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Abstract: This paper presents the findings of a comparative discourse analysis of the
linguistic representation of the phenomenon of ‘gentrification’ in three cities: London,
Sdo Paulo and Moscow. Gentrification is generally understood (see Chris Hamnett,
2003) as the social and spatial transition to a post-industrial economy, usually
associated with displacement of lower income groups from the gentrified area. The study
observes how discussions of the topic are linguistically shaped in different languages
over the same period (pre-Covid, 2015-2018). The material was selected from open
sources, following hashtags and keywords in three languages, limiting the material to
the genre of public conversation transmitted by the media about the phenomenon under
study. The study compares the circulation of the term ‘gentrification’ in selected
discourses and shows a conceptual discrepancy between them. This is exemplified
through the use of synonyms, substitution for the term, description and interpretation
of the notion. This analysis covers the representation of the concepts of ‘community’,
‘collectiveness’ and, in contrast, ‘ghettoization’ for London, Sdo Paulo and Moscow. The
different ‘winners’ and ‘victims’ of gentrification for the three cities studied are revealed.
The results show that gentrification is openly discussed in London, where changes are
considered positive, whereas the Russian discourse on gentrification questions the
validity of the term and the process itself in Russian cities. Brazilian urbanists agree that
similar processes to gentrification are taking place in Sdo Paulo, emphasizing the role
of the Brazilian state and the so-called hidden unofficial powers within informal
territories.
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Moscow; gentrification in Sdo Paulo; gentrification in London.
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Introduction

The term gentrification has been in use since the 1960s (introduced by Glass R.
1964) and is mainly related to the process of urban transformation associated
with the displacement (or replacement) of lower income classes, substituting
them with the new type of ‘gentries’. It has, for that very reason, become a
controversial topic in public discussions as well as in scholarly and policy circles.
Reflecting on the question of growing poverty in big cities, segregation between
the world of ‘poor’ and ‘rich’, I found it interesting to observe how discourses are
created around this phenomenon in different languages, and how the term is
interpreted and understood. This paper aims to analyse discourses developed
around gentrification in three cities: London, Sdo Paulo and Moscow. Hence
three languages will be involved: English, Brazilian Portuguese and Russian.

Gentrification is usually based on (or caused by) changes of the housing stock
and tenure in the area, price rise, changes in occupational class structure, in
people’s income and life style. The process nowadays affects working class in the
cities and, often, ethnic minorities. Classical examples of gentrification are
related to English-speaking cities in Europe and North America, plus the popular
example of the Marais district in Paris. Recently more and more publications on
the topic come from the non-English-speaking countries and cities (He 2019;
Bernt 2022; Lopez-Morales, Shin, Lees 2016). These publications have given rise
to the discussion on whether the term is overused and should be limited to local
Western experiences or whether we are facing a global process of urban changes,
similar to gentrification?

English speakers understand ‘gentry’ as the class below landed aristocracy
but above yeoman farmers and peasants. For them a reference might be books
by Jane Austen. Nowadays the word ‘gentry’, when speaking about
gentrification, would be related to the growing middle class and upper middle
class. Russian and Portuguese speakers, on the contrary, learn the word
‘gentrification’ from the area of urban studies first, and need explanations to
understand the meaning both for the word ‘gentry’ and for that of ‘gentrification’.
The term sounds foreign to them. In both languages speakers are trying to find
analogies — revitalizacdo (revitalisation), renova¢do (renovation), in Portuguese,
or 6stazoycmpoiicmgo (beautification, landscaping, improvement), pazgumue
(development), in Russian. Neither Portuguese nor Russian have a direct
translation for ‘gentrification’. Disregarding the fact that some similar processes
have been happening in Moscow, Sdao Paulo and other Russian and Brazilian
cities, the word ‘gentrification’ is new for Portuguese and Russian speakers and
is used mostly by professionals.

The academic literature in English dedicated to gentrification is very
extensive (see Hamnett 2003; Roman-Velazquez 2014 or Lees, Slatter and Wyly
2010 for summaries), as is the number of public discussions about it. On the one
hand, gentrification can be seen as a danger to ethnic minorities, vulnerable
groups, and a reason for their forced displacement. On the other hand, it can be
considered as an attempt to boost the area’s reputation and potential, aiming at
social progress for vulnerable groups. There are also discussions on whether
gentrification is the result of preplanned governmental policy or an answer to
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the demands of the society. One can easily notice different attitudes to the
phenomenon even on a theoretical level. According to Bernt (2022: 9), the term
‘gentrification’ in urban studies nowadays is more controversial than ever before.
English-speaking specialists in the area have already been actively and openly
discussing gentrification for decades, they have different approaches to the
phenomenon, and they are more often questioned by English-speaking societies
about it. As a result, for my analysis, it has been easier to find material in English
(rather than in Portuguese and Russian) and about European or North American
cities. The challenge of this paper is to observe from the linguistic point of view
the discourses created around gentrification, in societies other than English-
speaking, comparing them to the traditional English ones. This type of study of
the circulation of the term ‘gentrification’ in a non-familiar environment could
“function as an eye-opener and allow factors and connections that are hidden
elsewhere to be revealed” (Bernt 2022: 9). Methodologically the study is inspired
by the comparative discourse and cross-cultural discourse analyses (von
Miinchow 2012) developed by the Cediscor® research group at the University
Paris 3 Sorbonne Nouvelle and represents the developments of the research
group Didlogo? from the University of Sdo Paulo.

Considering all of the above, I chose the following strategy. First of all, my
goal was to limit the search of the material to similar speech genre and period
of time (2015-2019, pre-Covid, as in the future my idea is to compare the
changes of the discourse during the Covid period). I was looking for discussions
in English, Portuguese and Russian which would satisfy the following criteria: 1)
dedicated to gentrification (the topic of discussion was gentrification and not
general urbanisation or development of cities); 2) participation of several people,
including academics — professional urbanists. The topic studied usually generates
discussions not only in academic circles, but also among social activists,
governmental authorities, businesses and local politicians; the material was thus
selected to represent all these points of view and in three languages; 3) all the
participants of the discussions spoke their native languages (English, Brazilian
Portuguese or Russian); 4) they were speaking about gentrification mainly with
regard to their own countries and cities under analysis — London (when speaking
in English), Sao Paulo (for the material in Portuguese) and Moscow (for Russian).
The search for material was done with the help of hashtags and key words; in
English: gentrification, urbanism, urban planning, redevelopment, urban
regeneration, renewal, or urban transformation. In Russian: dacenmpugukayus,
peHosayua,  eopodckas  pekoHcmpykyus, — 6siacoycmpoiicmeo, — ypoaHusm,
epadocmpoumestecmao, NaaHuposaHue 2opodos. In Portuguese: revitalizacdo
urbana, renovag¢do urbana, transformagdo urbana, gentrificacdo. Following these
hashtags and key words I formed a list of specialists who studied gentrification,
and found events dedicated to the topic in 2015-2019. Applying the
abovementioned criteria to the selected material the corpus was chosen:

1. In English: Is London gentrification causing creative migration? | Panel
Discussion | Zealous X Talks

! http://syled.univ-paris3.fr/cediscor.html.
https://dialogo.fflch.usp.br.
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(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v =kaP_hCut408), January 2016,
featured — Author, Storyteller & Woman Empowerment Lillian Ogbogoh,
Co-Director UCL Urban Lab at University College London Dr Andrew
Harris, Cabinet Member for Regeneration, London Borough of Hackney
ClIr Guy Nicholson, and Co-Founder of Arts & Society Annie Menter. The
discussion took place during the creative festival Zealous
(https://zealous.co/x/).

2. In Portuguese: Debate — Gentrification vs Informal work | 82 Mostra
Ecofalante 3
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v =i7YIWEjHt3g), which took place
in June 2019 and featured: Architect and National Coordinator of the
Commission for Urban Policy and Social Housing of the Supreme Council
Fernando Tiilio, Professor Luciana Itikawa, Professor and Researcher
Bruno de Conti, Sociologist and Social Activist Larissa Lacerda. The
discussion took place after the showing of the movie Istanbul Echoes
(2019).

3. In Russian: Local Government Foundation Discussion Club — Does
Moscow need gentrification?* (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v =x-
ACyHOLf6A), October 2018 featured Social Activist Piotr Shkumatov,
Professor, Sociologist and Urbanist Pavel Stiepantsov, Political Scientist
and Head of Institute of Globalisation and Social Movements Boris
Kagarlitski, Head of the regional branch of the All-Russian People’s Front
in Moscow Aleksandr Veledeev and several municipal councilors. The
discussion was a reaction to the article “Capitalism does not suggest that
retired people can live in the city centre” by Elena Korotkova published
just before the discussion, on October 18, 2018
(https://www.kommersant.ru/doc/3772709).

The discussion in English was more a routine discussion about the topic, related
to the problems of migration of a so-called ‘creative class® while both in
Portuguese and in Russian the discussions were a reaction to other
announcements: the movie and the article. The comparative discourse analysis
of the material led me to the following observations.

1. The interpretation and usage of the term ‘gentrification’

One of the first particularities that came to my attention was the fact that in all
three languages the speakers were avoiding the term ‘gentrification’, substituting
it in different ways, even though all three discussions were dedicated to
gentrification and had this word in their titles.

® In Portuguese: Debate — Gentrificacdo vs. Trabalho Informal | 8 Mostra Ecofalante. All the
translations of the examples are mine.

*In Russian: JluckyccroHHsii ki1y6 ®oHmga MCY - HyxHa jiu MOCKBe [KeHTpUGUKAIIA?

® In Russian: ‘Kanutaausm He MPeIIoJiaraeT, 4To B EHTPE TOpojia MOTYT XUTb MIEHCUOHEDH! .

¢ The use of term ‘creative class’ is called into question in British corpus.
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Table 1. Occurrences of ‘gentrification’ in the corpus and its substitutions.

British corpus

Brazilian corpus

Russian corpus

avoiding the
term

0dd word (17:27)’,
dirty word (19:36),

Occurrences 13 15 65 (in total)
of the term 14 (about Moscow)
Imported word®
Complicated which marks the
Reasons for polysemic term, social-political

which tries to say
everything and says

aspect of the
discussion (1:03:08),

according to (38:40). nothing, mobilized to (1:04:20),
the corpus describe different the term is a bit
processes®. confusing'®
(1:19:40), (1:21:20).
Improvement of
Process, destruction, public services,
expropriation, urban development,
dispossession, borough and
[Urban] change, intervention, urban community
exciting things, conflict, removal, development,
[something] eviction, expulsion, resettlement,
curating the sweeping, moving, intracity
Substitutions neighbourhgod, displacem'ent,. change, | mobility, an attempt
transformation, substitution, to comprehend the
of the term o . .
continuing growth valuation, city, changes,
of the city, process, experiences, substitution,
shifts, strange verticalisation, urban renovation,
tensions, indirect structuring, structural changes,
displacement. financialisation, economic
capitalisation, mechanisms,
hipsterisation pushing out,
(ironically)™. fascism, Social

Darwinism'2.

7 Here, and further on, the time in the video is marked.

8 In Portuguese: “um termo super complicado

” o«

, “um conceito polissémico

”

, “assim que tenta dizer

tudo e nao diz nada, muito mobilizado para descrever os mais diferentes processos” (3:20).
° In Russian: ““MMIopTHOE CJI0BO”.
1% In Russian: “3TOT TepMHMH HEMHOT'O IyTaeT BCE”, “myTaeT Jomaei”.
"' In Portuguese: “processo”, “destruicdo” (1:22:20), (1:20:10), (3:20), “expropriacdo” (15:05),
(1:22:45), “despossessao” (1:55), “intervencao” (42:25), (53:00), (48:58), “conflito urbano”
(48:58), (54:07), “remocao”, “despejo”, “expulsdo”, “varricdo” (31:28), (48:58), “deslocamento”
(41:50), “mudanca” (3:40), (48:58), “substituicdo” (3:20), (48:58), “valorizacao” (26:30), (24:20),
(17:56), (34:15), “experiéncias” (48:58), “verticalizacdo” (35:05), (36:20), “estruturacido urbana”
(1:10:20), “financeirizacdo” (24:25), (37:05), “capitalizacao” (26:30) “hipsterizacao” (50:30).

12 1n Russian: “6iaroycrpoiictso” (1:00), “obycrpoiicteo” (1:19:40), “paseutue roponos” (5:00),
(1:24:40), “pa3BuTHe patioHa u coobirectBa” (1:35:42), “nepecenienue” (6:25); “nepemerneHue”
(8:15), “puyTrpuropopckas mobwmybHOCTE” (14:40); “mombiTka ocmbicsuTh Topox” (18:20),
“usmenenusn” (18:30), “zamemenue” (23:05), “penHoBanusa”’ (39:28), (1:00:45), (1:04:20),
(1:07:35), (1:28:22), “ctpykrypHble usmeHenusa” (1:04:20), “SKOHOMHYECKNE MeEXaHU3MBI’
(1:50:05), “BuiTecHenue” (1:20:00), “dammzm”, “coruan-gapsunusm” (25:40).
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As for the cities under analysis, the frequency of the term ‘gentrification’ is about
the same. In the Russian corpus, it is noticeable that the term is more often used
generically, referring to Europe or North American cities, not Moscow. The
reasons for avoiding the term are explained as follows. In the British corpus, the
term ‘gentrification’ is qualified as ‘odd’ and ‘dirty’. In Portuguese, the term is
qualified as ‘complicated’ and ‘polysemic’, it is not clearly linked to a specific
process and is not well explained. For the Russian corpus, the term is ‘confusing’,
‘imported’ and marks the social-political aspect of the discussion, which some
interlocutors would like to avoid.

When looking for a substitute, the most popular word in English is — ‘[urban]
change’ (used 9 times). For example,

“and those changes are bringing with them some significant opportunities”
(5:06);

“when the area gets, it’s an odd word, gentrified... but changes. And it’s
about embracing change. We all have to work with change” (17:27).

The changes are called exciting (17:27), they are bringing with them “significant
opportunities” (5:06), “extraordinary opportunities” and “incredible energy”
(11:23), which shows a more positive attitude to these changes. At the same
time, the urban change brings challenges, danger and threats:

“are we in danger of losing the creative class that we have here?” (2:59);
“but the common threat, that runs through these changes, is the rising of
values'?, the cost of living, the cost of space” (5:06).

Overall, in English a variety of characteristics of gentrification can be observed:
from

e positive — ‘exciting things’ (“lots of exciting things are going on in
Hackney and in East London over the last 20 years”) (14:15) and
describing it as ‘an economic resource’, ‘an economic asset’ (20:23),
process of ‘curating the neighbourhood’ (20:23) to

e neutral ‘transformation’ (30:40), ‘continuing growth of the city’ (2:59),
‘process’ and ‘shifts’ (38:40).

e and negative, when gentrification is described as “strange tensions”
(14:15) and “indirect displacement” “even if there isn’t the
displacement. Ultimately gentrification is about people being pushed out
of the place. Even if there is no direct displacement, ultimately it is kind
of indirect” (40:50).

From Table 1 one can see that the only match for the three languages to
substitute ‘gentrification’ is the word ‘change’. The word ‘process’ is used in
English and Portuguese, while in Russian gentrification is described as a
tendency. In the British corpus under study gentrification is mostly presented as
a positive process, although some dark sides of it are mentioned.

13 It implies an increase in the cost of living in the studied corpus.
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In Portuguese, the same as in the British corpus, the most common word to
describe gentrification is ‘process’ (processo, 22 occurrences):

“different processes that are taking place there”** (1:55);
“it is a process [...], which is this substitution of groups, in general, popular
groups by high-income groups”* (3:20).

In the Brazilian material, we hardly find a positive description of this process,
gentrification is marked as ‘destruction’ (destrui¢cdo), ‘expropriation’
(expropriacdo) and ‘intervention’ (intervencdo) among the others. The threat to
the local traditions and ways of life is emphasized. Gentrification in Brazil is
shown as a process of shaping the territory and people’s lives to fit a certain
standard (padrdo), model (modeldo) —

“a model, kind of standard, which acts on the territories”;

“culturally, economically, politically reducing all the diversity that is there,
all forms of life, trying to fit into this single model” (1:55);

“forms of housing are reduced to the single standard”*¢ (3:20).

This standard is pictured as though it was brought on purpose, planned as a
project —

“big urban projects” (1:55), (3:20), (37:40), (41:50);
“a project of major interventions on the territory” (37:40)".

These preplanned projects, according to the Brazilian corpus, can come from
abroad -

“[urban projects] that travel around the world and are brought over the
territories”'® (2:45);
“too many gringoes arriving”*° (48:58),

or can be implemented by the local government whose interests, according to
the corpus, overlap with the market —

*In Portuguese: “vérios processos que estio se dando ali”.

> In Portuguese: “é um processo [...], que é essa substituicio dos grupos, no geral, grupos
populares por grupos de alta renda”.

!¢ In Portuguese: “um modelo, meio padrdozio, que atua sobre os territérios”, “culturalmente,
economicamente, politicamente, reduzindo toda a diversidade que esta ali, todas as formas de
vida, tentando enquadrar neste modelo tnico’; ‘formas de moradia sdo reduzidas ao padrao
anico”.

7 In Portuguese: “grandes projetos urbanos”; “um projeto de grandes intervencdes sobre o
territério”.

'8 In Portuguese: “que fica[m] ai viajando pelo mundo e vdo aportando nos territérios”.

!9 In Portuguese: “chegada muito grande de gringo”. The word ‘gringo’ in Portuguese is used for
foreigners, initially North Americans, mostly white, not from Latin American countries. It usually
marks a certain type of behaviour, different to the locals. Meaning an ‘alien’, but not obligatory
with negative connotation (my explanation).
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“projects, that are encouraged, promoted by the public authorities in
partnership with the market. Sometimes it can be just one thing, right?
Public power and market”?® (3:20).

It is not very clear from the corpus, who this “local government” is. Is it the
Brazilian government? The government of the state of Sdo Paulo? The city of Sdo
Paulo? Or a particular neighbourhood? However, it is in this vagueness that the
rhetorical effect of the statement is hidden. The vagueness of the definition of
‘gentrification’ overlaps with the vagueness of the description of the ‘local
authorities’. Since the level of corruption in the country is high, this rhetorical
expedient allows the speaker to capture the attention of the listener who is likely
to agree with him, without going into details. The Brazilian listener can easily
imagine any Brazilian ‘local authorities’ accepting their possible corruption, their
possible economical interest in gentrification.

When referring to Brazil, two different internal powers are mentioned by the
speakers regarding the urban life and changes: the Brazilian state and hidden
‘unofficial powers’ within the ‘informal territories’ (terra informal), again without
explanation, who are they? The logical way will probably be to imagine some
criminal structures behind these unofficial powers. But, according to the
interlocutor, these are (without explanation again) the financial market and
capital:

“Here in Brazil, if we go to a football match, we will buy a ham sandwich
and beer with a credit card, right? [...] market mechanisms are very cruel
to see, as even the spheres where the state didn’t manage to reach, the
financial capital arrived and is appropriating part of the income of these
street vendors”?' (29:14).

The speaker accuses the banks and capitalism in general of interfering in the
lives of poor Brazilians and street vendors, and of appropriating part of their
profits. But at the same time, the state does not give them any rights or security.
They are talking about the poorest social strata of Brazil, where people and their
homes are often not even registered (according to the Brazilian corpus). The
interlocutor clearly sees a parallel between this intervention and gentrification
and tries to show it to his listeners. Words from the economic sphere are used to
replace the word ‘gentrification” ‘valuation’ (valorizag¢do), ‘financialisation’
(financeirizagdo) and ‘capitalisation’ (capitaliza¢do). The word ‘capitalisation’ has
a more negative connotation, when combined with the word ‘regime’: “a
capitalisation regime” (um regime da capitaliza¢do) (26:30). Brazil is shown as a
phenomenon bigger than just the ‘state’ of Brazil, where different powers and
interests meet in the area of urban planning and change. However, this part of
the reflection is filled with rhetorical manipulation and inaccuracies.

%% In Portuguese: “projetos que sdo incentivados, sdo promovidos pelo poder ptiblico em parceria
com mercado. As vezes pode ser uma coisa s6, né? Poder publico e mercado”.

% In Portuguese: “aqui no Brasil, se a gente for num jogo de futebol, a gente vai comprar um
lanche de pernil e cerveja com cartdo de crédito, né? [...] mecanismos de mercado é muito cruel
ver, como até as esferas, onde estado ndo conseguiu chegar, o capital financeiro chegou e esta se
apropriando uma parte da renda desses ambulantes”.
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In the Russian corpus gentrification has a variety of substitutes:

e from positive - ‘improvement of public services’ and ‘urban
development’

e to strictly negative — ‘fascism’ and ‘Social Darwinism’.

Russian speakers in the studied material confirm the fact that the word
‘gentrification’ is new to them, one of the interlocutors makes a mistake calling
the process ‘gentriisation’ instead of gentrification (dacenmpuuzayua (1:17:35),
he repeats it several times and the others don’t correct him. Another speaker
later says:

“I always thought. Well, always... About three, probably, five years ago,
when I heard this term, read about it, and understood what it was”??
(1:40:55).

The range of substitutions from Table 1 depicts the discrepancy in understanding
the term by Russian speakers. Plus, the corpus has a couple of categorical
statements about the existence of urbanism as a science:

“I want to say right away that there is no scientific urbanism”* (5:00);
“I would like to start speaking with the concept of gentrification, which, in
principle, does not exist as a concept” (5:45).

In comparison, in both the British and the Brazilian corpus there is no denial of
the existence of gentrification as a term and urbanism as a science. The Russian
discourse looks more categorical in general in comparison to the British and the
Brazilian ones. Some researchers consider this feature (kameeopuurocmp) typical
of the Russian rhetorics (Kolesov 2006), while for the British and the Brazilian
discourses it can be perceived as being not polite.

In Russian, gentrification was described as ‘tendency’ (mendeHyus), ‘subject’
(mema) (1:04:20) ‘concept’ (koHyenyus), ‘phenomenon’ (asseHue), ‘situation’
(cumyayusa) (1:17:35), ‘process’ (npoyecc, 20 occurrences) and a “part of our
public policy” (uacmv Hawetll eocyoapcmgenHotli nostumuku) (1:30:30). The
speakers discuss the possibility of applying the term to the processes taking place
in Moscow: the resettlement of communal flats (paccesienue kommyHaok) and
infill (ynstomHumessHaa (moueunasn) 3acmpotika). The discussion spins around
different understandings of gentrification as a natural or an artificial process. In
the Russian corpus gentrification is mostly seen as a natural process for Western
cities (4:07), (25:52), (58:58), (1:07:35), and as an artificial process, forced by
the government or businesses, for Moscow (5:00), (6:25), (18:20), (23:43),
(1:03:08). Hence the different evaluation: natural processes in urban life are
considered positive (8:15), (39:28), (58:58), (1:04:20) and artificial ones —
negative (14:40), (37:15), (58:30), (1:00:45), (1:15:15), (1:16:13), (1:17:35).

% In Russian: “a scerma ayman. Hy, kak Bcerma? I'oma Tpu, HaBepHO, IATh Hasal, KOraa s
yCJIBIIajl 3TOT TEPMUH, IIPOYeJ 1 MOHL, YTO 3TO Takoe”.

% In Russian: “s cpasy xo4y cKasaTbh, YTO HUKAKOr0 Hay4HOro ypOGaHusMa HeTy .

# In Russian: “ropoputrb s Obl XOTeJ HayaTh C KOHIENLUY HKEHTpUUKAIUK, KOTOPOH B
MPUHITUIE KaK KOHIIENINU He CyllecTByeT .
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The conclusion of the discussion was that some unpleasant processes should be
accepted in case they are inevitable: “We should work on it [...] We should work
on it as with a phenomenon, as with a problem [...] Therefore, I believe that
gentrification alone is not a problem”* (58:58).

Gentrification in the corpus under study is understood as a word from
different fields:

Table 2. Areas of human life and knowledge to which gentrification relates.

Gentrification is related to:

property market (38:50), (20:23), British class system

British corpus (38:40). It is about property and neighbourhood.

neo-liberalism (51:40), urban liberal agenda (1:06:40),
Bragzilian corpus urban politics (31:28) and capitalism in general (29:11),
(24:20). It is about ‘territory’ (territério) and ‘land’ (terra).

exclusively to business (1:00:45), architectural studies and
design (1:41:55), neo-liberalism (51:40), economic

Russian corpus mechanism (1:50:05), is a socio-political term (1:03:08), is
more a “political term, rather than a scientific one”* (5:45).
It is about housing (xusbé) and flats (kBapTupsr).

From Table 2, we can see that the phenomenon of gentrification is not only
understood in different ways in the British, the Brazilian, and the Russian corpus,
but also refers to different spheres of human life. The British corpus shows a
more traditional understanding of the term, it is related to the British class
system and local property market. Both the Brazilian and the Russian corpora
relate gentrification to a neo-liberal agenda and see it as a socio-political term.
In Brazil gentrification is related to territory and land, while in Russia (in
Moscow) it is related to housing and flats.

When speaking about London, Sao Paulo and Moscow, the interlocutors
showed different attitudes to the concept of ‘community’, a central concept of
gentrification. As well as a different understanding of who are the ‘winners’ and
the ‘victims’ of gentrification.

2. The concept of ‘community’: collectiveness vs ghettoization

One of the concepts connected to gentrification is the concept of ‘community’.
In the British corpus, ‘community’ (28 occurrences) is related to the concept of
‘neighbourhood’ and is positively evaluated. As in the examples:

% In Russian: “c 3TuM Hago paborats. [...] Hago paGoTaTh Kak ¢ sSBJIEHHEM, KaK C MPOGJIeMON
[...] Ho nenath 3T0 Hano. [...] [loaToMy s cumTarm, YTO OT/IEJIbHO B3ATas JKeHTpUpUKanua He
ABJisieTcst Oemoin”.

% In Russian: “3T0O MOJUTUYECKUNA TEPMUH, 60JIe€ YeM HAYYHbINA”.
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“Where those residents can connect with the new economy, the new job
opportunities. And those relationships have been built between entrepreneur
and resident [...] positive relationship [...] far more collaborative [...] more
about exchange of opportunity going on to everybody’s advantage” (22:17);
“The survey that comes back this year is that 90% of residents of Hackney
feel that everybody in Hackney gets along extremely well. That is not a
figure, that is reflected in other East London boroughs” (45:50).

‘Community’, the concept that ‘unites people’, is considered positive in the
British corpus.

In the Brazilian corpus, specific words are used to describe the types of local
communities, such as ‘favela’ and ‘quilombola’®®. Plus — ‘casta’ in connection
with local Indian communities:

“In the case of the Indians, these are the lower castes that are also
exploited”?® (1:01:43).

Brazilians don’t evaluate the concept of ‘community’ (comunidade), it is used in
a neutral way in the studied material. In Portuguese the general tendency is to
substitute the word ‘favela’ with ‘comunidade’, which is considered more neutral
(my observation). In the studied corpus, a slightly positive evaluation of any type
of collectiveness (coletividade) and collaboration can be noted:

“The most important resistance is the collective one”*® (1:24:10).

But this collaboration does not really exist in Brazil, it stays on a hypothetical
level for the speakers:

“The public and urban space should be the space of coexistence, it should
be a space where bonds are created, and this would even reduce the violence
[...] but what we see in Brazil is the opposite”! (1:02:50).

An absolutely different attitude to the concept ‘community’ (coobuecmao)
can be observed in the Russian corpus. One of the professionals starts the
discussion in the following way:

* Favela, also spelled favella, in Brazil, a slum or shanty town located within or on the outskirts
of the country’s large cities, especially Rio de Janeiro and Sao Paulo. A favela typically comes
into being when squatters occupy vacant land at the edge of a city and construct shanties of
salvaged or stolen materials,

Encyclopedia Britannica: https://www.britannica.com/topic/favela (accessed on 20.3.23).

% Quilombo, also called mocambo, in colonial Brazil, a community organized by fugitive slaves.
Quilombos were located in inaccessible areas and usually consisted of fewer than 100 people
who survived by farming and raiding,

Encyclopedia Britannica: https://www.britannica.com/topic/quilombo (accessed on 20.3.23).
» In Portuguese: “no caso dos indios sio as castas inferiores que também sdo exploradas”.

*In Portuguese: “a resisténcia mais importante é a coletiva”.

31 In Portuguese: “o espaco publico e urbano deveria ser o espago de convivéncia, deveria ser um
espaco onde se criam lacos e isso inclusive reduziria violéncia [...] mas o que a gente vé no Brasil
é o contrério”.
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“Why I, in fact, do not like being called an urbanist and do not consider
myself an urbanist? Because urbanists are very positive about communities.
There is such a myth that if community has been formed, this is very good.
And for the city, and for the environment, and for everything. Actually, this
is not true™? (8:49).

Further on, he, followed by other speakers, develops the criticism of dense
intergenerational communities (rutommHsie MedcnokosieHueckue coobwecmaa),
explaining why they are dangerous for the positive development of the city. The
idea of separation and segregation comes forward in these explanations,
communities are seen as closed and rigid groups of people, who do not want to
accept newcomers. When describing communities in Moscow, the speakers use
the words ‘enclave’ (anxtag) and ‘ghetto’ (cemmo). The process of creating
communities — ghettos — 1is called ‘ghettoisation’ (eemmouzayus) and
‘fragmentation’ (¢ppaemenmayua) of society. All these examples have a strong
negative connotation in Russian corpus:

“And the center of Moscow may eventually turn into a network of disparate
ghettos: ghetto for the rich, ghetto for the poor, ghetto for locals, ghetto for
those who come from outside the third transport ring”* (14:40).

The only positive description of the ‘community’ in the Russian corpus is related
to the experience of one interlocutor’s grandmother who used to live in a
communal flat** in Soviet times:

“She didn’t want to leave the communal flat. She felt well there, including
because it had a cozy environment”® (1:25:37).

In the example cited nostalgia for the good old days can be observed, when both
society and communities were, according to the speaker, better and friendlier.

Below I would like to show how differently the ‘winners’ and the ‘victims’ of
gentrification are described in the studied material.

32 In Russian: “TloueMy 51, COGCTBEHHO I'OBOPA, He JIIOOJII0, KOT[a MEHS HAa3bIBAT ypOAHNUCTOM, 1
He cuuTaw cebsa ypbOanucrom? IloToMy 4YTO ypOaHHCTBI OY€Hb MO3UTUBHO OTHOCATCA K
coobiectBaM. EcTh Takoi Mu@, 4To, ecsi 06pa3oBasioch cO0bIeCTBO, TO 3TO O4YeHb Xopoiro. 1
JULA TOpofa, U UIA cpejibl, ¥ AJiA Bcero. Ha camoM jiesie 3TO He COBCeM Tak”.

% In Russian: “U 1eHTp MOCKBBI B KOHEYHOM UTOT€ MOXET IIPEBPATUTHCA B CETh PA3PO3HEHHBIX
TeTTO: TeTTO JJisi OOraThiX, TeTTO AJist O€qHBIX, TETTO JIJIA MECTHBIX, T€TTO JJIA TEX, KTO MPUE3KAET
U3 IpelesioB TPETHETO TPAHCIOPTHOI'O KOJIBLA, YTOOBI HPOBECTH BpPEMs, U UM MO3BOJIEHO
pa3BJIeKaThCsl HA OHOU TeppUTOPUN”.

3 A communal flat or kommunalka appeared in the Soviet Union following the Russian
revolution. They emerged as a response to the housing crisis in urban areas and were a product
of the ‘new collective vision of the future’. They were typically shared between two to seven
families. Each family had its own room, which served as a living room, dining room, and
bedroom for the entire family. The hallways, kitchen, bathroom and telephone were shared
among all the residents. The communal flats were the predominant form of housing in the USSR
for generations, and still exist,

https://www.definitions.net/definition/communal + apartment (accessed on 3.5.23).

% In Russian: “oHa He pBajiach ye3xaTh U3 3TO KOMMYyHa/IKU. Efi TaM GbLJIO OYeHb XOPOIIO, B
TOM YMCJIe TIOTOMY TO Tam ObLJIa YIOTHas cpefia’.
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3. The ‘winners’ and the ‘victims’ of gentrification

As gentrification is considered to be both a socio-political and economical
process for all three cities, there are groups of people who benefit from it, and
groups of people who are considered victims. Interestingly they are described in

different ways.

Table 3. Winners and victims of gentrification.

British corpus

Brazilian corpus

Russian corpus

Winners

Communities High income groups, | Wealthier people, people with
(11:23), government, market, | higher income, young, rich, and
neighbourhood | global financial successful, socially more active,
(20:23), people system, liberal and financially wealthier people,
involved in authoritarianism, wealthy people, prosperous
property market | institutional people, me (depending on the
(38:40). investors, investment | context), asocial elements

funds, pension funds, | (depending on the context), low-

powerful builders or
developers, upper

income segments of the
population (depending on the

middle class, higher | context, as they can move to new
class, higher income | houses), business, upper stratum
people, higher [of society], marginal stratum [of

purchasing power
class, state itself,
foreigners, start-ups,
and advertising
creative economy*.

society] (depending on the
context, when elites are
considered marginals), marginal
elements [of society], jet set™,
children of our officials, who
stole a lot, and of businessmen,
affiliated with them, parents of
jet set, completely maddened by
stolen money, snobs, drunk,
stoned people under drugs,
marginals, a bit crazy people in
power, creative intelligentsia®,
hipsters, nouveau riche, our new
Putin’s nobility (with irony), old
historical quarters (in case they
are taken care of)*.

% In Portuguese: grupos de alta renda, poder ptiblico, mercado (3:20), (53:00), o sistema financeiro global
(17:56), autoritarismo liberal (22:10), investidores institucionais, fundos de investimentos, fundos de pensdo
(24:20), construtoras ou incorporadoras poderosas, classe média alta (47:00), pessoas de classe mais alta,
de maior renda, classe de maior poder aquisitivo, proprio estado, gringo (see footnote 19) (48:58),
economia criativa de publicitdrio (1:08:50).

% Literally ‘golden youth’, comes from French ‘jeunesse dorée’, meaning spoiled, jaded, fast-paced
youth from wealthy families,

https://dic.academic.ru/dic.nsf/dic_wingwords/960/3oo0tas (accessed on 21.3.23).

% ‘Intelligentsia’ usually is not translated from Russian. These are educated people in a society,
especially those interested in the arts and in politics,
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/intelligentsia (accessed on 21.3.23).

% In Russian: Gosee obecneuyeHHble moau (1:50), oau ¢ Gosiee BBICOKMM mocTaTKoM (5:45),
MoJiofjple, OoraTele u ycremHble (3:22), couuajbHO Oojiee aKTHMBHBIM U (UHAHCOBO Oosiee
cocrositesibHble Jou (23:05), GoraTteie smoau (36:40), (1:35:00), (1:40:11), mpeycrnesarorire
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People in general | People in general, Retired people (used 6 times),
(40:50), (30:40), | workers, diversity, grandmothers, my grandmother,
diversity (33:03), | low-income groups, people in general, people with
creativity (33:03) | ways of life, types of | income below average, people

and creative housing, affective with medium and low income,

class (2:59), memories, people who rent flats, people

(1:08). neighbourhood who pay rent, less wealthy
relations, sociability, | people, poor people, poor,
jobs, small street rogues*, bad looking poor retired
vendors, people who | people with wrinkled skin, socio-
perform manual economically disadvantaged
labor, stories, population or groups of
architectural population or stratum of
heritage, historical population, small businesses, city
heritage, families, authorities, population in

Victims production of goods, | general, asocial element, people

people, who didn’t with a level of income below the
fulfill our social minimum for the center [of

function, black, low | Moscow], people with declining
income black, small | income, low-income and socially

creative ventures, vulnerable groups, me

craftsmen, (depending on the context), my
environmental neighbors, mother of three, music
perimeters* and teacher, family with very modest
culture in general income, elite, the future elite of
(1:22:45). the country, normal human

environment, intellectual, social,
vast majority of people who are
essentially normal, people who
live in housing, intelligentsia*?,
that lived in the city center,
historical center of Moscow,

(1:35:42), s1 (39:28), acoruaibHble 3j1eMeHTHI (39:28), MajtoobeciedeHHbIe ¢Jior HaceyieHus (39:28),
ouznec (1:00:45), Beicmiasg mnpocsoiika (1:13:27), wapruHaspHas npocyovika (1:13:27),
MapruHasbHble 3jieMeHThl (1:48:10), 3osotas mMostoméxhb (1:15:15), (1:16:13), metu Hammx
YMHOBHUKOB, MHOIO YKpaBIINX, ad@uiupoBaHHBIX ¢ HUMM OuzHecMeHOB (1:15:15), poautenu
30JI0TOM MOJIO/IEXH, COBEPIIIEHHO 00e3yMeBIire OT YKpajieHHbIX feHer (1:16:13), cHoOs! (1:15:15),
MbsiHble, OOKypeHHBle, oOkojioThie Jmoau (1:15:15), maprunaner (1:17:35), HEMHOXKO yxe
cBUxHyBIMecs Jinogu y Biactu (1:17:35), TBopueckas uHTesumreHuus (1:19:40), xumncrepbl
(1:40:55), nHoBopummm (1:48:10), Hame HOBOe myTUHCKOe MBOpsHCTBO (1:51:50), crapeie
ncropuveckuie kBaprassl (58:58).

0 In Portuguese: pessoas (7:30), (31:28), (33:30), (35:54), (41:50), (1:20:10), gente (35:30), (40:50),
trabalhadores (34:15), diversidade (1:55), grupos populares (3:20), (48:58), formas de vida (3:20),
(44:20), formas de moradia (3:20), memoérias afetivas (7:30), (1:20:10), relacdes de vizinhanca,
sociabilidade (7:30), trabalhos (7:30), (40:50), pequenos ambulantes (15:05), cameldes (40:50),
populacdo da mao de obra (15:05), histérias (35:30), (1:20:10), patriménio arquiteténico (35:30),
patriménios histéricos (1:20:10), familias, producido de bens, pessoa, que ndo cumpria com nossa
funcdo social da propriedade (40:50), negros, negros de baixa renda (54:07), pequenos
empreendimentos criativos (1:07:00), artesdo (1:08:50), perimetros ambientais (1:20:10).

“!In Russian, two words are commonly used for ‘poor’ people: ‘Gemupiir’ and ‘Humuir’, which means
‘extremely poor’. The word ‘aumebpon’ has a strong humiliating meaning, it unites two words
‘aumuit’ and ‘Opogsra’ (vagabond), meaning a person who is unable to secure a certain level of well-
being plus has a limited state of mind and destructive beliefs. For more information see Babenko,
Likhina (2019).

2 See footnote 38.
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Moscow, Moscow of the future,
historical buildings, aura, with its
Moscow courtyards and history,
borough, Hispanics, blacks*? from
areas of, say, New York, scientific
institutions, science, industry,
intellectual elite**.

From Table 3 we can see how different the lists of ‘winners’ and ‘victims’ of
gentrification for the British, the Brazilian, and the Russian corpus are. The
Brazilian and the Russian lists are also longer and more diverse. The list of
‘winners’ does not have any 100% match, while the universal ‘victim’ in the three
parts of the corpus is identified as ‘people in general’.

Interestingly, the British do not divide the winners and victims of
gentrification along the lines of ‘rich’ and ‘poor’, they avoid this division. But it
can be seen in the Brazilian and the Russian material. The British are careful not
to name those who have benefited from gentrification. They ask the question but
do not provide a clear answer:

“Hoxton has undergone absolutely dramatic gentrification since the early
1990s. And that has had winners and losers, and I think we need to sort of
do an assessment of who’s benefitted from this” (38:40).

Brazilian ‘winners’ in the studied corpus are more global, some of them are
foreigners and come from abroad. This is not shown in the British and the
Russian corpus. Brazilians think that families and human relations are affected
by gentrification in a negative way. They mark ‘diversity’ as a ‘victim’, the same
as in British corpus. Traditional local jobs, affected by gentrification, are in a
central position for Brazil, the whole discussion is dedicated to them:

3 This word doesn’t exist. The existing words are ‘Herpsr’, ‘UepHOKOXHE’ Or ‘appoaMepUKaHIIbI .
4 In Russian: neHcuoHepbl, 6a0ymky, Mos 6abylluKa, JIOAU, JIOAU C JOXOAOM HUXE CPEIHEro
(1:00), smronu, y KOTOPBIX cpeqHUM W HuM3KUM AoctraTtok (1:00), yroam, KOTOpble CHUMAIOT
KBapTuphl (6:25), 0au, KOTOPHIE IJIaTAT apeHHy!o I1aTy (6:25), MeHee cOCTOATeIbHbIe JII0AU
(23:05), 6enunie (58:58), (1:19:40), (1:40:11), (1:46:30), manoumytiue (1:19:40), HumEeOpoOIbI
(1:15:15), myoxo BHITJIAAANIME, HeOoraTele MEHCUOHEPH C MOPIUHUCTON Koxein (3:22),
COITMAJIbHO-9KOHOMMYECKU HeoOecreuyeHHOe HaceJIeHUe/TPYIIbl HaceJeHUs/CJIoNn HaceeHus
(4:07), (6:25), (23:05), (1:46:30), mansiii 6usHec (6:25), ropojickue Biactu (18:20), HaceseHue
(18:20), acoumanpHeiil 3semeHT (1:03:08), oM ¢ YPOBHEM JOCTaTKa HUXKE MPOXUTOYHOTO
ycJioBHOTO MuHUMYyMaA Ui neHTpa (1:03:08), oy, y KOTOPBIX cHipkaeTcs foxon (1:19:40),
MaJjioobecrieyeHHbIE U COITMAJIbHO HesanumeHHble cjou (1:09:07), a (1:16:13), mou cocegu
(1:16:13), maTtp Tpoux meteii (1:16:13), mpenomaBatesb My3biku (1:16:13), cembsi ¢ OYeHb
CKPOMHEIM focTaTtkoM (1:16:13), snuta, Oyaymasn sauta crpaHsl (1:16:13), HopMasibHasA cpeda
yeJioBevecKas, UHTeJUJIeKTyaibHas, coruasbHasn (1:16:13), abcosoTHOe GOJIBIIMHCTBO JTIOENN,
KOTOpBIE 10 CYyTU CBoell HopMmasibHble (1:17:35), somu, KoTopbie XKUBYT B xkuibe (1:24:40),
UHTEeJUTUTeHIUA, KOoTopas Xwujia B IeHTpe ropoma (1:25:37), ucrtopuveckuil 1ieHTP MOCKBHI
(1:35:00), MockBa u Mocksa 6yxayuiero (58:20), ucropuveckas 3actporika (1:35:00), aypa, c ee
MOCKOBCKMMU JiBopukamu u wuctopuein (1:35:00), paiion (1:35:42), jaTMHOAMePUKAHIIBI,
HETpUTsHE U3 PalioHOB, MpesnoJioxuM, Heio-Mopka (1:46:30), HayuHble 3aBefenus (1:46:51),
Hayka (1:46:51), npomsiisieHHOCTD (1:46:51), uHTessekTyaibpHas sauTa (1:48:10).

https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1974-4382,/19270


https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1974-4382/19270

A76 GLUSHKOVA

“I am very happy with the title of the discussion because it is ‘Gentrification
versus informal work’. And actually, gentrification is the informal work.
Because these processes are completely linked”* (8:42).

In the British corpus creative class and economy are marked as ‘victims’ and in
the Brazilian one as ‘winners. Similar mismatch happens to ‘neighbourhood’ and
‘neighbourhood relations in the British corpus neighbourhoods ‘win’ from
gentrification, in the Brazilian one - they are ‘victims’.

Russians from the studied material see the ‘winners’ of gentrification to be
based inside their country and inside Moscow. These are mostly local elites who
are described in a very negative way and are even called with irony “new Putin’s
nobility” (1:51:50). Rich newcomers are described as ‘marginals’. A couple of
surprising examples can be observed. Only in the Russian corpus are ‘city
authorities’ marked as possible ‘victims’ of gentrification, not ‘winners’
(depending on the context, as they can lose the trust of the population as a result
of gentrification). Polar understanding of who are the real elites of the country
can be seen. The elites are marked as snobs and jet set, completely ‘maddened
by stolen money’ (they are ‘winners’), but real and ‘true’ elites of the country are
‘victims’. These true elites are described as talented and educated children, who
suffered from gentrification and had to leave.

‘Retired people’ (nencuoHepst, 6 occurrences) and ‘grandmothers’ (6abywxu)
— were the most common examples of ‘victims’ in the Russian corpus. Retired
people in Russia are regarded as a vulnerable group and generally people in
need. This was the unfortunate result of the economic shocks that the country
went through over the past decades. Twice an example with ‘my grandmother’
(mos 6abywka) was used and a couple of personal stories about gentrification
were shared (1:25:37), (1:50:05). Gentrification in Russian material, is affecting
‘normality’, ‘normal’ people, and relations, bringing a new and threatening
people and reality, according to the speakers.

The race aspect in the British corpus is not touched, while it is discussed in
the Brazilian corpus and mentioned in the Russian one, but as an example of
gentrification in New York (1:46:30) and racial segregation in Santo Domingo
(Dominican Republic) and South Africa (55:00 — 55:05), not Moscow. The race
aspect of gentrification in Russia is not discussed in the corpus under analysis.

Conclusions

The phenomenon of gentrification has been a source of animated discussions in
the urbanistic community for decades. Even experts still cannot agree on whether
gentrification is happening globally, or if it is a phenomenon exclusively present
in the Western world? What to say about the general public? A comparative
discourse analysis of discussions around gentrification in London, Sao Paulo and
Moscow has shown that professionals from these cities clearly see similarities

* In Portuguese: “com titulo da mesa eu estou muito feliz porque é ‘Gentrificagio versus trabalho
informal’ e na verdade a gentrificacdo é trabalho informal. Porque esses processos sio
completamente casados”.
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between what is going on right now around them, and the phenomenon of
gentrification, initially described in the UK. Brazilians speak about the
transformation of Luz, Berrini and so called Cracolandia areas, the program ‘My
house, my life’ (Minha casa minha vida) and the construction of Olympic sport
facilities in Rio de Janeiro. Russians in the studied corpus speak about
resettlements of communal flats and infill, the improvement of the Patriarch’s
Ponds area, the demolition of the ZIL factory, the programs ‘My street’ (Mos
yiuya) and ‘Renovation’ (PeHogayus) in Moscow.

The main difference in the perception of the term lies in its evaluation and
in the understanding of where it came from. For the British, it is a local term
referring to the British class system and the local property market. For Brazilians
and Russians, it is a foreign and incomprehensible term imposed on them by the
neoliberal agenda. Brazilians perceive gentrification as something unnatural for
Brazilian cities, as a process introduced from outside and destroying the way of
life they are used to. Russians see gentrification as a natural and even positive
process for Western democracies, but not for Moscow. Possible gentrification in
Moscow, as they see it, divides people, destroys human ties, and spoils the unique
atmosphere within the city.

The British avoid the rich/poor division; it is not clear from the British corpus
who benefits from gentrification. Nor does it discuss the race aspect of
gentrification within London. Brazilians and Russians clearly divide the residents
of Sdo Paulo and Moscow into rich and poor, where the rich benefit from
gentrification and the poor are victims. The poor and vulnerable group in Russia
include Russian pensioners, who, as a result of the economic turmoil of recent
decades and the transition from a planned to a market economy, are still
struggling to make ends meet. Even science and scientific institutes, forced to
adapt to the new market economy, are becoming victims of gentrification in
Moscow, according to the corpus. For Brazilians, the main victims of
gentrification are the poorest, inhabitants of favelas and quilombos, Indians and
ethnic minorities. These groups are historically considered vulnerable in Brazil,
given the country's history of colonisation, the slave trade, and patterns of
internal migration of people seeking job opportunities or escaping from hunger
and droughts. In the Russian material ethnic minorities are not mentioned when
speaking about gentrification in Moscow, but they appear when they talk about
New York and the Dominican Republic.

With the help of lexical means of the Portuguese language, a terrible image
of destruction and expropriation is created. Gentrification in Brazil is marked as
‘dispossession’, ‘intervention’ and ‘urban conflict’, in contrast with the neutral
English ‘change’ and positive ‘extraordinary opportunities’. The discussion in
Russian becomes polarized and categorical, especially when it touches the
question of communities inside Moscow. The term ‘community’ is perceived as a
positive one in English, it ‘unites’ people and forms neighborhoods. The same
notion in Russian receives strong criticism: communities are described as closed
and rigid groups of people who do not want to accept newcomers. Dense
intergenerational communities, for Russians, can become a basis for
fragmentation of the society and creation of ghettos. Brazilians, on the contrary,
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use the word ‘community’ in a neutral way and a positive evaluation of any type
of possible collectivity and collaboration in the studied corpus was observed.

The study shows how differently the same phenomenon can be perceived
and interpreted in different societies in a short period of time. A discrepancy in
the language of ‘rich’ and ‘poor’ participants of gentrification was observed. In
the end of the paper, I prefer to mention that the results of this study cannot be
generalized and applied to all Brazilians, Russians or British people. It is one of
the case studies that aims to contribute to the development of comparative
discourse analysis.
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