discourse surrounding the topic of gentrification 

in American urban centers. The growing trend of reurbanization has led to rapid changes in the 

socioeconomic makeup of many culturally rich, predominantly minority inner-city 

neighborhoods. The growing prevalence of this phenomenon raises several important 

questions. What are the causes and effects of gentrification? What are the dimensions of 

gentrification’s impact on communities? Ultimately, is gentrification a just process? In this 

paper, I establish three dimensions of gentrification in which communities experience its 

effects: economic, interpersonal, and cultural. I then introduce three different philosophical 

theories of justice, Jeremy Bentham’s Utilitarianism, Robert Nozick’s libertarianism, and Iris 

Marion Young’s feminism, and consider whether gentrification would be considered a just 

process in terms of each theory. I conclude by determining that gentrification is not a 

universally just or unjust process, and that whether it is just in a specific context can only be 

determined by analyzing the experiences of individuals in that context. 

 

Introduction 

In recent years, there has been a great deal of discourse surrounding the topic of 

gentrification in American urban centers. The growing trend of reurbanization, particularly 

among the same demographic of upper middle class whites that fled America’s inner cities in 

the 1960’s and ’70’s, has led to rapid changes in the socioeconomic makeup of many culturally 

rich, predominantly minority inner-city neighborhoods. Some neighborhoods, including many in 

Atlanta, already look drastically different from the way they did only five to ten years ago.1 



Several factors are driving these changes. In some instances, the process is spawned by an 

initial influx of middle and upper middle class “urban pioneers” who move into historically 

depressed neighborhoods to take advantage of their affordability and central urban locations. 

This influx of affluence sparks development in the neighborhoods that caters to higher-end 

living, shopping, dining, and entertainment. In other situations, public revitalization initiatives 

are implemented to help historically under-invested and underprivileged neighborhoods 

develop and thrive, and their benefits attract affluent populations to those neighborhoods. 

Regardless of the causes, the effects of a sudden influx of affluent outsiders can be 

detrimental to the lifestyles of the rapidly changing neighborhoods’ native residents. Sharp, all-

encompassing increases in cost of living, ranging from spikes in rent and property values to the 

extra expense of higher-end restaurants and shops, can price longtime residents out of their 

own homes and businesses. As the local populations disappear from neighborhoods, their rich 

histories and cultures disappear with them, replaced by homogenized socioeconomic and 

ethnic demographics. Collectively, these adverse effects are what most of us refer to when we 

describe gentrification. For this reason, in recent political and cultural discourse, the word 

gentrification has become, to many, a dirty buzzword. It refers to a process that has become 

symbolic of the negative impact that privileged communities so often have on underprivileged 

ones. 

Over the course of the last decade, however, several articles have been published that 

challenge the dominant narrative that gentrification is a process replete with only negative 

consequences for underprivileged communities. Multiple studies suggest it may not force the 

poor out of their neighborhoods as rapidly as we think it does, and that it may not in fact cause 



them to leave communities at rates any higher than the local average. Cultural commentators 

have caught on to this idea as well. In 2015, Slate published an article titled, “The Myth of 

Gentrification: It’s extremely rare and not as bad for the poor as you think.”2 In that same year, 

a national study on gentrification performed by Governing.com determined that, based on their 

own mathematical criteria, only 8% of all the neighborhoods they reviewed had experienced 

gentrification since the 2000 census.3 Articles and studies such as these and their oppositional 

counterparts raise a range of questions about the empirical essence of gentrification, questions 

that continue to undermine attempts to definitively determine whether it is in fact a just 

process. 

  

Defining Gentrification 

In their efforts to identify the causes of gentrification in various communities, and 

ultimately understand and evaluate its positive and negative effects on those communities, 

writers, ethnographers, demographers, politicians, and regular citizens alike have all struggled 

to provide a consistently agreed-upon working definition of gentrification. The term 

“gentrification” was originally coined and defined by sociologist Ruth Glass in 1964. She defined 

it as “a process by which a neighborhood’s ‘original working-class occupiers are displaced’ by 

influx of higher-income newcomers.”4 While this definition successfully captures one 

phenomenon routinely considered a symptom of gentrification, the displacement of a 

neighborhood’s original residents, it fails to describe any accompanying sociological or cultural 

changes within a neighborhood, and fails to explain the individual and familial consequences of 

displacement. Also, as I will examine in more detail later, the theory that an influx of higher-



income newcomers forces the displacement of original residents is debated, and therefore 

provides a shaky foundational concept for defining the process of gentrification. Another 

definition was proposed by Neil Smith in his 1998 book, The Encyclopedia of Housing. He 

defined gentrification as “the process by which central urban neighborhoods that have 

undergone disinvestments and economic decline experience a reversal, reinvestment, and the 

in-migration of a relatively well-off middle- and upper middle-class population.”5 This definition 

adequately captures the common socioeconomic transitions of the process, yet still fails to 

address the sociocultural and interpersonal consequences of those transitions. Additionally, 

neither Smith nor Glass’ definitions provide a quantitative basis for consistently determining 

whether gentrification has taken or is taking place in a neighborhood. 

For Governing.com’s Gentrification in America Report, researchers solved this problem 

by taking a purely quantitative approach to defining gentrification, referencing data taken over 

the course of 15 years within individually specified tracts of land across the United States. “An 

initial test determined a tract was eligible to gentrify if its median household income and 

median home value were both in the bottom 40th percentile of all tracts within a metro area at 

the beginning of the decade. To assess gentrification, growth rates were computed for eligible 

tracts’ inflation-adjusted median home values and percentage of adults with bachelor’s 

degrees. Gentrified tracts recorded increases in the top third percentile for both measures 

when compared to all others in a metro area.”6 This definition of gentrification qualitatively 

accounts for both the creation and reflection of socioeconomic and educational shifts within 

gentrifying communities, yet again fails to specifically account for the sociocultural and 

communal changes likely accompanying them. 



In order to attempt to determine the degree to which gentrification is a just or unjust 

process, I will develop my own definition of the process that combines the most useful 

elements of the three aforementioned definitions with my own contributions to create a 

versatile, established reference point for exploration. I am defining gentrification as the process 

by which average family incomes, median home values, and overall educational achievement 

levels rise in an historically economically depressed urban community, over the course of a time 

frame of two decades or less, accompanied by discernable changes to the ethnic, cultural, 

and/or interpersonal fabric of that community. I recognize that the concept of changes being 

“discernable” in this context creates a highly subjective classification component, but I believe 

as I will explain later, that subjectivity is inherent in any identification or determination of the 

process of gentrification. I am not attempting to create an all-encompassing definition that 

objectively captures the empirical essence of gentrification. In fact, I believe that gentrification 

is a process that is essentially impossible to objectively define, as it exists only in specific 

contexts with specific communities of people relating to and interacting with one another, and 

its empirical essence is always uniquely situated in its reality. I will elaborate on this point later 

as well. First, however, I must explore the dimensions of gentrification in order to understand 

the totality of its impact on a community. 

 

Dimensions of Gentrification 

 Gentrification impacts communities in essentially three unique but interrelated 

dimensions of civic life. I will call these the economic, cultural, and interpersonal dimensions of 

civic life. The economic dimension consists of socioeconomic and financial components that 



collectively compose the economy of a community and necessarily impact the lives of its 

citizens. Housing prices, income levels, poverty rates, and the like make up the economic 

dimension of the process of gentrification. The cultural dimension consists of artistic traditions, 

spiritual endeavors, and unique lifestyle elements that collectively compose the cultural flavor 

of a community and establish its personality. Musical styles, visual art displays, heirloom 

recipes, and places of worship combine to form the cultural dimension of the process of 

gentrification. Finally, the interpersonal dimension consists of social structures and relational 

components that collectively compose the social norms in a community and determine how 

people relate to one another. Family structures, racial demographics, social status systems, and 

crime rates combine to form the interpersonal dimension of the process of gentrification. 

 While nearly all the effects of gentrification, in all its dimensions, are hotly debated by 

varying researchers and their findings, there is nearly universal agreement on its causes. 

Particularly in the United States over the last 25 years, growing numbers of Americans have 

decided to pursue urban lifestyles, sparking a trend that has been coined “reurbanization.” Max 

Blau calls it “reverse white flight,” a direct reversal of the mid to late-twentieth century mass 

exodus from American inner-cities by middle-class and upper middle-class white families.7 

However, some demographers argue that the shifts of gentrification are driven more by class 

than race. In Atlanta, the 1990 per capita income of the city was below that of the metropolitan 

area as a whole. By 2004, it was 28 percent higher, due to a massive influx of wealthier 

residents into in-town neighborhoods.8 These periods of rapid economic growth in the wake of 

stagnant periods are one of the fundamental causes of gentrification. They often feature 

increases in the overall educational achievement levels of urban neighborhood populations, 



and new infrastructure investments by city governments enjoying boosted revenue streams 

thanks to wealthier tax bases. These nearly universally appealing infrastructure investments, 

like The Beltline in Atlanta, attract wealthier, upwardly mobile residents to newly invested 

communities, and the cycle of gentrification feeds itself. In fact, because city governments have 

such a vested interest in the increased revenue that gentrification potentially generates, their 

policies often expedite the process.9 Lastly researchers agree that gentrification is sparked 

when cities elect to replace affordable public housing with “middle income developments” that 

attract wealthier residents. While these are marketable improvements to the city’s housing 

economy that government leaders can hang their hats on, the leaders may not fully understand 

the consequences of their initiatives, which appear entirely positive on the surface. To more 

fully understand the incredibly complex positive and negative effects of gentrification, 

regardless of its causes, I must consider in depth each dimension of the process. 

 The dimension in which gentrification affects communities in the most readily evident 

ways is the economic dimension. As the process begins in a community, it potentially generates 

several undeniably positive consequences. In some communities observed, poverty rates drop 

slightly, by around 0.7 percent,10 new job opportunities arrive, poor residents’ credit scores 

improve,11 and government spending on public programs and developments increases, 

providing access to new, beneficial programs and spaces that encourage happier, healthier 

lifestyles.12 Interestingly however, in other communities observed, researchers noted 

somewhat contradictory effects. One study found that “poor neighborhoods with rich 

enclaves,” a common condition of communities in the midst of gentrification, “spent less on 

public programs,” leaving their poor residents to go without because their wealthier residents 



did not need them.13 Several studies also highlight more generally negative consequences of 

gentrification on communities in the economic dimension. Property taxes and rent prices often 

increase drastically as housing markets escalate in gentrifying neighborhoods, which often 

severely reduces the availability of affordable housing units. A lack of affordable housing has 

consequences for communities that stretch beyond the economic dimension of gentrification 

and into the interpersonal dimension. 

 The negative consequence of gentrification most commonly maligned by opponents of 

the process is the displacement of longtime residents from their homes and communities. 

There is evidence to back up claims that this is a significant, problematic effect of the process in 

many contexts. Justin Feldman writes that “A 2006 study estimated that about 10,000 

households were displaced by gentrification each year in New York City. Follow-up interviews 

found that among those displaced, many ended up living in overcrowded apartments, shelters 

or even became homeless.”14 As affordable housing complexes are depleted or redeveloped, 

lower-income residents are left with nowhere to go. The negative effects of gentrification 

within its interpersonal dimension are undoubtedly some of its most severe and seemingly 

unjust. Gentrification typically enhances urban inequality and widens the gap between the 

inner-city rich and poor. One study points out that while standard of living statistics often 

improve as a result of gentrification, it is typically as a result of the influx of residents with an 

already higher standard of living than the current residents, and not an improvement in the 

standard of living for those current residents, whose life circumstances rarely improve.15 

Gentrification’s impact on crime is debated. In some contexts, crime rates fall as a result of the 

process, while in others, they rise.16 At the very least, most of these effects are undesirable for 



the majority of original neighborhood residents. But the interpersonal effects of gentrification 

reach beyond displacement and crime to impact the demographics of these communities in 

other ways. And these types of consequences, namely the dilution of historically minority 

populations with gentrifying white immigrants, can irrevocably alter neighborhoods in ways 

that benefit no one. 

Based on the Governing study, “neighborhoods gentrifying since 2000 recorded 

population increases and became whiter, with the share of non-Hispanic white residents 

increasing an average of 4.3 percentage points.”17 Traditional, minority-driven social structures 

that may have been flourishing for years suffer when a neighborhood begins to homogenize as 

white. Minority-owned businesses that rely on minority customers may struggle to remain 

open, and families accustomed to living near one another and raising children collectively may 

be forced apart. In many of these situations, the white residents in question would also rather 

not create newly minted racially homogenous white communities. Lisa Bates, director of the 

Center for Urban Studies at Portland State University, describes her concerns about 

gentrification from the perspective of the affluent white resident, specifically in her context of 

Northeast Portland, saying, “We don’t just want to be a playground for wealthy people.”18 

Amidst all this evidence of the negative consequences that gentrification can have on the 

makeup of a community, the ethnically homogenizing effect of gentrification is still debated. In 

a 2010 study, Ingrid Ellen and Katherine O’Regan found no evidence that the populations in 

what they defined as gentrifying neighborhoods became whiter during the course of the 

process.19 Regardless, gentrification undeniably impacts this third dimension of civic life, 

impacting the culture of the communities in which it occurs. 



In any examination of the justness of gentrification, the effects on the culture of a 

community are the most difficult to clearly identify and account for. Cultural changes reveal 

themselves primarily through the experiences of the original residents as their communities are 

undergoing the changes – such as when historic jazz clubs are replaced by upscale coffee shops 

or churches are demolished and redeveloped into luxury condominiums. For the most part, the 

cultural effects of gentrification take place gradually and in the final stages of the process, once 

enough original residents have left a community or been displaced to allow for new cultural 

influences to surface. Though many of the cultural consequences of gentrification are subtle, 

they are nearly always discernable. In Atlanta, a prominently black city for many decades, the 

cultural dimension of gentrification manifested itself during the 2000’s in the warnings by some 

of the “dilution, if not the demise, of black power” in the city.20 When original populations are 

gradually weeded out of neighborhoods, their music, cuisine, religion, prestige, and other 

components of their overall cultural identity can potentially leave with them. Atlanta’s Old 4th 

Ward is an example of a community where gentrification has stripped it of its once clear 

identity as a bastion of black art, enterprise, and social activity. Though I have made it clear 

thus far that gentrification can have a significant impact on a neighborhood through its 

economic, interpersonal, and cultural dimensions, to determine whether it is a just process, I 

must first examine several theories of justice and evaluate the process based on each theory. 

 

Theories of Justice and Gentrification 

The first theory of justice I will examine is philosopher Jeremy Bentham’s brand of 

utilitarianism. Benthamian utilitarianism is based upon the fundamental principle that morality, 



or any decision about the “right thing to do,” should be based upon whatever produces the 

greatest amount of pleasure and happiness and the least amount of pain and suffering in the 

world. For Bentham, the ultimate goal of justice is to maximize the happiness, or the overall 

balance of pleasure over pain, of the greatest number of people at all times.21 Bentham justifies 

this approach to justice by claiming that pain and pleasure are human beings’ “sovereign 

masters.” We are capable only of making decisions that pursue pleasure and avoid pain, and 

therefore morality should be based on the maximization of our pleasure and minimization of 

our pain. In his book Justice: What’s the Right Thing to Do?, Michael Sandel explains how this 

principle manifests itself in the context of legislation, writing, “In deciding what laws or policies 

to enact, a government should do whatever will maximize the happiness of the community as a 

whole. What, after all, is a community? According to Bentham, it is ‘a fictitious body,’ 

composed of the sum of the individuals who comprise it. Citizens and legislators should 

therefore ask themselves this question: If we add up all of the benefits of this policy, and 

subtract all the costs, will it produce more happiness than the alternative?”22 

For Jeremy Bentham and utilitarians like him, determining whether, or the degree to 

which gentrification is a just process can be based upon the solution to a straightforward 

equation comparing the positive and negative effects of the process on the overall pleasure of 

the community in question. The utilitarian judgment of justice therefore depends upon the 

specific context of the given community. In most of the contexts I have examined thus far, the 

majority of hard evidence available suggests that the effects of gentrification are either 

debatably neutral or clearly positive. The examined negative effects are largely observed and 

experienced, with less quantitative evidence supporting their validity. Additionally, the negative 



effects exist primarily in the sphere of natural human rights, based loosely in the general 

concept that each individual deserves to be treated with respect and dignity, and allowed the 

opportunity to maximize their pleasure and minimize their pain. In Benthamian utilitarianism, 

there is no concept of natural rights, as the only moral concern is the overall happiness of the 

community as a whole, regardless of how much pain individuals might be experiencing. For 

example, if the community as a whole is happier as a result of gentrification, the pain that a 

portion of the population experiences from being displaced is irrelevant, and the process is 

considered just in utilitarian terms. With all of this in mind, I am certain that according to 

utilitarian principles, under most circumstances, gentrification would be considered a just 

process. 

The second theory of justice I will examine is philosopher Robert Nozick’s brand of 

libertarianism. Nozickian libertarianism is based upon the fundamental belief that we own 

ourselves, and therefore have the right to do whatever we want with the things we own, so 

long as we respect others’ rights to do the same. Nozick’s libertarianism reflects a free-market 

philosophy that allows for only a minimal state, including a government with the power only to 

enforce contracts, protect private property, and keep the peace. Sandel emphasizes that, based 

on Nozick’s understanding of self-ownership, “Any more extensive state violates persons’ rights 

not to be forced to do certain things, and is unjustified.”23 Nozickian libertarian ideology 

therefore disallows any acts of paternalism, legislation of morals, or state-mandated 

redistribution of wealth. Economic inequality is fine in libertarian eyes, so long as no one’s 

rights to self-ownership and self-determination were violated in the processes that produced 

that inequality. Interestingly, there is room in Nozick’s libertarianism for the reparations of past 



impedances on individuals’ rights to do what they want with what they have, but only up to the 

point that those impedances are accounted for. After that, in libertarian terms, individuals are 

back to the presumed condition of an even playing field, and neither the state nor any 

individual has the right to interfere or force action. 

Gentrification in its current form, particularly in the United States, is largely a byproduct 

of free-market capitalist economic operations. It is therefore intriguing to consider the 

approaches that policymakers regularly employ to combat the negative effects of gentrification 

on communities, as nearly all of them would be considered fundamentally unjust in libertarian 

terms. City leaders take a variety of actions to curb the less desirable consequences of 

gentrification in their communities. These range from controlling the distribution of building 

permits, offering tax incentives, and guiding real estate sales to promote beneficial 

developments like affordable housing,24 to implementing rent controls, just cause eviction 

controls, and condo conversion ordinances in communities experiencing more severe effects of 

gentrification.25  All of these tactics represent instances of significant state interference in the 

free-market economy in an attempt to reduce the displacement of original residents from their 

communities, mitigate skyrocketing housing prices, and limit the loss of culture and diversity in 

gentrifying communities. Libertarian philosophy is concerned with none of this, and would, as 

stated before, directly oppose these interferences on the grounds that they are morally unjust. 

With that in mind, it is clear that in Nozickian libertarian terms, unless the perceived negative 

effects of gentrification could be proven to be a byproduct of past injustices and violations of 

self-ownership, gentrification would be allowed to proceed uninhibited as a cog in the wheel of 

the free-market economy, and would be considered in virtually all circumstances a just process. 



The third and final theory of justice that I will examine is political theorist Iris Marion 

Young’s brand of feminism. Young’s feminist theory of justice is based on a fundamental 

conception of justice focused not purely on the distribution of wealth, but rather on concepts 

of domination and oppression. For Young, shifting away from the simplicity of a moral 

viewpoint of justice based solely on distribution and to one focused more on domination and 

oppression appropriately considers the cultures of specific contexts, and their impact on 

instances of moral decision making, which matter in the realm of social justice.26 In contrast to 

the more traditional theories of justice, the key aspect of Young’s feminism is its 

acknowledgement of the relevance and importance of social group differences in structuring 

their social relations, and determining what is just and what is unjust in the unique contexts 

within which they face oppression. Young rejects the concept of universally applicable, 

independent theories on the grounds that they are too abstract to usefully evaluate real-world 

institutions and practices. In Young’s feminism, specificity of context matters fundamentally in 

determining what is morally just in a given situation. She believes that the façade of impartiality 

denies valuable differences between people, places, and situations that help determine justice 

in each of their contexts.27 

Young’s feminist approach to justice proves incredibly useful in evaluating whether the 

process of gentrification is a just process because the degree to which the effects of 

gentrification, within its three dimensions, impact a community positively or negatively is 

completely dependent on the specific context in which that community exists and the 

gentrification is taking place. In many real-world contexts of gentrification, a particular social 

group is being excluded from participation in the decision-making process of its community as a 



result of displacement or other forms of oppression, and the process of gentrification is 

therefore unjust in Young’s feminist terms. In Justice and the Politics of Difference, Young 

writes, “In the most general sense, all oppressed people suffer some inhibition of their ability to 

develop and exercise their capacities and express their needs, thoughts, and feelings.”28 There 

are undeniably contexts of gentrification in which resident populations suffer some inhibition in 

their ability to develop and exercise their capacities, and express their needs, thoughts, and 

feelings. This is the exact phenomenon that is taking place, for example, when long-standing 

minority owned business are forced to move locations or are run out of business by incoming 

high end development, or when low-income families end up homeless due to a lack of available 

affordable housing in their neighborhood that once had space for them. Young’s feminist 

theory of justice requires that these unjust components of the process of gentrification must be 

combatted. With this in mind, it is clear that under many circumstances, in terms of Young’s 

feminism, gentrification is an unjust process. However, because her theory takes into account 

the specific context of a situation or process under consideration, there are also certainly 

circumstances under which the process of gentrification would not be considered oppressive in 

Young’s feminist terms, and therefore could be considered a just process. The short answer to 

the question of whether gentrification is a just process in the eyes of Iris Marion Young’s 

feminism, is that it depends on the specific context in which the gentrification is occurring. 

 

Conclusions 

My own analysis of whether gentrification is a just process lines up closely with that 

based on the feminist theory of Iris Marion Young. Taking into consideration all the 



aforementioned causes and effects of gentrification in different contexts, I find it impossible to 

declare that it is always either a just or unjust process. I have determined that there are some 

contexts in which gentrification has proceeded justly, with very little harm to the original 

population of the community in question and widespread benefits to both the incoming 

population as well as the original population. Ellen and O’Regan have a convincing body of 

evidence supporting this hypothesis in the findings from their 2010 study, How Low Income 

Neighborhoods Change: Entry, Exit, and Enhancement. They took a mostly quantitative 

approach to investigating the displacement phenomenon commonly associated negatively with 

gentrification and found no evidence of heightened exit rates for renters or poor households, 

including original residents, in what they called “gaining” or gentrifying neighborhoods. They 

even found through the results of qualitative surveys that overall neighborhood satisfaction 

rates increased among renters in gentrifying neighborhoods. Based on these and other findings, 

they concluded that “original residents are much less harmed than is typically assumed” when a 

neighborhood experiences gentrification.29 

I have also determined, however, that there are many contexts in which gentrification 

proceeds unjustly, and detrimentally impacts the lives of community members, particularly 

original residents. Research from a 2014 study on gentrification in Chicago conducted by 

Jackelyn Hwang and Robert J. Sampson utilized more qualitative measures, including social 

observations through Google Street View, to detect visible cues of neighborhood change and to 

determine the effects of racial inequality on the process of gentrification in communities. They 

found that reinvestment tends to favor whiter neighborhoods, and that these neighborhoods 

progress through gentrification and reap its positive benefits more rapidly, while avoiding some 



of its more negative consequences. Consequentially, they also discovered that racial integration 

thresholds had to be met before black neighborhoods would begin to gentrify and have any 

chance of benefitting from a just version of the process. In these situations, the underlying 

conditions determining whether gentrification did or did not occur were fundamentally unjust. 

The authors write, “The racialized social order of gentrification leads most poor minority 

neighborhoods to remain so.”30 

I believe that the research on this controversial issue remains drastically limited in its 

scope. Many of the studies referenced in this paper have glaring shortcomings in their overall 

understanding of both the quantitative and qualitative factors at play in the causes and effects 

of the gentrification processes they examine. To name a few, they fail to consistently examine 

displaced residents’ fates once they are displaced, they fail to examine the long-term effects of 

gentrification over several decades, and they lack consensus on the definition of gentrification 

as well as the criteria for qualifying the process, making it virtually impossible to directly 

compare their findings. 

Examples of indisputably positive or negative effects of gentrification, based on 

balanced combinations of empirical and quantitative data, are difficult to find. The large, 

controversial issue of gentrification, and whether it is a just or unjust process, seemingly boils 

down to analyzing the experiences of individuals in the specific contexts of the community 

spaces they call home. Our home city of Atlanta represents a case study of sorts with regard to 

this reality. From 2000-2015, Atlanta neighborhoods gentrified at twice the rate of the national 

average, and it experienced the 5th most gentrification of any city in the country.31 Yet it 

remains exceedingly difficult to gauge whether the significant, undeniable impact of 



gentrification on the economic, interpersonal, and cultural dimensions of many in-town 

neighborhoods has actually been just. In an article for Curbed Atlanta, Michael Kahn sums up 

this sentiment well, writing, “On one hand, it's basically impossible (and illogical) to stop 

investment and revitalization of long-derelict neighborhoods in cities with growing job bases, 

but it's also unfair to disenfranchise and often displace those with established histories in the 

neighborhood, many of whom endured tough times to bring about prosperity today.”32 The 

process of gentrification is continually generating a combination of both just and unjust 

consequences within the communities where it is occurring. It is our job as citizens and city 

leaders to maintain the proper balance, and ensure it remains a just process overall. 
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