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ABSTRACT 
 

Gentrification is a phenomenon that most urban planners are intimately familiar 

with, and it is a subject that has been documented and debated extensively within 

academic literature.  Proponents argue that gentrification has the potential to increase 

social mixing and rejuvenate depressed inner city neighbourhoods.  Detractors claim that 

gentrification displaces working-class residents who cannot afford the increases in rent, 

housing prices, or property taxes.  This report examines the relationship between 

displacement and gentrification through a comparative case study of Montreal and 

Toronto.  Household composition and income characteristics have been analyzed using 

census data from 1971 to 2001.  Consistent with the findings from Higgins (2010), 

gentrified neighbourhoods in Montreal also exhibited an increase in individual and 

household income, an increase in the proportion of individuals in higher income groups, 

and a decrease in the proportion of individuals in lower income groups.  In Toronto, 

individual and household average income rose much higher than it did in Montreal, but 

changes in housing tenure indicate that gentrification might be more extensive in 

Montreal than previously thought.  This research has implications for planners and 

policy-makers that should not be underestimated.  Widespread displacement of working-

class residents is possible if city planners continue to embrace it as a revitalization tool 

without a strategy to alleviate displacement.  Cities therefore have a responsibility to 

prevent displacement, using policy tools like rent control and inclusionary zoning, and by 

supporting affordable and non-market housing alternatives. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

Gentrification – the process of transforming predominately working-class 

neighbourhoods or vacant areas in the inner city into ones that are dominated by higher-

educated, middle-class residents – is certainly one of the most popular topics for urban 

researchers.  Critics of gentrification claim that in addition to rent and housing price 

increases, as more affluent individuals move in, the amenities that they desire essentially 

‘price out’ working class residents.  Those in favour, however contend that gentrification 

fosters social mixing and revitalizes inner city neighbourhoods that have been blighted.   

On one hand, gentrification stabilizes declining areas, increases property values, 

reduces vacancy rates, increases local tax bases, and reduces urban sprawl (Lees, Slater 

and Wyly 2008, 196).  On the other, it creates community conflict, reduces affordable 

housing, increases homelessness, creates unsustainable speculative property price 

increases, creates housing demand on surrounding poor areas, and results in a loss of 

social diversity (from socially disparate to rich ghettos) (Ibid).  This research will 

examine socioeconomic indicators over the course of 30 years in neighbourhoods that 

were identified as having gentrified in the 1970s (Ley 1986), and compare them to other 

inner city neighbourhoods, suburban neighbourhoods, and the entire CMA.  Refer to 

Figure-1 and Figure-2 for the location of the aforementioned gentrified census tracts in 

Montreal and Toronto. 

Gentrification was first examined in the 1960s in London and several east coast 

cities in the United States.  Since this period, researchers and planners alike have been 

striving to achieve a balance between neighbourhood revitalization and displacement.  
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Forty-plus years of observing gentrification have shown that it is indeed a very powerful 

tool for urban revitalization (Newman and Wyly 2006, 26).  As a result, under the current 

neo-liberal paradigm, gentrification appeals to many as the “ideal solution to urban 

decay; and the state, which in the past has been hesitant to encourage gentrification, has 

since taken a much more aggressive role by acting as a catalyst to encourage 

gentrification” (Ibid).  Indeed, many see it as the panacea, since gentrification can be 

used as a ‘hands-off’ urban renewal policy.  Freeman (2002) claimed that gentrification is 

a natural succession in the inner city housing market and explained that low-income 

households are actually less likely to move out because they enjoy and benefit from 

living in a neighbourhood that has moved up in social standing.  

Conversely, in a study by Newman and Wyly (2006), the authors surveyed New 

York City residents who had recently moved within the city, in order to measure 

displacement by proxy.  They found that between 6.2 and 9.9 percent of moves were due 

to displacement and that the “vast majority of these households were forced to move by 

cost considerations; landlord harassment and displacement by private action are rarely 

cited as primary reasons for moving and these factors show no signs of worsening over 

time” (Ibid). 

There is still no consensus, but much of the literature points to an increase in 

income inequality associated with the gentrification process (Meligrana and Skaburskis 

2005; Walks and Maaranen 2008b).  This research will continue to investigate household 

and individual socioeconomic indicators to add to the body of literature on the subject.  

Focusing on the Toronto and Montreal CMAs, this analysis will be used to determine 

what impact gentrification has had on neighbourhood income equality.  
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Figure-1: Map of Montreal Census Tracts Having Gentrified in 1970 
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Figure-2: Map of Toronto Census Tracts Having Gentrified in 1970 
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2. METHODS 
 

Using the method from Joscelin Higgins’ 2010 Queen’s School of Urban and 

Regional Planning masters report, Gentrification: Agent of Social Mix or Displacement?, 

exploring gentrification in Toronto, this report will analyze gentrification in Montreal and 

then compare the results to Higgins’ findings in Toronto.  This report will examine and 

compare the processes of gentrification in Montreal and Toronto using data from the 

1971, 1981, 1991, and 2001 censuses.  Exploring change over 30 years allows for 

analysis of both short- and long-term changes resulting from gentrification.  Census data 

will be gathered from the University of Toronto’s Census Analyzer for each of the four 

censuses. 

 The census tract data for each census corresponds to 1981 tract boundaries.  

Higgins’ report compared “inner city,” “gentrified,” and “suburban” neighbourhoods to 

the entire Toronto CMA.  This research will do the exact same for Montreal, and in turn 

compare these findings to Higgins’ results from Toronto.  Neighbourhoods that 

experienced gentrification in the 1970s have been identified in previous research 

(Meligrana and Skaburskis 2005)1.  These neighbourhoods were identified using change 

in household social status, in particular occupational and educational characteristics (Ley 

1986).  The inner city census tracts were identified as having more than half of the 

dwellings built prior to 1946 and by proximity to the CBD (Skaburskis 2011).  Any 

census tracts not classified as gentrified or inner city will be ascribed to a suburban 

category.   
                                                
1 It must be noted that the classifications of neighbourhoods in these two cases do not 
necessarily reflect trends that may have emerged between 2001-2011.   
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 Household and personal income will be the focus of this research because they 

illustrate two different facets of the gentrification phenomenon.  Household income 

relates to household size and is of interest because households have a tendency to 

combine their resources to afford large expenses, such as the house itself or a car.  

Personal income is a relevant measure that is unaffected by changes to household size.  

As in Skaburskis (2011), this study will examine household income and personal income 

for men and women, and a “measure developed by Anthony Atkinson (2002) – household 

income divided by square root of household size.”  This measure “keeps household 

income as the unit of primary interest but partially controls for differences in household 

size and expenditure needs” (Skaburskis 2011). 

 All of the statistical analysis was done using Stata software and Microsoft Excel, 

and to further illustrate the findings in this report, maps have been created using ArcGIS.  

The same data used in the statistical analysis was joined to census tract shapefiles for 

both cities to visually represent changes in income levels in Montreal and Toronto.      
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3. CONTEXT 
3.1 A BRIEF HISTORY OF GENTRIFICATION 
 

Gentrification is a phenomenon that most planners are very familiar with and it is 

a subject that has been documented and debated extensively within academic literature.  

There exist many definitions of, and explanations for gentrification, but most scholars 

agree on the basics.  Ruth Glass coined the term in 1964: “one by one, many of the 

working-class quarters of London have been invaded by the middle class… and once this 

process of ‘gentrification’ starts in a district it goes on rapidly until all or most of the 

original working-class occupiers are displaced” (Glass 1964, xviii).  Pacione (2005) 

defines gentrification as the “process of neighbourhood upgrading by relatively affluent 

incomers who move into a poorer neighbourhood in sufficient numbers to displace lower 

income groups” (670).   

The first wave of gentrification has been described as “sporadic and state-led” 

(Hackworth and Smith 2000, 466).  It occurred prior to the global economic recession 

that started in the early 1970s as “disinvested inner-city housing within the older north 

eastern cities of the USA became a target for reinvestment” (Ibid).  This disinvestment 

led to what’s known as the ‘rent gap’.  Smith explained the rent gap as a situation where 

“the ground rent capitalized under current land uses is substantially lower than the ground 

rent that could potentially be capitalized if the land use were changed” (Smith 1982, 149).  

The first wave has been characterized as being funded largely by the public sector in an 

effort to stimulate declining economies of older inner cities (Hackworth and Smith 2000, 

466).  Additionally, the recession of the early 1970s promoted a shift of capital away 

from unproductive sectors into productive ones, setting the stage for “reinvestment in 
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central city office, recreation, retail, and residential activities” (Harvey 1985 in 

Hackworth and Smith 2000, 466).  

The second wave of gentrification followed the end of the recession in the 1970s 

and it “became more increasingly entwined with wider processes of urban and economic 

restructuring” (Smith 2002, 440).  According to Hackworth and Smith, the second wave 

of gentrification is characterized as the anchoring phase (2000, 467).  The second wave 

saw the rise of free-market dominance in inner city real estate and was “largely market-

led, with local state efforts, where they existed, mainly confined to prodding the private 

sector” (Shaw 2008, 13).  The second wave was deeper and more widespread than the 

first wave (Ibid), and incorporated gentrification into a “wider range of economic and 

cultural processes at the global and national scales” (Hackworth and Smith 2000, 468).  

The third wave of gentrification that followed the economic recession of the early 

1990s was regarded as “no longer simply a housing strategy” (Smith 2006, 199).  More 

than renovated housing, gentrification was now characterized by  

“new restaurants and shopping malls in the central city, waterfront parks and 

movie theatres, brand-name office towers alongside brand-name museums, 

tourist destinations of all sorts, cultural complexes – in short, a range of 

mega-developments in the central and inner urban landscape” (Ibid). 

Gentrification was now expanding beyond the inner city core to surrounding areas and 

was primarily initiated by large developers, whereas earlier gentrification was usually 

orchestrated by a combination of large investors alongside smaller ones (Hackworth and 

Smith 2000, 468).  At this point, the state had renewed its involvement in gentrification, 

albeit in a different form, through processes such as tax incentives and further relaxation 
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of zoning to attract private investors into the city (Ibid).  Gentrification is pushed forward 

by post-recession economic growth, so it will be very interesting to see what transpires as 

the North American economy moves out of the current recession. 

For as long as scholars have been researching gentrification, they have been 

concerned with working-class displacement and the loss of affordable housing.  Having 

conducted an exhaustive review of the literature on the subject, Atkinson (2002) 

concluded that displacement is the most common outcome of gentrification.  Conversely, 

Freeman (2006) argues that attracting middle-class residents to depressed urban 

neighbourhoods facilitates revitalization, and claims that there is “relatively little 

empirical research on the extent and nature of displacement occurring in New York or 

other cities.” 

Walks and Maaranen (2008b) examined gentrification in Toronto, Montreal, and 

Vancouver to determine if it led to an observable social mix.  Looking at 1971-2001, the 

authors found that “gentrification is followed by declining, rather than improving, levels 

of social mix, ethnic diversity, and immigrant concentration within affected 

neighbourhoods” (Walks and Maaranen 2008b, 293).  Their research also ties income 

polarization to gentrification: “gentrified areas exhibit the highest levels of intra-

neighbourhood income polarization and inequality, and the longer the process has been 

occurring, the more polarized the local class structure” (Ibid, 320).  Social mix (including 

diversity of income, ethnicity, class, and so on) is the quintessential goal of contemporary 

urban planning, but the question remains, does gentrification foster social mixing or is 

this ideal lost with displacement? 
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Gentrification varies from city to city in terms of scale and timing, but the 

following elements have been identified in previous research as characteristics of 

gentrifying neighbourhoods (Meligrana and Skaburskis 2004, 44): 

• Closer to the CBD; 

• Higher population and dwelling densities; 

• More diverse housing stock; 

• Higher shares of older housing stock and a better ability to retain older units over 

time; 

• Rapid increase in average rents and personal incomes; 

• Larger percentage of single-person households; 

• A more mobile population; 

• Higher share of young adults (ages 25-39); and 

• Higher and rapidly increasing proportion of population with a university 

education. 
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3.2 GENTRIFICATION AND SOCIAL MIX 
 

 As mentioned above, proponents of gentrification are quick to respond that it 

improves a neighbourhood, fosters a social mix and restores the social balance within the 

neighbourhood (Walks and Maaranen 2008b).  The assumption is that a “more mixed 

neighbourhood will facilitate social inclusion, promote greater social interaction and 

inter-group understanding, raise local levels of social capital, and at the same time reduce 

social problems and other ‘neighbourhoods effects’ associated with concentrated poverty” 

(Ibid, 294).  However, the study by Walks and Maaranen (2008b) found the opposite.  

The authors concluded: “the more that gentrification had progressed in a neighbourhood, 

the greater the reduction in levels of social mix, whether defined by income or race and 

ethnicity” (Ibid, 319). 

 Lees (2008) also examined so-called positive gentrification to debunk the theory 

that gentrification leads to more mixed, less segregated, more liveable, and more 

sustainable communities.  Lees looked at gentrification through a revanchist lens, and 

concluded that “social mix policies are cosmetic policies rather than ones prepared to 

deal with the whole host of complex social, economic, and cultural reasons as to why 

there are concentrations of poor, economically inactive people in our central cities” (Lees 

2008, 2463).  Lees goes on to say that gentrification, especially that which is state-led, is 

trying to “socially engineer, dare I say socially cleanse, our central cities” (Ibid).  

Planners and policy-makers must therefore be very careful implementing policies that are 

essentially trying to force social mixing.   

 As Higgins (2010) explained, striving for social mix is not a new ideal in urban 

planning.  Jane Jacobs (1961) was a harsh critic of 1950s and 1960s urban renewal 
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policies and was a strong advocate of retaining social mix in order to preserve the 

vibrancy of inner city neighbourhoods.  Richard Florida (2003), through his ‘creative 

cities’ argument is also a strong supporter of inner city revitalization and diversity. Social 

mixing is an easy argument for the elites and policy-makers to use but still more research 

needs to be done to more accurately track displacement as “policy-makers are unlikely to 

be moved by social problems that lack a sense of quantity and impact” (Atkinson 2008, 

2634). 

  



  CONTEXT | 13 

3.3 GENTRIFICATION AND URBAN POLICY 
  

 Those who argue that gentrification results in social mix in a neighbourhood see it 

as a positive public policy tool.  In an essay on the subject, Byrne (2003) argues that 

urban policies in general should be supportive of gentrification.  Wyly and Hammel 

(2005) lament that the views expressed by Byrne (2003) are becoming more and more 

commonly incorporated into public policy.  Gentrification is “used either as a 

justification to obey market forces and private entrepreneurialism, or as a tool to direct 

market processes in the hopes of restructuring urban landscapes in a slightly more 

benevolent fashion” (Wyly and Hammel 2005, 35).  The authors warn that policies 

embracing gentrification “can have substantial effects at the neighbourhood scale, and 

when [they] do succeed in leveraging private capital it worsens housing affordability in 

ways that increase the demands on the remnants of the redistributive local state” (Ibid).  

Lees, Slater and Wyly (2008, 207) share a similar concern and argue that forced social 

mixing through policy results in “contacts between low-income and higher-income 

households that tend to be superficial at best and downright hostile at worst.” 

 It is argued that if policymakers truly want to maintain or increase neighbourhood 

social mix, they ought to be aiming to limit, not promote gentrification (Walks and 

Maaranen 2008b, 320).  In another study on curtailing gentrification, Walks and August 

(2008) identified several policy changes that can help lessen the negative impacts of 

gentrification: 

• Urban policy can support establishment and maintenance of institutionally 

complete ethnic communities that conduct their business in their mother tongue; 
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• Policy-makers can revisit heritage legislation and aesthetic controls on inner-city 

housing and encourage working-class ethnic communities to customize their 

living environments to their own tastes; 

• Policy-makers can support the usage of ethnic and/or non-market or non-profit 

sources of housing finance and/or non-market programmes that can match vacant 

properties to new residents, thus largely bypassing the traditional housing market; 

and, 

• Public policy could support the maintenance of areas of working-class 

employment and manufacturing areas within the inner city 

The authors add that these policy lessons should be “considered complementary to the 

primary aims of supporting investment in non-market and affordable housing for low 

income households and political mobilisation of working-class communities” (Ibid, 2619).  

Walks and Maaranen postulate that “unless such trends can be reversed, this portends an 

increasingly segregated and fragmented urban realm, rather than an inclusive one” (2008a, 

66). 

 Looking at the debate from a housing (and Marxist) perspective, Neil Smith and 

Peter Williams (1986) argued that ‘decommodification’ of housing is the only way to 

combat gentrification.  They continued, “that is unlikely to be achieved through a series 

of reforms, rather it will take a political restructuring even more dramatic than the social 

and geographical restructuring we see now” (Ibid, 222).  Unfortunately, “the deepening 

neoliberalization that underpins the policy approach to urban neighbourhoods across the 

entire planet hardly represents an about-turn in the attitude towards the rights of low 

income and working-class people to remain in the places they call home” (Lees, Slater 

and Wyly 2008, 272).   
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Skaburskis (2011) has also argued that gentrification is a housing problem, stating 

that what social mix does exist in Toronto is because of social housing rent controls.  

Furthermore, “rent controls moderated the consequences of gentrification and the social 

housing programs of the 1980s and 1990s and helped secure tenure in the inner city for a 

large number of lower-income households” (Ibid, 11).  Similarly in Montreal, the city 

“has a policy of acquiring vacated industrial or commercial buildings with architectural 

merit, and turning them over to be ‘recycled’ for residential use, together with old 

municipal buildings no longer needed” (Germain and Rose 2000, 171).  While this 

‘recycling’ was driven by non-profit housing cooperatives in the 1980s, the scaling back 

of funding in the 1990s meant that this type of conversion was now being led by for-

profit developers (Ibid).  While this program was effective at providing affordable 

housing in its infancy, it is likely facilitating gentrification now. 
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3.4 GENTRIFICATION IN MONTREAL AND TORONTO: 
CONTEXTUAL CHANGES 
 

From 1971 to 2001, Montreal grew from 2.74 to 3.43 million inhabitants, while 

Toronto grew from 2.61 to 4.68 million.  The vast majority of this growth in both cities 

occurred in the seemingly ever-expanding suburbs (Table-1).  The suburbs in Montreal 

grew from a little over 550,000 households in 1971 to almost 1.1 million households in 

2001.  In Toronto, this number went from almost 500,000 households in 1971 to nearly 

1.3 million in 2001.  The suburbs in Montreal essentially doubled, whereas in Toronto, 

the suburbs expanded by a factor of more than 2.5.   

As illustrated in Table-2, overall, gentrified neighbourhoods grew by a factor of 

1.17 in Montreal and 1.33 in Toronto, only slightly more than the inner-city 

neighbourhoods, which grew by a factor of 1.09 and 1.24, respectively.  The first row (for 

each city) in Table-2 shows the total number of households in each neighbourhood and 

the subsequent rows show the relationship between each year and the 1971 total.  This 

finding hints at the fact that gentrification has been less extensive in Montreal.  This is 

likely attributed to the fact that Montreal was not growing as fast as Toronto in the 1970s 

through the 1990s.  As Rose explains,  

“by the late 1970s industrial restructuring and the reordering of the 
national urban hierarchy (relocation of corporate head offices to Toronto and 
Calgary) had brought economic stagnation, uncertainty and a loss of stature, 
with concomitant population out-migration not only to outlying suburbs but 
also to other regions of Canada” (2010, 414).      
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Table-1  
 

Total Number of Households 
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 
1971 791,943 26,685 213,035 552,223 
1981 1,026,975 27,555 208,950 790,470 
1991 1,224,405 29,035 220,665 974,705 
2001 1,356,485 31,155 231,670 1,093,660 

 
Toronto 

 
CMA 

 
Gentrified 

 
Inner City 

 
Suburbs 

1971 767,235 43,100 225,165 498,970 
1981 1,031,170 48,565 235,215 747,390 
1991 1,344,470 50,535 256,115 1,037,820 
2001 1,611,665 57,125 278,938 1,275,605 

 

Table-2 
 

Proportional Change in the Number of Households Since 1971 
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 
1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 1.30 1.03 0.98 1.43 
1991 1.55 1.09 1.04 1.77 
2001 1.71 1.17 1.09 1.98 

 
Toronto CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 1.34 1.13 1.04 1.50 
1991 1.75 1.17 1.14 2.08 
2001 2.10 1.33 1.24 2.56 

 
 

    

Although both cities saw large increases in the total number of households, the 

increase was accompanied by a decrease in average household size in all neighbourhoods 

in both cities (Table-3).  The first row (for each city) in Table-4 shows the average 

household size in each neighbourhood and the subsequent rows show the relationship 

between each year and the 1971 total.  In Montreal, inner city neighbourhoods saw the 

greatest decrease in average household size (3.03 persons/household in 1971 to 1.89 

persons/household in 2001), whereas in Toronto it was the gentrified neighbourhoods that 
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experienced the greatest decrease in household size (2.85 persons/household to 1.96 

persons/household in 2001).   

Table-3  
 

Average Household Size 
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 
1971 3.41 2.91 3.03 3.60 
1981 2.67 2.16 2.29 2.86 
1991 2.40 2.16 2.03 2.56 
2001 2.24 1.96 1.89 2.42 

 
Toronto CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 3.34 2.85 3.12 3.49 
1981 2.85 2.15 2.54 2.99 
1991 2.82 2.05 2.40 2.96 
2001 2.85 1.96 2.33 3.00 

 

Table-4  
 

Proportional Change in Average Household Size Since 1971 
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 
1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 0.78 0.74 0.76 0.79 
1991 0.70 0.74 0.67 0.71 
2001 0.66 0.67 0.61 0.67 

     
Toronto CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 0.85 0.76 0.81 0.86 
1991 0.84 0.72 0.77 0.85 
2001 0.85 0.69 0.75 0.86 
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Gentrified neighbourhoods in both cities ended up having the exact same average 

household size in 2001 (1.96 persons/household).  Meligrana and Skaburskis (2005) have 

associated the trend in household size in gentrified neighbourhoods with decreasing 

population densities (Table-5). 

Table-5  
 

Population Density (Persons/km2) 
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 
1971 8709 14217 16624 5040 
1981 7047 10565 12172 4800 
1991 6645 9642 11067 4712 
2001 6706 9853 11120 4774 

     
Toronto CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 4705 7413 9997 2903 
1981 4695 5753 8100 3542 
1991 4960 6539 8344 3781 
2001 5358 7370 8733 4134 

 

Similar to the growth pattern in the number of households, the majority of overall 

growth in both male and female workforces occurred in the suburbs (Tables- 6 and 7).  

The growth in women in the workforce in suburban neighbourhoods was especially 

substantial.  In the inner city and gentrified neighbourhoods, the number of men and 

women in the workforce remained relatively constant over the study period.  The first 

rows (for each city) in Table-6 and 7 show the total number of men/women in the 

workforce in each neighbourhood and the subsequent rows show the relationship between 

each year and the 1971 total.   
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Table-6 
 

Proportional Change in the Number of Men in the Workforce Since 1971 
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 
1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 1.16 0.86 0.83 1.30 
1991 1.27 0.91 0.85 1.44 
2001 1.44 0.92 0.85 1.67 

     
Toronto CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 1.23 0.91 0.89 1.41 
1991 1.62 0.89 0.94 1.98 
2001 1.97 0.97 1.03 2.47 

 
Table-7 

 
Proportional Change in the Number of Women in the Workforce Since 1971 

 
Montreal 

 
CMA 

 
Gentrified 

 
Inner City 

 
Suburbs 

1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 1.43 0.98 0.99 1.65 
1991 1.74 1.09 1.07 2.06 
2001 2.08 1.08 1.07 2.56 

 
Toronto CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 1.44 1.01 1.01 1.70 
1991 2.00 1.03 1.12 2.54 
2001 2.55 1.15 1.23 3.35 

 

Generally, gentrification is characterized by a neighbourhood shift from 

predominately lower educated, working-class residents to higher-educated ones and this 

is obvious in both Montreal and Toronto.  In both cities, the proportion of individuals 

with at least a university bachelor’s degree in gentrified census tracts was roughly 0.5 in 

2001; approximately double the proportion for the entire CMA (Table-8).  The increase 

in the proportion of individuals with at least a university bachelor’s degree was actually 
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higher in inner city tracts than in gentrified ones in both cities, but the gains made in the 

gentrified tracts were still higher than the suburbs or CMA as a whole.    

Table-8  
 

Proportion of Adults (over 15 years of age) with at Least a University Bachelor’s 
Degree 

 
Montreal CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 0.058 0.096 0.042 0.062 
1981 0.092 0.225 0.082 0.087 
1991 0.195 0.509 0.193 0.176 
2001 0.201 0.453 0.250 0.165 

 
Toronto CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 0.068 0.108 0.071 0.062 
1981 0.119 0.265 0.137 0.087 
1991 0.185 0.375 0.217 0.176 
2001 0.249 0.475 0.304 0.165 

 
Table-9  

 
Proportional Change in the Proportion of Adults (over 15 years of age) with at least 

a University Bachelor’s Degree Since 1971 
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 
1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 1.59 2.34 1.95 1.40 
1991 3.36 5.30 4.60 2.84 
2001 3.47 4.72 5.95 2.66 

 
Toronto CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 1.88 2.47 2.03 1.85 
1991 2.72 3.43 3.23 2.72 
2001 3.72 4.32 4.49 3.81 

 

In both Montreal and Toronto, gentrified neighbourhoods experienced large 

increases in the proportion of individuals with at least a university bachelor’s degree, but 

interestingly in both cities, the inner city census tracts showed the greatest increase in this 

proportion (Tables-9).  The first row (for each city) in Table-9 shows the proportion of 
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individuals in 1971 with at least a university bachelor’s degree in each neighbourhood 

and the subsequent rows show the relationship between each year and the 1971 total.   

Gentrification is typically accompanied by a change in housing tenure.  Generally, 

individuals living in gentrifying neighbourhoods are more likely to be renters than 

owners.  As the gentrifiers move in, rental units are converted into owned units to cater to 

the typically wealthier incomers who are more likely to desire homeownership.  For the 

entire CMA, Montreal has shifted from a rental majority in 1971 to an owned majority in 

2001, thanks in large part to huge growth in suburban home ownership.  Torontonians, 

however, have always favoured home ownership.  Supporting the notion that gentrifiers 

are more likely to be owners, the ratio of owned to rented dwellings in Montreal shifted 

from 0.22 in 1971 to 0.54 in 2001, and moved from 0.59 in 1971 to 0.71 in 2001 in 

Toronto (Table-10).   

It has been argued that gentrification is occurring to a lesser extent or at a slower 

pace in Montreal than in Toronto (Walks and Maaranen 2008a), but this finding indicates 

the opposite.  The conversion of rental units to owned units has in fact proceeded faster in 

Montreal than in Toronto.  Rental tenure still outnumbers ownership by almost 2:1, but 

the proportion of owned units has grown by almost 2.5 times over the 30-year period 

(Table-11).  The first row (for each city) in Table-11 shows the proportion of owned to 

rented dwellings in each neighbourhood and the subsequent rows show the relationship 

between each year and the 1971 total.  This is suggestive of a more developer-driven 

gentrification taking place in Montreal. The reason that home ownership in general in 

Montreal is less prevalent is because the city has always had a strong rental tradition 

(Germain and Rose 2000).  
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Table-10 
 

Ratio of Owned to Rented Dwellings 
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 
1971 0.53 0.22 0.17 0.77 
1981 0.71 0.28 0.21 0.95 
1991 0.87 0.44 0.26 1.12 
2001 0.98 0.54 0.30 1.25 

 
Toronto CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 1.23 0.59 0.88 1.54 
1981 1.30 0.63 0.86 1.59 
1991 1.38 0.59 0.74 1.74 
2001 1.76 0.71 0.81 2.21 

 
Table-11  

Proportional Change in the Ratio of Owned to Rented Dwellings Since 1971 
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 
1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 1.34 1.28 1.28 1.24 
1991 1.63 2.02 1.55 1.46 
2001 1.84 2.47 1.81 1.62 

 
Toronto CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 1.07 1.07 0.97 1.03 
1991 1.14 1.00 0.83 1.13 
2001 1.42 1.20 0.92 1.44 

 

Finally, in accordance with Meligrana and Skaburskis (2004), in both Montreal 

and Toronto, the gentrified neighbourhoods were home to a greater proportion of the 

population between the ages of 18 and 35 (Table-12).  This trend is more evident in 

Toronto, but the proportion of residents between 18 and 35 was still 23% more in 

gentrified neighbourhoods than in the Montreal CMA in total.  
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Table-12 

Proportion of Population between 18 and 35 Years of Age 
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 
1971 0.218 0.194 0.192 0.228 
1981 0.250 0.281 0.225 0.255 
1991 0.272 0.311 0.302 0.266 
2001 0.227 0.280 0.283 0.216 

 
Toronto CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 0.220 0.237 0.223 0.218 
1981 0.252 0.327 0.262 0.246 
1991 0.280 0.360 0.317 0.269 
2001 0.247 0.347 0.299 0.233 
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4. FINDINGS 
 

 Statistical analysis shows that gentrification has led to income polarization in both 

Montreal and Toronto, a finding that is consistent with the literature.  Over the course of 

the 30-year study period in Toronto, average household incomes in gentrified census 

tracts more than doubled.  The increase in average household income in Montreal 

followed a similar trend, although not quite to the same extent (Table-13 and 14; Figure-3 

and 4).  The first row (for each city) in Table-14 shows the average household income in 

each neighbourhood and the subsequent rows show the relationship between each year 

and the 1971 total.  

Average household incomes across the board are far less in Montreal than in 

Toronto.  This is curious, since average household sizes are comparable (Table-4).  For 

example, the average household income in gentrified tracts in Montreal was just over 

$49,000, whereas this figure was over $74,000 in Toronto.  In Montreal, the gentrified 

tracts did not actually have the lowest average household incomes in 1971 (inner city 

tracts actually had slightly lower average household incomes), but by 2001, the average 

household income was 31% higher than the entire CMA.  In Toronto, gentrified tracts did 

indeed have the lowest average household incomes in 1971, and similarly, by 2001 

average household incomes were 35% higher than the entire CMA.  Regardless, of the 

absolute income difference, the relative gains made in the gentrified tracts are very 

similar.     
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Table-13 

Average Household Income (Standardized for Household Size)  
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 
1971 $28,030 $27,750 $25,290 $29,110 
1981 $31,340 $33,660 $27,360 $32,310 
1991 $35,060 $47,150 $29,450 $35,950 
2001 $37,440 $49,140 $33,630 $37,910  

 
Toronto CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 $36,530 $34,250 $34,390 $37,650 
1981 $46,190 $48,690 $42,760 $47,110 
1991 $52,400 $62,790 $50,200 $52,530 
2001 $54,880 $74,010 $57,820 $53,700 

 

Table-14 

Proportional Change in Average Household Income (Standardized for Household 
Size) Since 1971 

 
Montreal CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 1.12 1.21 1.08 1.11 
1991 1.25 1.70 1.16 1.24 
2001 1.34 1.77 1.33 1.30 

 
Toronto CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 1.26 1.42 1.24 1.25 
1991 1.43 1.83 1.46 1.40 
2001 1.50 2.16 1.68 1.43 
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Figure-3 

Average Household Income in Montreal (Standardized for Household Size) 

 
 

Figure-4 

Average Household Income in Toronto (Standardized for Household Size) 
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Average male and female personal incomes mirrored the findings for household 

income (Table-15, 16, 17 and 18; Figure-11, 12, 13, and 14).  The first row (for each city) 

in Table-16 and 18 show the average male/female personal income in each 

neighbourhood and the subsequent rows show the relationship between each year and the 

1971 total.  Again, in Toronto, average male income was the lowest in gentrified tracts in 

1971, but in 2001 it was the highest.   

Table-15 

Average Male Personal Income  
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 
1971 $36,270 $32,460 $30,410 $38,550 
1981 $37,300 $36,630 $30,470 $38,900 
1991 $38,310 $47,890 $30,980 $39,590 
2001 $38,570 $49,950 $34,400 $39,050 

     
Toronto CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 $44,820 $35,140 $39,140 $48,160 
1981 $51,220 $49,440 $46,070 $52,740 
1991 $52,830 $61,520 $50,530 $52,960 
2001 $53,240 $74,100 $58,370 $51,590 

 

Table-16 

Proportional Change in Average Male Personal Income Since 1971  
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 
1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 1.03 1.13 1.00 1.01 
1991 1.06 1.48 1.02 1.03 
2001 1.06 1.54 1.13 1.01 

 
Toronto CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 1.14 1.41 1.18 1.10 
1991 1.18 1.75 1.29 1.10 
2001 1.19 2.11 1.49 1.07 
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In Montreal, average male income was slightly more than the inner city tracts in 

1971, but by 2001 was also the highest.  Male income has more than doubled from 1971 

to 2001 in Toronto, but similar to household income, male income did not rise quite as 

fast in Montreal.  Male personal income in gentrified tracts went from $32,460 in 1971 to 

$49,950 in 2001 in Montreal and increased from $35,140 in 1971 to $74,100 in 2001 in 

Toronto.  This again might indicate that gentrification is a slower moving process in 

Montreal, or that income distribution is more even in Montreal.   

Not surprisingly, female personal incomes were the highest in both cities in 2001.  

Female personal income went from $17,330 in 1971 to $34,560 in 2001 in Montreal and 

increased from $21,010 in 1971 to $47,810 in 2001 in Toronto.  Interestingly, overall in 

both Montreal and Toronto, the average female income in 1971 in both cities was already 

the highest in the gentrified tracts.  For the entire CMA, male personal income showed 

little gain over the study period, while female personal income increased considerably. 

The following maps and charts display personal income changes.  Figure-5 shows the 

census tracts in Montreal that have increased and decreased in average individual income 

over the study period.  Figure-6 shows the same for Toronto, while Figure-7 and Figure-8 

show the change in average individual income for Montreal and Toronto, respectively, 

relative to the entire CMA.   
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Table-17  

Average Female Personal Income  
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 
1971 $16,740 $17,330 $16,470 $16,810 
1981 $19,780 $23,700 $18,750 $19,910 
1991 $23,030 $27,040 $21,820 $23,170 
2001 $24,980 $34,560 $24,660 $24,800 

     
Toronto CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 $19,430 $21,010 $20,670 $18,670 
1981 $25,560 $31,580 $27,930 $25,870 
1991 $32,210 $42,130 $34,080 $31,400 
2001 $33,190 $47,810 $36,970 $32,000 

 

Table-18 

Proportional Change in Average Female Personal Income Since 1971  
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 
1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 1.18 1.37 1.14 1.18 
1991 1.38 1.56 1.32 1.38 
2001 1.49 1.99 1.50 1.48 

     
Toronto CMA Gentrified Inner City Suburbs 

1971 1 1 1 1 
1981 1.37 1.50 1.35 1.39 
1991 1.66 2.01 1.65 1.68 
2001 1.71 2.28 1.79 1.71 

 

The first set of maps (Figure-5 and 6) clearly shows that income changes from 

1971-2001 are more scattered in Montreal.  In Toronto, the neighbourhoods that have 

fallen significantly in average individual income are concentrated in the northeast and 

northwest corners of the city, whereas the pattern is less discernable in Montreal.  The 

teal colour represents change in income significantly higher than that of the CMA as a 

whole.  The dark red represents the opposite, changes in income that are much lower than 

the CMA as a whole.  Finally, the tan colour represents the middle ground, income levels 
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that have remained fairly constant over the course of 30 years.  Another interesting trend 

that is also evident in both maps is the dwindling of middle-class neighbourhoods.  

Income has become increasingly polarized in general as we see more high- and low-

income individuals in both cities.  Hulchanski (2010) explains that there is still hope and 

that these changes are not irreversible or inevitable.  He explains that the trends “could be 

slowed or reversed with public policies that would make housing more affordable to low-

income households, by efforts to expand public transit and services in neighbourhoods 

where the need is greatest, and by renewing the aging high-rise neighbourhoods” 

(Hulchanski 2010, 1). 

In both Montreal and Toronto, lower-income neighbourhoods have shifted from 

the central city to the periphery.  Using Figure-1 as a reference point, it is also evident 

that in Toronto, the more affluent neighbourhoods are now concentrated along the 

subway lines primarily.  The central core of both cities is now home to more affluent 

individuals, and looking at the maps it becomes fairly obvious that the gentrifiers have 

displaced lower-income individuals.  The second set of maps (Figure-7 and 8) shows the 

degree of income change either positive or negative.  The trends are the same as the first 

set of income maps, but these two figures give a better sense of the degree of income 

change.  Finally, Figure-9 and 10 show the change in personal income relative to distance 

away from the center of the city from 1971-1981 and 1981-2001 in Montreal and Toronto 

on two scatterplots.  The trend towards more affluent residents in the inner city is also 

evident in Figure-9 and 10.  It is obvious that individuals living in the city core have seen 

the most significant gains in personal income over the 30-year study period. 
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Figure-5: Map Showing Change in Average Individual Income in Montreal. 
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Figure-6: Map Showing Change in Average Individual Income in Toronto. 
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Figure-7: Map Showing Change in Average Individual Income, Relative to 
Montreal CMA 
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Figure-8: Map Showing Change in Average Individual Income, Relative to Toronto 
CMA 
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Figure-9: Change in Personal Income: 1971-1981 
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Figure-10: Change in Personal Income: 1981-2001 
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Figure-11: Average Male Personal Income in Montreal 

  

Figure-12: Average Male Personal Income in Toronto 
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Figure-13: Average Female Personal Income in Montreal 

 
 
Figure-14: Average Female Personal Income in Toronto 
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Overall, the distribution of both household and personal income has changed 

significantly between 1971 and 2001.  Table-19 shows the percentage of households in 

the lowest income categories in gentrified neighbourhoods as compared to the entire 

CMA.  In each census, all households and individuals were broken down into categorical 

groups by income, and the data lists the number of households and individuals in each 

category. The last column shows the ratio of gentrified tracts to the CMA as a whole as a 

means for comparison.  The ratio is used for the income category comparisons because 

the categorical income breakdowns were not consistent from census to census.  However, 

the number of categories increased in consecutive censuses, therefore making the 

breakdowns a more precise measure (Skaburskis 2011).  In both Montreal and Toronto, 

the percentage of households in the lowest income category steadily declined.  While the 

number of households in the lowest income category remains higher in gentrified tracts, 

the trend is obvious.   

Table-19 

Percent of Households in the Lowest Income Category 
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Ratio* 
1971 6.90% 18.25% 2.64 
1981 5.76% 7.89% 1.37 
1991 7.11% 11.74% 1.65 
2001 7.06% 9.97% 1.41 

    
Toronto CMA Gentrified Ratio* 

1971 8.7% 17.3% 1.99 
1981 5.5% 9.5% 1.72 
1991 5.3% 8.8% 1.65 
2001 5.2% 7.8% 1.48 

 
*Ratio = Gentrified/CMA 
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The percentage of households in the highest income category is more interesting.  

Again, households and individual incomes were broken down categorically by income in 

each census.  In Toronto, the proportion of households in the highest income category in 

gentrified census tracts remained relatively constant.  In Montreal, however, by 2001 

there were almost 4 times as many households in the highest income category in 

gentrified tracts compared to the entire CMA.  The two tables clearly show that the 

percentage of households in the lowest income category has decreased while the 

percentage of households in the highest income category has risen.  Looking exclusively 

at household income changes, it is hard to dispute that displacement has indeed occurred. 

Table-20 

Percent of Households in the Highest Income Category 
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Ratio* 
1971 10.01% 15.38% 1.54 
1981 9.93% 21.77% 2.19 
1991 10.12% 31.53% 3.12 
2001 9.65% 36.11% 3.74 

    
Toronto CMA Gentrified Ratio* 

1971 24.6% 20.3% 0.83 
1981 20.9% 19.6% 0.93 
1991 30.4% 28.4% 0.94 
2001 23.1% 25.9% 1.11 

 
*Ratio = Gentrified/CMA 
 

 Men in the lowest income categories displayed the same trend observed in 

household income.  While in Montreal the proportion of men in the lowest income 

category in gentrified tracts remained slightly above the number for the entire CMA in 

2001, the proportion of men in this category has dropped significantly over the course of 

30 years (Table-21).  In Toronto, the percentage of men in the lowest income category in 

gentrified tracts was identical to the entire CMA in 2001, but again the proportion in this 
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category dropped by a factor similar to that seen in Montreal.  Men in the highest income 

category for both cities also followed the same trend as households.  In both Montreal 

and Toronto, the percentage of men in the highest income category in gentrified tracts 

jumped from below the CMA figure in 1971 to well above the number for the CMA as a 

whole in 2001 (Table-22). 

Table-21 

Percent of Men in the Lowest Income Category 
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Ratio* 
1971 15.9% 22.9% 1.45 
1981 6.4% 7.2% 1.13 
1991 14.8% 18.8% 1.27 
2001 4.0% 4.3% 1.06 

    
Toronto CMA Gentrified Ratio* 

1971 14.9% 23.2% 1.56 
1981 7.6% 6.6% 0.86 
1991 2.6% 2.1% 0.82 
2001 4.5% 4.5% 0.99 

    
*Ratio = Gentrified/CMA 

 

Table-22 

Percent of Men in the Highest Income Category 
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Ratio* 
1971 6.7% 5.4% 0.81 
1981 20.2% 20.3% 1.01 
1991 41.3% 34.0% 0.82 
2001 15.0% 23.2% 1.55 

    
Toronto CMA Gentrified Ratio* 

1971 8.8% 5.9% 0.68 
1981 23.9% 23.4% 0.98 
1991 20.4% 24.7% 1.21 
2001 20.5% 30.1% 1.47 

 
*Ratio = Gentrified/CMA 
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Interestingly, women in the lowest income category have not changed 

substantially over the 30-year study period.  In each census, in both Montreal and 

Toronto, the percentage of women in the lowest income category was lower in gentrified 

tracts than for the CMA as a whole (Table-23).  The number of women in the lowest 

income category increased slightly in Toronto, whereas the number decreased in 

Montreal.   Similarly, the percentage of women in the highest income category in both 

cities was always higher than the percentage for the entire CMA (Table-24).   

That being said, the percentage of women in the highest income category 

increased far more in gentrified neighbourhoods than the entire CMA.  This supports the 

idea that women play a very important role in gentrification (Kern 2010; Bondi 1991; 

Bondi 1994).  The role of women in gentrification is also attributable to the increase, both 

relatively and absolutely, in the number of women in the workforce between 1971 and 

2001 (Rose and Villeneuve 1994).   The findings for individual incomes support the 

household income findings and indicate that displacement has occurred in 

neighbourhoods that gentrified in the 1970s in Montreal and Toronto.  
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Table-23 

Percent of Women in the Lowest Income Category 
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Ratio* 
1971 20.8% 18.5% 0.89 
1981 5.8% 4.4% 0.77 
1991 24.5% 22.6% 0.92 
2001 4.6% 3.8% 0.82 

    
Toronto CMA Gentrified Ratio* 

1971 21.2% 16.3% 0.77 
1981 8.2% 5.2% 0.63 
1991 3.8% 2.7% 0.70 
2001 5.0% 4.1% 0.81 

 
*Ratio = Gentrified/CMA 

Table-24 

Percent of Women in the Highest Income Category 
 

Montreal CMA Gentrified Ratio* 
1971 2.7% 3.6% 1.35 
1981 14.9% 25.4% 1.71 
1991 16.9% 20.9% 1.24 
2001 5.0% 13.4% 2.67 

    
Toronto CMA Gentrified Ratio* 

1971 3.1% 4.4% 1.39 
1981 20.6% 28.9% 1.40 
1991 6.5% 14.6% 2.26 
2001 8.8% 18.5% 2.10 

 
*Ratio = Gentrified/CMA 
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5. CONCLUSIONS 
 

 By examining census data from 1971 to 2001 in Montreal and comparing it to 

Toronto, this study has arrived at findings that are consistent with the existing literature 

on gentrification.  Overall, this study found that the extent of gentrification was quite 

similar in Montreal and Toronto.  Specifically, the results showed that gentrification leads 

to proportionally greater numbers of higher income individuals and households in 

neighbourhoods that had previously been identified as gentrified.  At the same time in 

these gentrified neighbourhoods, the proportion of individuals and households in the 

lowest income category steadily declined over the 30-year study period.  This is evidence 

that displacement is indeed occurring. 

 Further paralleling the literature on gentrification, neighbourhoods identified as 

having gentrified in the 1970s were home to a proportionately higher percentage of 

individuals between the ages of 25 and 39.  Individuals living in gentrified 

neighbourhoods were also more likely to be higher educated.  Interestingly, contrary to 

Meligrana and Skaburskis (2004), population density decreased in gentrified 

neighbourhoods in both Montreal and Toronto.  This is likely due to the trend towards 

smaller household size.  It was also found that in gentrified neighbourhoods, the ratio of 

owned to rented dwellings was increasing faster in Montreal than in Toronto. This was 

surprising since Montreal has a ban on the transformation of rental units into divided co-

ownership (condominiums) (Ville de Montréal).  Perhaps this policy needs to be revisited 

to ensure that it is being enforced in Montreal, and a similar policy should be considered 

in Toronto.  
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 Walks and Maaranen concluded that if gentrification is allowed to “run its course, 

it is likely to reduce neighbourhood levels of social mix and ethnic diversity and with it 

the ability of a neighbourhood to integrate future waves of immigrants” (2008b, 320).  

Therefore, cities and their planners and policymakers have a responsibility to prevent 

displacement and other negative effects caused by gentrification.  Specifically focusing 

on displacement, cities need safeguards to protect lower-income groups such as rent 

control, caps on annual increases on real property taxes, and ample affordable housing 

(Lees, Slater and Wyly 2008).  Rent control has already been shown to curb gentrification 

in Montreal (Rantisi and Leslie 2010).   

Informal strategies such as shaming tactics and popular protest have also been 

shown to be effective in resisting gentrification (Lees, Slater and Wyly 2008).  Finally, 

there are strategies that can be borrowed from the United States to empower low-income 

communities.  The development of limited equity housing cooperatives (LEHCs), 

community land trusts (CLTs) and mutual housing associations (MHAs) have allowed 

lower-income communities to gain more control and ownership of their housing (Ibid).   

Critical research on gentrification has shown that “residents subject to 

gentrification and displacement do not hold the power to protect place through secure 

alternative forms of tenure in an era where private property is the basis of hegemonic 

political philosophy” (Davidson 2008, 2402).  Widespread displacement of working-class 

residents is therefore possible if city planners continue to embrace it as a revitalization 

tool without a strategy to alleviate displacement.  Echoing the findings of Higgins (2010), 

this research has reaffirmed that displacement is the most likely consequence of 

gentrification.  Planners and policy-makers need to be cognizant of the fact that the 
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people most often forced out by gentrification are typically ‘voice-less’ in urban politics 

and therefore need to remind themselves of the social justice issues that underpin 

contemporary gentrification.  With the recent release of 2011 census data from Statistics 

Canada, future research should focus on updating existing gentrification literature to see 

if the trends discussed herein are continuing.  
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