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ABSTRACT 

 

Gentrification is an emerging phenomenon that transforms the social, economic, 

and physical structure of urban neighborhoods across the nation. Using historically 

Black neighborhoods in Portland, Oregon as the setting, this project explores how 

neighborhood organizations employ diverse strategies to address the geographical 

dispersing of the cultural community that was once concentrated within their 

neighborhood. Though urban scholars have examined market-based gentrification, this 

dissertation assesses gentrification in a context that is predominantly state-led—that is, 

gentrification perpetuated by federal, state, and local urban redevelopment policies.  

Using in-depth interviews, content analyses, and GIS mapping, this dissertation 

identifies mechanisms employed by neighborhood organizations in “Black Portland” 

that complicate notions of community as spatial boundaries dissolve. 

This project explores neighborhood organizations along two dimensions: type 

(enterprises and institutions) and sector (for-profit, non-profit, and hybrid institutions). 

The data reveal that while neighborhood enterprises are predisposed to engage in the 

neutral, arms-length provision of goods and services, when faced with the 

displacement of longtime residents, neighborhood enterprises appropriate cultural 

symbols to access race-specific resources. On the other hand, neighborhood 

institutions are predisposed to reinforce community values, norms, and rules. 

Accordingly, when displaced residents fail to resettle in a concentrated area, 

neighborhood institutions invoke methods of physical expansion to remain engaged 

with displaced residents and to combat the ‘placelessness’ that former residents 

associate with gentrification. Similarly, the data show that neighborhood institutions 



 
 

12 

that occupy different sectors adopt differing ‘post-gentrification’ strategies: nonprofit 

neighborhood institutions adopt a collaborative approach to survive gentrification, 

for-profit neighborhood institutions adopt an authenticity approach, and hybrid 

neighborhood institutions adopt a cross-subsidization approach. 

By expanding theoretical understandings of urban neighborhoods as socially 

organized, this dissertation contributes to existing literature by assessing the new and 

existing avenues utilized by Black neighborhood organizations to maintain community 

cohesion. The themes of “place” and “space” for cultural communities—or 

alternatively—the social, economic, and policy consequences of “placelessness” for 

cultural communities are prevalent throughout the narrative. Because neighborhood 

organizations form the core of urban neighborhoods, they are uniquely positioned to 

understand and respond to neighborhood change. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Gentrification is the process of wealthier residents moving into low-income 

neighborhoods, thereby changing the social and economic composition of the 

neighborhood (Kennedy and Leonard 2001). Urban renewal policies and market-based 

gentrification continue to shape and transform neighborhoods nationwide. Though the 

phenomenon of gentrification has been studied broadly across disciplines, few 

researchers explore the “aftermath” of gentrification. Existing studies consider how 

gentrification affects neighborhood residents, but the effects on neighborhood 

organizations—a key group of stakeholders—are seldom explored. 

Early urban sociologists viewed poor urban neighborhoods as socially 

disorganized spaces that would eventually succumb to urbanization and 

industrialization (Park 1928; Wirth 1956). However, scholars have shown that urban 

neighborhoods can be socially organized and highly structured by ethnic or racial 

culture (Whyte 1943; Gans 1963; Suttles 1968). Urban neighborhoods benefit from 

complex social structures, much of which is influenced and maintained by 

neighborhood organizations. Neighborhood organizations can operate as enterprises, 

which are neutral entities that do not engage in cultural dissemination, or they can act 

as institutions, which are entities embedded in the cultural context of a community 

(Sánchez-Jankowski 2008). Similarly, neighborhood organizations adopt legal forms 

that reflect their organizational motives—profit, social mission, or both. Whether 

organizations are enterprise or institutions, and whether they are for-profit, non-profit, 

or hybrid, gives us insight into how they might approach neighborhood change 

brought on by gentrification. 
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 Because neighborhood organizations form the core of urban neighborhoods, 

they are especially sensitive to neighborhood change; they absorb neighborhood 

change from the first instance; and they are uniquely positioned to curate community 

responses. To examine responses to gentrification, this dissertation seeks to 

understand the behavior of neighborhood organizations, with different dispositions 

and different forms, in the wake of social and economic transition by asking: 1) How 

do neighborhood enterprises and neighborhood institutions react to neighborhood 

change? 2) What approaches or strategies do nonprofit, for-profit, and hybrid 

neighborhood institutions adopt to survive neighborhood change? 

To answer these questions, I invoke a mixed-method approach using in-depth 

interviews, content analysis, and GIS mapping. I conduct in-depth interviews with 

representatives and leaders from 30 organizations located in historically Black 

neighborhoods in North and Northeast Portland, Oregon that are undergoing urban 

redevelopment.  I review government documents, community records, and over 800 

issues of the Portland Observer newspaper.  I also combine business directories, 

webpages, and social media data to identify and map 229 Black neighborhood 

organizations, which provides a bird’s-eye view of the community’s organizational 

landscape. 

I find that while neighborhood enterprises are predisposed to be neutral in terms 

of race or culture, those located in gentrified neighborhoods appropriate cultural 

symbols such as art or language to take advantage of race-specific resources.  I also 

find that neighborhood institutions physically expand in an attempt to combat the 

‘placelessness’ that former residents associate with gentrification.  Moreover, the data 
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show that nonprofit neighborhood institutions adopt a collaborative approach to 

survive gentrification, while for-profit neighborhood institutions adopt an authenticity 

approach and hybrid neighborhood institutions adopt a cross-subsidization approach.  

A map of 229 Black organizations shows that Black organizations remain clustered in 

the historically Black neighborhoods, which are distant from the city outskirts where 

Black residents are peppered. 

To establish this project within ongoing urban and organizational discourse, 

Chapters 1 and 2 provide an overview of the existing literature on neighborhood 

organizations and gentrification, as well as the theoretical framework for this project 

and the accompanying research questions.  Chapter 3 describes the methodological 

approaches adopted for this dissertation, including the data collection efforts and 

strategic narrative analysis of the data.  Chapter 4 reviews the historical backdrop of 

displacement within the Black community in Portland, Oregon, and it explains the role 

of the city and federal government in state-led gentrification—particularly through the 

use of urban renewal policies and initiatives.  Chapter 5 addresses the first research 

question by evaluating how neighborhood enterprises and neighborhood institutions 

face neighborhood change.  Chapter 6 addresses the second research question by 

assessing the strategies invoked by non-profit, for-profit, and hybrid neighborhood 

institutions to survive gentrification.  The dissertation concludes with policy 

recommendations to facilitate meaningful partnerships between neighborhood 

organizations and government agencies and to enhance equity in the context of urban 

redevelopment. 
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CHAPTER 1: REVIEW OF LITERATURE ON GENTRIFICATION 

 

Conceptualizing Neighborhoods and Community 
 

While scholars acknowledge that neighborhoods are “viable units of analysis and 

action,” conceptualizing the term neighborhood itself presents challenges. At the outset, 

it is important to note that the terms “neighborhood” and “community” are often used 

interchangeably, but they possess important distinctions for the following discussion of 

collective identity and geographical spaces. On one hand, “community” typically refers 

to a connection between individuals (Chaskin 1997). Communities can be formed 

around culture or ethnicity, systems of beliefs (e.g. Christianity), common interests (e.g. 

sports teams), or common circumstances (e.g. cancer survival). Some communities are 

associated with a specific location, which Chaskin (1997) refers to as “local 

communities.” Local communities are “units in which some set of connections is 

concentrated,” either through social connections, functional connections, cultural 

connections, or circumstantial connections (522). Notably, local communities are place- 

based, but communities in the broader sense are not necessarily tied to a place. 

On the other hand, neighborhoods are defined by physical boundaries.  A 

neighborhood is “a spatial construction denoting a geographical unit in which residents 

share proximity and the circumstances that come with it” (522-523).  Though 

neighborhoods are distinct physical spaces, the connections forged by physical 

proximity can mimic the characteristics of a community.  As such, the overlapping 

characteristics of neighborhoods and communities can lead to “a conflation of 

community-like expectations for solidarity and connection within the geographical 

construction of [a] neighborhood,” allowing neighborhoods to be viewed as primary 
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units of solidarity and cohesion in urban areas (523). The nuanced distinctions between 

neighborhoods and communities have led critics to suggest that focusing on 

neighborhoods as geographical perimeters alone “may ‘give undue importance to spatial 

characteristics as causal variables’” (523). 

Sociologist Robert Chaskin (1997, 1998) describes “neighborhood” as twofold: a 

social unit and a spatial unit. As organic social units, neighborhoods are formed as a 

result of “natural processes of selection, competition, invasion, and succession” (525). 

For example, the ethnic enclave is one type of neighborhoods that evolves naturally as 

immigrants concentrate into particular areas, usually close to the industries in which 

they work (525). Immigrant workers coalesce because of physical proximity and ethnic 

solidarity, and—attracted to the familiarity and sense of belonging—new immigrants 

arrive, thereby expanding the ethnic enclave. 

As spatial units, neighborhoods’ geographical boundaries can provide insight into 

how individuals understand and navigate physical spaces. The character of a 

neighborhood is informed by physical elements such as landscapes, transit routes, and 

landmarks. The character of a neighborhood is also informed by social and functional 

elements such as demographics, reputation, and proximity to major institutions—all of 

which influence how people perceive and engage with the neighborhood (532). 

Early urban sociologists predicted that urbanization would lead to the 

deterioration of neighborhoods as naturally-formed communities (Park 1928; Wirth 

1956). Urbanization was viewed as symbolic of weakened social connections, improved 

mobility, and concentrated poverty. However, this approach has been largely refuted, 

and urban neighborhoods have remained fundamental as avenues “for relationships 
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through which information, aid, services, and connection to broader networks and 

systems are shared” (Chaskin 1997, 526). 

The Dissolution of Local Communities? 

 

The expansion of modern technology introduces new considerations for the role 

of communities in society. Scholars have suggested that local, placed-based 

communities continue to dissolve. Indeed, urban planner Melvin Webber (1963) 

imagined a “nonplace urban realm,” where social relations would be more important 

than localized interactions, and social interaction would instead occur through advanced 

communication technologies: 

Never before have [people] been able to maintain intimate and continuing 

contact with others across thousands of miles; never has intimacy been so 

independent of spatial propinquity . . . And never before has it seemed 

economically feasible for the nodally cohesive spatial form that marks the 

contemporary large settlement to be replaced by drastically different forms, 

while the pattern of internal centering itself changes or, perhaps, dissolves. 

 

Thus, scholars have begun to emphasize the strength of communal ties rather than the 

spatial structure in which a community is embedded (Brown-Saracino 2011; see also 

Wellman 1979). Thus, urbanization and modernization did not necessarily “destroy” 

local communities as early urban scholars feared, but rather technologies have 

“transformed” or “liberated” social ties from spatial constraints (Brown-Saracino 

2011, 365; White and Guest 2003, Fischer 1975; Finke, Guest, and Stark 1996). 

In contrast, sociologist Thomas Gieryn’s (2000) review of the ‘sociology of 

place’ concludes that, indeed, place matters: 

Places are made as people ascribe qualities to the material and 

social stuff gathered there. . . . The very idea of ‘neighborhood’ is 

not inherent in any arrangement of streets and houses, but is rather 

an ongoing practical and discursive production/imagining of a 

people.’ (472) 
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Gieryn suggests that place matters for social life for a variety of reasons, namely 

because place (1) stabilizes social structures, (2) facilitates face-to-face interactions and 

encourages collective action, (3) and it secures intangible norms, identities, memories, 

and values (473). For Gieryn, place is inherently physical—suggesting that virtual 

spaces cannot serve functions of “place”:  place is not “to be found in cyberspace,” and 

“websites on the internet are not places in the same way that the room, building, 

campus, and city that house and locate a certain server is a place” (465). 

Colleagues Marcus Hunter, Mary Pattillo, Zandria Robinson and Keeanga- 

Yamahtta Taylor (2016) likely disagree. Their work describes fora for “Black 

placemaking,” which refers to “the ways that urban Black Americans create sites of 

endurance, belonging, and resistance through social interaction.” Among the different 

avenues for Black placemaking, the authors include the “black digital commons,” a 

collective of virtual spaces and social media platforms utilized for social interaction, 

advocacy, and organization: 

Across the country, Black people use social media spaces, including 

Facebook, Tumblr, Twitter, and self-hosted personal blogs, to carve out 

expressive, resistant, and life-sustaining practices in the face of 

community, extrajudicial, and state violence. . . . In these spaces, young 

black folks develop discursive digital dozens, clever and poetic critical 

commentary on the world around them, and organize for social change. 

While there are certainly rules and boundaries in the digital commons, 

these social media spaces exist relatively autonomously – a 24-hour news 

cycle created by and concerned with an expansive swath of black life. In 

previous generations, Black newspapers and radio stations were the 

centralized voices of the Black community. Today, Black social media, 

and #BlackTwitter in particular, is a multimedia, participatory, crowd-

sourced space that features the voices of a multiplicity of Black folks (46, 

citations omitted). 

 

Thus, Hunter and colleagues document the importance of cyberspace and virtual 

platforms as “places” for Black Americans that serve connective functions similar 
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to physical spatial units such as neighborhoods.  In addressing whether cyberspace 

is a ‘place,’ sociologist Scott Feld’s (1981) focus theory provides guidance. Feld 

views the different environments in which individuals organize their social 

relations as “foci.” A focus is “a social, psychological, legal, or physical entity in 

which joint activities are organized” (1016). Just as workplaces and hangouts are 

foci in which social interactions occur, so too are virtual spaces. Both physical 

spaces and virtual spaces create opportunities for social activity and interaction. 

Nonetheless, given the expansion of urban redevelopment and its effects, 

some place-based, local communities are threatened. Thus, it is important to 

understand the transition of a community as one rooted in a place to one that is 

void of it—and consequently, the need to forge community ties through alternate 

bases. 

Gentrification as Neighborhood Change 

 

As mentioned above, scholars feared that urbanization, the rise of the underclass, 

and the departure of middle class families from urban areas would deteriorate local 

communities within neighborhoods (Wirth 1956; Massey 1990; Wilson 1987). However, 

the redevelopment of urban areas has emerged as a significant mechanism for 

neighborhood change (Zukin 1987). 

Gentrification, urban renewal, and urban redevelopment all tend to describe the 

same phenomenon. Urban renewal and urban redevelopment invoke notions of 

refreshment and revitalization, while gentrification seems to carry a more pejorative 

connotation of a non-consensual seizure or invasion. The multifaceted nature of what 

scholars refer to as gentrification, urban renewal, or urban redevelopment (henceforth, 
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“gentrification”) creates conceptual challenges, and to some extent, it is unclear whether 

scholars are referring to the same phenomenon. For example, Kennedy and Leonard 

(2001) offer a commonly-cited definition of gentrification: “the process of wealthier 

residents moving into poorer neighborhoods in sufficient numbers to change its social 

class composition and neighborhood identity” (5). This definition emphasizes the 

demographic changes in a neighborhood, but does not provide much context into how or 

why neighborhood change occurs. Some definitions include market-centric elements of 

rent increases and elevated property values (Levy, Comey, and Padilla 2006), and others 

describe a race-based or class-based demographic shift, which includes the introduction 

of one group and the displacement of another. Davidson and Lees (2005) offer a 

comprehensive definition that broadly identifies the core characteristics of gentrification: 

“(1) reinvestment of capital; (2) social upgrading of locale by incoming high-income 

groups; (3) landscape change; and (4) direct or indirect displacement of low-income 

groups” (1170). Davidson and Lees’ definition includes the demographic shifts 

associated with neighborhood change, but by including the element of “landscape 

change,” the definition acknowledges the transformation of the physical infrastructure of 

a neighborhood that comes along with gentrification. Similarly, this definition describes 

the demographic changes as class-based instead of race-based—a nod to the notion that 

middle-class residents can “gentrify” neighborhoods occupied by lower-class members of 

the same race (Pattillo 2005). As such, this dissertation adopts Davidson and Lees’ 

definition as a comprehensive conceptualization of gentrification. 

Scholars have utilized various approaches to describe the emergence of 

gentrification, adopting product-side and consumption-side explanations (Smith 1979; 
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Ley 1994). Researchers have also examined gentrification through constructions of race, 

ethnicity, gender, and sexuality (Taylor 1992; Bondi 1994; Lauria and Knopp 1985; 

Brown-Saracino 2011). More recently, urban scholars have emphasized community 

reactions to threats of gentrification and redevelopment, primarily focusing on 

community resistance initiatives and collective action among residents (Martin 2007; 

Levy, Comey, and Padilla 2007). This research points to public interventions (such as 

rent regulations) and private coping strategies to combat resident displacement (Newman 

and Wyly 2006). 

Role of State Actors 
 

Though instances of gentrification are often viewed as market-driven, federal 

and local governments can play an active role in spurring gentrification (Hackworth and 

Smith 2001). State-initiated gentrification has significantly increased as the federal 

government grants more power to the state. In examining the phases of gentrification, 

Hackworth and Smith (2001) note that the role of the state has iterated from that of 

laissez-faire politics to direct state intervention through urban policy.  They find that 

local state governments face increasing pressure to generate tax revenue by exploiting 

the private market, particularly as direct federal subsidies diminish (464). They also 

found that state intervention increased as gentrification expanded into areas with high 

economic risks, thereby exhausting the boundaries of the private market. Similarly, as 

Wyly and Hammel (1999) put it, the ways in which urban policy addresses concentrated 

poverty are three-fold: (1) “dispersing low-income residents to the suburbs,” (2) 

“redeveloping inner- city neighborhoods to provide jobs and housing,” and (3) 

“fostering mobility between urban neighborhoods and scattered suburban job sites” 
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(720). 

Cuts in federal funding caused state and local governments to look for other 

avenues of funding, including building stronger tax bases through higher property taxes 

and middle-class incomes in redeveloped neighborhoods. For many, gentrification is a 

“welcome result of sound economic development policy” (Eckerd and Reams 2012, 83). 

Thus, in the 1990s and 2000s, the state and local governments had incentives to 

demolish public housing projects under the guises of promoting social mixing and 

eradicating concentrated poverty (Chaskin 2012). The federal government encouraged 

these initiatives, providing funds to finance redevelopment and mixed income projects 

(Lees 2008). Though many of the redevelopment projects included below-market rate 

units, many of the residents displaced from public housing were unable to return to their 

neighborhoods (Fullilove and Wallace 2011). In addition to the displacement from their 

homes, residents lost access to place-based support networks (Bentacur 2011). 

In addition to state-actors playing a major role in initiating gentrification, private 

citizens also utilize the legal system to advance revitalization interests. For example, 

residents often turn to avenues within the legal system such as housing code regulations, 

zoning boards, and criminal law to enforce neighborhood redevelopment (Kirkland 

2008; Bryant 2006). One study reveals how new white middle class residents actively 

engaged the police and criminal law to target undesirable persons and activity in their 

neighborhood—resources to which the existing residents did not previously have access 

(Bryant 2006). In turn, debates are emerging among legal scholars about how effects of 

revitalization, racial integration, and racial displacement may be leveraged to mobilize 

legal challenges to redevelopment policies. 
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Incoming High-Income Groups and Displacement of Low-Income Groups 

 

Supporters of gentrification point out that neighborhood redevelopment rebalances 

concentrations of poverty, provides middle-class role models for low-income residents, 

and improves quality of life (Duany 2001). Urban renewal initiatives contribute to the 

revitalization of depressed areas and gentrification is rarely associated with community 

decline. However, studies reveal that mixed-income communities are not truly “mixed” 

(Curley 2009, 2010). They are less like ‘melting pots’ and more like ‘tossed salads,’ for 

residents predominantly engage with those similar to themselves. 

Moreover, the presumption that mixed-income neighborhoods are preferable 

discounts the value of established neighborhoods, even those concentrated in poverty 

(Brown- Saracino 2004). For example, studies have shown that “a sense of community” 

predicts political participation at the neighborhood level (Berry, Portney, and Thomson 

1991), and residents of poor neighborhoods develop effective informal neighboring 

relationships and self-help networks (Stack 1974; Lee et al. 1991). Also, Johnson (2009) 

highlights the error of presuming that racial integration of neighborhoods and housing is 

objectively better or subjectively preferred by existing residents. Pattillo (2005) also 

points to legal scholarship that addresses “non-segregation,” a concept emphasizing 

choice and access, allowing for self-segregation and questioning the focus on racial 

integration (322).  Instead, the non-segregation scholarship advocates for the reallocation 

of resources to improve existing neighborhoods. The ‘non-segregation’ framework does 

not romanticize racial integration and it suggests that residents of Black neighborhoods 

have agency in determining social, political, and economic outcomes. The same may 

apply for class- based integration. 
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Critics of gentrification point to the displacement of existing residents as the 

primary negative effect (Newman and Wyly, 2006).  Displaced residents are “torn from 

rich social networks of information and cooperation” and “thrown into an ever more 

competitive housing market shaped by increasingly difficult trade-offs between 

affordability, overcrowding, and commuting accessibility” (51). Homeowners on fixed- 

incomes, primarily senior citizens, are particularly susceptible to displacement because of 

their inability to pay higher property taxes. Also, renters are subject to rent increases by 

landlords. However, some empirical studies have found little evidence of displacement 

caused by gentrification (Freeman and Braconi 2004; Sumka 1980; Betancur 2011). For 

example, using data from the American Housing Survey, both Ellen and O’Regan (2011) 

and Freeman (2009) noted that vulnerable residents in gentrified neighborhoods were not 

displaced at an increased rate. In a study of New York gentrified neighborhoods, 

Freeman and Braconi (2004) found that disadvantaged households in gentrifying areas 

were less likely to move away than similar households in non-gentrifying areas. Instead, 

the authors explain the transition as normal housing succession, suggesting that any 

negative effects on the poor are indirect at best. 

Newman and Wyly (2006) challenge these findings, concluding that displacement 

has political salience and it is a crucial indicator in class polarization. Wacquant (2008) 

also criticizes the research suggesting the lack of displacement effect. He encourages 

urban scholars to return their focus to working class populations, and he points out that 

city governments are essentially abandoning their low-income residents. Ultimately, 

although urban renewal initiatives target physical revitalization for urban areas, the 

resulting displacement dissolves the social cohesion and community identity for pre- 
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gentrification populations. 

Nonetheless, focusing primarily on resident displacement alone as an after-effect 

of gentrification ignores the plight of non-displaced populations. Residents who remain in 

the neighborhood still “suffer as critical community networks and culture are displaced” 

(Newman and Wyly 2006, 27), and they may face increased marginalization, isolation, 

and alienation (Vigdor 2002; Kirkland 2008). 

In his study of gentrification in Washington D.C.’s Shaw/U Street neighborhoods, 

Derek Hyra (2014) determined that the remaining low-income residents experienced 

political and cultural displacement as newcomers settled into the neighborhood. Hyra 

describes political displacement as “when a long-standing racial or ethnic group 

‘becomes outvoted or outnumbered by new residents’ leading to the loss of decision- 

making power by the former group’” (1754). In the Shaw/ U Street neighborhoods, 

incoming residents obtained critical political positions and advocated for new amenities 

such as dog parks and bike lanes (1762). Hyra also discovered that the remaining 

residents of gentrified neighborhoods experienced cultural displacement—occurring 

when “the norms, behaviors and values of the new resident cohort dominate and prevail 

over the tastes and preferences of long-term residents” (1754). 

Landscape Change 
 

In addition to the social, cultural, and demographic changes, neighborhoods 

experience physical changes to their infrastructure—referred to here as ‘landscape 

change.’ Landscape change includes—among other things—improvements to paths of 

movement such as roads, crosswalks, medians, and bike lanes; improvements to parks 

and public spaces; the construction of new buildings (e.g. multiunit residential 
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complexes); the renovation of older buildings; and the introduction of new 

organizations and/or businesses. 

Scholars have noted that patterns of consumption align with privilege, and 

commercial and social institutions are introduced in neighborhoods that appeal to the 

new gentry (e.g., coffee shops, yoga studios, art galleries, restaurants, and pubs) 

(Centner 2008; Zukin et al. 2009). These spaces cater to both the material needs of 

middle-class residents, but also they serve as distributors of social and cultural capital 

(Zukin et al. 2009).  The introduction of new commercial retail in gentrifying 

neighborhoods creates external pressure for the existing, individually owned shops 

that catered to the former residents.  Zukin and colleagues (2009) describe the 

multiplicity of factors that affect longtime businesses: “we cannot even estimate how 

many [local retail stores] have been forced to close by rent rises, evictions, seizure of 

their buildings by eminent domain, or just competition from better or more interesting 

merchants” (61). 

Landscape change also includes the removal, improvement of, or change in use 

of longstanding institutions, landmarks, and public spaces. Landscape change does 

include positive social benefits. For example, improved grocery stores provide higher 

quality products and a greater variety of products. Also, the newcomers likely demand 

more municipal resources, which manifest in improved services, parks, pathways, and 

greater police presence (Hyra 2014, 1756). On the other hand, lower-income and 

middle-income residents’ preferences for amenities may not align. For example, in 

Hyra’s (2014) study, where a historic Black church was using a nearby school 

playground as a parking lot, newcomers sought a dog park in the same location. 
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Similarly, a faction of neighbors advocated for the closure of clubs that played ‘go-go’ 

music—an upbeat genre with origins in D.C.’s urban Black neighborhoods and that 

combines elements of jazz, funk, rhythm and blues, hip-hop, and Caribbean music 

(1764). Thus, while some new residents suggested that the area’s history and racial 

diversity attracted them to the neighborhood, existing residents might perceive the 

newcomers as diluting the area’s culture and distancing it from its heritage.  

Additionally, the improved bike infrastructure and addition of bike lanes were a 

source of conflict between the existing and new residents. The existing residents 

criticized the bike lanes as a mechanism to attract gentrifiers, and the expansion of 

bike lanes reduced already-scarce parking.  Another amenity that sparked debate was 

the introduction of off-leash dog parks. Again, the existing residents felt slighted by 

the introduction of pet recreational space, particularly as the existing parks and 

children’s playground equipment had been in need of updates for over a decade 

(1766). For the Shaw/ U Street longtime residents, the change in landscape and 

amenities sparked feelings of alienation, resentment, and withdrawal. 

Summary 
 

Gentrification is a form of neighborhood change that disrupts the cultural cohesion 

of a local community associated within a particular neighborhood. Gentrification changes 

the social structure of a neighborhood, whether transitioning from predominantly-Black 

to predominantly-White or from low-income to middle class.  Gentrification also alters 

the physical landscape of a neighborhood, adding improved infrastructure and access to 

resources. Though neighborhood growth is generally positive, gentrification’s collateral 

displacement effects preclude longtime residents from fully benefitting from 
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neighborhood change. These effects are exacerbated in the context  of state-led 

gentrification, particularly as the government owes a responsibility to all residents, not 

just middle- and upper-income residents. This dynamic creates tension between existing 

residents and new residents, and considerably diminishes the potential of mixed-income 

communities. 

Conclusion 

 

Though gentrification brings about drastic neighborhood change, little is written 

about what happens to neighborhood organizations and how they might withstand social 

and physical neighborhood changes caused by gentrification. Moreover, we have broad 

understanding of how organizations operate when the local communities they serve are 

located within the same neighborhoods, but divorcing neighborhood organizations from 

their local communities through gentrification processes presents a new frontier for 

understanding how organizations truly function. As discussed in the next chapter, this 

project seeks to merge the two literatures to explain how neighborhood organizations are 

impacted by gentrification. 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE ON NEIGHBORHOOD 

ORGANIZATIONS 

 

The Role of Neighborhood Organizations 
 

Neighborhood organizations collectively serve as the “third place” (Oldenburg 

1989). The third place represents “the core settings of informal public life,” defined as 

the “great variety of public spaces that host the regular, voluntary, informal, and happily 

anticipated gatherings of individuals beyond the realms of home and work” (16). The 

third place complements the home and the workplace, and it offers venues for informal 

gatherings. While third places offer an escape from the rat race that is life, the benefits 

of third places extend much further.  Third places offer a neutral ground for people to 

gather, a place for friends to interact outside of the intimacy of their homes. Also, third 

places are levelers—spaces that forge interactions between people of different statuses 

and walks of life that would not otherwise occur. Third places both encourage and 

facilitate conversation among residents, partly due to their accessible locations within 

the neighborhood. Essentially, third places embrace the characteristics of a ‘home,’ but 

function as a home away from home. 

Neighborhood organizations are often on the frontlines of change, for they are 

“central to illuminating the pathways by which broad societal changes germinate, 

evolve, and solidify” (McQuarrie and Marwell 2013, 127). Scholars often view 

neighborhood organizations as passive recipients of social outcomes, but—to the 

contrary—these entities are producers of social change that actively engage with and 

structure their organizational, institutional, and geographical environments (132). 

McQuarrie and Marwell (2009) call for scholars to consider the social productivity of 

organizations— particularly that they have “an independent role in the production, 
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reproduction, and arrangement of urban social relations, neighborhood conditions, and 

individual outcomes and identities” (247-48). McQuarrie and Marwell (2013) also 

maintain that neighborhood organizations are valuable as units of analysis because they 

can produce social integration (by creating interpersonal relations) or systemic 

integration (through the use of bureaucratic, impersonal mechanisms). 

Mario Small (2006) examines the role of neighborhood organizations as resource 

brokers. Small defines the term neighborhood institutions as “any organization with a 

physical establishment, located in a neighborhood, and having a clientele composed 

primarily of neighborhood residents. This includes for-profit and nonprofit, publicly and 

privately funded organizations, and religious and secular organizations” (276). A 

resource broker is a neighborhood institution that utilizes connections with other 

organizations to access resources of interest to its clients or patrons (277). By utilizing 

ties to other organizations—whether they be public, for-profit, or non-profit— 

neighborhood organizations grant or reallocate resources to neighborhood residents. 

Resource-brokering can appear in the form of a technology center providing 

computer usage to a community center (Small 2004) or Black urban churches providing 

job, educational, or legal services to congregants (McRoberts 2003). Small’s (2006) 

study explores how and why neighborhood organizations adopt the role of resource 

brokers, which is relevant for two reasons: (1) “in high poverty neighborhoods, 

organizational ties may substitute for information and connections that residents’ social 

ties cannot provide,” and (2) “the role played by neighborhood institutions has become 

increasingly important in light of dramatic changes in policy and in the economic and 

political landscapes” (275).  Small concludes that, by collaborating on an organizational 
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level, neighborhood organizations extend access to resources for residents of poor 

neighborhoods. 

Not only do neighborhood organizations offer spaces for community-building, 

but they also create opportunities for economic mobility through employment. By 

providing jobs to neighborhood residents, neighborhood organizations strengthen 

communal ties and create a sense of ownership and belonging among neighborhood 

residents.  Employment allows neighborhood organizations to invest within their 

community and generate social and economic capital among residents. 

Enterprises vs. Neighborhood Institutions 
 

Referring simply to neighborhood organizations overlooks an important 

distinction among these entities. Early urban sociologists disagreed as to whether 

neighborhoods plagued by poverty were socially organized or socially disorganized. 

Some argued that, for ethnic neighborhoods, disorganization led to assimilation and 

ultimately the disappearance of a cohesive ethnic community (Park 1928; Wirth 

1956). Others portrayed poor neighborhoods as socially organized and structured by 

ethnic culture (Whyte 1943; Gans 1963; Suttles 1968). Martín Sánchez-Jankowski’s 

(2008) study, Cracks in the Pavement: Social Change and Resilience in Poor 

Neighborhoods, continues in the tradition of Whyte, Gans, and Suttles, and it is 

instrumental in understanding the nuances among neighborhood organizations. 

Sánchez-Jankowski begins with the premise that poor neighborhoods are socially 

organized—rather than disorganized—and his work serves as a point of departure for 

this project. As I describe below, I adopt his framework and conceptualization of 

neighborhood organizations in which he draws the distinction between neighborhood 
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institutions and neighborhood enterprises. 

For Sánchez-Jankowski, neighborhood organizations occupy two categories: 

institutions and enterprises (Table 1). Institutions are neighborhood organizations that 

are culturally embedded in the neighborhood such that they reinforce cultural norms 

and rules. Sánchez-Jankowski describes the importance of the relationship between 

neighborhood institutions and designated physical space: 

Institutions in poor neighborhoods are established through a set of social 

interactions within a physical place that gives them a consistent point of 

reference. . . . Without a physical place to form and dispense and renew their 

functionality, social institutions in poor neighborhoods would be incapable of 

regulating societal behavior…. Ultimately, physical establishments provide an 

environment in which social actors can develop, strengthen, and exhibit their 

moral and value orientations, launch efforts to maximize their interests, and host 

people from other establishments within the neighborhood. (33) 

 

Sánchez-Jankowski highlights the critical nature of institutions and the physical spaces 

in which they occupy, but this relationship is only relevant to the residents benefitting 

from those physical spaces. As changes occur that affect the physical spaces and the 

demographic composition of the neighborhood, institutions must adapt alongside their 

changing environment. Sánchez-Jankowski also acknowledges that social change is not 

limited to demographic change. While social cohesion is threatened as the 

socioeconomic, age, and racial composition of the neighborhood transitions, the changes 

in the physical infrastructure of the neighborhood also have significant implications as 

condominiums replace single-family homes, bike lanes and cross walks are inserted, and 

new institutions (i.e. yoga studios, bike shops, and art galleries) are established. 

In contrast to neighborhood institutions, neighborhood enterprises are 

organizations that engage in the provision of services and goods through arms-length 

transactions, and they are relatively distant from the cultural interactions of 



 
 

34 

neighborhood residents. Sánchez-Jankowski describes how commercial, social, and 

governmental organizations take on either an enterprise disposition or a neighborhood 

institution disposition, determined by “the extent to which they are integrated into the 

neighborhood where they are located” (33). 

A commercial organization is an enterprise when it is “primarily concerned with 

the exchange of goods, services, and money for the expressed purpose of serving 

personal, professional, or group economic interests” (33). Enterprise commercial 

organizations are somewhat detached—they are “neither willing nor able to contribute 

to the existing neighborhood social structure” (33). On the other hand, commercial 

organizations are neighborhood institutions when “the everyday activities of both 

patrons and owners or managers express local values, the morals associated with these 

values, and local norms through a set of rules that facilitate order, producing regularized 

behaviors that influence and govern interactions within the establishment and the 

neighborhood” (34) (See also Suttles 1968). 

Moreover, social organizations embody the enterprise disposition when they are 

“business ventures that are merely located in the neighborhood as they go about their 

activities” (34). Alternatively, social organizations are neighborhood institutions when 

they are “an organic part of their neighborhood’s social structure and order” (34). 

Similarly, a governmental organization is an enterprise when it is “governed 

primarily by values, norms, and interests exogenous to the neighborhood and fulfill[s] 

primarily the needs and interests of the state and the broader society or primarily their 

own bureaucratic interests…” (34). Ironically, these organizations might “alter or 

undermine a neighborhood’s existing social structure with the intention of improving 
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the residents’ condition” (34). Unlike enterprise governmental organizations, 

neighborhood institution governmental organizations “reflect and reinforce the 

neighborhood’s values, norms, and interests rather than the state’s.” (34). Though 

Sánchez-Jankowski’s framework applies to social, commercial, and governmental 

organizations, this project examines hybrid organizations in lieu of governmental 

organizations. 

Types of Neighborhood Organizations 
 

 Enterprise Neighborhood institution 

Social “business ventures that are merely 

located in the neighborhood as they 

go about their activities” (p. 34) 

“an organic part of their 

neighborhood’s social structure 

and order” (p. 34) 

Commercial “primarily concerned with the 

exchange of goods, services, and 

money for the expressed purpose of 

serving personal, professional, or 

group economic interests”; 

somewhat detached—they are 

“neither willing nor able to 

contribute to the existing 

neighborhood social structure” (p. 

33) 

“the everyday activities of both 

patrons and owners or 

managers express local values, 

the morals associated with 

these values, and local norms 

through a set of rules that 

facilitate order, producing 

regularized behaviors that 

influence and govern 

interactions within the 

establishment and the 
neighborhood” (p. 34) 

Government “governed primarily by values, 

norms, and interests exogenous to 

the neighborhood and fulfill[s] 

primarily the needs and interests of 

the state and the broader society or 

primarily their own bureaucratic 
interests…” (p. 34) 

“reflect and reinforce the 

neighborhood’s values, norms, 

and interests rather than the 

state’s” (p. 34) 

Table 1: Types of Neighborhood Organizations 
 

Sánchez-Jankowski also explores the nature of change and preservation in 

neighborhoods. He asserts that change agents are operative at macro and micro levels of 

society. This project focuses on the macro level change, which includes “demographic 

shifts in population density, as well as shifts in ethnic, social class (gentrification), and 
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age populations,” and changes to the physical infrastructure of the neighborhood due to 

construction and urban renewal initiatives (44). As Sánchez-Jankowski notes, “changes in 

the socioeconomic and physical condition of a neighborhood directly affect the content, 

organization, and functioning of its various institutions in everyday life” (44). 

Neighborhood institutions can act as agents of preservation to maintain the 

neighborhood’s cultural, social, and economic interests in numerous ways (46).  

Preservation of culture can entail “appeals to ethnic group solidarity or through group 

sanctions” (47). Appeals to group solidarity, or cohesion, may include the celebration of 

the ethnic culture, encouragement to patronize ethnic institutions, or the use of the ethnic 

group’s language to communicate unity (47). Alternatively, preservation through group 

sanctions may require shunning those who deviate from cultural norms (48). Moreover, 

organizations seek to preserve economic interests by decreasing economic uncertainty 

and risk, and they preserve social interests by maintaining the neighborhood’s social 

structure and order (50). 

Though I will study both neighborhood enterprises and neighborhood institutions, 

Sanchez-Jankowski’s distinction is still too crude.  Organizations also differ by sector or 

organizational form and these differences can lead organizations to behave differently. 

Nonprofit vs. For-Profit vs. Hybrid Organizations 
 

Nonprofit Organizations 
 

Organizational scholars have routinely examined the role of non-state actors in 

governance. For example, nonprofit organizations both provide public goods and 

services as well as advocate for their constituents before the government (Chaskin 

and Greenberg 2015; Salamon 1987). Nonprofit organizations are often viewed as 
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‘gap- fillers,’ occupying spaces in which the government and the market have failed 

to fulfill societal needs (Weisbrod 1988; Frumkin 2002). However, scholars have 

noted that the role of nonprofit organizations has begun to evolve into a role in which 

nonprofit organizations participate more directly in the governance process, either 

through state partnerships or formal membership on decision-making bodies 

(Chaskin and Greenberg 2015). 

Similarly, in the context of neighborhoods, “voluntary associations and 

nonprofit organizations have also been central to efforts to promote local governance 

and ‘neighborhood democracy’” (Chaskin and Greenberg 2015, 249). 

Neighborhoods represent a microcosm of the larger society, and voluntary 

associations and nonprofit organizations within the neighborhood take on 

governance functions. These functions may be independent of or in conjunction with 

the formal government. Moreover, organizational scholars acknowledge that 

neighborhood nonprofit organizations may extend beyond their traditional roles as 

providers and advocates (Marwell 2004; Ostrander 2013). 

Chaskin and Greenberg (2015) highlight three additional governance functions 

that neighborhood nonprofit organizations are uniquely positioned to fulfill: 

deliberation, representation, and resource allocation and provision. By nature of their 

proximity to residents, neighborhood nonprofit organizations have the advantage of 

consistent access to their constituency.  Such access allows neighborhood nonprofits 

to fulfill a deliberative function because they can readily engage in collective 

planning and mobilize participation from key community stakeholders. The 

familiarity of neighborhood nonprofit organizations with their constituents and the 
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needs of their constituents positions the organization to serve in a representative 

capacity by “‘speaking for’ the neighborhood more broadly and acting on its behalf 

in pursuit of development goals” (255). These representative functions position 

neighborhood nonprofits to be viewed as authorities in regard to neighborhood 

interests, particularly from the perspectives of state actors and private investors. 

While a lead agency may leverage its credibility to influence policy decisions, such 

actions may lead to conflict as multiple organizations compete for positions of 

power. Outside of democratic processes, no organization can claim to be truly 

‘representative.’ Neighborhood nonprofit organizations also adopt the functions of 

resource allocation and provision of collective goods. Similar to Mario Small’s 

aforementioned concept of resource-brokering, neighborhood nonprofit 

organizations can act as a conduit for shoveling needed resources and services to the 

residents they serve. Whether the resources are independently-acquired and 

distributed or the organization filters and distributes public resources, proximity and 

access to residents allow neighborhood organizations to fulfill basic community 

needs in a way that the government cannot. 

In light of these additional governance functions, Chaskin and Greenberg 

(2015) conclude that, rather than occupy the gaps between state and private action, 

neighborhood nonprofit organizations operate at the interstices of state and private 

action: 

…[T]he governance function of neighborhood intermediaries operates in what 

we describe as Interstitial space, engaging more directly in governing 

processes where such space has been opened by government invitation or 

inaction, by collaborative opportunities or by initiative catalyst. This 

interstitial space places community organizations in a liminal position, 

“betwixt and between” the state and civil society, in which they have a foot in 
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and a foot out of government, sometimes effectively wielding direct influence 

on public decision-making and resource allocation and representing the 

interests of the neighborhood (257).  

 

The interstices, while mostly desirable, can also position neighborhood nonprofits to 

be vulnerable to instability and marginalization. 

Interestingly, neighborhood nonprofit or voluntary organizations can cause 

division among neighborhood residents. For example, Sullivan and Picarsic’s (2012) 

study found that a voluntary neighborhood association was a source of social 

exclusion in racially-mixed neighborhoods. Through the use of subtle, nonracial 

language, the neighborhood association excluded Black residents by discouraging 

more affordable housing and helping close down a black social club. 

Churches are nonprofit organizations whose cultural contributions are often 

overlooked. However, scholars have recognized the cultural contributions of the 

predominantly Black church. Black churches provide “a cultural blueprint for civic 

life in the neighborhood” and use tools such as “prayer, call-and-response interaction, 

and Christian imagery” to engage community members in social action (Pattillo-

McCoy 1998). Thus, the Black church is an integral part of cultural and civic 

engagement in the Black community. 

For-profit Organizations 

 

If neighborhood nonprofit organizations are central to neighborhood governance, 

neighborhood for-profit organizations often function to create a collective identity— 

particularly for racial and ethnic minorities. Indeed, to some extent, the community 

building capacity of for-profit organizations is well-documented (Suttles 1968; Silver 

and Clark 2016; Taub 1988). Sharon Zukin’s (2014) work highlights how restaurants in 
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Brooklyn’s predominantly Black neighborhoods function as “an oasis of racial solidarity 

and belonging” (138). Zukin observes that “[f]amiliar recipes from ‘down home,’ a 

welcoming owner and servers, relatively low prices, and the visible racial homogeneity 

of most, if not all, participants create a ‘third space’ between home and work where a 

Black racial identity can be publicly performed” (138). Even when Brooklyn’s Black 

residents lacked ‘actual’ ownership, they possessed a sense of ‘moral ownership’ of the 

neighborhood institutions—exemplified by their strong sense of belonging to existing 

neighborhood businesses and hostility to the introduction of new, trendy businesses that 

attract White customers (139). Zukin finds that the four Brooklyn soul food and 

Caribbean food restaurants studied either “offer[ed] a traditional space for performing a 

Black, African-American identity,” or used “the ‘authentic’ culinary roots of African 

American urban culture” as “cultural capital to transcend racial identity” (145). In a 

sense, each of these organizations still “performed” a Black identity, but the distinction 

lies with the composition of the targeted “audience.” 

Zukin (2012) also highlights the importance of local shopping streets as collective 

sites of “social, economic, and cultural exchange” (282). The social interactions and 

individually-owned stores promote cultural identity, and they serve as a hub for modern 

cultural ecosystems. However, local shopping streets are vulnerable to—among other 

things—commercial gentrification.  The small retail businesses often lack the resources 

to compete with new businesses and engage in intergenerational succession (282-283). 

In the gentrification context, retail stores may create boundaries between the old 

and the new. Retail stores can reinforce class and racial divides, particularly as “[n]ew 

retail offers goods and services that cater to newcomers, charge prices that correspond to 
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professional incomes, and create cultural symbols and spaces that tend to attract 

newcomers but alienate longtime residents” (Sullivan and Shaw 2011, 414). In 

gentrifying neighborhoods, the new retail outlets typically include businesses such as art 

galleries, yoga studios, boutiques, and restaurants that appeal to discretionary tastes and 

incomes (415). The new retail spaces invoke a symbolic language through decorations 

and symbols that immediately signal entrance into a distinctive cultural space. As a 

result of feeling economically and culturally excluded from the new retail spaces, 

existing residents are driven to patronize the few “old” businesses left (417). 

Studies that include interviews of longtime residents affirm that longtime 

residents often feel unwelcomed and excluded from the evolving retail landscape 

(Sullivan and Shaw 2011; Freeman 2006; Deener 2007; Zukin 2008). Taking this line of 

research a step further, Sullivan and Shaw (2011) examined whether the use and opinion 

of new retail was divided along racial lines. They found that Black residents had 

negative feelings toward the new businesses and used racial language to express disdain 

and exclusion. Similarly, longtime residents lamented the loss of displaced established 

businesses—particularly if the established businesses represent community social spaces 

or entrepreneurial dreams fulfilled. On the other hand, the White residents embraced the 

new retail and found the businesses that catered to the ‘creative class’ attractive. 

Hybrid Organizations 
 

Theoretically, hybrid organizations are those that utilize market strategies to enact 

social change. They embrace both a commercial and social mission—a double bottom 

line. However, the nascent and complex natures of these organizations perplex scholars 

and practitioners. As they emerge, they have been labeled as social enterprises, social 
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ventures, nonprofit enterprises, and other titles—adding to the confusion. Hybrid 

organizations occupy the center of a continuum of organizations, with non-profit and 

for-profit organizations seated at the poles. However, the increased commercialization 

and earned income activities of nonprofit organizations further blur the boundaries 

between the organizational forms. 

With the exception of new legal forms (L3Cs) in a few states, hybrid 

organizations do not have a designated place among legal forms. Therefore, they can 

incorporate as either a non-profit or for-profit organization. Previous research shows 

that an entrepreneur’s decision to select one or the other may be less about legal 

incentives and more about human capital, financial capital, and stakeholder influence 

(Addae 2018). One may argue that social enterprises are not much different from 

nonprofits. After all, they serve a societal function and nothing prohibits nonprofits from 

earning income.  However, nonprofits are not allowed to distribute profit, while hybrid 

organizations may do so to attract investors. One may also argue that social enterprises 

are not different from for-profit organizations. They face the same advantages and 

constraints as any normal business. In response, commercial entrepreneurs are required 

to maximize shareholder returns. Because social entrepreneurs seek to balance 

competing logics, they may make decisions that would be considered inefficient in the 

for-profit arena. 

Galaskiewicz and Barringer (2012) suggest that hybrid organizations such as 

social enterprises are difficult for audiences to categorize and are a high-risk strategy. 

Yet, hybrid organizations appeal to those seeking to insert a level of humanity into an 

increasingly capitalistic society. DiMaggio and Powell (1983) explain the creation of 



 
 

43 

hybrid organizations by suggesting that isomorphic pressures drive legitimacy in 

organizational fields. When forms conflict with each other, they sometimes adopt the 

practices of other forms—forming hybrids. Nonprofit organizations are particularly 

susceptible to this, as they are not grounding in a system of accountability—making the 

nonprofit form more vulnerable to these processes. 

Like nonprofits, hybrid organizations are also susceptible to outside influences 

that can alter their missions (Minkoff and Powell, 2006). Failure results when a hybrid 

organization does not maintain a proper balance. The lack of balance can be endogenous 

or exogenous to the organization. For example, in a qualitative comparative case study, 

Battilana and Dorado (2010) found that creating a common organizational identity was 

essential to balancing the commercial and social logics. Through hiring and 

socialization processes, the successful organization in their study was able to create a 

common organizational identity because it hired neutral people who had not been 

previously tainted by either logic. Young (2012) describes the external pulls of 

governance and financial pressures. The governance of the parent organization (i.e. for-

profit subsidiary of a non-profit organization) or tendencies to maximize profit may 

negatively influence a hybrid organization’s balance. 

Maintaining a perfect balance is practically impossible, and slight imbalance is 

not detrimental to the organization. Garrow and Hasenfeld (2012) apply neo-

institutional theory to emphasize that there cannot be a true balance of competing logics. 

Competitive market forces coercively push the organization to resemble other 

enterprises, and normative forces drive the organization toward social agencies. Still, 

significant tendencies towards one or the other does jeopardize the organization. 
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While hybrid organizations may take on different forms, such as a non-profit with 

commercial income, a blended organization, or business with a social purpose 

(Galaskiewicz and Barringer 2012), a community enterprise is a type of hybrid 

organization that creates social value by facilitating the growth and development of a 

community (Ratten and Welpe 2011; Peredo and Chrisman 2006; Somerville and 

McElwee 2011). Community enterprises “[allow] a community to protect and preserve 

their social structure while at the same time pursuing a financial motive” (Ratten and 

Welpe 2011, 285).  Somerville and McElwee (2011) invoke Bourdieu’s (1986) 

distinction of economic, social, and cultural capital to characterize community 

enterprises as organizations that are simultaneously “creating wealth, developing 

community and transforming culture” (323). Because community enterprises seek to 

balance economic interests and community interests, their social foundations are rooted 

in place and their communities of practice (such as a neighborhood) are place-based 

(Somerville and McElwee 2011, 326). 

Oftentimes, hybrid organizations are classified based on entrepreneurial 

motivations. For example, social enterprises are a type of hybrid organization and are 

motivated by the “double bottom line” of social and financial gain. However, the 

community enterprise is characterized by its outcome: a contribution to the collective 

good. This distinction is subtle but important because when social enterprises are 

defined based on their output (collective goods) instead of their motivations (altruism), 

identity producing organizations are included, even if the entrepreneur has solely 

commercial motivations. This means that a traditional for-profit organization could be 

seen as a neighborhood institution  if it has positive spillover for collective identity and 
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community engagement. Di Domenico and colleagues (2010) identify four 

characteristics that frame hybrid organizations as contributors to the collective good. 

First, they generate revenue through trading which “increases the autonomy and 

flexibility of the organization to adapt to and meet the needs of the constituencies they 

serve” (682). Secondly, they pursue social and/or environmental goals. Next, they 

generate social capital and enhance community cohesion. Lastly, they are usually (but 

not always) associated with communities with constrained resources (682-83). 

Sherri Wallace (1999) also suggests that hybrid organizations can facilitate 

community revitalization efforts. Wallace’s study examines social purpose enterprises 

as avenues for economic growth and expansion to confront issues of poverty and 

unemployment. Wallace highlights the importance of community economic 

development, a broadly defined concept that includes economic empowerment through 

cultural awareness and self-sufficiency. However, the community economic 

development framework includes several components that are integral to preserving a 

disintegrating community, such as social and political cohesion. In another study, 

Nelarine Wallace (2013) examines the restorative role of hybrid organizations as 

mediators in European communities experiencing unrest and regeneration. He found that 

hybrid organizations act as a supportive hub for the community and may be “well placed 

to enhance the realized functioning and the capabilities of the communities they service” 

(239). 

Because the social activity component of hybrid organizations is often place- 

based, Muñoz (2009) calls for a mapping of the spatial distribution of social enterprises: 

A better understanding of the distribution of social enterprises will, therefore, 

involve not only mapping their location but also highlighting connections between 
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the socio-economic and political localities in which social enterprises evolve and 

the processes underlying their emergence, success, failure and impact. This will 

require linking the patterning and clustering of social enterprise to other spatial 

trends in, for example, neighborhood characteristics and to uncover the 

underlying spatial reasons for social enterprise formation. (305) 

 

 Examining the local environment is essential to understanding the capacity of hybrid 

organizations to produce collective goods and community identity (Muñoz 2009; Haugh 

2005). Muñoz (2009) develops a geographical research agenda for social enterprise 

researchers, suggesting that they explore “the ways in which social enterprises are 

engaged in challenging and reshaping the norms of the capitalist economy and to what 

degree they are constrained by them” and that they investigate “whether social 

enterprises are important to the creation of spaces that are characterized by ‘vitality, 

solidarity, and a common sense of place” (307). 

Research Questions 
 

The framework of this project places organizations at the core—emphasizing the 

intersection of organizations, cultural identity, and social change. Understanding that 

organizations play an integral role in the social fabric of ethnic neighborhoods, I address 

how organizations fulfill those roles when both the physical proximity of residents and 

the existing infrastructure of the neighborhood are threatened by social change. 

Focusing on organizations rooted in geographical spaces, or neighborhoods, this 

dissertation seeks to provide an understanding of neighborhood organizations’1 

expanding roles within the communities. 

                                                      
 
1 The term “neighborhood organizations” refers to organizations located in the neighborhood that serve the 

local community affiliated with that neighborhood. Examples of neighborhood organizations include 

churches, restaurants, social venues, civic clubs, retail establishments, schools, police stations, fire stations, 

financial and housing institutions, and personal services 
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Despite the extensive scholarship on gentrification, neighborhood organizations, 

and community identity, theoretical interplay hardly exists between the various 

literatures. Using the frameworks described above, I seek to integrate the scholarship by 

addressing the following research questions: 

1) How does  the organizational disposition of neighborhood enterprises 

and neighborhood institutions affect the way they adopt to 

neighborhood change? 

2) What approaches do nonprofit, for-profit and hybrid 

neighborhood institutions adopt to survive neighborhood change? 

As discussed above, neighborhood enterprises are predisposed as objective, detached 

organizations that operate independently of neighborhood interests and cultural 

engagement. Therefore, neighborhood enterprises exist within the neighborhood merely 

as a spatial unit—not a social unit. Neighborhood enterprises accept the neighborhood 

as is, with little connection to the characteristics, values, or culture of the residents. 

Considering this classic disposition of neighborhood enterprises, they are likely to 

adjust to neighborhood fluctuations, both social and physical, not because of any 

contentment or discontentment, but rather as a method of organizational survival. 

Neighborhood enterprises should assimilate in the transformed neighborhood by 

creating spaces that readily accommodate new residents. Because neighborhood 

enterprises offer arms-length transactions, they—by definition—remain neutral 

regardless of sector. In the culturally neutral environment of neighborhood enterprises, 

who the residents are do not matter (e.g., patrons of a post office). In other words, 

because neighborhood enterprises are objective toward residents even as nonprofit, for-
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profit, and hybrid organizations, this project adopts the presumption that responses to 

cultural shifts in the neighborhood would not differ across organizational sectors. 

On the other hand, neighborhood institutions are embedded in the social structure 

of the neighborhood, directly tied to the specific group of residents they serve. Because 

the services of the neighborhood institutions cannot be decoupled from the cultural 

community, neighborhood institutions may reject any changes that threaten the social 

fabric in which it is a part. For neighborhood institutions to maintain status quo, they 

may seek to preserve the existing social and cultural framework of the neighborhood. 

Considering their disposition as organizations ‘loyal’ to their local community, 

they are more likely affected by changes associated with demographic and cultural 

transitions. Because institutions are embedded within cultural communities, how they 

serve those communities is likely to have meaningful distinctions across organizational 

sectors.  In the gentrification context where state actors and private actors are not only 

intricately involved, but they also advocate for, benefit from, or perpetuate urban 

redevelopment, nonprofit organizations are more likely to operate at the interstices of 

the public and private sectors. As elaborated by Chaskin and Greenberg (2015), 

interstitial function is more opportunistic, and neighborhood nonprofits operating within 

that space address needs created by government invitation or inaction or opportunities 

for collaboration. As noted in the previous chapter, Chaskin and Greenburg identify 

three functions of neighborhood nonprofits in this realm: deliberation, representation, 

and resource allocation and provision. Collectively, these roles constitute community 

governance. The disruption of neighborhood change as a result of gentrification begs the 

question: how might nonprofit neighborhood institutions perform community 
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governance functions when their constituents are not geographically concentrated?  

For-profit neighborhood institutions experience similar challenges in the 

gentrification process. In particular, for-profit neighborhood institutions sell goods and 

provide services that are culturally tied to the local community. If the residents of the 

local community transition outside of the neighborhood, the underlying business model 

of for-profit neighborhood institutions is threatened.  For-profit organizations in 

gentrified neighborhoods experience such a high rate of organizational death such that 

the surviving organizations are remarkable. Given the influx of social, economic, and 

political pressures, what strategies do for-profit neighborhood institutions employ to 

adapt to drastic neighborhood change? 

Hybrid neighborhood institutions are likely to adopt strategies utilized by both 

for-profit institutions and non-profit institutions to address its social mission and profit- 

generation efforts. While hybrid neighborhood institutions already struggle with 

competing social and business logics, the gentrification context introduces additional 

competing interests through community and government. Thus, how do hybrid 

neighborhood institutions balance the multiplicity of endogenous and exogenous 

competing interests within the context of gentrification? 

Summary 
 

The scholarship is clear that neighborhood organizations are integral to 

community building and community activities within local communities. 

Neighborhood organizations function as conduits of both collective resources and 

collective identity. This project seeks to examine neighborhood organizations along 

two dimensions: organizational disposition (enterprise vs. institution) and 
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organizational form (nonprofit vs. for- profit vs. hybrid institutions). Neighborhood 

organizations sit at the threshold of the “old neighborhood” and the “new 

neighborhood,” forced to navigate the nuances of neighborhood change. This 

dissertation extends that understanding to the gentrification context, and it examines 

whether the roles of neighborhood organizations differ when the neighborhood 

experiences significant change. Similarly, because gentrification disrupts the social, 

economic, and physical structure of the neighborhood, this project assesses how 

neighborhood institutions embodying different forms cope with wide scale 

neighborhood change. 

Conclusion 
 

Previous cannons in urban sociology have described poor neighborhoods as 

socially disorganized. Later scholars have deviated from that approach, acknowledging 

that poor neighborhoods are generally structured. The early studies ignored the 

relevance of informal ties, failing to recognize the value of nontraditional organizational 

structures. Still, studies that have examined the organizational structures of 

neighborhoods have done so in a relatively static environment—one in which the 

neighborhood was experiencing little or gradual change. However, just as 

neighborhoods transition over time, it is important to understand that neighborhood 

organizations operate in dynamic, varying contexts. Thus, this study evaluates the 

impact of neighborhood change in relation to current understandings of the roles of 

neighborhood organizations. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH 
 

This project applies data from multiple sources, including in-depth interviews, 

textual data, and maps to understand how organizations respond to change in gentrifying 

neighborhoods. The triangulation of these three data sources allows for a comprehensive 

view of neighborhood change that incorporates a variety of perspectives. The data are 

analyzed using Stryker’s (1996) strategic narrative, which provides a framework for 

integrating inductive and deductive reasoning in qualitative research. The concepts 

discussed above served as initial coding categories, and through the iterative strategic 

narrative approach, additional coding categories were created as data were analyzed. 

Research Design 
 

This study is designed as a qualitative case study that examines neighborhood 

organizations in gentrifying or gentrified neighborhoods. Previous research has 

established that neighborhood organizations are integral to the local community that 

they serve. Thus, this project explores how neighborhood organizations respond when 

neighborhood residents and the physical landscape surrounding the organizations 

change due to gentrification. Because this project seeks an in-depth examination of a 

single case, qualitative methods are appropriate. As such, three types of data are 

utilized. First, in- depth interviews were conducted with representatives or key 

stakeholders of neighborhood organizations, many of whom were also former or current 

residents of the neighborhoods. Second, textual data in the form of newspaper articles, 

government documents, webpages, and other publicly available content were analyzed. 

Notably, the editorial and documentary accounts anchor the interview data, and the use 

of multiple sources allows for a cross-validation between interview and archival 
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accounts. Lastly, analyses of maps contributed to understanding the geographical 

context of the study. Each source of data shaped a comprehensive overview of 

organizational actions in gentrified neighborhoods. 

This project primarily focuses on the neighborhoods in North and inner Northeast 

Portland, Oregon that comprise the Northeast Coalition of Neighborhoods (NECN). The 

NECN is one of seven district coalitions recognized by the City of Portland’s Office of 

Community and Civic Life—formerly known as the Office of Neighborhood 

Involvement (Map 1). Of the seven district coalitions, two are city-run and five are 

nonprofit coalitions—including the NECN. The nonprofit coalitions contract with the 

Office of Community and Civic Life for funding. 

Each coalition serves as a “district” that houses neighborhood associations, or 

“the officially designated, recognized organization for a specific geographic location” 

(https://www.portlandoregon.gov/civic/28380). The City of Portland recognizes 94 

neighborhood associations. The neighborhood associations are volunteer-based and 

self- governed by citizen-written bylaws. Neighborhood associations are responsible for 

determining neighborhood boundaries, as well as providing support and supervision 

within those boundaries. The NECN consists of the Alameda, Boise, Concordia, Eliot, 

Humboldt, Irvington, King, Lloyd, Sabin, Sullivan’s Gulch, Vernon, and Woodlawn 

neighborhoods (Map 2). In 2009, the NECN housed approximately 58,980 residents, 

and it had the highest concentration of Black residents in the city (Maps 3 and 4). Of the 

twelve NECN neighborhoods, eight comprised the area formerly known as the Albina 

district. Due to shifting residential patterns, it is beneficial to use the NECN boundaries 

because it includes the neighborhoods adjacent to those located within Albina. 

http://www.portlandoregon.gov/civic/28380)
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Map 1 - Map of Neighborhood Coalitions  

Source: City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 2018 
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Map 2 - Map of Neighborhood Community Associations 

Source: City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 2019 
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Map 3 - Map of Neighborhood Coalitions Population  

Source: City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 2010 
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Map 4 - Map of Neighborhood Coalitions Racial Composition 

Source: City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 2010 
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Data Collection Effort 

 
Empirical study within the context of gentrified neighborhoods presents its own 

set of challenges. As a neighborhood undergoes redevelopment, business owners, 

organizational leaders, and community stakeholders are inherently transitory. This 

presents challenges related to the availability and accessibility of interviewees. Newman 

and Wyly (2006) advocate for a qualitative approach to understanding consequences of 

gentrification, and their work serves as a model for qualitative research in gentrifying 

neighborhoods. 

Because the NECN district encompasses historically Black neighborhoods, this 

study focuses on Black2 neighborhood organizations—whether for-profit, nonprofit, or 

hybrid. Historical, social, and cultural nuances create complexities for developing a 

blanket conceptualization of “Black2 organizations.” Also, as organizations differ based 

on governance and structure, so too might their categorization as “Black.” For example, 

because for-profit organizations have “owners,” it may be appropriate to look at the 

ownership of the organization. However, relying on ownership presents challenges in 

labeling an organization as “Black” in the context of co-ownership. For example, a for- 

profit organization may have one Black owner out of two or even four, rendering line 

drawing futile: is an organization categorized as “Black” if it is 50% Black-owned? 25% 

Black-owned? Similarly, nonprofit organizations are operated and governed by different 

parties with varying levels of responsibility (e.g., Board of Directors, Executive Director, 

                                                      
 
2 Of note, the use of the term “Black,” rather than “African American,” is intentional. Whereas “Black” 

phenotypically describes people of African descent, “African American” references a group of people 

based on a shared nationality. This project adopts “Black” as the more inclusive term to incorporate 

members of the African diaspora—such as immigrants from African nations, Afro-Caribbeans, and Afro-

Latinos 
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and members). Because nonprofit organizations adopt social missions that cater to their 

target population, the nonprofit organization may have a predominantly Black 

constituency—regardless of the racial or ethnic composition of the organization’s 

leadership. The same is true for local branches of national organizations. For example, 

while the national Boys and Girls Club may not be designated as a “Black” organization, 

a branch located in a predominantly Black neighborhood is likely to serve a significant 

population of Black youth. Just as nonprofit and for-profit organizations differ in 

structure, hybrid organizations present unique challenges for characterization as “Black.” 

Rather than address the nuances of racial identity for organizations, neighborhood 

organizations that broadly market goods and services to the Black residents through print, 

web, and traditional advertising avenues are targeted. The primary method of identifying 

these organizations is by selecting those featured in articles or advertisements in a Black 

community newspaper, The Portland Observer. I also identify them through sources 

targeted toward Black residents, such as the Black Chamber of Commerce Business 

Directory, the website “BlackPDX.com,” and the “Black Portland” Facebook group 

which has approximately 4,900 members. Additional organizations are identified based 

on Internet searches, word-of-mouth, popularity, and snowball sampling. By triangulating 

multiple sources, I am able to capture an “organizational image” of the Black community 

in Portland. While the sample population may be incomplete, this approach identifies the 

most visible organizations. This approach also captures Black organizations that may 

have transitioned outside of the North and Northeast Portland neighborhoods, but it does 

not capture organizations that no longer exist. 

Sánchez-Jankowski (2008) provides guidance in distinguishing between 
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enterprises and neighborhood institutions based on the characteristics described in Table 

2.  These characteristics were converted into codes to determine whether an organization 

classified as an enterprise or an institution. One limitation of this approach is that it 

captures the organization at one moment in time, whereas one effect of gentrification may 

be the transition of an organization from enterprise to institution, or vice versa. Thus, 

organizations are identified by their current disposition and it is noted if they appear to be 

transitioning from one disposition to the other. Sanchéz-Jankowski’s criteria required 

familiarity with how the organizations engaged with the community. The articles from 

the Portland Observer guided the categorization, for the publication featured accounts of 

the scope and level of community engagement by the organizations. Notably, the 

characteristics described by Sanchez- Jankowski for enterprises and neighborhood 

institutions significantly overlap with for- profit organizations and nonprofit 

organizations, respectively.  
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Characteristics of Neighborhood 

Enterprises 

Characteristics of Neighborhood 

Institutions 

• “Interactions are primarily 

concerned with the exchange of 

goods, services, and money for 

the expressed purpose of 

serving personal, professional, 

or group economic interests” 

(33) 

 

• “Interactions between patrons 

based on noneconomic interests 

do not arise rom an enterprise’s 

management and or 

discouraged while patrons are 

on the premises.” (33) 

 

 

• “any friendly interactions are 

essentially associated with 

business concerns” (33) 

 

• they “are merely located in the 

neighborhood as they go about 

their activities” (34) 

• “They have a primary orientation 

toward the local community or 

neighborhood (as opposed to the city, 

state, or nation)” (19) 

 

• “They are confined to a particular 

geographic location (e.g. a building 

or an area of public space like a 

corner)” (19) 

 

 

• “The form the primary elements of a 

local social structure by organizing 

social behavior both within their 

confines and in the neighborhood at 

large.” (19) 

 

• “the everyday activities of both 

patrons and owners or managers 

express local values, [and] the morals 

associated with these values” (34) 

 

 

• they express “local norms through a 

set of rules that facilitate order, 

producing regularized behaviors that 

influence and govern interactions 

within the establishment and the 

neighborhood” (34)  

 

• “Any change in the nature of a 

particular institution, or the removal 

of an institution altogether, creates 

important shifts in a neighborhood’s 

social organization” (34) 

 

• they are an “organic part of 

neighborhood’s social structure and 

order” (34) 

 
  

Table 2: Characteristics of Neighborhood Enterprises and Neighborhood Institutions 
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As shown below, the organizations in the study largely aligned with this 

orientation. However, a for-profit organization such as a barbershop could classify as a 

neighborhood institution, and a nonprofit organization such as a food bank could classify 

as an enterprise.  Furthermore, hybrid organizations do not fit neatly into this 

classificatory scheme because, as dual purpose organizations, they can possess 

overlapping characteristics of both enterprises and institutions.  Table 3 reflects the 

number of organizations categorized as non-profit, for-profit and hybrid.  While non-

profit and for-profit organizations must designate their legal sector upon incorporation 

with the Secretary of State, the categorization of hybrid organizations was surmised 

based on the organization’s combination of profit-generating and purpose-driven 

activities. 

 

 

 

 

 

In-Depth Interviews 

 
With organizations as the unit of analysis, I conducted semi-structured, open- 

ended interviews with upper-level organizational representatives such as owners, 

managers, directors, or administrators for 30 for-profit, nonprofit, and hybrid 

organizations located within the NECN neighborhoods. Using the range of sources stated 

above, a list of 75 prominent organizations located in the NECN neighborhoods was 

 Neighborhood 

Institution 

Neighborhood 

Enterprise 

Nonprofit 8 4 

For-profit 7 8 

Hybrid (3?) 0 

Table 3: Number of Neighborhood Enterprises and Neighborhood  

Institutions by Sector 
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compiled. The organizations on the initial list represented a range of fields: beauty, food, 

entertainment, fraternal, press, real estate, religion, cannabis, financial, art, youth, 

recreational, and retail. All 75 organizations received initial solicitations via email or 

phone call. Initial phone solicitations were reserved for organizations that did not have 

functioning webpages or publicly listed email addresses, or in which email addresses 

were inoperable. However, the response rate via email was low, and many organizations 

did not respond after a first or second email request. I made follow-up phone calls to 

organizations, which received a higher response rate. For the remaining organizations, I 

followed up in-person. 

Many organizations remained nonresponsive or failed to follow up upon initial 

contact, and only one organization expressly declined. A few organizations failed to 

participate due to the unavailability of an individual authorized to speak on behalf of the 

organization. I found that many respondents may have been skeptical to consent to a 

study via phone or email, as they are at times suspicious of government or private actors 

due to the exploitation of community trust in the name of urban renewal. For example, 

the Albina Community Plan described above was also deemed an urban renewal “study.” 

Interestingly, representatives of service oriented organizations (e.g. barbershops, 

restaurants) were most responsive, whereas representatives of social service and religious 

organizations were least responsive. Nonetheless, I used purposive sampling to obtain 

representation across a variety of industries. 

The interviews lasted from 30-90 minutes. Each interviewee consented to the 

interview per IRB protocol. Each interview took place at the organization’s location or in 

a public setting such as a coffee shop, a strategic approach to ensuring the comfort of the 
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interviewee. In most instances, interviews were scheduled at an appointed time. 

However, at times, interviews would occur when I was following up on an 

interview request and the respondent would agree to do the interview at that time. Also, 

some interviews occurred during business hours, which lead to potential disruptions from 

customers, phone calls, or other business obligations. 

The historical backdrop obtained from the textual data shaped the context for 

most interviews. The interview took place in the format of conversational, open-ended 

questions, and each organizational representative was asked to discuss the history of the 

organization, the neighborhoods that the organization has occupied, recognizable changes 

in the neighborhood, and the past and present status and composition of its constituents or 

market base (see Appendix A for Interview Guide). Most, but not all, interviews were 

audio recorded using a digital recorder. Interviews were not recorded if the interviewee 

declined to be audio recorded, or if I discerned that audio recording would compromise 

the integrity of the interview. Some interviewees shared information with me but first 

asked to pause the recording—to which, of course, I obliged. After each interview, I 

asked for referrals. I also mailed a handwritten card thanking each interviewee for their 

participation. 

During and after each interview, I took handwritten field notes. The field notes 

included unique contributions of the interviewee, as well as potential coding schemes. 

This manual method of coding was combined with coding in NVivo 12. Interviews were 

transcribed using the online transcription service TranscribeMe ®. TranscribeMe offered 

preliminary transcripts, which I reviewed for and corrected any transcription errors. 

Transcription errors were common and frequent, particularly due to strong accents, the 
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use of vernacular English, or sound disruptions in public places (e.g. background 

grinding noises in a coffee shop). 

Prior to and during the interviews, I spent 2016 to 2019 interacting in the 

neighborhoods featured in the study. I spent hundreds of hours walking through the 

neighborhoods, observing interactions, participating in community events, attending 

church services, conversing with community residents, patronizing neighborhood 

businesses, and staying up-to-date on current events. This preliminary fieldwork allowed 

me to gain a sense of familiarity with the neighborhood dynamics, the relevant 

organizations, and the major players. Because of this familiarity, I was not ascribed a true 

“outsider” status and quickly established rapport with interviewees. Residing in the 

neighborhood was also a benefit, as many interviewees asked where I lived, and they 

were comforted to know that I was engaged in the neighborhood. On the other hand, as a 

non-native Portlander, I also benefitted from a partial outsider status because respondents 

desired to provide detailed responses and the appropriate context for their responses.   My 

status as a Black woman also worked to my benefit. Respondents often spoke about 

organizational experiences in racialized terms, and used language to portray “us” versus 

“them.” Likely, because of my racial identity, respondents felt comfortable speaking 

candidly and using racialized language in conversation with me in a way that they may 

not have with non-Black interviewers. All respondents identified as Black, which 

compounds the racialized nature of the experiences described. 

All of the names of interviewees have been removed. In order to preserve the 

anonymity of the interviewee, I refrain from using the names of the organizations in the 

data analysis. While I do list the organization and the title of the representative in 
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Appendix B, some organizations were small enough that individuals could be readily 

associated with their comments. Though interviewees were speaking as organizational 

representatives, many of them were also current or former neighborhood residents and 

offered insights accordingly. In some instances, because these identities can be intricately 

intertwined, it is difficult to decouple the experiences of the interviewee in their 

organizational capacity from that of their residential status. Appendix B lists the 

organizations interviewed. For organizations in which their organizational legal form was 

not readily apparent, I confirmed their status using the Oregon Secretary of State entity 

database. 

Prior to conducting the interviews, I pretested the interview protocol in Seattle, 

Washington. I identified Black-owned businesses located in or near Seattle’s Central 

District, which has also experienced gentrification. Seattle was selected because it has 

urban characteristics similar to Portland, it has similar racial demographics, and it is 

located in the Pacific Northwest.  I was able to test the instrument in a variety of settings 

including one in a group setting with multiple speakers, a phone interview, and an 

interview with declined audio recording. I also tested a variety of recording devices, 

including a digital recorder, an iPhone application, and laptop applications, and I 

compared the audio quality of each. The pretest allowed me to adjust my interview 

instrument. In particular, I recognized that the instrument was too long for busy 

entrepreneurs, and I adjusted the flow of the questioning to maintain a conversational 

pace.  I also grouped the instrument into four main components, which would allow me 

to conduct interviews in instances that call for a more informal tone without reading from 

or shuffling papers. 
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Content Analysis 

 
Documents and other textual data were also reviewed in order to provide a 

historical backdrop and context for the interviews. The primary textual data stemmed 

from issues of the Portland Observer, the oldest continuous Black-owned publication in 

the State of Oregon. This dissertation analyzes articles published between 2000 and 2017 

by the Portland Observer. According to Dr. Karen Gibson (2007), an associate professor 

of Urban Studies and Planning at Portland State University, it was during the 1990s that 

the data began to reflect the “displacement of Black renters to suburban locations because 

of gentrification” (3) and by 1999, “Blacks owned 36 percent fewer homes” (21).  

Therefore, this research begins with the year 2000—coincidentally a census year—and 

follows the gentrification trend to 2017. The Multnomah County Central Library 

maintains an archive of all issues of The Portland Observer, which is published weekly. 

Approximately 884 issues of The Portland Observer were collected and reviewed. The 

purpose of reviewing the newspapers were twofold: (1) to identify neighborhood 

organizations in advertisements and articles, and (2) to conduct a content analysis of 

published articles that relate to state-led gentrification and/or feature neighborhood 

organizations. 

To situate the geographical and historical contexts, all articles were coded using 

broad topics associated with the study, such as gentrification, redevelopment, 

displacement, housing and transportation developments, government or community 

participation in urban renewal initiatives, and the involvement of neighborhood 

organizations. The articles were then organized chronologically. The coding process for 

the articles was largely descriptive, and the articles provided insights into historical 
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community perspectives, prominent citizens and organizations, and ongoing conflicts 

between the community and the local government. The newspaper coverage was 

analyzed over time to discern the different phases of gentrification and in which context 

Black organizations are situated. Thus, the newspapers directed both the purposive 

sampling for the interviews as well as the interview questions. 

Collectively, the articles offer an overview of redevelopment processes in 

Portland for the past 17 years, and they serve to substantiate many historical claims by 

interviewees. As Brown-Saracino and Rumpf (2011) note, newspapers are critical to 

understanding gentrification narratives because they “present a range of perspectives on 

gentrification, from suggesting it as a solution to urban problems to emphasizing its risks 

for longtime residents (289). 

Not only do the newspaper articles present a third-party perspective on the actions 

of neighborhood organizations, but also the articles represent the narrative that is 

distributed throughout the wider community. It is important to note, however, that though 

journalists strive for objectivity, newspaper content is inherently shaped by journalist and 

editorial biases. Other textual data stemmed from publicly available documents, 

particularly those archived by the City of Portland. These documents reflect historical 

perspectives, development plans, and redevelopment feasibility reports. These documents 

primarily capture the City of Portland’s urban renewal policies and initiatives for the 

NECN neighborhoods. 

Mapping 

Lastly, I combine the interview data and textual data with mapping data. The 

mapping data are used to create a map that offers a spatial description of the 

organizational landscape of Portland’s Black community. This approach is consistent 
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with the call of Muñoz (2009) for scholars to map the spatial distribution organizations as 

a strategy to track their emergence, success, failure, and impact. 

To begin, I combed newspapers, multiple business directories, webpages, and 

social media sites to identity Black for-profit, nonprofit, and hybrid organizations in the 

Portland metropolitan area. This search resulted in 229 Black organizations, and I 

identified a physical address for each (see Appendix C).  Organizations without a 

physical address, such as online groups or organizations that host pop-up events, were not 

included in the population. The organizations designated in Excel by name, address, and 

organizational form (for-profit, nonprofit, or hybrid). 

Using the PortlandMaps Open Data sources—available from the City of Portland 

Bureau of Planning and Sustainability—I acquired shapefiles of Portland neighborhood 

coalition regions. Using the U.S. Census Bureau database, I acquired street map 

shapefiles of four counties in the Portland metropolitan area: Multnomah County, Clark 

County, Washington County, and Clackamas County. After merging the streetmap files 

of the four counties on to one map and applying an additional layer to identify the 

neighborhood coalition boundaries, I geocoded the addresses using ArcMap. 

The spatial analysis utilizes Geographic Information System (GIS) to map all 

available geographical information for Black organizations, including both those located 

inside and outside of the NECN neighborhoods. The analysis describes the spatial 

relationships between the organizations and the neighborhood coalitions in which they 

are located. 

Method of Analysis: Strategic Narrative 

 
The study of neighborhood organizations has strong theoretical foundations, but 
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the examination of neighborhood organizations in the context of neighborhood change, or 

gentrification, presents a new frontier. Thus, the strategic narrative analytic approach 

(Stryker 1996) is appropriate for this study because it allows existing theory to guide 

expectations while allowing for adjustments and new developments as the data emerge.  

Instead of relying on existing theories alone, I examine how neighborhood organizations 

evolve with neighborhood change and the mechanisms they adopt to withstand 

neighborhood change. Though the existing frameworks for neighborhood organizations 

operate as points of departure, the strategic narrative approach allows for the data-driven 

development of approaches as adopted by organizations. These identified approaches can 

then be categorically applied in future research utilizing comparative frameworks.  

By relying on key theoretical propositions derived from the prior literature, I 

deduced a range of appropriate questions from the interviews and queries for the textual 

data. I also relied on the literature to inform preliminary coding categories and 

operationalize measures.  However, because the prior theoretical understandings and 

presumptions are not fixed, new themes and debates emerged from the data and were 

integrated into the coding scheme. New coding categories developed as data collection 

progress, to which I then reviewed early data and modified coding accordingly. Using 

this iterative approach, the final coding scheme consisted of theory-driving coding 

categories and data-driven coding categories. 

The benefit of the strategic narrative analytic method is that is allows data driven 

concepts to accompany theory-driven expectations. As such, I was able to identify 

organizational outcomes that were not present in previous literature. This type of analysis 

is ideal for understanding previously unexplored contexts and exploring data trends as 
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they emerge. For example, if a trend begins to emerge in the data, the strategic narrative 

approach allows that trend to be explored in later data collection. To gain the full benefit 

of the strategic narrative approach, I analyzed the data on a rolling basis and wrote 

analytical memos after each interview. By drafting short memos after each interview, I 

engaged in the initial analysis that revealed necessary follow up. As data collection 

progressed, analytical inferences suggested further routes for data collection and analysis. 

This allows for constant iterations between tentative findings and further logical 

implications—which lead to additional inquiries and findings. The modified coding 

schemes were applied to both interview and textual data using NVivo 12 qualitative data 

analysis software. 

Methodological Limitations 

 
A mixed method approach adds multiple dimensions to the project. Though each 

strategy has its own limitations, triangulating multiple sources of data allows me to 

corroborate the data obtained. While each type of data captures different components, the 

data sufficiently overlaps in a manner that cohesively addresses the two main research 

questions. In particular, the combination of interview data and textual data allows for 

real-time reflection while providing the historical context to support the organizational 

narratives. 

In-depth interviews provide rich data from which interpretive themes may 

emerge. However, as mentioned above, interviewing respondents who had both an 

organizational affiliation and neighborhood resident status diminishes the ability to 

attribute their responses to the organization alone. Moreover, my status as a researcher, 

current neighborhood resident, and Black women may have colored the interview data as 



 
 

71 

well as observational data. I sought to combat these biases by documenting potential 

external influences and subsequently corroborating accounts through multiple sources. 

Notably, when exploring organizations’ ‘survival’ mechanisms, there is an 

element of selection bias because organizations that were forced to close are not included 

in the study.  Furthermore, a majority of the textual data relied on journalistic accounts 

and political accounts of historical events. Both accounts come with their own biases, 

particularly as they portray competing narratives about the Black community’s 

experience with neighborhood change. 

Though the mapping data itself is more precise, the manner in which it was 

collected—primarily web scraping—creates an opportunity for missing data. For 

example, sole proprietors are underrepresented in the mapping data, and individuals who 

offer professional services (dentists, physicians, accountants) were not included. Though 

an attempt was made to identify all Black organizations with physical locations, some 

organizations were inevitably excluded. Also, with the increased use of private and public 

transportations, the mapping data may offer limited explanations regarding trends and 

access to neighborhood organizations. 

This dissertation focuses on a single case and explores rich data that is embedded 

in the historical, social, and geographic peculiarities of the case. As such, no attempt is 

made to generalize the findings. 

Conclusion 

 
This project examines Black neighborhood organizations in Portland, Oregon. 

Specifically focusing on the neighborhood organizations in the Northeast Coalition of 

Neighborhoods, the study seeks to understand how neighborhood change affects the 
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disposition of neighborhood organizations and the approaches they adopt to withstand 

neighborhood change. To answer these questions, I triangulate interview data, textual 

data, and mapping data to develop a comprehensive view of how neighborhood 

organizations are affected by neighborhood change. As described below, the data 

highlights the fluid dynamics of neighborhood organizations and the resilient approaches 

adopted to survive neighborhood change. 
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CHAPTER 4: PORTLAND’S BLACK COMMUNITY – BACKGROUND 

 

Case Justification 

 
The research on gentrification in urban settings is dominated by large, 

metropolitan areas, such as Chicago, New York, and San Francisco. While enlightening, 

such focus tends to ignore the plight of residents in small or medium-sized cities. Urban 

sociologist Deirdre Oakley (2015) encourages scholars to broaden the landscape and 

“deepen the sociological discourse on regional cities” (249). Regional cities require a 

place in urban sociological discourse, and they contribute to “understanding the complex 

and tangling social organization and economic functions of 21st Century cities” (249).  

Not only do the varying social and spatial arrangements of regional cities inform urban 

studies, but also—in the context of gentrification—the effects of social change in 

regional cities are more pronounced. 

While Portland, Oregon is known as a hub for progressive liberalism, it is its 

status as a mid-sized city that makes it an ideal case to examine the gentrification process. 

One might imagine that there are more “Portland’s” than there are “Chicago’s,” so the 

findings from the Portland case may be more representative of a larger population (see, 

e.g., Kirkland 2008 [Nashville]; Gotham (2005) [New Orleans]). Moreover, as a mid- 

sized urban area, Portland has a combination of the traditional characteristics relating to 

Black communities in metropolitan areas, but it does not have some of the distinct issues 

unique to the larger ecologies that would otherwise make it difficult to untangle the 

gentrification process. 

With a population slightly under 650,000, Portland has quickly emerged as a 

thriving, sustainable city. Dubbed the city where ‘twenty-somethings come to retire,’ 
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Portland’s renewed emphasis on localism, environmental sustainability, and progressive 

social policies attracts many. The city of Portland has adopted the slogan “The City that 

Works,” a nod to its reputable citizen engagement and planning initiatives.  

Unfortunately, much of Portland’s growth has taken place at the expense of its Black 

residents. 

Notably, Portland’s Black population is relatively small. According to the 2010 

U.S. Census, African Americans made up about 13.3% of the nation’s population. In 

contrast, African Americans make up about 6% of Portland’s population and 2% of the 

population statewide. Nonetheless, the history of Portland’s treatment of Black residents 

is wrought with decades of social, political, economic, and spatial exclusion. Though 

culturally cohesive, Portland’s Black community has experienced cycles of housing 

displacement and neighborhood divestment. Today, Portland’s Black residents are 

geographically scattered between historically Black neighborhoods in North and 

Northeast Portland and the outer edges of the city. 

A Historical Perspective 

 
The “Portland experience” is often sensationalized, in part due to the television 

show Portlandia, a satirical sitcom mocking the city’s hipster culture. Yet, the hipster 

narrative largely excludes the experiences of Portland’s communities of color. While the 

Portlandia stereotype appeals to progressive young adults, the “hipster” Portland 

dynamic is juxtaposed with legacies of white supremacy that, originating with Oregon’s 

exclusion of Black people at the time of statehood, have resurfaced in alt-right political 

movements.   

Themes of space and place are prevalent throughout the historical narrative of 
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Portland’s Black community. Historians Lucas N. Burke and Judson L. Jeffries (2016) 

describe how the Black community’s voices have been routinely embedded in the use of 

urban space: 

Excluded from access to traditional levers of power to determine the future of 

their own neighborhoods, these men and women developed an array of innovative 

and creative approaches to find a voice within city politics and urban planning 

processes. These alternative forms of political protest and control over the 

production of social space ranged from pushing for greater input and 

collaboration with urban planners, on one end of the spectrum, to openly opposing 

city government and demanding complete control of Albina, on the other (5-6). 

 

Thus, the history of Portland’s Black population begins with a “story of political 

exclusion, spatial conflict, and social and political experimentation” (Burke and Jeffries 

2016, 10). As detailed below, neighborhood organizations played an important role in 

culturally-centric neighborhoods—serving as hubs for self-sustainability and civic 

engagement. 

Early Black Settlers 

 
It is unclear whether his surname was Lopius or Lopez, but in 1788, Mr. Marcus 

Lopius/Lopez was the first recorded Black person to visit Oregon (Moreland 2013). As a 

cabin attendant and cook on Captain Robert Gray’s Lady Washington ship, he set foot in 

Tillamook, Oregon—an area located on the southeast end of the Tillamook Bay on the 

Pacific Ocean.  York, a Black man known by a single moniker, came to Oregon as a 

member of the Lewis and Clark Corps of Discovery in 1806 (Moreland 2013). Though 

York was enslaved by William Clark, he enjoyed an immense amount of freedom and 

played an integral role in the expedition. He provided medical services, participated in 

hunting and scouting trips, and served as a liaison between the settlers and the Native 

Americans (Millner 2018b). 
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Lesser-known pioneers of the frontier, Black settlers were among those in the 

1840s who traveled the 2,000-mile Oregon Trail route by wagon (Moreland 2013). The 

Black settlers came primarily as wagon trail guides and fur traders, coordinating with 

Native Americans to supply beaver fur to outfits such as Hudson’s Bay Company 

(Millner 2018a). 

Black Exclusion Laws 

 
By 1844, only a small population of Black people resided in Oregon’s rural areas. 

Yet, it was at this time that Oregon’s provisional government passed the first Black 

exclusion law. Though slavery was never permitted in Oregon, the first Black exclusion 

law called for public whippings of Black people attempting to reside in Oregon. Any 

slaveholders were to immediately remove their slaves, and any former slaves remaining 

in the state were subject to lashing (Nokes 2018). This exclusion law sent a clear 

message: Black people were not welcome in Oregon, neither free nor enslaved. 

In 1849, Oregon’s territorial legislature enacted a second Black exclusion law 

which clarified that it was unlawful for “any negro or mulatto to enter into, or reside” in 

Oregon (Nokes 2018). The law targeted Black seaman temporarily boarding in the state. 

The statute provided notice to “masters and owners of vessels” regarding their 

“responsib[ility] for the conduct of such negro or mulatto” and “liab[ility] to any person 

aggrieved by such negro or mulatto” (Oregon Exclusion Law, 1849).  

Provisions excluding Black people from Oregon remained in the state’s 

constitution as it entered statehood. Section 35 of the Bill of Rights of the 1857 Oregon 

State Constitution banned the entry of new Black settlers and revoked instrumental civil 

privileges: 
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No free negro or mulatto not residing in this state at the time of the adoption of 

this constitution, shall come, reside or be within this state or hold any real estate, 

or make any contracts, or maintain any suit therein; and the legislative assembly 

shall provide by penal laws for the removal by public officers of all such negroes 

and mulattoes, and for their effectual exclusion from the state, and for the 

punishment of persons who shall bring them into the state, or employ or harbor 

them. 

 

The adoption of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution in 1866 

rendered Oregon’s Black exclusion clause obsolete. Oregon voters officially repealed the 

provision in 1926 (Nokes 2018). Legal records do not show indictments under the 

exclusion laws, leading scholars to conclude that the laws were seldom enforced. It is 

also likely, however, that enforcement efforts were not documented. Nonetheless, the 

sentiments surrounding Black exclusion permeated race relations long after the laws were 

repealed. Oregon did not have a reputation as a place hospitable to Black pioneers, and—

as a result—very few Black people settled in Oregon during this time. In essence, though 

the Black exclusion laws may not have been enforced, they were a successful deterrent to 

Black migration to Oregon (Nokes 2018). 

Black Community Formation in Portland 

 
Race-based policies reinforced racial division in the state. For example, the 

Oregon Donation Land Act of 1850 granted federal lands to “every white settler or 

occupant of the public lands, American half-breed Indians included, above the age of 18 

years, being a citizen of the United States, or having made a declaration according to law 

of his intention to become a citizen” (Robbins 2018). The Donation Land Act 

dispossessed Native American tribes and crafted predominantly-White settlements in 

present day Willamette Valley, Umpqua Valley, and Rogue Valley. For Dr. Darrell 

Milner (2018a), this exclusive white landownership model set the stage for “the 
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construction of a racially stratified society in which white ascendancy was assured and 

nonwhite marginalization was profound.” 

The early twentieth century marked the beginning of the Great Migration—a mass 

exodus of Black southerners to cities across the nation. Post-Civil War, employment 

opportunities and increased racial tensions in the South led to exponential growth in 

Oregon’s largest city: Portland. Ironically, though southerners sought “greener pastures,” 

they were not immune from poll taxes that disenfranchised Black voters and “sundown” 

laws requiring Black residents to be out of town before dusk (Portland Bureau of 

Planning 1993,7).  In many ways, race relations in the Pacific Northwest were 

reminiscent of the Jim Crow south. 

Portland’s Pull Factors 

 
The “pull factors” to Portland were twofold: the opening of the Portland Hotel 

and the completion of the transcontinental railroads (Moreland 2013, 7). The Portland 

Hotel, completed in 1890, served as a social center for the industrial city. The Portland 

Hotel recruited workers from southeastern states such as North Carolina, South Carolina, 

and Georgia to serve as domestic workers and entertainers. The Portland Hotel provided 

Black domestic workers such as waiters and barbers with modest earnings. These 

workers were able to reunite with their families, purchase homes, and ultimately form 

Portland’s first Black “middle class” (Portland Bureau of Planning 1993, 14). Indeed, 

upon leaving the Portland Hotel, several of the workers went on to start their own 

barbershops, restaurants, and saloons. 

The second “pull factor” was the development of five transcontinental rail lines. 

The Oregon Railway and Navigation agency invested over a million dollars to construct 
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the Albina rail center. The rail lines connected the East Coast and the West Coast, 

creating significant employment opportunities for Portland’s Black workers. The five rail 

lines—Southern Pacific, Sante Fe, Union Pacific, Northern Pacific, and Great 

Northern—created prime employment hubs for the railroad yards and supporting 

industries. Black workers served in positions that directly and indirectly supported the 

railroads, such as porters, dining car waiters, mail clerks, and shop laborers (Portland 

Bureau of Planning 1993, 12). 

The employment opportunities available at the Portland Hotel and with the 

transcontinental rail lines led Black workers to reside near the Portland Hotel and Union 

Station. These concentrated areas of Black workers on Portland’s west side (present-day 

Old Town Chinatown and the Pearl District) formulated Portland’s first Black 

neighborhoods. Map 5 shows that by 1890, Portland’s Black population was concentrated 

in the northwest quadrant, west of the Willamette River. 
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Map 5 – Map of African American Population Center in Portland, OR in 1890 

Source: Cornerstones of Community: Buildings of Portland’s African American History 

Bosco-Milligan Foundation 1997 
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Social and Economic Life in Portland’s Black Community 

 
As Portland’s Black population increased, social institutions emerged to serve 

them—namely Black churches, civil rights organizations, and Black newspapers. 

Black churches served as primary gathering places for Portland’s growing Black 

community. Established between 1862 and 1902, Portland’s early Black churches 

fulfilled the community’s spiritual, economic, educational, political, and social needs 

(Portland Bureau of Planning 1993, 18). Portland’s first Black church, First African 

Methodist Episcopal (AME) Zion Church, was founded in 1862. The second Black 

church, Bethel African Methodist Episcopal (AME) Church, followed and it had the 

largest congregation. The First African Baptist Church was the third predominantly Black 

church in Portland, and the Mount Olivet Baptist Church was established in 1902 as the 

fourth Black church. Many of the churches’ also served as nurturing grounds for 

community leadership. Church pastors became prominent leaders who advocated for the 

Black community on issues related to housing discrimination, employment, and social 

justice (Portland Bureau of Planning 1993, 18). Of the four early Black churches, three 

are currently located in North or Northeast Portland, and the First African Baptist Church 

no longer exists. 

Founded in 1906, the Golden West Hotel also provided a social venue for the 

emerging Black middle class. The Golden West Hotel was owned and operated by W.D. 

Allen, a prominent Black entrepreneur, and it was one of the few places to accommodate 

traveling Black railroad workers. The hotel housed several Black-owned businesses, 

including a bar, barbershop, ice cream parlor, candy shop, and athletic club (Fonseca 

2018).  
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The early 1900s also reflected the emergence of the Black press in Oregon.  Three 

Black-owned publications (the New Age [1896], the Advocate [190]), and the Portland 

Times [1918]) engaged in widespread coverage of news related to race and community 

relations across the Pacific Northwest and the nation (Burke and Jeffries 2016, 26). The 

newspapers offered social commentary, advertisements from Black-owned businesses, 

and highlights of people who had major accomplishments within the community. The 

newspapers were also an avenue for literacy and education, and they advocated for social 

justice. For example, the Advocate was a publication founded by civil rights activists 

E.D. Cannady and Beatrice Morrow Cannady. A dynamic husband and wife duo, the 

Cannady couple was influential in promoting political and economic progress. As the 

first Black female attorney in Oregon, Beatrice Morrow Cannady was a co-founder of the 

Portland branch of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People 

(NAACP), and she was the state’s first Black woman to run for public office (Burke and 

Jeffries 2016, 26). As such, the Black press did not operate in isolation of broader 

community development, and they played a role in fortifying community connections. 

Though each of the Black-owned newspapers had varying publication philosophies, 

together they amplified the voices of the Black community and served as centralized 

sources for social and economic development through Black representation. 

The Expansion of Community-Based Organizations 

 
The twentieth century brought a social and political renaissance for Portland’s 

Black community. Growing in number, Black Portlanders began to organize formally 

through national and local political groups, women’s clubs, and fraternal lodges (Portland 

Bureau of Planning 1993, 22). Organizations promoting civil rights and social 
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regeneration were established, and legal and medical professionals emerged from the 

Black middle class (Moreland 2013). 

Outside of the churches, fraternal lodges, women’s clubs, and political 

organizations shaped social life for middle-class residents. Organizations such as the Elks 

Lodge, the Young Women’s Christian Association (YWCA), and the National 

Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) provided social, 

educational, political, and charitable functions for the Black community (McLagan 1980, 

119). Chartered in 1914, the Portland chapter of the NAACP was active in advocating for 

civil rights legislation. The Portland chapter drafted a civil rights bill that called for equal 

rights in places of public accommodation, and it advocated for the desegregation of 

schools (Portland Bureau of Planning 1993, 40). Similarly, fraternal lodges played an 

active role in community development and political advocacy. Fraternal organizations 

such as the Masonic and Oddfellows lodges, the Rose City Lodge (a black Elks Lodge), 

the Knights of Pythias, and the Syracuse Lodge boasted Portland’s prominent Black 

community and religious leaders among its membership (Portland Bureau of Planning 

1993, 41). 

Just as fraternal groups emerged, Black women too formed collectives. The 

National Association of Colored Women’s Clubs, one of the oldest Black women’s 

organizations in Portland, provided an avenue for community service and fellowship 

through leisure activities such as sewing circles and book clubs (Portland Bureau of 

Planning 1993, 43). Additionally, Christian-based women’s organizations (e.g., the 

Women’s Christian Temperance Union, the Baptist Women’s Societies, and the United 

Daughters of Allen) were influential in grooming women as future community leaders. 
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The mission of the Oregon Association of Colored Women’s Clubs, a coalition of 

multiple groups, reflects the women’s groups commitment to women’s rights, family, and 

community: 

to promote the education of women and girls, to raise the standards of the home, 

to work for the moral, economic, social and religious welfare of women and 

children, to protect the rights of women and children, to develop capacities for 

leadership, to secure and enforce civil and political rights for the race, united 

service to the community and to promote interracial understanding. (Portland 

Bureau of Planning 1993, 44) 

 

Not only did the women’s groups serve the community as organizations, but their 

facilities provided gathering spaces for the broader community.  For example, in 1921, 

the Young Women’s Christian Association (YWCA) established a portable structure in 

northeast Portland at the intersection of Williams Avenue and Tillamook Street. In 1926, 

the YWCA established a permanent building at the same site—as shown in Figure 1. The 

Williams Avenue YWCA served as a community center and meeting space for several 

organizations.  Community members made widespread use of the gymnasium, 

auditorium, kitchen, office spaces, and locker rooms. Today, the building remains as the 

Billy Webb Elks Lodge, a popular venue in Northeast Portland (see Figure 2). 

The development of urban infrastructure—in particular, the opening of the 

Morrison Bridge, the Steel Bridge, and the Broadway Bridge—spurred Portland’s 

expanding Black community to move east of the Willamette River. By 1919, the realty 

board began to allow “Negroes and Orientals” to purchase homes in designated areas in 

inner North Portland (Moreland 2013: 8), as shown in Map 6. 
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Figure 1 – Williams Avenue YWCA building constructed in 1926 

Source: The History of Portland’s African American Community (1805 to the 

Present); Portland Bureau of Planning, 1993. 

Figure 2 –  

Former 

YWCA 

building 

 now 

known as 

 the Billy 

Webb 

Elks 

Lodge 
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Map 6 – Map of African American Population Center in Portland, OR in 1930 

Source: Cornerstones of Community: Buildings of Portland’s African American History 

Bosco-Milligan Foundation 1997 
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World War II and Vanport City 

 
The Great Depression caused much of the economic progress for Portland’s Black 

community to come to a startling halt. Black-owned businesses lacked the capital to 

sustain the economic downturn, and many businesses failed during the 1930s—including 

the Golden West Hotel (Burke and Jeffries 2016). One account of the decline associated 

with the Great Depression highlights how essential Black customers were for Black 

businesses: “Service-oriented jobs traditionally held by Blacks were now being occupied 

by Caucasians. This lost income made Blacks unable to patronize Black businesses. The 

collapse of Black businesses was due, in part, to their sole dependency on African 

American customers” (Portland Bureau of Planning 1993, 54). 

World War II brought drastic change. Wartime incited a sudden demand for ships, 

and the shipbuilding industry was booming. Industrialist Henry J. Kaiser implemented 

mass-production techniques that transformed ship manufacturing, and he quickly became 

the nation’s largest producer of “Liberty Ships” (Portland Bureau of Planning 1993, 58). 

The increased ship production also created an immediate need for labor. Once the 

Kaiser shipyards exhausted the available labor in rural Oregon and Washington, the 

company placed newspaper advertisements to recruit labor from southern and eastern 

states. Black and White workers alike responded in droves, and the 17-car-trains that 

transported the workers to Oregon were nicknamed the “Kaiser Karavan” (Portland 

Bureau of Planning 1993, 59). For Black southerners in particular, shipyard work 

promised significantly higher wages, less hours worked, and better working conditions 

than the arduous circumstances in the South (Burke and Jeffries 2016, 29). 
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Kaiser’s recruitment efforts brought in thousands of Black and White workers 

from all over the nation—an influx for which the city of Portland was unprepared. 

Between 1940 and 1950, Portland’s Black population experienced a tenfold increase, 

growing from 2,000 to 20,000. Housing was scarce, and race relations became 

increasingly hostile. Proprietors that previously welcomed Black customers placed 

“White Trade Only” signs in shop windows (Portland Bureau of Planning 1993, 59-61). 

The exponential growth created a housing crisis, leading the Housing Authority of 

Portland and Henry J. Kaiser to construct the nation’s largest wartime housing 

development (Millner 2018a; Moreland 2013). Vanport, as the housing project was 

called, was named for its location along the banks of the Columbia River between 

Vancouver, Washington and Portland, Oregon. Rumored to have been hastily built, 

Vanport became Oregon’s second largest city, replete with shopping centers, recreational 

facilities, schools, and a 750-seat movie theater (Abbott 2018) (see Figure 3). As shown 

in Map 7, the construction of Vanport resulted in a large concentrated area of Black 

residents.  

  Figure 3 – Aerial 

view of Vanport, 

est. 1942 

 

Source: The 

History of 

Portland’s African 

American 

Community (1805 

to the Present); 

Portland Bureau 

of Planning, 1993.  
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Map 7 – Map of African American Population Center in Portland, OR in 1945 Source: 

Cornerstones of Community: Buildings of Portland’s African American History Bosco-

Milligan Foundation 1997 
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After the conclusion of the war, many Black families remained in Vanport. 

However, on May 30, 1948—Memorial Day—a devastating tragedy struck. The 

Columbia River rose fifteen feet above the flood plain. The dikes were breached, and the 

low-lying Vanport City succumbed to rising floodwaters. Vanport residents had thirty- 

five minutes to evacuate their families and collect what belongings they could gather 

(Abbott 2018). Evacuation buses transported residents to local shelters, but with 

segregated housing and existing shortages, housing solutions for the displaced Vanport 

residents were limited (Burke and Jeffries 2016). As Figures 4 and 5 display, the flood 

waters destroyed the entire city of Vanport.  

  



 
 

91 

Figure 4 – Flooded apartments during the Vanport flood, 1948  
Source: Oregon Historical Society Library 

 

  

Figure 5 – Flooded apartments during the Vanport flood, 1948 

Source: Oregon Historical Society Library 
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The Emergence of the Albina District as a Predominantly Black Area 

 
Between 1900 and 1920, Portland’s Black residents began to transition from their 

initial settlement districts near downtown Portland to inner North Portland (see Map 5). 

Black workers relied less on work with the railroads and the Portland Hotel, which 

resulted in distinct resettlement patterns (Burke and Jeffries 2016). As early Black settlers 

began to build families and purchase property, they were directed to homes in inner 

North Portland and later, inner North and Northeast Portland neighborhoods referred to 

as the “Albina District.” Segregation, discriminatory lending practices, restrictive 

covenants, and cultural ties all contributed to the formation of Albina as the “social and 

cultural heart of the Black community” (Burke and Jeffries 2016, 25). 

By the time of the Vanport flood in 1948, a significant portion of Portland’s Black 

population, Black churches, and Black social organizations were located in the Albina 

District. Thus, the Black victims of the Vanport flood crowded into the Albina District 

neighborhoods seeking housing and jobs, which of course, exacerbated the existing 

housing shortages (Burke and Jeffries 2016, 35). 

The Albina District—previously occupied by European transplants—provided 

affordable housing, transportation, and employment opportunities to the former Vanport 

residents (Roos 2018). According to Professor Karen Gibson, it was during this time 

between 1940 and 1950 that “the pattern of racial transition in Albina neighborhoods that 

would last 50 years was first established: almost in checkerboard fashion, when Black 

residents settled in, White residents would move out” (Gibson 2007, 9). Nearly half of 

Portland’s Black residents lived along a single thoroughfare: Williams Avenue. 
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Notably, the concentration of Black residents in the Albina District was not 

entirely voluntary: Black families were forced to purchase homes within designated 

areas. Homeowners invoked restrictive covenants to prevent non-whites from buying 

homes in their neighborhoods (Gibson 2007:10). For example, the deed of a subdivision 

property contained the following clause: 

. . . street known as U.S. Grant Place; and no building thereof shall be used or 

occupied otherwise than for strictly residence purposes, and shall not be used or 

occupied by Chinese, Japanese, or Negroes, except that persons of such races may 

be employed as servants upon said premises. The foregoing restrictions are to run 

with the land as general plan of improvement for the benefit of all owners within 

said addition…. (Portland Bureau of Planning 1993, 29, quoting Millner, Darryl, 

Ph.D. Oregon Black History, Portland, 1992). 

 

Similarly, real estate professionals perpetuated segregated housing. Real estate 

agents viewed neighborhood integration as a threat to property values and their 

businesses. The Oregon Real Estate Board adopted a code of ethics that deemed it 

unethical to racially integrate neighborhoods, stating: 

“A Realtor should never be instrumental in introducing into a neighborhood a 

character of property or occupancy, members of any race or nationality, or any 

individuals whose presence will clearly be detrimental to property values in that 

neighborhood.” (Article 34 of the 1924 code) 

 

Thus, Map 8 below shows that, by 1955, Portland’s Black population in the post-

Vanport era was primarily concentrated in the Albina District. 
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Map 8 – Map of African American Population Center in Portland, OR in 1955 

Source: Cornerstones of Community: Buildings of Portland’s African American 

History 

Bosco-Milligan Foundation 1997 
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Urban Redevelopment in Albina: A New Era 

In the 1950s, cities across the nation applied a renewed emphasis on urban 

planning. Cities sought to rejuvenate older neighborhoods and revitalize urban 

infrastructure. As such, Portland experienced neighborhood change in a manner that 

mirrored developments in urban areas across the nation: 

[I]t was difficult for residents, regardless of race, to save their neighborhoods 

from the steady march of progress embodied in the urban renewal bulldozer. . . . 

Luxury apartments, convention centers, sports arenas, hospitals, universities, and 

freeways were the land uses that reclaimed space occupied by relatively 

powerless residents in central cities, whether in immigrant White ethnic, Black, or 

skid row neighborhoods (Gibson 2007:11) 

 

Portland’s urban redevelopment initiatives stemmed largely from municipal policy. 

However, Burke and Jeffries (2016) describe how city planning commissions largely 

excluded the voices of local citizens in developing planning policy, and, as a result, “the 

city’s efforts to remake and thereby revitalize the Albina district through demolition, 

rezoning, and the construction of new buildings in many ways . . . forced members of the 

black community to relocate once again while helping create a new generation of 

resentment and disillusionment” (43). Through the construction of the Memorial 

Coliseum, Interstate 5, and the expansion of the Emanuel Hospital, Albina residents 

experienced repeated patterns of displacement. 

In 1956, Portland voters selected the Albina District’s Eliot neighborhood as the 

site for the new Memorial Coliseum, a war memorial and sports venue. Construction of 

the Memorial Coliseum required the destruction of 476 homes and businesses, many of 

which were important landmarks—such as the historic Bethel AME Church—and other 

Black-owned homes and businesses (Gibson 2007, 11; Burke and Jeffries 2016, 43). 
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Around the same time, the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 allocated funds to 

cities to improve transportation infrastructure. As suburban life rose to prominence, cities 

were encouraged to improve access to the core. Under this initiative, Interstate 5 and 

Highway 99 were constructed to run north and south directly through the Albina District 

neighborhoods (Gibson 2007). The interstate construction demolished over 100 homes 

and businesses (Burke and Jeffries 2016, 43). 

In the mid-1960s, the city of Portland decided to expand the Emanuel Hospital. 

Like the previous projects, the Emanuel Hospital expansion required the demolition of 

almost 200 businesses and residences in the Albina District. Large swaths of homes of 

Black community members were cleared. Unfortunately, the federal funding for the 

project abruptly became unavailable, leaving vacant lots in place of former business 

districts and residences (Burke and Jeffries 2016).  Understandably, the Emanuel 

Hospital project left many Albina District residents disillusioned, and it “marked the last 

straw in a long chain of civil rights and urban renewal abuses” (45-46). As shown in Map 

9, the demolition of hundreds of homes and businesses within the “lower” Albina District 

displaced Black residents and forced them to shift into Northeast neighborhoods. Map 9 

marks the location of the Emanuel Hospital, the Coliseum, and Interstate 5—all of which 

were constructed in areas formerly occupied by Black residents and businesses (compare 

with Map 8). 
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Map 9– Map of African American Population Center in Portland, OR in 1965 

Source: Cornerstones of Community: Buildings of Portland’s African 

American History Bosco-Milligan Foundation 1997 
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Urban Renewal Policies and the Onslaught of State-led Gentrification 

Prior to the 1960s, inner-city neighborhoods across the nation were not perceived 

as desirable residential areas. Instead, these areas were often inhabited by poor, ethnic 

minorities and reserved for industrial use. The same was true in Portland, Oregon, where 

older inner city neighborhoods were designated as “blighted” or commercial areas. After 

World War II, former defense and railroad workers purchased homes and started 

businesses in inner city neighborhoods, contributing to a growing middle class Black 

population. However, starting in the late 1950s and early 1960s, urban renewal policies 

repeatedly targeted Black neighborhoods and displaced Black residents so much so that 

the residents nicknamed urban renewal as “Negro Removal” (Portland Bureau of 

Planning, 1993). 

PDC Formation and Early Albina Renewal Plans 

 
The Housing Act of 1949 initiated urban renewal efforts across the nation. 

Redevelopment efforts seemed sincere—adequate living conditions for all Americans. 

Congress declared: 

the general welfare and security of the nation and the health and living standards 

of its people require housing production and related community development 

sufficient to remedy the serious housing shortage, the elimination of substandard 

and other inadequate housing through the clearance of slums and blighted areas, 

and the realization as soon as feasible of the goal of decent home and a suitable 

living environment for every American family. 42 U.S.C. § 1441 (1949). 

 

In response to the federal call for neighborhood redevelopment, the City of 

Portland established the Portland Development Commission (PDC) in 1958, granting it 

power to administer all urban renewal efforts authorized by the Housing Act of 1949, 

including those requiring use of eminent domain (City of Portland Code §15-101, et 

seq.). By 1962, the PDC produced the Central Albina Study, a plan that outlined 
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proposed redevelopment to the Albina District. At that time, 12,544 Black residents, or 

80 percent of city’s Black population, was contained in the study’s boundaries (Portland 

Bureau of Planning, 110, 1993). The Central Albina Study described the targeted area as 

beyond repair: “Clearly, urban renewal, largely clearance, appears to be the only solution 

to, not only blight that presently exists in central Albina, but also to avoid the spread of 

that blight to other surrounding areas” (111). The study also highlighted the desirable 

characteristics of Central Albina, including its proximity to highways and commercial 

districts, and its suitability for transportation infrastructure. 

At that time, community leaders expressed concerns that relocation of large 

masses of Black residents would perpetuate existing problems as they would move into 

crowded low income neighborhoods—hence creating another “ghetto.” The PDC sought 

guidance from a group of Black community representatives referred to as the Albina 

Neighborhood Council. With input from the Albina Neighborhood Council, the PDC 

embarked on the Albina Neighborhood Improvement Project, a federally-assisted urban 

renewal project that focused on rehabilitating Albina neighborhoods. The rehabilitation 

efforts included tree planting, street and residential improvements, neighborhood 

cleanups and the creation of a five-acre park (Unthank park). Through federal loans and 

grants, the neighborhood was significantly improved and the Albina Neighborhood 

Improvement Project efforts were regarded as positive collaboration between the city and 

its Black residents. 

The administrations of John F. Kennedy and, later, Lyndon B. Johnson launched a 

“War on Poverty” to tackle urban ghettos, which made funding available for city 

governments to address dilapidated neighborhoods. Funds from the War on Poverty 
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Program helped establish a neighborhood service center, a head start program, and an 

emergency food and clothing program (Portland Bureau of Planning 1993). 

Ultimately, federal support for the War on Poverty programs waned, and, in 1967, 

the PDC established the Portland Model Cities program in its place. The Model Cities 

Program was criticized for its lack of citizen participation, but such deficiency was 

justified as expediency. The Model Cities Program carved out a four-square-mile block 

within Albina District. Much like the Albina Neighborhood Improvement Project, the 

Model Cities Program focused on housing rehabilitation, tree planting, street 

improvements, park installations, nutritional programs, and senior services (Portland 

Bureau of Planning 1993). One initiative of this project was the placement of medians on 

Union Avenue (later renamed Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd.), a large corridor with mostly 

commercial establishments. Those the medians were intended to alleviate traffic 

accidents, they functioned to eliminate street parking and reduce access to the Union 

Avenue businesses. By 1974, the Model Cities Program was terminated. 

In the 1970s, urban planners began to recognize inner city neighborhoods as 

viable residential areas. However, the 1980s and 1990s represented significant decline for 

the Albina area neighborhoods due to the crack cocaine epidemic and increased crime.  

The Albina Community Plan 

In 1989, the city introduced the Albina Community Plan, which detailed efforts to 

revitalize North and Northeast Portland neighborhoods covering an area of 19 square 

miles. The Albina Community Plan, emphasized livability and accessibility through 

environmental sustainability and public infrastructure improvement (Portland Bureau of 

Planning 1992). The Albina Community Plan is a comprehensive planning effort 
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intended to combat the loss of employment base, divestment, and dilapidation in the 

Albina District. 

Approved in 1993, implementation of the Albina Community Plan continues to 

manifest as present-day urban renewal and redevelopment. According to the plan 

documents: 

This Plan implements land use, transportation and public service strategies. These 

strategies address livability, increased accessibility, reduction of land use and 

transportation impacts, improving the developability of land, preservation of 

Albina history, and improvements in public infrastructure. This Plan also 

includes social and educational programs to address the most pressing concerns of 

the people of Albina. These programs include job training, family services, and 

improvements in educational opportunities. 

 

The policy initiatives detailed in the Albina Community Plan were accompanied by 

“action charts” designating the necessary task and the government agency responsible for 

ensuring its implementation. The plan contains hundreds of action items that correspond 

with ten primary policy areas: land use, transportation, business growth and development, 

jobs and employment, housing, education, public safety, family services, community 

image and character, and environmental values. As shown below, the action items are 

intricately detailed and indicators of what we now think of as gentrified neighborhoods 

(Tables 4 through 7). Though adopted in the early 1990s, the implementation of the 

Albina Community Plan set the backdrop for the urban renewa; objectives that eventually 

manifested into the redevelopment apparent today. For example, bicycle lanes, zoning 

enforcement, multi-dwelling housing, and light rail lines were all redevelopment efforts 

described in the Albina Community Plan. 
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Table 4- Selected items from Housing Action Chart 

Source: Albina Community Plan, City of Portland Bureau of Planning 1993 
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Table 5 - Selected items from Business Growth and Development Action Chart 

Source: Albina Community Plan, City of Portland Bureau of Planning 1993 
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Table 6- Selected items from Transportation Action Chart 
Source: Albina Community Plan, City of Portland Bureau of Planning 1993 
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Table 7- Selected items from Public Safety Action Chart   

Source: Albina Community Plan, City of Portland Bureau of Planning 1993 
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Neighborhood Organizations in Context: A Mapping 
 

The data above show that neighborhood organizations are significantly impacted 

by neighborhood change.  When gentrification occurs, neighborhood organizations are 

the skeletal remains of the local community that once was. However, just as 

neighborhood organizations are impacted, so too are the residents they served. The maps 

below reveal that as neighborhood residents are displaced, neighborhood organizations 

remain in place. This juxtaposition has dire consequences for a community distanced 

from the essential social services specifically designed to serve them. If communities of 

color were successful in dominant culture environments, there would be no need for these 

culturally-specific services in the first instance. Thus, as Portland’s Black community 

moves further away from access to culturally-specific services, the social ills in which 

those services were designed to alleviate are likely to be exacerbated. 

Map 10 features a gradient map created by the Portland Housing Bureau that 

shows the racial composition of neighborhoods in the Northeast Neighborhood Coalition 

in 1970. By 1970, out of Portland’s 21,572 Black residents, approximately 19,463—or 90 

percent—of Portland’s Black residents were living in inner North and Northeast Portland. 

The map shows that, in 1970, several neighborhoods ranged between 50 to 84 percent  

Black or African American, but those neighborhoods are concentrated in the center of the 

NECN neighborhoods. 

By 1980, Black residents began to expand throughout the NECN neighborhoods 

(Map 11). By 1990, that expansion was complete, with most of the NECN neighborhoods 

at least 30 percent Black and some at least 50 percent Black (Map 12) In 2000, that 

expansion of Black residents in Northeast Portland appears to regress (Map 13). Though 
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the Albina Community Plan was adopted in 1993, the year 2000 is cited as the date in 

which the actions taken under the plan began to physically manifest. By 2010, it is clear 

that percentage of Black residents in Northeast Portland is declining as Black residents 

move to the outer edges of the city (Map 14). 

On the other hand, the map of Black organizations tells a different story (Figure 

30). The organizations remain clustered in the NECN neighborhoods, with mostly 

commercial establishments extending outside of those boundaries.  Notably, few 

nonprofit organizations exist outside of NECN neighborhoods. The markers outside of 

the blue section represent the few organizations that have extended beyond the city limits. 

Some are satellite locations of existing neighborhood organizations, and others are new 

organizations that have opted to operate in those areas—likely due to the decrease in 

costs and a hunt for clusters of Black residents. 

For decades, the for-profit, nonprofit, and neighborhood institutions in the study 

have enjoyed proximity to the local communities they serve. Yet, as residents transition 

to the outer areas of the city, neighborhood institutions deploy transient approaches to 

maintain their relational connections. Without this “reaching” by neighborhood 

organizations, former residents would be cut off from pertinent social and economic 

interactions.  
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Map 10 - Black or African American Percent of Total Population 1970 

Source: City of Portland Housing Bureau 2014 

 



 
 

109 

  

Map 11- Black or African American Percent of Total Population 1980 

Source: City of Portland Housing Bureau 2014 
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Map 12- Black or African American Percent of Total Population 1990 

Source: City of Portland Housing Bureau 2014 
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Map 13- Black or African American Percent of Total Population 2000 

Source: City of Portland Housing Bureau 2014 
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Map 14- Black or African American Percent of Total Population 2010 

Source: City of Portland Housing Bureau 2014 
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Map 15 – Map of Black Organizations in Portland 
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Summary 

 
Through the Albina Community Plan, the City of Portland—primarily via the 

Bureau of Planning and the Portland Development Commission (recently renamed 

“Prosper Portland”)—played an active role in the redevelopment of the Albina District’s 

neighborhoods. The City of Portland used building code enforcement to demolish 

dilapidated housing, and it yielded foreclosed homes to development organizations or 

private investors for rehabilitation. It is unclear how much citizen participation occurred 

in the adoption process for the Albina Community Plan. However, on its face, the Albina 

Community Plan seems to apply an ideal approach to creating desirable neighborhoods. 

Thus, even in the event of citizen participation, neighborhood residents may have shown 

enthusiasm about the redevelopment proposals.  What we do know, however, is that 

many of the “action items” in the Albina Community Plan came to fruition, including the 

construction of light rail lines. Unfortunately, the Black neighborhood residents were 

likely unaware that redevelopment would take place at their expense, and many of the 

residents that were settled in the neighborhood would never fully enjoy it in its “highly 

desirable” state. 

As Portland’s Black history reveals, the combination of social, political, and 

spatial exclusion is not a recent phenomenon. Portland’s Black residents have 

experienced voluntary and involuntary migration and demographic shifts. Yet, at each 

iteration, the Black community has repopulated in a specific area, granting them an 

opportunity to rebuild and resettle. Thus, while Black residents are used to neighborhood 

disruption, historical trends reflect an absence of community disruption. The Black 

community has remained cohesive, allowing them to cultivate cultural ties. In this 
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context, Black residents have established neighborhood organizations to cater to their 

social and economic needs and that are premised on proximity to the Black community. 

As we see in the following chapters, the disintegration of historically Black 

neighborhoods leads to orphaned neighborhood organizations that must adapt or innovate 

to survive. 

Conclusion 

 
Unlike in urban areas where gentrification is market-driven, gentrification in 

Portland, Oregon was almost entirely state-led—though perhaps supplemented by market 

actors. The Albina Community Plan is one of the most successful efforts—among many 

attempts—to utilize state policy, state funding, and federal funding to revitalize 

neighborhoods in the Albina District. Though the experience of Black residents in 

Oregon is colored by the state’s political history, these experiences do not significantly 

diverge from other communities of color across the nation. In one way or another, 

political tools are often leveraged to disenfranchise communities of color through social, 

economic, and spatial exclusion.  Yet, communities of color are often fortified by racial 

or ethnic cultural cohesion, allowing them to transition geographically without sacrificing 

social ties. Settling in a specific area allows local communities to enhance these social 

ties. Thus, the relationship is not between the local community and specific neighborhood 

boundaries, but rather it is the local community and its proximity to the members and 

organizations within it that reinforce cultural values. 
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CHAPTER 5: ORGANIZATIONAL RESPONSES TO GENTRIFICATION 

 
As described above, this dissertation explores organizational responses to 

gentrification along two dimensions. The first dimension compares the actions of 

neighborhood enterprises with those of neighborhood institutions. I examine how 

organizations with different dispositions (neighborhood enterprises and neighborhood 

institutions) react as the neighborhood undergoes gentrification (Table 8). For 

neighborhood institutions, which are embedded into the social fabric of the local 

community, their standard disposition is to actively engage with the community and 

transmit the community’s cultural values. On the other hand, neighborhood enterprises, 

which are inherently independent of the local community, traditionally engage in 

culturally neutral interactions with neighborhood residents. I conclude that most of the 

neighborhood institutions went to great lengths to maintain their connection with the 

former residents, thereby maintaining their original disposition of value reinforcement. 

The neighborhood enterprises, however, began to appropriate culturally-specific symbols 

while also benefitting from resources designated to advance community interests. 

 ENTERPRISES INSTITUTIONS 

PRE- 

GENTRIFICATION 

DISPOSITION 

Arms-length provision 

of goods and services 

Reinforce community 

values, norms, and 

rules 

CHALLENGE Displacement of 

former residents 

Lack of concentrated 

resettlement 

POST- 

GENTRIFICATION 

RESPONSE 

Appropriation of race- 

specific resources and 

cultural symbols 

Footprint expansion 

beyond neighborhood 

 

  

Table 8-  Dispositions and Responses of Neighborhood Organizations 
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Neighborhood Enterprises 

 
Neighborhood enterprises are organizations that are located in the neighborhood, 

but their existence in the neighborhood is not necessarily tied to the local communities 

that reside there. The roles of neighborhood enterprises are objective: they exist to 

exchange goods and services, and they contribute little to the social fabric of the local 

community. The sale of goods and provision of services for neighborhood enterprises 

fulfill residents’ needs, and those needs are likely to exist regardless of the population 

that resides in the neighborhood. Similarly, neighborhood enterprises could move to or 

exist in other neighborhoods relatively easily because they owe no allegiance to a 

particular population or group of people. In the context of the gentrification of Portland’s 

historically Black neighborhoods, neighborhood enterprises are not expected to act in a 

manner that cultivates cultural identity for Black residents. In other words, neighborhood 

enterprises should operate as race-neutral entities that sell goods and provide services to 

whomever crosses its threshold. For Portland, where the population is 75% White, the 

incorporation of Black cultural identity markers is the exception, and intentionality is 

required to deviate from dominant cultural elements. 

Based on this posture, neighborhood enterprises should be relatively unaffected 

by gentrification because the objective nature of their services either precludes them 

differentiating among consumers or diminishes any incentive to do so. For example, the 

local post office, fire station, or pharmacy often do little to perpetuate community values.  

This notion of race-neutrality was determined by proprietors’ description of their 

organizations as founded, as well as any transitions in operations over time. For example, 
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the owner of a custom framing shop points out that creating frames for photos and other 

documents has no particular cultural affiliation: 

“I’m in business to provide a service. Your dollar spends just like my dollar and 

anybody else’s dollar, I don’t care what color it is. It spends. I try to provide a 

service that everybody needs. If they want to decorate their homes with pictures, 

they want it to look good—I do that. I really don’t care what color they are 

coming into the shop because what I do back there is fix the frame.… I match 

colors and make things look good.” -Frank, store owner. 

 

However, for neighborhood enterprises, the mere categorization as “Black-

owned” or “Black-operated” can create expectations that the organizations be cultural 

contributors— even as the provisions of goods or services are objective. Oftentimes, 

leaders of neighborhood enterprises sought to decouple their racial identity from the 

professional operations of the organization—combating the presumption that identifying 

as Black indicates that the organization bears responsibility to contribute to the cultural 

environment. 

“I've always kind of fancied my businesses as being just businesses that happen to 

be owned by a Black person.” -Jeremy, store owner. 

 

“I don’t really want my business to be an African American business because that 

means I'm just focusing on our culture…. I just want it to be, ‘Well I’m an 

African American who has a business, and this is what we sell at our business.’” 

-Doug, store owner. 

 

“[The business] is for everybody.” – Ricky, restaurant owner. 

 

Though initially embracing race-neutrality in terms of goods and services, 

neighborhood enterprises routinely availed themselves to race-specific resources as 

redevelopment initiatives became more prominent. For example, the Portland 

Development Commission (PDC)—recently renamed Prosper Portland—offers 

affordable commercial tenant programs to small business owners from underrepresented 

groups. Two commercial developments—Alberta Commons and Vanport Square—are 
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government-backed projects located in the heart of heavily gentrified areas in Northeast 

Portland along Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard. The commercial developments are 

designed to provide commercial retail space to minority entrepreneurs at below market 

rate. That the commercial spaces are reserved for businesses that will benefit the Black 

community is also insinuated by the nomenclature of the buildings. The names of the 

buildings refer to historically Black neighborhoods or areas, Alberta and Vanport. The 

murals adorning the side of the building depict scenes related to Black culture. In one 

mural, a Black man holding a child is pointing to the phrase “Still We Rise,” an 

adaptation of the popular refrain in Maya Angelou’s poem, “Still I Rise” (Figure 6). 

 

Angelou’s poem is often used to invoke notions of Black social and economic 

empowerment after decades of struggle against prejudice and injustice. Ultimately, the 

naming of the buildings and the murals alongside the building suggest that place-making 

Figure 6 – Mural on Alberta Commons commercial building depicting Black man 

pointing to the phrase “Still We Rise” 
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for Black residents may be one objective for the project. In the Portland Observer article 

“Lease Alberta Commons,” the publication reported that “PDC [Portland Development 

Commission] officials say they are committed to the success of Alberta Commons to 

provide needed goods and services to the neighborhood and create lasting, beneficial 

relationships with the community” (The Portland Observer, 4/6/17). 

Yet, though race-neutrality was an important aspect of the neighborhood 

enterprises’ initial business model, as the demographics of the neighborhood shifted, 

some enterprises began to intentionally decorate their spaces with depictions of Black 

historical figures or work by Black artists—paying homage to the cultural roots of the 

neighborhood. For example, in a coffee shop, abstract paintings by Black artists were 

later chosen to hover along the café’s walls—embodying implicit representations of 

Black identity (Figure 7, Figure 8): 

“I do like representation of Black people on the wall. We have artists that come in 

and whatnot. So and we do rotations… But I do think that it's important that we 

represent Black art.” – Bryan, coffee shop owner 
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Figure 7 – Featured abstract 

paintings by Black artists along 

wall in coffee shop 

Figure 8– Featured abstract 

paintings by Black artists along 

wall in coffee shop 
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As the neighborhood continued to evolve, other organizations added more explicit 

cultural symbols through the depiction of historical Black figures or use of vernacular. In 

one co-working space, large portraits of Barack Obama and Martin Luther King, Jr. (with 

King’s mother, Alberta Williams King), greet patrons upon entry (Figure 9). 

 

 
One neighborhood enterprise restaurant started off as a food cart in a historically 

Black neighborhood and later transitioned into a brick and mortar, which was located 

outside of areas presently or historically known to have a concentration of Black 

residents. When asked about the move, the owner stated the its original location in the 

Figure 9 – Portraits of Martin Luther King, Jr., Alberta Williams King, and Barack 
Obama at entryway of co-working space 
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Black neighborhood was born out of an opportunity for available space—not necessarily 

a desire to target Black residents: 

“There used to be a lot of Black people, but now there’s not. When opening, that’s 

not who we were targeting.” –Albert, restaurant owner 

 

Thus, when the enterprise moved to a brick and mortar location, it was motivated by the 

need for additional space and indoor seating, but also for a desire to be accessible to the 

broader public: 

Interviewer: What inspired the move? 

 

Owner: Well, space and everything. We were outgrowing the cart. You can sit 

down now. We want to give that type of vibe. In the food cart, we couldn’t. It was 

so cold outside sometimes that people didn’t want to come to the cart. It didn’t 

matter what color you [are]. … And just like the food cart, I [looked] at a couple 

of different spots.  If you build it, they’ll come. Nowhere around here is too far 

for anybody to get to. We got the best transportation in the Tri-state. We got the 

bikes. Everybody got a car.” – Albert, restaurant owner 

 

Yet, despite its neutral objectives, the restaurant curated a menu that adopted 

urban vernacular, describing menu items as “stoopid,” a misspelling of ‘stupid’ that plays 

upon the word ‘stupendous.’ According to a crowd-sourced platform for defining 

vernacular terms, the Urban Dictionary, the term ‘stoopid’ can mean “extremely 

foolhardy, yet quite impressive if executed” (Urban Dictionary 2019). Similarly, the 

menu includes the “Get yo bread up” burger, an urban vernacular phrase meaning ‘to 

make more money or to elevate oneself.’ 

Ultimately, the neighborhood enterprises in the study adopted cultural symbols, 

such as the use of Black art or use of urban vernacular. Some noted a decline in Black 

patrons, but did little to actively attempt to regain that portion of their consumer base. 

The neighborhood enterprises primarily appealed to mainstream audiences and neither 
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focused on nor excluded Black residents. Though some neighborhood enterprises 

benefitted from initiatives designed for minority-owned businesses, the use of race- 

specific resources—even those established to promote community values—did not 

significantly color the way they sold goods or provided services. Instead, neighborhood 

enterprises adopted more subtle mechanisms such as art depiction or language selection 

to incorporate cultural identity markers into otherwise neutral spaces. This approach 

allows neighborhood enterprises to successfully engage with mainstream audiences while 

also maintaining recognizable identity markers for Black residents—all while 

maintaining their organizational integrity as a neighborhood enterprise. 

Neighborhood Institutions 

 
Neighborhood institutions are organic parts of the local community’s social 

structure—expressing, affirming, and transmitting community values while selling goods 

and providing services. The neighborhood institutions in this study were clear that their 

goal was to provide services and sell goods in a manner specifically targeted toward 

Black residents: 

“What [the organization] does is try to provide support and services to help 

African American children and families reach their full potential. … [W]e provide 

in-school, after-school, and summer services for kids that get identified as having 

a need for some support. … And then there’s a variety of social services that we 

provide through our community and family programs, from heat assistance to 

support around homelessness to domestic violence, etc. So really, we're looking at 

wraparound services for low-income children and families of color, for the most 

part. …[W]e service anything and everything that comes through the door, but 

we definitely qualify ourselves as an African American culture specific 

organization.” – Mike, community center director 

 

Another organization includes cultural competency within its operating paradigm for the 

organization: 
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“[We are] an organization that has this Black queer feminist lens [and] we're 

really focused on catering and centering folks that are most impacted within the 

Black community.” – Julia, director of advocacy organization 

 

Because neighborhood institutions inherently cater to the local community and its 

values, one might imagine that Black neighborhood institutions would simply maintain 

status quo—even in the gentrification context. However, the transition and displacement 

of Black residents threatens the viability of existing strategies to cater to Black residents 

and, consequently, the vitality of the organizations.  The reduction in the number of 

Black people residing in the neighborhood alone has significantly diminished the 

population for services and goods in a manner that is difficult to ignore. Neighborhood 

institutions struggle to draw customers, constituents, and congregants—leaving seats 

empty and resources underutilized. Several neighborhood institutions lamented about 

how the decline in number of Black residents has negatively affected the organizations’ 

services: 

“[B]usiness is down. People used to walk to Safeway and get their groceries. 

When they walked back—especially around the end of the month—they'd come 

in and say, ‘I get my check,’ or ‘I get paid at the end of the month. I want to make 

an appointment.’ But those same people, they're walking to Safeway in 

Gresham.” – Terry, barbershop owner. 

 

One community center witnessed a lack of access to constituents and vice versa:  

“Every year we hold our Christmas party… The principal didn't have it in their 

budget to hire a bus, which meant that the students and their families would have 

to get over [to the community center] on their own. And there were just so many 

parents, we learned, that just didn't even have the resources to get to the center, 

even if it were to collect toys. And those that did, many of them were coming on 

the [public] buses, so we had to box up their toys in order to get them back.… Ten 

or twenty years ago, we could literally canvas the neighborhood and get the kids 

to come. We knew families that were living across the street from the park, 

literally, that were walking their kids over to our [programs].” - Kate, community 

center director 
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For one restaurant, the neighborhood transitions represented a sharp decline in 

loyal, long-term patrons: 

“80% of the business was black.… This food is more supported by the Black 

community than it is by the nonblack community.… All the Black people are 

going out to The Numbers.… I'm in some of my most difficult times I've had 

since I've been in business 23 years. The last four or five years have been 

terrible…. And you can only raise your prices so much before you price yourself 

out of the market.” – Johnnie, restaurant owner 

 

Similarly, two churches cited dwindling numbers for Sunday service attendance: 

“[W]e used to have people come in all the time visiting the church because, in 

Black communities, there's always a group of people who want to go to church 

but are not really members. Those are out in The Numbers now. Those have been 

moved out Hillsboro, Aloha, and other places because they had to go where they 

can afford their rent…. And my congregation has gotten smaller.” – Harry, church 

pastor 

 

Another church confirmed that the decline in attendance is becoming more common: 

“We're lucky if we have 20 people in the congregation on Sunday mornings…. 

Now, see, we were lucky last Sunday. We had 26. The Sunday before was 24. But 

we've had as few as 13 people on a Sunday morning.”- Chelsea, church 

administrator (see Figure 10) 
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Figure 10 – Church sanctuary hosts as few as a dozen people in Sunday 

Figure 11 – Historic church adjacent to newly constructed apartment complex 
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Recognizing the diminishing population, many neighborhood institutions find 

ways to extend their physical footprint by creating a second location, transporting 

displaced residents back into the inner city, or creating temporary spaces for displaced 

residents. 

Neighborhood institutions—mainly the larger organizations with the resources to 

do so—targeted the drifting local community by creating additional, separate locations 

for their organizations. However, one challenge is that the “new” location of Black 

residents is rather ambiguous. Historically, one could often point to specific areas in 

which Black residents resided (i.e., the Albina District). But, since leaving the inner 

North and Northeast Portland neighborhoods, Black residents have not relocated to 

concentrate in a specific area. Instead, tiny clusters of Black residents have formed west 

of Portland in the suburbs of Beaverton, OR and Aloha, OR; north of Portland in 

Vancouver, WA; far-east in Gresham, OR; or in eastern Portland neighborhoods 

colloquially called “The Numbers” due to the high-numbered streets east of 82nd 

Avenue. One community center director expressed frustration as to the ambiguity of the 

Black community’s location when attempting to provide culturally-specific services: 

“The conversations have come up about [whether] we're administering to the 

people we're trying to serve. Are we really reaching our community? … One, 

where are our people? So if we want to say, ‘We're going to take this program and 

move it from the center to another location,’ who can tell me where that location 

is, and that we're really reaching our people, right? So we don't know where that 

is right now… Do we go to the Numbers? Do we go to North Portland?” – 

Brenda, community center director 

 

Still, other organizations have established second locations—albeit each in a different 

area. For example, a prominent barbershop opened a “west” location in Beaverton, OR in 

2017. To accommodate its scattering congregation, a historically Black church founded 
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in 1907, opened its “West Campus” in Aloha, OR in 2014. In another instance, a Black 

church attempted to open a second location east of Portland in Gresham, OR but 

extenuating circumstances made the expansion plan infeasible: 

“It was short-lived. It was youth-dominated. Our youth ministry was really the 

one spearheading it as an opportunity to engage with the youth population. The 

UCC [United Church of Christ] had a building out there temporarily that was 

open, so it was timely for us to do this. We started putting our stake out there, 

reaching out, promoting it, and had regular meetings. But the UCC, the 

denomination, had other purposes for that building…. There were other things 

going on, … and our pastor became ill—that sort of thing.” Chad, church pastor 

 

However, this church’s current location is already further east from its previous 

location in inner Northeast Portland. When the congregation outgrew its inner Northeast 

Portland location, the church selected a location that was convenient for both inner 

Northeast Portland residents and far-east residents: 

“Our base was North, Northeast. That's where we grew up, lived even after 

Vanport. …. Well, that's where we were—in inner Northeast. Then more of us 

started going east. And so, [the church] here is now in the middle of where we 

were and where we went.” Chad, church pastor 

 

Another strategy, commonly used by churches and other neighborhood 

institutions, is to expand the reach of their services by transporting residents back to inner 

North and Northeast Portland. For example, Emmanuel Temple Church, a relatively 

younger church founded in 1965, is among the small fleet of North and Northeast 

churches that deploy van drivers to pick up congregants to the outskirts of the city in 

order to bring them to Sunday services. These transportation services are particularly 

important for senior citizens, for they are more likely to be immobile yet they are more 

vulnerable to residential displacement due to their fixed incomes. 

Youth also benefit from transportation services. Some families that relocate 

outside of inner North and Northeast neighborhoods find ways for their youth to remain 
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in their former neighborhood schools, oftentimes through school lottery or by deceptively 

utilizing another person’s neighborhood address. One community center transports 

students back home after after-school activities: 

“We have services and people who work in The Numbers. We have folks out 

there. Some of them actually come back over here, and you'd be surprised how 

many kids go to Jefferson or Grant or Benson [high schools] that live out in The 

Numbers and get on the bus and come back this way. And even at the elementary 

and some middle schools, we have the same situation. So many of them transport 

themselves back, and in some cases, we do some transporting of kids back out 

there who get over here to go to school.” – Mark, community center director 

 

Other neighborhood institutions described creating temporary or “pop-up” spaces 

to deliver services or sell goods. These temporary spaces are usually in the form of 

community gatherings, rotating locations for service provision, and even hosting events 

in community members’ homes. For another community center, instead of hosting 

programs at its facility, the organization targets specific schools to focus its 

programming: 

“We have to be more targeted in our approach. [We are] more centralized in the 

schools. We use the school that is primarily still African-American based—or at 

least people of color—as our outreach… So in our education programs, for 

example, we're more targeted with this particular school. We're making sure that 

we're casting the net at this school, then having these [students] follow us up to 

the next program, and these parents are the ones that we partner with when we're 

doing our economic series, or health and wellness series, etc.… We know that 

they're there for their kids, so [the parents] can get there. We have to be more 

focused in our outreach effort and not think that everything has to gear right here 

out of the center itself.” – Brenda, community center director 

 

On the other hand, one community center has plans to expand its current facility 

to create a space for Black residents who are not directly receiving services from the 

organization.  

“So there is a Jewish Community Center in almost every major city in this 

country. When you look at how a Jewish Community Center services Jewish 

people, our goal over the next few years is to change [this organization] into a 
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center like that…. Therefore, you would not need to be a student in the program 

or a client getting services. You could just come here, and we would be able to 

provide a variety of options and opportunities for African American people. We 

would be open to anybody that wants to come in, just like they do in the Jewish 

Community Center. But from a cultural standpoint, this would be about African 

American people. We're doing that purposefully, [to have] a convenient place 

where we can come together. There are very few places like that in cities across 

America for Black people. I mean, you could talk about the Urban League and 

NAACP or any number of places that, historically, perhaps, they've served in that 

role in some kind of way. But we don't have what would be considered equal to a 

Jewish Community Center in the African American community, and we want to 

create that.” – Mark, community center director 

 

Discussion 

 
As described above, neighborhood institutions double-down in their efforts to 

serve the Black community and foster cultural connections. However, the neighborhood 

institutions encounter challenges as Black residents leave inner North and Northeast 

neighborhoods.  Because Black residents are not relocating to the same area, 

displacement results in a scattered population of Black residents along the city’s northern, 

western, and eastern boundaries. This distribution means there is no large concentration 

of Black residents in a specific area, which is difficult for neighborhood institutions to 

navigate.  To combat this, neighborhood institutions turn to expansion through additional 

locations or satellite campuses, transportation of residents to facilities in inner North and 

Northeast neighborhoods, and the utilization of temporary spaces to cater to Black 

residents and engage in cultural development. 

Beyond the provision of services and sales of goods, it was clear that 

neighborhood institutions viewed their roles as primarily as “placemakers” for the Black 

community—aligning with their disposition as culturally-oriented organizations. 
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Portland, Oregon is often referred to as the “Whitest City in America.” The lack 

of racial diversity in the city creates a void for Black residents who constantly seek 

spaces to perform their Black identities. In more diverse urban areas, this need may not 

be as pertinent for minority residents. However, for many longtime Portland residents, 

predominantly Black neighborhoods and the organizations within them created a 

“cultural bubble” that enabled them to ignore or escape the mainstream environment. 

Consequently, the loss of Black spaces leaves residents yearning for places to go see 

others that look like them. Such sentiments were expressed by several organizational 

leaders: 

“As a child growing up with such a rich environment, I didn't know how White 

Portland was because I saw Black every day—until it became to be more 

impactful…. The police station was the Walnut Park Fred Meyers [grocery store] 

that I used to go with my dad and my grandfather and see all the black men who 

go fishing. It was a place that you’d stop and be there for two hours because 

everybody's catching up. But you’d have those spaces to catch up. You got to feel 

the community around you.” – Tiffany, church administrator 

 

“And I think the White people in Portland always have a sense of, ‘I want to 

experience this, too.’ So there's not [many places] you're going to go where you 

don't see White people there. Even at our churches now, it's like, ‘Damn, y'all 

[laughter].’ Some of the reasons why I don't go to some of the [multiracial] 

churches that I have visited before is because I'm like, ‘I can't do too much. I need 

to have something rooted for me, at least one day a week.’” – Brenda, community 

center director 

 

“I like being around my own. I like that. I mean, that's not just comfortable, but 

that's refreshing, to play [golf] with my own folks. People that look like me.” – 

Terry, store owner 

 

“It’s hard not to have this-- just that one space a week where it could just be all 

Black.” Tonya, arts center director 

 

“[Black people are getting] crushed out in Gresham. They're in places where they 

don't see themselves everywhere, but they see enough of themselves to know that 

we're out there, but there's nothing out there that supports you. Nothing that looks 

like you.” - Michael, community center director 
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“[We go to X church] because it's the only place that all of my kids ever had a 

Black male teacher, so all of their Sunday school teachers—they’re very 

intentional—were Black males. They would have never experienced that. They go 

to a church where they see African, Black, Biracial, Caribbean--it's normal once a 

week.” –Will, restaurant owner 

  

“As African Americans, we tend to be, in my opinion, a more relationship- 

oriented group of people. I mean, from a cultural standpoint, we're place-based, so 

we need a community. We need a convening place where we can come together, 

see each other, and be in each other's presence. And the Albina community 

always provided that. I mean, there's some level of-- I don't know. Maybe security 

would be too strong of a word, but when you can ride into a community where 

you see a lot of people who look like you, there's some sense of connectivity to 

that. And all of the black organizations and churches that are still in inner 

northeast Portland have lost that because you don't ride around now and see 

yourself. I mean, in that Vancouver Avenue Church on Sunday, you see yourself, 

but on the rest of the days, if you're walking around, you don't see nothing that 

looks like yourself.” –Alex, store owner 

 

“I'm just going to go ahead and say that there's no code talking here. Just like if 

someone walked by, I wouldn't change how I speak because if it affects you, you 

need to listen. If it offends you, this isn't the right place for you.” –Toni, store 

owner 

 

These experiences reflect the need for safe spaces to perform cultural identities, 

and they reflect the void that neighborhood institutions seek to fill. Thus, neighborhood 

institutions rely on relational connections to a community, even if those interactions must 

take place outside the spatial boundaries of the neighborhood. The role of neighborhood 

institutions remains as one that caters to the cultural values of a community.  

Neighborhood organizations maintain an allegiance to the local community they served 

even as the local community is no longer affiliated with the neighborhood. 

Summary 

 
The data reveal that the role of neighborhood enterprises remain largely the same, 

even as the neighborhood in which they operate dramatically changes. However, 

neighborhood enterprises do not remain completely race-neutral amidst neighborhood 
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change, for they access race-specific resources and pay homage to the neighborhood’s 

cultural legacy through art and language. On the other hand, neighborhood institutions 

continue to transmit cultural values to the former local community, and the neighborhood 

institutions go to great lengths to do so. Neighborhood institutions become more transient 

organizations through uses of footprint expansion, resident transportation, and temporary 

spaces. Thus, the organizational identities of neighborhood institutions are more aligned 

with the populations they serve rather than the geographical spaces they occupy. 

Conclusion 

 
While the neighborhood organizations in Sanchez-Jankowski’s study were 

examined in a static context, neighborhood change also has significant implications for 

neighborhood institutions and neighborhood enterprises.  We learn that the dispositions 

of neighborhood institutions and neighborhood enterprises do not determine the way the 

organizations respond to neighborhood change—organizations adopt multiple roles in 

connection with the local communities they serve.  Neighborhood enterprises adhere to 

practices in which they can appreciate the culture of the former neighborhood residents, 

but neighborhood enterprises remain location-dependent and do not take actions that 

remove them from the neighborhood.  In contrast, neighborhood institutions are not 

bound by geographical neighborhood ties, and they flexibly engage transient tactics to 

maintain their service to the community in which they were embedded. 
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CHAPTER 6: ORGANIZATIONAL APPROACHES TO WITHSTANDING 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHANGE 

 

The second dimension explores how neighborhood institutions occupying 

different sectoral forms will respond to gentrification. In the traditional sense, for-profit 

organizations are designed to maximize profit. To survive the neighborhood change, for- 

profit organizations attempted to maximize profit by prioritizing the localized needs and 

preferences of the incoming residents and benefit from the economic growth associated 

with neighborhood redevelopment. On the other hand, non-profit organizations seek to 

fulfill a mission, and they are legally precluded from redistributing profit to shareholders. 

As such, if the mission of the nonprofit organization is related to the local community, or 

the local community is the target audience of the nonprofit organization, then the 

nonprofit organization is free to maintain that trajectory—even if it calls for resisting 

development efforts. Lastly, hybrid organizations that pursue financial profit and a social 

mission must balance competing interests.  To fulfill their social mission while 

generating revenue, hybrid organizations “cross-subsidize” their efforts by appealing to 

the incoming residents to generate revenue and then assisting the existing residents with 

the funds acquired. In essence, the interests associated with organizational forms also 

govern how neighborhood institutions respond to gentrification. 

For neighborhood institutions, the residents in which they serve are integral to the 

survival of their establishments. This notion is especially true for organizations that offer 

culturally-specific goods and services to local communities. The neighborhood change 

associated with gentrification oftentimes can overwhelm neighborhood institutions to the 

point of organizational death. Resident displacement depletes the population of the local 
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community once served by neighborhood institutions. Economic development and its 

associated growth increase the costs of business. The introduction of new neighborhood 

organizations creates heightened competition for limited resources. Any one of these 

factors alone could be detrimental to neighborhood institutions and threaten 

organizational survival.  Yet, in the gentrification context, neighborhood institutions 

often experience an influx of these barriers within a relatively short period. The scenarios 

in which neighborhood institutions find themselves as their neighborhood undergoes 

gentrification begs the question: What approaches or strategies do nonprofit, for-profit, 

and hybrid neighborhood institutions adopt to survive neighborhood change? 

Below, I distinguish neighborhood institutions by sector—for-profit, nonprofit, 

and hybrid—to understand how they cope with neighborhood change brought on by 

gentrification. Recognizing that each organizational form possesses its own set of 

limitations, incentives, and disincentives, I examine how the approaches adopted by 

neighborhood institutions differ by organizational sector (Table 9).  I conclude that 

nonprofit organizations adopt a collaborative approach, for-profit organizations adopt an 

authentication approach, and hybrid organizations adopt a cross-subsidization approach 

to withstand the challenges brought by gentrification. I also highlight potential benefits of 

the adopted approaches as well as hurdles that may diminish the efficacy of the 

approaches adopted. 
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 NONPROFIT FOR-PROFIT HYBRID 

POST- 

GENTRIFICATION 

STRATEGIES 

Collaboration Authenticity Cross- 

subsidization 

DRAWBACKS Mission 

Expansion 

Disassociation Goal 

displacement 

 

Non-profit Organizations 

 
Nonprofit organizations are mission-driven organizations. Though non-profit 

organizations are eligible to pursue grants, donations, and profit-generating activities, 

organizations with federal tax exempt status cannot redistribute funds to shareholders. 

The “nondistribution” constraint is a key differentiator for nonprofit organizations 

because they often face little overriding incentives in pursuit of their social mission. 

While nonprofit organizations must be fiscally responsible to ensure survival, nonprofit 

organizations are not as vulnerable to monetary incentives as for-profit organizations that 

are accountable to shareholders. 

The literature reveals that the roles of nonprofit organizations are multifaceted. 

Nonprofit organizations are viewed as mission-based organizations that address societal 

needs. For nonprofit neighborhood institutions, one role is especially important: 

community governance. Community governance describes the collective resource 

allocation, deliberative, and representative roles performed by neighborhood nonprofit 

organizations. Nonprofit neighborhood institutions often assume  responsibility for (1) 

the distribution of collective goods, (2) addressing and alleviating social ills, (3) internal 

community deliberation and decision-making, and (4) “speaking for” the community in 

Table 9-  Post-Gentrification Strategies of Neighborhood Institutions Based on Sector 
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exchanges with other polities.  To be clear, nothing requires nonprofit organizations to 

function in this manner.  In contrast, for-profit organizations are rarely called upon to 

“represent” the community because their interests are not communal. Rather, for- profit 

organizational interests are predominantly financial and thus narrowed to individual 

shareholders.  

For nonprofit neighborhood institutions, one of the primary challenges associated 

with gentrification is the diminishing population of the local community they once 

served. Because they are providing services that are particular to a community of 

residents—whether it be social services or religious services— nonprofit neighborhood 

institutions need a community to serve. Not only does the lack of a target audience lead 

to unfulfilled missions, but for many nonprofit organizations, the resources available to 

them are directly dependent on the amount of people they serve. Similarly, for religious 

organizations, congregants offer direct support through financial contributions. Nonprofit 

neighborhood institutions experience increased pressure on limited resources as residents 

of the local communities in which they serve are displaced. 

The data reveal that, to cope, the nonprofit neighborhood institutions primarily 

adopted a collaborative approach. The organizations opted to join forces on a variety of 

dimensions. First, neighborhood nonprofit institutions collaborated with their target 

populations to identify specific needs and narrow their focus toward those needs— 

resulting in efficient social development. Second, nonprofit neighborhood institutions 

collaborated with the government to address gaps in social services or broker public 

resources. Third, nonprofit neighborhood institutions collaborated with other 

neighborhood to advance shared or overlapping social missions. They also combined 
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physical resources, such as real property, in order to preserve fiscal resources and 

decrease the costs of mission-based work. In contrast to an independent approach, which 

creates struggles for power and competition for limited resources among organizations, 

the collaborative approach encourages nonprofit organizations to engage in efficient 

performance—a characteristic typically associated with for-profit organizations. As 

discussed below, adopting a collaborative approach enabled nonprofit neighborhood 

institutions to continue to pursue their social missions despite increasing strain on 

organizational resources. 

Intra-Communal Collaboration 

 
In what is referred to here as intra-communal collaboration, nonprofit 

neighborhood institutions collaborate internally among community leaders and the 

populations they serve. These efforts become increasingly important as nonprofit 

neighborhood institutions are distant from their target audiences.  As residents are 

dispersed, nonprofit neighborhood institutions rely on more institutionalized ties between 

organization and community members. Through intra-communal collaboration, nonprofit 

neighborhood institutions gather groups of community stakeholders to facilitate 

discussions regarding social change. 

The work of the Portland African American Leadership Forum (PAALF) provides 

a quintessential example of intra-communal collaboration. PAALF is a social advocacy 

and civic engagement organization. To inform the direction of the work of the 

organization, PAALF simply asked its target audience—it conferred with the community 

it sought to serve. In doing so, PAALF engaged with over 400 Black community 

members to develop “The People’s Plan,” a strategic blueprint that collectively highlights 
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what members of the Black community saw as their needs. PAALF’s approach was 

innovative because it engaged in direct dialogue and it solicited input across generations 

of community members. After three years of work, “The People’s Plan” resulted in a 

comprehensive document outlining opportunities for social change within the Black 

community and avenues to initiate those changes. The People’s Plan enlisted opinions 

from community stakeholders to serve as a guide for organizations, businesses, and 

government agencies to understand the social priorities for the Black community and how 

to implement social change. According to the introduction of the 130-page document, 

“[t]he People’s Plan lays out a vision of a thriving, empowered Black community and 

asserts the right of Black people to be in and shape community, whatever neighborhoods 

we live in, from the North to the Numbers. This document frames a Black community 

policy agenda and advances community-initiated projects as a powerful tool for 

organizing, advocacy, and implementation” (PAALF’s People’s Plan 2017). To develop 

the People’s Plan, PAALF asked approximately 400 Black community members the 

following five questions: 

(1) If Portland was a Utopia, what would the African and African-

American community look like? 

(2) What does the current African and African-American community 

look like? 

(3) How do we get to Utopia? 

(4) If you had to pick three priorities for the People’s Plan to focus 

on, what would they be? 

(5) Where can you be Black in Portland? (Figure 12) 
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For PAALF, the People’s Plan was designed as a community-wide collaboration tool to 

mobilize stakeholders and collectively determine the direction of community action: 

“[We] wanted to engage folks on what their plan was for the future. If we can 

engage folks who are most impacted, we could build policies from what they are 

interested in and what solutions that they find important. We can use that to guide 

our work both internally but also as we advocate around the city and the state… 

Instead of just convening leaders and invite them to the table, we want to help 

develop new leaders to boost development in organizing and do bolder 

engagement.” – Julia, advocacy organization director 

 

 

  

Figure 12- Sign from 

PAALF event 

questioning "Where 

can you be Black in 

Portland?” 
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Similarly, one of the predominantly Black churches in the study discussed the 

benefits of intra-communal collaboration. Due to their affiliation with a set group of 

community members (their congregation), religious leaders are often called upon to act as 

leaders in the broader community. This call is not surprising given the history of the role 

of religious leaders in Portland’s Black community but also in Black communities across 

the nation (e.g., Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.). As such, religious leaders engage in 

intra-communal collaboration by joining forces to address social problems and determine 

the direction of the community. One church representative remarked that their pastor was 

among a group of pastors that gather to discuss community issues: 

“Pastor was a huge voice with other pastors in the city. They called themselves 

Fresh Wind. [lists group of pastors and affiliated churches]. Boy, there's several of 

them... This group of pastors met frequently to address the conditions and issues 

facing our community. They wanted to do that from a collective sense. That in 

itself is powerful because you can get some separatism when it comes to pastors 

and everybody's on their individual agenda. That alliance was a breakthrough. 

Those pastors, they loved each other. They became friends through that. They met 

regularly and great discussions and rallying around issues came out of that.” – 

Kenneth, church pastor 

 

The same church also sought to engage the incoming residents in the neighborhood 

surrounding the church. Recognizing the shifting demographics of the neighborhood, the 

church proposed an initiative that would forge relationships with newcomers living near 

the church—engaging church members and neighborhood residents from different 

backgrounds: 

“Right now we're waiting on approval of a grant. This neighborhood is called 

Monte Villa, so the Monte Villa Neighborhood Association and [the church] are 

partnering to sing together for a jazz and gospel project, with the sole purpose of 

educating this neighborhood on the history and roots of jazz and gospel. In doing 

so, we're proposing community forums to educate them on those very topics. And 

we're reaching out to residents all over Montavilla primarily to mobilize them.” – 

Kenneth, church pastor 
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Intra-communal collaboration allows nonprofit neighborhood institutions to narrowly 

identify community needs, and in turn, maximize the efficient use of resources. When 

nonprofit neighborhood institutions collaborate with the people they wish to serve, they 

engage in more relevant work and community residents are invested in the survival of the 

organization. 

Governmental Collaboration 

 
Unlike intra-communal collaboration, which is inward-facing and addresses 

organization-community ties, governmental collaborations involve the outward-facing 

role governing interactions between the Black community and other polities. The 

nonprofit neighborhood institutions in the study routinely engaged with the municipal 

government to advance common interests. What is unclear, however, is how 

organizations are selected to collaborate with the government, and, in many instances, 

speak “on behalf of” the Black community. Neither the largest nonprofit neighborhood 

institution nor the oldest nonprofit neighborhood institution regularly operated as 

community representatives. Instead, organizations whose voices were the “loudest”—as 

in, they had regularly advocated for change and rallied against injustices—were often 

invited to the table. For example, when a Trader Joe’s grocery store was proposed to be 

placed in Northeast Portland along Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd., the Portland African 

American Leadership Forum (PAALF) vehemently opposed. The subsequent protests and 

social action led Trader Joe’s to withdraw from the deal. Additionally, the organization 

advocated for the city government to designate $20 million for affordable housing and for 

$32 million of urban renewal funding to be allocated for Black community initiatives. 

Both requests were granted. In turn, the executive director of PAALF was asked to join 
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the “Hill Block Working Group,” an initiative to restore for community use vacant lots 

previously occupied by Black residents: 

“I'm on the Hill Block Working Group which is a property south of us by Urban 

League. It was taken away from the community through eminent domain in the 

'70s. …Recently, Legacy decided they wanted to go through a process with the 

city of Portland and asked Portland to give this property back to the community. 

And so I'm on that committee.” 

 

The Hill Block project is a collaborative effort between Legacy Health (a healthcare 

institution and current property owners of the lot) and the City of Portland to develop a 

vacant 1.7 acre lot. The project seeks to honor the Black community that was displaced 

from that location in the 1970s due to hospital expansion proposals. The title of the 

project, “Hill Block,” is named after the building that once stood in that location and 

served as the center of the Black commercial district (Prosper Portland 2019). The City of 

Portland has stated that its goals for the Hill Block development will be to undergo a 

“community-driven process” where the “community-based Project Working Group” is 

the “key tenant” that drives the direction of the development. In doing so, the City 

convened a working group consisting of representatives from commerce organizations 

such as the North/Northeast Business Association, the Black Investment Consortium for 

Economic Progress, the Oregon Association of Minority Entrepreneurs; youth 

organizations such as Self Enhancement Inc. and KairosPDX (a charter school); and 

community support organizations such as the Urban League and the NAACP. One of the 

listed responsibilities of the members of the Project Working Group is to “communicate 

back to organizations/stakeholders that they represent and community at large” (Portland 

Prosper 2019). Though all non-profit organizations, the organizations represent a 
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diversity of social and economic interests within the Black community (Portland Prosper 

2019). 

Ironically, no predominantly Black churches appear to be a part of the Hill Block 

Project Working Group. Still, as mentioned above, religious leaders have been previously 

called upon to participate in policymaking processes and engage in governmental 

collaboration. Frustrated with city appeals for Black representation, one pastor questioned 

the government’s motives in seeking to collaborate with religious nonprofit 

organizations—suggesting that the notion of a true collaboration was disingenuous, and 

that the nonprofit organizations are invited to collaborate long after decisions have been 

made: 

“They want us to get on their committees, ‘We have Pastor X here, we have 

Pastor Y here.’ You've got all these pastors here that aren't really speaking to this 

thing. We’re just pawns, that's all I'm saying. They already have their minds made 

up. It's done. It's already done. This is the finishing paint and we don't even know 

it.” – Tim, church pastor 

 

Referring to nonprofit organizational participation as the “finishing paint” suggests that 

the nonprofit neighborhood institutions may not play a meaningful role in governmental 

collaboration. Rather, it is seen as a process existing to satisfy bureaucratic protocols 

without attempt to truly engage community members or address community concerns. 

In addition to policymaking, one organization has initiated plans to engage in 

governmental collaboration by taking on more formative roles in the election process 

through lobbying: 

“There's only one Black group in the state that can [lobby] and that's NAACP. 

And White groups have tons of them lobby and push for issues who can endorse 

candidates and get folks to represent them. So we just filed a paper to have our 

[501](c)(4) so we can get involved in [elections and policy].” – Julia, advocacy 

organization director 
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By adopting a lobbying role, the nonprofit would participate more directly in 

governmental collaboration by endorsing candidates and working with elected officials to 

ensure that community needs are addressed. 

Nonprofit neighborhood institutions also partner with the government by 

brokering public resources to serve community needs. By relying on government 

resources to advance their social mission, nonprofit organizations are able to alleviate the 

impact of the displacement of Black residents. Again, the Portland African American 

Leadership Fund (PAALF) provides an example. Recently, PAALF purchased the 

Gordly-Burch Family House, the family home of Avel Gordly, the first Black woman to 

be elected to the Oregon State Senate. The Gordly-Burch home is located along the 

Williams Avenue corridor, an area heavily impacted by gentrification. In order to 

purchase the home, PAALF entered into a unique lending agreement with the City of 

Portland to obtain the house for use as a community center: 

“We got a loan from Prosper Portland to purchase the house from the Gordly 

family that renews indefinitely as long as we keep it in community use. So as long 

as we don't throw up market-rate housing or businesses that don't really align with 

the community center, we don't have to pay that down at all. Maybe one day we'll 

want to raise our own money so that we can pay them back, but maybe we don't.” 

– Julia, advocacy organization director 

 

Though PAALF is occupying the space, the City of Portland has funded the space 

through a loan that is “indefinitely” renewable—all while providing a community center 

for the Black community through PAALF. On its face, PAALF appears to own and 

operate the building, but true title lies with the City of Portland. With PAALF as the 

“face” of the community center, proposed services for the space include a gathering space 

for Black residents, digital archiving equipment, and residency programs: 
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“So the idea is that we'll have in the basement, digital archiving. We want folks to 

be able to archive their family history. Bring their photo albums, their obituaries, 

that little program from your kid's kindergarten play that nobody remembers. We 

want to be able to document that. We know that we're not big enough to actually 

store materials in terms of artifacts but we want to be able to have a place where 

you can take really good, beautiful, professional photographs of your items from 

all angles to be able to scan [them]. We do a storytelling booth. You just come in 

and tell stories of your history. I want folks to be able to come in and use it as 

beautiful archives. And which we're in the process now of developing a 

partnership with the Oregon Historical Society for that. That's the basement. 

 

The second floor is the gathering space. It kind of reminds me of a Black Student 

Center at colleges, so couches, some flexible tables. We want folks to just come 

chill with us and be themselves when they feel this street is no longer for them. 

And then upstairs are PAALF offices, and we're hoping to get some tiny houses in 

the back for some residency programs—for a full-time digital archive residency, 

or like a garden residency. They can come for a couple of months and not have to 

pay rent and really emerge themselves within our archives.” – Julia, advocacy 

organization director 

 

Another church leveraged its political connections to collaborate with the city 

government to provide services. For example, the late pastor spearheaded a collaborative 

effort between the church and the Oregon Health and Sciences University, a public 

institution, to open a mental health center that provides culturally-responsive services: 

“Pastor [], because of who he is - dynamic, charismatic, connected politically - he 

made it a point to reach out in the political arena which opened up doors for our 

relationship with others…. Pastor and former Senator Avel Gordly, who is just the 

queen and very graceful—[she is] a longtime member of [the church]. They 

started a mental health center for healing and that's a great partnership that pastor 

was made a significant part of in its beginning.” – Bryan, church pastor 

 

Founded in 2008, the Avel Gordly Center for Health and Healing was established to 

address the mental health needs of the African American community in particular, as well 

as other diverse populations. The church also collaborates with the city to fulfill other 

social service initiatives, either through the church itself or through its subsidiary 
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nonprofit organization. Similarly, the city and the church partner to provide outreach 

services for homeless populations and youth drug prevention: 

“[We have] Burnside Feed, which is a program to support the homeless, and we do that 

every winter for five months. Every third Tuesday of the month, we go down to Burnside 

[Street] and feed the homeless, provide clothing for the homeless…. Our [subsidiary] is a 

non-faith nonprofit serving youth and other services. It provides a national platform for 

our youth in terms of a Leadership Academy [and] tobacco and drug prevention 

programs. … All of those are county and city-funded programs.”- Chelsea, church 

administrator 

 

For nonprofit neighborhood institutions, engaging in governmental collaboration 

can overlap or closely align with other organizational duties. However, in instances in 

which certain nonprofit neighborhood institutions are selected to “represent” the 

community in an external forum, it is unclear how those organizations are chosen, what 

comprised the selection criteria, and if the organizations are truly “representative” of 

community needs. Moreover, the ambiguity lends itself to scenarios in which 

organizations with more political “clout” are called upon, rather than organizations that 

can represent a broad range of community interests. Similarly, engaging in governmental 

collaboration can selectively put some nonprofit neighborhood institutions in positions of 

power and access to resources, creating opportunities for conflict and competition among 

various nonprofit neighborhood institutions. 

Inter-organizational Collaboration 

 
In the context of gentrification, nonprofit neighborhood institutions must fulfill 

community needs in the midst of conflicting public and private interests. Particularly 

where state-led gentrification can invoke harm for vulnerable populations, public 

interests are not always aligned with the interests of nonprofit neighborhood institutions. 

Rather, these organizations must counter the disparate impact of state action on the 
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community members they serve—resulting in skepticism of government policies or 

hesitancy to engage in governmental collaboration. Instead, some nonprofit neighborhood 

institutions turn to each other to assist in addressing community needs. 

Many of the nonprofit organizations collaborated with other nonprofit 

organizations, though the nature of the collaboration varied in scale. For example, one 

organization partnered with Africa House, a center for African immigrants and refugees, 

to develop an initiative around environmental justice and climate change. The goal of the 

project is to engage both Black Americans and African immigrants in understanding 

ecological processes and ultimately using those processes to benefit populations across 

the diaspora: 

We've also been having a partnership with Africa House around the Afro-ecology. 

So we worked on this framework that we created together that looks at what it 

would look like if we tended the land again. For descendants of slaves that were 

connected to the land, it is very different and it’s going to be difficult…For the 

African population, colonialism has changed much of the land as well. So the 

framework is really about how we could get back to our ancestral connection as 

Black people within the large diaspora and what it looks like to have a spiritual 

connection to the land. [We want] a sustainable connection that's really 

regenerative instead of exploitive…. – Julia, advocacy organization director 

 

Another manner in which nonprofit neighborhood institutions are collaborating 

with each other is by sharing physical resources. This form of collaboration is primarily 

adopted by churches, many of whom own real property in gentrifying neighborhoods. In 

contrast to the for-profit organizations that often enter into commercial leases, several 

Black churches own their buildings outright. Property ownership grants them flexibility 

to adapt to the changing neighborhood. 

Taking advantage of their ownership status, Black churches have begun to “share” 

their physical spaces by leasing their buildings to other church congregations and 
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alternating use of the building. For example, one group would meet on Sunday mornings 

and a separate group would meet on Sunday afternoons in the same building. This 

arrangement allows churches who have lost a significant amount of members to access a 

church building while also providing financial assistance to a church that owns their 

building. One pastor explains how the church building is now leased to an African 

immigrant church, a Hispanic apostolic church, and a youth workforce organization: 

I met a pastor … from the Congo. He was starting a church, so we let him rent a small 

place here to a church group. … Before you know it, the church was just growing and is 

full every Sunday. So we leased the building to the African congregation. And then, in 

the evenings, we have an apostolic church that's Hispanic. They lease the building now. 

These smaller churches can't afford a building. Downstairs, we have a organization that's 

ran by a pastor. He trained young men who, some of them might have been even felons, 

in construction work and after six months they get jobs.… 

 

So I've utilized the building in a way that it keeps finances coming into the church. … A 

number of churches have begun to do that for the sake of their own survival. Genesis, 

Maranatha, New Song, are all leasing to churches who have lost members, who are 

smaller, who don't have the income. …We're even more solid than we ever were, more 

consistent. – Henry, church pastor 

 

Utilizing real estate assets in this shared manner is advantageous for churches who would 

not otherwise be able to financially maintain their buildings. By providing a space for 

worship for smaller churches or by fulfilling other community needs for a physical space, 

the churches are able to withstand the diminishing number of congregants along with the 

decrease in financial contributions. 

Benefit of the Collaborative Approach – The Lighthouse Motive 

 
By collaborating with community members, the government, and other nonprofit 

organizations, nonprofit neighborhood institutions have more agency in shaping the 

future of the organization and surviving gentrification. As a result, many nonprofit 

neighborhood institutions remain in their locations to provide a steady place to which 
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displaced residents can return. This desire to remain in place, even when doing so is not 

fiscally lucrative, is referred to here as the “lighthouse motive.” 

Several nonprofit neighborhood institutions described their desires to remain in 

the neighborhood as one geared toward serving the former Black residents, even though 

that population has significantly diminished within the neighborhood. These 

organizations believe that it is important to have dedicated Black spaces and that these 

spaces are valuable to the Black community. However, the functions of the spaces have 

changed. Instead of providing direct, daily or routine services for the Black population— 

as might have been the case prior to gentrification— nonprofit neighborhood institutions 

seek to serve the former Black residents by carving a stake in their former 

neighborhoods. In essence, the nonprofit neighborhood institutions act as lighthouses in 

which Black residents can recognize as places that are “for them.” Thus, for many 

nonprofit neighborhood institutions, adopting a collaborative approach allows them to 

simply “be there” for Black community members. Organizational leaders describe the 

importance of this positioning: 

“[It’s important for students to think] ‘on my walk home, this might look a little different, 

but I know that these people over here are around.’ It's important for them to see other 

people that look like them. So it’s like having a lighthouse or something like a place you 

could always go back to. You know where it's at. You know there's going to be some 

people there, where you're going.” 

 

“Inside my building is 90-something percent black. Once we walk outside the building 

and walk a block in any direction, we don't see ourselves at all. We are impacted by the 

surroundings and by what's happening, but you try to maintain a physical plant, a 

convenient plant, where Black people can come back to. If for no other reason, just to 

remember what was and to feel like you don't have to fully give up what's now here.” 

 

“The thing is, we want to put a stake here, a building here, that will always be here for the 

people, for the community. When they want to come back, if they desire to come back, 

they want to do events here—we’re going to be open for them because I think you never 

leave the ground. And so I'm staying here for that.” 
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Hosting community events has been one avenue for nonprofit neighborhood 

institutions to drive Black residents back into the neighborhood. For example, one 

community center hosts an annual “Homecoming” event to gather former neighborhood 

residents and celebrate culture through food, music, and family entertainment (Figure 

13). Interestingly, the flyer for the 2016 event promises “free food, fun, [and] 

neighborhood displacement information” (Facebook page). 

“Many of the businesses have moved out, so there is not a whole lot of us, 

business-wise and church-wise. There's still some folks here, and they use it as a 

place to return to. For the last couple of years, we've done what we call a 

Homecoming here in Unthank Park, where we've had 800, 900, maybe 1,000 

folks come through the park. We just do it as a homecoming for all of those 

who've been moved out, pushed out, just to be able to come back to Unthank Park 

and enjoy a picnic day with free music and food, just to come back home and be a 

part of what was.” 

 

Ultimately, because nonprofit neighborhood institutions view their roles as integrally tied 

to the local community they served, they aggressively seek to create spaces to which 

Black community members could return. In essence, nonprofit neighborhood institutions 

use their placement to preserve spaces for Black residents in their former neighborhoods.   

Though the responses of neighborhood enterprises and for-profit neighborhood 

institutions appear to overlap, there is a distinct difference.    For neighborhood 

enterprises, the appropriation of cultural symbols is targeted to appeal to actors external 

to the cultural community—from predominantly white patrons to government actors.  On 

the other hand, for-profit neighborhood institutions invoke authenticity reinforce their 

legitimacy among longtime Black residents.   
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Figure 13- Flyer for community “Homecoming” event 

Source: Facebook 



 
 

154 

Challenges for Nonprofit Organizations: Mission Expansion 

 
On the other hand, the changes to the community are so drastic that in some 

instances, adopting a collaborative approach is—frankly—not enough to ensure 

organizational survival. Instead, nonprofit neighborhood institutions are finding 

themselves in need to shift in ways that expand their target populations to non-Black 

communities. Mission expansion is a form of mission drift, which occurs when a 

nonprofit organization moves away or deviates from its stated mission, typically in 

pursuit of funding or other resources. 

The terms “mission drift” or “mission expansion” are misnomers in this context 

because few nonprofit organizations include phrases in their mission statements to 

specify the Black or African American community as its target population. Nonetheless, 

for many of the nonprofit neighborhood institutions in the study, history reveals that the 

Black community has been its designated target population since the existence of the 

organization. In some instances, nonprofit neighborhood institutions have begun to depart 

from their historical traditions by actively seeking to target incoming, non-Black 

residents for their services. 

The experience of the First African Methodist Episcopal (AME) Zion Church is 

revealing. As noted in the historical overview, the First AME Zion Church was the first 

Black church in Portland, and it was the first Black church north of San Francisco. 

Founded in 1862, the First AME Zion Church was originally located near downtown 

Portland, in close proximity to the Black railroad workers. The church changed locations 

over time, gradually following the migration pattern of Portland’s Black community. In 
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the late 1960s, the church purchased its current building along the Vancouver/Williams 

Avenue Corridor—once the heart of the Black commercial district. 

Today, the church’s membership has significantly declined. After the death of a 

pastor who had served for 18 years, the congregation was eventually assigned a White 

pastor—the first in the 150-year history of the church. One church representative cited 

the changing demographics of the neighborhood for the shift: 

“Not only does the bishop feel, but also some of the members feel that we've been 

left on this corner for a reason. It's kind of like the picking is prime for this area, 

and we just need to do something to shed our light out to let people know we're 

here and we want you here. 

 

And that was also, the bishop told us, one of the reasons for him putting a White 

pastor on this corner. Because the makeup of this neighborhood is basically White 

now. And what better way to draw Whites than Whites? And if that means we 

become the minority in this congregation, then oh well. At least we can fill up the 

pews. At least we can go out and tell others about the goodness of the Lord.” 

 

Another church is also moving away from a predominantly Black congregation to 

pursuing a congregation that is racially diverse. The pastor explained how diversification 

is a method for sustainability: 

“So there's going to be a concerted, specific concentrated effort to diversify the 

body. That needs to happen. It needs to happen for growth and that needs to 

happen to build our human, monetary, and political capital here at the church. We 

have such a sound and awesome legacy and a story to tell. Doesn't matter what 

race or culture you're in, people will love to want to be a part of that.” 

 

For these nonprofit neighborhood institutions, adopting a collaborative approach 

has not been sufficient enough to shield the organizations from the impact of widespread 

displacement of Black residents. Consequently, some organizations have expanded their 

services to no longer exclusively serve the Black community, even though the Black 

community was historically its target population. 
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For-profit Organizations 

 
For-profit organizations are generally profit-driven. The primary purpose of a for-

profit organization is to maximize profit, which can then be redistributed to shareholders. 

For-profit neighborhood institutions are responsible for the sale of goods and services 

within a neighborhood, but they also promote economic development through 

employment opportunities, and they can serve as third places for residents to gather 

outside of their homes.  

For most for-profit neighborhood institutions, physicality is important. For 

organizations such as restaurants, barbershops, and retail stores, the location dictates the 

flow of business, and the success of the enterprise is heavily reliant on individuals 

walking through the door. To attract consumers, the for-profit neighborhood institutions 

in the study adopted an authenticity approach. That is, the for-profit neighborhood 

institutions relied on their status as a Black-owned business and their proximity to Black 

culture to appeal to patrons, particularly to current and former Black residents.  This 

differs from the appropriation of cultural symbols by neighborhood enterprises—a 

strategy used to garner external appeal from non-community members and resources 

from government agencies.  For Black residents, Black cultural elements in a business 

serve as identity markers, invoking notions of familiarity and safety. These organizations 

represent spaces for Black identity performance. For White residents, Black cultural 

elements provide unique cultural experiences that nod to the historical backdrop of their 

changing neighborhood and appeal to desires for diversity. By adopting an authenticity 

approach, for-profit neighborhood institutions generate profit by selling “curated” Black 

experiences. 
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Ultimately, for-profit neighborhood institutions “sell” authenticity to whomever 

will buy it. 

 Authenticity for Identity Performance 

 
For-profit neighborhood institutions offer physical space for identity performance. 

In the context of race, identity performance corresponds with social indicators that 

members of that race recognize to be culturally representative. Through the use of 

cultural identity markers such as symbols, music, language, and ambiance, for-profit 

neighborhood institutions communicate to cultural communities that their spaces are safe 

for identity performance. The for-profit neighborhood institutions that embraced 

authenticity for identity performance purposes often invoked visual and audible symbols 

to indicate that the space was designated for Black identity performance. One 

entrepreneur describes his restaurant scene as intentionally “soulful,” pointing to the 

earth-toned color scheme, the music, the menu, and the art hanging on the wall: 

“[The restaurant] is very soulful. The color scheme, the art is different. The entire 

vibe is different. …The colors I chose were cookies and cream, and hot chocolate, 

and marshmallows …We play '70s and '80s and '60s R&B classics and stuff. So 

when you walk in, typically there's some smooth R&B playing or some jazz 

contemporary stuff. And then, you could tell by my art--I have an African 

American artist that did our art here. 

 

The community has just been so dispersed. … So having a restaurant and having 

stuff that we traditionally eat at home, and having a place to play some music that 

we're familiar with, it makes you feel welcomed. That’s just one of the things I 

wanted to do is just give us a place to go to—a place for everyone to feel our 

culture, feel our vibe, our swag.” 

 

Another entrepreneur pointed to the art and other visual indicators that relay two 

important messages to patrons. First, the space is designated as a space for identity 

performance. Second, those who enter the space are warned not disrupt the identity 

performance of others by engaging in discriminatory conduct. This is boldly shown by 
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the display of an ‘anti-fuckery’ sign which prohibits ‘isms’ such as racism, sexism, and 

ageism (Figure 14). 

“The art is a huge part of letting people know where they are right away. I don't want 

there to be any confusion about where you are or who could possibly be here. ‘No. You 

don't get to drink a Black woman's coffee and then treat a black woman like shit. It 

doesn't work that way. Sorry.’… It begs the question, why would somebody walk into a 

space filled with [Black] art and books and people and think that they could or should do 

that? 

 

The first time you walk in, [you see] ‘This is an anti-fuckery environment’ in a very 

lovely frame. … You have to understand before you cross the threshold… We'll give you 

an opportunity to go somewhere else because we need safety.” 

 

 

  

Figure 14 – Sign prohibiting offensive conduct 
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Ironically, this signage is juxtaposed to the yard and window signs prominently 

displayed in front of many of the “new establishments” in the neighborhood. In large 

block letters, the yard signs read “Black Lives Matter” or “In our America, all people are 

equal, love wins, Black lives matter, immigrants & refugees are welcome, disabilities are 

respected, women are in charge of their bodies, people & planet are valued over profit, 

diversity is celebrated,” all superimposed on an American flag. Yet, despite the 

messaging, many longtime residents do not feel welcome in the new establishments. One 

proprietor comically recounts feeling demeaned in the new restaurants and stores: 

“There's always that ‘Do I feel welcome?’ vibe. … I hate going to the store and 

getting followed. … You should feel welcome and happy to be there and want to spend 

your money. I'm like, ‘Let me get my drink and get out of here because the bartender is 

acting all weird.’ He’s ignoring me and then says ‘Oh, you want Hennessy? [speaking in 

a supercilious tone].’ That’s alcohol. It's on the shelf.” 

 

The messaging by another business is more blatant. Etched into the concrete of 

the entrance is a black circle that reads “This is a territory of Wakanda” (Figure 15).  

Wakanda is a fictional country created by Marvel comics. Wakanda is home to Black 

Panther, the first mainstream Black superhero. A theatrical version of the Black Panther 

comic was released in theaters in 2018, and the film gained international acclaim for its 

Black director and predominantly Black cast. The movie became symbolic for African 

Americans across the nation, many of whom wore traditional African attire or other 

Black empowerment symbols while attending the movie premiere. Thus, the use of 

“Wakanda” acts as a popular culture symbol to communicate that the organization is a 

space for Black identity performance. 
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Authenticity Curated for Spectators 

 

On the other hand, two of the for-profit neighborhood institutions in the study 

packaged Black cultural elements in ways that made them more palatable to the tastes of 

new, incoming residents. For one “soul food” restaurant, not only would adding 

vegetarian and vegan items would allow it to attract incoming residents, but it would also 

distance the restaurant from its “soul food” roots. 

“I have ribs, brisket, pulled pork, catfish, fried chicken, and meatloaf for my main 

proteins. For sides, I have garlic mashed potatoes, candied yams, collard greens, both 

traditional and vegetarian. I just started doing vegetarian style because of this location. 

Out here, there's so many vegetarians and vegans, so I try to keep it healthy. Even though 

collard greens are the number one green vegetable on the planet. …We're about to add in 

a Greek pita. So that's why I don’t want to call it a soul food restaurant. I almost want to 

call it like authentic African- American cuisine.” 

 

Similarly, one fraternal lodge leverages its status as one of the oldest Black owned 

buildings in Portland to attract incoming residents.  Presumptively, the incoming 

Figure 15 – Floor marker referring to fictional African nation 

from Black Panther comic series 
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residents are not familiar with the establishment.  To remedy this, the lodge placed as 

sign out front announcing to passersby that it was “open to the public”—though it has 

been open to the public since 1959 (Figure 16).   To appeal to its new neighbors, the 

lodge is also in the process of adding a commercial kitchen and selling craft beer. 

 

 

Ultimately, the for-profit neighborhood institutions relied on the authenticity of 

their goods and services or a historical affiliation with the Black community appeal to 

newcomers, and they relied on authenticity to sell promises of true identity performance, 

or “Black experience” to Black residents. However, the physicality of that approach 

offers both advantages and disadvantages for for-profit neighborhood institutions. 

Figure 16 – Sign soliciting patronage of new neighborhood residents 
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Benefit of Authenticity Approach – Significance of Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard 

 
In his song “Black Effect,” hip-hop mogul and artist Jay-Z sings “I’m good on 

any MLK Boulevard.” Jay-Z’s reference to MLK Boulevard is a nod to the streets around 

the nation named after Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. These avenues are often located in 

predominantly Black neighborhoods, and Jay-Z acknowledges that he would likely find 

comfort in those neighborhoods—no matter the city. The street that bears the name of 

Martin Luther King, Jr. is symbolic for Black communities and serves as a landmark for 

Black culture. Just as many cities have a Chinatown or a Little Italy, the Martin Luther 

King, Jr. thoroughfare tends to represent a concentration of Black residents and the 

cultural experiences associated with them. 

The same is true for the Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard in Portland. Formerly 

known as Union Avenue, the street was renamed after the civil rights leader in 1989. 

Lead by community leaders, efforts to rename the street were met with resistance. 

However, Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard became known as a commercial corridor for 

Black-owned businesses. And it is this recognition and location on Martin Luther King 

Boulevard that grants a level of authenticity to Black-owned for-profit neighborhood 

institutions. As multiple entrepreneurs explained, the Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard 

address communicates “Blackness” to residents and visitors alike: 

“We use the Martin Luther King address so they almost automatically know it's 

going to be a [Black] barbershop. A lady called one day and she says, "Yes. Do 

you do ethnic hair?" I said, "Ma'am, we do do ethnic hair. Hold on. I'll let you 

speak with someone." And I had a stylist in the corner so I said, "Karnesha, line 

one” really loudly. And I asked the lady, is that ethnic enough for you? She just 

fell out laughing.” 

 

“When I first moved to Portland, I said, ‘Take me to the Black side of the town so 

I can get a haircut.’ And MLK was the street they took me to to get a haircut. So I 
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said, ‘Man, if this MLK is anything like the MLK back home, then I know it's 

where I want to be.’” 

 

“I knew when a transplant or new Black person comes to Portland and they want 

to get a haircut, [they will go] ‘Okay. Where's the MLK in Portland?’ And if you 

can find an MLK in Portland, in anywhere, you've probably got a great chance of 

finding Black businesses somewhere on MLK. And so that's … one of the reasons 

I wanted to stay in Northeast, on MLK.” 

 

Placement on Martin Luther King Boulevard is not only beneficial because it is 

central to the historically Black neighborhoods, but also it strategically verifies the 

authenticity of Black businesses. 

Challenge for For-Profit Organizations – Dilution of Authenticity 

 
On the other hand, as the neighborhood undergoes changes, the authenticity of the 

for-profit neighborhood institutions is at risk. Cultural authenticity is in jeopardy of 

dilution as the neighborhood evolves. For example, as mentioned above, Martin Luther 

King Boulevard is often nestled in predominantly Black neighborhoods and often serves 

as an indicator of an ethnic enclave of Black residents and businesses.  However, in 

Portland, Martin Luther King Boulevard is a corridor that is gradually transitioning: 

“People used to always say, ‘If you find MLK, you can always find the Blacks in 

the city.’ And that is somewhat true, but not wholly true because if you go down 

on the South end [of MLK Blvd.] you got all these yuppity-uppity restaurants and 

stuff... But if you come back over on this end, there's still the Popeye's and the 

Safeway.” 

 

In particular, the physical changes in the North and Northeast neighborhoods are 

such that the areas are gradually being disassociated with “authentic” Black culture. 

Thus, though  for-profit neighborhood institutions  may rely on their positioning on 

Martin Luther King,  Jr.  Boulevard, the changing  nature of the avenue likely diminishes 

the notions of authenticity typically associated with that location.  Exacerbating this 
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dilution, structural changes such as loss of street parking or converting parking lots into 

buildings cut off neighborhood access for the Black residents seeking to drive in from the 

outer skirts of the city. 

“When you come in, and you put a median right down the middle of a street, 

where all of a sudden, it ain't no parking on the streets. So, all of a sudden, if I 

can't park, I mean, how am I going to go to the business if there's no place to 

park? So they did little things like that which, basically, crushed some Black- 

owned businesses.” 

 

Moreover, the addition of new buildings, the demolition of old buildings, and the 

overhaul of other structures created a landscape that made the neighborhood 

unrecognizable for former Black residents—exacerbating feelings that the new spaces 

were foreign and unwelcoming. 

“I don't recognize any of this stuff around here. I feel like I'm in a foreign country. 

When I drive up Williams Avenue now, I don't know of anything on Williams 

Avenue…. [A]ll of the buildings that were on Williams Avenue…, they're gone. 

They've been replaced by those monstrosities [pointing to high rise apartment 

buildings].” 

 

“This White guy that I was working with invited me for coffee. [We went to] one 

of these coffee shops on Williams. Same streets I used to walk up and down when 

I was a little boy. We walked in there, and we ordered coffee. He ordered coffee 

and a scone. A collard green scone. … I was so offended, but it just gave me the 

contrast of what has happened. How much has changed.” 

 

One respondent invoked biblical references of torment and captivity to explain feeling 

foreign in the redeveloped neighborhood. Psalm 137: 1-4 states: “By the rivers of 

Babylon we sat and wept when we remembered Zion. There on the poplars we hung our 

harps, for there our captors asked us for songs, our tormentors demanded songs of joy; 

they said, ‘Sing us one of the songs of Zion!’ How can we sing the songs of the Lord 

while in a foreign land?”   

The respondent invoked this same imagery: 



 
 

165 

 “…they're pouring in here. And it made us feel like we were not in the right 

place. They look at us like we're strangers. And it's a weird experience because 

you've been displaced. How can I sing Zion’s songs in a foreign land? And you 

just feel displaced, misplaced, out of place. And you're grieving because you see 

so much has changed. And you were not even significant enough to be talked to 

or explained to about that change…” 

 

The transformation of the neighborhood from one that is predominantly Black to 

one that is not creates a challenge for for-profit organizations that rely on cultural 

authenticity to attract consumers. That being said, many acknowledge that the 

neighborhood was troubled and are pleased with redevelopment efforts: 

“I'm kind of mixed about it because there were a lot of things about Black 

Portland that weren't good on those days too, like open drug dealing and 

prostitution and crack houses, and things that they allow to happen in this part of 

the town because these were people that weren't cared about. … So there were 

parts that were not great.” 

 

“I remember the whole Mississippi-Alberta switch. … Mississippi [Avenue] and 

Alberta [Street] were boarded up.” 

 

“By no means do I want to romanticize the community before it's change. I lived 

on Williams Avenue … and I saw blood mixed with dope a lot of times and 

needles in hallways out there… A steady parade of prostitutes going up and down 

the street … Now when these things changed, the next phase was the crack 

epidemic. We saw people living in garages, sleeping in garages, and getting high 

in garages. … And we knew most of them.” 

 

Though the “new neighborhood” is becoming less associated with Black residents, there 

are benefits for the Black residents that were able to remain in the neighborhood. The 

property values of many Black-owned homes skyrocketed, generating a level of the 

wealth that did not previously exist for those residents. By maintaining homes that have 

remained in the family for generations, for the first time, many Black residents possess 

assets that are valued between half a million to one million dollars. 
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For-profit organizations certainly benefit from improved neighborhood 

surroundings, as boarded up businesses are ‘bad for business.’  Ultimately, what is 

problematic is that, after forming a collective cultural identity in the neighborhoods for 

decades, many former neighborhood residents were not able to experience the benefits of 

living in a redeveloped neighborhood free from abandoned buildings and open drug use. 

Speaking of drug use, ironically Oregon legalized marijuana in 2015, and there are five 

marijuana dispensaries on Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd. alone—none of which are Black- 

owned. 

Hybrid Organizations 

 
As discussed in Chapter 2, hybrid organizations utilize market strategies to enact 

social change. Because hybrid organizations seek to address societal needs while 

generating profit, they routinely encounter competing logics that can pull them in one 

direction—toward profit—or the other—toward the social initiatives. For instance, hybrid 

organizations often encounter scenarios in which an action may benefit profit but be 

counter to the social mission, or vice versa. In the gentrification context, these challenges 

are intensified because hybrid organizations have the opportunity to engage with two 

different target audiences—the former residents and the incoming residents. In this sense, 

hybrid organizations can adopt characteristics of both for-profit neighborhood institutions 

and nonprofit neighborhood institutions. For example, while the “business” aspect of 

hybrid organizations is usually place-based, the societal provisions are not necessarily 

location dependent. This duality allows hybrid organizations to profit from one 

community while serving another. Doing so is referred to here as the cross- subsidization 

approach. 
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The hyrid organizations studied relied on cross-subsidization to overcome the 

challenges of gentrification. By selling goods and services to incoming residents, the 

hybrid neighborhood institutions were able to fund programming efforts targeted toward 

former residents. In this approach, the hybrid neighborhood institutions benefit from the 

economic growth associated with the redeveloped neighborhood and the increased 

disposable income of the middle-class residents. As discussed in the three examples 

below, the hybrid neighborhood institutions are exploiting business market trends 

typically associated with gentrified neighborhoods —specifically, food cart pods, craft 

beer, and marijuana dispensaries—to provide services for Black community members. 

One fraternal lodge, located in a gentrified commercial district, converted an 

adjacent lot owned by the organization into a food cart pod. In Portland, the food cart 

scene has become an explosive phenomenon in which restaurateurs establish mini 

restaurants serving all types of cuisines. Some of these food carts are hosted in food 

“pods,” typically a vacant lot leased to a collection of food carts to provide a fixed 

location for their businesses. The food cart scene has become increasingly competitive, 

particularly as prices spike for heavily trafficked areas and tourists flock to popular food 

carts. Here, the lodge’s food cart pod serves two purposes. First, the funds received from 

leasing land owned by the organization to entrepreneurs allows the organization to 

provide services to Black youth and Black elderly populations. Second, the organization 

leases the food cart pods for below market rate to qualifying entrepreneurs, hoping to 

help entrepreneurs of color overcome obstacles to entering the food cart market. 

Another example is a nonprofit soul food restaurant. The restaurant operates as a 

workforce training program that provides culinary arts skills and dining service skills to 



 
 

168 

people of color who are underprivileged or disadvantaged. The restaurant is currently 

located in the Kenton neighborhood in North Portland, which is its original location. The 

Kenton neighborhood has also experienced gentrification, and the change in the 

demographics of the neighborhood are reflected in demographics of the restaurant’s 

patrons. Whereas a majority of the restaurant’s customers were Black neighborhood 

residents, today most of the customers are White neighborhood residents. Interestingly, 

during this transition is also reflected in the restaurant’s décor. The restaurant previously 

had Afro-centric décor on its walls, including a photo of Dr. Martin Luther King and 

Malcolm X, African painting and artwork, and traditional African woven baskets and 

carved masks (Figure 17).  Today, the walls are bare (Figure 17). 

    

 

  

Figure 17 – Before and after photos of Afrocentric décor in soul food restaurant 
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Benefit of Cross-Subsidization Approach- Win-Win? 

 
By adopting a cross-subsidization approach, the hybrid neighborhood institutions 

are able to assimilate in the new neighborhood without resistance to redevelopment. In 

fact, because the services and goods sold by the hybrid organizations are aligned with the 

consumer tastes of the incoming residents, the hybrid neighborhood institutions benefit 

from redevelopment. And as the neighborhood continues to evolve, the hybrid 

organizations receive greater support for their social missions. In essence, hybrid 

neighborhood institutions are rewarded for participating in the redeveloped neighborhood 

economy. The key to the cross-subsidization approach is to actively engage consumer 

trends that appeal to incoming residents. 

Challenges for Hybrid Organizations –Placelessness and Government Involvement 

 
On the other hand, the challenges for hybrid organizations are twofold. First, if 

the goal of the hybrid neighborhood institutions is to create space for former Black 

residents, this objective is minimally achieved through cross-subsidization. To the 

contrary, former Black residents are forced to come to terms with the lack of place, not 

only in their former neighborhoods, but in the broader metropolitan area. The question 

then becomes, is placelessness a fair tradeoff for the social benefits reaped through cross-

subsidization?  In a sense, Black residents are already experiencing placelessness, so 

capitalizing on the transformed neighborhood would create positive outcomes from the 

current status quo. Many respondents grappled with the notion of placelessness: 

“But as far as the neighborhood, today, there's no neighborhood. We don't have a 

neighborhood anymore. This was the main strip. There's a few Blacks that live on 

the outskirts, like down the street, a couple blocks over there, but there's very 

few.… This neighborhood is not a neighborhood. You can walk down the street 

right now and you’ve probably seen it. If you walk down the street, you may see 
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three or four black people, if that. And people will look at them like, ‘What are 

they doing here?’” 

 

“And so Black Portland now is not a neighborhood, it's more of a collection of 

people. And it's kind of like where you go is what you make. It's like places and 

spaces, right? So it's no longer a place. It's more of a space. So we're standing in 

Black Portland right now. I consider myself Black Portland. When we go and take 

ourselves to any one of these locations around here, that's where we are. That's 

where we are. That's it. It's more of a feeling now. It's not so much of a place.” 

 

“I'm hopeful, in one way, because I think the highest value in our community, in 

the African American community, is relationship. That's what kept us together. 

And when they broke this community up, they didn't realize that they didn't 

destroy the relationship altogether.” 

 

“Because we're bonded. We're connected. That's what's important to us. … Even 

at funerals, Black people would come in the church and it'd be packed. I could tell 

by their faces which streets they came from in the neighborhood. She's from 

Fargo. She's on Stanton. He's from Williams. And they really enjoy being 

together—even at a funeral—because they don't get to have that connection. I'm 

still in the process of grieving because I see it every day.” 

 

As placelessness becomes a greater phenomenon, Black residents have come to 

rely more on social media for building community, sharing information, and cultivating 

cultural bonds. Almost 5,000 Facebook users are a part of a “Black Portland” Facebook 

group where Portland natives and those new to Portland come to connect, seek resources 

and recommendations, and stay up-to-date on community happenings (Figure 18). 

Facebook is also a venue used to coordinate pop-up events or rally around social 

justice issues. Other virtual spaces such as BlackPDX.com offer business directories and 

access to other culturally-specific resources. These spaces provide nontraditional venues 

for thousands to engage in community building, but they likely exclude the less tech-

savvy residents such as senior citizens.  
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Figure 18 – Popular Facebook group for Black community in 

Portland (redacted for confidentiality) 
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Another challenge faced by hybrid neighborhood institutions is the complexity of 

their relationships with the city government. As mentioned above, hybrid organizations 

engage both the former residents and the new residents. However, these groups 

oftentimes have competing interests. These competing interests are also reflected in 

governmental interactions with the organizations. For the former residents, the city 

government represents betrayal of a community. In their view, the city government used 

municipal power to evict Black residents through redevelopment policies, eminent 

domain, zoning regulations, and code violations. Existing neighborhood businesses were 

denied things like permits and liquor licenses, whereas new establishments in the 

redeveloped neighborhood face less hurdles. On the other hand, the city government 

actively endorses those who further redevelopment interests. The city government 

promotes redevelopment efforts through grants and other financial incentives. Hybrid 

organizations have found themselves caught between these competing dynamics. 

The lodge experienced a tumultuous battle with the city. When first establishing 

the food cart pod, the small organization was hit with $40,000 in fines from the 

government. In addition to the fines, the city required over $100,000 in property 

improvements in order to bring the food cart pod into compliance. One organizational 

leader was convinced that this was a scheme to smother the organization and take hold of 

its valuable corner lot—the last Black-owned lot on the street: 

“Okay. You're in code violation. You have to do this, this, this and this to this 

property to have people sell food out of here, and until you fix this, you can stay 

open, but we're going to charge you $500 per month… Our bill came to $40,000 

because for about three years, we dealt with this. We were doing the work 

ourselves because we had no money. But they want permits and they want this 

and they want that, and they want this, which we couldn't afford to do…. They 

say, "Okay. You need a fence." We did everything they asked and then it comes 

back later on, after we've done everything, and said, "Okay, now that fence that 
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we told you that was six feet? We need it to be eight feet. Okay, now these rocks 

out here, it has to be concrete or asphalt.” 

 

After a successful crowdfunding campaign to raise $100,000 to implement the required 

worth of updates, the city waived the $40,000 in fines—further “evidence” for the 

organization that the issue may not have been about the fines in the first place, but rather 

a brazen attempt to push out the organization. Nonetheless, once the food cart pod was in 

compliance, the organization was awarded a Community Livability Grant for $125,000 

for building improvements and the preservation of Black history. 

Similarly, the nonprofit soul food restaurant encountered a battle with the city 

through the city’s enforcement of policies related to unreinforced masonry buildings. 

Unreinforced masonry buildings are those typically built before the 1960s that would 

unsafe in the event of significant seismic activity. The city developed mandatory policies 

requiring unreinforced masonry buildings to be retrofitted to endure the impact of an 

earthquake. For buildings not properly retrofitted, the city ordinance required building 

owners to place large placards outside of the buildings containing the following language: 

“THIS IS AN UNREINFORCED MASONRY BUILDING. UNREINFORCED 

MASONRY BUILDINGS MAY BE UNSAFE IN THE EVENT OF A MAJOR 

EARTHQUAKE” (City of Portland URM Ordinance 189399). For small enterprises, 

placards such as the one required by the city ordinance that designate a building as unsafe 

have dire consequences for consumers, insurance policies, and access to bank financing. 

Organizational leaders expressed skepticism regarding the new policies and suspect that 

older, Black-owned buildings are targeted to advance redevelopment interests. Once the 

placard efforts were thwarted, however, the restaurant received a building improvement 

grant for an undisclosed amount. The hip-hop cannabis dispensary has also received 
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$126,000 in city grants so far—tapping into funds designated for minority entrepreneurs 

in the marijuana industry. 

Though these issues are not unique to hybrid organizations, hybrid neighborhood 

institutions operate in both the “old” and “new” spaces, placing them in positions to 

balance competing interactions with the government. Essentially, once hybrid 

neighborhood institutions began to be perceived as a part of the new, redeveloped 

landscape, they experienced positive interactions with the government. 
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION 

 

Summary of Findings 

 
Organizations located in historically Black neighborhoods in Portland, Oregon 

provide unique insights into how neighborhood organizations react to neighborhood 

change. Though Portland is a single case, it provides a glimpse into challenges commonly 

faced by organizations located in neighborhoods undergoing gentrification. However, the 

data revealed that, as neighborhoods undergo changes, neighborhood organizations 

evolve and adapt to those changes in attempts to survive. 

First, I asked: How does the disposition of neighborhood enterprises and 

neighborhood institutions affect how they respond to neighborhood change? I conclude 

that neighborhood enterprises utilize racially-specific resources and engage in art and 

language that appropriates the culture of the neighborhood’s former residents. 

Neighborhood institutions, on the other hand, abandon their neighborhood spatial ties and 

become more transient through footprint expansion, resident transportation, and 

temporary spaces. 

Next, I asked: What approaches do neighborhood institutions adopt to survive 

neighborhood change? I addressed this question by looking at the different 

organizational forms of the neighborhood institutions. I conclude that nonprofit 

neighborhood institutions adopt a collaborative approach by partnering with the 

community, with the government, and with other organizations. For-profit neighborhood 

institutions adopt an authenticity approach, where they market their status as a culturally- 

significant entity to both former and incoming residents.  Hybrid organizations adopt a 

cross-subsidization approach, where they market profit-generating activities toward new 
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neighborhood residents and delineate former neighborhood residents as their target 

audience for social mission activities. 

These findings contribute to existing literature by revealing that neighborhood 

organizations are not static in light of neighborhood change.  Just as neighborhood 

organizations are influenced by their environment, they also shape their organizational 

environment.  Rather than be dismissive of neighborhood organizations as mere 

casualties in the context of neighborhood change, urban scholars should view 

neighborhood organizations as change agents, in and of themselves, that could mediate 

the effects of gentrification on longtime neighborhood residents.  As McQuarrie and 

Marwell (2009) suspect, neighborhood organizations represent a value-added component 

to urban literature, particularly as urban landscapes rapidly change and neighborhood 

organizations reconcile historical and contemporary neighborhood dynamics.  Similarly, 

this work affirms that of early scholars who viewed urban neighborhoods as socially 

organized (Whyte 1943; Gans 1963; Suttles 1968).  Not only are urban neighborhood 

socially organized, but the complexity of the organizational structure is remarkable.  

Neighborhood organizations formulate and reinforce social structure, protect against 

cultural dissolution, and usher neighborhood residents through transitions invoked by 

widespread neighborhood change.  Overall, neighborhood organizations are fundamental 

in providing resources to residents and creating safe spaces to engage in cultural identity 

performance, and—as this project contributes—they should not be excluded from the list 

of community stakeholders affected by neighborhood change.  

Limitations 
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As with any project, this project was bound by access, time, and funding 

constraints. By adopting a single case study, the findings from this study are limited and 

not generalizable to other contexts. Moreover, the unique historical and racial backdrop 

of Portland may significantly influence the actions of organizations, for many of them 

have witnessed varying urban renewal schemes over the past six decades. 

Other limitations include the lack of government representatives in the study.  

Government agencies played a significant role in redevelopment and subsequent 

restitution policies targeted toward Black residents. However, this study relies on 

accounts from published reports related to urban renewal, which do not capture 

contemporaneous happenings or justifications behind decisions made. Also, this study 

seeks to capture organizational perspectives and only minimally captures the perspectives 

of former and current residents. Consequently, this study does not gauge the scope of 

displacement. While it is likely that some residents were displaced by increased property 

taxes, increased rent, or eminent domain, certainly there are others who left the 

neighborhood voluntarily (e.g. offspring selling homes of aging parents). As such, the 

demographic shifts in the neighborhoods studied cannot be wholly attributed to 

gentrification. 

This study focused on “Black” organizations in the NECN neighborhoods. Not 

only is the conceptualization of “Black” imprecise, but examining only Black NECN 

organizations excludes non-Black organizations that have significant cultural impacts and 

Black organizations existing outside of the NECN boundaries. Thus, there are no claims 

that the organizations in the study are exhaustive of the potentially relevant organizations. 

Similarly, this study primarily examines formal organizations with physical locations, 
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which excludes informal organizations that have cultural impact and “placeless” 

organizations.  Indeed, it may be because of gentrification that organizations have 

resorted to operating in temporary spaces, residences, or other spaces that I am unable to 

trace. 

Additionally, though virtual communities have been shown to provide additional 

spaces for the performance of cultural identity, this study did not include a rigorous 

examination of the digital and social media platforms available to Portland’s Black 

residents.  Indeed, the data hints that residents rely on virtual communities to stay 

apprised of community events and engage in dialogue, but a nuanced analysis of the use 

of online platforms in this way was not conducted.  The use of social media platforms 

(e.g., Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter), independent websites, and group chatting (e.g., 

GroupMe) provide opportunities to connect dispersed residents to each other while 

overcoming barriers to transportation and access.   In particular, the involvement of 

neighborhood organizations in these virtual spaces, as well as how neighborhood 

organizations may transition their provision of goods and services from brick-and-mortar 

to online services, are additional subjects for further exploration.  Future research must 

deconstruct the relevance of these online spaces as either alternatives or supplements to 

Oldenburg’s “third places.”  

Policy Recommendations 

 
The goal of inclusive, equitable development often justifies neighborhood change, 

but little is done to ensure that urban redevelopment does not negatively affect existing 

residents. As urban areas continue to grow, cities must have in place a concrete strategy 

for implementing new development in an equitable manner. In doing so, city 
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governments should partner with neighborhood institutions to adopt data-driven 

approaches that take into account community benefits, displacement mitigation, and 

desired outcomes based on the level of public investment. 

At the outset, development plans should set high-level goals for equitable 

development and the consideration of negative impacts of new activity. For displaced 

residents, relocation means the loss of familiar surroundings and associations.  

Displacement places increased pressures on the supply of low and moderate income 

housing in the community: every displaced family increases the number of people 

competing for affordable housing. Therefore, the city government should partner with 

neighborhood institutions to remain sensitive to the needs of those affected by 

gentrification. One approach is to gain an understanding of the scope of the effects of 

gentrification through empirical data. By leveraging the “on the ground” positions of 

neighborhood institutions and their proximity to neighborhood residents, the city 

government should partner with neighborhood institutions to maintain current data on 

displacement, affordable housing supply, and economic effects of gentrification.  

Ultimately, the losses to those displaced and the community’s ability to make up those 

losses have not been seriously considered in proceeding with new urban renewal projects. 

By collecting, maintaining, and accessing community-driven data regarding gentrification 

outcomes, the city government could make informed decisions regarding urban renewal 

policies. 

Citizen participation is a concept in the urban renewal context that often lacks 

meaning.  Federal requirements compel citizen participation for urban renewal projects, 

yet it is unclear which citizens have a “seat at the table” and if they play a meaningful 
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role at the table. As key community stakeholders, neighborhood institutions offer an 

informal community governance structure that provides widespread representation for the 

communities they serve. Neighborhood institutions are best positioned to disseminate 

information to a broad community audience. Hostility toward government development 

agencies occurs when residents are not adequately informed of redevelopment plans. Not 

only can neighborhood institutions appropriately involve citizens through providing 

information about renewal plans, but through education on urban renewal plans and 

procedures, they can give neighborhood residents veto power over decisions, and they 

give them the authority and technical assistance necessary to devise alternatives. The 

ability to present alternatives could, in its strongest form, be structured to develop plans 

on behalf of residents of targeted urban renewal areas. 

When decisions must be made with respect to programs intended to benefit the 

larger community as well as neighborhood residents, those residents have not so far been 

given significant voting power. Although there is some merit in the notion that urban 

renewal power should never be used without the consent of those affected by it, there 

may be instances in which the greater need of the larger community must prevail over the 

wishes of individuals and that such political decisions should be resolved by political 

officials. However, history shows that neighborhood residents have not had sufficient 

opportunity to have their voices heard. Placing representatives of neighborhood 

institutions on decision-making panels with voting power provides an avenue to resolve 

this asymmetry. Doing so would also eliminate the “us vs. them” paradigm, and instead 

encourage productive dialogue as public agents and neighborhood institutions work 

together toward a common goal. 



 
 

181 

The above policy recommendations assume that urban renewal projects will 

continue to be initiated from government sources in circumstances where citizens are 

forced to react post hoc. These disruptive effects would be obviated if neighborhood 

institutions and urban renewal planning were carried on cooperatively on a continuing 

basis. As urban renewal and the resulting gentrification have profound social and 

economic effects on neighborhood residents, it is important to know the extent to which 

such effects are desired, anticipated, and planned for.  Decisions about urban renewal 

projects often involve competing needs of neighborhood residents and the community as 

a whole. Not only are neighborhood institutions a primary mechanism to bridge that gap, 

but without a comprehensive plan, there is no adequate plan as to what those needs are, 

alternative ways of meeting them, and there is no frame of reference within which to 

resolve conflicts. Thus, state urban renewal initiatives should bring together public agents 

and neighborhood institutions to project needs and goals for land use, transportation, and 

community services, while also considering the present and future social, economic, and 

physical environment. 
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APPENDIX A: INTERVIEW GUIDE 

 

Dissertation Interview Schedule 

 

I. Introduction 

 

• My name is Angela Addae, and I’m a Sociology doctoral 

candidate at the University of Arizona. I would like to ask you 

some questions about your background, your organization, and 

some experiences you have had in order to learn more about your 

organization, the Black community in Portland, and 

gentrification. I plan to include this information in my dissertation 

project. 

• Do you mind if I digitally record the interview? 

 

II. Topics 

 

a. About the Organization 

• Could you tell me a little bit about [name of business or organization] and 

its background? 

• What is your position or affiliation with [organization]? For how long? 

• Who would you say [organization] primarily serves? 

• How does [organization] connect with that base? (web, print, word of 

mouth?) 

• Describe a typical day for [organization]. 

o Who is around? What types of activities are occurring? 

 

b. Neighborhood and Location 

• How long has [organization] existed? Is this the original location? 

• Are you currently renting or owning this building? 

• How would you describe the neighborhood surrounding [organization]? 

o Who are the neighboring organizations? 

 

New Organizations: 

o Why was this location selected for [organization]? 

o What are the advantages and disadvantages of this location? 

o Are there alternative uses for this space (e.g., rentals, club 

meetings, birthday parties)? 

 

Old Organizations: 

o What was this neighborhood like when [organization] was first 

established here? 

o What is it like now? 

▪ Physical changes (infrastructure, roads, bike lanes, 

buildings)? 
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▪ Demographic/social changes (class, race, crime, 

homelessness, etc.)? 

 

▪ Has [organization] been impacted by these changes? 

Positively? Negatively? 

▪ Has [organization] done anything differently in light of 

these changes? 

 

c. Community 

• I keep hearing the term “Black Portland.” How would you describe “Black 

Portland”? 

• Who would you say are the key organizations—as far as businesses, 

churches, etc. that are important to Black Portland? 

• What about [organization]? Does [organization] play a role in Black 

Portland? 

• Does [organization] collaborate with other organizations? What (events, 

promotions)? Where? 

 

 

d. [if not covered by previous questions…] Gentrification and Social 

Demographic Change 

• What comes to mind when you hear the word “gentrification”? 

• How would you describe gentrification in Portland? 

• Has your consumer/ constituent base been affected by gentrification? 

How? 

• When did [organization] start to experience changes, if any? 

• Have you done anything differently since the changes began? If so, what 

and how? 

• What was the role of the government (city, state, federal) in changes 

related to urban renewal and/or gentrification? 

• Are you aware of any government initiatives or incentives regarding 

gentrification, displacement, or housing? Explain. 

 

III. Conclusions 

 

• Is there anything that I did not ask that I should have asked? 

• Are there any other organizations that you think I should 

interview? 
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APPENDIX B: TABLE OF ORGANIZATIONS 

Name Representative FP, NP, or Hybrid Institution or Enterprise 

1. Dwell Realty Owner For-Profit Enterprise 

2. Elevated Coffee Co-Owner For-Profit Enterprise 

3. Champions Barbershop Owner For-Profit Institution 

4. Champions Barbering 

Institute 

Owner For-Profit Enterprise 

5. Cannon’s Rib Express Owner For-Profit Institution 

6. June Key Delta 

Community Center 
President Nonprofit Institution 

7. Dub St. Johns Owner For-profit Institution 

8. Self Enhancement Inc. President Nonprofit Institution 

9. Geneva’s Shear Perfection Owner For-profit Institution 

10. Leisure Hour Golf Club President Nonprofit Institution 

11. JP’s Framing and Gallery Owner For-profit Enterprise 

12. Influential Grooming 

Lounge 
Co-Owner For-profit Institution 

13. Teach Me To Fish Executive Director Nonprofit Enterprise 

14. First AME Zion Church Secretary Nonprofit Institution 

15. Stoopid Burger Co-Owner For-profit Enterprise 

16. Open Haus Owner For-profit Institution 

17. Genesis Community 

Fellowship 

Pastor Nonprofit Enterprise 



 
185 

18. Highland Christian Center Assistant Pastor Nonprofit Institution 

19. Green Haus Boutique and 

Gallery 

Owner For-profit Institution 

20. Billy Web Elks Lodge Exalted Ruler Hybrid Institution 

21. Design + Culture Owner For-profit Enterprise 

22. Portland African American 

Leadership Forum 

Executive Director Nonprofit Institution 

23. Black United Fund Executive Director Nonprofit Enterprise 

24. Cason’s Meats Owner For-profit Enterprise 

25. M.W. St. Joseph’s Grand 

Lodge 

Grand Master Nonprofit Institution 

26. Sons of Haiti Food Cart 

Pod 

Owner Hybrid Institution 

27. Skanner News Group Owner For-profit Enterprise 

28. National Association for 

Advancement of Colored People 

(NAACP) 

President Nonprofit Enterprise 

29. Po’Shines Owner Hybrid Institution 

30. Celebration Tabernacle Pastor Nonprofit Institution 
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APPENDIX C: LIST OF MAPPED ORGANIZATIONS 

Name Address City State Zip Code Type 

42nd Ave Fish and Chips 5302 NE 42nd Ave. Portland OR 97218 FP 

A Heavenly Taste Café 4200 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97212 SE 

Abbey Creek Winery 31235 NW North Ave. North Plains OR 97133 FP 

Aberus Restaurant 438 NE Killingsworth St. Portland OR 97211 FP 

Abyssinian Kitchen 2625 SE 21st Ave. Portland OR 97202 FP 

African American Alliance for Homeownership 825 NE 20th Ave Portland OR 97232 NP 

African American Health Coalition 2800 N Vancouver Ave Portland OR 97227 NP 

Akadi 3601 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97212 FP 

Albina Christian Life Center 2149 N Willamette Blvd. Portland OR 97217 NP 

Allen Temple CME Church 4236 NE 8th Ave Portland OR 97212 NP 

Amalfi's Restaurant 4703 NE Fremont St. Portland OR 97213 FP 

Amir's Motherland Dish 7100 NE Glisan St. Portland OR 97213 FP 

Antioch Missionary Baptist Church 5935 N Minnesota Ave Portland OR 97217 NP 

Ascension Well Body & Fitness 1233 SE Stark St. Portland OR 97214 FP 

Avalon Flowers 520 SW 3rd Ave Portland OR 97204 FP 

Awash Ethiopian Market 2322 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97212 FP 

Berean Baptist Church 4822 N Vancouver Ave Portland OR 97217 NP 

Best Brows in Portland 832 NW 19th Ave Portland OR 97209 FP 

Bete-Lukas 2504 SE 50th Ave. Portland OR 97206 FP 

Bethel AME Church 5828 NE 8th Ave Portland OR 97211 NP 

Bethesda Christian Church 109 N Emerson St. Portland OR 97211 NP 

Big Elephant Kitchen 3940 N Williams Ave. Portland OR 97227 FP 

Billy Webb Elks Lodge 6 N Tillamook St Portland OR 97227 NP 

Black Parent Initiative 2915 NE MLK Portland OR 97212 NP 

Black Pearl Acupuncture 505 NW 9th Ave. Portland OR 97209 FP 

Black United Fund of Oregon 2828 NE Alberta St. Portland OR 97211 NP 

Body by Me 13838 NE Sandy Blvd. Portland OR 98230 FP 

Bridges Café 2716 NE MLK Blvd Portland OR 97212 FP 

Brixton Beauty Supply 12503 SE Division St. Portland OR 97236 FP 

Cannon's Rib Express 5410 NE 33rd Ave. Portland OR 97211 FP 
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Caribbean Kitchen 429 SW Stark St. Portland OR 97204 FP 

Caribbean Spice 4516 NE 42nd Ave. Portland OR 97218 FP 

Cason's Fine Meats 8238 N Denver Ave Portland OR 97217 FP 

Celebrity Status Barber Shop 10415 SE Stark St Portland OR 97216 FP 

ChadowBoxx Salon 1590 NE 172nd Ave Gresham OR 97230 FP 

Champions Barbering Institute 424 NE Killingsworth St. Portland OR 97211 FP 

Champions Barbershop 5175 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97211 FP 

Champions Barbershop West 17040 SW Whitley Way Beaverton OR 97006 FP 

Chez Dodo 427 SW Stark St. Portland OR 97204 FP 

Christ Memorial Community Church 1552 N Killingsworth St Portland OR 97217 NP 

Church of the Living God 5637 NE 14th Ave Portland OR 97211 NP 

City of Roses Disposal & Recycling 4530 NE 138th Ave Portland OR 97230 FP 

Classic Men Barbershop 8735 SW Canyon Ln Portland OR 97225 FP 

Claudelle R. Glasgow, PsyD 4225 NE Tillamook St. Portland OR 97213 FP 

ClientJoy 15849 N Lombard St. Portland OR 97203 FP 

Clinton's Kitchen 4810 SW Western Ave. Beaverton OR 97005 FP 

Club Seven Fitness 220 SW Main St. Portland OR 97204 FP 

Colas Construction 19 NW 5th Ave Portland OR 97209 FP 

Community Church of God 202 NE Skidmore St. Portland OR 97217 NP 

Confrontation Theater 602 NE Prescott St Portland OR 97217 NP 

Conscious Coils 1033 SW Yamhill St. Portland OR 97205 FP 

Constructing Hope 405 NE Church St. Portland OR 97211 NP 

Cookie Connection 5606 NE Rodney Ave. Portland OR 97211 FP 

Cornerstone Community Church of God in Christ 2216 NE Killingsworth St Portland OR 97211 NP 

D's Hair & Beauty Supply 3318 E Fourth Plain Blvd Vancouver WA 98661 FP 

Daddy D's Southern Style BBQ 7204 NE Fourth Plain BlvVancouver WA 98662 FP 

Daniels Memorial Church of God in Christ 1234 NE Killingsworth St Portland OR 97211 NP 

DB Dessert Company 6824 NE Glisan St. Portland OR 97213 FP 

Deadstock Coffee 408 NW Couch St. Portland OR 97209 FP 

Dean's Beauty Salon and Barbershop 215 NE Hancock St. Portland OR 97212 FP 

Desired 1710 N Lombard St Portland OR 97217 FP 
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Dirty Taetoe 4233 N Mississippi Ave. Portland OR 97227 FP 

Donut Queen 5842 E Burnside St. Portland OR 97215 FP 

Dub's St. Johns 8537 N Lombard St. Portland OR 97203 FP 

Dwell Realty 5265 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97211 FP 

E'Njoni Café 910 N Killingsworth St. Portland OR 97217 FP 

EcoVibe Apparel 1408 NE Alberta St. Portland OR 97211 FP 

Eleni's Kitchen Ethiopian Cuisine 2401 NE Cornell Rd. Hillsboro OR 97124 FP 

Elevated Coffee 5261 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97211 FP 

Emmanuel Church of God in Christ United 4800 NE 30th Ave Portland OR 97211 NP 

Emmanuel Temple Church 1033 N Sumner St. Portland OR 97217 NP 

Enat Kitchen Restaurant 300 N Killingsworth St. Portland OR 97217 FP 

Essence Hair Design 4710 NE MLK Blvd Portland OR 97211 FP 

Essential Juices and Smoothies 1122 SE Tacoma St. Portland OR 97202 FP 

Eye Do Lash & Brow Bar 1804 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97211 FP 

Faith Center 13832 NE Sandy Blvd Portland OR 97230 NP 

Famous Rob's Soul Food 3503 N Mississippi Ave. Portland OR 97227 FP 

Fat Cupcake 6110 SE 72nd Ave. Portland OR 97206 FP 

Fat Cupcake 19273 Molalla Ave. Oregon City OR 97045 FP 

Fellowship Missionary Baptist Church 4009 N Missouri Ave Portland OR 97227 NP 

First Church of the Apostolic Faith 9008 N Smith St. Portland OR 97203 NP 

Fish Fusion 5800 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97211 FP 

Flamin' Hibachi PDX 600 SE 146th Ave Portland OR 97233 FP 

Flowers Chiropractic 2124 NE Hancock St. Portland OR 97212 FP 

Fuel Café 1452 NE Alberta St. Portland OR 97211 FP 

Full Gospel Temple of Prayer Church 513 NE Mason St. Portland OR 97211 NP 

G Station American Diner 550 NW 6th Ave. Portland OR 97209 FP 

Genesis Community Fellowship 5425 NE 27th Ave Portland OR 97211 NP 

Geneva's Shear Perfection 5601 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97211 FP 

Gojo Ethiopian Restaurant 915 NE Alberta St. Portland OR 97211 FP 

Goldie's Texas Style BBQ 15640 NE Fourth Plain B Vancouver WA 98682 FP 

Grace Covenant Fellowship Church 5450 NE Flanders St. Portland OR 97213 NP 
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Greater Faith Missionary Baptist Church 

Greater Mount Gilliard Missionary Baptist Church 

811 NE 88th Cir. 

2902 NE Rodney Ave 

Vancouver 

Portland 

WA 

OR 

98665 NP 

97212 NP 

Greater New Hope 3825 NE Killingsworth St Portland OR 97211 NP 

Greater New Hope (NE Campus) 11936 NE Sandy Blvd. Portland OR 97220 NP 

Greater Solid Rock Church of God in Christ 1705 NE Dekum St. Portland OR 97211 NP 

Greater St. Stephen Missionary Baptist Church 3605 NE Mallory Ave Portland OR 97212 NP 

GreenHaus gallery + boutique 18 NE Killingsworth St Portland OR 97217 FP 

GreenHop and GreenHop Academy 5515 NE 16th Ave Portland OR 97211 SE 

Groove Development 1500 NW Bethany Blvd Beaverton OR 97006 FP 

Hair Haven 90 NW 2nd St. Gresham OR 97030 FP 

Hammer and Nails PDX 77 NE Grand Ave. Portland OR 97232 FP 

Hanif the Barber 1409 Broadway St. Vancouver WA 98663 FP 

Hashi Halal Market 106 N Killingsworth St. Portland OR 97217 FP 

Hayat Somali Restaurant 16755 SW Baseline Rd. Beaverton OR 97006 FP 

HeavenBound Deliverance Center 84 NE Killingsworth St. Portland OR 97211 NP 

Helser's on Alberta 1538 NE Alberta St. Portland OR 97211 FP 

Highland Christian Center 7600 NE Glisan St. Portland OR 97213 NP 

Hoop Dreams Basketball 12425 NE San Rafael St. Portland OR 97230 NP 

House of Prayer for All Nations 731 N Mason St. Portland OR 97217 NP 

Hue Noir 9735 SW Sunshine Ct. Beaverton OR 97005 FP 

I Am Image 1500 NW 18th Ave Portland OR 97209 FP 

Immigrant and Refugee Community Organization Afri 631 NE 102nd Ave Portland OR 97220 NP 

Infinity Salon Suites 5233 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97211 FP 

Influential Grooming Lounge 3262 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97212 FP 

International Center for Traditional Childbearing 5257 NE MLK Blvd Portland OR 97211 NP 

Jam Rock Taste of Jamaica 7614 SE Stark St. Portland OR 97215 FP 

Jamaica House 8307 N. Ivanhoe St. Portland OR 97203 FP 

Jamaican Homestyle Cuisine 441 N Killingsworth St. Portland OR 97217 FP 

Jayah Rose Salon 320 NE Failing St. Portland OR 97212 FP 

Jazzy's Southern Style Kitchen 7538 N. Lombard St. Portland OR 97203 FP 

JP's Custom Framing & Gallery 418 NE Killingsworth St Portland OR 97211 FP 
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June Key Delta Community Center 5940 N Albina Ave Portland OR 97217 NP 

Just Hair 3511 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97212 FP 

KairosPDX 4915 N Gantenbein Ave Portland OR 97217 NP 

Kaiya's Kitchen 3441 N Vancouver Ave. Portland OR 97227 FP 

Kee's Loaded Kitchen 4709 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97211 FP 

King's Temple Christian Center 4744 NE 15th Ave Portland OR 97211 NP 

Kingdom Kuts 7505 NE Glisan St. Portland OR 97213 FP 

Kuroo Tattoo 833 SE Main St. Portland OR 97214 FP 

Life Change Church 3635 N Williams Ave Portland OR 97227 NP 

Life Change Church (East) 16200 NE Glisan St. Portland OR 97230 NP 

Life Restoration Center Church 1605 NE Division St. Gresham OR 97030 NP 

Lock Loft 1901 Broadway St. Vancouver WA 98663 FP 

Lockatunity 1512 NE 172nd Ave Portland OR 97230 FP 

Mama Pauline's African Market 4606 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97211 FP 

Mama San Soul Shack 8037 N Lombard St. Portland OR 97203 FP 

Mama's Kitchen 611 Main St. Vancouver WA 98660 FP 

Maranatha Church 4222 NE 12th Ave Portland OR 97211 NP 

Mathilde's Kitchen Haitian Cuisine 7238 SE Foster Rd. Portland OR 97206 FP 

Maxximo Insurance Services 731 N Hayden Meadows Portland OR 97217 FP 

Merkato Ethiopian Music & Food Store 2605 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97212 FP 

Meskel Market 839 N Killingsworth St. Portland OR 97217 FP 

MetroEast Community Media 829 NE 8th St. Gresham OR 97030 NP 

Metropolitan Contractor Improvement Partnership 2808 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97212 NP 

Micro Enterprise Services of Oregon 4008 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97212 NP 

Mingle Lounge 322 NW Everett St. Portland OR 97209 FP 

Mirage Salon 2948 NE MLK Blvd Portland OR 97212 FP 

Morning Star Missionary Baptist Church 4927 NE 55th Ave Portland OR 97218 NP 

Mount Olivet Baptist Church 8501 N Chautauqua BlvdPortland OR 97217 NP 

Mount Olivet Baptist Church (Aloha) 17800 SW Kinnaman Ro Aloha OR 97008 NP 

Ms. T's 8145 SE 82nd Ave Portland OR 97266 FP 

Mudbone Grown 7900 NE 33rd Dr. Portland OR 97211 SE 
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N'Kossi Boutique de l'Afrique 130 SW Harvey Milk St.  Portland OR 97204 FP 

Nana's Ice Cream Scoop Shop 5524 NE Garfield Ave.     Portland        OR 97211 FP 

National Association for the Advancement of Colored 1257 Lloyd Center Portland        OR 97212 NP 

NE Creperie 3441 N Vancouver Ave.  Portland        OR 97201 FP 

Nehemiah Project 5200 SW Meadows Roa Lake OswegoOR 97035 NP 

Nelly's Deli 13715 SE Powell Blvd      Portland        OR 97236 FP 

New  Life Community Church of God in Christ 7017 N Lombard St.        Portland        OR 97203 NP 

New Hope Missionary Baptist Church 3725 N Gantenbein Ave Portland        OR 97227 NP 

New Testament Church of God in Christ 1237 NE Failing St. Portland        OR 97212 NP 

North by Northeast Community Health Center 714 NE Alberta St. Portland        OR 97211 NP 

OHSU Avel Gordly Center for Healing 621 SW Alder St. Portland        OR 97205 NP 

Okojie Wellness 7319 N John Ave Portland        OR 97203 FP 

Olive Or Twist 925 NW 11th Ave Portland OR 97209 FP 

Oregon Public House 700 NE Dekum St. Portland        OR 97211 SE 

Overstreet Powerhouse Temple Church of God in Chr 4525 N Williams Ave      Portland        OR 97217 NP 

PassinArt 825 NE 20th Ave Portland        OR 97232 NP 

PDX Sante Bar 411 NW Park Ave. Portland OR 97209 FP 

PDX Yellow Cab 1427 SE 122nd Ave Portland OR 97233 FP 

Peninsula Wrestling Club 700 N. Rosa Parks Way   Portland        OR 97217 NP 

Pensole Footwear Design Academy 10 NW 5th Ave Portland        OR 97209 FP 

Philadelphia Community Missionary Baptist Church    238 NE Mason St Portland        OR 97211 NP 

Pizzayaki 12544 SE Division St        Portland        OR 97236 FP 

Po'Shines Café De La Soul 8139 N Denver Ave.        Portland        OR 97217 SE 

Po'Shines Catering & Culinary Clinic 501 NE Alberta St. Portland        OR 97211 FP 

Portland African American Leadership Forum 4511 N Williams Ave       Portland        OR 97217 NP 

Portland Movers 1320 NE 63rd Ave Portland        OR 97213 FP 

Portland Observer 4747 NE MLK Blvd Portland OR 97211 FP 

Queen of Sheba Restaurant 2413 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97212 FP 

Rahel's Ethiopian Food 465 SE 102nd Ave. Portland OR 97216 FP 

Reo's Ribs 4211 NE Sandy Blvd.       Portland        OR 97213 FP 

Revelations Hair Design by Chanesa 5140 NE 42nd Ave Portland        OR 97218 FP 
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RM Studio Productions 2601 SE 160th Ave Portland OR 97236 FP 

Rose City Eats 7538 N. Lombard St. Portland OR 97203 FP 

Safari Restaurant 7815 SE Powell Blvd. Portland OR 97206 FP 

Self Enhancement Inc. (SEI) 3920 N Kerby Ave Portland OR 97227 NP 

Sengatera Ethiopian Restaurant 3833 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97212 FP 

Sharon Seventh-Day Adventist Church 5209 NE 22nd Ave Portland OR 97211 NP 

Show Dogs Grooming Salon and Boutique 926 N Lombard St Portland OR 97217 FP 

Sistahs 4 Life 3131 N Vancouver Ave Portland OR 97227 NP 

Skanner News Group 415 N Killingsworth St. Portland OR 97217 FP 

Sons of Haiti Lodge & Food Pod 3503 N Mississippi Ave Portland OR 97227 SE 

Soul River, Inc. 1926 N Kilpatrick St. Portland OR 97217 SE 

Southern Styles & Barber 5130 NE MLK Blvd Portland OR 97211 FP 

St. Luke Memorial Community Church of God in Chris 2700 NE Sumner St. Portland OR 97211 NP 

St. Paul Missionary Baptist Church 8101 N Fiske Ave Portland OR 97203 NP 

St. Philip the Deacon Episcopal Church 120 NE Knott St. Portland OR 97212 NP 

Steakadelphia 5835 SE Powell Blvd. Portland OR 97206 FP 

Stoopid Burger 2329 NE Glisan St. Portland OR 97232 FP 

Straight Path, Inc. 5848 NE 42nd Ave Portland OR 97218 NP 

Studio Six Nine Hair Design 545 NE Killingsworth St. Portland OR 97211 FP 

Styled by HER Beautique 7507 NE Glisan St. Portland OR 97213 FP 

Sunshine Center Montessori Preschool 1542 N Killingsworth St. Portland OR 97217 FP 

Sweet Street BBQ 1505 NE Alberta St. Portland OR 97211 FP 

Tabiba Styles 330 NE Chkalov Dr. Vancouver WA 98684 FP 

Tempo Cycling & Pilates Studio 1623 SE 12th Ave Portland OR 97214 FP 

Terrell Brandon Barber Shop 1330 NE Alberta St Portland OR 97211 FP 

Terry Family Funeral Home 2337 N Williams Ave Portland OR 97227 FP 

The Spicy Spoon 3540 N Mississippi Ave. Portland OR 97227 FP 

The Sugar Mama 7831 SE Stark St. Portland OR 97215 FP 

The Sugar Mama 1704 NE 32nd Ave Portland OR 97212 FP 

Thirty27 Boutique 3519 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97212 FP 

Trap Kitchen 8523 SE Stark St. Portland OR 97216 FP 
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Trinity Full Gospel Pentecostal Church 4801 NE 19th Ave Portland OR 97211 NP 

True Vine Missionary Baptist Church 4735 N Commercial Ave Portland OR 97217 NP 

Try Me Ethiopian Cuisine 580 NW Eastman Pkwy Gresham OR 97030 FP 

Ulicious Smokehouse & BBQ 625 NE Killingsworth St. Portland OR 97211 FP 

United House of Prayer for All People 7459 N Haven Ave Portland OR 97203 NP 

Urban League of Portland 10 N Russell St. Portland OR 97227 NP 

Vancouver Avenue First Baptist Church 3138 N Vancouver Ave. Portland OR 97227 NP 

Victory Temple Church of God in Christ 241 NE Hancock St. Portland OR 97212 NP 

Viking Soul Food 4255 SE Belmont St. Portland OR 97215 FP 

Walker Temple Church of God in Christ 5023 N Michigan Ave Portland OR 97217 NP 

Walts Hair Affair 2309 Neals Ln. Vancouver WA 98661 FP 

Warsame African Food Market 7535 NE Glisan St. Portland OR 97213 FP 

Yaad Style Jamaican Cuisine 3532 NE MLK Blvd. Portland OR 97212 FP 
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APPENDIX D:  ILLUSTRATIVE  CODING SCHEME 

 
Initial Topic Codes Description Sample Text Derivative Codes 

Resource Allocation 

Function 

Brokering  needed 

resources and services to 

residents 

“We also have what we call memorandums of 

understanding with a couple of other community-

based organizations who come in there and use the 

building for free. But in exchange for that, we 

partner with them on some of the programmatic 

efforts that we're doing.” 

 

“So twice a month, North by Northeast clinic 

comes in. They do blood pressure checks. And so 

they stay for a couple of hours. And we always talk 

every man into getting his blood-- or every person 

in there to get their blood pressure checked because 

that's one of the number one silent killers amongst 

African American people.” 

 

 

Organizational Partnerships 

 

Collaboration 

 

Competition for Resources 

 

Shared Physical Spaces 

Representative 

Function 

Speaking on behalf of 

local community 

“They want us to get on their committees, “We 

have Pastor X here, we have Pastor Y here. You've 

got all these pastors here that aren't really speaking 

to this thing. We’re just pawns, that's all I'm 

saying.” 

 

Internal Representation 

 

External Representation 

 

Representative Capacity 

 

Authority to select 

representatives 
 

Competition for 

Representative Capacity 

Cultural Symbols Invocation of symbols 

typically associated with 

Black culture 

“We play '70s and '80s and '60s R&B classics and 

stuff. So when you walk in, typically there's some 

smooth R&B playing or some jazz contemporary 

stuff. And then, I mean, you could tell by my art, I 

have an African American artist that did our art 

here.”  

Imagery/ Visual Symbols 

 

Language/ African American 

Vernacular English 

 

Music 
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“I do like representation of black people on the 

wall.  I want to make sure that everyone is 

represented. But I do think that it's important that 

we represent black art. The art you see on the wall 

here is a black artist.” 

 

“So that's why I didn't call it a soul food restaurant. 

Okay. Right? I almost wanted to call it like 

authentic African-American cuisine.” 

 

 

“Black Portland” Definitions of “Black 

Portland” community 

“The last time Frankie Beverly was here, I saw so 

many black people. I'm like, ‘Where are you all the 

other 364 days of the year?’ I mean they were 

dancing in the aisles, the Schnitzer was filled with 

people. It was filled with people just hanging-- it's 

filled with nothing but black people. I'm like, 

where [are] ya’ll? Y'all don't come to Gospel 

Christmas.” 

 

“Black Portland now is not a neighborhood, it's 

more of a collection of people.  And it's like where 

you go is what you make.  So it's no longer a place. 

It's more of a space.” 

 

“We didn't live outside of inner North or Northeast 

Portland. We all knew each other. Our parents 

knew each other. We went to the high school 

together, and we were really a real cohesive 

community.” 

 

“Black Portland was people coming together when 

the police had brutally shot this young girl in this 

car. I just remember, this is just one event. I 

remember how Black Portland came together. And 

Loss of venues 

 

Reliance on community events 

 

Cohesive cultural community 

 

Proximity to third spaces 

 

Proximity to community 

members 
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they didn’t really protest, but they just spoke out 

about the thing.” 

 

“There was a Black-owned store right here on the 

corner. There was another one on that corner. 

There were, I mean, two stores within one block of 

me that were Black-owned. So that's what it means. 

It means that we did have a community.”  

 

 

“We had parks where we had gatherings and 

picnics and music dances and last chance summer 

dance. It was something we used to do. And there 

were community events within this part of the grid 

of Portland, Oregon. So that was Black Portland.” 

 

 

 

 

State Action Actions taken by 

government actors that 

directly or indirectly 

affect redevelopment 

“And even if you don't want to sell, the city will 

come in and say, ‘We want that building because 

we're going to put a high-rise from here to the 

corner.’ And then they say, ‘This is what it's 

worth,’ and they write you a check. Imminent 

domain. Doesn’t matter how you feel about it.” 

 

Distrust of Government 

 

Remedial State Action 

Discretionary Enforcement 

Zoning Laws and Codes 

 

Place/ Placelessness Access to designated 

spaces to perform 

cultural identity, or lack 

thereof 

“So one, where are our people? So if we want to 

say, "We're going to take this program and move it 

from [inaudible] to another location," who can tell 

me where that location is, and that we're really 

charging it our people, right?” 

 

"If you find MLK, you can always find the blacks 

in the city [laughter]." 

 

Virtual/ Digital Spaces 

 

Consequences of Placelessness 

 

Harm to Seniors 

 

 

Significance of MLK 

 

Authenticity 
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“I knew when a transplant comes to Portland, when 

a new black person comes to Portland and they 

want to get a haircut- we can google black 

barbershops now, but those of us that may not be 

technically savvy will go, "Okay. Where's the 

MLK in Portland?" And if you can find an MLK in 

Portland, in anywhere, you've probably got a great 

chance of finding black businesses [laughter] 

somewhere on MLK.” 

 

 

Change in Physical 

Landscape 

Introduction of new 

buildings, destruction or 

renovation of old 

buildings, infrastructure 

improvement 

“One of the first ominous signs was when they 

replaced the former Fred Meyers with the North 

Portland Precinct. The police precinct.” 

 

“We really didn't have a lot of apartments around 

here.  So this is different to see all the new 

apartments. This is brand new.” 

 

“These things around them actually helped increase 

the value of their property so they can create 

wealth. They're not always talking about selling the 

property either. They're actually holding onto their 

properties and leasing them out to the newcomers 

as well.” 

 

 

Loss of sentimental spaces 

 

Foreignness/ Unfamiliarity 

 

Increased wealth for poor 

families 

 

 

Demographic Shift Introduction of 

predominantly white, 

middle class residents 

“We talk about it all the time.  At 10 o'clock at 

night, back in [laughter] 2003, you wouldn't see a 

white person walking down MLK at 10 o'clock at 

night with a dog. Now you see them at 11:30 at 

night and they're just “ladada” [laughter].” 

 

“We get other ethnic groups that are coming in 

uninvited, [saying] ‘well I saw community center 

on there’ and they're just walking in. It's not that 

kind of community center.”  
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And then they get out here and they say, "Where 

are all the blacks? Where do I find a black person? 

 

 

Residential 

Displacement 

Transition of former 

residents to other areas 

due to direct or indirect 

effects of gentrification 

“And so even when my clients moved out to 

Gresham and The Numbers or whatever, they still 

come to Portland. Most of them still work in 

Portland.” 

 

“And several of their families and stuff there had 

students at Oakley Green or schools that were 

relatively close that have been displaced or could 

no longer afford their homes.” 

 

“You start to see the black people moving further 

outside of Portland. Some of them try to hang in 

there in the northeast, but it's been hard for them.” 

 

 

 

Smaller church congregations 

 

Distance/ Access to 

transportation 

 

Lack of concentrated 

resettlement 

 

Physical Expansion 

Social Embeddedness 

 

Value Expression 

Cultural integration in 

the provision of goods 

and services  

“I've always seen a barbershop as a staple in the 

community.” 

 

“The people who do come back to the 

neighborhood, they always stop right here. They 

always come by here and they wave. I had two 

friends come by yesterday on their motorcycles, 

and they both live way out in the Numbers too.” 

 

“The Elks which probably been here-- or has been 

here forever, is still kind of one of those other 

community meeting spaces.” 

 

 

Arms-Length 

Transaction 

Value neutral provision 

of goods and services  

“I've always kind of fancied my businesses as 

being just businesses that happen to be owned by a 

Cross- Subsidization 
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Cultural Detachment 

black person. And so, real estate is not a black 

business. It's non-ethnicity specific.” 

 

“So I just provide a service for the people that want 

to use me for doing that. So I really don't care what 

color they are coming into the shop, because what I 

do back there in the back of fixing that frame up.” 

 

 

“I'm not trying to keep it strictly African American 

or African, or just black, right. I don't really want 

my business to be an African American business, 

right because that means I'm just focusing on our 

culture. Well I'm the culture so it's just going to be 

that. But I just want it to be well I'm an African 

American who has a business, and this is what we 

sell at our business.” 

 

Cultural Appropriation 
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