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 An extensive body of literature notes the racial and ethnic patterns of 

gentrification categorizing Whites as antagonizing decisions to disinvest in communities 

and Blacks and other minorities as falling victim to renewal (Marcuse, 1986; Gale, 1984).  

However, the role of Blacks in not only resisting gentrification, but as countering with 

Black community and economic development is not well-represented in literature 

(Muniz, 1998).  New literature is arising looking at Blacks as investors in revitalization, 

attempting to protect their identity and loyalty to the community (Hyra, 2006; Pattillo,  

2003; Boyd, 2000).  Michelle Boyd (2000) refers to this effort as “defensive 

development”. 

 To further explore the characteristics of a community‟s likelihood of achieving 

defensive development I chose to focus on the Elm Avenue area, a stark Black 

community located in Waco, Texas currently entering its own battle with gentrification.  

Due to the exploratory nature of this study, I chose to implement three methodologies: a 



quantitative phone survey of the local community‟s attitudes and opinions of the Elm 

Avenue area, a pair of focus groups, and one-on-one interviews with key informants 

serving as stakeholders in the area‟s development.  Combined, these methodologies 

provide well-round insight into the perceptions of likelihood that the Elm Avenue area 

might achieve Boyd‟s defensive development.   
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CHAPTER ONE 

 

Statement of Problem 

 

 

Mentions of urban revitalization and renewal efforts typically provoke differing 

sentiments among residents, officials, and stakeholders. For those with a perception of 

urban renewal as being representative of progress, improvement, and economic stimulus, 

the benefits of revitalization outweigh the costs. However, for those who interpret this 

renewal as the gentrification of a minority or low income community, visions of 

displacement often arise (Zukin, 1987; London et al., 1986; Smith, 1984; Massey, 1984; 

Bourdieu, 1984; Glass, 1964).  An extensive body of literature notes the racial and ethnic 

patterns of gentrification categorizing Whites as antagonizing decisions to disinvest in 

communities and Blacks and other minorities as falling victim to renewal (Marcuse, 

1986; Gale, 1984).   A new literature is emerging that focuses on Blacks as investors in 

revitalization, who are attempting to protect their identity and loyalty to the community 

(Hyra, 2006; Muniz, 1998; Pattillo, 2003; Boyd, 2000).   However, much of this research 

is focused on communities in major U.S. cities (e.g. Harlem, New Orleans).  I seek to 

contribute to the greater understanding of local Black participation in revitalization with 

research on this topic in a small, southern Metropolitan Statistical Area, thus providing a 

greater geographical diversity to the existing literature.   

The dissertation literature review has the following structure.  I begin with an 

overview of the competing theories of revitalization and redevelopment, with a focus on 

the concept of gentrification.  This is followed by a review of materials on Black 

community identity, the Black middle class, and intra-racial class antagonisms in the 
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Black community.  The literature review ends with a discussion of the role of Blacks in 

the process of gentrification.  

The primary goal of this dissertation is to qualitatively analyze a historically 

Black, low-income neighborhood in Waco, Texas, which is geographically situated such 

that it could easily be drawn into ongoing redevelopment projects.  Specifically, I want to 

know how members of a particular Black community, mentioned throughout this paper as 

the Elm Avenue Area, feel about the prospects of having their community transformed by 

revitalization, what role they have been invited to play, and how they feel local 

community leaders have responded to calls for revitalization of their community.  The 

results will be very informative to an emerging literature on minority participation in 

gentrification.  This discourse continues to draw attention due to the indicative effects 

that uneven development and housing segregation have on various quality of life factors 

(Squires, 1994).  I now turn to a discussion of the general sociological frameworks that 

define the issue of urban land use.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

 

Supporting Theory 

 

 

Land Use: Reactive vs. Proactive Approaches 

 

There are two dominant schools of thought when it comes to urban development, 

land use, and the built environment.  The reactive approach is similar to the consumption 

driven market competition model in economics.  In sociology this approach is 

represented by the human ecology model.  In his description of general and human 

ecology, Hawley (1986) states that the individual is the basic unit of measurement in an 

ecosystem, and that the individual‟s relationship with the environment maintains five 

characteristics: (1) access to the environment, (2) interdependence, (3) finite existence, 

(4) ability to optimize conditions, and (5) indeterminate limitation.  He also suggests that 

human ecology in this way must not ask why individuals do what they do, but instead 

what situations and oppositions within the system cause them to make their decisions 

(Hawley, 1986).   

Consumption models are usually based on the best use of land, an assertion 

reminiscent of the early Chicago School studies (Muniz, 1998).  Consumers make 

rational choices that will optimize their satisfaction, usually considering their own 

individual needs above those of others‟, in this case the indigenous, lower-class 

inhabitants (Lees et al, 2007).  When the question at hand concerns gentrification, 

consumption explanations describe the process as a product of middle-class tastes that 

have arisen in response to demographic change, labor market transformations, and 

economic constraints (Ley, 1986).   
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Human ecologists argue that the optimal form of spatial processes reflects the 

consensus of the community on the most efficient use of resources.  The community 

shape, form, and function reflect the best form adaptation to the external environment.  

The spatial and economic struggles of the city lead to differentiation where urban 

geographies offer “a market for the special talents of individual men,” diverging from the 

rural expectations of contributions towards the common good.  Thus from the ecological 

framework, the city is an “emergent property of economic competition and its resulting 

division of labor” (Gottdiener p.28, 1985).  

Reactive theorists view cities not only as social spaces, but also as urban markets 

defined by their use and exchange values.  Hawley (1950, p. 221) suggests that 

“…functional differentiation necessitates a (geographic) centralization of control,” 

implying that as the hierarchy of power and bureaucracy increase, so does the need to 

develop structural and physical boundaries surrounding a locus of control.  Hawley 

(1950) proposes that the political realm retains principal responsibility for the market in 

urban ecology, guiding the hand of adaptation to new market conditions.  Perhaps Park 

and Burgess (1921, p. 12) best summarize this relationship between the economic market 

and urban ecosystems by stating simply, “the modern city….owes its existence to the 

marketplace around which it sprang up.”   

 

Proactive Revitalization:  Growth Machines 

 

Logan and Molotch‟s (1987) descriptions of Marxist political economy diverge 

from Hawley‟s (1950) views of urban ecosystems as mechanisms that respond by 

adapting to market change.   They emphasize the relationship between a city‟s economic 

market and urban ecologies symbiotic competition, stating that urban residents and 



5 

 

stakeholders drive contesting struggles within an urban area.  However, Logan and 

Molotch (1987, p. 9) also recognize that in urban ecology the “price” of these contesting 

parties is sociological, where social factors contribute to pricing and bargaining in the 

cities to organize markets and set prices.  

Logan and Molotch‟s (1987) work on gentrification, revitalization, and 

development requires adequate comprehension of the growth coalition, or the body of 

acting agents (hence the label „proactive‟) that manipulate and persuade the social 

“prices” of an urban community.  The proactive growth machine model is a production 

based explanation of revitalization and gentrification (as opposed to consumption).  

Production explanations attribute gentrification to patterns of uneven development and 

urban restructuring brought about by local, national, and international movement of 

capital (Smith, 1979; Smith, 1984).   

The local business investors have the largest stake in the growth machine 

coalitions (Smith 1996; Gottdiener & Feagin 1988; Logan & Molotch, 1987).  In addition 

to private, local business investors, politicians, local media outlets, and municipal public 

works are amongst the major players of competition, backed up by universities and 

educational centers, expositions and arts, small business owners, and labor unions and 

organizations.  For these vested entities, lower-class, minority residential communities 

are often seen as counter-productive.  These groups represent a marginalized customer 

base of undesirables.  Thus it is rational that the communities occupied by these 

unfavorable urban dwellers are often the first chosen for revitalization (Wolpert & Seley, 

1975).   
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Growth machines took root in post World War II urban renewal programs.  Urban 

renewal was driven by government funding to attract private investment to blighted and 

neglected areas.  During this period, beginning postwar and continuing through the late 

1960s, urban areas of the United States lost an average of about 15 percent of existing 

inner city urban residences (Dahmann, 1982).  This loss led to increasing disorganization 

in urban areas, from job market decline to anomic behaviors among individuals (Wilson, 

1987). 

The low-income, minority communities resulting from urban renewal began to 

experience even more disruption with the onset of gentrification.  The exchange value 

potential claims of the growth coalition successfully persuaded residents to sell their 

property.  This opened the gates of revitalization, creating an influx of gentrifiers, 

entrepreneurs, and affluent potential residents, all of whom are oblivious of the potential 

displacement of the indigenous group (Logan & Molotch, 1987). 

The growth coalition is not typically viewed as antagonistic during the first 

murmurs of revitalization planning.  Great care goes into portraying revitalization efforts 

as healthy and progressive for unfavorable communities.  For example, historic 

preservation is often a tenet that occurs alongside gentrification.  In an effort to depict 

intentions to maintain the cultural identity of a gentrifying area, many growth coalitions 

emphasize maintaining the heritage and historical relevance of an area as a part of its 

theme (Logan & Molotch, 1987).  For instance, the growth coalition may choose to pay 

honor to the heritage of a community by renaming streets after local leaders or creating a 

restaurant or entertainment sector tailored to the cultural and ethnic flavor of the 

indigenous inhabitants. 
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Although the presence of growth machines is noted in the United States as early 

as the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, perhaps the most significant growth coalition 

is represented by former president Ronald Reagan‟s “New Federalism,” which 

encouraged greater involvement of jurisdictional units to overcome community resistance 

to revitalization (Falk & Lyson, 1993; 1988).  During this period of the late 1970s and 

1980s, the Reagan administration clearly expressed that the only acceptable government 

spending was that which led to growth, and encouraged incentives for private investors, 

such as slackened minimum wage regulations, property tax abatements, lax 

environmental regulations, and unproblematic zoning procedures (Falk & Lyson, 1993; 

Logan & Molotch, 1987). 

The proactive view of spatial development does not treat individuals or 

communities as reactive agents in a structurally adaptive process.  Moreover, individual 

and group actors, through the formation of growth coalitions, can manipulate the 

revitalization process to their own benefit.  This is the crux of the debate regarding 

gentrification and redevelopment of blighted areas.  Is the work being done to benefit the 

whole community, or a few actors? In addition, are local people being given a voice in 

the process?   

In terms of the former questions, the reactive model undoubtedly purports that all 

change is for the good of the community because old resources (e.g. blighted areas) are 

being transformed into productive resources (new vibrant neighborhoods).  But what the 

reactive model cannot answer is how the process affects residents of the areas being 

transformed.  The proactive model recognizes that individual actors within the 

community are the catalyst for redevelopment, for their personal financial and/or political 
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gain.  While the proactive model understands the dynamics of the process, there is scant 

attention to the residents of the areas.  As I will show in subsequent discussions (below), 

there is a tacit assumption that the conflicts over revitalization and gentrification are 

sharply drawn on race and class lines.  But this may not be the case.  This issue of 

gentrification of Black neighborhoods is an area where class and economic position 

become much more important that racial identity.   

 

Defining Gentrification 

 

To this point I have discussed the two major approaches to redevelopment.  I have 

also used the terms revitalization, redevelopment and gentrification interchangeably.  But 

these terms are not necessarily synonymous.  Redevelopment and revitalization refer to 

improvements.  Gentrification is a process that structurally changes the political economy 

of the landscape.  It is the shift of socially marginalized and working-class areas of the 

city to middle and upper-middle class residential use (Zukin, 1987; Glass, 1964).  

According to Zukin (1987), gentrification can be identified by highly visible reinvestment 

and rehabilitation by upper-class residents alongside continuing deterioration of inner-

city housing, disinvestment in the central business district, and suburbanization of most 

new housing construction for the private market.  The consequences of gentrification 

include displacement, reversal of trends towards suburbanization, modification in the 

population that can afford to use land, and change in the cultural and economic shape of 

the city. 

While Zukin provides a description of gentrification based on class typology, 

others note the existence of racial differences between gentrification actors.  During the 

1970s and 1980s „Reagonomics Era‟, New York City experienced an economic shift 
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where over 100,000 blue-collar jobs disappeared from the city‟s industrial base.  In the 

absence of these jobs, white collar industries began to move in, resulting in a residential 

population (indigenous blue-collar workers) “incompatible with its labor force” 

(Deutsche & Ryan, 1984, p. 94).  This incompatibility represents a national trend that 

began in the 1950s, exemplified by not only blue-collar workers but also urban 

minorities, representing a theoretically-Marxist capitalist surplus population (Wilson, 

1995; Wilson, 1987; Deutsche & Ryan, 1984).   

In their discussion of the gentrification of the lower east side of New York City 

from slums to an arts district, Deutsche and Ryan (1984) state that often there are two 

competing definitions of gentrification. The authors give the first definition from the 

perspective of the urbanologist as a “transfer of places from one class to another, with or 

without concomitant physical changes taking place" (Deutsche & Ryan, 1984, p. 94). 

This definition is from the standpoint of researchers and investors, who usually do not 

have any vested interest in the community; that is, they do not stand to lose their place or 

status in the gentrifying community. The second definition is given from the perspective 

of the urban minority for whom "gentrification is the process of White people 'reclaiming' 

the inner cities by moving into Black and Latin American communities… (Deutsche & 

Ryan, 1984, p. 94).” 

Gentrifiers, those who instigate the onset of urban redevelopment, and the urban 

gentry, those who benefit from gentrification, share similar socioeconomic statuses.  Both 

groups are highly educated, fill prestigious occupations, and maintain a distinctive 

habitus, a class culture, and a milieu (Bourdieu, 1984).  In the racial context most 

research examines the behaviors of Whites as gentrifiers or as economic leaders 
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responsible for investment and disinvestment.  By creating housing and neighborhoods 

only white collars can afford, cities systematically destroy the material conditions for the 

survival of indigenous people, and thus, through gentrification, "low and moderate 

income people with few options…become the powerless victims of dynamic economic 

forces beyond their control” (Deutsche & Ryan, 1984, p. 96).  Contemporary researchers 

Kennedy and Leonard (2001, p. 5) define gentrification as “the process by which higher 

income households displace lower income residents of a neighborhood, changing the 

essential character and flavor of that neighborhood,” a definition which seems to capture 

the essence of all of the aforementioned definitions, including the power of class 

(“income”), status (“character”), and diversity (“flavor”).  It is the displacement of one 

group by another through economic reinvestment that distinguishes gentrification from 

revitalization (see also Smith, 1996).  

More recently, Kennedy and Leonard (2001) suggest that some of the key causes 

behind contemporary gentrification are more accurately listed as rapid job growth, 

uneven housing markets, preference for city conveniences and amenities, lengthening 

commutes, and politics targeting the public sector.  Gentrification is usually referred to in 

this sense as revitalization and provokes images of beautification, aesthetic 

enhancements, increased green spaces, new and renovated buildings, and a bustling 

economy and market.   

 

Gentrification and Displacement 

 

How does this spatial shift take place?  As neighborhood change begins to 

advance subsequent class and racial heterogeneity generates conflict.  Ownership of 

territory gradually shifts from one group to another.  Many unintended and indirect 
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changes may occur in the urban community‟s structure and composition.  Incoming 

gentry are most likely to be White, well educated, and have a higher income than 

incomers to non-gentrifying neighborhoods (Freeman & Braconi, 2004; Freeman, 2005).  

In addition to the aforementioned demographics, research finds that the characteristics of 

gentrifying urban neighborhoods also include those under the age of forty and the 

childless (McKinnish et al, 2007).  In terms of occupation, incoming residents  to 

represent large conglomerates and corporations characterized by professional, technical, 

and managerial positions (Zukin, 1987). 

With changing demographics that accompany gentrification, local taxes rise 

parallel to the values of unimproved property in the neighborhood (Zukin, 1987).  As the 

new gentry inadvertently push the indigenous residential population down a rising stream 

of property tax assessments, low priced, affordable housing begins to disappear (Gale, 

1984; Marcuse, 1986).  Low income residents are displaced farther from the central 

business district, decreasing access to social services, public transportation, and adjacent 

employment.  The majority of the displaced tend to settle in locations with higher, 

unaffordable rents (Kain & Apgar, 1985; LeGates & Hartman, 1986). 

 When compared to the incoming gentry, outgoing residents have inverted 

demographic characteristics.  Common characteristics of outgoing residents are 

disproportionately high percentages of children and elderly individuals, as well as higher 

percentages of individuals lacking a college degree (McKinnish et al, 2007).  According 

to Zukin (1987), outgoing residents tend to be more heterogeneous and economically 

vulnerable (though not always characteristically disadvantaged or impoverished).   In 

addition, the face of outgoing residents has changed over the past several decades.  In the 
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1970s white collar workers who could afford to relocate were considered the urban out-

migrants.  After 1973 the accelerated displacement of Blacks by Whites was observed in 

certain neighborhoods, perhaps signaling the transition of gentrification from being 

mainly a socioeconomic issue to becoming a racial issue (Wilson, 1995; Gale, 1984). 

 

A Black Gentry 

 

Research of plausible Black-led gentrification began at the climax of the 

consumption versus production ideology debate.  City funded development and an 

increase in tourism sparked interest in Harlem (Smith, 2002; Hoffman, 2003). However, 

during this period it was not observed that Blacks had shifted from their position as 

victims of the dominant elites, and were in the unusual role as perpetrators of 

development.  Schaffer and Smith (1986) believed that Harlem's gentrification was only a 

temporary phenomenon.  The pair suggested that due to the comparably limited incomes 

of Blacks, their ability to invest would inevitably decline.  However, Schaffer and Smith 

have been highly criticized, due to continued existence of this pattern and its expansion 

into other cities (Boyd, 2000; Prince, 2002; Moore, 2002; Pattillo, 2003; Hyra, 2006).  

Moreover, new literature suggests that minorities are active as both revitalization 

investors and initiators (Schaffer & Smith, 1986; Owens, 1997; Smith, 2002; Jackson, 

2001; Taylor, 2002; Boyd, 2000; Prince, 2002; Moore, 2002; Pattillo, 2003; Hyra, 2006; 

Boyd, 2008). 

 Most research states that Blacks oppose gentrification.  Lees (2002, p. 400) lays 

out a basic dichotomy for „traditional‟ gentrification: "Oppositions are middle-class, 

incoming gentrifiers (White) versus working-class, displaced residents (Black).”  

However, urban sociologist Michelle Boyd (2008) suggests it is possible for minority-led 
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gentrification to become what she refers to as “defensive development”.  Boyd defines 

defensive development as the use of community building and economic revitalization 

strategies as a tool to protect minority neighborhoods, specifically Black neighborhoods, 

from falling into the control of dominant, White, middle-class residents, city elites, and 

developers with their eyes set on the bottom line: profits and market expansion.   

Based on Boyd‟s (2008) defensive development, Black community organizations 

can also initiate and promote gentrification, employing revitalization as an advancement 

tool, as a response to persisting patterns of racial discrimination, and as resistance to 

racial subordination.  Black community development may also root from a more 

nostalgic source.  Monique Taylor (2002) finds that Black gentries are often led by a keen 

desire to identify with the history of their communities through culturally relevant events, 

institutions, and businesses.  Taylor (2002) also notes that Black gentrification is often a 

stratagem for Black individuals to get in touch with and maintain their cultural roots.  

However, Black neighborhood elites may use gentrification as political stratagem that 

perpetuates intra-racial class conflict struggles (Boyd, 2008).  When used in this way 

defensive development loses its intentions to serve as a social advancement tool.  

 

Community Identity Formation 

 

To study any community, specifically the „Black community‟ it is important to 

first define what is meant by „community‟ in relationship to a culture or enclave.  

Attempting to decide on a paradigm for community identity, let alone a sole definition of 

community itself, is an overwhelming task.  However, it is necessary to begin with a 

synopsis of literature surrounding the meaning of „community‟ in its macro context 

before approaching the broader subject of identity. Sociologists and urban researchers 
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have spent decades debating the necessary characteristics that comprise community.  

Early American sociologist Robert Park is among the first to make an attempt to define 

community, during a time when both academics and the public were in awe of the 

changes occurring in a society experiencing urbanization at rates higher than ever before.  

Park states: 

“The essential characteristics of a community… (1) A population territorially 

organized, (2) more or less completely rooted in the soil that it occupies, (3) its 

individual units living in a relationship of interdependence…” (1936, p. 72). 

 

Although Park‟s depiction of community probably satisfied qualifications during the 

early twentieth century, it is missing a crucial element needed for application in today‟s 

community studies:  the inclusion of a personal, identity-based element.  Three decades 

following Park‟s attempt, George Hillery (1955) conducted a study of the various then-

existing definitions of community, resulting in an analysis of ninety-four communities in 

all.  In his discussion, Hillery points out that the only definite characteristic is the 

involvement of people.  However, it is important to notice that in his classification of 

communities into a dichotomy referred to as “generic” and “rural” community, Hillery 

(1955) places “self-sufficiency” and “common life” at the top of each list. 

Abridging the works of Park, Hillery, and a host of others, community sociologist 

Larry Lyon (1999) describes the study of community as an examination of people that are 

members of and identify with a particular place.  Although specifics such as territory, 

propinquity, and authenticity are often ambiguous, Lyon‟s reference to identification is 

key to understanding the social aspect of community.  Indeed Lyon (1999, p. 248) states, 

“Good community should matter to the people who live there.  Residents should define 

themselves in terms of the community…”  Lyon  also refers to philosopher Lawrence 
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Haworth‟s community divergence, which suggests that identity is the determining agent 

separating community from “mere city” (Haworth, 1963), and continues on to emphasize 

the need for commitment and investment as in conjunction with distinctiveness. 

Transitioning from defining community to defining community identity requires 

an understanding of typology, place, and identity construction.  A predecessor for all of 

the aforementioned investigations of community, Ferdinand Tonnies‟ (1887) concepts of 

“Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft” provide one of the foremost typologies of community.  

Commonly translated “Community and Society [Association]”, the theory is founded on 

the intensity and source of identity amongst a group of people.  The gemeinschaft of the 

typology branch refers to a community with strong roots of kinship and familiarity; in 

this sphere the focus is on the good of the community (Tonnies, 1887).   

Do these early community ideologies still apply to present-day neighborhood 

identities?  The revival of community studies in the 1980s and 1990s provides mixed 

responses.  According to John Puddifoot‟s 1995 study, early community scholarship 

provides an idealistic, utopian illustration.  As the author states, the preceding ideologies 

are: 

“…at odds with the actual and perceived increasing mobility of populations, 

individualism, and the growth of multicultural societies…[the ideologies] 

appeared to have lost their cutting edge in the evolving new situation of global 

communications and international markets,” (Puddifoot, 1995, p. 358). 

 

On the surface, it is convenient to accept that society‟s ever-increasing advancements and 

abundance in options and variety has further diminished clarity in community studies.  

Much of social science has moved away from describing the community as a whole, 

accepting unique traits between cities as commonplace.  Community studies have 
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departed from their ethnographic roots, instead focusing on particularized features such 

as civic organizations, locale and adjacency, or disorganization (Puddifoot, 1995).   

 Puddifoot (1995, 1996) chooses to recognize the aforementioned difficulties; 

however, the researcher does not accept differing traits as results that are „to be 

expected‟.  Attempting to construct a model capable of measuring community identity, 

Puddifoot nonetheless confronts these obstacles through a survey of residents‟ beliefs 

about place.  As a result he finds six elements that may provide a template for community 

identity construction: locus, distinctiveness, identification, orientation, evaluation of 

quality of community life, and evaluation of community functioning.  In a later research 

note he adds that community identity is also dependent on historical, economic, and 

socio-cultural factors, a suggestion that may seem to be commonsensical, yet truly 

reflects the evolution of urban and community sociology at that time.  

 A divergence from the theoretical debates of community typologies is the novelty 

of place.  Place often departs from the political and geographic boundaries that most 

researchers have grown accustomed to and has been “defined as chunks and features of 

the physical environment that are highly saturated with individual and collective 

meanings” (Kusenbach, 2008, p. 226).  This area of urban and community studies leans 

towards the interactionist school of thought, with evident roots in human ecology.  Place 

is conceivably the hub of community identity; construction is based on a collective of 

shared familiarities, routines, responsibilities, and events (Kusenbach, 2008).  Places 

usually tend to invoke a sense of ownership amongst their members.  Shotter (1993, pp. 

162-63)  puts forward that “…to live in a community which one senses as being one‟s 

own—as both “mine” and “yours”, as “ours” rather than “theirs”—one must be more than 
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just an accountable reproducer of it.”  Thus, there are some ties in the community, 

whether rural or urban, that bind its residents together.   

 Although community identity is worthy of continuous study in its own right, this 

dissertation focuses on not only defining Black community identity, but also addressing 

whether or not perceived identity is consistent with reality and what conflicts exist in 

attempt to protect a community‟s identity.  If community identity is assumedly 

“constructed in relation to others” (Moore, 2005, p. 440), then the differences in 

community identity are structurally important in exploring a Black community contained 

within a greater urban environment.   

 The impact of neighborhood attainment on Black community identity is 

expansive.  If Puddifoot‟s (1995) supposition that economic and socio-cultural factors are 

important to community identity is correct, and if Gould et al (2003) correctly project that 

where one lives influences access to jobs, schools, and quality of life, then residential 

location itself is important to defining a community.  According to Freeman (2008), an 

individual‟s neighborhood is an important predictor of his or her status in the social 

hierarchy.  In support Pattillo (1999) states that “class, status, and lifestyle” are 

determinants towards a Black community identity.  Territorially speaking, for the 

majority of their history in the United States, Blacks have been spatially segregated from 

other racial and ethnic groups.  Although an increasing percentage of Whites report that 

they would be willing to live in a neighborhood alongside Blacks (Schuman et al, 1998), 

the gap between Whites at the top of the social strata and Blacks lagging in the bottom 

still persists and suggests that Black physical propinquity to White residences remains a 

factor in neighborhood attainment (Freeman, 2008). 
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History of Racial Residential Segregation 

William Julius Wilson (2009) suggests that in order to understand the Black 

community and its identity, one must note that both structural and cultural factors 

cumulatively create the group‟s position in our social hierarchy. He (Wilson, 1995, 1987) 

names several direct and indirect racially antagonizing political and social dynamics that 

plotted the course of the Black community over the last century.  These include changes 

in welfare laws, losses in unskilled labor employment opportunities, and decades of racial 

assaults.  However, in Wilson‟s discussion of the structural persuasion affecting the 

Black community the one dynamic to which he gives the most consideration is racial 

residential segregation. 

In Beyond Segregation:  Multiracial and Multiethnic Neighborhoods in the 

United States, Michael Maly (2005) starts his first chapter with this famous quote from 

the 1963 Inauguration of former Alabama Governor and unsuccessful presidential 

hopeful George Wallace:  “Segregation then, segregation tomorrow, and segregation 

forever.”  Maly acknowledges the enduring truth in Wallace‟s proclamation, evident in 

the perpetual racial disunion of current neighborhoods.  Wilson (2009) suggests that the 

most recent evidence of persisting residential discord manifested during Hurricane 

Katrina, the 2005 natural disaster that brought structural racism and discrimination back 

into homes across the United States.   

The Federal Housing Administration was founded in 1934 to increase 

homeownership and aid recovery from the economic damage of the Great Depression 

(Jackson, 1985).  However, the Federal Housing Administration did not seek to aid all 

citizens, and often excluded racial and ethnic minority groups.  This practice of “choosy” 
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lending and assistance, or redlining, is inherently based on race (Wilson, 2009).  Status 

and income did not mediate the dilemma of being a minority.  Decades after the 

implementation of the Federal Housing Administration, racial restrictions were lifted.  

Despite this progress, it took many years for the discrimination lag to catch up with these 

policy changes.  White “flight” was well underway by this point, and the majority of 

Whites sought protection from integration and dropping property values as Black families 

moved onto their blocks.  

Whites were not the only emigrants leaving behind their communities in search of 

the “right” neighbors—as the Black middle class grew in size and strength urban Black 

communities experienced a middle class drain (Landry, 1987; Aldeman, 2004).  There is 

little extant research describing Black “flight”; studies detail the harmful effect that the 

mass departure of the Black middle class had on these communities (Aldeman, 2004; 

Wilson, 1995).   However, it did not take long for the Black middle class to realize that 

moving away from the cities‟ cores and into the suburbs did not necessarily equate to 

improvements in housing or life quality.  In fact, they found themselves once again 

“ghettoized”—or the recipients of marginalized treatment within greater society (Massey 

& Denton, 1993). 

 Urban renewal began in the mid-twentieth century creating further troubles for 

the Black community.  These efforts sought to eradicate the prevalence of ghettos and 

slums, resulting in the elimination of boroughs comprised of relatively functioning 

minority communities (Maly, 2005).  Another result of urban renewal was the 

construction of transportation lines and highways created to pull suburbanites back into 

the cities for work (Mohl, 2000).  Though serving a logical function, these roads and 
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passages produced physical boundaries between low-income, minority communities and 

the neighboring business and residential communities as if though drawing a territorial 

line (Wilson, 2009).   

Urban renewal and changing political forces also affected the availability of 

housing throughout the urban areas of the nation.  Public housing, which had served well 

as a stabilizer for many low-income communities prior to the passing of the Housing Act 

of 1949, became more of a hindrance than a help (Wilson, 2009).  The Housing Act 

lowered maximum income eligibility, thwarting any progress that may have been 

achieved by suddenly ineligible individuals and families.  The act also changed the 

demographics of the Black community by pushing out the highest earners in the 

communities‟, forcing some into unemployment and foreclosure, and inevitably losing 

headway that had been made towards self-sufficiency.  Ironically, many of those who 

were pushed out of the community for having an income over the newly instated poverty 

line eventually descended below the new maximums, but had fewer housing options due 

to the demolition of a large segment of the public housing units (Wilson, 2009).   In the 

end, neighborhoods that might have previously or potentially had a heterogeneous 

population showed increasing concentrations of low-income residents. 

 Between the 1970s and 2000, however, there is a noted decline in residential 

segregation (Farley & Frey, 1994; Timberlake & Iceland, 2007).  Credit for this decline 

may be given to changes in segregation acceptance as a result of the civil rights 

movement of the 1950s and 1960s (Farley & Frey, 1994), political administration 

(Wilson, 2009), or the increasing importance of class and income over race (Timberlake 

& Iceland, 2007).  Minorities (specifically Blacks and Latinos) demonstrated this shift 
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through the transformation of economic gains into residential attainment tools 

(Timberlake & Iceland, 2007).   

Nonetheless, it is important to reiterate that spatial integration still remains an 

issue for these minority groups, despite temporal gains (Maly, 2005).  In the face of legal 

and political regulations formed to deter unequal housing attainment practices, Blacks 

still experience difficulty acquiring mortgages, insuring their homes, dealing with private 

neighborhood and housing associations, and even experiencing discriminatory practices 

with real estate agents (Maly, 2005). 

Assuming a diffusion of knowledge surrounding the historical patterns of racial 

neighborhood segregation there should be at least some effect on how Blacks perceive 

and respond to renovation effects.  Awareness of Black communities‟ past experiences 

allow preparation for defensive gentrification, tempting local Black leaders join the 

growth coalition as both a representative of the community and a representative of their 

individual interests.  This often pits Black community members from different social 

classes in direct conflict with each other.   With this in mind, I now turn to a discussion of 

Black community identity.  

 

Black Community Identity 

 

Describing the identity formation of the Black community is quite a task.  While 

all communities tend to have unique characteristics and personalities, the Black 

community seems to run on its own rules and regulations.  Black community culture 

differs distinctly from the mainstream suburbs and gated communities.  Although the 

Black community is credited as possessing great racial pride and exclusivity, perhaps a 

mechanism that serves to be more defensive and protective in nature than boastful 
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(Moore, 2008; Moore, 2005; Du Bois, 1903; Washington, 1899), the community‟s history 

in the United States is one of great disadvantage from the very beginning.  Black 

Americans are historically the only involuntary immigrants to the United States, and their 

plight through slavery, civil rights, and continuing efforts towards equality are well 

known throughout both academia and mass society.  This history of turmoil and hardship 

creates an opposing dichotomy of values, agendas, and classes that deeply affects 

community identity.  As American residential areas remain segregated by class and race, 

it is important to study Black communities within their racial and cultural molds. 

 As early as the inception of the twentieth century, patterns of Black community 

identity began to emerge (Moore, 2005).  While it is easy to fall into the belief that 

segregation practices of the time might cause homogenous Black enclaves and ghettoes, 

this was not the case for most urban areas (Freeman, 2008).  In addition to interracial 

neighborhood stratification, intra-racial neighborhood stratification also surfaced 

(Pattillo, 2005).  Studies of Harlem, Philadelphia and other urban areas found that within 

the segregated Black communities a Black middle-class emerged, showing self-isolation 

within Black neighborhoods (Drake & Clayton, 1945; Frazier, 1938; Du Bois, 1899).   

W.E.B. Du Bois is perhaps the first to note the materialization of Black class 

stratification.  In his writings on the parting on Black residents‟ interests, Du Bois 

summarizes: 

“The points upon which American Negroes differ as to their course of action are 

the following:  First, the scope of education; second, the necessity of the right of 

suffrage; third, the importance of civil rights; fourth, the conciliation of the South; 

fifth, the future of race in this country” (1904, p. 521).   

 

This statement is exemplified in Du Bois‟ (1903) construct of double consciousness, 

which perhaps sums up the state of Black identity and community identity, past and 
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present.  According to Du Bois‟ (1903) double consciousness is a state where Blacks are 

afflicted with “warring souls” that mimic not split (as in one half of each), but doubled 

(as in full equivalents of both) personalities.  In his words, 

“It is a peculiar sensation, this double-consciousness…one ever feels his two-

ness—an American, a Negro; two souls, two thoughts, two unreconciled strivings; 

two warring ideals in one dark body, whose dogged strength keeps it from being 

torn asunder” (Du Bois, 1903, p. 3). 

 

Du Bois‟ (1899) conflicting consciousness finds root in one of the earliest studies of 

urban residents and community, The Philadelphia Negro: A Social Study.  Du Bois 

(1899) noticed a complete separation of residents in the Black community.   During a 

series of interviews conducted by home visitation, the sociologist found that there was a 

distinction between property and status in the Black community.  Within Philadelphia‟s 

Seventh Ward, Du Bois describes a segregation of poor Blacks and the Black bourgeoisie 

(1899); within the community both the “American” and “Negro” were confronted (1903).  

In this single Black community (and, as he continued his studies in other communities 

such as Atlanta, Northern Virginia, and Durham) Du Bois (1903) found residents and 

homes stereotypical of the stigmatized, poor Black ghetto, as well as areas where “some 

of the Best Negro Families of the Ward live[d]”(p. 138) . 

The major distinguishing factor within the Black community is class (Moore, 

2008).  Mary Pattillo (2003) discusses the differences in class interpretation in the Black 

community.  Instead of the generalized class structure familiar to the social sciences, 

based upon income, occupation, education (Blau and Duncan, 1967), Black class 

structure typifies the Weberian construct of status (Pattillo, 2003).  As an alternative to 

viewing one another based on a combination of earnings, prestige, and educational 

attainment, Black‟s tend to judge one another based on cultural and material status, 
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shown both through language and tangible status symbols, such as home-ownership, 

clothing, cars, vernacular, and demeanor (Pattillo, 2003).  Here the focus is more on the 

level of financial status one can display, not the level of financial status one can actually 

afford (culturally referred to as “hood rich”).  These class schemas are continuously at 

odds, stunting progress towards a racial solidarity (Pattillo, 2003).   

 

Black Middle Class 

 

 Although  foraged Black class studies nearly a century ago, the Black middle-

class has only recently made its way into the center of race and class studies, with 

increasing focus on its‟ relationship to Black community development (Greif, 2009; 

Freeman, 2008; Moore, 2008; Pattillo, 2007; Pattillo, 2005; Cole & Omari, 2003; 

Gregory, 1992).  In the mid-twentieth century, emphasis concentrated on the Black urban 

poor, while more recent study gives more attention to intra-racial class intricacies 

(Pattillo, 2005).  Efforts to recreate the identity of Black communities through economic 

and residential revitalization are affected by the intra-racial class conflicts existent within 

the specified population (Moore, 2005). 

 The Black class structure is as unique as its community identity and has 

undergone an interesting transformation over the past century.  Early in the twentieth 

century Du Bois‟ (1899) studies led him to conclude that the Black community was made 

up of a four-tiered class structure: the talented-tenth, the middle class, the working class, 

and the submerged tenth.  In this structure, class is based on individuals‟ professional and 

educational statuses, as well as those of previous generations; according to Du Bois 

(1899), those in higher tier held more responsibility for the advancement of the race.  In 

addition, the early Black class formations did not differ much in their economic and 
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residential attainment; thus in this structure, upper and lower class Blacks alike 

recognized the inequalities that existed between themselves and Whites (Anderson, 

2000).  Even the early Black elite and bourgeoisie recognized the injustice of their 

“second-class” citizenship. It was from this racial consciousness that the civil rights 

movement arose (Anderson, 2000). 

 However, the current Black class structure has taken on a different build and 

attitude.  Beginning with the civil rights movement, the Black class structure began to 

morph into a caste-like system (Frazier, 1957): the elite, middle, working and under-

classes replaced Du Bois‟ original four-tiers (Anderson, 2000).  Though race remained 

the master status for Black professionals despite any levels of high achievement, they 

began to change their strategy towards advancement.  The emphasis of Du Bois‟ focus on 

changing the system that oppressed and subjugated Black Americans began to lose its 

power; instead Black elites and middle class members took on the assimilation attributes 

specific to theorist Booker T. Washington, Du Bois most avid critic (Anderson, 2000).  

The elite and middle classes developed a dense, separating boundary line (Anderson, 

2000).  Inclusion in the Black elite was nearly caste-like—based on “old” prestige—

generations of freedmen, educated Blacks, and professionals who were able to 

accommodate the values and behaviors of the professional and public White world, yet 

maintain social, historic, and religious connections with their lesser-Black counterparts 

(Anderson, 2000).   

 The Black middle class is probably the most peculiar within the Black class 

structure.  This class most benefited from structural changes resulting from the civil 

rights movement, and while the Black elites assimilated into dominant, White culture, the 
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Black middle class remained in a state of limbo; successful and achieving the American 

dream (Moore, 2005).  But as beneficiaries of a changing system, they still felt 

responsible for helping the working and lower classes in the Black community find their 

way (Anderson, 2006).  The Black middle class is very likely to have family members or 

old friends still “held-back” in the working and lower classes—a constant reminder of the 

people who have been left behind during the metamorphosis of the Black community 

(Anderson, 2000). 

 Concerning urban development, the economic bottom line conflict originates as a 

struggle between the Black middle class and the Black working and lower classes.  

According to Moore (2005), the Black middle class‟ focal point is on creating a mixed-

class neighborhood, which has not been seen in the Black community for over three 

decades.  The prospects of middle class ideals and material benefits are not intrinsically 

antagonistic; instead the major tension is the strain of reaffirming loyalty to racial 

cohesion while altering identity to parallel the middle-class created by dominant White 

culture (Moore, 2005).  According to recent literature, the idealized redeveloped Black 

community might possess several favorable characteristics: a self-sufficient Black 

economy, Black cultural institutions, inter-class unity, and increased homeownership 

(Hyra, 2006; Moore, 2005; Gregory, 1992).  Despite suggestions that racial cohesion 

persists in spite of class differences, it seems that attitudes towards and perception of 

gentrification in the Black community differ by class (Boyd, 2005), 

Considering the role of the Black middle class in community revitalization, Mary 

Pattillo (2007) states that their function is that of “brokers”, or “middlemen” that bridge 

White economic and political leadership to the Black community.  However, these 
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advancements come at a cost, usually paid by lower-income residents.  As “middlemen,” 

the Black middle-class is held responsible for the destruction of belonging and place tied 

to the neighborhood and for the spatial displacement of Black residents in the name of 

redevelopment (Hyra, 2006).  Regardless of even the most selfless and positive intent 

towards Black community (re)development, Black middle-class leadership members 

caught in this predicament risk intensified levels of distrust and resistance from low-

income Black community members (Moore, 2008; Moore, 2005; Hyra, 2006; Boyd, 

2000; Gregory; 1992). 

 

Growth Machines and Black Leadership 

 

As stated previously, urban revitalization is often led by a conglomerate of 

interested parties representing several branches of leadership throughout a given city; 

local government, municipalities, and businesses represent one side of this conglomerate 

(Logan & Molotch, 1987).  Usually this proactive force is pictured as the sole driver for 

gentrification, made up of White upper class males with powerful community roles.  

However, more often than not, minority elite and middle class community members are 

“co-opted” as persuasive and representative parties of the otherwise „victimized‟ lower 

class members.  Co-optation describes the process of the majority coalition creating a 

partnership with Black community leaders that often times portray an inaccurate 

endorsement.   

Co-optation may best be understood through the theoretical concepts of power 

(Weber, 1968) and hegemony (Gramsci, 1971).  Weber‟s definition of power fits 

perfectly within the context of co-optation.  Weber (1968) suggests that power is most 

accurately described as one‟s ability to get others to heed his or her will while resisting 
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defiance from the opposition.  Obviously, in the case of recent gentrification patterns, the 

majority growth coalition retains that power, and although some resistance groups may 

setup roadblocks and challenges, many community leaders and members will conform.   

 Hegemony focuses on power manipulation within capitalist class structures 

specifically.  Gramsci (1971) describes hegemony as the ability of the dominant, capital-

endowed class to sway its subordinate constituency; specifically, the subordinate classes‟ 

“consent to exploitation” (p. 327).  Majority growth coalition parties target Black 

leadership, ranging in position from local Black politician to religious organization leader 

to community development coalition organizer.   

Co-opting Black leadership can create a truce between the growth coalition and 

the community in question (Arena, 2003).  If co-opting in this way leads to a coalition-

community partnership that encourages revitalization that benefits community members 

across classes, then this may not be a negative joint venture.  However, if the co-optation 

only maintains the concerns and needs of the middle class, again, innocent or malicious 

in intent, then the co-opted Black leadership member becomes a “sell out”—one of the 

most stigmatizing labels one can given in a Black community.   

Arena (2003) refers to this group of co-opted Black leaders, politicians and 

business owners as the Black urban regime.  In his research Arena shares Black city 

employees‟ struggles to gain impartial support from the urban regime in New Orleans, 

Louisiana.  The struggle led to a emergent consciousness for the Black city employees, 

the “most loyal supporters” of the Black urban regime.  The employees realized that their 

representation was not without its own political agenda (Arena, 2003).   This relationship 
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is not only strained within labor relations, but within housing decision-making, 

environmental justice considerations, and other socioeconomic issues. 

  On their own, urban Black lower class community members find difficulty in 

making their voices heard.  One issue is accessing the resources necessary to effectively 

develop proactive neighborhood interest groups; without time, material resources, and 

policy awareness, lower class members are at a disadvantage, despite the amount of 

passion or fervor they may display.  In addition, the ability of these communities to 

participate in democratic decision-making is deficient.  With a disproportionate 

percentage of Black males either serving time or unable to participate in election 

proceedings due to felony disenfranchisements, a hefty proportion of Black adults 

(specifically males) are not represented.  At the turn of the twenty-first century, it was 

estimated that 29 percent of Black males would serve time in prison at some point in their 

lives, and that during that time about 13 percent of Black men were locked out of voting 

procedures due to felony convictions (Sentencing Project, 2001). Thus, it is no surprise 

that the voices of approval that rise from the Black elite and middle classes have no 

trouble resonating over the opposition of the Black lower classes, silencing conflicts 

between leadership desires and those of the community. 

 

Investment versus Survival:  Competing Intra-racial Interests 

 

In the context of urban change and development, the existing dissent between the 

Black upper classes and lower classes is actually a combination of the two-

aforementioned issues:  class and power.  In addition, despite the elite class‟ self-

segregation from and disdain for the Black lower classes, again, when considering 

redevelopment the primary trouble exists between the Black middle class and the 
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working and lower classes.   As mentioned previously, those with the highest statuses in 

the Black community tend to share a long heritage of elitism and separation from the 

lower classes; however, the Black middle class is unique.  Some suggest that the Black 

middle class is not granted this ability to ignore its lower class counterparts; in fact, the 

Black middle class is nearly obligated to maintain relationship and responsibility for the 

lower classes (Marable, 2002; Moore, 2005; Boyd, 2008; Hyra, 2006).  Remember: Black 

middle class members usually are not as „far removed‟ from the lower classes as Black 

elites; often times these members are first generation professionals and intellectuals and 

still maintain relationship with family and friends that are not as well-off as themselves 

(Boyd, 2008; Hyra, 2006).   

Thus the Black leadership and gentry that represents changing Black communities 

is more likely to consist of a higher concentration of middle class members than elites.  

Scholars such as Derek Hyra (2006) refer to the Black middle classes involvement as 

racial uplift.  Simply put, racial uplift refers to the process of accomplished minorities 

serving as role models for their objectionable “brothers and sisters” (Hyra, 2006; Boyd, 

2008; Wilson, 1987; Billingsley, 1982).  Black middle class gentrifiers claim that they are 

“coming home” (Hyra, 2006) to “express a larger commitment and solidarity with the 

race as a whole” (Taylor, 2002).  These intentions reflect a desire to maintain the history, 

culture, and heritage of the Black communities, goals that are very difficult to disagree 

with.   

However, in attempting to protect the priceless history and culture of Black urban 

communities, the Black middle class gentry also transforms the demography of the 

community, usually lacking focus on the internal and external systematic dilemmas and 
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actors that plague the population.  This contradictory behavior is reminiscent of Du Bois 

double consciousness; as stated by Sabiyha Prince (2005, p. 386), “Black professionals 

reconcile occupying a privileged socio-economic position and a historically devalued 

racial one simultaneously.”  While they aim to embrace the rich history of strength, 

struggle, and achievement attained within Black communities nationwide, the Black 

middle class also intentionally seeks to conceal the disfiguring scars of poverty, 

inequality, and degeneration that persist.   

In other words, Black middle class residents tend to focus on material capital 

improvements in these neighborhoods; for example, increasing property values, building 

high quality infrastructure and public entities that may raise taxes, and decreasing the 

visibility of any „unsavory‟ characters are just some of the top priorities on the Black 

gentries‟ agenda (Hyra, 2006; Boyd, 2008; Prince 2005; Pattillo, 2003).  These interests 

reflect a longing to develop or increase “exchange” value of the neighborhood (Hyra, 

2006; Logan & Molotch, 1987).  Exchange value-minded individuals are focused on 

receiving something in return for their investment in the community—they want to build 

the material wealth of the community in order to profit from their activity—while the 

majority of lower class residents are “use” value-minded (Logan & Molotch, 1987).  The 

latter tends to be more concerned about their ability to meet their day to day, fundamental 

needs for safety, shelter, and health within their communities (Logan & Molotch, 1987).  

This dichotomy seems to be the innate source of class conflicts involving redevelopment. 

The Black gentry frets over desires for profit and investment turnarounds, as an 

apprehensive lower class is preoccupied with demands of meeting daily needs. 
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This value dichotomy confirms an interesting point touched on earlier: that within 

the Black community, class is more influential than strength of racial cohesion.  

According to Mary Pattillo (1999, p. 11), “class and lifestyle are real axes of distinction 

in the Black community.”  In this way, accentuating the tastes and proposals of the Black 

middle class does not serve lower class members and in fact, may prove hurtful to their 

stability within the community.  For the Black gentry, Black urban redevelopment 

resembles a sampling of both Black culture and dominant markets; in these visions 

monuments honoring Sojourner Truth, Frederick Douglass, and Arthur Ashe mingle with 

cafes and couture boutiques, and local corner convenience stores are replaced with Bed 

Bath and Beyond, Marshall Fields, and Macy‟s.   

However, many of the enhancements implemented to satisfy Black middle class 

flavor are null and void for lower class workers that lack not only the money to afford a 

café au lait, but also the time to sit down and enjoy the trendy, plush atmospheres of such 

establishments.  Speaking of these enhancements in Harlem, Prince (2005, p. 392) states 

that “this is Martha Stewart‟s Harlem—tasteful, creative, and camera-ready.”  This adds 

to the contradiction of their plight; these enhancements truly bring Black communities 

closer to mirroring their dominant, overarching structure—in the end how do these 

communities really differ from the prevailing American prototype?   

The dichotomy of interests does not end with this picture perfect vision.  Black 

middle class members emphasize building levels of achievement amongst the lower class 

in education, wealth and status.  In response, Black lower class members are often 

resistant to these advances, expressing ambivalence due to real or perceived systemic 

hindrances (Taylor, 2002).   



33 

 

While the Black middle class can serve as gentry of active participants many 

report feeling pressured and strained from revitalization work (Prince, 2005).  Some 

describe role conflicts and strains between their commitment and responsibilities within 

their communities, their families, and their occupations.  Other Black middle class 

residents are less vocal and involved, yet still affect their community‟s transformation in 

a more passive and silent fashion (Prince, 2005).  These community members often sit on 

the “sidelines” of the redevelopment. Some may have vested interest in the communities‟ 

development, through small business or franchise ownership (Prince, 2005).  However, 

the majority of the Black “sideline gentry” are not interested in developing social 

relationships with the people of the community and becoming involved in „place‟.  

Instead the primary focus is increasing financial and political activity.  In his 

ethnographic study, Prince (2005) found that most middle class residents were not 

interested in being active community advocates or patronizing community 

establishments.  Less than half of the “sideline” business owners actually resided or 

expressed interest in residing within the Harlem boundaries. 

When redevelopment of a Black community separates the people (traditional 

Black lower class residents) from the place (communities rich in Black culture, both 

material and nonmaterial), the result is culture that is consumed in place of culture that is 

lived.  More often than not, Black middle class residents do not frequent these 

establishments and when they attempt to do so they are not met with the same quality of 

service that the middle class receives (Prince, 2005).  The inhabitants that have made the 

community what it is through meager yet gainful efforts over years, decades, and 

generations become lost in a whirlwind of unaffordable neo-soul restaurants, jazz-
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inspired lofts with monthly rents that exceed their monthly incomes, and corporate 

financial centers that would rather offer a job in maintenance than a loan or mortgage. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

 

Waco Overview and Description 

 

 

Introduction to the Exploration Community 

 

 To this point, I have provided a literature review discussing important concerns 

towards a sociological understanding of the defensive development and identity retention 

in Black communities, superficially a Black community described here as the Elm 

Avenue Area, located in the Greater Downtown region of Waco, Texas. 

 The background of the Elm Avenue Area is best described in context of the 

Greater Downtown Waco region to which it belongs.  Greater Downtown Waco describes 

the central, urban hub of the city of Waco.  Waco itself is the urban nucleus of McLennan 

County, located in the center of Texas alongside Interstate Highway 35, about ninety 

miles south and north of larger metropolitan areas Dallas and Austin, respectively.   

 

Waco MSA Descriptive Variables, 2008

Variables Frequencies

Total Population 121,308

Percent Black 14.2%

Percent White 76.7%

Percent Hispanic/Latino (any race) 21.8%

Percent Unemployed 4.5%

Percent Professional 31.9%

Percent Bachelor's Degree or Higher 21.0%

Median Income ($) 39,700

Median Age (Years) 31.7

TABLE 1

 

 

According to the American Community Survey (ACS) estimates for 2008 shown in Table 

1 above, there were approximately 121,308 people residing in the Waco MSA and 
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230,213 in McLennan County.  The majority of the Waco MSA is composed of White 

residents (see Table 1).  To give a better description of the diversity of the area, it is 

important to note that of the total Waco MSA population 21.8 percent describe 

themselves as Hispanic and 14.2 percent describe themselves as Black. 

The city of Waco houses a historically Black community located along the east 

side of the Brazos River, subsequently representing a large portion of the Greater 

Downtown Waco region.  In fact, natives of the city tend to refer to the western portion 

of Greater Downtown Waco as “Downtown” and the eastern portion as “Elm”, “East 

Waco” or, endearingly, “the other side of the river”.  Another quirk of the area is that the 

actual "Elm" roadway is officially entitled Elm Street, not Elm Avenue as both current 

and former residents refer to it; in fact only outsiders of the Elm Avenue area's 

community use the "street" reference. Thus, the Brazos River serves as both a physical 

boundary separating the two portions of Greater Downtown Waco and a community 

boundary, as suggested by the differing monikers provided by its residents.  Thus, the 

Greater Downtown Waco division is not only defined by geographic boundaries, but 

demographic boundaries, as well.  The Brazos Rivers serves as a dividing line for the 

past, present, and, seemingly, the future of Greater Downtown Waco.   

 

Waco’s Racialized Past 

 

 Although Native American's inhabited the land prior to the nineteenth century, the 

first block for what was referred to as Waco Village was founded in the middle-

nineteenth century and chosen to be the county seat in 1850 (Barkley and Odintz, 2000).  

Due to its proximity to the Brazos River, the village quickly developed into a city built on 

a cotton culture, a culture common too many areas of the South.  However, despite 
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coming into the cotton industry late in the era of plantation-structured Southern economy, 

the town successfully adopted the culture.  Waco also had several slave plantations; in 

fact, for a moment in time Waco had the largest slave plantation in the state of Texas.  

The Emancipation Proclamation struck-up turmoil, which perhaps dates the beginning of 

racial conflict in the town of Waco. 

 The absence of the cotton industry did not mark the end of Waco's growth, 

however.  In the 1870's the Chisholm Trail resurrected the economic growth of the town 

and led to a climax in growth, mostly in response to the creation of the Waco suspension 

bridge.  At this point Waco was considered to be a metropolitan area and was expected to 

rival large metropolitan areas of the likes of Dallas, Texas.  Waco continued to grow 

throughout the remainder of the nineteenth century and into the twentieth century.  The 

city gained notoriety for its growing population, expanding businesses, saloons and Red 

Light District, and contradicting religious and educational centers. 

 Details concerning the Black community (or communities) residing in Waco, 

Texas are few and far between until the mid-nineteenth century.  Most available 

documentation describes the relationship between Waco‟s Black community and the 

remainder of the city‟s population, but pays specific attention to the urban hub. 

According to Barkley and Odertz, the demography of Waco experienced the greatest shift 

between the 1900s and 1930 with a Black middle class taking shape in 1920 (2000).   

During this period Greater Downtown Waco extended from the town square on the 

western side of the Brazos to the extent of Bridge Street on the eastern side of the river.  

Waco‟s racialized past was similar to that of most Southern towns; Black residents were 

forced to tolerate the injustices of racial segregation, discrimination, and prejudice.  
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Specifically, Bridge Street served as a venue for Black business and also connected the 

Black community to the rest of the city.  In fact, until the mid-twentieth century Bridge 

Street was home to several Black-owned businesses.  According to one narrative,  

“…in 1876, when the first city directory appeared, the two jobs most often filled 

by black people were laborer and servant, but the black community also furnished 

barbers, blacksmiths, brick masons, butchers, carpenters, cooks, engineers, 

farmers, planers, plasterers, porters, preachers, school teachers, shoemakers, 

teamsters, wagoneers, waiters, and washer women...” (Smith, 2005). 

 

Keep in mind that these positions do not represent an exhaustive list.  In addition to 

Black-owned businesses, Black social clubs and associations began to develop.  The city 

responded with intolerance for this change; an active Ku Klux Klan covering the entire 

Central Texas area was headquartered in Waco.  Also, several lynches took place, the 

most famous of all being the lynching of Jesse Washington that occurred in the Town 

Square in front of a mob of some 400 onlookers including the Mayor and Chief of Police, 

who saw the entire event from the Mayor's office window (Bernstein  2005).  The 

tolerance of the city's leadership during this event perhaps speaks to the extent of the 

KKK's control in Waco. 

 It is important to recognize, however, that surrounding Bridge Street several 

streets existed that strictly forbade any use by Black residents.  Blacks were restricted not 

only from the use of White businesses, services, and goods, but also from using these 

roads to travel from one location to another, primarily those on the western side of the 

Brazos.  This legal segregation is interesting considering that it reflects the invisible 

division that exists even today.  Of the many educational institutions formed in Waco, 

two were Black colleges.  Despite persisting segregation the Black community continued 

to grow steadily until May 11, 1953, when a legendary tornado swept through all of 
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Greater Downtown Waco destroying much of the main infrastructure.  Coupled by this 

natural disaster, "White Flight" through the 1960s, and questionable urban renewal 

practices through the 1970s they Black community was unable to realize its full potential 

throughout the remainder of the twentieth century and into the twenty-first.  Presently, 

anyone taking a walking tour of the “other side of the River” might conclude that even 

today, the area seems like a tornado may have occurred with the past decade, instead of 

over fifty years ago. 

 

Today’s Downtown Waco 

 

Currently, the city of Waco‟s top priority is broadening its activity in tourism, 

hospitality, and retail.  The most highly anticipated change is expected to occur in the 

downtown area, evident from the increasingly high interest shown by the city‟s officials, 

leadership, investors, and citizens.  Dozens of entities targeting the downtown area 

specifically have emerged and range from online communities discussion sites to 

traditional community development coalitions.  The City of Waco, the various chambers 

of commerce, and top private economic forces lead many of these interest groups.  The 

Greater Waco Chamber of Commerce alone leads a large number of these groups.  For 

instance, “1000 Friends of Waco” serves as an online community to increase dialogue 

within the community.  “Imagine Waco” is the Chamber‟s physical development project, 

offering actual multi-media models of several blueprints for a new and improved 

downtown.  Within the Greater Waco Chamber of Commerce‟s strategic plan for 

Downtown Waco, there are many other projects and partnerships that offer opportunity 

for involvement.  However, communication and access to these resources requires 
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admittance to inclusive social networks, access to the Internet, and inclusion on the 

proper “invite by email‟ server lists. 

In addition, slight changes in the city‟s population and demographics signal 

growth and altering urban composition dynamics.  Several urban researchers outline 

indicators for gentrification in metropolitan areas (Freeman 2005; Hackworth 2002; Lyon 

1999).  As described by Lyon, local indicators can be used to determine and predict 

changes in community conditions (1999).  He specifically describes three types of 

indicators to be considered in assessing communities: descriptive, evaluative, and 

community change indicators.  The latter serves as the best route for this intra-community 

analysis of Waco.   Although specific indicator variables may vary by researchers, 

several appropriate urban change markers standout amid the literature.  Considering my 

interest in discerning evidence for gentrification, my curiosity leans towards the 

economic and social indicators seen in Figure 1 below: 

 

 
Figure 1.  Selected MSA Indicators 

 

 

In his 2005 article proposing a model to distinguish displacement from 

succession, Lance Freeman offers a rigorous inter-census analysis within a single 

neighborhood, as does Jason Hackworth in a similar 2002 piece specific to New York 
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City.  However, considering that my purposes here are to determine attitudes and 

perceptions about the subject neighborhood and not to offer a deductive model of 

gentrification, I instead choose to look at a short overview of estimates leading up to the 

period during my primary data collection, as seen in Table 2 below.  Also, since my 

quantitative overview (to be discussed in the following chapter) uses a sample from 

McLennan County to view perceptions of the Elm Avenue Area, I choose to utilize  

 

Type Indicator 2008 2007 2006 2005

Demographic Median Age (Years) 31.7     31.8     32.2     32.4     

Percent Black 0.14     0.15     0.15     0.15     

Percent White 0.77     0.77     0.78     0.77     

Percent Hispanic/Latino 0.22     0.21     0.21     0.21     

Socioeconomic Percent BA Degree/Higher 0.21     0.20     0.19     0.21     

Median Income ($) $39,700 $40,511 $36,442 $36,135

Percent Unemployed 0.05     0.08     0.08     0.08     

Percent Professional 0.32     0.31     0.29     0.31     

Mobility Within County 0.12     0.11     0.12     0.14     

Within State 0.05     0.04     0.05     0.05     

Out-of-State 0.02     0.02     0.02     0.02     

Housing Total Housing Units 83,068 82,861 80,032 80,546 

Percent Owner Occupied 0.58     0.61     0.62     0.61     

Percent Renter Occupied 0.42     0.39     0.38     0.39     

TABLE 2

Selected MSA Estimates, 2005-2008

 
 

 

indicators for the Waco Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) provided by US Census 

American Community Survey estimates for the years 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008.  

Although Table 2 doesn‟t suggest any significant population changes over the short time 

period given, it does show some general gentrification identification patterns.  For 

example, there is a slight decrease in the median age of the Waco MSA population 

meaning that the population experienced a slight shift towards younger residents.  In 

general the MSA‟s percentage of residents with at least a Bachelor‟s degree has remained 
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steady, as has its mobility according to these measures.  Race and ethnic composition has 

only fluctuated by a few percentage points.  Percentages of renter versus owner-occupied 

housing ebb and flow during the time span, though may have a relationship with the total 

number of housing units in the MSA; although this analysis has no correlation 

measurement capabilities, it is interesting to see that in times where total units are higher 

the percentage of renter occupied units is also higher.  The overall growth in the number 

of total housing units shows an increase in production and expectation for growth in the 

MSA‟s population.   Similar indication (not provided in Table 2) is the increase in 

median home value between 2006 and 2008.  According to a three year comparison of 

ACS data for the Waco MSA, the change in median home value yields statistically 

significant results; values rise from $98,500 in 2006 to $108,400 in 2008. 

 However, change in median income, percentage of residents working in a 

professional field, and housing occupation each yield some interesting dynamics.  

Referencing Table 2, the change in median income during the 2005 through 2008 frame 

is approximately $3,565.  The change in the percentage of professionals in the area 

through the time frame is only a change of about 0.8 percent points; however, considering 

the decreases evident between years 2005 and 2006, the recovery in 2008 is notable.  

Even more so, the change in the percentage of unemployed residents in the MSA shows a 

steady decline each year.  However, the decline of 3 percent points from 2007 to 2008 

shows that there may have been some increase in economic activity more recently in the 

MSA.   
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 Another method of measuring change is by doing an inter-community 

comparison.  Using tract boundaries set by the US Census, I chose three tracts that fit 

nearly entirely into the boundaries of Downtown Waco (see Appendix 

 A).  For the Waco MSA, Census Tracts 01, 03, and 15 matched the subjective 

boundaries of Downtown Waco.  As the subjective boundaries cover sixty blocks on the 

west side of the Brazos River (approximately Tract 01 and Tract 03) and eight blocks 

along the east side of the Brazos River and ten blocks down Elm Street proper (Tract 15), 

I was able to segment the three tracts into two categories and compare Greater Downtown 

(Tract 01 and Tract 03) to the Elm Avenue Area (Tract 15), as shown in Table 3 below. 

 

Type Indicator
Tract 1. 

Downtown

Tract 3. 

Downtown

Tract 15.             

Elm Avenue Area

Population Tract Population 2,467 3,510 3,033

Percent Minority 47.18 23.53 92.35

Income 2008 Median Family Income $38,401 $145,337 $24,100

2007 Median Family Income $40,154 $151,971 $25,200

2006 Median Family Income $39,118 $148,051 $24,500

2005 Median Family Income $38,082 $144,131 $23,900

2000 Median Family Income $33,026 $125,000 $20,729

Housing Total Housing Units 667 165 1395

Percent Owner Units 9.45 18.79 34.55

Percent Renter Units 78.41 69.7 48.03

Selected Downtown Waco Tract Estimates, 2000-2008

Source:  Federal Financial Information Council

 
 

Compared to the Downtown Waco tracts, the Elm Avenue Area has much higher 

percentages of minority residents, and owner units.  Although the vacillation of median 

family income between 2000 and 2008 in the Downtown Waco tracts is comparable to 

that of Elm, the magnitude of Median family income is not, showing some differences in 

family income structure.  However, the median household income for 2000 shows that 
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the areas‟ household incomes are much more level than family income.  Thus, more 

objective evidence concerning the disparity of resources and power is provided by this 

brief comparison.  However, remember that the purpose of this study is to explore 

attitudes and perceptions concerning likelihood, interpretation, and predictions for 

gentrification from the views of the residents themselves, although indicators such as 

these provide valued background information that creates a deeper understanding for the 

community and city overall. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 

Methods 

 

 

Research Design 

 

Although it has grown over the past decade, research on the inhabitants of these 

communities and their leadership is still too young to produce viable quantitative 

outcomes (Freeman, 2006).   However, there are some basic expectations for how the 

Elm Avenue community of Waco will perceive its own capacity for gentrification and its 

leaders‟ intentions.  The first expectation is that residents of the Elm Avenue Area will 

display strong nostalgic ties to the community and a desire to return to the “good, old 

days” (Boyd, 2008).  In addition, residents will focus on maintaining authenticity in both 

the demographic composition and cultural representation, while also improving the 

quality of life in the community.  Residents will be more focused on survival of the 

current community population and less focused on investment.  The second expectation is 

that business and profit minded individuals and groups will be attentive to the possibility 

of expanding tourism and economic ventures into the community.  Referring back to 

Kusenbach (2008) and Shotter (1993), these individuals will be focused more on the 

physical space that the community occupies than the meaning of place.  At best, I expect 

that these individuals might value culture as a commodity to be consumed instead of an 

experience to be lived (Prince, 2005).  Thus, my third expectation is that residents will 

fear any threat to the area‟s history and heritage becoming a commodity and lean towards 

leadership that supports the eradication of poverty, segregation, and inequality (Prince, 

2005).  I expect Elm Avenue Area leadership to support or seek support from the growth 
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coalitions, but to also attempt to leverage a truce between the actual growth coalition and 

neighborhood. 

 For this examination a qualitative framework seems to fit best; although with the 

many questions of interest in this study, choosing a sole method does not allow room to 

address each. Thus, a mixed-mode methodology is chosen to execute the study.  There 

are three main methods used here to depict this community‟s aptitude and attitude.  The 

first method seeks the attitudes and perceptions of the proximity surrounding the Elm 

Avenue Area.  Using a quantitative methodology to collect an appropriate sample relative 

to the McLennan County population, a telephone survey of the county‟s subjective 

awareness, opinions, and assessment of the study community provides an external view 

of how revitalization efforts in the Elm Avenue Area‟s might be envisioned by outsiders.   

The two additional methods, in-depth interviews of key informants and focus 

groups, are interactive in nature.  Much of the framework for this methodology is 

borrowed from Lance Freeman‟s research on Black gentrification and city identity 

(2006).  Combined, the qualitative methodologies provide a case study of the Elm 

Avenue Area and describe Waco‟s aptitude for gentrifying or revitalizing. This 

interactive portion of this study focuses on the Elm Avenue “specific” population, 

meaning those residents and leaders that identify with that community.  At the 

community level, qualitative focus groups, consisting of current and former East 

Downtown Waco business owners and residents, captured the opinions of those who 

actually had experience living and working in the community. Capturing the insights of 

external actors, in-depth, key informant interviews gained insight from those in 

leadership positions that could affect the outcome of the community.  This tier structure 
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was constructed to range from least to most power and interest in East Downtown 

Waco‟s redevelopment.   

 

Mixed Mode Methodology 

 

 The rationale for choosing a mixed mode methodology is best summarized by this 

observation concerning the inherent inequities present in both qualitative and quantitative 

literature: 

“Our individual methods may be flawed, but fortunately the flaws are not 

identical.  A diversity of imperfection allows us to combine methods…to 

compensate for their particular faults and imperfections…”  (Brewer and Hunter, 

1989, p 16) 

 

Mixed mode methods are an appropriate tool for exploratory study.  Furthermore, 

triangulation, combining more than one research methodology to a single study or 

complimentary studies, can enhance the solidity of themes that may emerge (Tashakkori 

& Teddlie, 2003).  Using methodological triangulation, researchers may find overlapping 

themes and attitudes or variables that had not been considered.  Mixed mode methods 

provide a holistic view of the phenomena being studied.  According to Larry Lyon, the 

criticisms applicable to exclusive use of community surveys can be mediated using this 

holistic approach (1999).  However, despite approaching exploration from a thorough 

standpoint, it is important to note that the results cannot be generalized beyond their 

relationship to the population or community being studied and that emerging group 

identity or “groupthink” can affect results (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003).  The group of 

methodologies used to analyze East Downtown Waco varied by tier; each method 

focusing on a different representation of the population.  
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Community Telephone Poll 

 

Telephone surveys may lack the ability to produce the rich, descriptive data of the 

aforementioned qualitative methods, but their benefits make up for these faults.  

Telephone surveys allow researchers to collect a large amount of data with comparably 

low financial and time expenditure.  Also, a properly selected, random sample allows 

researchers to make predictions for large populations.   

 The telephone survey here used was not interested in predicting patterns for the 

McLennan County population, however.  Instead it served as a supplemental analysis 

from the perspective of external members of the general area.  This study attempted a 

representative sample of McLennan County residents using the random digit dialing 

technique.  Over two weeks, trained interviewers produced 509 completed questionnaires 

using a computer assisted telephone interviewing system.  The interviewers surveyed 

McLennan county residents on their familiarity with East Downtown Waco, their 

perceptions of the area, and their likelihoods of consuming potential goods and services 

that are currently missing in the area (see Appendix B).  Only those questionnaires 

completed in their entirety are included in this analysis.   

The analysis of the Elm Avenue Area seeks relatively simple descriptions of 

McLennan County residents‟ opinions concerning the study community.  Although a 

more detailed description of each questionnaire item is available in Appendix B, I have 

provided a general breakdown of specific focus areas of the instrument here in Figure 2: 
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Figure 2.  Quantitative Instrument Focus 

 

 

In addition, I used basic demographics to answer, as Lyon states, “pragmatic questions of 

who feels how about what.”  Although a listing of all questionnaire items is available in 

Appendix B, Figure 3 below offers an overview of these variables: 

 

 
Figure 3.  Descriptive Variables for Elm Avenue Area 
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Focus groups are a great tool for exploratory research, as they allow researchers to 

become more familiar with the topic and to see beyond their own preconceived notions 
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agreement, but instead to expose the investigators to differing opinions (Plummer-

D‟Amato, 2008).  In addition, focus groups allow the researcher to collect a large amount 

of data based on interactions, in a relatively small amount of time.  Also, the data is 

multidimensional and usually rich in perspectives since participants are able to respond to 

the comments and ideas of others (Kitzinger, 1994).   

Focus groups are usually done in an intimate setting, with four to eight 

participants who are guided in discussion on a specific topic by a trained mediator 

(Bedford & Burgess, 2001).  Focus groups only meet in the research forum once, and 

should not be mistaken for small groups, which tend to meet together regularly. Focus 

groups should consist of members chosen based on similar selection criteria (Tonkiss, 

2004).  The data are usually intended to represent a specific portion of a population; 

therefore, not necessitating a representative sample of an entire population (Krueger and 

Casey, 2000).  Non-representative focus group sampling is often referred to as “purposive 

sampling” (Krueger and Casey, 2000).  Holbrook and Jackson suggest that if the 

researcher is seeking participants that may share a very similar identity, the dynamics of 

personalities and self interests will expose interesting arguments and counter-arguments 

(1996).  However, qualitative researchers often suggest that focus group participants be 

unacquainted with one another (Tonkiss, 1994).  It is noted that in specialized focus 

groups, especially those made of small, marginalized populations, it is often very difficult 

to avoid acquaintanceships (Hurworth, 1996). 

In June 2009 two focus groups were conducted to provide guidance for the 

exploration.  For this study, focus group participants were selected purposively.  Two 

specific groups were of interest: (1) the residents and community members from the Elm 
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Area and (2) the business and entrepreneurs who are either located in or primarily serve 

the Elm Area.  A local minority based community development organization 

headquartered directly on Elm Avenue assisted in recruiting focus group participants for 

both focus groups.  Fliers were distributed to both residents and businesses through the 

mail, by email, and through announcements at community events and town hall meetings.  

I recruited for the focus groups using a variety of sources.  I distributed flyers during 

community meetings and town halls for three weeks prior to the actual focus group dates.  

I also requested the assistance of local leadership for recruitment, specifically for the 

residential group.  Although interest in results was expressed by all, commitment to 

participation was low.  Familiarity with the Elm Avenue Area served as the main basis 

for selection for the focus groups.  Recruitment for the residential focus group proved 

much more difficult than for the business and organization focus group; in the end word 

of mouth proved to be the most effective methodology for the resident focus group.   

Prior to the focus group beginning time, each focus group was given ten to fifteen 

minutes to mingle.   Participants were seated and given a participant consent form 

approved by the Baylor University Institutional Review Board, which they were read and 

asked to sign in agreement.  The focus groups were called to order by the moderator and 

primary investigator, Jeniece Lusk.  Participants were read the same protocol for each 

focus group.  There were two note-takers present and accounted for during each focus 

group; one in the room and the other in an observation room located on the opposing side 

of a two-way mirror.  The note-takers provided detailed transcripts of each focus group.  

The transcripts were supplemented by DVD recordings and digital audio recordings as 

well.   
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The resident focus group contained six participants; the business and organization 

focus group contained five participants.  Each of the focus groups averaged at about sixty 

minutes in length.  Participants of both groups continued discussion on related 

information after the official end of the focus groups, and agreed to allow these 

discussions to remain "on record".   Any post-focus group discussion given here is 

described as such.  The demographic composition of each focus group varied.  All 

participants in the resident focus group were Black, reflecting the demographic make-up 

of the Elm Ave Area.  On the other hand, the business and organization focus group was 

comprised of three White participants and two Black participants. There were no 

Hispanic participants present at either focus group.   There were two male participants in 

the resident focus group.   However, the business and organizational focus group 

contained three male participants.  Occupational status varied in the resident focus group, 

from a retired small entrepreneur to a recent college graduate employed as an 

administrative assistant. 

 

In-depth Interviews 

 

Interviewing is one of the most basic and familiar forms of qualitative research 

and is used widely across disciplines (Holstein & Gubrium, 1995). Yet, despite its 

frequent use, becoming an effective interviewer requires extensive training and practice.  

Interviewing can be used to gain rich insights on social phenomena and does not usually 

seek specific information supporting or negating a particular hypothesis.  Interviewing for 

pre-existing inferences is best done with large samples and on an impersonal level, such 

as by telephone and mail surveys.  In-depth interviews, in contrast require time, good 

interpersonal communication, and unassuming facilitators (Lyon, 1989). 
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 In-depth interviews are usually conducted on a one-on-one, individual basis.  The 

interviewers allow researchers to collect meanings of events, concepts, and experiences 

from those who may have an insider‟s view.  Individual interviews are often preferred by 

political and community leaders whose views may affect their positions.  Using 

individual interviews, researchers can emphasize confidentiality and anonymity which 

can increase the likelihood that the interviewee will respond honestly.    

Since local leadership and political entities are a crucial factor in urban 

revitalization, the in-depth interviews used in this study target key informants.  Key 

informants were selected based on their positions in the community and their likelihoods 

of spurring or halting change, not on their own personalities or individual status.  Lyon 

suggests that key informant examples are leaders that exist in many communities such as 

chamber of commerce leaders, mayors, religious leaders at the largest churches, etc 

(1989).  Specific to this study, East Downtown Waco interviews sought such leaders, as 

well as local judges, nonprofit community developers, and public safety leadership.  A 

total of 7 in-depth interviews were collected.  Access to this leadership was achieved in 

two ways: (1) establishing rapport and (2) gaining the support of formal gatekeepers. 

Establishing rapport included making contacts with leadership and becoming a “familiar 

face”; for example, attending East Waco Development Committee meetings and 

neighborhood association town halls, joining revitalization discussion forums for both the 

Cen-Texas African American Chamber of Commerce and the Greater Waco Chamber of 

Commerce, and attending community events concerning the East Downtown Waco area. 

The interviews followed a semi-structured format.  The interview questionnaire 

(Appendix D) was developed before interviewing began and all key informants were 
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asked the same questions.  All interview questions were open-ended, allowing informants 

the freedom to provide in-depth responses. However, if an informant‟s response sparked 

further questions, the interviewer allowed the flexibility to probe and ask the informant to 

expound on the statement. Again, the purpose of the study was to explore the attitudes 

towards revitalization in the area; instead of transformative questioning, neutral, non-

biased neopositive questioning was used (DeMarrais, 2004).  Questions focused on 

predictions, perceptions, strengths and challenges for East Downtown Waco, as well as 

views on the perceived leaderships‟ intentions and capabilities. 

 

Qualitative Exploration Themes 

 

 There are three specific themes that I expect to emerge during my study of the 

Elm Avenue Area.  These themes are all relevant to the community‟s pending 

development and gentrification: leadership style, identity retention, and likelihood of 

resistance.  Again, this research is exploratory and these themes offer a framework for the 

emergence of patterns relevant to this inquiry. 

 

Theme One:  Influence of Leadership Style 

 

 One of the main concerns for this study is determining the patterns of 

gentrification that exist in Black communities.  The first theme, centered on human 

ecology doctrine, suggests that community change often occurs under the influence of 

growth machines seeking optimization of profit.  This profit seeking mentality influences 

the likelihood of residents witnessing or perceiving loyalty and trustworthiness among 

their leadership (Grimshaw, 1992).  Often the interests of Black politicians are race 

derived, leading Black community members to expect politicians' leadership to prescribe 
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to agendas similar to the community's own.  However, this presumption does not hold 

true for all Black political leadership.  For some the heterogeneity of political interests in 

the Black community manifest via intra-racial class conflict.  Within the last century or 

so understanding of the varying stances of Black leadership has changed dramatically 

(Byng, 1996).  Prior to the civil rights movement most Black leaders were centered on 

similar goals of racial and ethnic equality and meshed well with the desires of their 

constituencies.   

 

  
Figure 4.  Qualitative Structure 

 

 

 Blacks brought along polarized, competing interest in a growing intra-racial class 

hierarchy.    It is no surprise that modern Black communities display remnants of this 

distrust for their own leadership.  Lower-class community members expect trade-offs 

made at the cost of their respective interests to benefit the comparably more powerful 

middle- and upper-class parties.  

 Byng (1996) describes a dichotomy categorizing the response of Black leadership 

based on the communities‟ observed legitimacy.  Tacticians, according to Byng, are 
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to growth coalitions‟ co-opted leaders, tacticians are expected to weigh the interests of 

dominant urban leadership interests. Tacticians do not recognize Black solidarity as 

power.  Instead, they focus on ideology that they believe can build economic power, 

seeing lower class Black community residents as more of a burden than a resource (Byrd, 

1996).  The tactician is often self-secluded from Black leadership, as well, and seeks 

inclusion among upper-class, more powerful dominant leadership, namely White public 

and economic leaders. 

 On the other end of her continuum Byng describes strategists, or leaders that 

create alliances based on race (1996).  Byng offers an example from her research 

concerning Richmond, Virginia, where a strategist publicly called on Blacks in the 

community with power and influence to maintain active racial consciousness.  Byng 

suggests that these alliances give strategists political advantage over their counterparts 

who are thought to undermine the delivery of political resources in Black communities.  

Indeed, the tacticians‟ discrepancy between his or her own race and community loyalties 

can perhaps weaken the leader‟s image of stability and reliability among all parties.    

This categorization suggests characteristics that might signal Black leaderships 

legitimacies and intentions.  For example, it seems that the strategist might have a 

platform that recognizes existing racial inequality, or that emphasizes needs specifically 

in the Black community.  Strategist characteristics may also be viewed through residents‟ 

responses to the leadership.  Communities perceiving leadership as genuine and 

reasonable tend to have more knowledge of the goings-on‟s concerning changes that may 

be in the works or occurring.  Under tactician leadership, however, residents seem 
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ambivalent towards the agenda of the leader, including any points that might include their 

own communities'.   

 Thus, the first theme of exploration addressed by this study seeks information on 

the types of Black leadership in the Elm Avenue Area.  I intend to seek observations from 

the general leadership across Greater Downtown Waco concerning leadership specific to 

the Elm Avenue Area.  I also seek observations from current Elm Avenue Area residents 

and business owners concerning leadership specific to the Elm Avenue Area.  Through 

the description gained by the aforementioned observations, I expect to find patterns 

suggesting that identified characteristics of these leaders lean more towards either one of 

Byng‟s leadership categories than the other.  This theme is addressed primarily using 

qualitative data representing the observations of Greater Downtown Waco leadership, 

Elm Avenue Area residents, and Elm Avenue Area business owners. 

 

Theme Two:  Identity Retention in Development 

 

 The previous theme recognizes the impact of Black authority styles on the agenda 

of Black leadership concerning their communities‟.  The next theme explores the 

relationship between those agendas, community members‟ responses, and perceived 

likelihood of identity retention.  My concern here is whether the factors mentioned 

previously are able to offer insight on the patterns of gentrification that might be most 

likely for the Elm Avenue Area. 

 Each of Byng‟s (1996) Black authority-types can directly connect to William 

Grimshaw‟s perspectives of growth machines (1992).  Grimshaw‟s sociological 

perspective of growth machines suggests an emphasis on coalition building, not profit-

making.  One of the tasks of this sociological perspective is to build representation 
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founded by some sort of status; territory, race, ethnicity, and ideology describe some 

possible statuses that may be emphasized (Grimshaw, 1992).  Byng‟s strategists would be 

the Black authority-type most likely to foster this perspective.   

 On the other end of the spectrum Grimshaw describes an economic perspective of 

growth machines (1992).  Grimshaw's economic perspective suggests an emphasis on 

profit maximization (1992).  This perspective emphasizes a material exchange where 

politicians often do “favors” for residents in hopes of winning their allegiance.  However, 

the purpose of the economic perspective is not to develop relationships or bonds, but 

instead to gain the support needed to maintain control over the community‟s economic 

development (Grimshaw, 1992).  Byng‟s tactician would fit most comfortably into this 

economic perspective. 

 Somewhere in the middle of Grimshaw and Byrd‟s continuums lie a community 

and leader, respectively, with emphases on self interest and a dual character of authority 

similar to Du Bois argument of double consciousness.  This leadership style reflects 

Grimshaw‟s political perspective of growth coalitions, where Black leadership rides the 

line between being an advocate for the common good and an advocate for powerful allies 

representing the interests of the greater urban area surrounding the community (1992).  

Although co-opted Black leaders recognize that they are representatives of the Black 

community, they tend to be resistant to the minority interests that they correspond to. 

 Thus, the identity retention theme seeks to explore which of Grimshaw‟s 

perspectives is more likely to occur based on descriptions of current perspectives and 

future expectations for the Elm Avenue Area offered by not only current Elm Avenue 

Area residents, business owners, and leadership, but also perspectives given by Greater 
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Downtown Waco leadership and residents county-wide.  This theme utilizes qualitative 

data representing views from the Elm Avenue Area and Greater Downtown Waco, while 

quantitative data (primary and secondary) offers some analysis from the surrounding 

county as a whole. 

 

Theme Three:  Resistance and Deterrence 

 

 Returning to Michelle Boyd‟s defensive development concept, my third theme 

connects the first two, revitalization patterns and community identities.  Here my concern 

is whether the community displays attitudes favorable towards revitalization efforts that 

resist traditional gentrification and displacement.  I explore this theme by seeking signs 

from both Byng and Grisham.  I suggest that a community perceiving its leaders as 

tacticians will describe their community from either the economic or political 

perspective.  I assume that this combination is most likely to result in traditional 

gentrification, and that the community members might report perceptions based on 

destruction, betrayal, and exploitation. 

In contrast, a community that sees its leadership as being more strategists in 

nature will be more likely to assume a sociological perspective, thus offering some 

chance that the community may be able to achieve development through an internal cast 

of activists.  Insights of characteristics such as enhancement, progression, and stimulus 

might be on the lips of community members perceiving this defensive community 

development. 

The instrument used in the study contained seven questions asked of the two 

focus groups.  Additional probes and questions may be sought in the given focus groups 

notes.  Again, due to the exploratory of the research and myriad of ideologies feeding the 
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theoretical foundation, I chose to construct questions that focused on residents‟ 

familiarity with the area and prospect of revitalization as well as their perceptions of the 

area, leadership, and development direction.  Although many studies exist that use 

interviews with residents and group discussions as their data for analysis, there seems to 

be a lack of consistency overall, and to my knowledge there are no formal question 

sequences that are readily available. Responses to the questions and probes given were 

then categorized into the three themes and typologies given previously in Figure 4.  

Beyond the framework of analysis, I also took in consideration other emergent themes 

that might prove useful in creating a basis for further research. 

 

Methodology Limitations 

 

 One limitation that is acknowledged here is the ability to generalize results.  

Qualitative research provides rich meaningful data, but often leaves much to be desired in 

the area of representation of a population.  However, due to the exploratory nature of this 

study I felt that qualitative analysis could provide more insight to developing a 

quantitative analysis on the topic of defensive development.  Another limitation related to 

the methodology was the number of focus groups used for analysis.  However, there were 

several factors involved in the final focus group total.  One, the aforementioned lack of 

recruit commitment made it difficult to organize even one focus group for each category.  

In addition, those who did commit to a single phase of the study remained interested and 

offered their services for other phases.  However, I declined their assistance, because the 

study was modeled under an exploratory design, I wanted to avoid getting the same 

participants throughout each phase of the study.  Two, after previously moderating 

several focus groups on the same topic the year prior I found that the quantity of the 
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focus group category did not yield many different responses over time.  Third, though 

increasing numbers of focus groups might result in more data, this action may also result 

in less detail and attention in analysis.   
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 

Quantitative Results 

 

 

Description of Survey Sample 

 

The survey analysis of McLennan County residents provides descriptions of their  

opinions about the Elm Avenue Area.  Although a more detailed description of each 

questionnaire item along with complete frequency tables is available in Appendices B 

and E, respectively, I will review the demographics of the McLennan County sample, 

their overall responses and perceptions of the Elm Avenue Area, and discuss interesting 

associations found when reviewing simple correlations. 

 Appendix D provides a thorough description of the survey sample.  To 

summarize, the sample was 56.4 percent female, a percentage that may have been higher 

had there not been a screen for gender included in the opening to maximize 

representation (Lyon, 1999).  Of the sample, 74.7 percent of respondents were White, 

10.6 percent were Black, 9.8 percent were Hispanic or Latino (any race), and 4.9 percent 

stated that they were some other race.  The majority of respondents stated that there were 

either between the ages of 45 through 54 years (22.9 percent) or age 65 years or older 

(23.1 percent).  Only about 18 percent of the sample fell between the ages of 18 and 34 

years.   

The majority of the sample stated that they brought home an income somewhere 

between $25,000 and $75,000 annually.  About 13 percent stated that their yearly income 

was less than $24,999 and 16.9 percent stated that their annual income was over $75,000.  

Focusing on the sample‟s levels of educational attainment 35.6 percent have at least 
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completed a college degree; the vast majority stated that they had at least graduated from 

high school or received a general equivalency degree (GED), leaving only about 5.5 

percent who did not possess a high school diploma or GED. Although all respondents 

lived within the McLennan County boundaries, 44 percent lived within the limits of the 

city of Waco, while the remaining 56% lives in the surrounding area. Of those living 

outside of the city limits, the highest percentage of respondents, or 14.8 percent, lives in 

the Hewitt/Eddy area.  

 

General Perceptions of the Elm Avenue Area 

 

Figures 5, 6, 7, and 8 spotlight the McLennan County resident sample‟s 

familiarity and perceptions of the Elm Avenue Area.  The majority of respondents stated  

 

 
Figure 5. Familiarity with EAA 

 

that they were at least somewhat familiar with the Elm Avenue Area, leaving only 37 

percent who stated that they were not familiar with the area at all.  Despite being familiar  

with the area, only 23 percent stated that they were aware of any revitalization activity in 

the community, with the overwhelming majority ( approximately75 percent) stating that  
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 Figure 6.  Awareness of Development 

 

they were not aware of any activity.   In addition, an undecided 3 percent stated that they 

were “unsure” of their awareness of any revitalization activity in the Elm Avenue Area. 

Figures 7 and 8 present the sample‟s responses to questions asking them to name the one 

“best thing” about the Elm Avenue Area and the one “worst thing” about the Elm Avenue 

Area.  In Figure 7 the three top responses given by the sample were history, location, and 

the existing restaurants and businesses.  Responses to the “worst” thing about the Elm 

Avenue Area, shown in Figure 8, were a bit „interesting‟.  Even after being probed for a 

concrete response by the interviewers, the most frequent response (34 percent) from the 

sample was that they simply could not think of a worst thing relative to  

 

 
Figure 7.  Best Things About Elm Avenue Area 
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the study community.  This response was followed by crime at 31 percent and neglected 

buildings at 16 percent. 

 

 
 

Figure 8.  Worst Things About Elm Avenue Area 

 

 

 Questions asking the sample about their likelihood of supporting the Elm Avenue 

Area if any revitalization opportunities were to arise in the future or if they would patron 

specific businesses in the study community yielded interesting responses.  The majority 

of the sample (51 percent) stated that they would not participate in an Elm Avenue Area 

Revitalization and 16 percent were unsure.  Yet, 33 percent of the sample expressed 

interest in participation. Below, Figure 9 offers a comparison of one‟s likelihood to 

participate in specific economic activity. 

 
Figure 9.  Participation Likelihood 
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Figure 10.  Support Likelihood 

 

 

When asked if they would live in a loft or resident on Elm Avenue, use a drug 

store or pharmacy on Elm Avenue, or support a bank on Elm Avenue, the majority of 

respondents stated that they were unlikely to do so (86  percent, 74 percent, and 76 

percent, respectively stated that they would be unlikely to support such ventures).  

However, the inverse was found when respondents were asked if they would support a 

new, full service restaurant on Elm Avenue; here 60 percent of respondents said that, yes, 

they would be likely to participate in this type of activity.  It seems that if the nature of 

the commitment was more long-term, fewer respondents stated that they would 

participate.  Yet, for a short-term commitment, respondents found participation favorable. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

 

Qualitative Results 

 

 

Discussion of Qualitative Results 

 

 The analysis of qualitative results of the study is reviewed in three divisions 

covering the aforementioned themes and typologies: perceptions of leadership style, 

emphasis on retaining the community‟s identity, and implied tendency towards resisting 

traditional development patterns of gentrification.  The latter segment concludes with a 

brief discussion of the intra-racial findings during the study.  Insights provided from both 

qualitative methodologies are discussed within these divided themes and any noted 

contradictions between resident focus group, business and organization focus group, and 

key informant participants are highlighted. Particular attention is given to the descriptions 

and perceptions of the Elm Avenue Area, identifications of leaderships‟ intentions and 

capabilities, and attitudes towards revitalization in the community.   

 

Theme One:  Leadership Style 

 

For each methodology I applied codes of “tactician” and “strategist” for specific 

responses relating to perceived leadership style.  For example, responses leaning towards 

inclusive headship and concern for the social community were labeled as “tactician”.  

Responses more exclusive, meaning that the leadership was perceived as uninvolved in 

the community or referred to in an “us versus them” manner were labeled as “strategist”.  

Here I provide an overview of each methodologies narratives concerning leaderships‟ 

approach. 
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Leadership visibility.  Overall, there seemed to be a lack of visibility and clarity on just 

who the driving forces for development are for the East Elm Area.  Specifically asking 

what level of confidence the participants held in the leadership that might guide the Elm 

Avenue Area, one participant replied by asking, “What leadership?  Where is the 

leadership?” a statement followed by many nods and utterances of agreement from the 

rest of the group.  Another respondent suggested that “they are trying to form leadership”, 

expressing a disconnection between himself and community authority.  Yet another stated 

that, “we don‟t see what‟s really going on”.  The Cen-Tex African American Chamber of 

Commerce (CTAACC) was the sole visible form of leadership mentioned during the 

residential focus group. Referring to the Executive Director for CTAACC, another 

participant stated, “my leader is visible; I see her on TV all the time”.   

Business focus group participants also confirmed a sense of ambiguity concerning 

leadership.  An emerging concentration during this focus group was the actual plans for 

developing the Elm Avenue Area.  Although many responded that there were definitely a 

variety of master plans circulating, one participant summarized that “All of these wonder 

plans are more or less public knowledge…districts, not neighborhoods.  Neighborhoods 

bring banks, pharmacies, etc.”Speaking on criminal mischief in the community, one 

respondent expressed “a lack of accountability”, supported by another participant 

offering “leadership and law enforcement are somewhat inconsistent.” 

 During the key informant interviews more responses concerning leadership 

visibility arose.  One informant stated that “Wacoans have become seriously conscious of 

the issues in the Elm Avenue Area”, but later admitted that “unifying” and “connecting to 
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existing vision” remained a challenge.  The informant further expounded upon those 

comments, stating the following: 

“There is definitely a sense of distrust and lack of information.  [Everyone] thinks 

no one‟s doing anything.  City council should focus on communicating with 

community—bringing accuracy to the community.  Neighborhood Associations 

are mildly active, ill informed, and need direction and focus on plan.” 

 

Another informant suggested that part of the visibility issue stems from a lack of 

“collaboration, knowledge of what one another [leadership entities] is doing and 

knowledge of main community plans. 

Tacticians and strategists.  Residents of the Elm Avenue Area began their 

discussion of the communities‟ strengths by discussing the aptitude of other residents‟, as 

well as the local leadership, naming specifically the Cen-Tex African American Chamber 

of Commerce (CTAACC), headquartered directly on Elm Avenue.  Further dialogue 

focused mainly on “out-group” leadership, suggesting that tactician style leadership 

seemed to be the type that the group primarily perceived to be in control.  The overall 

response from the residential focus group tended to learn towards a tactician view of their 

leadership.  Earlier in the discussion one participant described his experience attending a 

Public Improvement District Board meeting as follows, 

“I told them that if they believe that [the Elm Avenue Area] was just Elm 

[Avenue] and surrounding areas, that is a mistake…Waco has shot itself in the 

foot.  Instead of growing all of Waco, they chose to go out and out and out…Did 

that to avoid making the city a whole—to get away from “thems”.  Now they are 

looking at the stupidity of it and they are looking back into the heart of Waco…” 

 

However, there were some references to specific entities when asked who the revitalizing 

agents for the Elm Avenue Area might be.  The various chambers of commerce were 

brought up individually and with differing attitudes of inclusion.  Again, CTAACC was 

mentioned several times throughout the discussion as a strategist in the development of 
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the community.  One participant commented that CTAACC is “pulling the area together 

for unity, community fraternity, for people and small businesses”.  Other strategist 

entities mentioned were churches and other community organizations that can “get 

people together”.    

Key informants again varied in their responses concerning leadership style.  When 

asked what the East Elm Area might look like post-development one stated that she 

preferred to see more Blacks engaged, providing examples such as increased board and 

commission involvement, as well as increased engagement with CTAACC.  However, 

she feared that redevelopment might instead be more tactician in nature and “not focused 

on including everyone”.  Hinting at the need for strategist leadership, she commented that 

“some community members can be agents if they know incentives for development”, 

again referring to the ambiguity of leadership.  Another informant suggested that 

constituents ask themselves “are you doing it for yourself or for Elm?” 

 

Theme Two: Community Identity 

 

Here there was a distinct division between the different methodological groups 

and their perception of community identity.   The residential focus group primarily 

adhered to a sociological perspective of development, while the business focus group 

leaned closer to the economic perspective of development.  The key informants, however, 

varied by individual interest, although the predominant perception of the current and 

future identity of the Elm Avenue Area amongst informants centered on a more political, 

dual view. 

 

 



71 

 

Sociological perspective.  The residential focus group seemed to hold a nostalgic 

view of the Elm Avenue Area‟s identity, and also seemed to want to replicate that 

identity in future development.  Speaking on the potential of the communities‟ identity, 

one residential respondent suggested that the “people have potential” and emphasized 

that this potential can be maximized when the people are gathered together.  Another 

suggested that the potential of the community was relative to its “rich history” and 

“vibrant past”.  Similarly, another resident stated that she could “see a lot of potential”, 

but added that the area is currently “starved, malnourished, and lacking.”Other responses 

reflect the attitude of the more negative terms given previously.  Offering a borrowed 

analogy, one residential focus group participant stated that,  

“Waco looks like a donut—at the heart there is a hole that wasn‟t taken care of 

and that whole became a sore and cancerous and will spread if they don‟t look at 

the hole.” 

 

Another residential participant stated emphatically, 

 

“The Elm Street Area has so much potential because of the rich history.  The 

Chisholm Trail originally crossed there.  One of the first businesses in Waco was 

right there and it was a Black business.  So Elm has always been an anchor for 

Waco and Black Businesses.  It was vibrant community in the past.” 

 

Most commentary from residents focused on building coalitions and retaining racial and 

ethnic representation.  This area of the discussion provoked a brief, heated debate.  When 

asked whether revitalization would be viewed negatively or positively, some members 

were divided.  According to one residential participant, 

“I won‟t let it be negative, because there is a lot of love for [Elm] to live and 

continue and thrive.  [Elm] has given me my start, so things can happen.  If we get 

the people back united, people will come invest.  Build up the community and 

people to invest will come later. 
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However, another residential participant countered, 

 

“The renovation of Elm would increase taxes for home owners.  Many now 

(emphasis added) can‟t pay.  Not saying that we don‟t need to have it renovated, 

because we do.  We all deserve to live in nice homes… [But] with White 

businesses, Asian businesses charging us more for milk, gasoline…we won‟t be 

able to compete.” 

 

Although the later comment was met with dismal agreement by a few participants, 

another statement considered the possibility of a convergence of interests and leadership: 

“I beg to differ…within the next five years there will be more diversity, but not 

displacement.  If there is unity we would go to our „own‟ regardless.  Makes it 

more viable for outsiders to come in because of the diversity around us.  There is 

this whole cliché of Elm because of the river…I see communities coming 

together.” 

 

Similarly to the resident focus group, during the business focus group the history of the 

area was once again connected to its current image. For example, one participant noted 

that “perceptions of old times” still persist and further stated that there are extant 

“misconceptions based on the past, residents, and low income…”  Participants supported 

the previous statement by saying that despite prostitution rates being low and the Elm 

Avenue Area not being the crime center of the city many still held those beliefs to be 

true.  Not all participants were in agreement, however, as one commented that as there 

are “still some drugs around” then these perceptions are partly realized.     

Descriptors such as “negative”, “confusing”, “aging”, and several terms hinting at 

perceived crime issues were added to the residential participants list.  Interestingly, 

acknowledgement of “potential” was raised during the business focus group as well.  As 

one participant suggests, 

“Eighties urban renewal led to White population replaced by African American 

leaders…now seeing people move out of the area…people don‟t understand the 

potential.” 
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When asked who they viewed as the revitalizing agents, however, the business focus 

group stated that “not just one” agent would lead and that “different groups would be 

brought together”.  However, they did not make mention of any representation of the 

community or actual existing residents.    The closest reference directed at the existing 

community stated that there is “an attitude among the emotionally invested… [People] 

want things to be given to them…”  

 A few of the key informants also expressed the nostalgic view of Elm not only 

retaining its current community representation, but also returning to, as one participant 

stated, “what it used to be” where people “pull off the street and do business”.  Another 

informant claimed that the “diversity, culture, general flavor can benefit overall 

development; people in the community are its strength”.  She further explained how the 

history of the area and the churches are integral to maintaining the identity of the Elm 

Avenue Area.  On describing the challenges that would need to be faced to maintain the 

community‟s identity, this informant gave detailed descriptions of social issues that 

would need to be faced and dealt with: 

“Many say the tornado took the soul out, but it happened before that—stagnancy 

occurred before 1955.  Something happened to stop Waco‟s drive to compete and 

grow… [There is a] hopelessness in the spirit of the people, a spirit of depression.  

There is complaining without suggestions.  There is a spirit of—contentment; 

can‟t deal with failing and won‟t try to aspire.  Feeling like the cards are stacked.” 

 

Despite providing a dismal view on the motivation of the community to be involved, the 

informant retained her position that collaboration and knowledge of what‟s going on 

would be the key to maintaining the community‟s identity. 

Economic perspective.  Interestingly, during the discussion of strengths, the 

business focus group‟s attention turned towards the possibility of replicating the Greater 
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Downtown Area.  Most participants suggested that the future identity of the Elm Avenue 

Area should reflect an extension of the redevelopment process that has occurred on the 

opposing end of Downtown Waco.  Specific restaurants and retailers extant in the Greater 

Downtown Area were given as examples.  However, frustrations concerning the current 

infrastructure of Downtown Waco were of particular concern, creating two teams of 

participants: those who believed infrastructure improvements would bring businesses to 

the Elm Avenue Area and those who believed that business growth would lead to 

infrastructure improvements. Mentioning some of the profitable restaurants and business 

in the western portion of Downtown, one participant suggested that development could 

be a “replication on the East side”.  Speaking on new development specifically, one 

participant expressed a desire for “development akin to what we‟re seeing in the 

square…might spur redevelopment of other properties.”  However, referring to plans a 

decade prior a participant stated that a 1996 development plan “looked like it might 

extend to Elm, but when completed…Elm was left out”.  

Apparently risk was a repeated factor concerning this exclusion. Throughout the 

business focus group, participants mentioned funding and returns.  All of the business 

focus group respondents expressed worries that a market-venture in the Elm Avenue Area 

might be too risky.  Among several reasons given to rebrand the identity of the 

community some included a misconception of crime, potential residents not wanting to 

raise their children in the area, and upper class professional not wanting to invest in the 

area.  One participant stated that there was a definite need for private capital, but that 

banks were unwilling to take a gamble on Elm.  Even one specific business owner with 

unutilized property in the community said that he could potentially repair his neglected 
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buildings in the area, but would not do so without some commitment from various 

municipal entities to invest in the infrastructure.  In addition, the portrayal of Elm as a 

social service providing community was frowned upon and a specific desire to not place 

social services in the center of Elm was expressed, in hopes to “discourage the thought 

that that‟s all Elm is good for.”  Similarly, non-profit organizations in general were not 

welcomed by the participants who states that “economic development feeds on itself—

non profits don‟t produce development”. 

 Key informants also mentioned that development plans would have a high focus 

on monetary returns.  When asked was their expectations were for the development 

process one informant offered an interesting insight that was both economic and political 

in nature, stating that the direction would be, “[A] focus on money—but won‟t 

necessarily be the fault of the Greater Waco area—if you want to have a say you must 

engage.”  Another informant solely emphasized a need for economic development for 

any redevelopment to occur, suggesting that the Elm Avenue Area focus on becoming a 

“tourism Mecca”, searching out companies, pharmacies, and grocery stores to develop 

revenue in “depressed economic areas”. 

 One informant adhered to a strictly economic approach to the identity of the Elm 

Avenue Area, expecting that eventually the title “Greater Downtown Waco” would 

incorporate the Elm Avenue Area.  He also predicted that about one-half of the projected 

population growth for the city would actually occur in Elm.  He supports private sector 

diversity and stated that plans might intensify property values.  The informant further 

suggested that primary revitalizing agents would be major property owners, the Public 

Improvement District, and Greater Waco Chamber of Commerce entities such as “1000 
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Friends of Waco.” As an afterthought of his economic focus the informant took on a 

political tone, stating that one consideration should be “getting info to „diversity‟ and 

including „their‟ response.”  He believes that this way all have “an opportunity to be a 

stakeholder and generate community support.” 

Political perspective.  Analysis of political perspectives of community identity 

seeks expressions of desires beneficial on behalf of the common good, as well as an 

integration of allies.  Many participants expressed the desire for the community and all 

relevant leadership to be on one accord.  However, disagreement and mistrust between 

the competing sociological and economic perspective minded entities seem to create 

discord. One key informant summarized her expectation by drawing an image of two 

paths on a sheet of paper, one straight and the other looping and crooked.  She explained 

the drawing as follows, 

“People expect this (straight) kind of development, when we really should prepare 

for this (looping) kind of development.  When things „loop‟, however, people 

begin to lose trust and say „I told you so‟ when it‟s crooked.”   

 

She stated that the community and leadership should both see “pitfalls as the norm 

instead of the oddity”, meaning that they need to expect mistakes and challenges as the 

norm.  One suggestion was that the Elm community should “partner with the powers that 

be” and recognize “interdependence” amongst the various Chambers of Commerce, City 

of Waco entities, and community associations.  Other suggestions offered by the 

aforementioned informant were to make “conscious” efforts to ally with the community 

in order to develop “respect”.   

 Another informant gave seemingly neutral descriptions of the future identity of 

Elm Avenue Area.  Indeed, he stated that the community was currently “a blank canvas”, 



77 

 

“neglected”, and “vacant”.  However, he suggested that the physical state of the 

community shouldn‟t be considered its main identity.  Listing other factors like a 

location, low property cost, and land assembly, the informant zeroed in on people in the 

community, stating that “diversity is viewed as a plus by most…diverse neighborhoods 

are more successful than homogenous.”  However, it is important to note that while the 

informant does acknowledge a need to retain the diverse identity of the Elm Avenue 

Area, he also relates that retention to the economic success of the community as well.  

Although this informant was adamant that he did not foresee the development of an 

additional central business district in the Elm Avenue area, he did suggest that both 

“sides” would be “similar areas with combined higher density”. 

 Overall, attitudes toward development and community identity varied.  The 

resident focus group revealed a yearning for the Elm Avenue Area community of the mid 

to late twentieth century, while the business focus group was more interested in the past 

and present business climate.   The business focus group leaned towards investing in the 

physical and economic state of the community and did not offer insight on the current 

population of the community beyond “rebranding” and improving safety and crime 

perceptions.  Key informants ranged from wanting to completely replicate the structure 

and neighborhoods of Greater Downtown Waco in the Elm Avenue Area to advocating 

for the inclusion of the current population in all planning and development.  These 

findings will be discussed further in the next chapter. 

Theme Three:  Resistance and Defensive Development 

 

The description of exactly which entities would drive any revitalization efforts 

specific to the Elm Avenue Area given by both focus group participants and key 
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informants varied.  Most expressed a desire for an inclusive development process, but to 

some extent expected varying degrees of traditional gentrification.  Although the 

residential focus group did not address the idea of traditional gentrification directly, they 

expressed that any revitalization should include the existing community members and 

their identity should be maintained.  However, most of the agents that the residents 

specified were external forces.  Actually, Baylor University was mentioned a few times 

as a threat to the community; one participant referenced the building where the focus 

group were being held stating that “right here—where we are now—used to be Black 

homes that Baylor University has bought out.”  Another stated that “Baylor plays a big 

part because it takes over real estate.”  It seems that though the residential focus groups‟ 

desires mentioned earlier in the description of community identity are to avoid 

displacement, their expectations are that it might still occur. One business focus group 

respondent led the discussion by asking, “What does gentrification really mean?  Is it 

gentrification if someone fixes up a house?  Is it urban renewal?”  These questions 

encouraged discussion on displacement and whether or not it was avoidable.  Most 

agreed that in general gentrification was completely unavoidable, but offered suggestions 

to avoid displacement as much as possible.  One participant suggested that there should 

be a “squatters‟ rights” program that would allow property taxes to remain at their 

predevelopment levels following revitalization.  Another stated that mixed-rate housing is 

an option, but that “services follow dollars, and we see some of the things that we‟d like 

to have unless we can proved that we have dollars to support businesses.”  Overall the 

business focus group participants primarily supported traditional models of gentrification 

throughout their entire discussion, but when faced with the reality of their desired 
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development models displacing current community members, began to question 

alternatives. 

 Overall, key informants had similar responses, although several were quite 

ambivalent.  When asked if it might be possible to revitalize the Elm Avenue Area 

without traditional gentrification, one informant seemed torn in her response: 

“It is.  Involved parties must be open and honest about the possibility of 

gentrification.  Recognize it as a possibility.  Consciously think „how can we 

make this inclusive? How do we not leave someone out?‟  How?  I don‟t know.  

Lift the fog; make everyone aware of all that‟s going on.  Not so much concern 

with the agents; [they] need to be creative and generous.” 

 

Despite their ambivalence on the matter, some informants offered suggestions to avoid 

traditional gentrification.  Most described inclusion of existing residents and strategists 

leaders that emerge from the community.  Comments such as the following laid 

responsibility on developers and municipal leadership: 

“What are we really talking about?  Dislocation.  It‟s possible to revitalize without 

gentrification.  We have open and vacant space.  There are processes to assure 

values of existing properties are controlled and don‟t rise with new property.  But 

the population is old and getting older; needs growth to survive.  If value is not 

created, then we‟re not revitalizing the neighborhood.” 

 

“Developers and government shouldn‟t condemn property for the sake of 

developing, for the sake of profit, etc.  Instead develop with existing homes.” 

 

Only one individual informant suggested that the gentry come from within the 

community in a similar style to Boyd‟s defensive development.  The informants‟ main 

concern related back to community identity; she fears that a revitalized Elm will not 

resemble or represent the current population at all.  She fears urban renewal and 

displacement, with low ownership of property amongst the current residents.  The 

informant stated that she hopes to see collaboration including organization within the 

community.  Her main points of interest were to see an establishment of viable, Black-
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owned businesses as a part of any revitalization.  However, she wondered whether it 

might be too late to engage Black gentry from within the community, stating, 

“It is possible to revitalize without gentrifying, it‟s not off the table.  But the first 

stage of gentrification has begun: buy all the available land and growth around the 

community, then gradually strangle and absorb the contents.” 

 

Intraracial Patterns.  To this point I have reviewed specific themes related to the 

relationship between the Elm Avenue and external agents that may serve as factors in the 

community‟s progress.  Here I seek to focus on the intra-racial factors that may be at play 

in the community, focusing on the responses of Black residential focus group members 

and Black key informants.  These participants varied in class, age, and educational level.  

The characteristics of the Black subsample neatly divided into the two methodological 

groups; four of the residential members are working class, non-professionals, while two 

Black informants are both upper-middle class professionals and the other is a middle to 

upper-middle class leader in the community.   

 Overall, the Black, middle class informants exemplified the duality of the intra-

racial types given by Kesha Moore earlier in this paper (2005).  There was a repeated 

concern that the voice of the Elm Avenue Area residents may not be heard.  Along with 

that concern, a sense of responsibility for representing that voice was also raised during 

our discussions.  For example, when asked who she thought would be revitalizing agents 

for the Elm Avenue Area, one informant stated, “Me.  I am not allowing [Elm Avenue 

Area] to be put on a shelf.”  She also stated that the community involvement of the 

various Neighborhood Associations was not active and had little information about what 

was occurring concerning the future of their community.  She described the lower income 

community members as being “hopeless” and “cynical”, but suggested that with 
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increased awareness of revitalization efforts they may respond with “expectations and 

hope”. 

 Another informant followed a similar pattern.  She feared that the people of the 

community might be taken advantage of by developers with intentions to “rape, pillage, 

and degrade” the community‟s history and culture.  She also stated that she is “hoping the 

victim mentality will not be realized” and that the residents of the Elm Avenue Area 

would resist “predatory investors jeopardizing the spirit of hope”.  She suggested many 

organizations might emerge from within the community and be a part of resistance efforts 

such as CTAACC, non-profits, community educational institutions, and various churches 

within Elm.  It is important to note that she also included the organization which she 

herself is a leader of and holds to high regard. 

 The residential focus group subsample exhibited less certainty that a gentry might 

evolve from within the Elm Avenue Area‟s residents, unless younger adults were to be 

involved.  One participant suggested that a challenge would be “the age group between 

eighteen and thirty; getting them to stay here and invest in the community, to form a 

united front.”  However, the residential focus group clearly saw that more vocal, Black 

middle class and upper-middle class leadership would be a driving force.  Referring back 

to the community identity, the residential focus group subsample seemed to have high 

levels of distrust for their suggested revitalizing agents from outside of the Elm 

community.  In fact, when one participant stated “they don‟t really care about us, the rich 

get richer and the poor get poorer” several others nodded in agreement.  The group 

expressed distrust towards the Greater Waco Chamber of Commerce alone, but was open 

to collaboration between the Greater Waco Chamber and CTAACC.  Another named 
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agent that evoked a lengthy discussion concerning perceived ill-intent was Baylor 

University. 

 Across the board, all respondents and participants seemed to agree that the major 

agents in any development efforts concerning the Elm Avenue Area would be external 

actors from outside of the community.  Although most expressed a desire to avoid 

gentrification, some saw it inevitable.  In general, most lacked confidence that a strong 

coalition from within the community would play the part of gentry.  Looking at intra-

racial class reflections, however, it seems that upper class, Black participants displayed 

more confidence than lower class, Black participants. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

 

Conclusion 

 

 

As discussed in the previous review of literature most gentrification research 

focuses on determining the existence of gentrification by discussing the aftermath of 

gentrification via accounts of remaining and displaced residents.  However, this 

dissertation desires to spark scholarly discussion of communities on the brink of 

gentrification.  Using the opinions of agents involved in the preliminary stages of 

revitalization efforts this dissertation seeks to determine some distinct factors that affect 

the Elm Avenue Area and its perceived aptitude for gentrification.  Subjectively, my 

inquiry hopes to suggest some trajectory for the Elm Avenue Area‟s future as a 

gentrification candidate based on the responses of the aforementioned phone survey, 

focus groups, and key informant interviews. 

According to Byng‟s (1996) tactician/strategist dichotomy, the category most 

relative to the Elm Avenue Area might be that of the tactician when supported by 

evidence collected during this study, with a slight exception to the contrary.  One 

perception that resonated throughout my analysis was an overall lack of a visible 

leadership specific to the Elm Avenue Area.  This resounded via the survey, focus 

groups, and key informant interviews.  The resident focus group was most vocal 

concerning this issue.  Those groups that were mentioned were usually those with some 

sort of tactical background, such as the City of Waco or the Greater Waco Chamber of 

Commerce.  Similar responses spring from the business focus group as well, which added 

that not only is leadership not visible, but that there is a lack of communication between 
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the leadership entities that exist and the Elm Avenue community‟s residents, businesses, 

and organizations.  Key informants legitimized these thoughts, making many statements 

concerning the lack of communication and awareness. 

On the side of the Black leadership concerning the Elm Avenue Area, it is 

extremely difficult to apply Byng‟s dichotomy.  Key informants questioned the 

legitimacy of some groups, like the various neighborhood associations in and surrounding 

Elm.  The Cen-Tex African American Chamber of Commerce was the lone group 

mentioned as a reasonable source of Black leadership; this finding is interesting when 

considering various Black individuals holding central roles on various committees and as 

City of Waco officials and other groups that have offered support for Waco‟s Black 

community in the past (e.g., NAACP).  In general, it seems that the only viable alliances 

that the Cen-Texas African American Chamber of Commerce might have (as far as this 

study‟s respondents are aware) are those creating tactical alliances.  Assuming the tactical 

model may be associated with Logan and Molotch‟s (1987) work on the co-optation of 

community development constituencies by their growth machine ready counterparts, then 

the culmination of this discussion of leadership suggests that the Elm Avenue Area might 

be at risk for revitalization reflected by a traditional gentry. 

Moving into a discussion on the perceptions of the community‟s identity, I find 

strong forecasts connected to the Elm Avenue Area past, present, and future identity.  

Using the community identity conditions provided by Grimshaw (1992) the study yields 

examples relative to the sociological, economical, and political identities.   The 

sociological identity type best describes the desire of the resident focus group.  This 

group yearns to hold a stake in the community‟s revitalization, seeking a return to its 
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historical roots as a self-sufficient, thriving Black community.  A sense of nostalgia as 

described by Michelle Boyd (2008) is the overall ideal for the resident focus group.  

Resident participants are focused on maintaining a lived culture in the community and 

increasing the quality of life of those currently represented there.  Residents displayed 

interest towards increasing the likelihood of continued existence of the current population 

as the top priority followed by investment in small business and other economic ventures.  

The business focus aligns more with the economic model; for many suggestions 

given during that focus group a statement concerning funding and investment follows.  

Also, a focus on the valuable location of the Elm Avenue Area and desire to replicate the 

western portion of Downtown Waco gives a direct nod to profit maximization.  The 

current population of the Elm Avenue Area is only mentioned in a historical context or in 

concern for the negative perceptions outsiders may hold or express about the residents.  

Key informants, however, seem to split their attention towards the identity of the 

community in all three directions.  Where some statements lean towards retention of the 

community‟s diversity and “spirit”, others discuss the likelihood of plans and strategies 

that might create a more marketable, fluid combined downtown.  There is definitely a 

sense that culture will be marketed as a selling point of a revitalized Elm Avenue Area, as 

mentioned in the previous chapter when one informant stated that “diverse 

neighborhoods are more successful than homogenous [neighborhoods].  Overall, the key 

informants display a give and take image of the community‟s future identity, one that 

leans towards Grimshaw‟s (1992) political perspective.   

From the McLennan County sample some simplistic, valid points briefly 

discussed during the previous review of relevant community identity theory (Lyon, 1999; 
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Puddifoot, 1995) arose.  Although there is a sense of support for sociological identity 

given by the determination of the Elm Avenue Area‟s history as one of its best features, 

this is undermined by the lack of awareness of the community overall and the negative 

perceptions.  From this data I sense an indication that the Elm Avenue Area may need to 

create a stronger or rebranded community identity to gain support from its external 

counterparts. 

Given the above discussion, determination of whether the Elm Avenue Area is 

headed towards a more traditional sense of gentrification or Michelle Boyd‟s (2008) 

defensive development remains inconclusive.  Evidence provided by this study does not 

substantiate any concrete probability that the community or its leadership might be able 

to pull together a resistant effort.  Subjective desires and emotional statements given 

during the residential focus groups and a few of the key informant interviews suggest that 

there is strong interest in doing so.  Yet, responses from business focus group participants 

and some key informants suggest ambiguity considering the displacement and other 

undesirable effects of gentrification.  By their responses, traditional gentrification is 

somewhat of an unavoidable side-effect; though attempts to circumvent disruption of the 

community will be made, there is general consensus that it will not be possible to create 

an economically viable connection to the Elm Avenue Area without someone losing out.   

Amid the planning and strategizing communities like the Elm Avenue Area must 

consider the reality of their resources and leadership‟s abilities.  Referencing a key 

informant who suggested that she feared that it might be too late to form a defensive 

development plan it seems that the earlier these considerations begin the better.  Black 

community leaders and organizations truly desiring revitalization in line with defensive 
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development assure that community members are informed.  In addition, based on the 

extant literature via Byng (1996) and Logan and Molotch (1987) Black community 

leaders and organizations should actively consider their alliances with other external 

entities and the effects these alliances will have on the direction of revitalization.  Though 

the Black leadership mentioned during the residential focus group here seems to be 

viewed as trustworthy by participants, any efforts or intentions on their part seem to go 

unnoticed.  This may be due to their lack of presence, or perhaps to an underlying 

transition towards co-optation.  Whatever the case may be, this lack of visibility creates 

in its Black community membership an ambivalent audience primed to be victimized by a 

proactive growth machine body. 

This dissertation should spark interest in the scholarly facilitation of evaluating 

preliminary or early gentrification communities, specifically Black or minority 

communities that become of interest to outside entities.  The limitations of my study 

directly connect to my suggestions for future research.  The first deals with the sample 

size of each of the three methodologies.  In the future I would suggest obtaining 

relationships with several gatekeepers for the study community in order to have a more 

vigorous and productive recruitment strategy for focus groups.  This should allow for 

more focus groups than the two held here.  In addition, I would use a structured 

categorization for intra-racial class measurements; a discourse concerning this area of 

interest did not emerge during the qualitative studies as I had hoped in framing the 

exploration.   Lastly, I would also seek a larger Black subsample in order to gain insight 

on intra-racial class issues within Waco's general Black population's attitudes and 

opinions concerning the Elm Avenue Area‟s revitalization.  One method of doing so 
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would be to oversample for Blacks using pone exchanges relevant to communities with 

high percentages of Blacks in their population.   

The implications of this exploration suggest a need for increased evaluation and 

assessment consideration.  Results of the focus groups and key informant interviews offer 

a starting point for internal considerations.  As the audience most apt to use these sort of 

analyses, Black community leadership and organizations desiring strategic (Byng, 1996), 

sociological (Grimshaw, 1992), defensive development (Boyd, 2008; 2005; 2000) should 

take particular notice in shaping needs assessments of their neighborhood(s).  The survey 

results give a nod towards considerations to be confronted by these groups.  Knowledge 

of the community itself and revitalization efforts, awareness and support of opportunities 

to support revitalization efforts, and the likelihood of receiving support for economic 

ventures under the community‟s current identity are all factors that external respondents 

can give input. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

Downtown Waco Maps 

 

 

 
Figure A.1: Census Tracts 

 

 

 
Figure A.2:  Aerial View of Downtown Region 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Community Telephone Survey Questionnaire Items 

 

 

How familiar are you with the "Elm Avenue" area of Waco?  Would you say you are very 

familiar, somewhat familiar, or not familiar at all? 

 

Are you aware of any current revitalization plans for the Elm Avenue area? 

 

Suppose that the following services were available in the Elm Avenue area - How likely 

would you be to patronize these services? 

 I would patronize a bank or credit union located on Elm Avenue. 

 I would patronize a new, full service restaurant located on Elm Avenue. 

 I would patronize a drug store or pharmacy located on Elm Avenue. 

 I would be interested in living in loft-style homes or residences on Elm Avenue. 

 

Based on your knowledge of the Elm Avenue area, what do you consider to be the BEST 

thing about the area?  Culture, History, Location, Neighbors, Community, Diversity, 

Other (Specify) 

 

What do you consider to be the WORST thing about the area?  Crime, 

Neglected/Unattractive Buildings , Residents, Lack of businesses, Location, Lack of 

Diversity, Other (Specify) 

 

Do you currently live in or near (within 2 miles) of the Elm Avenue area? 

How long have you lived in this area? 

 Do you plan on moving out of this area within the next year? 

 Do you plan on moving out of this area within the next 5 years? 

 Why do you plan on moving out of this area? 

 

Given the opportunity, would you be willing to participate in revitalization or 

redevelopment of this area? 

 

Finally, I'd like to ask you a few questions about yourself to be sure we've been talking to 

all kinds of people on this survey.  Do you describe your main racial or ethnic group as: 

Hispanic or Latino, White or Anglo, Black or African American, or Asian America?  

 

Are you under the age of 45? 

 Under 35? 

 Under 25? 

 Under 55? 

 Under 65? 

 Over 65? 

 

How many years have you lived in the Waco-McLennan County area? 
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Do you own or rent the residence where you live? 

Are you currently a college student? 

 

What is the highest grade of school you ever attended?  Eighth grade or less; Part High 

School; High School graduate or GED; Technical, trade, or business school; Part College; 

College graduate; Post-college graduate; NO/NR 

 

Are you now married, widowed, divorced, separated, or never been married? 

 

Counting yourself, how many people in your household are employed either full-time or 

part-time?  (zero, 1,2,3,4,5,6 or more) 

 

To ensure that households from all areas are surveyed, will you please tell me your zip 

code? 

 

Finally, is your annual income from all sources less than $35,000?   

 Less than $10,000? 

 Less than $50,000? 

 Less than $75,000? 

 More than $75,000? 

INTERVIEWER:  RECORD GENDER OF RESPONDENT FROM VOICE. 

 

We are interested in ongoing research on public opinions in McLennan County.  Would 

you be willing to participate in future projects?  (if “no,” or “NO/NR,” skip to THANKS) 

 

If we were to ask your opinion again, would you prefer to conduct this survey by 

telephone or as a web survey on the internet?  (if “no,” skip to Future4, if “NO/NR,” skip 

to REFUSE) 

 

What is the BEST number to call you at in the future for these projects? 

 

So we can contact you online at a later date, could you give me your email address? Your 

email address will NOT be given, sold or otherwise made available to anyone else, or 

used for any reason except for us to contact you for a public opinion survey.  

 

That was my last question.  Thank you for completing our interview.  Good bye. 

 

All right.  Well, thank you very much. Good bye. 
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APPENDIX C 

 

Focus Group Protocol 

 

 

Before beginning the focus group, all participants are told the following: 

Hello, my name is [moderator] and I will be leading today’s discussion. This 

session will last about one hour and we will be discussing your views and experiences 

concerning the Elm Avenue Area. 

During our time together today, I hope to gather information to clarify 

perceptions of Elm Avenue residents and business owners towards revitalization.  Please 

note that your remarks will remain confidential and that your name, position, and 

occupation will not be referenced in the presentation of this data.  In turn, please also 

maintain each of your fellow participants’ privacy and confidentiality.  At the conclusion 

of our study, I will make some general observations about perceptions shared during the 

focus groups conducted, but you individually will not be associated with any comment.  

Therefore, we want you to feel free to share both positive and negative comments about 

any of the topics we discuss today.  Only the researcher will have access to the notes and 

recordings taken during this discussion. 

Before I begin, I would like to explain our ground rules for today’s discussion and 

offer some other points of information: 
 This discussion is being recorded so that we can review the comments later.  Again, this is 

completely confidential information and nothing will be directly attributed to you personally. 

 Please talk one at a time and in a tone that is at least the volume of my voice.  Occasionally, I may 

have to interrupt you to keep the session moving, so please do not be offended. 

 I would like to hear from everyone during the course of the conversation, but do not feel as if you 

have to answer every question we pose to the group. 

 You do not need to address all of your comments to me.  You can respond to what someone else 

says, but please avoid side conversations with your neighbors. 

 Please understand there are no wrong answers to the questions I will ask, just different opinions 

and experiences.  I am looking for different points of view.  Please feel free to voice an opposing 

attitude or opinion, even if you are the only one in the group who feels that way. 

 

Questions 

1. How long have you been affiliated with the area (Elm Avenue)?  

2. Based on the current status of the area, how would you best describe the image that it 

portrays?  

3. Are you aware of any current revitalization plans for the Elm Avenue, and if so, 

please describe the plans that you've heard.  

4. What is your opinion about revitalization prospects for the Elm Avenue area?  

5. Do you think that revitalization will affect the area positively or negatively, and why? 

6. How do you feel about the Elm Ave leadership specifically? What is your perception 

of their involvement?  

7. If you could make a wish list for the Elm Ave area, what enhancements or elements 

would be at the top of your list? 
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APPENDIX D 

 

In-Depth Interview Question Guide of Key Informants 

 

 

KI Name:  

Position:  

Date 

 

1. Opinion of neighborhood changes (5 years  ago, present, 5 year in future)? 

a. What are the indicators for your 5 year prediction? 

2. What are the strengths of the EDW area? 

3. What are the challenges of the EDW area? 

4. What are your expectations for the revitalization process? 

a. What will EDW look like in the end? 

5. Who do you view as the revitalizing agent? 

6. What are the strategic issues that this/these agent(s) face? 

7. Is it possible for EDW to revitalize without gentrifying? 

8. How do you think that current residents will respond to the revitalization efforts in 

EDW? 

 



96 

 

 

APPENDIX E 

 

Community Telephone Survey Basic Demographics 

 

 

Gender 

 

 

Frequency Percent 

 Male 222 43.6 

 Female 287 56.4 

 

    Ethnicity/Race 

 

 

Frequency Percent 

 White 380 74.7 

 Hispanic/Latino 54 10.6 

 Black  50 9.8 

 Native American 9 1.8 

 Asian 4 0.8 

 Other race 10 2 

 No response 2 0.4 

 

    Age 

 

 

Frequency Percent 

 24 and under 31 6.1 

 25-34 61 12 

 35-44 84 16.6 

 45-5 116 22.9 

 55-64 98 19.3 

 65+ 117 23.1 

     County of Residence  

 

Frequency Percent  

Mart Area 22 4.4  

East Waco 85 17  

South Waco 58 11.6  

Central Waco 20 4  

North Waco 78 15.6  

West Waco 44 8.8  

Leroy/West 20 4  

McGregor/Moody 51 10.2  

Woodway 48 9.6  

Hewitt/Eddy 74 14.8  
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    Income 

 

 

Frequency Percent 

 Less than $10,000 17 3.7 

 $10,000-$24,999 42 9 

 $25,000-$34.999 91 19.6 

 $35,000-$49,999 102 21.9 

 $50,000-$74,999 88 18.9 

  $75,000 + 125 16.9 

 

    Education 

 

 

Frequency Percent 

 Eighth grade or less 6 1.2 

 Part high school 22 4.3 

 High school grad/GED 128 25.1 

 Technical, trade, or 

business school 23 4.5 

 Part college 147 28.9 

 College graduate 111 21.8 

 Post-college graduate 70 13.8 

 No response 2 0.4 
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