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Abstract
Over the past 20 years, increasing land values, a rising population and inward investment from overseas

have combined to encourage the demolition and redevelopment of many large council-owned estates

across London. While it is now widely speculated that this is causing gentrification and displacement,

the extent to which it has forced low-income households to move away from their local community

remains to a large degree conjectural and specific to those estates that have undergone special scrutiny.

Given the lack of spatially disaggregated migration data that allows us to study patterns of dispersal

from individual estates, in this article, we report on an attempt to use consumer-derived data

(LCRs) to infer relocations at a high spatial resolution. The evidence presented suggests that around

85% of those displaced remain in London, with most remaining in borough, albeit there is evidence of

an increasing number of moves out of London to the South-East and East of England.
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Introduction
Over the past decade, there has been increased international interest in displacement as the flipside
of urban gentrification (see especially Baeten et al., 2021). Such interest appears most pronounced
in those global cities where financialisation and spiralling property prices are conspiring with urban
regeneration policies to produce increasingly unaffordable cities for low-income residents. The
concern here is that displacement reinforces the deprivation of these populations by separating
them from their existing employment, education and care networks and eroding their physical
and mental health (Gillespie et al., 2021). Such concerns are magnified when the displacements
involve a move not just out of a neighbourhood but the city itself, with some media stories suggest-
ing displacements are often long distance, and fundamentally remove residents and households
from the employment and education markets in which they are embedded.

In the UK, this preoccupation has encouraged urban scholars to both quantitatively and quali-
tatively trace the displacements caused by the demolition and redevelopment of London’s council
estates (see London Tenants Federation et al., 2014; Wallace, 2020; Watt, 2021). This is import-
ant given 54,263 units have either been demolished, or slated for demolition, on council estates of
more than 100 units since 1997, a conservative estimate being that 135,658 council estate tenants
and leaseholders have been, or are being, displaced (Lees and Hubbard, 2020). Some are thought
to have been re-housed well beyond the capital, either to cheaper housing areas in the South-East
or even beyond into the Midlands and North. Despite this, substantial doubt remains about the
patterns of displacement involved, in part because of the difficulties of obtaining data that can
grasp both the temporality and spatiality of displacement. Easton et al. (2019) argue that it
remains especially difficult in the UK context to measure and map gentrification-induced dis-
placement, first, because of the lack of extensive data and second, because what is available is
not at a sufficiently granular temporal and spatial scale. Indeed, it has been noted that the UK evi-
dence base lags far behind that of many other nations (see Baeten et al., 2017; Goetz, 2010; Wyly
et al., 2010).

Given the limitations of extant data, this article provides a demonstration of the value of linked
consumer and administrative records in tracing demolition-induced displacement from London
council estates. Hence, we explore the potential of novel data on households provided by the
Consumer Data Research Centre (CDRC) to shed some much-needed light on these debates. We
use this data to investigate patterns of relocation from 45 council-owned estates in the Greater
London Authority (GLA) area: 30 redeveloped/gentrified ones and 15 un-redeveloped control
estates. For the first time, we approximate an experimental approach to estate regeneration that con-
trols for the changes seen in London as a whole and allows us to unpick the impacts of redevelopment
from that larger trend. Given the challenges of tracking hard-to-reach households during and after
council estate redevelopment and associated gentrification, this work represents a significant – but
we hope not unique – contribution to the quantitative analysis of gentrification and displacement
in London (and beyond – see Greenlee, 2019, who used consumer data to study residential mobility
in Chicago).

The article unfolds via five main sections. First, the article provides context on the redevelop-
ment of London’s council estates since the 1990s, a form of ‘regeneration’ predicated on demolition
and rebuilding at higher density to provide more ‘homes for Londoners’ (London City Hall, 2018).
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Second, the article engages the challenges associated with the quantitative exploration and analysis
of displacement in the UK and London context. Third, it introduces Linked Consumer Registers
(LCRs), already validated in other studies of population movement (Lansley et al., 2019, van
Dijk et al. 2021), as an under-exploited source for tracing displacements at a micro-level.
Fourth, we outline a method for exploring the displacement of tenants and homeowners from
estates that have undergone demolition in London, describing how we identified case study
estates and suitable control cases. Finally, we test four discrete hypotheses relating displacement
patterns to questions of distance, dispersal, direction and deprivation.

Our conclusions suggest that the overall dispersal of displacement is less than sometimes sug-
gested in the press, and mainly within the greater South-East, with localised micro-geographies
of displacement more significant, and implicated in patterns of deprivation across London’s
inner and outer boroughs. Here, there are echoes of Bailey and Minton’s (2018) decentralisation
of poverty thesis, in that most moves of former council estate residents are out of, rather than
towards, the centre of London, but we find no real evidence that claims of suburbanisation (e.g.
Hochstenbach and Musterd, 2021; Travers et al. 2016) can be attributed to the estate regeneration
process per se. Indeed, our results suggest that, despite headlines linking London to Stoke-on-Trent
or Bolton, localised dispersion within the local authority is, perhaps, the defining feature of this
process. However, our results also point to the continued absence of a city- or country-wide register
of local government assets (e.g. council housing) as presenting profound problems for our under-
standing of the full scale and impact of this dynamic over time.

A note on context: The London clearances
In the 2000s, it became apparent that London’s council estates were the new gentrification fron-
tier in a now hyper-gentrifying city (Watt, 2009; Lees, 2014a). As the case of the Heygate Estate
in Southwark (Inner London) showed, the so-called ‘renewal’, ‘redevelopment’ or ‘regeneration’
of council estates was in fact a form of ‘state-led gentrification’: over 3000 council estate resi-
dents were ‘decanted’ (moved out) from the estate, the estate was demolished, and then replaced
by a new build development marketed off-plan in East Asia (see Lees, 2014b; Lees and Ferreri,
2016). Council estates were long seen as protecting the poor from gentrification in London, but as
land values soared, the city’s population grew, and overseas investment increased (see DeVerteuil
and Manley, 2017; Badarinza and Ramadorai, 2018; Hamnett and Reades, 2019; Atkinson,
2020), the pressures on these estates grew. Coupled with the pressures from the New Labour gov-
ernment’s ‘Decent Homes Standard’ (that sought a minimum standard of housing conditions for
public housing) and Urban Renaissance agenda (that drew on the perceived success of mixed
communities policy in the US’s HOPE VI program and sought to socially mix ‘deprived’
council estates; see Lees, 2014a), plus the push to densify, increasing the number of housing
units (Watt, 2021), council estates began to be demolished and replaced with purportedly
‘socially-mixed’ new build developments. Scholars have talked about the ‘mixed communities
policy’ that underpins these projects as encouraging a process of ‘gentrification by stealth’
(see Bridge et al., 2011). Council tenants, and those who had bought their council homes
through ‘right to buy’, have been displaced, and research (e.g. Lees and White, 2020) has
shown that owners were sometimes forced out of London altogether because the compensation
offered through compulsory purchase (‘eminent domain’ in the United States) was insufficient
to buy in the regenerated development or, indeed, anywhere else nearby.

In 2010, the-then Mayor of London, Boris Johnson, told BBC London that he would resist
these displacements: ‘On my watch, you are not going to see thousands of families evicted
from the place where they have been living and put down roots’ (BBC News, 2010). In 2018,
Sadiq Khan went further by issuing guidance that insisted on demolition schemes only
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proceeding following resident ballots, and with tenants being offered full ‘rights to return’
(Greater London Authority, 2018). But years later, and despite a global pandemic, these displa-
cements are still happening and continue to demand attention (see Lawrence, 2022). While there
has been a wealth of research collated by both academics and activists on the ground, the overall
scale and wider pattern remain unclear. Quantitative mapping of displacement has to date focused
on single council estates, for example, the Heygate and Aylesbury estates in Southwark (see
London Tenants Federation et al., 2014; Lees and White, 2020). Data on displacement from
the Heygate Estate was collated via snowballing with the support of the community, while
data for the Aylesbury Estate, used for the expert witness statements in the Aylesbury public
inquiry (both in 2015 and the revised 2018 inquiry), was provided, first, by Notting Hill
Genesis (the initial developer) and then via Freedom of Information (FoI) requests to
Southwark Council. To date, there have been no attempts to trace displacement beyond the
scale of single council estates (and indeed a single borough – Southwark) because of the lack
of suitable data.

More generally, most attempts to measure gentrification and displacement in London have
tended to rely on the decennial UK census and have been heavily criticised. For example,
Hamnett (2003) made use of occupational and educational data from the decennial census
that Watt (2009) argued incorrectly associated the decline of working-class occupations with
the decline of the working-class populations. This is far from inconsequential in terms of its
implications for theory and critical perspectives on gentrification (Slater, 2006), especially
the ‘social cleansing’ of council estates in London (Lees, 2014a; Lees and White, 2020).
Indeed, Wacquant (2008: 199) went so far as to charge Hamnett with the ‘literal and figurative
effacing of the proletariat [ from] the city…’ (see also Slater, 2010, on Hamnett’s ‘foggy
analysis’).

Census data also underpinned Butler et al.’s (2008: 84) conceptualisation of a ‘great inversion’
in London: ‘whilst the old manual working-class groups may have declined, they have not left a
vacuum but have been replaced by these new groups of middle- and lower-middle class non-manual
working households’. Davidson and Wyly (2013:308) criticised this conclusion as based on ‘an
inappropriate use of UK census data given that we are dealing with relatively small percentage
changes’, asserting they had fallen into a ‘now common narration of post-industrial transition
that all too often erases a concern for class conflict’ (ibid).

Generally, census-based attempts to quantitatively measure displacement suffer from weak-
nesses in spatial resolution (i.e. the data are not at the household level) and temporal resolution
(i.e. the data cannot distinguish between socio-economic change and population change using
10-year snapshots). Indeed, the census asks only about relocation in the preceding year, rendering
the intervening nine invisible! Consequently, researchers have failed to meaningfully advance
our understanding of displacement (see Preis et al., 2021), with Easton et al.’s (2019) review
concluding that, in the UK context, it is ‘time to move beyond conventional census-based mea-
sures’. Almeida (2021) was first to do this in a report for the Runnymede Trust making use of
population churn and ethnicity data from the CDRC. This is the same root source upon which
we also rely; however, the analysis was restricted to just three of the capital’s 32 boroughs
and, more pertinently, is neither centred on the estate redevelopment processes nor able to ascer-
tain displacement distance or destination because of the resolution chosen and its interaction with
privacy concerns.

As a result, other recent work has sought to sidestep the census entirely; for example, Dancygier
and Chou (2021) have taken advantage of the British Household Panel Survey (1991–2008), a lon-
gitudinal panel later integrated into the larger UK Household Longitudinal Study survey, using a
question on eviction and forced relocation to argue – perhaps erroneously, in light of recent election
results – that we have witnessed the displacement of low-income Labour voters in/from London.
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Freeman et al. (2015) also used data drawn from the British Household Panel Survey to examine the
relationship between residential mobility and gentrification in England and Wales. But the UK
Household Longitudinal Study (although similar in conceptualisation to the Panel Study of
Income Dynamics used by Freeman, 2005, in the US context), does not provide the level of
detail required to zero in on gentrification-induced displacement from London council estates;
indeed, since it is composed from a 1% sample of the UK population we would be lucky to
have even one household on an estate of interest

Using novel data to trace displacement
Putting the UK census to one side, publicly accessible data on population flows is not meaningfully
available below the local authority (borough council) level in the UK. The National Change of
Address (NCOA) file maintained by the Royal Mail might seem promising in terms of deriving
origin/destination data to track displacement, but many households neglect to, or are unable to
pay for, postal forwarding. Likewise, the data used by the Office for National Statistics (ONS),
which draws on patient registrations in a healthcare setting, is strongly impacted by the nature of
healthcare provision: young people are seriously under-represented and moves over short distances
(within the same commissioning context) are under-counted (see discussion in van Dijk et al., 2021:
1455). ‘Linked Consumer Registers’ (LCRs) seek to work around these limitations by combining
individual- and address-level anonymised databases of adults from retailers’ consumer registers
with composite databases formed from public versions of electoral registers. At their heart,
LCRs consist simply of names, addresses and timestamps indicating a probable start and end
dates of residence (van Dijk et al. 2021: 1456); doing so for every year between 1997 and 2016
creates a database of 47 million moves between 32 million unique addresses (Lansley et al.,
2019). When aggregated to the same geographies and timeframe as the 2011 census, van Dijk
et al. (2021: 1455) find a very high level of overall correlation (0.97) with comparable census
data, but LCRs allow these relocations to be disaggregated to much higher temporal and spatial
resolutions.

Of course, LCRs do not provide a complete picture since, as with all other such sources of data,
individuals and households living in more deprived or vulnerable circumstances are less likely to be
covered by the data (which relies on people signing up to consumer loyalty cards and finance
schemes). We estimate that the LCRs employed in this research cover no more than 40% of
tenants on London council estates, though this could vary between 20% and 60% over the
course of the study period. As well, the LCRs necessarily include a probabilistic component:
while first name–surname combinations are surprisingly ‘identifiable’ (especially when a household
is composed of more than one individual), there is necessarily a degree of statistical ‘guesswork’
involved when matching out- and in-movers across an entire country (see discussion in van Dijk
et al. 2021: 1456–1463). This is not ideal, but there are no alternatives: the UK’s decennial
census looks only at relocation during the preceding year, and there is no equivalent to the
rolling American Community Survey upon which to draw. In other words, no other source com-
bines the ability to create highly disaggregated, bespoke geographies (Figure 1) with an equally
bespoke, if lower resolution, temporal framework.

In short, the UK context continues to differ substantially from what is possible in the United
States (see Atkinson, 2000a, for a sense of how long this situation has persisted) thanks to differ-
ences both in the workings of the census and in the leeway given to commercial data resellers and
credit verification firms to link, share and sell individual- and household-level data. The 1% longi-
tudinal sample so creatively employed by Atkinson (2000a, 2000b) using custom borough-scale
geographies provides insufficient spatial and temporal resolution: any relocations happening
between census years are lost and we would not be able to evaluate the extent of short-distance
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relocations because only cross-border flows can be reported. The LCR-derived migration estimates
allow us to work around these constraints and therefore serve as a foundation for our analysis;
however, strict access and disclosure controls mean that the data to which we had access is
much more circumscribed than the InfoUSA data used by, for example, Greenlee (2019) in his
research on Chicago. In line with ONS practice, any origin-destination pair – such as a source
estate and destination zone/area – affecting fewer than ten adults is reported as ‘<10’. That said,
the flexibility of the LCRs made it possible to aggregate origin-destination flows from bespoke
units (estates) to larger census geographies, reducing the impact of this selection constraint.
Where this limit was encountered in our analysis, we assigned a default value of 2.4 to all flows
between pairs reported by the CDRC as ‘<10’ since this is the average size of a household in a
social housing unit according to Census of Population 2011 estimates for London. We should
also note that it is not possible to distinguish tenure types in LCR data since it is based on name
and household matching and does not attempt to impute other characteristics.

Our stepped methodology

Delineating and sampling council estates in London
We focused our analysis on the period 1998−2014 since this aligns at one end with the instigation
of the state-led gentrification of council estates in London by the New Labour government in 1997
(Lees and White, 2020) and, at the other, with the latency in address updates mentioned above.
Since there is no central register of council estates in London, we were fortunate to be able to
draw on a database developed as part of an earlier project (see Lees and Hubbard, 2020; and esta-
tewatch.london (n.d.)); this details 198 major regeneration schemes on 161 estates, each involving
the demolition of at least 100 units. Because their morphology and extent vary enormously, the
process of finding and delineating estates cannot be automated, making analysing every estate
impractical (see additional discussion in Supplementary material); we therefore purposively
selected 45 council-owned estates in Greater London: 30 that were redeveloped/gentrified and
15 un-redeveloped controls (see tables in Supplementary material). Selection was driven by a
desire to maximise coverage of the process, so estates were chosen on the basis of size as well
as temporal and spatial distribution: they were drawn from the majority of London’s boroughs,
both inner and outer, and they ranged in size from 500 up to 2759 units.

Figure 1. Comparison of units to number of detected relocations1.
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It might seem straightforward to align the relocations reported for regenerated/gentrified estates
with the regeneration/gentrification process, but the way that LCR data is generated does not allow
us to split the data that way. An address update may take a year or more to filter through to the data-
base. Worse, major regeneration work can entail multiple phases involving the sequential demoli-
tion of parts of the estate, hence the description of council estate gentrification as a form of ‘slow
violence’ (Elliot-Cooper et al. 2019). As well, resident behaviour may be – indeed, is likely to be –
impacted well before the property in which they reside is demolished. For our analysis, we dated
redevelopment of the entire estate to the first public announcement of the need for decanting
(that is the relocation of tenants and leaseholders, whether on a permanent or temporary basis), a
planning application, or some other form of notice. While the ‘managed decline’ of estates (see
Lees, 2014a; Lees and White, 2020) may have started well before then, this nonetheless seemed
a reasonable break point after which tenants and leaseholders would face much more direct pressure
to relocate. However, this distinction could only be made at the level of a calendar year, so ‘before’
was defined as the period prior to the year in which regeneration was announced, and ‘after’ begins
in the year in which regeneration is announced.

Hypotheses and rationales
In reviewing the literature on state-led gentrification of council estates in London, we hypothesized
that gentrification-induced displacement pressures from council estates manifest quantitatively in
several ways: first, changes in the rate at which people relocate from an estate; second, changes
in the distance over which relocations occur; third, changes in the degree of dispersal of households
across space; fourth, changes in the direction in which relocations occur; and finally, changes in the
type of neighbourhood to which households relocate. We consider each of these propositions in
greater detail below, but the basic idea was that these hypotheses could be tested by consistently
comparing ‘before’ and ‘after’ migration patterns against the unregenerated estates as a control.
Our expectation was that a change in behaviour might be evidence of an increase in involuntary
moves, where some households ‘see the writing on the wall’ and jump before they are pushed,
while others have no choice when their tenancies or leaseholds are terminated by the local authority.

The two-sample Kolmogorov–Smirnoff test of observed distributions is an appropriate way to
test for differences between ‘before’ and ‘after’ behaviours. However, this approach risks introdu-
cing the ‘multiple comparisons problem’ in which you will almost always eventually find a ‘signifi-
cant’ result if you make enough pairwise comparisons between variables (for historical context, see
Benjamini and Braun, 2002). The problem is therefore closely connected to the ‘replication crisis’
and ‘p-hacking’ in academia (including geography, for which see relevant discussion in Brunsdon
and Comber, 2021), even though its causes may be entirely innocent (Gelman and Loken, 2013). In
other words, you cannot compare variables A and B, A and C and B and C without actually chan-
ging the likelihood that you will find at least one of these comparisons to be ‘statistically signifi-
cant’. We sought to avoid this problem by comparing the empirical distributions for the test and
control estates first, and then the before and after distributions for the test estates only, to see if
these data appeared to be drawn from different distributions.

In looking at displacement we are obviously interested in distance, given previous research has
shown council estate residents to be pushed out of their neighbourhood, borough and even London
itself. Distance can be conceptualised in two ways: in terms of an absolute distance in metres and
in terms of administrative geographies. We measured the first of these as the straight-line dis-
tance between an estate centroid (origin) to the centroid of a Lower Layer Super Output Area
(destination) receiving individuals from that estate. The Lower Layer Super Output Area
(LSOA) is a standard census geography – similar to an American census tract (see approach
in Greenlee 2019: 191) – containing between 1000 and 3000 people living in 400 to 1200
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households (ONS, n.d.). This is a fairly high-resolution unit of analysis in the context of
London and it allowed us to draw a series of concentric circles surrounding the estate and
to group out-movers accordingly. We hypothesised that a longer move within a borough
might be less disruptive than a short move across an administrative boundary into a new
borough with which the resident has had no prior interaction. So we also looked at the
share of individuals who relocated within the borough as well as the share who remained
within the GLA area as a whole.

Of course, it is also possible that even if displaced residents from regenerated estates were not
moving further than they were before regeneration began, they were nonetheless still dispersed by
the decanting process in a way that disrupted existing friendship and support networks. We
hypothesised that dispersion would represent a ‘squeezing in’ of tenants wherever there was
council housing available elsewhere, and that greater dispersion would be connected to the lack
of available council properties either nearby or in-borough, or to compensated leaseholders not
having enough money to buy in inner London, or even London itself (cf. Lees and White,
2020). We measured dispersion using entropy: low entropy occurs when out-movers are evenly
spread across an area, while high entropy results when many of those relocated end up in the
same location. The standard measure of entropy for proportions is: −∑

pi.ln( pi) / ln(n). Here, pi
is the proportion p of tenants relocating from a given estate to ward i, which was the smallest
areal unit for which data could be provided without compromising household privacy. We then
multiplied pi by its logarithm and sum for all wards within a set distance (d, which is implicit)
that received out-movers from the estate. n is the total number of wards within the distance d to
which residents might have moved and is used as a normalisation term to ensure a value
between 0..1.

Also drawing on our literature review, direction was a further consideration in that individuals
and households would likely be relocating outwards from the inner city. Such a hypothesis is in line
with the presumed inversion of London’s socio-economic structure (Travers et al., 2016) and ideas
about the up-scaling of inner-city spaces when impacted by gentrification processes (see Lees et al.,
2008). We were unaware of a specific hypothesis test for directionality, so we derived a weighted
average direction of all out-moves using vectors – the heading is the angle between origin and des-
tination, and magnitude is the number of people taking that heading – calculated for each estate and
plotting these on a map. If the directions were predominantly away from the inner city this would
align with arguments about the ‘suburbanisation’ of poverty (see Hochstenbach and Musterd,
2021).

Finally, we also sought to examine deprivation: whether out-movers were landing in areas that
were more deprived than the estate that they were leaving. Helpfully, a standardised and weighted
index of multiple deprivation (IMD) is available that draws on measures of income, employment,
education, health, crime, barriers to housing and living environment, to allow tentative comparisons
between small areas in England (DCLG, 2015a). The IMD is used to rank wards – and, since the
census introduced them in 2001, LSOAs – in England between 1 (most deprived) and 32,844 (least
deprived) so that they can be grouped into deciles, but underpinning this is a continuous raw score
that may be used as part of a regression. While the score has no specific interpretation beyond more/
less (see Sections 21 and 22 of DCLG, 2015b), it does allow us to ask questions about the factors
that predict the average IMD score of areas to which households relocated. But note that because of
the timeframe used for our research we had to rely on the older, ward-level geography, and because
such wards do not align with council estates we were forced to use an average of origin scores as
well (see further discussion in Supplementary material).

The IMD was hypothesised to be directly relevant to displacement since significant movement to
less deprived areas would suggest some kind of ‘trading up’, while equivalent or greater deprivation
would suggest that ‘pricing out’ or some other form of exclusionary displacement dominated. The
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most straightforward way to test for differences between the test and control council estates was
with a linear model of the form:

yi = α+ βxi + γt + δ(xit) where t = 1, if regenerated
0, otherwise

{

Here, regeneration was a ‘treatment’ (hence t) using a binary dummy, so for the control estates (t=
0), this equation reduces to the form yi = α+ βxi. This is a simple linear regression that predicts the
average deprivation of all destination wards for out-movers using the average origin deprivation for
a council estate with intercept α and slope β. The use of control council estates responds to the kinds
of analytical weakness in quantitative approaches to gentrification and displacement research noted
by Freeman (2005), especially the absence of any kind of baseline displacement data for compar-
able areas. The dummy t allows regeneration to impact the predicted destination IMD score in two
ways: by changing the intercept (γt) and by changing the slope (δ(xit)) from the default model for
control council estates. The benefit of this approach is that it allowed us to distinguish between a
general trend for all estates (e.g. that out-movers from all estates end up in more or less deprived
wards on average) from a trend that is specific only to regenerated council estates. We implemented
two versions of the model using Python’s statsmodels library (Seabold and Perktold, 2010): one
using ordinary least squares (OLS), and one using weighted least squares (WLS), to account for
the differences in people counts between council estates.

We were also careful to validate the LCR data. Figure 1 provides an overview of the data, of the
council estates used in the analysis, and of their scale in terms of the number of units on the original
estate as well as the number of individuals that the LCRs recorded as having relocated from these
estates over the study period between 1997 and 2014. On the whole, Figure 1 shows that we are able
to track migration out of council estates using LCR data: not only did we generally detect more
relocations from larger estates, but there was also a general indication that estates undergoing regen-
eration were generating more relocations. Work by the CDRC had already validated LCRs against
migration statistics (Lansley et al. 2017, 2019) so these results were not exactly surprising, but they
are reassuring since the nature of LCRs would tend to imply a systematic undercount of council
tenants. And while there is no question that certain types of tenants were under-represented in
the data, we were nonetheless able to get a handle on overall migration using this data.

What LCR data revealed about gentrification-induced displacement from London council
estates
We found that the majority of relocations for both regenerated and unregenerated estates were over
relatively short distances (i.e. within the same borough). However, the smoothed distribution curve
generated via automated Kernel Density Estimation (KDE) and the rug plots in Figure 2 provide
strong evidence that the spatial characteristics of relocations from unregenerated estates are signifi-
cantly different from those of regenerated ones. The upper plot shows that, in most cases, fewer than
50% of households leaving the control estates remained within the borough. This is in sharp con-
trast to the distribution for the test estates, regardless of whether the measures are for before or after
redevelopment. There is an apparent shift towards fewer households remaining in-borough or
in-London post-redevelopment. At the GLA scale there is a similar picture, though rather less
extreme in terms of the magnitude of the differences: between 80% and 90% of relocations are
within the region, but more individuals who left un-redeveloped estates end up leaving London
entirely.

There are two possible interpretations of Figure 2, although in either case, we can conclude that
there is a tendency for ‘voluntary’ migrations to lead to longer-distance relocations than ‘involun-
tary’ ones. Of course, there are also two possible interpretations of what a ‘voluntary’ move might
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look like: they could be cases of leaseholders realising capital gains from the sale of property pur-
chased under ‘right-to-buy’ and using the proceeds to purchase in a more affordable part of London
or the UK; however, these could also indicate more complex processes, including council tenants
beginning to look much further afield to get a new council- or affordable privately rented home.

Table 1 shows the results of the Kolmogorov–Smirnoff two-sample test, and the results confirm that
the differences observed between control and regenerated estates were real at the borough scale: the
p-value was significant at the 99% level for within-borough moves and at the 90% level for moves
within the GLA area. However, it was not possible to observe a statistically significant difference
between before and after distributions for the test (regenerated) estates in terms of the proportion of resi-
dents who remained within the borough and within the GLA boundaries. We return to this issue below.

Figure 3 also shows a clear distinction between control and test estates: the former show greater
dispersion at all scales, which would be consistent with an ad hoc process that is, presumably, pre-
dominantly voluntary in nature and driven by choice (e.g. a desire for proximity to family, a better
location, more space, etc.). There was (again) no statistically significant difference detected
between pre- and post-regeneration patterns of mobility on the test estates.

Finally, we mapped the pre- and post-regeneration flows (Figure 4(a) and (b)) in order to explore
whether there might be more subtle differences in migration trajectories once directionality was
taken into account. The maps presented here need to be placed firmly in the context of the evidence
that precedes them, but they point towards a marked change in the scale of flows: the median value
across all estates for the post- to pre-regeneration outflows on an annualised basis is 1.77 (i.e. after
regeneration began outflows nearly doubled in number). The most reasonable interpretation of this

Figure 2. Proportion of relocations within administrative area.

Table 1. Testing for differences in relocation distances.

Scale Comparison K-S statistic p-value

Within borough (%) Control versus test 0.618 0.000∗∗

Before versus after 0.109 0.988

Within London (%) Control versus test 0.346 0.056

Before versus after 0.188 0.658

∗∗Significant at the 99% confidence level (p<0.01).

10 EPA: Economy and Space 0(0)



picture is therefore that there has been relatively little change in the proportions of detectable out-
flows, but a significant change in their magnitude.

We note here too that while the majority of out-flows remained within borough, larger flows were
directed towards the outer edges of each. This interpretation is also consistent with the results pre-
sented in Figures 2 and 3. Collectively, they point to subtle changes in the movement of households
in the pre- and post-regeneration phases: although it is the long-distance relocations that more often
garner media attention, this is not the ‘typical’ experience for households impacted by estate renewal.
Rather, it appears that households displaced by the state-led gentrification of council estates in
London are marginally more likely to be dispersed than they would have been previously (especially
at distances longer than 5 km) and, as we show next, to end up living in a more deprived and less
centrally located neighbourhood. While the majority of the expected differences in pre- and post-
outcomes remain below the threshold for statistical significance, the near-doubling of out-flows none-
theless means that a vastly higher number of people are experiencing these impacts.

To test the impact of displacement on living environment we implemented two versions of
the regression model: one using OLS and one using WLS to account for the differences in popu-
lations between estates (Table 2). For the first model, the probability of the F-statistic was 0.050
and log-likelihood was −126.58; for the weighted model, these values were 0.062 and −131.20,
respectively. In both cases, parameters other than the intercept were not statistically significant,
although in the WLS model the origin IMD score had p= 0.054 which we would argue is within
the range of acceptability for significance (94.6%) and the 95% Confidence Interval around this
indicates that it is likely to be a ‘positive’ relationship. A simpler model, incorporating only the
treatment effect and origin IMD score (Adj. R-squared= 0.115), also indicated that origin
deprivation was a useful predictor of the destination score (P > |t|= 0.014, [0.025, 0.975]=
[0.049, 0.406]) while the treatment had no significant effect (P > |t|= 0.244, [0.025, 0.975]=
[−1.010, 3.862]).

Figure 3. Entropy distribution by relocation distance.
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This ‘null’ result indicates that there was no statistically significant difference between regener-
ated and unregenerated estate results in terms of destination IMD averages in the LCR data.
The limitations of the data noted above may partly account for this; but note too that while the
results were based on the weighted average of many households, from a statistical standpoint the
findings are based on a considerably small number of estates (n= 46), meaning that the differences
would need to be egregious to be detectable. For the reasons outlined earlier regarding standard

Figure 4. (a and b) Pre- and post-regeneration flows from test estates.2
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census geographies and the changes made in 2001, we should also note that in this model wards
were used in place of LSOAs (Figure 5).

Comparing the slopes of the two lines in Figure 5 suggests that regeneration may have a negative
effect on social mobility amongst the most deprived households, but testing this difference robustly
would require the use of household-level data and this is not something to which we have access, so
the case here must be ‘not proven’. At the inter-regional scale, four boroughs were outliers in terms of
their share of relocations from the test estates: Barnet, Enfield, Harrow and Sutton. Geography plays a
major role here since all four are Outer London boroughs and so, in a variation on theModifiable Area
Unit Problem (MAUP), what appears to be an inter-regional relocation could nonetheless be over a
relatively short distance. However, Barnet’s high share comes in spite of it having three estates in the

Table 2. Model results and comparison.

Measure OLS model WLS model

R-squared 0.168 0.159

Adj. R-squared 0.108 0.099

F-statistic 2.822 2.642

Prof (F-statistic) 0.050 0.062

Log-likelihood −126.580 −131.200
AIC 261.200 270.400

Coefficient P> |t| [0.025 0.975] P> |t| [0.025 0.975]
Intercept (α) 0.000 28.008 31.897 0.000 27.966 31.895

Ct (γ) 0.535 −1.689 3.208 0.265 −1.085 3.848

Origin IMD (β) 0.158 −0.080 0.476 0.054 −0.005 0.565

Ct.Origin IMD (δ) 0.599 −0.271 0.464 0.631 −0.456 0.280

IMD, index of multiple deprivation; OLS, ordinary least squares; WLS, weighted least squares.

Figure 5. Comparison of average origin and destination index of multiple deprivation (IMD) scores

(ward level).
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test group, so it is not then a case of a single, unrepresentative estate producing a misleadingly high
share. Enfield had two estates in the test group, Sutton and Harrow both had one.

Conclusion
Given fine-grained quantitative data on UK housing is notoriously difficult to find, in this article, we
‘made the most of what we had’ and used a novel data source to investigate displacement from
council estates in London that were being demolished to allow for redevelopment. Our results
paint a complex and mixed picture. First, it is clear that estate ‘regeneration’ causes forced
moves: we found statistically significant differences between the unregenerated council estates
and the regenerated council estates in terms of the distribution of moves, indicating that what the
council call ‘regeneration’, ‘renewal’ or ‘redevelopment’ has caused displacement. But we found
only suggestive (not statistically significant) differences between pre- and post-regeneration out-
flows from the regenerated estates. We also found that the average distance of relocation was
quite low, suggesting that many (but not all) council residents (and we surmise tenants not lease-
holders here) are, in fact, rehoused locally, which echoes previous studies of single estates (e.g.
the Heygate and Aylesbury estates, see London Tenants Federation et al., 2014; Lees and White,
2020). Most of the displacement happens within London and often in-borough. However, one
could argue that the juxtaposition of both quantitative and qualitative evidence is important, in
that it highlights and indeed counters the problematic nature of simplistic ‘we’ve re-housed them
within the borough’ responses from London councils, given the negative impacts and experiences
documented on estatewatch.london (n.d.), and by, amongst others, Watt (2021).

Importantly, our modelling also shows that the homes council estate residents are relocating to
tend to be in marginally more deprived areas, again countering the idea that the displacement is
voluntary or that we are witnessing significant social uplift amongst those living on these estates
prior to demolition (see Bridge et al., 2011). This echoes the qualitative findings of those who
have investigated mixed communities policy and new-build developments in London (e.g.
Arbaci and Rae, 2013). Rather than alleviating deprivation, displacement to an even more deprived
neighbourhood is likely to increase a household’s level of deprivation. This is not the social mobil-
ity promised to the poor (and the New Labour-voting public) through mixed communities policy; it
is not doing what it ‘said on the tin’ used to sell the regeneration of these estates (see Lees, 2014a).

Our modelling also shows some evidence of higher levels of household dispersal amongst
estates having undergone demolition as opposed to test estates, suggesting that neighbours tend
to be physically distanced from one another post-regeneration. Many relocate (or are relocated
by the council) more than 5 km away from their regenerated estate, and many relocations have
resulted in households living further away from Central London. This fracturing of often long-
standing council estate communities echoes the qualitative findings on estatewatch.london (n.d.)
and in Watt (2021), which highlight the disruption, anxiety, stress (even distress) and interference
with the way in which people negotiate their everyday lives. Although we were unable to directly
confirm this from the LCR data used, other studies of single estates using primary data (e.g. London
Tenants Federation et al., 2014; Lees and White, 2020) have shown that displacements out of
London are more likely to be those of leaseholders who cannot afford to remain in London with
what they receive from the compulsory purchase process.

The fact that low income (often working class) households are being displaced from council
estates in London, some a long distance from their original home, estate and community, albeit
many more are moving over shorter distances to (marginally) more deprived locations, is important,
because local governments (borough councils) and the GLA seem to have a weak understanding of
the micro-dynamics of state-led gentrification in the capital. The data we have analysed indicates a
more fine-grained and localised geography of displacement than has been evidenced to date, one
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that points to gentrification, and the displacement of council estate residents to other deprived loca-
tions, mostly nearby. This localised impact on adjacent, deprived neighbourhoods and communities
(particularly in Inner London) tallies with observations of a more general trend towards an increase
in poverty in medium-density neighbourhoods around the traditional urban core (Cooke and
Denton, 2015). This dynamic helps us to make sense of Bailey and Minton’s (2018) finding that
relative centralisation of poverty has fallen more quickly than the relative concentration of
poverty: the (modest) outward shift of poorer groups nonetheless still leaves them living in
denser neighbourhoods on average.

As such, for the most part, the gentrification of council estates in London seems not to be contrib-
uting to the suburbanisation of poverty (see Bailey and Minton, 2018; Hochstenbach and Musterd,
2021) even if other types of gentrification might be. Accordingly, our analysis neither feeds into,
nor validates, emerging theses on the peripheralisation or suburbanisation of poverty arising
because of exclusion and direct displacement (see Fransham, 2020). Rather, the results appear to
confirm Lawton’s (2020:277) view that ‘while the term “inversion” has been used to convey the shift-
ing relationship between centres and suburbs, there is a need for a significant amount of caution in
how these relationships are understood’. Lawton (2020) is perhaps right to suggest we should
instead draw on notions such as Hall and Savage’s (2016) ‘urban vortex’, which draws on debates
over planetary urbanisation to emphasise the continued importance of urban centrality but also the
destabilisations happening in cities causing more variable social relations (see also the ‘planetary gen-
trification thesis’, Lees et al., 2016), After all, ‘cities such as London are sites of multifaceted dispar-
ities, exclusions, “emplacements and displacements”’ (Hall and Savage, 2016: 91). So while the
research reported here represents the most comprehensive quantitative study of the displacements
associated with the redevelopment of council estates in London to date, a significant degree of uncer-
tainty will persist in the absence of a government-led, systematic review of council holdings and
tenants. Failure to identify, measure and understand the micro geographies of displacement from
London’s council estates means that local (and national) government can continue to pursue policies
encouraging gentrification of council estates, removing the only truly affordable housing left for lower
income groups in London today.

Acknowledgements

The data for this research have been provided by the Consumer Data Research Centre, an ESRC Data
Investment (ES/L011840/1, ES/L01189/1) under project ID CDRC 468. ES/L011891/1. Initial work for
this research was undertaken under the auspices of ‘Gentrification, Displacement, and the Impacts of
Council Estate Renewal in C21st London’ which was funded by the ESRC (grant ES/N0115053/1). We
also are also very grateful to Dr Levi Wolf for his advice on the statistical comparisons and tests that
appear in our results; however, any errors or omissions remain solely our responsibility.

Declaration of conflicting interests

The authors declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship, and/or publica-
tion of this article.

Funding

The authors disclosed receipt of the following financial support for the research, authorship, and/or publication of
this article: This work was supported by the Economic and Social Research Council (grant number ES/N015053/1).

ORCID iD

Jonathan Reades https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1443-9263

Reades et al. 15

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1443-9263
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1443-9263


Supplemental material

Supplemental material for this article is available online.

Note

1. The number of original units is not known for the Woodpecker Estate.
2. Maps produced in QGIS (2019).

References
Almeida A (2021) Pushed to the Margins: A quantitative analysis of gentrification in London in the 2010s,

Runnymeade and CLASS [Centre for Labour and Social Studies] report. Available at: https://www.
runnymedetrust.org/publications/pushed-to-the-margins.

Arbaci S and Rae I (2013) Mixed-Tenure neighbourhoods in London: Policy myth or effective device to alle-
viate deprivation? International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 37(2): 451–479.

Atkinson R (2000a) Measuring gentrification and displacement in Greater London. Urban Studies 37(1): 149–165.
Atkinson R (2000b) The hidden costs of gentrification: Displacement in central London. Journal Of Housing

And The Built Environment 15(4): 307–326.
Atkinson R (2020) Alpha City: how London was captured by the super-rich. New York: Verso Books.
Badarinza C and Ramadorai T (2018) Home away from home? Foreign demand and London house prices.

Journal of Financial Economics 130(3): 532–555.
Baeten G, Listerborn C, Persdottir M, et al. (2021) Housing displacement: conceptual and methodological

issues. London: Routledge.
Baeten G, Westin S, Pull E, et al. (2017) Pressure and violence: Housing renovation and displacement in

Sweden. Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space 49(3): 631–651.
Bailey N and Minton J (2018) The suburbanisation of poverty in British cities, 2004–16: Extent, processes and

nature. Urban Geography 39(6): 892–915.
BBC News (2010) Boris Johnson criticised for ‘Kosovo’ benefits remark. BBC News, 28 October 2010.

Available at: https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-11640219.
Benjamini Y and Braun H (2002) John W. Tukey’s contributions to multiple comparisons. The Annals of

Statistics 30(6): 1576–1594.
Bridge G, Butler T and Lees L. (eds.) (2011) Mixed Communities: gentrification by stealth?, Bristol: Policy

Press. (Republished 2012 by University of Chicago Press).
Brunsdon C and Comber A (2021) Opening practice: Supporting reproducibility and critical spatial data

science. Journal of Geographical Systems 23(4): 477–496.
Butler T, Hamnett C and Ramsden M. (2008) Inward and upward: Marking out social class change in London,

1981–2001. Urban Studies, 45(1): 67–88.
Cooke T and Denton C (2015) The suburbanization of poverty? An alternative perspective. Urban Geography

36(2): 300–313.
Dancygier W and Chou R (2021) Why parties displace their voters: Gentrification, coalitional change, and the

demise of public housing. American Political Science Review 115(2): 429–449.
Davidson M and Wyly E (2013) Class analysis for whom? An alien-ated view of London. City 17(3):

299–311.
DCLG (2015a) English indices of deprivation 2015. Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government, 30

September 2015. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2015
(last accessed 25 February 2022).

DCLG (2015b) The English indices of deprivation 2015 – Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). Ministry of
Housing, Communities & Local Government, 5 December 2016. Available at: https://assets.publishing.
service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/579151/English_Indices_of_
Deprivation_2015_-_Frequently_Asked_Questions_Dec_2016.pdf [last accessed 25 February 2022].

DeVerteuil G and Manley D (2017) Overseas investment into London: Imprint, impact and pied-à-terre urban-
ism. Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space 49(6): 1308–1323.

16 EPA: Economy and Space 0(0)

https://www.runnymedetrustorg/publications/pushed-to-the-margins
https://www.runnymedetrustorg/publications/pushed-to-the-margins
https://www.runnymedetrustorg/publications/pushed-to-the-margins
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-11640219
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-11640219
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2015
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2015
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/579151/English_Indices_of_Deprivation_2015_-_Frequently_Asked_Questions_Dec_2016.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/579151/English_Indices_of_Deprivation_2015_-_Frequently_Asked_Questions_Dec_2016.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/579151/English_Indices_of_Deprivation_2015_-_Frequently_Asked_Questions_Dec_2016.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/579151/English_Indices_of_Deprivation_2015_-_Frequently_Asked_Questions_Dec_2016.pdf


Easton S, Lees L, Hubbard P, et al. (2019) Measuring and mapping displacement: The problem of quantifica-
tion in the battle against gentrification. Urban Studies 57(2): 286–306.

Elliott-Cooper A, Hubbard P and Lees L (2019) Moving beyondMarcuse: Gentrification, displacement and the
violence of un-homing. Progress in Human Geography 44(3): 492–509.

estatewatch.london (n.d.), Available at: https://www.estatewatch.london/.
Fransham M (2020) Neighbourhood gentrification, displacement, and poverty dynamics in post-recession

England. Population, Space and Place, 26(5): e2327.
Freeman L (2005) Displacement or succession? Residential mobility in gentrifying neighborhoods. Urban

Affairs Review 40(4): 463–491.
Freeman L, Cassola A and Cai T (2015) Displacement and gentrification in England and Wales: A

quasi-experimental approach. Urban Studies 53(13): 2797–2814.
Gelman A and Loken E (2013) The garden of forking paths: Why multiple comparisons can be a problem, even

when there is no “fishing expedition” or “p-hacking” and the research hypothesis was posited ahead of time.
Department of Statistics, Columbia University, 348.

Gillespie T, Hardy K andWatt P (2021) Surplus to the city: Austerity urbanism, displacement and ‘letting die’.
Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space 53(7): 1713–1729.

Goetz EG (2010) Desegregation in 3D: Displacement, dispersal and development in American public housing.
Housing Studies 25(2): 137–158.

Greater London Authority (2018), Better homes for local people: the Mayor’s Good Practice Guide to
Estate Regeneration, February 2018. Available at: https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/better-
homes-for-local-people-the-mayors-good-practice-guide-to-estate-regeneration.pdf (last accessed 26
September 2022).

Greenlee AJ (2019) Assessing the intersection of neighborhood change and residential mobility pathways for
the Chicago metropolitan area (2006–2015). Housing Policy Debate 29(1): 186–212.

Hall S and Savage M (2016) Animating the urban vortex: New sociological urgencies. International Journal of
Urban and Regional Research 40(1): 82–95.

Hamnett C (2003) Gentrification and the middle-class remaking of inner London, 1961–2001. Urban Studies
40(12): 2401–2426.

Hamnett C and Reades J (2019) Mind the gap: Implications of overseas investment for regional house price
divergence in britain. Housing Studies 34(3): 388–406.

Hochstenbach C and Musterd S (2021) A regional geography of gentrification, displacement, and the subur-
banisation of poverty: Towards an extended research agenda. Area.53: 481–491.

Lansley G, Li W and Longley PA (2017) Representing Population Dynamics from Administrative and
Consumer Registers. In: GISRUK 2017 Proceedings. Geographical Information Science Research UK
(GISRUK): Manchester, UK.

Lansley G, Li W and Longley PA (2019) Creating a linked consumer register for granular demographic ana-
lysis. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series A (Statistics in Society) 182(4): 1587–1605.

Lawrence I (2022) These 122 council estates in London might be demolished. TimeOut.com, 24 August 2022,
Available at: https://www.timeout.com/london/news/these-122-council-estates-in-london-might-be-demolished-
082422.

Lawton P (2020) Unbounding gentrification theory: Multidimensional space, networks and relational
approaches. Regional Studies 54(2): 268–279.

Lees L (2014a) The urban injustices of new labour’s ‘new urban renewal’: The case of the aylesbury estate in
London. Antipode 46(4); 921–947.

Lees L (2014b) The death of sustainable communities in London?. In Imrie R and Lees L. (eds) Sustainable
London? The Future of a Global City. Bristol: Policy Press, 149–172.

Lees L and Ferreri M (2016) Resisting gentrification on its final frontiers: Lessons from the heygate estate in
London (1974–2013). Cities (London, England) 57: 14–24.

Lees L and Hubbard P (2020) Estate renewal In London: an assessment of regeneration Induced displacement.
UK Collaborative Centre for Housing Evidence. Available at: https://housingevidence.ac.uk/publications/
estate-renewal-in-london-an-assessment-of-regeneration-induced-displacement/

Lees L, Shin H and Lopez-Morales E (2016) Planetary Gentrification. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Lees L, Slater T and Wyly E (2008) Gentrification. London: Routledge.

Reades et al. 17

https://www.estatewatch.london/
https://www.estatewatch.london/
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/better-homes-for-local-people-the-mayors-good-practice-guide-to-estate-regeneration.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/better-homes-for-local-people-the-mayors-good-practice-guide-to-estate-regeneration.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/better-homes-for-local-people-the-mayors-good-practice-guide-to-estate-regeneration.pdf
https://www.timeout.com/london/news/these-122-council-estates-in-london-might-be-demolished-082422
https://www.timeout.com/london/news/these-122-council-estates-in-london-might-be-demolished-082422
https://www.timeout.com/london/news/these-122-council-estates-in-london-might-be-demolished-082422
https://housingevidence.ac.uk/publications/estate-renewal-in-london-an-assessment-of-regeneration-induced-displacement/
https://housingevidence.ac.uk/publications/estate-renewal-in-london-an-assessment-of-regeneration-induced-displacement/
https://housingevidence.ac.uk/publications/estate-renewal-in-london-an-assessment-of-regeneration-induced-displacement/


Lees L and White H (2020) The social cleansing of London council estates: Contemporary experiences of
‘accumulative dispossession’. Housing Studies 35(10): 1701–1722.

London City Hall (2018) What is Homes for Londoners? Available at: https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-
do/housing-and-land/homes-londoners/what-homes-londoners

London Tenants Federation, Lees, L., Just Space and SNAG (2014) Staying Put: An Anti-Gentrification
Handbook for Council Estates in London. Available at: https://justspace.org.uk/2014/06/19/staying-put-
an-anti-gentrification-handbook-for-council-estates-in-london/.

ONS (n.d.) Census Geography. Office for National Statistics. Available at: https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/
geography/ukgeographies/censusgeography (last accessed 29 January 2022)

Preis B, Janakiraman A, Bob A, et al. (2020) Mapping gentrification and displacement pressure: An explor-
ation of four distinct methodologies. Urban Studies. 58(2): 405–424.

QGIS Development Team (2019) QGIS Geographic Information System (3.10). Open Source Geospatial
Foundation Project. Available at: http://qgis.osgeo.org.

Seabold S and Perktold J (2010) statsmodels: Econometric and statistical modeling with python. Proceedings
of the 9th Python in Science Conference.

Slater T (2006) The eviction of critical perspectives from gentrification research. International Journal of
Urban and Regional Research, 30(4):737–757.

Slater T (2010) Still missing marcuse: Hamnett’s foggy analysis in London town. City 14(1–2): 170–179.
Travers T, Sims S and Bosetti N (2016) Housing and Inequality in London. Centre for London. Available at:

https://www.centreforlondon.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/CFLJ4292-London-Inequality-04_16_WEB_V4.
pdf (last accessed 31 January 2022).

van Dijk JT, Lansley G and Longley PA (2021) Using linked consumer registers to estimate residential moves
in the United Kingdom. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series A (Statistics in Society) 184(4):
1452–1474.

Wacquant L (2008) Relocating gentrification: The working class, science and the state in recent urban research.
International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 32(1): 198–205.

Wallace A (2020) The returned: Experiences of un-homing on a ‘regenerating’London housing estate. City
24(5–6): 681–697.

Watt P (2009) Housing stock transfers, regeneration and state-led gentrification in London. Urban Policy and
Research 27(3): 229–242.

Watt P (2021) Estate Regeneration and Its Discontents: Public Housing, Place and Inequality in London.
Bristol: Southwark Not.

Wyly E, Newman K, Schafran A, et al. (2010). Displacing New York. Environment and Planning A 42(11):
2602–2623.

18 EPA: Economy and Space 0(0)

https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/housing-and-land/homes-londoners/what-homes-londoners
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/housing-and-land/homes-londoners/what-homes-londoners
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/housing-and-land/homes-londoners/what-homes-londoners
https://justspace.org.uk/2014/06/19/staying-put-an-anti-gentrification-handbook-for-council-estates-in-london/
https://justspace.org.uk/2014/06/19/staying-put-an-anti-gentrification-handbook-for-council-estates-in-london/
https://justspace.org.uk/2014/06/19/staying-put-an-anti-gentrification-handbook-for-council-estates-in-london/
https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/geography/ukgeographies/censusgeography
https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/geography/ukgeographies/censusgeography
https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/geography/ukgeographies/censusgeography
http://qgis.osgeo.org
http://qgis.osgeo.org
https://www.centreforlondon.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/CFLJ4292-London-Inequality-04_16_WEB_V4.pdf
https://www.centreforlondon.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/CFLJ4292-London-Inequality-04_16_WEB_V4.pdf
https://www.centreforlondon.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/CFLJ4292-London-Inequality-04_16_WEB_V4.pdf

	 Introduction
	 A note on context: The London clearances
	 Using novel data to trace displacement
	 Our stepped methodology
	 Delineating and sampling council estates in London
	 Hypotheses and rationales
	 What LCR data revealed about gentrification-induced displacement from London council estates

	 Conclusion
	 Acknowledgements
	 Note
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


