Displacement and Development: Conceptualizing Gentrification in a Mid-Atlantic City

by Erik Guercio
B.A. in Sociology, May 2005, Richard Stockton College of New Jersey

A Thesis submitted to

The Faculty of
Columbian College of Arts and Sciences
of The George Washington University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of Master of Arts

January 31, 2012

Thesis directed by
Gregory D. Squires
Professor of Sociology and Public Policy & Public Administration

ABSTRACT OF THESIS

Displacement and Development: Conceptualizing Gentrification in a Mid-Atlantic City

This paper explores the impact of gentrification on a community and which group of
people benefits from gentrification. Semi-structured interviews and targeted literature
reviews revealed that gentrification has both positive and negative impacts on a
community. Several specific reasons, gleaned from both the literature and interviews, are
used to explain why and how gentrification impacts people differently and how
gentrification is understood differently by particular groups of people. These findings will
inform and support a final conclusion: gentrification, when its negative impacts are
mitigated through meaningful policy, can be a positive force that is beneficial to the
entire community, not just a select few community members.
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Since Ruth Glass first coined “gentrification” in 1964, there have been a number
of articles, journals, and debates, across the United States and internationally, on whether
gentrification yields a positive or negative effect on the community (Atkinson 2002;
Bourne 1993; Tobin and Anderson 1982). Soon after the term was first coined,
proponents of gentrification already were claiming that it would revitalize cities and its
positive impacts would trickle down to lower income and working class populations
(Altshuler 1969; Smith 1971). However, as time passed and more communities started
gentrifying, others began noticing that (1) the only trickling down that resulted from
gentrification was “in the form of skyrocketing rents, condominium conversions, new
construction, and conversions of buildings” (Newman and Wyly 2005), (2) gentrification
had “overwhelmingly negative effects” on the community (Lee 2008), and (3) a pattern
of racism was associated with gentrification, whereby minorities were adversely affected,
due to being displaced from their homes and communities (Briggs 2005; Atkinson, 2004).
The debates on whether gentrification is “good” or “bad” continues – with policy makers
seeking to resolve the “sharp dividing line between equitable reinvestment in inner city
neighborhoods and polarizing displacement” (Newman and Wyly 2006).
The central purpose of this paper is to address the following research questions:
(1) What impacts does gentrification have on a community? (2) Who is benefiting from
gentrification and why are these people benefiting from gentrification? (3) How can the
negative impacts of gentrification be mitigated through meaningful policy? This paper
aims to address those three questions using an insider’s perspective (i.e., those currently
experiencing gentrification) on how gentrification impacts the community. In-depth semistructured interviews were conducted with 23 residents living in, or displaced from,
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gentrifying communities as well as local business owners. These interviews were
recorded, transcribed, and coded using grounded theories analysis (Glaser and Strauss
1967; Strauss and Corbin 1994). In addition, a thorough review of relevant literature on
gentrification was conducted. Findings from both interviews and literature were used to
identify the positive and negative impacts gentrification has on communities and the
methods available to mitigate these negative impacts.
In general, the findings indicated that residents were well aware of how
gentrification was affecting their community. Many pointed to the fact that gentrification
impacted the community in both positive and negative ways. The negative impacts
gentrification has on the community include the following: displacement, reduction in
affordable housing, harassment and illegal evictions, and community conflict. The
positive impacts gentrification has on the community include the following: decreased
crime, community renewal, increase employment opportunities, and improvements to
schools. The people who benefit most from gentrification are landlords and property
owners and the people who benefit least from gentrification are lower-income families.
When considering the impacts gentrification has on a community, it is important to keep
in mind the differences in who is benefiting from gentrification and why these people are
benefiting from gentrification.
For ease of reading, this paper will be divided into several sections. Section one,
the literature review, will provide an overview of the process and impacts of
gentrification. Section two, theoretical framework, discusses the neo-Marxist approach
that was used to highlight the conflicts between high- and low-income residents. Section
three, data and methodology, will inform the reader of the sampling methods and process
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used to collect the information used for analysis of findings. Section four, analytical
framework, explains how grounded theory was used to analyze interviewees’ responses.
Sections five and six, discuss both the negative and positive impacts of gentrification.
Section seven, impacts of gentrification section summary, is a summary of the findings
from sections five and six. Section eight, mitigating gentrification’s negative impacts,
shows which policies and activists groups can be used to protect at risk populations from
the negative impacts of gentrification and ensure everyone benefits from the positive
impacts of gentrification. Section nine, implications for future research, provides two
options to consider for future research. Section ten, discussion, provides an overview of
all the key findings in the paper and explains how, if gentrification’s negative impacts are
mitigated, making it a positive impact that can be enjoyed by all community members.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Process of Gentrification
Ruth Glass (1964) originally defined gentrification as the “changes that result
when wealthier people acquire or rent property in low income and working class
communities.” What this means, in a practical sense, is that impoverished areas
experience a sudden influx of wealthy residents that change the social and economic
landscape of a community. Social changes include new cultures, races, and ethnicities, as
well as a change in the “character” of the neighborhood (Kennedy and Lenard 2001).
Economic changes include increases in rent, cost of living, and taxes. Gentrifiers often
view themselves not as displacing old neighborhood residents, but as replacing outmoded
institutions and customs that have shackled progress toward creating a better city or
community (Sieber 1987).
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There are a number of reasons why gentrification will occur in a particular area.
An area typically begins to gentrify if some or all of the following factors are met – job
growth has occurred to spur the local economy and interest in property ownership;
housing market dynamics, such as constraints coupled with housing market demands;
preference in urban living; public incentives, for example tax incentives to develop in a
particular neighborhood; and quality of life issues, such as a desire to move closer to
one’s place of employment to avoid traffic congestion (Kennedy and Leonard 2001).
Gentrification usually occurs when new capital and other incentives are provided to
developers, landlords, business owners, and other key stakeholders to “renew” an urban
area under decay or when capital gains can be maximized.
Positive and Negative Impacts of Gentrification
Gentrification has both positive and negative impacts on a community. The
positive impacts of gentrification include: increased property taxes adding to a city’s
revenue (Lee 2008), reduced concentration of poverty, increased property values and
outside interest (Kennedy and Leonard 2001), local service improvements, such as to
schools and policing (Hegin and Gale 1987), new construction and development (Wagner
2008), decreased crime, and community stabilization in the form of reduced vacancy
rates (Atkinson 2002). However, gentrifying communities also suffer from: displacement
of working class, elderly, and minority residents (Newman and Wyly 2005 & 2006; Palen
and London 1984; Atkinson 2002), increased homelessness (Roseburg 2010), community
conflicts between old and new residents (Kennedy and Leonard 2001), illegal harassment
and evictions of residents, sudden increases in property value/rent (Newman and Wyly
2005 & 2006), and undesired social mixing between differing races and class (Lee 2008).
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Displacement is such a pervasive reality in gentrifying communities that residents
often dread complaining about poor housing conditions for fear of being forced out of
their homes. Low-income residents can only live in a gentrifying community for a limited
period of time because the supports for low-income renters are steadily dismantled
(Newman and Wyly 2006). Minorities and working income groups receive the brunt of
the negative impacts of gentrification, while affluent middle-to-upper income groups,
generally whites, receive more of the positive impacts of gentrification (William and
Smith 1968).
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
This study’s theoretical framework is based on a Neo-Marxist political economic
approach. This approach argues that the owning class’ interest to increase their own
personal capital is the driving force behind the process of gentrification. More
specifically, gentrification often serves the owning class in the form of increased capital
and adversely affects the working class and minorities in the form displacement (Smith
1979 & 1982). As shown by Lee (2008:2449) “the gentrification literature tells
us…gentrification is part of an aggressive, revanchist ideology designed to retake the
inner city for the middle classes.”

A neo-Marxist analytical framework will help

researchers better understand, and study, gentrification by highlighting how capital is the
driving force of gentrification.
Based on a review of the literature, it was discovered that (1) gentrification has
been actively planned to increase the capital of the owning class, (2) working class and
minority residents receive the brunt of gentrification’s negative impacts, and (3)
gentrified commercial and housing development cater to the owning class. These three
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discoveries reveal how gentrification has been planned to increase the owning class
personal capital, at the cost of lower-income residents and minorities, creating conflicts
between displaced residents and those who replace them; making a neo-Marxist approach
ideal for understanding gentrification.
Gentrification’s Process Has Been Actively Planned
The process of displacing lower income residents is important to the owning class
because it allows them to sell or rent property at a much higher price. As described by
London and Palen (1984), American gentrification has been...
[A]ctively planned…the implication is that powerful interest groups
follow a policy of neglect of the inner city until such a time as they
become aware that policy changes could yield tremendous benefits. Then,
policies change accordingly, with little regard for those powerless innercity residents who will be displaced from their homes. All this is
legitimated by references to public interest and predictions of the end of
the urban crisis (p. 17-18).
Most people, not just policy makers, are often well aware of which neighborhoods are in
dire need of revitalization. Many neighborhoods in the city researchers studied often
suffer from urban blight for years, possibly even decades, before any efforts are made to
improve the area by developers and city officials. This process makes particular
neighborhoods so blighted that property is easily obtained for a very low price. Then,
when developers and city officials feel they can maximize their profits, they suddenly
show an interest in improving a particular area. Essentially, this allows upper-income
property owners to buy cheap and sell high.
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Gentrification’s Negative Impacts Unevenly Affect the Working Class and
Minorities
As discussed by Rowland Atkinson (2002:9) “gentrification related displacement
has been shown to affect poor white and non-white households (to a lesser extent), the
elderly, female headed households and blue collar/working class occupational
groupings.” Furthermore, gentrification illustrates capital expansion and reclamation of
the inner-city and marginal business areas that are in the neighborhoods of the working
class and minorities (Zukin 1987). Gentrifiers often target working class and minority
neighborhoods, causing community conflicts between gentrifiers and those displaced
from gentrification. These conflicts revolve around the owning classes’ attempt to
increase their capital by displacing working class and minority residents with affluent
renters/buyers who can afford to pay high rent and mortgages.
Gentrification’s Development Cater to the Owning Class
Gentrification leads to commercial and housing development that caters to the
tastes of the owning class. Gentrification’s development provides upscale living
opportunities and socio-cultural commercial qualities, such as expensive restaurants,
delicatessen stores, and other high-end retail stores, aimed at pleasing the wealthy (Zukin
1987, 1989). In addition, high end stores/markets make it difficult for low-income
residents to afford their pricy goods, which also make it difficult for them to remain in
the community. The renewal and development in a community is developed focused on
the needs of the upper-income residents, not the needs of lower-income residents.
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Other Theoretical Framework Considered
Choosing a theoretical framework for this study was not an easy task, given the
wide range of competing perspectives – all of which highlight different/important aspects
of gentrification and ways in which “urban space is continually patterned and repatterned” (Schaeffearn and Smith,1986:350). As discussed by Hamnet (1991:174),
gentrification “represents one of key theoretical and ideological battlegrounds in urban
geography…[Gentrification] is one of the main arenas of conflict between the proponents
of culture, preference and human agency, and the proponents of the imperatives of capital
and profitability.” Choosing a theoretical framework that best highlights key aspects,
relationships, and experiences related to gentrification is pivotal, especially considering
that it is an “ideological battleground” between several different theoretical frameworks.
In addition to the debates between different theoretical frameworks, there are
numerous competing perspectives within the same theoretical frameworks that attempt to
explain gentrification. Within a Neo-Marxist framework, for example, there are several
different branches (i.e., Analytical, Cultural, Humanist, etc.) that may view gentrification
differently, even though they are all based on a Neo-Marxist perspective. Rather than
milling through all these different branches, researchers chose to focus on one of the core
aspects of neo-Marxism: political and social power structure’s impact on society
(Landman, 2009). Focusing on these core aspects of Neo-Marxism will best highlight
how gentrification impacts people differently, specifically in terms of race and class.
Two other theoretical viewpoints were considered for this paper: urban ecological
and functionalist. Only these two alternative perspectives were considered, even though
there are numerous other options, because each one attempts to explain the causes and

8

impacts of gentrification in different ways from each other and the Neo-Marxist
perspective selected for this study.
Urban Ecological
An urban ecological theoretical framework was considered for this study. This
approach uses a process orientated method that focuses on the interrelationship between
people and their environments (Dooling 2009) and couples ecology with gentrification,
viewing the city as an urban environment (Grimm et al 2000; Pickett et al 2001; Alberti
et al 2003). For example, an urban ecologist may explain urban sprawl as follows:
…urban sprawl (scattered low-density development) can be understood by
a complexity of interactions and feedback mechanisms between social and
biophysical processes. Its main drivers are demographics (e.g., increases
in the number of households), socioeconomic trends (e.g., housing
preferences, industrial restructuring), and biophysical factors (e.g.,
geomorphologic patterns and processes), which are then reinforced by
infrastructure investment choices (e.g., development of highway systems)
and land and real estate markets (Foster, 2006:539).
Essentially, this perspective would try to explain “who gets what, when, how, why and
where” based on “interactions and feedback mechanisms between social and biophysical
processes” (Foster, 2006:539-540). This perspective differs from a neo-Marxist
perspective because it focuses on the interrelationship between people and their
environment, not people and their economic class.
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Structural Functionalist
A functionalist approach was also considered for this study. This framework
would essentially attempt to highlight the function of gentrification in the establishment
of a social order (Coser, 1977); in other words, gentrification’s “function for society” is
to, for example, renew areas of urban blight. Aoki (1993:721) provides a historical
timeline and analysis of the function of housing design and architecture to ameliorate
housing and social problems related to gentrification:
The goal of social functionalism was to create architectural designs that
responded to housing problems and their attendant social problems. This
American trend ran parallel to architectural modernist developments in
Europe, but tended to work on a smaller and less programmatic scale than
its European counterparts.
Another practical example of this functionalist approach includes efforts to socially mix
and gentrify public housing as a means to renew areas of urban blight, as seen with The
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) Hope VI programs (Lee,
2008). This functionalist perspective can be extended into other areas as well –
understanding gentrification “function” as a means to reduce crime, improve schools, etc.
This perspective is clearly different from the Neo-Marxist perspective, which views
gentrification not as a “function for society,” but as a “function to serve the needs of the
owning- and upper-class.”
Both the urban ecological and functionalist approaches were not used for this
study because they are overly simplistic, not taking into account the intersectionality
between gentrification and class, race, gender, and ethnicity. Furthermore, in order to use
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either of these approaches, a number of quotes that showed how displacement, and
gentrification’s other negative impacts, were causing community conflict would have to
be excluded. These two limitations make an urban ecological and functionalist
perspective less than ideal for studying gentrification.
Theoretical Framework Summary
Based on what was gleaned from a review of the literature, the information
gathered during in-depth interviews, and the shortcomings of other theoretical approaches
described above, a neo-Marxist approach is the best option for examining gentrification. I
would not argue that the urban ecological or functionalist theoretical perspectives are
“wrong”, per se. As Hamnet (1991) points out, differing theoretical perspectives can be
complementary, not competitive, offering valid insight into gentrification. However,
viewing gentrification from the standpoint that various individuals and subgroups within
a society serve only their needs and desires, rather than the needs of society as a whole,
provides useful insight into why gentrification negatively impacts underserved
populations. Furthermore, the desire of the owning class to serve its own economic
interests is why gentrification often displaces impoverished residents, rather than offering
them a chance at upward mobility.
A neo-Marxist theoretical framework will enhance the discussions in this paper
by highlighting the conflicts between differing groups of people experiencing
gentrification; explaining, in part, why gentrification impacts lower-income residents
differently than landlords and property owners.
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DATA AND METHODOLOGY
Qualitative methods were chosen for this study because they provide effective
tools for collecting information, from an insider’s perspective, on how gentrification
impacts the community. In order to understand the story of gentrification, or how people
experience the impacts of gentrification, in-depth interviews were conducted with people
displaced due to gentrification, those moving into gentrifying neighborhoods, and local
business owners. Qualitative methods allow researchers to thoroughly explore how
gentrification is experienced by the community, which is not possible with quantitative
methods.
In addition, qualitative methods were used because quantitative methods have
proven problematic for measuring displacement, which is an important part of this
research. As discussed by Rowland Atkinson (2005):
The use of quantitative data is problematic. Imputing problematic
migration (i.e. displacement) through the use of cross-sectional data has
been used where gentrification is known to have occurred and where flows
exceed city-wide averages (Hamnett and Williams 1980; Gale 1980). A
classic example of this kind of wrangling over definitions and the scale of
displacement was made between the US HUD’s researcher Sumka (1979)
and the academic planning researcher Hartman (1979).
Displacement’s affects are difficult to measure using quantitative methodology because it
is nearly impossible to identify, and then track, every resident who moves out of a
neighborhood. Often, displaced residents are quickly replaced by new residents interested
in living in a gentrifying neighborhood. As a result, a neighborhood’s population may
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appear static on paper; when in fact, there are a number of people moving in and out. On
the other hand, the qualitative methodology used for this study – in-depth interviews with
people displaced due to gentrification – allows researchers to understand how
displacement impacts the community because they are getting data from those who
experienced displacement. Simply put, qualitative methods allowed me to interview
people who were displaced due to gentrification, which provides meaningful data on how
displacement impacts the community.
In summary, qualitative methods were selected for this study for two reasons: (1)
qualitative methods provide effective tools for collecting information on how
gentrification impacts residents and (2) quantitative methods are not able to accurately
measure displacement, which is a central concept for this paper.
Sample Size and Selection
A total of 23 people were interviewed for this study. Initial interviewees were
selected via a sample of convenience and additional interviewees were selected using
snow-ball sampling. Interviews typically ranged from 45-901 minutes in length. After
completing an interview, each respondent was asked to provide names/contacts of people
they know who may be interested in being interviewed and could provide valuable
insight. Samples of convenience and snow-ball samplings were used to reduce problems
of accessing interviewees and to help identify future respondents. A sample size of 23
respondents was chosen because researchers were hearing redundant information and had
reached theoretical saturation (Bloor & Wood 2006). Throughout the entire data
collection process several measures, such as destroying all records after interviews were
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One interview lasted 2 hours; another ended in less than 5 minutes
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coded and using faux names in reports, were used to ensure respondent’s identities
remained anonymous.
Difficulties Encountered and Solutions
Among all the interviews conducted, three interviewees’ responses were not
transcribed because of technical difficulties and environmental noise that made it
impossible to clearly understand a majority of their responses. Information they provided,
that was audible and transcribed, was used when applicable. One interviewee left only
moments after the session began, so their response was not recorded, nor transcribed, and
will not be used in this report. One interview was only partially recorded due to a battery
failure in the recording device and their responses were transcribed and used in the study.
Representativeness
The sample size and selection process used for this study ensured researchers
obtained the breadth and depth of peoples’ experiences with gentrification and the impact
it had on their lives. More specifically, by interviewing people who were displaced due to
gentrification, people moving into gentrifying neighborhoods, and local business owners,
researchers obtained the breadth of how gentrification impacted various groups of people
living in the community. The depth of knowledge on this topic was achieved by
conducting enough interviews to reach theoretical saturation, ensuring that nearly all the
possible information on this topic was collected.
Research Site
There were several characteristics of this city make it an ideal site for studying
gentrification. First, there is a significant demographic and cultural shift taking place;
more specifically, the number of minority residents is dwindling and the number of white
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residents is increasing. Second, the city has a history of being the epicenter for political
and social activism for minority groups. Third, several policy think tanks and community
activists operate in the city’s limits, increasing resident’s awareness of how social issues,
such as gentrification, may impact their community. Fourth, the city’s population has a
significant number of out-of-state residents, which provides perspectives from several
different communities and regions. Fifth, many neighborhood are being redeveloped and
the city’s population is increasing, causing property values to skyrocket, in turn,
displacing residents. These five reasons make the research site selected appropriate for
studying gentrification. Note that the name of the large east coast city used in this study
will not be identified in order to protect the identity of respondents.
Limitations
Several limitations were encountered during the research and should be
considered when examining the findings presented in this paper. First, this study does not
equally represent both sexes because more females (n=14) than males (n=9) were
interviewed. Second, only a few business owners (n=4) were interviewed, and these
interviews were typically shorter than other interviews. Third, few people with children
(n=5) were interviewed for this study. Given several time constraints, and despite several
efforts to find additional interviewees, researchers were unable to locate enough males,
business owners, and people with children to make the sample more even.
As a result, the findings in this study are more representative of females, people
without children, and non-business owners. Therefore, information in this report may be
less relevant to people with children and the services their children receive as well as how
gentrification affects local businesses.
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Standard Follow-Up Questions
Several follow-up questions were developed throughout the data collection
process and used in nearly every interview. The most commonly used follow-up
questions were “can you provide a specific example,” “do you know of anyone else who
has had a similar experience,” “how has this impacted you, your friends, and/or family,”
“what do you plan to do next,” and “have you experienced any types of harassment from
building management or staff.” Often, respondents were able to answer these follow-up
questions – providing researchers with a rich blend of experiences and examples that
helped further their understanding of how gentrification was impacting the community.
ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK
Grounded Theory is a rigorous qualitative methodology used to form theories and
explanations of certain phenomena, such as gentrification, based off of data that are
systematically gathered and analyzed. As more information is gathered, theories and
explanations will evolve, due to the interplay between data collection and analysis phases
(Glaser and Strauss 1967; Strauss and Corbin 1994). Following grounded theory
guidelines, transcriptions were examined and coded line by line in order to identify the
interviewee’s thought patterns, feelings, and actions related to how gentrification
impacted their lives (Barker, Jones, and Britton n.d.). All codes were compared and
verified to ensure that they were grounded in the data provided by interviewees.
In addition, grounded theory is used to meet four key research criteria: fit,
understanding, generality, and control. “Fit entails that the theory fits the substantive
data. Understanding entails that the theory be comprehensible to all involved in the area
of study. Generality entails that the theory is applicable in a variety of contexts. Control
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implies that the theory should provide control with regard to action toward the
phenomenon” (Strauss and Corbin 1990; Barker et al). Essentially, the purpose of
Grounded Theory is to provide a systematic, iterative process, used to “ground the theory,
or relate it to the reality of the phenomenon under consideration” (Scott 1996).
Coding Procedure
The three step coding procedure used for this study was based on open, axial, and
selective coding procedures, as shown below:
1. Open Coding: the process of selecting and naming categories from the
data analysis. It is the initial stage in data acquisition and relates to
describing overall features of the phenomenon under study. Variables
involved in the phenomenon are identified, labeled, categorized and
related together in an outline form. The properties of a category are
described at this stage. This involves placing or locating the property
along a continuum within a range of possible values. For example, a code
“building change” was developed based on comments that were received
about how buildings were being re-developed, such as improvements to
courtyards around apartment buildings.
2. Axial coding: the next stage after open coding. In axial coding, data are
put together in new ways. This is achieved by utilizing a coding paradigm
(i.e., a system of coding that seeks to identify causal relationships between
categories). The aim of the coding paradigm is to make explicit
connections between categories and sub-categories. It involves explaining
and understanding relationships between categories in order to understand

17

the phenomenon to which they relate. For example, the code “building
change” was understood differently based on which group a person was a
member of. Specifically, people displaced from gentrification and local
businesses spoke differently about how building improvements impacted
the community. This led to the understanding that there were additional
sub-categories within “building change” that relate to how people
experience gentrification.
3. Selective coding: involves the process of selecting and identifying the core
category and systematically relating it to other categories. It also involves
validating those relationships, filling in, and refining/developing those
categories. Categories are integrated together and a grounded theory is
arrived at (i.e., gentrification impacts groups differently). The core
category is the central phenomenon around which all other categories are
based. Once this has been identified, the storyline is generated as a
restatement of the project in a form that relates to the core category.
Validation is done by generating hypothetical relationships between
categories and using data from the field to test these hypotheses.
Categories may be further refined and reclassified and the storyline may
be further refined. This completes the grounding of the theory.
The three-stage process described above was used to systematically examine and
code the transcriptions and literature included in this study. A detailed discussion of the
specific coding used for this research can be found in the negative and positive impacts of
gentrification sections.
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FINDINGS
Negative Impacts of Gentrification
Negative impacts due to gentrification is one of the two major categories
identified using the analytical framework discussed earlier in this paper (the other being
positive impacts of gentrification). Within this category, four sub-categories were
identified: displacement of residents that often targets underserved populations, loss of
affordable housing, harassment of existing residents, and community conflict between
incoming and existing residents. Each of these sub-categories contain findings from both
interviewees and the literature review, which highlights (1) which group of people are
benefiting from gentrification and (2) why these groups are benefiting.
Displacement of Residents
Almost every respondent indicated that gentrification had adversely displaced
residents from their homes. In particular, they spoke of how the social and economic
changes taking place in their neighborhoods – as a result of more affluent people moving
in and new development – were factors in residential displacement. New development,
construction, and other “community changes,” as many put it, led to a real fear of
residents having to “move out because everything is more expensive” or “getting kicked
out” for more affluent residents to move in, which is often referred to as exclusionary
zoning or flipping (Atkinson 2002). In a number of cases, residents spoke not only of the
fear of being displaced, but the reality of people they knew being displaced from their
homes.
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Numerous interviewees noticed new developments and improvements being made
to existing structures in their community. They were aware that the area was becoming
more “expensive” and speculated on how much longer they could live in the community:
More and more I’m seeing construction and looking at more expensive
buildings. And I asked myself, who is moving in to those? Who can afford
those? I know it’s a nice building, but can I afford to live there? If that
building was here, where I live now, can I live here; I cannot pay the rent.
Where do I go? Who will live here…just look around.

Another respondent indicated a very similar experience; discussing the casual
observations made while walking through the neighborhood:
I walk down these streets and they aren’t what they used to be a couple of
years ago, it is not the same, and it is changing. Change is not bad, but
when I am looking at all this development I know these changes affect
where I can live. I don’t mean just that the stuff is changing, but the
people too. And what this change means for me is not going to be good. I
cannot afford these changes; neither can my friends or families. That
means we are going to have to move again.

An additional interviewee revealed that the gentrification taking place a few
blocks from her apartment had real consequences for a friend:
[She] is not there anymore…[She] was there for a number of years, good
friends, nice to walk by. Good person to, you know, have nearby in case
you needed someone. Building got some construction, you know, make it
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nicer for folks. Made it more expensive. Now she’s gone, can’t live there
no more, got kicked out…Don’t ask why because you know why.

A follow up question to this respondent’s answer pinpointed the reason costs were
increasing, showing community members are well aware of how gentrification affects the
community:
We know why, and you know why, but I will tell you. Nice costs more,
expensive buildings, fancy little things. These things are good, I like
having better [stores] down the street nearby. I like that they are fixing
[my building]…but who is paying for this, it costs more. I got a little on
the side, but that doesn’t mean I can afford it.

Interviewees identified the groups of people they felt were responsible for
“bringing gentrification” to the community. Often, these groups of people were identified
by class/age and rarely by race2:
The ones moving in can afford these homes and the ones moving out
cannot. We are not your [high income community], we are a [lower
income community]. [The community] is getting better, but the people
who lived here longest are being replaced by younger, more privileged,
people moving into our community. They get to live in the improved
places, we don’t. It is pretty obvious who is moving out and who is
moving in.

2

Race was avoided in many conversations. Sensing it causes discomfort to respondents, or causing
potential harm, direct questions relating to race were avoided.
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One local business owner described how his clientele had changed and how he
had not seen some of his regular costumers:
My workers and I see a lot of people come in and out during lunch time,
but we know the people who come in here regularly. We know names and
faces. We have good customer service…I definitely notice a change, new
faces coming in a lot. Faces I wouldn’t expect to see in this community.
Some regulars aren’t around as much. Heard some moved or couldn’t stay
anymore.

Displacement of residents was one of the negative impacts associated with
gentrification. Even though there is debate among scholars on how to measure
gentrification, the scale of its impacts, and whether the positive impacts of gentrification
outweigh the negative impacts, most agree that gentrification leads to displacement of
residents (Atkinson 2002; Schill and Nathan 1983; Slater 2004). Almost every
interviewee either (1) feared that gentrification would displace them from their homes or
(2) said that gentrification displaced residents from their homes. Several reasons for
displacement were identified by respondents, including, but not limited to, increased
costs resulting from expensive construction or more luxurious building renewal, new and
improved commercial development, and changes in the social and economic makeup of
the community. Displacement is not only a major concern for residents living in
gentrifying communities, but a stark reality; often affecting underserved residents for the
benefit of property owners and landlords.
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Reduction in Availability of Affordable Housing
Once displaced, many residents find it difficult to locate affordable housing; or
landlords willing to accept Section 8 housing vouchers in gentrifying communities.
Gentrification often results in a reduction in the availability of affordable housing in the
community it is impacting. This reduction occurs for two reasons: (1) fewer landlords are
willing to accept Section 8 vouchers in communities that are gentrifying and (2) fewer
rent controlled units are available (Rotem 2010). Often, rent controlled apartments are
“lost to vacancy and luxury decontrol, which enable landlords to remove units from the
regulated housing stock under certain conditions” (Newman and Wyly 2005). Many
times, displaced residents are only able to remain in a community by moving in with a
friend or relative, causing overcrowding; a particular problem for immigrant communities
(Newman and Wyly 2006). Several respondents discussed how they were unable to move
to particular neighborhoods because there were “no places they could afford” or “no one
would accept their voucher.”
One interviewee was unable to find affordable housing recently, even though just
a few months ago several affordable units were available in the area:
I wanted to get out of my old place, you know. When I was looking to
move into [that neighborhood] a few months ago there were a lot of places
to live. Had lots of options. [The building] had places to live with low
rent, rent control units, things I can afford. Checked the same places I
checked months ago, nothing to rent. Said they are building new rooms
and constructions or something, so they don’t have much available.
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Two other respondents mentioned how they could not afford to move into a
neighborhood that was gentrifying because the rent was too expensive:
I cannot afford to move to the parts of the neighborhoods that are getting
better. I am doing alright, but I was surprised on how few places were
available that fit my budget. I was really looking forward to
moving…having the chance to be closer to my friends and my job. Not
moving too far, but just where it is a bit nicer.

I looked through the [local] apartment guide to find places closer to where
I work. I figured I could move there, pay less rent, and be closer to work –
maybe even not have a roommate. But, when I looked, there was not
anything I could afford…it wasn’t like I was looking to move into some
great place that should have cost that much.

Another person, with a Section 8 voucher, discussed the difficulties trying to
move into a gentrifying neighborhood:
I didn’t believe this at first. I was looking to move to [a new
neighborhood]. I have that [Section 8 voucher] that pays some of my rent.
I know some people ‘round there, so I looked to move there. Not many
taking my voucher in that [neighborhood]. Looked online, nothing nearby
taking this voucher.

The loss of affordable housing in a gentrifying community ensures residents who
were displaced cannot remain and makes it nearly impossible for lower-income people to
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move into gentrifying areas. This, in turn, ensures that the highest possible price is paid
from those who can afford to live in a particular community. Surprisingly, even some
middle-income respondents found it difficult to move into some, not all, gentrifying
communities; showing just how expensive it is to live in a gentrifying community. Loss
of affordable housing and fewer landlords willing to accept Section 8 vouchers is another
negative impact of gentrification.
Harassment of Existing Residents
Residents in gentrifying communities are not only displaced, but are often the
targets of various forms of harassment from a building’s staff and/or owners. Newman
and Wyly’s (2006) research found that residents in gentrifying communities have been
known to “receive threatening notices to leave the regulated units, stop providing
services, threaten to look at immigration papers, convert units illegally to drive our
residents, or buy them out.” Often, harassment is used to drive existing residents out of a
particular location to allow for more affluent renters to move in at a higher rent (Slater
2006), thereby increasing the capital of the property owner.
Interviewees experienced several types of harassment, ranging from “being yelled
at to leave” to “my stuff being left outside my door.” A question specific to harassment
was not included in the original interview outline; however, since it was a very important
topic, a follow-up question about specific experiences residents had with harassment was
included in several interviews. This additional follow-up question provided numerous
examples of the types of abuses residents in gentrifying communities’ experience, which
are discussed below.
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Two respondents indicated very similar experiences regarding how building
management were treating residents. Residents often noted that the way they were treated
had “changed in the last few months,” more specifically:
I was coming back from work and was talked to about my rent by some
people who worked in the building. [They] told me I was late paying my
rent and they could evict me. [They] were lying and I told [them] I paid on
time and they were wrong. [They] then got mad and started yelling. Why
they were yelling, I never know, but I paid my rent.

The entire attitude of the place has changed. The staff is not friendly, they
would not fix the problems I had, and they often are just downright nasty.
The building is run by just a few people, who also fix the place when you
need them to…They just started letting it go, not like the place was perfect
to begin with…Whenever I say something to them, they just get nasty and
yelled. It’s unpleasant.

One person explained that some of her “stuff was just left outside their door.” She
had previously put in a work order to get her kitchen sink fixed, and when she returned to
her apartment at the end of the day, numerous personal belongings were placed outside
her door. She did not know why her stuff was left outside her door:
I came home from work and some of my stuff was outside. I just thought
there was an emergency or something happened. I didn’t see a note, so I
wasn’t sure. I went in and the sink wasn’t fixed and no note was left. My
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stuff was just outside my door. Not sure why…no clue on why it was
done.

Two respondents indicated that they received questionable notices from building
management regarding rent increases and eviction notices.
They knew that I knew that they couldn’t raise my rent by that much. But,
they tried to send me a letter saying they could. Printed it up, trying to
make it look official. Said I got to pay $500 or so more a month. I know I
don’t. Threw it in the can. Gave them same amount last month.

Yeah, they put the notice on my door. Said I was being evicted. Reason
was bogus. I am still here. They couldn’t throw me out for no reason when
I have been paying the rent. I have been good to them, not sure what their
problem is.

Residents are often the victim of various types of harassment as gentrification
takes root in a community. Even though interviewees never directly stated the intent of
this harassment (i.e., respondents never directly said they were being harassed so
wealthier residents can move in), the intent of the harassment seems clear: to drive out
lower-income residents to make way for wealthier residents to move in to increase their
capital.
Community Conflict
Gentrification creates conflicts between existing and incoming residents in a
community. These conflicts occur due to the fear of new residents displacing them from
their homes (Atkinson 2002). Many existing residents are resistant to incoming affluent,
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white, residents moving in and “changing the place.” Many people moving into
gentrifying neighborhoods felt they “did not fit in” or “were not welcome.” This feeling
of alienation caused incoming residents to be frustrated with existing residents, who “had
just as much right to be there as they do.” Respondents, who were displaced due to
gentrification, and those moving into gentrifying neighborhoods, provided very clear
examples of how gentrification is causing community conflict.
Upon moving into a gentrifying community, one respondent described how she
felt alienated from the community and the hostility she experienced:
I just do not feel welcome. In the other places I lived I talked a lot with my
neighbors, I am still friends with one as a matter of fact. Here, people
don’t want to talk to me. They don’t seem to like me. I can tell I am not
welcome. It is just strange. I moved here because I can afford it. But, when
people see me, they think I am affluent. That’s not the case. The nasty
looks, comments, and negativity directed towards me just are not fair.

Follow-up questions with this respondent revealed her reasons for choosing to
live in a particular community and the problems she encountered with “being accepted”:
I wanted to live here because I like the culture of the neighborhood. I like
the small shops, I like the community feel, I like the houses, and I like the
parks. The sad thing is a lot of these stores are being replaced by larger
commercial places. I did not move here for that. Still, even though I
moved here to be a member of the community, I feel like I will never be
fully accepted because of how I look…or how I am perceived.
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Other interviewees reported a similar experience, feeling “not welcomed” by
community members:
I just don’t get the same, friendly, treatment from other people in my
building. I always see the front desk person talking with people. I often try
to talk to them, but they are short and don’t want to have a conversation. I
know I don’t look like most people in this community, but I am still here. I
just want to be treated like I belong.

A long-time resident in a gentrifying community explained that new residents
were not welcome because he felt that they were responsible for displacing people from
their homes and communities:
They are a part of the changes. When they move in, someone has left.
Where do you think they moved into? Why are they moving here? Whose
place did they take? Why should we welcome someone who wasn’t asked
to come? We just want to be able to stay in our homes, and those people
moving in aren’t going to let that happen.

Another reason incoming residents were not welcome was existing residents felt
there was a large cultural difference between the two groups (existing residents versus
incoming residents):
They are not the same, different experience, lives, values, and other stuff.
We are all people, don’t get me wrong, we just are different. I don’t feel
the same as them, I don’t act the same as them, and I don’t look the same

29

as them…I just feel different and it is just not easy to welcome such
differences into a community you lived in for so long.

One respondent’s reaction to follow-up questioning turned hostile, revealing the
sensitivity of this issue and how some residents feel about gentrification:
They are not welcome, got it. I am not welcome in their neighborhoods.
You think people like me are moving into their neighborhoods, no. We
know what is happening, we aren’t ignorant to it. We see it, we know it,
and we know who causes it, people like that. They move it; we all got to
move out. I am tired of having to move for them, they should move for me
for a change.

When the concept of community conflicts was being discussed, interviewees
often changed their tone, becoming defensive or hostile in many cases. Clearly, the tone
respondents took when asked about community conflict is indicative of how sensitive
residents in gentrifying neighborhoods are to incoming residents. Furthermore, incoming
residents were well aware of the fact that they “were not welcome.” Existing residents
felt, justifiably, that incoming residents would change the community and displace people
from their homes. These community conflicts could likely be averted if the negative
impacts of gentrification were mitigated through meaningful policy that controls
displacement.
Positive Impacts of gentrification
Positive impacts of gentrification is the second major category identified using the
analytical framework discussed previously. Within this category, four sub-categories
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were identified: reduction in crime, community renewal, increased employment, and
local school improvements. Lower-income residents, because they are displaced, often do
not receive the positive impacts associated with gentrification. On the other hand,
affluent, higher-income residents moving into these neighborhoods often benefit from
gentrification; living in a community that is much safer, newly developed, and with
plenty of opportunities for employment. Most importantly, gentrification’s positive
impacts on a community make it a more desirable place to live, which allowed property
owners and landlords to charge a much higher rent and increase their capital.
Reduction in Crime
Crime becomes less of a problem for a community as it gentrifies. More
specifically, communities experience less violent and drug-related crimes than they did
prior to gentrification (McDonald 1986). Interviewees were aware of the large reduction
in the amount of crime in their neighborhood. Many residents noticed fewer “drug
dealers” and “other trouble makers” on the streets. As a result, they felt safer “walking
around and going to parks, especially at night.” They also felt safer because they noticed
an increased police presence, which likely served as a crime deterrent. This reduction of
crime is beneficial to the residents who are able to remain in the community (i.e., not
displaced from gentrification) as well as a boon to property owners and landlords.
One respondent discussed noticing less overt drug dealing taking place, as well as
fewer drug dealers, in the community:
There are just less drugs around and the people selling the drugs are gone
too. I used to see the same car roll by my house every day, early in the
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morning, and I knew what they were up to. Haven’t seen that car in a
while. Better that they don’t come around, anyways.

Another interviewee, prior to the community gentrifying, was offered drugs when
walking through a particular part of town:
Few blocks down on the [cross-street] I used to be offered weed a lot. First
thought it was kids joking since they weren’t trying to be sneaky about it.
Then I saw them again and they asked me again. They were around there a
bunch, now I don’t see them there a lot…they come around a bit, but not
like it was.

A third person discussed noticing less criminal activity because fewer “trouble
makers” were present in the neighborhood:
The people are just your typical trouble makers, you know. The types that
you can tell are up to no good and they are doing something wrong. I see
less of those types. I am glad, probably moved someplace else. All these
changes taking place, like we have talked about, has done a lot of good for
cleaning up this place.

Several respondents reported feeling safer; not fearing burglaries, muggings, and
other crimes as they did in the past:
I don’t have to leave my house worried I am going to come home to a
busted window and stuff stolen. I feel much less worried about my car;
windows got busted on people I know and their phone stolen right from
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their car. I see that less, hear it less...this makes me feel much safer.
Streets are safer also, less people getting beaten up and robbed.

It is so much better than it was a few months ago. I have not been here too
long, but I have seen a difference since moving in. I liked the community
before, mind you, but now I like it even more. Not saying it was a bad
place before, just much better now than it once was.

One interviewee also noticed an increased police presence, which made the
neighborhood “safer”:
I just see more cruisers driving by and feel like I could find a cop if I
needed one. It wasn’t always easy to find a cop, let alone see cruisers
coming around as much as they do now. It wasn’t like they wouldn’t come
if you called, but they certainly are around now.

The reduction in crime residents discussed during the interviews resulted from the
urban renewal, and increased police presence, typically associated with gentrification
(Fraser 2007). Residents were aware of the reduction in crime taking place, pointing out
that they saw less drug dealing and generally felt the community was much safer. This
reduction in crime made the area safer and more desirable; in turn, increasing the cost
(i.e., rent) of remaining in the community, which displaced some residents. Simply put,
many residents who lived in the community prior to it being gentrified did not directly
benefit from this reduction in crime and property owners were able to charge a premium
on the price of rent because their buildings were in a “safe neighborhood.”
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Community Renewal
Another benefit of gentrification is community renewal. Community renewal
refers to the process by which neighborhood buildings and vacant lots are maintained,
rebuilt, and/or improved. Buildings in lower-income communities suffer from poor
upkeep, often leading to problems with health, crime, and urban blight (Eisen 2004). In
addition to poorly maintained buildings, there are several empty buildings or vacant lots
that attract all types of criminal activities (Branas et al 2011). Many landlords and
property owners are disinterested in improving buildings or developing in lower-income
neighborhoods because they do not think it is a valuable investment. But, when a
community starts to gentrify, landlords and property owners have the opportunity to
increase their capital, and will show a sudden interest in fixing a building that may have
long been neglected or developing on a piece of property that has long been vacant.
Several respondents noticed the sudden improvements being made to their neighborhood.
Discussions with two interviewees revealed that several new improvements were
being made to buildings throughout the neighborhood:
In all my time here I haven’t ever seen so much busy construction going
on around here; not just in my building, but others. They are fixing some
stuff that was broken since I got here, and I have been here a long time. It
is not just the needed stuff [the building] might get in trouble for not
fixing, but the nice things I wasn’t expecting…specific stuff is like the
new furniture in the lobby and nice tables there too. I wasn’t expecting
them to put new furniture in.
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There’s more luxury moving in…the buildings are getting nice, you know.
Places are more decorated, owners make the place look nicer outside by
putting in new grass and planting flowers. They just make it look more
luxurious for people living here.

A different respondent mentioned how a vacant lot, which was often used as a
makeshift play ground by the local children, was fenced off for development:
The lot down [the road] has always been a place where the younger kids
will play. It’s just a grassy empty area where I guess a building used to be.
It isn’t a park, no park signs, no benches, nothing like that. Just a lot that
has been empty for a while. They put up a new fence around there, also
some pictures of the building being put there. Nice building, you know,
not like other ones around here.

Buildings that had long been abandoned were also being developed, as noted by
one person:
Finally buildings down [the block] are getting fixed. I was tired of having
to walk by those places. Places were sick, people that don’t belong there
just hanging out. Broken pieces of it on the sidewalks…now they are
starting to fix it, saw some of those white sheets around the building and
they fenced in some other one on the corner. Some other ones got fixed
down [the road] a while ago. Look nicer, better place to live now.

As revealed by the interviews, as gentrification takes place, landlords and
property owners will improve buildings they own. This results in less urban blight, which
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has several benefits to everyone living in the community. However, similar to the
previously discussed positive impacts of gentrification, few low-income residents receive
the full benefit of urban renewal. The new development and improvements to existing
buildings increases the cost of living, forcing many lower-income residents to relocate or
move in with friends/families. When these residents relocate, they often have to move
into neighborhoods that have not been renewed, leading to a constant cycle where they
continuously reside in a blighted neighborhood.
Increase Employment Opportunity
Another positive impact gentrification has on the community is it increases the
number of jobs in the area (Byrne 2003). New property development increases the
demand for construction workers and other manual labor. New commercial development
opens up many opportunities for people to work in retail positions. Gentrification does, at
times, bring new office building development into the community; but, these jobs are
rarely filled by the lower-income residents of the community for a variety of reasons. The
increase in the need for construction, retail, and office related work positions is beneficial
to the community. Interviewees spoke of how the development provided them with fulltime or part-time employment.
One respondent indicated finding work with a local building agency mixing and
laying cement for sidewalks:
I mostly worked making or fixing sidewalks with a [construction agency].
With the economy, they did not have work or contracts, so I had to look
elsewhere for pay. Lucky for me some places around here are getting the
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work. They needed some new sidewalks put in for some new buildings
going up.

Another interviewee indicated picking up some extra work as a part-time
salesperson at a local retail chain:
Needed a little extra and went in to do the register at [a store]. They hired
me right away, said they needed a lot of people, and I had experience, so
they were happy I could start right away. They built the place not too long
ago and were still looking for people…It is a few stores in one building, so
I am sure they have a lot of jobs they need people for.

Jobs had also opened up at nearby office buildings as a result of some new tenants
renting some empty space, as indicated by a respondent:
I work at an apartment building as the super, but I had to do a lot of the
non-super work. Keep the building nice and make it look good for the
folks living there. It doesn’t pay good, so I am looking for work – have
been for a while. Found some office building who got some new people to
rent space they had on the first floor…they are looking to hire someone so
I filled out an application last week.

A business owner described how an increase in the number of people living in the
community increased sales, in turn allowing him to hire additional help:
With all the new places being built more people are coming in for lunch. I
usually had one person helping me by running the register. Now we have a
lot more people and I get a line of people waiting usually around lunch
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time. Going to hire someone part time to help take orders and do some
other things.

Gentrification positively impacted several residents by increasing the number of
employment opportunities in the neighborhoods in which they lived. Many construction
and retail jobs opened as a result of housing and commercial buildings being improved
and developed. However, few of these jobs offered a high enough salary to allow
residents to remain in gentrifying communities; therefore, the jobs created by
gentrification do little to ensure residents are able to remain in a gentrifying
neighborhood.
School Improvements
Schools in neighborhoods that are gentrifying improve as a result of increased tax
revenue. New development, urban renewal, and the influx of high-income residents
increase the tax base of an area (Atkinson 2002), thereby increasing local schools
budgets. This increase in the tax base allows schools to renew aging buildings in need of
maintenance and hire new teachers. Several respondents noted that gentrification “made
schools better,” saying “teachers are more available” and the students “are getting better.”
Both existing and incoming residents provided information on how gentrification has had
a positive impact on their schools.
One respondent discussed how the buildings around the local high school were
being rebuilt and how this impacted the area around the school. A follow up question
revealed why these improvements made to the surrounding area “mattered”:
The kids don’t have to walk by abandoned buildings any more or broken
schools. They just are being fixed, and that matters…it matters because
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fixing those buildings means they care. The kids need to walk by nice
places, not busted, empty, homes or messed up schools.

Another respondent indicated a similar experience about schools being improved
in the area:
The schools weren’t getting anything done to them. Several parts were
nasty, had bugs and other things when I went there years ago…went back
to take a look and they re-did a lot of the building. New front entrance
with glass entry, new wing where the gym used to be, new stuff all
around…it just isn’t nasty anymore. The whole community has gotten
better.

Another interviewee mentioned that the parent-teacher night was much better this
year than prior years when asked to provide a specific “example of how schools have
improved”:
The parent-teacher night was much better. The teachers seemed more
engaged, told me more about my son and daughter. Last few year it was
like I was hassling them, you know, giving them a hard time when I just
wanted to know about my kids. This year, they were very open. I think we
are getting a good school.

Schools in gentrifying neighborhoods were often renovated, repaired, and/or
renewed, with interviewees pointing out specific improvements being made. Increased
tax revenues allow schools to put more resources towards renovation and hiring new
teachers. While these improvements made to schools are certainly positive, few children
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in lower-income families are able to remain in gentrifying neighborhoods and reap the
benefits of having a “good school.”
Impacts of Gentrification Section Summary
Interviews with residents and local businesses owners provided valuable insight
into ways gentrification impact a community. In a number of cases, gentrification
displaced residents from their homes – many of whom were unable to find affordable
housing or landlords that accepted Section 8 vouchers. Those who remained while
gentrification was occurring were often harassed, treated poorly, or receiving illegitimate
eviction notices. These negative impacts created a conflict between residents already
living in the community and incoming residents.
On the other hand, gentrification also has several positive impacts on the
community, such as reduction in crime, urban renewal, and increased job opportunities.
Many interviewees spoke of the positive impact gentrification has had on their
community. These positive impacts are not to be taken lightly, as they show how
gentrification can be an engine for reducing crime, urban renewal, improving
employment opportunities, and making schools better. The problem arises when
residents, who lived in a community prior to gentrification taking place, are displaced and
unable to enjoy the positive impacts of gentrification. All too often, lower-income
residents do not receive the benefits of gentrification, which may offer them the
opportunity to break free of poverty; however, landlords and property owners almost
always see an increase in their personal capital when a community gentrifies. Meaningful
policy could be implemented to mitigate the negative effects of gentrification and ensure
that existing residents get to enjoy the positive impacts of gentrification.
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MITIGATING GENTRIFICATION’S NEGATIVE IMPACTS
Gentrification’s negative impacts can be mitigated through meaningful policy and
community activists’ groups. Public policies that are aimed at controlling the negative
consequences of displacement and allow residents to find affordable housing in
gentrifying communities will ensure that everyone has an opportunity to benefit from
gentrification’s positive impacts (Kennedy 2001). Activists groups can ensure that
existing laws aimed at protecting renters are followed and gentrification’s negative
impacts on the community are not left unchecked. This will essentially make
gentrification a positive force by reducing the negative aspects associated with
gentrification. Policies that can be used to mitigate gentrification’s negative impacts, and
the types of activists groups that can help control the affects of gentrification, will be
discussed below.
Public Policy
Meaningful policy can be implemented to mitigate the negative impacts
gentrification has on a community. These policies should include measures that allow
residents to remain in gentrifying communities and protect low-income residents, as they
are at the highest risk of being displaced. Policies to consider when trying to reduce the
negative impact gentrification has on a community include, but are not limited to, the
following: (1) Rent Control to increase the supply of low-income housing and ensure
property owners are not able to unfairly raise rent in a short period of time (Harvard Law
Review 1988). (2) Displacement Free Zone, such as the Fifth Avenue Committee’s
policies that protected Lower Park Slope residents of Brooklyn from displacement (Rose
2001). (3) Inclusionary Zoning, which sets aside a certain amount of affordable housing
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units when a new building or vacant lot is developed, such as New York’s 80/20 Housing
Program, which offers tax-exempt financing to multifamily rental developments in which
at least 20% of the units are set aside for low-income residents (Homes and Community
Renewal 2011). (4) Fueling Homeownership by educating to people in gentrifying
communities about the advantages of ownership over renting and using policies such as
limited equity cooperation and lease to purchase agreements (Damewood and YoungLaing 2011); which are often more effective if inclusionary zoning policies are in effect
(Newman and Wyly 2006).
By focusing on these four core categories, gentrification’s negative impacts will
have less of an effect on the community and allow for a greater number of people,
specifically lower-income residents, to reap the benefits of gentrification.
Activists Groups
Activists groups are pivotal for ensuring gentrifications negative impacts are
mitigated by (1) educating residents on existing laws to protect renters and underserved
populations; and (2) ensuring meaningful policy to control for gentrification is enacted
and enforced. Groups such as Concerned Citizens of Point Breeze, whose motto is “profit
over people”, proposed legislation to limit developers efforts to construction of threestory dwellings and any third story additions or roof decks (Gates 2011), which often
increases the costs of living thereby displacing residents; and Whose Food / Whose
Community, who advocate for locally-owned business that serves low- and moderateincome families (Whose Food n.p). These groups, and other similar groups, are often at
the forefront of the battle to ensure that gentrification’s negative impacts are controlled
and do not harm lower-income residents. Essentially, meaningful policy is the means by
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which gentrification’s negative impacts can be mitigated and activists groups act as the
driver for this means.
IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
As stated in the limitations section of this report, males, people with children, and
local businesses were underrepresented in this study. Future research could be conducted
with these three groups in order to get a more thorough understanding of how
gentrification impacts the community. This would ensure that the findings in this study
more evenly represent all groups of people. In addition, interviews can be conducted with
those who work in, but do not live in a gentrifying neighborhood (e.g., police,
firefighters, teachers, elected officials), in order to make the findings more robust.
Additional research can also be conducted to measure how effective particular
public policies and activists groups are at mitigating the negative impacts of
gentrification. By measuring public policy’s and activist group’s effectiveness, other
researchers and elected officials will be able to recommend and implement methods to
ameliorate the negative impacts of gentrification. In turn, both high- and low-income
groups will be able to reap the benefits of gentrification.
DISCUSSION
The aim of this study was to (1) identify the impacts of gentrification, (2) explore
how groups of people are impacted differently, and (3) identify meaningful ways to
mitigate gentrification’s negative impacts. This study revealed that gentrification has both
positive and negative impacts on a community and these impacts affect people
differently. Gentrification’s negative impacts often harm lower-income residents, while
the positive impacts often benefit landlords and property owners in the form of increased
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capital. Low-income residents are resistant to gentrification because they know it puts
them at risk of being displaced from their homes. Displacement and the other negative
impacts of gentrification, causes conflict between community members who live in a
gentrifying community and those who are moving into a gentrifying community.
The content for this paper was derived from two sources: semi-structured
interviews with 23 respondents and a targeted literature review. All interviews were
recorded, transcribed, and coded using a grounded theory approach. A targeted review of
relevant literature was used to corroborate the information that was gleaned during
interviews and to support the codes that were developed.
The limitation of this study was that more females were interviewed than males
and researchers had difficulties obtaining interviews with local business owners and
people with children. Future research should be conducted with these groups, and those
who work in, but do not live in a gentrifying neighborhood, in order to more thoroughly
identify ways that gentrification impacts the community.
The essential finding from this study is that gentrification has both positive
impacts and negative impacts on the community that affected people differently. Rather
than focusing on whether gentrification is “good” or “bad” for the community,
researchers could instead look at who benefits from gentrification and why these people
benefit. Interviews with people displaced from gentrifying areas, people moving into
gentrifying neighborhood, and local business owners in these communities revealed that
particular groups of people were reaping the benefits of gentrification, while other groups
were suffering as a result of gentrification. Usually, the groups benefiting from
gentrification are landlords, property owners, and high-income residents looking for a
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developed neighborhood to move into, or to maximize their personal capital. The groups
that typically do not benefit from gentrification are underserved populations, typically
minorities, the elderly, and low-income residents. The reason landlords and property
owners benefited from gentrification is it displaced low-income residents from their
homes which paved the way for high-income families who could afford to pay a much
higher rent. Implementing meaningful policy to reduce the number of people displaced,
such as rent regulations, will ensure that underserved populations also enjoy the benefits
of gentrification. In other words, the negative impacts of gentrification can be mitigated
through policy, making it a much more positive force for the community.
Then, when asked who benefits from gentrification and why these people benefit,
one can say: “everyone benefits from gentrification because everyone deserves to live in
a good neighborhood.”
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APPENDIX A - CODING PROCESS AND PROCEDURE

Overview of Coding Process and Procedure
In this appendix, I will explain the iterative process and procedure used to code
the data provided by this study’s 23 respondents. The coding used for this paper followed
Glaser’s (1967) approach, the basic idea of which is to read and re-read a textual database
(e.g., transcripts) to label variables (e.g., coding interviewees’ quotes), which reveal
interrelationships between the coded categories (e.g., building renewal increases cost of
living and displaces lower income residents). The ability to perceive variables and
relationships is termed "theoretical sensitivity" and is affected by a number of things
including one's reading of the literature, which is used to explain findings (Jones 2005),
and one's use of techniques designed to enhance sensitivity (e.g., re-coding variables and
structure of interview guide).
Figure 1: Comparison of Conventional Methods to Grounded Theory

Source for Figure 1: Jones, 2005

I used Microsoft Excel and One Note to sort, code, refine, and organize quotes
from interviewees. Microsoft One Note was uses to initially code transcripts, using
various pre-set symbols that allow you to easily navigate to coded quotes. After this
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initial coding, select quotes (which are associated with codes) were copied from One
Note into Excel. After transferring these select quotes, additional refinements were made
and new codes emerged as a result, as per grounded theory. Then, all quotes used for this
study were re-coded a second time to ensure their accuracy and further refinements,
where needed, were made. Only the one person interviewed respondents and coded the
data.
A detailed discussion on the steps used to code the data for this study can be
found below:
Step One – Open Coding, Broad Theories and Hypothesis
Software Used: Microsoft One Note & Transcript Print-Outs
Codes Identified: Approximately 314
Purpose: Discovery of broad theories and hypothesis via initial coding.
Summary: Reviewed transcripts in order to identify broad codes, marking key
words/concepts important to understanding gentrification.
In this step of the coding process, I went through all the transcripts and did some
very broad coding. They marked, using symbols and colors, various keywords (e.g.,
luxury, crime, improvements, etc.), and concepts (e.g., cost of living increases, new job
development, etc.) that related to the literature previously reviewed. Several codes were
identified (approximately 314); however, this number is inflated because the codes used
had not yet been refined. This meant that the same concept, in this initial step, may have
been coded using different words (e.g., “fewer drug dealers” and “safer streets” were
coded as reduction in crime after refinement, but in this initial step, they were separate
codes). Due to this, the 314 codes discovered should not be considered “unique” values.
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Example: An entire interviewee’s transcript was reviewed. Symbols, with short
notes, were used on the right margins (see screenshot).

Figure 2: Example of Open Coding Procedure

Step Two – Axial Coding, Selecting Categories and Quotes
Software Used: Microsoft One Note & Excel
Codes Identified: 2 Major Categories, 10 Sub-Categories, and 46 Codes Related to
Direct Quotes
Purpose: Refine codes from step one and move select quotes to Excel.
Summary: The initial codes identified in step one were refined. In addition, quotes I felt
should be included in the paper were moved from Microsoft One Note to Excel.
The core purpose of step two was to identify, from a list of refined codes, the
quotes I felt may be included in this paper. These select quotes were moved to excel in
order to make filtering and organizing easier (see example below). From there, they were
further refined under cross-cutting major categories. This was done in order to make
explicit connections between codes discovered in step one and umbrella categories in step
two.
Example: Columns were labeled in list format in order to allow for simple
filtering. For example, if I just wanted to look at quotes related to “displacement,” they
could select “displacement” from a check list, which would filter out all other codes.
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Figure 3: Example of Axial Coding Procedure
Respondent Surname
3-Letter Surname for
Respondent

Major Categories
Minor Categories
1.Negative Impacts Displacement,
Harassment, etc.
2.Positive Impacts
Renewal, Employment,
etc.

Select Quotes
I walk down these
streets and they aren’t
what they used to be a
couple of years ago, it
is not the same, and it is
changing.

Broad to Specific

Step Three – Selective Coding, Selecting Quotes
Software Used: Microsoft Excel
Codes Identified: Same as Step Two; codes integrated together to form a grounded
theory.
Purpose: Develop a grounded theory, core categories, and validate coding.
Summary: In the final coding procedure, unused codes/quotes were removed for easier
review and to generate a storyline.
To make the process simpler and more efficient, codes and quotes not used in this
paper were removed from the excel spreadsheet. Then, all the quotes were re-coded to
ensure that they were accurately coded and grounded in the theory. After this, all the
codes and quotes were used to form a storyline about how people are experiencing
gentrification and the impacts it has on the community (e.g., lower-income residents
receive the brunt of gentrification’s negative impacts).
Example: See the conceptual framework below for an example of the storyline
revealed from the grounded theory analysis of gentrification (see next page):
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Figure 4: Conceptual Framework
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