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1. Aims and methods 
The main aim of this strand was to creatively undertake some scoping research to identify 
diverse, ‘hidden’ social and cultural geographies of the mind – with a focus on local 
perceptions of the social and cultural transformative effects of culture-led regeneration in the 
environs of the CED. 
 
We had planned to deliver ten local community half-day scoping workshops to collectively 
construct, in a supported way, digital photoboards using Moodboard Lite.  It was not possible 
to arrange the community workshops as planned, as our intended local gatekeeper (a 
longstanding resident with legitimacy and trust for facilitating previous research in the locality) 
to enable these workshops to be arranged, was absent from the locality. Possible alternative 
gatekeepers of similar standing in the local neighbourhoods were explored, but this was not 
fruitful for arranging the community workshops in the timeframe.  It rapidly became clear that 
there are some sensitive relationships between different social groups in the locality that need 
to be managed and treated in careful and sensitive ways for future research. 
 
We therefore explored other directions of travel to capture interpretations of change; 
perceptions of inclusion and exclusion in the production of new and enduring spaces and 
landscapes; dynamic feelings of belonging, attachment and disconnection; attitudes to new 
social and cultural relations in the neighbourhood(s), and; the varied ways in which different 
spaces are being (re)appropriated by different groups to foster health, confidence and well-
being in the locality.  We informally targeted three key social groups that were highly visible in 
the environs of the CED, and who would appear to have been generally marginalised in 
previous academic narratives of cultural-led urban regeneration.  The presence of these 
distinct social groups in the environs of the CED was confirmed from semi-structured 
interviews with some more mainstream stakeholders in the CED. 
 
First, we undertook a questionnaire survey with diverse students in the main foyer areas of 
purpose-built student accommodation blocks in the CED environs.  We explored the 
willingness of students to take-part in more in-depth follow-up research, and we collected 
email contact details from the 31 students (from 100 students approached) that completed the 
surveys.  As some of the students were from overseas contexts, and English was not their 
first language, this posed some problems for the completion of the survey.  This issue will 
need to be fully considered for more in-depth research with this segment of students in the 
locality, and how this may influence their perceptions and articulation of urban change in the 
locality. 
 
Second, we informally approached 15 houseboat owners in the environs of the CED, and held 
brief informal discussions on the canal towpath to explore their knowledge of the CED and on-
going urban changes, and to gauge their willingness to participate in a follow-up research 
project.  Third, we held informal discussions with the Chair of a local allotment owner’s 
organization, who stressed an interest in take-part in follow-up research.  Empirical research 
with all three groups, and additionally some mainstream stakeholders, is ongoing and we will 
continue to capture representations to inform our scoping work. 
 
The key empirical finding from our scoping work is: 
 
There is an overarching sentiment of the need to strive for harmonious cross-cutting 
balances in the social, economic cultural and physical outcomes of CED that engender 
the longer-term wider positives of regeneration for local communities (and beyond), as 
opposed to sparking the exclusionary effects of gentrification.  
 
We have represented these linkages in two opposing diagrammatic forms, drawing upon 
findings from our review of relevant scholarship in the fields (see next section): 
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Figure 1: Social Impacts of CED – possible consequences of gentrification and 
studentification 

 
 
Figure 2: Social Impacts of CED – getting the ‘balance’ right 
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2. Literature Review 
There is a vast body of scholarly and grey literature exploring the impacts, political significance 
(e.g. Armstrong et al., 2011; Cohen, 2013; Tang, 2016) and consequences of urban 
regeneration strategies developed alongside major sporting and cultural occasions (e.g. 
Davies, 2012; Gold and Gold, 2016). Referred to jointly as ‘mega-events’, such occasions 
have acquired a key prominence and strategic dimension in contemporary urban policy and 
planning globally, attracting the attention of private investors as much a policymakers (Gold 
and Gold, 2008; Guilianoti et al., 2012; Smith, 2014). As a result of their popularity, the 
significant levels of public investment they benefit from and their power to significantly alter 
the look, infrastructure and demographics of the host area, mega-events and the concomitant 
urban regeneration and place branding and marketing strategies have been subjected to 
sustained scrutiny (e.g. Liu, 2016; Campbell et al., 2017).  
 
There are three key sets of phenomena that the literature on ‘impacts’ tends to focus on: 

• Issues of urban gentrification, and the extent to which the local communities living in 
the area being regenerated truly benefit from investments in the local infrastructure, 
from capital developments and new leisure and/or cultural opportunities. 

• The extent to which mega-events led regeneration strategies really delivers the 
promised socio-economic benefits and reputational improvements. 

• The extent to which the newly regenerated areas, and the clustering of creative and 
leisure businesses they encourage might have a significant impact on the cultural 
vibrancy of the regenerated areas. 

 
This section of the review focuses on the first point, whilst the others are dealt with extensively 
across the other sections of this report. It will start with some general considerations about the 
issues that the literature on urban regeneration connected to cultural and sporting strategies 
or mega events identifies as key to the assessment and evaluation of their impacts, 
effectiveness and desirability. The discussion will then focus on the more recent body of 
literature produced in the past eight years or so, from the time London’s success in bidding to 
host the 2012 Olympic games was first announced and monitoring, observing and researching 
the progress of the physical regeneration, infrastructure development and increasing 
gentrification undergone by the six London Boroughs in South East London that hosted the 
2012 Games. This will allow us to identify gaps in knowledge, and to reflect on how the extant 
research can feed into, guide, and be complemented by future investigations on the legacy of 
the Games in SE London. We conclude with some considerations around methods that might 
be deployed to investigate impact of a distinctive ‘social nature’ and that might feed into efforts 
to developing a methodological approach to the evaluation of the legacy and impact of the 
distinctive mix of cultural and educational organization that characterize the cluster of 
organisations currently located within the CED. 
 
2.1 Culture, sport, mega-events and the regeneration of cities 
In Fantasy City: Pleasure and Profit in the Postmodern Metropolis, John Hannigan (1998) has 
identified the growth of ‘urban entertainment destinations’ (UEDs) as one of the most 
significant developments transforming cities throughout the developed world since the 1980s. 
Cultural and sporting attractions, festivals and mega-events have indeed become key, over 
the past thirty years, to urban strategies of renewal and regeneration, and place branding 
campaigns. Andy Pratt (2016), argues that big name brands like the Guggenheim in Bilbao 
and The Queen Elizabeth park are used to ‘pimp a city's image’ and encourage competition 
between cities on a national and international stage. Pratt argues that visibly striking 
architecture and contemporary galleries are often used to anchor and justify the financial 
spend of otherwise untenable regeneration projects. This strategy of place-branding uses 
artistic and cultural activities to symbolically transform tired and dilapidated areas. This 
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confirms the suggestion put forward by Davidson (2008: 2385) that gentrification has been 
‘embraced by policy-makers as a potential urban renewal solution’. 
 
One of the distinctive features of the CED, is the degree to which it combines the symbolic 
legacy of a sporting mega event (discussed in section X of this report) with more traditional 
approaches to urban planning that capitalize on cultural resources through clustering 
strategies and the promotion of so-called ‘cultural or creative quarters’ (or indeed, in this case, 
‘district’). Simon Roodhouse’s (2006: 22) defines the cultural quarter as follows:  
 

A cultural quarter is a geographical area of a large town or city which acts as a focus 
for cultural and artistic activities through the presence of a group of buildings devoted 
to housing a range of such activities, and purpose designed or adapted spaces to 
create a sense of identity, providing an environment to facilitate and encourage the 
provision of cultural and artistic services and activities. 

Interestingly, Roodhouse, goes on to point out that, up until the mid-2000s, cultural quarters 
‘have invariably developed from an existing embryonic cultural presence, as a result of a public 
sector initiative’. To illustrate this, he refers to the Sheffield Creative Industries Quarter as an 
example of urban regeneration that started from the personal initiative of a number of creative 
individuals who took over a vacant industrial building in a run-down area of the city centre and 
turned it into a venue for popular music. The more successful the venue became, the more 
begun to attract people to the area, particularly artists. In parallel to this, as the music venue 
became more established in the city’s ‘scene’ it expanded to house recording studios, so that 
musicians could now both live and work in the neighborhood. As Roodhouse explains: ‘The 
primary motivating factor for those involved in the early stages was to meet their needs for a 
live and cheap venue for their kind of music’. Policy would typically intervene in this bottom-
up process once the area was ripe for investment and gentrification. This is indeed what 
happened in Sheffield, according to Roodhouse’s interpretation, resulting in the original 
community of music fans and artists being pushed away from the area as it became a less 
derelict and more desirable place to live in. 

The CED in this respect has followed a different pattern. Whilst there were very established 
artist communities and creative clusters already in the areas surrounding the Olympic village, 
policy intervention in the form of planning and investment for the delivery of the 2012 Olympic 
games, and later on, for their legacy have played a pivotal role in shaping the CED, and its 
present configuration.    

It is beyond the scope of this review to examine in detail the full range of this work, although 
the ‘Creative Work’ strand of this report further situates the development of the Culture and 
Education District in the creative history of East London, thus offering a complementary 
account to the more focused on presented here. This section will predominantly concern itself 
with discussing literature that focuses on the Social impacts of these urban strategies for 
socio-economic regeneration and development. In particular, in relation to our case study, we 
refer to such impact as ‘social impacts’ to stress our focus on the range of consequences and 
impact that the regeneration of the Queen Elizabeth Park has had on the people that lived and 
worked in the area, when work on the construction of the Olympic Village in Stratford began, 
and on the people that currently live, work and study near the CED’s proposed sites. 
 
2.2 Gentrification and Displacement 
The work carried out in the 1980s by American urban planning scholar Peter Marcuse has 
been extremely influential in shaping research around gentrification through his exploration of 
the gentrification of areas of New York City (see also Smith, 1996; Ley, 1996; Hamnett, 1991; 
Lees et al., 2015). Marcuse (1985: 198), for example, defines the process of change as 
follows: 
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Gentrification occurs when new residents – who disproportionately are young, white, 
professional, technical, and managerial workers with higher education and income 
levels – replace older residents – who disproportionately are low-income, working-
class and poor, minority and ethnic group members, and elderly – from older and 
previously deteriorated inner-city housing in a spatially concentrated manner, that is to 
a degree differing substantially from the general level of change in the community or 
region as a whole. 

It is interesting to point out that Marcuse (ibid.) goes on to maintain that ‘[t]he definition hinges 
on economic, social and population changes that cause physical changes to the 
neighborhoods’. Based on his observation of trends in New York, Marcuse clearly sees 
gentrification (and its close friend, abandonment) as a consequence of the changing economy 
of the city centre that followed from the shift from a manufacturing to a service economy, and 
therefore the sharp decline in the demand for labour, and particularly for unskilled workers. 
Consistently, Lees, Slater and Wyly (2008: xv) define gentrification as ‘the transformation of a 
working class or vacant area of the central city into middle-class residential and/or commercial 
use’, and as Davidson (2008: 2385) points out, it is clear that the term is used to indicate an 
interest in the ‘class dimensions of neighbourhood change’. Thirty years on from Marcuse’s 
work, in East London, physical changes no longer follow population changes, in what is a 
much more complex interaction of bottom-up and top-down pulls, which may still result in the 
displacement of existing local communities (see also Atkinson, 2001).   
 
According to geographer Paul Watt, displacement ‘is a complex, multi-stranded phenomenon 
whereby residential upgrading also means low-income residents are pressurised out of their 
homes and neighbourhoods, either directly via housing demolitions, landlord evictions and 
rent increases, or indirectly via the class transformation of neighbourhood facilities such as 
shops’ (cited in Kennelly and Watt 2012:151). One of the principal cause of displacement is 
the changes in housing costs that result from improvements to infrastructure, leisure facilities, 
new property developments, etc. that result from ambitious regeneration projects. For 
example, Paul Jones and Stuart Wilk-Heggs (2004), wrote about the effects of the 
announcement that Liverpool had been granted the title of European Capital of Culture in 
2004. They observed that some estate agents in the city had suggested ‘that property prices 
in Liverpool rose by 10% in the week after the announcement alone’, and that later evidence 
seemed to suggest that ‘a surge in speculative purchases has continued to drive up local 
property prices  (Jones and Wilk-Heggs 2004:349-50)’. Whilst this might be good news for 
local landowners, residents already owning properties, and the city council, such rapid, 
dramatic rises in house prices meant many others were effectively priced out of what was 
once a more affordable property market.  
 
Georgios Kavetsos (2012), has researched specifically the impact of the London Olympics 
announcement on property prices in the interested areas of the city. By constructing a dataset 
of a sample of property transaction, the author concluded that ‘the price increase of properties 
located in the four main host boroughs is about 3.3 per cent’. Kavetsos (ibid.) also found that 
distance of the properties from the main Olympic stadium was another factor affecting house 
prices, with prices decreasing as the distance from the Olympic venue increased; more 
precisely, ‘each additional mile away from the stadium decreases property prices by 0.4 per 
cent’. He estimated the overall impact on the price of properties in Games host boroughs to 
be to £1.4 billion, and that this level of impact would certainly having considerable social and 
financial consequences for the original residents in those boroughs. Kavetsos (2012) 
concludes: 
 

In a final estimation, consecutive three-mile radius rings centred at the main stadium 
are considered, indicating that property prices within 3 miles from the stadium increase 
by 5 per cent. The model also suggests a 2 per cent increase on properties up to 9 
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miles away, with an estimated insignificant impact for dwellings located further away 
(p.1466). 

 
It is worth noting that Kavetsos maintains his findings to be in line with those of other, earlier 
studies of the impact of a new stadium on house prices, citing as an example the work by Tu 
(2005) on the impact that the FedEx Field stadium in the US (home of the National Football 
League team Washington Redskins) has had on the local residential property market. 
Kavetsos, like Tu in relation to the US, are careful to acknowledge that whilst a rise in 
residential property prices will be beneficial to some residents of the areas affected, the impact 
will vary for different groups, depending on their circumstances, and that, for some, the impact 
will unquestionably be negative. 
 
Interestingly, the geographic contingencies of the CED pose questions about the ways in 
which the displacement or replacement markers of gentrification are effectively 
conceptualized.  Previous work on gentrification has predominantly considered the issue of 
displacement within the framework of established and settled communities – leading Smith 
(2002) to assert that there is a need to widen both the spatial and temporal boundaries of 
gentrification.  What has been under-researched in the mainstream lens of enquiry are 
transient individuals and households of distinct social groups that are often fully engrained 
and embedded in the local communities, yet overlooked.  The churn and high turn-over of 
individuals within these conspicuous social groups, replenished via flows of in-migration, mean 
that these ‘voices’ have not been amplified within studies that examine the effects of 
regeneration projects such as CED.  This is highly pertinent to the CED given the visible 
presence of two distinct social groups with transient individuals in the local context, and which 
are important for understanding the changing senses of place and identities, and wider socio-
cultural relations in the environs of CED.   
 
First, there is an increasing number of students in residence within or in close proximity to 
CED. Unite Stratford One was opened in September 2014 (1,001 beds), and Unite Angel Lane 
opened in September 2015 (759 beds) (Unite Students, 2015).  The influx of students into 
these PBSA has transformed the environs of CED, as the location is increasingly produced 
and consumed for a student population.  This is in line with other places across the globe, 
where processes of studentification have unfolded (see below) and led to marked population 
change and cultures. 
 
Second, there is a growing presence of people living in houseboats on waterways in close 
proximity to CED (see Smith 2007 for fuller discussion of this national trend).  According to 
The Telegraph (16/08/17), there was an 85% increase in people living on the waterways of 
Hackney between (2010-2015) in houseboats; with 10,000 people living in houseboats in 
London. For many ‘boat-people’, the excessive costs of one to fifty year mooring leases, mean 
that many houseboat owners have to purchase ‘continuous cruising licences’ (£500-£1,100 
per year depending on length of boat).  This licence stipulates the need to move moorings 
every 14 days, and that boat-owners must move 16-20 miles per year (Evening Standard, 
27/2/17), resulting in a mobile and transient community in close proximity to CED.  Some 
similar waterfront locations, transformed by urban regeneration processes, has led to the 
displacement of houseboat communities as a result of wider gentrification processes, and the 
appropriation of these spaces for more exclusive boat moorings. 
 
2.3 Legacy evaluation and the ‘balance of impacts’ question 
This ‘balance of impact’ is therefore a key consideration in the assessment of the legacy of 
the Olympic games (Thornley, 2012), which is the focus of the review on hand. Davis and 
Thornley (2010) offer an helpfully clear articulation of the connection between the complex 
question of assessing social impacts in relation to the broader issue of the evaluation of the 
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Games’ impact and their legacy on the host boroughs (see also Macrury and Poynter, 2012). 
They identify three main ways in which the matter of legacy can be understood: the image 
legacy; the economic impact legacy, and finally the physical legacy resulting from the 
significant infrastructural and building work that has been a key aspect of readying the area to 
hosting the Games. social impacts clearly cut across the full span of legacy strands (Grabher 
and Thiel, 2012), as they depend on the distribution of impacts (both positive and negative) 
among the local residential and business communities (Konstantaki and Wickens, 2010). In 
Davis and Thornley (2010:89) own words: 

There are legacy aspects concerning the image of the host country or city. The 
economic impact of major events has attracted a lot of attention, especially regarding 
the contribution of the Games to the economic growth of a city. Attempts are made to 
measure whether new economic sectors can be developed, and whether the new jobs 
and skills provided by the construction work and the hosting of the event, have a lasting 
benefit. A major question is whether these employment opportunities are taken up by 
people in the local communities. Then there is the physical legacy including the 
ongoing use of land and the built structures that remain after the Games such as 
transport infrastructure and housing. Again, a major issue here is the degree to which 
this physical legacy benefits existing communities. Environmental sustainability has 
also become a major issue in recent years.  

In acknowledging that the legacy will be felt in different ways by different people, David and 
Thornley (ibid.) explicitly refer to ‘negative legacies’, as in the case of the evictions that often 
take place to clear the site where the infrastructure needed to host the Games will be built and 
where legacy regeneration will also take place (see also Leopkey and Parent, 2014). They 
illustrate such impacts through an in-depth exploration of the experiences of both residents 
and businesses located in what would become part of the Olympic Village in East London, 
and who were made to relocate so that building work could take place. They report that there 
were in excess of 250 small businesses on the site that would become the Olympic Village 
and which had to be relocated to make the Olympics possible. The instruments required to 
make this happen were two separate Compulsory Purchase Orders and a Relocation 
Strategy. David and Thornley’s paper, based on extensive interview work, presents a 
compelling picture of the different ways in which different parts of the residents of the areas 
affected by the erection of the Village reacted differently to being made to leave and relocate. 
Whilst impact was not always negative for businesses, the processes were fraught by 
bureaucratic difficulties and the punishing schedule and lack of leeway imposed by the need 
to be able to deliver the Games in 2012.  

In terms of social impact, the aspect of David and Thornley’s (ibid.) empirical research which 
is of particular interest is their finding that it was mostly the private residents in the East London 
areas involved in the regeneration that were most vocal in opposing the Compulsory Purchase 
Orders; notably, they also represented the most disadvantaged communities, and their 
arguments for resisting the CPOs centred precisely around concerns over potential negative 
impacts on the existing community. Of course, the clustering of the CED may be viewed as 
being part of wider, and longer term, processes of gentrification that may, arguably, have 
commenced with the winning of the Olympic bid.  It is important to stress therefore that this 
scoping study, and subsequent in-depth research, may have an entry point into ingrained 
processes of transformation that have a longer history of change.  With this in mind, it is 
intriguing to note that only the boroughs of Newham and Tower Hamlets are represented as 
‘low level now being gentrified’ boroughs in the so-called ‘Gentrification Map of Doom’ for 
London (Goodbye London, 2015) (see Figure 3). 

Figure 3: Gentrification Map of Doom (source: Goodbye London, 2015) 
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An example of the above point that is especially relevant, since this community has been 
involved in the empirical work for this scoping project, is that of the local allotment holders, 
who were especially vocal in their criticism of the forced relocation. Their concerns were 
framed around what they perceived to be scant respect for the already mature landscapes 
and riverbeds in the areas to be redeveloped: ‘The allotment holders claimed that plans flew 
in the face of ‘sustainability agendas’ linked to regeneration and objected strongly to the 
alternative sites they were offered’; they also contested that ‘a short-term spectacle could 
justify the displacement of a long-established gardening group they viewed as an active 
community’ (David and Thornley, 2010:95-6).  

They had, in this respect, a valid point: The Manor Gardens allotments had been in existence 
since 1907, when they were instituted by Major Arthur Villiers on his own estate for the moral 
and physical improvement of East Londoners  (Vijay, 2015). The allotments were eventually 
removed in 2007 to make space for landscaping within the Olympic Park (Allen and Cochrane 
2014; Karamichas, 2013). Following their lengthy (yet ultimately unsuccessful) campaign 
against the forcible move, the allotment holders were relocated to a temporary site – which 
however, according to Fussey et al. (2012) they argued was substandard compared to the 
one they had been made to leave - with the promise of being allowed to return after the Games. 
Perhaps unsurprisingly, the Manor Gardens Allotments have been defined by Vijay (2015:432) 
as ‘the most publicized victim of the Olympic site’. Haynes and Horne (2011) discuss at length 
the controversy surrounding the Manor Gardens plot-holders’ eviction from the point of view 
of the commitment by local authorities that environmental sustainability would be at the heart 
of the Olympic Legacy Plan. They quote commentator Lise Autogena’s observation that the 
allotments constituted an area of sustainable land use right in the midst of the area that needed 
regeneration that could have contributed to local ‘growing, learning and sharing food and 
culture’, thus contributing ‘to education, mental health, and sustainable land management’. 
This, it was noted was perfectly in line with the publicized green vision for an Olympic Legacy 
Park, and its aims to foster biodiversity and environmentally sustainable resident communities 
(p. 757). 
 
Whilst the Manor Gardens Allotments controversy is indicative of the challenges that 
regeneration poses, the bulk of the literature tends to focus, as pointed out earlier, on the 
effects that the gentrification resulting from regeneration has on the residents of the localities 
being regenerated. Here too, the key debate can be characterised as one surrounding the 
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‘balance of impacts’ resulting from regeneration and gentrification: there are unquestionably 
positive effects to regeneration in terms of channeling investment for infrastructure 
improvements, new building work for dwellings and leisure facilities etc. However, who really 
benefits from those? And do the local communities benefit from the outcomes of the 
investment? Or do they disproportionately bear the costs of regeneration? 
    
An interesting example to illustrate the key issues around the community effects displacement 
is that of the borough of Newham, in East London, one of the host boroughs. Newham is an 
area that had long been scoring highly on most indices of deprivation: for example, 2009 
statistics note half of the social housing stock in Newham had been designated as below 
Decent Homes Standard (Kennelly and Watt, 2012). As part of the preparations to host the 
2012 Olympics, Newham underwent an intense and fast process of regeneration.  
 
The picture painted by the 2015 Demographic Bulletin (Newham Info, 2015:2) presents a 
markedly different picture from that of just a few years previously, having improved its position 
against the most common indicators of deprivation and disadvantage: 

• Newham is no longer in the 20 most deprived local authorities. 
• Newham has moved from having a Rank of Extent of Deprivation of 2 to 25 
• The borough has move from being rank 2nd in the Rank of rank to 8th in terms of local 

deprivation 
• Income scale: Newham is ranked at 13th compared to 8th in 2010 
• Employment Scale: Newham is ranked 21st compared with 32nd in 2010. 

Whilst the bulletin merely documents the improvement in Newham’s performance against 
deprivation and employment scales, without discussing how such dramatic improvements 
have been achieved, the Newham Borough’s official publication entitled Newham’s Legacy 
Story (2014), explicitly establishes a direct connection between the 2012 Olympiads – and the 
related investment in infrastructure and regeneration – and the changed circumstances of the 
borough as part of the broader Olympic legacy promise that “within 20 years the communities 
who host the 2012 Games will have the same social and economic chances as their 
neighbours across London”: 

We have always recognised that the 2012 Games alone would not bring the 
investment and opportunities to turn this story into one of a positive legacy. In Newham 
we know there is a once-in-a- lifetime opportunity to harness the success of the Games 
and ensure all residents see real and lasting benefits from investment in the area for 
generations to come. 

Research commissioned by the Westfield Group found that staging the 2012 Games 
rapidly accelerated the regeneration of East London, delivering a massive £2bn boost 
to the Capital’s economy and creating 10,000 permanent jobs many years earlier than 
forecast. As a result of winning the Games the research found that phase one of the 
Westfield Stratford City retail development forged ahead up to seven years earlier than 
planned and enabled the full completion of the centre well ahead of investor’s plan 
(page n. n/a). 

However, research conducted by Kennelly and Watt (2012) among young people from 
disadvantaged backgrounds residing in the area, shows that the reality for the communities 
residing in the Newham are in fact more ambivalent. The researchers found that most of the 
youth whose views they sought would have agreed that Newham had needed some form of 
regeneration. Even as they lamented their disappearance, they were ‘by no means uncritical 
of existing public spaces such as park areas’ or leisure facilities such as ‘grotty pubs’ (ibid.: 
54). However, young people also felt that the ways in which ‘renewal’ was delivered was driven 
by a set of priorities quite different from their own. Predictably, the young interviewees (who 
were young people living in a temporary supported housing unit) expressed frustration at the 
inconvenience and concerns over safety caused by the construction work. Interestingly, 
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however, they mostly expressed diffidence and resentment for what they perceived to be a 
rebranding of their neighborhood that tried to remodel their borough in the image of the 
wealthier areas of West London. This, for the young people involved in the research, was 
embodied by the very name of the Westfield shopping centre, and was perceived as a loss of 
the area’s distinctive identity and erasure of its history. 
 
Another key issue raised by the young people of Newham is crucial to any evaluation of the 
social impacts of the Olympic legacy in East London: they questioned the extent to which the 
new developments, including one of the largest shopping centres in Europe really had brought 
significant (or significant enough) changes to the employment prospects of local young people. 
The official evaluation found that ‘[o]f the 10,000 permanent jobs created to operate Westfield 
Stratford City, around 3,000 have gone to unemployed Newham residents’ (DCMS 2013:58) 
and included this illustration based on data from a survey of residents: 

 

However, the report itself raises some question as to the quality of the new employment 
opportunities provided, and this is an issue that necessarily will have to feature prominently in 
any investigation of the impact of legacy initiatives like the CED: 

only 4% of respondents had directly (either personally (2%) or through members of 
their household (2%)) benefited from employment opportunities, lasting or due to last 
more than one year, resulting from the preparation of the Games: 2% on the Olympic 
Park; 1% in at Olympic venues and facilities; and 1% at Westfield, Stratford City 
(DCMS 2103:58).  

Thus, it is true that jobs were created, but they were still in relatively low numbers compared 
to the local need and demand for jobs. This is borne out from the data quoted in Kennelly and 
Watt (2012: 154-5): 12,000 people were interested in 800 positions advertised by the retailer 
John Lewis; 10,000 people applied for 550 jobs at another retail shop in the complex Marks 
and Spencer’s, whilst 1400 applications were made for 150 positions advertised by the 
supermarket Waitrose. 

Another problem highlighted in Kennelly and Watt (2012) was the question of marginalized 
consumption: many of the young participants in their research mentioned the closure of local 
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shops (many in the old Stratford Centre mall just next door to the new Westfield shopping 
mall). The Stratford Centre mall contains discount stores and inexpensive food and clothing 
retailers, so they offered affordable shopping opportunity to local residents with limited 
disposable income. Meanwhile, those shops who managed to stay open often had to refurbish 
their facilities, change their offer and up their prices to remain competitive and survive in the 
changed environment. This ensemble of developments was perceived as having resulted in a 
rise in prices and fewer affordable shopping and socialising opportunities (ibid.). It remains to 
be seen what the long-term effect of these trends will be in the area, and how it might affect 
patterns of sociability, leisure pursuit and shopping behavior in the medium to long-term, 
alongside employment considerations. Indeed, as Raco and Tunney (2010) observe, these 
smaller, humbler and less visible commercial business are part of the less ‘spectacular’ 
features of cities (especially compared with Olympic-grade sporting facilities and Westfield-
scale malls) which are however crucial to the city’s urban vibrancy, diversity and sustainability 
as well as to communities’ daily life. 

2.4 Studentification 
Studentification, a term coined by Darren Smith (2001, 2002, 2008, 2009), is increasingly 
pertinent to the CED given the ‘cultural’ and ‘education’ signifiers, since it conceptualises 
urban changes that are tied to the growing concentration of students in an area (see also 
Hubbard 2008, 2009).  Akin to gentrification, studentification involves social, cultural, 
economic and physical dimensions of change.  From a ‘social’ or community perspective, 
studentification gives rise to the annual in-migration of young, single, and often middle class 
people, which can change the population balance in a local neighbourhood as settled 
residents are replaced (Munro et al., 2008).  The distinct consumption practices and lifestyles 
of students can result in a reorientation of private (retail, leisure) and public (public transport, 
GPs) services, as well as cultural infrastructures and industries (see Smith and Holt, 2007; 
Holton, 2017).  Economically, studentification is often associated with an escalation of property 
prices and rental costs, linked to an increasing demand for short-term private rented 
housing.  The increasing density of students in shared housing, either large blocks of purpose-
built student accommodation (PBSA) or housing in multiple occupation (HMO) can create 
problematic changes to the physical environment (Smith and Hubbard, 2014), including: late 
night noise nuisance, anti-social behaviour, refuse and recycling, car parking and congestion, 
litter and graffiti, and crime (burglary/mugging) (Tallon, 2017). 

Equally, and at the same time, studentification can spark social, economic, cultural and 
physical benefits for local communities (Smith et al., 2014).  Some notable benefits include:  

Social: A younger, more mobile and educated population (and the availability of a flexible 
workforce); Raise the aspirations and expectations of the local young population; A more 
healthy (active) population; Increased volunteering (Student Unions) in local communities; 
Can sustain and replenish local populations. 

Cultural: Demand to sustain more public (e.g. transport/health care/dentists) / private services 
(e.g. pubs/clubs, cafes, restaurants, retail, leisure); Add more cultural diversity/vibrancy (e.g. 
music, art, festivals, sporting events); Add a ‘freshness’ to places (bring in new ideas and 
creativity / innovation / entrepreneurship); Student populations directly and indirectly make 
places more appealing for tourists, visitors and investors  

Economic: Enhanced spending power in the local economies; Sustain universities and higher 
education institutions (and secondary services/industries) and can create wider employment 
opportunities for local population. 

Physical: A catalyst for urban regeneration / improved infrastructure and capital investment; A 
more buoyant (rental/owner-occupied) housing market; Drive-up the provision of higher quality 
modern accommodation and housing. 
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A focus on studentification to explore the predominance of education-focused institutional 
anchors and associated student populations in the CED emphasises a wider knowledge gap 
in our understanding of urban regeneration strategies developed alongside major sporting and 
cultural occasions.   

2.5 Issues emerging from the literature: 
In light of this discussion of the literature, a disjuncture is apparent between different bodies 
of material considered: on the one hand, as the relevant section of this review shows, there 
are several studies and a range of established methodologies for the evaluation and 
quantification of the economic impacts of these types of large scale, mega-event related urban 
regeneration and creative clustering programmes, yet these do not seem to consistently factor 
in the hidden costs of such schemes, and the extent to which the groups that bear the highest 
costs and those who reap the most economic benefits often do not overlap. When they do, 
the economic impact observed is often not quite as significant as projected or celebrated in 
the official rhetoric (for fuller discussion, see Conclusion of the Economic strand of the scoping 
study) 
 
On the other hand, work produced within human geography, urban studies, cultural policy 
studies and sociology tend to focus on the human impacts of large scale culture and/or 
sporting led regenerations strategies. Here the focus tends to be on the evidence showing 
that whilst, on the face of it, processes of regeneration and the resulting gentrification might 
bring investment, improvement in transport and service infrastructure, and wealth creation, 
the ways in which these benefits are distributed reflects, reproduces and reinforces social 
divisions along the lines of class, ethnicity and inequalities of wealth and power (Lees 2008; 
Lees, Slater and Wyly 2008). Some of the human geography literature, such as for example 
Lees (2008) in fact openly questions the alleged ‘trickling down’ of the social and economic 
benefits of gentrification policies. 
 
However, the literature rarely looks at the economic and social impacts (both positive and 
negative) alongside one another. If we accept that, as the Green Book suggests, policy 
decisions ought to be based in carefully conducted cost-benefits analysis (O’Brien 2010 and 
2013), the lack of multi-perspectival approaches that bring together econometric approaches 
with critical social analysis of costs and implications seems problematic. In this respect, what 
is needed a large-scale, interdisciplinary approach that can forge a connection between 
economic, social and cultural evaluations, combined with a longitudinal approach would 
represent a valuable addition to the literature and to our understanding of the full range of 
impacts (positive and negative) that large investments in culture can bring. Where this kind of 
holistic approach has taken place, such as for instance in the research project surrounding 
the Liverpool Capital of Culture programme in 2008 (as well as the planning prior, and the 
legacy work afterwards), a picture of great complexity emerges.  
 
In particular, the literature review presented here, points to the following considerations in 
relation to further research: 

• The literature offers a rich and robust analysis of the challenges and possibilities 
offered by culture and sport-driven urban regeneration, the consequences of the 
resulting gentrification and many instances of empirically based studies of social, 
community and other impacts, as this review has aimed to how. However, our review 
does validate Davies’ (2012) contention that few studies focus specifically on 
regeneration legacy. He argues that the monitoring of regeneration legacy 
programmes has received insufficient attention. An educated guess as to the causes 
of this would be to suggest that the problem of ‘regeneration legacy’ investigation is 
that it really presupposes a longitudinal approach to research, which is something that 
is challenging to achieve in the current context for research funding. Arguably, one of 
the most powerful conclusions to emerge from the review is that a longitudinal 



ICC (Feb 2018) CED Scoping Study | Social Work Strand     15 

approach is much needed in this area, and the only way to capture the ways in which 
the Games legacy, and the CED as part of it, have affected East London regeneration 
and the lives of those who live, study and do business there. 

• The literature acknowledges recent attempts to deliver a ‘positive gentrification’ 
(Cameron 2003) by asking: can gentrification be planned for so as to reduce as much 
as possible displacement and other negative impacts whilst maximizing the benefits 
for residents? Researchers seems divided between those who think it might be 
possible (Cameron 2003; Smith and Butler 2010), those who see this as a capitulation 
of human and urban geography to neoliberal pressures and a relinquishing of the 
discipline’s traditional critical perspectives (Atkinson 2004; Lees and Slater 2008; Lees 
2008; Slater 2006), and those who acknowledge that gentrification can have both 
positive and negative effects for local communities depending on several factors 
(Freeman 2011). A longitudinal, multi-perspective approach to monitoring, assessing 
and exploring the full range of impacts on the resident and business communities living 
in and around the CED would therefore offer a precious opportunity to produce new 
knowledge that can feed into these long-standing debates within the academic 
community and which have obvious policy relevance. 

 
• There is one crucial way in which the CED is different from previous incarnations of 

Games-led regeneration efforts, and other strategies to maximize the impact of 
creative clustering for the purpose of urban renewal and local economic development: 
this is the key distinctive feature of the co-presence, within the cluster, of globally 
renown cultural organisations and Higher Education institutions. In terms of scoping 
possibilities for further research, this is a feature of the CED that warrants attention 
because of its exceptionality (the CED could become a model of knowledge-exchange 
driven cluster development) but also because it connects in important ways with 
debates on the Knowledge Exchange agenda that have been taking place in Britain 
over the past twenty years, often under the leadership and with the support of the 
AHRC. For example, AHRC initiatives such as the ‘Beyond the Campus’ project have 
already shown the complex web of connections, relationships and collaborations 
between academia and the creative sector (Comunian and Gilmore 2015 and 2016; 
Gilmore and Comunian 2016; Comunian and Faggian 2014).  The CED effectively 
represents a unique opportunity to monitor from the beginning one the largest and 
possibly most organic examples of the development of a ‘knowledge exchange 
environment’ in East London. The impact of this ‘knowledge exchange environment’ 
on the student, academic and creative professional communities should represent an 
important dimension of any regeneration legacy evaluation. It too would require a 
longitudinal and multi-approach perspective to produce an unprecedented 
investigation into how established and nascent connections are fostered (or not) by 
spatial proximity. 
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3. Core findings 
• There is a widely held perception that the effects of urban regeneration in the CED 

may lead to social impacts that will be emotive, contested, and have variable effects 
on different social groups and stakeholders. 

• There is a strong sense of feeling that urban regeneration in the CED will spark the in-
migration of more students and professionals into the surrounding neighbourhoods, 
and this may stimulate processes of change akin to studentification and gentrification 
in other cities and parts of London.  

• It is recognised that these possible transformative processes may have advantageous 
effects for some stakeholders, and may be problematic for some other social groups, 
depending on the ‘balance’ of transformations.   

• Dimensions of possible change hinge on four key, and inter-connected, social impacts 
of: population, socio-economic and cultural change, and changing physical 
landscapes.  Figures 1 and 2 provide diagrammatic representations of how these four 
realms could usefully form the focus of future in-depth empirical (and longitudinal) 
research.   

• It is clear (see Figures 1 and 2) that there are arguably both ‘upbeat’ and ‘downbeat’ 
interpretations, respectively, of how and why urban regeneration of the CED could be 
a catalyst for betterment of local economies and housing markets, diversified cultural 
infrastructures and industries, upgraded and appealing urban landscapes, health and 
well-being of local population, and so on.   

• By contrast, the corollary of urban regeneration is also a sense of anxiety and concern 
that the processes of change will have an exclusionary social impact, leading to 
displacement of local settled groups due to lack of affordable housing, etc.   

• It is imperative that future research in this area incorporates a longitudinal focus to 
track, monitor and measure the social impacts of urban regeneration in the four key 
realms of cultural, landscape, socio-economic and population change. 

 
3.1 Other salient key themes from local community 

• The CED must be managed in an inclusive way. 
• The anchor institutions must not be viewed or represented as outposts of somewhere 

else, which are only visited by certain segments of the population (i.e. metropolitan 
elite). 

• The CED must not be an exercise in gentrification, it must be about regeneration. 
• Developments must inspire the local population to study locally. 
• Affordable housing is not affordable to people below a certain income.  Developments 

need to improve on the affordability of affordable housing, and this will have an 
influence on the kinds of architecture that can be produced. 

• The focus on fashion and innovation may provide an opportunity to revive the historic 
tradition of invention, innovation and creativity in Hackney, this will appeal to young 
local people. 

• Developments need to be proactively developed by working with local people in mind. 
• It is important that local people do not feel disenfranchised and have no ownership in 

the process.  It is difficult to achieve when something is being imposed on a community 
and then asking them how they feel about it when they know that the impacts are 
coming. 

• The plans can be positive then get rapidly changed with shifts in politics. 
• One of the things that is really difficult for local communities is the size of the authorities 

and organisations, and there is constant churn and change in the authorities and 
organisations.  Each change brings a different overview of how things can be moved 
forward.  Obligations are put in place and then someone leaves and these obligations 
are changed with new obligations, and then local communities feel disenfranchised in 
the process. 
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• It will take two generations time to really know if the regeneration of the CED was a 
success or not. 

 
3.2 Findings from informal discussions with houseboat owners 

• Some are worried about possible cascading effects of gentrification due to CED that 
might create rising 'rental' costs of mooring fees. 

• Irked by the design and forms of the on-going developments along waterfront, which 
means that there is a new aesthetic coming into play in the locality which is changing 
environments, and it is hoped that the CED will not continue in this vein. 

• There are noticeable changes in the ambience of local neighbourhoods and a 
changing culture. 

• Worried about the increasing competition for mooring spaces from other sub-
populations. 

• Starting to see a different population of houseboat owners moving into the spaces, and 
more people walking along the towpath compared to previous years. 

• There is growing concern about competition from houseboats and 'second homes' 
(pleasure/hobby boaters) on the water, but this is a wider London phenomena. 

• Concerns about the possible increase of surveillance and control (i.e. storing of 
materials on boat roofs, on towpath, etc - this is part of their lifestyle) 

• Unsure what CED-related developments and anchor institutions will integrate them 
into events in the future? 
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4. Key recommendation for future research 
• Future research must adopt a wide(r) lens of enquiry than previous studies of cultural-

led urban regeneration to more fully capture the voices and interpretations of both 
mainstream and more marginal social groups.   

• Scoping research has identified three important, often overlooked, general social 
groups in the CED that should be central to any future research.   

• First, it would be valuable to engage with the (increasing) houseboat communities that 
live on the edges of the CED.  Scoping research has emphasised that there are some 
methodological challenges undertaking in-depth qualitative research with this group, 
including ethical and health and safety implications of conducting research in 
houseboats, as well as the limited availability of houseboat owners for interviews in the 
evening.  Despite these issues, it is clear that there is an appetite from the houseboat 
communities to engage in future research, and a keenness to have ‘their voice heard’.  
It may be beneficial for a number of open day events to be organised to enable focus 
group research with houseboat owners.   

• Second, scoping research has demonstrated the importance of engaging with the 
increasing student population in the CED.  We have demonstrated the value of 
questionnaire surveys in the foyer of purpose–built student accommodation.  It is 
evident that students are aware of the spaces of the CED, but there is a lack of 
knowledgeability about the specifics of the CED.  There is an interest from the student 
population to input into the CED, and a perception that this will have an impact on their 
student lifestyles.   

• Third, scoping research has identified the important voices of allotment owners.  Again, 
availability of allotment owner for engaging in the research may be a constraint for 
future research, but there is a clear willingness from allotment owners to engage in 
future research, and to ensure that their voices are heard in future research. 

• Fourth, at the beginning of the process we undertook some analyses of 2001 and 2011 
census data at output area level using some national-level standard deviation bands, 
that were constructed for some key population characteristic variables (see Appendix 
1).  This brief analysis revealed that between 2001-2011 the population characteristics 
of the locality had undergone profound changes.  It became evident based on 
population forecasting methods by Population Geographers that the locality has 
witnessed profound post-2011 changes, such that the Borough of Newham is now the 
most ethnically-diverse local population in the UK (Rees, 2017), and that the 2011 
census data as out-of-date.  Follow-up work will need to take into account the 
magnitude of these fluid and dynamic changes to the local population geographies to 
ensure that all social groups, cross-cut by axes of social difference such as 
ethnicity/race, social class, sexuality and lifecourse, are fully engaged in the research 
process to consider their competing interests, perceptions and experiences.  This is 
important, as there may be specific social groups in the locality that are also illustrative 
of a hidden, marginalised group; a key concern of this strand of the scoping study.  
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6. Maps: Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park & Stratford 
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