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Abstract*
The literature on the gentrification of working-class neighbourhoods is extensive. From this body of mostly ethnographic studies, the urban research community has accrued a solid understanding of the pros and cons associated with the consequences of this now ubiquitous policy. Highlighting our contribution, few studies focus on how aware working-class residents are concerning the ramifications of impending gentrification. Thus, this article aims to investigate how residents react to the proposal of constructing buildings with expensive rental apartments and condominiums in their neighbourhood. To achieve this, we rethink the well-used dichotomy of winner and loser resident categories. Accordingly, we introduce the consenter and non-consenter categories to map attitudes towards a fictive neighbourhood gentrification process. This was done in a survey conducted in three working-class neighbourhoods in the midsized Swedish city of Västerås. We find that a majority of residents do not consent to gentrification. As expected, house and condominium owners are significantly more positive to gentrification than renters. Although resistance to gentrification is strongest in emergent working-class neighbourhoods there is still a positively significant attitude to gentrification among Swedish-born residents in affluent working-class neighbourhoods. Going against the grain of previous research we find that younger residents are significantly less likely to give their consent to the proposal of physical change in their neighbourhood. The main reason for this is solidarity with less well-to-do residents and the increasing unaffordability of housing. Conversely, gender and length of residency has no significant effect on one’s attitude to the proposal of gentrification. Considering the high level of awareness and considerable lack of legitimacy among residents, we finish by discussing to what degree gentrification could be considered either democratic or undemocratic. 
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Introduction
In Sweden (Thörn and Holgersson, 2016), like elsewhere (Atkinson, 2004; Lees, 2008: Uitermark et al., 2023), the neoliberalization of housing legislation is frequently identified by researchers to be the main catalyst of gentrification. Hinting at is underpinning problematic, this essentially “for-the-newcomer-middle-class-settler” policy is often and deceptively marketed under the umbrella of “revitalization-for-its-original-working-class-residents” (Lees, 2008). Nevertheless, and despite how it is legitimized, gentrification has flourished in Sweden’s cities since the mid-1990s (Andersson and Turner, 2014), speeding up again after 2010 when old housing legislation (Allbolagen now known as the Nya Allbolagen) was adapted to meet the requirements of new EU-housing standards (SFS 2010:879). Consequently, this legal harmonization has changed “the role of Sweden’s numerous municipal housing companies” (Fell and Widell, 2024, p. 1), leading to the privatization of, and subsequent reduction in, public housing (Listerborn et al., 2020). This is evident in the revamping of old, and the construction of new, buildings in attractive working-class neighbourhoods, as well as a subsequent increase in rents and a shift towards an ownership-based tenurial system (Thörn and Holgersson, 2016; Bengtsson and Kopsch, 2019). Connected to these noticeable changes in a neighbourhood’s physical context, gentrification is associated with a plethora of problems such as the displacement and eviction of working-class residents from their neighbourhoods (Grundström and Molina, 2016), as well as the guaranteed future exclusion of other members of this class from the same neighbourhoods (Kofman and Lebas, 1996; van Gant et al., 2016; Thörn and Holgersson, 2016). Even if some of the working residents remain, they and the gentrifiers will experience disaffiliation (Bosch and Ouwehand, 2019), which goes against the grain of the current politically popular social mix philosophy. 
     However, we note from research carried out in Scottish and American cities (Glasgow and Edinburg, as well as Washington DC), an unexpected and contra-intuitive high degree of consent among working-class residents regarding gentrification (Paton, 2009; Doucet, 2009; Sullivan, 2007). The particular form of gentrification in focus here is plans for the construction of new buildings with expensive rental apartments and condominiums in different types of working-class neighbourhood, that is, emergent, traditional, and affluent (Savage et al., 2013; Hamnett, 2015). Thus, from a subjective perspective, and depending on the proportion of residents that display a positive attitude towards gentrification, it can also be understood to be a consensual strategy (Sullivan, 2007; Doucet, 2009), and not just to be a negative process characterized by coercion as well as injustice (Owens et al., 2023; Lees, 2008). In the context of Swedish housing, this earlier research begs the question how many residents will actually give their consent to gentrification, and how many are aware that they risk being displaced or evicted. Our key position at this juncture is that a policy of gentrification will either have opponents or supporters that to some extents are aware of the ramifications of gentrification. 
     To highlight our own contribution to urban research, we take a point of departure in the dichotomous relationship between “winners” and “losers” (Paton, 2009; Doucet, 2009), and bring scholars such as Sullivan (2007) and Owens et al. (2023) directly into the fold of our work. Like us (Fell and Widell, 2024), they also address gentrification through the lens of public opinion surveys and statistical analysis. More importantly we include them to enhance and determine our own position in gentrification research, which is the often-overlooked ex ante context. In other words, we seek an answer to the question of how aware residents of working-class neighbourhoods are of gentrification prior to its implementation. To answer this question, it is sufficient and necessary to extrapolate on the findings in Doucet’s (2009) and Paton’s (2009) seminal ethnographic studies of the gentrified Scottish working-class. We also, to some extent, heed Lees call for, “future research … to compare more systematically, interviewing or surveying both gentrifiers and non-gentrifiers living in the same neighbourhoods …” (2008, p. 2464). To this end, it is also necessary to step back from the loser-winner dichotomy in favour of a consenter and non-consenter dichotomy. In essence, we systematically survey non-gentrifiers in three Swedish working-class neighbourhoods, two of which are strong candidates for gentrification. 
     Therefore, it is assumed that by taking a snapshot of a neighbourhood prior to its gentrification, a new angle of approach can be introduced to better gauge the legitimacy of gentrification in terms of resident awareness and consent. Based on the presented previous research (Atkinson, 2004; Lees, 2008; Paton, 2009; Owens et al. 2023 to mention but a few), our thesis is that residents are aware of both the positive and negative effects of gentrification and that gentrification is more complex than the usual dichotomy of “middle-class winners” and “working-class losers” would at first glance lead us to believe. Subsequently, we argue that the application of a resident perspective to a fictive gentrification process is a good way to unearth and determine the level of resident awareness concerning the consequences that any potential physical changes to their neighbourhood will have for them individually (eviction, displacement, increased rents, etc.), or as a community (social cohesion, social discord, etc.). 
     Accordingly, this research article aims to identify the anatomy of the working-class’s initial attitudes to gentrification. That is, we query residents about the motives underpinning their positive or negative attitude towards the scenario of the probable gentrification of their neighbourhood. We determine how many residents give their consent to gentrification and how many do not as well as how each group motivates its stance. Put simply, do they know what is coming? If not, can a lack of awareness explain the ease with which gentrification takes place in democratic societies? The research article also seizes the opportunity to dig deeper into the data to identify the contexts of working-class residency that influence attitudes to gentrification. Apart from the customary demographic attributes such as gender, age, ethnicity, and employment, we want to know if and how neighbourhood context and housing conditions such as place and length of residency, type of tenurial system and housing type, and rents influence a resident’s attitude towards gentrification. 
      Both Lees (2008, p. 2459) and Doucet (2009, p. 300) assert that more empirical evidence is needed to understand the viewpoints and experiences of ordinary (non-gentrifier) residents. In this spirit, and as an extension to Owens et al. (2023) survey work, we map the hopes and fears of residents concerning potential (indeed, in some cases, likely) gentrification based on their prior knowledge, possible previous experience, and, if nothing else, pure speculation. Thus, a typology of the statements underpinning working-class residents’ attitudes to “potential” gentrification will enhance the research community’s understanding of the legitimacy of urban planning prior to its implementation.

Setting the Scene
In order to understand the driving forces behind working-class attitudes to gentrification in the city of Västerås, we need first to briefly outline the ethno-class background of the three types of Swedish working-class neighbourhood in focus here. This is of the utmost importance since the size and composition of the Swedish population has changed drastically over the last two decades. Having mostly to do with migration, the size of Sweden’s population has increased from almost nine million (8,939,367) in 2003 to ten and a half million (10,551,682) twenty years later (Statistics Sweden, 2024). As a result, and concerning its composition, just over 20 % of the current population is now born outside of Sweden, 7 % has two foreign parents, and another 8 % has one foreign parent. This group of 35 % of Sweden’s population consists mainly of ethnic Iraqis, Syrians, and Somalis (Statistics Sweden, 2024). These statistics describe the ethnic background of Swedish society and have implications for its current class structure. For instance, compared to Swedish-born, it is more difficult for foreign-born residents to obtain employment (Englund, 2003). This has consequences for residential segregation because a large proportion of the foreign-born category is also subjected to lower incomes and, thus, they are becoming more vulnerable to structural change (Fell and Widell, 2024). 
     Because of the increasing role that the structural character of housing policy currently plays in residential segregation, low-income status confines many of these ethnic minorities to different kinds of working-class neighbourhoods (Savage et al. 2013). To compound this already dire situation, housing has for some time now been “primarily marketed to members of the middle and upper middle-classes who can afford to buy new housing, a group estimated at only 27% of the total Swedish population” (Grundstrom and Molina, 2016, p. 15). Based on this trend in residential segregation and the current proportion of Swedes with a foreign background (see above), Fell and Widell (2024, p. 3) show that “most of the 35 % of Swedes that have a foreign background are marginalized and live in stigmatized lower-class neighbourhoods” such as Pettersberg, one of the neighbourhoods in focus in our study. While a considerable amount of the 38% of the population (which could be either smaller or larger today) live in traditional or affluent working-class neighbourhoods such as Hammarby and Jakobsberg in the same city.        
     This distribution of class and ethnicity has implications for housing policy vis a vis gentrification in Sweden since “privileged groups in the 2010s can choose between various forms of concept and luxury housing, the rental housing shortage has reached crisis levels, and locks, fences, and gates now restrict access to spaces that were previously publicly accessible” (Grundstrom & Molina, 2016, p. 16). The middle-class’s tendency towards gating itself may affect the awareness and subsequent attitudes of working-class residents to gentrification. Because, as Grundstrom and Molina (2016) point out, “the result is a ‘fortress city’, composed of gated enclaves, founded on a fear of crime and the need for increased security” (2016, p. 17). This implies that middle-class Swedes that settle working-class neighbourhoods will be wary of their original residents (Andersson & Turner, 2014). Conversely, given its prior track record, we also need to extrapolate from earlier research about which aspects of the middle-class’s settlement will most likely heighten working-class residents’ awareness of, and influence their stance on, gentrification.  

The mid-sized city of Västerås
A very common type of mid-sized Swedish city, Västerås with its 160,000 denizens can be found circa 100 km west of the capital Stockholm. The city is expanding, and its population increased by 23,542 denizens between the years 2008 and 2022 This implies that there is a need for new homes and that gentrification in Västerås is unavoidable. Using Statistics Sweden’s (2024) “key area system” (Nyko) we identify 52 districts made up of 145 neighbourhoods and residential areas. Three of which, the focus of our analysis, can in the broadest meaning be considered working-class neighbourhoods but still belong to different and distinct categories (Savage et al., 2013; Hamnett, 2015): the affluent working-class Jakobsberg (where our control group resides), the traditional working-class Hammarby, and, previously categorized as a stigmatized lower-class neighbourhood (Fell and Widell, 2024), the emergent working-class Pettersberg. The boundary of each of these neighbourhoods is highlighted by a dotted red line (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Map of Västerås city’s urban landscape at the neighbourhood level (Source: https://vasteras.se/bygga-bo-och-miljo/stadsdelar-och-omraden.html). 

     All three neighbourhoods are located in the city’s western district, which is renowned for its stigmatized anti-ghettos one of which is Pettersberg (Wacquant, 2008; Wacquant et al., 2014). Because our focus is on gentrification, we avoid using the term “anti-ghetto” even if an emergent working-class neighbourhood also can be stigmatized and characterized by ethnic heterogeneity and gang-related crime. These dramatic circumstances are, in turn, often exploited by politicians and housing developers in the Swedish context to gentrify a neighbourhood (Thörn and Holgersson, 2016). For this reason, and as will become apparent in our description of the neighbourhoods below, we consider the Pettersberg and Hammarby neighbourhoods to be the most likely candidates for gentrification. While, as will also become apparent, Jakobsberg ought to be the least likely candidate to be gentrified. According to Owens et al. (2023, p. 14), neighbourhoods that share the same characteristics as Pettersberg and Hammarby are those most likely to have residents that will be negative to gentrification (see Table A2), while people residing in Jakobsberg ought to be the more positive. 

The Jakobsberg neighbourhood
[bookmark: _Hlk168490035]From a bird’s eye view (Google Earth), the affluent working-class Jakobsberg neighbourhood is the largest, most central, and in terms of housing the most homogenous of the three neighbourhoods in our analysis. Its residents have a moderately good economic and cultural capital (Savage et al., 2013; Hamnett, 2015; Table A2), and live mostly in houses and small two and three-storey apartment buildings surrounded by spacious gardens. Its different parts are connected by numerous roads constituting its central arteries. Its eastern flank, which runs från south to north adjacent to the Svartå river, also has a small number of six to eight-storey apartment blocks. Between its eastern boundary and the river is a small hill called Djäkneberg, which is covered by trees and dotted with playgrounds (Figure 1). The high-rise apartment blocks of the Pettersberg neighbourhood constitute Jakobsberg’s northwestern boundary. The neighbourhood’s western and southern borders are characterized by small apartment buildings and large houses. Although the city has no current detail plans (DPs) for the construction of homes in Jakobsberg, it has as early as 2011 (DP 1766) given property owners the right to build ancillary homes on their property. The city does not plan to gentrify this neighbourhood by building new apartment buildings there, nor can it be gentrified through the construction of extensions or smaller dwellings. This is a neighbourhood that rarely ever changes (Brown-Saracino, 2009).

The Pettersberg neighbourhood
The emergent working-class Pettersberg neighbourhood is characterized by high-rise buildings has residents with a moderately poor economic capital, albeit, with a reasonable household income (Savage et al., 2013; Hamnett, 2015; Table A2). It is oval shaped and compact, with its northern tip running adjacent to the E18 Oslo-Stockholm highway (Google Earth). As mentioned, its southern tip touches the Jakobsberg neighbourhood. Stretching from north to south (Figure 1), a span of eight twelve-storey red-bricked towers constitutes the spine of the neighbourhood. Its western flank consists of a line of white four-storey buildings, behind which is a primary school and a wooded area. Its eastern flank runs along the northern half of the Jakobsberg neighbourhood. Small green areas with trees are located between most of the buildings (Google Earth). This neighbourhood suffers from a number of classic negative area effects such as shootings, assault and battery, trade of narcotics, etc. This can have encouraged politicians and city planners to gentrify the neighbourhood (Lees, 2008; Paton, 2009). For instance, the city plans to build three new high-rise towers there, together consisting of 200 apartments as well as terraced houses consisting of another 18 apartments (DP 1874; DP 1659). As a result, this small and compact neighbourhood is in the process of being densified. This can lead to gentrification in two ways. First, through the planned construction of high-rise towers with relatively expensive apartments (Listerborn et al., 2020). Second, via increased rents and the revamping of apartments after tenants move out that also leads to increased rents (Thörn and Holgersson, 2016; Baeten et al., 2017). This is a very common strategy that, often in collaboration, is implemented by municipalities and private housing companies in Sweden’s larger cities (Fell and Mattsson, 2021; Andersson and Turner, 2014). 

The Hammarby neighbourhood 
Located southwest of the Jakobsberg and Pettersberg neighbourhoods, the socially and ethnically mixed traditional working-class Hammarby neighbourhood is a hybrid form of both (Table A2). Its residents also have a moderately poor economic capital, but the neighbourhood boasts reasonable housing prices (Savage et al., 2013; Hamnett 2015). Hammarby comprises of a mix of housing types such as high-rise apartment buildings, small houses, and terraced houses. Round in form, its central part is built up comprising of 13 (six and seven-storey) high rise buildings. A small forest (Råbyskogen) constitutes the neighbourhood’s northern border. In this part of the neighbourhood there is a residential area made up of terraced houses and a primary school. Its western flank is characterized by neat lines of houses. Its southern border is demarcated by a railway line connecting the city to Stockholm in the east and the midsized city of Örebro in the west. Two residential areas can be found between the railway line and the neighbourhood’s central high-rise building. One with small apartment buildings in the southwest and one with single houses in the southeast. Its eastern flank is made up of a kindergarten and terraced houses. The neighbourhood’s residents have mobilized and established an association to counteract plans (DP 1858?/1733) for its densification (Gergis, 2021). At first, residents feared the ghettofication of the neighbourhood. However, politicians regrouped and plan to develop the neighbourhood. This includes the construction of new buildings (with expensive apartments) and ancillary amenities (Dnr BN 2023/00235-3.1.4). For this reason, the neighbourhood now fulfils the criteria for gentrification (Lees, 2008; Paton, 2009).

Theory and Hypotheses
In order to derive and generate testable hypotheses from previous research, we choose to describe the circumstances leading up to a potential (yet still fictive) gentrification process. In contrast to our focus, this current body of scholarship fixates on the experiences of ex-post gentrification. Nevertheless, and as we will demonstrate, it is still possible to extrapolate and predict attitudes to the proposition of gentrification from these earlier findings (Paton, 2009; Doucet, 2009; Owens et al., 2023). Thus, we need to build on what we already know about the subjective experience of gentrification if we are to capture the attitudes of residents to gentrification before it happens (ex-ante). For this reason, our modus operandi requires a three-step approach. First, we need to take into consideration that gentrification, in and on itself, has a double and dubious nature. Second, we need to determine the anatomy of what we term as consensual and non-consensual gentrification and, third, derive and present several hypotheses to explain each type of stance on gentrification. This lays the groundwork for presenting the reasons behind residents’ consent and non-consent. 

The Janus-Face of Gentrification
Expanding on our key position, we now acknowledge that, irrespective of the degree of awareness among residents, “revitalization via gentrification” is not necessarily a way of avoiding “lives that are lived in parallel or in isolation along class, income, ethnic and tenurial fault lines” (Lees, 2008, p. 2463). In fact, it can be seen as a pretext for socially cleansing attractive neighbourhoods (Hyra, 2015). This implies that we need to take into account that the neo-liberal formula of social mixing that is now being promoted by politicians, and implemented by bureaucrats and private housing developers, to revitalize the city is fundamentally a flawed policy. Scholars such as Atkinson (2003), Lees (2008) and Paton (2009) note that current housing policy has a double nature. To exemplify, we turn once again to Lees’ (2008). She puts the spotlight on one of New Orleans’ revitalization projects and shows that the city’s political ambition to gentrify is dishonest since it aims to “lure middle-class families back into [the city] and to build over, displace or ‘culturally integrate’ … low-income communities” (2008, p. 2454). Paton (2009) shows that this is achieved by weaponizing gentrification. She writes:

… gentrification is used to promote homeownership whilst deconstructing formerly fixed positions like working-class support for social housing … The image of the working-class as degenerate and immoral is used to help reconstruct the boundaries of regulation and legitimate state control … (2009, p. 437).
     In this study, we also focus on class-relations through the lens of working-class attitudes towards middle-class settlement, which is essential to understanding ex ante gentrification. We can extrapolate from this research that the ideal of gentrification can be perverted at the policy-level and that consent and non-consent at the residential-level is, to a yet unknown extent. 
     In order to shift focus from actual gentrification to potential gentrification, we turn once again to Doucet (2009, p. 300). He defines gentrification, not only as “the upgrading of traditional working-class housing …”, but even through the “experiences, expectations, perceptions and anxieties” of non-gentrifiers. From this, and with our focus in mind, we assume that when faced with the proposal of gentrification even residents of not yet gentrified Swedish working-class neighbourhoods will be aware of its outcomes, which will be expressed in their expectations, perceptions, and anxieties, leading to either their consent, or non-consent. 

The Characteristics of Consensual Gentrification
Paton (2009) points out that gentrification is as much a consensual strategy as it is coercive Inspired by her approach, consensus is also a major factor in our way of studying gentrification. That is, we derive consensus from positive attitudes towards gentrification and vice versa. Moreover, like Paton (2009) and even Doucet (2009), we are also interested in capturing a subjective perspective on gentrification. We have in common with their research that we are neither interested in the effects of gentrification, nor do we fixate on the attainment of policy goals. However, we diverge when it comes to the stage of gentrification to be studied and the method applied to study it. Unlike the ethnographic study of how residents in a working-class neighbourhood experience gentrification (Paton, 2009; Doucet, 2009), we (like Owens et al., 2023), conduct surveys to capture their attitudes to ex-ante gentrification. From this we determine if or not residents’ consent to gentrification and, more importantly, why. That is, we encourage respondents to justify their stance on gentrification in a few sentences.
     Against the background of gentrification’s double and disturbing nature, we interpret positive attitudes towards gentrification as an indicator of consent in the sense that it is viewed by residents as having a benefit. The most common benefits of gentrification can be derived from the work of Sullivan (2007) and Lees (2008). Sullivan (2007, p. 583) writes that the proponents of gentrification believe that it “reduces the concentration of poverty” and that “crime decreases”. While critiquing gentrification, Lees (2008, p. 2449) refers to research from the 60s and 70s suggesting that an influx of middle-class residents to working-class neighbourhoods would cause a “trickle-down effect” that in essence would benefit the original residents in terms of “more liveable and sustainable communities”. Doucet (2009, p. 302) adds amenities to this picture when he says that “the new stores that open as a result of gentrification can come to be appreciated by lower-income residents”. Moreover, we would like to add a gender perspective to gentrification. We have previously shown that females and older residents in the Swedish middle-class housing context are more positive than younger males to the construction of buildings with cheap rentals in their neighbourhood (Fell and Widell, 2024). Therefore, we assume that gender, and age (see H3 in Table 1), may influence the construction of buildings with expensive apartments (H1 in Table 1). 

	H1
	Overall residents, particularly females, ought to be aware of the positive changes that may occur in their neighbourhood such as reduced crime, increased investments, new amenities and stores, and ultimately more liveable communities.

	H2
	Ownership status (tenurial system) ought to be an important predicator of consent since, often due to a rise in property value, homeowners benefit more from gentrification.

	H3
	Older residents ought to be more likely to approve of physical changes to their neighbourhood.

	H4
	Residents ought to believe that gentrification will lead to a benign coexistence between them and the middle-class gentrifiers leading to new social networks.


Table 1. Hypotheses regarding consent to gentrification, generated by previous research.

     In relation to ownership, Sullivan (2007, p. 583) informs us that when “house values rise, public and private investment increases, the retail sector grows, and municipal services such as police protection and street maintenance improve”. Thus, Swedish homeowners, particularly among older residents (Sullivan, 2007), ought also to be more likely to approve of changes to their neighbourhoods’ physical context (H2 and H3 in Table 1). In line with this research, gentrification will contribute to establishing new social networks, which will result in economic opportunity for all (Wrigley, 2002). Gentrification may, thus, inspire consensus because it engenders the belief among residents that it will lead to a benign coexistence with the middle-class (Freeman and Braconi, 2004). This essentially social cohesion argument is, according to Lees (2008, p. 2451) and Doucet (2009, p. 303), often used by scholars to portray gentrification as a positive process (H4 in Table 1).  

The Characteristics of Non-Consensual Gentrification
Conversely, we interpret negative attitudes towards gentrification to indicate non-consent because residents are aware that gentrification will burden them in different ways. Concerning her study of the Park Circus neighbourhood in Glasgow, Paton (2009, p. 447) reveals that although some of its working-class residents initially displayed a willingness to be part and parcel of the process of gentrification, they still did not gain anything. Doucet’s (2009) findings in a study of Edinburgh’s Leith neighbourhood resonates with Paton’s (2009) conclusion. He (2009, p. 312) reveals that residents, after experiencing firsthand a gentrification process, expressed an awareness that this “boom and development was both not intended for them, nor were they the prime beneficiaries.” This is, according to Doucet (2009, p. 302), because the “… new services, shops and amenities are built for a newer, high-income clientele who is moving into the neighbourhood”. In other words, evidence suggests that non-consenters may, based on their newly acquired experience, or even hearsay, be aware that the benefits of gentrification do not trickle-down to their community. This, according to Owens et al. (2023, p. 14), will more likely be the case in emergent and traditional working-class neighbourhoods (H5 in Table 2).

Table 2. Hypotheses regarding non-consent to gentrification, generated by previous research.
	H5
	Residents, particularly in emergent and traditional neighbourhoods, ought to be aware that they are not the prime beneficiaries of gentrification.

	H6
	Because housing becomes less affordable original residents ought to be less in favour of gentrification than newcomers.

	H7
	Because of the risk of displacement, poor and longtime residents in rental apartments ought to see changes to their physical context as harmful.

	H8
	Residents ought not to consent to gentrification since it will have a negative impact on the local community, reinforcing disaffiliation, eroding its social cohesion and preexisting social networks.



     Sullivan (2007) accounts for one of the most common ways that gentrification can become a burden: “Critics of gentrification highlight how housing becomes less affordable.” (H6 in Table 2). Connected to this, he (2007, p. 583), as well as others (see Baeten et al., 2012), adds that, “poor and longtime residents are vulnerable to displacement”. This questions, albeit obliquely, Sullivan’s (2007) conclusion that older residents ought to be more positive to gentrification. Keep in mind that in our case, residents do not face the risk of displacement, yet. However, as Doucet’s (2009, p. 301) study shows, some of them may still fear being displaced. Because there is a connection between a resident’s tenurial system and his or her willingness to consent to gentrification (Sullivan, 2007), we will apply the variable “level of rent” in the coming analysis to make a distinction between residents that rent public apartments and those that rent private apartments, which are often more expensive (H7 in Table 2). 
     Finally, Lees (2008), Tuttle (2022), and Cassier and Kesteloot (2012) raise the issue that gentrification may inadvertently erase an already existing social mix in a neighbourhood. They claim (2008; 2022) that gentrification leads to social discord and place-based alienation, which is not conducive to the establishment of social networks. Actually, the opposite seems to be the case. That is, often referred to as “disaffiliation” (van Gant, et al., 2016), the interaction between middle-class and working-class residents in the same neighbourhood will be minimal (H8 in Table 2). To support this hypothesis and taking a point of departure in Butler with Robson’s work (2003, p. 127), Lees shows that “[t]here is little evidence of numbers of cross class friendship” (2008, p. 2458). In fact, she shows that an increased social mix “within declining neighbourhoods can worsen the quality of life for exiting residents” (2008, p. 2461). In other words, and according to Atkinson and Kintrea (2000) and Doucet (2009), it is highly likely that a preexisting social cohesion in working-class neighbourhoods will erode when gentrification occurs.

Method
Survey design and data collection
Applying a convenient non-random (voluntary) sampling recruitment strategy, data were collected from residents in all three neighbourhoods. The advantage of this approach is that finding volunteers was a relatively fast and affordable way to collect data. Another advantage was that we could control sample composition the sample, which is otherwise highly susceptible to bias (Dillman et al., 2014: Essiasson et al., 2017). In essence, the survey is designed to a) determine respondents’ attitudes to constructing buildings with expensive rental apartments and condominiums in their neighbourhood (a precondition of gentrification), b) identify who consents and who does not, and c) elicit the motivations underlying each group’s stance. The survey was co-created with representatives of the Västerås city’s Technical and Property Management Administration in 2020 and a draft of this article was reviewed by colleagues attending the interdisciplinary Real Estate Conference at the Malmö University in april 2024. 
     Once the survey design was completed, the survey was made available for residents via a QR-coded postcard that was sent to a total of 3417 households in all three neighbourhoods (Table 4). The postcard prompted potential respondents to answer 14 structured questions (see Table A1 for more details). This modus operandi gave residents the opportunity to participate via their smartphones. That is, by using their smartphones they could take a photo of the QR code whereby they instantly gained access to Google Forms and the digital survey. Most respondents completed the survey within three days of receiving the postcard. The frequency of responses tapered off to a trickle after five days. A handful of respondents complained that they could not access the survey via their smartphones. All of these received help from undergraduate research assistants and could eventually access the survey. Finally, because we used smartphones and Google Forms, we assume that some older residents may have been discouraged from taking part in the survey.
     The data from the digital survey provides a possibility to determine the openness of respondents to potential changes in their neighbourhood’s physical context that normally lays the ground for gentrification. Their attitude to gentrification is operationalized herein by the question posed in Table 3.

Table 3. Element of the main multi-dimensional gentrification scale (Item 14, Table A1).
	Main question
	Item (as a theme)
	Measure

	What is your attitude to plans to construct buildings with expensive rental apartments and condominiums in your neighbourhood?
	Gentrification
	Positive/
negative



     From this we can infer from respondents’ replies to our question (see Table 3), that a positive response is not just being open to the construction of new buildings with expensive apartments, but even to accepting those middle-class residents who eventually may reside there. Therefore, there is an obvious (but not absolute) connection between attitudes to “expensive apartments” and attitudes to “gentrification”. However, we are aware that negative responses to the question posed in Table 3 may ring different bells. Considering the identity of future residents, it may, for example, measure the respondent’s fear of being displaced. Irrespective of why some respondents have negative reactions to our proposition, the outcome will still be the same. That is, they will not be open to “specific” changes to their physical context. Therefore, we interpreted a positive response as an openness to gentrification and vice versa. 

The issue of social desirability
Since the main questions in the survey can be considered sensitive (see Table 3), the issue of social desirability bias must be addressed. An attitude can in psychological terms be defined as a set of emotions, beliefs, and behaviors towards a particular thing or event (Ajzen, 1991). This is interpreted herein as the degree to which a person has a favorable or unfavourable evaluation or appraisal of a physical change to his or her neighbourhood, particularly if it is believed to induce gentrification. Of relevance here is that a respondent is not just governed by “perceived social pressures but also personal feelings of moral obligation or responsibility to perform, or refuse to perform, a certain behavior” (Ajzen, 1991, p. 199). In other words, respondents’ intentions may deviate from their actions since they may seek “social approval via selecting the answer that is expected to maximize positive valuation and minimize negative reactions by other subjects” (Krumpal, 2011, p. 2030). Since the degree of social desirability in our survey depends on a respondent’s sensitivity, the fact that we do not directly ask respondents about their attitude towards gentrification per se, in combination with the high degree of privacy and anonymity bestowed upon them when answering the survey questions in their homes, ought to reduce the risk for this kind of bias. Thus, the fact that our survey was digital ought to eliminate any perceived social pressure and even exclude the possibility of experiencing other subjects’ negative reactions. Nevertheless, we cannot avoid the fact that personal feelings and moral obligations may still influence respondents’ attitudes. 

The sample
[bookmark: _Hlk162270595]Because of the Covid-19 pandemic, we opted to send postcards with QR codes to all households in the Pettersberg, Jakobsberg, and Hammarby neighbourhoods. Despite their dissimilarities, the three neighbourhoods are similar in the sense that they are all more or less “gentrification candidates”, that is, they share certain “neighbourhood-specific demographic and locational characteristics” (Bengtsson and Kopsch, 2019, p. 744). In total 593 (17%) of the 3417 households that together make up the three neighbourhoods answered the questionnaire (Table 4).

Table 4. Describing the neighbourhoods and survey response rates 2020 (%).
	
	Pettersberg
	Hammarby
	Jakobsberg
	Total

	Mean disposable income (SEK)
	201 588
	230 534
	344 552
	258 891

	Population
	3600 (46)
	2630 (34)
	1627 (20)
	7857 (100)

	Households
	1583 (46)
	1106 (32)
	728 (22)
	3417 (100)

	Number of residents per household
	2,3
	2,4
	2,2
	2,3

	[bookmark: _Hlk162353461]Survey response rate(/households)
	167 (11)
	277 (25)
	149 (20)
	593 (17)



     Concerning the frequency of responses, we can see that the response rate ought, based on the size of the population and number of households, to be highest in the Pettersberg neighbourhood and the lowest in the Jakobsberg neighbourhood. This is obviously not the case (Table 4). That the response rate is the lowest in Pettersberg (11 %) despite having the largest population can be explained by the lower proportion of Swedish-born residents (Table A2). Nevertheless, the proportion of Swedish-born residents is also low in Hammarby (Table A2) where the response rate is more than twice as high (25 %). This might be explained by the higher mean disposable income, which implies that the foreign-born residents may have lived longer in Sweden and, inte alia, have a better command of the Swedish language. However, in the Swedish dominated and, from a housing perspective, stable Jakobsberg neighbourhood the response frequency rate is, as expected, also relatively high (Table 4). 

The representativity of the sample 
The high degree of respondent-resident representation also minimizes the risk of the bias inherent in the non-random voluntary sampling method that we apply (Table A2). Although we achieve transparency, can we infer that the level of generalizability of our sample is high? The answer is “yes”. Generalizability is high concerning the three varying working-class neighbourhoods in our study since we know that their residents have similar backgrounds as those in other Swedish working-class neighborhoods.
     We state that the sample is representative for all three neighbourhoods in the sense that we have an even distribution of gender (Table A2), and that the difference in average age in all three neighbourhoods, which is slightly higher among the respondents in the survey, follows the trend in the mean age of the population. That is, we have the lowest mean age is in Pettersberg and the highest is in Jakobsberg (Table A2). The level of educational attainment in our sample has a mean of 2,362, 2,638, and 2,269 in Hammarby, Jakobsberg and Pettersberg respectively (Table A2). This corresponds roughly with the percentages of residents with a university education in all three neighbourhoods, which is 22%, 45% and 19% respectively. Furthermore, from our sample (where 1 denotes Swedish-born) we know that the mean for Swedish-born varies in all three neighbourhoods (1,271, 1,087 and 1,371 respectively). This corresponds with the proportion of Swedish-born in Hammarby, Jakobsberg and Pettersberg which is 55%, 88% and 46% (Table A2). Finally, concerning the housing type we can see that the mean from our survey correspond with the proportion of residents living in either apartment building or (small) houses (Table A2).

Data analysis
To investigate the relationship between the independent variables and attitudes towards gentrification (more specifically, a resident’s attitude to the possibility of constructing a building with expensive rental apartments and condominiums in their neighbourhood), we employ a multiple binary logistic regression model. This model is specified as follows:

	[image: En bild som visar svart, mörker

Automatiskt genererad beskrivning]		(1)

where i stands for respondents, j is categories (1 for consent and 0 for non-consent), k is the number of independent variables, and Xi denotes the vector of independent variables, outlined in equation (2). The independent variables set out to test our dependent variable are based on the hypotheses outlined in Tables 1 and 2, which are described in the following equation

Gentrification = β0 + β1 · Gender + ·β2 · Owners and renters + β3 · Old/young + β4 · Residency+
β5 · Time in neighbourhood + β6 · Foreign-born + β7 · Educational attainment+ β8 · Work or do not work + β9 · Type of Housing + β10 · Rent+ β11 · Physical context + β12 · Social context+ β13 · Neighbourhood perception + ϵ 
(2)

      We estimate the parameters of the logistic regression model using maximum likelihood estimation (MLE). We have coded answers to the question of why respondents are either positive or negative to the proposal of gentrification. This led us to derive five categories from each type of response (see Table 8 and Table 9). 

Results
Descriptive statistics
Concerning the residents’ attributes, where “1” is male and “0” is female, we can derive from the data presented in Table 5 that there is, as expected, an even distribution of gender (0.5) among respondents from all three neighbourhoods. Concerning age, old and young variables (“where “1” is old and “0” is young) are applied to see if the age structure of the respondents differs in any meaningful way. From this data it is apparent that the Pettersberg neighbourhood, with its emergent working-class residents, has the youngest respondents. This also corresponds with the shortest mean length of residency (8 years) in all three neighbourhoods (Table 5). Concerning residents place of birth (where “1” is foreign-born and “0” is Swedish born) the Pettersberg, followed by the Hammarby, neighbourhood stands out with the highest mean (0.369) for foreign-born residents. Conversely, affluent working-class respondents from the Jakobsberg neighbourhood are almost completely Swedish born (Table 5). 
     With regards to educational attainment (where “1” denotes respondents with either a primary, “2” secondary, or “3” university education) respondents from the predominantly Swedish neighbourhood of Jakobsberg have the highest level of education. While respondents from the emergent working-class Pettersberg neighbourhood have the lowest (Table 5). This also corresponds with employment (where “1” is working and “0” is not working). That is, the number of respondents that have work is highest in the Jakobsberg neighbourhood and lowest in the Pettersberg neighbourhood. In both of the affluent and traditional working-class neighbourhoods Jakobsberg and Hammarby the mean length of residency is circa 12 years. Once again Pettersberg stands out with a mean length of residency of ca 8 years. 

Table 5. Descriptive statistics
	
	
	Hammarby (1)
	
	
	Jakobsberg (2)
	
	
	Pettersberg (3)
	

	VARIABLES
	N
	mean
	sd
	min
	max
	N
	mean
	sd
	min
	max
	N
	mean
	sd
	min
	max

	Gender
	275
	0.458
	0.499
	0
	1
	147
	0.435
	0.498
	0
	1
	166
	0.488
	0.501
	0
	1

	Age 
	275
	0.505
	0.501
	0
	1
	149
	0.591
	0.493
	0
	1
	163
	0.417
	0.495
	0
	1

	Place of birth
	277
	0.271
	0.445
	0
	1
	149
	0.0872
	0.283
	0
	1
	168
	0.369
	0.484
	0
	1

	Educational attainment
	277
	2.365
	0.626
	1
	3
	149
	2.638
	0.496
	1
	3
	168
	2.274
	0.698
	1
	3

	Employment
	277
	0.621
	0.486
	0
	1
	149
	0.611
	0.489
	0
	1
	168
	0.488
	0.501
	0
	1

	Residency length
	276
	12.72
	11.53
	0
	55
	149
	11.96
	12.45
	0
	70
	165
	8.078
	8.651
	0
	49

	Tenurial system
	277
	0.437
	0.497
	0
	1
	149
	0.617
	0.488
	0
	1
	168
	0.190
	0.394
	0
	1

	Level of rent
	277
	1.921
	0.795
	1
	4
	149
	2.094
	1.009
	1
	4
	168
	2.321
	0.918
	1
	4

	Type of housing
	277
	1.769
	0.850
	1
	3
	149
	1.899
	0.985
	1
	3
	168
	1.125
	0.454
	1
	3

	Physical context
	277
	3.672
	0.692
	 1
	5
	149
	3.646
	0.580
	 1
	   5
	168
	3.777
	0.620
	   1
	5

	– High standard of living
	277
	3.903
	0.986
	1
	5
	149
	3.966
	0.940
	1
	5
	168
	3.929
	0.886
	1
	5

	– Location
	277
	4.047
	0.929
	1
	5
	149
	4.510
	0.750
	2
	5
	168
	4.167
	0.831
	1
	5

	– Attractiveness
	277
	3.458
	1.178
	1
	5
	149
	3.463
	1.200
	1
	5
	168
	3.613
	1.168
	1
	5

	– Infrastructure
	277
	4.552
	0.719
	1
	5
	149
	4.423
	0.815
	1
	5
	168
	4.595
	0.703
	1
	5

	– Access to school
	277
	2.679
	1.660
	1
	5
	149
	2.624
	1.596
	1
	5
	168
	2.929
	1.665
	1
	5

	– Access to childcare
	277
	2.527
	1.641
	1
	5
	149
	2.342
	1.541
	1
	5
	168
	2.851
	1.666
	1
	5

	– Access to public transport
	277
	3.971
	1.200
	1
	5
	149
	3.503
	1.318
	1
	5
	168
	3.964
	1.188
	1
	5

	– Outdoor activities
	277
	4.238
	0.952
	1
	5
	149
	4.336
	0.949
	1
	5
	168
	4.167
	1.025
	1
	5

	Social context
	277
	3.908
	0.764
	1.5
	5
	149
	3.814
	0.689
	1.75
	5
	168
	3.902
	0.760
	1
	5

	– Trust
	277
	4.404
	0.918
	1
	5
	149
	4.403
	0.770
	2
	5
	168
	4.333
	0.859
	1
	5

	– Safety/Security
	277
	4.679
	0.748
	1
	5
	149
	4.678
	0.607
	2
	5
	168
	4.667
	0.723
	1
	5

	– Community
	277
	3.675
	1.150
	1
	5
	149
	3.430
	1.123
	1
	5
	168
	3.667
	1.232
	1
	5

	– Associations
	277
	2.874
	1.278
	1
	5
	149
	2.745
	1.146
	1
	5
	168
	2.940
	1.400
	1
	5

	Other neighbourhoods
	277
	2.229
	0.270
	 1
	3
	149
	2.186
	0.311
	1
	   3
	168
	2.197
	0.320
	   1
	   3

	– Bäckby
	277
	1.206
	0.471
	1
	3
	149
	1.121
	0.327
	1
	2
	168
	1.220
	0.444
	1
	3

	– Haga
	277
	2.271
	0.554
	1
	3
	149
	2.235
	0.586
	1
	3
	168
	2.262
	0.602
	1
	3

	     – Öster Mälarstrand	277	2.661	0.511	1	3	149	2.597	0.646	1	3	168	2.685	0.503	      1          3



     Concerning the residents’ housing situation, with regards to the tenurial system in each neighbourhood (where “1” is ownership and “0” is rental) it is obvious from the data in Table 5 that residents in Jakobsberg own their homes (mostly houses), while residents of Pettersberg live in rented homes (mostly apartments). The Hammarby neighbourhood is characterized by an almost even mix of tenurial systems. On a scale from 1 to 4, (where “1” is a rent lower than 5 000 SEK and “4” is a rent higher than 10 000 SEK) we find surprisingly that respondents from the Pettersberg neighbourhood have the highest rent. Respondents from the Hammarby and Jakobsberg neighbourhoods have a rent just below and above the mean average of 2 (Table 5). Where “1” is apartments, “2” is row houses, and “3” is houses, the type of housing that respondents live in varies in all three neighbourhoods. Once again, and as expected, the biggest difference is between the type of housing that the more affluent residents of the Jakobsberg neighbourhood and that which the residents of the Pettersberg neighbourhoods dwell in. That is, the former consists mostly of houses, while the latter consists mostly of apartment buildings. As mentioned earlier, Hammarby has an even mix of tenures and housing types (Table 5).
     Concerning the respondents’ neighbourhood context and applying a scale from 1 to 5 (where “1” is very bad and “5” is very good), respondents from all three neighbourhoods rate their physical context highly, that is above the average mean of 2.5. Once again and given that the Pettersberg neighbourhood is the most dense and built-up neighbourhood of the three in focus here, it is unexpected that its residents rate different their physical context highest (3.777). In general, location, infrastructure and possibility to conduct outdoor activities are those aspects of the physical context that are rated the highest among respondents (Table 5). Noteworthy is that respondents from all three neighbourhoods rate their social context higher than their physical context (Table 5). They rate safety/security and trust (which indicates the importance of social cohesion) higher than community (which indicates the importance of social networks) and belonging to a local association. Finally, on a scale from 1 to 3 (where “1” is negative, “2” is neutral, and “3” is positive), respondents from all three neighbourhoods rate the stigmatized anti-ghetto of Bäckby as the lowest and the upper middle-class neighbourhood of Öster Mälarstrand as the highest (Table 5).

Explaining consent and non-consent to gentrification
In all, a majority of respondents (60%) from all three neighbourhoods that span the working-class income bracket are negative to the proposal of gentrification (Table 6). This level of non-consent in the most likely candidate-for-gentrification neighbourhoods of Pettersberg and Hammarby (62-65%) raises concerns over how democratic this proposed housing development process is. Even in the least likely candidate-for-gentrification neighbourhood of Jakobsberg there is an ambivalence among residents that responded to our survey (Table 6).

Table 6. Working-class residents’ attitudes towards proposed gentrification (%).
	
	Attitude

	
	Consent
	Non-Consent
	Total

	Neighbourhood
	Hammarby
	97 (35)
	183 (65)
	280 (100)

	
	Pettersberg
	66 (38)
	106 (62)
	172 (100)

	
	Jakobsberg
	80 (51)
	77 (49)
	157 (100)

	
	All neighbourhoods
	243 (40)
	366 (60)
	609 (100)



     Considering that residents have previously mobilized to contest plans to densify their neighbourhood (Gergis, 2021), it is expected that the highest degree of non-consent (65%) can be found among traditional working-class respondents in the neighbourhood of Hammarby. The are followed closely by the respondents from the emergent working-class Pettersberg. Conversely, the highest proportion of consent (51%) can be found among residents from the affluent working-class neighbourhood of Jakobsberg where most of the residents are homeowners. This is in line with previous findings (Sullivan, 2007). What explains the varying degrees of respondents’ willingness to consent or not to the proposal of gentrification?

Reasons underpinning consent to gentrification
A minority of the respondents (40%) in all three neighbourhoods are consenters. To reiterate, this group of respondents is marginally larger in the Jakobsberg neighbourhood (Table 6). These consenters are inclined to believe that gentrification will increase the availability of housing and decrease stigma in their neighbourhood (Table 8), which is often associated with crime (Sullivan, 2007). One young female resident of the Jakobsberg neighbourhood said:

More expensive homes will also create the possibility to build with a higher standard, including climate smart solutions such as solar cells and energy efficient appliances, etc.” (R 530). 

    Concerning the connection between the availability of expensive homes and stigma, another young female resident, this time from the Pettersberg neighbourhood claims that:

Homes are needed irrespective of price. More expensive homes can change the reputation of the neighbourhood. There are prejudices that Pettersberg and Hammarby are troublesome neighbourhoods with a lot of crime” (R 363). 

    Respondents also expressed the believe that gentrification, via social and tenurial mix (Table 8), will make their neighbourhoods more liveable (Lees, 2008; Doucet, 2009; Kearns and Mason, 2007). This is summed up the following quote taken from a reply made by another young female resident of the Jakobsberg neighbourhood:

Because there is a housing shortage it is good with new possibilities for living. I think that it is good with the possibility to choose different standards dependent on what kind of housing one is looking for. Not everybody wants to live the same (R 214).

     Nevertheless, this belief is contradicted by the findings of Elander et al. (1991) and Kearns and Mason (2007) who show that mixed tenurial systems (housing mix) do not influence the effects of residential segregation. Of note, is that gender does not seem to play any significant role in the working-class neighbourhood context (Table 7), as opposed to the middle-class context (Fell and Widell, 2024). In other words, H1 (Table 1) is only partly verified and is very much dependent on neighbourhood context.

Table 7. Determinants of consent to gentrification based on logistic regression analysis.
	VARIABLES
	Estimate
	Robust Std.
errors
	Sig.
p-value
	Odds Ratios
	95% C.I.

	Gentrification: (I = Consent)
	.
	(.)
	.
	
	(. - .)

	Gender (1 = Male)
	0.067
	(0.181)
	0.711
	      1.069
	(-0.287 - 0.421)

	Age (1 = Old)
	-0.789***
	(0.228)
	0.001
	      0.454***
	(-1.236 - -0.342)

	Place of birth (1 = Foreign born)
	-0.331
	(0.236)
	0.160
	  0.718
	(-0.793 - 0.131)

	Employment (1 = Working)
	0.152
	(0.191)
	0.427
	  1.164
	(-0.222 - 0.526)

	Residency length
	-0.006
	(0.010)
	0.522
	      0.994
	(-0.026 - 0.013)

	Educational attainment (primary ref.)
     Secondary
	0.275
	(0.368)
	0.455
	      1.316
	(-0.446 - 0.996)

	     University
	0.126
	(0.371)
	0.735
	  1.134
	(-0.601 - 0.853)

	   Tenurial system (1= Ownership)
	0.720***
	(0.271)
	0.008
	 2.054***
	(0.188 - 1.252)

	 Level of rent (5001 – 7500 SEK ref.)
       0 – 5000 SEK
	0.099
	(0.231)
	0.667
	 1.105
	(-0.354 - 0.553)

	       7501 – 10000 SEK
	-0.277
	(0.264)
	0.295
	 0.758
	(-0.795 - 0.241)

	       10001 – SEK
	0.580
	(0.359)
	0.106
	 1.786
	(-0.124 - 1.284)

	Type of housing (Apartment ref.)
      Row-house
	0.391
	(0.369)
	0.289
	      1.479
	(-0.331 - 1.114)

	         House
	0.561*
	(0.300)
	0.061
	1.753*
	(-0.026 - 1.149)

	 Residency (Jakobsberg ref.)
         Hammarby
	-0.493**
	(0.245)
	0.044
	0.611**
	(-0.972 - -0.013)

	         Pettersberg
	0.011
	(0.269)
	0.968
	1.011
	(-0.518 - 0.539)

	Physical context
	-0.010
	(0.177)
	0.956
	0.990
	(-0.358 - 0.338)

	Social context
	0.160
	(0.150)
	0.284
	1.174
	(-0.133 - 0.454)

	Neighbourhood perception
	0.096
	(0.307)
	0.756
	1.100
	(-0.506 - 0.697)

	Constant
	-1.270
	(0.977)
	0.193
	0.281
	(-3.185 - 0.644)

	
	
	
	
	No. of obs.
	579

	
	
	
	
	Wald chi2
	54.43

	
	
	
	
	prob > chi2
	0.000

	
	
	
	
	Pseudo R2
	0.080


Robust standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
     
    Verifying the role of tenurial systems and type of housing (H2 in Table 1), respondents that own houses and that live in condominiums with expensive rents (mostly in Jakobsberg and to a lesser extent in Hammarby), compared to those that live in rented apartments (mostly in Pettersberg), are significantly more positive to gentrification (Table 7). Some homeowners (Table 7), particularly those living in the Hammarby and Jakobsberg neighbourhoods’ row-houses and houses are positive to gentrification since they believe that their property value will increase (Table 8: Sullivan, 2007). On this note, a male resident from the Pettersberg neighbourhood says that “the neighbourhood increases in value and becomes more exclusive” (R 357). Other respondents expressed the believe that: “the neighbourhood will become more attractive to buy homes in” (R 201), and that gentrification will “create the conditions for people who care about their homes and their neighbourhood” (R 322). There is even a belief that increased property value will lead to more security. As a male resident of the Jakobsberg neighbourhood put it: “With expensive homes comes security” (R 423). Residents also consent to proposed gentrification since they believe that an increase in housing availability will dampen the negative effects of residential segregation (Table 8). 
     Partly verifying H3 (Table 1), older residents (45+) are not significantly negative to the proposal of physical changes to their neighbourhood. Conversely, Table 7 shows that it is in fact younger residents that resist the implementation of gentrification. This contradicts earlier findings where older residents were more likely to approve of gentrification (social mixing) after experiencing it firsthand (Sullivan, 2007; Fell and Widell, 2024). This may also imply that older residents are more reserved to gentrification before it transpires. Keep in mind that in our study younger residents are reacting to the proposal of gentrification and not their first-hand experience of it. As we will show below, their negative stance is mainly due to solidarity with older and younger residents and the fear that homes in their neighbourhood will become more unaffordable for these groups (Table 9). Falsifying H4, we do not find a significant correlation between respondents’ belief that gentrification will lead to a better social context (including social cohesion and social networks) that will benefit them (Table 7). 

Table 8. Reasons for consent ranked and sorted by neighbourhood (%).
	
	Neighbourhood

	
	Hammarby
	Jakobsberg
	Pettersberg
	All

	Consent
	Housing mix (avoid seg.)
	20 (23)
	10 (15)
	19 (32)
	49 (23)

	
	Increase housing availability
	17 (19)
	16 (24)
	13 (22)
	46 (22)

	
	Decrease stigma
	17 (19)
	14 (21)
	10 (17)
	41 (19)

	
	Social mix (avoid seg.)
	16 (18)
	14 (21)
	11 (18)
	41 (19)

	
	Increase property value
	18 (20)
	12 (18)
	7 (12)
	37 (17)

	Total
	88 (100)
	66 (100)
	60 (100)
	214 (100)


      
     Noteworthy is that social context is not mentioned by any of the consenters in their statements when given the opportunity to take a stance on gentrification (Table 8). Nevertheless, respondents from all neighbourhoods ranked safety/security and trust (social cohesion) more highly than community (social networks) and local associations (Table 5).

Reasons underpinning non-consent to gentrification 
Verifying H5 and to reiterate, we find that more than half of the respondents (60%) do not consent to the possible gentrification of their neighbourhood, particularly residents of the socially and ethically mixed traditional working-class Hammarby neighbourhood (Table 6). This has been explained by younger residents’ solidarity with weaker resident groups such as adolescents and the elderly, which they believe will not be able to afford to stay in their neighbourhood if it is gentrified (Table 9). A young female resident of Jakobsberg says that:

Not everybody gets the chance to live here, which makes this a class issue. There are so many single people that also need to be included and be given the same chance as everyone else (R 10).

     Another young female resident from the same neighbourhood adds:

If we only have expensive homes young people won’t be able to afford to live here and we need to live close to schools and the university. The older residents can drive their cars from their expensive apartments (R 88).

     A young male resident of the Pettersberg neighbourhood adds:

Nobody wants to pay too much for living, but some are forced to do so anyway. Because they have no choice and are punished by having to put out half of their income just to have a roof over their heads, in a safer neighbourhood. The landlord doesn’t give a shit that the living standard is like from the last century. Sometimes it costs 6000 to 7000 kronor just to live in a big closet that MAYBE has room for a bed and an armchair, shameful. There should be a law that one room apartments have to be at least 40 square meters and not cost more than 100 kronor per square meter (R 127). 

     These statements describe a situation that is still a likely outcome in today’s housing situation, considering the conclusions presented in similar studies of Swedish working-class neighbourhoods (Thörn and Holgersson, 2016; Grundström and Molina, 2016; and Baeten et al., 2017). Concerning H6 and when asking respondents to elaborate on their stance to gentrification (Table 9), we find that one of the main reasons for non-consent to gentrification is, to reiterate, that residents believe that housing in their neighbourhoods will become less affordable (Sullivan, 2007). This is particularly the case among the emergent working-class residents of the Pettersberg neighbourhood and less so among the more affluent residents of the working-class Jakobsberg neighbourhood (Table 9). As a female resident of the Pettersberg neighbourhood put it: “One should be able to afford more than just paying the rent” (R 447). A middle-aged female resident from the same neighbourhood adds to this: “There are enough expensive apartments. We that have low incomes do not have the possibility to live nice and fresh because of the high level of rents” (R 6). This statement is corroborated by the fact that rents are relatively higher in the Pettersberg neighbourhood (see Table 5).
     Falsifying H7, we do not find that one’s length of residency, or place of birth, has any significant impact on a resident’s initial attitude towards gentrification (Table 7). However, respondents from the Hammarby and Pettersberg neighbourhoods, where a majority of residents are mostly renters and foreign-born, are generally more negative to gentrification (Table 6). Once again, this is mostly due to the prevalence of solidarity and the issue of affordability (Table 9). Falsifying H8, there is (to reiterate) no significant correlation between attitude to gentrification and the social context of the neighbourhood (Table 7) defined as how one rates trust in neighbours and safety/security, as well as local associations and community (Table 5). Nevertheless, the fact that (young) respondents, particularly in the Hammarby neighbourhood (Table 9), report a feeling of solidarity as the main reason for their opposition to gentrification can indicate a fear that their local community may lose its social cohesion (Doucet, 2009; van Gant et al., 2016; Lees, 2008; Cassiers and Kesteloot, 2012). Furthermore, and not mentioned in the earlier research presented herein is the fact that non-consenters believe that there already enough expensive apartments in the city and that the construction of new buildings will lead to the loss of green spaces (Table 9). 

Table 9. Reasons for non-consent ranked and sorted by neighbourhood (%)
	
	Neighbourhood

	
	Hammarby
	Jakobsberg
	Pettersberg
	All

	Non-
consent
	Solidarity
	55 (37)
	21 (34)
	28 (29)
	104 (34)

	
	Less affordable
	34 (23)
	9 (15)
	34 (35)
	77 (25)

	
	Already enough expensive
	23 (15)
	14 (23)
	19 (20)
	56 (18)

	
	Sustain green areas
	22 (15)
	7 (11)
	8 (8)
	37 (12)

	
	Insufficient infrastructure
	12 (8)
	11 (18)
	7 (7)
	31 (10)

	Total
	149 (100)
	62 (100)
	96 (100)
	307 (100)



     An older male resident of the Pettersberg neighbourhood captures this sentiment: “We already have enough expensive homes so they should do” (R 26). A young female resident from the same neighbourhood says:

There is already a load of apartments that are empty or used by the authorities because no one can afford to pay the high rent because one usually lives in a rental apartment when one is a student or saving for a new apartment (R 37).

     A young female resident of Hammarby says concerning expensive apartments that: “There are already so many apartments that only high-income earners can afford. Rents increase while the people’s wage level is unchanged” (R 280). Concerning the need for green space a middle-aged male resident from the Hammarby neighbourhood was adamant that “there are no suitable greens areas and that the forest [Råbyskogen] must not be touched” (R 368). Finally, there are even statements that pertain to the insufficient infrastructure for new construction, particularly in the Jakobsberg neighbourhood (Table 9). 

Conclusions and Discussion 
By stepping back to investigate attitudes to the proposal of gentrification we also open the door to view the democratic aspects of gentrification. Our findings show that most residents have different reasons for either giving, or not giving, their consent to gentrification. From this, we can conclude that most residents have taken the time to report that they are aware of what the revitalization of their neighbourhoods implies for them individually as well as in a wider community context and that their reasoning is mostly sound. The exception from this rule is the belief among the minority of consenters that gentrification will lead to a balanced social mix via a mixed tenurial system (see Elander et al., 1991 as well as Kearns and Mason 2007). The most important finding in our study is that while older residents of already gentrified neighbourhoods are positive to gentrification (see Sullivan, 2007) the opposite can be said to be the case in not yet, or soon to be, gentrified neighbourhoods in Sweden. That is, we show that proposed gentrification lacks legitimacy among younger residents because they feel solidarity with young and elderly residents who they believe will not be able to afford to stay in their neighbourhood if it is gentrified. 
     The double nature of gentrification, mentioned by inter alia Lees (2008), is mirrored in the responses to our survey. That is, the upgrading of traditional working-class housing promotes the housing preferences of the middle-class, which we show are in stark contrast to the fact that, if given the choice today, a majority of (young) Swedish working-class residents would not give their consent to gentrification. This finding exposes the democratic aspects of gentrification. On the one hand, it highlights the legitimacy of gentrification in terms of the anticipated outcomes shared by concerned residents. On the other hand, gentrification’s apparent legitimacy deficit is in conflict with the need for the construction of new homes to absorb a growing population. Draper sums this conclusion up nicely: “After all, gentrification is a process of development that may well bring important benefits to the areas that it transforms – though, of course, one objection to gentrification is that such benefits are distributed unevenly (2022, p. 18). This conflict of interest begs the question: To what extent should the obvious resistance to the middle-class settlement of working-class neighbourhoods be taken seriously by politicians?
     This is an interesting question given that recent research seems to focus on gentrification from the perspectives of democratic communication (Draper, 2022), community dialogue (Bernstein and Isaac, 2023), and the self-respect of residents (Wells, 2022). One way of addressing the conflict of interest between legitimacy and efficiency is to return to the literature in political science that pertains to this classic democratic dilemma. This is essentially a conflict about the role of the citizen in relation to the theory of planning adopted by a city such as Västerås. As its stands now the citizen is a subject of expert oriented public administration (Bäcklund and Mäntysalo, 2010), which is in favour of new homes for a growing population. However, a more deliberative democratic approach to public administration (see Young 1999) argues that the citizen is the provider of complementary views and legitimate adversary. In other words, our view of gentrification is dependent on which kind of planning theory city planners adhere to. For instance, if the public administration is deliberative, plans for gentrification ought to be anchored in the local community that inhabits a neighbourhood. Based on the content of the detail plans (DPs) presented herein, the Västerås public administration seems to be moving towards a more deliberative approach to revitalization, that is, gentrification. This would be wise given the present lack of legitimacy for urban planning among working-class Swedes. 
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Appendix

Table A1. Survey questions and measures.
	Question
ID
	Field
	Question
	Survey
	Measures

	1
	Gender
	What is your gender?
· Female
· Male
· Non-binary
	Both
	Yes/no

	2
	Age
	What year are you born?
	Both
	Open-ended

	3
	Educational 
attainment
	What is your level of education?
· Primary
· Secondary
· University
	Both
	Yes/no

	4
	Occupation
	Are you employed?
· Paid work
· Self-employed
· Job seeker
· Sick leave
· Student
· Retired
· Other
	Both
	Yes/no

	5
	Swedish born
	Are you born in Sweden?
	Both
	Yes/no

	6
	Residency
	Where do you live?
· Jakobsberg
· Pettersberg
· Hammarby
	Both
	Yes/no

	7
	Time in neighbourhood
	How many years have you lived there?
	Both
	Open-ended

	8
	Tenurial system
	What is your current system of tenure?
· Tenancy
· Condominium
· Ownership
· Renter
· Living at home
	Both
	Yes/no

	9
	Type of housing
	What is your current housing type?
· Apartment
· House
· Chain house
	Both
	Yes/no

	10
	Rent
	What is your rent/fee?
· 0-5000 SEK
· 5001-7500 SEK
· 7501-10000 SEK
· 10001- SEK
	Both
	Yes/no

	11
	Physical context
	On a scale of 1-5 how crucial were the following alternatives for residential satisfaction?
· Attractive neighbourhood
· Public transport
· Outdoor activities
· Good infrastructure
	Both
	Scale of quality where 1 = very bad, 5 = very good

	12
	Social context
	On a scale of 1-5 how crucial were the following alternatives for residential satisfaction?
· Trust your neighbours
· Safety/security
· Community 
· Associations
	Both
	Scale of quality where 1 = very bad, 5 = very good

	13
	Neighbourhood perception
	On a scale of 1-3 how do you rate the following neighbourhoods?
· Brottberga (wc)
· Bäckby (lc)
· Centrum (mc)
· Haga (wc)
· Lillhamra (mc)
· Öster Mälarstrand (mc)

	Both
	Scale of quality where 1 = negative, 3 = positive

	14
	Gentrification
	What is your attitude to the possibility of constructing building with expensive rental and owned apartments in your neighbourhood?
	Both
	Positive/negative



Table A2. The representativity of the sample 2020 (%)
	[bookmark: _Hlk162354847]
Variables
	Neighbourhood
	

	
	Pettersberg
	Hammarby
	Jakobsberg
	Total

	Population
	3600 (46)
	2630 (34)
	1627 (20)
	7857 (100)

	Households
	1583 (46)
	1106 (32)
	728 (22)
	3417 (100)

	Survey response rate(/households)
	167 (11)
	277 (25)
	149 (20)
	593 (17)

	Gender (male)
	1813 (50)
	1310 (50)
	780 (48)
	3903 (50)

	Gender survey[footnoteRef:1] [1: ] 

	1,533
	1,560
	1,597
	1,563

	Mean age
	36,8
	38,4
	45,8
	40,3

	Mean age survey
	41,9
	44,7
	48,8
	45,1

	Swedish born
	1648 (46)
	1450 (55)
	1425 (88)
	4343 (55)

	Swedish born survey (mean)[footnoteRef:2] [2: ] 

	1,371
	1,271
	1,087
	1,243

	Education (primary)
	848 (24)
	570 (22)
	147 (9)
	1565 (20)

	Education (secondary)
	1063 (30)
	856 (33)
	468 (29)
	2387 (30)

	Education (university)
	700 (19)
	589 (22)
	740 (45)
	2029 (26)

	Education survey (mean)[footnoteRef:3] [3: ] 

	2,269
	2,362
	2,638
	2,423

	Housing type (apartment)
	3278 (91)
	1407 (53)
	677 (41)
	5362 (68)

	Housing type (house/chain house)
	206 (6)
	1167 (44)
	936 (58)
	2309 (29)

	Housing type survey (mean)[footnoteRef:4] [4: ] 

	1,126
	1.769
	1,899
	1,598
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